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Abstract  
 
 

Values education is often controversial, reflecting contradictory but deeply 

held beliefs by different sections of society as to what are core human values. 

This study has focused on the issues surrounding the development of an 

instrument suitable to measure children’s multidimensional values profiles.  

A review of the literature identifies a gap, both in the availability of 

instruments suitable to measure the values profiles of primary school students, 

and in the documentation of the different characteristics of students with a low 

values profile score compared with students with a high values profile score. 

Consequently, the aim of this research was to; (i) develop an instrument 

(Children’s Values Profile) to measure children’s self-perceptions of values, (ii) 

apply measures of validity and reliability to the instrument, (iii) identify both 

exploratory and confirmatory factors inherent in the instrument, (iv) construct a 

short, screening version of the Children’s Values Profile, and (v) explore the 

characteristics possessed by children who gain high scores on the Children’s 

Values Profile compared with children who gain low scores on the instrument.  

The eventual instrument contained 95 items across seven dimensions; 

emotional intelligence, self-expression, school climate, student behaviour, world-

view, social skills, and self-concept. The profile was normed on a sample of 848 

students from Years 4 to 7 from a sample of Independent primary schools across 

a range of socio-economic status groups in South Australia and Queensland. 

Validity tests confirm that the Children’s Values Profile has concurrent 

validity and the instrument achieved a Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient of 0.94 and 

reliability correlations around 0.60. The results support the notion that children’s 

values formation can be influenced by socio-economic status factors and gender.  

In terms of gender, girls recorded higher scores for the dimensions of social skills, 

school climate and world view, while boys recorded higher scores for areas 

associated with physical activity, mathematics, friendships with boys, and doing 

things ‘to gain rewards’.   

 



 xiii 
 

 An important element of the current study was the comparison of the 

characteristics of students with high values profile scores with students with low 

values profile scores. Using a combination of qualitative and quantitative 

procedures it was identified that students with low values profile scores had fewer 

friendships, featured low in peer selection for games and tasks, had poor to 

average social competence according to teachers’ ratings, had low social 

comprehension skills, and were over represented by boys who utilised fewer 

abstract and inferential thinking skills. In comparison, children with high values 

profile scores as a group had greater gender balance, and these students had a 

wide circle of friends, were reported to be leaders, were highly competent socially, 

appeared to participate in, and to value, strong social contacts, and to utilise more 

abstract and inferential thinking skills.  

Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were conducted resulting in 

the construction of a parsimonious shorter screening version of the instrument. 

It is proposed that the Children’s Values Profile will fill a gap in the provision of 

instruments suitable to measure the multidimensionality of primary school 

children’s values profiles.  The instrument should assist school personnel design 

and assess values education programs for individuals, cohorts of students, and 

schools. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
 

Identifying the Concerns 
 

 

Values education has been part of the landscape of education for over a 

century, and it has been described, shaped, and implemented in a range of ways 

(Carr, 1999; Fraenkel, 1980).  An examination of the values discourse suggests 

that there are a number of different kinds of value, such as moral, educational, 

aesthetic, social, political, and religious, with Aristotle contending that the 

overarching value, is moral value (Aspin, 2002). 

While explored in more detail in the following chapter, theorists have 

sought to explain moral values development in a number of ways with 

psychoanalytic theorists focusing on family dynamics (Freud, 1973), social 

learning theorists focusing on social interactions and language (Vygotsky, 1987), 

cognitive development theorists focusing on children’s and adults’ stages of 

development (Kohlberg, 1976; 1987), and personality or integrated theorists who 

argue that morality develops as an interaction of the individual within a cultural 

framework (Langford, 1995; Thomas, 1997).  From another perspective, moral 

development has also be considered by studying the way in which different writers 

choose to define the concept of moral values. For some authors, moral values are 

universal and absolute (Piaget, 1965). For other authors, moral values are 

culturally relative, conditional, and changeable (Gilligan, 1993; Hekman, 1995). 

For another, the source of moral values is a supreme being in a religious tradition 

(Fowler, 1991; Haight, 1990), whereas for other authors, the source is a line of 

logic, or general agreement among members of a society (Singer, 2000).  

While there is no one uniform definition for the term values, it typically is 

defined as an individual’s self-beliefs that guide and motivate his or her actions 

and behaviours (Gilligan, 1993). Researchers in the field now perceive the 

concept of children’s values to be multifaceted and multidimensional (Stephenson, 

Ling, Burman, & Cooper, 1998). For example Hill (1991) understood values to be 
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comprised of three elements namely the cognitive element, the affective element, 

and the element of volition or action. Further, Hill (1991) contended that if the 

teaching of values is to represent the phenomenon of human valuing adequately 

then it must take into account all three of these dimensions. Other researchers, 

notably Green (1999), have stressed the importance of understanding values as 

having some domain, some distribution, some context, some standards, and 

some position in the rank order of values. Values from these perspectives are 

multidimensional and multifaceted and are influenced by time and place. 

Diversity appears to exist in the naming of values and values education but 

a growing sense of unanimity exists concerning the need for their incorporation 

into the educational process of schools. In recent times there has been a 

lamenting, from commentators, that core values have been lost from our 

community. Concomitantly they have issued calls for their reintroduction (Mackay, 

1997; 1999; McGuire, 1997; Mullins, 1999; Pascoe, 1996; Wagener, 2000).   

At the present time the Australian Government through the Department of 

Education, Science and Training, has released a draft National Framework for 

Values Education in Australian Schools (2004a) and has directed that an 

accompanying chart, featuring a set of value statements suitable for Australian 

schools, be displayed in all Australian schools as part of the conditions 

accompanying Commonwealth funding to independent schools (Australian 

Government, 2004b). The values that they aim to try to encourage within 

Australian students include: loyalty; courage; tolerance; perseverance; and 

compassion.  

Concerning values education in Australian schools, a number of studies 

have been undertaken, some reflecting research conducted in public schools 

(Cawsey, 2002; Lovat & Schofield, 1998; Lovat, Schofield, Morrison, & O’Neill, 

2002) with other studies focusing on research developed in and for schools of a 

particular religious persuasion (Forgasz, 2002; Newell & Rimes, 2002; Salman, 

2002; Tarlinton & O’Shea, 2002).  

While Government and sections of the community call for the need to 

maintain, or to reintroduce, the teaching of values in Australian schools, much of 

the programming and material supporting the rhetoric has emphasized school 

provision (curriculum) with little or no emphasis on pupils’ outcomes or how these 
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values are measured (Hill, 2004). A significant shortfall in the values literature is 

this unresolved issue of how to measure the outcomes of values focused 

education programs (Lovat, et al., 2002). 

This current study seeks to begin to address this important need to 

develop a multidimensional measurement instrument to measure children’s 

values profiles. In addition, an exploration is undertaken to identify differences 

and similarities of primary school children who have low values profiles scores 

compared with primary school children who have high values profiles scores. 

Gender, developmental, and socio-economic status (SES) differences present in 

a sample of primary school children are also examined.  

 

Research Model and Instrument Development 
 

The model developed for the current research attempts to capture the 

multidimensional and multifaceted nature of values within an educational 

framework and proposes a number of values dimensions, sub-dimensions, and 

elements. In terms of identification, the dimensions of a student focus values 

instrument are described by seven core dimensions identified from the literature. 

These dimensions were Behaviour, Self-Expression, School Climate, and World 

View, (Bulach & Butlek, 2002; Lovat & Schofield, 1998), Emotional Intelligence 

(Goleman, 1996, 1998), Self-Concept (Harter, 1999; Hattie, 1992; Marsh & 

Hattie, 1996), and Social Skills (Kutnick & Manson, 1998; Nucci, 2004). In turn, 

the seven dimensions were developed into a number of sub-dimensions with a 

series of student response items constructed to measure the responses of the 

children. A five-point Likert scale (False, Mostly False, Sometimes False 

Sometimes True, Mostly True, True) was used to capture each student’s 

response to the items. A number of iterations took place until the final instrument, 

the Children’s Values Profile, was ready for piloting and used to investigate 

issues such as gender and the educational characteristics of students with high 

and low values scores.  
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Research Focus 
 
The aims of the research are to:  

 

1) Develop an instrument (Childrens’ Values Profile) to measure children’s 

self-perceptions of values.  

2) Apply measures of validity, reliability and norming data to the 

instrument. 

3) Identify both exploratory and confirmatory factors inherent in the 

instrument, and thereafter, to construct a short, screening version of the 

Children’s Values Profile. 

4) Use the data generated, following the administration of the full 

Children’s Values Profile (Descriptive version) to a sample of students, 

to investigate the following research questions:  

• Are there gender differences across the sample of student scores? 

• Are there differences due to age in the sample of student scores? 

• Are there socio-economic status differences across a sample of  

          schools? 

• What exploratory and confirmatory factors are present in the sample              

          of scores?  

• What are the characteristics of students with high values scores? 

• What are the characteristics of students with low values scores? 

• Do students with high values scores differ from students with low  

          values scores in terms of gender, popularity, relationships,    

leadership, and moral judgement? 

 

Overview of the Dissertation 

 

Following this introductory chapter, Chapter Two provides a review of the 

literature related to: the description of values and values education, the programs 

employed to effect values education, and a review of the measurement 

instruments currently used to measure children’s values. The content of the 

literature review is focused on the primary school setting. The chapter explores 
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children’s values from a range of theoretical positions, the design of values 

programs in primary schools and how they are measured, students with high or 

low values, and age, SES, and gender differences.  

Chapter Three provides the rationale for the study; clarifies a number of 

methodological issues; describes the main theory and the conceptual model 

around which the measurement instrument is constructed and standardised; and 

details the aims of the research. Chapter Four outlines the methodology of the 

study: the sample of students for both the trial and pilot phases of the instrument; 

the objective instruments used to validate and establish reliability measures for 

the Children’s Values Profile; and the methods employed to analyse the trial 

Children’s Values Profile data. 

Chapter Five reports the findings of the study, and Chapter Six provides a 

discussion of the findings and the implications of the findings for theory, 

educational practice, and future research. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 
A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

The main issues explored in this chapter pertain to linking values 

education to a number of theoretical perspectives, to clarify the term values 

education, to report the main values education programs that have been 

developed, to ascertain the impact of gender, age, and socio economic factors on 

children’s values formation, to consider values education within an Australian 

context, and to review the design issues associated with the measurement of 

children’s profiles in the domain of values education.  

 
Theoretical Positions 
 

  Education is a value-laden activity, indeed, as Tarlinton and O’Shea 

stated, 

Values are core to a school; they come with the architecture 
and the furniture and decorations of the building itself. They 
are personified in the attributes of the teachers and in the 
standards of behaviour expected of the students; they are 
made explicit in the rubrics and rituals, particularly in those 
that accompany tragedy or celebrate success. (Tarlinton & 
O’Shea, 2002, p. 90)  

 

An examination of the values discourse suggests that there are a number of 

different kinds of value, such as, moral, educational, aesthetic, social, political, 

and religious. The philosopher Aristotle contended that the overarching value, is 

moral value and that all human values and value judgments are moral judgments 

(Aspin, 2002). 

There are typically four theoretical approaches to the study of moral 

development and each of these will be briefly reviewed. Psychoanalytic theorists 

propose that morality develops through people’s inter-conflict between their 

instinctual internal and external drives and needs, such as a drive for basic 

physiological needs, or the drive for the higher order needs to belong and to make 

a contribution (Freud, 1973; Langford, 1995; McCandless, 1967; Mussen, Conger, 

& Kagan, 1974). Social learning theorists claim that individuals develop morality, 
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more by learning the rules of acceptable behaviour from others within their 

external social environment and that learning is a social activity that is strongly 

influenced by language formation (Rich & DeVitis, 1994; Vygotsky, 1987). 

Cognitive development theorists present morality as an aspect of cognition, or 

reasoning that is developmental with individuals progressing through a set of 

defined stages (Ginsburg & Opper, 1969; Higgins, Power, & Kohlberg, 1984; Kay, 

1968; Kohlberg, 1976, 1987; Piaget, 1965). Personality or integrated theorists 

attempt to perceive morality as an aspect of the person’s personality that is, in 

part, ‘built in’ to the person but shaped by the individual’s cultural environment 

(Fowler, 1991; Hekman, 1995; Kurtines, 1984; Thomas, 1997). Common to these 

four theoretical positions is an assumption about the moral disposition of the infant 

at birth and/or an assumption about the moral maturity to which individuals can 

aspire. 

The moral development literature can also be considered by studying the 

way in which different writers choose to define the concept of moral values. For 

some authors, moral values are universal and absolute (Cavanagh, 2001; Piaget, 

1965). For other authors, moral values are culturally relative, conditional, and 

changeable (Gilligan, 1993; Grusec, 2006; Hekman, 1995; Kaminsky, 1984: Blasi, 

1984). For another, the source of moral values is a supreme being in a religious 

tradition; the work of Fowler’s faith development schema is noted here (Fowler, 

1991; Haight, 1990, Hill, 2004), whereas for other authors, the source is a line of 

logic, or general agreement among members of a society (Singer, 2000).  

It appears, after an inspection of the literature concerning the theoretical 

constructs of human moral beliefs and actions as they develop from early 

childhood into the adult years, that they are the product of a range of social, 

cultural, religious, cognitive, intra-person, and inter-person factors.  

 

Clarifying Terms 
 

Values  

   

A considerable literature exists, which describes values and values 

education in the primary school setting. There appears, however, to be a degree 
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of confusion, and even conflict, over terminology as the following highlights. 

Ormell (1993) made the distinction between the summative use of the word 

‘values’ (eg. a person’s life’s values) from the lighter relativistic use of the same 

word (eg. everyone has values). Ormell used Values to denote the former and 

values to denote the latter. Salman (2002) identified common or core educational 

values and, special spiritual and moral values, while Aspin asserted “that there 

are no such separate ‘things’ as values: values are not independent entities, 

somehow existing as things or ends in themselves” (Aspin, 2002, p. 15). For 

Aspin, values are embedded and embodied in everything we do as individuals 

and as members of a group. Furthermore, the claim is that values can be named 

and are discernable, even measurable (Bulauch, 1999). 

There is some confusion in the literature concerning how values are 

named, constructed and used. For example, Fraenkel (1980) noted that the 

literature contained references to values as: 

 

Rules for living; important, desirable or worthwhile needs and 
wants; fundamental ideas about what is right and wrong, 
good and bad; stimuli which can induce positive or negative 
emotional states; and preferred events. (p. 94)  
 

Such confusion, it seems, has resulted from the interchangeable use of the 

terms; values, ethics, and morals. Irwin (1988) has attempted to discretely 

separate and define the terms in noting: 

 

What is prized or held in high esteem (values) implies 
standards of appropriate human behavior (morals) compatible 
with principles (ethics) governing what is good for the person 
and for the society to which the individual belongs. (p. 6)  
 

In practice, however, the terms ethics, morals, and values, inform each 

other in unquantifiable and often inseparable ways.  

This current study defines the term ‘values’, in the context of educational 

literature, as encompassing “general ideals individuals’ hold that determine their 

behavior” (Burrett & Rusnak, 1993, p.14). Halstead and Taylor (2000) added an 

additional dimension when they stressed the necessity for the process of 

judgement. Values, they asserted, referred to the principles and fundamental 



 9 
 

convictions which an individual holds that acts as general guides to behaviour, the 

standards by which particular actions are judged to be good or desirable.  

 

Values education  

 

The term ‘values education’ has encompassed and, in practice has often 

been seen as having a particular emphasis on, education in civic and moral 

values. It is closely related to other terms in the literature including spiritual, moral, 

social, and cultural development (Meakin, 1988), character education (Lickona, 

1991; 1996), education in virtues (Carr & Steutel, 1999) and the development of 

attitudes and personal qualities (Halstead & Taylor, 2000). Indeed, Carr (1999) 

observed that values education was intended as a “catch-all for moral, social and 

personal, civic and spiritual education” (p. 147). 

Kirschenbaum (2000) distinguished between values education as a field 

and the programs, such as values clarification, as elements within that field. A 

brief historical overview demonstrates Kirschenbaum’s thesis. The notion of 

explicit character education, or teaching students to be good citizens prevailed at 

the turn of the twentieth century with progressive citizenship education holding 

sway in the 1920s and 1930s. No specific values education program 

predominated in the 1940s and 1950s, however, a strong focus on work ethic and 

getting ahead by effort prevailed. In the 1960s and 1970s values clarification, 

values analysis, and Kohlberg’s moral development were starting to be more 

predominant. (Kohlberg’s stages of moral development will be discussed in more 

detail in a following section.) 

Values clarification, the process of examining one’s own values and the 

values of others and values analysis, which is grounded in argumentation theory, 

were very different models to Kohlberg’s moral development theory, where 

children and adults progressed naturally through a postulated set of 

developmental stages. A more directive form of moral education took place in the 

1980’s, while character education, especially the teaching of children about basic 

human values, such as honesty, freedom, courage, became prevalent through the 

1990’s and into the new millennium (Kirschenbaum, 2000). (Values clarification 

and character education are discussed in more detail in the following section.) 
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Such an overview demonstrates that there have been a number of programs, or 

elements under the rubric ‘values education’.  

 

The field of values education 

 

Some of the confusion in the literature appears to emanate from the use of 

the terms naming the elements, or programs, interchangeably, perhaps even 

synonymously, with the naming of the field. Typical of this practice is the 

statement by Robinson, Jones, and Hayes (2000) that “moral education, values 

education, and conflict resolution, are now frequently lumped together in character 

education programs” (p.25). 

Kirschenbaum (2000) understood values education as the field with 

character education as an element, whereas Robinson, Jones, and Hayes (2000) 

understood the reverse. Indeed Kirschenbaum (2000) kept the distinction between 

the field and the elements separate as the following highlights, “values clarification 

is only part of a much broader process of values education” (p.11). This current 

research understands ‘values education’ as the field and recognizes that there 

have been, and will continue to be, a number of complimentary and/or alternative 

programs applied by various people and agencies to satisfy the process of values 

education.   

 

Call for Values Education   
        

Diversity exists in the naming of values and values education but a growing 

sense of unanimity exists concerning the need for their incorporation into the 

world and work of schools. In recent times there has been a lamenting that core 

values have been lost from the Australian community. Typically, from the 

Australian perspective, Mullins (1999) expressed that: 

  

Over the past century and particularly over the last thirty or 
forty years a commitment to the importance of inculcating 
virtue to build character has been set aside. (p. 18) 
 

 Others have linked the ‘lack’ of values by children with an increase in 

family breakdown and delinquent crime (McGuire, 1997), Australia’s high youth 
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suicide rate (Pascoe, 1996), and a decline in respect for those in authority 

(Mackay,1997; 1999). The argument is that schools have a responsibility to help 

teach students values (Mullins, 1999).  

In a response to the claimed escalating school violence in American 

schools, President Clinton proposed a “values-based violence prevention 

initiative” (Wagener, 2000, p.8). While in Australia, Judge Fred McGuire, 

President of the Children’s Court of Queensland, expressed concern that there is 

now a widely accepted view that we as a nation have abandoned many of our 

traditional values, and are living off our moral capital (McGuire, 1997). Further, 

McGuire (1997) asserted that: 

  

Virtues like honesty, faith, compassion, loyalty, self-discipline, 
friendship, courage, perseverance, and work should be 
inculcated in children from an early age in the home, in the 
community and in the school. (p. 5) 
 

In response to the perceived ‘shedding’ of a long held value system the 

Australian Prime Minister Keating, in 1994, established the Civics Experts Group 

so that these values are not lost from our education system (Pascoe, 1996). More 

recently the Australian Government through the Department of Education, 

Science and Training, released a draft National Framework for Values Education 

in Australian Schools (2004).  

 

Five Models of Children’s Values Development and Schooling 
 

While there is significant diversity in literature related to values education 

five approaches or models can be identified and these will be highlighted in the 

following section.  Each of the approaches share two common themes, first that 

children’s values are developmental in that they are influenced by the child’s 

cognitive development and second children’s values can be shaped by the child’s 

social learning environment.   

There is evidence that children begin to learn values early on in their lives, 

and probably develop a moral sense of what is right and wrong within the first two 

years of life (Buzzelli, 1992). Further, these values and moral sensibilities are 

closely linked with the emotional and social development of young children 
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(Kuebli, 1994). Children, therefore, arrive at school with a range of similar and 

different values drawn from their home, community, cultural, and pre-school 

experiences. According to Halstead and Taylor (2000) the role of the school then 

is often to build on, review, and supplement the values that children have already 

begun to develop by offering a further exposure to a range of values. In addition, 

schools also have a set of values that interact with the child’s home and 

community values. Two questions then arise, (i) which values should be 

presented to primary school children, and (ii) in what manner? The resolution of 

these two questions has engaged scholars in considerable debate and it is to a 

brief exploration of these issues that this study now turns.  

One of the leading controversies, recorded in the literature, surrounding 

values teaching has been whether the traditional (American) nationalistic and 

Judeo-Christian focused values could be taught directly and/or indirectly. It has 

been argued that direct teaching of a ‘common core’ of moral imperatives may 

lead to indoctrination, while at the other end of the spectrum, teaching values 

indirectly may lead to a disconnection between home and society values and the 

values the individual generates through personal experience (Irwin, 1988). As a 

result of concern and controversy, five major models for the teaching of values 

were developed in the thirty years prior to 1990. These models, principally 

developed in America, are: 1) a values clarification model; 2) a values analysis 

model; 3) Kohlberg’s model of moral development; 4) a character education 

model, and 5) Bruner’s world view model.  Each of these models will be briefly 

reviewed in the following section.  

 

Values clarification model     

 

Values clarification techniques are often attributed to the work of Raths, 

Harmin and Simon (1978). This model is concerned with the process of valuing 

and involves individuals choosing, prizing, and acting on a set of values. Choosing 

involves free choice, selecting from a range of alternatives, and involves 

thoughtful consideration of the consequences of each alternative. Prizing involves 

cherishing and being happy with the choice being made, and a willingness to 

affirm the choice publicly. Finally, acting comprises, doing something with the 
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choice repeatedly and in some pattern of an individual’s life (Irwin, 1988). The 

results of this clarification process are an individual’s values. For example, a 

student chooses to develop a personal system of honesty (choosing) with which 

they are happy (prizing) and which they apply to everyday practices of honesty 

(acting), such as avoiding theft from a shop, even though their peers may be 

acting in a contrary manner. 

The approach advocated by the values clarification model researchers, 

challenges children to examine and discuss their own values and those of other 

people in a spirit of thoughtfulness and free inquiry. That is, the model 

emphasizes the personal nature of values and involves a process that could be 

taught in classrooms. What has been proposed in the values clarification model is 

not entirely new, because many parents and teachers have sought to help young 

people think about and develop values for themselves (Cleaver, 1975; Singer, 

2000). What was new, was that in the values clarification process the teacher, a 

key facilitator, was to remain unobtrusive, permitting the students to express 

themselves freely and openly. Raths, Harmin, and Simon (1978) through their 

values clarification model, systematized the approach and formulated strategies 

that related to the process of valuing a set of principles.  

The specific aims of values clarification are to help people to “become more 

purposeful and productive by sharpening their critical thinking skills and to make 

them less vulnerable to bandwagon tactics” (Irwin, 1988, p.10). According to Irwin 

(1988) after completing values clarification experiences, students reported more 

favourable attitudes toward themselves, and were better behaved in the 

classroom. Fraenkel (1980), however, reported a contrary finding, namely, that 

values clarification appeared to have little, if any, effect on students’ behaviour.  

In addition to the debatable potential outcomes for students, the clarification 

model has been criticised on a number of points. In particular, Kirschenbaum 

(2000) claimed that the process can encourage the development of undesirable 

values. Further, in the affirmation process (prizing), students may be laid open to 

undue amounts of peer pressure to conform to a media driven value or group 

process value, as well as an ‘invasion of their privacy’ about their own values.  
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The values analysis model 

 

Values analysis shares some of the features of the values clarification model, 

however there are important differences. The most important difference being 

that, whereas values clarification guides reflection on personal moral dilemmas, 

values analysis is commonly used with social issues that involve many people and 

viewpoints (Hof & Dwyer, 1982). Thus, values analysis is a way of helping 

students examine other people’s values as well as examining their own.  

Values analysis requires the use of logical thinking skills to analyse different 

viewpoints about an issue. It is grounded in argumentation theory and formal 

debate practice where students face controversy and learn through dialectic 

interactions with others (Kirschenbaum, 2000). The claim is that using a given 

proposition relating to human or national dilemmas, resolution is achieved in 

adversarial fashion by having students take sides, as it were, as affirmative or 

negative debating proponents. For example, at a time of heightened terrorism 

threats, should people be allowed to object to forced home searches by police? 

Unlike formal debate, values analysis is non-competitive with less focus on one 

right or wrong answer. The issues that give rise to the proposal can, amongst 

other things, arise from current affairs, social, economic, or political concerns and 

topics. 

In its original form, values analysis involved a debate format following John 

Dewey’s step-wise reflective thinking strategy for problem solution, namely: 1) Is 

there a need for a change from the status quo? Does a problem exist? What are 

the causes of the problem? Will solutions other than the affirmative proposal solve 

the problem? 2) Is the affirmative proposal practical? 3) Is the affirmative proposal 

desirable? Decision is the final step – will the affirmative proposal be accepted or 

denied? (Irwin, 1988). 

Irwin (1988) argued that the format of values analysis is likely to provide 

students with opportunities for reflective thought, critical thinking, refutation, and 

adaptation.   
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Kohlberg’s moral development model  

 

Kohlberg (1976) believed that moral development is a natural process that 

teachers can foster in children. He did not believe in teaching values directly or in 

values clarification techniques. Rather, he postulated six stages of moral 

development through which children and adults progressed (Kohlberg, 1976). 

Kohlberg claimed that his theory is both psychological and philosophical, and his 

findings generate a philosophy of moral education designed to stimulate moral 

development, rather than teach fixed moral rules (Kohlberg, 1987). Further, moral 

action usually takes place in a social or group context, and this usually has a 

profound influence on the moral decision making of individuals (Higgins, Power, & 

Kohlberg, 1984). Kohlberg’s (1976) study yielded six developmental stages 

allotted to three moral levels. An overview of the developmental stages is 

recorded in Table 2.1. 

Table 2.1 

Kohlberg’s theory of moral development: an overview  

Level/Stage Description 
Preconventional Level  

Stage 1: Punishment-and- 
obedience orientation 
 

Morality judged in terms of 
consequences 

Stage 2: Naïve hedonistic  
orientation 
 

Morality judged in terms of what 
satisfies own needs or those of others 

Conventional Level  
Stage 3: Good boy-good girl  
orientation 
 
 

Morality judged in terms of adherence 
to social rules or norms with respect to 
personal acquaintances 

Stage 4: Social order-maintaining 
orientation 

Morality judged in terms of social rules 
or laws applied universally, not just to 
acquaintances 
 

Postconventional Level  
Stage 5: Legalistic orientation Morality judged in terms of human 

rights, which may transcend laws 
 

Stage 6: Universal ethical  
principle orientation 

Morality judged in terms of self-chosen 
ethical principles 

(Baron, 2001, p.309) 
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These stages are based on ways of thinking about moral matters. Stages 1 

and 2 are characteristic of young children; whereas stages 3 and 4, according to 

Kohlberg, are ones at which most of the adult population operates; a lesser 

number of adults operate at stages 5 and 6  (Barger, 2000; Rich & DeVitis, 1994).  

The typology was referred to as ‘stages’ because they represent invariant 

developmental sequences. The claim is that all moral movement is forward and 

an individual does not omit steps, that the stages arise, one at a time and in the 

same order, even though individuals can move through the stages at varying 

speeds (Baron, 2001). The stages are considered hierarchical, insofar as thinking 

at a higher stage comprehends within it thinking at lower stages. Individuals, it 

was postulated by Kohlberg, prefer the highest stage available to them in their 

thinking because higher stages can more adequately organize the multiplicity of 

often confusing and conflicting data (Colby & Kohlberg, 1984; Siegel, 1986). This 

autonomy of selection indicated that moral development is relatively spontaneous, 

coming from within the individual, rather than imposed from outside (Langford, 

1995). 

Building on his cognitive development theory, Kohlberg devised a moral 

education program in the nineteen sixties. Called the Just Community program, it 

utilized age-appropriate (or stage-appropriate) discussions of moral dilemmas, 

democratic rule making, and the creation of a community context where students 

and teachers could act on their moral decisions (Hersh, Paolitto, & Reimer, 1979). 

Democratic governance, Kohlberg believed, was the basis of the ‘Just 

Community’ approach whereby students learnt to democratically share decision-

making responsibility (Daeg de Mott, 1998; Rich & DeVitis, 1994). The central 

institution of these schools was a community meeting in which issues related to 

life and discipline, for example, students displaying disrespect to teachers, were 

discussed and democratically decided, with an equal value placed on the voices 

of students and teachers. In addition to schools, these programs have been 

established in prisons, and other institutions with some success (Daeg de Mott, 

1998).  

Some critics have charged that the Kohlberg model can be used to 

undermine traditional moral assumptions, and hence it is somewhat responsible 



 17 
 

for the ‘Me Generation’ syndrome (Irwin, 1988). Other critics have criticized 

Kohlberg’s stage perspective citing the problems of invariant sequence, the 

prevalence of regression, and the relationship between thought and action 

(Fisher, 2000; Ling & Stephenson, 1998; Westen, 1985). Further critics have 

argued that Kohlberg’s stage perspective underestimates children’s potential, and 

the cognitive processes of females (Gilligan, 1993). Gilligan observed that 

Kohlberg’s stages were derived exclusively from interviews with males, and she 

charged that the stages reflected a decidedly male-orientation socialized thinking 

pattern, giving rise to females scoring lower on his measures, typically stage 3, 

whereas males more commonly scored on stages 4 or 5. Gilligan asserted that if 

Kohlberg’s scale were more sensitive to women’s distinctly interpersonal 

orientations and cognitive thinking and socialisation, it would show that more 

women also continued to develop their thinking beyond stage 3 (Gilligan, 1993).     

 

Character education model 

 

In a broad sense, the phrase character education refers to “almost anything 

that schools might try to provide outside of academics, especially when the 

purpose is to help children to become good people” (Robinson et al., 2000, p. 21). 

The American School Counselor Association stated that the purpose of character 

education is to “assist students in becoming positive and self-directed in their lives 

and education and in striving toward future goals” (Vess & Halbur, 2003, p.1). 

‘Future goals’ are met by teaching children about basic human values such as, 

honesty, kindness, generosity, courage, freedom, equality, and respect (McBrien 

& Brandt, 1997). At the heart of character education is a belief that there are 

specific virtues that should be a part of education for all students (Kirschenbaum, 

1995). In a narrow sense, Kohn (1996) has argued that the term denotes a 

particular style of moral training, one that promotes instruction and indoctrination 

of specific values.  

Character education, in America at least, has had a resurgence in popularity, 

partly due to the so called ‘epidemic proportions of misconduct’ amongst young 

people (Hayes & Hagedorn, 2000), and the suggested limitations of the moral 

education movement (Williams, 2000). Character education, particularly in the 
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USA, is not a new program. Historically, character education was encompassed in 

religious tenets, but as public education became more widespread at the turn of 

the 20th century, these religious beliefs became more associated with ‘morals’ that 

were also taught through set text readers, and often enforced rules in the school 

setting, such as obeying authority, not swearing, being clean, reading the bible, 

and being physically fit (Bulach & Butlek, 2002). One of the earliest studies in 

character education was conducted in the USA by Hartshorne and May in the late 

1920s and early 1930s. This study is significant in the literature because of the 

size of the study and the range of measures it develops to identify students’ 

values and students’ character. 

 

Bruner’s world view model 

 

In Western countries the shift in values education was most obvious with 

the introduction of Jerome Bruner’s work with the program, Man A Course of 

Study (MACOS), (Bruner, 1966; Lutkehaus & Greenfield, 2004).  Here the focus 

was now on cultural values with the central question being: What is human about 

being human?  The program focused on five domains: Tool making, language, 

social organisation, prolonged childhood, and the urge to explain one’s world.  

Values education had started to make a significant shift from a Western historical 

perspective looking at leadership and great men, to a multi-cultural, 

anthropological perspective (Lutkehaus & Greenfield, 2004).  Bruner also shifted 

values education from an instructional focus on rules of correct moral behaviours 

to more of a reflective thinking focus, encouraging students to have a social -

consciousness about their world and its problems.  In part, this shift reflects a 

wider shift within education from a behavioural group norm and external reward 

focus to more of a cognitive individual and intrinsic reward focus (Pressley & 

Roehrig, 2004). The debate about the MACOS program lasted for some years 

with Lutkehaus and Greenfield (2004) making the claim that values education is 

often controversial, reflecting contradictory, but deeply held beliefs by different 

sections of society as to what are core human values. 
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Australian context of values education 

 

While the above five values education approaches or models can be 

identified in the literature they are less obvious when a review is undertaken of the 

Australian education system and this issue is briefly explored.  While each of the 

different States and Territories of Australia has a unique education system and 

different Education Acts developed by their state parliaments, according to Lovat 

and Schofield (1998), there has been a remarkable uniformity across these 

systems in the design of policy documents and curriculum directions in the area of 

values education. This unanimity was formally expressed in the report, Australian 

National Goals for Schooling in the Twenty-First Century; a document to which all 

Australian States and Territories contributed and gave endorsement to in April 

1999 (Stehn, 2002).  

State and territory uniformity, it seems, has been aided and abetted by the 

introduction, in 1995, of the Civics and Citizenship Education Program; a program, 

developed along the lines recommended by the ‘Civics Expert Group’ (Lovat & 

Schofield, 1998). Lovat and Schofield (1998) pointed out, however, that while the 

Civics and Citizenship Education Program assumed that values can be taught 

within the school context, what was not answered in the document is how such 

teaching can be effected, or how its effectiveness could be evaluated.  

There is a growing literature concerning values education in Australian 

schools, some reflecting programs in public schools (Cawsey, 2002; Lovat & 

Schofield, 1998; Lovat, Schofield, Morrison, & O’Neill, 2002) while other literature 

is couched in a particular religious persuasion (Forgasz, 2002; Newell, & Rimes, 

2002; Salman, 2002; Tarlinton & O’Shea, 2002). Almost overwhelmingly the 

researchers and authors are calling for the need to maintain, or to reintroduce, the 

teaching of values in Australian schools, although the emphasis has been on 

school curriculum provisions with little understanding of how to identify if these 

abstract concepts, such as compassion and loyalty are being internalized into the 

students’ thinking or behaviour (Hill, 1991; 2004).  

With only one or two exceptions the literature has not addressed the issue 

of how to measure the outcomes of values focused education programs. Lovat et 

al. (2002), whose research incorporates an empirical study into the potential 
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impact of a values education curriculum, provides some assistance on the issue 

of assessment of programs particularly in the primary school. In addition, Forster 

and Masters (2002) have developed an instrument to measure and report the 

moral and ethical development of a cohort of secondary school students, including 

early secondary students. Forster and Masters set out to assist an independent 

Catholic secondary school in Western Australia to begin to measure how well it 

was assisting its students to develop as “people of competence, conscience and 

compassion, who are committed to God and the service of others” (Forster & 

Masters, 2002, p.143). To this end, the study; defined the domains to be 

assessed and monitored; developed an instrument through which genuine 

responses could be elicited; and constructed a framework against which students’ 

growth in the area of values education could be reported. The domains identified 

were; Conscience, Compassion, Service of others, Emotional growth, Social 

growth, Commitment to God, and Commitment to Jesus. While the Forster and 

Masters (2002) study specifically addresses the need of one particular school, 

namely, a secondary school of a particular religious persuasion, it advances 

methods that may be applicable to the development of a values measurement tool 

suitable for primary school students.   

Before reviewing the complex issue of measurement and values education 

it is important to gain an understanding if there are any background factors that 

may directly or indirectly influence children’s formation of values. In particular, are 

there age, gender and socio-economic differences that could account for 

children’s values formation, independent of any school based values education 

program. There are also likely to be individual student differences in terms of 

attributes that have been shown to influence students’ social relationships and 

involvement in enhancement programs (McInerney & McInerney, 2006). In 

particular, there is a literature on the role social comprehension and self-concept 

play in terms of students responding to interventions, therefore these personal 

attributes of the individual students may directly or indirectly influence the capacity 

of the students to respond to a values education program. These background and 

personal attribute factors are explored in the following section.  
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Factors that Influence Formation of Children Values  
 

Age differences 

 
As soon as children can understand language, they have access to their 

parents’ and their culture’s values (Buzzelli, 1992; Damon, 1988). As children 

develop cognitively and can interpret the meaning of their social interactions and 

experiences, they begin to construct their own values, which will change and be 

redefined over time. This developmental process involves both cognitive 

development and language development as younger primary school children 

move from the more ‘concrete’ or ‘practical’ understandings of concepts and 

language to the more ‘abstract’ understandings and expression of concepts, 

including values, in their upper primary school years (Berns, 2004).  

As discussed already, Kohlberg (1976) postulated six stages of moral 

development through which children and adults progressed. Kohlberg’s (1976) 

study yielded six developmental stages allotted to three moral levels. These 

stages are based on ways of thinking about moral matters with Stages 1 and 2 

being characteristic of young children; whereas stages 3 and 4, according to 

Kohlberg, are ones at which most of the adult population operates; a lesser 

number of adults operate at stages 5 and 6  (Barger, 2000; Rich & DeVitis, 1994). 

The claim is made that all moral movement is forward and does not omit steps, 

that the stages arise one at a time and in the same order, even though individuals 

can move through the stages at varying speeds. 

The Kohlberg model of moral development is premised upon age related 

development, at least in the initial stages. Age related differences are recognized 

in children’s values development (Coles, 1997; Lawrence, 1988) and form part of 

the Values clarification model, the Values analysis model, and Character 

education programs, where younger children would be operating at, and therefore 

presented with, material that is at a more basic level than material presented to 

older children.  

While acknowledging age related differences in the development of 

children’s values, apart from Kohlberg’s typology, the literature is not clear in 

identifying developmental benchmarks in values acquisition. This is perhaps 
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because major cognitive developments are unlikely to happen instantaneously 

rather, they develop gradually (Schwitzgebel, 1999). Consequently, most children 

it seems pass through periods of being ‘in between’ genuine understanding and 

failure to understand. Indeed Schwitzgebel (1999) postulated that children’s 

beliefs, including values, and knowledge are capable of regressing before 

progressing again, such that some inconsistency in children’ responses should 

be expected along the path to development of personal coherent systems.  

 

Gender differences 

  

The indications are that gender differences exist in the development of 

primary school children’s values formation. The Australian research project 

conducted by Lovat and Schofield (1998), found that pronounced gender 

differences existed before their study and remained so after their intervention 

study. This indicated that girls, in terms of morals and values were starting from a 

higher base line. 

In terms of measuring children’s values profiles some scholars have argued 

that some measures privilege a particular gender. Gilligan (1993) observed that 

Kohlberg’s stages, for example, were derived exclusively from interviews with 

males, and she charged that the stages reflected a decidedly male-orientation, 

giving rise to females scoring lower, typically stage 3, whereas males more 

commonly scored on stages 4 or 5. Gilligan (1993) asserted that if Kohlberg’s 

scale were more sensitive to women’s distinctly interpersonal orientations, it 

would show that women also continue to develop their moral thinking beyond 

stage 3. 

 Some researchers have asserted that gender difference in children’s values 

derive from temperament factors (Oakland, Faulkner, & Bassett, 2004). 

Differences in temperament due to gender, it has been argued, are present early 

in life and increase with age, with boys between the ages of 8 to 12 displaying 

higher levels of activity and sensitivity than older boys (Oakland et al., 2004).  

Other research supports that girls are stronger than boys in social 

relationships (Gilligan, 1993; Hartup, 1996; Kutnick & Kington, 2005; Powell, 

2004). For example, Kutnick and Kington’s (2005) research in the area of primary 
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school friendships found girls were more concerned, in the formation of 

friendships, about interpersonal understanding of fairness and kindness than 

boys. Boys on the other hand preferred active pursuits with their peers. 

Some scholars have contended that gender differences in children’s values 

are influenced by friendships and the resultant peer pressures (Bukowski, 

Newcomb, & Hartup, 1996; Erwin, 1993). According to Erwin (1993), the female 

experience of childhood intimate, dyadic language based play produces a style of 

moral reasoning emphasizing empathy and sensitivity. On the other hand the 

group involvements of boys, relying on a more functional view of relationships, 

leads to a style of moral reasoning emphasizing respect for rules.  There is some 

support for Erwin’s notion from the bullying research (Slee, 1995) which suggests 

that girls bully others using language as the tool for bullying, while boys who bully 

tend to be more physically aggressive.  

 

Socio-economic status differences 

 

Children’s values formation and children’s ability to read social 

comprehension situations are considered to be linked, with Kutnick and Manson 

(1998) claiming that enhancing children’s social skills need to be an important 

subset in values education programs. A number of studies have shown 

significant correlations between family socio-economic status (SES) and 

individual differences in social comprehension (Cole & Mitchell, 2000; Cutting & 

Dunn, 1999; Holmes, Black, & Miller, 1996). In addition, SES contrasts in 

language use, an integral element of social comprehension, are widely 

recognized (Bradley & Corwyn, 2002; Burt, Holm, & Dodd, 1999).  

In overview, there is substantial evidence linking low SES to less optimal 

outcomes in social comprehension with one of the contributing factors to the 

discrepancy in social comprehension between low SES children and high SES 

children being parent expectation and styles (Bradley & Corwyn, 2002). High 

SES parents engage children in more conversations, read to them more, and 

provide more teaching experiences (Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000). Their 

conversations are richer, contain more child responsiveness (Hoff-Ginsberg & 
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Tardif, 1995), and their teaching style includes more scaffolding and complex 

verbal strategies (Hart & Risley, 1995).  

Parents identified as being low SES on the other hand, are less likely to 

purchase reading and learning materials for their children, less likely to take their 

children to educational and cultural events, and less likely to regulate the amount 

of television their children watch (Bradley & Corwyn, 2002; Hess, Holloway, 

Price, & Dickson, 1982).   

A Matthew effect (text in the bible) or the rich-get-richer and the poor-get-

poorer effect, has been shown to be an important source of achievement 

variance in children’s reading development (Stanovich, 1986) and also appears 

to prevail in social comprehension. From a literacy perspective the claim is that 

children who have difficulty learning to read begin to dislike reading and 

consequently read less in and out of school when compared to their more 

successful peers. The effect of reading volume on vocabulary growth, combined 

with the large differences in reading skill, could mean that a cumulative 

advantage exists for those successful readers (Stanovich & Cunningham, 1993). 

The Matthew effect in a social skills and social comprehension context is where 

high SES children access more opportunities to engage in higher quality 

language and social interactions and receive more supportive feedback to inform 

their social comprehension skills and therefore become even more proficient in 

social settings, compared with their low SES counterparts who experience less 

supported social interactions and have few quality social and language 

interactions (Bishop, 2002; Bishop & Snowling, 2004). The main difference, 

Hughes and Leekam (2004) pointed out, between low and high SES children and 

which contributed most to children’s social comprehension was the variety of 

social life.  

 

Social comprehension differences 

 

 Values are concerned with people connecting with other people (Kutnick & 

Manson, 1998), and one of the key determinants for connecting with people is 

the skill of the individual to make sense of another person’s actions and 

reactions. In particular, social comprehension requires the ‘reading’ of the 
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emotions, perceptions and intentions behind the actions, including body and 

verbal language of another individual (Astington, 2001). Research in this area of 

children’s social comprehension development overlaps with some of the research 

studies of the development of children’s ‘theory of mind’ (Cole & Mitchell, 2000; 

Costall & Leudar, 2004).  Theory of mind involves not only children making sense 

of other people’s minds and thinking but also understanding their own thinking, 

perceptions and reactions (Flavell, 1999; Hughes & Leekam, 2004; Tager-

Flusberg, 2001). 

 The acquisition rate of social comprehension skills, particularly as it 

encompasses an awareness of a wide range of inner states from perception to 

intention, cognition and emotion, is thought to be influenced by cognitive 

development over time (Chandler, Sokol, & Hallett, 2001; Happe, 1994), 

socioeconomic status factors (Cole & Mitchell, 2000; Cutting & Dunn, 1999), 

family and cultural interactions including language use (Bradley & Corwyn, 2002; 

Dunn & Brown, 2001; Hughes & Dunn, 2002), and it is proposed may even be 

influenced by gender differences (Hughes & Leekam, 2004).  

It is also noted that friendship construction and maintenance, are reliant on 

a healthy social comprehension development (Hartup & Stevens, 1997). And, in 

turn, social interactions through friendships provide a fertile arena for practising 

and improving social comprehension skills (Mitchell & Riggs, 2000; Russell, 

1997). Again a ‘Matthew effect’ where the rich-get-richer and the poor poorer, 

appears to apply, where students who use language well and who can read the 

emotions and feelings of their peers (others) develop better and more friendships 

than those students lacking in social skills and social comprehension skills 

(Hughes, White, Sharpen, & Dunn, 2000). 

 Social comprehension skills research is not a new phenomenon (Costall & 

Leudar, 2004) indeed Jerome Bruner’s school curriculum writing, namely the 

program, Man A Course of Study (MACOS), (Bruner, 1966; Lutkehaus & 

Greenfield, 2004) set a focus on cultural and human relationship values, with the 

central question, focusing on the need to understand others and their social 

situations, being: What is human about being human?    
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Self-concept differences 

 

Sometimes the terms self-concept and self-esteem are used 

interchangeably, however, it is useful to distinguish between self-concept and 

self-esteem. Self-esteem relates to the conviction that aspects of our self that we 

desire to be esteemed are worthwhile (Hattie, 1992), while self-concept is a 

person’s concept of him or herself (Shalveson & Marsh, 1986). Values are 

typically defined as an individual’s self-beliefs that guide and motivate his or her 

actions and behaviours (Gilligan, 1993) and as such are more related to self-

concept than to self-esteem. 

Self-concept is thought to be a relatively stable variable, formed by 

feedback from significant others within an individual’s social environment, by 

comparing one’s own performance with the performance of others, and by self-

evaluation of one’s performance (Marsh, 1986, 1990a; 1990b). Significantly, most 

contemporary researchers consider self-concept to be a multidimensional 

construct (Butler & Gasson, 2005). The claim is that self-concept influences 

students’ behaviour by having an influence on students’ level of motivation and 

self-persistence with academic and non-academic tasks (Moller & Koller, 2001).  

For example, students who report higher reading self-concepts (e.g., “I am a 

good reader”) persist more with reading tasks and are more motivated to read 

(Chapman & Tunmer, 2003).  There are also positive correlations between 

students overall self-concept ratings (e.g., I am a good person) and their 

academic and verbal language skills (Marsh, Walker, & Debus, 1991).   

Hattie (1992) asserted that students’ self-concepts and self-beliefs are 

both an agent that influences students’ actions and performances, and an 

outcomes or consequence of involvement with those events. From a values 

perspective an individual’s experience and exposure with a task or experience 

influences his or her self-perceptions and self-beliefs about that task and 

experience (Lutkehaus & Greenfield, 2004).  For example, children’s exposure 

and experience with say people from an ethic minority group or from a different 

cultural background is likely to directly and indirectly influence the children’s self-

beliefs and their self-perceptions towards this population (Bruner, 1966).   
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Children with Low High Differences 
 

While the above variables of age, gender, SES, and the individual personal 

attributes of the students all have the potential to influence students values 

formation a related issue and core to this research is, how do students with high 

or low scores on values related dimensions, differ from each other?  In particular, 

if there is little or no difference between students on dimensions that are linked to 

values education programs, then there is little gain in encouraging the fostering of 

values education programs or investing energy in designing measures to 

differentiate students with high and low values scores.  This issue of difference 

between students with high and low scores on instruments related to values 

education intervention will be explored in the following section. 

Research in the area of individual differences and human characteristics 

typically focuses on individual variation as being on a continuum from low to high 

(Kratochwill, Mace, & Mott, 1985). Thus, the measurement of an individual within 

a population derives much of its meaning from the degree to which one score 

deviates from other scores in that distribution. Schools have commonly utilized 

such measures to understand and compare an individual student’s score in say, 

spelling, reading or mathematics with the norms for that age cohort, or to 

investigate how one student compares with his/her peers. Such information 

affords school personnel with meaningful information to assist in the fine-tuning 

of general class programs or, importantly, the planning of individual remedial or 

extension programs (Brindley, 2001; Davis & Brember, 1998; Paris & Hoffman, 

2004). Furthermore, understanding a set of variables associated with students 

who cluster around a particular measurement score, high or low for example, can 

also yield valuable data suitable to school personnel.  Specifically, understanding 

how students are similar and/or different at each end of a continuum provides the 

teacher with information on how to group students and gives direction on how 

and where to focus an intervention (Kratochwill et al., 1985). 

Researchers in recent times have increasingly applied percentile 

restrictions, below 25% and above 75% for example, to group data in order to 

study differences and similarities between the low score (below the 25th 

percentile) group and the high score (above the 75th percentile) group (Csank & 
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Conway, 2004; Farmer, Clemmer, Leung, Goforth, Thompson, Keagy, & 

Boucher, 2005; Stumpf & Stanley, 2002). Other researchers have been even 

more stringent in their percentile restrictions including, for comparative purposes, 

only those scores that were below the 15th percentile and above the 85th 

percentile (Hay, Ashman, & van Kraayenoord, 1998). 

Each of these research studies, not all of which are studies conducted with 

children, offers insights applicable to the current research with primary school 

children and will in turn be briefly reviewed.  

The study conducted by Csank and Conway (2004), involved the selection 

of participants (undergraduates) at or below the 25th percentile, together with the 

selection of participants at or above the 75th percentile as scored on the Self-

Concept Clarity Scale. The selected low and high groups were then administered 

a further battery of tests involving self-clarity and self-reflection and the results 

between the two groups were compared and contrasted. Stumpf and Stanley 

(2002) on the other hand used the low/high group statistics on a test of Verbal 

and Math and found that the scores to be good predictors of the percentage of 

students who graduated.  Stumpf and Stanley (2002) found students in the low 

academic group used less effort and focused on locus of control strategies that 

were more dependent on others to help the student, while students in the high 

performing group used more effort and were more persistent and had a greater 

self-reliance on their own performance. While the students differed in 

achievement scores the reason for this difference was associated more with the 

students’ self-attributes and strategy use and less about the students’ cognitive 

capacity to do the academic tasks.   

In a different study, Farmer et al. (2005) investigated gender and 

compared individuals in a low group (below the 25th percentile) with individuals in 

a high group (above the 75th percentile) on measures of student Behavioral and 

Emotional Strengths. An additional component in the Farmer et al. study was the 

inclusion of teacher ratings of students’ social adaptation for the low and high 

groups. One of the findings was that girls were over represented in the low group 

based on a measure of emotional strength. Indicating that early adolescence is a 

time when girls may be more vulnerable to the development of adjustment 

problems than boys. The boys with low emotional strengths were, however, more 
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at-risk of externalizing their behaviour problems and blaming others for any 

shortfall in their performance. Importantly, the Farmer et al. (2005) study was 

able to identify preventive and extension interventions for students in the low 

group as a result of the comparisons of low and high groups and the coping 

strategies used by individuals with high emotional strengths.  

A fourth study of low and high group comparisons, was conducted by Hay, 

Ashman, and van Kraayenoord (1998). This study builds on the work of Marsh 

(1988) whose personal study in the field of self-concept measurement for 

children incorporating his Self-Description Questionnaire, established statistically 

that a low cut off point for the low group should be the 25th percentile and that the 

high group should include the 75th and above percentiles. Hay et al. (1998) 

ensured that only students with high or low self-concepts were compared by 

using the more stringent cut off points of less than the 15th percentile for the low 

self-concept group and above the 85th percentile for the high self-concept group.  

Hay et al. (1998) compared the low and high groups using standardized 

tests in reading, spelling, and mathematics, and also employed the use of 

teacher ratings and teacher interviews to determine academic and nonacademic 

characteristics of a cohort of students. The teacher ratings involved collecting 

educational characteristics data on students through a nine-item questionnaire. In 

addition teachers were invited to respond to four open-ended questions regarding 

the high/low student’s behaviour in class, the student’s interaction with peers, the 

student’s home life, and a prediction of the student’s achievement in high school.  

The high and low group comparisons in the Hay et al. (1998) study 

revealed that, compared to their low self-concept counterparts, high self-concept 

students were rated by their teachers as being more popular, cooperative, and 

proficient in class, showed greater leadership, were lower in anxiety levels, and 

had more supportive families. Students with low self-concept on the other hand 

were observed to be quiet and withdrawn, and were lower than their peers in 

spelling, reading, and mathematical competencies.  

These studies, whilst all employing a low and high group for comparison, 

used various tests, measures and data gathering methods to inform a variety of 

outcomes. Csank and Conway (2004), administered a battery of tests to gather 

comparative data while Hay et al. (1998) compared the low and high groups 
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using both standardized tests, and also made use of teacher ratings and teacher 

interviews to determine academic and nonacademic characteristics. In terms of 

outcomes the Farmer et al. (2005) study was able to identify preventive 

interventions for students as a result of the comparisons of low and high groups, 

with Stumpf and Stanley (2002) finding that the high/low group comparisons 

focused on different strategies used by students who were more successful in 

graduation form high school, and so provide direction in terms of how to help 

students who used less effective self-attribute and management strategies.  

Low and high group data has the potential to identify, predict, and describe 

academic and nonacademic characteristics of children. Such information may 

also be valuable to school personnel by informing theory and practice for 

academic and nonacademic programs for students. However, to date no data is 

known to exist that describes the characteristics of students who have low values 

profiles and compares this data with students who have high values profiles.   

This study now turns to the considerations required for the development of 

an instrument to measure the values concepts of primary school children and, 

importantly, the examination of the similarities and differences of children with low 

values profiles compared with children with high values profiles. 

 

Measuring Values Education Programs 
 

There is a literature outlining different attempts to measure the 

effectiveness of values education interventions and this will be explored in the 

following section, but compared to the self-concept research where there has 

been a significant amount of research and refinement of target variables and 

dimensions (see Hattie, 1992 for a review) this is less of the case in the values 

education domain (Airasian, 2005). One of the most influential studies in the 

values measurement domain was conducted by Hartshorne, May, Maller, and 

Shutleworth (1928-1930), where they administered 170,000 tests to 11,000 pupils 

(aged from 11 to 16) in an effort to measure moral commitment and behaviour in 

the classroom. The investigators, through their research projects, had hoped to 

learn something of the possibilities of research in the highly intangible field of 
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values and character study. Hartshorne et al. (1928-1930) examined the following 

four areas, which were seen as aspects of values education: 

1. Mental content and skills – the so-called intellectual factors, 

2. Desires, opinions, attitudes, motives – the so-called dynamic factors, 

3. Social behavior – the performance factors, 

4. Self-control – the relation of these factors to one another and to 

social-self-integration.   

A large body of standardized test material was then developed in order to 

test these elements of character education.  

Following all of the testing and the analysis, Hartshorne et al. (1928-1930) 

reported no significantly positive or consistent correlation between the amount of 

moral instruction and the students’ actual honesty and obedience in the 

classroom.   

Further, they reported that: 

It is of considerable importance that such consistency of 
character as pupils have achieved is the product of 
experience preceding the fifth grade in school and does not 
materially increase as they move up through the eighth (vol.3, 
p.376).  
 

Critics have said that this landmark study had a depressing effect on the 

process of moral development and values education as a field of research and on 

future attempts to measure the effects of values education (Irwin, 1988). Indeed 

the literature records that over time the propensity and the capacity to measure 

values education programs has improved little (Bulach & Butlek; 2002; Cleaver, 

1975; Prencipe & Helwig, 2002). Kerlinger (1972), for example, reported that 

“although there have been interesting instruments written to measure values…it 

can hardly be said that much progress has been made” (p.7).     

Apart from the suggested lack of interest by behavioural scientists and 

educators in values and value theory and research, Kerlinger (1972) further 

asserted that the probable reason for little progress being made was the inherent 

difficulty of measuring an abstract concept such as values, which are, by 

definition, loaded with social desirability. Soon after Kerlinger’s (1972) 

assessment, Cleaver (1975), following a survey of values education, concluded: 
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There is no published report of research which assessed 
two groups of students, used one as the control group and 
treated the other group by giving it specific instruction in 
valuing, and assess both groups to see if there were any 
significant differences in the valuing process of the treatment 
group (p.30). 
 

Later, Irwin (1988) noted at the conclusion of his research that, to date, the 

effectiveness of student participation in values-oriented courses have yet to be 

determined and part of the problem is associated with how to measure the 

variables associated with value focused interventions. In addition, Kumar (1996) 

reported that the wording and selection of the item questions in student self-report 

instruments is complex requiring researchers to have a sound understanding of 

the construct of the domain they are aiming to assess and the procedures to 

design and validate the instrument. 

In more recent times, Prencipe and Helwig (2002) highlighted that although 

research has examined children’s moral reasoning in general terms the 

effectiveness of these various programs of values education is unclear, and that 

there has been little direct investigation of children’s own judgements and self-

reasoning associated with the teaching of values. Similarly, Bulach and Butlek 

(2002) reported that, with few exceptions, there has been little systematic 

evaluation of the effectiveness of character education or values education on 

children. Bulach and Butlek (2002), argued for a systematic evaluation of 

programs that claimed to teach values education and to do this there needs to be 

greater clarity of measures. At the completion of a seven-year longitudinal study 

of primary grades in a child development project in California, Bulach and Butlek 

(2002) produced little research support for character education values programs, 

and indicated that no difference was detected between control and experimental 

groups on student behaviour measures. 

 

Review of three key studies 

 

As outlined above the values education literature tends to be replete with 

theoretical constructs concerning the development of moral learning, values 

clarification programs, values analysis models, and character education 
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programs, however, little is recorded regarding the measurement of these 

programs. This is particularly the case for elementary or primary school programs. 

Even so there are three research projects that have attempted to develop 

programs and/or measurement instruments and data gathering devices. These 

three projects, conducted by Bulach and Butlek (2002), Lovat and Schofield 

(1998), and Hawkes (Farrer, 2000), will now be reviewed in detail, for they provide 

insight into the process of measuring values education.  

  

Bulach and Butlek (2002) study  

 

 Bulach and Butlek (2002) wanted to know if character education programs 

were effective and focused on the design of an assessment instrument. 

The USA study looked at an entire school district, across grade levels and 

the program was constructed using direct input from the school communities 

involved. The research initially gathered a list of character values that had been 

identified as relevant for the school community. Consensus was then gained from 

pastors, teachers, and parents across all grade levels (Years 1-12). The agreed 

list of 28 character values were grouped into 16 sets of character traits, namely; 

(1) respect for self, others, and property, (2) honesty, (3) self-control and 

discipline, (4) responsibility, dependability, and accountability, (5) cooperation, (6) 

integrity and fairness, (7) kindness, (8) perseverance, diligence, and motivation, 

(9) compassion and empathy, (10) courtesy and politeness, (11) forgiveness, (12) 

patriotism and citizenship, (13) tolerance and diversity, (14) humility, (15) 

generosity and charity, and (16) sportsmanship. 

An instrument to measure the extent to which these 16 character values 

were present in each school was developed. It was believed that each of the 

character values would have observable behaviours. For example, honesty would 

be manifested in students through low level incidences associated with cheating, 

lying, and stealing. School staff members were involved in submitting suggested 

observable behaviours associated with each of the 16 character traits. After some 

refinement, this produced an instrument of 100 target observable behaviours for 

middle and senior school application and 99 target observable behaviours for the 

elementary or primary schools. 
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Students and teachers responded to each of the items on a five-point Likert 

scale ranging from 1 (almost never) to 5 (almost always). Data were collected 

from teachers on the students and their peers regarding their perception of 

whether student behaviours typical of these character values were present. 

Significantly, students were required to report only on what they thought of other 

students, and not about themselves. This is a possible constraint on the validity of 

the procedure, given the perceptions of the students’ peers might have been 

inaccurate.   

Bulach and Butlek (2002) found that:  

(1) Elementary teachers viewed students more positively than did 

high school or middle school teachers.    

(2) Elementary students recorded more positive responses to all 

values characters than did either middle school or high school 

students. 

(3) Middle school and high school students scored fellow students  

lower on perceived practice of character values than their 

respective teachers however, the opposite was the case for 

elementary school students.                   

Importantly there were no significant differences resulting from gender, 

general progress achievement, or student’s career plans. This lack of gender 

difference is interesting as Gilligan (1993), would suggest that there should be 

some gender difference. 

 There are limitations associated with the Bulach and Butlek (2002) study, 

with the main limitations being; 

• No theoretical model was given for the study. 

• The character values and observable behaviours were all adult 

constructed with no feedback from the students. Consequently 

the terminology and vocabulary used in the survey may not have 

been comprehended by the primary school students. 

• The responses required students to indicate their perception of 

whether behaviours typical of the character values were being 

practised by their fellow students. No provision was given for 

students to self respond. 
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• No children under grade 3 (approximately 8 years old) were 

included in the survey. 

 

Lovat and Schofield (1998) study 

 

  An Australian research project conducted by Lovat and Schofield (1998) 

was designed to evaluate the effects of a direct curriculum intervention modeled 

on the guidelines of the New South Wales, primary school document The Values 

We Teach (1991). This intervention program was considered to be overt in 

addressing the ‘how’ of teaching a values program (Lovat, Schofield, Morrison, & 

O’Neill, 2002). 

The ultimate aim of the 1998 study was to determine whether it was 

possible or not to change the stated values held by children in a positive direction 

by means of direct curriculum intervention (Lovat & Schofield, 1998). No attempt 

was made to determine whether these stated values were translated into 

behavioural changes. The study involved three discrete elements, the first of 

which was to try to develop a reliable and valid scale to measure the values held 

by primary school-aged children. Secondly, an intervention ‘values education 

program’ was instigated, and finally an attempt was made to evaluate the effects 

of the program as perceived by both staff and students. The first element of the 

study is of prime concern to the current research and is the principal focus of the 

following summary.  

‘The Values We Teach’ (1991) policy document classified the values that 

were considered essential under three categories; those relating to education, self 

and others, and civic responsibilities. Under these categories were listed up to 14 

specific behavioural goals such as ‘accepting own worth as an individual’. These 

goal statements formed the basis for the construction of a bank of 70 items based 

on children’s ‘real-life’ experiences. Students were asked to respond to each of 

the 70 items on a six-point Likert scale. The instrument was trialed in 1993 on a 

sample of 505 students in Year 5 and Year 6 from five primary schools. 

Subsequently the instrument was reduced to 33 items which were clustered under 

the categories of education, self and others, and civic responsibilities. 
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A pre-test was given at the beginning of term two, 1993 using the 33-item 

instrument; the same instrument was again administered at the beginning of term 

four, 1993 following the intervention program. It is noted that the testing was done 

in class groups with the tester reading all items aloud to avoid problems of 

literacy.  

Participants for the Lovat and Schofield (1998) study comprised 1048 

students in Year 5 and Year 6 drawn from 15 primary schools in the Hunter region 

of New South Wales. Total school populations were allocated randomly to either a 

control group or an intervention group with 579 children in the intervention group 

and 469 in the control group. The individual student was the unit of analysis, even 

though a class or school could also have constituted the unit of analysis.  

The study found: 

• A large and significant difference between males and females for 

both experimental and control groups was observed for the 

factors, integrity and equality, with females having higher scores 

on both these variables. This suggested that all females were 

starting from a much higher base-line level on these issues. 

• On a number of specific items relating to sexism and racism, over 

time, the intervention group showed significant improvement over 

the control group. 

Lovat and Schofield (1998) concluded: 

• A curriculum intervention in the area of morals and values can 

produce a significant change in measured attitudes of primary 

school students. 

• Intervention success seemed to be dependent on the immediate 

relevance to the school-related environment of the child. 

• Pronounced gender differences were noted. 

Points of interest from the Lovat and Schofield 1998 study, which help to 

guide the current research include:  

• The initial student survey comprised a bank of behavioural items 

constructed by a team of adults with limited reference to theory as 

to why items were selected. Refinements were made in response 

to a trial conducted with a sample of students. 
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• The items were read aloud to the students by the tester to avoid 

problems of literacy. 

• The individual student was the unit of analysis. 

• Significant differences in the baseline data were noted between 

males and females. 

• No students below grade 5 (approximately 10 years of age) were 

included in the survey.  

 
Hawkes (2000) study 

 

Hawkes (Farrer, 2000; Hawkes & Heppenstall, 2001) developed a values 

program and trailed it in West Kidlington, UK. The West Kidlington program 

involved the purposeful introduction of 22 value concept words; humility, courage, 

unity, peace, freedom, love, hope, cooperation, honesty, responsibility, 

appreciation, patience, tolerance, friendship, quality, happiness, caring, 

simplicity, trust, understanding, thoughtfulness, respect. In the West Kidlington 

school program a new concept word was selected each month and introduced to 

all of the primary school students, through classroom discussions, literature 

sources (fiction and non-fiction), music and drama. In addition the concept word 

was reinforced and practised on a daily basis in classroom and playground 

settings (Hawkes & Heppenstall, 2001). Unfortunately to date, no thorough 

evaluation has been made of this promising program, in part because the issue 

of assessment of such programs is not yet clarified.  Before progressing on to 

considering how to address and resolve the concerns about a lack of valid and 

well designed instruments to measure and assess values intervention it is 

important to briefly review the purpose of assessment and then link this to values 

education.  

 

Assessment 
 
 According to Shepard (1989) educational assessment is carried out in a 

context. One context is the classroom where assessment takes place on a daily 

basis. Another context is the broader social and political context in which schools 
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are embedded. These different contexts, it is argued, drive different types of 

assessment (Brady & Kennedy, 2005).  

Social and political stakeholders, often external to the school, typically 

require large-scale assessments that test an entire age group, sometimes over a 

period of time, in areas such as literacy and numeracy. These assessments must 

be formal, objective, time-efficient, widely applicable, and centrally processed in 

order to meet the needs of social and political stakeholders (Conner, 1991). 

Wyatt-Smith and Ludwig (1998) identified four categories of large-scale 

assessment namely: 1) cohort testing, where all students in a particular Year 

level, for example, are tested in basic skills; 2) survey sampling, involving a 

selected sample of students across a jurisdiction taking a common assessment 

task; 3) progress mapping, where individual students are mapped against what is 

considered to be typical; and 4) school-based assessment, often moderated 

against a number of similar referenced schools. Government agencies, policy 

makers, and school system authorities, for example, rely on longitudinal and 

large-scale assessment to give direction for resource allocations, program design 

and development, and to track the progress young people make through school 

(Brindley, 1998). 

 Assessment in the primary school classroom setting, on the other hand, is 

a central feature of the teaching and learning process and is tied to the continual 

evaluation of the effectiveness of a school (Anderson, 2003; Conner, 1991). In 

contrast with large-scale formal assessment, assessments designed to support 

classroom learning are often informal, teacher directed, adapted to local context 

and needs, locally scored, sensitive to short-term change in students’ learning, 

and meaningful to the students (Airasian, 2005; Anderson, 2003). Often, 

classroom assessment, whether informal or formal, is designed to provide some 

indication of the progress a student is making in relation to a key learning area of 

the curriculum. Sometimes, however the assessment is designed to inform a 

report written for parents and the school community (Brady & Kennedy, 2005).  

Most recently, in a number of Australian primary schools, including 

Queensland primary schools, there has been a trend to design and write 

curriculum documents in terms of student learning outcomes (Queensland 

School Curriculum Council, 2002). Consequently, assessment practices have 
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been designed to assess learning, and to report on student learning, in terms of 

demonstrated student learning outcomes often privileging teacher judgment, and 

student input, about student learning over standardized tests (Brady & Kennedy, 

2005; Brindley, 2001).  

Brady and Kennedy (2005) referred to the twin drivers of assessment in 

the classroom as learning and reporting on learning. However, there appears to 

be no one definitive way to assess learning or to report on learning and a number 

of tensions have been identified. Tensions exist, for example, between 

summative reporting for accountability purposes and formative assessment for 

curriculum monitoring and improvement (Gipps, 1994; Teasdale & Leung, 2000). 

There have been difficulties in ensuring the comparability of teacher-developed 

assessments (Brindley, 1994), together with problems of gender and cultural 

stereotyping and bias (Masters & Forster, 1996). In addition, Brady and Kennedy 

(2005) noted the tensions between assessment related to teaching and therefore 

what goes on in classrooms and the use of standardized and often 

decontextualised assessment regimens external to the school and unrelated to 

classroom practice. 

 While the methodology for assessing student cognitive development is 

sometimes contested, it is claimed that it is more developed than the 

methodology for the assessment of non-cognitive aspects of student progress, 

such as affective and social development, values and attitudes (Airasian, 2005). 

The underdevelopment of assessment of affective and social development, and 

values and attitudes, exposes a problem. On the one hand, we hear calls for 

positive values and efficacious values education programs to be taught in primary 

schools (Mackay, 1997; 1999; McGuire, 1997; Mullins, 1999; Pascoe, 1996) and 

on the other hand we note that the measurement of the efficacy of values and 

values programs is problematic (Airasian, 2005). Lovat et al. (2002) summarised 

the tension between the need for values education in Australian schools, and the 

underdevelopment of values assessment, in the following way: 

 

(T)he comprehensive array of conceptual, empirical and 
curricular research (available)…is necessary in order to 
engage meaningfully and constructively with a field of 
education, research and practice that, on the one hand is 
employed by governments and society generally as a front 
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line tool in attempting to solve some of society’s most urgent 
problems, yet on the other hand is so untested in terms of 
validity, reliability and effect. (p. 90).  
 

 This study now turns to the ongoing task of clarifying the elements and 

dimensions of an assessment tool suitable for the assessment of values 

education programs within a contemporary literature focused framework. 

 

Dimensions of a Student Values Measurement Instrument 
 

Researchers investigating values in education, particularly Lovat and 

Schofield (1998) and Bulach and Butlek (2002), have identified a number of facets 

or domains that could be included in a values measurement instrument for 

students. Lovat and Schofield (1998) identified the three domains of education, 

self/others, and civic/responsibilities. Following the trial of the Lovat and 

Schofield’s (1998) measurement instrument, the factored items for these domains 

were encapsulated as education, integrity, and equity. Bulach and Butlek (2002) 

on the other hand identified 16 character traits namely; (1) respect for self, others, 

and property, (2) honesty, (3) self-control and discipline, (4) responsibility, 

dependability, and accountability, (5) cooperation, (6) integrity and fairness, (7) 

kindness, (8) perseverance, diligence, and motivation, (9) compassion and 

empathy, (10) courtesy and politeness, (11) forgiveness, (12) patriotism and 

citizenship, (13) tolerance and diversity, (14) humility, (15) generosity and charity, 

and (16) sportsmanship.  

While the Lovat and Schofield (1998) and Bulach and Butlek (2002) studies 

have their limitations they do argue for the notions that values assessment 

instruments need to be multidimensional and there needs to be a logical link 

between the assessment items contained in the test and the programs being 

evaluated. One of the concerns of both of the above mentioned studies is the lack 

of clear reference to mainstream education and educational psychology 

terminology.  

Collectively, the research literature in educational psychology and personal 

development (for example, McInerney & McInerney, 2006) tend to cluster the 

dimensions used by Bulach and Butlek (2002), and Lovat and Schofield (1998) 

under different general headings. Broadly, using the Bulach and Butlek domains 
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as a starting point the target value dimensions could be grouped under the 

headings of; Self-Expression, Social Skills, Student Behaviour, School Climate, 

Self-Concept (school and general), and World View. In addition, the recent 

research on Emotional Intelligence and its associated values by Goleman (1996; 

1998) is also very relevant to a contemporary framework of children’s values. The 

suggested target values articulated in the literature and linked to the research of 

Lovat and Schofield (1998) and Bulach and Butlek (2002), are listed in Table 2.2, 

followed by a justification for considering the seven target dimensions.  
 
Table 2.2 
Planned dimensions in the Children’s Values Profile 

 
Target Multidimensional dimensions 

 

Emotional Intelligence 

Self-Concept  

World View  

School Climate 

Student Behaviour 

Social Skills 

Self-Expression 

 

Emotional intelligence dimension 

 

 In searching to adopt a holistic approach to the development of student 

values and a values measurement instrument Forster and Masters (2002), 

argued for the need to include emotional intelligence in children’s values 

formation.  

The term ‘emotional intelligence’ is used to encapsulate the concept of an 

active human intelligence which both drives and shapes people’s perception of 

their lived experience, and people’s behaviour in social interaction (Mathews, 

Zeidner, & Roberts, 2002; Mayer & Salovey, 1993; Goleman, 1996). Emotional 

intelligence is described as the skill of working well with others (Fuller, Bellhouse, 

& Johnson, 2001), which in turn requires the skills of reading others’ emotions 
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accurately, knowing your own emotions and being able to calm or regulate your 

own feelings.  

Goleman (1996) outlined emotional intelligence as a set of capacities that 

relate to a person’s values that include knowing what you're feeling, knowing 

what others are feeling, managing the feelings in relationships, and using your 

feelings to motivate yourself. In Goleman’s view, emotional intelligence has five 

elements namely:    

1) Self-Awareness: The listening to the unique emotional responses 

within each person is critical to making good decisions both for the 

individual and in relation to others.  

2) Self-Regulation: Managing one’s internal states, impulses, and 

resources, which in a practical sense involves the ability to pass up a 

tantalizing gratification now for a better reward later. 

3) Motivation: The emotional tendencies that guide or facilitate reaching 

goals. 

4) Empathy: The awareness of others’ feelings, needs, and concerns. 

5) Social Skills: The adeptness at inducing desirable responses in others. 

Social skills, involves reading the emotions of others, processing the 

information and making considered responses. (Goleman, 1998, p. 26-

27). 

It is claimed that core to emotional intelligence is relationship. Relationship 

to the self, to others and to a broader, more holistic view of what it means to be 

human (Hall, 2005).  

 
Self-concept (school and general) dimension 

  

Valuing one’s self is an important and core notion in the psychological 

literature (Harter, 1999). The argument is that if an individual values a range of 

self-concept domains they are more able to cope in social and relationship 

settings. In particular Hay, Ashman, and van Kraayenoord (1998) have reported 

that students high in self-concept are higher on values’ focus variables of 
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confidence, peer relationships, problem solving, academic persistence, and care 

for others.    

The term ‘self-concept’ is the term psychologists use to refer to the 

individual’s global construction of the self (Hall, 2005). The term has been 

variously defined (Harter, 1999; Hattie, 1992; Marsh & Hattie, 1996) with 

Shavelson and Marsh (1986) offering the following definition:  

Self-concept is a person’s concept of him or herself. These 
concepts are formed through one’s experience with and 
interpretation of one’s environment and are influenced especially by 
evaluations of significant others, reinforcements, and one’s 
attributions for one’s own behaviour. (p. 305)   

This self, it is claimed, is acquired, not ready-made, and the ways that it is 

constructed subject to an emotional evaluation, referred to as self-esteem (Hall, 

2005). Song and Hattie (Hattie, 1992) identify a number of elements that 

together construct ‘general self-concept’ see Figure 2.1 below. 

 

Figure 2.1 Song and Hattie’s (1992) model of self-concept 

Hattie (1992) proposed that the seven self-descriptions (Figure 2.1 subtopics), 

while not exclusive or all inclusive, for example sexual self-concept may be a 

salient category for older adolescents, are applicable to younger children.  

Hattie (1992) also argued the important feature of the model’s function is how the 

various self-descriptors are integrated, with integration occurring at varying 

extents and at different ages. Further, Hall (2005) claimed that significant figures 

in the lives of children, parents and teachers for example, can facilitate this 

integration and help the child “develop a deep inner belief in their own personal 

value and the value of others” (p. 145).    
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World-view dimension 

 

World-view, the underlying constitutive modes of understanding, norms, 

presuppositions, cultural-givens, gained prominence as a construct in the 

literature associated with education during the last decade of the twentieth 

century (Beare, 2001; Beare & Slaughter, 1994; Ellyard, 1998). Both Beare and 

Slaughter (1994) and Ellyard (1998) expressed concerns at the acceptance, in 

education and other circles of ‘Western’ society, of the prevailing industrial world-

view with its claimed limitations. Jerome Bruner’s work, namely the program, Man 

A Course of Study (MACOS), (Bruner, 1966; Lutkehaus & Greenfield, 2004) had 

previously signaled the shift in an educational world-view in Western countries. 

Bruner’s (1966) research focused more on cultural and human relationship 

values, with the central question being: What is human about being human?  

Values education, through the lens of a changing world-view and man’s place in 

that world, made a significant shift from a Western historical perspective looking 

at leadership and great men, to a multi-cultural, anthropological values 

perspective (Lutkehaus & Greenfield, 2004).   

Bruner has helped shift values education from an instructional focus on 

rules of correct moral behaviours, to more of a reflective thinking focus, 

encouraging students to have a social -consciousness about their world and its 

problems. Scott and Oulton (1998), followed the lead of Bruner with their support 

of environmental values education with its focus on humanity and sustainability, 

see Table 2.3. 

Table 2.3 
Values relating to humanity and sustainability  
Humanity Sustainability 

For For 
 

    Democracy     Biodiversity 
    Human rights     Use of renewables and alternatives 
    Equality before the law     Conservation 
    Justice     Stewardship 
    Equalizing opportunities     Rights of indigenous peoples 
    Freedom of expression     An equitable sharing of resources 
    Freedom of information 
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Against Against 

 
    Racism     Pollution 
    Discrimination     Resource depletion 
    Oppression     Species loss 
    Exploitation     Laissez-faire economies 
    Poverty     Poverty 
    War  
     

 

School climate dimension 

 

 How students value each other and work co-operatively is a core concept in 

the school climate literature (Fraser & Walberg, 1991). School climate may be 

defined as the feelings that students and staff have about the ‘school’ social 

environment over a period of time (Freiberg, 1998; Peterson & Skiba, 2001). A 

number of factors feed into, or help shape, the experience of those who work and 

learn in schools. For some scholars these factors are to be found in the processes 

and procedures that school administrators put in place to make the environment 

‘safe’ (Rubin, 2004). For other scholars the social learning climate of a school is 

much more controlled by the intricate forces of complex symbol systems both 

inside (teachers’ actions) and outside (parent’s actions) of the school (McLaren, 

1993). Whether controlled by inside or outside forces, school climate is an ever-

changing factor in the lives of the people who work and learn in schools.  

The elements of school climate are complex, ranging from the quality of 

interactions in the classroom, playground and staff room, to noise levels; from 

physical structure of the buildings and play spaces to the comfort levels, such as 

heating, cooling and lighting arrangements, of individuals; to how safe people feel. 

Even the size and configuration of spaces in and around a school can add or 

detract from the climatic health of the school (Freiberg, 1998). It is claimed that no 

single factor determines a school’s climate, however Rubin (2004) noted that 

school safety, anti-bullying and pro-social behaviour are also primary elements of 

school climate. For Rubin (2004) school safety meant learning environments that 

are orderly, positive, and free from harassment and bullying. 
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A number of tools exist that attempt to measure the climate of a school 

(Fraser, Anderson, & Walberg,1982; Freiberg, 1998; Roach & Kratochwill, 2004). 

An examination of the contents of some of the school social climate measurement 

tools reveals that there is a number of elements that appear core to the construct 

‘school climate’, namely; relationships (teacher-student, student-peer), security 

(safety), student academic orientation, student behavioural values, peace 

(calmness), co-operation, responsibility (including civic responsibility), care, 

feeling valued.   

     

 Student behaviour dimension 

 

Schools, it is argued, have changed over time and the former so-called 

‘authoritarian’ system of school administration has been replaced, in many 

schools today, with a more democratic social system. With the system change has 

come changes to the pattern of teacher-student relationships and also the pattern 

of student-student relationships (Balson, 1992; Larrivee, 2005).  

A considerable literature has been compiled around the concept of 

students’ values, and behaviour, involving both teacher-student relationships and 

also the pattern of student-student relationships, with much emphasis placed on 

addressing negative classroom relationships, bullying, and other aspects of 

misbehaviour (Jones & Jones, 2004; Larrivee, 2005; Rigby, 2002; Watkins & 

Wagner, 2000; Wessler & Preble, 2003).  

There appears to be a number of values and issues emerging from the 

literature concerning primary school students’ behaviour namely;  

1. The response of the individual; the need for student self-regulation 

and self-discipline which involves managing one’s internal states, 

impulses, and resources (Bandura, 1997a, 1997b; Goleman, 1996).  

2. The shared responses of students; social equality, mutual respect, 

shared responsibility, and co-operation which involves consideration 

of other students, playing by the rules, and sportsmanship (Balson, 

1992; Larrivee, 2005; Jones & Jones, 2004).  

3. The issue of bullying, which occurs, in part, when students disregard 

their individual and collective self-regulation, co-operation and 
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consideration, and engage in teasing, harassing and abusing fellow 

students (Rigby, 2002; Suckling & Temple, 2001; Wessler & Preble, 

2003). 

 

Social skills dimension  

 

 The development of appropriate ways of relating to others is a central value 

and feature of the social objectives of schooling. Ainley, Batten, Collins, and 

Withers (1998) reported that peer support programs, training of young people in 

conflict resolution skills and mediation techniques are all being used in Australian 

schools to encourage positive values that help the child to seek adaptive solutions 

to issues of conflict in social interaction. The cornerstone of such programs, it is 

claimed, is the development of the value of cooperation and communication 

between students (Kutnick & Manson, 1998).  

 Another aspect of student social interaction is a consideration of the 

structure of student values on issues that reflect their basic views about the way 

interactions between peers are regulated. These values, it is claimed, are 

developed within a broader framework of the attitudes and values of the culture 

(Ainley, Batten, Collins, & Withers, 1998). On one hand, the culture of students is 

thought to be a peer culture (Rigby, 2002; Slee, 1998) while on the other hand 

student culture is formed also by the unique contributions of diverse ethnic 

cultures (Robinson, 1998; Schaffer, 1996), represented in Australian schools. This 

diversity in schools invokes values linked with social skills, tolerance, 

communication, understanding, and valuing diversity.   

 

Self-expression dimension 

 

Academic progress is one of the more overt outcomes of students’ 

attendance at school, as schools set out to follow an agreed syllabus of 

instruction for their students. In the case of Queensland schools, the guiding 

syllabus is described in the Queensland Studies Authority syllabus documents 

(2002) which set out primary school student academic progress in the areas of; 

1) English, 2) Mathematics, 3) Science, 4) Studies of Society and the 
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Environment, 5) Technology, 6) Languages Other Than English, 7) The Arts, 8) 

Health, and Physical Education. However, as Zimmerman (1997), Bandura 

(1997a, 1997b), Maddux (1995) and others have pointed out, there is more to 

students’ learning and outcomes than just academic content, pedagogy, and test 

results. The term ‘student self-expression’ better encapsulates this broader 

understanding of school participation (Gale, 2001; Gibson, 2005). One particular 

aspect associated with student self-expression has been called academic self-

efficacy (Bandura, 1997a).  

Persistence and perceived academic self-efficacy and values such as 

persistence and confidence influence student learning and are considered to be 

linked. Self-efficacy has been described as, personal judgements of one’s 

capabilities to organize and execute courses of action to attain designated types 

of educational performances (Zimmerman, 1997). The effects of high, or low, 

academic self-efficacy has been shown to affect student learning outcomes and, 

in turn, also their view of themselves and others. That is, merely possessing 

knowledge and skills does not mean that one will necessarily use them effectively 

under difficult conditions. Efficacy beliefs and values are claimed to contribute to 

academic performance over and above actual ability (Bandura, 1993). Further, 

Bandura (1997b) extended the importance of the value of academic self-efficacy 

beyond the so-called ‘intellectual’ disciplines of reading, writing and mathematics, 

to include artistic and expressive activities, as well as athletic pursuits.      

Perceived self-efficacy has also been shown to be an important 

determinant of health-promotive behaviour (Bandura, 1993). There appears to be 

two levels at which a person’s sense of personal efficacy and value of effort plays 

an influential role in human health. Firstly, in people’s belief in their capability to 

cope with the stressors in their lives. Secondly, in the capability to take direct 

control over the modifiable behavioural aspects of their health, for example, 

whether they will smoke cigarettes (Maddux, Brawley, & Boykin, 1995). Health 

promotion is an important value in the primary school education curriculum and 

forms part of the self-expression of primary students. 
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Overlap of dimensions 

While each of the identified dimensions of a values profile maintain 

elements often specific to that dimension, it is noted that there is a considerable 

overlap of elements, for example the value student self-regulation is perceived to 

be a value of Emotional Intelligence, Student Behaviour, and School Climate. 

Further, it is observed that aspects of academic progress are located in the 

dimensions of Self-Expression and Self-Concept (school and general). In 

addition, it is noted that there are interrelation effects of the dimensions, giving 

rise to the notion of the multidimensionality of values. Table 2.4 summarises the 

target seven, core values and shows both difference and overlap in the related 

elements. 

Table 2.4 
Target core values and related elements 

Core Values 
Dimensions 

 
Related Elements 

Behaviour Bullying; Playing by the rules; Self-regulation 
 

Self-expression Academic self-efficacy; Expressive activities; 
Health values 
 

Self-concept 
(school and general) 

Physical ability; Physical appearance; Peer 
relations; Literacy; Mathematics; School; Esteem; 
Parent relations 
 

Social  Tolerance; Communication; Asking for help 
 

Emotional 
intelligence 

Self-awareness; Self-management; Motivation; 
Self-expression; Social competence; Self-
regulation 
 

World view Intolerance/racism; Justice 
 

School climate Peace; Co-operation; Responsibility; Civics; 
Safety; Caring; Feeling valued; Self-regulation 

 

Given, that to date no data is known to exist that describes the 

characteristics of students who have low values profiles and compares this data 

with students who have high values profiles, and that such information may be 

valuable to school personnel by informing theory and practice for academic and 
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nonacademic programs for students, it is important to begin this data collection. 

However, the measurement of the efficacy of values and values programs is 

problematic, thus highlighting the urgency and importance of the development of 

a measurement instrument suitable to measure the values of primary school 

students. 

 

Literature Review Summary 
 

A review of the literature has focused on the issues of values education 

particularly those issues surrounding the clarification of terms, theoretical 

perspectives, models, programs and assessment, and the review of instruments 

suitable to measure children’s multidimensional values profiles. It was noted that 

there are gender differences in the formation of personal values with primary 

school aged girls beginning on a higher base line than primary school aged boys. 

In addition, social comprehension differences, and self-concept differences were 

reported together with the evidence of age related values development. The 

literature also points to the discrepancies between the rates of formation of values 

in students from low SES backgrounds compared to their high SES counterparts.  

Significantly for this study, the literature review identified gaps both in the 

availability of measurement instruments suitable to measure the values profiles of 

primary school students and in the documentation of the different characteristics 

of students with a low values profile score compared with students with a high 

values profile score. As reported, low and high group data has the potential to 

identify, predict, and describe academic and nonacademic characteristics of 

children. Such information may also be valuable to school personnel by informing 

theory and practice for academic and nonacademic programs for students. 

However, to date no data is known to exist that describes the characteristics of 

students who have low values profiles and compares this data with students who 

have high values profiles. Further, it was noted that the underdevelopment of 

assessment of affective and social development, and values and attitudes, 

exposes a problem. On the one hand, we hear calls for positive values and 

efficacious values education programs to be taught in primary schools and on the 
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other hand we noted that the measurement of the efficacy of values and values 

programs is problematic.  

The development of an assessment tool suitable for the assessment of 

values education programs within a contemporary literature focused framework 

will begin to address both the gap in values education measurement instruments 

and with the data, so gathered, a beginning can be made on describing the 

characteristics of students who have low values profiles compared with students 

who have high values profiles. 

This study now turns to the considerations required for the development of 

an instrument to measure the values concepts of primary school children. 
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CHAPTER 3 
 

RATIONALE 

 

There are a number of issues that surround the construction of an 

instrument to measure the values concepts of primary school children. These 

issues generally concern; 1) the students involved in the measurement process 

and include such issues as language limitations, self-reporting issues, and age 

restrictions, 2) the development of the instrument which involves a consideration 

of the theoretical constructs, together with issues of standardizing and norming 

the instrument, and finally 3) the use of the instrument with the associated issues 

of sample selection, and data examination. These issues will be discussed in the 

following sections. 

 

Research Issues Involving Participants 

 

Language limitations 

 

The teaching of values to primary school students involves modeling and 

example but language forms the indispensable means of communication. Indeed 

as Berns (2004), pointed out, language, the ability to communicate thoughts and 

ideas verbally to others, enables adults to teach values to children. Further, as 

Vygotsky postulated, language helps children think about their mental activities, 

behaviour, and courses of action. In short, Vygotsky regarded language as the 

foundation for all higher cognitive processes (Berk, 2003; Charlesworth, 2000).  

This research will pay attention to the use and interpretation of children’s 

language, importantly during the trialing and construction of the measurement 

instrument.   

Woodhead and Faulkner (2000) asserted that children’s true 

competencies are revealed only in situations that make sense to them. If the child 

does not share the experimenter’s understanding of the words being used, then a 
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failure to complete the task or to respond in a manner expected by the 

researcher might well be due to a breakdown in communication rather than the 

child’s inability to reason appropriately. On this point an aspect of the Lovat and 

Schofield (1998) study is apposite. An investigation of the ‘Individual Items and 

Factor Structure’ (see Appendix 1) reveals that fifteen out of the sixteen items 

comprising the first factor contain the phrases ‘I like’ or ‘I think’. The items 

recorded in the second factor predominantly contain the words ‘sometimes’ or 

‘something’, while the third factor contains items with the words ‘should’ and 

‘would’, in six out of seven items. The choice of language used to construct the 

items in this instrument may well have been a contaminant affecting the potential 

responses of the children. 

In order for children to make sense of a values related concept, explored 

in this study, children must have a vocabulary and conceptions that are capable 

of relating to the context of the researcher’s concerns. Equally, the researcher 

must have a vocabulary and conceptions that relate to a child’s conception of 

their world. Such vocabularies and conceptions emerge in situ with the child and 

need to be negotiated with as few preconceptions as possible (Woodhead & 

Faulkner, 2000).  

 

Students’ self-reporting 

 

It has been stated that “children are themselves the best source of 

information about matters that concern them” (Kellett & Ding, 2004, p.165) so 

involving them directly in the generation of the data is of prime concern. It is 

noted that in the study conducted by Bulach and Butlek (2002) the data were 

generated by asking students to indicate their perception of whether behaviours, 

expected to be enhanced by a character values program, were being practised 

by their fellow classroom students. No provision was given for students 

themselves to self-respond, on their own self-perception of their values. As Hattie 

(1992) has pointed out, there is often low correlation between an individual’s 

perceived self-report in a domain and the expected rating given by another. For 

example, parents’ rating of their children’s reading self-perception were poorly 

correlated with children’s own ratings of their reading self-perception. This lack of 
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correlation is understandable when one considers that self-ratings of any 

domains strongly reflect that person’s unique and individualized perceptions of 

the world. In addition, who the person compares him/herself to, the frame of 

reference, is also critical when forming a self-perception of a domain (Marsh, 

1986).  

A core focus of this current study involves the self-reporting of students as 

they respond on a statement in the instrument called the Children’s Values Profile. 

There are advantages to gathering data through self-reporting rating scales, one 

advantage being the opportunity to consider each value independently rather than 

considering all of the values items simultaneously which is required for a rank 

order of the items. A second advantage of self-reporting is the opportunity for the 

individual student to report on his/her own personal beliefs, principles and 

fundamental convictions, which act as guides to a behaviour. In addition, they are 

broadly applicable to most individuals within a target age range (Schott & Bellin, 

2001). On the other hand, there is also the possibility of limitations attending a 

self-reporting rating scale process. Shrum and McCarty (1992) pointed out that 

respondents could conceivably rate all of the items the same, thus showing no 

differentiation among the items. In addition, several researchers reported on the 

effects of narcissism in self-reporting measures, particularly the propensity of 

respondents with relatively high degrees of narcissism to self-enhance (Bleiberg, 

1994; Sedikides, Rudich, Gregg, Kumashiro, & Rusbult, 2004; Stucke, 2003).  

In defence of these concerns, while self-report data tends to be skewed 

towards higher scores rather than lower scores, norming data on self-reporting 

scales such as self-concept scales, typically demonstrate a spread of scores that 

reflects the ‘normal’ distribution (Hattie, 1992; Marsh & Hattie, 1996).  

A self-reporting rating procedure was selected for this study, in part, to 

afford the respondents the opportunity to ‘tell their own story’ and, in order to 

yield data that allow for parametric statistical analyses (Gay & Airasian, 2000).       
 

Age restrictions 

 

Developmental differences in the construction and formation of an 

individual’s self-perception, have been reported by numerous researchers 
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(Bracken, 1996; Hattie, 1992; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2002). It has been proposed 

that at least two general processes underpin the development of children’s self-

perceptions. The first is the child’s maturing cognitive competencies (McInerney 

& McInerney, 2006; Zimmerman, 1997). Young children’s self-perceptions are 

thought to focus on behaviours and concrete characteristics, while those of older 

students focus on more abstract characteristics, associated with values related 

concepts. The second underpinning process is feedback from teachers, parents, 

and peers that enables students to modify their self-perceptions (Berns, 2004; 

Bracken, 1996). 

It has been common for researchers to consider children below the age of 

seven or eight years old as not viable interviewees, partly because of Piagetian 

ideas about children’s ‘concrete’ thinking at this stage (Berk, 2003; Berns, 2004; 

Fraser, 2004; Scott, 2000; Woodhead & Faulkner, 2000). In particular, the 

exclusion of children below the age of seven or eight years is partly because of 

concerns about children’s cognitive ability to process and respond to structured 

questions (Kellett & Ding, 2004). However, the work of Piagetian theorists has 

been criticized by Vygotsky theorists, and others, as limiting children as social 

actors, communicators and meaning makers on their particular worlds (Fraser, 

2004; Scott, 2000). Notwithstanding, the age and development of the children 

involved in the study will affect the methods used to generate and gather data.  

It is noted that research methods that involve children as respondents 

have to take into account more than cognitive competence or development. 

There is a need to consider social development which also depends primarily on 

age, together with the gender, socio-economic background, and ethnicity of the 

child (Amato & Ochiltree, 1987; Scott, 2000). Such considerations are noted as 

important when constructing the measurement instrument and also when 

undertaking interviews with a sample of students. Because of these issues 

children above the age of 8 are the focus of this research. 

Research issues involving participants, such as language limitations, 

developmental issues, and the merits of self-reporting are of primary concern to 

this study because they directly affect the content and design of the 

measurement instrument. Notwithstanding, there are additional important 
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theoretical and practical issues relating to the construction of a measurement 

instrument. These issues will be discussed in the next section. 

 
Designing an Assessment Instrument 
 

The theory 

 

Because values are considered phenomenological (Parjares, 2004), 

inferred rather than seen, the main methods of identification and assessment 

have relied on observation data or self-report surveys. Both of these methods 

have their advantages and disadvantages but increasingly researchers are 

focusing more on self-report measures because of the issue of standardisation of 

concepts and responses, the reliability of the data and the ability to validate the 

instrument using external procedures (Hay & Ashman, 2003; Marsh, Craven, & 

McInerney, 2003).  

The research of Bulach and Butlek (2002) and Lovat and Schofield (1998) 

in the values education dimensions of student behaviour, self-expression, school 

climate, and world view, in particular, and the research literature focusing on 

emotional intelligence (Goleman, 1996, 1998), self-concept (Harter, 1999; Hattie, 

1992; Marsh & Hattie, 1996), and social skills (Kutnick & Manson, 1998; Nucci, 

2004) informs the design of the multidimensional Children’s Values Profile (Table 

3.1).  
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Table 3.1  
Dimensions and sub-dimensions of the Children’s Values Profile 

Dimension Sub-dimension 

Behaviour Bullying; Playing by the rules; Self-regulation 
 

Self-expression Academic self-efficacy; Expressive activities; 
Health values 
 

Self-concept 
(school & general) 

Physical ability; Physical appearance; Peer 
relations; Literacy; Mathematics; School; Esteem; 
Parent relations 
 

Social  Tolerance; Communication; Asking for help 
 

Emotional 
intelligence 

Self-awareness; Self-management; Motivation; 
Self-expression; Social competence 
 

World view Intolerance/racism; Justice 
 

School climate Peace; Co-operation; Responsibility; Civics; 
Safety; Caring; Feeling valued 

 

 

Individual items were developed to gauge the self-reporting of the students 

for each of the sub-dimensions (Appendix 2), an example of which is included in 

Table 3.2.  
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Table 3.2 
 Example of items in the Children’s Values Profile 
Dimension Sub-dimension Item 

Tolerance 

 
• I play with children who are different to me 

• I like children who are different to me 

• Speaking a different language is good 

 

 

 

Communication 

• I encourage other class members to do well 

at school 

 

• Others understand what I say 

• I handle problems when they happen 

 

 

 

 

Social 

 

 

 

 

Asking for help 

• If I have a problem I talk to my friends 

 

• If I have a problem I talk to a teacher 

• If I have a problem I talk to my parents 

 

 

Multidimensionality of values 

 

Researchers in the field now perceive the concept of children’s values to 

be multifaceted and multidimensional (Stephenson, Ling, Burman, & Cooper, 

1998). For example Hill (1991) understood values to be comprised of three 

elements namely the cognitive element, the affective element, and the element of 

responsive action. Further, Hill (1991) contended that if the teaching of values is 

to represent the phenomenon of human valuing adequately then it must take into 

account all three of these dimensions.  

Other researchers, notably Green (1999), have stressed the importance of 

understanding values as having some domain, some distribution, some context, 

some standards, and some position in the rank order of values. Values from 

these perspectives are multidimensional and multifaceted and are influenced by 

time and place. 
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The concept 

 

  The following conceptual model attempts to capture the multidimensional 

and the multifaceted nature of a proposed values profile for children. The values 

profile comprises seven dimensions, namely; emotional intelligence, self-

expression, school climate, student behaviour, world-view, social skills, and self-

concept. In turn these dimensions are constructed of sub-dimensions that have 

attendant student self-reporting items. In addition the model (Figure 3.1) contains 

a number of objective measures designed to give indications about the validity 

(Gay & Airasian, 2000) of the values profile. 

 
 
 

Extending the concept          

 

As Lovat et al. (2002) pointed out, there is an urgent need to develop more 

effective conceptualizations of how values education programs work within a 

school setting and how student values are measured. This current research model 

begins to address such issues by generating a conceptual model and quantitative 

data suitable for exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis. In addition, the 

generated model and data will be used to identify indicative and comparative 

Figure 3.1 Values Profile model with dimensions, sub-dimensions, attendant items, and  
objective measures. 
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factors attending the student population such as gender differences and students 

with high and low values profile scores. A technique used to assist in the 

distillation of core student characteristics is to compare and analyse the scores for 

students above the 85th percentile compared with scores for students below the 

15th percentile (Hay, Ashman, & van Kraayenoord, 1998), identified after 

administering the Children’s Values Profile – Descriptive version (Appendix 3).  

 

Standardising and Norming the Instrument  
 

Standardised or normed tests have a number of characteristics which, 

together, help to standardise the test. Typically, aspects of validity including 

correlation designs, and reliability need to be met together with an application of 

the test across a wide population (Gay & Airasian, 2000; McQueen & Knussen, 

1999; Sproull, 1995). The procedure for the construction of this measurement 

instrument will include attention to these aspects.   

Concurrent validity (Kumar, 1996; Malim & Birch, 1997; Marsh, Relich, & 

Smith, 1983) will be applied to this research instrument with three measures 

selected to match three of the elements of the Children’s Values Profile, namely; 

Rowe Behavioral Rating Inventory (1999) to Behaviour dimension, Learning 

Environment Inventory 3rd version (Fraser, Anderson, & Walberg, 1982) to 

School Climate dimension, and standardized tests for Spelling (South Australian 

Spelling Test; Sacre & Masterson, 2000) Reading (Progressive Achievement 

Test – Reading; ACER, 1997) and Mathematics (Progressive Achievement Test 

– Mathematics; ACER, 1997) to elements of the Self-concept dimension. These 

measures have been selected because they have all been developed in Australia 

and applied extensively, but not exclusively, to Australian children and Australian 

schools.       
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Selecting Methods and Samples  
 
Mixed methods and mixed models 

 

Traditionally, social and behavioural science research methods fell into 

either a quantitative or a qualitative paradigm (Gay & Airasian, 2000; Tashakkori 

& Teddlie, 1998). Quantitative research methodology focuses, in part, on 

verifying through direct measures (the collection and analysis of numerical data) 

aspects of our world. Qualitative research methodology on the other hand relies 

on the collection and analysis of non-numerical data such as observations, 

interviews, and other more discursive sources of information.  

This study in practical terms employs a mixed model approach (Mertens, 

2005; Muijs, 2004; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998) where both qualitative and 

quantitative research methods are, at different times, applied to the various 

phases of the study. Further, Morse (2002) noted that by using more than one 

method within a research study, we are able to obtain a more complete picture of 

human behavior and experience.  

 

Sample sizes 

 

The number of participants needed to undertake factor analysis of an 

instrument depends on the number of items that are initially included. Further, the 

reliability of the factors emerging from a factor analysis depends on the size of 

the sample however there is little agreement among the authorities regarding 

sample size (Bryman & Cramer, 2005; Nunnally, 1978; Nunnally & Bernstein, 

1994). Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) argued that as a general rule of thumb, it is 

comforting to have at least 300 cases for factor analysis. Others, such as Pallant 

(2005) considered the overall sample size should be 150+ cases and there 

should be a ratio of at least five cases for each of the variables. Gorsuch (1983) 

on the other hand, argued that it is important to have a sufficiently large sample 

so that anything that would be of interest for interpretation would be significant. It 

is planned to involve around 750-800 cases in the factor analyses.    
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Once the important issues of instrument construction have been 

addressed there remains the critical issues of data collection and data 

examination and it is to these issues that the next section is dedicated. 

      

Examining the Children’s Values Profile Data  
 

The second part of the study will involve both quantitative and qualitative 

investigations to begin to identify the values profiles of primary school students. 

In particular the focus will be on examining the characteristics of students with 

low/high values profiles. In addition, the data will be examined to ascertain the 

sensitivity of the instrument in affording diagnostic or predictive data suitable to 

guide school personnel using the instrument.  

The individual responses of the students who complete the measurement 

instrument will yield a numerical value for each item that can be aggregated for 

the whole scale. The aggregated scores will be investigated to identify if there are 

any socio-economic status, age, gender, and academic factors in the data. 

 

Interview and sociometric data 

 

In order to gather additional data to support the examination of the profiles 

of a cohort of primary school students and in particular to begin to describe the 

characteristics of students with low values profile scores compared with students 

with high values profile scores a number of students will be interviewed and an 

examination of these students’ most recent classroom sociometric testing (class 

sociogram) will be undertaken. According to Powney and Watts (1987), 

education is one of the few areas where it can almost be guaranteed that people 

over the age of five have experience and some knowledge. This research will tap 

into the experience and knowledge of the students themselves with a sample of 

students who scored the top 15 per cent of aggregated scores and a sample the 

students who scored the bottom 15 per cent of aggregated scores selected and 

interviewed. However, as Fetterman (1998), Powney and Watts (1987), and 

Silverman (1993), have pointed out an interview is a contrived social situation 

with an asymmetric relationship between the interviewer and the interviewee. 
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Further, Amato and Ochiltree (1987), whose research involved the data quality of 

interviews using a sample of Australian children, reported that the dynamics of 

interviewing children are rather different from those of interviewing adults. 

Consequently interviewers working with children need some preliminary 

experience with children in the targeted age range.  

To control for possible research interview bias, student interviews will be 

conducted by an individual, experienced in working with primary school children, 

and be independent of the person who has developed the instrument. The 

interviewer will hold a Suitability to work with Children card.  

 

Research Focus 
 
 A review of the literature and an examination of the relevant issues 

surrounding the construction of a values measurement instrument suitable for 

primary school students has precipitated the following aims. 

 

The aims of the research are to:  

 

1)  Develop an instrument (Childrens’ Values Profile) to measure children’s         

self-perceptions of values. 

2)   Apply measures of validity, reliability and norming data to the 

instrument. 

3)   Identify both exploratory and confirmatory factors inherent in the 

instrument, and thereafter, to construct a short, screening version of 

the Children’s Values Profile. 

4)   Use the data generated, following the administration of the full 

Children’s Values Profile (Descriptive version) to a sample of students, 

to investigate the following research questions: 

• Are there gender differences across the sample of student scores? 

• Are there differences due to age in the sample of student scores? 

• Are there socio-economic status differences across a sample of  

          schools? 

• What exploratory and confirmatory factors are present in the sample              
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          of scores?  

• What are the characteristics of students with high values scores? 

• What are the characteristics of students with low values scores? 

• Do students with high values scores differ from students with low  

          values scores in terms of gender, popularity, relationships,    

leadership, and moral judgement? 

 
 

The following methods were employed to address these aims.   
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CHAPTER 4 
 

METHODOLOGY 

 
 

The study was carried out in three stages. The first stage involved the 

construction, trailing, and piloting of the Children’s Values Profile. This involved 

the development of an initial pool of items (behaviours) to gather student self-

responses, refinement and piloting of the measurement instrument, establishing 

aspects of validity and reliability, examining for factors contained in the data, and 

finally constructing a screening (parsimonious) version of the Children’s Values 

Profile.  

The second stage of the study involved the norming of the Children’s 

Values Profile. This involved administering the Children’s Values Profile to a 

sample of students across a range of primary schools. 

The third stage of the study involved the application of the Children’s 

Values Profile data using a sample of high and low student scores. The particular 

focus for the third stage the study was the identification of the characteristics of 

students with high values scores compared with students with low values scores. 

The methods used for each stage of the study will now be detailed. 

 

Stage 1: Construction of the Children’s Values Profile  
 
Participants  

 

  A Brisbane metropolitan independent primary school with a developed 

values education program, based on the West Kidlington model was selected to 

trial the Children’s Values Profile. This suburban primary school has a socio-

economic rating of 116 (Australian Government; Department of Education, 

Science and Training) which places it in the mid to upper range of social 

advantage.  Organizationally, the school is a co-educational school catering for 

442 students from Prep to Year 7 (238 boys and 204 girls). There are two 

classes of students at each Year level with approximately 28 students in each 

class. One class, selected at random, from each year level from Year 3 through 
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to Year 7 was selected for the trial, and students for whom parental permission 

(see Appendix 4) to participate was granted, participated in the Trial version of 

the Children’s Values Profile, (Appendix 5).  

 

Instruments 

 

Criterion-related validity was established by administering three measures 

which relate to three criteria, represented in the Children’s Values Profile, 

namely: Behaviour, School Climate, and academic achievement in spelling, 

reading , and mathematics (aspects of Self-Concept). 

 

Rowe Behavioral Rating Inventory – RBRI (1999). The RBRI provides a 

measure of externalizing behaviours and the total score comprises three 

dimensions (i) antisocial – including irritability, lack of self control and 

uncooperative behaviours, (ii) inattentive – including lack of concentration, 

impulsivity, and distractible behaviour, and (iii) restless – including excessive 

motor activity. The norms for this inventory are based on >34,000 children and 

adolescents (age range 4-16 years) and reported Test-retest Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficients ranged from 0.87 to 0.92 across the three dimensions (Rowe & 

Rowe, 1999). 

The current study used the 12-item response form for students (see 

Appendix 6) and the 12-item response form for teachers (see Appendix 7). Both 

forms contain the same 12 pairs of behavioural statements with a five-point 

continuum connecting the two extreme end point statements.  

 

Learning Environment Inventory (3rd version). The Fraser Inventory (1982) 

asks the question “What is happening in this class?” and seeks an individual 

response from each student in the form of a Primary Student Questionnaire (see 

Appendix 8). The questionnaire is divided into 6 subscales; 1) Student 

Cohesiveness, 2) Teacher Support, 3) Involvement, 4) Task Orientation, 5) 

Cooperation, and 6) Equity. In all, the questionnaire asks the students to respond 

to a total of 43 ‘classroom practice’ statements by indicating, on a three-point 
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Likert scale, how often each practice takes place in the student’s classroom, for 

example, “I have friends in this class “ (Hardly Ever, Sometimes, Often). 

The authors reported internal reliabilities on each subscale for individual 

students to range from 0.54 to 0.85, with interclass correlations for groups 

ranging from 0.54 to 0.92.  

 

Single Word Spelling Test (Sacre, & Masterson, 2000). The Single Word 

Spelling Test (SWSP) is a series of age appropriate tests designed in Australia to 

assess the attainment in spelling of 5- to 14-year-old pupils. Each test, 

administered orally, takes approximately 30 minutes to administer. The 

administrator reads each word in the test followed by a sentence that puts the 

word in context, (see Appendix 9). 

The pupil’s responses are recorded on a pupil answer sheet. The tests 

yield a standardized score, a percentile rank for each pupil, indicating whether he 

or she is achieving above or below the national average for pupils in his or her 

age group, and a spelling age. The authors cite Kuder-Richardson Reliability 

Coefficient (KR 20) scores ranging from 0.94 to 0.97 across the tests. 

 

Progressive Achievement Tests in Reading ‘PAT-R’ (Australian Council for 

Educational Research, 1997a). The Progressive Achievement Tests in Reading 

known as ‘PAT-R’ have two main components, PAT-R:Comprehension and PAT-

R:Vocabulary. The tests have been developed especially, but not exclusively, for 

Australian schools and are structured so that skills across a wide range of year 

levels can be assessed validly. The current study employed only the 

‘comprehension’ component with Appendix 10 (Form 1 Year 4 Level) shown as 

an example.    

Reliability and validity data supplied by the authors cite Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficients of from 0.88 to 0.91 across the range of Comprehension tests. In 

addition, correlations between PAT-R:Comprehension and other tests of reading 

comprehension were made with correlations between 0.65 and 0.86 obtained.  

PAT-R:Comprehension consists of four reading test forms across Years 3-

9, ordered according to difficulty. Each test form contains eight or nine prose 

passages accompanied by comprehension questions. All questions – presented 
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in a multiple-choice format – are intended to measure literal and inferential 

comprehension of prose material.  

Students fill in their answers on a separate standardized answer sheet, 

and each test requires up to 40 minutes of testing time plus time for 

administration. Students were given the following Test Forms; Year 4 Test Form 

1, Year 5 Test Form 2, Year 6 Test Form 3, and Year 7 completed Test Form 4.  

 

Progressive Achievement Tests in Mathematics (Australian Council for 

Educational Research, 1997b). The Progressive Achievement Tests in 

Mathematics, known as PATMaths have been developed for use in Australian 

schools. There are six tests in a separate booklet, comprising a pair of parallel 

tests at each of three difficulty levels. Appendix 11 records the test used for Year 

4 students in the current study. Kuder-Richardson Reliability Coefficient (KR 20) 

scores for the three test levels record scores of between 0.87 (Test 1A) and 0.92 

(Tests 2B, 3A). All the items are in multiple-choice format and each test includes 

a range of general mathematics topics.  

Students fill in their answers on a separate standardized answer sheet.  

The tests are timed tests and require 45 minutes of testing time plus time 

for administration. A standard answer sheet answer sheet is provided for all tests. 

Test 1B was used for the students in Years 4 and 5, and Test 2B was 

used for students in Years 6 and 7.   

   

Reliability for the Children’s Values Profile was established using a Test-

retest technique and by applying a Cronbach Alpha coefficient to the data. To 

check for external consistency over time, a test-retest technique was applied to 

the Children’s Values Profile.   

 

Procedure  

 

Ethical clearances were gained through the University, the Principals of 

participating schools and from parents of participating students (Appendix 4). 

The initial questions for the Children’s Values Profile (100 items), based 

on the academic literature, and focus groups of classroom teachers and the 
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research supervisors, were given in class groups and administered by the 

researcher. The students in Year 3 had the profile items read to them. Students 

in Years 4-7 completed the profile independently. The time taken for students to 

independently complete the profile ranged from a low of 6 minutes to a high of 18 

minutes. Following the completion of the profile in each class the students were 

asked to give feedback concerning the profile. Starter questions included, “What 

did you find difficult (or easy) about the test (profile)?” “What parts slowed you 

down?” “Are there any changes you could suggest that would make the test 

easier to complete?” “Please add any other comments or suggestions”.  

Following feedback from the student sample, and after examining the 

completed profiles, several changes were made to the Children’s Values Profile.  
The Children’s Values Profile in its refined state, now with 95 items (Appendix 3, 

Descriptive version), was piloted.  

The Children’s Values Profile (Descriptive version) was then given in class 

groups and administered by the class teacher. All of the Years 4-7 students in the 

study completed the profile independently. The time taken for students to 

independently complete the profile ranged from a low of 6 minutes to a high of 18 

minutes. 

 

The Rowe Behavioral Rating Inventory was administered by classroom 

teachers, in a class group situation with the exercise taking from 5 to 10 minutes. 

The raw scores were forwarded to the Inventory’s authors for collation and 

interpretation. The collated scores were then entered into the SPSS software 

package and correlated with the Student Behaviour dimension of the Children’s 

Values Profile.    

 

Class teachers administered the Primary Student Questionnaires in class 

groups with the administration time varying from 4 to 13 minutes. The results 

were entered into the SPSS software package and correlated with the School 

Climate dimension of the Children’s Values Profile.    

 



 70 
 

The Single Word Spelling Test, Progressive Achievement Test in Reading 

‘PAT-R’, and Progressive Achievement Test in Mathematics, were each 

administered as per the test manuals in class time by the class teacher.  

The students’ spelling, reading comprehension, and mathematics scores 

were entered into the SPSS software package and correlated with the Self-

concept spelling, reading, and mathematics elements of the Children’s Values 

Profile.    

    

Reliability. Reliability for the Children’s Values Profile was established 

using a Test-retest technique and by applying a Cronbach Alpha coefficient to the 

data. During November/December 2004 a sample of Year 6 participants (n = 26) 

was tested twice using the Children’s Values Profile measurement instrument 

and allowing a 3-week interval between the tests. Results from the two tests were 

correlated and yielded a correlation of 0.594.  

The correlation result was considered low and since it came from a 

sample of Year 6 students only it was thought that the correlation may not have 

been representative of the full sample. Subsequently, in July 2005, a sample of 

Year 4, Year 5, and Year 6, students, selected at random at the trial school, were 

involved in the test-retest exercise. These students (n = 72), after completing the 

Children’s Values Profile once, were again given the Children’s Values Profile 1 

week later. The two sets of data were correlated using SPSS (Pearson 

Correlation) and yielded a correlation of 0.603.  

To check for internal consistency (Cronbach Alpha Coefficient) the 

Children’s Values Profile data for all eligible students in years 4-7 at the trial 

school (n = 192) was entered into the SPSS software package and a Cronbach 

Alpha Coefficient was calculated, (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.943).  

Efforts were taken to ensure that each time the Children’s Values Profile is 

used that it records data for the values profile under consideration rather than 

some other factors. To this end, instructions given to students completing the 

scale were standardised (see Appendix 3).  
 

 

 



 71 
 

Stage 2: Norming the Children’s Values Profile 

 

Once constructed, norming data were gathered for the measurement 

instrument (Children’s Values Profile), thus requiring samples of students (in 

Years 4,5,6, and 7) from a number of other schools with both similar and differing 

socio-economic status readings to the target school population. 

 

Participants 

 

Students (Years 4,5,6,7) from a sample of independent primary schools 

across a range of socio-economic status groups were selected to provide 

normative data for the Children’s Values Profile. Ten of the sample schools were 

drawn from all (28) Lutheran Education Australia schools in Queensland. In 

addition, the Year 4,5,6,7 students from 1 South Australian school (Lutheran 

Education Australia) were included in the pilot study for comparative purposes.  

The socio-economic status (SES) of the 11 participating schools was 

established using the SES ratings (2005-2008), calculated by the Australian 

Government’s Department of Education, Science and Training, for Independent 

Schools. The SES ratings for the 11 schools ranged from a low of 89 to a high of 

121.  

For the purpose of calculating a single SES rating for each independent 

school in Australia, the Government first calculates, using an SES Index, the SES 

rating for each family whose children are enrolled in a particular school. The SES 

Index, from which the SES scores for Census Collection Districts are derived, 

comprises the following dimensions: Occupation, Education and Income [½ 

Household Income / ½ Family (with children) Income]. By using the combined 

SES data for all families in each school the Government then applies an average 

SES rating for each particular school. Finally, the SES scores for all independent 

schools are standardized to a mean of 100. Schools with a SES above 100 are 

considered to have a high SES, and schools with a SES rating below 100 are 

considered to have a low SES.   

The location and SES of each school, together with the number of 

participating students is shown in Table 4.1. 
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Table 4.1 
School Location, School SES, and Participating Students  

School Location School SES Students Participating 

QLD (rural) 89 32 

QLD (rural) 92 53 

QLD (provincial city) 95 37 

QLD (rural) 96 38 

QLD (rural) 97 44 

SA (Adelaide suburb) 97 75 

QLD (provincial city) 101 24 

QLD (Brisbane suburb) 112 128 

QLD (Brisbane suburb) 116 165 

QLD (Brisbane suburb) 116 192 

QLD (Brisbane suburb) 121 60 

 

 

Instruments 

  

Normative data were obtained by administering to the Children’s Values 

Profile to a sample of 848 students across schools representing low, middle, and 

high socio-economic categories.  

 

Procedure 

 

Permission for children to be involved in the study was sought from 

parents (Appendix 4) and consent was received from the parents of 848 

students. 

A sample of schools across Queensland Lutheran Schools (n = 10) and 

one South Australian (Adelaide) were invited to participate in the piloting/norming 

of the Children’s Values Profile. In all, permission was given for 848 students to 

participate. Classroom teachers administered the Children’s Values Profile in 

their classroom settings. The data sheets were returned to the researcher to be 

recorded. It was expected that a normal distribution of scores, a symmetrical 
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distribution in which the largest number of scores cluster around the mean, would 

be obtained.    
 

Stage 3: Application of the Children’s Values Profile Data Using a Sample 
of High and Low Student Scores 

 

Participants 

 

The third stage of the study involved the comparative study of those 

students who scored lowest on the Children’s Values Profile compared with those 

students who scored highest on the Children’s Values Profile. It was proposed 

that data generated from students with the highest values scores would reveal 

differences when compared with data generated from students with the lowest 

values scores particularly if there was a normal distribution of scores across the 

student population. A normal frequency distribution was achieved across the 

participants’ scores. A low 15% cut off point was calculated (15 percentile cut off 

point) with 29 students included in this group, and a high 15% cut off point 

calculated (85 percentile cut off point) with 33 students in the high group.  

The trial school, on a regular basis, collects sociometric data, particularly 

friendship ties, to assist in the allocation of pupils to a class. Permission was 

gained from the trial school to re-enter the most recent data for the students in 

Years 4,5,6,7 into the software package (SociometryPro). The data relating to the 

identified students in the low group scores (n = 29) and students in the high 

group scores (n = 33) was then analysed. 

Further, a sample of students from below the 15th percentile n = 6 (three 

girls and three boys) and a sample of students from above the 85th percentile n = 

6 (three girls and three boys), were selected at random and interviewed. Parental 

permission was granted for these students to be interviewed (see Appendix 12). 

In addition, the class teacher of each interviewed student was asked a set 

of questions (see Appendix 13) and invited to give responses about the students, 

in their class, who were interviewed. The teacher interviews and responses 

concerning such things as the leadership qualities, empathic, and social 

competency qualities, of the interviewed students were designed to add to the 
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triangulation of student interview data together with student sociometric testing 

data.  

 

Instruments 

 

 Sociometric data, particularly the friendship ties, of the sample of low score 

students and high score students, was analysed using the software program 

SociometryPro. 

 In addition, the software package Leximancer was employed to assist with 

the analysis of the children’s interview data. Leximancer is a tool that can be 

used to automatically analyse the content of document collections, such as 

interview transcripts, and display the extracted information. This information is 

presented on a conceptual map that provides a ‘birds eye view’ of the material, 

representing the main ideas from the text and how they are related. In particular, 

this current study was interested in the taxonomy discovery potential of the 

Leximancer program in deciphering the emerging verbal patterns and taxonomies 

of the children’s interview responses.  

 

Procedure 

 

The individual responses of the students who completed the Children’s 

Values Profile, at the trial school, yielded a numerical value for each item which 

was aggregated for the whole scale. The scores (n = 192) were then ranked in 

order from the lowest score to the highest score with the lowest score being 281 

and the highest score 456. A low 15% cut off point was calculated (15 percentile 

cut off point at score 342) with 29 students included in this group, and a high 15% 

cut off point calculated (85 percentile cut off point at score 424) with 33 students 

in the high group.  

In order to identify factors present in the comparative (high/low) data the 

means for each of the sub-dimensions, and aggregated totals for the respective 

dimensions were calculated for the set of low scores (n = 29) and also for the set 

of high scores (n = 33). The means were then compared using an Independent 

Samples t-Test (SPSS) (see Table 5.1). 
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The trial school, on a regular basis, collects sociometric data, particularly 

friendship ties, to assist in the allocation of pupils to a class. The most recent 

data were collected around the invitation to students to list, ‘Three friends I would 

choose from my class’. This data set was entered into the software package 

SociometryPro. The software was able to produce a sociogram for each class 

(see example Appendix 14) diagrammatically portraying friendships existing in 

the class, and a friendship matrix (see example Appendix 15) identifying the 

number of nominated friendships for each student. The sociometric data for the 

identified students in the low group (n = 29) and students in the high group (n = 

33), students were then analysed. 

 

Student Interviews. The students to be interviewed were selected across 

the range of low scores (6 students) and across the range of high scores (6 

students) with an equal gender representation. The 12 selected students were 

interviewed individually by an independent interviewer using a set of open-ended 

questions to guide the interviews, (Appendix 16). The interview questions were 

arranged according to three phases; 1) questions designed to orient the students 

to the interview process and to lead the students into the context of student 

values, habits, and behaviours, 2) questions directly related to values and 

relationships, and 3) two scenarios designed to explore how children respond to 

ethical dilemmas. 

 The interviews were tape-recorded, transcribed and analysed. In addition, 

the full transcript for each student was also entered into the software package 

Leximancer for further analysis. The Leximancer System reads text and, in the 

case of this study, creates a map of the interview transcripts. This map is 

comprised of a set of ‘concepts’ that are formed by a group of words related by 

usage in the interview text. These concepts are clustered on a concept globe 

map, and are charted by relationship against each other entity. Such concept 

mapping allows the researcher to both glean new patterns of word usage, and 

relational concept usage, and importantly to confirm patterns of word usage, and 

relational concept usage identified through more traditional analysis.  

Additional sociometric information, such as leadership qualities, empathic, 

and social competency qualities, concerning the interviewed students were 
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gathered from the students’ class teachers via an interview and response sheet 

(Appendix 13). 
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CHAPTER 5 
 

RESULTS 

 

In this chapter, the following aspects of the Children’s Values Profile are 

reported: (i) the Children’s Values Profile pilot study with its normative data, 

gender, age, and socio-economic factors; (ii) factor structure of the Children’s 

Values Profile, followed by the construction of a screening version of the 

Children’s Values Profile; (iii) validity and reliability of the Children’s Values 

Profile; and (iv) the characteristics of a sample of students with low values scores 

compared with a sample of students with high values scores. 

  

Children’s Values Profile - Pilot Study  
 
Normative data 

 

 Measures such as the Children’s Values Profile have limited value without 

normative values against which other schools or organisations can ‘benchmark’ 

their performance. Table 5.1 summarizes the normative values for the Children’s 

Values Profile items clustered under the seven dimensions, computed for the 

combined pilot study sample of 848 participants. The between-subject standard 

deviations are also shown. 
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    Table 5.1 
    Normative values for the Children’s Values Profile N = 848 
 

Dimension Sub-Dimension Item 
No Item Mean Std. 

D 

1 I can run a long way 3.53 1.16 Ability 
2 I can throw a small ball a long way 3.93 0.96 
3 I am good looking 3.54 1.01 Appearance 
4 I am happy with the way I look 4.29 0.97 
5 I am good at reading 4.15 1.02 Reading 
6 Reading is interesting 3.78 1.27 
7 I am good at maths 3.89 1.06 Mathematics 
8 Maths is interesting 3.63 1.30 

Spelling 9 I am good at spelling 3.72 1.11 
10 I am good at school 4.03 0.89 School 
11 School is enjoyable 3.83 1.15 
12 I am a good person 4.22 0.86 Esteem 
13 I like the way I am 4.47 0.82 
14 I get on well with my parent(s) 4.41 0.82 Parent Relations 
15 My parent(s) is (are) proud of me 4.66 0.71 
16 I am popular 3.28 1.19 
17 I join in with other children 4.14 0.99 
18 I have lots of friends 4.23 1.08 
19 I make friends with boys 3.96 1.32 

SELF-CONCEPT 

Peer Relations 

20 I make friends with girls 3.91 1.38 
 21 I get teased by some children 2.41 1.30 
 22 Some children pick on me at school 2.12 1.31 
 

Bullying 
23 I boss other children 1.53 0.82 

 24 I play fair 4.25 0.89 
 25 I think cheating is wrong 4.65 0.90 

BEHAVIOUR 26 I say sorry if I am wrong 4.41 0.82 
 27 I am a good sport 4.25 0.94 
 28 I do not get angry if I lose 4.14 1.07 
 

Playing by the 
Rules 

29 I follow class rules 4.33 0.76 
 30 I wait my turn when playing games 4.56 0.69 
 31 I like to share my things with others at 

h l
4.13 0.96 

 
Self - Regulation 

32 I listen when others are speaking 4.29 0.74 
33 I try to do well at school 4.73 0.60 Academic Self-

Efficacy 34 If I get something wrong I redo it 4.04 0.98 
35 Doing art is important to me 3.85 1.25 
36 Doing music is important to me 3.51 1.37 Expressive 

Activities 
37 Doing dance is important to me 2.67 1.55 
38 Eating healthy food is important to me 4.30 0.94 
39 Playing sport is important to me 4.34 1.02 
40 Being fit is important to me 4.52 0.80 

SELF-
EXPRESSION 

Health Values 

41 When I am an adult I will not smoke 4.78 0.75 
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      Table 5.1 (continued) 
Dimension Sub-Dimension Item 

No Item Mean Std. 
D 

  42 I like children who are different to me  4.35  0.85 
43 I play with children who are different to me 4.32 0.93 Tolerance 
44 Speaking a different language is good 3.70 1.27 

45 I encourage other class members to do well 
at school 4.00 1.00 

46 Others understand what I say 4.06 0.93 Communication 

47 I handle problems when they happen 3.89 0.96 
48 If I have a problem I talk to my friends 3.79 1.19 
49 If I have a problem I talk to a teacher 3.55 1.19 

SOCIAL SKILLS 

Asking for Help 
50 If I have a problem I talk to my parents 4.21 1.10 
51 I feel safe at school 4.51 0.85 Safety 
52 I know what to do to keep myself safe 4.62 0.67 
53 I pick up rubbish without being told 3.50 1.08 
54 Teachers trust me to do a job 4.37 0.87 

55 In my school older children help younger 
children 4.18 1.01 

Responsibility 

56 I own up when I do something wrong 4.05 0.94 

57 Children in this school do not get angry with 
each other 2.95 1.06 

58 My school is usually a peaceful place 3.94 1.00 Peace 

59 I feel peaceful in my classroom 4.04 1.05 
60 I work well in small group 4.29 0.95 
61 I do my share of work in the group  4.43 0.83 
62 Others do their share of work in the group 4.07 0.96 

Co-operation 

63 People respect my opinion 3.85 0.98 
64 My school is proud of me 3.98 1.02 
65 I am proud of my school 4.43 0.90 Civics 
66 I am a leader in my classroom 2.76 1.42 
67 In my school children care for each other 3.99 0.93 
68 In my school teachers care for children 4.69 0.69 
69 In my school other adults care for children 4.52 0.78 
70 I care for others in need 4.38 0.80 

Caring 

71 People help me at this school 4.31 0.93 
72 I feel part of this school 4.46 0.96 

SCHOOL 
CLIMATE 

Feeling Valued 
73 My efforts are appreciated 4.23 0.91 
74 I know when I am happy 4.78 0.59 
75 I know when I am sad 4.77 0.60 Self-Awareness 
76 I know when I am nervous 4.74 0.63 
77 When people upset me I get over it 4.20 0.98 Self-Management 
78 I know how to control my temper 4.10 1.01 
79 I have goals for the future 4.49 0.91 
80 I look forward to growing up 4.10 1.19 
81 I practice to improve my results 4.33 0.91 
82 I participate for enjoyment 4.41 0.89 
83 I get involved because my friends are 3.60 1.20 

EMOTIONAL 
INTELLIGENCE 

Motivation 

84 I do things to get rewards 3.22 1.40 
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Table 5.1 (continued) 

Dimension Sub-Dimension Item 
No Item Mean Std. 

D 
85 When I am happy I show it 4.35 0.93 

Self-Expression 
86 I can express my anger without hurting 

people 4.07 1.09 

87 I get upset when I see others upset 3.34 1.34 
88 I help if someone is hurt 4.33 0.84 

EMOTIONAL 
INTELLIGENCE 

Social 
Competence 

89 I feel for others who are worse off than me 4.22 0.91 
90 I care for people who look different 4.30 0.91 
91 I treat people well even if they look different 4.44 0.82 

92 I get upset when I see someone from 
another country being made fun of  4.31 1.00 Intolerance/Racism 

93 When I grow up I will help poor people 
overseas 3.48 1.16 

94 People in Australia should give more money 
to poor people overseas 4.49 0.84 

WORLD VIEW 

Justice 
95 I stick up for others even if they are not my 

friends 4.07 0.99 

 

 

Frequency distribution was checked for the total Children’s Values Profile 

scores for all students in the pilot study  (see Figure 5.1)  

 

Figure 5.1 Distribution of total Children’s Values Profile scores for all 
students in the Pilot Study N = 846 
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A reading of Figure 5.1 indicates that a normal distribution of scores exists 

across the students (N = 846) drawn from a sample of schools (n = 11) with 

varying SES ratings. The symmetrical distribution in which the largest number of 

scores cluster around the mean, was obtained. 

In addition, an ANOVA was conducted on the full set of data to identify 

statistical differences across schools from different states (Queensland and South 

Australia) and no statistical difference was identified. 

 

Gender 

 

 The full data set involving all 841 participants’ responses to the 95 items on 

the Children’s Values Profile was analysed by gender to identify possible trends 

and patterns. Of the 95 items examined, 65 items displayed significant gender 

differences. Nine of the items displaying significant difference had higher means 

for boys (Table 5.2). In contrast the remaining 56 items had higher means for girls 

(Table 5.3).  

 

Table 5.2 
Significant gender differences where means for boys are higher than means 
for girls N = 841 
 

Boys Girls 
Variable 

Mean Std. D Mean Std. D
F 

(1, 839) 
 

sig 

Can run a long way 3.67 1.20 3.40 1.11 11.35 .001 
Can throw small ball 4.15 0.93 3.72 0.95 44.14 .000 
Good at maths 4.14 1.02 3.65 1.05 48.94 .000 
Maths is interesting 3.85 1.28 3.41 1.29 24.97 .000 
Friends with boys 4.69 0.68 3.27 1.41 342.90 .000 
Am a good sport 4.31 0.92 4.18 0.96 3.87 .049 
Playing sport is import 4.43 0.97 4.25 1.05 6.75 .010 
Involved with friends 3.78 1.21 3.43 1.17 18.62 .000 
Do to get rewards 3.37 1.39 3.08 1.39 9.75 .002 
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Table 5.3 

Significant gender differences where means for girls are higher than means 
for boys N = 841 
 

Boys Girls 
Variable 

Mean Std. D Mean Std. D
F 

(1, 839) 
 

sig 
Am good looking 3.42 1.09 3.66 0.93 12.37 .000 
Good at school 3.87 0.98 4.19 0.77 27.59 .000 
School is enjoyable 3.57 1.26 4.07 0.99 41.60 .000 
Am a good person 4.04 0.92 4.39 0.76 36.16 .000 
Like the way I am 4.42 0.87 4.53 0.77 4.13 .042 
Get on with parents 4.33 0.89 4.48 0.75 7.64 .006 
Parents proud of me 4.60 0.76 4.71 0.64 4.80 .029 
Friends with girls 3.00 1.37 4.77 0.64 591.51 .000 
Play fair 4.19 0.95 4.31 0.83 4.31 .038 
Cheating is wrong 4.51 1.03 4.79 0.73 20.08 .000 
Say sorry if wrong 4.28 0.90 4.54 0.70 23.15 .000 
Not angry if I lose 3.98 1.15 4.29 0.98 18.03 .000 
Follow class rules 4.12 0.81 4.52 0.66 62.85 .000 
Wait my turn in games 4.45 0.76 4.66 0.59 20.31 .000 
Like to share things 3.99 1.02 4.26 0.87 16.93 .000 
Listen when others spkg 4.13 0.78 4.43 0.67 35.53 .000 
Try to do well 4.65 0.68 4.81 0.50 15.96 .000 
Something wrong redo it 3.92 1.03 4.15 0.91 11.79 .001 
Doing art is important 3.55 1.31 4.15 1.11 51.68 .000 
Doing music is import 3.21 1.45 3.80 1.22 41.75 .000 
Doing dance is import 1.84 1.19 3.47 1.43 321.88 .000 
Healthy food is import 4.23 0.98 4.36 0.89 4.39 .036 
As adult I won't smoke 4.69 0.88 4.86 0.60 10.75 .001 
Like diff chn 4.25 0.91 4.44 0.78 10.84 .001 
Speak diff lang is good 3.57 1.36 3.82 1.17 8.56 .004 
Encourage others in class 3.87 1.05 4.12 0.94 14.21 .000 
Problem talk to friends 3.62 1.25 3.96 1.11 17.41 .000 
Safe at school 4.42 0.93 4.59 0.77 8.21 .004 
I pick up rubbish 3.31 1.10 3.67 1.03 24.04 .000 
Teachers trust me 4.22 0.96 4.50 0.76 22.42 .000 
Older chn help young chn 4.01 1.11 4.34 0.87 23.62 .000 
I own up 3.97 0.97 4.13 0.90 6.20 .013 
People respect my opin 3.77 1.00 3.92 0.96 5.05 .025 
School is proud of me 3.81 1.09 4.14 0.93 22.77 .000 
Proud of my school 4.33 0.98 4.52 0.81 9.46 .002 
Am a c'room leader 2.61 1.43 2.90 1.39 8.81 .003 
Tchrs care for chn 4.61 0.75 4.76 0.62 9.46 .002 
Care for others in need 4.22 0.86 4.54 0.71 35.03 .000 
People help me 4.21 0.97 4.40 0.89 8.53 .004 
Feel part of school 4.36 1.00 4.55 0.91 8.11 .005 
Efforts appreciated 4.17 0.93 4.30 0.89 4.21 .040 
Know when happy 4.73 0.68 4.82 0.50 5.82 .016 
Know when sad 4.72 0.69 4.83 0.48 7.56 .006 
Can control temper 4.00 1.06 4.19 0.94 7.30 .007 
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Table 5.3 (continued) 
 

Boys Girls 
Variable 

Mean Std. D Mean Std. D
F 

(1, 839) sig 
Participate for enjoyment 4.34 0.93 4.47 0.85 4.79 .029 
Show when happy 4.23 0.96 4.46 0.87 13.75 .000 
Can express anger 3.95 1.11 4.19 1.05 10.02 .002 
Upset when others upset 3.09 1.36 3.58 1.27 28.44 .000 
Help someone hurt 4.15 0.94 4.50 0.69 38.22 .000 
Feel for others worse off 4.08 0.96 4.34 0.83 18.01 .000 
Care for diff people 4.14 0.96 4.45 0.83 24.18 .000 
Treat diff people well 4.30 0.90 4.57 0.72 23.84 .000 
Upset at fun poking 4.15 1.09 4.46 0.89 20.21 .000 
As adult helping poor 3.38 1.16 3.57 1.15 5.43 .020 
Oz giving money to poor 4.43 0.89 4.55 0.78 4.09 .044 
Stick up for all 3.98 1.05 4.16 0.91 7.34 .007 

 

A consideration of Table 5.2 and Table 5.3 together reveals that significant 

differences (p < 0.05) in mean scores for boys and girls are recorded across all 

seven sub-dimensions of the Children’s Values Profile. Indeed significant 

differences are recorded for all of the Behaviour sub-dimension items and all of 

the World View sub-dimension items.  

When considering the Children’s Values Profile items for which there are 

significant differences in mean scores and where the means for boys are higher 

than the means for girls (see Table 5.2), which number nine items, it is noted that 

boys scored higher than girls in areas involving physical activity, mathematics, 

friendships with boys, and doing things ‘to get rewards’ or ‘because their friends 

are involved’. It is also noted that more than half of the significant differences 

attributed to boys were in the Self-Concept dimension, with one difference 

recorded in each of the dimensions of Behaviour and Self-Expression, with a 

further two differences recorded in the Emotional Intelligence dimension. 

 Girls on the other hand, account for 86% of the significant differences in 

mean scores. These differences in mean scores are recorded for Children’s 

Values Profile items that range across all seven Children’s Values Profile 

dimensions. Notably, girls record higher means than boys, exclusively for the 

dimensions of Social Skills, School Climate and World View, with significant 

differences in means recorded for girls for all items in the World View dimension.  
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 Whereas boys record mean scores higher than girls in areas involving 

physical activity, mathematics, friendships with boys, and doing things ‘to get 

rewards’ or ‘because their friends are involved’, girls scored means higher than 

boys across all areas of the Children’s Values Profile except the specific areas of 

physical activities. 

While differences in means recorded for boys and girls are statistically 

significant at the p < 0.05 level what is not shown is the difference between 

‘reality’ and ‘perception’ in the responses. Boys, for example, indicate that they 

are “Good at maths”, (boys mean = 4.14; girls mean = 3.65) whereas a check of 

their actual mean results for ACER Tests for mathematics (Trial School results) 

compared with the mean test results for girls reveals no statistical difference 

between the two groups (Table 5.4).  

 

Table 5.4 
Gender differences across mathematics test scores N = 192 

 

Boys Girls 
Variable 

Mean Std. D Mean Std. D
F 

(1, 190) 
 

sig 
 
 

ACER Mathematics Test Scores
 
 

73.88 22.90 71.47 24.03 0.51 .478

 
 
Age 
 
 

The full data set involving all 841 participants’ responses to the 95 

questions on the Children’s Values Profile was also analysed by grade (age) 

groupings in order to identify possible trends and patterns. Again significant 

differences only were presented and in two parts; Table 5.5 where the means 

were higher for younger children (grades 4 & 5) and Table 5.6 where the means 

were higher for older children (grades 6 & 7). 
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Table 5.5 
Significant grade differences, with means for grade 4 and 5 higher than the means 
for grade 6 and 7 displayed N = 841 
 

Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7    
Variable 

 Mean Std. 
D Mean Std. 

D Mean Std. 
D Mean Std. 

D 
F 

(1, 839) Sig 

Happy with way I look  4.39 0.97 4.35 0.97 4.26 0.93 4.12 1.00 3.09 .026
Reading is interesting  3.97 1.21 3.71 1.31 3.64 1.28 3.81 1.24 2.84 .037
Maths is interesting  3.80 1.33 3.79 1.36 3.53 1.20 3.35 1.26 5.77 .001
School is enjoyable  3.97 1.18 3.94 1.19 3.75 1.10 3.61 1.11 4.33 .005
Chn pick on me  2.42 1.44 2.03 1.30 1.94 1.21 2.08 1.23 5.56 .001
Something wrong redo it  4.06 1.01 4.25 1.00 4.00 0.96 3.79 0.89 7.80 .000
Doing art is important  3.90 1.25 3.97 1.18 3.90 1.28 3.62 1.28 3.20 .023
Doing music is import  3.81 1.30 3.48 1.38 3.42 1.41 3.33 1.35 4.99 .002
Healthy food is import  4.40 0.95 4.37 0.91 4.25 0.91 4.14 0.98 3.24 .022
Problem talk to teacher  3.98 1.15 3.76 1.13 3.31 1.20 3.08 1.04 27.04 .000
Problem talk to parents  4.33 1.06 4.24 1.11 4.22 1.07 4.03 1.13 2.66 .047
I pick up rubbish  3.57 1.13 3.65 1.11 3.35 1.08 3.39 0.95 3.96 .008
Practise to improve  4.36 0.94 4.45 0.78 4.32 0.92 4.17 0.98 3.42 .017
Do to get rewards  3.64 1.42 3.15 1.48 3.08 1.30 2.99 1.29 9.36 .000
As adult helping poor  3.68 1.18 3.60 1.20 3.31 1.13 3.28 1.08 6.49 .000
Oz giving money to poor  4.66 0.76 4.45 0.88 4.54 0.79 4.32 0.88 6.08 .000

 
 
 
Table 5.6 
Significant grade differences, with means for grade 6 and 7 higher than the means 
for grade 4 and 5 displayed N = 841 
 

Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7    
Variable 

 Mean Std. D Mean Std. D Mean Std. D Mean Std. D 
F 

(1, 
839) 

Sig 

I am popular  3.17 1.27 3.22 1.25 3.26 1.14 3.49 1.07 2.88 .035
Join in with other chn  3.88 1.12 4.11 1.03 4.29 0.86 4.29 0.85 8.31 .000
Friends with girls  3.47 1.56 3.78 1.45 4.06 1.27 4.36 0.98 16.40 .000
Boss other chn  1.54 0.91 1.40 0.71 1.53 0.81 1.68 0.81 4.35 .005
Not angry if I lose  3.96 1.26 4.17 1.13 4.26 0.87 4.16 0.95 3.14 .025
Playing sport is import  4.20 1.13 4.29 1.07 4.46 0.89 4.41 0.94 2.94 .032
School is proud of me  3.86 1.17 3.94 1.05 3.98 0.95 4.17 0.88 3.35 .019
Am a c'room leader  2.47 1.41 2.57 1.42 2.69 1.33 3.39 1.34 17.99 .000
Know when nervous  4.63 0.80 4.74 0.59 4.79 0.59 4.82 0.49 3.68 .012
Get over upsets  4.13 1.07 4.11 1.08 4.19 0.95 4.38 0.75 3.31 .020
Treat diff people well  4.34 0.90 4.42 0.87 4.44 0.78 4.57 0.69 2.70 .044
Upset at fun poking  4.15 1.12 4.41 0.90 4.29 1.05 4.41 0.91 3.06 .028

 
 

A consideration of Table 5.5 and Table 5.6 together reveals that significant 

differences (p < 0.05) in mean scores for younger grades and older grades are 
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recorded across all seven dimensions of the Children’s Values Profile. However 

there are far fewer items (29) than items recorded for gender difference (65) with 

an even spread of two or three items, per age grouping, in each dimension. The 

relatively low numbers of age related significant differences across the Children’s 

Values Profile together with an even spread of two or three items, for both 

younger and older children, across all seven sub-dimension gives some indication 

of developmental stability in the instrument. 

Where differences between younger and older children occur they tend to 

be more practically oriented for younger children (I am happy with the way I look; I 

pick up rubbish; School is enjoyable) and more emotional in orientation for older 

children (I am popular; I do not get angry if I lose; I treat people well even if they 

are different). 
 
Socio-economic status 

 

The norming sample data set involving all participants’ responses from the 

lowest socio-economic status (SES) school (SES 89) and the highest SES school 

(SES 121) was compared in order to identify differences. Significant differences 

only are presented and are recorded in Table 5.7  

 

Table 5.7 
Comparison of low SES school scores compared with high SES school scores 
N = 92 
 

Low SES High SES 
Dimension 

Total Items 
 in 

Dimension Variable 
M Std. 

D M Std. 
D 

F 
(1, 
90) sig

I am a good person 4.03 0.65 4.26 0.75 5.40 .023
I get on with parents 4.27 0.84 4.69 0.52 18.44 .000
Parents are proud of me 4.59 0.69 4.69 0.47 4.73 .033

Self-
Concept 20 

I am popular 3.08 0.83 3.41 1.09 6.12 .016
Teased by some children 2.38 1.21 2.56 1.59 6.11 .016
Children pick on me 1.92 1.04 2.18 1.49 6.31 .014
Cheating is wrong 4.38 1.26 4.95 0.22 39.24 .000
I say sorry if wrong 4.41 0.76 4.74 0.44 12.99 .001

Behaviour 12 

Wait my turn in games 4.51 0.69 4.77 0.54 7.95 .006
Try to do well 4.62 0.49 4.92 0.35 33.21 .000
Healthy food is important 4.14 0.89 4.74 0.50 15.98 .000
Playing sport is important 4.30 1.00 4.77 0.54 10.35 .002
Being fit is important 4.22 0.85 4.79 0.41 23.50 .000

Self- 
Expression 9 

As adult I won’t smoke 4.92 0.28 4.77 0.71 6.97 .010
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Table 5.7 (continued) 
 

Low SES High SES 
Dimension 

Total Items 
 in 

Dimension 
Variable 

M Std. 
D M Std. 

D 

F 
(1, 
90) sig

I like different children 4.16 0.93 4.74 0.55 13.12 .001
Speak a diff lang is good 3.62 1.30 4.26 0.91 10.29 .002
Encourage others in 
class 3.62 1.01 4.28 0.76 4.82 .031

Problem talk to friends 3.51 1.28 3.97 1.09 4.29 .042

Social Skills 9 

Problem talk to parents 3.86 1.18 4.49 0.76 5.86 .018
Teachers trust me 4.30 0.74 4.69 0.52 8.35 .005
Share in group work 4.30 0.85 4.72 0.56 10.57 .002
Proud of my school 4.38 0.79 4.82 0.39 23.97 .000

School 
Climate 23 

Feel part of school 4.59 0.69 4.92 0.27 37.31 .000
Know when happy 4.73 0.51 4.90 0.38 9.24 .003
Have goals for future 4.27 0.90 4.82 0.45 22.05 .000
Look to growing up 3.62 1.11 4.74 0.60 17.69 .000
Practise to improve 4.14 0.75 4.74 0.44 8.55 .005

Emotional 
Intelligence 16 

Participate for enjoyment 4.32 0.85 4.67 0.58 5.42 .023

World View 6        

 

 A consideration of Table 5.7 reveals that significant differences (p < 0.05) in 

almost one third of Children’s Values Profile items exist between the mean scores 

for low SES school students compared to the mean scores of high SES school 

students. It is noteworthy that students from the high SES school had higher 

mean scores for all items displaying significant difference except one (As an adult 

I will not smoke). Indeed an inspection of all of the data for respondents from the 

low SES school compared with all student responses from the high SES school 

reveals that the mean Children’s Values Profile CVP scores for the low SES 

school were lower in ninety-one of the ninety-five item responses. The four items 

where the mean scores for the low SES school were higher than the mean scores 

for the high SES school were; I boss other children; When I am an adult I will not 

smoke; When I grow up I will help poor people overseas; and People in Australia 

should give money to poor people overseas. Of these four responses only one, 

When I am an adult I will not smoke was significant (p < 0.05) when compared 

with the mean of responses from the students from the high SES school. 

In addition, the dimensions of Self-Expression, and Social Skills were the 

dimensions where more than half of the items displayed significant differences 

between the low and high SES school respondents. The dimension World View, 

had no items of significant difference. 
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Factor Structure of the Children’s Values Profile 

 
Exploratory factor analysis 

 

The full data set involving all 841 participants’ responses to the 95 

questions on the Children’s Values Profile was analysed to identify the factor 

structure of the values profile as measured by the Children’s Values Profile. The 

extraction method was principal component analysis, and the rotation method was 

Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. The dimensions of the values profile were 

identified after an examination of the eigenvalues of the scree plot (see Figure 

5.2).  Seven clear dimensions or factors were identified using this procedure and 

the pattern clusters are reported in the pattern matrix in Table 5.8 
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Figure 5.2 Scree Plot of Factors for the Children’s Values Profile N = 841 
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 Reviewing the pattern matrix (Table 5.8) the first set of items load on a 

factor that pertains to rules for social living and personal acceptance (items shown 

in red clustered in column 1). The second set of items load on a factor that 

pertains to school climate (items shown in blue clustered in column 2). The third 

set of items load on a factor associated with assisting others/charity and a healthy 

self (items shown in green clustered in column 3). The fourth set of items load on 

a factor pertaining to friendships and non-friendships/bullying (items shown in 

orange clustered in column 4). The fifth set of items load on a factor associated 

with academic disciplines (items shown in plum clustered in column 5). The sixth 

set of items load on a factor associated with sporting activities  (items shown in 

pink clustered in column 6), with the seventh set of items loading on a factor 

pertaining to emotional intelligence  (items shown in black clustered at the bottom 

of column 7).   

 

Table 5.8 
Factor pattern matrix of Children’s Values Profile data N = 841 

 
Items from Children’s Values 

Profile Factor 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Am a good person .639       
Listen when others spkg .594       
Follow class rules .579       
Play fair .568       
Wait my turn in games .554       
Can control temper .545       
Boss other chn -.540       
Not angry if I lose .481       
I own up .463  .326     
Get on with parents .449       
Say sorry if wrong .429       
Teachers trust me .419 .314      
Can express anger .387       
Like the way I am .379      .315 
Share in group work .362       
Try to do well .357       
Work well in sm group .357       
I pick up rubbish .344  .342     
Get over upsets .335      .304 
Like to share things .331  .318     
Something wrong redo it .325    .319   
Practise to improve .324 .310      
Parents proud of me .322       
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Table 5.8 (continued) 
 

Factor Items from Children’s Values 
Profile 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Happy with way I look .304       
Can keep self safe        
Cheating is wrong        
As adult I won't smoke        
Feel peace in c'room  .633      
School a peaceful place  .631      
Proud of my school  .619      
Feel part of school  .598     .335 
Tchrs care for chn  .589      
People help me  .589 .309     
Adults care for chn  .556      
Chn care for others  .534      
Safe at school  .513      
Efforts appreciated  .445  .326    
Older chn help young chn  .429      
Chn don't get angry  .428      
Problem talk to teacher  .413      
Others share in gp work  .405      
School is proud of me  .390  .340    
Problem talk to parents  .326      
Problem talk to friends        
Look to grow up        
Care for diff people   .614     
Help someone hurt .311  .599     
Upset at fun poking   .586     
Care for others in need .378  .544     
Stick up for all   .543     
Treat diff people well .347  .539     
Feel for others worse off   .529     
As adult helping poor   .478     
Like diff chn   .454     
Upset when others upset   .452     
Play with diff chn   .446     
Encourage others in class .393  .431     
Oz giving money to poor   .386     
Being fit is import   .378   .357  
I handle problems .319  .334 .310    
Participate for enjoyment   .326     
Healthy food is import   .308     
I am popular    .683    
Lots of friends    .617    
Join in with other chn    .503    
Am a c'room leader    .493    
Friends with girls    .476  -.456  
Am good looking    .427    
People respect my opin  .391  .413    
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Table 5.8 (continued) 
 

Factor Items from Children’s Values 
Profile 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Chn pick on me    -.361    
Teased by some chn   .314 -.335    
Others understand me .316   .321    
Reading is interesting     .629   
Good at reading     .580   
Good at spelling     .537   
Doing music is import     .489   
School is enjoyable  .401   .460   
Good at school .392    .419   
Speak diff lang is good   .310  .359   
Doing art is important        
Friends with boys      .532  
Good at maths     .349 .518  
Playing sport is import    .320  .505  
Maths is interesting     .400 .455  
Am a good sport    .315  .449  
Doing dance is import      -.447  
Can run long way    .358  .435  
Can throw small ball      .346  
Involved with friends        
Do to get rewards        
Know when happy       .725 
Know when sad       .718 
Know when nervous       .552 
Show when happy   .302    .362 
Have goals for future        

 
 
Confirmatory factor analysis 

 

Based on the explorative factor analysis (Table 5.8) seven factors have 

been identified: rules for social living, school climate, charity, friendships and non-

friendships/bullying, academic disciplines, sporting activities, emotional 

intelligence. Each of these factors was built from item clusters. The information 

was used to develop a confirmatory factor model that was used to test the fit of 

each of these factors and the strength of their causal pathways in relationship with 

each other.  

The advanced statistical package AMOS.6 (Arbuckle, 2005) was used to 

build the parsimonious Children’s Values Profile model. A number of iterations 

took place and items which failed to reach a significant effect size were eliminated 
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until a criteria of 0.9 on the Normal Fit Index (NFI) (Kaplan, 2000) was achieved, 

see Byrne (2001) for procedure details. In all, 24 prime items remained in the 

parsimonious model reported below (Figure 5.3).   
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Figure 5.3 A structural equation model of items, factors and their interrelation, of 

the Children’s Values Profile N = 841 

 

 Table 5.9 sets out the results of the confirmatory factor analysis, structural 

equation modeling, showing the full list of seven factors and the 24 items loaded 

onto the factors.  
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Table 5.9 
The factorial structure of a parsimonious Children’s Values Profile N = 841 
 
Factor Item Loading 
1. Rules I say sorry if I am wrong .53 
 I wait my turn when playing games .58 
 I listen when others are speaking .62 
 I own up when I do something wrong .65 
 I work well in a small group .47 
 I can express my anger without hurting people .48 
 I play with children who are different to me .40 
   
2. Bullies I get teased by some children .90 
 Some children pick on me at school .82 
   
3. Charity I get upset when I see someone from another 

country being made fun of  
 
.63 

 When I grow up I will help poor people overseas  .47 
 I get upset when I see others upset .56 
   
4. Reading I am good at reading .56 
 I am good at spelling .70 
   
5. Climate People help me at this school .67 
 In my school other adults care for children .57 
 In my school children care for each other .65 
 I am proud of my school .61 
 In my school older children help younger children .60 
   
6. Sport Playing sport is important to me .75 
 I am a good sport .72 
 I can run a long way .50 
   
7. Creativity Doing dance is important to me .61 
 Doing art is important to me .59 
 
 

Children’s Values Profile – Screening version 

 

A screening version of the Children’s Values Profile (Appendix 17) was 

constructed from the 24 prime items reported in the parsimonious model (Figure 

5.3). Normative data for the Children’s Values Profile – Screening version, is 

reported in Table 5.10. The normative values for the 24 prime items were 

computed from the data generated in the pilot study sample of 841 participants. 

The between-subject standard deviations are also shown. 
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Table 5.10 
Normative values for parsimonious Children’s Values Profile factors  

Factor Item Mean Std. D 
1. Rules I say sorry if I am wrong 4.41 0.87 
 I wait my turn when playing games 4.56 0.69 
 I listen when others are speaking 4.29 0.74 
 I own up when I do something wrong 4.05 0.94 
 I work well in a small group 4.29 0.95 
 I can express my anger without hurting 

people 4.07 1.09 

 I play with children who are different to me 4.32 0.93 
    
2. Bullies I get teased by some children 2.41 1.30 
 Some children pick on me at school 2.12 1.31 
    
3. Charity I get upset when I see someone from 

another country being made fun of  4.31 1.00 

 When I grow up I will help poor people 
overseas  3.48 1.16 

 I get upset when I see others upset 3.34 1.34 
    
4. Reading I am good at reading 4.15 1.02 
 I am good at spelling 3.72 1.11 
    
5. Climate People help me at this school 4.31 0.93 
 In my school other adults care for children 4.52 0.78 
 In my school children care for each other 3.99 0.93 
 I am proud of my school 4.43 0.90 
 In my school older children help younger 

children 4.18 1.01 

    
6. Sport Playing sport is important to me 4.34 1.02 
 I am a good sport 4.25 0.94 
 I can run a long way 3.53 1.16 
    
7. Creativity Doing dance is important to me 2.67 1.55 
 Doing art is important to me 3.85 1.25 

 

 
Validity and Reliability of the Children’s Values Profile 
 
Rowe Behavioral Rating Inventory and the dimension of Behaviour 

 

Pearson correlation results for the Student (mean) Rowe Behavioral Rating 

Inventory and the Children’s Values Profile Student Behaviour Items (total) was 
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calculated at 0.338 with a significance (2-tailed) of .000 (n = 185) indicating 

significant statistical correlation.  

Frequency distribution was checked for both RBRI (see Figure 5.4) and 

Children’s Values Profile  Behaviour Items (see Figure 5.5).  
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Figure 5.4  Distribution of total Rowe Behavioral Rating Inventory scores n = 185 
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Figure 5.5  Distribution of total student Behaviour scores n = 192. 
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In addition the Rowe Behavioral Rating Inventory (RBRI), and Children’s 

Values Profile  Behaviour scores for each student were plotted as a  

scatterplot with a line of best fit (regression) calculated (see Figure 5.6).   
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Figure 5.6  Scatterplot  RBRI and Children’s Values Profile Behaviour items 
(total) with line of best fit (regression) n = 192 

 

Learning Environment Inventory and the dimension of School Climate 

 

Pearson correlation results for the Fraser Learning Environment Inventory 

(FLEI) and the Children’s Values Profile student School Climate items (total) was 

calculated at 0.507 with a significance (2-tailed) of .000 (n = 185) indicating 

significant correlation.  

Frequency distribution was checked for both FLEI (see Figure 5.7) and 

Children’s Values Profile School Climate items (see Figure 5.8).  
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Figure 5.7  Distribution of total Fraser Learning Environment Inventory scores n = 
185. 
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Figure 5.8  Distribution of total student School Climate scores n = 192. 
 
 

In addition the FLEI, and Children’s Values Profile School Climate scores 

for each student were plotted as a scatterplot with a line of best fit (regression) 

calculated (see Figure 5.9).   
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Figure 5.9  Scatterplot FLEI and Children’s Values Profile School Climate 
items (total) with line of best fit (regression) n  = 192 
 

 

Academic Progress (ACER Tests) and the Academic Elements of Self-Concept   

 

Further correlations were calculated for ACER academic tests (Mathematics, 

Spelling, and Reading) and for Children’s Values Profile Self-Concept academic 

items. The correlations are recorded in Table 5.11 (high, 0.633; low, 0.014) with a 

significant mean correlation of 0.304 recorded.  
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Table 5.11 Correlations for Academic Tests and Self-Concept Academic items 
 N = 185 

 Variable number 
Variable 
 number 

Variable name 
*Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 Reading       

2 Spelling .580**      

3 Mathematics .633** .434**     

4 Self-Concept Spelling 
      * I am good at spelling .206** .435** .193**    

5 
Self-Concept Reading 
      * I am good at reading 
      *Reading is interesting 
 

.441** .300** .263** .336**   

6 
Self-Concept Mathematics 
      * I am good at maths 
      * Maths is interesting 

.068 .014 .293** .218** .139  

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 

Frequency distribution was checked for the Children’s Values Profile 

Academic (ACER tests) Items (see Figure 5.10).  
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Figure 5.10  Distribution of total student ACER  scores n = 192. 



 100 
 

Frequency distribution was checked for the Children’s Values Profile Self-Concept 

Academic Items (see Figure 5.11).   
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Figure 5.11  Distribution of total student Academic Self-Concept scores  
n = 192. 

 

 

In addition, a correlation was calculated for ACER academic tests (Total) 

and for Children’s Values Profile Self-Concept academic items (Total) with a 

statistically significant correlation of 0.392 recorded.  

 

Finally, the ACER Test totals, and Children’s Values Profile Self-Concept 

(Mathematics, Spelling, and Reading) scores for each student were plotted as a 

scatterplot with a line of best fit calculated (see Figure 5.12).   
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Figure 5.12  Scatterplot ACER Academic Tests and Academic Self-Concept 
items (total) with line of best fit (regression) n = 192   
 

 

Reliability 

 

Internal consistency  

 

Internal consistency for the instrument under consideration was 

established by calculating Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient for the Children’s Values 

Profile data. The Children’s Values Profile data for all eligible students in Years 4 

- 7 at the trial school (n = 192) was entered into the SPSS software package and 

a Cronbach Alpha Coefficient was calculated.  The result yielded a Cronbach’s 

Alpha of 0.943, indicating a high level of internal test consistency.  
 

 Stability 

 

To check this reliability over time, a test-retest technique was used on two 

different occasions, 6 months apart.  On the first occasion (November/December 

2004) a sample of participants (n = 26) was tested twice using the CVP 
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measurement instrument and allowing a 3-week interval between the tests. 

Results from the two tests were correlated and yielded a correlation of 0.594.  

According to Muijs (2004), a correlation of above 0.7 is usually considered 

reliable for research purposes. It was postulated that the lower than expected 

test-retest correlation may have resulted from the delay between retesting (three 

weeks) or, because all of the sample students comprised a single class group, 

there may have been factors present in this particular class which affected the 

responses of the students. Consequently a second test-retest calculation was 

undertaken. On this second occasion (July 2005) a different sample of students 

(n = 72) from three different classes was tested twice using the Children’s Values 

Profile measurement instrument, allowing a one-week interval between the tests. 

Results from these two tests were correlated and yielded a correlation of 0.603.  

The correlations, item by item, between the December 2004 and July 2005 

test-retest were compared in order to identify patterns and trends. Table 5.12 

below records this data and Figure 5.13 presents the data in graph form.  
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Table 5.12 Comparison of Test/Retest correlations for Children’s Values 
Profile items (December 2004, n = 26; and July 2005, n = 72) 

 

Dimension Sub-Dimension Item
Mean 

(December 
2004) 

Mean 
(July 
2005) 

Ability 1 
2 

.709 

.554 
.883 
.620 

Appearance 3 
4 

.787 

.746 
.713 
.784 

Reading 5 
6 

.775 

.648 
.867 
.680 

Mathematics 7 
8 

.859 

.809 
.683 
.782 

Spelling 9 .737 .761 

School 10 
11 

.603 

.722 
.679 
.689 

Esteem 12 
13 

.841 

.729 
.637 
.730 

Parent Relations 14 
15 

.625 

.566 
.641 
.736 

SELF-CONCEPT 

Peer Relations 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

.667 

.686 

.848 

.762 

.931 

.761 

.680 

.713 

.662 

.823 

Bullying 
21 
22 
23 

.474 

.619 

.683 

.689 

.612 

.489 

Playing by the Rules 

24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

.591 

.379 

.354 

.816 

.758 

.531 

.492 

.451 

.326 

.658 

.487 

.512 

BEHAVIOUR 

Self-Regulation 
30 
31 
32 

.260 

.663 

.531 

.543 

.677 

.670 

Academic Self-Efficacy 33 
34 

.477 

.821 
.270 
.632 

Expressive Activities 
35 
36 
37 

.490 

.857 

.740 

.749 

.690 

.876 SELF-EXPRESSION 

Health Values 

38 
39 
40 
41 

.616 

.879 

.644 

.435 

.635 

.697 

.540 

.647 

Tolerance 
42 
43 
44 

.400 

.654 

.809 

.729 

.550 

.737 

Communication 
45 
46 
47 

.710 

.415 

.530 

.314 

.670 

.509 
SOCIAL SKILLS 

Asking for Help 
48 
49 
50 

.438 

.505 

.511 

.759 

.623 

.523 
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Table 5.12 (continued) 

Dimension Sub-Dimension Item
Mean 

(December 
2004) 

Mean 
(July 
2005) 

Safety 51 
52 

.679 

.594 
.760 
.482 

Responsibility 

53 
54 
55 
56 

.547 

.748 

.584 

.826 

.507 

.678 

.531 

.550 

Peace 
57 
58 
59 

.493 

.118 

.576 

.436 

.355 

.630 

Co-operation 

60 
61 
62 
63 

.607 

.746 

.497 

.437 

.457 

.600 

.643 

.547 

Civics 
64 
65 
66 

.532 

.533 

.871 

.651 

.441 

.496 

Caring 

67 
68 
69 
70 
71 

.487 

.518 

.702 

.668 

.634 

.461 

.355 

.415 

.437 

.494 

SCHOOL CLIMATE 

Feeling Valued 72 
73 

.645 

.299 
.743 
.654 

Self-Awareness 
74 
75 
76 

.087 

.027 

.063 

.386 

.433 

.570 

Self-Management 77 
78 

.172 

.611 
.798 
.754 

Motivation 

79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 

.510 

.828 

.561 

.530 

.745 

.279 

.530 

.816 

.533 

.480 

.492 

.622 

Self-Expression 85 
86 

.464 

.572 
.622 
.536 

EMOTIONAL 
INTELLIGENCE 

Social Competence 
87 
88 
89 

.768 

.664 

.687 

.620 

.492 

.640 

Intolerance/Racism 

90 
91 
92 
93 

.632 

.639 

.800 

.450 

.649 

.447 

.335 

.628 WORLD VIEW 

Justice 94 
95 

.304 

.758 
.642 
.651 

Total   .594 .603 
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Figure 5.13 Comparison of Test/Retest (December, n = 26; and July, n = 72) 
Children’s Values Profile item correlations recorded across the measurement 
dimensions. 

 

An inspection of this data indicates that individual items have correlations 

of 0.7 or higher, indeed in general, the dimensions of Self-Concept and Self-

Expression have correlations that equate with a correlation of 0.7.  

To ascertain which, if any, cohort of students was contributing to the major 

variances in the test-retest data the bottom quartile of student test-retest 

(December 2004) scores, calculated as means, were compared with the mean 

calculations for the top quartile of student test-retest (December 2004) scores. 

The results are recorded in Table 5.13. 
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           Table 5.13 
Comparison of low and high group Test-Retest correlations on Children’s Values 
Profile scores (December 2004) 

 
Subscale Low Group  

(n = 6) 
  M 

High Group  
(n = 6) 

 M 

Total Group 
(n = 26) 

M 

Self-Concept .639 .742 .730 

Behaviour .247 .577 .555 

Self-Expression .691 .768 .609 

Social .428 .571 .549 

School Climate .383 .568 .580 

Emotional Intelligence .330 .856 .459 

 
World View 
 

.300 .845 .597 

 
  

The means for the respective sub-dimensions show high degrees of 

variance between the low group and the high group in a number of dimensions, 

particularly World View, Emotional Intelligence, and Behaviour. In addition, the 

mean correlations calculated for the high group identifies four of the seven 

dimensions as above the statistical reliability measure of 0.7 (Muijs, 2004).  

  

Characteristics of Students with Low/High Children’s Values Profile Scores 

 
  The fourth section of findings records the characteristics of students who 

scored low or high on the Children’s Values Profile. Students below the 15th 

percentile and students above the 85th percentile were investigated. Frequency 

distribution was checked and reported in Figure 5.14 below.  
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Figure 5.14 Frequency distribution of Children’s Values Profile scores. (Low 15 
percent calculations set at 342 and below, and the High 15 percent set at 424 and 
above). 

 

In all 29 students were identified to have low scores and 33 students were 

identified as having high scores. A series of independent analysis of variance test 

ANOVAS were conducted, grouped into the sub-dimensions of the Children’s 

Values Profile, to identify possible patterns of difference between the two groups. 

The results are recorded in Table 5.14.    
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Table 5.14 
 Comparison of low and high groups on the Children’s Values Profile with scores arranged in descending F values (1, 60) 

Subscale Item 
Low Group  

(n  = 29) 
M            SD 

High Group  
(n  = 33) 

M            SD 

 
F 

(1, 60) 

 
Sig 

Social Skills (communication)  
I encourage other class members to do well at school 
Others understand what I say 
I handle problems when they happen  

 
9.48         1.48 

 
14.21        0.89 

 
238.77 

 
.000 

School Climate (responsibility) 

I pick up rubbish without being asked 
Teachers trust me to do a job 
In my school older children help younger children 
I own up when I do something wrong 

 
12.93        1.91 

 
18.91        1.35 

 
206.10 

 
.000 

Self-Concept (school) I am good at school 
School is enjoyable 

 
5.62         1.45 

 
9.39         0.83 

 
163.38 

 
.000 

Self-Expression (academic self-
efficacy) 

I try to do well at school 
If I get something wrong I redo it 

 
6.83        1.17 

 
9.67        0.60 

 
150.90 

 
.000 

School Climate (co-operation) 

I work well in a small group 
I do my share of work in the group 
Others do their share of work in the group 
People respect my opinion 

 
13.00        2.35 

 
19.06        1.52 

 
149.28 

 
.000 

School Climate (feeling valued) I feel part of this school  
My efforts are appreciated 

 
7.17         1.23 

 
9.88         0.33 

 
148.59 

 
.000 

School Climate (caring) 

In my school children care for each other 
In my school teachers care for children 
In my school other adults care for children 
I care for others in need of help 
People help me at this school  

 
18.35        2.64 

 
24.18        1.16 

 
132.88 

 
.000 

Behaviour (self-regulation) 
I wait my turn when playing games 
I like to share my things with others at school 
I listen when others are speaking 

 
10.66        1.80 

 
14.52        0.67 

 
131.68 

 
.000 
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Table 5.14 (continued) 
 

Subscale Item 
Low Group  

(n  = 29) 
M            SD 

High Group  
(n  = 33) 

M            SD 

 
F 

(1, 60) 

 
Sig 

Emotional Intelligence (motivation) 

I have goals for the future 
I look forward to growing up 
I practice to improve my results 
I participate for enjoyment 
I get involved because my friends are 
I do things to get rewards 

 
19.41        3.59 

 
27.67        2.48 

 
112.97 

 
.000 

Behaviour (playing by the rules) 

I play fair 
I think cheating is wrong 
I say sorry if I am wrong 
I am a good sport 
I do not get angry if I lose 
I follow class rules 

 
21.97        2.95 

 
28.52        1.95 

 
108.78 

 
.000 

World View (justice) 
People in Australia should give money to the poor 
people overseas 
I stick up for others even if they are not friends 

 
10.90         1.84 

 
14.52         0.76 

 
107.38 

 
.000 

School Climate (civics) 
My school is proud of me 
I am proud of my school 
I am a leader in my classroom 

 
8.86         1.87 

 
13.45        1.64 

 
106.37 

 
.000 

Social Skills (tolerance) 
I like children who are different to me 
I play with children who are different to me 
Speaking a different language is good 

 
10.41        2.01 

 
13.97        1.07 

 
78.07 

 
.000 

Emotional Intelligence (self-
expression) 

When I am happy I show it 
I can express my anger without hurting people 

 
7.07        1.19 

 
9.48        1.03 

 
72.94 

 
.000 

School Climate (peace) 
Children at this school do not get angry with each other 
My school is usually a peaceful place 
I feel peaceful in my classroom 

 
8.86         1.94 

 
12.88        1.80 

 
71.51 

 
.000 

Social Skills (asking for help) 
If I have a problem I talk to my friends 
If I have a problem I talk to a teacher 
If I have a problem I talk to my parents 

 
8.90         2.92 

 
13.76        1.48 

 
70.88 

 
.000 
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Table 5.14 (continued) 
 

Subscale Item 
Low Group  

(n  = 29) 
M            SD 

High Group  
(n  = 33) 

M            SD 

 
F 

(1, 60) 

 
Sig 

 
School Climate (safety) 

I feel safe at this school 
I know what to do to keep myself safe 

 
7.97         1.40 

 
9.94         0.24 

 
63.48 

 
.000 

Emotional Intelligence (self-
management) 

When people upset me I can get over it 
I know how to control my temper 

 
6.62         2.04 

 
9.58        0.66 

 
61.79 

 
.000 

Self-Concept (esteem) I am a good person 
I like the way I am 

 
7.38         1.80 

 
9.79         0.42 

 
55.77 

 
.000 

Self-Expression (expressive 
activities) 

Doing art is important to me 
Doing music is important to me 
Doing dance is important to me 

 
7.45        1.99 

 
11.42        2.29 

 
52.43 

 
.000 

Self-Concept (parent relations) I get on well with my parent(s) 
My parent(s) is (are) proud of me  8.00         1.31 9.79          0.55 51.47 .000 

Emotional Intelligence (social 
competence) 

I get upset when I see others upset 
I help if someone is hurt 
I feel for others who are worse off than me 

 
9.41         2.56 

 
13.39        1.87 

 
49.75 

 
.000 

World View (intolerance / racism) 

I care for people who look different 
I treat people well even if they look different 
I get upset when I see someone from another country 
being made fun of 
When I grow up I will help poor people overseas 

 
14.41        2.85 

 
18.48        1.66 

 
48.69 

 
.000 

Self-Concept (peer relations) 

I am popular 
I join in with other children 
I have lots of friends 
I make friends with boys 
I make friends with girls 

 
15.93        4.08 

 
21.70        3.08 

 
40.05 

 
.000 

Self-Expression (health values) 

Eating healthy food is important to me 
Playing sport is important to me 
Being fit is important to me 
When I am an adult I will not smoke 

 
15.83        2.67 

 
19.21        1.62 

 
37.40 

 
.000 
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Table 5.14 (continued) 
 

Subscale Item 
Low Group  

(n  = 29) 
M            SD 

High Group  
(n  = 33) 

M            SD 

 
F 

(1, 60) 

 
Sig 

Self-Concept (appearance) I am good looking 
I am happy with the way I look 

 
6.59         1.94 

 
8.91         1.04 

 
35.76 

 
.000 

Emotional Intelligence (self-
awareness) 

I know when I am happy 
I know when I am sad 
I know when I am nervous 

 
13.24        1.70 

 
14.88        0.33 

 
29.27 

 
.000 

Self-Concept (spelling) I am good at spelling  
3.00         1.17 

 
4.36         0.86 

 
27.94 

 
.000 

Self-Concept (ability) I can run a long way 
I can throw a small ball a long way 

 
6.83         1.49 

 
8.42         1.20 

 
21.82 

 
.000 

Self-Concept (reading) I am good at reading 
Reading is interesting 

 
6.72         2.40 

 
8.91         1.28 

 
20.61 

 
.000 

Self-Concept(maths) I am good at maths 
Maths is interesting 

 
7.03         2.29 

 
8.33         1.87 

 
6.05 

 
.017 

Behaviour (bullying) 
I get teased by some children 
Some children pick on me at school 
I boss other children 

 
7.28        2.53 

 
5.73        3.21 

 
4.35 

 
.041 
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The data in Table 5.14 indicates differences between the low group and the 

high group in a range of aspects relating to social interaction, social competence, 

and elements of emotional intelligence. Specific student sociometric testing, and 

the analysis of interview data from both students and teachers revealed details of 

the variances between the low and high groups.  

     

Sociometric Data for Low / High Score Students 
 

Gender 

 

The data for the low group revealed that 81% of the students in this group 

were boys while only 19% were girls indicating that boys are over-represented in 

this group. The data for the high group however, showed a 50% girl and a 50% 

boy representation.  

 

Friendships 

 

A comparison of the friendship score for each student revealed the 

following:  

Low score group: 

• after the nominations of three friends by each student were 

tabulated, 50% of students in the low group received either no 

stated friends or they only recorded mutual friendships 

• the total number of friends attracted by the members of the low 

group (n = 29) was 69 (M = 2.38) 

• 81% of the students in the low group were boys and 19% being 

girls with the boys attracting marginally fewer friends per person (M 

= 2.29) than the girls (M = 2.57).  
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High score group:  

• after the nominations of three friends by each student were 

tabulated, 27% of students in the high group received either no 

stated friends or they had only mutual friendships 

• the total number of friends attracted by the members of the high 

group (n = 33) was 103 (M = 3.12) 

• boys and girls were equally represented in the high score group 

with boys attracting marginally more friends per person (M = 3.27) 

than the girls (M = 3.09) 

 

The gender and friendship data is displayed in Figure 5.15. 

 

Figure 5.15 Comparative friendship numbers for low and high score students on 
the Children’s Values Profile N = 62 
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Interviews with low / high score students 

 

Q.1.Favourite TV show. 

 Students from both the low scores group and high scores group reported 

viewing a similar mix of TV shows. Further, they watched them for similar reasons 

namely for enjoyment or for the humour portrayed in the program. 

 

Q.2. Favourite sport. 

 Again students from both groups reported a mixture of different sporting 

interests, however their reasons were very different. The students from the low 

group reported that they enjoyed playing the game because they were “good at it”, 

or similar, five of the six students from the high score group said that they enjoyed 

the sport because, “you get to meet new people/friends”, you “help the team.” 

Social reasons were prominent among the students from the high score group. 

 

Q.3.Describe yourself. 

 While most of the students were able to give a response to this question 

significantly the students from the low score group gave fewer details with two 

students finding it difficult to respond. Indeed one student from the low score 

group could, despite repeated prompting, give no response at all. 

 

Q.4. How much reading do you do and what type of books do you read? 

 Reading patterns were similar between the two groups with both groups 

selecting reading material across a range of genre including adventure, humour, 

and books with moral messages. The main difference between the two groups 

was that low scoring students in general read for less time. 

 

Q.5. Describe a typical weekend. 

 Students from the high score group all reported that either they visited 

friends or had friends over to their house and/or engaged in family activities. On 

the other hand students from the low scoring group commonly reported that they, 

“usually just stayed home”. 

 

Q.6. Outside of school, how many clubs do you belong to? 
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 Five of the six students in the high score group belong to two clubs outside 

of school, while five of the six students in the low score group belong to only one 

club outside of school. The remaining two students did not belong to any clubs 

outside of school. 

 

Q.7. How much time do you spend playing computer games and what type of 

games do you play? 

Both groups of students reported that they spent a similar amount of time, 

on average each week, playing either computer or electronic games. Any 

difference lay in the type of game that the students played. Two (1/3) of the 

students in the low score group elected to play games that involved violence 

including killing, whereas no students in the high score group chose to play such 

games, rather choosing games which involved construction or sporting interests. 

 

Q.8. Describe your best friend at school. 

 All students were able to describe their best friend at school, although two 

students from the high score group insisted that they had more than one best 

friend. 

 

Q.9. Describe your best friend outside of school. 

 All students were able to describe their best friend outside of school, 

although two students from the low score group reported that they had no best 

friend outside of school.  

While students from both groups described their friends, both in school 

friends and out of school friends, in terms of their physical attributes, “blonde hair”, 

“very active,” “plays handball well” and the like, students from the high score 

group also described their friends in terms of qualities such as “trustworthy,” “kind 

and caring”, “honest”, “responsible”, “corrects me”. Such qualities were not 

reported, with the exception of one student (“always encourages me”), among the 

responses of the students from the low score group.  

 

Q.10. Should boys, when they grow up, stay at home, if they choose, to care for 

their children? 



 116 
 

 All students, except two from the low score group felt that it was a good 

idea that men, who so choose, stay at home to care for their children. The two 

dissenting students appear to have misunderstood the question, indicating that 

boys would not be responsible, and that, “they wouldn’t listen to their parents”.     

 

Q.11. Choice of adult career. 

 The students in the high score group nominated a range of ‘professions’ 

involving, in the main, university study (veterinarian, teacher, doctor, engineer, 

physiotherapist, CSIRO scientist) while students in the low score group nominated 

a range of ‘creative’ job choices (songwriter-author, florist, something with dogs, 

builder, games designer) plus one student nominating ‘doctor’ as his choice. 

 

Q.12. Reasons for offering encouragement to classmates. 

 Students from the low score group focused on an ‘emotional’ line of 

reasoning indicating that the encouragement made the recipients feel better (“it 

might cheer them up”, “makes them feel happy”, “if you don’t they might think that 

you don’t like them”). The students from the high score group on the other hand 

focused on the achievement or outcome for the recipient (“they are more likely to 

perform better”, “encouragement helps them to do hard things”, “it will help them 

do better”). 

 

Q.13. Reaction to losing; informing the referee if a mistake is made. 

 All students, except one, gave similar response to their reaction to losing, 

indicating that it was “just a game” and that playing and enjoying the game was 

worthwhile in itself. One student, from the low score group, differed and he 

reported that he “hated losing”.  

With respect to ‘informing the referee if a mistake is made,’ half of the students in 

the low score group indicated that they would tell the referee, while five of the six 

students in the high score group said that they would. The remaining students 

were ambivalent about the issue, deciding to make a call at the time of the 

mistake. 

Q.14. Simon (or Sally) is not a very popular person at school. Simon continually 
pushes in front of children when we line up to go into class. Indeed Simon has 
pushed in front of you on more than one occasion and once he bumped you over 
and didn’t even say sorry. Your two best friends have just told you that they have 
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stolen Simon’s school hat and that means that he won’t be able to play outside 
(no hat, no play rule) at lunchtime. What would you do? 
 
 All six respondents from the high score group reported that they would tell 

their friends, who took Simon’s (Sally’s) hat, to give it back because they thought 

it, “would have a big impact on Simon”. That is to say Simon would miss out on 

play, and through not having his hat returned, Simon would suffer from a form of 

bullying. Similarly five of the six respondents from the low score group reported 

that they would tell their friends, who took Simon’s hat, to give it back, although 

their reasons for doing so were to help her, “get more popular”, to “show her 

kindness”, “become her friend” and help her to “become a better person”. The 

sixth respondent, from the low score group, said that you should, “try not to get 

involved”.    

 

Q.15. A controversial piece of art: 
The exhibit, displayed in a Danish art gallery, featured a live goldfish swimming in 
a blender. The power lead for the blender was connected to the power socket 
and the power switch was turned on. Visitors viewing the exhibit were given the 
possibility of pressing the blender button to transform the fish into a runny liquid.  
The artist wanted to see what the viewer would do. 
Would you press the button? Explain your choice of action. 
 
 Ten of the students indicated that they would not turn the blender on 

because it was wrong to hurt or harm a fish. The students from the high score 

group defended their decision by claiming that the “fish has feelings just like 

humans”, and “it is cruel”, while the students from the low score group asserted 

that “it’s not fair to the fish”, and “all nature deserves to live”. The two students 

who said that they would turn the blender on, one student from each group, did 

so because “they wanted me to do it”, and “I would like to see what would 

happen”.     
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Interviews with teachers of the students with low / high scores  

  

Q.1. Would you see this child as a leader? 

 Teachers report that all of the students in the high score group have 

displayed evidence of leadership, while it was reported that only half of the 

students in low score group displayed leadership qualities, with two students 

reported as showing little or no evidence of leadership. 

 

Q.2. Does this child readily seek help from a) class teacher, b) from classmates? 

 While the levels of help from either teacher or classmates, across both 

groups ranged from “vary rarely” to “absolutely yes”, only one student in the high 

score group was reported as never asking for help, the reverse was the case for 

case for students in the low score group with only one student reported as 

seeking help from both teacher and classmates. 

 

Q.3. How well does this child express him/her self? 

 There appears to be no reported separating difference between the two 

groups with both sets of students reported as expressing themselves from 

“extremely well” to “not well”.  

 

Q.4. How often and how early, in the selection process, is this child selected by 
their peers in team games? 
 
 Students, it is reported, in the low score group are generally picked “mid-

range” to “towards the end” of the selection process, while students in the high 

score group were consistently selected from “mid-range” to “one of the first to be 

picked”.  

 

Q.5. At break times does this child join in/sit with a group or do they sit alone or 
perhaps sit only with one friend? 
 
 All students in the low score group either sit alone (n=3) or in a very small 

group (n=3), by contrast all student from the high score group choose to sit with 

or join a group of friends at break times. 
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Q.6. Does this child display empathy? 

 There appears to be no reported separating difference between the two 

groups with both sets of students reported as displaying empathy from “often” to 

“always”, with the exception of just one student from the low score group who 

was reported as “never” displaying empathy. 

 

Q.7. Is this child an encourager of other students? To what extent? 

 Again there appears to be no reported separating difference between the 

two groups with both sets of students reported as being regular encouragers of 

their classmates, and again, with the exception of just one student from the low 

score group who was reported as displaying “zero” encouragement to fellow 

classmates. 

 

Q.8. How would you describe this child’s social competence? 

 Students from the low score group generally rated as “below average” to 

“very poor” with just one student rating above average but with the caveat that he 

only relates well to adults. By contrast the students in the high score group rated 

“average” to “fine, very confident”. 

 

Q.9. How does this child handle group settings and group work? 

 Students from the low score group generally rated as “finding this difficult” 

to “not very well” with just one student rating “very well, very accommodating”. By 

contrast the students in the high score group rated “good participation” to 

“excellent, extremely well”. 

 

Q.10. How well does this child handle him/her self in the face of a setback? 

 Almost all students from both groups rated above “average” to “well above 

average” in their resilience capabilities, with the students in the high score group 

judged as marginally more resilient. 
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Q.11. How well does this child handle him/her self in the face of a dispute?  

 Again almost all students from both groups were rated in the “adequate” to 

“extremely well” range for their individual capacity to manage and even resolve 

conflict, with the students in the high score group judged as marginally more 

capable.   

Leximancer software analysis 

 

Figure 5.16 pictorially presents a conceptual map for the children’s 

interview responses for the Low group and Figure 5.17 pictorially presents a 

conceptual map for the children’s interview responses for the High group.  

 

 
 

Figure 5.16 Leximancer analysis of interview transcripts for low Children’s 
Values Profile score students n = 6 
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Figure 5.17 Leximancer analysis of interview transcripts for high Children’s 
Values Profile score students n = 6 
 
A review of the verbal patterns and taxonomies of the sample of students 

comprising the low score group on the Children’s Values Profile (Figure 5.16) 

compared with the sample of students comprising the high score group on the 

Children’s Values Profile (Figure 5.17) indicates a number of qualitative and 

quantitative differences. After excluding some peripheral words, power, home, 

basically, and stuff, the words used by the low group of students characteristically 

cluster in two groups along an axis from lower left to upper right of Figure 5.16 

with the names of three students (S1, S2, S4) clustered in the centre. The two 

groups of words are aligned thus because they were used in association with 

each other during the interview conversations. The first group comprises; play, 

games, game, clubs, wall, with the second group comprised of; should, school, 

friend, people, turned. This indicates that the students from the low group did not, 

during the interviews, strongly associate play, games, game, clubs, with school, 

friend, or people. Indeed the clusters indicate that these students did not report a 

connection between play and games (which were principally computer games) 

with social activity involving, school or friends. 

By contrast, the words used by students from the high group, form a cluster 

around a central point with additional words associating in concentric circles 
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(Figure 5.17). The central cluster includes; play, game, and encourage, with the 

next circle formed by; home, school, friend, people, with clubs, teams, action, 

back, and time forming an outer circle. The names of all six students (S7, S8, S9, 

S10, S11, S12) are located around the perimeter of the matrix. The students from 

the high group appear to associate, play, game, with home, school, friend, people, 

and in turn with clubs, teams, action. In short, the students from the high group 

appear to participate in, and to value, strong social contacts.   

In order to examine this finding further, a check was undertaken on the 

relative counts of these concepts/words for the students in the low group (Table 

5.15) compared with the students from the high group (Table 5.16). Again 

students from the high group used the words school (41.3%), play (52.8%), and 

people 33.3%) relatively more often than the students from the low group (school, 

34%; play, 30.1%; and people, 30.1%). In addition, students from the low group 

used the term friend (19.5%) much less frequently than did the students from the 

high group (24.1%). This again indicates a stronger social connection of school, 

play, people and friends, amongst students from the high group compared with 

their counterparts from the low group.  

The students from the low group used the word should (17.5%) almost half 

as frequently as did the high group (31.0%). 

Table 5.15 
Leximancer analysis - word ranking low group interviews n = 6 

Concept Absolute 
Count  

Relative 
Count     

school 66  34%    
play 60  30.9%    

people 60  30.9%    
games 58  29.8%    
game 50  25.7%    

computer 48  24.7%    
stuff 44  22.6%    

friend 38  19.5%    
should 34  17.5%    

basically 32  16.4%    
home 30  15.4%    
power 12  6.1%    
wall 12  6.1%    

turned 12  6.1%    
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clubs 12  6.1%    
 
Table 5.16 
Leximancer analysis - word ranking high group interviews n = 6 

Concept  Absolute 
Count  

Relative 
Count    

 play  46   52.8%   
 school  36   41.3%   
 people  29   33.3%   
 should  27   31%   
 game  23   26.4%   
 friend  21   24.1%   
 time  20   22.9%   
 Yeah  20   22.9%   
 encourage  18   20.6%   
 back  17   19.5%   
 home  13   14.9%   
 action  7   8%   
 teams  6   6.8%   
 clubs  6   6.8%   

 
Finally an examination of the relative counts of the word usage of the high 

and low groups was made to ascertain additional qualitative differences between 

the two groups (see Table 5.17). In particular the examination involved the 

identification of words exclusive to one group of students only. The students from 

the low group alone reported involvement with games, which, an examination of 

the original transcripts reveals, involved high levels of computer games use. This 

observation was further supported by the exclusive use of computer by the low 

group of students. Other words exclusive to the low group, but rating as lower in 

the relative word count are; basically, power, wall, and turned. 

The students from the high group on the other hand exclusively used the 

words; time, encourage, back, action and teams. Indicating a propensity for these 

students to report being active as individuals and also to be socially involved 

(action) with their peers through encourage(ment) and team participation.  

Several words exclusively used by one group only were considered as less 

than important since they often only “filled in the gaps” in the conversations, for 

example, yeah, and stuff.  
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Table 5.17 
Leximancer analysis - word usage ranking from student interviews, 
comparison of low and high groups n = 12 

Word Relative Count (%) 
 Low Group High Group 
School 34.00 41.30 
Play 30.90 52.80 
People 30.90 33.30 
Games 29.80  
Game 25.75 26.4 
Computer 24.70  
Time  22.90 
Yeah  22.90 
Stuff 22.60  
Encourage  20.60 
Back  19.50 
Friend  19.50 24.10 
Should 17.50 31.00 
Basically 16.40  
Home 15.40 14.90 
Action  8.00 
Teams  6.80 
Power 6.10  
Wall 6.10  
Turned 6.10  
Clubs 6.10 6.80 
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CHAPTER 6 
 

DISCUSSION  

 

  In this chapter discussion points are organised into four sections, namely; 

(i) the Children’s Values Profile pilot study with its development, normative data, 

gender, age, and socio-economic factors, (ii) factor structure of the Children’s 

Values Profile, (iii) validity and reliability of the Children’s Values Profile, and (iv) 

the characteristics of a sample of students with low values scores compared with 

a sample of students with high values scores. 

 

Children’s Values Profile Pilot Study  

 

The Development of the Measurement Instrument  

 
The Children’s Values Profile measurement instrument was developed 

over time and underwent several iterations as the academic literature, feedback 

from teachers in the field, and importantly feedback from the students in the trial 

school, informed revisions and developments. It is noted that the values 

measurement instrument designed by Lovat and Schofield (1998), was generated 

with no recorded input from the children themselves. The current research 

recognises the importance of involving children in the developmental phase of a 

values measurement instrument. 

Feedback from students during the developmental stages of the Children’s 

Values Profile indicates that even with the best of adult intentions and careful 

preparation of the wording of each item, students do not necessarily read or 

understand the adult constructed response items as they were intended. The 

construction process of the Children’s Values Profile confirmed the assertion by 

Woodhead and Faulkner (2000) that children’s true competencies are revealed 

only in situations that make sense to them. If the child does not share the 

experimenter’s understanding of the words being used, then a failure to complete 

the task or to respond in a manner expected by the researcher might well be due 

to a breakdown in communication rather than the child’s inability to reason 

appropriately.  
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Establishing norms for the instrument 

 

Measures such as the Children’s Values Profile have greater value if their 

normative values inform schools how they ‘benchmark’ their performance to the 

total sample. Table 5.1 summarizes the normative values for the Children’s 

Values Profile dimensions, computed from the combined schools’ sample of 848 

participants across a range of SES and location settings.  

 

Indications from the comparison of Children’s Values Profile scores by Gender  

 

A consideration of the Children’s Values Profile items for which there are 

significant differences in mean scores and where the means for boys are higher 

than the means for girls, which number nine items in total, it is noted that boys 

scored higher than girls in areas involving physical activity, mathematics, 

friendships with boys, and doing things ‘to get rewards’ or ‘because their friends 

are involved’. It is also noted that more than half of the significant differences 

attributed to boys were in the dimensions of Self-Concept, with one difference 

recorded in both Behaviour and Self-Expression, with a further two differences 

recorded in the dimensions of Emotional Intelligence. 

 Girls on the other hand, account for 86% of the significant differences in 

mean scores. These differences in mean scores are recorded for Children’s 

Values Profile items that range across all seven Children’s Values Profile 

dimensions. Notably, girls record higher means than boys, exclusively for the 

dimensions of Social Skills, School Climate and World View, with significant 

differences in means recorded for girls for all items in the dimension of World 

View.  

 Whereas boys record mean scores higher than girls in areas involving 

physical activity, mathematics, friendships with boys, and doing things ‘to get 

rewards’ or ‘because their friends are involved’, girls scored means higher than 

boys across all areas of the Children’s Values Profile except the specific areas of 

physical activities. Oakland, Faulkner, and Bassett (2004) point to the possibility 

of temperament influencing the formation of values and the recorded differences 

between the mean scores for boys compared to the mean score for girls. 
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Differences in temperament, associated with gender, it has been argued, are 

present early in life and increase with age with boys between the ages of 8 to 12 

displaying higher levels of activity and sensitivity compared to older boys 

(Oakland et al., 2004). The data from the current study reflects the propensity of 

boys to value active/sporting pursuits, and the Children’s Values Profile data 

support the finding that girls display higher levels of sensitivity. For example, girls 

scored higher means than boys, exclusively for the sub-dimensions of Social 

Skills, School Climate and World View. The items in these dimensions, in the 

main, reflect the need for sensitivities, for example No.43. I play with children who 

are different to me, No.70. I care for others in need of help, and No.92. I get upset 

when I see someone from another country being made fun of.  

 Girls scoring higher than boys in the dimensions of Social Skills, School 

Climate and World View may also be explained, in part, by the research that 

supports that girls are stronger than boys in social relationships (Bukowski, 

Newcomb & Hartup, 1996; Gilligan, 1993; Kutnick & Kington, 2005; Powell, 

2004). Further, Kutnick and Kington’s (2005) research in the area of primary 

school friendships found girls were more concerned about interpersonal 

understanding of fairness and kindness than boys. Boys on the other hand 

preferred active pursuits with their peers, a finding supported by the Children’s 

Values Profile data. In addition, Erwin (1993) noted that the female experience of 

childhood intimate, dyadic play produces a style of moral reasoning emphasizing 

empathy and sensitivity.  

The findings that girls generally recorded higher mean scores for values 

items, support the research of Lovat and Schofield (1998) whose work identified a 

large and significant difference between males and females for both experimental 

and control groups for integrity and equality, with females having higher scores on 

both these variables. This suggested that all females were starting from a much 

higher base-line level on these issues. The values dimensions of ‘integrity’ and 

‘equality’ (Lovat & Schofield, 1998) correspond, in part, with the Children’s Values 

Profile dimensions of World View, and the Behaviour items exploring ‘cheating’, 

‘playing fairly’, and ‘apologizing.’ In all cases the girls displayed significantly higher 

mean scores compared with the mean scores for the boys indicating support for 

the corresponding findings of the Lovat and Schofield, (1998) study.  
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While differences in means recorded for boys and girls are statistically 

significant at the p < 0.05 level what is not shown is the difference between 

‘reality’ and ‘perception’ in the responses. Boys, for example, indicate that they 

are “Good at maths”, (boys mean = 4.14; girls mean = 3.65) whereas a check of 

their actual mean results for ACER Tests for mathematics (Trial School results) 

compared with the mean test results for girls reveals no statistical difference 

between the two groups. The existence of an internal frame of reference helps to 

explain why the actual results (ACER Tests for mathematics) are different from 

the perceived self-reported responses (Moller & Koller, 2001b). In terms of an 

internal frame of reference effect it is reported that students, apart from comparing 

their own performance to that of others, also compare their own achievement in a 

given subject with that in other subjects. It is claimed that even below-average 

students can develop a relatively positive dimension-specific self-concept in a 

particular subject, provided they perceive themselves as more capable in this 

particular subject than in another (Moller & Koller, 2001b; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 

2002).   

The extent to which ‘perception’ is measured over against the 

measurement of ‘reality’ in the measuring of children’s values is yet to be 

determined. Perhaps a combination of self-reporting measures, peer reporting 

measures together with the considered responses from teachers and significant 

others, will begin to identify, in a particular student, ‘perceived’ values scores 

compared with ‘real’ measures of their values. 

 

Indications from the comparison of Children’s Values Profile scores by Age 

 

A consideration of significant grade differences across Children’s Values 

Profile items indicates that the Children’s Values Profile is a developmental stable 

instrument. However, there is some variability by age in some items. Where 

differences between younger and older children occur they tend to be more 

‘concrete’ or ‘practical’ in orientation for younger children (I am happy with the way 

I look; I pick up rubbish; School is enjoyable) and more ‘abstract’ in orientation for 

older children (I am popular; I do not get angry if I lose; I treat people well even if 

they are different). This may reflect a cognitive and language development and 
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maturity with older students having a greater comprehension of the pragmatics of 

language (Baron, 2001; Berns, 2004). 

 

Indications from the comparison of SES 

 

Comparison of low SES school Children’s Values Profile scores compared 

with high SES school scores (Table 5.7) reveals significant differences in almost 

one third of Children’s Values Profile items. It is noted that students from the high 

SES school had higher scores on these items except one (As an adult I will not 

smoke). In addition, the dimensions of Self-Expression, and Social Skills were the 

dimensions where more than half of the items displayed significant differences 

between the low and high SES school respondents. The dimension, World View, 

had no items of significant difference. 

A number of studies have shown significant correlations between family 

socio-economic status (SES) and individual differences in social comprehension 

(Cole & Mitchell, 2000; Cutting & Dunn, 1999; Holmes, Black, & Miller, 1996). In 

overview, there is substantial evidence linking low SES to less optimal outcomes 

in social comprehension with one of the contributing factors to the discrepancy in 

social comprehension between low SES children and high SES children being 

parent expectation and styles (Bradley & Corwyn, 2002). High SES parents 

engage children in more conversations, read to them more, and provide more 

teaching experiences (Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000). Their conversations are richer, 

contain more child responsiveness (Hoff-Ginsberg & Tardif, 1995), and their 

teaching style includes more scaffolding and complex verbal strategies (Hart & 

Risley, 1995).  

Parents identified as coming from a low SES, on the other hand, are less 

likely to purchase reading and learning materials for their children, less likely to 

take their children to educational and cultural events, and less likely to regulate 

the amount of television their children watch (Blank, Rose, & Berlin, 1978; 

Bradley & Corwyn, 2002; Hess, Holloway, Price, & Dickson, 1982). The resulting 

effect is a reduced language use compared to high SES students, and a 

corresponding contrast in social comprehension (Bradley & Corwyn, 2002; Burt, 

Holm, & Dodd, 1999).  



 130 
 

The main difference, Hughes and Leekam (2004) pointed out, between low 

and high SES children and which contributed most to children’s social 

comprehension was the variety of social life. The variety of social life experiences 

may be a contributing factor in the significant differences in scores between the 

low SES students and the high SES students in this current study indeed it may 

be a contributing factor in the values formation of primary school students. In 

addition, SES contrasts in language use, an integral element of social 

comprehension, are widely recognized (Bradley & Corwyn, 2002; Burt, Holm, & 

Dodd, 1999). A ‘Matthew, or the rich-get-richer, effect’, that has been shown to be 

an important source of achievement variance in many areas of children’s literacy 

development (Stanovich, 1986) may well prevail also in social comprehension, an 

integral element of values formation. 

 

Factor Structure of the Children’s Values Profile 

 

Children’s Values Profile: Descriptive Version (95 items) 

  Based on the explorative factor analysis seven factors were identified in 

the Children’s Values Profile: rules for social living, school climate, charity, 

friendships and non-friendships/bullying, academic disciplines, sporting activities, 

emotional intelligence. Each of these factors was built from item clusters. The 

information was used to develop a confirmatory factor model that was used to 

test the fit of each of these factors and the strength of their causal pathways in 

relationship with each other.  

Children’s Values Profile: Screening Version (24 items) 

 Examination of a number of alternative models, developed from various 

combinations of items selected from the bank of 95 items, indicated that the 

seven-factor (seven dimensions) model, as originally proposed, fitted the data 

well. When evaluating models, the concern was not only with deriving the best fit 

statistics; the aim also was to estimate a model that could be interpreted 

theoretically. The model that was both conceptually meaningful and provided a 

good fit to the sample data contained seven factors, derived from 24 items. 
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 The seven factors that were identified were interpreted in the following 

ways. Factor I consisted of seven items related to rules for social living and 

personal acceptance. Factor II consisted of two items pertaining to friendships 

and non-friendships/bullying. Factor III consisted of three items associated with 

assisting others/charity. Factor IV consisted of two items associated with 

academic disciplines. Factor V consisted of five items that pertain to school 

climate. Factor VI consisted of three items associated with sporting activities, with 

Factor VII consisting of two items loading on a factor pertaining to creativity.   

 

Differences between the Descriptive and Screening Versions of the Children’s 

Values Profile 

 

While it may be argued that the Children’s Values Profile, screening 

version, subsequently developed from the Children’s Values Profile descriptive 

version, is a more streamlined instrument, that children will more quickly be able 

to complete, the loss of a number of the Children’s Values Profile (descriptive 

version) items appears to reduce the ability of the Children’s Values Profile 

instrument to identify a range of values responses. In the process of reducing the 

number of items contained in the Children’s Values Profile instrument (screening 

version) it also potentially reduces the capacity of the instrument to give 

indications to school personnel concerning the remediation of the elements or 

even dimensions comprising children’s values. 

On the other hand, an advantage of the screening version, with its 

restricted number of item responses (24 items), is that it will take less time to 

administer and significantly less time for data entry.  

Importantly the core factor structure of both instruments remains the same.  

 

Uses and limitations of the full instrument  

 

The Children’s Values Profile, descriptive version, was designed to meet 

several criteria for psychometric testing of children’s values, that is, to be an 

instrument that respondents could complete with ease and that would be broadly 

applicable and multidimensional in its description of children’s values. It is 

proposed that the Children’s Values Profile would describe the values of individual 
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students in a cohort of students and, when considered as a group, the data would 

yield general descriptions of the values of that particular cohort of students. 

Further, it is proposed that such information may be of benefit to school personnel 

such as the Principal/Deputy Principal, teachers, guidance officers, school 

counsellors, School Council and shared, in partnership, with parents. Such 

information may also be of use to School system authorities.    

Specifically, the Children’s Values Profile instrument yields a score for each 

of the character value items from which an average score for each dimension can 

be calculated. This can potentially assist school officials to identify the values 

dimensions that are strongest or, alternatively, the dimensions most in need of 

improvement or development across the cohort of students for whom values 

measurement was undertaken. For example, after examining for outliers, it may 

be observed that the respondents from a particular school, on average, rate below 

the normed means for a particular dimension, or dimensions. Directed attention in 

the form of curriculum development or enrichment activities designed to enhance 

the development of a particular suite of behaviours may result. School officials will 

gain greater precision in identification of strengths, or otherwise, in their school’s 

values program as the instrument is normed using a larger, more representative 

sample. 

It is noted however, that some volatility and therefore reliability was present 

in some items (Test-Retest data) located in the dimensions of School Climate, 

Behaviour, and Social Skills. Some of this volatility may be attributable to the 

school environment and peer pressure. Social learning theorists claim that 

individuals develop morality, predominantly by learning the rules of acceptable 

behaviour from their external social environment (Bandura, 1991; Rich & DeVitis, 

1994). Underpinning social learning theories of morality and also values 

development is an emphasis on relational contexts, indeed young people live and 

act in consort with others and their lives are structured by their ties to each other 

(Schott & Bellin, 2001; Stein & Markus, 1994). The relational construction of 

morality and also values development may well change over time as friendships 

wax and wane and the school environment evolves, and it is proposed, that these 

changes may be reflected in the volatility and fluctuating reliability of some of the 

items located in the dimensions of School Climate, Behaviour and Social Skills.  
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Another factor affecting the real measure of a student’s values profile and 

therefore the potential reliability of the Children’s Values Profile instrument is the 

propensity of students to over-rate their responses. The literature highlights two 

possible contributing factors in students’ over-rated responses, namely personal 

honesty and the effects of narcissism.  

Firstly, Moller and Savyon (2003) demonstrated the tendency for an 

individual to rate one’s own honesty higher than one’s own intelligence, such that 

individuals think that they are considerably more moral but only slightly more 

intelligent than others. The resulting self-enhancing descriptions are stronger for 

characteristics pertaining to morality than for those pertaining to intelligence. 

Other researchers have referred to this effect, particularly in the domain of self-

concept, as a ‘frame of reference’ effect (Marsh, 1986, 1990a; 1990b; Marsh, 

Walker, & Debus, 1991; Moller & Koller, 2001a, Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2002). 

According to the frame of reference model, students not only use social 

comparisons to evaluate their performance (external frame of reference) but they 

also use dimensional comparisons (internal frame of reference) to compare their 

own achievement in one subject with that of other subjects. An example of the 

application of an external frame of reference would be; if a student’s mathematics 

achievement is lower than their classmates’ achievement, then their math self-

concept will be lower too (Moller & Koller, 2001a). On the other hand, the 

existence of an internal frame of reference helps to explain why typically there 

are only very low correlations between different academic self-concepts and why 

academic self-concepts are domain-specific (Moller & Koller, 2001b). Given 

positive correlations between academic achievement in two subjects (e.g. 

mathematics and reading), positive correlations between the corresponding 

domain-specific academic self-concepts can be expected. However, empirical 

studies reveal the correlations between verbal and math self-concepts to be 

much weaker (or even zero) than those of the respective achievement indicators. 

For example, Marsh, Walker and Debus (1991), found that better verbal skills 

lead to a better verbal self-concept based on student external comparisons with 

classmates’ achievements in verbal domains, but to a poorer math self-concept 

based on internal comparisons with one’s poorer achievements in math. 
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Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2002), asserted that students use multiple frames 

of reference when making self-judgments, and indicate that ‘frame of reference’ 

factors potentially apply across all students.  

A second factor affecting the real measure of a student’s values profile is 

the effect of narcissism. Narcissism has been described as “a feeling of 

grandiosity used to bolster and enhance a rather fragile self-esteem” (Stucke, 

2003. p. 465). This description appears to imply that narcissism is a pathology 

however the wider literature reports that narcissistic vulnerability is a central 

feature of both normal and pathological adolescence (Aalsma & Lapsley, 1999; 

Bleiberg, 1994; McCarty & Baumeister, 1997) with degrees of influence, rather 

than presence or absence, being the important mediating factor. For example, 

Sedikides, Rudich, Gregg, Kumashiro, and Rusbult (2004) found that ‘normal’ 

narcissists have a high positive self-perception themselves and a moderate self-

perception of others, whereas high narcissists have a positive perception of self 

but a negative perception of others. Kerr, Patton, Lapan, and Hills (1994) reported 

gender differences with narcissism and suggested that girls scored higher on 

measures of shame-proneness and nurturing and co-operative behaviours, than 

did boys. Boys on the other hand scored higher than do girls on measures of 

superiority and of critical, self-enhancing, and leading behaviours. Further it was 

noted that social pressure enforced gender role compliance. 

To accommodate for narcissism in the data, it is important to acknowledge 

that self-ratings are generally skewed towards the positive confirming why it is 

more important to interpret the student’s normative score compared to the 

norming population, rather than use the student’s raw score to identify if the 

student has high, low or median values (Marsh, 1988).    

Validity and Reliability of the Children’s Values Profile 
 

The self-rating data 

 

When considering the self-rating data, it is noted that there is variability in 

the gender data and it was recorded that girls rated themselves lower than boys 

on maths, but not English although there was no significant difference in 

achievement scores by gender. Such a finding is support of a frame of reference 
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effect (Marsh, 1986, 1990a; 1990b; Moller & Koller, 2001a), where students not 

only use social comparisons to evaluate their performance (external frame of 

reference) but they also use self-reflective dimensional comparisons (internal 

frame of reference) to compare their own achievement in one subject with that of 

other subjects. Marsh, Walker and Debus (1991), reported that better verbal skills 

lead to a better verbal self-concept based on student external comparisons with 

classmates’ achievements in verbal domains, but to a poorer math self-concept 

based on internal comparisons with one’s poorer achievements in math.  

Concurrent validity measures were applied to this measurement 

instrument using three measures selected to match three of the dimensions of 

the CVP, namely; Rowe Behavioral Rating Inventory (1999) (Behaviour 

dimension), Learning Environment Inventory 3rd version (Fraser, Anderson, & 

Walberg, 1982) (School Climate dimension), and standardized tests (Self-

Concept dimensions) for Spelling (South Australian Spelling Test; Sacre & 

Masterson, 2000) Reading (Progressive Achievement Test – Reading; ACER, 

1997) and Mathematics (Progressive Achievement Test – Mathematics; ACER, 

1997).  

Marsh, Relich, and Smith (1983) for example demonstrated that Math 

achievement was substantially correlated with Math self-concept (0.55), less 

correlated with self-concepts in other academic areas (Reading, 0.21; General-

School, 0.43), and nearly uncorrelated with self-concepts in nonacademic areas. 

The concurrent validity tests used in this study measure similar, but not the 

same, elements and so correlations were expected to be in the range found by 

Marsh, Relich, and Smith (1983).    

Correlation results for the Student Rowe Behavioral Rating Inventory and 

the Children’s Values Profile Student Behaviour items (total) were significant.  

Although in the more moderate range in comparison, the Fraser Learning 

Environment Inventory (FLEI) and the Children’s Values Profile Student School 

Climate Items (total) demonstrated a strong correlation.  

Correlations were then calculated for ACER academic tests (Mathematics, 

Spelling, and Reading) and for the Children’s Values Profile Self-Concept 

academic items. A significant mean correlation of 0.304 was recorded. Finally, a 

correlation was calculated for ACER academic tests (Total) and for the Children’s 
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Values Profile Self-Concept academic items (Total), with a statistically significant 

correlation of r = 0.392 recorded.      

 

The Identification of Characteristics of Students with Low/High Children’s 

Values Profile Scores 
 

As noted, a technique used to assist in the distillation of characteristics 

attending a sample student population is to compare and analyse the scores for 

students above the 85th percentile compared with scores for students below the 

15th percentile (Hay, Ashman, & van Kraayenoord, 1998). The two groups yielded 

data showing variances in the following areas: the number of friendships held by 

each child; the sociability of the children; the over representation of boys in the 

low group; leadership capabilities; social competence including working in a 

group; peer recognition and selection; and moral choices.  

Each of the variances between the low scoring group and the high scoring 

group will be discussed, although due to overlap some variances will be 

discussed together. 

 

Friendships, peer recognition and selection 

 

Students who scored low on the Children’s Values Profile generally have 

fewer friends and are more isolated. The research of Hartup (1993), and Hundley 

and Cohen (1999) identified that student friendships levels and social 

competence are highly correlated.  

Classmates develop relationship histories through their personal 

interactions as well as observing each other’s actions (Hundley & Cohen, 1999). 

Through these interactions, children develop opinions about each of their 

classmates and expectations about the way others will behave (Rubin, Bukowski, 

& Parker, 1998). Further, friendships require individuals to be concerned with their 

partner’s interests as well as their own and be able to ‘read’ and interpret a social 

situation (Hartup & Stevens, 1997). The findings in the present research seem to 

indicate that children with low Children’s Values Profile scores appear to have 

trouble reading their own and others’ emotions. That is, they have trouble reading 

and therefore responding to the emotions of others and so attract and keep fewer 
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friends and are passed over in the early rounds of team selection. Further, it 

appears that these students favour two or three mutual friends whom they can 

read and respond to, and who in return can read and respond to them. 

It is interesting to note that in describing their best friend, students from the 

low score group limited their descriptions to physical attributes, blonde hair, very 

active, plays handball well and the like, while students from the high score group, 

in addition to physical attributes also described their friends in terms of qualities 

such as trustworthy, honest, responsible, corrects me. In choosing friends, 

Kutnick and Kington (2005) found that younger children emphasized kindness, 

whereas older children emphasized the more abstract concept of loyalty. Further, 

Bishop (2002), and Bishop and Snowling (2004) noted that language pragmatics, 

social comprehension, and language comprehension are linked. It appears then 

from the responses of the children that despite the ages of the students in each 

group being the same, the high score student group was operating at a higher 

form of language pragmatics and social comprehension than their low score 

counterparts.  

Social interactions through friendships provide a fertile arena for practicing 

and improving social comprehension skills (Mitchell & Riggs, 2000; Russell, 

1997). A ‘Matthew, the rich-get-richer, effect’ appears to apply, where students 

who use language well (high score group) and who can read the emotions and 

feelings of their peers (others) develop better and more friendships than those 

students lacking in theory of mind skills (Hughes, White, Sharpen, & Dunn, 2000). 

 

Sociability factors 

 

In a similar vein to friendship nomination, students in the low scoring group 

were involved in less social activities outside of school. Typically, the interviewed 

children in the low group reported belonging to one club outside of school while 

the students in the high group reported their involvement in two clubs. Further, 

students from the high scoring group reported that on weekends they either 

visited friends or had friends over to their house and/or they engaged in family 

outings. On the other hand students from the low scoring group commonly 

reported that they usually just stay home. Children from the low score group who 
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are more socially isolated than the high scoring group appear to also have 

isolating play. 

When reporting on the reasons for playing their favourite sport the students 

from the low score group said that they were good at it or similar, while five of the 

six students from the high score group said that they enjoyed the sport because, 

you get to meet new people/friends, and you help the team. Social reasons for 

playing sport were prominent among the students from the high score group. The 

analyzed interview data using the software Leximancer also highlights the lack of 

social orientation of the low score group in identifying that the students from the 

low group did not, during the interviews, strongly associate play, games, game, 

clubs, with school, friend, or people. Indeed the identified clusters indicated that 

these students did not report a connection between play and games (which were 

principally computer games) with social activity involving, school or friends. By 

contrast, the students from the high group appear to associate, play, game, with 

home, school, friend, people, and in turn with clubs, teams, action. In short, the 

students from the high group appear to participate in, and to value, strong social 

contacts, and in the process exercise further their social comprehension. 

 A ‘Matthew effect’, where the more socially oriented students from the high 

score group practise their social skills more than their less social counterparts 

from the low score group and so become more socially competent, seems to 

apply in terms of social skills.  

 

Social competence  

 

Social competence is another social factor where students from the low 

score group rated well below the students from the high score group. Teachers 

report that students from the low score group generally rated as below average to 

very poor, with just one student rating above average but with the caveat that he 

only relates well to adults. By contrast the students in the high score group rated 

average to fine, very confident.  

One aspect of social competence is the ability to work in a group. Again 

teachers reported that students from the low score group generally rated as 

finding this difficult to not very well with just one student rating very well, very 

accommodating. By contrast the students in the high score group rated good 
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participation to excellent, extremely well. Noteworthy also was the teachers’ 

reports that all of the students in the high score group have displayed evidence of 

leadership, while it was reported that only half of the students in low score group 

displayed leadership qualities, with two students reported as showing little or no 

evidence of leadership. 

Social learning theorists stress the importance of relational contexts in the 

development of morality and also values (Higgins, Power, & Kohlberg, 1984; 

McLaren, 1993; Stein & Markus, 1994). The current research indicates that 

students who have poor social contacts and poor social competence displayed 

lower values profiles compared with their more social counterparts.  

 

Over representation of boys in the low score group  

 

 The Australian research project conducted by Lovat and Schofield (1998) 

was designed to evaluate the effects of a direct curriculum intervention modeled 

on the guidelines of the New South Wales, primary school document The Values 

We Teach (1991). Lovat and Schofield (1998) noted that pronounced gender 

differences existed before their study and remained so after their intervention 

study. This indicated that girls, in terms of morals and values were starting from a 

higher base line. The over representation of boys, (81%) in the low score group 

may well be explained by Lovat and Schofield’s research.  

 

Moral decisions  

 

It was hypothesized that children in the low scoring group would make 

qualitatively different moral choices to the children from the high scoring group. In 

order to begin to explore this aspect of high/low group difference a number of 

questions and scenarios were constructed for student reaction and comment as 

part of the student interviews (Question No’s 13,14,15, Appendix 16). In one 

scenario the students were given the opportunity to consider whether they would 

“turn on an electric blender in which was swimming a live goldfish”. Ten students, 

five from the low group and five from the high group, indicated that they would not 

turn the switch on.  
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Secondly, the interviewed students were asked if they would “report to the 

referee a mistake made during a game”. In this scenario half of the low score 

group indicated that they would report the matter to the referee while five of the 

six children from the high score group said that they would report such a mistake. 

The remaining students said that they would make a decision at the time of the 

incident.  

The above scenarios gave inconclusive evidence that students with a low 

values profile score make qualitatively different moral choices when compared to 

a sample of students with a high values profile score. Indeed it appears that there 

may be little difference between the two groups on tasks of this nature, perhaps 

because the scenario questions were practical and less abstract in nature. 

Thirdly, the students were presented with a scenario which involved 

“complicity with their friends in secret keeping (the theft of the classmate’s hat) 

causing a fellow classmate to suffer some retribution (no play at lunchtime [no 

hat no play rule]) for their past inconsiderate and selfish behaviour (perpetual 

pushing in line). All six respondents from the high score group reported that they 

would tell their friends, who took Simon/Sally’s hat, to give it back because they 

thought it, would have a big impact on Simon/Sally. That is to say Simon/Sally 

would miss out on play, and through not having his/her hat returned, Simon/Sally 

would suffer from a form of bullying.  

In contrast, five of the six respondents from the low score group reported that 

they would tell their friends, who took Simon/Sally’s hat, to give it back, however 

their reasons for doing so were different to those of the high score students. 

Typically, the low score students reported that they wanted to help her, get more 

popular, to show her kindness, become her friend and help her to become a 

better person. The sixth respondent, from the low score group, said that you 

should, try not to get involved.  

The differences between the low score group and the high score group may 

be indicative of Kohlberg’s (1976) model of moral development where it is 

proposed that children move through a structured series of stages of moral 

development and that these two groups of students are evidence of students 

operating at two different stages of development. The low group is perhaps 

operating in Kohlberg’s stage 2 where ‘morality is judged in terms of what satisfies 

one’s own needs or the needs of others’; in this case ‘friendship’. The high group 
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is perhaps operating at stage 3 where ‘morality is judged in terms of adherence to 

social rules or norms with respect to personal acquaintances’; in this case 

‘bullying’.  

Alternatively the differences between the low score group and the high score 

group may be explained as a combination of language pragmatics and  ‘theory of 

mind’ skills. The students in the higher group are able to conceptualise abstract 

connections and relate information more into systematic whole, higher order 

reasoning and a greater ability to deal with language pragmatics. Further, the 

students from the higher group are seeing the solution from the other person’s 

perspective and the consequences that the other person would have to endure. 

Researchers have referred to the ‘reading’ of the emotions, perceptions and 

intentions behind the actions, including body and verbal language, of another as 

‘theory of mind’ skills (Astington, 2001; Cole & Mitchell, 2000; Costall & Leudar, 

2004; Flavell, 1999; Hughes & Leekam, 2004; Tager-Flusberg, 2001). Theory of 

mind skills involves not only children making sense of other people’s thinking and 

intentions but children also understanding their own thinking and perceptions. The 

responses from the high score group appear to reflect well-developed social 

comprehension skills. 

The students in the high score group appear to be more empathetic and more 

skilled in their social comprehension. In contrast the reasoning of the low score 

group was more self-centred and surface level thinking with a focus on them 

achieving some form of personal gain, for example, become her friend. The 

seeking of personal gain from friendships, including solving their problems, is 

indicative of students with under developed ‘theory of mind’ and poor social skills 

(Bradley & Corwyn, 2002; Dunn & Brown, 2001; Hughes & Dunn, 2002).  

  
Limitations of the Study 
 
 The current study has some limitations that could provide direction for 

future research. Most of the data were collected in the non-government school 

sector and although the data is representational the data may benefit from a 

similar data base gathered from the government school sector. An additional 

benefit from gathering data from the government school sector would be the 

increase to the sample size and also the normative data set. 
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In addition to the issue of the validity of the Children’s Values Profile for 

other school populations, there is a possibility that the Children’s Values Profile is 

culturally bound. Further research will be required to establish the applicability of 

the Children’s Values Profile across differing populations of students and differing 

cultural bases. Revised normative values may need to be entered following such 

research. 

The current study mainly used a cross-sectional design. The Children’s 

Values Profile may benefit from a longitudinal study where student values profiles 

are examined over time. 

The scoring system for computing factor scores for the Children’s Values 

Profile consists of summing the scores across those items allocated to each 

dimension. No consideration was given to whether each item should have equal 

or varying weights. An examination of a relative scoring system may also prove 

to be beneficial. 

 

Future Directions  
  

Further research to establish the possible effects of SES on values 

formation, and data to support the validity of the Children’s Values Profile across 

differing SES strata, and differing school systems will enhance its effectiveness 

as a measurement tool for Australian schools. 

Social comprehension skills and their relation to values construction for 

primary school students is an area of emerging interest. Research involving the 

concurrent exploration of social comprehension/‘theory of mind’ tasks and the 

Children’s Values Profile may be productive. 

The possible relationship between language pragmatics, social 

comprehension and values, including a consideration of the ‘Matthew, (the rich-

get-richer), effect’, also may be a fertile area for further research. 

Finally, the construction of a young children’s values profile will move the 

current research forward.  
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Conclusion  
 

The Children’s Values Profile was designed to meet several criteria for 

psychometric testing of children’s values, that is, to be an instrument that 

respondents could complete with ease and that would be broadly applicable and 

multidimensional in its description of children’s values. It is proposed that the 

Children’s Values Profile will describe the values profile of individual students in a 

cohort of students and, when considered as a group, the data would yield general 

descriptions of the values profiles of that particular cohort of students. The data so 

generated can be of assistance to schools and school systems.  

The Children’s Values Profile instrument has been shown to possess 

satisfactory measures of validity and reliability, and normative data for the 

instrument has been prepared.  

A consideration of significant grade differences across Children’s Values 

Profile items indicates that the Children’s Values Profile is a developmental 

stable instrument. However, there is some variability by age in some items, 

reflecting a cognitive and language development and maturity with older students 

having a greater comprehension of the pragmatics of language.  

Gender differences were found in the data, with girls generally recording 

higher mean scores for values items in the dimensions of Social Skills, School 

Climate and World View. In addition, some significant differences were found in 

the comparison of the data for a high SES school and a low SES school. The 

significant differences found in the full set of Children’s Values Profile data were 

described in terms of the literature. 

However, little is recorded in the literature concerning the characteristics of 

primary school students with low and high values profile scores. The current 

research identified that students with a low values profile score had low numbers 

of friendships, featured low in peer selection for games and tasks, had poor to 

average social competence according to teacher ratings, and were over 

represented by boys.  

In contrast, children with a high values profile score had a wide circle of 

friends, were reported to be leaders, were highly competent socially, and 

appeared to participate in, and to value, strong social contacts. In addition, 

students with high values profiles displayed high levels of language pragmatics 
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and ‘theory of mind’ skills when verbalizing their moral choices. Children with low 

values profile scores tended to value moral choices that advantaged themselves 

and demonstrated less abstract understandings of social language.  

Lovat and Schofield (1998) argued that it was possible to change the 

stated values held by children in a positive direction by means of direct curriculum 

intervention. The current research suggests that school personnel may profit from 

the consideration of the provision of a social development program to support and 

promote the maximizing of benefits from a values program in the school. In 

addition, programs that promote the development of social competence skills and 

‘theory of mind’ development will advantage the development of children’s values. 

Conversely, school personnel may consider the reduction of toxic social settings 

in the school environment in an attempt to reduce forces that may be militating 

against the maximizing of a values program.  

This study concludes with the hope that continued research will be done in 

the area of values measurement, particularly the development of a young 

children’s values profile measurement instrument.   
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Table 1. Individual Items and Factor Structure (Lovat & Schofield, 1998) 
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Appendix 2 

 

Individual Items to Gauge the Self-reporting of Students for each of the Sub-

dimensions 
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Bullying 
 

I get teased by some children 
Some children pick on me at school 
I boss other children 

Playing by the 
rules 
 
 
 
 

I play fair 
I think cheating is wrong 
I say sorry if I am wrong 
I am a good sport 
I do not get angry if I lose 
I follow class rules 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BEHAVIOUR 

Self regulation 
 

I wait my turn when playing games 
I like to share my things with others at school 
I listen when others are speaking  

 
 

Physical ability I can run a long way 
I can throw a small ball a long way 

Physical 
appearance 

I am good looking 
I am happy with the way I look 

 
Peer relations 

I am popular 
I join in with other children 
I have lots of friends 
I make friends with boys 
I make friends with girls 

Literacy 
 
 

I am good at reading 
Reading is interesting 
I am good at spelling  

Mathematics I am good at maths 
Maths is interesting 

School I am good at school 
School is enjoyable  

Esteem I am a good person 
I like the way I am   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SELF 
CONCEPT 
(School and 
general) 
 

Parent  
relations 

I get on well with my parent(s) 
My parent(s) is (are) proud of me 
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Tolerance 
 

I like children who are different to me   
I play with children who are different to me 
Speaking a different language is good 

Communication 
 
 

I encourage other class members to do well at 
school 
Others understand what I say 
I handle problems when they happen 

 
 
 
 
 
SOCIAL 

Asking for Help If I have a problem I talk to my friends 
If I have a problem I talk to a teacher 
If I have a problem I talk to my parents  

 
 
 

Self awareness 
 

I know when I am happy 
I know when I am sad 
I know when I am nervous 

Self management
 

When people upset me I can get over it 
I know how to control my temper  

Motivation 
 

I have goals for the future 
I look forward to growing up 
I practice to improve my results 
I participate for enjoyment 
I get involved because my friends are 
I do things to get rewards 

Self 
expression 

When I am happy I show it 
I can express my anger without hurting people 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
EMOTIONAL  
INTELLIGENCE 

Social 
competence 

I get upset when I see others upset 
I help if someone is hurt  
I feel for others who are worse off than me 
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Peace 
 
 

Children in this school do not get angry with 
each other 
My school is usually a peaceful place 
I feel peaceful in my classroom 

Co-operation 
 
 
 

I work well in a small group 
I do my share of work in the group 
Others do their share of work in the group 
People respect my opinion 

Responsibility 
 
 
 

I pick up rubbish without being asked 
Teachers trust me to do a job  
In my school older children help younger 
children 
I own up when I do something wrong  

Civics 
 
 

My school is proud of me 
I am proud of my school 
I am a leader in my classroom 

Safety 
 

I feel safe at school 
I know what to do to keep myself safe 

Caring 
 
 
 

In my school children care for each other 
In my school teachers care for children 
In my school other adults care for children 
I care for others in need of help 
People help me at this school 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SCHOOL  
CLIMATE 
 
 
 
 

Feeling 
Valued 

I feel part of this school 
My efforts are appreciated 

 
 
 
 

Intolerance/ 
racism 

I care for people who look different 
I treat people well even if they look different 
I get upset when I see someone from another 
country being made fun of 
When I grow up I will help poor people 
overseas 

 
 
 
WORLD 
VIEW 
 

Justice 
 
 
 

 People in Australia should give money to 
poor people overseas 
I stick up for others even if they are not 
friends 
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Academic 
Self-efficacy 

I try to do well at school 
If I get something wrong I redo it 

Expressive 
activities 

Doing art is important to me 
Doing music is important to me  
Doing dance is important to me  

 
 
 
 
SELF-
EXPRESSION Health 

values 
Eating healthy food is important to me 
Playing sport is important to me 
Being fit is important to me 
When I am an adult I will not smoke 
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Children’s Values Profile 
 

Descriptive Version – 95 Items 
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CHILDREN’S VALUES PROFILE 
A multidimensional instrument 
 
Your name: _________________________________     Circle one:   Boy     Girl 

School: ____________________________________     Year: _______Age: _______ 

 Teacher: ___________________________________     Date: ______________ 
 

This is a chance for you to express how you feel about some things.  It is not a test. There are no 
right answers, and everyone will have different answers. Be sure that your answers show how you 
feel. Please do not talk about your answers with anyone else. We will keep your answers private. 

 
When you are ready to begin, please read each item and choose an answer. There are five possible 
answers to each item: True, False, and three answers in between. There are five boxes next to 
each item, one for each of the answers.  The answers are written at the top of the boxes.  Choose 
your answer to each item and make a tick ( ) In the box under the answer you select.. 
 
Examples: 

 False Mostly  
False 

Sometimes  
False 
Sometimes 
True 

Mostly  
True 

True 

I am good at music      

I like swimming      

 
© L.R. Fyffe, I. Hay & G. Palmer 

- 1 -
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DO NOT SAY YOUR ANSWERS ALOUD OR 
DISCUSS WITH ANYONE ELSE False Mostly 

 False 

Sometimes  
False 

Sometimes  
True 

Mostly 
True True 

1. I can run a long way      

2. I can throw a small ball a long way      

3. I am good looking      

4. I am happy with the way I look      

5. I am good at reading      

6. Reading is interesting      

7. I am good at maths      

8. Maths is interesting      

9. I am good at spelling      

10. I am good at school      

11. School is enjoyable      

12. I am a good person      

CHILDREN’S VALUES PROFILE 

© L.R. Fyffe, I. Hay & G. Palmer 
- 2 -
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 False Mostly 
 False 

Sometimes  
False 

Sometimes  
True 

Mostly 
True True 

13. I like the way I am      

14. I get on well with my parent(s)      

15. My parent(s) is (are) proud of me      

16. I am popular      

17. I join in with other children      

18. I have lots of friends      

19. I make friends with boys      

20. I make friends with girls      

21. I get teased by some children      

22. Some children pick on me at school      

23. I boss other children      

24. I play fair      

25. I think cheating is wrong      

© L.R. Fyffe, I. Hay & G. Palmer 
- 3 -
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 False Mostly 
 False 

Sometimes  
False 

Sometimes  
True 

Mostly 
True True 

26. I say sorry if I am wrong      

27. I am a good sport      

28. I do not get angry if I lose      

29. I follow class rules      

30. I wait my turn when playing games      

31. I like to share my things with others at school      

32. I listen when others are speaking      

33. I try to do well at school      

34. If I get something wrong I redo it      

35. Doing art is important to me      

36. Doing music is important to me       

37. Doing dance is important to me      

38. Eating healthy food is important to me      

© L.R. Fyffe, I. Hay & G. Palmer 
- 4 -
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 False Mostly 
 False 

Sometimes  
False 

Sometimes  
True 

Mostly 
True True 

39. Playing sport is important to me      

40. Being fit is important to me      

41. When I am an adult I will not smoke      

42. I like children who are different to me      

43. I play with children who are different to me      

44.  Speaking a different language is good      

45. I encourage other class members to do well at 
 school 

     

46. Others understand what I say      

47. I handle problems when they happen      

48. If I have a problem I talk to my friends      

49. If I have a problem I talk to a teacher      

50. If I have a problem I talk to my parents      

© L.R. Fyffe, I. Hay & G. Palmer 
- 5 -
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False 
Mostly 
 False 

Sometimes  
False 

Sometimes  
True 

Mostly 
True True 

51. I feel safe at school      

52. I know what to do to keep myself safe      

53. I pick up rubbish without being asked      

54. Teachers trust me to do a job      

55. In my school older children help younger 

children 

     

56. I own up when I do something wrong      

57. Children in this school do not get angry with 
each other 

     

58. My school is usually a peaceful place      

59. I feel peaceful in my classroom      

60. I work well in a small group      

61. I do my share of work in the group      

62. Others do their share of work in the group      

© L.R. Fyffe, I. Hay & G. Palmer 
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 False Mostly 
 False 

Sometimes  
False 

Sometimes  
True 

Mostly 
True True 

63. People respect my opinion      

64. My school is proud of me      

65. I am proud of my school      

66. I am a leader in my classroom      

67. In my school children care for each other      

68. In my school teachers care for children      

69. In my school other adults care for children      

70. I care for others in need of help      

71. People help me at this school      

72. I feel part of this school      

73. My efforts are appreciated      

74. I know when I am happy      

75. I know when I am sad      

© L.R. Fyffe, I. Hay & G. Palmer 
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False 
Mostly 
 False 

Sometimes  
False 

Sometimes  
True 

Mostly 
True True 

76. I know when I am nervous      

77. When people upset me I can get over it      

78. I know how to control my temper      

79. I have goals for the future      

80. I look forward to growing up      

81. I practice to improve my results      

82. I participate for enjoyment      

83. I get involved because my friends are      

84. I do things to get rewards      

85. When I am happy I show it      

86. I can express my anger without hurting people      

87. I get upset when I see others upset      

88. I help if someone is hurt      

© L.R. Fyffe, I. Hay & G. Palmer 
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 False Mostly 
 False 

Sometimes  
False 

Sometimes  
True 

Mostly 
True True 

89. I feel for others who are worse off than me      

90. I care for people who look different      

91. I treat people well even if they look different      
92. I get upset when I see someone from another 

country being made fun of 

     

93. When I grow up I will help poor people 
overseas 

     

94. People in Australia should give money to poor 
people overseas 

     

95. I stick up for others even if they are not 

friends 
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Parent Permission Form for Children to be involved in the Study  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 182 
 

Values Education: Measurement and Programming 
 

INFORMATION SHEET 
 
 

Who is conducting the research? 
 
Loyd Fyffe (Principal researcher, student at Griffith University) 

Contact phone (wk) 07 33764211 mobile 0412484262 

Contact email:  loyd.fyffe@goodnews.qld.edu.au 

Assisted by; Associate Professor Dr Ian Hay (phone 07 38755645) and Senior 

Lecturer Dr Glen Palmer (phone 07 38755660), 

School of Cognition, Language and Special Education 

Griffith University 

Why is the research being done? 

Values education is an increasingly important element of education in the primary 

school setting. To show respect, to demonstrate compassion and the like are 

values that schools address in this area of education. Schools use a number of 

different ways, eg. direct teaching and/or example, to teach these values. Up to 

this point in time little has been done to measure the progress and meaning 

making that children make in this area of primary education. This research is 

developing an instrument (Children’s Values Profile) to measure children’s self-

perceptions of a profile of values. 

What you will be asked to do  

You will be asked to complete a response sheet (like a survey) which has a 

number of short statements to which you are asked to respond with you own 

opinion. For example; you would respond to the following statement by putting a 

tick in one of the boxes marked False, Mostly False, Sometimes False Sometimes 

True, Mostly True, or True.  
 False Mostly  

False 
Sometimes  
False 
Sometimes 
True 

Mostly  
True 

True 

I am good at 

singing 

     

mailto:loyd.fyffe@goodnews.qld.edu.au
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The response sheets ask you to read a list of short statements and to give your 

response by placing a tick in the box that best suits your opinion. The response 

sheets are normally completed in the classroom during normal class time and it is 

expected that it will take you less than 30 minutes to complete.   

The basis by which participants will be selected 

The Children’s Values Profile is suitable for children aged from approximately 8 

years to 13 years. Consequently all children in Years 4,5,6,7 at <School> will be 

invited to participate. 

The expected benefits of the research 

The research is expected to help teachers and schools to better teach and 

measure values programs for primary school students. 

Risks to you 

If you find the statements too hard or they upset you for some reason you are free 

to talk with your class teacher about the problem. Your class teacher is allowed to 

read a difficult word for example. If for some reason you need to stop during the 

activity that too is perfectly OK. 

Your confidentiality 

Your response will be kept confidential. And since your response will be grouped 

with many other students no-one, apart from the research team, will be able to 

identify your response.  

Your participation is voluntary 

Your participation in this activity is purely voluntary. Should you not wish to 

participate or you wish to withdraw part-way through the response sheets then you 

are free to do so without comment or penalty from the researchers or the school.  

Questions / further information 

You are invited to contact Loyd Fyffe (ph 07 33764211 mobile 0412484262 or 

email loyd.fyffe@goodnews.qld.edu.au should you require further information or 

have questions regarding the study/research which you would like answered. 
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The ethical conduct of this research 

Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on 

Ethical Conduct in Research Involving Humans. If you have any concerns or 

complaints about the ethical conduct of this research you are invited to contact the 

Manager, Research Ethics on 07 3875 5585 or  

research-ethics@griffith.edu.au 

Feedback to you  

Your response will be collected along with many other students and be used to 

refine/further develop the Children’s Values Profile and as such you will not 

receive feedback regarding your individual response. 

Privacy statement 

The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and / or use of your 

identified personal information. The information collected is confidential and will 

not be disclosed to third parties without your consent, except to meet government, 

legal or other regulatory authority requirements. A de-identified copy of this data 

may be used for other research purposes. However, your anonymity will at all 

times be safeguarded. For further information consult the University’s Privacy Plan 

at www.gu.edu.au/ua/aa/vc/pp or telephone (07) 38755585.      
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School of Cognition Language, & Special Education 

Nathan, Brisbane, Queensland, Australia, 4111 
 
 

 
Values Education: Measurement and Programming 

 CONSENT FORM  

Researcher  
Dr Glen Palmer (phone 07 38755660), 
Student Researcher 
Loyd R Fyffe (phone 07 33764211) 
School of Cognition, Language and Special Education 
Griffith University 
 
By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information 
package and in particular have noted that:  

• I understand that my child’s involvement in this research will include my 
child completing the Children’s Values Profile; 

• I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 
• I understand the risks involved; 
• I understand that there will be no direct benefit to me from my child’s 

participation in this research; 
• I understand that my child’s participation in this research is voluntary and 

that should I choose, on behalf of my child, not to take part that this will not 
be counted against me or my child either by the researchers or the school; 

• I understand that if I have additional questions I can contact the research 
team; 

• I understand that I, on behalf of my child, am free to withdraw at any time, 
without comment or penalty; 

• I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith 
University Human Research Ethics Committee on 07 38755585 (or 
research-ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I have any concerns about the ethical 
conduct of the project; and  

• I agree to participate in the project. 
 
 
Name of Student  _________________________________________________  
 
Signature of Parent _______________________________________________ 
      

Date   ____  /  ____  /  ____   
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Children’s Values profile  

Trial Version 
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CHILDREN’S VALUES PROFILE 
A multidimensional instrument 
 
Your name: _________________________________     Circle one:   Boy     Girl 

School: ____________________________________     Year: _______Age: _______ 

 Teacher: ___________________________________     Date: ______________ 
 

This is a chance for you to express how you feel about some things.  It is not a test. There are no right answers, and 
everyone will have different answers. Be sure that your answers show how you feel. Please do not talk about your answers 
with anyone else. We will keep your answers private. 

 
When you are ready to begin, please read each item and choose an answer. There are five possible answers to each item: 
True, False, and three answers in between. There are five boxes next to each item, one for each of the answers.  The 
answers are written at the top of the boxes.  Choose your answer to each item and make a tick ( ) in the box under the 
answer you select. 
 
Examples: 

 False Mostly  
False 

Sometimes  
False 
Sometimes 
True 

Mostly  
True 

True 

I am good at music      

I like swimming      
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DO NOT SAY YOUR ANSWERS ALOUD OR DISCUSS 
WITH ANYONE ELSE False Mostly 

 False 

Sometimes  
False 

Sometimes  
True 

Mostly 
True True 

1. I can run a long way      

2. I can throw a ball a long way      

3. I am good looking      

4. I am happy with the way I look      

5. I am good at reading       

6. Reading is interesting      

7. I am good at maths      

8. Maths is interesting      

9. I am good at school      

10. School is enjoyable      

11 I am a good person      

12. I like the way I am      

CHILDREN’S VALUES PROFILE 
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 False Mostly 
 False 

Sometimes  
False 

Sometimes  
True 

Mostly 
True 

True 

13. I get on well with my mother      

14. My mother is proud of me      

15. I get on well with my father      

16. My father is proud of me      

17. I am popular       

18. I join in with other children      

19. I have lots of friends      

20. I make friends with boys      

21. I make friends with girls      

22. I get teased by some children      

23. I like to be in control of a group      

24. Some children pick on me at school      

25. I boss other children      
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 False Mostly 
 False 

Sometimes  
False 

Sometimes  
True 

Mostly 
True 

True 

26. I play fair      

27. I think cheating is wrong      

28. I apologise if I am wrong      

29. I am a good sport      

30. I do not get angry if I lose       

31. I follow class rules      

32. I wait my turn when playing games      

33. I like to share my things with others at school      

34. I listen when others are speaking      

35. I am good at spelling      

36. I am good at reading      

37. I am good at maths      
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 False Mostly 
 False 

Sometimes  
False 

Sometimes  
True 

Mostly 
True 

True 

38. I try to do well at school      

39. If I get something wrong I redo it      

40. Expressing myself in art is important to me      

41. Expressing myself in music is important to me 
     

42. Expressing myself in dance is important to me       

43. Eating healthy food is important to me      

44. Playing sport is important to me      

45. Being fit is important to me      

46. When I am an adult I will not smoke      

47. I like children who are different to me      

48. I play with children who are different to me      

49 Speaking a different language is good      
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 False Mostly 
 False 

Sometimes  
False 

Sometimes  
True 

Mostly 
True 

True 

50. I encourage other class members to do well at school      

51. Others understand what I say      

52. I handle problems when they arise      

53. If I have a problem I talk to my friends      

54. If I have a problem I talk to a teacher       

55. If I have a problem I talk to my parents      

56. I feel safe at school      

57. I know what to do to keep myself safe      

58. I pick up rubbish without being asked      

59. Teachers trust me to do a job      

60. In my school older children help younger children      

61. I own up when I do something wrong      
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False Mostly 
 False 

Sometimes  
False 

Sometimes  
True 

Mostly 
True True 

62. Children in this school do not get angry with each other      

63. My school is usually a peaceful place      

64. I feel peaceful in my classroom      

65. I work well in a small group      

66. I do my share of work in the group       

67. Others do their share of work in the group      

68. People respect my opinion      

69. My school is proud of me      

70. I am proud of my school      

71. I am a leader in my classroom      

72. In my school children care for each other      

73. In my school teachers care for children      

74. In my school other adults care for children      
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 False Mostly 
 False 

Sometimes  
False 

Sometimes  
True 

Mostly 
True 

True 

75. I care for others in need of help       

76. People help me at this school      

77. I feel part of this school      

78. My efforts are appreciated      

79. I know when I am happy       

80. I know when I am sad      

81. I know when I am nervous      

82. When people upset me I can get over it      

83. I know how to control my temper      

84. I have goals for the future      

85. I look forward to growing up      

86. I practice to improve my results      
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 False Mostly 
 False 

Sometimes  
False 

Sometimes  
True 

Mostly 
True 

True 

87. I participate for enjoyment      

88. I get involved because my friends are      

89. I do things to get rewards      

90. When I am happy I show it      

91. I can express my anger without hurting people      

92. I get upset when I see others upset      

93. I help if someone is hurt      

94. I feel for others who are worse off than me      

95. I care for people who look different      

96. I treat people well even if they look different      

97. I get upset when I see someone from another country being made fun 
of 
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 False Mostly 
 False 

Sometimes  
False 

Sometimes  
True 

Mostly 
True 

True 

98. When I grow up I will help poor people overseas      

99. People in Australia should give money to poor people overseas      

100. I stick up for others even if they are not friends      
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Appendix 6 

 

Rowe Behavioral Rating Inventory (RBRI): 12-Item Student Form 
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Appendix 7 

 

Rowe Behavioral Rating Inventory (RBRI): 12-Item Teacher Form  
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Appendix 8 

 

WHAT IS HAPPENING IN THIS CLASS? 

Primary Student Questionnaire 
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Appendix 9 

 

Single Word Spelling Test 

Form D (Year 4 Level) 
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Appendix 10 

 

Progressive Achievement Tests in Reading 

Reading Comprehension 

Form 1 (Year 4 Level) 
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Appendix 11 

 

Progressive Achievement Tests In Mathematics 

Test 1B (Year 4 Level) 
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Parent Permission Form for Children to be Interviewed 
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April 22nd  2005 

 
Dear Parent(s),  
 
I am in the final stages of data collection for my research. I have already 
collected data regarding the Children’s Values Profile and I now would like to 
collect interview data from a small number of children. The interview is not so 
much about values, as about education and schooling in general from the 
child’s perspective. 

 
In order for the children to be able to give their honest accounts I will not (as 
Principal) conduct the interviews. Rather I have asked Adam Bear, a 
psychologist who works with our students each Wednesday to conduct the 
interviews. The interviews will be conducted in a quiet space at school and 
during school time. Each interview should be finished in less than ten minutes 
and Adam will tape-record the interviews.     
Should you choose for your child to be a part of these short interviews, your 
child’s responses will be kept confidential and reported in such a way that 
individual students cannot be identified. As a parent you are welcome to have 
a copy of your child’s interview. 

 
Involvement in this research activity is voluntary and you may withdraw your 
child from being involved at any time without penalty to you or your child.  

 
If you have any questions or concerns about this study please feel free to 
contact me; phone (wk): 07 3376 4211; email: 
loyd.fyffe@goodnews.qld.edu.au or my supervisor Dr Ian Hay, Associate 
Professor at The University of Queensland, phone: 07 33656485; email: 
ihay@uq.edu.au . If you have any concerns about the ethical conduct of this 
research study please contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith 
University Human Research Ethics Committee on 07 3875 5585 (or email: 
research-ethics@griffith.edu.au ). 

 
If you wish for your child to be involved in this study/interview please complete 
the form attached. 

 
Yours sincerely, 

 
 

Loyd R Fyffe. 

mailto:loyd.fyffe@goodnews.qld.edu.au
mailto:ihay@uq.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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Values Education: Measurement and Programing 
 

Consent Form 
 

I agree for my child  ___________________________________ to participate 

in an interview, being conducted by Loyd Fyffe (interviewer Adam Bear) as part 

of his Doctor of Education study at Griffith University, Brisbane. 

 

I understand that my child’s involvement in this interview is voluntary and I may 

withdraw my child at any time. 

 

I also understand that the information generated is confidential and what is said 

will be reported in such a way that my child cannot be identified. 

 

 

 

Signed:   ______________________         Date:   __________________ 
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Appendix 13 

 
Interview Questions for Teachers 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 237

 
Interview Questions for Teachers 

 
Student Name …………………………………. 
 
No1.  Would you see this child as a leader?   
 
1--------------------2--------------------3--------------------4-------------------5 
 
(1=never; 2=seldom; 3=sometimes; 4=often; 5=always) 
 
Comment. 
 
 
No 2. Does this child readily seek help from:  
 
• the teacher? 
 
• classmates? 
 
 
No 3. How well does this child express him/her self? 
 
 
 
No 4. How often, and how early in the selection process, is this child selected by 

their peers in team games? 

 

 

No 5. At break times does this child join in/sit with a group or do they sit alone or 

perhaps sit with only one friend?  

 

 

No 6. Does this child display empathy? 

 

1--------------------2--------------------3--------------------4-------------------5 
 
(1=never; 2=seldom; 3=sometimes; 4=often; 5=always)    
             
  
Comment. 
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No 7. Is this child an encourager of other students? To what extent? 
 
 
 
No 8. How would you describe this child’s social competence? 
 
 
 
No 9. How does this child handle group settings and group work? 
 
 
 
No 10. How well does this child handle him/her self in the face of a setback? 
 
 
1--------------------2--------------------3--------------------4-------------------5 
 
(1=very poorly; 2=somewhat poorly; 3=adequately; 4=well; 5=extremely well) 
 
Comment. 
 
 
 
No 11. How well does this child handle him/her self in the face of a dispute?  
           
 
1--------------------2--------------------3--------------------4-------------------5 
 
(1=very poorly; 2=somewhat poorly; 3=adequately; 4=well; 5=extremely well) 
 
Comment. 
 
 
General comments: 
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Appendix 14 

 

Example of a Class Sociogram   
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Appendix 15 

 

Example of a Friendship Matrix   
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Appendix 16 
 

Interview Questions for Students 
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QUESTION SHEET FOR STUDENTS 
 

No 1. What is your favourite TV program?  
 

No 2. What is your favourite sport?  
 

No 3. Describe yourself to someone who doesn’t know you. 
 

No 4. How much reading do you do, and what type of books? 
 

No 5. Describe a typical weekend for you. 
 

No 6. Outside of school, how many clubs, teams and social groups do  
                         you belong to?  

 
No 7. How often do you play computer games?  

What computer games do you play?  
On average how many hours would you spend each week playing 
computer games?  

 
No 8. Describe your best school friend. 

 
No 9. Describe your best friend outside of school. 

 
No 10. Is it OK for boys, when they grow up, to stay at home and care  

for young children?  
 

No 11. When you grow up what career/job would you like to do?  
 

No 12. Encouraging class members. 
Is there a reason why others should encourage fellow 
classmates? Tell me more. 

 
No 13. How do you react when you lose a game?  

If you saw the referee make a mistake in a game, would tell the  
referee?  
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No 14. Scenario 

 
Simon (Sally) is not a very popular person at school. Simon (Sally) 

continually pushes in front of children when we line up to go into class. 

Indeed Simon (Sally) has pushed in front of you on more than one occasion 

and once he/she bumped you over and didn’t even say sorry. 

Your two best friends have just told you that they have stolen Simon’s 

(Sally’s) school hat and that means that he/she won’t be able to play 

outside (no hat, no play rule) at lunchtime.   

 
What would you do?  

 
 

No 15. Scenario 
A controversial piece of art:  

 

The exhibit, (show a digital photo of a goldfish swimming in a blender) 

displayed in a Danish art gallery, featured a live goldfish swimming in a 

blender. The power lead for the blender was connected to the power socket 

and the power switch was turned on. Visitors viewing the exhibit were given 

the possibility of pressing the blender button to transform the fish into a 

runny liquid. The artist wanted to see what the viewers would do. 

 
      Would you press the blender button? 
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Appendix 17 
 

Children’s Values Profile  

Screening Version 
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CHILDREN’S VALUES PROFILE 
A multidimensional instrument 
 
Your name: _________________________________     Circle one:   Boy     Girl 

School: ____________________________________     Year: _______Age: _______ 

 Teacher: ___________________________________     Date: ______________ 
 

This is a chance for you to express how you feel about some things.  It is not a test. There are no 
right answers, and everyone will have different answers. Be sure that your answers show how you 
feel. Please do not talk about your answers with anyone else. We will keep your answers private. 

 
When you are ready to begin, please read each item and choose an answer. There are five possible 
answers to each item: True, False, and three answers in between. There are five boxes next to 
each item, one for each of the answers.  The answers are written at the top of the boxes.  Choose 
your answer to each item and make a tick ( ) in the box under the answer you select. 
 
Examples: 

 False Mostly  
False 

Sometimes  
False 
Sometimes 
True 

Mostly  
True 

True 

I am good at music      

I like swimming      
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 False Mostly 
 False 

Sometimes  
False 

Sometimes  
True 

Mostly 
True True 

1. I can run a long way      

2. I am a good sport      

3. Playing sport is important to me      

4. I am good at reading      

5. I am good at spelling       

6. I get teased by some children      

7. Some children pick on me at school      

8. I say sorry if I am wrong      

9. I wait my turn when playing games      

10. I listen when others are speaking      

11 I own up when I do something 

wrong 

     

12. I work well in a small group      

CHILDREN’S VALUES PROFILE 
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 False Mostly 
 False 

Sometimes  
False 

Sometimes  
True 

Mostly 
True True 

13. I can express my anger without 

hurting people 

     

14. I play with children who are 
different to me 

     

15. Doing dance is important to me      

16. Doing art is important to me      

17. People help me at this school       

18. In my school other adults care for 
children 

     

19. In my school children care for each 
other 

     

20. I am proud of my school      
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 False Mostly 
 False 

Sometimes  
False 

Sometimes  
True 

Mostly 
True True 

21. In my school older children help 

younger children 

     

22. I get upset when I see someone 

from another country being made 

fun of 

     

23. When I grow up I will help poor 

people overseas 

     

24. I get upset when I see others 

upset 

     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


