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Framing the framework: discourses in Australia’s national values
education policy
Tiffany Mary Jones
Abstract
In the past, many Australian state schools avoided teaching about values explicitly.
However, the Australian government released Australia’s first official values education
policy in 2005: the National Framework for Values Education in Australian Schools
(NFVEAS). This framework represents a local manifestation of the recent international
values education movement. This study contributes to an exploration of what, and who, the
government’s construction of Australian values privileges. It uncovered the dominant
discourses inherent in the framework through a critical discourse analysis, framing it in
relation to the 16 key values education approaches identified in the literature. The data
revealed the document’s strong privileging of conservative values education discourses,
particularly civics and citizenship education, values inculcation and character education. In
practice, some Australian schools have been disrupting this move to conservatism by taking
more critical and postmodern approaches. The paper argues for such alternative practices and
policy that is more diversified and student-centred.
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Introduction and overview
The landscape of values education in Australian schools is currently undergoing
striking shifts. In the past, values education in both Islamic and public schools has been
termed “inconsistent” with Australian values or “nonexistent” (Yaxley 2004). Schools must
now comply with the National Framework for Values Education in Australian Schools
(NFVEAS) framework (Australian Government 2005a), introduced in 2005. While there have
been studies completed on international policies, this new terrain has not yet been properly
mapped out: Australian values education policy is an unknown territory.
Three factorsmakeAustralia’s values education policyworth investigating: the
widespread nature of the values education movement, the lack of adequate critique of this
movement, and the fact that this framework represents the first official Australian standard of
values education.
Firstly, the values educationmovement is gaining incrediblemomentum.Values
education policies have become increasingly prominent in Western countries in the past

decade (Curriculum Corporation 2003). Values education is now a legislative requirement in
England—the spiritual, moral, social, and cultural development of students is even subject to
inspection by the Office for Standards of Education in Schools (Taylor 2000). In the USA the
character education movement—a field akin to values education—is now supported by
federal government grants and policies (De Roche and Williams 1998; Smagorinsky and
Taxel 2004). On top of government-developed and state-based policies and frameworks,
there are many values and character education programmes developed by other bodies such
as the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), the
United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), and the Baha’i community (Curriculum
Corporation 2003). However, sceptics of the movement query the reasons behind this sudden,
recent surge of interest in values education (Beck 1998; Purpel 1997; Snook 2000).
Specifically, there is concern as to whose values these policies supposedly represent, who
their various approaches privilege, and their highly political nature. The NFVEAS claims that
a specific set of values are common to Australians, and verified by the Values Education
Study (Curriculum Corporation 2003). These values are asserted without adequate definition
or justification (Devereaux 2006; Knight and Collins 2006). Many researchers contest the
notion of values commonality (Charlesworth 1993; King 1976; Snook 2000, 2005; Taylor
1985). Values are not necessarily virtues—idealised character traits; nor are they necessarily
morals—duties and principles of conduct. Values are instead abstract concepts attributed
importance, such as materialism or fidelity. They may not be positive in impact, essentially
good or have a commonly agreed meaning. Furthermore, specific values are problematic: the
Nuremberg trials showed how obedience can be a vice, and with a plethora of opinions on
what fair actually is “fairness does not unite, it divides” (Snook 2005, p. 5).
It is important to note here that the very possibility of national values is in itself
widely challenged, even by researchers in this same field (Schwartz and Bardi 2001;
Schwartz 2007; Smith 2008). Once a point of convergence, this concept is now one of
divergence for anthropology and psychology: the former privileging culture over the
individual and values as relative over universal, the latter moving towards the reverse (Smith
2008). Contemporary research based on crosscultural psychology thus offers universalist
answers, unlike research linking national character with sociocultural conditions. So what are
Australian values generally, if there really is such a thing? Pancultural research suggests that
Australian values hierarchies concur with that of at least 12 other nations (and representative
groups from 56 nations): benevolence, self-direction and universalism values are consistently
most important; power, tradition and stimulation values are least important; and security,

conformity, achievement and hedonism are ranked in between (Schwartz and Bardi 2001).
However, Australian values are affected by a high degree of democratisation—similar to in
the USA, the UK, Sweden and Switzerland, but unlike countries such as Yemen, Ukraine and
Slovakia. There is thus a strong emphasis on individual rights, freedom, equality among all
groupings of people and the responsibilities of political participation and civic duties
(Schwartz 2007). This study contributes to an exploration of the dominant Australian values
that the government has prioritised as important for values education in the schools.
Secondly, there is a lack of adequate critique of values education policies. This is
surprising considering the plethora of modern ethical frameworks, religions and conceptions
of education inWestern societies. Values education is—and should be—a highly
controversial, widely debated subject. There are many aspects of the topic that are disputed in
both theory and practice, including the meaning of the term itself. While it is widely agreed
that a school cannot be a values-free environment, and that teachers are inevitably involved in
the conveyance and development of values, there is much deliberation over the roles they
ought to play (Admundson 1991; Curriculum Corporation 2003; Forster and Masters 2002;
Halstead 1996; Marsh 2004; Newell and Rimes 2002). There is much dispute over what,
exactly, schools should be teaching students about values and morality, and whether it is
indeed their place to do so (Curriculum Corporation 2003; Hill 1991; Purpel 1997; Snook
2000). Other areas of contention evidenced by the literature reviewed include the nature and
variety of values education models, and the issue of which models are best (Curriculum
Corporation 2003; Hill 1991; Joseph and Elfron 2005; McKenzie 2004; Mikulics 1998).
However, only a small number of studies have been conducted into the discourses inherent in
values education policies (Bee Bee 2001; Ikemoto 1996; Smagorinsky and Taxel 2004). So,
while values education is under scrutiny, the government policies behind it have not yet been
thoroughly assessed. This study addresses the gap identified in the research focused on the
analysis of government policy (Wilson 2000, p. 261) and the reality of practice or its
implementation in the schools, along with the discursive nature of values education (Bryk
1988, p. 281; Thomas 1992, p. 372).
Thirdly, Australia has never before been subjected to such an intense values education
campaign. In the past century, values education manifested most explicitly in the religious
models of independent schools. From a state-school perspective, distinct values education has
been largely neglected, or formed a component of other studies in social, physical or civics
education (Curriculum Corporation 2003; Hill 1991; Newell and Rimes 2002). So the 2005
release of the NFVEAS —the policy behind the Values Education Programme initiative —

represents the first national scheme. Overseen by the Department of Education Science and
Training, the initiative requires all Australian schools to conduct a values education forum by
June 2008. Schools have now received copies of the NFVEAS (Australian Government
2005a), a Values for Australian Schooling Poster (Australian Government 2005c) and a
Values Education Resources Kit (Australian Government 2005b)—an integrated package of
resources including posters, suggested activities and support materials. A website is also
accessible, and used as a news centre. Twenty-six clusters of schools have designed and
implemented values education programs for the Values Education Good
Practice Schools Project—Stage 1, with 25 clusters repeating this process for Stage 2 (as of
August 2006) —funded with A$29.7million. The large amount of government marketing,
taxpayers’ money and schools’ time being poured into this movement calls for a deeper level
of investigation into what, exactly, it involves. However, the discourses within the NFVEAS
have only been subject to cursory analyses by researchers (Devereaux 2006; Hill 2004;
Knight and Collins 2006). This study examines what this initiative is—and is not—promoting.
Research focus
Defining values education could occasion a study of its own. The NFVEAS conceives
it as “any implicit and/or explicit school-based activity which promotes student
understanding and knowledge of values” (Australian Government 2005a). However, this
restricts the term to a common values approach.Values education has also been defined as a
subgroup of moral education approaches promoting valuing skills or processes (Aspin 2002;
Kirschenbaum 1977; Robb 1994). It is also used interchangeably with moral and character
education (Halstead and Taylor 2000; Hill 1991; Metcalf 1971; Wilson 2000). In its broadest
conception, it is the umbrella term under which all categories fall (Beck 1998; Curriculum
Corporation 2003; Mikulics 1998; Nucci 1982;Taylor 2000). This study defined values
education in this broadest sense.
By broadening the definition of values education, it becomes possible to identify any
relevant discourses that the Australianmovement ignores.Diverse approaches to values
education reflect differing underlying premises, views of human nature and assumptions
about pedagogical processes (Bebeau et al. 1999; Curriculum Corporation 2003; Forster and
Masters 2002). The classification of approaches is underresearched, and frequently limited to
American character education and moral development, and European Kohlbergian models
(Dune 1997; Joseph and Elfron 2005; Thomas 1992). The research on which the Australian

movement is based (Curriculum Corporation 2003) identifies only these approaches.
However, a wider review of the literature uncovers at least 16 separate values education
approaches or discourses. The discourse exemplar designed for the study (Table 1)
differentiated these 16 values education discourses in terms of their orientation to education.
This exemplar builds on Kemmis, Cole and Suggett’s model of education orientations
(Kemmis et al. 1983) as revised by Hoepper et al. (Gilbert 2004; Hoepper et al. 1996),
categorising values education discourses as conservative, liberal, critical or postmodern in
orientation.
This conceptual framing was chosen because education orientation seems to be the
most essential and consistent defining feature throughout values education discourses, and
draws together other key differentiating factors in a cohesive framework. The core features of
conservative, liberal, critical and postmodern values education discourses in the exemplar are
explained below.
Conservative
The conservative orientation to education prevailed before the 1960s, with schools and
teachers taking an authoritative approach and inculcating students with the dominant values,
beliefs and practices of the time. Students are seen as passive recipients of this knowledge.
Basically, education is understood as preparation for work (Kemmis et al. 1983).
Conservative values education approaches vary. They can be based on religious or secular
conceptions of morality, for example. However, they can be distinguished by their focus on
preparing the student to fit or follow the conventions of the social, civic, religious or local
community. In all cases, values frameworks are predetermined by an exterior force—an
authority— whether derived from the natural order of the universe, an omnipotent creator, or
politically or culturally determined. Students have no bearing on these values, and are not
actively afforded opportunities to experiment with alternative or resistant options, analysis or
reframing of their morality. Some of the common methodologies in conservative values
education include direct teaching, service learning, teacher modelling, reward and
punishment and use of rules and guidelines for behaviour. Values education discourses such
as character education, civic republican conceptions of civics and citizenship education,
religious monopolism and values inculcation manifest this orientation.

Education
Orientation
CONSERVATIVE
Transmitting dominant
values.

Values Ed
Approach
Religious
Monopolism

Values
Inculcation
(Common
Values)

Ideology
In this model, morality is considered to be directly dependant on one’s
religion. The argument is that there is only one true faith, and so only one
efficacious morality. The logic of this stance requires adherents to seek an
exclusive curriculum monopoly, either at a state level or by operating their
own schools. Acts are right or wrong in themselves according to religious
texts/ doctrine/ dogma.
Valuing is considered a process of the student identifying with and
accepting the standards or norms of the important individuals and
institutions within society. The student is seen/ treated as a reactor/
recipient rather than as an initiator. Extreme advocates believe that
the needs and goals of society should transcend those of individuals.
Certain values are universal and absolute - derived from the ‘natural
order’, an omnipotent Creator or dominant culture.

LIBERAL
Teaching valuing
skills for personal
choice/ development.

CRITICAL
Facilitating
integrated student

Character
Education

Generally embracing indoctrination/ inculcation as an educational practice,
this approach is focused on habituating the student to civil modes of
conduct. Being honest, hardworking, obeying legitimate authority, kind,
patriotic and responsible. This message is explicit, pervasive and reinforced
by rewards and punishments. Children are not seen as naturally moral; they
must be taught by lesson and example to behave in a manner appropriate to
their host society.

Citizenship
and Civics
Education

A variation of character education that emphasizes the values that maintain
the common good and assure the survival of the society. Patriotism,
democratic values such as freedom, responsibility, obedience to legitimate
rules and authority, are focal points. The virtues/ values promoted here are
those which belong to the ‘ideal’ citizen appropriate to the host society.
Students do not determine these values; they are pre-established.

Confluent
Education

An integrated/ whole school approach based on Gestalt Therapy, and
Psycho-synthesis. It synthesises affective and cognitive education. The
knowledge/ skills content of lessons is related to students’ feelings/ values
systems, and presented in a cyclical process format of: conflict/ frustration,
confrontation, persistence and resolution/ completion. Learning is studentcentred, with personal responsibility, self-awareness, choice and personal
agency seen as key.

Laissez Faire

No explicit approach is taken; values education occurs inexplicitly/
unintentionally only. It stems from the philosophy that schools (particularly
state-run/ secular educational organisations) have no business becoming
involved in the morality of students, or will have little effect. Morality is
either seen as the parent/s’ responsibility, or related to the choice and
personal agency of the student.

Moral
Development
(Moral
Reasoning
/Just
Community)

Based on Kohlberg’s three levels theory of moral development, which maps
a six stage invariate, sequential process of developing morality. Higher
stages are better stages. The goal of moral education is the enhancement of
students' development from lower to higher stages of moral reasoning. This
approach aims to create a school-based just community. Classrooms become
democratic settings where students deliberate about moral dilemmas/
conflicts.

Values
Clarification

The central focus of the approach is to help students use rational thinking
and emotional awareness to examine personal behaviour. Students clarify
their own values, rather than have these inculcated. The valuing process is
internal, relative, individualistic and related to self-actualization. It involves
choosing freely from alternatives. Over time, an ethical identity is created
through repeated affirmation and action relating to one’s own valuing
processes.

Caring
Community

An integrated/ whole school approach based on feminist understandings
of morality. It strongly emphasizes the ethic of care - nurturing,
closeness, emotional attachment, and supportive relationships.
Educators' moral influence stems from their caring relationships with

action based on
alternative
principles.

students, parents, and one another. Students are not rewarded for
empathic actions; these become the classroom culture’s norm. The
school has a ‘family style’ dynamic.
Cultural
Heritage

An integrated/ whole school approach based on post-colonialist
understandings of morality. This approach emphasizes values; however,
these are not mainstream values but are instead drawn from the traditions of
non-dominant cultures. Parents, elders and cultural leaders educate children
within and beyond school, promoting deep understanding of/ participation in
cultural arts and ceremonies. The school does not claim a “superior”
morality as such.

Peace
Education

An integrated/ whole school approach based on an ethic of care that extends
beyond the classroom. Moral commitments include valuing and befriending
the earth, living in harmony with the natural world, recognizing the
interrelatedness of all human and natural life, preventing violence toward the
earth and all its peoples. Students learn to create and live in a culture of
peace. Students participate in/ design projects to better the community and
world.

Social Action
(Action
Learning)

POST-MODERN
Critically exploring
and co-creating ethical
frameworks and
positions.

An integrated/ whole school approach based on action-learning. In this
approach valuing is regarded as a process of self-actualisation in which
individuals consider alternatives and act on their choices. Students learn to
view themselves as social and political beings with the right to access the
systems of influence in the larger world. Through involvement in social
action, students come to believe in themselves as moral agents or activists.

Discursive
School

This approach does not recognise any ‘absolute truths’. It involves a close
study of classical, philosophical thought – such as a close reading of The
Republic, analyzing the applicability to today’s standards. Students apply
epistemological theory to contemporary ethical dilemmas. They evaluate the
relative merit of each philosophical system, such that they are able to cite,
discuss and debate the strengths and weaknesses of each approach.

Ethical
Inquiry
(Community
of Inquiry)

An integrated, cross-curricular approach based on the view of moral
education as a process by which students engage in moral conversation
regarding dilemmas. Within carefully facilitated discussions, students to
investigate values or actions and imagine alternatives. They consider
philosophical questions, and debate the applicability of different ethical
perspectives (such as consequentialism, non-consequentialism, virtue ethics
and ethic of care).
Logical thinking and scientific investigation are used to determine positions
on values issues. Each step in the thought process is carefully examined and
compared to other options; with a focus on the ultimate, possible conclusion
of moral actions. Rational and analytical frameworks are encouraged in
discussion, interrelation and conceptualization of values. The approach
rejects ‘absolute truths’, values and principles are still considered.

Values
Analysis

Values
Stimulation

Values Stimulation is an approach being developed in the Netherlands. It
does not pretend value neutrality. In fact, the theory is based on the belief
that values are always present, whether explicit or not. Student expressions
are respected, but also questioned. The teacher may take and adversarial
role/ play ‘devil’s advocate’ so as to point out the partiality in a student’s
argument on a particular topic/ issue being discussed.

Table 1: Orientation-based Values Education Discourse Exemplar.

Liberal
The liberal orientation was popularised in the 1960s, and involves teachers acting as
facilitators in students’ development of knowledge and skills—particularly relating to inquiry
and decision-making. This orientation looks at the “whole” student, in preparation for “life
rather than work” (Kemmis et al. 1983). Here students understand and engage somewhat with

valuing processes and aspects of society in need of reform. However, they do not attempt to
radically change beliefs or practices. The various approaches share an emphasis on students
understanding and engagement in morality, in relation to their own personal agency and
individual constructions of knowledge and valuing processes. The affective domain is
engagedalong with the cognitive domain. The teaching of values is simply infused into the
lesson content.
While some valuing positions are implicitly placed above others, individual choice is
crucial. This is because, in these approaches, valuing is ultimately a process of selfactualisation; the aim is the weighing of values and principles so as to encourage the
development of a consistent code of personal morality. So, although social issues and
structures may be critiqued, these approaches reflect an individualistic rather than a social
process. Common features of schools include the establishment of more democratic settings,
and teachers acting as facilitators. Classroom methodologies include individual and group
work, discussion and self-analysis. Liberal values education discourses include confluent
education, moral development, laissez faire and values clarification.
Critical
The critical orientation, popularised in the 1970s and linked to the rise a host of other reform
movements like feminism, gay liberation and postcolonialism, aims to engage students more
actively in social issues and action (Kemmis et al. 1983, p. 129). This educational framing
allows students to actively recreate society’s knowledge and values, and encourages radical
change to beliefs and practices. Students identify and question values and practices that are
unjust or unsustainable, and undertake actions to bring about a more peaceful, just and
sustainable world. Values education approaches mobilising this orientation are based on an
array of critical theories—the caring community approach is based on feminist morality
(Gilligan 1982; Noddings 1984), peace education derives from ecoactivism/passivism (Harris
et al. 2002), while the cultural heritage approach draws on postcolonialism and social
action/action learning arises from political activism in a more general sense (Joseph and
Elfron 2005).
However, all approaches feature a student-centred, action-based curriculum. Teachers
act as facilitators of this action, and may model, train and seek to embody the valuing behind
it. Students are able to critique social values where they are found to be lacking, and to
embody particular valuing frameworks by working to improve social conditions through care,
promotion of alternative viewpoints and political and social action. An integrated, whole-

school approach is common, with greater involvement of the community in values education
projects and activities. Methodologies include greater opportunities for participation in realworld community processes and structures, and interaction with community members and
organisations.
Postmodern
The postmodern orientation is the most recent, and involves a critique of notions of
truth and reality. This framing favours the teaching of multiple perspectives on issues and
knowledge, and a critical deconstructive orientation towards social values and practices—
such that the hegemony or discursive truths/assumptions of any given time or culture are
revealed. Students can deconstruct and co-construct values, but must be self-reflexive.
Teachers often take an adversarial role in relation to the student, acting as a “deconstructor,
not a mere supporter in the traditional sense of the word” (Morton and Zavarzadeh 1991, p.
11). Their aim is to develop in the student a critical oppositional position in relation to the
dominant order, such that the partisan subject self-reflexively acknowledges their own
partiality, in the sense of what Morton and Zavarzadeh term “both incompleteness and
committedness” (1991, p. 12). In acknowledging their split or partial nature, the student sees
themselves as constituted by a set of incoherent subject positions produced by cultural
discourses. Having denaturalised themselves, they are able to see the arbitrariness of all
seemingly natural meanings and cultural organisations. So while the secure sense of self is
erased, the space of culture is opened up for reorganisation and creative change.
Postmodern values education approaches include values stimulation (Veugelers 2000),
ethical inquiry or community of inquiry (Freakley and Burgh 2002), values analysis and the
discursive school (Mikulics 1998). They feature student study and engagement with different
valuing frameworks and ethical discourses, and allow students to critically explore their own
partiality, and deconstruct or co-construct valuing processes and systems. Teachers facilitate
study, debate and individual and group exploration of values, and while they may or may not
be encouraged to reveal their own partiality, they must create an environment in which all
student views can be expressed and critiqued safely. These approaches may be seen as the
most difficult for teachers and students in terms of intellectual challenge; however they
confront, rather than dismiss, the complex and multifarious nature of morality itself. The
study had two phases, each with a separate aim:
1. Phase 1 uncovered the dominant values education discourses inherent in the NFVEAS
policy.

2. Phase 2 explored which values education approaches the Australian Values Education
Programme initiative privileges have been implemented in the schools.
The study thus aimed to frame the framework, positioning it in relation to wider range
of conceptions of values, values education and orientations to education identified in the
literature review, so as to establish what it is promoting and for whom. Establishing the
exemplar allowed more detailed subquestions to stem from the overall aims of the two phases
of the study. Specifically, it suggested that the discursive composition of the Australian
Values Education Programme, and thus its merits and demerits, could be detected most
accurately through asking:
– What orientations to education are evident in policy and practice?
– Which specific conceptions of morality or ethical frameworks are expressed in the policy
and in schools?
– What ideological values education theories/theorists are evidenced?
– What are the roles of schools, teachers, students and other participants?
– How different are the intended outcomes of the policy compared to the realities of
implementation?
Research methodology
Conceptualisation of the study
Policy can be defined in a variety ofways, and often within a single study (Ozga 1990).
Policy can be seen as a series of decisions (Ham and Hill 1984), actions that allocate values
(Easton 1965) or the allocation of resources (Codd 1988). However, it is problematic to
define policy in a way that decontextualises its process (Prunty 1984), and it may be seen as a
processin itself (Ball 1993; Fulcher 1989; Kenway 1990; Lingard 1993). In this study, the
Values Education Programme was explored as a government-initiated policy that is not
limited to the NFVEAS document, but includes how it is implemented (Table 2).
However, there were clear limitations on the research, forcibly set by its own timeline
and the fact that the policy is still being trialled. Namely, it was not within the scope of this
study to cover the policy’s actual effectiveness in the long term or the specifics of teaching
practice. Thus, analysis of textual data on the values education website 1, which includes
descriptions of The Values Education Good Practice Schools Project trial approaches, reports
1

The Values Education for Australian Schooling website <http://www.valueseducation.edu.au/values/>.

regarding practice and government-sanctioned materials/lesson plans, was used to uncover a
general sense of the policy’s implementation thus far.
The study builds on research which suggests that policies mobilise specific discourses
(Codd 1988; Fairclough 1993; Rogers et al. 2005). The word “discourse” is derived from the
Latin discursus—“to run to and fro” (Rogers et al. 2005). Within critical discourse analysis
(CDA) traditions, discourse is defined as “language use as social practice”, such that
discourse moves back and forth between constructing and reflecting the social world. CDA
draws on Foucault’s social theory of discourse as it evolved in the theorist’s works (Foucault
1969, 1979, 1981). Foucault saw orders of discourses as constructed understandings of social
practices and identities in a society or institution.
Fairclough (1989) extends this to create a distinct understanding of discourse as
“social practice”, determined by “sets of conventions associated with social institutions” (p.
17). The key elements of Fairclough’s model are shared with other CDA theorists (Rogers et
al. 2005; Wodak 1996): that discourse does ideologicalwork, constitutes society and culture,
is situated and historical, and relates to and mediates power. Thus, discoursewas understood
in this study as manifesting in text, interaction and context. The study examined the to-andfro of values education discourses as this manifested in the NFVEAS policy document, its
trial support materials and the texts discussing the implementation of the Values Education
Programme.
Broad approach
The study employed Fairclough’s threefold approach to CDA (Fairclough 1989, 1992, 1998).
This methodology is most consistent with theCDA-based theory of language used in the
study (based on Foucault, Fairclough andWodak), and is one of the most rigourous forms of
analysis if performed correctly and self-reflexively (Rogers et al. 2005). It is consistent with
the emancipatory paradigm of the research—identifying not only dominant discourses, but
also those that are silenced. It thus helps increase consciousness of how language contributes
to the domination of some people by others, and consciousness is a “step towards
emancipation” (Fairclough 1989, p. 1).

Orientation:

Conservative

Liberal

Post-modern

Critical

Approx. Time
of origin

Pre-1960s

1960s

1970s

1990s

Belief About
Education

Education should
maintain the status
quo. It should
identify, describe and
reinforce the
prevailing values,
beliefs and practices
of society, and
‘transmit’ them to
students.

Education develops the
potential of all
students, rewarding
achievement and
encouraging
competitive activity. It
is based on developing
knowledge and skills,
especially inquiry and
decision-making skills.

Education can help
create a ‘better’ society
by encouraging
students to identify
values and practices
that are unjust or
unsustainable, to
propose alternatives,
and to take appropriate
action to begin
bringing those
alternatives to fruition.

Education can demystify
‘truth’/ ‘reality’ and
problematise knowledge.
Social values and
practices are critiqued –
such that the hegemony
(or discursive
assumptions of a time or
culture) are revealed,
allowing new
possibilities.

Goal of
Educators

To maintain social
stability and protect
the existing interests
of various groups in
society.

To promote individual
excellence and social
progress, and reward
students according to
their performance.

To bring about a more
peaceful, just and
sustainable world
through students’
actions.

To develop in students a
critical oppositional
position in relation to the
dominant order, selfreflexivity and awareness
of partiality.

Role of
Students in
Shaping
Curriculum

Students leave
unquestioned the
dominant values and
practices of society.

Students identify
aspects of society in
need of reform, but
leave untouched
questions of radical
change to beliefs or
practices.

Students ask probing
questions about the
most deep-seated
values and assumptions
in society.

Students can both deconstruct and coconstruct values, as all
knowledge is seen as
constructed and
relational. Students are
placed in an oppositional
subject position through
which they can
interrogate reality and
intervene in its
reconstitution.

Classroom
Pedagogical
Practice

Characterised by the
undisputed authority
of the teacher, the
relative passivity of
the students and the
unproblematic
transmission of
authorised
knowledge.

Characterised by the
teacher’s role as leader
and facilitator, active
inquiry by students,
and an emphasis on
understanding the
reasons for social
phenomena.

Characterised by more
democratic relations
between teacher and
students, high levels of
collaboration, learning
that involves
ideological critique.

Characterised by the
teacher’s role as deconstructor and
facilitator, approach
favours the teaching of
multiple perspectives and
co-creation of
knowledge.

Table 2: Orientations to Education Schemata for Classifying Values Education Approaches.

The analysis followed a systematic methodology, was interpretative, descriptive and
explanatory. It was a textually oriented discourse analysis (TODA)—consistent with CDA—
involving:
1. The analysis of texts (spoken, written, (…) visual texts etc.);
2. An analysis of the discursive practices of text production, distribution and consumption;
and
3. An analysis of the social and cultural practices that frame the text and discursive practices
(Fairclough 1998, p. 144).
Data collection
Sources
1. Phase 1: The primary data source was the NFVEAS (Australian Government 2005a),
as this phase focused only on identifying the dominant Australian values and values
education discourses in the government policy. It was downloaded in PDF format
from the Values Education for Australian Schooling website
2. . Phase 2: The primary data sources were project descriptions for each of the 51
school clusters in the Good Practice Schools trial implementation of the policy, stages
1 and 2 (Australian Government 2006a,b). This text was collected from the Values
Education for Australian Schooling website. Secondary sources included 14
documents selected from what Fairclough terms the wider “data corpus” (1992, p.
226). These documents were chosen in light of their relation to the focus in this phase:
approaches prioritised and practised in the implementation of the Australian Values
Education Programme overall. All documents underpin the reported or intended
implementation of the policy.
The study can be considered ethically sound, as the collection and use of this data
causes no harm and involves no human participants. Additionally, the accessibility of the data
contributes to the external reliability of the study, as other analysts may easily replicate this
study and investigate it.
Sampling techniques
All texts were read repeatedly in totality for understanding. Nonrestrictive notions of
what constitutes discursively rich data in texts (Aarseth 1997; Fairclough 1989; Jewitt and

Van Leeuwen 2001; MacDonald 2003) were followed; for example, rather than being limited
to words and concepts, the study also examined images, layout, colours and typesetting =
within the policy document, along with the packaging of related materials. The way texts
were to be experienced by stakeholders was also important—such as how a poster or lesson
plan was promoted to a school, the instructions accompanying it, where and when it was to
feature within a school environment, the related policies and funding arrangements.
However, smaller samples were then selected from the data sources for coding and more
detailed description, interpretation and explanation. The sampling technique used here
followed Fairclough’s recommendation to focus on what he terms “Cruces”: “…repetitions,
(…) exceptional disfluencies (hesitations, repetitions) (…); silences; sudden shifts of style”
(Fairclough 1992, p. 230).
Additionally, some Cruces and data identified by Leximancer were used. Leximancer
is a computer-assisted text (content) analysis application that uses a machine-learning
technique for conceptual (thematic) analysis and relational (semantic) analysis. The software
uncovers in a grounded fashion what themain concepts in sources are and howthey relate to
each other. Basic data about the texts’ main concepts—rank ordered charts, word frequency,
co-occurrence counts, co-relational maps and entity vocabularies—were created using the
program. CDA’s concern with experiential and relational vocabulary values supports the use
of computer- assisted data analysis, which is highly practicable for research with a tight
timeframe, and increases rigour. An important feature of this kind of analysis is its
reliability—it affords stability by distilling concepts from differentiated/diluted data sources,
and reproducibility (if correctly used). For both phases of the study, Leximancer settings
were kept as generic as possible in order to enhance reproducibility, and highly stable maps
were produced.
Data analysis
The identified samples for both stages were interrogated through application of CDA
analytical techniques. Firstly, Fairclough’s ten questions were used (1989, pp. 110–139),
which relate particularly to vocabulary, grammar and textual structures. Specifically, the
analysis of vocabulary included uncovering the ways in which constructions of values
education, participant roles (schools, students, teachers etc.) and effective education were
worded. Classification schemes, ideologically significant words/images/colours and word
relations, excessive wording, binary oppositions and metaphors were identified.

Analysis of grammatical features mainly identified how processes (sentence forms
such as actions, declarations, questions, commands etc.) positioned participants
(subjects/objects) in a power dynamic. The most powerful participants (who do actions, and
give information or commands) and the least powerful participants (who are the objects of
action, information or commands) were systematically coded. The effects of other features
(e.g. modal auxiliaries, pronouns etc.) were examined. Analysis of textual structures centred
on layout, turn-taking, context and the more general features of the text/imagery was also
carried out. The focus of the analysis constantly alternated between what was there in the text,
and the discourse type(s) drawn upon, such that the experiential, relational and expressive
values 2 of these formal features were uncovered.
Secondly, the discursive practices of text production, distribution and consumption in
relation to the NFVEAS policy document were interpreted and analysed. The goal in this
stage of CDA is to seek to understand the nature of discourse practices mobilised in the texts.
Supplementary sources which detail these practices such as lessons and others from the
corpus were re-examined and used here, in dialogue with the data collected. The three
processes of production, distribution and consumption were (respectively) analysed through
exploration of interdiscursivity and manifest intertextuality, conditions of discourse practice,
and coherence.
Interdiscursivity methods involved identifying components of orders of discourse in
the data—their particular vocabularies, set of metaphors, cohesive markers, subjective modal
verbs—so as to identify genres or discourses (Fairclough 1992, p. 124). In particular, the key
values education discourses in the Good Practice Schools trial programmes, and in the
practice reported on in the wider corpus, were identified. Focus questions included: What is
the view of values education promoted? What values or ethical framework is presented and
how is it presented? What are the roles for participants? What pedagogical strategies are
promoted?
Manifest intertextuality methods included considering what other texts had been
drawn upon for the development of the policy and in its implementation. This involved
“investigating concrete references or evidence of intertextuality within the text” (Fairclough
1992, p. 117). Presuppositions and assumptions that the reader understands something
mentioned earlier in the text or a referenced text and negations (which directly negate views

Experiential values concerns knowledge; relational values concern relations; expressive
values concern identities/subject roles.
2

of other texts) were examined to see what conceptions of values education were affirmed or
negated.
Fairclough’s notion of coherence basically refers to how“closed” or “open” a text is
(1992, p. 83). Here the texts and samples were examined to ensure that both the invited
reading and alternate/resistant readings had been determined. Interpretations of the document
from the media, practice and other research were reviewed, along with intertextual references
within the actual document to aid identification of alternative/resistant readings of the
NFVEAS. The analyst’s own knowledge of literary theory and possible understandings of
cultural motifs were also drawn on. Thus, the analytical method used was both inductive and
deductive.
STATUS

Positive
Occurrence

Non-occurrence

DISCOURSES

DOMINANT-Dominant’ in all the ‘features’ (vocabulary, Citizenship Education,
grammatical and textual) of the policy, as evidenced in 4-7 Values Inculcation.
Cruces (of the 7 Cruces analysed).
OPERANT-Present in 1-2 features (vocabulary,
grammatical or textual) of the policy, as evidenced in
between 2-4 Cruces.

Character Education.

DORMANT-Present in ‘alternative’ readings of policy
features only, in 1-3 Cruces.

Religious Monopolism,
Confluent Education, Moral
Development, Caring
Community, Cultural
Heritage, Values
Clarification.

ABSENT-Not directly or indirectly activated or negated in Peace Education, Social
the features of any of the Cruces.
Action.
CHALLENGED- Negated in alternative readings only of Values Analysis, Values
the features (vocabulary, grammatical or textual) of the
Stimulation.
policy, in 1-3 Cruces.

Negative
Occurrence

MARRED-Negated in 1-2 features (vocabulary,
grammatical or textual) of the policy, as evidenced in
between 2-4 Cruces.

Discursive School, Ethical
Inquiry.

STRONGLY NEGATED-Negated in all the ‘features’
(vocabulary, grammatical and textual) of the policy, as
evidenced in 4-7 Cruces.

Laissez Faire.

Figure 1: Values Education Discourse Occurrences in the NFVEAS policy.

The data from all analysis in phase 1 was tabulated and interpreted throughout these
processes. It was then evaluated in relation to the features of the 16 values education

discourses identified in the literature review. Finally, occurrence statuses were allocated to all
16 discourses, signifying their level of significance in the NFVEAS policy document. The
occurrence statuses of discourses were then expressed pictorially in a diagram (Fig. 1).
In addition, numeric occurrence ratings were allocated to all 16 discourses signifying
their level of significance in each of the Good Practice Schools trials. As this phase 2 data
focussed on actual programs of practice in schools, the negation of discourses (or negative
values) did not feature and was not recorded. Similarly, alternative readings of practice
discourses were not made. Instead, a single unit of positive value was allocated to each
discourse uncovered in the indicators of any single school cluster’s project description text.
Where an approach amalgamated two or more discourses, a single unit of positive value was
recorded for each discourse uncovered. The occurrence ratings of values education discourses
in each stage of the trials were then graphed (Fig. 2).

Occurrence of Values Education Discourses
in the Values Education Good Practice Schools Trial - Stage 1 (2005).
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Figure 2: Occurrence of Values Education Discourses in the Values Education Good
Practice Schools Trial – Stage 1 (2005).

Results
Documented discourse: values education discourses in the NFVEAS

The data for phase 1 revealed that the invited reading 3 of the NFVEAS policy
document strongly privileges some values education discourses, and shows partiality towards
others. In addition, the policy is open to alternative readings that mobilise other discourses.
However, there are some values education discourses that are not mobilised by the policy, or
are actively negated. These varying occurrence statuses are represented pictorially (Fig. 1).
Overall, the NFVEAS policy document most strongly privileges conservative values
education discourses. Above all, civics and citizenship education and values inculcation
discourses dominate, incurring “dominant” status ratings in the study. These discourses are
evident in all the features, including vocabulary, grammatical and textual structures of the
policy—particularly its promotion of the inculcation of nine predetermined and ill-defined
Australian values, which it claims are common toAustralian citizens. Essentially, these values
have been constructed by the Australian government, based on conservative organisational
ideals of the moral democratic participants, rather than extracted from any true communal
consensus or philosophical debate. Laissez faire discourse is most strongly repudiated, while
the policy generally excludes postmodern discourses.
Practice: values education discourses in implementation
The data for phase 2 exposed a variety of values education discourses at work in the
implementation of the Australian Values Education Programme. The occurrence ratings of
values education discourses in each of the Values Education Good Practice Schools trials are
represented in bar graphs (Figs. 2 and 3). Cumulative occurrence across both trials is graphed
separately (Fig. 4). Each unit of occurrence in the graphs indicates a discourse’s presence (or
amalgamation) in a school cluster’s trial values education project. Higher ratings indicate a
discourse featured in many projects, lower ratings indicate occurrence in fewer programs.
It is clear from all three figures that the practices or the implementation of the NFVEAS
policy and its materials have been most strongly dominated by values education discourses
that are conservative in orientation, particularly values inculcation (this is further supported
by even a cursory glance at the Leximancer-generated ranked concepts in Figs. 5 and 6).

3

Texts embody authorial attempts to position readers to receive particular meanings within particular discourses,
such that an “ideal reader position” is constructed by thewriter (Kress 1988, p. 107).However, readers
may not be positioned to receive this invited reading (to read with the text), and may draw on a variety of
discourses to create an alternative reading in which aspects of the invited reading are questioned or confused,
or interpreted as supporting different meanings/discourses (Hall 1980; Kress 1988; Moon 1992). Furthermore,
a resistant reading recognises and opposes the invited meaning of a base text, and involves interpretations that
actively challenge its discursive preoccupations (Hall 1980; Kress 1988; Moon 1992).

Occurrence of Values Education Discourses
in the Values Education Good Practice Schools Trial - Stage 2 (2006).
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Figure 3: Occurrence of Values Education Discourses in the Values Education Good Practice Schools
Trial – Stage 2 (2006).
Cumulative Occurrence of Values Education Discourses
in the Values Education Good Practice Schools Trials.

lca
ac
te
tio
rE
el
n
ig
du
io
ca
us
tio
M
n
C
on
on
op
flu
o
lis
en
m
tE
M
or
du
al
ca
D
tio
ev
n
el
C
op
ar
in
m
g
en
Co
t
m
C
m
ul
u
tu
ni
ra
ty
Va
lH
lu
er
es
ita
C
ge
la
r
ific
Pe
at
ac
io
e
n
Ed
uc
at
So
io
n
cia
l
Ac
Va
tio
lu
es
n
Va
An
lu
al
es
ys
is
St
im
D
isc
ul
at
ur
io
si
n
ve
Sc
ho
Et
hi
ol
ca
lI
nq
La
ui
iss
ry
ez
Fa
ire

cu
In

s

R

ha
r

lu
e
Va

C

C

ivi
c

s

an

d

C

itiz

en

sh

ip

20
18
16
14
12
Occurrence 10
Rating
8
6
4
2
0

Values Education Discourse
Civics and Citizenship
Confluent Education

Values Inculcation
Moral Development

Character Education
Caring Community

Religious Monopolism
Cultural Heritage

Values Clarification
Values Stimulation

Peace Education
Discursive School

Social Action
Ethical Inquiry

Values Analysis
Laissez Faire

Figure 4: Cumulative Occurrence of Values Education Discourses in Trials.

However, school-based values education practices have undoubtedly diversified over
time, and the data indicates a move towards more socially critical practices between 2005 and
2006. In particular, school-based practice increasingly privileged the highly student-centred
social action approach to values education, and (to a lesser extent) mobilised postmodern

approaches (with the use of “Philosophy in the Classroom” and “Community of Inquiry”
programs).

Figure 5: Leximancer-generated Ranked Concepts within the NFVEAS

Figure 6: Leximancer-generated Ranked Concepts for the wider corpus
Fundamental findings
Analysis of the data revealed that the NFVEAS policy document strongly privileges
traditional, conservative views of values, and a white, masculinised view of the Australian
identity, through its promotion of conservative values education discourses. The policy

particularly privileges civics and citizenship education, values inculcation and character
education discourses, and promotes the Australian government as a keymoral authority. Its
implementation has retained a chiefly conservative orientation, although character education
and values inculcation are most central to school practice and to the support materials
provided for it. This result was shown to mimic, and possibly relate to, the strength of these
discourses in the international values education movement (Bee Bee 2001; Ikemoto 1996;
Smagorinsky and Taxel 2004), in previous Australian education movements, the political
climate in Australia (Devereaux 2006) and in the West (Schwartz 2007).
The study also uncovered alternative readings of the policy thatmobilise aspects of a
range of liberal and critical discourses. Such readings were reflected in the largely
proportionate occurrence of these discourses in school practice: confluent education, moral
development, values clarification, cultural heritage and caring community discourses all
featured in the Good Practice trials and the wider corpus. However, while social action and
peace education discourse do not manifest in the policy, they had significantly higher
occurrence ratings in its implementation. This represented a move away from the
conservative orientation of the NFVEAS, and accounted for the overall increase in critical
discourse in its translation into practice. Social action was particularly dominant in practice,
and—like peace education— mainly related to student-centred environmental activism.
The study revealed how postmodern discourses are negated in the NFVEAS. The
policy contains oppositional ideology to these discourses, assuming a set of stable, universal,
unproblematic values, promoting direct inculcation of a dominant morality, assuming the
Government and, by association, schools, to be moral authorities. It also positions students as
passive recipients of knowledge, rather than deconstructors or co-creators. Conversely,
postmodern discourses account for a minor portion of values education discourses activated
in the policy’s implementation. This perspective manifested in increasingly sophisticated
practices over time, with a shift from values analysis discourse in the first Good Practice trial
to postmodern discourses focussed on ethical and philosophical frameworks. Such practice
was attributed to atypical, resistant readings of the NFVEAS made by highly agentic
educators.
Finally, the research illustrates how the policy document and implementation negated
laissez faire discourse most ardently. The policy dismisses the concerns of this discourse: that
some values education is ineffective, that ultimately parental and other wider influences are
more important than that of schools, that morality is a personal issue and that teachers already
have too many time constraints to design and deliver additional curricula. Those espousing

these concerns in practice—generally practicing teachers—are negated through being
portrayed as lazy, as failing to carry out particular duties, or primarily concerned with their
own needs. Because the very legitimate concerns of this discourse are either ignored or
disparaged in the values education policy and practice, they are yet to be allayed.
Discussion
Two significant conclusions result from this study. Firstly, the NFVEAS did hold
some direct influence on the values education practices examined in the study. This was
illustrated in the relative dominance of the conservative orientation, particularly values
inculcation discourse, in both the document and its implementation. However, the translation
of policy into practice was not exact. Some schools balanced the goals of the Australian
government represented in the NFVEAS with those of other authorities, including state
governments and religious bodies. In other cases, practice was linked to alternative or
resistant readings of the policy document and support materials, to the influence of preestablished foreign models or to participant goals. This was seen in the significant
mobilisation of critical and postmodern discourses. Thus, while the policy document is
important, it does not completely determine Australian values education.
Secondly, for alternative approaches that are more diversified than the model initially
offered to become standard, they must be supported in several ways. They must be
encouraged in the invited reading of the NFVEAS, rather than only in alternative or resistant
readings that can only be recognised by some educators. They must be backed in its support
materials, so that underresourced educators do not need to rely on outside (and thus harderto-find) or contradictory materials. They must also focus more on educational rather than
political goals (to avoid alienating participants). Otherwise, the policy and process can be
seen as little more than the product of a conservative government which had engaged in a
culture war with the intellectual left, and chosen education, particularly state secular
education, as its battleground. The ideological implication that the commonwealth sought to
draw here was that nonconservative education is necessarily values-free; that values-rich
education is conservative.

Implications and recommendations

The implications of this study for policy and curriculum developers are that the
current national values education policy in Australia and its support materials are not meeting
the needs of some educators, students and participants. The highly political nature of the
Australian Values Education Programme, and its focus on only one perspective on morality
to the exclusion of all others, may indeed have an alienating affect on some participants, such
that they may seek alternative information/resources to what has been provided, or even
actively resist implementing the policy altogether. Despite the policy’s attempt to promote a
single set of values or Australian identity, the diversity of Australians and their approaches to
values/morality has not been, and cannot be, suppressed by the policy. Perhaps a values
education policy acknowledging andworking with this diversity might result in practicemore
consistent with its ideology.
Policy and curriculum developers could consider developing policy and programme
support materials with a greater focus on liberal, critical and postmodern values education
approaches. Such approaches do not assume a monoculture or a single dominant conception
of morality. Postmodern approaches in particular also have the advantage of a greater focus
on academic skills and content, such as infusing the teaching of values in academic subject
areas such as mathematics and science. Learning in morality can be scaffolded to involve
increasingly complex and diverse understandings of the field, rather than limited to
increasingly simplified and exclusionary content. Interdisciplinary approaches may also be
incorporated. They offer a greater range of perspectives on morality, and encourage inclusion
through exploration of various cultural and historical perspectives. They also reposition
students as more empowered and active participants, such that the insights and ideas they
might have to offer are not overlooked.
Ideally, any revised values education policy or materials would have the development
of students’ ethical judgement, including the possibilities for the students’ deconstruction and
co-construction of morality, as a core concern. Definitions of values education and effective
practice would be broadened, and guidelines might perhaps detail more academic
methodologies such as the exploration of various cultural, philosophical and ethical
frameworks, development of communities of inquiry and use of real-world dilemmas and case
studies. In addition, the provision of far more detailed and educationally valid information on
philosophy, ethics, moral language and processes from different faiths and cultures is
recommended as an effort to enhance diversity in these times of globalisation.

The implications of this study for school administrators centre on the fact that the
current Australian Values Education Programme only draws directly on a small portion of the
discourses available in wider values education literature. Values education is clearly not a
case of one size fits all; for example, cultural heritage approaches may have poignant
relevance in some indigenous communities, but less value in schools with a different student
body. In developing values education programmes, administrators should not simply rely on
the highly partial materials provided by the Australian government.
One implication of this study for teachers of all subject areas is that values education
policy, programmes and materials need to be read and applied critically; for example, simply
inculcating students directly with the nine values espoused in the NFVEAS will not equip
students with the deeper understanding and skills required for their ethical development, and
could possibly create more problems than it solves. Good education in any subject area does
not give students the false illusion that they can ever learn all the facts or truths in that field;
it instead awakens a lifelong process of inquiry. Similarly, values education should be treated
as a field of inquiry with its own complex issues, skills and processes to be explored in theory
and practice.
It follows that an implication of this study for teacher educators is that teachers need
to be taught to read and adapt education policy critically. So much of teachers’ work is
ideological, and occurs in fields that can become politically charged ideological battlegrounds.
It is thus recommended that teacher educators equip preservice teachers with knowledge of
the different orientations to education in general, and how these may affect the different
expectations of—and possibilities for—their teaching practice. In light of the new
requirements for all Australian teachers to tackle values education, it is further recommended
that all pre-service teachers study values education theory and practice.
The research implications of this study relate to its limitations. The study was limited
to analysis of texts only, during a tight time period of less than 6 months. Thus, future
research into the implementation of the NFVEAS could build upon this initial research into
the contemporary Australian values educationmovement through a greater focus on
classroom practices, and progression of themovement in the future. Amethodological focus
on case studies, surveys, action research and the development of evaluative tools would
constitute possible logical follow-up studies.
In sum, the key recommendations of this study are that:

• Policy/curriculum developers develop policy/programme support materials with a greater
focus on liberal, critical and postmodern values education approaches, offeringmore
diversified, student-centred models representing broader frameworks of morality.
• School administrators consider a broader range of alternative values education approaches
than those offered in prima facie readings of the NFVEAS policy/materials, selecting
approaches that meet the particular needs of their school communities and the students.
• Teachers read and apply values education policy, programmes and materials critically, and
treat values education as a complex and varied field of inquiry rather than an inculcation
process.
• Teacher educators equip preservice teachers with knowledge about the different orientations
to education in general, critical interpretation of educational policy, and values education
theory and practice.
• Researchers continue to explore the implementation of the NFVEAS through a focus on
classroom practices and action research, the movement’s general progress, practice outcomes
and the development of evaluative tools.
Conclusion
The introduction of the NFVEAS signifies a new period in Australian values
education, and also in Australian values education research. It is still in the early days, and
the broader outcomes of this movement are yet to be experienced. Additionally, the best goals
and methodologies for its progression are yet to be refined. However, through framing the
framework within broader understandings of values and values education, this paper was able
to uncover some discursive issues in policy formation affecting the movement, and offer
recommendations for their improvement. With more extensive research, further
improvements to the contemporary Australian values education movement may be
strategically fostered.
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