ABSTRACT

VALUES CLARIFICATION TEN YEARS LATER: CHANGES AND
FUTURES AS PERCEIVED BY SELECTED EXPERTS

By

Stephen J. Taffee

This dissertation concerned itself with two basic research
questions:

1. In what ways have the theory and practice of values

clarification changed since 1966?

2. In what directions is values clarification likely to

move during the next ten years?

To gather data relevant to these questions, the author
identified and contacted fourteen leading experts in values
clarification and/or values education, with an approximate ratio
of two proponents of values clarification to one critic of values
clarification. Of the fourteen experts contacted, nine agreed to
participate in the study: Louis E. Raths, Merrill Harmin, Sidney B.
Simon, Howard Kirschenbaum, Barbara Glaser-Kirschenbaum, Joel Goodman,
John S. Stewart, Alan L. Lockwood, and Milton Rokeach. An interview
guide was constructed, and the nine experts were interviewed and
the interview tape recorded. Prior to the interviews of the experts,

however, the writer answered most of the questions of an argumentative
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nature himself in an attempt to discover any assumptions that he
may have been unconsciously making and to increase his awareness

of the possibility of "leading" the experts during their interviews.
These interviews were then transcribed and a transcript returned

to each of the experts for editing and clarification. Finally,

the edited versions of the transcripts served as the data base

from which the author operated.

The author also undertook a review of relevant literature,
and in particular concerned himself with the evolution of values
clarification practice and theory. The pioneering work of Raths
was highlighted, as were the later contributions of Kirschenbaum.
Special attention was also given to the major criticisms of values
clarification, which were discussed and in some instances replied
to by the writer.

In analyzing the data, the author broke down both of the
basic research questions into several sub-questions each, and by
comparing and contrasting the responses of the various experts to
the sub-questions, attempted ultimately to gather information which
would yield answers to the two major research questions. The results
of the analysis and evaluation of these sub-questions were then
compared with the responses of the writer to his self-interview,
and while the results of this exercise were mixed, by and large the
writer had responded in a fashion similar to the proponents of
values clarification.

In regard to the two major research questions, the author

came to the following conclusions: (1) since 1966, values
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clarification has become an increasingly practical and usable edu-
cational tool; (2) since 1966, there has been an increasingly more
explicit role for affect in values clarification; (3) since 1966,
the number of questions and concerns relative to values clarification
has increased greatly; (4) values clarification will remain a
popular approach in values education during the next decade; (5)
values clarification will become increasingly integrated with
other disciplines and approaches during the next decade; (6) the
leadership in values clarification will become more diversified
during the next ten years as generalists in the approach are
joined by specialists in the approach as applied to specific
areas; (7) ideally, values clarification can have a great impact

on American education and society, and that ideals are an important
part of human experience in terms of future planning.

The significance of these conclusions was thought by the
writer to be the following: (1) values clarification, at least
partially, is responsible for increased public interest in the
broader area of values education; (2) values clarification has
introduced many people to humanistic educational programs and
practices; (3) values clarification's popularity is partially an
outgrowth of its practicality and applicability, and curriculum
planners should remember this in designing new curricula; (4)
values clarification has been a dynamic yet stable approach,
changing over the years but also maintaining itself and not passing
into oblivion; (5) there is a need for the leaders of values

clarification to continue to perform research and development
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tasks; (6) values clarification is likely to remain a potent and
popular approach within values education during the next decade;
(7) there is a need for increased communications between the
leaders of values clarification and the leaders of related ap-
proaches; (8) two major points which need to be explored by values
clarifiers in the future are the charges of ethical relativism and
the insufficient research as to the effects of values clarification.
The dissertation closes with some broad action proposals

based upon the conclusions given above.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
INTRODUCTION

In 1966, Louis E. Raths, Merrill Harmin and Sidney B. Simon,

published Values and Teaching: Working with Values in the Classroom.1

Their book was the first comprehensive presentation of the theory and
practice of "values clarification." Since 1966, values clarification
has enjoyed a tremendous amount of growth in popularity, as evidenced
by the proliferation of books, articles, media packages and workshops
claiming to utilize the values clarification process. Many colleges
and universities have developed graduate and undergraduate courses
in values clarification. A significant number of studies have been
undertaken to measure the effects of values clarification. Values
clarification has also entered the lives of many people not directly
associated with classroom teaching, e.g. social workers, counselors,
religious educators and civic youth organization leaders. Values
clarification probably is, at least partially, responsible for the
increased interest in the broader field of values/moral education
among educators. Indeed, Milton Rokeach, while expressing strong

reservations in regard to values clarification, nonetheless has

written: .

]Louis E. Raths, Merrill Harmin and Sidney Bi Simon, Values
and Teaching: Working with Values in the Classroom (Columbus:
Charles E. Merrill Publishing Co., 1966).

1




I believe that the values clarification movement has made
an extremely important contribution to modern education. It
has succeeded in getting across the proposition that beyond
making students aware of facts and concepts, it is also
important to make them aware of their own values. Such a
broadening of educational objectives now has a universal
face validity, largely because of tge pioneering work of the
proponents of values clarification.

As a theory, values clarification has brought both accolades
and applause to itself, as well as harsh criticisms. As a practice,
values clarification has been credited with helping students and
teachers become closer to one another, and with changing lives in
positive directions. On the other hand, values clarification has
been disparaged as psychologically dangerous, irresponsible, or a
mishmash of silly games.

This writer believes that, despite sometimes heavy criti-
cism, values clarification has had and will continue to have a

significant role within education.
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study was to focus upon two important
questions regarding values clarification:
1. In what ways havé the theory and practice of values
clarification changed since 1966?
2. In what directions is values clarification likely to

move during the next ten years?

2I"ﬁ 1ton Rokeach, "Toward a Philosophy of Value Education,"

values Education, Theory/Practice/Problems/Prospects, ed. by John
Meyer, Brian Burnham and John Cholvat (Waterloo, Ontario, Canada:

Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 1975), p. 124.



Information regarding these two questions was collected,
reported, and analyzed for significance, with the hope that as a
result, the genesis and continuing evolution of values clarifi-

cation may be understood with greater clarity.

IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY

Contribution to Theory

Many authorities, when referring to the theory of values
clarification, are relying upon the theory as originally recorded

in Values and Teaching ten years ago.3 With the exception of an

essay with suggested theoretical changes by Howard Kirschenbaum,
the theory has mainly been represented in print as virtually

4 Yet, this writer, as a result of conversations with

unchanged.
many of the leading authors in the area, believed that there were
some indications of significant, but perhaps as yet unspoken or
unrecorded, new perceptions emerging in regard to theory. This
thesis serves to investigate the extent to which this is the case.
This thesis also gathers from current leaders in values
education, perceptions regarding future developments in values
clarification. The writer believes that such warranted predictions,

based upon logical trends, would be helpful to other investigators

concerned with values education.

3Raths, Harmin and Simon, Values and Teaching: Working
with Values in the Classroom.

4Howard Kirschenbaum, "Beyond Values Clarification,"

Readings in Values Clarification, ed. by Sidney B. Simon and Howard
Kirschenbaum (Minneapolis: Wilson Press, Inc., 1973).



Contribution to Practice

Significant changes or shifts in practice may indicate a
change in theory or in interpretation of theory. Therefore, this
writer also concerned himself with rationales for any notable
changes which occurred.

Since the publication of Values and Teaching,5 the over-

whelming emphasis in writings about values clarification has been
in the realm of implementation as evidenced by such titles as:

Values Clarification: A Handbook of Practical Strategies for
6

Human Values in the Classroom: Teaching
7

Teachers and Students;

Clarifying Values through Subject
8

for Personal and Social Growth;

Matter: Applications for the Classroom;  Composition for Personal

Growth: Values Clarification through Irhm'ting;9 Personalizing
10

Education: Values Clarification and Beyond; ~ and Beginning Values

5Raths, Harmin and Simon, Values and Teaching: Working
with Values in the Classroom.

6S1'dne,y B. Simon, Leland W. Howe, and Howard Kirschenbaum,
Values Clarification: A Handbook of Practical Strategies for
Teachers and Students (New York: Hart Publishing Co., 1972).

7Robert C. Hawley, Human Values in the Classroom: Teaching
for Personal and Social Growth (Amherst, Mass.: Education Research

Associates, 1973).

8Merr1'11 Harmin, Howard Kirschenbaum, and Sidney B. Simon,
Clarifying Values through Subject Matter: Applications for the
Classroom (Minneapolis: Winston Press, Inc., 1973).

9Sidney B. Simon, Robert C. Hawley, and David D. Britton,

Composition for Personal Growth: Values Clarification through
Writing (New York: Hart Publishing Co., 1973).

wLeland W. Howe and Mary Martha Howe, Personalizing Edu-
cation: Values Clarification and Beyond (New York: Hart Publishing

Co., Inc., 1975).




Clarification: A Guidebook for the Use of Values Clarification in
11

the Classroom, to name some of them.

Within this emphasis on implementation, there appeared to
be, at least to this writer, a gradual change in emphasis from an
early cognitive, logical, weighing orientation, to an orientation
which placed greater emphasis upon the affective, feeling and
appreciating aspects of an individual's valuing process. The
author believed that such a change warranted further investigation
and documentation.

What will the practice of values clarification look like
ten years from now? Will it be utilized much in the same ways as
now, or will it likely undergo significant change? The answers to
such questions have obvious relevance to practictioners at all

levels, especially the designers of curricula.

Contribution to Self

Obviously, there must be a personal aspect to the selection
of any area of investigation worthy of all the time and effort
involved in the composition of a dissertation. This writer plans
to continue his interest in the area of values clarification, with
the definite intention and hope of publishing in the area. Values
clarification has been an important part of this writer's personal/
professional life since 1971, and it represents an integral dimension

of his own evolution. In other words, the questions posed are of

”Sidney B. Simon and Jay Clark, Beginning Values Clarifi-
cation: A Guidebook for the Use of Values Clarification in_ the
Classroom (San Diego: Pennant Press, 1975).




significance to him personally, as well as to education in general.
Instead of representing a final hurdle, the writer wanted this
dissertation to hold, at least potentially, as much growth as
the preceding portions of this degree program. The writer has

not been disappointed.
OVERVIEW OF METHODOLOGY

To gather information relevant to the questions enumerated
above, the writer identified, contacted, and then interviewed
experts in values clarification. The interviews were recorded on
audio tape, transcribed, and the transcripts were then returned
to the interviewees for examination and editing for clarification,
and then incorporated into the study as important data for analysis.
The transcripts of the interviews conducted may be found in the
Appendix of this dissertation, along with an Interview Guide.

It should be noted that prior to the interview with the
experts, the writer conducted a "self interview" aimed at assisting
him in identifying assumption and raising his consciousness in regard
to the danger of "leading" an expert. This was done by the writer
responding to all "argumentative" questions, i.e., questions which

requested more than mere background information and were potentially

controversial in nature.



LIMITATIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS

Limitations

1. The use of interviews yielded data which are subjective
in nature. Nevertheless, for the purposes indicated above, such
data were the most valid and relevant. Every effort was made to
deal with these data in an objectively critical manner.

2. Face-to-face interviews were not possible in all cases.
Thus, in the cases of those interviews conducted via telephone,
many non-verbal sources of information were unavailable. While
this fact represented a limitation, it did not prove to be a
severely limiting one.

3. Certainly not all "experts" in values education could
be consulted. The writer acknowledges the existence of many
competent, knowledgable experts within the area, but the study
deliberately limited itself to selected experts who have attained
prominence within the values education field.

The following, most of whom were personally acquainted
with the writer, were contacted to request their participation in
the study: Louis E. Raths, Merrill Harmin, Sidney B. Simon, Howard
Kirschenbaum, Barbara Glaser-Kirschenbaum, Leleand W. Howe, Mary
Martha Howe, James Raths, Joel Goodman, Michael Scrivens, John S.
Stewart, Milton Rokeach, Alan L. Lockwood, and Lawrence Metcalf.

Of this list of fourteen experts, nine agreed to participate
and were subsequently interviewed. Lawrence Metcalf, Michael
Scrivens and Mary Martha Howe failed to respond in any way to my

inquiries. James Raths declined to participate in the study,



indicating that he had not continued to play an active role in
values clarification over the years, and did not feel that he
could add greatly to any information that I might receive from
his father, Louis. Leland Howe, while at first accepting my
invitation, later declined, indicating that he was currently
reassessing his position on values clarification, and was not
ready at this point to publicly share his ideas.

Despite the fact that five people did not participate in
the study, the writer still feels that an accurate picture of
values clarification emerged. Of the original fourteen, nine
were "proponents" of values clarification, and five were critics
of it, resulting in a ratio of approximately two to one, proponents
to critics. Of the nine who participated, six were proponents,
and three were critics, which resulted in the two to one ratio

being maintained.

Assumptions

The major assumption of this thesis regards the validity
of data gathered from the experts. The writer assumed that the
experts did not attempt to mislead him, withhold information, or
offer ungrounded speculations. Due to the nature of the personal
relationship which exists between the writer and many of the experts,
the fact that the transcripts were returned to each expert for his
or her clarification and editing, and because the interviews were
to be reproduced in the thesis for public consumption, the writer

believes it is safe to assume that each expert was most candid.



OVERVIEW OF THESIS

The thesis contains five chapters. Chapter 1 concerns
itself with an introduction to the study, as well as a brief
discussion of its purpose, importance, and a brief outline of the
methodology utilized. This is followed by a section containing

a 1ist of limitations and assumptions.

Chapter 2 contains a review of relevant literature.

Chapter 3 contains a specific description of the methodology
utilized in the gathering of information, and its analysis. This
is based, in large measure, upon the Interview Guide presented in
the Appendix of this thesis.

Chapter 4 contains a critical analysis and discussion of
the significance of the findings from the transcripts of the
interviews. The transcripts of the interviews are reproduced in
the Appendix of this study.

Chapter 5 contains a summary of the study as a whole, con-

clusions, recommendations, and some personal reflections.



Chapter 2
A REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE
INTRODUCTION

Many people date the birth of values clarification as 1966,

the year in which Values and Teaching was pubh‘shed.] And indeed,

it was this work which first brought national attention to the
idea of values clarification, and hence serves as a useful referent.
This dissertation attempts to look at values clarification "ten
years later," which means that it will focus primarily on the period
from 1966 to the present.

But values clarification has a fascinating pre-1966 history,
which deserves to be at least partially explored if the reader is
to fully understand and appreciate its evolution. Thus, a brief
section of this chapter is devoted to the early history of values
clarification.

It was Louis Raths who first formulated the idea of values
clarification, a fact perhaps too often forgotten or ignored by
some contemporary educators. Yet in conversations between the
writer and many of the current leaders in values clarification,

like Sidney Simon, Howard Kirschenbaum and Merrill Harmin, Raths

lLouis E. Raths, Merrill Harmin and Sidney B. Simon, Values
and Teaching: Working with Values in the Classroom (Columbus:
Charles E. Merrill Publishing Co., 1966).

10



1

is consistently referred to with the greatest respect and admira-
tion--almost with reverence. Therefore, it seems appropriate that
the following review of the literature regarding values clarifi-
cation should begin with Raths.

This chapter is organized into the following sections:
first, a discussion of Raths and the relationship of his ideas to
those of Johq Dewey; secondly, a brief overview of Raths and early
values clarification theory; the third section deals with theoreti-
cal modifications offered by Kirschenbaum; fourthly, the writer
explores the professed goals and objectives of values clarification;
this is followed by a presentation of the methodology of values
clarification, including a specific curricular model; attention is
given in the sixth section to some of the predominant criticisms
of values clarification; seventh is a review of significant
research completed in values clarification; and the chapter ends
with a summary.

Before entering into the main body of this chapter, how-
ever, the writer wishes to make it clear to the reader that in
no way should this chapter be perceived as a comprehensive review
of all the literature in the area of values education. The writer
acknowledges the contributions made by many educational thinkers
to the broad field of values education, but the primary purpose of
this chapter and this dissertation is to investigate aspects of
one area of values education, and not to survey extensively the
entire range. Therefore, no attempt has been made to comprehend

the whole of the literature within values education.
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RATHS AND DEWEY

As early as 1940 there was evidence that Raths had embraced

2 paths himself has

some of Dewey's thinking in regard to values.
always been quick to credit Dewey with having a profound impact on
his formulations about values and valuing. In his chapter on

“Clarifying Values" in Curriculum for Today's Boys and Girls, Raths
w3

acknowledges "having borrowed heavily from Dewey. In Values and
Teaching, it is written that:

The senior author [Raths] considered for some time what
might be the implications of value development for teaching
and, based on some of the work of Dewey . . . built a theory
of values that seems to offer concrete and effective aid to
teachers.

Specifically then, what was it that Raths borrowed from Dewey? To
answer that, one must understand what it is that Dewey proposes in
the first place.

While Dewey refers to values in a number of different works,

probably his most fully developed statement of his position is his

1939 volume, Theory of Va]uation.5 In it, he argues that scientific

methodology can and should be used in making value decisions. He

2Louis E. Raths, "Approaches to the Measurement of Values,"
Educational Research Bulletin, 19, 10 (May 8, 1940), pp. 275-282+.

3 ouis E. Raths, "Clarifying Values," Curriculum for Today's
Boys and Girls, ed. by R. S. Fleming (Columbus: Charles E. Merrill
Books, Inc., 1963), p. 320.

4Raths, et al., op. cit., p. 7.
5John Dewey, Theory of Valuation, Vol. II, No. 4 of the

International Encyclopedia of Unified Science, Otto Neurath, ed.
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1939).
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rejects the idea that values are "purely ejaculatory," or that they
are merely matters of "liking and disliking." (He does emphasize
prizing and caring as a part of the valuing process, but makes
important distinctions between them and 1iking or dish’king.)6

Dewey then sets forth a theory of values based on scientific
reasoning and a rejection of the affective-cognitive dichotomy,
which suggested at that time that science had no business in such
an "emotive" domain as values.

The hard-and-fast impassible line which is supposed by
some to exist between "emotive" and "scientific" language
is a reflex of the gap which now exists between the intel-
lectual and the emotional in human relations and activities.
The split which exists in present social life between ideas
that have scientific warrant and uncontrolled emotions that
dominate practice, the split between the affectional and
the cognitive, is probably one of the chief sources of the
maladjustments and unendurable strains from which the world
is suffering. . . . The practical problem that has to be faced
is the establishment of cultural conditions that will support
the kinds of behavior in which 9motions and ideas, desires
and appraisals, are integrated.

Dewey further explains his thinking on values by arguing
that there is a dual meaning for the word "value." The similarity
between his thinking here, and Raths' theory of values clarifi-
cation is, to this writer, quite striking.

When attention is confined to the usage of the verb "to
value," we find that common speech exhibits a double usage.
For a glance at the dictionary will show that in ordinary
speech of words "valuing" and "valuation" are verbally
employed to designate both prizing, in the sense of holding
precious, dear (and various other nearly equivalent activi-
ties, 1ike honoring, regarding highly), and appraising, in
the sense of putting a value upon, assigning value to. . . .
The double meaning is significant because there is implicit

®1bid., pp. 6-19.
71bid., pp. 64-65.
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in it one of the basic issues regarding valuation. For in
prizing, emphasis falls upon something having definite
personal reference, has an aspectual quality called emotional.
Valuation as appraisal, however, is primarily concerned with a
relational property of objects so that an intellectual aspect
is uppermost of the same general sort that is found in
"estimate" as distinguished from the personal-emotional word,
"esteem." That the same verb is employed in both senses sug-
gests the problem upon which schools are divided at the present
time. Which of the two references is basic in its implica-
tions? Are the two activities separate or are they comple-
mentary?8

Raths sees them as complementary.
Dewey himself goes on to say that the double meaning of
"value" need not be an "either-or" proposition, but that both
aspects are important, that there is an implicit element of prizing,
caring, etc., as well as an implicit element of deliberation, an
appraising of various alternative desires in the light of foreseeable
consequences.9
Lastly, it is not enough that our values reflect both af-
fection and cognition, but we must act on our values and ideas,
put into practice what has been desired and appraised.
The business of the educator--whether parent or teacher--
is to see to it that the greatest possible number of ideas
acquired by children and youth are acquired in such a vital
way that they become]%ggjgg_ideas, motive forces in the
guidance of conduct.
These ideas of Dewey, the rejection of the affective-
cognitive dichotomy, the dual nature of the word "value," and the

necessity of action, deeply affected Raths' thinking, and ultimately

8bid., p. 5.

bid.

]Odohn Dewey, Moral Principles in Education (New York:
Philosophical Library, 1959), p. 2.
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found themselves contained in his formulation of the basic theory
of values clarification, as will become quite apparent in the

following section.
THE RATHS THEORY OF VALUES CLARIFICATION

For Raths, teaching about values and the valuing process
was a basic function of the educational process. In an article
published in 1955, entitled: "What is Teaching?" he wrote:

It can be said . . . that there is an insistent demand
that education at all levels should be more concerned with
values, with the clarification of them, with the conservation
of those we hold most dear, and the reconstruction of others
which are inadequate or in conflict.

It is widely recognized that all knowledge starts as
opinion, and unless opinion becomes tested in a wide variety
of situations, it may not become fact or truth or knowledge.
Large areas of life remain at the opinion stage. These are
concerned with values, attitudes, beliefs, aspirations,
purposes, problems and activities.

Teachers, in order to further growth and development,
must know how to help their students clarify these aspects
of life. It is hypothesized that out of this clarification
come clearer purpose, more consistent thinking, and an
independence of thought and action that is highly desirable.l!

Four years later, Raths wrote:

Values come through "value-ing," they grow through prizing,
cherishing, holding dear--and no one can do this for us.
Values also come through discrimination in the fact of choices.
To discriminate means to weigh, to sizeup, to judge. . . .
when we have made a choice--one that is prized--we are apt to
plan our time in a way which gives this value a chance to be

expressed.

”Louis E. Raths, "What is Teaching?", Educational Leadership,
December, 1955, pp. 146-147.

12 ouis E. Raths, "Values are Fundamental," Childhood Edu-
cation, February, 1959, pp. 246-247.
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So by the early sixties the stage was set: Raths was un-

mistakably in favor of teachers becoming involved in value edu-

cation, and he was also unmistakably heavily influenced by Dewey.

In 1961, Raths published a work which included five "criteria"

for a value, which collectively described his vision of the valuing

process. To this writer, these criteria sound so much like Dewey,

that a person could easily assume that it was Dewey's own writing:

1.

A value implies prizing and cherishing. We may indeed
have an attitude toward the lower social class, and may
be acting upon that attitude, but if we do not prize it,
if this is an attitude which we wish were different, then
it cannot be called a value. . . .

A value implies choice after deliberation. It involves
answering the question: should I choose this? It fre-
quently involves the anticipation of consequences, and a
reflection upon the desirability of the choice. . . . If
a person is responding impulsively, instinctively, re-
flexively, we should not associate the response with
valuing. . . .13

So far Raths has mentioned two of the three major valuing

processes identified by Dewey. Raths then proceeded to take the

third aspect of Dewey theory of valuation, action, and expand it

into three, action-related criteria.

3.

A value, as such, implies recurrence of the valuing act.
To choose something once is hardly indicative that the
something has the status of a value. We associate the
concept of value with trend, with repetition, with a
certain style of life. . . .

A value penetrates our living. If it is indeed a value
of ours, we may allot some of our finances to support
what is valued; we plan our time so that the value may
be experienced in our living; we may develop new ac-
quaintance and friendship patterns which are consistent
with our values ... . where we value, our lives are
influenced. . . .

13paths, "Clarifying Values," pp. 320-321.
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5. When asked about our values we affirm them. Having
reflected upon them, prized them, repeatedly chosen them,
having lived them--quite naturally--we affirm them when
asked or challenged. We know what we are for. We have
not only the moral courage, but in our lives we have

demonstrated the moral energy.

Raths continued on to say that unless something satisfies

all five criteria, it cannot be called a "value." Hence, he

concedes that most people do not have many values. What others

call "values" may instead be beliefs, attitudes, interests, etc.,

unless they meet all five crite’eria.]s’]6

Three years later, Raths and two of his students, Merrill

Harmin and Sidney B. Simon, published Values and Teaching, the

first extended explanation of the theory and practice of values

Contained in it are the now famous "seven criteria,"
The

clarification.
which are essentially similar to the five criteria noted above.

one major addition is that of "free choice." The seven criteria

are reproduced here because it is this conception of the theory
which has become best known, and which serves as the basis for

much of the criticism by others in values education, to be dis-

cussed later,

Unless something satisfies all seven of the criteria noted
below, we do not call it a value. In other words, for a value

— ———
)
Ibid., pp. 320-321.

]_Slbid., p. 322.

\ IGRaths is not consistent in his use of the word "values"
:S he def nes it, however. Nor are Harmin and Simon in their work.
t:‘}nthree authors quite often will make statements like: "Every-
def.g."“? do demonstrates our values," but according to their

Mtion, action alone is not enough.
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to result, all of the following seven requirements must apply.

Collectively, they describe the process of valuing.

1. Choosing freely. If something is in fact to guide one's
life whether or not authority is watching, it must be a
result of free choice. . . . Values must be freely
selected if they are to be really valued by the individual.

2. Choosing from among alternatives. This definition of
values is concerned with things that are chosen by the
individual and, obviously, there can be no choice if there
are no alternatives from which to choose. . . . Only when
a choice is possible, when there is more than one alter-
native from which to choose, do we say a value can result.

3. Choosing after thoughtful consideration of the consequences
of each alternative. Impulsive or thoughtless choices do
not lead to values as we define them. For something intel-
ligently and meaningfully to guide one's life, it must
emerge from a weighing and an understanding. . . . There
is an important cognitive factor here. A value can emerge
only with thoughtful consideration of the range of the
alternatives and consequences in a choice.

4. Prizing and cherishing. When we value something, it has
a positive tone. We prize it, cherish it, esteem it,
respect it, hold it dear. We are happy with our values.

. . . We prize and cherish the guides to life that we call
values.

5. Affirming. When we have chosen something freely, after
consideration of the alternatives, and when we are proud
of our choice, glad to be associated with it, we are likely
to affirm that choice when asked about it.

6. Acting upon choices. Where we have a value, it shows up
in aspects of our living. . . . Nothing can be a value that
does not, in fact, give direction to actual living. The
pPerson who talks about something but never does anything
about it is dealing with something other than a value.

7. Begeating. Where something reaches the stage of a value,
1t is very likely to reappear on a number of occasions in
the 1ife of the person who holds it. It shows up in several
different situations, at several different times. We would
not think of something that appeared once in a life and
never again as a value. Values tend to have a persistency,

tend to make a pattern in a life.17

This writer believes that the mark of Dewey on these "criteria"
in pm*icular'and on values clarification theory'in general is beyond

question. Furthermore, the "seven criteria" listed above have
—_— :
17 .
Raths, et al., Values and Teaching, pp. 28-29.
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remained intact since 1966, the one major exception being Howard

Kirschenbaum's suggested modifications, which are discussed below.

KIRSCHENBAUM'S MODIFICATIONS OF VALUES
CLARIFICATION THEORY

In 1973, Howard Kirschenbaum wrote:

Like many other approaches in the humanistic education
field values clarification has grown up as a separate "move-
ment" with its own terminology, concepts, and methods. Al-
though I believe the approach, by itself, has a great deal
to offer, over the last several years I have felt increasingly
hamstrung by some of its theories and concepts. Many of my
colleagues and students in this field have expressed similar
misgivings.

One of the major misgivings Kirschenbaum wrote of was that
values clarification appeared to be primarily a cognitive process,
to the neglect of affective components he saw as also being

important in the valuing process.

In the summers of 1968 and 1969, we [Merrill Harmin, Sidney
Simon and Kirschenbaum] began to introduce these communications
exercises into our week-long values workshops. We made two big
charts, headed "Values-Clarification Strategies" and "Feeling
Strategies" (or "Emotional-Awareness Exercises"), and after the
group had participated in or observed a particular strategy,
we would write the name of the technique on the appropriate
char!‘.. The implication was that "values" was the primarily
cognitive area and "feelings" was, of course, the affective
area. . , . At the end of the workshop, we would offer a theory
I hag developed, based on an essay by Carl Rogers, for how the
feeling area and the values area fit together‘.‘gs2

e ———————

. ?Howard Kirschenbaum, "Beyond Values Clarification,"
Rgadm S in Values Clarification, ed. by Sidney B. Simon and Howard
Kirschenbaum (Minneapolis: Winston Press, Inc., 1973), p. 92.

1
Ibid., p. 94.

"A Mo 2OThe essay referred to by Kirschenbaum is Carl R. Rogers,
(Col dern Approach to the Valuing Process," Freedom to Learn
Wmbus : " Charles E. Merrill Publishing Co., 1969).
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Another misgiving that Kirschenbaum experienced related
even more directly to the "seven criteria." He wrote of being
uncomfortable with the whole notion of “"criteria" to begin with.
Kirschenbaum believed that the word "criteria" suggested specific

standards or measures, but that the seven "criteria" of Raths,

et al. were vague.

How proud must someone be of his belief in order to meet
the prizing criteria? Very proud? Just a little proud?
What about pleased? When does pleased turn into proud?

How many times must someone publicly affirm something in
order to satisfy the fifth criteria? . . .

How many alternatives does one have to choose from before
whoever is doing the judging tells me I have met the third
Criteria?

And how free does my choice have to be?

The argument becomes almost absurd. Of course no one can
answer these questions. By using the word and the concept
“criteria,” we suggest that it is possible for someone . . .
to judge whether or not a particular belief or behavior of
someone else is a value. . . . Ironically, we become another
type of moralizer, making people feel guilty because %hey
haven't met this or that criterion on a given issue.?2

Hence, Kirschenbaum prefers not to speak of "criteria,"
but of "processes" of valuing, "to emphasize that there are seven
ways we develop and enrich the values in our Tives. . . 22 This
is a very important theoretical modification, for a number of
reasons.

First of all, by changing from "criteria" to "processes,"
Kirschenbaum offers Raths et al. a way to extract themselves from

the peculiar gijemma of on the one hand, claiming to clarify values,
- T———

21
Kirschenbaum, op. cit., p. 96.

2
2Ibid. s pp. 96-97.
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while on the other hand, claiming that very few people probably

have many values, because of the special nature of a value.
Secondly, Kirschenbaum's modification also gives rise to

the question: "Well, if you no longer define a value by these

seven criteria, how do you define it?" This point was investi-

gated by the writer, and is reported upon later in the dissertation.
Finally, by switching from "criteria" to "processes," the

emphasis falls upon valuing, as opposed to having values. That

is, fin the Raths system, wherein certain clarifying criteria were
iestabh'shed, when those criteria \;vere met you could be said to
have a value. The process terminated when the criteria were ful-
filled. In the Kirschenbaum system, however, the emphasis shifts
to established clarifying processes, which are dynamic and on-
going. The process does not terminate, clarification is never
fully achieved. There is always more to do.

And so, while the writer is sure that Raths would not see
the notion of "criteria" as contributing to quiescence, it con-
ceivably could if a person felt that they had met the seven
criteria on a particular issue, and had no further need to seek
clarification,

Kirschenbaum then attempted to augment the fourth criteria,
"prizing ang cherishing," arguing that its affective base needs
to be broadened.

It seems clear that the affective realm, the feeling area,

is one of the crucial ingredients in values clarification,

and that the process by which one discovers what he prizes
and Cherjshes is, in part, a deepening awareness of one's own
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feelings. In Carl Rogers' terminology, it would be an "open-
ness to our inner experience." And this included not only
the positive experience, it involves the full gamut of human
emotion.

Finally, Kirschenbaum isolated the fifth criterion, that
of "public affirmation" for examination. He pointed out the very
possible, perhaps even likely dilemma of two values in conflict
because of this criteria, and offers the following illustrations.

What about the person who gives to charity but also holds
a value of not publicly identifying himself as the donor?
What about the many times in history when to publicly affirm
one's beliefs on religion or politics would mean death or
imprisonment or dismissal to the affirmer? What about the
times when public affirmation would be hurtful to some indi-
vidual or group that is also valued? In short, what happens
when the value and benefits of public affirmation conflict
with other values that need to be considered? Are there not
times when it is inappropriate to publicly affirm one's
values?24

Kirschenbaum answered his own question in the affirmative: yes,

there are times when it is inappropriate to publicly affirm a va'lue.25

But he did not want to do away with the idea entirely. He
noted that, in practice, public affirmation had always been
qualified by "when appropriate." "Ultimately," he wrote, "each
person must decide for himself when not to publicly affirm is the
better part of valor and when it is a cowardly cop-out."26

He then went on to say that in their workshops in values

clarification, "affirmation" had always seemed to be too strong a
— T———

2 .o
3Ibid., p. 98.

2
4Ibid. s P. 99.

2
Sibid., p. 99.

2
6Ibid. » P- 99.
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word, that it had "connotations of rigidity and imposition." In-

stead, the word "sharing" seemed to convey

much more of the flavor for what we hope most discussions of
values might become. It suggests more of an offering--we

offer our value alternatives to others for their consideration.
They are free to reject the offering, without our rejecting
them. For these reasons, I have gradually begun to describe
the fifth process of valuing as_that of "appropriate sharing"
instead of public affirmation.2’

With all of this groundwork laid, Kirschenbaum then offered

an expanded version of the original seven criteria (now "processes"),

which he feels more accurately described the essence of values

clarification.

Here, in a necessarily brief form, is his schematic:

THE VALUING PROCESS

I. Feeling

1.

Being open to one's inner experience.
a. awareness of one's inner experience
b. acceptance of one's inner experience

II. Thinking

1.

Thinking on all seven levels.

a. memory

b. translation

c. application

d. interpretation

e. analysis

f. synthesis

g. evaluation

Critical thinking.

a. distinguishing fact from opinion

b. distinguishing supported from unsupported arguments
c. analyzing propoganda, stereotypes, etc.
Logical thinking (logic).

Creative thinking.

Fundamental cognitive skills.

a. language use

b. mathematical skills

c. resource skills

1. Communicating--Verbally and Nonverbally

1.
2.
3.

—_——

Sending clear messages.
Empathetic listening.
Drawing out.

27 bid., p. 100.
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4. Asking clarifying questions.
5. Giving and receiving feedback.
6. Conflict resolution.

IV. ?hoosing.
2
3

. Generating and considering alternatives.
. Thoughtfully considering consequences, pros and cons.
. Choosing strategically.
a. goal setting
b. data gathering
c. problem solving
d. planning
4. Choosing freely.

V. Acting.
1. Acting with repetition.
2. Actjng wi;h a pattern and consiggency.
3. Acting skillfully, competently.

Kirschenbaum wrote that each of the skills would contribute
to a person living effectively in a society, and hence were not only
valuing skills, but "life ski]]s."zg This expansion of the theory
seems to this writer, to thrust values clarification into a much
more general framework, a framework which is perhaps best described
as "humanistic."

'it is not clear, from a reading of the literature, if
Kirschenbaum's reformulations have caught on amongst the other
leaders in values clarification. The extent to which Kirschenbaum's
modifications are used by the other leaders was one of the points
investigated and reported upon later in this dissertation.

The writer believes that much of what Kirschenbaum has done

isSignificant, and improves the theory. In many ways it just

seems to "make sense." Who can dispute his elaborations on such
\
28, .
Ibid., pp. 105-106.
29

Ibid., p. 102.
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Categories as "Feeling," "Thinking," and "Communicating?" A person

looks at them, and feels compelled to say: "Yes. That's right."
Yet the writer wonders: has such an expansion gone beyond
expanding the original theory into transforming it into something
else? The answer to that, at this point in time, is unclear.
Perhaps in the natural evolution of any idea there comes a time
when it must branch out in new directions, which seem to be quite
different in many ways from the old. In any event, it is clear to
the writer that this is a consideration which will have to extend

beyond the bounds of this dissertation, in both scope and in time.
THE GOALS OF VALUES CLARIFICATION

What does values clarification do? Why is it important?
Why are clear values desirable? How would a person with "clear"
values differ from a person with "unclear" values?

To answer these questions, we must turn again to Raths.
Once again it is his original arguments on the subject which continue
to provide the basis for discussion and research in the area.

To begin with, Raths sees the world of children as one
filled with confusion and conflict.

__The many and conflicting patterns of life to which our
children are exposed, the lack of a strongly integrated
Community, the reduced impact of the family and the church,
the deterioration of the relationship between education and
Virtue, the world-wide upheavals, all point to the realm of
values as a needed research in curriculum.

An entire chapter in Values and Teaching, entitled "The Difficulty

of Developihg Values," serves as a more extended argument that the
\

Opaths, "Clarifying Values," p. 319.
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world of the child is often bewildering and confusing, with the
31

result being confused and bewildered values.
What can help the child deal with such value problems?
Certainly not -traditional approaches to values, argues Raths. Such

approaches as "setting an example," "persuading and convincing,"

"Vimiting choices," "inspiring," "rules and regulations," “"cultural

or religious dogma," and "appeals to conscience," cannot lead to

values as Raths defines them, "values that represent the free and

thoughtful choice of intelligent humans interacting with complex

and changing environments. w32

Where then does all of this lead? What happens to a child,
if Raths is correct in saying that the world is full of confusion
and conflict, and that traditional means for values education are
ineffectual? Raths answers by suggesting that we begin by looking

at the field of health, and draw an analogy from it.
We may get a starting direction by examining the concept
of health, that is physical health. It is almost impossible
L0 de Fine the term so that it has practical meaning for an
Indiv i dual. . . . Suppose, however, we ask about deviations
rom health? About sickness? Here we secure a much greater
amount of agreement. In the area of values, by analogy, we

Would not seek to identify the values of children. Instead,
When children have not developed values, how

We wou T1d ask:
Might 4 + show up in their behavior? And, if there is a wide-
Spread TJack of value development in our culture, might sge
S¥Y"ptoms vary, and wouldn't many children be afflicted?

\

3
]Raths, et al., Values and Teaching, Chapter Two.

3

21Ibid., pp. 39-40.

33 . 1]
Raths, "Clarifying Values," p. 319.
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Raths then offered a list of eight types of persistent behaviors
which he sees as symptomatic of the lack of values.

Children who are apathetic, listless, dull. . .
Extremely flighty children. . . .

Children who are extreme over-conformers. . . .
Nagging dissenters. . . .

Persistent, continuing, under-achievement. . . .
The Role-Players and Poseurs. . . .

Extreme hesitancy, doubt, uncertainty. .

Very, very inconsistent children. . . .34

co~NOYONHWN
e © o 8 o o o o

Be that as it may, however, some people would still argue
that values are the realm of the home or the church, and if a child
lacks clear values, then the situation should be remedied there and
not in the schools. But Raths rejects the idea that values have no
place in the school, and returns to his mentor, Dewey, for support.

I think we must assume that the school, like every other
institution, has some responsibility in this matter. We are,
therefore, back to Dewey's idea that the function of social
institutions and arrangements is to help create personality;
that in association with young learners, we should be helping
them to arrive at a sense of discrimination, a basis for making
choices that are relevant to the worth of their lives.

Thus it is that Raths and others involved in values clarifi-
Cation see a world full of confusion and conflict, with the results
CTear]y 7 dentifiable through certain behavior patterns, and they
want to do something about it.

We bpelieve that we have the means for identifying many of
the,chi 1dren who are having difficulty in forming values and,
havi Ng jdentified them, we have found that teachers can do a
great deal about the problem. It need not plague the child
th"‘°‘"9hout his life. On many occasions we are going to need
help Fyom the family, from other teachers, and perhaps from
4 Counselor, but . . . the main burden in this confused and

\

% 1Ibid., pp. 323-325.
35 1bid., pp. 325-326.
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confusing world can be borne by the classroom teachers of
America.6

Raths, et al. believe that if certain values clarifying
techniques are used, children who are apathetic, listless, flighty,
etc. can be helped to move towards the opposite end of the behavior
continuum, to a point where:

Each seems to be dealing with 1ife in a consistent and
purposeful way. We talk to a few and each appears to know
what he wants in life and how to work for it. Although in
somewhat different styles, each person . . . seems to relate
to the forces and events and persons around him with con-
siderable verve, purpose, and pride. . . . If we seek words
to describe the persons who live their lives at this extreme
point on the . . . continuum, we think of positive, purposeful,
enthusiastic, proud.

A1l is not so rosy at the other end of the line.37

Kirschenbaum, in his 1973 essay, also believes that clear
values would lead an individual to be a more effective member of
Society as a whole, thus interjecting a note of social conscious-
Ness into the approach's outcomes.38

How is this to be done? How are values clarified? This

Ts the topic for exploration in the following section.
THE METHOD OF VALUES CLARIFICATION

Values Cl1arjfication Strategies

In +the writer's opinion, it is the methodology of values

C'larificat'i on which has brought it its tremendous popularity.
\

3
' 6Raths, et al., Values and Teaching, p. 26.

37
Ibid., pp. 4-5.

8K'ir'schenbaum, "Beyond Values Clarification," p. 102.
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Surely the underlying theory and rationale has attracted much
attention, but it is the practice of values clarification, its
hundreds of examples which can be put to use in the classroom,

that has catapulted it to a position of national prominence in

education.
As with the rest of values clarification, it is to Raths

that we must turn for information regarding early values clarifi-

cation techniques. As early as 1959, there was evidence of what

might well be called the first values clarification "strategy,"

the "clarifying response."

We must talk man to man with children about their purposes,
interests, attitudes, beliefs, aspirations, feelings, activi-
ties and ways of thinking. We must ask children intelligent
questions for which only they have the answers. One or two
questions at any one time, involving not more than two or
three minutes, would be the maximum. The child's answers
would always be accepted with a comment, suggesting that he
had now made it plain, that you understand better what he
said. He leaves this brief encounter in a thoughtful mood. 32

Seven years later, an entire chapter in Values and Teaching
Raths,

Was devo ted to the explanation of the clarifying response.

et al. oFFer, in that volume, this concise description of the

clarifying response:*

Fundamentally, the responding strategy is a way of
responding to a student that results in his considering
what he has chosen, what he prizes and/or what he is doing.
It stimuylates him to clarify his thinking and behavior and
thus tgo clarify his values; it encourages him to think about

them. 41

\
F 39Rai:hs, "Values are Fundamental," Childhood Education,
ebruary , yggg, p. 247.

4()Raths, et al., Values and Teaching, Chapter Five.
41

Ibid., p. 51.
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The authors offer this as a typical example of when and how

a clarifying response can be used:

A student says that he is planning to go to college after
high school. A teacher who replies, "Good for you," or

"Which college?", or "Well, I hope you make it," is probably
going to serve purposes other than value clarity. But were
the teacher to respond, "Have you considered any alternatives?",
the goal of value clarity may well be advanced. The "alterna-
tives" response is likely to stimulate thinking about the
issue and, if he decides to go to college, that decision is
likely to be closer to a value than it was before. It may
contribute a little toward moving a college student from the
position of going because "it's the thing to go“ to going
because he wants to get something out of it.4
The authors then go on to offer a list of thirty possible
clarifying responses, as well as a list of ten criteria to be used

in judging the effectiveness and appropriateness of a clarifying

response. 43

It has been the experience of this writer, that the
Clarifying response, as such, has for the most part fallen into
disuse, at least in the workshops presented to teachers by leaders

Such as Harmin, Simon and Kirschenbaum. Clarifying questions are
Certainly still asked, but usually as a part of a different
Strategy or technique, and not as part of an unplanned encounter
With another person. There is nothing in the literature (except
Perhaps by, +the fact that the clarifying response is, for the most
Part, omi tted from the recent literature) which would either
Support or  yefute my position. However, reference is made to the
C]arifyi'\g vesponse in the interview with Sidney B. Simon, which
is discussed in Chapter 4, and is reprinted in the Appendix.

— Te——

*21pid., p. 52.

*31pid., pp. 53-65.
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Probably the second strategy invented by Raths was the

"values sheet," which also has an entire chapter devoted to it in
Values and Teaching.44

In this strategy, a short, written and

Provacative statement is given to the student, with several
clarifying questions regarding the statement posed at its end.
Such a statement is usually not longer than several paragraphs.
The questions asked, are quite similar to those used in a
clarifying response, in that they are designed to encourage the
student to explore alternatives, how he feels about a particular

position, or how he is acting or would act under similar circum-

stances.

The values sheet has been one of the most adaptable of the

values clarification strategies. Nearly any typical newspaper,

for example, will yield at least one story suitable for use as a

Values sheet. Teachers in different subject areas can easily

adapt some of their written materials to a values sheet format.
Values s heets can be very simple, or complex, depending upon the
age of the children, reading ability, and so on. The activity is
repeatab1 e, because of the endless array of situations available.

Ra ths, et al. offer a 1ist of ten topics which they feel
are rich 41, terms of values possibilities, and encourage the

teacher to create his or her own values sheets. Possible topics
include:

\
44Ib1’d., Chapter Six.

*S1bid., pp. 105-106.
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Money, how it is apportioned and treated.

Friendship, how one relates to those around him.

Love and sex, how one deals with intimate relationships.
Religion and morals, what one holds as fundamental beliefs.
Leisure, how it is used.

Politics and social organization, especially as it affects
the individual.

Work, vocational choices, attitudes toward work.

Family, and how one behaves within it.

Maturity, what one strives for.

Character traits, especially as they affect one's
behavior.%2

.

oW~ oL WwN —~
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The Three-Level Curriculum

No discussion of the methodology of values clarification
would be complete, however, without bringing in a particular
curricular theory which attempts to meld values clarification

with subject matter areas. Even before Values and Teaching was

published, Simon and Harmin, in 1965, published an article which

set forth a curricular model which involves three levels of

46,47

Subject matter. They describe these three different levels

thus:

Level I. This is subject matter composed of facts, details,
and s pecifics. Such subject matter we submit is difficult to
remember, of little interest to most students and of little
use ewven if it is remembered. It does, however, and unfortu-
nateTy,, provide the stuff for much of the teaching going on
In America's classrooms today.

Level II. This subject matter goes beyond specifics and
moves towards generalizations. A generalization is here defined
as a .S tatement of a relationship between concepts, or generalized
attributes of things.

Ibid., pp. 105-106.
46 )
Raths, et al., Values and Teaching.

Cont 47Mer‘r‘1’11 Harmin and Sidney B. Simon, "The Subject Matter
on r°"e"3y Revisited," Peabody Journal of Education, 42, 4 (January,

1985), pp.” 194-205.




33

Level III. This subject matter is restricted to those
generalizations that in some way touch the personal life of
the student, his interests, concerns, or feelings. . .

Unlike Level II, which may only involve the student 'intel-
lectually, Level III often affects his emotions, attitudes,

or values and is more directly concerned with helping him
discover his own persgnal way of living a richer, happier,

more productive life.
The authors then go on to describe the sample lessons, one

each in social studies, English, and science, using the three
levels, which they name "Fact-oriented" (Level I), "Generalization-

oriented" (Level II), and "Value-oriented" (Level III).

Harmin and Simon end their article with an appeal for more

teachers to "risk the uncharted seas of Level II and Level III

lessons." They feel that "the rewards in zest, increased produc-

tivity, and the sense that it adds up to something significant in

teaching makes the bumps and bruses all very worth whi]e."50

Since 1965, numerous articles have appeared on the use
of values clarification in practically every conceivable subject
Mmatter avr-ea, including the humanities, English, foreign language,

€cology, agriculture, science, biology, health, art, geography,

home economics, music and so on. Most of these ideas have been

Pulled together by Simon, Harmin and Kirschenbaum in their 1973

book, Clarifying Values through Subject Matter: Applications for

the Class room. !
——

8 1pid., pp. 198-199.
491 bid., pp. 199-200.

SOy 1id., p. 204.

Clari S]Merrﬂ] Harmin, Howard Kirschenbaum, and Sidney B. Simon,
c]ar f¥ing values through Subject Matter: Applications for the
—3—5% (Minneapolis: Winston Press, 1973).
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The three level curriculum appears to be of considerable
use. It can certainly inject interest into those classrooms where

the norm is to deal only with facts; and where there is interest,

children can learn more. Secondly, it serves as a useful device

for teachers who are interested in dealing with values, but feel

that it must somehow relate to their particular area of responsi-

bility. This may be especially true of so-called, cut-and-dried

areas like science.
Those two reasons are certainly enough, in the eyes of

this writer to justify the existence of this particular curriculum

It has not, however, in this writer's opinion, had the

design.
impact on classroom teaching that the specific values clarification

Strategies have had.

CRITICISMS OF VALUES CLARIFICATION

No educational innovation which has reached the popular
Proporti ons that values clarification has, could possibly exist
Without having stirred some criticism. In the last several years,
Criticisms of values clarification have been advanced from a number
of quite d i fferent sources, from groups like the John Birch Society,
Other right-wing political groups and fundamentalist religious

Organizations, to persons and groups involved in educational

Psychology and philosophy.
The writer has identified seven major criticisms of values

clarification each of which will be presented as succinctly as

Possible, and in turn be analyzed critically. The writer wants
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to make it clear, however, that his intention as a responder to
the various charges is not that of a defender or vindicator of
values clarification, but rather that of a clarifier and questioner.
The seven major criticisms of values clarification identified
by the writer are reflected in the work of four scholars: John S.
Stewart, Alan L. Lockwood, Lawrence Kohlberg and Milton Rokeach.
While other critics of values clarification exist, the writer has
chosen to focus upon the arguments of these four writers because
of the significance of their criticisms, the responsible nature in
Which they are presented, and the fact that their arguments are
representative of the vast majority of critics of values clarifi-
tation. The writer has chosen to ignore, at this point, criticisms
from members of right-wing political or fundamentalist religious
jroups, because of the difficulty involved in ascertaining their
logic, due to the characteristically high degree of emotion which
seems to be contained in their attacks on values clarification.
The four critics who were chosen basically represent two
schools of thought within values education. Stewart, Lockwood
and Kohlberg are identified with "moral reasoning" or "cognitive
mral development." Rokeach is identified with the "inculcation"
orientation. Prior to investigating the seven criticisms of values
clarification represented in the remarks of these thinkers, it
Se@ms appropriate that their own values education approaches be
Outlined briefly, so that the differences between them and the
Values clarification approach might become more apparent. These

Outlines will be quite abbreviated, and by no means are they
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designed to represent the entirety of each approach and their own

peculiar complexities.

Moral Reasoning and Development Approach

This approach grows out of the work of Lawrence Kohlberg

and his associates, including Stewart and Lockwood.

Kohlberg postulates that there are six cross-cultural and
Séquential stages in the development of moral reasoning. The
Purpose of the values educator is "to help students develop more
cmplex moral reasoning patterns based on a higher set of values,"
and "to urge students to discuss the reésons for their value
thoices and positions, not merely to share with others, but to
foster change in the stages of moral reasoning of students." This
is done primarily through the use of hypothetical moral dilemmas,
With students encouraged to argue and confront one another in non-
destructive ways. The role of the teacher is to help focus and

uide the discussions.>2

Inculcation Approach

Advocates of the inculcation approach believe that certain
Val ues exist which are desirable, and that the responsibility of

edl'Cators is to instill these values in students.
e

52Doug]as P. Superka, Christine Ahrens, Judith E. Hedstrom,
Wither 4. Ford, and Patricia L. Johnson, Values Education Source-
t”?‘){(Ionceptual Approaches, Materials Analyses, and an Annotated
YibTiography (BouTder, Colorado: Social Science Education
Consortium, Inc., 1976), pp. 4-5, 31-35. This book is also listed
n Resources in Education, and can be obtained in microfiche and
ard copy from the ERIC Document Reproduction Services identified
35 S0 008 489.
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Superka, et al. identify the chief teaching methodologies
of the inculcation approach as follows: "modeling; positive and
negative reinforcement; mocking; nagging; manipulating alterna-
tives; providing incomplete or biased data; games and simulations;

role playing; discovery 1earning.“53

Rokeach believes that each institution in society has the )
responsibility to inculcate certain values into individuals. He
drdues that the educational institution has the obligation to
inculcate "educational values," such as the "terminal values" of
s sense of accomplishment, self-respect, wisdom and freedom,"

and the "instrumental values" of being "responsible, capable,

broadminded and intellectual. nd4

The Seven Major Criticisms of Values Clarification

The seven major criticisms of values clarification which
the writer isolated and identified are as follows:
1. Values clarification deals with "content" to the neglect
of "structure." (Stewart.)
2. Values clarification relies unduly upon peer pressure
in many of its activities. (Stewart.)
3. Values clarification is a form of "therapy," claims to

the contrary notwithstanding. (Lockwood.)
\

531bid., pp. 4-5, 7-13.

54MiIton Rokeach, "Toward a Philosophy of Value Education,"
!Elﬁﬁyg_iducationlfTheory/Practice/Prob]ems/Prospects, ed. by John
M%Yer, Brian Burnham and John Cholvat (Waterloo, Ontario, Canada:
Wilfrig Laurier University Press, 1975), pp. 117-118.
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4. Values clarification utilizes a poor definition of a
"value." (Lockwood, Rokeach.)

5. Values clarification claims values neutrality, but in
actuality teaches values. (Stewart, Rokeach.)

6. Values clarification fails to treat "moral" issues
adequately. (Kohlberg.)

7. Values clarification is "ethically" or "morally
relativistic." (Stewart, Lockwood, Kohlberg and
Rokeach.)

In the following seven sub-sections, the writer will attempt

to present and explore each of these criticisms.

"Content," not "structure." In the June, 1975, issue of

the Phi Delta Kappan, Stewart wrote:

Perhaps a good place to begin is to deal with the super-
ficiality of Values Clarification [sic]. Why isn't it enough?
Because, I believe, it deals primarily with the content of
values and somewhat with the process of valuing, but ignores
the most important aspect of the issue--namely, the structure
of values and valuing. -

Stewart goes on to write that in its simplest terms, content and

structure may be described respectively as the "what" and the "why"

of an answer to a moral or value question expressed by a person.56

He concludes by writing:

A survey of the VC strategies and methods reveals the
content focus, and also reveals the superficiality, banality,
and triviality of a great 9eal of the questions, issues, and
activities VC deals with.®

\

55J0hn S. Stewart, "Clarifying Values Clarification: A
Critique," Phi Delta Kappan, 56, 10 (June, 1975), p. 684.

56

Ibid., p. 684.
571bid., p. 684.
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As with each of the seven criticisms to be dealt with, two
questions must be posed about Stewart's charge. First, is the
criticism accurate, and if so, is the criticism important or
significant?

Before responding to the accuracy of Stewart's criticism,
however, the writer believes that there is an aspect of the
‘content-structure" dichotomy which needs to be spoken to. The

writer believes that the "content-structure" dichotomy is one
With 471-defined boundaries. It is quite possible for both content
and styrycture to be dealt with simultaneously, and perhaps even

inconsciously in values education. The two terms might better be
refresented by a continuum than by an either-or proposition. Be
tht as it may, does values clarification, in fact, deal primarily
¥With content to the neglect of structure as Stewart contends?

When Raths, et al. first outlined values clarification
theory and methodology, they wrote: "For us, it is less important
Yo know that a person values something, than it is to know how
he arrjved at that 'va1ue.'"58 From this statement, it is clear
tht the intent of values clarification was to focus primarily on
structyre and not on content. In practice, it may be that values
clarification deals with structure and content in an even-handed
mnner, with essentially equal emphasis placed upon both of them.
F“rther‘more, valid questions may be raised with respect to Stewart's

Ontentijon that structure is the "most important aspect of the
———

58Raths, et al., Values and Teaching, p. 206.







issue." It may readily be argued that content can also lay claim
to importance. It matters that a person values racial justice,
perhaps as much as it matters why he does so.

Values clarification relies unduly upon peer pressure.

Stewart also charges that:
. Considerably more important than VC's superficiality is
its reliance on peer pressure and a tendency toward coercion
to the mean in many activities. In spite of the emphasis on
individuality and the many statements in the VC literature
about avoiding peer pressures, many of the strategies and
the social aspects of the methodology are highly conducive
to peer pressure, especially among highly sensitive teen-
agers and even adults who are particularly attuned to the
Judgments of others. The emphasis on frequent public affir-
mation of positions, for example, carries this danger.60
"No system of values education is going to eradicate peer
pressure. The proponents of values clarification realize this,
ind as Stewart points out, make numerous statements about how
to minimize its effects. It is not clear that Stewart, because
of the possibility of peer pressure, would attempt to avoid any
program of values education with teen-agers, yet such a position
night appear to derive logically from his concern.

Moreover, in view of the ubiquity of peer pressure, it
mMght be that a system of values education wherein the phenomena
of peer pressure could be dealt with openly would be beneficial.
Values clarification offers such a possibility, for one of the
basic tenets of values clarification involves "free choice." A

Person who chooses something as a result of peer pressure cannot

e———
59

Stewart, op. cit., p. 684.
601pid., pp. 684-685.
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be said to have made a free choice. Explicitly helping teen-agers
consider if their choices are indeed freely made, can perhaps help
them Tearn to examine peer pressure explicitly and the degree to
which it may affect their decisions.

In any case, both in theory and in its suggested guidelines
for practice, values clarification does not appear to rely on or
éncourage peer pressure. On the contrary, values clarification
offers a mechanism by which peer pressure can be explicitly dis-
cussed and explored, and quite possible be mitigated as a result.

Valuyes clarification is "therapy." Of the four critics

cited in this section of Chapter 2, only Alan Lockwood criticizes
values clarification as "therapy." He compares the problems dealt
with, the goals, and the methodologies of Rogers' Client-Centered

Therapy and values clarification, and declares that they are

essential1y didentical 61

Lockwood feels that the declaration that values clarifi-

ation is a form of therapy is very important.

The claim that values clarification is a form of client-
centered therapy is significant in a number of ways. First,
it asserts that, in spite of their protestations, practitioners
of valyes clarification are employing a treatment which may
fairly be called therapy. Advocates of values clarification
should clarify their position on this point, especially since
they fee] that therapy is inappropriate for the problems they
are treating. Second, the effective psychological processes
stinulated by values clarification should not be characterized
as rational-intellectual. The processes stimulated by
successfy] client-centered therapy would best be charac'gerized
as emotjional-affective. Finally, casting values educat1or_1
curricula in the mold of therapy, with its primary emphasis

—_—

6.'Alan L. Lockwood, "A Critical View of Values Clarification,

Teachers College Record, 77, 1 (September, 1975), pp. 40-44.
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on personal dysfunction, unnecessarily restricts the range
gf objectives, i§sues, ar]d queg%ions which may be encompassed
Y values education curricula.

The central problem with Lockwood's criticism hinges upon
the meaning to be ascribed to the word: '"therapy." Common usage
of the word suggests an intervention of some sort, into a situation
where something is wrong, either a bodily dysfunction (as physical
therapy tries to correct), or a mental dysfunction (as psychotherapy
tries to correct). In any event, it is generally understood that
therapy is ysed with persons who are i1l in some manner, and are
different Fyrom "healthy" or "normal" people.

While a reading of Values and Teaching may suggest that

values clav-jfication is designed to be used only with those who
exhibit non-valuing behaviors (apathetic, listless, flighty, etc.),

the leaders 1in values clarification currently believe that values

. . . e e s 63
confusion §s universal, and not confined to certain individuals.

It 4§s the hope of those involved in this new work that

all students will learn the process during their years in
school1. It seems ultimately important that every human being

be gi ven the opportunity to become clearer about what he or

she wants, is 1living for, and may perhaps Qie for.
Every man, woman and child needs help in trying to make
sense out of the confusion and conflict of today's world.®*

(ItaTics added.)
In the sense, therefore, that "therapyf' refers to procedures

designed tq be applied only to a specic, "abnormal” population, the
.
62Ib'id., pp. 45-56.

63Raths, et al., Values and Teaching.

64$'idne_y B. Simon and Polly deSherbinin, "Values Clarifi-
Ction: I+t can Start Gently and Grow Deep," Phi Delta Kappan, 56,

10 (June, 7975), p. 680.
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writer feels that Lockwood's criticism is not valid. Values
clarification procedures are not designed for abnormality--they
are designed for Everyman.

But there is another sense of the word "therapy," which
does involve practically a universal population. Many medical
doctors, for example, feel that most Americans are physically
degenerated, and could use much more exercise in their lives and
a much more careful regulation of their dietary habits. In one
sense, prescribing a physical fitness program could be described
a5 a therapeutic intervention, an attempt to return people to some
"ideal" or *'normal" physical state. It is abnormal, in this sense,
to be phys i cally unfit, even if ninety percent of the people in
America are that way. Doctors are making the value judgment that

it is "bad* to be physically unfit.
Is 4t "bad" not to have clear values? In Values and Teaching,

that very question is dealt with.

It depends upon what one means by "bad." For a person in
a period of great change . . . few values may exist. For
those in a more stable portion of life, one might expect some
patterns of life to have been worked out based on free choice,
unders tanding, and pride. If this has not happened, one would
suspect that such a person is operating at a lower level of

life than need be. ] ) L
But, especially for children, the crucial question is not

how many values one has or what those values are, but what
rocess a person uses when faced with value-related decisions.

. \:\le would be inclined to say that, from our set of values,
it is "pad" not to use the valuing process.

.
65Raths, et al., Values and Teaching, p. 194.
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Thus, in the sense that values clarification attempts to
offer remedy for an essentially universal malady, it can be said
to be a form of "therapy." (However, in using such an argument
as this it can be said that in some schools where children con-
sistently have problems learning to compute, any attempts to help
them with their mathematics skills could also be labeled as
"therapy.")

For the sake of argument, then, the writer will assume
that, in a limited sense, values clarification is a form of
therapy and that Lockwood is correct in so calling it. Is this
an important criticism?

As mentioned above, Lockwood believes that such a criticism
is significant in three ways. To begin with, Lockwood feels that
because the advocates of values clarification feel so strongly that
values clarification should not be used for therapy, and because
values clarification is therapy, that a basic inconsistency exists
which has not been dealt with.66

Lockwood argues that the "unmet emotional needs" identified
by Raths, et al., which are supposedly not to be treated by values
clarification, are virtually indistinguishable from the "unmet
values needs" which values clarification supposedly does treat.67

Indeed, Raths, et al. have written:

It is important, regardless of what measuring system is
used, to eliminate from the list of value-related behavioral

66
67

Lockwood, op. cit., p. 45.
Ibid., p. 41.
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problem cases all those who suffer from physical or emotional
disturbances, for those disturbances need treatment other than
value clarifying. . . . Children in need of physical or
emotional treatment should be helped to get those first.
Until a child feels emotionally secure, for instance, value-
clarifying experiences are probably of little benefit and may
even add to his disturbances.68
Raths, et al. later write that "the behavior patterns
associated with unmet needs are usually distinguishable from those
associated with unclear va]ues."69 Thus, it should be quite evident
as to when values clarification can be appropriately used and when
it cannot.
Lockwood, however, believes that it is very difficult to
distinguish between the symptomologies of unmet values needs and
unmet emotional needs, as characterized by values clarification

proponents. He compares the two thusly:

Symptoms of Symptoms of
Unmet Emotional Needs Unmet Values Needs
Aggression Overdissension
Withdrawal Apathy
Submission Overconformity
Regression to an Flightiness
earlier age Indecisiveness 70
Psychosomatic i1lness Pretending/role-playing

Lockwood concludes that "This symptomology makes it difficult to

determine if values clarification is treating emotional needs or

value needs."7]

68Raths. et al., Values and Teaching, p. 182.
91bid., p. 200.

70Lockwood, op. cit., p. 41.

Nipid., p. 41.
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The writer feels compelled to agree with Lockwood. While
trained psychologists may be able to distinguish between values
needs and emotional needs as described above, few classroom teachers
would 1ikely be able to do so. Lockwood's criticism on this point
warrants further investigation. The writer has asked each of the
experts interviewed to respond to the question: "Is values clarifi-
cation 'therapy?'" Their responses can be found in the Appendix
and are discussed in Chapter 4.

Lockwood further feels that his criticism of values clarifi-
cation as therapy is significant because as such, it deals primarily
with "emotional-affective" processes and not, as its proponents
claim, with primarily "rational-intellectual" processes.72

While values clarification historically has claimed to be
more cognitively oriented (but with an explicit recognition of
the role and importance of the affect), in the eyes of this writer
values clarification, in practice, has grown to be more affectively
oriented over the years. This belief is based on the writer's
personal experience as participant in a large number of values
clarification workshops over the past several years. It is what
led the writer to ask each of the experts interviewed: "Is values
clarification more affective in nature now than it was ten years
ago?" The responses to this question may be found in the Appendix

and are discussed in Chapter 4. The writer feels that Lockwood may

have a valid claim, but will withhold judgment until Chapter 4.

21p4d., p. 45.
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Finally, Lockwood feels that his criticism of values clarifi-
cation as therapy is significant because as such, it deals primarily
with "personal” value problems, and neglects "interpersonal" value
problems. Because of its overwhelming personal nature, Lockwood
concluded that values clarification represents an "ethically
relativistic" position.73 His charge of relativism will be responded
to later, when this writer attempts to explore not only his charges
of relativism, but also those of Stewart, Kohlberg and Rokeach.

Values clarification relies upon a poor definition of a

"value." Both Lockwood and Rokeach assail the definition of a

74 Lockwood believes

"value" as described in Values and Teaching.
that the definition reflects certain theoretical inadequacies. He
claims that the definition is poor (1) because it arbitrarily
distinguishes between values and such things as attitudes, beliefs,
interests, and so on; (2) because it is unrealistic to expect a
person to always be able to meet the seven criteria; (3) because

it gives no guides as to what actions should follow a particular
value; (4) because it fails to deal with the possibility of a

person holding conflicting values; and (5) because the definition
erroneously leads people to believe that only through values
clarification can a person become "positive, purposeful, enthusi-

astic and proud."75

31bid., p. 46.
74Raths, et al., Values and Teaching, pp. 28-30.

75

Lockwood, op. cit., pp. 37-40.
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Rokeach objects to the "all or none" quality of the

definition of a "value" put forth by Raths, et al. in Values and
76

Teaching.
Such an all-or-none conception makes it difficult to
think in terms of such notions as value importance, value
hierarchy, value priority, or value conflict. More important,
it makes value measurement virtually meaningless and, conse-
quently, comparisons with others impossible.
The writer finds it difficult to respond to these criti-
cisms because it is unclear at this point if the leaders in values
clarification continue to define a "value" in the same way as it

was defined in Values and Teaching ten years ago.78 When

Kirschenbaum suggested in his 1973 essay that "processes" better
represented the theory than "criteria," in effect he also said
that he no longer defined a "value" through the seven criteria.

He offered no definition in its’stead.79 Furthermore, the extent

to which others in values clarification have assumed Kirschenbaum's
position in regard to "criteria" is not entirely clear. The extent
to which various experts agree with Kirschenbaum's reformulations,
as well as how each of them defines a "value" was a topic of conver-
sation in the interviews conducted, and information pertinent to
this criticism is therefore to be found in the Appendix and in

Chapter 4. In any event Lockwood's and Rokeach's criticisms may

76
77

Raths, et al., loc cit.

Rokeach, "Toward a Philosophy of Value Education," pp. 123-
124.

78Raths, et al., loc cit.
79

Kirschenbaum, "Beyond Values Clarification."
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be criticisms of a definition which is no longer current or which
is currently in process of reformulation.

Values clarification claims neutrality, but actually teaches

certain values. Stewart and Rokeach believe that the advocates of

values clarification claim "values neutrality," but are actually
encouraging certain values. Rokeach has written:

Value clarification's insistence about value neutrality
notwithstanding, an examination of its basic tenets suggests
that it nonetheless has certain value commitments that remain
silent, and that it moreover attempts through the back door
to inculcate students with these values.

The values which Rokeach feels that values clarification attempts
to inculcate into students are things like broadmindedness, a

futuristic time perspective, independence, self-awareness, courage,

logical consistency, and re]iabi]ity.g]

Finally, he concludes that:

A11 these refer to values that are not all that different
from those that I have empirically identified as educational
values. But a question remains: Is it not value-obfuscating
rather than value-clarifying to teach such values through the
back door, and at the same time give the impression of value
neutrality through the front door?82

Stewart echoes many of Rokeach's concerns:

. . . the judgmental nature of values clarification is pervasive.
The creators have built a methodology based on their own values,
which are frequently in conflict. They claim value-neutrality
with regard to the content of the methodology, but fa%& to see
that their own values are built into the methodology.

80
81

Rokeach, op. cit., p. 123.

Ibid., p. 123.
82

83

Ibid., p. 123.

Stewart, "Clarifying Values Clarification," p. 685.
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The proponents of values clarification have never attempted
however, to hide the fact that certain values are built into the
values clarification process. They have written that in certain
instances where a teacher's expression of his or her value may
unduly influence students, it may be more appropriate for the
teacher to remain totally neutral. Furthermore, the emphasis is
upon each child's process of valuing, and not the content of the

value. Finally, the authors of Values and Teaching have stated

point blank that "from our set of values, it is 'bad' not to use

the valuing processes."84

In other words, Raths, et al. admit
that they "value" the process of values clarification, and admit
that their values are a part of it.

Kirschenbaum, et al. issue similar responses to the charge
of values neutrality. They believe that in a limited sense, values
clarification does attempt to be value free.

. . when discussing value-laden area and controversial
issues, the value clarifying teacher or parent accepts all
viewpoints and does not try to impose his or her own views
(although these may be "shared"). In that sense, the
approach is "value free," and we can honestly say to parents
that we are not trying to imposg any set of values, but
rather teach a valuing process. 5

However, they go on to say:

No matter what their viewpoint, all students are asked
further clarifying questions. All are encouraged to keep

84Raths, et al., Values and Teaching, pp. 193-194.

85Howard Kirschenbaum, Merrill Harmin, Leland Howe, and
Sidney B. Simon, "In Defense of Values Clarification: A Position
paper" (Saratoga Springs, N.Y.: National Humanistic Education
center, 1975), p. 4. %Mimeographed.)
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developing their values through the use of the valuing processes.
And it should be clear from the process that values clarifi-
cation definitely promotes the value of choosing, prizing and
acting, or if one prefers, thinking, feeling, choosing, com-
municating, and acting. Thinking critically is regarded as
better than choosing impulsively or thoughtlessly. Choosing
freely is considered better than yielding passively to authority
or peer pressure. And so on.
Only in a very narrow and explicit sense, therefore, can
values clarification be considered to be value free. Looking at
the process as a whole, however, one finds that the proponents of
values clarification do not claim value neutrality, and are, on the
contrary, quite willing to admit that they do encourage certain
values, and to identify what those values are.

Values clarification fails to treat "moral" issues ade-

Quately. Kohlberg distinguishes between "morals" and "values,"

and hence also between "moral education" and "values education."

He feels that values ciarification fails to discriminate between
‘morals" and "values," and the result is that values clarification
ends up in a "relativistic" posture. While moral issues concern
“fairness or justice," values issues do not, and therefore Kohlberg

feels that the two cannot and should not be treated in the same

manner.sz

Kohlberg is correct in stating that values clarification

has not distinguished between "values" and "morals." Whether or

861pid., p. 4.

85Lawrence Kohlberg, "The Relationship of Moral Education
to the Broader Field of Values Education,” Values Education, Theory/
Practice/Problems/Prospects, ed. by John Meyer, Brian Burnham and
John Cholvat (Waterloo, Ontario, Canada: Wilfrid Laurier University
Press, 1975), pp. 79-82.
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not this relegates values clarification to a relativistic position,
as Kohlberg contends, will be discussed in the following section.
The writer has, in his interviews with the various experts consulted
for this study, asked each of them for their definitions of "morals"
and "values," and in some cases, have asked them to respond to
Kohlberg's criticism. The answers of the experts may be found in
the Appendix, and are discussed in Chapter 4.

Values clarification is "relativistic." A1l of the critics

cited thus far have either explicitly or implicitly labeled values
clarification "culturally" or "ethically relativistic." Because of
the apparent unanimity of this view among critics of values clarifi-
cation, and because of the seriousness of the charge, this criticism
is probably the most important of the seven criticisms dealt with
in this chapter.
Stewart has written:
Of the criticisms made against Values Clarification, probably
none is made more frequently or more loudly than the charge
that it is inadequate, ineffective, and possibly even dangerous
because of its basic moral relativism.
While not explicitly using the term "relativistic" to
describe values clarification, Rokeach nonetheless implicitly
agrees with Stewart.
Proponents of the values clarification movement advocate
a form of value education that cannot readily be identified
either as substantive value education or as the inculcation
of educational values. . . . The values that they would like
to help students "find" are private, subjective, and not

comparable from one individual or group to another. Little
or no consideration is given to the cultural, societal or

885 tewart, "Clarifying Values Clarification,” p. 686.



53

institutional origins that shape the values of large numbers
of people in similar ways, or to the fact that a basic property
of human values is that they are shared, or to the fact that
there is an intimate connection between institutional and
individual values.89

Kohlberg believes that,

In the general area of values . . . I believe that we must
adopt a relativistic stand about decisions, i.e., we should be
engaged in developing valuing processes in some sense without
worrying about what conclusions come out or what the principles
used are. 90

But this is not the case in the area of morality.

Finally, Lockwood, of the four critics, has devoted the
most in his writings relative to this concern about values clarifi-
cation. He uses the term "ethical relativism" to describe the
moral position of values clarification, and explains the term as
follows:

In its simplest definition, ethical relativism holds that

one person's valuesare as good as another's: everyone is

entitled to his own opinion; and when it comes to morality,
there is no way of showing one opinion is better than another.

91
Lockwood believes that the charge of relativism is signifi-
cant in a number of ways. First,‘whﬂe the values clarifiers seem to
be suggesting that "tolerance" is desirable, they would also have to
tolerate people who choose "intolerance." Secondly, the relativistic
nature of values clarification does not allow for the constructive
resolution of inter-personal value conflicts, since all values are

92

seen as of equal worth. Lockwood concludes by writing:

89
90
91
92

Rokeach, op. cit., p. 122.
Kohlberg, op. cit., p. 80.
Lockwood, "A Critical View of Values Clarification," p. 47.

Ibid., p. 48.
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. . . a program of value education which devotes its attention
to questions of personal preference and desires presents a
truncated and myopic view of morality. A program which avoids
the controversies associated with value conflict, conflict
resolution, and moral justification trivializes the complexity
of value issues in human affairs. Second, a value education
program which, perhaps unwittingly, is grounded in ethical
relativism must accept the possibility that its students will
embrace ethical relativism as their moraL point of view--
clearly an achievement of dubious merit.93

Kirschenbaum et al. have attempted to respond to this very
serious charge of "relativism." Much of their reasoning as to‘why
they believe values clarification is not relativistic is related
to their arguments as to why values clarification is not "value-
free." They feel that the values clarifying teacher accepts all
viewpoints, and does not attempt to impose values, and that:
"Responses are not judged as better or worse; each student's views
are treated with equal respect."94

However, they maintain that "here all relativism stops."
All students are encouraged to utilize the valuing processes, and
the valuing processes represent various value positions of the
authors, e.g. critical thinking, considering consequences, free
choice, and so forth.95 They also write:

We can go even a step further, and we probably have erred
in not making this explicit often enough. Toward what end
are these valuing processes better than their counterparts?

Here, again, there are certain value judgments implicit in
each process. If we urge critical thinking, then we value

931pid., p. 48.

94Kirschenbaum, et al., "In Defense of Values Clarification,"

91bid., p. 4.
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rationality. If we promote divergent thinking, then we value
creativity. If we support moral reasoning as Kohlberg . . .
defines it, then we value justice. If we uphold free choice,
then we value autonomy or freedom. If we encourage "no-lose"
conflict resolution, then we value equalit‘y.g6

It seems to this writer that given such strong statements,
the proponents of values clarification are not taking a relativistic
stance, as has been so often charged. Values clarification is not
a relativistic position, but is best described by the philosophical
position of "objective relativism."

Objective relativists believe that scientific methodology
should be applied when making decisions, and therefore the conse-
quences of an act should be a major factor in determining the

worth of that act. Sidney Hook has commented that:

The how of thinking is more important than the what of

thinking, not because the two are separable, for the how
refers to the what in a class of cases or situations, but

because it stresses the habits and morals of thought upon
which the quest for truth and its successive corrections

depend. 97

Compare Hook's reasoning with this passage from Values and

Teaching:

For us, it is less important to know that a person values
something than it is to know how he arrived at that "value."
Did he arrive there thoughtfully, proudly, actively, or is
he thoughtlessly mimicking a current style, reacting to a
momentary impulse, or whatever?98

Thus, the process of values selection is very important to an

objective relativist.

9%1bid., p. 4.

97S'idne_y Hook, Education for Modern Man (New York: Knopf,
1963), p. 168.

98paths, et al., Values and Teaching, p. 206.
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Objective relativists reject pure relativism or subjectivism
as inadequate, for such a position offers no way out of conflicts,
and could possibly lead to a "might makes right" situation. On the
other hand, objective relativists also reject absolutism, because
such a position disregards situations and contexts, absolute values

are often in conflict with one another, and there is little agree-
ment as to what should be "absolute."

Objective relativists argue that their position allows
flexibility in reacting to individual situations, and leads to
conflict resolutions in which people are more likely to reach
agreement since a common methodology is being used.

An extensive exploration of the claim that values clarifi-
cation is objectively relativistic, and not relativistic or
subjectivistic lies beyond the scope of the present study.
Nevertheless, the writer feels that the similarity between methods
espoused by objective relativism and values clarification's reliance
051091c, weighing of consequences, consideration of alternatives,

and so forth, is too clear to be denied.
RESEARCH IN VALUES CLARIFICATION

Prior to becoming identified with values clarification,
Raths was perhaps best known as a researcher. His involvement
with Ralph Tyler and the "Eight-Year Study," was one of his most

notable research affiliations.gg It should be of no surprise then,

99Conducted under the auspices of the Commission on the
Relation of School and College of the Progressive Education Associa-
tion, the Eight Year Study is a landmark in educational research.
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that Raths' interest in research would continue, even when he chose
to devote much of his time and effort to the study of what many
consider to be the "non-empirical” realm of values.

A number of the original research studies in values clarifi-

cation were in the form of doctoral dissertations performed by

Raths ' students at New York University. Most of them attempted

to measure the effect of values clarification upon the behavior

of students. This section will attempt to summarize some of the

more significant studies in the area, and also to draw some con-

clusions about the research which has been completed in values

clarification as a whole.

1957-1965

In 1957, Albert Klevan reported the results of an experiment
in which values clarification techniques were utilized with a group
of students taking an education course at New York University.

While the study lacked empirical purity with regard to the way in
which groups were matched, it did suggest that values clarification
techniques could be of help in assisting students toward greater
value clarity and consistenc_y.m0

The following year, Sidney B. Simon reported a study
involving ten high school teachers, each of whom had been trained

in the use of the values clarification process. Each teacher

woA]bert Klevan, "An Investigation of a Methodology for
value Clarification: Its Relationship to Consistency on Thinking,

purposefulness, and Human Relations" (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation,
New York University, 1957).
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selected a student who was exhibiting non-valuing behaviors (apathy,
flightiness, etc.), and utilized value clarifying strategies with
that student. Simon reported that there was little impact on the
behavior of the students, but speculated that the reason for that
lay with the teachers' difficulty in learning the values clarifi-
cation process, and not in the technique itse]f.]0]

Simon's speculations were given some credence by a study
conducted by Goergia Brown. Brown utilized a research design
similar to Simon's, with the major exception being that elementary
level teachers and students were involved, instead of secondary

teachers and students. Brown reported significant behavioral

changes on the part of those children exposed to the values

clarification prrocess.]02

James Raths submitted a more carefully controlled study in
1960 on the effects of values clarification on the academic achieve-
ment of students. Raths matched six pairs of high school "under-
achievers" and randomly assigned half to an experimental group and
ha1f to a control group. Within the experimental group, Raths

utilized a number of value clarifying techniques. Later, Raths

]0]Sidney B. Simon, "Value Clarification: Methodology and

Tests of an Hypothesis in an In-Service Program Relating to
Behavioral Changes in Secondary School Students" (unpublished
Ph.D. dissertation, New York University, 1958).

lozGeorgia J. Brown, "An Investigation of a Methodology for
Value Clarification: Its Development, Demonstration and Application
for Teachers of the Elementary School" (unpublished Ph.D. disserta-
tion in process, New York University), as cited by Raths, et al.,

values and Teaching, p. 208.




reported that five of the six students in the experimental group

performed better academically than their counter‘par'ts.]03

In 1961, Melvin Lang reported on a study conducted at the
college level. Like J. Raths, he used matched pairs of students,

but included "apathetic" and "nagging dissenters" as well as

“underachievers." He also made provisions for something that

J. Raths had ignored, and made sure that those students in the
control group received an equivalent amount of attention as the

experimental group, even though the qualitative nature of that
attention was quite different. However, Lang's findings were not
conclusive. The values clarification strategies seemed to work

better with the "underachievers" than with the others.]04 Lang

also did a follow-up study two years later, and found that there

had not been any long term carry over in the gains previously

made with the "undelr'achievelr‘s."]05
1966-0n

From about 1966 to 1970, little research about values

clarification was published or reported.

One can only speculate

]03James Raths, "An Application of Clarifying Techniques
to Academic Underachievers in High School" (unpublished Ph.D.
dissertation, New York University, 1960).

]04Me1vin Lang, "An Investigation of the Relationship of
Value Clarification to Underachievement and Certain Other Behavioral
Characteristics of Selected College Students" (unpublished Ph.D.
dissertation, New York University, 1961).

105¢5ted in Raths, et al., Values and Teaching, p. 213.
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as to the reason for this lack, but it is possible that the
tremendous emphasis that was being placed during this time upon

the implementation of values clarification may have been a contri-

buting factor. However, beginning in 1971-72, there was a resurg-

ence of interest in values clarification research.

For example, in 1972 Richard L. Curwin submitted a dis-

sertation entitled: "Values Clarification Approach to Teaching

Secondary English Methods." In this study, values clarification

was used to inject a more "affective" base into a college course

designed for preservice secondary English teachers. Curwin con-

cluded that the revised course had been both "useful and enjoyable

as perceived by the students."
oriented materials be used in the education of teacher's.]06
In 1973, Thomas Covault completed an important dissertation

involving values clarification. His study was probably the most

60

He recommended that more affectively

tightly controlled up to then of all of the experiments done involving

values clarification.

Covault worked with two experimental groups and two control

groups consisting of fifth graders. He spent an equal amount of

time with all of the groups. However, in the experimental groups

where values clarification strategies were used, he found that
students exhibited "valuing" behaviors more frequently in a number

of ways, including self-concept, "initiation of self-direction of

wGRichard L. Curwin, "Values Clarification Approach to
Teaching Secondary English Methods" (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation,
University of Massachusetts, 1972).



classroom activities," "positive attitude towards learning," and

exhibited fewer of the "non-valuing behaviors."]07
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Howard Kirschenbaum reported of a study headed by Jay Clark,

performed under the auspices of "Operation Future" in Visalia,
California. While the results were still being analyzed, prelimi-
nary findings showed a very high correlation between non-valuing
behaviors and drug usage. In the second part of the study, the
effects of values clarification on non-valuing behaviors and drug
usage were scrutinized. Here is how Kirschenbaum reported the

resul ts:

The effect of the independent variable on the six traits
was mixed. . . . In the area of drug use, the gains were un-
mistakably significant, as indicated in preliminary report.
. . . Not only were these results statistically significant,
in many cases the changes were dramatic in degree. . . . Its
implications could be profound, both for further research
and for educational practice.108

In a different drug-related study, sponsored by the Florida
State Department of Education, Bryan C. Smith compared two methods
of teaching drug education: "the traditional teacher confined
approach, and the values clarification group-centered process."
The study was conducted with preservice elementary school teachers,

and it was discovered that the values clarification approach was

10711 0mas J. Covault, "The Application of Value Clarifi-
cation Teaching Strategies with Fifth Grade Students to Investigate
Their Influence on Students' Self-Concept and Related Classroom
Coping Behaviors" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Ohio State
University, 1973).

]OBHoward Kirschenbaum, "Recent Research in Values Clarifi-
cation," Values Education, Theory, Practice/Problems/Prospects, ed.
by John Meyer, Brian Burnham, and John Cholvat (Waterloo, Ontario,
Canada: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 1975), p. 73.
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"superior in all ways measured." The measures used had both
cognitive and affective dimensions. Smith found that members

of the values clarification group "read more independently, achieved
greater gain scores in affective and cognitive testing, and they

developed a sense of community that brought them together to solve

problems."]og

Finally, Jack Osman, writing in the Journal of School

Health, reported a significant increase in the degree of self- |
actualization (as measured by Shostrom's Personal Orientation ,/(
Inventory) in a class of future health educators, who had been

taught values clarification strategies. His study lacked a control

group, however, so it is impossible to draw any firm conclusions

from it a]one.”0

Summary of Research on Values Clarification

There can be no doubt as to the difficulty involved in
conducting research in the area of values. In many ways, research
methodology in this area of education is still in its infancy,
and it is not yet clear if so-called “traditiona]f research
approaches are either applicable or appropriate in the area of
values, It is possible that an entirely new formulation of
research methodology may be needed in order for significant

research to occur in this area.

e ———

logBryan C. Smith, "Values Clarification in Drug Education:
gsgmmarative Study," Journal of Drug Education, 3, 4 (Winter, 1973),
-376. .

1103ack Osman, "The Use of Selected Values Clarifying
Strategies in Health Education," Journal of School Health, 43, 10
(January, 1974), pp. 621-623.
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Be that as it may, some things can be said relative to the
research completed thus far in values clarification. First, one
must acknowledge the inconclusiveness of the research. Some studies
reveal positive effects of values clarification, others show little
or no effect for values clarification. At the same time, one is
struck by the multiplicity and range of dependent variables which
to date have been chosen for research within values clarification.
They range from "self-concept" to "academic achievement," from
“interest in a class" to "drug usage," and so on.

Both of these points are, in the writer's opinion, important
and deserving of further exploration. Much more intensive determi-
nations urgently need to be made as to the effects of values
'clarification. There are strong indications that values clari<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>