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How to Know Our Youth?

Media-based understanding (problem-oriented
understanding) — youth behavior having news
value

Adult-based vs. youth-based understanding;
insider vs. outsider understanding

Authority-based understanding (infallibility of
experts?)

Evidence-based understanding (e.g. family
does not play an important role in adolescence)
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Family Values (% E(f f )

High support for traditional family values
Conflicting family values
74.4% did not accept extra-marital affairs (EMA)

77.3% disagreed that “taking care of parents is out-
dated”

35.3% believed people should not divorce

80.5% felt cohabitation was acceptable

77.8% anticipated that they would have children
Weak emotional connectedness (comparative study)
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Sexual Values (1% ffi i )

Growing sexual permissiveness
Conflicting sexual values

Downward trend in accepting more than one
sex partners at one time: 14.1%

Growing acceptance of pre-marital sex: 33.2%
agreed that it was wrong

45.0% accepted abortion

Emphasis on loyalty in relationship; emphasis
on sexual gratification and sexual choices
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Values on Law and Work (B3fi% EfinE)

Conflicting values in following laws

High identification with the rule of law

Set up one’s own business better than working
(56.1%)

Will not follow unreasonable laws (36.5%)
Corruption is unavoidable (48.7%)

“Smart” is more important than diligence
(69.5%)
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Pragmatic Values (¥2]2 % fiff#)

* Diligence not important: 41.8%
» Self-Centered interest: 30%+

» Acceptance of illegal activities not hurting

others: 17%+
» Righteousness leads to poverty (30%)
» Wise to follow the trend (61.4%)
* Money can buy happiness (24%)

* Negative perception of adolescent values and
morality (60% - 70%+)

20
750 /Q,J[—Jgi - -
/A " SR * T 4551 - SR P
- /ﬁfﬁi/! FT, - B EET, FHAP? Y o
PIHEE (FEPTIE) S —
L R OEERS i T
1= e PPl kgl k@fﬁw | - ﬂrff‘ e —— — e =
SRR
JEE T 55 125 40 71 290 il B | FEER A
A 76.0% 58.5% 55.3% 50.1% 58.2% 1997 38% | 32.3% | 38.7% | 17.4% | 7.8% | 100.0%
il 17 88 32 7n 209 36.1% 56.1%
[ —‘:é&“ﬁfijfé’k 24.0% 41.5% 44.7% 49.9% 41.8% 1999+ 2.8% ‘ 29.5% 54.5% ‘ 8.1% 5.1% ‘ 100.0%
32.3% 62.6%
e 73 213 71 142 499
1000%  100.0%  100.0%  1000%  100.0% AW TR -3.8 +6.5%%
ﬁ?ﬁﬁlﬁﬁﬁ ° (2000) - & S () - Fﬁiﬁiﬁﬁfﬁﬂﬁﬂfﬁ . ﬁ?ﬁ:rij,‘-pﬁ,j;g - (2000) - {fj %~ * % EHH(C) 3 ;vﬁi{;ﬂﬁ:ﬁ,ﬁ .
21 22
e
R TR FE - EFERF0H - [FEGEA ﬁ”"ﬁ/ﬁi/ﬁﬁb" IR H AP ?
e FI='f
o
[l TR Ifil & TR
ﬂi?gj SEE | \E | EE | | | AF ”Egj B | BE ’F?ﬁ;‘ [ A
[0 BEE | BREK [=2] flE BEE | B L]
19975 40% | 157% | 45.6% | 323% | 24% | 100.0% R A P 23 128 282 43 30 505
19.7% 77.9% ﬁg_&ifﬁpﬁ' | 46% | 253% | 558% | 84% | 5.9% | 100.0%
19995 0.8% | 16.9% | 57.3% | 228% | 22% | 100.0% et 29.9% 64.2%
17.7% 80.1% e P 24 286 157 22 17 506
e NS | 4.8% | 56.6% | 31.0% | 4.4% | 3.3% | 100.0%
T TRY -2.0 +2.2 oI F e 61.4% 35.4%
T 0 - (2000) - R R R ) o b i g -
AR - (2000) < 1 M S EBC) o SRR E B - i S Tl el
23 24




Y ey T

i TR
S RE AN ARG
L SRR | mREE | e
1997 27% | 240% | 365% | 343% | 26% | 100.0%
26.7% 70.8%
1999 16% | 224% | 548% | 189% | 24% | 100.0%
24.0% 73.7%
WEETRY 2.7 +2.9

g b

2 (2000) - {1 F 2 AT -

i

25

SPRERE ) - U LI ?

1997 1999 WS 1T R
Sl iy 5.4% 4.1% -1.3
T T 26.8% 29.4% +2.6
SR (% 66.9% 64.9% 2.0
T 0.9% 1.6% +0.7
gt 100.0% 100.0%
AR < (2000) - i F R R ) - SR E R -

26

By T Y

é/IF 3
1997 1999 ST 1SR

TR R 5.2% 4.2% -1.0
TR N 73.0% 76.2% +3.2
[l % 20.2% 17.1% -3.1
S | B 1.7% 2.5% 0.8

fist 100.0% 100.0%

FHT R - (2000) « 3 R R (T ) - fE I B

27

Phenomena Deserving Attention

1. ldentification of traditional family values (e.g.,
filial piety) ... BUT
- Family disintegration and drop in family solidarity
- Ideal child in the eyes of Chinese parents

- High psychological control but low behavioral
control

- Strict mother, kind father
- Foreign domestic helper syndrome

2. Family influence on value and character
formation — the missing link

28

H YRR PO ?%Ffi“ﬁ FEE (2004)

Vi
%[
B

i [

it BPE Y PR (FRZ L)

‘*J];J_-—TT'ZJ- o D=V
&SR] o G=XH)
o J=X Hlpue




52 2B B VR (PAE NEpIER)

A=2BISH 4 [0t - B2 BIEH 4 JOI0 « C= IS4 [0~ Bt - D=2
%JE’-_‘» b 5'?"" E: ] ’1&%@@ o F=3" ¢ glgjt‘mj; Eﬂnﬁﬂ e ;J#J
S UIEE - HeT Y SRR - SV THE) - v
it -

Phenomena Deserving Attention

3. Permissive and confused sexual values and
inadequate sex knowledge

4. Pragmatic values: Noble dreams and values?
5. Emphasis on self-expressiveness values
CBLEL IO < YIRS, vs. T
I~ BV PURE ) S (2).pot
6. Media influence (popular songs)

7. Adult world’s influence on value and
character formation (double standards;
materialism; sensual world; pragmatism)  ,

Issues Deserving Reflection

1. Four basic questions for value education: Who? What ?
How? Why?
EDB Values: "[p4%, ~ T@rgify ~  ~ T
B TBNE PR, R, T
S el 2

. Family-based value education — parental involvement
(Who)

. Family issues and relationships as entry points (What)

. Sex, dating, love affairs, marriage as entry points (What)

. Media issues (e.g. singers, blogs) as entry points (What)

. Reflection on pragmatic values as entry point (What)

. Psychosocial competencies and value building (What)

. Evidence-based value education programs (What)
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Issues Deserving Reflection

9. Experiential learning versus cognitive learning:
know]edge, feeling, motivation, action - ]! ~ ‘]‘?'] .
o~ 7 (How)

10. Role models of adults (teachers, principals, school
staff) — double-standards?

Do we have values, aspirations and characters that
students can model? (Who and How)

11. Teaching “subjects” versus whole person education
(Why)

Positive value and character in those who “educate”
the students? Catching what kinds of “fish”?
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Issues Deserving Reflection

12. Role of life philosophies and religions in value and
character education ( * % [lusH 5 + S0~ &
(Why ? What ?)

« Confucianism: self-cultivation of inborn conscience (f$=) ~
L5

« Buddhism: fate, “meng”, destiny ([</{{); illusion of
experience (1)

« Taoism: harmony with nature; self-transcendence

« “Big Bang” theory (value and truth in randomness) to
“Evolution” (findings values from monkey to money)

« Post-modernism (God has died; values as social construction
and discourses)

« Christian traditions (human beings created by God; values
from God) 35
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