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I.INTRODUCTION

l.1. Motivation, scope and structure of the thesis

The aim of the present dissertation is to explore the attitudes of young people in

Estonia to religion and religious diversity, their views on the role of school in

promoting dialogue and tolerance among representatives of different world-

views in the context of a secular context, and to investigate the ways in which
religious education alters their views on these issues.

The main research question of my research was: What are the hindrances
and potentials for developing tolerance towards religious diversity among 14—
16 years old Estonian students in the context of school, and of religious edu-
cation in particular?

Empirical research had a dual perspective which included both of the
subjects' own views and an analysis of observed teaching situations. To answer
the main research question the following research tasks were established:

a. I explore what role students themselves give to religion in their own lives
and in human relations,

b. I investigate students' attitudes towards religious (and worldview) diversity
and their experiences, expectations and evaluations of it,

c. I seek to establish the extent to which religious education might have a role
in educating students about religious diversity and how this alters their views
of religion,

d. I study the main potentials and hindrances for dialogue about different
worldviews in the classroom practices of religious education.

These questions are answered first by the means of qualitative research, where

students’ views were collected and the language that they used in speaking

about religion and religious diversity was analysed. On the basis of this infor-
mation, a quantitative questionnaire was developed and the views were checked
using a much bigger sample.

Having obtained data on the views held by students, I then investigated the
main potentials and hindrances for dialogue about different worldviews in the
classroom practices of religious education. This was done on the basis of
participant observation and the analysis of interaction patterns in the classroom,
focusing both on incidents exemplifying both successful dialogue and failures
in lessons. This part of the research was conducted by videotaping lessons and
then analysing student interactions.

My thesis has an exploratory character; it is intended to explore the field and
collect data, not test a theory. It works as the basis for developing in future more
adequate approaches in education and as a reference point for future empirically
based theories.

In the following section I present arguments for the relevance of my study in a
European context and the reasons for my personal interest in the study. These two
perspectives are linked by a European research project, which permitted me to
conduct the research. The structure of the thesis is presented in subchapter 1.1.3.

13



I.1.1. Relevance of the study in European context

European societies are growing more and more diverse. Although the influx of
immigrants into Estonia has not been very large in recent years, cultural and
religious diversity is not a new phenomenon in Estonia either. Across Europe,
the promotion of tolerance in a diverse context is seen as highly important, and
religions can both facilitate mutual understanding and generate conflict. A
liberal theologian Hans Kiing, whose strong arguments for dialogue among
representatives of different religions have inspired many interfaith initiatives,
has pointed it out very clearly:

“Religion can contribute to human liberation as well to human oppression. Religions
can be authoritarian, tyrannical and reactionary; they can produce anxiety, narrow-
mindedness, intolerance, injustice, isolation. But religions can also have liberating
effects, oriented out on the future and beneficial to human rights. They can dis-
seminate trust in life, generosity, tolerance and solidarity, social commitment,
spiritual renewal, social reforms and world peace.” (Kiing, 1991, 46)

Thus the key question is: ‘How can we promote ‘trust in life’ instead of in-
tolerance and narrow-mindedness?’

Different organisations promoting inter-religious dialogue have been established
as one of the responses, the first probably being, the World Council of Churches
(WCC) in 1948; many other organisations followed, e.g. The World Conference of
Religions for Peace (WCRP) in 1970; the International Council of Christians and
Jews (ICCJ) in 1975, the United Religions Initiative (URI) in 2000, the Institute of
Interfaith Dialogue in 2000, the European Council of Religious Leaders (ECRL) in
2002 are just some among numerous examples of interfaith dialogue promoting
open and respectful exchange of views.

The multi-cultural and multi-religious character of European societies has
demanded a shift in policies to foster mutual understanding among people of
diverse backgrounds. In this context, the high importance of teaching about
religions and beliefs in public education has been noted by prominent inter-
national institutions, such as the Council of Europe (2004; 2007; also in
Wimberley, 2003), the Organisation and Security and Co-operation in Europe
(OSCE, 2007), and the European Union, UNESCO, the European Commission
(for full account see Jackson, 2008b, 153—156). Such bodies not only encourage
dialogue between young people of different religious faiths, but also with those
who believe in non-religious philosophies, such as secular humanism (e.g.
OSCE, 2007).

A political philosopher and public intellectual Michael Walzer highlighted
that a strong commitment to democratic citizenship and to the politics of
difference has special relevance in a diverse society, which in turn encourages
people to seek a sympathetic understanding of different groups. He argues that
learning of democratic citizenship is best begun in childhood and that education
plays an essential role in it:

14



“... that is why education is so important — school learning (also practical expe-
rience) aimed at producing the patience, stamina, tolerance, and receptiveness
without which the strain [democratical culture of criticism and disagreement]
will not be understood or accepted.” (Walzer, 1998, 160)

Given the fact of societies with many religious and secular worldviews present,
there is always possibility for disagreements and conflicts. Although conflict
can be seen as the opposite of peace, it is not necessarily the opposite of
dialogue, since “issues of conflict can produce good dialogues” (Jackson &
Skeie, 2008, 8). On the contrary, as one can see from classroom interaction in
different European countries (ter Avest et al, 2009), disagreements and conflicts
make dialogue necessary and possible and can be part of exploring the other and
oneself, although the outcome of such dialogue is not necessarily to reach
shared opinions. Of course, there are other categories of ‘difference’, such as
ethnicity and culture, which need to be taken into account in dialogue. Thus, not
only education about religions and beliefs should be fostered, but also the need
for intercultural dialogue in the context of schools — many of which are in-
creasingly ‘multicultural’ in character — should be promoted (Council of Euro-
pe, 2008).

There are two influential papers which stress the importance of promoting
dialogue to reach the aim of mutual understanding among representatives of
different religions and worldviews: The Toledo Guiding Principles on Teaching
about Religions and Beliefs in Public Schools by the Organisation for Security
and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE, 2007) and in May 2008 the Ministers of
Foreign Affairs of the 47 member states, including Estonia, of the Council of
Europe launched the White Paper on Intercultural Dialogue: Living Together
As Equals in Dignity (Council of Europe, 2008). The White Paper provides
various orientations for the promotion of intercultural dialogue, mutual respect
and understanding. It contends that passive tolerance is not sufficient to face the
demands of a plural society, and that dialogue must promote active tolerance:

“However, pluralism, tolerance and broadmindedness may not be sufficient: a
pro-active, a structured and widely shared effort in managing cultural diversity
is needed. Intercultural dialogue is a major tool to achieve this aim, without
which it will be difficult to safeguard the freedom and well-being of everyone
living on our continent.” (Council of Europe, 2008, 13)

The special attention to interreligious dialogue is given more precisely in
chapter 3.5 “The Religious Dimension” (Council of Europe, 2008, 22-24). The
document recognises the importance of studying religions in the framework of
general education also in chapter 4.3.2 “Primary and secondary education” for
promoting mutual understanding. In the recommendations for learning inter-
cultural competencies the inclusion of teaching about and understanding of
religions and nonreligious convictions is made explicit:
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“An appreciation of our diverse cultural background should include knowledge
and understanding of the major world religions and nonreligious convictions
and their role in society.” (Council of Europe, 2008, 45)

The awareness of religion in education as a potential for conflict as well as
dialogue prompted the European Commission to include religion as a possible
area for research within the framework of the FP6 Specific Programme
“Integrating and Strengthening the European Research Area”, Priority 7:
,Citizens and Governance in a knowledge-based society”, special area 7.2.1:
“Values and religions in Europe”. My thesis is written on the basis of my work
in a joint European comparative project REDCo (Religion in Education. A
contribution to Dialogue or a factor of Conflict in transforming societies of
European Countries). The project began its work in March 2006 and ended in
March 2009. Nine institutions from eight European countries participated in it:
University of Hamburg (Germany) as a project leader, University of Muenster
(Germany), University of Warwick (England), University of Tartu (Estonia),
Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes (France), Free University Amsterdam (The
Netherlands), University of Stavanger (Norway), Russian Christian Academy
for Humanities in St. Petersburg (Russia), and University of Granada (Spain).
The thesis reports research conducted in Estonia for which I was specifically
responsible, which contributed to the overall outputs of the REDCo project. The
thesis includes work that I specifically contributed to the project as a PhD
student under the supervision of Dr. Pille Valk. Project findings were reported
in a range of books, including Jackson et al., 2007; Knauth et al., 2008; ter
Avest et al., 2009; Valk et al., 2009; van der Want et al., 2009.

Several articles were published reporting my work in the project and formed
the bases for the chapters of my thesis. The third chapter of my thesis about the
qualitative study among young people in Estonia is based on two articles:
Meeting diversity — students’ perspectives in Estonia (Schihalejev, 2008b) and
Kohtumine endast erinevaga — opilaste arusaam [Meeting difference —
students’ perspectives] (Schihalejev, 2008a). The fourth chapter about quantita-
tive study is based on the article Options beside ‘and no Religion too’ —
perspectives of Estonian youth (Schihalejev, 2009d). The fifth chapter about
classroom interaction is based on articles Prospects for and obstacles to dia-
logue in religious education in Estonia (Schihalejev, 2009f) and Dialogue in
religious education lessons — possibilities and hindrances in the Estonian
context (Schihalejev, 2009¢). There were some articles reflecting other results
of my research not used in my thesis. A qualitative research done about
teachers’ responses to diversity in the classroom, their struggles, challenges and
joys are discussed in Challenges in creating respect for diversity: Teachers’
perspectives (Schihalejev, 2009a) and Portraits of the Estonian respondents
(Schihalejev, 2009¢). These articles, concentrating on teachers, stayed out of the
focus of my thesis, which studied students’ views. Also two articles, what com-
pared the results of studies done in Estonia and Russia, one about qualitative
and second about quantitative study (Kozyrev&Schihalejev, 2008; Schihalejev,
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2009b), are not included in the thesis, as they highlight the differences of the
studies done in two countries.

The hot debates around religious education (see chapter 2.2.1) in Estonia
have shown also the relevance of the topic here. The main argument against
religious education has been a suspicion that a subject could influence students
into religion. However, one of the key arguments for religious education (or
education about religions and beliefs) from European institutions and the United
Nations is its potential for shaping more tolerant attitudes and increasing social
cohesion. The investigation about students’ views about religion and religious
diversity, if compared to their experiences with religious education, can chal-
lenge or support such arguments for and against. The findings can contribute to
a more informed dialogue and to planning new developments in religious
education. The findings of the research have already contributed to some
changes in a syllabus for religious education (see chapter 2.2.2).

Review of the literature

No research conducted in Estonia has explored the views of young people,
especially those 14—16 years of age, on religious diversity. However, several
studies, usually conducted among adults, are relevant to my thesis. There are
studies on some aspects of religion, usually conducted among adults. There are
some quantitative studies on religion of the Estonian population (Hansen, 2001;
Kilemit, 2000; Estonian Council of Churches, 2001; Liimann, 2001; Kilemit&
Nommik, 2003). Lea Altnurme in her dissertation has explored the religious life
of individuals by using biographical interviews (Altnurme, 2006) and also in
her edited books (Altnurme, 2004 and 2007) but her focus was on adults and
concentrated only on religiously affiliated people. Her master’s thesis (Alt-
nurme, 1997) is of some importance to me as it investigates the students’ views
about God.

Some small studies have been done about beliefs by undergraduate students
(e.g. works about religious beliefs Sirge, 2008; Vavilov, 2007; Toompuu, 2007,
also about atheistic beliefs in Remmel, 2005), but samples are from one school
only and none of them is about views on religious diversity. Some studies have
been done about views on religious education (Saar, 2005; Valk, 2003; Nom-
mela, 2007; Péarkson, 2006) among teachers, parents and students from upper
secondary school).

In my study I have drawn on the empirical and theoretical research done by
Pille Valk who has developed a contextual model of religious education for
secular schools (2002b). In her thesis she explores the historical and societal
context of religious education in Estonia. Her thesis covers theological
reflection about the religious education in the secular schools in Estonia. Valk
argues that an appropriate grounding for the Estonian context are the principles
and anthropological and synthetic models of contextual theology as described
by Bevans (1992). These models demand investigation of the attitudes, views
and beliefs of people and finding a common ground for dialogue with
contemporary people. The focus of my study follows the same stream of
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argument where the understanding of the context and people in this context is a
central question. Valk has also investigated the views of students, teachers and
head teachers on religious education (Valk, 2003).

While others have studied religion and religious education, my work focuses
on students’ readiness for active tolerance; their views about religion and their
experiences with religious education are used as potential variables for their
attitudes to a different worldview and readiness to engage in a dialogue with
people of a different religious or non-religious background.

I1.1.2. Personal motivation

The topic is relevant not only on a policy level, as discussed in the previous
section, but it was also of high relevance for me in two respects. In improving
curricula of religious education and writing teaching-learning resources it is of
the great importance to know how young people perceive religion, how they
respond to the diversity they meet, and how they feel about any education on
religious issues received in school. The question, ‘how can school promote
social cohesion instead of segregation and exclusion of students with different
religious backgrounds’ was highly important and interesting for me, and one of
the reasons why I joined the project. Although I will focus on the contribution
of religious education in promoting tolerance and respect towards others, I do
not want to say that religious education should not also contribute as well to a
student’s personal development.
Following I will give an overview of the structure of the thesis.

I1.1.3. Structure of the thesis

There is always a question of what to include in a thesis and what to leave out.
Religious education in Estonia represents a secular religious studies approach
(see chapter 2, especially section 2.2.3). Also my study falls into the framework
of study of religions, and thus theological reflection is out of the scope of this
study. My study is exploratory and does not intend to give a theoretical
contribution to related topics. Thus I will not introduce an extensive rationale of
theoretical concepts, but will give only a brief account about the theories
directly used for my empirical studies and put the main emphases on the results
of this empirical research.

The aim of my thesis is to explore hindrances and potentials for developing
tolerance towards religious diversity among 14—16 years old Estonian students
in the context of school, and of religious education in particular. It includes
investigation about young people’s attitudes to religion and religious diversity,
and the role school has in promoting dialogue and tolerance among represen-
tatives of different worldviews. This is done in the framework of constructive
epistemology and a sequential exploratory strategy was applied using a mixed
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methods’ approach, combining different qualitative methods with a quantitative
survey.

In the first chapter, which broadly covers conceptual and methodological
issues, I give reasons for the relevance of the topic in the European context and
for myself as an educator. Three keywords as used in the study — tolerance,
dialogue and religious education — are presented and discussed. The main
emphasis of the chapter is on a discussion of methodology, theoretical stimulus
of the research and the rationale behind choosing specific research methods for
data collection and data analysis. Details of the use of methods are given at this
point so that readers can appreciate the range of research methods used, as well
as be able to consider the strengths and weaknesses of all the empirical methods
in one place. More specific and technical details describing samples are not
discussed here, but are placed at the beginning of chapters presenting the results
of the study. The first chapter concludes with the timeline of the research and
the ethical issues that had to be taken into consideration in conducting the
research.

The second chapter describes the context in which the study took place. It
gives an overview of the religious landscape, general education, and the current
position of religious education in Estonia. The main emphasis is put on recent
trends regarding religious education in Estonia and its position on the map of
religious education in Europe. This chapter explains the social and political
context of the research, thus providing important information to interpret the
data collected in the course of the fieldwork.

The three following chapters are dedicated specifically to my empirical
studies. To answer the main research question, ‘what are the hindrances and
potentials for developing tolerance towards religious diversity among 14-16
years old Estonian students in the context of school and of religious education
in particular?’, it is necessary to know about the views held by students them-
selves.

The third chapter presents results of a qualitative study among students on
their own attitudes about, expectations of and experiences of religion and
religious diversity in their personal lives and in human relations in general.
Young people are asked about situations in which they recognise religious and
worldview diversity and their views on the value they place on this diversity.
The chapter also explores how they value and the role they see for religious
education. The open questions give space for students’ own wordings and inter-
pretations, and also enable them to explore the way they speak about religion in
the context of their own life-world and of those who held different positions
from their own. The study was done among 73 students from three schools,
different in their geographical location and language of studies, and included
both students who studied religious education and those who did not.

The quantitative study is presented in the fourth chapter. On the basis of the
results of the qualitative analysis, questions for a quantitative survey were
worked out. Here, some of the hypotheses of the qualitative study are checked
and research questions are tested on a bigger sample. The main research
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question was: ‘What role can religion in education play concerning the way
students perceive religious diversity?” The sub-questions are:
1. What role has religion in students' life and in their surroundings (important
others, peers, family)?
2. How do students consider the impact of religions: do they contribute more to
dialogue or more to conflict?
3. How do students see religion in school and the impact of religion in
education?
Also, regarding our research questions, it was decided to use the following
hypotheses to find out about the meaning of religion and religious diversity in
relation to its potential for dialogue:
la) Religious students are less tolerant than non-religious students.
1b) Religious students are less open to dialogue on religious issues than non-
religious students.
2a) Students who have encountered religious diversity in education are more
tolerant.
2b) Students who have encountered religious diversity in education are more
open to dialogue on religious issues.
The sample consisted of 1208 students from 21 different schools in different
parts of Estonia. Students varied in their religious affiliation, type of school
attended (urban and rural, municipal and private), and with different models of
(when offered) religious education.

The fifth chapter discusses the limitations and potentials for dialogue in
religious education classes on the basis of observations and analyses of
interaction in lessons. In order to answer the main research question, an analysis
of observed teaching situations needed to be included in the study. Together
with data on the views held by students it enabled me to study the main poten-
tials and hindrances for dialogue about different worldviews in the classroom
practices. The chapter reports my examination of what happens in a classroom,
by observing and analysing patterns of interaction in religious education lessons
in two schools. Video—ethnographic data collection was combined with sti-
mulated recall. Incident-analysis stemming from conversational analysis was
used to interpret the data. The chapter discusses the limitations and potentials
for dialogue in religious education classes on the basis of observations of
lessons. I investigated how the nature of the teacher’s questioning and
responding to students’ answers contributes to the dialogue in classroom. I also
explored how students’ readiness to engage in dialogue is influenced by the
responses to their contributions.

In the last chapter I triangulate the results of my different studies and make
suggestions for policies regarding education about religion in the context of
Estonian education in the light of these empirical findings.
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1.2. Terminology - keywords

The aim of this section is to define and map my assumptions of the concepts
used in the thesis and not to give an account about historical and philosophical
developments of the concepts. First, the term ‘tolerance’ is explored by
distinguishing ‘active’ and ‘passive’ tolerance. Such a distinction leads to the
second concept, ‘dialogue’, which is explored next. The main influences on my
understanding of ‘dialogue’ are the philosopher Hans-Georg Gadamer and the
educationalist Paulo Freire. Finally, the term ‘religious education’ and the
classification to which religious education, as practised in Estonia could be
applied are discussed.

1.2.1. Tolerance

Being tolerant is considered important by many people in Europe, as they live
in societies where neighbours, colleagues, children and spouses have different
beliefs and cultures. The larger the differences in a society or a neighbourhood,
the more pressing is the need for tolerance. The differences do exist also in
more homogeneous societies; as religions and worldviews have never been
monoliths, but consist of inner diversity and are ever changing, while
responding to the contexts in which they are present. With regard to the
representation of people who are adherents of ‘religions’, Jackson recommends
an analysis based on the relationship between individuals, the groups they
belong to or are associated with, and the wider religious tradition, rather than
assuming that religions are homogeneous systems of belief (Jackson 1997,
2004b).

Tolerance is a word often used in official documents, in many academic
studies and is regarded as having central value in education. However, the
meaning of ‘tolerance’ varies greatly. The meaning of tolerance in educational
context, as understood by teachers, national curricula in Norway and in theories
of tolerance, is explored by Geir Afdal in his book Tolerance and Curriculum:
Conceptions of Tolerance in the Multicultural Unitary Norwegian Compulsory
School (2007). He points to the great diversity of opinions about the term
‘tolerance’:

“Not only is there disagreement of what tolerance is, there is also disagreement
how to describe the disagreement.” (Afdal, 2007, 87)

I will not present here a comprehensive overview about the meanings of tole-
rance but chart the one used in this research.

The political philosopher and social critic Walzer in his book On Toleration
(2004) describes what a democratic society requires if different groups are to
live together in peace. He confines toleration to the collective level, looking at
toleration as a prerequisite for the peaceful coexistence of people with different
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religions, cultures, and ethnic identities. In his preface, Walzer writes: “Tole-
ration makes difference possible; difference makes toleration necessary” (1997,
xii).

The object of the tolerance (the tolerated) can be an individual (for example,
Heyd, 1996; Gray, 1991; Rawls, 1971), a group (e.g. in Maclntyre, 1985;
Sandel, 1998; Walzer, 1997) or an opinion (e.g. Churchill, 1997). In political
sciences the subject is usually the state/society and the primary object is either
the individual or the group. The teachers and also educational documents
studied by Afdal, navigate smoothly between these levels. The teachers em-
phasise more the individual as an object of toleration, recognizing individuality
of each student (Afdal, 2007, 188). The main shortcoming of Walzer’s con-
ception for implementing it in education is his focus on groups; as such a view
does not take seriously inner diversity of religious groups. Regarding a student
in his developmental rapidly changing years and having often rather loose idea
about the religion he or she belongs to as a representative of a particular reli-
gious group is even more problematic. Together with teachers whom Afdal
studied, I argue that in an educational setting it is more appropriate to speak
about respecting individuals, not groups, as students cannot be regarded as
representatives of a particular religious body, but rather as multi-layered indi-
viduals influenced by variety of contexts. Also Walzer, addressing the school
context, speaks about individuals rather than about groups. He argues that
strengthening democracy requires that the people “learn to think of one another
as fellow citizens and to accord to one another the rights that democratic
citizenship entails” (Walzer, 1998, 156).

Although in the book On toleration Walzer writes about toleration of groups
and avoids intentionally the individual level, I find his list of forms of toleration
very useful as the point of reflection about different levels and forms of tole-
rance, whether the subject or ‘tolerator’ is the individual or group and the object
of tolerance is a group, an individual or idea. Walzer identifies five forms of
toleration:

1. aresigned acceptance of difference for the sake of peace, as it was found in
the 16™-17" centuries;
2. passive, relaxed, indifferent attitude to difference: ‘it takes all kinds to make

a world’;

3. moral stoicism, a recognition that the ‘others’ have rights ‘even if they

practise these rights in unattractive way’;

4. openness to others, curiosity, willingness to listen and learn;

enthusiastic endorsement of difference; acknowledgement that existence of
differences is a necessary condition for human beings to make choices and
feel their autonomy to be meaningful. (Walzer, 1997, 10-11)

The first three forms of tolerance, which are based on scepticism and indiffe-
rence, could be classified as passive forms of tolerance, requiring no dialogue.
Gabriel Moran believes that indifference could support tolerance only if people
do not to communicate with each other.

9]
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“Perhaps indifference would breed tolerance if people did not have to interact
with each other. /.../ There is a different path that tolerance could have taken
and eventually must be developed, a toleration based on understanding rather
than indifference.” (Moran, 2006, 45)

Throughout my paper I use tolerance in a very broad sense, as a way to
recognise and live peacefully with difference. If I distinguish passive from
active tolerance, then passive tolerance corresponds to the first three forms of
toleration according to Walzer. Active tolerance to the fourth and fifth forms of
tolerance and by definition requires encountering with differences. This leads to
the next key word which is ‘dialogue’.

1.2.2. Dialogue

Active tolerance by its definition needs ones’ being in dialogue with difference.
What does dialogue mean? Although there are many influential theologians
(e.g. Martin Buber, Franz Rosenzweig, Ebenhard Jiingel, Michael Barnes), and
philosophers (e.g. Socrates, Plato, Mikhail Bakhtin, Paul Ricoeur), for whom
dialogue has been in the centre of their thinking, I cannot cover all of them and
must restrict myself to the introduction of two philosophers for whom dialogue
has been of great importance in their philosophical stances and who have
influenced my own understanding of dialogue: Paulo Freire, who introduced
dialogue to the educational fields; and Hans-Georg Gadamer, a philosopher and
social theorist who used dialogue as basis for understanding and hermeneutics.

Paulo Freire (1921-1997), the Brazilian educationalist, in his Pedagogy of
the Oppressed (Freire, 1972), asserts the importance of dialogue and uses the
notion of ‘critical dialogue’. Dialogue is one of the central elements of Freire's
pedagogical method. For him dialogue is a key to practise freedom and to
‘liberate the oppressed’, to ‘empower the powerless’, to make changes into
existing structures. For him, dialogue is a part of human nature and the main
impetus for transformation. Freire argues that the dialogue, which is usually
practised in pedagogy, is vertical, the so called ‘dialogue of elite’. He criticised
such pedagogy, where the teacher has power and students must deposit ready-
made answers; he regards this as ‘banking’ pedagogy. The student must only
listen while the educator ‘deposits’ knowledge. This form of education puts
those who know and those who don’t in different categories. Freire argues that
knowledge is banking of information, which can be gained by monologue, but it
is a critical reflection of own experiences and strategies done in dialogue. Freire
viewed true pedagogy embodied in dialogue as a horizontal relationship, in
which both parties have the capacity to reflect and if reflection is missing, he
claims it to be ‘domestication’:

“But to substitute monologue, slogans, and communiqués for dialogue is to

attempt to liberate the oppressed with the instruments of domestication.
Attempting to liberate the oppressed without their reflective participation in the
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act of liberation is to treat them as objects which must be saved from a burning
building; it is to lead them into the populist pitfall and transform them into
masses which can be manipulated.” (Freire, 1972, 52)

He opposes pedagogies which are not deeply rooted in dialogue and believes

that ‘anti-dialogical’ education is a manipulation and therefore cannot be

accepted. In the third chapter of the book, Freire describes what he means by
dialogue. He sees words as a means to change reality (Freire, 1972, 75). There
are certain elements without which dialogue cannot occur:

e Dialogue is based on love, respect and tolerance. “Dialogue cannot exist,
however, in the absence of a profound love for the world and its people”
(Freire, 1972, 77), love is condition of dialogue and dialogue itself. He sees
domination and usage of power structures as an opposite of love. He believes
that without love and wish to liberate people from oppression no dialogue is
possible.

e Dialogue cannot exist without humility, openness to others; one should not
perceive oneself as the holder of truth.

o Faith in people is an a priori requirement for dialogue, but it does not mean
to be naive; trust is albeit established by dialogue. (Freire, 1972, 77-80)

Freire argues that dialogue is more than a mere act but it is rather an approach

to students or overall framework of teaching.

“The dialogical character of education as the practice of freedom does not begin
when the teacher-student meets with the students-teachers in pedagogical
situation, but rather when the former first asks herself or himself what she or he
will dialogue with the latter about.” (Freire, 1972, 81-82)

In relation to the concept of tolerance, Freire’s concept is not very helpful, as it
is more involved in changing existing power structures, and does not focus on
promotion of a society with harmonious relations. Yet, if to take the Freirian
notion of dialogue as rebellion against intolerant society, some of his ideas
could be applied to an education that promotes tolerance. In conclusion, Freire
introduces dialogue as a pedagogical relationship to enter rather than simply as
a method. In dialogue participants change existing [oppressive] power struc-
tures by reflective encounter and mutual respect. Maybe one of the most
important issues in Freire’s work for my purposes is the relevance of dialogue
as a way to turn a traditionalist educational context into a reconceptualist one,
not to prepare students to live in the world of yesterday, but to shape and live in
the world of tomorrow.

The second person I want to introduce is the philosopher Hans-Georg
Gadamer (1900-2002). Together with Freire, Gadamer argues that dialogue is
essential for human existence. For Freire, the aim is to transform the context in
which one lives. For Gadamer the aim is to transform one’s own under-
standings. While Freire believes that dialogue is a means to give freedom to
students, Gadamer believes that dialogue is a means to understand the world
around oneself; he emphasises a dialogic structure of human understanding.
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Gadamer presents an alternative concept of human knowledge to one found
in subjectivism as well in positivism, stressing that knowledge is not a fixed
entity to be grasped or something ‘out there’ waiting to be discovered; neither is
it an arbitrary unit. Rather, it is an aspect of a process that arises from
interaction. Each human person has her or his own ‘horizon of understanding’,
which always includes prejudices. Gadamer applied the notion of horizon, as
‘the range of vision that can be seen from a particular vantage point’, to the
mind. Doing this he points to the fact that understanding is always limited, but it
is possible to speak about the broadness of one’s horizon. If it is small, then
understanding is limited to what is nearest (Gadamer, 1975, 269). The pre-
judicial character of understanding means that, whenever we understand, we are
involved in a dialogue that encompasses both our own self-understanding and
our understanding of the matter at issue. Prejudices, in Gadamer’s view, work
as prerequisites or building blocks in the everlasting process of creating new
interpretations of reality.

An encounter with other understandings is essential in building up one’s own
understanding. In dialogical encounter with the other one tries to relate the
horizon of the other to his or her own horizon and to put one’s own under-
standings under scrutiny. Gadamer sees a conversation as opening up himself to
the other person:

“A conversation is a process of two people understanding each other. Thus it is
characteristic of every true conversation that each opens himself to the other
person, truly accepts his point of view as worthy of consideration...” (Gadamer,
1975, 347)

By such an encounter a person’s understandings become intelligible and more
complex, without necessarily having to agree with the other (Gadamer 1975,
270).

One of the reasons Gadamer has a special relevance for dealing with
religious issues and for religious pedagogy, is Gadamer’s positive evaluation of
the role of authority and tradition as legitimate sources of knowledge. Dialogue
is not only a question of the present moment, it is a continuum. Inasmuch as
understanding always arises against the background of our prior involvement, it
always occurs on the basis of our history. Gadamer sees dialogue as having a
dimension of ‘dialogue with a tradition’, the encounter with the past and the
understanding of the tradition to which one belongs. The meaning-making is
continually combining old and new understandings, a fusion of horizons within
a person (Gadamer 1975, 273).

Freire and Gadamer both argue for the need of change in understandings, but
Freire sees prior understandings as prisoners and as manifestations of oppres-
sive power structures to be freed by dialogue; for Gadamer the past can be a
building block for the transformation of understandings. If Freire’s approach is
revolutionary, then Gadamer’s approach is transforming and better suited to
promote active tolerance, as it takes seriously the history and other people, as
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well as one’s own presuppositions. It is an open-minded enquiry which is based
on and promotes tolerance and tries to widen horizons by taking others’ views
as worthy of consideration. Thus, not every conversation is dialogue, according
to Gadamer; but genuine dialogues promote active tolerance. Dialogue is a
three-fold enterprise, consisting of exploration of ones’ own horizons of
understanding, that of the other(s) and that of the phenomenon.

A working definition of ‘dialogue’ for the purpose of this research is
developed from Hans-Georg Gadamer (1975), but also incorporates and applies
the more practice-centred ideas of William Isaacs (1999) and David Bohm
(1997). Dialogue is understood here as a joint exploration of thinking towards
wider horizons of understanding of oneself, each other and the phenomenon
under examination. It is a shared inquiry and a means to explore assumptions,
meaning and social effects, where new forms of understanding may emerge. In
this sense dialogue consists of three components: exploration of one’s own
ideas; discovery of the ideas of another human being; and examination of the
subject. Such a definition does not demand final agreement and even does not
have to be ‘soft’, and may involve conflicting issues; controversial topics are
not simply put aside as unsuitable.

In the analysis I distinguish among several aims of dialogue:

e a debate which attempts to prove a view is right or more correct;

e aspiration to understand each other, find meaning in what is said;

e search for common ground, readiness to change one’s own point of view.
The last two forms of dialogue are not aimed at reaching ‘the right solution’ but
recognize dialogue as an ever-changing way to understand oneself and reality,
rather than as a purposive attempt to express some viewpoint(s).

1.2.3. Religious Education

Religious education can be seen as a wide concept, including religious
education given in the organisations of the faith communities or in families
(Religionspddagogik in German). In my thesis [ use the term ‘religious edu-
cation’ as a subject focusing on religious issues, as taught in the context of
publicly funded and private schools (Religionsunterricht in German). But even
given the context of school, the subject can be understood very differently.
Following I will discuss the terminological debate about ‘religious education’.
The classification of the subject ‘religious education’ as taught in Estonia is
given in the second chapter in the course of my description of religious edu-
cation in Estonia.

There are three possibilities to translate ‘religious education’ into Estonian:
‘usuopetus’, ‘usundiopetus’ and ‘religiooniopetus’. The first is used in the
Estonian legislative acts for the subject. The first part of the compound ‘usu-
opetus’ comes from the word ‘usk’, what can be translated as ‘belief’, ‘faith’ or
‘religion’. In the Estonian language, words easily make up compounds and thus
can have certain connotations. The word ‘usk’ is used in everyday life as
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synonymous with religion (‘islami usk’ = ‘Islam’, ‘ristiusk’ = ‘Christianity”),
but also for trust in oneself (‘eneseusk’). It can be loaded with negative meaning
for a generation raised in the Soviet era — a religious fanatic is always ‘usuhull’
or ‘usufanaatik’, never ‘religioonihull’. Other words with negative connotations
are used with the word: ‘kergeusklik’ = ‘credulous’, ‘ebausk’ = ‘superstition’.
The word itself has no negative connotation per se, but the reason is that it is
just the most common and oldest word used. For example theological faculty is
‘usuteaduskond’, theology is ‘usuteadus’, co-follower of a religion is ‘usuvend’
or ‘usuode’. The word ‘usudpetus’ (‘religious education’) can be easily under-
stood as ‘usu opetus’ — ‘teaching to believe’ (Valk, 2002b, 28) and thus has
strong connotations of indoctrination.

Many schools and teachers of religious education prefer the term ‘religiooni-
opetus’. Indeed, the Association for Teachers of Religious Education has re-
cently changed its name accordingly. ‘Religioon’ is a foreign word, used mainly
in scientific language and it is more connected to ‘world religions’. ‘Religioon’
seems to have a less negative connotation in general. Some evangelical
Christian movements which stress the need for personal relation to God use the
word as an antonym to right way of believing, as an outwardly and formal way
of performing rituals.

The third option, ‘usundiopetus’, is used in the new (draft) syllabus. ‘Usund’
is used for world religions, but also for indigenous religions. The term is very
similar to ‘religioon’. It is not usually used for personal religion, but shows
some distance; ‘usundilugu’, for example, means ‘history of religion’. ‘Usundi-
opetus’ thus reflects an emphasis on world religion and on the impersonal
‘information’ aspect of the syllabus for religious education.

A similar difficulty can be seen also in the ambiguity of the English term
‘religious education’ — is it education for being more religious? Is it religiously
taught education? Or does it have some other meaning? Alternative names for
the subject have been proposed and/or used. Some of them try to resolve the
ambiguity of adjective in the phrase ‘religious education’ by replacing it with an
alternative, as in the use in South Africa of the term ‘religion education’
(Chidester, 2002). Some other alternative terms stress its inclusive character as
in ‘integrative religious education’ (Alberts, 2007). Some official documents
have used the term which could be used for wide variety of education about
religion, including education on these issues in history, literature and other
subjects, as in ‘teaching about religions and beliefs’ (OSCE, 2007), ‘education
about religions and beliefs’ (Alliance of Civilizations, 2009). Some commen-
tators feel that such terms put too much stress on knowledge and give little
space for personal development. The name can stress also the wider framework
of intercultural education as in ‘the religious dimension of intercultural edu-
cation’ (Council of Europe, 2004). The terminology about the subject, parti-
cularly in relation to the Estonian debate, will be considered in more detail in
section 2.2.3.

27



1.3. Methodology

In this subchapter I will discuss methodological framework of and methods
used for my study. Both ‘philosophical’ and ‘technical’ decisions are discussed
here, as they were interdependent. The arguments behind selecting methods for
data collection and data analyses is discussed here, while samples in more detail
are discussed in the beginning of corresponding chapters (3—5) in order to make
more direct link for interpretation of data.

First I settle wider epistemological framework in which study took place. I
unfold how this framework has influenced my understanding of data and the
stance I had as a researcher. Then I discuss the methods of data collection and
describe shortly how the data analysis was done. The timeline for the research is
presented. Finally the ethical issues concerning the study are discussed.

1.3.1. Methodological framework

1.3.1.1. Mixed methods’ approach

The research was done in the framework of constructive epistemology and a
sequential exploratory strategy (Creswell, 2003) was applied for a mixed
method approach. The views of young people on religion and religious diversity
are interwoven with the value systems held in school, society and in the youth
culture and influenced by developmental issues, and there is also an inter-
relation between educational and personal interests. Such a complexity requires
using varied methods in order to triangulate the outcomes from several
researches. The need for this approach has been pointed out by Campbell (1957)
and more recently by Creswell (2002), Flick (2004), and Niglas (2004). For me,
as a novice researcher, it has been a challenge to deal with such an over-
whelming amount of data. However, each set of methods was appropriate to the
studies, and the triangulation of data has increased the reliability and validity of
the findings. The findings obtained through different instruments could be
compared and triangulated. In some cases different studies have illustrated or
clarified, in other cases put under the question or added information to findings
of different sub-studies. Mixed methods approach has enabled also to fine-tune
instruments of data collection (as described in paragraph 1.3.2).

1.3.1.2. The framework of social constructivism

By relying on a social constructivist approach, I cannot assume that the data
gathered during study consists of given facts, but data results from social
interaction, during what meanings are constructed and reconstructed (see
Blumer (1986), Searle (1995), Gergen (2002), Burr (2003). In the framework of
social constructivism the person cannot be seen as separated from his or her
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context. In interviews, the interviewees oppose, for example, the critique raised
against religious education, even if I do not ask about these topics directly. They
bring thoughts, dilemmas, emphases and controversies from their daily dis-
courses at school or in media. On the other hand, the interaction of thoughts is
working not only between the context and person, but indeed also between the
interviewee and interviewer, data are often created during the interviewing
process, as scholars like Garfinkel (1967), Cicourel (1974), Silvermann (1993),
Alasuutari (1995), Holstein and Gubrium (2002) etc have pointed out. In several
interviews, respondents said explicitly that they had not thought about the issue
before, which does not mean that they did not have an opinion. They constructed
their meanings during and thanks to the interview, so the results were not ready-
made constructions but as the collaborative result of an interview.

Similarly, just as meaning is constructed by mutual influence, the object of
study cannot be separated from the analysis. Data are always results of inter-
pretations in constructivist epistemology.

Positioning of the researcher

I positioned myself as a ‘stranger’ (Simmel, 2002), without identifying myself
with any group in the school (i.e., teachers, students, staff). This enabled me to
move between various groups without having super- or subordinate relations to
any of them and to have beside emic perspective gained from participants more
distanced and analytical etic perspective (Pike 1967; Headland et al 1990) as
well. It allowed me, as the researcher, as well as participants to look at
situations from another perspective. I presented myself and approached lessons
from the perspective of a university researcher, and did not claim to be able to
blend into the group of students as the difference in age was too obvious.
Moreover, I found it impossible to identify more with children than with adults,
although I could still empathize with the way in which students were thinking.
My role as a researcher could not be defined as a non-participant, given that
mine and the camera’s presence, unofficial, informal talks before and after
lessons, and official interviews surely had some influence. For example, by
asking students and teachers about the way in which they or others behaved in
class, I forced them to analyse and verbalise their behaviours and their impact
on others. In this sense, I was not a person who simply collects data, but rather
one who participates in creating ‘reality’ under study. Such ‘subjectivity’ as part
of the research process is an advantage of qualitative study. To be subjective
does not in this case mean presenting unreflective presuppositions, but rather
revealing as much argumentation as possible to support the conclusions and
give others the opportunity to refute those (Pink, 2001).

1.3.1.3. Interpretive approach as a stimulus

In the constructivist framework the essential role as a stimulus and a point of
constant reflection played interpretive approach, as worked out by Robert
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Jackson (1997). Three key concepts, as described below assisted in clarification
of issues in theory, methodology and pedagogy. The approach was seen in
terms of questions to be reviewed throughout the research.

The interpretive approach was initially developed during ethnographic
studies of children and young people (e.g. Jackson & Nesbitt, 1993; Nesbitt,
2004). The interpretive approach draws on methodological ideas from cultural
anthropology, recognising the inner diversity, fuzzy edgedness and contested
nature of religious traditions. Individuals are seen as unique, but the group tied
nature of religion is recognised, also the role of wider religious traditions
providing identity markers and reference points is recognised.

The interpretive approach, as described by Robert Jackson (1997; 2004a;
2004b; 2005; 2008a and elsewhere) is equipped with three issues, — the repre-
sentation of religions in their inner diversity, developing skills of interpretation
and providing opportunities for reflexivity. How these principles influenced my
methods is discussed more in detail in the following subchapter (1.3.2). Here I
present briefly the most important principles used in my study derived from the
interpretive approach.

The first principle is concerned with representation: this means seeing
religion as a part of living human experience which responds to the present
context and develops throughout the lifetime (as opposed to unchangeable,
homogeneous and uniform systems of belief). Representation involves also
understanding that religions are represented by unique members, who are
affected by many influences, cultural and personal. Often, these individuals,
although unique, belong to groups of various kinds (such as sects or deno-
minations, or ethnic groups), and group membership may be very influential on
the individual, for example as a source of concepts and attitudes. The broadest
reference point is the religious tradition, with its multiple sources of authority.
Religious identity may be analysed in terms of the relationship between unique
individuals, groups and the wider tradition.

The questions under this section I asked myself included: How well am 1
portraying the way of life of those I am studying so that I avoid misrepre-
sentation and stereotyping? Am I giving sufficient attention to diversity within
religions? How far am I aware of the perceived relationship (or lack of relation-
ship) of individuals studied to background religious and cultural traditions?
(Jackson suggests how the key principles of the interpretive approach might be
expressed as a set of questions in Jackson, 2008a, 9). In my study I paid
attention to inclusion of different perspectives and respondents with diverse
cultural and personal backgrounds. The respondents were viewed as unique
individuals not only in their social context but also in the particular time, what
means that in another situation and time they could answer in another way than
they did at the moment of my study. Different parties of the study contributed
different perspectives and created a mosaic of readings. In school-based
fieldwork, interviews were used to reconstruct students’ personal approaches to
religion. Classroom interaction was also studied from the perspective of the
learners and teachers. To avoid misinterpretation I decided to include interviews
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and to use method of stimulated recall for analysing videotaped lessons. It gave
voice for the interpretations of those involved in lessons.

The second principle is concerned with interpretation: this means under-
standing that I (in this case as a researcher) cannot set aside my own presuppo-
sitions, but rather should compare them constantly with new concepts gathered
from the fieldwork. The questions under this section I asked myself included:
How well am I ‘translating’ the other person’s concepts and ideas (or com-
paring the other person’s language/concepts with my own nearest equivalent
language/concepts) so I have a clear understanding of them? How far am I able
to empathise with the experience of others after I have grasped their language/
concepts/symbols? Have 1 considered the impact of power relations on
processes of interpretation? (Jackson, 2008a, 9) This aspect had a central role as
well in choosing specific data collection and analyses methods as well in
interview techniques which asked for explanations and arguments from
respondents, not only in the phase of data collection but also their feedback was
asked during data analyses. The religious language used by those whom I was
studying has been in a centre of my concern. At the first phase of the fieldwork
the key term ‘religion’ is not imposed on respondents but rather asked about
their views and understandings. During interviews possible interpretation of
understanding was asked from an interviewee (“Did [ understand you right that
you meant ...”).

The third principle is concerned with reflexivity: this means being self-
aware in relation to the data, being both sensitive to the meanings expressed by
others and maintaining critical distance towards my own thinking and the
material under study. The questions under this section included: How far am I
aware of the impact of my own cultural background/values and beliefs/gender/
research role/power etc. on the research process or development of pedagogical
ideas? How far am I relating the data of the research to my own current
understandings of difference? How far am I giving attention to the evaluation of
my research methods? (Jackson, 2008a, 10). A combination of ethnographic and
educational approaches to religious education, bringing together hermeneutical
and empirical methods, and starting from qualitative study of views about
religious diversity, has given space for reflexive analysis of material and
methods used. Reflexive activity is intimately related to the process of
interpretation. To ensure reflexivity, I “interviewed” first myself on the topics
are being interviewed, to become aware of my own presuppositions and ideas.
Then these were compared and contrasted with those of interviewees. The
students who were videotaped and the teachers who were interviewed were
asked to distance themselves and to reflect upon their own views, ideas and
values as seen on the videotape or experienced in their lessons.
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1.3.2. Methods of data collection and data analyses

During the project the strong need for using a combination of qualitative and
quantitative methods (see above 1.3.1) was felt and found to be valuable.
Qualitative methods facilitated an understanding of the meanings and patterns
of thinking of people under study, while quantitative methods gave some
grounds for generalizations of emerged patterns.

1.3.2.1. Views of students: qualitative study

Views of students. First I was interested in gaining insight into the role of
religion in the lives of young people — how do they speak about religion in their
own lives, about their contacts with religion and their views about religion at
school? I wanted to study their vocabulary and the attitudes they express
towards religion. Not much is known about the views of people younger than 16
on these issues. In order to study the significance of religion in the perception of
young people we addressed both individual and societal domains of religion and
additionally paid attention to the question of religion at school and as a source
of conflict or dialogue in human relations.

Our fieldwork contained always several steps which enabled to fine-tune the
methods. As we did not want to impose our own views on students but investi-
gate their thoughts, we started always with qualitative methods. The study about
the views held by students was conducted in three steps. It started from
extended individual interviews with students from one school, each about 20-45
minutes long. It gave an opportunity to grasp the way students think about
religion in their school-life and relationships with others, but also to learn how
they understood the questions. The second phase of study, semi-structured
written interviews with open questions, gave space for authentic reactions from
the young people and opened up ways to grasp a large diversity of ideas. The
third phase investigated the spread of these views on a bigger sample.

The first phase was a pilot study and consisted of eight in-depth oral
interviews, with two boys and six girls, with and without experience of religious
education and also with different home backgrounds on religion. We took the
decision to use semi-structured interviews, where the interview items guide the
interviewer flexibly through the discussion with the interviewee. The open
questions were used to create opportunities for authentic reactions from the
interviewees. They helped to get an insight into how students think about
religion. Given the space for further questions and explanations, some hidden
aspects emerged, which would not be revealed in a written interview.

The next question was whether to conduct group or individual interviews.
Group interviews can stimulate students to consider thoughts that they had not
been aware of and so enrich answers. However, there is a danger of group-
pressure during a group interview. Some of the views can remain unarticulated
and the responses would lose their individual nature. As Estonians are very
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sensitive about religion, I decided to conduct individual interviews. This
decision caused some inequality in terms of ‘power’ in the interview situation —
as an adult researcher interviewing students. I tried to minimise the effects of
this by choosing a time and place outside of the normal school routine, at the
end of summer holiday in an informal environment. Such a decision proved to
be fruitful and the young people spoke in a candid and open way.

The findings of the first phase profited in two ways — it enabled me to
understand some of the young people’s perceptions of religion and religious
diversity. But the main task for this phase of research was to find ways to make
improvements to the questions for written interviews in order to make them
more intelligible for young people. After oral interviews different types of
questions were formulated; five 15-years olds were asked to complete them and
to comment on the questions. The answers were compared to those of similar
pilot studies in Germany, Norway and France. The questions were changed to
make them more understandable and relevant for the age group. The final
questionnaire, which is presented in more detail at the beginning of chapter 3,
consisted of eight open questions, and was standardised for all eight countries to
make the results comparable.

The aim of the second phase was to collect the views of students whose
spectrum of opinions about religion would be as diverse as possible. Therefore
the written interview was used to reach students from three schools since it
would have been impossible, given the limited financial resources, to do this by
means of oral interview. To obtain a wide variety of opinions I included Rus-
sian and Estonian medium schools, students who had studied religious edu-
cation and those who had not. I introduced the research, its aims and parti-
cipating countries to the students, and the students were encouraged to contri-
bute to the research by answering frankly, providing examples if possible.
Respondents could complete the questionnaires in either Estonian or Russian,
depending on their choice and language of studies. As many young people were
familiar with the use of computers, the option to use an internet-based
questionnaire was offered. Two schools did not have an available computer
room and students wrote using pen and paper. In one school students had the
possibility to answer the questions via the internet. The qualitative questionnaire
(Appendix 1-2) was completed by 73 students.

The answers of students who used the internet were longer and they had
more explanations for their choices. It must be admitted that the oral interviews
yielded more interesting and richer answers than written ones, where some of
the responses tended to be very brief, such as: “No”, “Can’t say”, “Hard to
remember”. The reasons, in part, could be that students regarded writing
responses as a boring and tiring thing to do or that the students just did not fully
understand words but were afraid to reveal their ignorance. However, compared
to oral face-to-face interview, written form gave more anonymity and freedom
to decline to answer questions that students regarded as too personal (see also
1.3.4 ethical issues). Abstract questions gave space for different answers and
interpretations but at the same did not give an opportunity to students with more
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concrete thinking to answer at all. If the students had some basic knowledge
using computers the option to use internet-based questionnaires should be
offered to them. In future abstract and general questions could be combined
with more concrete requests of reflection on a given situation.

Both oral and written interviews with students and teachers were analysed
using similar methods. In the analysis I acknowledged that while my inter-
pretation of the responses cannot be an objective and comprehensive picture of
reality, I would not be able to reach all the thoughts a respondent had on a topic;
the data result from a process of social construction, often created in course of
interviewing, and open to changes.

Analyses of qualitative interviews looked for inner categories and ideas
emerging from interviews using open coding methodology adopted from
grounded theory (Strauss&Corbin, 1990). I took a ‘bottom-up’ perspective,
starting analysis with the individual meaning of a sentence, then seeing it in the
context of other answers given by the same respondent, moving to the context
of school and then to the national context. Following the agreed guidelines for
data analysis, I analysed question by question focusing on similarities and
differences. For finding these features I grouped codes found from the answers
under key categories and identified the topics of the research interest (dialogue,
conflict, studying religion). In presenting my findings I illustrated the main
patterns of meaning by using revealing quotations that would enable the reader
to assess the relevance of my conclusions.

The second phase allowed an analytic insight into the problem under inves-
tigation, conceptualised as case studies, giving a focused snapshot of a specific
settings but not, of course, having validity as a national survey.

1.3.2.2. Views of students: quantitative study

Data with more generalizability were needed to answer the research question. A
questionnaire for the quantitative study was developed by using results and
quotations from qualitative interviews and two steps of pre-tests. There was a
pre-pre-test with 5 students to assist in the development of the quantitative
study, and an additional group interview was conducted. Feedback on students’
impressions was given to the team developing the quantitative questionnaire
with comments on questions which students found difficult to understand and
recommendations for lay-out. A pre-test on quantitative study was carried out
with 62 students and feedback on their impressions and their perception of term
‘religion’ was given to the team designing the quantitative questionnaire. These
included confusing items and recommendations for cuts. Because of the limited
resources available, we had to utilize non-probability sampling methods, using
purposive or judgemental sampling with certain criteria (Babbie, 2008, 204).
Albeit the sample was not representative, it is still significant and rational and
the findings have some degree of generalizability. Although the qualitative
study had a value in its own right, the quantitative research also aimed to find
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how much the views found in qualitative study could be generalised (Cohen et
al. 2007, 142—-144). On the basis of the answers given to quantitative study, we
chose quotations for statements in the quantitative study and students had to
decide the degree to which they agree or disagree with their European peers. In
the Estonian sample, 1367 students altogether, 1208 in the age of 14—16 years
from 21 schools participated in the main survey of the quantitative study.
Similarly to other phases of fieldwork, students were encouraged to participate
in the research by giving honest answers and taking advantage of the possibility
to use space at the end of the questionnaire for further explanations behind their
choices.

There were three main research questions for the quantitative study.

What role does religion have in students' life? How important is religion
for young people in personal terms, is it consistent with their religious
affiliation and religious practices? What attitudes towards religion do students
have? How visible is it in their relations? How much do they have dialogue on
religious issues and with whom? What reasons do they give for speaking about
religion or for avoiding the topic? What are the main sources of information
about religion? What variables reveal the differences on these issues?

How do students consider the impact of religions on human relations
and society? Is religion seen rather as a source of conflict or a factor in building
peace? What strategies do they value most in building peace between people
with different worldviews?

How do students see religion in school and the impact of religion in edu-
cation? What forms of religious studies are appreciated by students? How far
do they value education on religious issues provided by school? What do they
value and what would they change? What differences are there between people
with experience of different models or religious education?

We also developed hypotheses based on qualitative study about tolerance
and openness to dialogue according to religion and encounter with religious
diversity at school and in everyday life:

1.a Religious students are less tolerant than non-religious students.

1.b Religious students are less open to dialogue on religious issues than
non-religious students.

2.a Students who have encountered religious diversity in education are
more tolerant.

2.b Students who have encountered religious diversity in education are
more open to dialogue on religious issues.

The final version of the questionnaire used for the research was worked out by
the team responsible for quantitative research and translated according to
translation guidelines into Estonian and Russian languages (the questionnaires
in English, Estonian and Russian are given in Appendixes 3-5).
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1.3.2.3. Classroom interaction

To answer the research question it was not sufficient to use interviews and
questionnaires but it was necessary also to look at what is actually going on in
the classrooms. The aim of studying classroom interaction was to explore what
potentials and limitations for dialogue could be identified in students’ inter-
action at school in the context of religious education in Estonia? Classroom
interaction in two contrasting schools is presented in the thesis. For better
understanding and in order to apply questions related to the ‘representation’
element of interpretive approach, group-interviews with students by means of
stimulated recall and semi-structured interviews with teachers were used.

The video-ethnographic method was utilised for data collection. In com-
parison to other methods, such as keeping diaries or audio recording lessons,
videotaped material offers many advantages, especially in the precision and
reproducibility of the information obtained. Instead of paraphrasing the contents
of the lesson, videotaped material allows for precise transcriptions. In addition,
video recordings enabled me to look at the events several times, each time
concentrating on a single aspect of communication (such as mimics, body
language, tone of voice, movement, class arrangement, and acts of speech) and
to incorporate them into the analysis of classroom interaction.

Certain technical decisions such as the type of camera(s) to use, place and
time to videotape, and the perspective of a camera had to be made before the
fieldwork started. Such technical decisions also influenced the information
gained and shaped the analysed reality. Even before videotaping a series of
decisions had to be made: should the study use many cameras or one and should
professional or ‘amateur’ cameras be used; should the whole day be recorded or
just a lesson or an incident; and should the focus of the video be on teachers or
students (also in Henley, 2001)?

The first decision related to how to use a camera — as a facilitator of events
(as, e.g., Rouch, 1995 or Denzin, 1989 see it) or in such a way so as to minimise
the effect it may have on students? As the research aim was to explore patterns
of interaction in statu nascendi, not to investigate the effects of the camera, the
decision was made to reduce the camera’s possible effects. Prior to videotaping,
I visited classrooms without the camera in order to be able to compare lessons
with and without the presence of the camera. In order to minimise the effects of
the camera on the behaviour of teachers and students, I stood in a corner and
used a small amateur camera. In addition, to minimise side effects, only one
researcher was present in the classroom and I did not move around with camera
in the class as a rule so as not to interfere during the lesson.

In order to check the effects that the presence of the camera and me had, 1
asked students to comment on how the lesson differed from others and how the
camera affected their behaviour. As a surprise for me and also for students, they
claimed that the camera did not bring about major effects on their usual
behaviour, except some students sometimes gave glances to camera. It is
unlikely that that the camera did not have any effect but, it seems plausible that
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the camera did not affect the behavioural patterns and the attitudes of students
and teachers during their normal lessons. Some students reported that they
hesitated more to volunteer with an answer in early lessons where the camera
was present, but they forgot the presence of camera quickly when they were
involved in discussions. For others the presence of the camera made them
sometimes flirt with it (eye contacts with camera), controlling their behaviour;
as one student declared in an interview: “I would not start to pick my nose”. The
way students communicated was not influenced by the camera, according to
students and teachers and my own observation.

As I was interested in the dialogue from the students’ perspective, the
camera was focused on students’ interactions. Such a decision made it possible
to follow the students’ perspective, but it concealed some other aspects, such as
teachers” movements and facial expressions. The reality was reproduced only
partly and was most useful when teacher-centred methods' were applied. For
example, in one of the schools, a significant amount of group work was used;
consequently, it was not possible to obtain information on different groups’
work using one camera while standing in a corner. In addition, in other lessons,
many side conversations could not be reconstructed, as only one or two
microphones were used in the classroom. In order to hear all of the ‘asides’ and
to determine what was going on in the groups, each student would have had to
be fitted with a microphone, a procedure that was not feasible.

The video camera stood in the front of the class, focused on the students. As
it was determined during preliminary video sessions that it was very difficult to
understand students’ speech from the back of class, an audio recorder was
placed at back of the class. This additional recorder not only helped to clarify
what was said publicly, but also provided access to valuable information about
students’ side conversations.

In order to have several readings and a meta-perspective on the same text,
group interviews with students using a method of stimulated recall were used.
After a lesson a selected sequence was shown to a group of students and they
were asked to comment on their thoughts, feelings and the lesson. The method
of a stimulated recall was initially described by Bloom (1953, 161) and
developed by several researchers in educational (Cook 2007; Henderson &
Tallman 2006; Polio et al 2006; Lyle 2003; Gass & Mackey 2000; Knauth et al
2000; O'Brien 1993; Meade & McMeniman 1992; etc) and medical (Skovdahl
et al 2004; Barrows 2000; Elstein et al 1978; etc) research fields, as a method to
revive the memories and mental modes of participants about an event under
investigation.

The teachers were interviewed about their aims and interpretations of their
motivations behind decisions they make. The analysis was enlarged by different

" In the teacher-centred method of instruction, the focus of the class is on the teacher.
Students listen as the teacher lectures; during interactions, the teacher plays a strong
moderator role, and students speak to the teacher. Student-student conversations, if they
exist, are mediated by the teacher.
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readings on the lesson from the different perspectives of the members of our
international working group. These processes helped to make the data richer
and interpretation thicker.

The transcription of videotaped lessons (what to write down, what not)
influences what researchers have as data. In my transcription not all the
movements, facial expressions and voice moods were written down but only
those helping me to interpret or questioning my interpretation. Relevant
elements were written down and their relevance was checked during analysis. In
this respect the positivist goals of attempting to obtain general theories of
patterns ever working at school were abandoned. I rather wanted to explore the
patterns existing in some religious education lessons in a particular context
which could contribute for understanding of deeper structures of school life. I
started from my subjective pre-understandings of the lesson and proceeded by
reflective analysis of the lessons and any background information I had.

As the first step, I watched the videotaped material several times (the
description of schools, classes, and number of lessons is provided in Chapter 3).
During each viewing, I focused on a single aspect of the data and inserted codes
found from these observations into tables: these covered content or topic under
study, teaching-learning methods used, duration, types of questions and answers
given, facial expressions, interactions, any increase and decrease of interest
among students, and questions and remarks that arose while viewing the
material (see Appendix 7; the codes used are presented in Table 7 and an
example of coding is provided in Table 8). This method served as a tool to
sharpen my attention and identify units that needed further investigation. The
sequences found in such a way are called ‘incident suspicious units’. Only if the
selected unit revealed something of wider significance behind it in a way which
helped to answer the research question, did I call it an ‘incident’, as described
below.

In the second step, the selected units were examined in the light of the
research question and classified as ‘incidents’, a term coined by Knauth in
identifying hidden aspects and structures — the ‘tips of the icebergs’.

“Incidents are phenomena in the course of interaction. They represent structures
which are lying under the surface of interaction.” (Knauth, 2007)

Incidents are surprising, sometimes critical events and most importantly, they
are crystallisations of a problem which is related to the basic question of the
research.

On the basis of Knauth’s definition of an ‘incident’, I looked for hidden
aspects representing the overall structure of interaction and pedagogical context,
in relation to dialogue, that appeared or were hindered in the classroom context.
A working definition of ‘dialogue’, as described in the section on terminology
(1.2.3), was used here as an analytical tool for finding incidents. All incidents
were identified and transcribed.

38



1.3.3. The time schedule of the research

The research conducted within the framework of the REDCo project was
extensive, and the various studies proceeded in an agreed order. In the first year
of the study we looked through the literature and started with hermeneutical
reflection of historical, legal and contextual elements for religious education
and religious diversity in Estonia (Valk, 2007b). My role in this early stage was
a supervisor for several students in the Theological Faculty of University of
Tartu who carried out content analysis of religion in the school textbooks and
syllabuses. I organised and tutored the team in developing tools for research and
fine-tuned their methods according to the subject under the study taking account
of studies in other subject fields. These included Danilson (2007a; 2007b) who
studied different textbooks on literature, Jansen-Mann (2007) and Laks (2007)
who studied textbooks on history, Pdder (2007) who studied textbooks on civic
education and Uibopuu (2007) who studied textbooks on philosophy.

Starting from August 2006 I had sole responsibility for carrying out field-
work in schools and continued to March of 2008. During the second semester of
2006 I conducted semi-structured oral and written interviews with students and
fieldwork recording classroom interaction in one of the schools under study. I
interviewed students and had informal talks with teachers. During the first
semester of 2007 I conducted the fieldwork in the second school. In the second
semester of 2007 I conducted semi-structured interviews with teachers, which
are not presented in this thesis. In June 2007 I conducted the pre-pre-test of the
quantitative study on the views of young people about religious, religious
diversity and the role of school, followed by the pre-test in September 2007 and
the main survey in January-March 2008.

1.3.4. Ethical issues

Throughout the research special attention was paid to ethical considerations.
The Estonian Scientists’ Code of Ethics (paragraph 2.6) states that a study
cannot violate the dignity of the participants, it must inform participants about
the aims of the study, and must ask for their permission to participate in the
research (Aavik et al 2007, 224). Information should be stored confidentially. I
adhered to these principles fully in conducting the research. In addition I
adhered to protocols recommended in the international literature on empirical
social research.

No harm to participants. Social research should never injure the people
being studied, regardless weather they volunteer the study or not. Speaking
about religion is considered a very personal topic by many Estonians, and this
was one of the reasons why I chose written anonymous interviews instead of
oral ones. During oral interviews special attention was paid to body language
and verbal signs of the respondents to avoid crossing the individual barriers of
confidentiality of the respondent. In wording questions for questionnaires
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special care was taken to avoid the questions which would encourage labelling
any groups. For example, in some researches participants are asked to choose
adjectives for special groups (e.g. Muslims, Buddhists, Christians, and
Atheists). Such questions and tasks were felt by our research team not only as
encouraging stereotyping, but also harmful for participants themselves, who
could be offended by such tasks. Several respondents after filling the question-
naire stated that such questionnaires may support self-esteem of religious
students, who often feel marginalised at school. At the same time, many
students without a religious background were annoyed by having to answer so
many questions about a topic that they considered irrelevant.

As mentioned before, some students did not want to be videotaped during a
lesson. They were not excluded from the lesson. They still participated in class,
but were located outside of camera range.

The students and teachers were not only objects of the study, but also active
participants in the research. In order to have several readings and meta-perspec-
tives on the same text, group interviews were conducted with students using a
method of stimulated recall. After the lesson, selected sequences of the lesson
were shown to a group of students, who were asked to comment on their
thoughts, feelings, and on the lesson itself. The group interview using sti-
mulated recall enabled students to reflect on the lesson and their patterns of
interaction. The teachers were interviewed about the aims and interpretations of
the reasons for the decisions they made during a stimulated recall session. In
this way, as many participants stated, they thought that far from being harmed
by the research, they gained personal benefit from it by being able to reflect
upon their own ways of acting and thinking and by being listened to and treated
as worthwhile partners in the research. The schools got personalised reports was
given to every school of the quantitative study.

Voluntary participation. Students and teachers participating in the study
were informed orally and in written form about the aims of the research and
about their right to withdraw from it (see a letter of permission, Appendix 10).
Although the students did not use the opportunity not to fill in questionnaires,
some of them withdrew from answering some of the questions. In addition,
regarding the right to withdraw from the research, not only students, but also
their parents were asked for permission of their children to be videotaped during
the lessons.

Anonymity and confidentiality. In written interviews and questionnaires no
names were asked, so both the people who read about research and I were not
able to identify people with their answers. In reporting the data, codes were
used to denote people and to give some background information about them.
Confidentiality was guaranteed for persons who were interviewed and video-
taped by using pseudonyms (either chosen by themselves or by me). Although
some efforts have made to avoid identification of the schools (by using codes)
that participated in the study, it is not always possible to guarantee anonymity.
For understanding the contextual setting of the qualitative research it is
necessary to provide some background information about the schools. In a

40



country as small as Estonia, it is possible for the teachers who participated in
the research and others who are curious to suspect which schools were used.
The issue was discussed with the participants and they gave their permission to
use and publish the data.

Before I move to give a detailed account of the empirical studies it is
necessary to provide some contextual background about the Estonian religious
and educational landscape. This will give valuable information in understanding
and interpreting the empirical results. In the next chapter I will present the main
characteristics of religious education embodied in the Estonian religious
landscape and educational framework.
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2. RELIGIOUS EDUCATION IN ESTONIA

In this chapter I will give the socio-political and legislative background of religious
education in Estonia. I will begin with a description of the national and religious
composition of the Estonian population. In the following paragraph I explain the
essentials of compulsory education, the legislative framework for religious edu-
cation and describe status of the teaching position in general and of the religious
education teacher in particular. The reader will then be able to understand the status
of religious education within the general education system. Interested readers can
find a history of religious education in Estonia in the master’s and doctoral theses of
Pille Valk (1997; 2002b). The section on contemporary developments gives special
attention to the recent debates over religious education in Estonia. I present the
aims, status and challenges to religious education in Estonia. I also put the subject
into the European context of religious education.

2.1. Background factors for religious education

When Estonia gained independence in 1920, a new model of religious education
was introduced and Estonia became one of the first countries with a model of
non-confessional religious education. The subject made a clear distinction
between religious education in schools and catechesis in churches and included
learning about world religions (Valk, 1997). Nevertheless, the major content was
Christianity, with an emphasis on moral development and cultural heritage. Bible
stories were presented from a non-confessional perspective trying to make justice
to different denominations. Although religious education was voluntary, almost
all students took the courses. Under the Soviet regime (1940 — late 1980s) all
religious instruction in schools was prohibited and in some places courses on
scientific atheism were introduced. The restoration of independence in the early
1990s presented a new opportunity for religious education. The interrupted
tradition of religious education stood between several forces: its historical roots,
textbooks for religious education translated from Finnish (confessional teaching
learning resources, some of which were sometimes adjusted for the Estonian
situation) and rather suspicious views about the need for any religious education
from many people, as could be followed in the next account.

2.1.1. The national and religious landscape of Estonia

Estonia, as a gateway between East and West, has been a battleground between
different forces for centuries. Danish, German, Swedish and Russian rulers have
left their political and cultural impacts on the country. The first schools in
Estonia for non-Estonians were established in 1251 in cathedrals by German
and Danish Crusaders. Lutheranism established itself in Estonia in the 1520s
and under its influence the first schools for Estonians were established in 1545.
During the following Swedish rule (middle of the 16™ — beginning of the 18"
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centuries) the Lutheran Church had the status of state church. One cornerstone
of Lutheranism was literacy, so that anyone would be able to read the bible. The
network of public schools that emerged by the end of the 17" century was in
this sense a child of the Lutheran church: being to some extent an expansion of
the confirmation school, in which religious education had a central role.

Russian communities, mainly consisting of traders and religious and political
dissidents have lived in Estonia for the last 1000 years (Estonian Institute, 1997).
Many immigrants from the Russian empire made their home in Estonia from the
18" century, when the country fell under Russian rule. Prior to the Second World
War, Russian communities in Estonia were small. After 1945, Soviet Russification
dramatically altered the social and demographic landscape of Estonia. Estonia’s 1.3
million inhabitants now comprise two large national groups and more than 100
small minority groups. Today about one-third of Estonia’s population consists of
immigrants from the former Soviet Union, or their descendants. Most of them
settled in Estonia during the Soviet period: according to the censuses of 1934 and
2000 the percentage of non-Estonians has grown from 12% to 31% (Riigi Statistika
Keskbiiroo, 1935, 47-53 and http://pub.stat.ee/). According to data from 2008,
Estonians make up 69% of the total population.” Russians are the second-largest
group at 26%. Other minority groups are much smaller: Ukrainians (2%),
Byelorussians and Finns (both about 1%), others each under 1%. On a regional
basis, however, the composition of nationalities varies remarkably. In some north-
eastern towns of Estonia the proportion of the Russian speaking population is
almost 80%. Most of them are ethnically Russians but some people from other
ethnic groups may use Russian as their first language as well. In contrast, on the
Estonian islands, Russian speakers comprise only 1-2% of the population (Table 1).
There are more people with a migration background living in Tallinn and the north-
east of Estonia: 69% Russians and 20% Estonians live in Ida-Viru, while 93%
Estonians and 4% Russians live in Viljandi county.

Table 1: Proportion of Estonian speaking population (%)

County 2.01.2008 County 2.01.2008
Harju 59,6% Parnu 87,6%
Hiiu 98,4% Rapla 93,3%
Ida-Viru 19,7% Saare 98,3%
Jogeva 90,3% Tartu 83,0%
Jarva 93,5% Valga 82,7%
Lidne 87,8% Viljandi 94,3%
Liédne-Viru 85,2% Voru 94,5%
Polva 94,8%

Total Estonia 68,7%

Source of data: Statistics Estonia, http://www.stat.ee/29847, (accessed 02.04.2009)

% All the statistical data about Estonia is counted according the data on the Web page of
the Statistics Estonia. (http://pub.stat.ee/, accessed 16.04.2009).
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From the 11" century Estonia was under the influence of the Catholic Church.
In the 16™ century, Estonia became a Lutheran country. A significant leap
towards the Orthodox Church took place during a crop failure of the 19"
century, when Estonian peasants were encouraged to convert to the Orthodox
faith with promises made by the Russian empire for land and for the socio-
economic improvement of the converts. There was neither ecclesiastical
structure nor any detached diocese for the Orthodox Church in Estonia until
1919, but all ecclesiastical administration depended on the Archbishop of Riga.
Nevertheless, a significant number of Estonians belonged to the Orthodox
Church. According to the second census in Estonia in 1934, 78% of Estonians
were Lutherans, 19% were Orthodox and 1% had no religious affiliation (Riigi
Statistika Keskbiiroo, 1935, 118—-121).

Estonia’s religious landscape has changed dramatically during the last
century. It is highly secularised today — only about 25-35% of population define
their religious affiliation according to different surveys made in Estonia
(Statistical Office of Estonia, 2002; Halman et al., 2005; Liiman, 2001; etc).
However, religious affiliation, even if it does not mean belonging to a specific
religious community, seems to be connected with national identity. Lutherans
are mainly Estonians, while Russians feel more commitment to the Orthodox
Church. There are also parts of Estonia (especially Southern and Western
Estonia, and some islands), where Estonians belong to the Orthodox Church. It
is interesting to note that according to some surveys Russian speaking people in
Estonia are more favourable to religion, and particularly Christianity, than
Estonians (Hansen, 2002, 112).

Upto 20% O
20-30%
Over 30% m

Source of data: Statistics Estonia, http://www.stat.ee (accessed 12.04.2009)

Figure 1: Proportion of religiously affiliated people in different counties
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A number of other churches and religious communities (Baptists, Roman-
Catholics, Jehovah’s Witnesses, Pentecostals, Old Believers, Adventists,
Methodists, Muslims, Mormons and others) even if not numerous in terms of
adherents, add diversity to Estonia’s religious landscape. Like national distri-
bution, religious affiliation is not dispersed evenly in all counties (Figure 1).
One of the reasons for this is the fact that Estonians are less affiliated to religion
than other national groups in Estonia. Harju and Ida-Viru, where many Russian
speakers live, have more religiously affiliated people, especially Orthodox
(Chart 1). Ida-Viru is 33% Orthodox with 6% Lutherans, but Rapla county is
22% Lutheran and 3% Orthodox. Although most of the Orthodox in Ida-Viru
county are Russians, in Tartu, Pdrnu and Polva counties there are many
Orthodox Estonians. One of the reasons for the higher proportion of believers
and especially Lutherans in Saare, Polva and Voru counties could be the long
lasting impacts of the Moravian Church in these regions (Ilja 2006, 237; Plaat,
2003, 9).

Chart 1: Religious affiliation of the population of different counties
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Source of data: Statistics Estonia, http://www.stat.ee/population-census-2000
(accessed 12.04.2009)

The low importance of religion does not occur only in terms of belonging, but is
also mirrored in beliefs and values. The Euro barometer survey Social Values,
Science and Technology conducted at the beginning of 2005 shows Estonia to
be the most sceptical country in Europe with regard to belief in the existence of
God. Less than one out of five declared that they believed in God (16%). At the
same time more than half of Estonians (54%) believed in a non-traditional
concept as ‘some sort of spirit or life force’ (European Commission, 2005). The
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study conducted by Estonian researchers shows that among students, religion is
valued as the least important, with a readiness for globalisation as the next
lowest in priorities (Riilitel&Tiit, 2005).

Thus, in general terms, that Estonian people are rather distant from tradi-
tional religion, although religion plays a more important role for other national
groups in Estonia. Usually more religiously affiliated people are found in border
areas and fewer in central Estonia. These geographical factors should be taken
into account when planning a sample for a survey on religious issues.

2.1.2. The legislative framework and status quo
of religious education

In this section I will explain what legislative frames are set for religious
education in Estonia. [ will take a closer look at how schools have adopted these
frames in organising religious education. I also comment on teaching in general
and on being a teacher of religious education in particular.

The Constitution of the Republic of Estonia declares that there is no state
church in Estonia. Membership of church or religious associations is voluntary,
schools and churches are separated. The essentials of compulsory education in
Estonia are regulated nationally, but the schools have still some freedom in
developing their own profiles and curricula within a given framework. The
Parliament (Riigikogu) approves the laws regulating education, through which
the main directions of education policy and the principles of school organisation
are defined. The organisation and general principles of the education system in
Estonia are shaped by Education Act of Republic of Estonia (Riigi Teataja
1992, 12, 192)°. This states that basic education is the minimum compulsory
general education. Compulsory school attendance begins when the child reaches
the age of seven. Basic school is divided into three stages of study: stage I —
grades 1-3 (7-10 year olds); stage II — grades 4—6 (10—13 year olds); stage III —
grades 7-9 (13—16 year olds).

After graduating from basic school, students can attend an upper secondary
school, a secondary vocational school, or enter a profession (Ministry of
Education and Research, 2007, 5-6). Upper secondary school (Gymnasium) is
not compulsory. The target group of my research was students in stage III or in
their first year of Gymnasium.

The Government of the Republic (Vabariigi Valitsus) decides the national
strategies for education and approves the national curriculum, which provides a
list of compulsory subjects with a syllabus and study time for each subject
(Riigi Teataja I 2002, 20, 116). Religious education is not a compulsory subject,

3 The last reduction became effective on the 01.09.2009, Riigi Teataja 1 2009, 2, 4, also
available online at: http://www.riigiteataja.ee/ert/act.jsp?id=13198443 (accessed 07.09.
2009).
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so there are only general guidelines, but no national syllabus. Schools have the
freedom to develop their own curricula for electives.

Religious education is regulated by the Basic Schools and Upper Secondary
Schools Act. Schools are obliged to organise religious education classes, if a
minimum of 15 students or their parents in one school stage are interested in the
subject (Riigi Teataja I 1999, 24, 358)". Parents have to give their consent for
children younger than 15 to take religious education.

The enforcement of this legislation is complicated. There is no way to gauge
interest in religious education. The schools do not have obligations to introduce
it; parents have to ask if a school would be interested in offering religious
education. Since it takes some effort to find a teacher of religious education,
only a few head teachers are interested. There are several other lapses in
legislative framework, which result in a lack of clear definition of the obli-
gations of schools to find religious education teachers, leaving the status of the
‘voluntary subject’ open to interpretation (Valk 2007b, 170). There is no
alternative subject for religious education; students who have chosen religious
education may have an extra lesson at the end of the school day and sometimes
must wait for an hour or two. Insufficient legal status for the subject, the
shadow of the former Soviet ideology in people’s attitudes, the lack of qualified
teachers and the overloaded curriculum make the organisation of religious
education at a school level very difficult.

The majority of students in Estonia acquire their knowledge, attitudes and
views about religion much as French students do: by studying religion in their
history, civic education, and literature courses (Willaime, 2007; Beraud et al,
2009). According to the information from the official website of Estonian
Ministry of Education and Research in 20062007, when most of my fieldwork
was carried out, Estonia had a total of 601 primary schools and upper secondary
schools’. Only a few schools offer religious education, usually in primary classes
or for a year in upper secondary school, according to a letter from the Ministry of
Education and Research (Vaher, 2009). Having about 6% of schools with
religious education and about 10% of classes in each of them having an option to
take religious education, it can be calculated that fewer than 1% of all students in
Estonia can take religious education classes, even if they wish to do so.

According to official statistics the number of schools offering religious
education has decreased (44 schools in 2005/2006, 34 schools in 2008/2009).
The most remarkable changes have taken place in primary and upper secondary
schools: 27 primary schools offered religious education in 2005/2006, 18 in
2008/2009; 38 upper secondary schools offered religious education in 2005/
2006, and 21 did in 2008/2009. The changes have not been so remarkable in
other school stages: from 18 to 16 in the second school stage, from 16 to 14 in
the third school stage (see Chart 2, according to Undrits, 2006; Vaher, 2009).

* Pohikooli ja giimnaasiumi Seadus [Basic Schools and Upper Secondary Schools Act]
available online at: https://www riigiteataja.ee/ert/act.jsp?id=77246 (accessed 21.04.2009).
> http://www.hm.ee/index.php?048055 (accessed 20.02.2008)
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The official statistics, however, do not show the real situation. There is some
variety in the terms by which the subject is organised. By the law it should be
voluntary for students, so some schools offer religious education at the end of
the school day. In addition to few schools offering voluntary religious
education, some schools have tried to solve the problem of religious illiteracy
by giving a different name to the subject, such as ‘History of Culture’,
‘Worldview Studies’, and ‘History of Religions’. It is remarkable that in such
cases schools do not have to follow the principle of voluntary learning and these
courses could be obligatory. Parents’ permission is not needed.

Chart 2: Number of schools with religious education in 2006 and 2008
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As a result, some of the schools offering special instruction on religion avoid
using ‘religion’ in the course title. This makes the situation rather confusing. At
the beginning of 2009 I made a request to all 80 schools which, according to the
Estonian Education Information System, offer philosophy, cultural studies or
similar subjects. I received responses from only 42 schools. I could work out
that the number of schools which offer courses in religious education was more
than had been counted earlier — an increase from 34 to 50. Thus I can conclude
that the number of schools actually offering these courses is certainly higher,
especially upper secondary schools, than the official numbers would have us
believe. The reasons for that can be found in public debates over religious
education, which is discussed in the next section.

In my study I distinguish between students who:
a) study at a school which does not pay any special attention to education about

religion and do not have religious education in any classes;
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b) study at a school which does not have the subject but religious education is
integrated into school life; students may regularly attend religious services in
different churches or have a chaplain at school;

¢) have studied religious education only a long time ago in primary classes,
usually as a voluntary subject with content oriented to bible stories and
Christian festivals, but dealing also with students’ values;

d) have studied religious education within a year of my research; in most cases
it was a compulsory course about world religions.

Some words must be said about teachers in Estonia. There is a bimodal distri-
bution of teachers in terms of age and length of service according to the OECD
report. The highest concentration of teachers is those with more than 15 years of
service, but approximately 20% of the teachers have less than five years of
service, showing the high number of teachers leaving the profession (OECD,
2001, 68; Eurydice, 2008, 146—152). According to the statistics of the Ministry
of Education and Research, 66% of teachers are more than 41 years old (the
homepage of Ministry of Education and Research http://www.hm.ee/
index.php?048055), which means that most of teachers completed their basic
teacher training under the Soviet regime. A state audit office reports that more
than 1/3 of teachers are over 50 years old, while the number of young teachers
is decreasing (Kivine, 2004, 8). Many educational officials argue for the inte-
gration of all religious topics into other subjects, taught in school — literature,
history, civic education, arts, and thus remove the need for separate religious
education. At the same time, most teachers have not been trained to deal with
religion in their classrooms. None of the teacher training programmes except
those for teachers of religious education have any compulsory courses on
religious studies.

A full time teacher of religious education is exceptional in the Estonian
education system. Some teachers work only 1-3 hours in a school having, for
example, a church as their main employer; others teach subjects such as philo-
sophy or history (Paesiild, 2005). As the requirements are high, the teachers are
usually specialists, educated in both theology and pedagogy. While most
teachers in Estonia received their education in the Soviet era, most teachers
specifically of religious education completed their professional training in the
last 15 years. Teacher training for religious education did not begin until
1989/1990 by the FEesti Evangeelse Luterliku Kiriku Usuteaduse Instituut
(Theological Institute of the Estonian Evangelical Lutheran Church). It was the
first institution to train teachers of religious education. During the Soviet regime
the Theological Institute was a training college for pastors. After independence
it began to train other church workers: Sunday school teachers, youth leaders,
deacons, and teachers of religious education. When in 1995 the first graduates
completed their studies in the re-opened Faculty of Theology in Tartu Univer-
sity, it became possible to establish a teacher training programme for teachers of
religious education at the University. There are two more confessional insti-
tutions for higher education that have prepared teachers of religious education:
Eesti Metodisti Kiriku Teoloogiline Seminar [Baltic Methodist Theological
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Seminary], Korgem Usuteaduslik Seminar [Higher Theological Seminary of the
Union of Evangelical Christian and Baptist Churches of Estonia], and an
ecumenical private high school Tartu Teoloogia Akadeemia [Tartu Academy of
Theology]. At present there are more than 250 qualified teachers of religious
educations, of whom approximately 40 are teaching religious educations in
schools (Paesiild, 2005).

2.2. Current developments
2.2.1. Public debates about religious education

The restoration of independence in the early 1990s gave a new opportunity to
teach religious education in schools. Some teachers and school headteachers
welcomed this change. Several higher educational institutions started to prepare
teachers for religious education; most of them were theological institutions. The
first textbooks for religious education and handbooks for teachers adopted were
translated from Finnish. Textbooks for primary education dealt with bible
stories (e.g. Alaja et al, 1994; 1995; Kankaanpii et al 1994; 1995) and were
meant for children coming from a Christian background. The textbooks for
upper secondary school covered world religions (Mauranen, 1990), church
history (Heininen et al, 1990), bible studies (Pihkala et al, 1991) and dogmatics
(Peltola et al, 1989), all of them were meant for children who have studied the
subject for many years. Also a book for didactics of religious education
(Tamminen et al, 1998) was confessionally driven. Little by little some
textbooks written by Estonian authors, especially for non-confessional religious
education in Estonia, were published for courses on church history and bible
studies in upper secondary school (Jiirgenstein, 1997; Jirgenstein et al, 1999),
and all the core-courses were covered by teaching-learning resources and made
available for teachers on-line (Jirgenstein&Schihalejev, 2005; Schihalejev&
Kaljulaid, 2003; 2004a; 2004b). Appropriate didactic materials for a non-
confessional religious education in Estonia were published (Valk, 2007a; 2008).

The most heated public discussions about the necessity for religious edu-
cation have taken place since the re-establishment of independence. Although
there is some kind of general agreement on the need for learning about
religion, there is no agreement on how it should be done (Valk, 2000; 2002b).
When schools became open to religious education the shared understanding
about its aims and contents were not clarified. Supported by translated text-
books, some people without pedagogical experience and professional skills
made no clear distinction between the mission of a church and religious
education at school. Unfortunately individual failures have been exaggerated
and generalised and caused a strong opposition to religious education. At the
same time different high schools prepared teachers of religious education to
eliminate such failures and the Council of Religious Education has worked on
improving the syllabus for religious education (see 2.2.2).
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There have been several attempts to establish religious education as a com-
pulsory subject in all schools, but opposition in media and internet forums has
been very strong. Pille Valk has called it “a hot topic” (2006), as there is no
other subject that is so emotionally loaded. Efforts to defend the need for
religious education in schools have been met with opposition from influential
groups such as the Estonian native faith group (e.g. Heinapuu, 2004) and fa-
mous writers, columnists and artists (e.g. Kivirdhk, 2006; Liiv, 2002).

The controversy over religious education has continued also over the last
three years of my research. For example religious education was prohibited as a
mandatory subject at one of the best schools in Estonia. In this school, religious
education had been taught as an optional subject since 1994. Soon religious
education was recognised by the faculty and students as a needed and infor-
mative subject. With the introduction of the humanities classes it was decided to
make the subject of world religions obligatory for students of humanities for all
three years of upper secondary school. A citizen of a town, not related to the
school, wrote a letter complaining that religious education is taught as a
mandatory subject and so violates the law. In response to the letter, at the
beginning of 2006, the Chancellor of Justice prohibited the school from
teaching religious education on an obligatory basis (JOks, 2006a). In protest,
students of the school gathered more than 2000 signatures in favour of
continuing the compulsory religious education (Jirgenstein, 2006). In spite of
that the school was forced to interrupt the tradition. Religious education con-
tinued as a voluntary subject but nevertheless almost all students take religious
education in this school.

A similar pattern could be followed in other discussions — the people who
are in opposition to the subject have no experience of the subject themselves
(Saar, 2005; Valk, 2007b, 178). In contrast, according to several studies, stu-
dents who have studied religious education are very positive and supportive of
the subject, even when they were required to take the course (Saar, 2005;
Pérkson, 2006; Soom, 2007; Schihalejev, 2008a; 2008b).

In October 2006 and February 2007 two endeavours were made by a group
in the Estonian Parliament to establish religious education as an obligatory
subject for upper secondary schools. The proposition was rejected. Together
with Allar Joks (Joks, 2006b), the previous Minister of Education, Mailis Reps,
has also opposed mandatory religious education (e.g. Reps, 2006). The new
Minister of Education, Tonis Lukas, has been in favour of a year of compulsory
religious education in upper secondary school in order to give an overview of
world religions (Lukas, 2008).

The latest debates were initiated at the end of 2008 by the Minister for
Regional Affairs, Siim Kiisler, who proposed to make religious education
compulsory for students in both secondary and upper secondary school: “Taking
into account how important is religious education in acquiring balanced and
comprehensive education, we are of the opinion that religious education should
be included in the national curriculum as a compulsory subject” (Kalamees&
Koorits, 2008). This time the Minister of education has been cautious in making
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any promises or expressing his own views. The Estonian Academy of Sciences
expressed its objections very quickly. Richard Villems, President of the Aca-
demy, dedicated half of his speech on the general assembly to that issue. He
underlined that religious studies are appropriate only in the context of the study
of history; special studies of religion could be accepted only as non-con-
fessional voluntary subject in upper secondary school and should not be allowed
in any form in basic school.

“But religious education as a distinctive subject should not exist in basic school,
especially in the earlier stages, not even as optional subject, because children of
this age, at least a majority of them, are not yet safeguarded enough against alas
quite a likely opportunity that instead of religious education they are served the
views of ‘our own church’, or of whatever other confession or a sect. The things
what are acquired in history lessons are totally sufficient.” (Villems, 2008, 6—7)

As I have noted above, two main factors contribute to this opposition. First, as
described in 2.1, Estonia is highly secularised. Second, fifty years of the Soviet
totalitarian occupation and atheistic regime, which forbade religious education
in schools and also in religious communities, has resulted in a lack of
knowledge of religion. Opponents of religious education claim it to be ‘an agent
of the Church’ which hopes to increase its membership and force students to
believe. The teachers of religious education, most of whom are Christian, are
not considered to be able to present Christianity or world religions in an
objective way.

2.2.2. The national syllabus for religious education

There is an advisory syllabus for religious education at the national level.
Developing a national religious education syllabus to meet a situation where
some schools offer the subject only in the first grades, some only in upper
secondary school, and where there are exceptional schools with religious edu-
cation in all of the grades, is a complicated task. Although schools may not
follow the contents of the subject as explained below, they share the aims of the
subject as described in the national syllabus.

The representatives of the churches have co-operated in the work of the
Council of Religious Education and worked as advisory board in developing the
current version of the national syllabus for religious education in 2002—-2006. It
adopts the contextual approach to religious education, which means that it has
to take into consideration the social and cultural environment of religious
education (Valk, 2002b). It is emphasised that the subject should not be pro-
selytising. It must present different worldviews, but cultural and historical
reasons justify a greater emphasis on Christianity than on the other world
religions. The Estonian Council of Churches has signed a protocol of joint
interests with the Estonian government, including religious education (The
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Estonian Council of Churches and the Government of the Republic of Estonia,

2002). Below are the objectives of for religious education in Estonia:

1. to provide knowledge of different religions as a means towards religious
literacy and understanding cultural heritage

2. to develop an open identity and readiness to dialogue across different
religious and non religious beliefs

3. to support students’ moral development

4. to support development of students’ worldview and critical thinking

5. to develop social awareness and responsibility.°

The advisory syllabus proposes four more fixed core courses and optional

courses with more freedom to choose the precise content. It recommends

starting in primary school from more familiar material — children’s values,

festivities of folk calendar and selected bible stories. In the second school stage

the core course is ethics, while possible optional courses deal with cultural

impact of religions in Estonia. The third core course is about world religions

and their cultural impact, in upper secondary school ‘Human and religion’ deals

with phenomenology and philosophical questions. In practice, religious

education in primary school often focuses on bible stories and in secondary

school on the history of world religions and comparative religious studies.

Unfortunately the advisory syllabus presupposes that the subject is taught at
all school stages. The real situation is different: religious education is only
taught in primary classes or for a year in upper secondary school level.
Although a recommended syllabus is available, headteachers and teachers of
religious education are not bound to it but may create their own, so the content
of religious education in various schools differs. Despite some dissimilarity
between religious education in these few schools, where it is taught it is inter-
religious and is targeted at developing religious literacy, open identity, creating
a readiness for dialogue, and evaluating spiritual and moral values.

The new national curriculum, including syllabuses for individual subjects,
has been developed in recent years and is still under construction, including
improvements in the national syllabus for religious education. It is planned to be
implemented in 2010/2011. First, religious education is included on the official
list of subjects with an established syllabus in the new national curriculum’. It
must go through different steps of revision and, as with other subjects, must be
accepted by The National Examinations and Qualifications Centre (REKK).
REKK is a governmental body administered by the Ministry of Education and
Research. The new policy is a step towards a shared understanding of religious
education in Estonia’s schools. Second, many important changes have been
made in the contents of the syllabus for religious education: the outcomes of

6 The syllabus is availale on line at:

http://www.us.ut.ee/orb.aw/class=file/action=preview/id=
207358/Religiooni%F Spetuse+ainekava.doc (accessed 21.04.2009).

7 The draft syllabus is available online at:
https://www.oppekava.ee/ainekavad sotsiaalained (accessed 12.05.2009)
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studies regarding tolerance and freedom of belief have been worded more
precisely; the need for the mutual respect is made clearer than it was in previous
versions. It includes recognising and coping with prejudice and discrimination
and stresses dialogue with representatives of different religious and secular
worldviews. More attention has been paid to world religions. For example, if in
the previous version primary school students learned ‘selected stories from New
Testament’, then now they are expected to learn ‘stories from different religious
traditions’; before they learned about ten commandments, now they learn about
ethical principles in different religions; also secular worldviews are included in
discussing how worldview shapes values. More emphasis has been given to self
reflection and analyses.

2.2.3. Positioning of Estonian religious education
in the European context

There are several ways of describing and organising religious education.
Usually different forms of religious education are distinguished as ‘confessio-
nal’ and ‘non-confessional’ (or ‘interreligious’) (e.g. Schreiner, 2000, 7; Wil-
laime, 2007; also Jackson, 2008b). Peter Schreiner distinguishes the religious
studies approach from the denominational approach (Schreiner, 2002, 91-93).
In the following, I attempt to position Estonian religious education in a wider
context. In doing this I will not give an overview about representative models of
religious education as taught in different countries, but rather focus on the
difficulties of classifying models of religious education. I will highlight some of
the most controversial examples from different countries in Europe, including
examples of those where a clear distinction between different types of religious
education is easier and others where it is difficult or impossible to make a
distinction between different types.

The distinction can be made according to the law and policy statements at
the national level — policy being determined by educational or religious bodies.
The second distinction could be made according to aims of and the third to
contents of the subject, as described in syllabus. The fourth division is ac-
cording to a school level and deals with who takes the subject. It is therefore
important to pay attention to the basis on which this distinction is made.

Distinction according to the legislation

The distinction is often made according to legislation: who is responsible for the
development of syllabi and textbooks, contents of the teaching, the training and
appointing of educators — the religious communities or educational bodies?
‘Confessional religious education’ is organised by and responsibility is given to
religious bodies. There is the big variety of possible solutions under the
umbrella of this label, church or churches having the authoritative role of
supervision, sometimes combined with educational authorities, about contents
of the subject and appointing teachers of religious education. ‘Confessional
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religious education” may teach the ‘religion of state’ (e.g. in Spain, Ireland,
Italy, Poland, Rumania) the ‘religion of the sponsor’ (e.g. Holland, in which the
religion of the group sponsoring the school is taught) and in other countries’
confessional schools, ‘the religion the student belongs to’ (e.g. Finland, Croatia,
Germany, Latvia, Alsace).

In ‘non-confessional’ approaches, which includes the ‘religious studies’
approach, to religious education, religious bodies have no role in public edu-
cation, or occasionally a limited role (as in local Agreed Syllabus conferences in
England, in which syllabuses are designed jointly by teachers, local politicians
and religious bodies, but to non-confessional aims). Thus, there is a range of
possible accommodations to this model. In some countries there is no distinc-
tive subject for religious studies (as in France, Montenegro, Macedonia and
Albania). Knowledge about religions can be dealt with in courses on history,
literature or as a dimension of intercultural education or citizenship education.
In other countries (e.g. Sweden, Denmark, Norway), religious education is
provided exclusively by the state’s educational bodies. Although in some cases
(e.g. Iceland) religious bodies may be used as advisers, the educational bodies
have the responsibility and the last word in composing the subject.

From the perspective of who decides the contents and approaches of
religious education, Estonia is similar to the ‘non-confessional’ or ‘study of
religions’ models. In Estonia religious education is organised by the state’s
Ministry of Education and Research, and the religious bodies have only a
limited advisory function (see chapter 2.2.2).

Distinction according to the aims

There are some shortcomings with distinguishing religious education only on
legislative grounds. Many authors (e.g. Diez de Velasco, 2008; Josza, 2008;
Alberts, 2007; Crawford&Rossiter, 2006) have criticised the rigid division of
confessional and non-confessional religious education according to the respon-
sible bodies. They have tried to suggest other variables for distinguishing
different models. The most important is that such a distinction does not tell
anything about the aims and the contents of the subject. This brings to the level
of syllabuses for religious education. Speaking about the aims, a distinction is
sometimes made among three aims of religious education: teaching ‘into’,
‘about’ and ‘from’ religion (Grimmitt, 2000; Hull, 2001). Teaching ‘into’ refers
to bringing students closer to the corresponding religion and to educate them
from the perspective of that religion. Instruction stems from an insider’s
perspective and the teachers are expected to be representatives of that religion.
This aim is appropriate only in the context of confessional religious education,
although the other two aims can be also present.

Teaching ‘about’ religion promotes religious literacy, comprehension of
different religious traditions, interpretation and sometimes reflexivity. It
requires knowing about and understanding the beliefs, values and practices of
different religions, and how religion affects individuals and communities.
Religion is taught from the outside, from a descriptive and historical, often non-

55



religious perspective. Learning ‘from’ religion is sometimes part of this model
(as in England) and aims at students’ personal, spiritual and moral development,
at reflecting and building their own responses to religious traditions, but this
element is not intended to inculcate religious faith.

“In the first two kinds of religious education, ‘learning religion’ and ‘learning
about religion’, religion is taught for its own sake, whether as an object of faith
to which the children are summoned, or as an object worthy of critical study.
However, in the third kind, ‘learning from religion’ the central focus switches to
the children as learners.” (Hull, 2001, 5)

One can assume that the aims of non-confessional religious education vary from
more content oriented ‘teaching about’ (e.g. in Norway) to more reflexive and
child-oriented ‘teaching from’ in which experience and identity of the students
is at the centre of teaching and learning (e.g. in Sweden) and have elements of
‘teaching into folerance’. Some endeavours to develop curricular materials from
a non-confessional comparative religious perspective could be found also
oversees, in California, lowa and Massachusetts in the USA (Hackett, 2007, vi)
in Montreal in Canada (Ouellet, 2006) and in South Africa (Chidester, 2003).
Still, there is no clear-cut distinction between the aims and organisation of
religious education. As Peter Schreiner comments: “This rough differentiation
is idealistic because a good religious education should include elements from
all these perspectives” (Schreiner, 2007, 9). It should be noted that not only
confessional religious education can be biased. Some non-confessionally or-
ganised religious education can contain bias and introduce students to an anti-
religious worldview by focusing mainly on the negative impacts and potential
misuse of religions.

Estonia is similar to the ‘non-confessional’ models with less emphasis on
developmental aspects, having rather a content-oriented focus or mainly
‘teaching about’ different world religions (Valk, 2000).

Distinction according to the contents
Talking about the contents of religious education the simple answer would be
that in ‘confessional’ religious education students mainly learn one specific
religious tradition and in ‘non-confessional’ religious education they learn
several religions without aiming to nurture the students into any specific
religious tradition. But in a plural world more and more countries with a ‘con-
fessional’ approach incorporate ‘teaching about’ different religions more or less
into their syllabuses. In those countries which have non-confessional forms of
religious education there is debate about how many religions should be covered,
and at what ages students should learn about them. Dan-Paul Josza (2007)
distinguishes different models of religious education, based rather on contents
and philosophy of religious education.

He argues that different models can be and are present within the same
legislative framework. He considers the contents of the subject and groups
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religious education models according to it, not so much to approaches ‘into’ —
‘about’ — ‘from’. In ‘confessional’ religious education Josza discusses the con-
tents of religious education in more detail, as there are many forms of religious
education which contain different religions, but in a different proportion (Josza,
2007). He concludes that if the proportional representation of different religions
is only a quantitative one “without making a ‘qualitative’ difference between the
religions per se, and especially without the aim to introduce the pupils into a
specific religion” then the approach is ‘non-confessional’. In a ‘confessional’
approach the focus on one religion is above all ‘qualitative’, even if ac-
companied in general also by a ‘quantitative’ focus. If one religion is presented
from a ‘qualitative’ point of view differently from the others, generally “with
the impetus at least to bring that specific religion more nearer to the pupils, in
most of the cases to introduce them to that religion”, he would count it as a
‘confessional’.

On the level of contents, according to the syllabus of religious education in
Estonia, one can follow a greater emphasis on Christianity, because of the
country’s culture and history. In the revised syllabus more emphasis has been
put on different religious and secular traditions. In any case, there is a quanti-
tative difference, not a qualitative one. The critical and analytical approach to
any of studied religions is seen as a prerequisite.

Distinction according to the participants

As discussed above, the political-organisational framework and the aims of
religious education have only a loose connection. Beside the responsible body
and syllabus there is one further aspect, those who attend the lesson. There are
some examples, where the state is responsible for the subject, even though it is
directed towards students of one religion (usually Christians or Muslims) and to
provide knowledge about that religion, as in case of special religious education
for Muslim children in North-Rhine-Westphalia in Germany (Josza, 2008). By
the definition given above it would count still as ‘non-confessional’ religious
education. On the contrary, the Hamburg model of ‘Religionsunterricht fiir alle’
would be classified as ‘confessional’ because it is organised by the Protestant
Church, although it is designed to be attended by all students and to provide
knowledge and to learn from a non-confessional perspective different religions
(Knauth, 2008).

Josza develops a model of religious education also according to the target
group. In the religious education model of the ‘confessional religious education’
he distinguishes ‘explicit confessional religious education’ from ‘general
confessional religious education’. ‘Explicit confessional religious education’ is
designed only for the students affiliated with that religious tradition. ‘General
confessional religious education’ is designed for all students regardless of their
religious affiliation. A model of ‘non-confessional religious education’ with
students being separated according to their religion is termed ‘separative non-
confessional religious education’. The model where students are not separated
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according to their religion is called ‘general non-confessional religious edu-
cation’ or simply ‘non-confessional religious education’.

There is a difficulty with the scheme. Let us imagine two classes with the
exactly same syllabus, a teacher and the approach. The students in one class
come from a similar religious or secular background and in another class there
are two children with a different religious background. Should religious
education been classified in one class as ‘general’ and in other as ‘separative’?

Although Estonian religious education definitely falls into the ‘non-
confessional’ model of religious education, the appropriate ‘cluster’ for the
Estonian case is missing also in Josza’s scheme. As the students are not sepa-
rated in Estonia according to their religion, but according to their own or their
parents’ will, it would not count as ‘separative non-confessional’ religious
education in Josza’s sense. The extension of the category to include the Es-
tonian case in either the ‘separative’ or the ‘general’ model would not do justice
to either of them, as the students come from diverse religious or secular back-
grounds. Moreover, Estonian religious education is not inclusive, as not all the
students from a particular class are represented; some of the students who attend
religious education feel sometimes quite segregated because of that (see chapter
4). My suggestion is to add a category of ‘elective non-confessional religious
education’ to label the model practised in Estonia.

Wanda Alberts introduces the term ‘integrative religious education’ and
insists that one of the characteristics of such a subject is its non-separative
educational framework which requires the concept for dealing with diversity in
the classroom:

“The term ‘integrative religious education’ is used as an analytical category re-
ferring to a particular form of religious education in which the children of a
class are not separated (...) but learn together about different religions.”
(Alberts, 1,2007)

In defining such a model she takes for granted the responsibility of the edu-
cational body and adds two distinctive characteristics about students who parti-
cipate — all students — and about the subject matter — which includes various
religions — without taking the perspective of any religion as a framework.
Religious education in Estonia is inconsistent in its form and aims. Although
religious education in Estonia represents religious studies approach and students
who study it come from diverse religious and secular backgrounds, it cannot be
classified as integrative as Alberts describes it. Such a misfit could be one of the
reasons why Kodelja and Bassler classified religious education in Estonia as an
optional confessional religious education (Kodelja&Bassler, 2004, 17) The
separation is not done as in ‘confessional religious education’ according to
religious affiliation of a child, but the subject is still separative, as not all the
children attend it and they are separated according to their motivation to attend
an additional lesson. There are a few schools in Estonia, which practise
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integrative religious education in the way Alberts describes it and this is done
illegally, as the law stipulates that the subject must be optional.

Thus there is no simple contrast between ‘confessional’ and ‘non-confes-
sional’ religious education. As presented in the discussion above, the distinction
about confessional and non-confessional religious education could be made on
the basis of system, aims, content and of what actually happens in religious
education from the students’ perspective. The system can be confessional, as in
most parts of Germany but the aims not so, as in Hamburg. The aims might be
non-confessional but the content confined to one religion. There are several
forms of confessional religious education, from conservative religious education
with strict focus on a single religion and (hidden or more explicit) syllabus to
bring children nearer to one religion to very liberal forms of confessional
religious education with open and child-centred aims and striving for non-
discrimination and sympathetic teaching about other religions. Similarly some
forms of non-confessional religious education tend to reduce religion to a
cultural or historical phenomenon, whereas others see religious education as
providing a safe space for respectful dialogue between religious and non-reli-
gious points of view. The students, who attend religious education, be it
confessional or non-confessional, can belong to one religion, one denomination
or philosophy or be of different religious and non-religious backgrounds. In the
non-confessional framework of aims, participants might find that their own
understanding of religion has grown and their faith is deepened. The aims might
be confessional but the child might be turned off religion in the process.

Religious education in Estonia is non-confessional by its system, aims and
contents; also according to participants it should be called non-confessional. Its
‘compulsory’ optional status does not correspond to the nature of the subject but
shows more prejudices and incompatibility with reality and the needs of
schools. Some upper secondary level schools have decided that religious studies
are an important part of education and have a mandatory course on world
religions under different names. Such a situation does not permit regulation of
or supervision of its contents. This shows a rather ambivalent position and
cognitive resonance of the legislation and practical solutions. The changes made
in syllabi for religious education have done little to improve knowledge and
skills for peaceful co-existence because the subject of religious education has a
marginal position in Estonian education.
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3. QUALITATIVE STUDY WITH STUDENTS

So far I have covered the topics that give background information for empirical
studies: methodology and methods used for the research, contextual and
historical factors influencing religious education in Estonia. I have given the
rationale for my methodology in paragraph 1.3.1. The mixed methods approach
used for empirical studies gave me the opportunity to fine-tune the methods of
data collection. Also reasons for using written interviews for a qualitative study
about young people views are presented in 1.3.2. If the emphasis in Chapter 1
was on why I used certain methods, then here I focus on describing how I used
them, and describe the questionnaire, more technical details of the empirical
methods and characteristics of the sample of my study. This chapter is based on
two articles written about the qualitative study done in the framework of
REDCo: Meeting Diversity — Students’ Perspectives in Estonia (Schihalejev,
2008b) and Kohtumine endast erinevaga — opilaste arusaam [Meeting diffe-
rence — students’ perspectives] (Schihalejev, 2008a).

3.1. Key information of an empirical study
3.1.1. Questionnaire

My main research question was about the hindrances and potential for de-
veloping tolerance towards religious diversity in the context of school. To ans-
wer this central question it was necessary to understand the positions of young
people. I first investigated students’ own attitudes towards and their expecta-
tions and experiences of religion and religious diversity by the means of a quali-
tative research study. Its main aim was to gain a clearer insight into the role of
religion in the lives and schooling of young people. I was interested in voca-
bulary used and attitudes held by young people when they speak about religion,
the role students themselves give to religion in their personal life and in human
relations in general, where they meet religious diversity and how they value it. I
also paid attention to the question of religious education at school and what
expectations they have of the subject.

Partly structured oral interviews with students worked as a pilot phase for
the development of the written questionnaire. As described in 1.3.2 written
questionnaires were adapted to the language used by young people after oral
interviews. A final questionnaire consisting of eight open questions was stan-
dardised for all eight countries to make the results comparable. The questions
addressed the domains of the individual, societal and educational significance of
religion and were accordingly grouped under three themes: personal relevance
of religion; religion in society and relations; and religion at school (Appendix
1-2).

The first block of questions dealt with religion at the personal level. Ques-
tion one asked about students’ associations with the terms ’religion’ and ‘God’.
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I tried to establish importance of and attitudes towards religion in their personal
lives and wanted to distinguish the associations students have with these words.
Question two asked about the sources of information through which they
learned about religion and what kind of information they get through these
sources.

The second block of questions focused on the social dimension of religion
and on questions of dialogue and conflict. Question three was interested
whether young people talk about religion, what they value in such talks and on
which occasions they happen. If they do not speak about religion, what are the
reasons for this? Question four asked about the experiences students have of
religion, both problematic and positive ones, things they value and see as im-
portant. Do they see a different worldview as frightening or interesting?
Question five asked about reasons whether or not people of different religious
backgrounds can live peacefully together and why.

The last block of questions dealt with religion at school. Question six asked
students to imagine that they could decide on policies at school and asked if
they would allow religion to appear at school and why. Question seven was
interested in topics which students would like to study about religion at school.
The final questions enquired if the teachers could be religious and how the
studies about religion should be organised.

The questionnaire was filled by 73 students from three schools. Next I will
give information about selected schools and the rationale for choosing these.

3.1.2. Sample and the procedure

As was described in section 2.1.1, Estonia is comprised of two bigger national
groups. The religious distribution as well as socio-economic status of people
from different parts of Estonia is uneven. To get a variety of opinions I decided
to include a school from a rural area and others from towns. The schools in
Estonia have adopted very different forms of religious education, as described
in section 2.1.2. The qualitative study was carried out in three schools which
differ in their geographical, demographical, linguistic®, religious background
and also in the organisation of religious education. Only municipal schools, run
by local authorities, were chosen. For anonymity reasons capital letters A, B, C
are used for schools in this chapter.

School A is a rural school in Southern Estonia, dating back to the 17"
century. It is situated in a homogeneously Estonian-speaking area. A Lutheran
church plays a remarkable role in the life of local community. The building of
the new schoolhouse, that meets the requirements of a basic school, was largely
organised and initiated by a local pastor in the 1990s. Due to this initiative and

¥ There were 470 Estonian-medium schools, 118 Russian-medium municipal schools in
the year of the study (data according to EHIS, available at: https://eh-jas.hm.ee/avalik/
0as/Otsing.uix accessed 10.06.2006).
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good relations with the pastor, religious education has been part of the
curriculum for 13 years already. Religious education aims at introducing basic
bible stories, teaching an understanding of Lutheran cultural background and, in
the 8" grade, teaching about different confessions of Christianity and world
religions represented in Estonia. Although it is an optional subject, almost all
students take it from grade 1 to 8. The students of grade 9 do not have religious
education during the final year of their studies but they have studied it before.

The respondents were from grades 8 (10 students) and 9 (15 students); all the
students have had religious education experience during their studies at School
A. The questionnaire was answered by students on November 20, 2006. The
questionnaire was available on the internet (http://www.eformular.com/
olgasch/redco.html). Students were offered a possibility to fill it in on paper, if
it was more convenient, but nobody chose this option. Students from the 9"
grade gave the longest and most elaborated answers in comparison to all other
groups. It is worth mentioning that at the beginning of November respondents
had visited Muslims, a Jewish community and school, and a Catholic monastery
in Tallinn. Many of their answers were influenced by that experience.

School B is a Russian-medium school situated in a predominantly Russian-
speaking industrial town in Northern Estonia. The school has a unique history
of sharing the same building with a religious orthodox school for several years.
Most of the students in the orthodox school were from religious families; some
children had been accepted from ordinary schools, where they were not
succeeding (having learning or behaviour problems). Religious education took
the form of confessional studies, including basic Orthodox teachings and parti-
cipation in the liturgy. The school has now been closed for economic reasons;
the students continued their studies at School 2, where religious education is not
taught.

All 20 respondents were from grade 9, a few of them used to be students in
the Orthodox school for several years, but most of them had no previous per-
sonal experience with religious education. The students answered the questions
on December 6, 2006 during their final lesson. The answers were rather short in
most cases with some exceptions that were personal and exhaustive.

School C is a relatively new school, dating back to 1991. It is located in a
suburb of a Western Estonian town. The students mainly belong to working and
middle class families. As it was established during the period of religious
revival, religious education was introduced into the new school. The first
headmaster appointed a teacher of religious education and set up a compulsory
course of religious education in the 10" grade dealing with world religions.
Although the school has no connection with any church, the teachers of reli-
gious education have been Baptists, but the content of the religious education
has been inter-religious.

The respondents from the 9™ grade (17 students) had never studied religious
education; grade 10 (11 students) had studied religious education for almost
three months at the time the questionnaire was administered. The questionnaire
was delivered on November 24, 2006. Here the answers differed greatly,
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especially regarding attitudes towards religious education, according to the
grades the students were in.

I give students’ answers using a code, which includes an identifier of gender,
worldview and experience of religious education. The questionnaires are
decoded in the text below according to the code key introduced in Table 2. For
example ‘f-nr-02-A+’ labels a girl from the School A, grade 8 with no religious
affiliation, who studies religious education. As it is impossible to know if a
student took part in religious school in School B, the question mark is used.

Table 2. Codes for quotations

Gender |Worldview Number — School&Religious
school&grade education
f/m at/ch/pr/nr/or/ur 01-73 A+/B?/C-/C+
f= female | at= atheist nr 01-10 = School | A+ = School A, have
m= male |ch=not specified Christian | A, grade 8 studied RE for 8
pr= protestant, Lutheran | nr 11-25 = School years
nr= no religious affiliation | A, grade 9 B?= School B, mostly
or= Orthodox nr 26—45 = School no RE or in some
ur= undefined religion, B, grade 9 cases Orthodox RE
destiny nr 46-62 = School | C- = School C, grade 9,
C, grade 9 no RE
nr 63—73 = School C,| C+ = School C, grade
grade 10 10, have studied RE
for 3 months

The profile of the sample by gender and immigration background is similar to
that of the whole population. There were 39 boys and 34 girls in the sample.
The mother tongue profile is also similar to that of the overall population.
Students with immigration background are all from School B, most of them (17
from 20) have roots outside Estonia (with one or more parents born outside
Estonia). 6 respondents (8%) do not have Estonian citizenship, only 2 (3%) are
born elsewhere themselves.

The specified worldview corresponds for the most part to the data of the
Census from year 2000 (Table 3). Worldview was difficult to define for
Estonian students — 42 out of 73 could not define their worldview. As according
to the poll of 2000 the younger generation in Estonia relates to religion less than
the older generation does, the worldview of 1519 years old are presented in the
table. It is worthwhile pointing out that Russian-speaking students were more
eager to identify with a specific tradition — 11 out of 20 students regarded
themselves as Orthodox. The higher percentage identifying with the Orthodox
tradition compared with the rest of the age group could be due to the peculia-
rities of the school with its former connections to the Orthodox Church and also
to the higher percentage of Orthodox in the towns (Hansen, 2002, 121).
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Table 3. The structure of sample and of the population: worldview

Sample Total in Estonia
Religion age 14-17 | % age 15-19 %
N73 N 103772

Atheist 6 8 5978 6

Christian 5 7 1742 2

Lutheran 2 3 5278 5

Orthodox 11 15 8 756 8

Religion 6 8 223 0,2
Destiny 1 1

. No

Nothing 0 sg | | affiliation 37505 36
conerete Not defined 44291 43

Source: Statistics Estonia, http://pub.stat.ee (accessed 10.06.2007)

3.1.3. Quantity and quality of data

Before conducting the study permission by parents and students was asked for.
All the students in selected schools and classes were asked to answer the
questionnaire. Later the answers of those, who were outside the age group (17
years old), were dropped. In School C, grade 10, part of the class filled in the
form while others were busy with the lesson. In School A, in grade 8, a teacher
was present at the beginning of interview, but left after ten minutes. In School B
the teacher was always at hand, but stayed far enough away not to see the
answers given. In other classes no teacher was in attendance at any time during
the interview. In all classes throughout the writing time I was present to answer
possible questions from the students as they filled in the questionnaires. The
length of the answers was rather short and depended partly on the school. In
School B the average length was 119 words, in School A 174 and in School C
126 words. The longest answers in the School A group could be the result of the
use of computers. No answers were given for six questions from School B and
six questions from School C. Sometimes one-word answers were given for the
questions that demanded longer answers: 14 questions in School B, five in
School A and two in School C. The most difficult (not answered or answered
just “Do not have”) was the 4™ question regarding personal experiences of
religion.
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3.2. Presentation of results

3.2.1. Personal views on religion

3.2.1.1. Associations with words ‘religion’ and ‘God’

The main distinction for answers to the questions about associations with the
words ‘religion’ and ‘God’, was between words related to church and tradition
on the one hand and non specific, often rather critical expressions on the other.
More Christian-coloured words were used for ‘God’ than for ‘religion’.

Even if the available data do not permit quantification, certain patterns of
answers caught attention. Most of the terms related to a Christian background,
especially when describing God. They were used both by the students from a
Christian denomination and by students without any specific worldview.
Russian speaking students listed more words and the words were often church-
related. Two respondents could not find any meanings for the words given.
Estonians found fewer words, mainly general words (e.g. ‘belief’). Only the
Estonians named world religions and religious education.

Students without any specific worldview used fewer words and their voca-
bulary was mostly distant and more general in nature: belief (it could be just a
word or a longer expression, e.g. “belief in something or somebody”), or,
religious convictions, ideology, traditions, customs, rituals, society, some world
religions were also mentioned (Judaism, Buddhism, Islam). The distant attitude
was expressed by relating religion and God only to the past, e.g. referring to
“world history”, or to other people.

“By God we mean that personality who is in heaven and who is regarded as
creator of all but I personally can’t say if god has created universe or not.” (m-
nr-13-A+)

An attitude of distance was also expressed describing religion as “fabricated” by
man, being nonsense, e.g. “/God is] a nonexistent ideal who is worshipped” (m-
nr-55-C-), or mentioning other negative connotations of religion: “Religions and
all the bad things that have been done in the name of religion” (m-nr-50-C-).

The students who regarded themselves as Lutherans, Orthodoxes or other
Christians used more personal and Christianity-related words in their asso-
ciations. The personal and Christian-coloured words were ecclesiastical and
religious artefacts (mentioned mostly by Russian-speaking respondents): icon,
cross, Christ, church, bible, blessed water; activities as baptizing, pilgrimage,
and making the sign of the cross; there were also such concepts as sin, angels,
paradise, creed, Ten Commandments, forgiveness. Admiring epithets and pro-
perties were ascribed to God: creator, almighty, helping, benevolent, under-
standing, the most important, most honourable, infallible, caring, source of
faith, etc. Personal attitudes were shown by using adjectives or words for reli-
gion such as: aspiration towards pure and right, spiritual, hope, truth and
goodness, holy, love and help. Also the statement of personal belief and attach-
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ment were represented here, such as “/Religion associates with] the religion
that I confess” (f-nr-23-A+). Usage of a personal pronoun (I, we, our, my)
instead of indirect speech showed there was also a certain amount of personal
commitment.

“[God is] somebody who is immortal and rules us from above.” (m-ur-73-C+)

Some students asked for help in answering the question, because they did not
understand the meaning of the word ‘religion’. The confusion mirrored in the
frequent short answers of students without any religious affiliation and without
experience of religious education.

I can conclude that even if the majority of the students do not regard
themselves as Christians the words used for religion and God are mostly
derived from Christian tradition. The students who think of themselves as
Christians use more Christian and personal words and expressions, while others
may have troubles in understanding the words and use more distant and general
words and indirect speech.

3.2.1.2. Importance of religion

When they were asked about its importance students accorded religion
remarkably low significance. Only nine respondents said that religion has an
important place in their lives, some stressed how small its importance was in
their life. One third of respondents declared that there was no place in their lives
for religion at all, but strictly negative attitudes towards religion were not
typical.

Nevertheless, short answers to that question, e.g. “religion is important” or
“not important”, appeared to be very ambiguous. Not all the students gave
further explanations of their attitudes. It was difficult to assess the importance
of religion, especially when given just a short evaluation, e.g. the answer “/¢ is
not very important” could mean ‘not at all important’ or ‘quite important’. For
example a girl who stated that religion has little importance in her life, reported
all the activities she did, including teaching smaller children in Sunday school.

“Religion is a little bit important for me because I go sometimes to church with
mother, we have religious education at school, I go to bible group and teach
small children in Sunday school. And I rarely read the bible as it happens.” (My
emphasis) (f-pr-07-A+)

No importance for religion. One third of the students expressed clearly that
religion is not important for them at all, they don’t believe, are not interested,
don’t regard it as something necessary for them or they are indifferent towards
religion. The reason for the declared low importance could be that the students
often regard religion as confessing some specific religion or belonging to some
religious community only.
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“Religion doesn’t mean for me personally anything as I don’t belong to any
religion.” (f-nr-08-A+)

As was mentioned above, some students had troubles in understanding the
word; others had no experiences with religion at all or they confessed that they
have little knowledge about it. Few answers expressed not only little relevance
for religion, but even very negative attitudes towards believers.

“I am an atheist and don 't believe in God. I think that a person believing in God is
stupid and naive. Religion — it is just snatching money from people.” (m-at-26-B?)

The importance of religion among the respondents was in accordance with their
specified worldview — Christians regarded it as more important and students
without any worldview as less important. The importance of religion was
introduced by three main fields: the importance of religion in coping with life,
the importance in orientation to tradition, and the search for truth (with or
without faith in God).

The importance of religion in coping with life. Religion was viewed as
important even by some students who did not regard themselves as committed
to some religion. Religion, more specifically, knowledge about different
religions was seen as an important factor in understanding different opinions
and nurturing their tolerance even if their own disbelief was mentioned. This
factor was mentioned only by students who have studied religious education.

“Religion is important to know how people from different countries act in a
situation and what is holy for them. By knowing religion I get to know how to
act with other nations, [and how to behave in order] not to offend them.” (f-nr-
14-A+)

On a more personal level, students presumed that religion helps them to cope
with difficulties and has special importance in critical times. Also it was seen as
a tool to unite society and counter negative human characteristics. Even a boy,
who described himself as an atheist, confessed that he sought help from religion
in difficulties.

“Religion is not very important to me but sometimes I must seek for help from
there as well.” (m-at-69-C+)

In some cases answers mirrored personal and almost intimate confession of
faith as was stated by an Orthodox girl.

“For me God is very important! And I like my religion; I believe in God and he
helps me.” (f-or-34-B?)

The importance of religion in orientation to tradition. Only a few students
related their religion directly to tradition, mostly they were representatives of
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the Orthodox tradition. They stated the religious traditions they followed, as
well as their own baptism. Orientation to a tradition could be explained in more
general terms — in valuing tradition “what comes from ancient times” or
ceremonies belonging to some concrete religious tradition.

“If someone dies he could be buried religiously, a gravestone would be erected
according to the religion.” (m-or-35-B?)

The importance of religion in the search for truth was the most often
mentioned explanation among all the reasons. Quest for truth was used as an
argument to consider at both ends of the spectrum — the low or high importance
of religion in one’s personal life. The students, who tried to give grounds for the
low or no importance of religion for them, argued mostly that they did not
believe or they were not able to believe in God. Such forms of reasoning could
be seen as a search for the truth. On the other hand importance of religion was
seen as the need to believe in something or as a means to assess the truth.

“For me the truth is important in the world and if it is accessible by religion then
it is very important.” (f-ur-67-C+)

Answers to the question about the importance of religion supported greatly the
surmises of the previous chapter — religion is recognized as not a very important
factor in the lives of young people. At the same time, religion by its function is
seen primarily as a personal choice or matter, not a societal force. Students’
account for the importance or meaninglessness of religion are given mostly in
personal terms of truth claims and means to cope with difficulties of life, and
not in terms of belonging to a group or tradition.

3.2.1.3. Sources of knowledge

From the answers the main sources of information can be seen as belief-
nurturing on the one hand and non-confessional on the other. Belief-nurturing,
namely Christian sources are connected to the family (in some cases including
relatives outside the immediate family circle), and places of worship, Sunday
school, and the bible. All the other sources (school, media, friends, literature,
newspapers, TV, travelling) can be regarded as non-confessional and mostly
giving information about different world religions. For students with a Christian
worldview the main source of information was family and church, while school
and other sources are important for children without Christian background. The
clear difference occurred between Russian-speaking and Estonian-speaking
students, the former having primarily belief-nurturing and the latter having non
confessional sources, especially if they have had experience with religious
education.
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The most frequent context for encounter with religion was school, especially
for Estonians. The second in importance was family, especially for Russian-
speaking respondents. Also media was important, church or other places of
worship were named by some respondents. Friends were mentioned rarely this
corresponding to answers for the third question. Literature, the bible and
travelling were also mentioned in answers.

An interesting division was noticed between Estonian and Russian-speaking
students: almost all Russian-speaking students named family and relatives;
friends were mentioned twice, media, church and school just once. At the same
time only exceptional Estonian-speaking students mentioned family as a source
of information, while school was important for the majority of Estonian-
speaking students. It could be that the school’s importance as a source was
partly due to the fact that religious education is taught in those Estonian-
speaking schools where the survey was conducted? In an Estonian class, where
religious education is not taught, only half the students mentioned school as
their source, in other classes the same answer was given by almost all. For
nearly half of the Estonian-speaking students school was the only source of
information about religion. In conclusion, school has enormous importance for
Estonian students as a source of information about religion, a role played by
family for Russian-speaking students.

If to look at the answers concerning the content of the information, it is
remarkable that for the most part no specific experiences were mentioned. One
third of students answered in very general terms: ‘many things’, ‘nothing’ or
‘can’t remember’. The answers of others were also general and too short to
make any elaborate conclusions on the basis of them. Students mentioned things
they have got to know. There was information about Christianity and infor-
mation about different world religions and general topics related to religion.

The Christian-oriented group of answers contains information about God
(that He can help or He exists), about church, bible stories, pilgrimages,
baptizing, Christmas were grouped under Christian content of information. The
second group contained other information about history, different world
religions and customs, about different gods, why religions are needed, religious
education, religious violence, and broadening one’s mind.

Mostly the content reflected the source of information — from belief-
nurturing sources students received Christian-related information, while from
other sources more general topics and world religions were mentioned. As
mentioned above, Russian-speaking students identified family, particularly
grandmothers, fathers or mothers, as their primary source of information. The
information they received introduced them to their faith tradition.

“My father told me who is God. And he gave me to read bible, I read bible and
got to know God who is.” (m-or-42-B?)

“My mother told bible stories about Jesus and we had lot of bibles at home
already when I was a small child.” (m-or-28-B?)
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Even if the source of information and the content was ‘belief-nurturing’, the
information was not always integrated into respondents’ worldviews. They
might not agree with an inherited tradition or beliefs.

“Before I thought that God indeed exists but now I don’t think so, I am sure he
doesn’t exist. If he existed he would not have taken away from me three dear
people in three years when I was still three years old.” (f-nr-37-B?)

The ‘non-confessional’ sources of information were especially important for
getting information about other religions and general topics. For Estonians, who
have had no religious education, information about religion was associated
mainly with history, probably having no place in contemporary times.

“Mainly in history, which countries and during what time religions had existed.”
(My emphasis) (m-nr-49-C-)

The students with religious education experience and school as the primary
source of information named mainly world religions and different religious
customs; also they mentioned that it has broadened their understanding of
people and the world.

“That beside Christianity there are many other religions and customs.” (m-at-69-C+)

The information from other sources besides family and school was source-
specific. The information from the media is not remembered specifically, only
negative effects of religion, such as wars and extremists, were mentioned.

“Media reflects every day how somebody explodes himself somewhere far away,
how the people from some religion are killed.” (m-nr-13-A+)

The information acquired from a church related to the traditions and teaching of
that particular church, e.g. who is Jesus or God, what is celebrated during
Christmas, what is baptism. The most integrated and personal knowledge is
expressed when telling about information introduced by the family.

“It was said to me that God sees everything and punishes us for bad deeds. But
the most important thing was that God exists at all.” (m-ch-30-B?)

“My granny is a believer and she has taken me with her when I was a little. I was
so young and I don’t remember anything special, but I know that it was sung
and I played with dolls.” (f-nr-56-C-)

The information students get from different sources are greatly source-specific.
Homes provide students with information about the religious views and
traditions of the family, while school provides more general information. The
ability to be tolerant and have insider views on other religions different from
one’s own was mentioned only by students who had religious education on a
regular basis.
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3.2.1.4. Summary

A current analysis shows that understanding of the meaning of the word
‘religion’ by Estonian students is mostly abstract and impersonal. Many
students were puzzled by the meaning of the word ‘religion’ and their answers
reflected their distance from the concept as well. More than this — it proved
difficult for Estonian students to define their religious affiliation. This was
reflected in many answers. Russian-speaking students are more open about their
personal attitudes and they also demonstrated their familiarity with the religious
tradition they belong to, though some confusion about religion and its meaning
can be observed here too. For example, an atheist looks to religion for help in
difficult times or the person without any religious affiliation refers to “my own
religion”. Such answers show that the meaning of, and the attitudes towards
religion are fluid, they are in the process of formation and not fixed for students.

Gender played no significant role in answers to either general questions or to
those regarding personal views on religion. Some minor differences arose when
students identified their religious affiliation — girls were more likely than boys
to declare themselves to be without any particular worldview. The declared
importance of religion was the same for girls as for boys.

The word ‘religion’ had associations with different religions, especially for
Estonian-speaking respondents, while ‘God’ had association mostly with Chris-
tianity, even for the students without any religious affiliation. At the same time,
the personal importance of religion was said to be low. Answers given by stu-
dents show that they try to show the role of religion in their personal lives as
little as possible. Being religious is not ‘cool’” and does not belong to the codes
of youth culture. I can conclude that even if the majority of students do not
regard themselves as believers, the words used to describe religion and God are
related mostly to Christianity. The students, who relate themselves to a
Christian tradition in speaking about religion and God, use more Christian
terminology, personal words and statements, while others use more distant and
general vocabulary and syntax.

Two main sources for religious information were named by students: school
and family. For Russian-speaking students, family was the most important
source of information and that information was mostly related to Christianity.
Very few Estonian-speaking students have religious backgrounds or can get
information about world religions at home; the primary source of information
for them was school, introducing knowledge about different religions. If the
students had no religious education experience and no religious background at
home, their information was limited to history and examples of the negative
influence of religions. If they had religious education experience, the picture
was more differentiated, positive as well negative examples were used.

It is important to highlight the school’s role as a source of information on
religious issues for the children with non-Christian backgrounds. The majority
of students have the school as the main, and many of them as the only, source of
information about religion. For students with a religious background the school
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also plays a very important role, filling a gap of knowledge about different
religions. The role of the school in this cannot be sporadic and should not be
underestimated. In order to get balanced information including other world-
views beside one’s own it seems to be important to have religious education at
school, although as demonstrated later, students without any experience of
religious education do not agree with it.

3.2.2. The social dimension of religion

3.2.2.1. Religion as a topic of conversation with peers

As presented above, religion was not valued as an important issue in general.
This is mirrored in answers to the question concerning religion as a topic of
conversation with friends. Less than a quarter of respondents answered that they
speak with friends on religious topics at least sometimes. In general, the attitude
could be described by following quote.

“Sometimes yes, sometimes not, it depends on the topic. But mostly not.” (m-or-
42-B?)

The reasons for not speaking. There were four main reasons given for not
speaking about religion with one’s friends — not interested; not believing;
having too little knowledge about it; religion being a too personal topic to
discuss openly.

The most frequently mentioned reason was disinterest. Some students ex-
pressed their astonishment that religion could be a topic to speak about with
friends — they declared that they had not come across it or saw no reason to talk
about it. Others stated that they have other topics to speak about or that talking
about religion is boring for them or it is not popular among their friends.

“As it is not important for us. Every person has arranged his own priorities and
religion is one of the last ones for me.” (m-nr-50-C-)
“We have more clever things to do.” (m-nr-01-A+)

The second group of reasons was related to either their own or their friends’
lack of belief or just feeling they did not want to talk on these issues.
Unfortunately several students did not explain the reasons not to speak, if the
main reason was similar to ‘not interested’ or if there was anything to do with a
feeling of shame or wish to avoid quarrels.

“No. Because my friends don’t believe in God and we have other topics [to talk

about].” (f-nr-40-B?)
“It seems silly to speak about it aloud, in public.” (f-or-33-B?)
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They usually talk about more casual issues and topics connected to everyday
life. Some mentioned that they did not have knowledge, or were not able to
speak about it. Some students declared that religion was too complicated or a
philosophical subject.

“We don’t speak because it is about serious things, but on these topics we speak
rarely.” (m-or-45-B?)

“I don’t know, maybe it is a rather difficult topic and there is no one to speak
with about it or just afraid. I don’t know.” (f-ch-03-A+)

The last of the reasons, used mainly by the Russian-speaking sample, was
seeing religious topics as being too sensitive and personal a matter to discuss
with friends. The students confessed that neither they nor their friends were the
kind of people who could be trusted in speaking about intimate things. For some
students with religious background the topic was seen as too personal a matter.
Some were rather restricted and said that they were ashamed to speak about
religion aloud in public. Others were afraid of quarrels that can arise because of
disagreements on religious topics.

“We don’t have mutual understanding.” (m-ch-31-B?)

The reasons to speak. No specific occasions were identified for speaking about
religion, the topic arose occasionally; one could be “in such a mood” or could
hear something fascinating and out of the ordinary.

“These topics come when we are hanging around, if there is a corresponding
mood.” (m-or-27-B?)

“We speak if it comes up or if we have heard something new and
interesting.” (f-at-65-C+)

Those who speak about religion rarely named concrete topics of discussion. The
topic spoken about could be looking for an answer to an existential question,
thinking about death and afterlife, sharing own doubts with friends.

“There has been occasions when doubts arise in his existence, are we
right?” (m-ch-44-B?)

“If it is spoken that there is no God, then questions arise, or when it is spoken
that they don’t believe in God.” (f-or-34-B?)

The impetus for discussion could also be meeting a view different from one’s
own regarding understanding of the world, different opinions, traditions and
customs. Some had tried to understand why religion is needed or sympathise
with a different worldview in everyday life, or after a certain topic discussed in
religious education. Only Muslims were mentioned occasionally more
concretely, mostly students argued in general terms.
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“We have talked but seldom. We have discussed why they have such customs and
why they act so and why we are so different...” (f-nr-19-A+)

For some students religion is a topic only while telling jokes about religions or
religious people. Religious violence as presented in the media was mentioned as
one reason to speak about religion.

“If we accidentally do speak, then maybe about again cruel acts carries out.” (m-
nr-51-C-)

It is very difficult to say what the factors could be for speaking or not speaking
about religion. While looking at the answers of students with religious
backgrounds or without in general terms (speak — do not speak), it seems this
does not have much of an effect on the results. If to compare the topicality of
religion to the importance of religion, it is mostly those who do not recognise
religion as an important issue for them or see religion mainly as part of a
tradition, do not talk about religion. The more religion is connected with truth
claims and coping with life, the more a student talks about it with friends. The
other factor could be the age of respondents. Only one 14 year-old respondent
said that he spoke with friends about religion, while half of the 15 year-olds
have religion as a topic to speak about among students who have studied
religious education for many years.

The differences in answers come up again if to look at reasons given for not
speaking about religion. Students with religious backgrounds referred to reli-
gion as too personal a matter and to the unbelief of their friends, while the
dominant group with no religious affiliation did not use these categories. On the
other hand, the student with no religious affiliation still speaks about religious
topics and tries to understand diversity particularly if he or she attends religious
education. But not all the students who attended religious education reported
that they spoke about religion in their everyday life.

3.2.2.2. Experiences of religion

For many of the students it was not an easy task to name some experiences of
religion. Almost one third of the students said they did not have any experiences
of religion; some did not answer the question at all or gave too general answers,
stating only that experiences were positive or negative, giving no hint at all of
some abstract or more concrete examples. There were an equal number of good
and bad experiences mentioned; only a few students offered both a negative and
a positive example. Some answers and examples were neutral in their nature or
it was difficult to decide if the respondent regarded it as negative or positive
experience.

Experiences with religious people, representing a different worldview
from one’s own. Most of the examples given were about meeting a religious
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person. Students pointed out that they have noticed the different behaviours or
customs of some people, for example not celebrating birthdays; diversity was
noticed in baptism, wedding or funeral ceremonies, also history studies about
Egypt and its ancient religion were mentioned.

An experience of religion was regarded as negative mostly when meeting a
religion or worldview different from one’s own and it was usually connected
with proselytising. Believers are regarded as boring and sometimes even
frightening. If some special group is mentioned, then it is the Jehovah’s Witnes-
ses.

“Some are going from apartment to apartment and sound off about their faith, it
makes me crazy (Jehovah’s).” (m-ch-30-B?)

“People who have different religion speak about totally other things that don’t
interest me. That is why it is uncomfortable to be with them. A good experience
is when someone says something interesting about his religion.” (f-nr-02-A+)

The difference in lifestyle and also in understanding life can be frightening. The
lifestyle of religious people is seen as negative: explosions caused by Muslims,
an unpleasant neighbour, boring lives were mentioned.

“These people are somehow so different and they must follow the things they
have in religion and they can’t live their own lives.” (m-nr-21-A+)

From history the fact about Nazis killing Jews was mentioned as a negative
example. Some students think that religion is a ridiculous “product of the
human brain”, it is only for weak, even mentally disordered people.

“It seems to me that people come to a religion to benefit and because of lack of
moral support, so I think that they are morally weak people.” (f-nr-41-B?)

Encountering difference is sometimes seen as a positive, enriching and
interesting experience. In most cases it is seen by the students who have studied
religious education as an exciting and challenging event. They see religion as
providing a possibility for practising tolerance. Many students from School A
referred to an excursion and meeting different representatives of diverse faiths
as “cool” and interesting. Also students with religious education experience
from another school named interesting experiences while travelling or living
abroad; or visiting a beautiful church.

“My experiences have been very good, I was living in Canada, where I got to
know Muslims and Hindus and learned a lot of new things.” (f-at-65-C+)

Experiences with one’s own religion were mentioned by some Lutherans and
mostly by Orthodox respondents, whose answers revealed personal stories,
attachment or pain felt in connection with religion. Experiences with their own
religion were predominantly seen as positive, only a bad dream and funerals
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were mentioned as negative examples. Good experiences of religion were
associated with meeting a kind and helpful person, living a pure life (usually a
church-related person), respecting or lending a hand to other people.

“People I see in a church are very kind and spiritually mature. They always help,
give advice.” (f-or-33-B?)

Personal religious experiences were brought out as positive examples: a
baptism, answered prayer, participation in a service. Negative examples in the
field of personal experiences were an unanswered prayer, funerals, a bad dream.

“Once I saw a dream about God. I don’’t tell it to anybody. The dream was rather
terrifying and made me want to cry. I have never communicated with religious
people but I believe in God. In our apartment there is a pouf with icons and
sometimes if I feel really bad I share my problems with it and I feel that they
disappear.” (m-or-28-B?)

Some answers reflected the fact that they did not know if their friends were
religious or not and this was interpreted as a positive example. Particularly
interesting is that in the context of that question, when tolerance is not asked
about directly, not having experience with any religion is seen as positive, not
being religious is described as a precondition to having good relations.

“We don’t particularly have people with a certain religion. We all get on well.”
(m-nr-54-C-)

Taking into account that some students did not answer the question and many
claimed not to have any experience of religion, positive experiences of contact
with religion related to family — there were less unanswered questions in School
B, where children had a more religious background. In the comparison between
three Estonian-speaking groups of students (with eight years, a few months and
no experience of religious education respectively) it emerged that the more they
had had religious education the more they found positive examples besides
negative ones. Russian-speaking respondents without religious background pre-
dominantly stressed the negative impact of religion, as did Estonian-speaking
students without religious background or religious education experience.

From the students’ answers they appear rarely to meet or acknowledge
religion in their everyday life. Meeting a different worldview from one’s own is
largely seen as an unpleasant, boring or frightening experience. While religious
self-identification helps students to see the positive influence of their own
religion, the chance to study religious education enables them to recognise
religion in everyday life and see meeting difference as a positive or enriching
experience.
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3.2.2.3. Religious pluralism

Although their experiences of religion were neither the best nor the most
common occurrence among students, most of them did not see religion as a
reason to separate people. Students’ views on the possibility for peaceful co-
existence of different religions were not uniform, but most agreed that it was
possible where there was mutual respect: a half of students thought it was
possible, a quarter that it was impossible, almost a quarter saw both possibilities
and some could not say.

The arguments put forward for the impossibility of peaceful co-exis-
tence, if they existed at all, were short and general. Many times it was stated
that it is not possible, without any further explanation. The sceptical arguments
could be subdivided into two main types. The first group of reasons covered
potential for wars and abiding quarrels at home, the second mentioned the issue
of people imposing their views upon others.

In their answers it appeared that the respondents did not like conflicts or did
not want religion to be a source of disagreements. The main reason brought
forward as to why it is impossible to live peacefully together, was the quar-
relling and constant arguing about religion that might result.

“I know my acquaintances, which have different religions and a husband says to
his wife to go to his church but she doesn’t want to and says that she goes to her
church and they have constant quarrels, arguing and scandals.” (f-or-34.b?)

Probably in these cases co-existence was understood in terms of family life, not
so much in terms of society. Occasionally it was evident but for the most part it
was not possible to distinguish if they were speaking in terms of family or
society. In addition to general remarks about constant arguing and the un-
comfortable atmosphere, some personal examples were introduced about rela-
tives, friends or themselves. If the co-existence was understood at the socictal
level, the arguments were general statements about bad relationships or dis-
agreements. In some cases an example from history was presented, crusades and
religious wars in particular. Both, personal and historical views are present in a
following quotation.

“No, because I, who almost believe, argue very much with people who believe
the same and if the religions are even different, it would be a catastrophe
because they would argue and even fight about whose god(s) are the right
one(s). We know already about crusades from history.” (f-ur-67-C+)

The second reason was similar — palming off your worldview on a spouse. The
reason for having this as an argument could be one’s own experience and
feeling uncomfortable, when annoyed in this way — a fact frequently mentioned
in students’ experiences with a religion different from their own.
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One reason given for the impossibility of peaceful co-existence was excep-
tional: a boy without any religious affiliation mentioned religious reasons for
the impossibility to live together.

“They can’t because they would be afraid of each other and would be afraid that
an evil spirit comes and makes their life a hell.” (m-nr-50-C-)

Arguments for the possibility of living together varied from societal to
individual ones, this time the arguments and examples tended to be more
personal; concrete examples from society and students’ own experiences were
used. Those who stressed the societal dimension were able to mention two
different faith communities living peacefully together in their neighbourhood:
Orthodox and Lutherans, Christians and Jews, Buddhists and Mormons.
Respondents understood that in reality a society was very seldom totally
homogeneous.

“In the town there are two churches; an orthodox and a synagogue. Some go to
one and comply with their customs, others in other.” (m-or-45-B?)

At a more personal level, some students had some acquaintance with families
including representatives from different religions and they knew them to be
happily married nevertheless.

“Yes, because for example nowadays people making up a family often have a
different creed but at the same time they have happy families and a good mar-
riage.” (f-nr-41-B?)

For many students it was difficult to imagine that religion could be something to
get passionate about or make into a problem. As religion was not important for
them and they did not talk about religious topics, it was hard to believe that
somebody could be bothered to create conflicts over religious matters. A
common argument was that religion could not interfere with relationships
because nobody cares.

“Yes they can, why should anyone bother if some representative of another belief
lives next to you?” (f-nr-51-C-)

If the respondent saw both possibilities, saying that representatives of different
religions might live together given certain preconditions, the main prerequisites
for co-existence were respect for a different worldview and customs, and people
possessing mutual tolerance and love. In addition good will was mentioned as
an important precondition. Although, the extreme and external demonstrations
of belief were not regarded as a good precondition for peaceful co-existence,
they did not make generalisations about all representatives of a religion.
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“Yes they can if they respect each others’ religion, but if they don't, then I think
it is not advisable. Because let us suppose that neighbours were a Muslim and a
Christian. I have a feeling that Muslims don’t tolerate other believers very much
because they have only one god and they don’t acknowledge other gods. And if
in another believer lives in this neighbourhood, then I don’t think that anything
good will come out of it. Although it could turn out to be a wrong opinion
because not all Muslims are so crazy, too. So, broadly speaking, they can
indeed.” (f-ch-03-A+)

If religion is seen as a secondary factor, sometimes some more important
aspects are named beside religious affiliation that make it possible to live
together despite differences: personal qualities, having friends from different
religions, keeping religion a private matter, shared interests and activities.

“They can. Because beside a creed there is a lot of other things what can unite
people. For example, I don’t believe in God but my friend does but I am not
against it, we go together for training.” (m-at-26-B?)

“[ think they can indeed. Why shouldn’t they? I think that representatives of
different religions can get along completely well. It is more up to characters. But
if you will thrust your faith unto your neighbours, then problems can arise
indeed.” (m-nr-12-A+)

Comparing the answers of different groups of respondents, it would appear that
regarding oneself as a person with religious affiliation or a person without any
affiliation, did not make any difference in seeing the peaceful co-existence of
different religions as possible or not. Still, the reasoning that religion is too
marginal to cause any troubles or disagreements was mostly used by students
without any particular worldview and mostly, too, students who have not had
religious education. It seems that the impact of religious education is not
straightforward — it does not make one think that a peaceful co-existence is the
only possible outcome. Youngsters with experience of religious education saw
the problem of peaceful co-existence as more complex, using more unassertive
expressions “might be possible” and gave other preconditions beside religious
ones. The students who claimed not to have any experience of religion saw the
possibility of living together least of all, even less than those who declared that
they had had a bad experience of religion. But to speak about relations or even a
cause-effect connection between these parameters on the basis of a qualitative
study would be too premature.

3.2.2.4. Summary

Religion was not very important at a personal level. Neither was it seen as very
important at a group level or in the relations the students have. It seems that the
secular framework discourages the expression of worldview differences.
Another reason could be that students long for harmony and peaceful life and a
strategy to avoid conflicts is to avoid the topic and conversations on these
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issues. The students spoke slightly more frequently on religious topics if they
had a religious background or they had had religious education. Students with a
religious background declared more positive experiences of religion. As the
negative number was the same for students with and without religious affi-
liation, one can suggest that religiousness did not make them blind to negative
aspects of religion. Students without religious affiliation declared less expe-
rience of religion but the more students have learned about religions, even
without any personal religious background, the more they seem to have an eye
for positive examples and an inclination to speak about them.

If the importance of religion did not depend on gender, girls did name more
positive experiences of religion and less negative ones. Also, religion was more
often a topic of conversation for girls than for boys. But the differences were
insignificant; no generalisations could be made at this point. Boys almost
always understood the question of living together on a societal level, while girls
justified their positions with examples from the lives of some families, where
representatives of different religions live together peacefully or where there is
tension and altercation. Girls from School B especially responded in this way.

For the most part religion was seen as neither a factor of conflict, as it is not
important, nor an opportunity for dialogue. Instead it is seen as something
boring or annoying but not as an apple of discord. In speaking about the pos-
sibility of peaceful co-existence students usually did not use personal examples
but remained reserved and impersonal. Religious background did not have
much effect on their attitudes toward peaceful co-existence, but did make
reasons more personal, while experience of religious education made their way
of thinking more complex and multi-faceted.

Probably due to the higher religiousness of the Russian-speaking population
they had more experiences of religion. Also they were slightly more sceptical
about possibilities of living together with a person of a different religion.

3.2.3. Education about religion in school

3.2.3.1. General attitude towards religious education in school

When reading the answers of students regarding religion in education one must
keep in mind sharp discussions against religious education going on in Estonian
media during recent years, but not in Russian media. Mostly the attitudes
towards religion at school are shrunk to the question of religious education at
school. The attitudes mirrored in media regarding religious education are
usually not personal, as most of people in Estonia do not have any experience of
religious education. In the case of REDCo project the sample has both groups
represented, students without experience of religious education and also a mino-
rity group in Estonia, students with their own experience of religious education.
If asked about the possible place of religion at school students saw it only in
terms of the subject religious education. In the sample, the answers are
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polarised into three groups — equal numbers for those who are opposed and
those who are in favour, and some who think it should be voluntary subject.
Following I consider the students’ reasoning more closely.

Reasons against religious education could be grouped into three main sets:
seeing religious education as a confessional subject, an overloaded timetable,
and dissonance with the aims of curriculum and its scientific approach.

1. Many students without any experience of religious education or with
experience of a confessional Orthodox school, regarded religious education as a
confessional subject, its purpose being to teach students to believe. In the view
of these students such a subject cannot have any place in school, because they
could not imagine it in a secular school with children from different religious,
and especially non-religious, backgrounds.

“No. Why should it be? I don 't believe in God!” (f-nr-37-B?)
“No. Because there are students with different confessions at school.” (m-or-29-B?)

Usually this confessional approach interpretation of religious education is
joined with the comment that such a subject could be taught at school but it
should be voluntary for the student. Students proposed, that those who want
such (confessional) instruction could attend some studies organised by faith
communities and special religious schools or look for other sources of
information — books or internet. Religion was also seen as a private matter.

“No. Religion — it is a private matter. If you wish — study, if not — don’t. There is
no need to force people.” (f-nr-40-B?)

2. In Estonia it is common knowledge that the students’ timetable is overloaded.
The students know this from their own experience, so their point concerning
that question is well justified. Sometimes they also stated that the subject is not
really interesting for them.

“There are too many lessons and tests already at school, so an additional subject
(religion) would overload students who are not interested in that topic.” (f-nr-
52-C-)

3. Religion was also seen as contradictory to all the other subjects and the aims
of school to promote a scientific worldview. Again, special institutions offering
religious studies were named by Orthodox students. Religion does not fit into
school system; even the low academic attainment of former students from a
religious school is mentioned.

“No. It is just another surplus lesson and even more children from the eccle-
siastic school have poor academic achievement.” (m-at-26-B?)

Although religious literacy is not explicitly regarded as contradictory to school,
some students found that there are more urgent skills to be learned.
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“No. Because you must teach children professions, not religion nowadays. You
can study religion yourself if you want to.” (f-or-33-B?)

Reasons given for religious education are three-fold: the interest of the topic,
its relevance to everyday life, and moral-religious reasons are taken into
account. [ will look at each of these in more detail.

1. Most of the students in favour of religious education regarded it as an
interesting, even exciting topic. Some students gave hints about things they
would be interested in or like to learn: basic information about different
religions, bible stories and parables, discussions about books and films.
Engaging with religion is regarded as something that broadens one’s worldview
and helps to understand the world.

“Yes, because everyone should know basic rules about different religions. So one
can better understand the world.” (m-at-72-C+)

“Yes, I have a feeling that religion is exciting. There are many interesting stories
in bible what make you think. I love parables. I think that more such films as
“Code of da Vinci” must be produced.” (m-or-28-B?)

2. One of the students came up after filling in the questionnaire and asked for
advice on how he should behave in a Muslim country. He was going to a
Muslim country soon with a sports team and felt uninformed. Some answers
mirrored the same concern — religious education should belong to school, as it is
needed when one visits a foreign country, both in terms of appropriate
behaviour, avoiding offence to others, and in terms of understanding the culture.

“Certainly should be. As it educates and is useful for us. If you are going to
another culture you know something about it.” (f-nr-70-C+)

3. Also religious and moral explanations were put forward. When religious
education was seen as a confessional subject, then it was regarded as a means to
introduce God and religious worldviews to unbelievers. It was hoped that such a
subject would improve students’ morality, even save young people from
spoiling their lives. When religious education is viewed as a non-confessional
subject it is considered to be a tool to nurture tolerance and to make a student
more sensitive towards other religions.

“Yes, it should. Because you shouldn’t take other’s belief just like “we are the
important ones and they are nobody” and it would be good indeed if we knew
more about other religions.” (f-nr-16-A+)

“Yes, I think so, because studying different religions nurtures tolerance.” (f-nr-

67-C+)

“Yes because children must know who God is and what the religious world is.”

(m-or-42-B?)

There was also a group of students who suggested that religious education could
be a voluntary subject, organised only for those who need it. This group was
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distributed equally among these who had studied religious education and those
who had not. The rationale brought forward reflected the same range of views
as that put forward against religious education — understanding religious
education as a confessional subject or an overloaded timetable, but the most
common explanation was lack of interest. Only in one case were tensions with
families’ religious convictions mentioned.

“It [religious education] should be [part of the school life]. But it should be
voluntary because maybe somebody doesn’t want to study it; that puts him off
or disturbs his family somehow. In our school it is voluntary but you can opt
out only if you submit a letter with signature of a parent.” (m-nr-13-A+)

“I really don’t know. But at the same time I think if there are believers in a
school somewhere, then why not.” (f-nr-56-C-)

It is possible to discern a very strong connection between the school and student
attitude towards religion at school: most students of School B (a school teaching
predominantly in Russian) dismissed the idea of any form of religion at school,
only two saw it as necessary and one thought it could be accepted under certain
conditions. Two respondents from School B, who thought it possible to have
religion at school, had a religious background (and so had perhaps attended a
religious school). In other schools students were more positive about religious
education. So, could it been concluded that Russian-speaking students would
not want religious education while Estonian-speaking students do? If to look at
the data not from a socio-demographical perspective but in connection with
students’ experience of having religious education or not, the picture comes
more clear. The students do not want religion at school if they do not have it at
school (School B and School C grade 9) and they see at as needed or at least as
a possible subject if they have had it (School A, School C grade 10). In School
C, in the class with no religious education half of the students do not want any
form of religious education. By contrast, in one class with religious education
the resolute ‘No’ is used in only two cases and not at all in the other class.

There was a higher degree of agreement with religious education in School
C grade 9, where students did not have religious education, than in School B.
Even if it was higher than in School B, it was remarkably lower than in the
grades with religious education. The better attitude towards religious education
compared to School B could be influenced by students from upper levels, as
was clearly stated in one of the answers.

“In my opinion there should be religious education at our school. My friend has
it at school and it is known to be interesting.” (m-nr-54-C-)
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3.2.3.2. Proposed contents for religious education

Although a proportion of students stated that religion should not be part of
studies at school only a few refused to give a list of topics the school must
cover, if the subject about religion were to be introduced. The answers were
focused on the content of religious studies, not on its form. Only four students
gave some hints about possible aims and methods used in religious education
such as “organize discussions on these topics” (m-or-27-B?), “to understand
motives of people from different religions” (m-ur-63-C+), “what is expected
after life, how we should live” (m-or-35-B?). Mostly students named more
concrete topics related to facts, representing a very knowledge-based orien-
tation. This is not surprising, as school education in Estonia is very information-
centred in general. It would be difficult for a student to imagine or even under-
stand another approach (see also chapter 5). The topics presented lay between
learning about one’s own religion and learning about other religions, also
including generic topics concerning religion as such rather than any particular
religion.

Some students named more abstract topics concerning religion as a pheno-
menon — what is religion, why people need it, what would happen if you join a
religious group, are there any grounds for religion? These questions were
mentioned by students with religious background and without, with experience
of religious education and without. The students who had declared their
Christian background introduced some existential topics: Does God exist? How
should we live good lives? What will happen after death? At the same time
some students (mostly those with experience of religious education) mentioned
the importance of tolerance and understanding a different worldview, irrespec-
tive of their own religious affiliation. One might have assumed that individual
religious affiliation would add a more personal approach and passion to the
explanation, but usually this was not the case. The following two examples are
typical, the first from a student with religious affiliation and the second,
presenting a more elaborated argument for tolerance, from one without.

“[Students should learn] how to behave with representatives of these religions, to
learn about these religions and to explore the background of religion of your
own country.” (f-ur-67-C+)

“l. That there are particular customs in every country, 2. They should be
respected; 3. Religion is not forced upon believers but a free choice and it is
regarded as necessary. He [a believer?] has a belief in something and he has
someone to talk to if he hasn’t anyone else (god).” (f-nr-19-A+)

The most interesting and relevant topic for students, especially Estonian, was
learning about the religion of others. They wanted to know how religions began,
what their traditions, customs and rules are; what they teach their followers
(beliefs, gods and creation stories); what they celebrate (festivals, customs and
rituals). Also some students found it worthwhile to learn how different religions
are constituted in their history and culture (sacred history and religious persons;
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church architecture, scriptures and symbols of religions, pilgrimages, sacred
things and beings). Usually no specific religion was stated, they wanted to learn
about different religions, great and small ones, different beliefs, to know some
interesting facts concerning religious world.

“About beliefs of different countries, their customs and why these customs/rules
have been made.” (f-nr-02-A+)

A completely different conception of the content of religious studies was that of
religious education as introducing a student (in)to the Christian tradition. The
respondents, who were mostly students from School B, covered topics re-
garding history of the church (including biographies of saints, history of Jeru-
salem), teaching of the church (bible, knowledge about Old and New Testa-
ments, about Jesus, Ten Commandments, creeds, understanding of God and
afterlife), living as a Christian (prayer, how to live: not smoking, drinking,
lying, killing, and stealing; how to behave at church).

When answers of different schools are contrasted, the distinctiveness of
School B is obvious. Almost half of the students saw Christianity as the only
content of religious education, while the other half saw it as a legitimate topic
alongside learning about other religions. Only two respondents from School B
did not mention Christianity at all. Probably the Orthodox school’s influence in
School B has shaped their understanding of religious education. At another
extreme is the 9™ grade of School C, seeing different religions as appropriate
content in 14 answers out of 15. In all Estonian schools and classes only
Christianity was mentioned just twice, while only religions and general topics
were mentioned in four answers out of five. In classes with experience of
religious education Christianity was seen as one of the topics, but not the only
one by the quarter of students. That shows that the Estonian-speaking students
who attend religious education feel more relaxed about studying Christianity
and are not afraid of being brainwashed by doing it.

The answers to the question about the place of religion at school were
compared with answers concerning the content of world religions. It might have
been expected that if a student wished to learn about different religions instead
of one, they would see it more as a subject to be studied by all students. In the
answers this assumption could not be verified, in fact students tended to regard
religious education as an optional subject if they named different religions.
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3.2.3.3. Does the teacher have the right to be religious?

There were an equal number of those who thought that a teacher must believe in
order to be able to teach religion from a background of personal experience and
deeper understanding of religion, and those who saw believing as a disad-
vantage because of the fear of indoctrination and of partiality. The third group
of students, equal in number with previous two, had a neutral position not
seeing it as an issue at all.

The reasons against a religious teacher. One third of all respondents
would prefer a non-religious person to teach about religion. The main concerns
were fear of indoctrination, even brainwashing of students or choosing topics
telling about only one religion, usually different from students’ worldview, as
could be seen from the answers to other questions. The fear was never
supported by any concrete examples of attempts by any teacher to indoctrinate,
but was rather abstract and was probably influenced by public discussions or
general prejudices about the eagerness of believers to intervene into people’s
privacy.

“No, they should not. They should be impartial. If a teacher belongs to one
religion, she/he would concentrate more on the religion she/he belongs to.” (f-
nr-70-C+)

Even some students from a school with religious education gave this as a
reason, although their teacher is a committed Christian. In an oral interview I
asked if there had been any examples of the teacher indoctrinating students,
they were extremely surprised and expressed the view that they had not even
known that their teacher was religious at all: “No, she is totally normal!”

Also some students were afraid that a teacher, whose worldview they do not
share, cannot be impartial when assessing their achievements and it would be
rather difficult to discuss with such a person. These students, who said that it is
better for a teacher not to believe, argued that otherwise the teacher would
brainwash students or would not tell them about anything other than their own
religion.

Being religious was regarded as a bad model for students, not appropriate
for, and contradicting, the majority students’ worldview. In a less extreme form
it was expressed that such a teacher would not be understood by students who
are mostly without religious affiliation or that students could therefore feel
uncomfortable.

“They shouldn’t. Then I could not behave, certainly they would have some ses-
sions of moral lecturing. You never know if you act well or badly.” (f-nr-57-C-)

Why should a teacher believe? Those who argued that a teacher must be a

believer said that he or she would have deeper understanding, either of the
subject or of God.
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“Should be, how else? An unbeliever would not know so much as a believer.” (f-
nr-40-B?)

Students in favour of a religious teacher valued the greater interest such a
person would have in the subject; they could have fascinating stories from their
own experiences to tell rather than presenting only distant and cold facts. Some
arguments were constructed from their own (positive) preconceptions about
believers — they would be more empathetic and understand students better,
without having “feachers’ pets”. As the unbelievers tended to regard a religious
person as a bad example, similarly the students with religious affiliation wanted
the teacher to set a positive example for students.

“They should [believe] so they can set a good example for students.” (m-ch-44-B?)
“Could be, then they would assess all children equally, they would not have
favourites.” (m-ur-63-C+)

The third group said that it is not important if a teacher is religious or not,
the teacher could represent some particular religion, but it is not a necessary
precondition for a teacher to have a personal attachment to some religion.
Mostly students did not explain why it was not important, for others it seemed
the knowledge and pedagogical skills of the teacher were more important than
being religious. As in arguments against having a religious teacher, here also
the need for impartiality was stressed — it was said that a teacher can believe if
(s)he does not force students into faith, present material or lead discussions with
bias and does not try to indoctrinate his/her students. But the professionalism of
a teacher is seen as more important than religious affiliation.

“There is no difference, if she/he teaches the subject well, then a teacher could
be even a Satanist.” (m-at-61-C-)

The answers of Estonian students did not differ between the schools — only a
few wanted a teacher to be religious, others answered equally “can be” and
“must not be”. There were more students from the class without religious edu-
cation who saw the religiosity of the teacher as a serious threat to their views
about religion, if compared with students who had religious education. But
negative attitudes towards a religious teacher could be due to the negative
connotation of a religious person in general (see 3.2.2.2 “Experiences of reli-
gion”) associated with an irresistible urge to indoctrinate students into their own
religion. Students from School B differed remarkably in their attitudes: three
students out of four would prefer a religious teacher, while in Estonian schools
religiosity was seen rather as a disadvantage for a teacher. The reason could be
that it was made clear in the Russian questionnaire that the question was about a
teacher of religious education, while in the Estonian version it was to be
understood from the context and some students could mistakenly relate the
question to a teacher in general. The second and more influential reason could
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be that Russian-speaking students saw religious education as more confessional
than Estonian-speaking students did (see the previous section ‘“Proposed
contents for religious education™).

In analyses of answers regarding students’ attitudes to the suggested content
of religious education, it became obvious that if a student saw the content of the
studies as being only Christian, they were unanimously expecting a teacher to
be a Christian. The less they expected Christianity to be the content, the less
happy they were with the idea of a religious person teaching at school. Only
three respondents out of 38, who did not mention any Christian topic as relevant
for school, wanted a teacher to be a believer, for others it was rather a dis-
advantage or not important.

In conclusion it can be said that in the case against a religious teacher there
are two main arguments unfolding — the fear of being indoctrinated and feeling
uncomfortable with a different worldview. Religious affiliation is justified in
the students’ view in cases of confessional religious education or by the greater
competence in religious issues of a committed person.

3.2.3.4. Religious education

The question about the organisational model of religious education seemed
inappropriate for some students, who emphasised that there was no need for any
model of religious education; a few others did not answer the question or could
not decide what they preferred. Others tried to answer the question even if they
had responded before that they would not want any religious education.

One third of the students preferred to have common religious education
lessons for all students together, regardless of their worldview. There were
three main arguments used in support of studying together. The most frequently
given reason in favour of studying together was the benefit of shared knowledge
about different worldviews. Religious education classes should not be separated
along the lines of different worldviews, as the knowledge one acquires is
worthwhile for everyone.

“All students [should study about] all religions, to learn about other cultures, a
person is not alone in the world.” (f-ur-67-C+)

Somehow similar but yet different were arguments about the possibility of
sharing one’s worldview with others and the necessity of building up a common
understanding. Both were striving to find common ground but the means
suggested for achieving this goal were diametrically different. The sharing of
one’s own views and opinions would fulfil the desire to know more about each
others’ convictions and at the same time to remain committed to one’s own
opinions.
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“They should have common education as they would know more about each
other’s faith; certainly one should not influence others to change their belief.”
(f-nr-14-A+)

In some cases the building up of a common understanding was believed to be
achievable through shared knowledge and uniform understanding.

“All the students should have [religious education together]. For example all
would understand the same thing even-handedly.” (m-ur-73-C+)

The third mentioned reason was that it would be easier to organize religious
education in a joint group; a subject organised in separate groups would be
difficult to accomplish.

One third of students were in favour of studying religion in separated
groups according to students’ worldviews and they brought two main reasons
for their choice. First of all they found it important to remain faithful to one’s
belief. It was felt as most comfortable and understandable to study your own
religion taught by the teacher who shares your religion and with students of the
same background in order to keep your own religion.

“No, nobody must be interested in a different religion but should study his/her
own.” (m-or-28-B?)

It seems that students wanted to avoid quarrels and controversies in such a
sensitive subject as religion, so the best solution would be just to separate
different worldviews from each other.

“It must be separated, because quarrels might arise between representatives of
different religions.” (f-nr-41-B?)

The division of students into groups not only by religious affiliation but also by
interest in the subject, was also deemed possible. Remarkably only ten students
cited the voluntary form of religious education, which is demanded by present
Estonian law, as their choice.

“I think that those who want to study religion should have it. But for those who
do not want to study it, there is no need to study it as it does not interest them
and they would not participate in it anyway.” (f-nr-52-C-)

The major differences emerged when schools were compared. Students from
School B never mentioned the possibility of a subject ‘for those who are
interested’ and they preferred clearly to learn about religion in groups. Again, it
corresponded to their view on confessional religious education. Students in all
the classes with religious education also did not see religious education as a
voluntary subject (only one student from each class with religious education
chose that option) and were more in favour of the form they were taught by — all
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students together, seeing religious education as needed for minimising tensions
between different groups in class. At the same time, Estonian respondents, who
have had no personal experience of religious education, were those who mostly
suggested the option of a voluntary subject proposed by Estonian law.

In conclusion, all groups were looking for ways that were appropriate for
their worldview and experiences and forms of religious education that would
avoid tensions between the students. The Russian-speaking students were more
in favour of a confessional subject to confirm their Orthodox identity, students
with religious education preferred a subject shared by all and those without
experience of religious education would let the subject be an extra option for
others, if it was provided at all.

3.2.3.5. Summary

The most significant differences in students’ answers occurred in relation to
their more or less personal experience of religious education. There were three
main groups regarding attitudes towards religious education — students who
have personally experienced religious education and are in favour of the
subject; students who see it as a voluntary subject for interested students; and
those who see it as a confessional subject for believers. Opinions about religious
education depended most of all on the experience they have or do not have of
religious education and to some extent on a vision of what it should be.

In general, the desired content of studies about religion was connected to
giving information about different religions for the Estonian sample and about
one’s own religion for the sample of School B. The answers of Russian-
speaking students differed from all given in Estonian classes. Russian-speaking
students were strongly against religious education and (or because?) they see it
as a confessional subject. This confessional understanding emerges when they
describe its’ aims and contents. Christianity should constitute the major part of
it and it should introduce a student to the religion to which he or she belongs
culturally. Also a teacher is seen as preferably being a religious person in order
to understand the subject. This reflects the Orthodox approach, that religion is
first of all lived and celebrated — so devotion is a precondition for understanding
religion. The preference for a confessional approach to religious education
could be rooted in the history of a particular school or in the need for affir-
mation of national identity while living in Estonia. The last hypothesis is
supported by different studies conducted on the identity of Russians in Estonia,
but could be called into question by the notion that most students were against
religious education.

Estonian students without any experience of religious education would not
choose to study religious education themselves and recommend that lessons be
organised for other students interested in such matters. Even if the subject is
seen as optional, it should be non-confessional, dealing (almost without
exception) with different world religions and being taught by a strictly objective
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teacher. For the teacher the ‘not believing’ worldview is seen as normal (even
normative), while a Christian or theistic worldview is seen as biased and wrong.
The desire for a voluntary form of religious education and the declared need for
knowledge about different religions went hand in hand.

The students with experience of religious education held a position that
religious education supports their understanding of the people around them and
makes them culturally educated. They want to study world religions but also to
know about Christianity and to be able to understand the history and culture of
Estonia and Europe. They plea for neutrality, but tend to be more pliant — they
see the need for certain preconditions in order to allow for or even appreciate
the religiosity of a teacher.

The answers about the form of religious education were compared to the
answers on the desired content of religious education. One might assume that
the more the content dealt with different religions the less it would be seen as a
voluntary subject, but just the opposite is found in the sample; most of the
voluntary cases came from the group wishing to learn about different religions.
If the desired content was predominantly Christian, then more than half of the
respondents wanted to study it in different groups and not as a voluntary sub-
ject. Only some students stated the voluntary form of religious education, which
is demanded by Estonian law, as their choice. The reason could be that the form
of religious education required by law was not practised in any of the schools
represented and they just could not come up with such an option. Significantly,
none of the students with a particular worldview wanted to have voluntary
religious education, they either wanted to study it all together or in groups.

Some gender differences emerged in the answers. The girls were rather more
enthusiastic about having religious education. At the same time, boys were
more resolute regarding the teacher being religious — boys used the stronger
wording, “must be” or “must not be”, as compared with the girls “could be”, a
believer. Girls were slightly more interested in studying religious education
together, while boys wanted more to stay in groups. There is a similar goal in
both cases — to have harmonious relations, but different means to reach this.
Boys argued for separation in order to avoid conflicts on religious matters, girls
instead preferred joint studies in order to share with others one’s own experien-
ces and common knowledge.

The students’ opinions about the form and content of religious education
reflected the situation at their particular schools — mostly they were satisfied
with the way things were, no matter how they were. If they did not have
religious education up to now, they would rather not have it in future either and
if they had it now, then they were very happy in general terms. For students it
was difficult to imagine the forms of school religious education they had not
experienced. It did not mean that if the options were given they would not
consider them. Even if attitudes regarding religious education were so different,
the reasons given evince clearly fear of being indoctrinated and fear of quarrels
activated by religious education. These arguments are supported by discussions
in society but never by their own experiences in school.
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3.3. Reflections and conclusions
3.3.1. Religion - perceptions

Religion does not have a very visible role in the lives and contexts of the young
people and is often viewed as so personal and confidential that students hardly
speak about it.

There was a rather sharp difference regarding the meaning of religion for
Estonian and Russian-speaking students. Estonian-speaking students were much
more distant towards religion than Russian-speaking. Family played a crucial
role in the religiousness of Russian-speaking students by introducing them to
their (mostly Orthodox) tradition. The importance of family for the Russian-
speaking population has been pointed out by different surveys made in Estonia
comparing national and religious backgrounds (Liiman, 2001). Also Masso and
Vihalemm (2004) in their identity research have pointed out the bigger in-
fluence of the family in identity-formation among Russian-speaking youngsters.
But the influence of the family cannot be taken as automatic and enforced
obedience by the children, but rather as valued and internalised belief. In their
answers students from School B showed personal attachment to religion, while
talking about their experiences of religion.

From the answers to the current study religion appears to have a minor role
in the view of Estonian-speaking students — they seldom regard themselves as
belonging to any religious tradition, they have few experiences of religion, they
almost never speak about religion with their peers. Even religious students who
do speak about religion are more likely to speak about religion amongst like-
minded people. This gives to religious education a great importance in creating
a safe environment and teaching skills of intelligible dialogue about and among
representatives of different religious and secular worldviews.

The religion, which students know more about, is Christianity, as it is intro-
duced in school lessons or in the homes of the few religiously affiliated
families. It is difficult for them to make choices based on such a small amount
of knowledge about religion as they have. Also other surveys conducted about
religiousness in Estonia report the low importance of religion to Estonian
respondents. The proportion of people who cannot define their religious
affiliation or worldview is very high (65—75%) according to different surveys
made in Estonia (Statistical Office of Estonia, 2002; Liiman, 2001; Halman et
al., 2005 etc). As presented in paragraph 2.1.1 the low importance of religion
includes in addition to (not) belonging, also beliefs and values (European
Commission, 2005; Riititel&Tiit, 2005).

The reasons are manifold — they go back to atheistic propaganda conducted
in Estonia, as well as to the fact that children usually have neither a religious
upbringing at home nor religious education at school. Kilemit and Nommik
conducted a research study (2002) regarding the understanding of the word
‘religion’ by Estonian adults and found it to be very confusing issue among
respondents; it seemed to be too abstract and impersonal. Are the students
inclined to untraditional, New Age movements, as could be suggested by the
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results of Euro barometer survey, when 54% of Estonians believed in ‘some sort
of spirit or life force’ (European Commission, 2005)? Nothing in the answers of
students for this study alluded to their interest or acquaintance with it. The oral
interviews gave an impression that the students lack knowledge about religions
and that makes them difficult to specify their religious or unreligious affiliation,
for example a girl without any religious affiliation told in her interview about
her own relation to religion.

“In that sense that... I mean certainly there is somebody somewhere. I don’t deny
that it is so. And I respect people who believe, it is their personal choice or so.
But in such a way that I myself, I don’t go to church. But I would like to be per-
mitted to be baptised and be confirmed. I would like that. Why? Actually because
I have an idée fixe that I want to get married at a church in a white dress and so
on. And maybe I am not a confirmed atheist; I do believe in God and this. Maybe
I don’t believe in that Christ’s crucifixion, in such a strict way, but in God
generally I believe. Somebody helps indeed.” (Oral interview 2, female, no affi-
liation)

Lea Altnurme has pointed out that although people in Estonia may have
religious experiences, they are often unable to express them (2006, 306).

Kaisa-Kattri Niit in her research (2002) about social axioms held by
university students in Estonia found that even if students scored very low in
religiousness they demonstrated openness towards difference. This was
probably true for the students of universities but it could not be said of the 14—
16 year old students surveyed at the time. Even if students held very optimistic
positions regarding the possibility of different religions living peacefully
together, it did not show their positive attitudes towards religion. Mostly
religion was seen as neither a factor of conflict nor an area for dialogue. It was
not believed that it could be taken seriously enough to inspire conflicts in
society. More often religion was seen as something annoying and boring, rather
than as a focus of discord.

3.3.2. Potentials of school

It is difficult to speak about any religious denomination in Estonia as a majority
group (look at 2.1.1). Not only single denomination or religion, but the whole
‘religious community’ constitutes only a minority in Estonia. Even more —
Kilemit and Nommik (2002) found that the word ‘believer’ has strong negative
connotation for Estonians. It sheds some light on one of the reasons students do
not like to speak about their religious convictions. And that could also explain
the hesitation of female respondents to attach themselves to some religion. The
religious person can end up as an outcast, as demonstrated in an oral interview:

“For example at school ... there was a boy, I don’t even remember from what
religion he was, I don’t know it even. He was kept at a distance — he had his own
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friends who believed the same way. Because we didn’t believe we didn’t commu-
nicate with him. Maybe we thought that we don’t have anything to talk with him
or so.” (Oral interview 2, female, no affiliation)

In the situation, where families do not support the religious literacy of students,
the school has a crucial role in supporting children’s ability to make informed
choices on matters of religion, giving information about different religions and
enhancing readiness for mutual understanding and respect. There is a strong
need for a balanced approach to religion, showing the positive effects not just
the dangers already known from other school subjects and the media.

The sociologist Aune Valk in her introduction to an anthology about diffe-
rences of Estonians in comparison to other nations says:

“In the multicultural world it is possible to value differences and not to be afraid of
them for a person who knows who he is and who are the others. Uncertainty and
ignorance about oneself and fear in front of otherness go often hand in hand and is
one of the main reasons in incipient ethnical conflicts.” (Valk, 2002a, 11-12)

Most likely it is equally true for religious differences and clashes; fear in front
of the ‘other’ could be lessened by increasing familiarity with different reli-
gions. This can shed light on reasons why the students with no religious expe-
rience scored least of all in believing in the peaceful co-existence of different
worldviews, even less than those students who could only mention negative
experiences of religion.

The introduction of religious education has a strong opposition in the media
and in the educational circles of Estonia (see section 2.2.1). Mostly the people
who are against it have no personal experience with religious education. In the
survey, the way of looking at the place religion could have at school depends on
the experiences students have. Students, who have not had religious education,
are afraid of brainwashing and quarrels activated by religious education. Some
of the students, even if they appreciate religious education, hesitate to choose
the subject. In an oral interview a boy gave reasons why students do not choose
an optional religious education:

“No, I do not know, some students are embarrassed certainly if religious edu-
cation is a voluntary subject. I do not know how it could be solved in Estonia so
that there isn’t be any mocking or so on. Certainly it is problematic in former
classes. That the children [who choose the subject] would be blackguarded as
believers or so on. They want ... they do not want to be different from others and
are afraid of being out of the circle of friends, of company. They are afraid of
being different.” (Oral interview 4, male, protestant)

A similar bias and suspicious attitude to religious people can be traced in the

view that the teacher’s secular non-religious worldview is seen as normative
and neutral, while Christian or theistic worldview is biased and wrong.
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3.3.3. Religious education changing attitudes

Does religious education have potential to change attitudes in order to increase
tolerance? Beside national differences, experience with religious education
seemed to be the most important factor; comparisons of the answers by classes
were often most fruitful in finding differences and patterns. What are the
characteristics of the students, who have had religious education compared to
those who have not? First of all, they noticed or at least expressed that they had
noticed the influences of religion in their surroundings and in the lives of people
around them more than did students without religious education experience.
Also they demonstrated more complex ideas about religion and religious
people, and were able to find examples of religion’s appearance in contempo-
rary life. They found differences to be interesting and fascinating, while stu-
dents without religious education showed their impatience with different ap-
proaches from their own. Those, who had religious education, talked on reli-
gious issues and noticed the positive influences of different religions and
religious people. Religious education made them curious and also gave them the
skills to talk on religious matters. Certainly, this can be only a hypotheses and
without having a quantitative survey any far reaching conclusions would be
inappropriate.

The complexity of thinking occurred most obviously in argumentation about
the possibility for peaceful co-existence. They refused more than others to give
simple answers, giving other preconditions to be fulfilled besides being reli-
gious. Also when asked about the religiosity of the teacher they brought other
factors into consideration, before they gave the last word pro or contra.

The main distinction occurred in answers regarding religious education
where my findings correspond with those made in the study by Saar Poll (Saar,
2005). Although all the sample schools of my study with religious education
practised joint studies for all, the students from these schools were almost
unanimously in favour of joint religious education dealing with world religions.

The need for peaceful co-existence was appreciated in many answers. Stu-
dents have developed many different solutions to avoid conflicts on religious
terms: some do not speak about religious topics so as not to get hurt by remarks
of peers; others want religion to be studied in separate groups so disagreements
would not be aired; others yearn for a chance to share their own views and
opinions in a safe environment, to build up common understanding instead of
segregation. Religious education does not facilitate tolerance and mutual
understanding per se but it has great potential, if the fears and expectations of
students are taken seriously, and the possibility is provided to share own
opinions or to meet representatives from different religions and speak to them.

The main results according to the actors voiced during the fieldwork:

1. Mostly religion was seen not as a factor of conflict as it is not important,
nor as a dialogue. The religion is seen more as something annoying and boring,
not as an apple of discord. Nevertheless, the not believing worldview is seen as
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normative and neutral, while Christian or theistic worldview is biased and
wrong.

2. The primary source of information about different worldviews is school.
The role of school in giving a balanced picture about religions can’t be sporadic
or underestimated. The way of looking at the place religion could have at school
depends on the experiences students have. Students who have not had religious
education are afraid of brainwashing and quarrels actuated by religious
education. The students were more open to speak on religious issues and to see
good sides in religions and religious people having had religious education.

3. The views of Russian-speaking students and Estonian-speaking students
differ greatly. Where Russian-speaking students tend to have more intimate
relation to religion, it constitutes greatly their identity, then Estonians are more
secularised but more in favour of studies about different religions.
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4. QUANTITATIVE STUDY WITH STUDENTS

This chapter is based on the article Options beside ‘and no Religion too’ —
Perspectives of Estonian Youth (Schihalejev, 2009¢). Data with more genera-
lisability were needed to answer the research question. Although qualitative
study had a value on its own, on the basis of it a quantitative study was designed
by the quantitative study subgroup of I was a member, by using results and
quotations from the qualitative interviews. We had an aim to look for the spread
of views and to test some of the hypotheses of the qualitative study in a bigger
sample (the procedure is described in detail in Friederici, 2009, 18—19). The
main research question of the quantitative study was: ‘What role can religion in
education play concerning the way students perceive religious diversity?” There
were three sub-questions for the quantitative study: What role does religion
have in students' lives? How do students consider the impact of religions on
human relations and society? How do students see religion in school and the
impact of religion in education? The procedure of the development of the
questionnaire with two steps of pre-test is discussed in 1.3.2 “Views of students:
quantitative study”. The sample and results of the quantitative study are pre-
sented in the current chapter. The triangulation of the results of the qualitative
and quantitative studies is discussed in chapter 6.

Some attitudes held in Estonia in regards to religion are well illustrated by
the fact that the special award in 2008 for advertising Estonia went to a team of
young people who presented Estonia as the most a-religious country. The
advertisement which was meant to introduce Estonia for foreigners used a verse
from John Lennon’s song «Imagine» — “Nothing to kill or die for and no
religion too” (Engelbrecht, 2008), stressing that Estonia is a peaceful secular
country without religion which could cause conflicts. How far are such attitudes
spread among teenagers and what other possibilities, if any, they appreciate for
religion in their daily life, in society and at school? Also I wanted to investigate
the attitudes of young people towards religious diversity and which strategies do
they prefer in meeting a person with a different worldview from their own.
Following I describe the procedure of data collection, also I give arguments for
the choice of and description of the sample and present the results of the quanti-
tative study.

4.1. Key information of an empirical study

There were three main research questions for the quantitative study, as
described in section 1.3.2. The first section in the questionnaire (q. 1-36) dealt
with the questions of how students see religion in school and the impact of
religion in Education. It included questions about their own experiences with
religion at school (q. 1-12 and 20-25), the rights for religious people they
accept at school (q. 13—19) and what they expect of the forms and outcomes of
religious studies at school (q. 26-31 and 32-36).
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In addition to the question of their own and parents’ affiliation (dealt with at the
end, in q. 122-127 to avoid putting respondents off answering the other questions),
the second section (q. 37-61) also investigated the role religion has in students' life.
It was comprised of questions about the importance of religion (q.37), what students
believe in (q. 38), how often do they practice their religion (q.39—44) and where
from they get information about religion (q. 45-51). It also included the range of
attitudes about religion (q. 52-61, 86, 92, 95, 96). The impact of religion on
students’ daily life was also touched upon in the third section of the questionnaire
such as the people they speak with about religion (q. 62—67), the different contexts
in which students can experience heterogeneity (q. 68—77),

The third section (q. 62—-112) was comprised of questions and statements
about the general impact of religions on human relations and society, as reasons
to speak about religion or not (q. 87-97), statements about societal dimension of
religion (q. 78-86 and 103-112), and the strategies students prefer to use in
meeting a different worldview (q. 98-102).

The questions to test the hypothesis we had about differences in tolerance
and openness to dialogue related to religious attitude and encounters with
religious diversity at school and in everyday life, were scattered over the
questionnaire and are offered in section 4.3.1.

The questionnaires in English, Estonian and Russian are presented in
Appendixes 3-5.

4.1.1. Description of the sample

Although the Estonian sample for the REDCo quantitative survey was purposive
and not directly representative, it was still designed to be educationally significant
and rational. The goal was to have a bigger sample than the minimum of 400
demanded by the REDCo agreement. One thousand, two hundred and eight (1208)
students in Estonia between 14 and 16 years of age answered the questionnaire. As
a result of the procedure of including all the parallel classes in schools, the gender
balance was satisfactory (48% males, 51% females).

There is some statistical data about the 14—16 years old population, so I tried
in sampling to reflect the diversity and heterogeneity of the Estonian po-
pulation, with no major groups left out. The main criteria for selecting schools
were geographical location, type of school, and model of religious studies.
Given the difficulty of obtaining permission to conduct a survey about religion
in schools, I had to have a flexible procedure for replacing a school if per-
mission was denied. Below are the description of the criteria used and the
selection procedure.

1) Geographical location; urban and rural schools. Although Estonia is
small, its regions differ in the composition of people, with diverse migration
and national background, religious affiliation, and socio-economic indicators.
Uneven distribution of national and religious composition of the population is
discussed in paragraph 2.1.1. The incorporation of different areas increased the
likelihood of having a sample with a varied national and religious background.
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In order to compare different factors I concentrated on three geographically
different regions and added some schools from locations of interest. 1) The
Northern region of Estonia is an industrial area, and many immigrants live
there. I have chosen schools from Tallinn, the wealthiest region in Estonia, and
from its surroundings. I added a school from Narva, a town in North-Eastern
Estonia, with more Russians and immigrants living there, also a larger
percentage of Orthodox, and people having lower economic status. 2) The
Western region is represented by schools from Parnu county, with a moderate
number of people with a migration background and average income; in addition
a school from an island, a remote area with almost no immigrants. 3) The
Southern region is a rural area, and most of its residents are lower income. |
have chosen schools from Viljandi, PSlva and Tartu counties, with an
exceptional region of Old Believers’. In this region there is also a university
town, Tartu. I tried to find contrasting schools in each region (for example, a
school in a city centre, another in the suburbs, and another in a rural area).

2) Type of school. According to the homepage of the Estonian Ministry of
Education and Research every fifth student went to a basic school', which is
usually smaller in number of students; but four-fifths went to secondary schools
in the year of study. The sample reflects the distribution of students according
to school type (Table 4).

Table 4: Distribution of types of school in Estonia in general and in the sample

Schools in | Schools in Students in Students in

Estonia the sample Estonia the sample

Basic 223 6 30 000 (20%) 236 (20%)

Upper secondary 232 15 123 000 (80%) 992 (80%)

Municipal 490 19 147 000 (95%) 1070 (89%)

Private 33 2 4400 (3%) 138 (11%)
State 32 0 3 600 (2%) 0

Sources: http://www.hm.ee and http://www.ehis.ee/ (accessed 16.09.2007)

’ The Old Believers (Russian: cmaposepui or cmapoo6padyet) separated from the Russian
Orthodox church after 1666-1667 as a protest against introduced church reforms and
continue liturgical practices which the Russian Orthodox Church maintained before the
implementation of these reforms. The first Old Believers arrived in Estonia in the late 17th
century, escaping from the persecution of the Russian government. Nowadays, there are
almost 15 thousand Old Believers by birth living mostly in eastern Estonia; they comprise an
ethnic minority, clearly distinguishable from other Russians in Estonia due to their unique
traditions and religion. (Ponomariova & The Society of OIld Believer Culture and
Development, 2003) According to the Statistical office there was a much smaller number of
Old Believers living in Estonia in 2000, about 2500 people.

1% A basic school gives education until the end of compulsory education, when children
are 16—17 in age. An upper secondary school in Estonia usually has classes for children
7-19 years of age.
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There are only a few private schools in Estonia and some state schools (usually
for students with special needs), while most schools are run by the municipality
(Table 4). I included six basic schools and 15 upper secondary schools; 19
municipal and two private schools, including a religious school. I excluded
schools for students with special needs. One of the private schools is confes-
sional, although only slightly more students with a religious affiliation than
average attend it. Another private school is not religious; the parents pay tuition
fees and mostly have higher socio-economic status.

The language of instruction was one of the indicators in choosing the
schools. In addition to the REDCo qualitative survey about the views of young
people on religion (see chapter 3), many recent studies have revealed diffe-
rences between schools with Estonian and Russian languages of instruction (e.g.
Ruus et al., 2007; Veisson et al., 2007; Toots et al., 2004). Ethnic Estonians
make up two thirds of the Estonian population; more than a quarter of the
Estonian population consists of Russians (Table 5); the percentage of ethnic
Estonians among children of school age (aged 7-16) has increased to 77-78%
(Lauristin, 2008, 46). Like its population, schools in Estonia differ also by the
language of instruction —there were 369 Estonian-medium schools, 83 Russian-
medium schools'' (18 of those use both Estonian and Russian languages for
studies) and three English-medium schools (Estonian Ministry of Education and
Research, http://www.hm.ee (accessed 16.04.2008)).

Table 5: Nationality of Estonian population and of the sample

Estonia, nationality The sample, language spoken at home
Estonians 921 062 (69%) 956 (80%)
Russians 344 280 (26%) 230 (19%)
Others 77 067 (5%) 7

Source: Statistics Estonia, http://pub.stat.ee (accessed 10.06.2007)

It is difficult to determine the nationality of the sample, as this question was not
asked, but language used at home was asked about instead. In the sample, 956
spoke Estonian at home, 230 Russian, four English, one Swedish, one Finnish,
one Italian and fifteen did not answer the question. All the students who did not
answer the question were from Russian-medium schools. The bigger number of
Russian-medium schools would increase also the variety of national back-
ground, but it was the most difficult to obtain agreement from Russian-medium
schools (of the 36 Russian-medium schools invited to participate, only four
agreed), although I used a Russian questionnaire in these schools.

3) Religious education and its model. There are no figures on the number
of students in Estonia who study religious education; probably it is under 1%. It

"It is difficult to say how many Estonians and how many Russians are there, as some
Russians and students from other countries go to Estonian schools, although most Rus-
sians, Ukrainians and Belorussians go to Russian schools.
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did not make sense to incorporate so few students. In the sample I included
schools that have never had religious education (8) and those who have
religious education this year (7) or have religious education in the school
curriculum, but students 14—16 years of age do not have access to the subject
(6). In a school with religious education some classes could have religious
education and others not, some students have chosen the subject, others not. In
the year of this study 1078 students in the sample did not study religious
education and 130 did study it; 162 more have studied religious education for
least one year during their studies at school. The students differed also by length
of study of religious education. The inclusion of schools where religious edu-
cation is not taught, where religious education is taught only in primary classes,
or where religious education is taught recently or is incorporated into the whole
school life, enabled the exploration of the views of students, who have
experienced different educational models, about living in a pluralistic society.

4) Religious background of students. In regard to religious background I
had only the data from a poll of the people 15 years and older in 2000 (Table 6).
In order to include most religious groups I looked for Russian-speaking
Orthodox students in Tallinn and Narva, Old Believers in special areas in
eastern Estonia, Estonian speaking Orthodox students in South-Eastern Estonia,
and Catholic students and students with other religious backgrounds in two
schools with an open Catholic ethos'.

Table 6: Religious affiliation of Estonian population 15 and older, of the age 15-19 and
of the sample.

Total population Total number in Sample
age 15 and older Estonia age 15-19
Total 1 121 600 Total 103 772 Total 1 208

Not defined" 730 845 (65%) 82019 (79%) 1021 (84%)
Orthodox 143 554 (13%) 8756 (8%) 52 (4%)
Lutheran 152 237 (14%) 5278  (5%) 12 (1%)
Atheist 68 547  (6%) 5978  (6%) 5 (less than1%)
Other Christians | 24 137  (2%) 1742 (2%) 74 (6%)
Other religions 3 882 (Less than 1%)| 235 (Less than 1%) | 44 (4%)

Source: Statistics Estonia, http://pub.stat.ee (accessed 16.04.2008)

The number of students who did not define their religious affiliation is higher
than expected from the national figures, while the number of religiously

'2 There are slightly more students with (different kinds of) religious affiliation (19% in
schools with Catholic ethos, while 15% in other schools). Not only Catholic parents, but
with other religious affiliation, choose these schools for their children, as there is no
school with their own religious or confessional ethos.

" The respondents who said that they do not have religious affiliation, cannot define it
or refused to answer the question.
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affiliated students is lower. The religiosity of the younger generation is known
to be lower than in the overall population, as has been seen in comparison of the
overall population to 15-19 year olds in Table 6. Another factor was the fact
that there were no options added to the question about their religious affiliation
(q. 126); this probably increased the number of those who did not answer the
question, answered ‘no’ or did not distinguish different denominations (as in
answers like ‘Christian’, ‘religion’).

The procedure of selection schools and classes for the research
The selection of schools consisted of three steps; each criterion was counter
checked. In the first step were included schools, where extended fieldwork had
been conducted in religious education lessons, and qualitative research about
students’ views on religion in the framework of REDCo. Then I found schools
without religious education, but with similar characteristics in the sample
criteria, or the classes from the same school who had no religious education. In
the second step I listed the schools which have integrated religious education in
basic school and found their ‘twins’ as in the first step. In the third step I
acquired a balanced sample by adding schools with the criteria missing from the
current sample list.

According to the research questions I surveyed the students who are 14—-16
years old; most of them were in grades 8—10. I focused on grade 9, the end of
basic and compulsory schooling in the selected schools. In schools where there
were fewer than 50 students in grade 9, I asked students from grade 8 to fill out
the questionnaires. The grades who studied religious education were included in
the sample, if students were 14—16 years of age.

Altogether, 71 letters were sent to schools and 21 replied positively. In my
sample [ have dropped all the responses from students who were younger than
14 (19 students) or older than 16 years old (141), leaving 1208 respondents
aged 14-16. The desired and actual samples are presented in Appendix 6.

Reflection on the sample. The sample accurately represents the religious,
geographical and socio-economic distribution of Estonian students. The higher
number of students who have studied religious education enables to compare
subgroups but this can influence the reported attitudes of the whole sample.

4.1.2. General procedure of the fieldwork and
comments of students

The fieldwork was carried out by me and two university students in seven
schools, and by teachers in 14 schools who agreed to collaborate from De-
cember 2007 to March 2008. The field guide with an introductory text was
developed for those who conducted the survey in the schools in order to
guarantee a similar procedure in all schools. The questionnaire was filled out
during a school lesson, according to the field guide. The questionnaire took 10
to 39 minutes to complete.
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Some students (263) wrote comments on the last page of the questionnaire,
explaining their choices (74) or evaluating the questionnaire. There were 42
critical or negative comments, for example “I have got a headache from your
tests! Please, do not do such tests anymore, please!” (EST505) and 14 positive
ones, for example “I hope that this questionnaire helps to make life more
peaceful and better!” (EST551). The attitudes to the questionnaire mirrored the
range of opinions, from some positive ones who found that it specially helped
religious students to feel better, to many negative reactions complaining about
the length and irrelevance of the questionnaire. In answering the questions,
students without a specific religious background had trouble with many
questions. Other students complained that it was impossible to say yes or no,
agree or disagree with some statements. To make a decision would require
binary thinking, where simple answers could be interpreted in too many ways.
Many students (126) wrote about their own belief or disbelief at the end of the
questionnaire. The attitudes ranged from very negative “All believers should be
cremated!” (EST583) or “In my view religion is totally foolish and it has lead
people to death in totally nonsense reasons. But I do not have pity on them, if
they are so stupid.” (EST99) to religious ones “Jesus is my father, my creator
and my keeper. I believe in him and you can believe too, then he comes and
helps!” (EST163). Students expressed also their attitude to religious education,
from a view that it is a waste of time (e.g. “Religion is codswallop, we do not
need it as a separate subject at all!!!” (EST318)) to very positive attitudes that
it is an important tool in becoming more tolerant (e.g. “Different religions are
interesting and younger students should be also taught about religion”
(EST289)).

4.2. General presentation of the results

In the following I present the responses that the students in Estonia gave on the
REDCo questionnaire. The sections of this chapter are structured to match the
research questions; in all the sections a common structure was used: the groups
were compared on their experience of religious education, religious affiliation,
and language. First data description is presented in blocks of different subtopics,
then the data is summarised and data interpretation is presented. Although
differences according to gender were discussed in my article on the quantitative
research (Schihalejev, 2009¢), their detailed presentation is left out here as the
gender differences are not in the focus of my main research question. Never-
theless, I do think that gender differences are important to consider in education
and some important of them also illuminate the results, so they will be reported
in the summaries of every paragraph and in the sections of interpretation.

I was primarily concerned with the impact of school, so I was interested in
how different experiences with religious studies have influenced students’
attitudes. Here I distinguish four groups. The first group, ‘no RE’, consists of
those who have never studied religious education (734 students). The second
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group, ‘integrated RE’, are those who do not have a separate subject of religious
education but the school has integrated it into the curriculum; students may
attend religious services, or may have a chaplain at school (207 students). The
third group, ‘RE long ago’, are those who studied religious education a long
time ago, usually as a voluntary subject in primary classes with content oriented
to bible stories and Christian festivals, but dealing also with students’ values (83
students). The fourth group, ‘RE recently’, consists of those who have studied
religious education during the previous or current year, with content focused on
world religions (159 students), some of them have studied the subject for eight
years. Some of the students studied religious education in a school where it was
optional and others are in schools where religion is taught as a compulsory
subject. From those who studied religious education in primary classes, 31
chose to study it themselves and 44 were from classes which had common
studies for all. Most of the students who had studied religious education
recently had it as a subject for all students (150) and only a few (9) chose it
according to their own interest. This can affect their motivation but it can also
be an important factor in the way they felt when studying.

One may assume that religious affiliation can influence attitudes about religion
and religious plurality. It was difficult to group students according to religion,
because there were too few representatives of each religion or denomination. I
took the answer to the question ‘Do you have a certain religion or worldview?’ as
the point of departure: does a student constitute himself or herself as belonging to
any religious tradition? The students who had a non-religious worldview, such as
atheism or agnosticism were grouped with those without any worldview, as the
number was too small to group them separately. In the chapter I refer to these
different groups accordingly as ‘affiliated’ and ‘non-affiliated’, keeping in mind
that it does not show their religious beliefs or religious participation. In addition,
if questions in the questionnaire are closely related to the research hypothesis,
then the dependent variables of tolerance (q. 55, 76, 77, 83, 103-106) and
readiness for dialogue (q. 34, 78, 87-97, 98-102) were checked against the
independent variables, including religious affiliation (q. 126, 127); how important
students think religion is (q. 37); and what they believe in (q. 38).

The qualitative survey showed astonishing differences between the religiosity
and attitudes towards religious education of Russian- and Estonian-speaking
students. The groups here were divided by the language of questionnaire that the
students used. For brevity, I will refer to the students who filled in the Russian
questionnaire as ‘Russians’ and those who filled in the Estonian questionnaire as
‘Estonians’, although I do not exactly know their nationality and some students who
speak at home English, Swedish or Finish, are also included as ‘Estonians’.

Data analysis was done with SPSS, using ANOVA and chi-square analyses.
Only results with probability less than 0.001 are discussed. The measure of effect
size (@) was calculated additionally to take into account sample size and strength of
the relationship. As there were many results with 0.1<®<0.15, only ®<0.15 are
discussed as significant; where there were small differences in the answers of
different groups with 0.12<®<0.15, but the small differences are supported by a
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recurrent pattern of similar statements, these are presented. In the interest of
comprehensibility for non-specialists in statistics, if significant ®<0.1, it is regarded
as weak; if 0.1<®<0.3, it is modest and if 0.3<®<(.5 it is regarded as moderate —
the bigger it is, the more significant is difference between the compared groups.

The most interesting and telling results are illustrated by figures. The means
are presented on a scale where the bigger numbers show higher agreement,
higher frequency and higher importance to make the figures more intelligible.

4.2.1. What role has religion in students’ life and
in their surroundings?

4.2.1.1. Data description

In this paragraph I will look at the relevance of religion to students and the role
religion plays in their contacts with peers. As described in paragraph 4.1.2,
almost 85% of respondents did not write about their religious affiliation (q.126—
127). Christians were most numerous among students with a religious affiliation
(11%) and few students (4%) were from other religions or wrote the general
term ‘religion’ as the specification of their worldview.

The number of students who did not specify their religious affiliation was
higher among ‘Estonians’ (88%) than ‘Russians’ (68%). In addition, Russian-
speaking students identified their denomination (usually Orthodox) more than
‘Estonians’. Those Estonians who claimed to have a religious affiliation tended
to say that they are Christians without distinguishing denominations.

Religious belief and practice

In this section I work with questions 37—44. The low importance of religion, on
average, in students’ life was apparent in almost all questions of this block.
Answers to the question about the importance of religion inclined heavily
towards a low value of religion for respondents, where a very small importance
of religion was declared by more than half of students and only 5% of students
claimed that religion was very important for them.

This evaluation is consistent with the content of the beliefs and practices
they perform (or do not perform). Every fifth student believes in God, while
every third respondent does not believe in God or any kind of spirit or life force.
All the graphs of answers for religious activities inclined very heavily towards
‘never’: three of four students never pray (mean x=1.55'"), almost the same
number never read sacred texts (X=1.54), and over half of respondents never
attend religious events (x=1.61). Thinking about the meaning of life (x=3.1) or
about religion (X=2.44) scored higher — only every fifth student never thinks
about religion and only every tenth never about the meaning of life. Thinking

'* Means on the scale: 5 — about every day, 4 — about every week, 3 — about once a
month, 2 — less than once a month, 1 — never.
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about the meaning of life was the most practiced from the all activities in the
list, with a ‘flat’ distribution of answers.

Studies of religion. There are no significant differences according to their
religious studies in regard to students’ or their parents’ religious affiliation,
what the students believe or how important religion is to them. The distribution
of ‘affiliated’ and ‘non-affiliated’ among students with different models of
religious education was similar. Nevertheless, some answers about how often
students participated in religious activities differed modestly. Those who have
studied religious education thought more frequently about religion, even if they
studied it long ago (®=0.215). The students who have studied religious
education recently tended to think more frequently about the meaning of life.
The students who learned religious education ‘long ago’ used least of all the
option ‘never’ in answers for the frequency of such religious activities as ‘visit
religious events’ (®=0.208), ‘pray’, and ‘think about the meaning of life’.

Religious affiliation. ‘Affiliated’ students regarded religion as moderately
more important ($=0.469) and believed in God more than the ‘non-affiliated’
(®=0.414). ‘Affiliated’ students practiced religious activities more than ‘non-
affiliated’, but they were also more likely to think ‘about the meaning of life’
(®=0.253). The smallest difference was using the Internet to obtain information
about religion (®=0.273); the biggest difference was in frequency of praying
(®=0.487). A closer look at this in combination with national background is
presented below.

Chart 3: Importance of religion (q. 37) by language (means)"

How important is religion for You?

0,00 0,50 1,00 1,50 2,00 2,50 3,00 3,50 4,00
Russian 1,91
Estonian | 137

Language. When the two national groups are compared, one must have in mind
that there were remarkably more ‘religiously affiliated” among ‘Russians’ than
among ‘Estonians’ (36% and 12% accordingly). Many but not all answers of the
‘Russians’ are therefore similar to the subgroup of ‘Estonian affiliated students’.
How has the higher proportion of religious affiliated students among ‘Russians’
influenced their attitudes? ‘Russians’ not only belonged to, but also valued
religion as more important (®=0.207; Chart 3). Significant differences were
found in regard to the contents of belief (®=0.371; Chart 4): more ‘Russians’

'> Means on the scale from 0 — absolutely not imortant up to 4 — very important.
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than ‘Estonians’ believed in the existence of God, while more ‘Estonians’ than
‘Russians’ claimed to believe in nothing.

Chart 4: Statements of belief (q. 38) by language (%)

Which of these stements comes closest to your position?

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
\ \ .
Russian | m There is (a) God
‘ ‘ o There is some sort of spirit or life
Estonian [ force
‘ ‘ 0O | don't really think that there is any
sort of God, spirit or life force

The most interesting distinctions in frequencies of religious practices were
found when groups are compared by language and religion. Every fourth
Russian-speaking ‘non-affiliated’ student claimed that religion is important or
very important, while only every tenth Estonian ‘non-affiliated’ student did so.
‘Estonian affiliated students’ found religion to be very important or important in
61% of cases, ‘Russian affiliated students’ in 50%. This corresponds well to
other statements of the two groups, including believing in God, and parti-
cipation in different religious activities. Prayer is practised among ‘Russians’
more frequently; even some ‘Russian ‘non-affiliated’ pray every day (7%), but
‘Estonian religious affiliated students’ more frequently pray on a regular basis
than ‘Russian religious affiliated students’ (Chart 5).

Chart 5: Frequencies of religious practices (q.42,43) by religion and language (%)

How often do you ...?
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

i
A S S | [

Affiliated

Estonian

Non-affiliated

Pray

Affiliated

Russian

Non-affiliated

Affiliated

Estonian

Non-affiliated

Affiliated

Attend religious events

Russian

Non-affiliated

‘l about every day @ about every week O about once a month O less than once a month O never ‘

Religious affiliation for ‘Estonian’ respondents could be clearly identified by
the higher percentage of those praying if they have religious affiliation (63%),
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or never if they do not have religious affiliation (85%). In contrast, ‘Estonians’
attended religious services more than ‘Russians’ (Chart 5): 66% of Russian
respondents with religious affiliation never attend religious events, while the
number of Estonians without religious affiliation who do not attend religious
services is 59%. If to look at regular attendances (at last once a month, to
exclude those who happen to go once a year or have been some years ago to
funerals), there are still similar numbers for ‘Estonians’ who have religious
affiliation (42%); the corresponding number for regular attendance for
‘affiliated Russians’ is 22%. For those without religious affiliation regular
participation in religious events is about the same for both groups.

Sources of information

In this section I work with questions 45-51. For the sample as a whole, family
was seen as the most important source of information about religion followed
by school.

The distribution of positions on the importance of different sources of
information followed a normal curve, with a small tendency to ‘not important’
in all answers except family, where the answers were distributed almost evenly,
and ‘faith community’, where the most frequent answer was ‘not important at
all’. I will now consider the effect of differences in experience and environment.

Studies of religion. The students who studied religious education recently
valued school as the most important source of information about religion; the
difference between different groups was the most significant for school
(©=0.248). They also used media and Internet more than the others to get
information about religion (®=0.16; Chart 6).

Chart 6: Sources of information about religion (q. 45-51) by model of religious edu-
cation (means)'®

How improtant is for you as a source of information about religion ...?
1,00 1,50 2,00 2,50 3,00 3,50 4,00 4,50 5,00

family |

O e T

friends I '

religious community w

R

[ 1
media

et e |

‘D No RE O RE recently | RE long ago m Integrated RE

'® Means on the scale: 5 — very important, 4 — important, 3 — a little bit important, 2 —
not important, 1 — not important at all.
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Religious affiliation. There were some significant differences for sources of
information between ‘affiliated’ and ‘non-affiliated’ students: religious com-
munity (©=0.36), family (©=0.253), books (®=0.217) and friends (= 0.156)
were more important for the ‘affiliated’ students. Other sources were also more
important for the ‘affiliated’, but without significant differences. The most
important informants for the ‘affiliated’ are family (X=3. 98), books (x=3.35)
and friends (X=3.24); while family (x=3.18), school (x=2.96) and media
(X=2.9) were important for the ‘non-affiliated’.

Language. ‘Russians’ valued all the sources more highly than ‘Estonians’.
The most significant differences were for family (®=0.278) and friends
(®=0.229). ‘Russians’ tended to consider family and friends as the most
important resources of information about religion, while for ‘Estonians’ family
and school are the most important. In addition differences in opinions about the
Internet (®=0.18) and media (®=0.171) were modestly significant; ‘Russians’
were more likely to regard the Internet as ‘very important’ and Estonians more
likely to have intermediate opinions about the media. It may be somewhat
surprising that faith community did not play any distinctive role for ‘Russians’
as a source of information, but if to take into account that religious events were
rarely attended by ‘Russians’, this finding makes sense.

Attitudes towards religion

In this section I work with questions 52-61, 86, 92, 95, and 96. More general
statements, such as ‘religion is important in our history’ and ‘it is possible to be
a religious person without belonging to a particular faith community’, but also
‘respecting other people’ were more agreed with than statements of personal
commitment and of religion influencing one’s life. Although religion is not seen
as very important by students, almost half of them disagreed and only every
fifth student agreed with the statement that religion is nonsense.

Most of the students agreed that religion is a private matter and that religion
is inherited from family. For other statements the distribution was flat; respon-
dents did not have a common opinion. Every third student (30—40%) used the
option ‘neither agree nor disagree’ for almost all the answers in this group. I
will now consider the effect of different experiences and influences on view-
points.

Studies of religion. Four statements in the group of attitudes towards
religion had modestly significant differences in responses related to students’
experience of religious studies. The students who have studied religious
education, or whose school has integrated it into the curriculum, were more
likely to agree with the statements ‘Religion is important in our history’
(®=0.193) and ‘I respect other people who believe’ (®=0.168) and to disagree
that religion is nonsense (®=156; Chart 7). The statement was disagreed with
most by students without any experience of religious education (mean X=3.21"7,

"7 Henceforward, if not listed otherwise, means on the scale: 5 — strongly agree, 4 —
agree, 3 — neither agree or disagree, 2 — disagree, 1 — strongly disagree.
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while for others X=3.52-3.5). Interesting is the fact that those who studied
religious education long ago, agreed more strongly with the last statement than
did students of any other group; also they were more likely to think that religion
is inherited from family (®=0.175).

Chart 7: Attitudes towards religion (q.55,56,58) by model of religious education (%)

How much do you agree with following statements?

100%

80% - 1 T

60% -

40% -

MW
NN\
|

20% A

IR

%R i

0% -

RE recentlyl No RE |RE recently] No RE No RE |RE recently| Long ago | Integrated
RE RE
| respect other people | Religion is important in Religion is nonsense
who believe our history

‘ m strongly agree F1agree @ neither agree or disagree 0O disagree 0O strongly disagree ‘

Those who did not study religious education agreed more that they do not know
about religion (®=0.166); and they were also less interested in talking about
religion (®=0.154). None of the other answers showed significant differences.

Religious affiliation. The ‘affiliated’ agreed moderately more with most of
the statements in this section, either in regard to their own belief (‘Religion is
important to me because I love God’ (®=0.47, ®=0.317)) or the beliefs of
others (‘I respect other people who believe’ (©=0.366)). If different variables of
religiosity are compared, then the statement ‘I respect other ...” was most
agreed with by those who valued religion as very important (X=4.37) and
students who declared their religious affiliation (x=4.13); least agreement was
shown by those who considered religion as absolutely not important (X=2.59)
and did not believe in god or any spirit (x=2.89). The ‘affiliated’ also disagreed
more strongly with the negative statement ‘Religion is nonsense’ (©=0.317).
There were only three exceptions in this block, where differences were
insignificant: readiness to change one’s mind, doubts about God and ‘you can
be a religious person without belonging to a particular faith community’, which
were equally supported by both groups (Chart 8).

110



Chart 8: Attitudes towards religion (q.55,56,54,59,60) by religious affiliation (%)

How much do you agree with following statements?
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| respect other people | Religion is nonsense | Religion is importantto | You can be a religious Sometimes | have
who believe me because | love God person without doubts- is there god or
belonging to a particular not?

faith community

‘ m strongly agree @ agree O neither agree or disagree O disagree O strongly disagree ‘

A strong bipolarity among the ‘affiliated’, despite no differences of means
compared to ‘non-affiliated’, can be observed for two statements: ‘religion is
something one inherits from one’s family’ and ‘religion is a private matter’,
where the ‘affiliated’ either ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘strongly disagreed’ with these
statements, while others used more middle options. There were modestly
significant differences in answers to the statements ‘I don't know much about
religion and thus I can't have an opinion’ (®=0.30) and ‘Religion does not
interest us ...." (®=0.287), where the ‘affiliated’ disagreed more with the
statements than the ‘non-affiliated’.

Language. ‘Russians’ agreed modestly more with statements that they love
God (©=0.287), religion determines their life (©=0.194), less significantly with
other statements about the positive impact of religion on their life, but also in
these cases they were remarkably more likely to use the option ‘agree strongly’.
‘Russians’ were more likely to disagree with the statement that religion is open
to change (©=0.208). The statement of the social impact of religion ‘religion is
important in our history’ was more likely to be disagreed with by ‘Russians’
than by ‘Estonians’ (®=0.182). ‘Estonians’ were more likely to accept that a
person could be religious without belonging to any religious community
(©=0.182).

Although more ‘Russians’ than ‘Estonians’ agreed that religion belongs to
the private sphere (®=0.213), ’Estonians’ agreed that religion is inherited from
family, while ’Russians’ were more divergent — both likely to strongly agree
and even more to disagree with this statement (®=0.213). ‘Estonians’ were
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more likely to think that they know too little about religion, so cannot have an
opinion about it (®=0.177).

Talking about religion — with whom?

In this section I work with questions 62—67. Overall, students hardly speak
about religion with anybody or at all. The most popular option for all the
answers of this group was ‘never’. It is obvious that students rarely discuss
religion — all the means were less than 2'%, least spoken with were ‘other
students at school’ and ‘religious leaders’. Four students out of five spoke about
religion with their family members, friends and classmates less than once a
month or never; they were most likely to discuss religion with a teacher - about
every fourth spoke with a teacher about religion at least once a month. Again I
present the effect of different influences on views on these questions.

Studies of religion. There were no differences in some cases - talking about
religion with religious leaders, other students at school, and family. There were
moderately significant differences for those who have studied religious
education recently if compared to all other groups in talking more frequently
about religion with teachers (©=0.46; Chart 9), classmates (®=0.34) and some
differences in talking with friends (®=0.158).

Chart 9: Talking about religion (q.62,64,66) by model of religious education (%)

How often do you talk about about religion with... ?

100%
90% -
80% +—]
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m about every day | about every week O about once a month @ less than once a month O never

'8 Means on the scale: 5 — about every day, 4 — about every week, 3 — about once a
month, 2 — less than once a month, 1 — never.
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Religious affiliation. Although the ‘affiliated’ talked more about religion, they
rarely talked about it at school. The significant differences occur only outside of
school — students talked more often with family (©=0.312), friends (©=0.26)
and religious leaders (®=0.34).

Language. Even if ‘Russians’ valued family and friends as sources of
information about religion, the reported frequency in talking about religion with
them is almost the same as among ‘Estonians’. Significant differences existed in
regard to talking with teachers (®=0.161) and classmates (®=0.136) —
‘Estonians’ were more likely to talk with them on a regular basis, the ‘Russians’
more likely never; instead ‘Russians’ were a bit more likely to talk with
religious leaders about religion regularly (®=0.15).

Contacts with different religions

In this section I work with following questions 68—79. If to take into conside-
ration the low importance of religion, it is not surprising that more than half of
the students do not know their friends’ or classmates’ views of religion, or even
if their classmates belong to any religion. Every fourth student believes that
there are no students at their class belonging to (another) religion. The data,
according to the religious affiliation students stated themselves, shows that 10%
of students studied in classes where none of the students had a religious
affiliation. 35% of students did not socialise with students of a different
religious background outside of school, and 28% said that they communicate
only with the similarly minded at school. From the comments given in response
to the question it seems that religion is not a factor in friendships.

Studies of religion. In two aspects, students who had integrated religious
education differed from others. They were more likely to believe that their
views on religion are different from their parents’ (®=0.153). They shared
views with those who had studied religious education long ago, that in school
they socialise with students having a different religious background (®=0.148).

Religious affiliation. For the group of questions on how much students
associated with people of different religious backgrounds, the biggest diffe-
rences between the ‘affiliated’ and ‘non-affiliated’ was that the ‘non-affiliated’
were less likely to know about the religion of their friends, classmates or family
members and parents, whereas the ‘affiliated’ tended to mention that they have
friends (®=0.179), classmates and family members of different religions, and
they associate with them in their spare time (©=0.149) and at school (Chart 10).
However, there was no significant difference between the ‘affiliated” and ‘non-
affiliated’ as to whether they preferred to socialise with peers of the same
religion as themselves at school and in their spare time. Surprisingly, the less
students valued religion, the more they preferred to go with similarly minded
(i.e. non-religious) people at school and in their spare time. The same was true
of students who did not believe in god or any spirit. There were no significant
differences according to religious background for the question about whether
friends and classmates share their views (Chart 10).
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Chart 10: Contacts with other religions (q.69,70,72,74,75) by religious affiliation (%)

How much do you agree with following statements?
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Language. The most striking difference between ‘Russians and ‘Estonians’ was
that ‘Russians’ were less likely to know about their parents’ religion and to have
parents of a different religious background (©=0.199). In addition they were
less likely to know their parents’ views of religion and they believed that their
parents thought about religion differently from themselves (©=0.161). The
results contradict the answers given at the end of the questionnaire, where
students had to report the religion their parents belong to. The differences on
religious diversity in the family were not so significant in these later questions
and ‘Estonians’ tended to use more frequently the option that they do not know
their parents’ religion.

Summary of results occurring in different groups

Religion was not considered important by most of the respondents. They saw
religion as more important in history than in their own life. Family and school
played the most important role in providing information about religion.

The personal relevance of religion does not seem to be directly correlated to
the form of religious studies. There were no differences in terms of belonging or
belief in God between the groups who had experienced different models of
religious education. Students who have studied religious education believed
more in ‘some sort of spirit or life force’ and less hold atheistic views or
believed in God. Also the variables of personal relevance of religion (e.g.
‘Religion determines my whole life’, ‘Religion is important because I love
God’, ‘Religion helps me to cope with difficulties’) did not distinguish groups
according to their different experiences with religious education studies. Still,
some minor changes in the importance of religion, thinking about religion and
thinking about the meaning of life were detected: students with experience of
religious education avoided the more negative extreme positions. Also, students
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who had had any of the forms of religious education (religious education in
primary school, religious education in secondary school, integrated religious
education) valued religion as a societal and historical phenomenon more highly
and acknowledged the need for mutual respect more than those who did not
have such studies. The students with religious education experience tended
more to be ready to change their views about religion and think that a person
can be religious without belonging to any religious community.

In conclusion, religious studies do not make students more religious but they
do change values — religion is not regarded as something to be afraid of or
regarded as ‘a stupid relic from past’, but as an at least acceptable choice for
some people. The attitudes of those who had religious education in primary
classes were somewhat contradictory. On one hand, students with experience of
religious education in primary classes said that they attend religious services
and prayed more frequently. At the same time they saw religion as nonsense
and saw religion as a source of conflicts more than other groups did.

The students who have studied religious education recently used and valued
more knowledge-based sources (school, books) in finding information about
religion. Their interest in and readiness to talk about religion with people of
different backgrounds was higher than among those who did not have special
religious studies. In addition, students who studied religious education valued
tolerance more highly, and also they more often saw differences as not only
normal but also an interesting part of life.

Students with a religious background were much more positive not only
about religion but also about differences in general. They saw religion and all
the sources as more important than their peers without religious affiliation.
They spoke more frequently about religion, but did so mainly with like-minded
groups — family members, friends and religious leaders. Probably more
surprising were the findings that the ‘affiliated’ and ‘non-affiliated’ have equal
doubts about existence of God, are equally ready to change their minds and
think that it is possible to be a believer without belonging to any religious com-
munity, with neither preferring the company of the same religious background
in school nor in their spare time. The ‘affiliated” were more aware of the
religious background of their fellows. They spoke more frequently about
religion in family and with friends. They did not exchange ideas on religious
issues with people of different religious background, such as for example
classmates, but neither did the non-affiliated students.

Language proved to be a very important factor in the way religion was
understood. ‘Russians’ believed in the existence of God regardless of their
religious affiliation, while for ‘Estonians’ it was determined by their religious
affiliation. ‘Russians’ valued more ‘individual’ practice such as prayer; and
family and friends as sources of information about religion. They valued
religion more as a moral guide and help in life; they were also less ready to
change their mind on religious issues. The opposite was the case for statements
about the social impacts of religion, taking part in religious events, religion
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being important in history, valuing school as a source of information and a
place to talk about religion; all were more valued by ‘Estonians’.

Some patterns in answers according to gender could be also found. But the
results were sometimes even contradictory. More girls than boys declared their
religious (e.g. Christian, Buddhist, Taoist ect.) and non-religious (e.g. atheist,
agnostic) affiliation; boys preferred more not to state any. Albeit the means for
the importance of religion showed that girls regarded religion as more important
(45% of females regarded religion as absolutely not important or as not
important, while 60% of males did so), the positive extreme of the scale (‘very
important’) did not show any gender differences. In the content of belief boys
hold more atheistic views, while girls preferred more to believe in ‘some sort of
spirit or life force’. This option is probably felt as less ‘extreme’ in comparison
to believing in God or holding atheistic views. Girls tended more to be ready to
change their views about religion than boys did and were more cautious in
seeing religion as nonsense. At the same time many other variables showed no
gender differences (‘Religion determines my whole life’, ‘Religion is important
because I love God’, ‘A person can be religious without belonging...’,
‘Religion is inherited from family’ or ‘Religion it is a private matter’; also
almost the same value was given to friends, religious communities, media and
Internet as sources of information about religion). Although girls showed more
positive attitudes towards religion, the frequency of religious practice did not
differ from that of boys: for most of these activities boys used more extreme
positions (‘every day’ and ‘never’) more frequently than girls, but girls prayed a
bit more frequently. Girls were more positive about school, books and family as
the sources of information about religion.

4.2.1.2. Data interpretation

Most of the students in Estonia saw religion as a historical or distant pheno-
menon, probably relevant for somebody else, but not for them personally.
Religion was not a topic to discuss. Most of the students were not hostile to
religion but they saw it as a distant or very private matter, not to be shown
openly in any way.

In contrast to some public concerns in Estonia that religious education would
convert students to Christianity, it was impossible to find any evidence of this.
Even those who studied bible stories in primary classes did not believe in God
more than others, although they tended to be less atheistic and to believe more
in ‘some sort of spirit’. Such a spiritual dimension could be detected in their
slightly more frequent attendance at religious services and praying, and more
often thinking about the meaning of life or about religion. The students who
have studied religious education recently showed more readiness to start a
conversation with people of different backgrounds and valued differences more
highly. Probably the knowledge they have about different religions, and skills
they acquire, lessen their prejudices about religious issues and dread in relation
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to difference. The idea that a more tolerant family background may influence
the views of students who studied religious education seems weak, because the
most tolerant views were held by those students who studied religious education
recently and happened to study at schools where all or almost all students from
corresponding classes studied religious education. In addition, the ‘natural
control group’ of students from the same school, but from different classes who
have yet not studied religious education, showed less tolerant views.

Students’ religious background was most influential in the personal dimen-
sion of religion, as was expected, but it did not affect doubts about the existence
of God. As it was demonstrated in section 4.2.1.1, in the Estonian case, the
religious affiliation of young people is closely related to one’s beliefs and
practices (see page 106 and chart 5 on page 107). As most students do not have
any religious affiliation (see Table 6 on page 101), and religion is one of the
lowest priorities among Estonian students in both, REDCo quantitative and
qualitative study and in some other studies conducted among students (e.g.
Riititel&Tiit, 2005 and bigoted attitudes towards religious people in Estonia
(Kilemit& Nommik, 2002; Valk, 2007b, 171-173), we can reasonably assume
that those students who, in spite of the anti-religious climate, admit that they
have a particular religion, do themselves have some degree of personal
commitment to religion. The wish to belittle one’s religion was evident also
from the qualitative study (see the last example on page 66).

Although students with religious affiliation were more aware of their
friends’ religious background, they did not choose their friends on that basis.
They talked about religion and valued people with a similar religious back-
ground to theirs, while avoiding controversial topics in segregated groups. This
shows their wish to be taken seriously and they achieve it by avoiding topics
which could exclude them from their peers.

It can be concluded that in regard to gender girls tend to use more polite and
mild expressions for their attitudes toward religion and boys are more resolute
in their opinions, but the gender differences in religiosity are not very big.
Probably there are no clear gender roles in regard to religion in Estonia; girls
are not expected to be more religious, and it was impossible to distinguish
specifically ‘girlish’ or ‘boyish’ ways to think about religion. The bigger impor-
tance of religion for girls could be caused by girls’ preference not to use
extreme positions, but to use middle options instead, as it was followed in their
answers to other questions also.

Although the difference in responses of the ‘affiliated’ and ‘non-affiliated’
was significant, there was a whole group of statements where distinctions
between nationalities proved to be even more significant. The content of belief
was based more on nationality than on the religious affiliation of ‘Russians’.
The beliefs and religious practices of ‘Estonians’ seem to be more affected by
their religious affiliation or lack thereof. ‘Russians’ tended to see religion as a
part of their identity, often regardless of their religious affiliation. They saw
religion as private and individual, not related to social life. In this respect it can
be surprising that ‘Estonians’ were more likely to accept that a person could be
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religious without belonging to any religious community. One explanation could
be that ‘Russians’ felt more attached to believing in God, while ‘Estonians’
believed in some sort of spirit or life force, where religious tradition does not
play so important a role.

Another surprising tendency was that ‘Estonians’ were more likely to
believe that religion is inherited from family and ‘Russians’ believed that they
do not share beliefs with their parents. Probably this could be explained by
confrontation between adolescents and their parents. Among the ‘Russians’ it is
worthwhile to disagree about religion in order to find out one’s own, intimate
and individual belief, while for ‘Estonians’ this issue is just a theoretical
question about ‘other’ people who probably inherited their beliefs from family.

4.2.2. How do students see the impact of religion in a society?

4.2.2.1. Data description

Religion in a society

In this section I work with questions 82—85. About half of students did not take
a stand on negative or hostile statements about religion or religious people. The
majority of students disagreed that ‘religion is source of aggression’ and that
‘without religion the world would be a better place’, but many did agree with
such statements. The means were respectively 2.6 and 2.8.

Chart 11: Religion in a society (q. 83, 85) by religious affiliation and model of reli-
gious education (%)

To what extent do you agree with the following statements your peers have made?
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Studies of religion. The students who studied religious education long ago
differed most remarkably in all their answers in this section. They agreed with
those who have integrated religious education more than the others that religion
is a source of aggression (®=0.16; Chart 11). Although the other differences are
not so significant, they are still remarkable as such views occur in some other
‘intolerant’ statements — those who have studied religious education long ago
agreed more than the others that the world would be a better place without
religion and that religious people are less tolerant. These paradoxical results are
discussed in section 4.2.2.2.

The students who have never studied religious education were less interested
than all other groups in the views of the best friend about religion (x=3.11 if
compared to those who studied religious education long ago X=3.56 or recently
X=3.44).

Religious affiliation. The ‘affiliated’ disagreed modestly more than others
with the hostile statements that religion is a source of aggression (®=0.267) and
the world would be better without it (©=0.287) or religious people are less
tolerant (®=0.195; Chart 11). The answers of students were compared also by
different independent variables, including religious affiliation, how important
they think religion is or what they believe in. The differences are quite
remarkable, especially in regard to the importance of religion. ‘Without religion
the world would be a better place’ was less agreed with by those for whom
religion was very important (x=1.75), who had religious affiliation &:2.09)
and who believed in God (X=2.13), most agreed by those for whom religion was
not important at all (x=3.21) or who had no religious affiliation (x=3.18). The
students who valued religion were more likely to be curious about their fellows’
views on religion than students for whom religion has no relevance in their lives
(means respectively 3.95 and 2.71).

Talking about religion — why?

In this section I work with questions 87-97. Despite rarely speaking about
religion (see 4.2.1.1 “Talking about religion — with whom?””) students were not
so negative about its effects. Equal distribution characterised most of the
answers in this group. Most of all students agreed that talking about religion is
interesting because of different opinions (X=3.5). In addition they agreed
slightly more with the statement that they knew too little about religion to be
able to talk about it (x=3.2) and it does not interest them (X=3.2). The most
disagreed- with statements were that it was embarrassing to talk about (X=2.4)
and that they talk about ‘how stupid religion” is (X=2.6).

Studies of religion. Those who did not study religious education differed
from all other students in many answers of this group. They agreed more that
they do not know about religion (®=0.166) and, with those who have studied
religious education long ago, that it is embarrassing to talk about religion
(®=0.162; Chart 12). The same pattern occurred with interest as with
knowledge — those who had not studied it, were also less interested in different
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opinions (®=0.151). Although there is a weak significance, it is still remarkable
that students, who had studied religious education long ago, agreed that they
talk about the stupidity and cruelty of religion. Again the implications of this
are discussed in section 4.2.2.2.

Chart 12: Reasons to talk about religion (q. 91, 90) by model of religious education,
language and religious affiliation (%)
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Religious affiliation. All the positive attitudes towards values of talking about
religion are supported significantly more by the ‘affiliated’, without any
exception. The statements ‘it helps us to understand others’ (©=0.221; Chart 12)
and ‘it helps to shape my own views’ (0=0.221) were the most distinctive
among the positive statements. Some negative statements showed even bigger
differences (e.g. ‘I do not know about religion...” (#=0.300) and ‘religion does
not interest us ...." (©=0.287)).

There were no significant differences between groups about the statement
that it is embarrassing to talk about religion. The very strongly negative
statement ‘... how stupid religion is...” showed only small differences — the
percentage of those strongly agreeing with the statement was the same across
groups. More significant differences could be found if the variable, of how
important religion is, is taken into account (some examples of means for
‘religion is very important’ vs. ‘not important at all’ are given in brackets):
talking about religion is interesting because of different views people hold
(Xx=4.03 vs. Xx=2.97), it helps to shape one’s own views (X=3.78 vs. X=2.49), it
helps to understand others (x=3.88 vs. X=2.56). All the statements followed the
same pattern: the statements were more agreed with the more the person valued
the importance of religion for himself/herself.
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Language. Four statements showed modestly significant distinctions. ‘Rus-
sians’ were more likely to agree or to agree strongly that it is embarrassing to
talk about religion (®=0.194; Chart 12). Although ‘Estonians’ were more likely
to think that religion is a boring topic or that they know less about religion, so
cannot have an opinion (®=0.177), they were more likely to agree that different
opinions make talking about religion interesting (®=0.158) and helps to build ‘a
peaceful together’ (©=0.154).

Meeting a different opinion — how?

In this section I work with questions 98—102. The questions about how students
would react to a peer with a different religious view showed that students were
likely to listen but not to allow the views of others to influence them, and were
least likely to try to convince others of their own views.

Studies of religion. There were no significant differences between groups
according to their experience with religious education, in the ways they react to
a peer with different religious views. Albeit, students without religious
education tended more to ignore and convince than discuss and find common
ground.

Religious affiliation. The only significant difference was in trying to discuss
the views (©=0.165; Chart 13), where the ‘affiliated’ said that they would more
likely use this strategy. More significant differences could be found on the bases
of importance of religion, the students for whom religion was not important
preferred ignoring (X=4.23 vs. ‘very important’ X=3.80), while those who
valued religion favoured discussing the opinions (X=4.46 vs. ‘not important at
all’ x=3.23).

Chart 13: Way of reaction on a different view (q. 99, 102) by religious affiliation and
language (%)
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Language. There were no differences in responses to this block of questions,
except ‘Estonians’ preferred modestly more than ’Russians’ to listen to a diffe-
rent view but not to be affected by it (0=0.169; Chart 13).

People of different worldviews and religions living together

In this section I work with questions 103—106. The statement that represen-
tatives of different religions cannot live together was not answered by almost
half of students. The questions on the views about differences revealed that
students agreed that respect for others’ religions would help to cope with
differences and disagreements on religious issues. Students in Estonia tended to
disagree with the statement that they do not like to live with members of other
religions.

Studies of religion. In answer to this group of questions, those without reli-
gious education differed from all other groups. They disagreed more strongly
that religious differences lead to conflicts (0=0.184). They were almost without
exception the only ones who strongly disagreed with this and also with the
statement that representatives of strict religions cannot live together (®=0.168;
Chart 14). In addition they agreed less that respect can help people to live
peacefully together (®=0.16). In contrast, they were modestly more likely to
dislike people from other religions and to want to live separately from them
(®=0.161).

Chart 14: Views about people of different religions living together (q. 103—106) by
model of religious education, religious affiliation and language (%)
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Religious affiliation. Students with religious affiliation tended to have more
tolerant attitudes than the ‘non-affiliated’. They were modestly more likely to
agree that respecting the religion of others helps to cope with differences
(®=0.143, Chart 14) and to disagree that they don’t like people from other
religions and do not want to live with them (®=0.147). There was no significant
difference between the ‘affiliated’ and ‘non-affiliated’ for the other two ques-
tions.

If different variables are compared, there was more respect for living peace-
fully together by students who valued religion as very important (X=3.81),
respondents who declared their religious affiliation (x=3.75) and those be-
lieving in spirit or life force (X=3.69). Those who found religion as absolutely
not important (X=3.22) and did not believe in god or any spirit (x=3.37) showed
the least agreement. The very strong statement ‘I don't like people from other
religions and do not want to live together with them’ was most agreed with by
those for whom religion was not important at all (x=2.43) and who did not
believe in god or spirit (X=2.4). It was least of all agreed by students with
religious affiliation (X=1.98) and for whom religion was important (X=2.00).

Language. Striking differences in attitudes towards the possibility to live
peacefully together appeared between language groups. ‘Estonians’ agreed
modestly more that strict religions cannot live together (0=0.268) and
disagreements on religious grounds lead to conflicts (®=0.215; Chart 14), but
that respect can help to peaceful co-existence (®=0.216).

How people of different worldviews and religions could live

together?

In this section I work with following questions 107-112. Knowledge about
different religions was highlighted as the most helpful factor for living
peacefully together, while keeping religion to oneself and strong regulations by
the state were not believed to be as effective in building peace.

Studies of religion. Students with ‘no RE’ believed less than others that
knowledge of religions could help to live peacefully together (®=0.192; Chart
15) or that knowing someone personally could help (©=0.159).

Religious affiliation. For most questions in this group there were no
differences between students with and without a religious background, except
religiously affiliated students had more an opinion about the effect of strong
laws about religion (Chart 15).
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Chart 15: Ways for people of different worldviews to live together (q.108,112,110) by
model of religious education, language and religious affiliation (%)
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Language. There were some significant differences in this block of questions,
‘Estonians’ being more positive about all the ways to improve peace among
different religions. ‘Estonians’ valued significantly more highly knowledge
about each other (®=0.320; Chart 15), but common activities (©=0.275; Chart
15), shared interest (®=0.258) and personal relations with representatives of a
religion (©=0.252) were also more believed to be effective. Less agreed upon
was keeping religion private, supported especially by ‘Russians’ (©=0.172).
‘Russians’ believed also slightly less in state regulations.

Summary of results according to different groups

Estonian students showed their distant attitude to religion also in this group of
question by saying that it does not interest them, they do not know about
religion and by a low opinion regarding outcomes of speaking about religion.
Nevertheless, they believed in respect and the possibility to live together with
people of different religions. They valued the role of knowledge and did not
believe that keeping religion private would foster peaceful co-existence.

As the students attending different forms of religious studies did not differ
by their religious affiliation, it was interesting to see how the students differ in
respect. The students who have never studied religious education differed from
all other groups for all the statements on respect for religion and differences on
religious grounds. Students without religious education agreed less that they
have respect for believers, they believed also least of all in the effectiveness of
respect for living peacefully together, while those with integrated religious
education or recent religious education studies were more optimistic about it.
The statement ‘I do not like people from other religions...” was most agreed by
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students without religious education and least by those with an integrated form
of religious education. Students without any experience of religious education
were less informed and thought that religion is an embarrassing issue to talk
about. Students who had studied religious education saw positive effects of
speaking about religion for themselves and for understanding society. Some-
what unexpected was the finding that students without religious education
believed less than the others that religion may cause some conflicts or that
people of different religious backgrounds cannot live together; those who
studied religious education long ago were most ready to believe these state-
ments. The students who had learned religious education in primary school
were more ready to see religion as a source of aggression. In contrast, students
with recent religious education experience were more open to religious diffe-
rences and were respectful of religion than were students without such expe-
rience.

Religiously affiliated students showed more respect and readiness for dia-
logue with people of different views about religion. They valued more highly
respect, knowledge and personal relations to improve peaceful coexistence
between different religious groups.

‘Russians’ agreed more that it is embarrassing to talk about religion. They
also believed more that people of strict religions can live together and that
people do not conflict on religious grounds. At the same time, they were more
sceptical about different means to improve relations, including respect and
strong laws.

Some of these variables showed differences between genders, others did not
show any differences. For example girls and boys did not differ on seeing
religion as a potential source of aggression. Also they were alike on preference
for going around with similarly minded peers. Girls and boys were equally
puzzled by the questions about if they had problems showing their views about
religion at school and over half of both genders agreed that a student who shows
openly his/her religious beliefs could be mocked. Although there were no
significant gender differences for the questions about how often respondents
spoke with others about religion, the girls were more positive about many
outcomes (e.g. they were more interested about what their best friends think
about religion, they believed more that talking about religion helps to under-
stand others, helps them to live peacefully together, it is interesting as people
have different views, and it helps to shape one’s own views). Boys agreed
significantly more that religion is a boring topic and slightly more boys agreed
also that they are not interested in religion. Girls proved to be more looking for
and finding harmony in their surroundings and between religiously diverse
groups; they valued respect and knowledge about religions more than boys.
Boys showed themselves to be more militant — they did not like differences and
would ignore them or try to convince others of their own views more than girls
would.
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4.2.2.2. Data interpretation

The views of students on the role of religion in society contradict their other
responses. On the one hand they valued knowledge of different religions in
fostering peaceful co-existence and did not believe in keeping religion private.
At the same time, they say that they do not know about religion and are not
interested in such knowledge. Probably, since religion was not important for
them, it was difficult to imagine that it can be important enough for people to
fight over, or if conflict did arise they could not imagine that it could be solved.

Why were the students with early religious education experience in several
answers more hostile to religion? It can be that their understanding of religion
has not become complex enough and consistent with their development, while
the understandings they held in childhood are now rejected. In contrast, students
with recent religious education experience were more open to religious
differences and respectful of religion than were students without such expe-
rience. At the same time it was detected that students without any experience of
religious studies believed less that religions could cause any conflicts, being
less aware of the potential of religion for conflicts or hardly understanding how
it (as being so marginal) could cause any conflicts.

The more open-minded views on religious diversity of religiously affiliated
students could be due to their minority position. As described above, they were
quite well adapted to open-mindedness and they would only benefit from such
an attitude, so they try to create the reality they dream of by believing in it.

Why did ‘Russians’, who were less likely to believe that they would be
teased on religious grounds, think that it was embarrassing to talk about
religion? It corresponds to their individual approach to religion discussed
earlier. Their religion is so private, that it is not proper to discuss; religion has
primarily an individual, not a societal dimension. That could explain why they
believed less in religions’ potential to create conflicts and were more sceptical
about different means to improve relations, including respect and strong laws.
Religion is believed to be a personal matter, not to cause conflicts; for the same
reason there is no need for tolerance for improving relations.

4.2.3. How do students see religion in school?

4.2.3.1. Data description

It was easier for students to take a stand on questions about religion in school
than about religion in general. The number of students who chose the middle
option ‘neither agree nor disagree’ in the questions about religious education
was usually about 30%, which is less than in other blocks of questions.
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Evaluation of experiences with studies of religion

In this section I work with questions 3—12. The statements of interest in and
importance of dealing with religion had a distribution with normal curve; almost
equal numbers of students agreed and disagreed with the statements. Statements
about the good impact of education on religious issues on the peaceful and
respectful co-existence of representatives of different religions were more
agreed upon. The statements about the usefulness of religion in learning about
oneself or in making moral decisions were rejected. The statement about pos-
sible quarrels because of such studies was strongly rejected. We can now
consider the reactions of groups of students.

Studies of religion. The students who have studied religious education
recently rated their studies about religious issues much higher in all aspects:
they considered more than any other group that they gain knowledge about
religion (®=0.49; Chart 16), they can look at topics from different perspectives
(®=0.397), religious education is interesting (®=0.18) and they can learn to
respect people with different religious backgrounds (®=0.219). Together with
students who had had religious education long ago or had integrated religious
education they considered that it is important to deal with religion at school
(®=0.20) and it helps to understand contemporary events (©=0.17). Only views
on making moral decisions and learning about oneself showed no significant
differences between groups.

Chart 16: Evaluation of religious education (q. 3—6) by model of religious education (%)
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Religious affiliation. The ‘affiliated’ students were more positive in their
ratings than the ‘non-affiliated in this group of questions almost in every case,
but the differences were not as significant as between those who learned
religious education recently and those who had not. The only exception in this
respect was for the personal impact of these studies, where the ‘affiliated’
agreed more with the statement that it helps them to learn about themselves
(®=0.205), while there were no significant differences in regard to those who
have studied religious education or have not. The ‘affiliated’ diverged modestly
from the ‘non-affiliated’ by their strong agreement that they learn at school to
respect other religions (®=0.198), that religious topics are interesting for them
(®=0.167) and important to deal with (®=0.163).

Language. ‘Russians’ modestly more than ‘Estonians’ agreed strongly that
at school they learn to respect everyone (©=0.27). All the other statements in
this section were agreed more by °‘Estonians’. The statements of societal
dimension were modestly more agreed by Estonians: studies on religious issues
help to understand current events (©=0.255), live together in peace (©=0.238),
but also that it is important to learn about different religions (©=0.228). More
personal evaluations, such as ‘learning about religion helps to understand
oneself” or ‘to make moral decisions’, did not show significant distinctions.

Expected outcomes of religious studies

In this section I work with questions 20-25. Students rejected the idea that
school provides or should provide religious beliefs. In addition more personal,
although not strictly religious aims, such as developing moral values or one’s
own point of view were less agreed with than other statements. In students’
view religious studies should rather help them to understand the world. The
most agreed statement was that knowledge about religion helps to understand
history, the least agreed was that it should support developing moral values.
There were no significant differences according to their experience with
religious education.

Religious affiliation. The ‘affiliated’ agreed with all the statements of the
block, such as with the personal outcomes of religious studies: to develop moral
values (®=0.252; Chart 17), to develop one’s point of view (®=0.228; Chart 17)
and the more interpersonal statement ‘to understand others and live peacefully
with them’ (®=0.206) and less markedly in learning about one’s own religion
(©=0.1806).
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Chart 17: Outcomes of religious studies (q. 24, 25, 21, 22) by religious affiliation and
language (%)
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Language. ‘Estonians’ agreed slightly more that learning about religions helps
to understand history and current events (Chart 17).

Aims for religious education

In this section I work with questions 32—36. Religious education, in students’
view, should be knowledge-oriented. Students strongly rejected the idea that
school should provide religious beliefs for students (X=2.4). All other aims were
more appreciated (X=3.7-3.5) and ‘to get objective knowledge’ was the most
agreed with.

Studies of religion. Only in regard to confessional aims of religious edu-
cation did all the students equally disagree; other statements clearly distin-
guished students with ‘no RE’ from other groups. They agreed modestly less
that students should be able to talk about religion at school (©=0.228; Chart 18)
or to learn the importance of religion for dealing with problems in society
(®=0.213). They were less interested in getting knowledge about religion
(®=0.195) or in learning to understand what religions teach.
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Chart 18: Aims for religious education (q. 34, 36, 35) by model of religious education
and religious affiliation (%)
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Religious affiliation. The ‘affiliated’ agreed more with all the aims, but the
differences were more significantly in responses to personal aims of religious
education: to be guided towards religious belief (®=0.248; Chart 18), and also
to learn what religions teach (©®=0.175). The ‘affiliated’ more wanted students
to learn to speak about religious issues (®=0.159). The difference about
learning to speak on religious issues is even more remarkable when those who
regard religion to be as very important for them are compared to those for
whom religion is not important at all (means 4.12 and 2.96). Still, ‘be guided
towards religious beliefs’ was the least valued aim for religious education also
among the ‘affiliated” (x=2.91), while ‘learn to understand what religions teach’
(x=3.9) and ‘get objective knowledge’ (x=3.86) were the most favoured. The
‘non-affiliated’ valued objective knowledge (x=3.62) and the importance of
religion in society (X=3.56) more than other aims.

Language. All aims for religious education were more highly valued by
‘Estonians’, except ‘to be guided towards religious belief’. Three answers were
modestly different. ‘Estonians’ valued significantly more that students should
learn about the impact of religion on society (®=0.24) and that students should
be able to talk about religious issues (®=0.227). Similarly, ‘Estonians’ agreed
that learning about religions should give knowledge about different world
religions (©=0.153).
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Models of religious education

In this section I work with questions 26-31. The most agreed statement from
the whole questionnaire was that on the voluntary basis of religious education
(x=4.1) where more than half of students strongly agreed and about one third
agreed with the statement. About half of students agreed strongly or agreed that
all they need to know about religion is covered by other subjects. Slightly more
students agreed with religious education in groups according to their religious
affiliation, if the subject should be introduced at school. The statement about no
place for religion in school was the most confusing for students — half of
respondents could not take a stand.

Studies of religion. Only one statement did not give significant differences
between those with different experiences with religious education: voluntary
participation in religious education lessons. Students without religious
education experience agreed more than the others that there is no place for
religion at school (©=0.23). The group with recent experience of religious
education diverged modestly from all others in its opinions about religious
education. They supported more common religious education (®=0.205; Chart
19), they disagreed more with the statement that groups should be separated by
religious affiliation (®=0.176) and with the statement that religious education is
not needed as a separate subject (®=0.272; Chart 19). Those who studied
religious education long ago had similar positions regarding religious education
models to those with no experience of religious education, except favouring
more the need for religiously segregated groups in studying religious education.

Chart 19: Models of religious education (q. 30, 29, 26) by religious affiliation, model
of religious education and language (%)
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Religious affiliation. The ‘affiliated’ valued religious studies more highly and
rejected the claims that religious education as a separate subject is not needed
(®=0.192; Chart 19) and ‘There should be no place for religion in school life’
(©=0.192). Nevertheless, they opposed more than the ‘non-affiliated’ the forms of
religious education which could cause their segregation, such as optional studies of
religious education (@=0.215; Chart 19) or studies in confessional groups.

Language. There were no significant differences in opinions about the need
for religious education. Significantly more ‘Estonians’ strongly agreed that
religious education should be optional (®=0.424; Chart 19), slightly more also
with the need to learn it according to one’s own religious background. ‘Rus-
sians’ were more likely to agree with the statement that there should be no place
for religion in school (®=0.18).

Appearance of religion in school

In this section I work with questions 13—19. Only two ways for religion to appear in
school were more accepted than rejected — allowing the wearing of discreet
religious symbols (X=4.1) and being absent on religious holidays (X=3.4). More
ritualistic and school-oriented demands, such as a special room for praying (X=2.2)
and voluntary services (X=2.2) were strongly rejected. Surprisingly, a special menu
was not seen as acceptable by many respondents (X=2.7).

Studies of religion. The students who studied religious education long ago
or had integrated religious education were slightly more likely to be in favour of
several ways religion could appear in school, but especially for the statement
about religious services at school, where they agreed more than others with the
statement (©=0.276, Chart 20); also they supported more the right to be absent
from school for religious reasons and to wear visible religious symbols.

Religious affiliation. Somewhat surprising was the finding that only two
items showed modestly significant differences on the basis of religious
affiliation: the right to wear discreet religious symbols (©=0.18) and that school
should provide facilities for students to pray (®=0.17; Chart 20). In other
statements, although the ‘affiliated’ more likely ‘strongly agreed’, they showed
no significant differences in their views if agreements and disagreements are
compared.

Language. There were no significant differences for this section of ques-
tions; several ways for religion to appear were supported by ‘Estonians’ a bit
more than by ‘Russians’. ‘Estonians’ agreed modestly more that students should
be able to wear visible religious symbols (©=0.156).
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Chart 20: Appearance of religion in school (q. 19, 18, 14) by model of religious edu-
cation and religious affiliation (%)
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Showing views about religion in school

In this section I work with questions 78, 79, 81 and 82. More students (45%)
were interested in the way their best friends think about religion than were not
(23%, X=3.2). At the same time, such an interest is often rather passive — 30%
of students agreed and 33% disagreed with the statement that it does not bother
them what friends think about religion (X=3.0). Students were more likely to
think that a student who openly shows his/her religious belief risks being
mocked (X=3.4) than to consider that it is problematic for themselves (X=2.6).

Studies of religion. The group most interested in the views of their friends
were the students who studied religious education in primary school (®=0.173)
and the most disinterested students were those without any form of religious
education. Students showed no significant differences about showing their own
religious identity at school related to their religious studies.

Religious affiliation and language. The ‘affiliated’ were more likely than
the ‘non-affiliated’ to agree with the personal statements that it is problematic
for them to show their religion (®=0.207) and that they would like to know
about the way their best friend thinks about religion (®=0.152), but showed less
difference with the general statement that some believers could be teased. For
this, more general statement, the modestly significant difference was between
language-groups, where ‘Estonians’ agreed more that a student can be teased at
school on religious grounds (©=0.279).
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Chart 21: Showing views about religion (q. 81, 80) by language and religious affiliation
(%)
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‘Russian’ religious affiliated students were most concerned about showing their
religious convictions; they were the only ones who saw their own problems as
being as bad as the problems of ‘a student’, while all other groups believed to
be it more a problem for others (Chart 21). ‘Estonians’, in spite of their lower
religious affiliation than ‘Russians’, were more interested in the way the best
friend thinks about religion.

Summary of results according to different groups
The school was not seen as a place to practice religion, nor to be visible; the
students also rejected the idea that school provides or should provide religious
beliefs. In addition more personal, although not strictly religious aims, such as
developing moral values or one’s own point of view were less agreed with than
other statements. In students’ view religious studies should rather help them to
understand the world around them than themselves. The young people, for
whom religion seems not to be a part of life, did not see any reason for religion
to appear in school or to guarantee rights for students with a religious back-
ground; they rather refused these rights, except for wearing discreet religious
symbols, which is probably more familiar for them, as some students do wear
little religious symbols at schools, even without being a member of the
particular religion. If students were asked about favourable models of religious
studies they inclined to choose models familiar to them. The students were
usually satisfied with lack of religious education, or the form of it that they
personally have experienced, whatever it was.

Students who had studied religious education or had religion integrated in a
special way to their school life, valued the subject matter more highly and found
it to be helpful in understanding society. The students who had studied the

134



subject recently valued objective knowledge, different perspectives, respect for
differences and found it to be more interesting than all other students. They
rejected, more than others, being segregated by religiously affiliated groups and
more likely wanted all students to learn it together. The students who had
studied religious education a long time ago and not anymore were less satisfied
with the education on religious issues they have now and believed that religious
education should be taught according to religious affiliation. In addition
students with integrated religious education did not see any need for a separate
subject, but they were more aware of the religious rights that a person has.

Students with religious affiliation did not ask for special rights or facilities
for practicing their faith at school, except more individually exercised rights
such as wearing discreet religious symbols and a room for individual prayer.
Religiously affiliated students valued religious education in personal terms,
such as making ethical choices and as a point of departure for personal
reflection. Although they saw a positive impact of religious studies in personal
terms and a need for religious education, they were more likely to be against
studying it in religiously homogenous groups or as an optional subject. Students
without religious affiliation do not see a problem in showing their (a-)religious
beliefs (although they believe that it can be problematic for some students),
while religiously affiliated students see it as more problematic, both in personal
and abstract terms.

‘Estonians’ were more likely to be in favour of voluntary religious education
and about the positive impact of religious studies, talking about religion and
knowing about its societal dimension, while ‘Russians’ were against religion at
school, including visible religious rights. Especially the similar attitudes to the
statement about the right to be excused from school on religious holidays was
surprising, as the Orthodox Church of Moscow Patriarchate have different
timings for Easter and Christmas from the official holidays which are according
to Lutheran and Catholic tradition. Here ‘Russians’ took more extreme positions
than ‘Estonians’, but ‘agreed’ with the statement less than ‘Estonians’, making
for no difference on the mean level of agreement.

Girls and boys were similar in their views about religion in school when the
variables were related to confessional and more personal approaches to religion
at school (e.g. boys and girls equally disagreed that students should be guided
towards religious beliefs, that learning about religion helps to make choices
between right and wrong, to develop moral values or one’s own point of view).
Also some societal effects received similar responses by both genders (e.g. that
they get knowledge about religion, they can discuss topics from different
perspectives, learning about different religions helps to understand current
events and history and that such studies can create conflicts in class). But many
variables about religion in school had more significant differences according to
gender. Girls were more positive than boys about studying religious topics at
school. The most significant differences emerged in girls’ greater agreement
that learning about religion is interesting, important and helps people to live in
peace. The only significant difference in responses to answers about rights on
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religious grounds at school was that girls agreed more with the right to wear
discreet religious symbols. All other differences were insignificant; boys took
more extreme positions (‘agree strongly’ and ‘disagree strongly’), while girls
were more reserved.

4.2.3.2. Data interpretation

The school was not seen as a place to practice religion, nor to be visible. On the
one hand this shows awareness of institutional limits, seeing a school as a
secular body where religion should not have any place. On the other hand, the
lack of experiences of such a need also plays some role, since religious diversity
is not visible in Estonia. Only in schools with integrated religious education,
where religion and religious diversity are more visible, were religious rights
valued more highly. The support for the status quo is seen also in students’
general preference for the provision of voluntary religious education or
confessional religious education which would exclude most of them from the
obligation to take part in religious education. The students were usually
satisfied with the form of or lack of religious education they have experienced,
whatever it was.

Religious affiliation played the most important role in opinions about
religion, and a similar pattern could be found here: students differed most
significantly in their opinions about religious education, its aims and values,
according to their own experience or lack thereof. The students who had studied
religion recently valued its impact more highly and appreciated the possibility
of learning it. The students with experience of religious education in primary
school were more sceptical, perhaps due to the bible-oriented content of
primary religious education.

It is difficult to know how religious students feel at school in Estonia, where
they cannot practice their faith openly. As discussed in section 4.2.1 religious
affiliation for the respondents in Estonia is related to ones’ beliefs and practices,
having not only nominal belonging to a religion, but also personal religiosity.
According to the answers, students with religious affiliation are used to keeping
religion private. Although they valued the possible benefits of religious
education they disagreed with its confessional or optional form. Religiously
affiliated students have friends among the ‘non-affiliated’ and probably do not
want to be different from them because of their own religious background or
interest in religious issues. Students without religious affiliation are in a
‘majority’ position; they do not see it as problematic to show their beliefs about
religions, while students with religious affiliation do. ‘Non-affiliated’ students
still can see that it is awkward for some other students, although the ‘affiliated’
saw it as a more urgent problem at the abstract level as well. Probably in this
light, religiously affiliated students would like students, themselves as well as
the others, to be able to talk about religious issues. One of the influences on
their views can be the way religion is dealt in media and internet forums, where
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religion and religious people are often severely ridiculed and criticised (Valk,
2006, 175).

In regard to language it must be remembered that there were no Russian
schools providing religious studies in the sample, although some students have
studied it in some other schools in primary classes and that ‘Russians’ tended to
be more religiously affiliated. Their attitudes towards religion, religious practice
and content of belief were consistent; their identity as ethnic Russians overcame
the effects of their specific religious affiliation. ‘Russian’ and ‘Estonian’
respondents diverged by their attitudes about the personal and societal aspects
of religion; their answers to the role of religion in school follow an analogous
pattern: ‘Estonians’ agreed more with religious studies and other societal state-
ments. Maybe surprising was the difference in attitudes to voluntary religious
education. There could be two explanations — that ‘Russians’ did not want any
form of religious education or that the ‘Estonian’ respondents were more
influenced by discussions in the media about the need for voluntary instead of
obligatory religious education.

4.3. Conclusions

The main conclusions are presented in the last section of the chapter. First, the
conclusions in regard to research questions are presented. Second, the answers
to the research hypothesis are discussed.

4.3.1. Answering the research questions

What role does religion have in students' life? The role of religion in
students’ life and in their surrounding is not very visible. Religion belongs more
to history and ‘others’ than to contemporary time and ‘oneself” for most
students. They do not practice religion, or prefer to do so privately. Religion is
often regarded as so confidential that they hardly ever speak about it with
anybody or know about the religion of people around them. Students said that
they did not choose their friends according to their religious beliefs, but some of
them encounter religious diversity in their everyday life or at school. They get
some information about religion primarily from family and from school.
Religiously affiliated students were more positive about religion, although they
had the same doubts and readiness to change their mind as students without
religious affiliation.

Language used by students in their everyday communication proved to be a
very important factor in seeing religion. For Russian speaking students religion
was part of their identity, often irrespective of their actual religious affiliation.

How do students view the impact of religions on society and relations?
Students did not believe in religion’s influence, neither in causing conflicts, nor
in building peace. They trusted most of all respect as a way to improve
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harmony. Those who have no experience of religious studies at school were less
aware of the societal dimension of religion and believed less that religion could
cause troubles. The students with no religious education believed more in the
risk of being teased on religious grounds. Religiously affiliated students were
more positive not only about religion but also about religious differences around
them. Religiously affiliated students value friendship and to avoid conflicts they
preferred to use mostly a code of conduct to keep their religious convictions
private.

How do students see religion in school and the impact of religion in
education? Although students in Estonia meet religious diversity at school they
did not want to study about it in a systematic way, organized as special religious
education lessons, neither did they see reason to give special rights to students
with religious affiliation. Their attitudes towards the proper format of religious
studies mirror their own experience of it, it is difficult for them to imagine
anything beyond their own experience or even more difficult to accept forms of
religious education which could cause separation from their group. They did not
see school as a place to develop personal views on religious issues; rather they
would value learning about religion’s historical and societal dimensions.

Students do not see school as a place to develop personal views on religious
issues, rather there should be taught more the historical — and societal — dimen-
sions of it, such as tolerance and ability to live in peace with representatives of
different religions. There were no tendencies for the studies of religion to make
students more religious. However the students who had studied religious
education did value tolerance more and saw differences as not only normal but
also as an interesting part of life. Those who studied religious education valued
school as source of information about religion. They showed more readiness to
talk about religion and interest in talking to people of other religious back-
grounds. Also their attitudes towards studies about religions were more positive.

Religious studies are specially valued by students with religious back-
grounds for whom religious education is important factor for their identity
formation and positive self-esteem. But even by them it is not seen as intro-
duction to a specific religion but rather as a place of self reflection. They did not
want to be segregated on religious grounds, or to study religious education in
confessional groups, nor as an optional subject. Although they value the subject,
they would rather renounce the subject than differ from their mates.

Religion is seen by Russian speaking students as a private enterprise, not
interrelated to any societally regulated aspect of life, nor as a part of school life
in any form.
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4.3.2. Reflections in the light
of the research hypotheses

1.a Religious students are less tolerant than non-religious students. It is
complicated to tell if religious students are more or less tolerant than non-
religious students. First, some indicators for respect were formulated in a way
that was easier for religious students to agree with. For example the statements
‘I respect other people who believe’, ‘Without religion the world would be a
better place’ are probably have a different meaning for students who believe or
belong to some religion, as they would be giving statements about people like
themselves, while the non-religious are talking about people different from
themselves. Some other statements could be regarded as being more neutral. For
example ‘I don't like people from other religions and do not want to live
together with them’ or ‘Respecting the religion of others helps to cope with
differences’ means equally to all respondents that the statement is about ‘people
who have different worldview from mine’. Second, there are no criteria for a
‘religious’ student. Could it be said that a student who has a religious affiliation
is ‘religious’? To assess this, dependant variables of tolerance were checked
against independent ones, including religious affiliation, how important they
think religion is or what they believe in.

The most respectful attitudes were held by those who valued religion as very
important for themselves, followed by students with religious affiliation.
Nevertheless, one must be cautious not to make too bold statements, as the
biggest differences were in statements which were easier to agree with for
religious students. Still, the statements about the usefulness of respect and
readiness to live together with religiously diverse groups were also significantly
more agreed by the students who held religion as important for them. The
differences on views about religion’s potential for conflict were small, and these
statements were least agreed by students for whom religion was very important
or who believed in God. Students who valued religion as very important be-
lieved most of all in the effectiveness of respect for living peacefully together.
Those who found religion as absolutely not important and did not believe in god
or any spirit showed least agreement.

With some restrictions it can concluded that the survey did not support the
hypothesis that religious students are less tolerant. Contrarily, the more they
thought that religion is important, the more they were ready to tolerate students
with a different religion and also to value tolerance in improving relations
between different groups.

2.a Students who have encountered religious diversity in education are
more tolerant. As the students attending different forms of religious studies did
not differ by their religious affiliation, it was interesting to see how the students
differ in tolerance. A more tolerant family background can be a correlated factor
for students who studied religious education long ago or had integrated religious
studies, as sometimes their parents decided their participation in lessons or that
they were going to the particular school. In the case of students who studied
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religious education recently it was usually a choice made by their school, so
they did not differ in their family background from those without religious edu-
cation. When the answers to questions about tolerance of these groups are com-
pared, the differences are not so big, but a pervasive pattern occurs in the
responses.

The students who have never studied religious education differed from all
other groups for all the statements on respect. Students without religious
education disagreed more that they have respect for believers, they believed also
least of all in the effectiveness of respect for living peacefully together, while
those with integrated religious education or recent religious education studies
were more optimistic about it. The statement ‘I do not like...” was most agreed
by students without religious education and least by those with an integrated
form of religious education.

Somewhat unexpected was the finding that students without religious edu-
cation believed less than the others that religion may cause some conflicts or
that people of different religious backgrounds cannot live together; those who
studied religious education long ago were most ready to believe these
statements. It shows that students with no conscious experience of religious
diversity at school are less negative or less aware of the potentials of religion
for conflicts or hardly understand how it could cause conflicts.

The students, who have classmates of different religious backgrounds,
tended to be more tolerant in their responses than those who did not know about
their friends’ religion, or who went to religiously homogenous classes. Even if
the results show some differences, the causal relationship is ambiguous. For
example, if a student has friends of different backgrounds and holds tolerant
views, one can ask — is (s)he tolerant because (s)he has such friends or (s)he has
such friends because (s)he is tolerant. Similarly, the ‘most intolerant group’,
those who do not know about the religion of their friends, showed their
indifference and somewhat arrogant attitudes in all questions. Still, students
who said that they have classmates of a different religious background had not
chosen this situation but had nevertheless more tolerant views than students
from homogenous classes. In my view, if the young people are put into the
situation when religious diversity is present and made explicit, they are forced
to develop strategies supporting openness to otherness.

It is not unequivocal to say something about the hypothesis. Encountering
religious diversity in education can take different forms and have different
effects. The trends in the sample let me infer that the schools that have
integrated religion in their everyday life, making it more visible and less
private, support students’ readiness for respect and tolerance. The same can be
said about providing special studies of religious education, dealing with world
religions. The more hostile attitudes of those without any study of religion
except for dealing with religion in other subjects can be followed throughout the
questionnaire — students without any experience of religious education were
holding more hostile and haughty attitudes to religion in their answers to many
questions.
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I will explore now the hypothesis of the more active form of tolerance,
openness to dialogue, as described in 1.2.

1.b Religious students are less open to dialogue on religious issues than
non-religious students. The findings of the present survey refuted the
hypothesis that religious people are less open to dialogue. Not only one, but all
the statements about readiness for dialogue, were agreed with significantly more
strongly by those who valued the importance of religion for themselves more
highly. They wanted to learn to speak about religious issues at school. They
were much more curious about others’ views and were interested in shaping
their own views by listening to and understanding others, and they believed in
the good effects of dialogue on religious issues. They chose discussing instead
of ignoring a different worldview. The opposite was true for all the statements
about showing no readiness for dialogue (preferring ignoring of a person,
talking about stupidity of religion, confessing little knowledge and no interest
on talking about religion); these were more agreed by persons who regarded
religion as not important at all for themselves. Similarly, the less students
valued religion, the more they preferred to socialise with like-minded people at
school and in their spare time.

The same attitudes showed that when students with and without religious
affiliation are compared, the ‘affiliated’ tended to be more ready for dialogue
than the ‘non-affiliated’. Students who did not believe in god or any sort of
spirit were the least ready for dialogue. However, before one concludes that
non-religious students gave answers less open to dialogue, it must be admitted
that a person who is attached to some topic is always more ready to speak about
it than a person who is not. The most significant difference between students
according to their beliefs on speaking about religion was interest: non-religious
students said that they were not interested in the topic, so all the other state-
ments could be related to their lack of interest.

2.b Students who have encountered religious diversity in education are
more open to dialogue on religious issues. The differences related to diverse
models of religious studies were less significant than in the case of religious
affiliation. Still, there were some significant differences. There were two
possible patterns in answers: students with ‘no RE’ versus ‘all the others’ and
‘RE long ago’ (in the elementary school) versus ‘RE recently’ (in their current
secondary school).

Two extreme positions occurred with those with no religious education on
one side and students who have had religious education (both, recently or long
ago) on the other. The students without religious education showed less readi-
ness to have a dialogue on religious issues: they agreed less that ‘Students
should be able to talk and communicate about religious issues’ or ‘I like to
know what my best friend thinks about religion’, that different views would
make talking about religion interesting or would help them to understand the
world.

Not all the statements were agreed equally by students who had religious
education recently and those who had had it long ago. Those, who had religious

141



education long ago believed less than all others that talking about religion could
help to understand others, but agreed that talking about religion could lead to
disagreement, and were more ready to talk themselves about the cruelties of
religion. The most embarrassed to talk were students with no religious
education or who had it long ago, while the least embarrassed were students
with integrated religious education. The wish to spend time with like-minded
people was least felt by students with an integrated form of religious education
(about every third student); and the statement was surprisingly most supported
by students who have studied religious education in primary school (every
second). The more visible role of religion in schools with integrated religious
education can make students have to encounter people with different views.

Similarly, the students having classmates of diverse religious backgrounds
not only believed that religion can cause some troubles but also talked about
how stupid religion is. This did not prevent them from entering into dialogue on
religious issues. Some differences which were significant for students from a
religiously diverse class: they were more eager to know about their friends’ reli-
gious beliefs and found that differences in views made talking about religion in-
teresting. They said that their views could be shaped by such talk and it helped
them to understand other people better and what is going on in the world.

Why did students with experience of religious education long ago feel
uneasy talking about religion? It is not possible to answer the question on the
basis of this survey. Perhaps they had been teased because of their voluntary
studies of religious education and the quite hostile attitude in some answers can
refer to their self-protective conduct or embarrassment about the childish views
they used to hold about religion in primary classes, without having the
opportunity to have more advanced approaches to religion in their later studies.

A slight, but pervasive tendency emerged, that those who did not have any
form of religious studies were less likely to agree with statements about their
readiness for dialogue and more likely to agree with hostile statements, while
the most interested and dialogical group consisted of students who have recently
studied religious education.

Summary. There are more promising models than ‘and no religion too’ in
creating peace by mutual understanding and respect built upon an open dialogue
and religious literacy. Even if students, who explicitly encountered religious
diversity at school, had had some negative experiences with members of
different religions, they tended to be more open to dialogue on religious issues.
Perhaps it works both ways — if there is a need to have dialogue, one can learn
the skills needed for it and becomes more ready for it. On the other hand, when
a person has the skills needed for peaceful dialogue, he is more ready to enter
into dialogue and sees its benefits. From this perspective, schools should offer
students an environment for meeting religious diversity, having dialogue and
fostering the respective skills. Students could profit from it not only as a point
of self-reflection but also seeing a more complex picture about religion and
acquiring the skills needed in contemporary pluralistic Europe.
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5. PROSPECTS FOR AND OBSTACLES TO
DIALOGUE IN RELIGIOUS EDUCATION LESSONS

The focus of the third and fourth chapter was on students’ views. Now, having
obtained their views on religion and religious diversity, also their hopes and
fears in regard to religious education, I take another perspective. I am still
focused on the students but I investigate the main potentials and hindrances for
dialogue about different worldviews that can be followed in the classroom
practices of religious education. I am interested in dialogue as an active and
more visible way of expressing one’s tolerance, as described in 1.2.1.
Answering the central research question involved more than simply inter-
viewing students; indeed, extensive fieldwork in schools, including the obser-
vation of classroom interactions in statu nascendi, was vital. The chapter is
based on two articles: Prospects for and obstacles to dialogue in religious edu-
cation in Estonia (Schihalejev, 2009f) and Dialogue in religious education
lessons — possibilities and hindrances in the Estonian context (Schihalejev,
2009c).

The current chapter explores the results of the fieldwork conducted in
schools observing religious education lessons — an as-of-yet unexplored field of
investigation. Interest in the current subproject stemmed from a desire to
explore this question: ‘what potential and limitations for dialogue can be
identified in students’ interactions in the context of religious education classes
in Estonia?’

The study was conducted by observing and analysing patterns of classroom
interaction. In paragraph 1.3.1 my positioning as a researcher and its impacts on
the study were discussed in relation to the subjectivity of such research. A
video-ethnographic method of data collection and incident analysis (as des-
cribed in 1.3.2 ‘Classroom Interaction’) was chosen for the purpose of this
study. In paragraph 1.3.2 I analysed the effects of the data collection methods
utilised for the study. Following the definition of an ‘incident’, as described in
1.3.2, 1 looked for hidden aspects representing the overall structure of inter-
action and pedagogical context in regard to the dialogue that appeared or was
hindered in the classroom interaction. The incidents were identified using a
working definition of ‘dialogue’, as described in the section on terminology
(1.2.3). All incidents were gathered into a ‘pool of incidents’ and then the
incidents were transcribed, an example is presented in Appendix 7.

The current chapter consists of three sections. The first section provides a
rationale for the selection of schools and a contextual description of the schools
under study, their ethos, the status of religious education in the schools, and a
short portrayal of the religious education teachers and students involved in the
study. The second section presents the results of the fieldwork. First it reviews
the incidents discovered in schools, demonstrating how the students’ readiness
and teachers’ pedagogical style determine some of the potential and limitations
for dialogue in different contexts. Next it delves deeper into one of the inci-
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dents, revealing something of the peculiarities of the particular school as well as
some overall structures of the pedagogic tradition and the cultural concepts
prevailing in the Estonian education. Finally some reflections and concluding
remarks are provided.

5.1. Sample: Schools, teachers, and status
of religious education

This section will present the arguments behind the selection of the schools
under the study. Two schools were chosen for the study, both having the most
debated and contentious form of religious studies in Estonia — namely, that in
those schools all students of the class take part in religious education lessons.
But the ethos of the school, the socio-demographical variables and the ap-
proaches of religious education teachers also differed, requiring more complex
insight into the classroom interaction patterns in religious education lessons.

Next, the discussion looks more closely at the selected schools, describing
their ethos and how they organise religious education; and a short description of
a religious education teacher and of the classes is provided. Pseudonyms are
used for schools, teachers, and students.

5.1.1. School C

School C participated also in a qualitative study and a short description of the
school is given in section 3.1.2. It is not repeated here, but I focus on the
portrayal of people involved in the study. The school is smaller than other
municipal schools in the same town. The children who attend the lower classes
are mainly from the surrounding area. At the upper secondary school level,
many students had not been admitted to other gymnasia of the town but still
wanted to attend one. Religious education is a compulsory subject in the tenth
grade, providing a brief overview of world religions.

I visited religious education for two Year 10 classes in November and
December 2006. Students participating in the study were aged 16 to 17 years
old; two thirds were girls, and one third were boys. Two 45-minute lessons were
observed, and five lessons were videotaped. Two group interviews with stu-
dents were conducted after the religious education lessons. Among the students,
some had Lutheran or Pentecostal backgrounds, some were atheists, and most
had no religion.

The teacher ‘Heli’ has been a teacher of religious education, Philosophy and
Ethics for two years. Several informal talks and one interview were conducted
with Heli, who is fond of using different student-orientated teaching methods as
she values different learning styles. She believes that the main aim of religious
education is to help children to identify their own worldview and cope with
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related questions; another aim is that they should become more tolerant towards
those with a different worldview.

Heli feels that studying ‘about’ (see 2.2.3) religions tends to dominate, but
hopes to achieve her aims by using role plays and asking students to seek
arguments for standpoints different from their own. She tries to find her own
teaching style and the methods that work with students with moderate academic
and more artistic abilities. A more precise portrait for Heli, as extracted from
my article about teachers (Schihalejev, 2009¢) is given in Appendix 8.

5.1.2. School D

School D in central Estonia was established at the end of the 19" century. It is
one of the best schools in Estonia according to the results of national exams and
students’ performance in academic competitions and the school is highly
selective. Although the subject is voluntary, at the time of the fieldwork all
students of humanities — with one exception — still took religious education.

I followed the religious education lessons for a humanities class, with 36
students aged 16 to 17 years old, in January and February 2007 and conducted a
group interview with students after one of the lessons. The classroom was
arranged as an auditorium with fixed, gradually ascending benches. The setting
of the tables supports lectures and teacher-student conversation, but does not
support student-student interactions and communication. Three of the video-
taped lessons lasted 90 minutes, while the other two lasted 45 minutes. Students
provided written feedback about the influence the camera had on the lessons
and their behaviour. In addition, at the end of the semester, the students offered
comments on the whole religious education course. Some students were
Lutheran and some had a Free Church background. Most of the students had no
specific religious background.

Most students in grade 10 have not had any religious education before, so
the task of the first year of studies is to learn religious vocabulary and the basics
of world religions. The teacher of religious education in School D, ‘Peter’, has
been a teacher of religious education and Philosophy for more than ten years
and is highly valued. In addition to informal talks, two interviews were con-
ducted with him. He sees the aim of religious education as breaking prejudices
towards religion, demonstrating that religion is worth being regarded as normal.
A more precise portrait for Peter, as extracted from my article about teachers
(Schihalejev, 2009¢) is presented in Appendix 8.

145



5.2. Presentation of results
5.2.1. Pool of incidents

Using the definition of dialogue as described in 1.2.2, I examined which aspects
of dialogue emerged in classroom interactions and under what conditions. On
the basis of these analyses incidents were selected for a pool. The incidents are
depicted below, according to codes taken from the analysis.

First I analysed the questions that had been raised by teachers and how they
influenced the students’ contributions in the learning process. Second, I looked
for the ways in which the teacher or other students responded to a contribution
and the role it played on the interactive level of conversation. All the examples
given below are presented to make my arguments more transparent and to give
readers the possibility to make their own interpretations. If the written ano-
nymous feedback of students is used, then the quotations have numbers instead
of names. If oral answers are used, then pseudonyms are given.

5.2.1.1. Open and closed questions

I analysed the questions raised by teachers and how they influenced students’
contributions in the learning process. After the preliminary analysis, the
questions were arranged into three groups. The first group, ‘closed questions’,
required memorised facts to be recalled. There is a clearly distinguishable
border between the right and wrong answers, for example: “How many
confessions can you find on this page?” and “To which caste did Siddhartha
Gautama’s father belong?” If this type of question supports dialogue, the aim
would be confrontation. The second group, ‘half-open questions’, focused on
understanding the studied material; they could have more than one right answer,
but a border still existed between ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ answers. Examples in-
clude “Describe in your own words the meaning of the word ‘karma’!” or “Find
a verse in Dhammapada which confirms one of the Four Noble Truths of
Buddhism. Can you explain how it confirms it?” The third group, ‘open ques-
tions’, consisted of questions to which a listener could not say if the answer was
correct or not. Instead, students reflected upon their opinions or preferences or
cited examples from their lives. Examples of these questions are “When would
you regard a man to be grown up?” and “Which of the books did you like?” The
aim of dialogue, if it emerges, can vary from confrontation to an aspiration to
search for common ground.

My first assumption was that more open questions or tasks contribute to an
atmosphere in which dialogue can occur, and challenge students to construct
their own version of the world and thus make dialogue possible. Could more
open ways of asking questions increase students’ readiness to take part in
discussions?
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In School C, the analysis of the lessons indicates that the readiness to
cooperate and the interest of the students increased when the teacher asked
closed questions, expecting memorisation or finding the right answer from
worksheets. In particular, when students worked in groups of two to six, they
discussed the questions with each other and tried to arrive at a common so-
lution. In addition, some half-open questions that required students to remember
the studied material and had more than one possible answer were appreciated by
students. For example, a group task on the main concepts of Hinduism in which
students had to explain them in everyday language (based on written work on
handouts) inspired students. However, whenever the teacher asked an open
question about students’ opinions or preferences, they seemed puzzled and
‘switched off”.

For example, an attempt to discuss an open question in a lesson about holy
texts of Hinduism failed. After an overview about the content of holy texts of
Hinduism, the teacher’s question “If you could read one of those texts, which
one would you choose, and why?” did not find any response from students, they
either refused to answer or said that they did not have any opinion. In the task of
re-wording the main concepts of Hinduism, they started to work actively again.
During stimulated recall students explained that the information they have is too
superficial and they need to know more, some exemplifying extracts from
different Hindu sacred texts would be necessary to make a personal decision.

Only one open question encouraged dialogue: after introducing Siddhartha’s
birth, the teacher asked students if someone had a special story of his or her
birth. A girl from the back row explained how her mother had almost given
birth on the street. Other students started showing interest, but still no dialogue
took place; the teacher continued with a lesson and the students briefly engaged
in side-talk.

To give a closer look at an example I selected an incident, ‘sketches about
Hinduism’, from the third lesson in the block about Hinduism in everyday life.
Students had been taught the main tenets of Hinduism and then they moved to
the role of the religion in daily life. The students created four groups, each of
which had to concentrate on one aspect of Hindu life: ‘Purpose of life’, ‘Holy
days’, ‘Prayer’”, and the ‘Four ashramas’. Students read the papers with back-
ground information for their sketches. After studying these they prepared drama
sketches about what they have learned and they were expected to perform these
to the other groups. There was a good distribution of work; almost every student
produced something. They could use incense, candles, bells, crayons, articles of
clothing, and wigs. Some of the students drew, others thought about the
performance. The teacher moved around in order to be available. Students
exchanged ideas, asked questions of each other and sometimes of the teacher,
and tried to apply the text to what they must perform. There was a friendly
atmosphere in the class; students’ body language, smiles, and inclinations
showed that they were enjoying their work. The classroom was rather noisy.

In the following minutes, four groups presented their drama sketches to the
class, but it was difficult to follow what was shown. The room was flat and they
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performed in a very tiny place in front of the class, and it was impossible to see
from the benches in the back. It was difficult to understand everything that was
in the sketches without having them read. Only the sketch about prayer was
accompanied by an oral presentation in which the students acted out an
important part of a Hindu life — puja celebrated at home.

After every group had finished the teacher asked the students about their
impressions.

Heli: “Which performance caught your attention the most?”
Jane: “The last one!”

Mirjam: “The last!”

Heli: “What did you understand from it?”

Boy Paul: “Nothing.”

Several students muttered something that is unintelligible.

Heli explained briefly the contents of the sketches. For the conclusion and
personal reflection, she asked what they liked the most and students shout:
“Everything!” She tried to get some more precise feedback, but nothing came.
The students’ interest waned, and their attention turned to other things. Nobody
gave any thoughtful explanations.

In School D the teacher asked only half-open or open questions, usually not
in a personal way but on an intellectual level. There was a certain routine in the
class. After Peter asked a question, students had three to five minutes to write
down their thoughts, sometimes followed by discussion in pairs. If there was no
volunteer to answer the question, the teacher selected students sequentially to
answer. Peter subsequently reflected upon the answer so that the student could
argue. Usually, no discussion occurred among the students. In addition, the
setting of the classroom did not support dialogue among students, as they sat in
ascending rows, one behind another, without facing each other.

In an interview, Peter explained that he deliberately avoids personal issues.
He argued strongly against encouraging students to talk about their religious
experiences and convictions at school. He does not want to make students
vulnerable by open talks about their own religious convictions. Still, he sees the
need for personal reflection, as it is crucial for the understanding of the subject
(for example, a task to bring out the most important issues from a selected
reading). The other possibility is to make them find arguments (for or against,
sometimes in line with their own opinion and sometimes regardless of it) about
a belief of some religion, such as “What problems can be created by the idea of
a chosen nation?” and “Find the reasons why God is not portrayed in Judaism”.

The students gave their (anonymous) feedback on the course, revealing that
discussions were the most valuable part of the lessons. Having open questions
in classroom situations was a new experience for them.

“The best part of the lessons was discussion, expression of own opinions and
viewpoints. This skill does not appear by itself and it must be practised. Usually
Students are not given this opportunity, now and again you must follow what the
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teacher has taught and to write down what is correct for the teacher; but I think
that our own views and notions remain in us and we are not given the
opportunity to express them.” (Student 29)

Students have, for many years, learned by listening to the teacher; they are used
to this approach and have mastered it. The new approach seemed difficult and
challenging, but very useful to many students.

“I have learned to think in religious education lessons. Not that I was unable to do
it before but in these lessons 1 felt mental stimulation and I liked it.” (Student 25)

Both the value of challenging one’s own way of thinking and the need to
discover one’s own views were brought forward. In looking for three
components of dialogue, as described in 1.2.2, deeper understandings of
oneself, of others and of the subject, all of them are mentioned by students in
their feedback:

“[ liked that there was an opportunity to think, express your own opinion, argue.
And there were no concrete wrong or right answers. The course gave us the
opportunity to develop ourselves, broaden our horizon. We could find relations
between ourselves and aspects of different religions.” (Student 22)

The students valued not only their own improvements but also had the chance to
listen to the opinions of other students. They noted that it is the only lesson
where they can learn to know each other more:

“I liked the structure of lessons, especially where we had to answer the
questions. It was not so important for me if I was able to say my opinion to the
class but this part of thinking and analysing — it helped to look at things from
different angles. Listening to others’ responses helped also to learn more about
classmates.” (Student 19)

The task of reflecting upon their own ideas and exploring different religious
concepts was challenging because their knowledge about religions was felt to be
too superficial to contribute to an open discussion. Some students reported that
they felt bad when they did not have any thoughts but were asked to contribute;
others did not regard it as a sufficient reason to avoid discussions.

“The teacher’s interesting thoughts have made me think often. I had a possibility
to think a lot during religious education lessons, although I did not always get
good ideas, but you must try hard. There is often a fear that you do not know the
topic enough and you can miss the point with your answer, but it is not a sin to
make a mistake.” (Student 1)
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Summary
Only a limited amount of dialogue occurs during the lessons, and it is usually
restricted to student-teacher conversation on the level of confrontation. Open
questions are rare in both schools, also half-open questions were seldom asked
in School C; they are usually answered briefly and as though they are closed
questions — namely, with only one answer. Theoretically, teachers are aware of
the need to use more open questions in order to stimulate an analytical and more
personal approach to the subject. In practice, however, the teacher’s motivation
to use open questions and dialogue between students decreases when open ques-
tions consistently fail to elicit a response. Only a very systematic use of open
questions, as in School D, proved to be successful and stimulating for students.
More personal contributions and dialogue add to students’ understanding and
enable them to find common ground, but this is only possible if the atmosphere
in a group is believed to be safe enough by students or the teacher. The teacher
can create (or avoid) situations and atmospheres in which dialogue is possible.
If the teacher believes that sharing religious convictions by students can harm
them, the topic is avoided; students can have a distant and more academic
perspective. The students appreciate the possibility of expressing their views
even though they rarely showed the initiative to volunteer a contribution or
engage in dialogue.

5.2.1.2. The teacher’s way to respond

Now I will look at two types of feedback given by teachers to students’
contributions. The first type is positive feedback, encouraging judgement, such
as “Very good!” or “Excellent”. In School C, even if the student gave the wrong
answer, the teacher tried to be reassuring; by saying something like “Your
answer is on the right track” The strategy worked especially well with closed
questions but did not contribute to diverse opinions and to improving discussion
among the students.

For closer look I return to the ‘sketches about Hinduism’ (described above)
and to the feedback given after the performances. Every sketch received warm
applause; the teacher agreed with the applause and complimented all of the
performances as “super good”. She asked students to take their seats and
commented on the sketches: “I start with the last one and briefly describe what
they did. They did it very well...” While explaining the content of the sketches
she praises the performances. But her evaluation was too general, and it was not
clear what exactly she had valued.

The second strategy, which I would call a confrontation — expansion stra-
tegy, was used mostly in School D. The teacher developed the answers of stu-
dents by placing them into a wider context or by identifying strengths of a
seemingly simple answer, especially if other students laughed at it.

I examine this type of response in the incident ‘Taoism and Confucianism’.
The students had studied these religions and had read some texts from both
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traditions. At the end of lesson the teacher assigned a task to find weaknesses
and strengths of the two traditions.

Leili: “I would propose that the principles of the religions, Confucianism as well

Peter:

as Taoism, are weak. For example in Taoism the person is valued and the
society around him is not as important as the person himself.”
“But what is wrong with this?”

Leili: “It brings out many different opinions.”

Peter:

“But it is even... I would be delighted if there were different opinions in a
class.”

Leili: “Yes, but if there is a state where there are many different opinions, riots

Peter:

would break out.”

“How is that — do riots arise if there are different opinions and they are
allowed to be said, or do the riots arise if there are no different opinions
allowed? Yeah, in a word... I used to live in such a state where different
opinions were not allowed on conceptual matters, so in some cases you
could have a different opinion but in conceptual matters, which regarded
state affairs, there was no tolerance. And at one point this big state fell
apart very quickly. I do not know if it was strength that one could not
express a different opinion. But to a certain extent it held it together
longer than forbidding it and allowing people to state their opinions. What
should I write here?”

Leili: “It is a good question. I do not know.”

Peter:

Miku:

Peter:

“As I understood, that you regarded different opinions as a weakness of
Taoism? Let us write it here. I would put a question mark here. I don’t
know, probably here is a difference in different subjects — for example in
math and physics is no reason to speak about different opinions let’s say in
solving an equation. There is one classical solution, even if several ways
to achieve it, but solutions are right or wrong. In humanities and in
religions, I have a feeling that different views are even enriching, giving to
an approach certain power. But I can be wrong...”

“In Confucianism a strength is that it seeks to create an order and
harmony in itself.”

“In Confucianism? OK. Harmony — certainly. Harmony is a word that it
is relatively difficult to see negatively. A negative harmony or weakness as
harmony is difficult to see. Order — it is a different kind of word; it is a
different kind of word. At a certain moment it could turn into a weak-
ness. But let that rest.”

Peter’s elaborations were usually much longer than those of the students. Along
with expansion the teacher did not hesitate to dispute an answer by pointing out
its limitations, and showing its weak points, especially in case of more
advanced answers.

Some students felt the discussions were too challenging in terms of their

insufficient

knowledge on the subject, the possibility to miss the point as they

know so little yet, and the desire to perform in a satisfactory way.
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“Answering the questions in lessons was pretty difficult for me, because my
knowledge on some of religions is superficial. We took the subject quickly and
concentrated on the most important aspects (unfortunately it is not possible
otherwise in such a short time), but I personally like to get a thorough overview
before and then to analyse my own and others’ thoughts more in depth. At the
same time the thinking in lessons was very good.” (Student 7)

Some students reported that they felt bad when they did not have any ideas but
were asked to contribute their thoughts. For others, it was unacceptable to have
disapproval from the teacher:

“I did not like that teacher always argued against [me], even if the answer was
correct.” (Student 8)

Learning through discussions, and expressing themselves is a new experience
for students. It seems that religious education lesson encourages the students to
participate in a way they cannot in other classes.

In summary, a teacher’s way of responding is one of the factors in advancing
a dialogical approach in religious education lessons. Positive reinforcement of
answers without explanation does not contribute to dialogue, but rather to the
feeling that the right and satisfactory answer had already been given. In
addition, the teacher’s strong role as a facilitator does not encourage students to
explore subject more deeply but to rely on the teacher’s arguments or even not
to participate in discussions at all.

5.2.1.3. Results and conclusions

Although the two schools were different, some common hindrances to dialogue
appeared, exemplifying their wider educational context and in relation to it. The
deeper structure of all the incidents showed the learning process in which the
teacher is supposed to be central. Estonian education is in a state of transfor-
mation — the teacher is expected to have a strong regulative role in transmitting
the knowledge and skills that are easily measured by tests. The students are
familiar with and good at responding to such teaching methods, as shown by the
very high results of the last PISA test in Estonia (Kitsing, 2008). On the one
hand, students are not used to the student-centred approach and have a long-
trained habit of listening to the teacher’s lecture, and filling up a worksheet with
a clear and safe border between right and wrong answers. The habit learned
during many years in school is how to behave as a student, and what is expected
can be an obstacle to the dialogical approach. On the other hand, teachers are
not prepared to introduce these skills in a single lesson; they have not
experienced how it works themselves. The teacher-centred approach works
better with academically talented students but, even so, it does not give space
for a more personal form of dialogue — for a shared exploration of thinking and
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feeling towards deeper levels of understanding oneself, the subject and each
other.

A teacher’s positive reinforcement of answers does not contribute to
dialogue among students but rather to the feeling that someone has already
given the acceptable right answer. The teacher’s strong role as a facilitator does
not encourage students to explore a subject but to rely on a teacher’s arguments.

There is a wish, both among students and the teachers, for more dialogue in
lessons. It is seen as a valuable for self-understanding, for mutual under-
standing, and for understanding the concepts being studied.

5.2.2. Incident: Image of God

Next I have a closer look at one of the incidents. First I give a contextual
description of the incident, as the incident is embodied in the whole lesson. A
seemingly boring lesson turns into one of the most vivid interactions among the
observed lessons. Then I have a more microscopic look at the thematic and
interactive level of the incident and gain different insights on it from the
students’ and teacher’s perspectives.

5.2.2.1. Context of the incident

A selected incident from School D occurred in the second lesson about Judaism;
the short transcription of this incident is presented in Appendix 9. Judaism and
Christianity are more familiar to students if compared to other world religions,
as they more or less dealt with in history and literature lessons (Danilson,
2007a, 2007b; Jansen-Mann, 2007; Laks, 2007). The first lesson dealt with the
notion of monotheism, the Holy Scripture, and the laws. The second lesson
expanded upon the concepts of the chosen nation and Messiah. The incident
occurred at the end of the lesson, when dialogue arose between students and the
teacher.

The lesson starts with an introduction by the teacher about the contents of
the last lesson and topics of the current lesson: ‘the belief in a monotheistic God
in connection to the concept of a chosen nation’. This was followed by a period
for the individual reading of a textbook paragraph, in order to answer the
question “What problems could arise through the idea of the chosen nation?”’
As students worked at a different pace, some became bored during the final
minutes of the reading task.

Peter asked four different students — all girls — to answer the question. He
appreciated all the answers, reformulated, and then expanded them, before
placing the presented viewpoints into a broader context and writing short
keywords on the blackboard. He also related the answers of the different
students to one another. Students took notes and looked down, waiting for the
teacher to choose who will be asked next. The teacher asked for volunteers. A
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girl from the second bench, Rita, referred to the ‘superiority’ of Jews. The
teacher corrected her: “The Jews believe that they are chosen for suffering. But
yes, it is still possible.” He gave an example from everyday life: if one wins the
lottery twice, one can feel that “the rest of the people can buy the tickets but 1
will win — such a feeling is quick to come”.

The teacher asked for additional volunteers, but no new answers emerged.
He pushed the phenomenon of the chosen nation away from being specifically a
Jewish phenomenon. He claimed that something similar can be followed in the
desire to be the best nation or to see that a state has a crucial role in world
history. He brought the claim back to the concrete level, showing that it is also
relevant for Estonians. Peter shared a funny folktale about the competition of
languages, in which the Estonian language won second place after Italian with
the sentence “soida tasa iile silla” [drive slowly over a bridge]. The students
became animated when he told the second story — how Estonians went to Egypt
and exclaimed: “Nii ilus!” [So beautiful] and so the river got its name ‘Niilus’
[Nile]. He also shared a myth about ancient Estonians visiting America; they
tasted local fruits that were sweet and called the local people ‘maiad’ [sweet-
lovers] — Mayas. He concluded that it is possible to see the wish to be important
in the history of many nations. He asked if anyone has anything to add, but
received no response.

Peter continued with a lecture on a new subtopic about the idea of Messiah,
about which students have already read. Students looked in their textbooks to
remember what they have read. Peter stressed that it is believed in Judaism that
they are chosen for suffering, as is also seen in history — after a short indepen-
dence, they were often captured or deported. Peter explained that the Messiah is
believed to be God’s messenger, who will establish a kingdom of happiness and
justice. He added a short comparison with the Messiah-idea in Christianity.
Although the interlude with stories about Estonians cheered students up, their
interest soon waned. A boy from the third bench, Juhan, sprawled. He may have
been bored or perhaps just sleepy after the lunch break. Some students took
notes. Peter assigned the next task: to read the succeeding paragraph in the text-
book. Students started reading about Jewish religious life and the synagogue.
The students looked tired and were perhaps a bit jaded.

The incident was preceded by pointing at a contradiction between the text
and a photo, which the teacher accentuated. According to the textbook, it is
prohibited to incorporate images of anything into a synagogue, but some lions
are included in the photograph. The students’ behaviour seemed to change after
the introduction of the contradiction by the teacher, but this only captured their
attention for a short while, and soon several of them had become distant. Juhan
yawned again,'’ and another student rubbed his face.

Peter wrote the next task on the blackboard: “Why is God not represented in
images in Judaism?” The teacher tried once more to capture the students’

" In his feedback, Juhan said, “I was sleepy not because the lesson was boring but I had
a short sleep last night”.
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attention by asking them about the proper word for making sculptures. Peter
could not find the right word. He criticised himself and then asked students how
they call making sculptures — “Do you model, cut, cast, or what?” Students
laughed and looked refreshed. Peter believed they understood what he meant.
He repeated the question, and some students wrote it down.

Incident ‘Image’. The full transcription of the incident is provided in
Appendix 9. Peter decided to give the task as pair-work, which resulted in a real
breakthrough. The lesson had been very teacher centred up to this point; the
lecture was alternated only by reading the textbook and a ‘teacher asks — student
answers’ style of conversation®. Students changed their relaxed position to sit
more erect. They turned to their partners and looked at each other. Many stu-
dents started speaking at once, while others thought a bit and then commenced
exchanging ideas. After a few moments, almost everybody was involved in a
discussion; two students alone wrote their notes, as their peers discussed the
topic in groups of three. As with every pair-work task in this class, students’
interest increased. This is particularly remarkable considering that their
attention was decreasing during the previous part of the lesson. Students
actively discussed the question for four minutes. Some pairs prepared to answer
and started writing notes. The buzz in the class lessened, and Peter started
asking students the question. In the next few minutes, the students argued with
each other and with the teacher until the lesson ended. This is described more
precisely in the next section.

5.2.2.2. Thematic level of the incident

Students were given the task of thinking about the arguments behind the Judaic
prohibition of representing God in an image. The first topic was introduced by a
boy (Riho), who argued based on the authority of the holy texts of Judaism. The
teacher categorised the answer as Scripture-centred, very logical, and widely
used especially among religious people.

Peter said that, in Judaism, faith must be supported by other logical argu-
ments as well, and asked the second student to respond. A girl (Carola)
provided a second reason: fear of making a mistake. Meanwhile, students
engaged in a side conversation that not representing God in an image is relevant
for Christianity as well.

The next student, Nelly, gave an example of anthropomorphism. The teacher
countered with an example from Christianity. Nelly did not agree; she thought
that only Christ is represented in imagery. The teacher convinced her with a
description of a painting of Michelangelo and icons depicting the Trinity.

29 1n other lessons, he used more varied patterns; he showed extracts from films, the stu-
dents read firsthand tests as well as textbooks, and Peter varied the writing of thoughts
with small-group discussions.
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Laura introduced a new argument: God is visualized in order to evade
contradictions between different perceptions of God.

The subsequent three contributions pointed at the holiness of God, but all
three students approached it from different standpoints. Maria mentioned that
the holiness of God would be undermined if an image were destroyed by
enemies of this religion. A more abstract conception of God, without per-
ceptible representation, does not have such danger. Paula indicated the tendency
to worship statues or pictures instead of God. Finally, Rita argued for the inner
sense of holiness, feeling subordinate in the face of an unimaginable God whose
name is not even pronounced.

Figure 2: Thematic level of the incident ‘Image’

Why not to depict
God in an image?

1 1 : 1

A: Scripture B: Wrong way C: Because of
prohibits to depict God’s holiness
_ \ J
| |
s N
B3: Contra‘dlctions C1: Vulnerablity C2: Idolatry C3: Humility
between different .
images : \_ J

B2 Antithesis:
Icons
Michelangelo

B1: Anthropo-
morphism

The composition of the thematic level of the incident is very clearly structured,
as seen in Figure 2. The next paragraph puts some flesh on the bones of the
thematic level. I will look at what hindrances and potentials could be followed
in interaction level of the incident; what is the interactional level for these
contributions?

5.2.2.3. Interactive level of the incident

The teacher first asked Riho to contribute (the only boy asked during the
lesson), and he answered in a clear, assured voice that it is in the Scripture not
to construct images. Some of the students smiled at his answer. Peter expressed
surprise at the content of the answer, confirming and appreciating the answer
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with the longest comment given in this round. The teacher supported the boy’s
answer very explicitly, showing his admiration for the untraditional answer.

To open the door for further discussion, and stress continuity with more
secular justifications, Peter continued with a comment that gave respect to
Jewish explanations and showed them as reasonable at the secular level as well,
which was understandable for students. His comment further highlighted the
value of the first response, and the readiness to listen to more contributions to
comprehend such an approach and find common ground with it. Thus, the first
contribution established the ground for a dialogue with an imaginable party not
present in class — namely, with a Jew.

The teacher asked the next student, a girl from the back (Carola). She
answered quietly: “/ think that there is fear of [representing the] image [God]
in a wrong way.” Peter paused, his face expressing that he is puzzled. He
repeated the phrase said by the girl and asked what the right way to represent
God is. Carola looked confused by the remark and answered that nobody
knows. The teacher wrote the answer on the blackboard (“Fear to err”) and
asked if anybody else had an example for the kind of misrepresentation they
could fear. By writing the statement on the blackboard and asking others for
examples, Peter demonstrated his appreciation for the answer and again opened
the floor for thinking in the same direction. The girl looked down. The audio
recorder catches that, at the same time, another girl (Nelly) and a boy (Karl)
from the last bench were discussing that, in Christianity, God is not represented
in imagery either. This activated their thinking; Nelly raised her hand and
waited for her turn.

Peter noticed her and asked her to be next. Nelly volunteered not with the
discussion she had with Karl, but with an example of anthropomorphising God:

“For example if...they would humanise God, but at the same time God should be
something higher, something else and if they describe Him as an ordinary
human being...”

The teacher wrote ‘anthropomorphise’ on the blackboard and a loud whispering
arose from the class: “But if they would make an image of a frog?” The remark
contributed to easing the atmosphere. Nelly smiled at the saying; she did not
feel attacked. The teacher did not react to the remark, but concentrated on
Nelly’s answer, for the first time clearly objecting to the answer.

“But what a suggestion! — Later, let’s take Christianity arising from Judaism.
And here God is in the image. Let’s take Michelangelo ...”

Nelly was one of the most outspoken students in religious education classes,
providing interesting and reasoned contributions. The teacher took a chance to
go beyond merely supporting her answer to challenge it. One girl (Laura) in
front raised her hand very high. The dialogue with Nelly was not yet finished,
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so Laura had to wait for a while. Nelly interrupted the teacher’s performance
very assertively, without waiting for approval to interfere:

“But, may I, may I, may I? Is it God’s image in Christianity? There is only Jesus
Christ’s image everywhere!”

This is the topic she has previously been discussing with her desk-mate. She did
not agree with what the teacher was saying.

Peter continued: “Let’s take Michelangelo...I even have it with me...”
Nelly murmured: “Those artists are just a different topic...”
Karl, sitting next to her, whispered: “He did not hear you...”

Nelly smiled, put her hand to her mouth as shouting for a moment, but then
listened to the teacher’s reply. The teacher wanted to show Michelangelo’s
‘Creation’ on an overhead projector; the screen did not roll down at frst but
finally he succeeded. He pointed out that the depicted figure is not Christ, but
God the Creator. He also gave other examples of illustrating God on icons.
Nelly watched him carefully, holding a pen in her mouth. She was convinced by
the explanation and did not want to say anything more.

Peter called on Laura, who was still raising her hand. She did not follow the
last discussion, but introduced a new explanation: to avoid contradictions and
different perceptions of God. Peter repeated the answer, wrote it on the
blackboard without any comment, and asked for more ideas. Laura smiled.

The next student the teacher called on, Maria, proposed that they would be
afraid that images could be destroyed by enemies of Judaism. Peter repeated the
answer and wrote “Bad sign”.

Paula raised her hand, and the teacher called on her. She had been active in
other lessons; in this lesson, she spoke for the first time, saying that there is a
danger that rather than worshipping God, people may worship the statue
instead. Peter accentuated her reply by saying that it is often used as an
argument against depicting God.

Peter asked for the last contribution. A girl from the second bench, Rita —
who often volunteers contributions — spoke out for the second time in this
lesson about the holiness of God for Jews. She also drew a parallel to not using
the name of God as being too holy.

5.2.2.4. Students’ perspective

In the group interview with stimulated recall, three girls and two boys parti-
cipated; students had the chance to comment on the lesson and how they felt.
Peter often repeated the contributions of students, putting them into a wider
context, appreciating them at some level or questioning their logic at another
level. His own turns tended to be longer than those of the students’. When asked
how students feel when Peter paraphrases their contributions and whether he
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understands them correctly, students replied that they mostly appreciated how

he led the conversations.
Nelly: “Sometimes we say a thought and the teacher helps to accomplish it and
brings in sides which we were not aware of. He brings our contributions to a
level higher than we thought. (...) I think that you present a halfway thought, and
then he develops it further.... If it is not exactly the same, what I said about it, 1
always say that I thought differently. There is nothing wrong that we understand
differently. Indeed he likes it that we think differently.”

Nelly was the girl whom the teacher confronted most often in the lesson. She
found it to be a useful and challenging way to learn about her own ideas and
develop them further. She was not shy in expressing her disagreements, being
very aware of the fact that the teacher likes it. She had no fear of entering into a
discussion, but perceived it as a safe and even expected way to participate in the
lesson. In the light of her answer, it is surprising that students so rarely argued
with the teacher and each other. Learning through discussions — expressing their
own views — is often a new experience for them. It seems that the religious
education lesson gave them the possibility to participate in a lesson in a way
they cannot experience much in other lessons.

Paul: “He certainly communicates with us better than some other teachers do. He
pays respect to us, giving us the possibility to say our opinions.”

The students also commented on the atmosphere of the lesson and teaching-
learning methods used. They appreciated that the lessons did not concentrate on
simply learning facts, but rather on understanding deeper structures and ways of
thinking in different religions. They found that they benefit from it much more
than just learning to repeat facts by heart.

Laura: “Yes, we discuss more, we do not learn, for example, how the Buddhist
monks are called, or merely discrete facts.”

Gerda: “It is more important to get a sense of a religion, to form your opinion,
then you understand it more — then what the Buddhist monks are called.”

Laura: “It helps us to think, to consider ourselves. But it is more difficult indeed
than learning things by heart.”

In regard to the interaction level, and on the ways Peter gives feedback, students
believed that he sometimes encouraged them by approval but usually
challenged them as well by pointing out weak points in their arguments. In
addition, while looking at the videotaped material, Laura noticed one student’s
facial expression: smiling when initially approved and then more sorrowful
when critiqued. In her comments, she stated that the teacher never brings forth
only weaknesses.

Laura: “In the beginning the teacher said that, yes, many would agree with you,
then Lisa shone completely. But then the teacher stated that [it was true] in some
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respects, but not completely. It is fun to look, how her lips turn down
((smiles))...”

Gerda: “To be honest it is quite a bad feeling when it is said that your thought is
completely wrong.”

Laura: “In that respect it is rather good that he always mentions something good
and something bad, never only that your answer is totally wrong.”

The feeling of being supported by the teacher’s comments, even when a student
cannot find an answer — was expressed also by Gerda:

“In one lesson where I said that I do not have any idea what to answer, he said,
‘Ves, it is very difficult to find an answer to that question, it is a very complicated
issue’. So you do not feel a complete fool.”

Many students were surprised by their own appreciation of the lesson; they had
some hesitations before attending religious education classes and would never
think that they would enjoy the subject, but they did.

Summary

Students are able to be challenged and appreciate being confronted by dialogue
if it is done systematically and in a respectful manner. Even in a context where
no representatives of a certain religion are present, the dialogue and respect can
be built up by encouraging students to enter the logic of the religion and relating
it to their own lives. During the stimulated recall, students’ contributions were
longer and students talked not only to me, but also discussed issues with each
other. This suggests that the way they speak in the course of a lesson are
determined by the role of a student they are used to. Thus, the dialogical
approach has significant potential for success if the concept of ‘being a student’
is changed.

5.2.2.5. Teacher’s perspective

Peter teaches three religious education courses at the gymnasium level. The first
deals with world religions, the second concentrates on phenomenological and
philosophical issues, and the third explores the Estonian religious landscape.
Peter’s aim for the first religious education course is learning about basic
information about religions.

Peter: “It is the same as in the mother tongue learning the alphabet — learning
certain concepts. The first acquaintance with these topics [occurs] in order to
acquire a certain small or minimal amount of knowledge on the basis of which
one can make some generalisations. Or to go further, that a student could make
intentional choices.”
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In light of this comment, it was interesting to note that he gives so much time of
his lessons for analysing and discussions. He explained that students understand
and remember things better if they must operate with information. Another
important outcome he wants to achieve is that religion is not regarded as only a
historical issue, but it is also relevant in contemporary times. The aim is to
support students’ religious and worldview development, not to form it.

I asked Peter to comment on the way he responds to students. He said that he
tries to put their answers into a wider context or to force them to take another
step towards more complex understandings. He agreed with students that this
skill is not overly stressed at school.

Peter: “I have a feeling that the wider school system works often [within a
pattern of] a question, an answer, a question, an answer, a question, an answer.
But that the same answer creates actually three new questions and that the
answer is interpretable in three, four different ways... I have a feeling that it is a
weakness of our school system that is not dealt with.”

He admitted that discussions evolve differently in different classes; some
classes prefer to think more in depth and do some written essays instead.

Summary

The current approach to education is concerned more with knowledge than
personal development, which restricts students’ religious convictions to the
personal level. The content-orientated aims of religious education can contri-
bute to better understanding of the phenomenon under study, but only indirectly
to the understanding of oneself and others. Dialogue is often hindered by
students’ limited knowledge of religion; thus, the teacher feels trapped in a short
period of time and students’ superficial knowledge — if it exists at all — about
major religions. As students are not used to the dialogical approach, the teacher
takes a strong regulative and role-modelling position to teach them new habits
in learning, taking part in open discussions about complicated issues.

5.3. Reflections and conclusions
5.3.1 Hindrances

Habit of teaching and learning. The schools, teachers, and students all
revealed problematic points that varied in different schools. Yet the deeper
structure of the incidents could be summarised as policy incidents, indicating a
pattern of learning process by which the teacher has or is supposed to have a
central role. Religious education cannot be seen in a vacuum; it belongs to the
wider educational context and can be understood only in relation to it. Students
are not used to the student-centred approach. The habit of being a student,
learned during many years, can be seen as a hindrance to the dialogue in
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classroom situation. Teachers’ strong role as facilitators does not encourage
students to explore a subject, but to rely on teachers’ arguments or not
participate in discussions at all.

Aims. The current approach of education is concerned more with knowledge
than personal development and restricts students’ religious convictions to the
personal level. The content-orientated aims of religious education can
contribute best to a deeper understanding of the phenomenon under study, but
only indirectly to the understanding of oneself and others. Only a limited
amount of dialogue takes place during lessons; usually dialogue is restricted to
student-teacher conversations on the level of confrontation. Study that aims to
know facts contributes to the situation that students feel only closed questions to
be appropriate; and even open questions are answered briefly and in the way
one would expect the closed question to be answered.

5.3.2. Potentials

Teaching-learning methods improving dialogue. The dialogue in the search
for common ground can be fostered by work in groups or pairs, where a
common goal must be achieved. Commonly solved tasks have the potential to
contribute to promoting understanding of one another, require dialogue with
mutual understanding of each other, and add to deeper understanding of the
problem. As evident in the studied schools, some students withdrew from open
dialogue in the classroom situation, while using dialogue as an instructional
method gave some privilege to students with better linguistic and academic
skills. The potential in this case is in using a variety of methods to explore the
subject in combination with dialogue.

Interest in peers’ views. Students are usually interested in the views of their
classmates, which can be used to improve motivation and develop a deeper and
more manifold understanding of a phenomenon. Resources for diverse back-
grounds and understandings present in class are worth exhausting first before a
teacher interferes with his or her own contribution.

Systematic introductions of dialogical approach. Both students and
teachers desire more dialogue in lessons, but they do not always succeed in the
experience. Dialogue is seen as a valuable tool for understanding oneself,
others, and the concepts being studied. Students are willing to be challenged by
dialogue if it is done systematically. If the student recognises that security is
available and trust has been built up, he or she will risk entering into conflict or
vulnerable areas rather than avoiding them or utilising uncontrolled ways to
deal with them. Students’ readiness to participate in an open dialogue during
stimulated recall suggests that their contributions in the course of a lesson are
determined by the way in which they are used to behave as students. In this
way, the dialogical approach has the potential to succeed if the concept of
‘being a student’ is changed; however, the lack of competences and experiences
inhibit doing it successfully.
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5.3.3. Dialogical approaches and
their adaptability to the Estonian situation

There are several examples of implementing dialogical approach to religious
education in different countries. Some of them follow the example of interfaith
dialogue and try to adopt it for the purposes of classroom practice (e.g.
Sterkens, 2001 from a Dutch perspective; Schweizer&Boschki, 2004 from a
German perspective). An interfaith dialogue could hardly be applied in an
Estonian secular context, where the great majority of students do not adhere to
any religious or secular community. It is problematic to regard even children
who do adhere to some religious tradition as representatives of these religions
as they are rarely aware of the teachings of the tradition they belong to, and
their religious beliefs are not always consistent with it.

There are also dialogical approaches of religious education that take a
different stand from interfaith dialogue. Julia Ipgrave from Warwick University
developed her approach while working in a multicultural school. She started her
research with students from one school, combining research with a form of
dialogical teaching (Ipgrave, 1998). As the second step Ipgrave linked students
from two schools in the same city and incorporated other teachers into the work
(Ipgrave, 2001). Then she extended the research to link students from different
parts of England using e-mail contacts (Ipgrave, 2003). Although Ipgrave, in
her Building E-Bridges. Interfaith Dialogue by E-mail (Ipgrave, 2003a) and
Interfaith Dialogue by Email in Primary School (McKenna et al, 2008), uses
interfaith dialogue as a reference point, she does not see students as ‘little
representatives of the faith they belong to’, but encourages them to work out
solutions themselves rather than to accept the answers of authorities. Actually
she does not fix children to the group of ‘insiders’ or the ‘outsiders’ of a
religion, but she leaves it open.

“Neither is Dialogical RE limited to dialogue between members of the class from
distinct religious traditions, such as a discussion group containing a Hindu, a
Christian, a Muslim. Participants do not need to identify with any religious
group or have a religious faith of their own.” (Ipgrave, 2001, 18)

Usually religious education in Germany is confessional, but there are also some
endeavours to bring different religious groups into common religious education,
as for example in Hamburg federal state. With the help of Hamburg University
a new approach has developed — dialogische Religionsunterricht [Dialogical
Religious Education]. This approach explicitly opposes the interfaith dialogue,
which is seen as ‘dialogue from above’ where leaders of faith communities
share theological debates, while the classroom situation requires dialogue ‘from
below’ and draws on students as ordinary people, not key persons of religious
organisations. In emphasizing ‘dialogue from below’ the term ‘neighbour
religion’ (Weille, 1999, 181) is used instead of ‘world religions’ — neighbour in
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my classroom, village or global village — and touches upon the questions im-
portant for students themselves and social justice.

“The wisdom of religious traditions should be used in dialogue with neighbours
where they form stimuli and inputs, but they should not become obstacles for
addressing basic questions that emerge from the realities of coexistence and
dialogue. Dialogue in the context of neighbour religions is not imposed or
decreed from above, but emerges from below. This kind of dialogue relates to the
relevant questions of the participants, in this case those of the students at
school.” (Knauth & Weisse, 2009, 8)

Heid Leganger-Krogstad has combined contextual and dialogical approaches
for the needs of students in Northern Norway. Her primary interest was to
incorporate the children’s life world and concerns into teaching. She
empowered children with basic ethnographic skills and gave them opportunity
to share their findings with each other (Leganger-Krogstad, 2001; 2003). In
contrast to the dialogical approaches that see children as representatives of
different world religions, Heid Leganger-Krogstad developed a dialogical
approach to religious education in the Norwegian context of integrated religious
education and made an even more clear distinction between interfaith dialogue
and a dialogical approach in religious education.

“The ideal concept of dialogue in religious education ought not to be dialogue
between religious traditions or between adult representatives. Instead, at school,
dialogue should make use of the equal status that children have in their role as
pupils, and use school as arena for open questions, experiments, reflection,
criticism and information; dialogue should be seen as attitude and a working
method.” (Leganger-Krogstad, 2003, 181)

In such a way dialogue promotes new understanding and may change both
oneself and the partner in dialogue. It cannot be viewed as an interfaith dia-
logue, but it happens in an interpersonal level, building identity and em-
powering for citizenship.

Similarly to the Norwegian dialogical approach, other dialogical approaches
are also aimed at identity-formation and mutual respect. Although dialogue
brings different perspectives into the classroom, the aim of Dialogische Unter-
richt is not to mirror social divisions in society but rather to develop self-
understanding, mutual understanding and respect:

“Dialogue in the classroom fosters respect for other religious communities, can
confirm pupils’ views or help them to make their own commitments whilst also
allowing them to monitor their commitments critically.” (Weisse, 2003, 194)

Weisse stresses that the starting point for dialogue should be common human

experience, not similarities and differences of religions. The aim for such
religious education is to understand others as well as oneself by practicing skills
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of comparing and contrasting views. The “individual positions are not found by
mixing different views, but by comparing and contrasting them with one
another” (Weisse, 2003, 193). In doing so, participants may refer to their diffe-
rent religious backgrounds, but are not required to do it. Hamburg’s approach
puts great emphasis on social justice, peace, human rights and exploration of
existential questions.

Ipgrave’s dialogical approach could be seen as contributing both to
children’s personal development and citizenship education:

“The very nature of religious thought — its engagement with 'big questions’ and
multiple answers it presents — makes the religious education class an ideal forum
for the development of skills of dialogue and negotiation, and of the intellectual
and moral awareness that contribute the citizenship ideal.” (Ipgrave, 2003b,
147)

Additionally Ipgrave found that approach raised children’s self-esteem,

developed critical and social skills, gave a voice for underachievers and em-

powered them for democratic citizenship (Ipgrave, 2003a; McKenna et al,

2008).

Both Ipgrave and Leganger-Krogstad have educed their approaches while
working at school. Thus their approaches are evolved at the grass roots level
and have direct pedagogical implications. Similarly to the teachers in Estonia
(Schihalejev, 2009a) Heid Leganger-Krogstad believes that religion is a private
matter and teachers should be concerned not to put students into vulnerable
situations (Leganger-Krogstad, 2003). The risk-free zones could be created by
different methods: role plays, drama, discussions through stories, and con-
versations from a particular view point.

On the basis of her research Julia Ipgrave developed a threefold definition of
dialogue (2001, 19; 2005, 40—41).

e Primary dialogue (context) is acknowledgement of diversity of experiences,
viewpoints, understandings and ideas within the class. Primary dialogue can
be achieved by e-mail contacts, quotations from people having very different
views and traditions, including extracts from texts.

e Secondary dialogue (attitude) is the positive, open response to that context,
promotion of an ethos in which children are willing to engage with
difference, to share their own views and to learn from others. For students it
involves readiness to risk own ideas in the light of encountering a different
view; not to avoid areas of disagreement between religious traditions, groups
and individuals, the differences are made public and explicit. Secondary
dialogue is achieved by school (class) ethos which values diversity and
listening to others and in which students are willing to engage with
differences by sharing own views and learning from others. Students are
encouraged to set up rules and evaluate their work according to them, also to
formulate questions and own opinions.
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o Tertiary dialogue (activity) an act of speech itself between children, it draws
on primary and secondary dialogue. It is achieved by a variety of methods,
strategies and exercises to facilitate dialogue, encourage students to express,
negotiate and justify their views. Stimuli for tertiary dialogue can vary from
stories, case studies, quotations, pictures, video extracts, also sorting tasks or
sequence cards are used to activate students’ thinking skills and engagement
with material.

Such a distinction is very valuable in the light of my empirical findings that

implementing dialogue only as activity may not work. The context of diversity

and ethos of appreciating diversity give ground to success in implementing
dialogue as activity in lessons.

Even if personal faith-based contributions could be felt as too private to start
with, the more distanced methods may contribute in creating risk-free zones for
students. They could be enabled to enter into more explicit dialogue between
different worldviews and more implicit dialogue between self and other.
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6. CONCLUSIONS:
A POSSIBLE WAY FORWARD FOR RELIGIOUS
EDUCATION IN ESTONIA

The main aim of my research was to establish the hindrances and potentials for
developing tolerance towards religious diversity among 14-16 years old
Estonian students in the context of school, and of religious education in
particular.

Looking at religion in the context of education, I analysed the position of
religion in education in Estonia in the second chapter of my thesis. My main
aim was to introduce to the reader the contextual limitations and possibilities
religious education has as it is organised in Estonia. Empirical studies, targeting
students aged 14-16 years, looked into their own perceptions of religion and
religious diversity, its potentials to dialogue or conflict. My study included a
dual perspective of, on the one hand, the young people’s own perspectives and,
on the other hand, analyses of observed teaching situations. The third chapter
presented results of the qualitative study about young people’s perception of
religion and religious diversity. The fourth chapter explored the views of young
people by the means of the quantitative study. Additionally I looked at the
potentials and limitations to dialogue among and about religious and worldview
differences in the context of religious education in schools. The fifth chapter
dealt with analyses of observed classroom interaction.

In the following discussion, I will triangulate the results of the different
studies. Some of results gained in many different phases of fieldwork are
consistent with each other, pointing in a similar direction; others are helpful in
gaining more a complex picture of the situation. Firstly, I will triangulate results
of the qualitative and quantitative studies on the views of 14—16 years old
students on religion and education. In doing this I will focus on students
studying within different models of religious education. Secondly, I will
examine results gained from classroom interaction in combination with the
results from interviews with teachers. Finally, taking into consideration the
results of the empirical studies, I will discuss possibilities for future develop-
ments with regard to religious education in Estonia, and consider possible
pedagogies needed for strengthening active tolerance as well as developing an
understanding of religions.

6.1. Triangulation of results from qualitative and
quantitative studies on the views of students

The main criteria for selecting schools in the quantitative and qualitative
surveys were similar. Geographical, demographic, and linguistic factors,
religious ethos of the area, and organization of religious education were taken
into account in both surveys. I wanted to maintain a variety in the qualitative
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study, as its results allow identifying patterns in answers of students with
different experience of religious education and in the language of studies. The
number of schools in qualitative study was smaller and was added to by the
quantitative study. This enabled to compare groups with different models of
studies about religion and their views on dealing with religious diversity. The
qualitative study examined students who had not studied religious education
and those who have studied it recently. The sample of quantitative study was
comprised of four groups. In addition to those with no religious education and
those who study religious education at the time of the survey, students with
experience of religious education only in primary school were added to
quantitative sample and a group who did not have a separate subject of religious
education but the school had integrated it into the curriculum; students attended
religious services regularly, or had a chaplain at school. Some of the students
studied religious education in a school where it was optional and others were in
schools where religion was taught as a compulsory subject. The inclusion of
schools, with diverse solutions about teaching religion enabled the exploration
of the views of students with different educational models for living in a
pluralistic society. Geographical variety was enlarged by adding big schools
with presumed religious diversity from Tallinn and Tartu, and smaller schools
with presumed homogeneity from different ‘border areas’ — western islands,
south-eastern villages, and a north-eastern industrial town.

6.1.1. Impact of studies on personal beliefs and
views about religion

As indicated in section 2.2.1, one of the arguments used against religious
education in Estonia is its potential to make children religious, or deliberately
encourage religious faith. In order to explore this question, I needed to ask ‘What
place does religion have in the lives of young people and how does education
about religion influences their personal beliefs and views abut religion?’ In the
following, I triangulate the results presented in chapters 3 and 4.

1. Unobtrusive role of religion for young people. The role of religion in
students’ lives and in their environment is not very visible for most students in
Estonia. Religion belongs more to history and ‘others’ than to contemporary
time and ‘oneself” for Estonian speaking students, and is regarded as a very
private matter for Russian speaking students. The influences of religious
communities for both ethnic groups are almost non-existent. Many students in
both surveys found that religion was an irrelevant topic. Their direct expe-
riences of religion were rare, usually through encountering endeavours of
missionaries; thus religious people often seemed to them to be annoying and
strange. Few students (15%) saw themselves as affiliated to a particular reli-
gious tradition, while most of them could think about religion only in abstract
and impersonal terms, and found difficulties in defining their own worldview or
religious affiliation.
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However, Russian speaking students diverged greatly in their attitudes to
religion in both surveys. For this group, religion was a personal matter, closely
related to their identity, in an intimate and personal manner, almost irrespective
of their religious affiliation. At the same time, religion had hardly any societal
aspect for them, neither it was regarded as a means to belong to a group.
Although family was important for Russian speaking respondents, they also
tended to rebel against the wider family’s attitudes and beliefs more then the
‘Estonian’ sample, as the quantitative survey shows. They looked for their own
way of believing, but in this search they stayed close to a monotheistic belief
and to Orthodox approaches, and were hardly aware of other religious tradi-
tions.

If I compare the results of Estonian sample to other countries participating in
the study (Valk et al, 2009), then students in Estonia were far less attached to
religion than students in any other country. There were, for example, 3 times
more religiously affiliated students in the Russian sample, which was the next
less affiliated country, while 65% of all the students in Dutch and Spanish
samples adhered to some religion. Also the importance of religion and fre-
quency of attendance at different religious practices was lower in the Estonian
sample than in other countries, but the differences here were not so drastic.
Many students tried to avoid expressing definite opinions. One of the reasons
for this may be their insufficient knowledge about religion which inhibits their
ability and willingness to express a point of view about their own conviction.
The reluctance to express a point of view may also indicate the students’ wish
to be ‘normal’ or similar to ‘everybody else’, rather than being seen as part of a
‘religious’ minority. A further reason for avoiding fixed positions could a
tendency towards a relativistic view in which some truth is seen in a variety of
different positions.

2. Family and school as two main sources of information about religion.
Students valued families most highly as a source of information about religion
but, at the same time, mentioned that they hardly ever spoke about religion at
home. Only the students who studied religious education recently valued school
higher than family as a source of information. In the qualitative survey it was
clear that students who valued school as a source of information about religion
spoke more about different religions and plural ways of understanding it than
others. It is impossible to assess, on the basis of the quantitative survey, the
extent of information they got from family or school, but it is very doubtful that
parents with no education on religious issues can provide their children with
balanced and rich information about it. Both surveys show that students,
especially those without a religious affiliation, admit that they do not know
about religion, and that they are not interested in it — so the amount of
information they have about religion is very limited. Thus, their understanding
of religion is very likely to be fragmented and unsystematic, supporting a state
of affairs where many prejudices about religions and religious people are held.
For example, from all the REDCo countries more students from Estonia than
any other country agreed that they did not like people from other religions and
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fewer students from Estonia than any other country who agreed that they
respect people who are believers. Several countries which have an inclusive
form of non-confessional religious education have recognized that teaching
about religion, when it comes to fostering tolerance and respect, is a task of
common state funded schools, and not only families and faith communities.

3. Influences of religious education on the personal perception of
religion. The personal relevance of religion seemed not to be directly correlated
with the model of religious education they experienced. Although there were no
differences in terms of belonging or belief in God between the groups who had
experienced different models of religious education, students who had studied
religious education believed more in ‘some sort of spirit or life force’ and
believed less in God and also held less atheistic views. This option is probably
felt to be more flexible and less loaded with connotations students wanted to
avoid in their own belief (as for example anthropomorphism). In general views
about the relevance of religion for one’s own life were similar for students who
had had experiences of different models of religious education. Nevertheless,
some minor differences in the importance of religion, frequency of thinking
about religion and about the meaning of life were present: students with
experience of religious education tended to avoid more negative extreme
positions. The students with experience of religious education tended to express
more readiness to change their views about religion and to think that a person
can be religious without belonging to any religious community. This evidence
leads to the conclusion that studying religious education does not make students
more religious but tends to help them to be more reflexive and more cautious in
expressing negative or very fixed attitudes about religion at the personal level or
about the religious beliefs of others, as discussed above.

3.a. Impacts of religious education only in primary school on the
personal views about religion. The attitudes of those who had religious
education only in primary classes showed some apparent contradictions in their
responses. For example, while students with experience of religious education
in primary classes said that they attended religious services and prayed slightly
more frequently, at the same time they considered religion to be nonsense more
than other respondents did. One might observe that religious education studied
only in primary schools is likely be an inadequate option, both in terms of the
coverage of intellectual content and in terms of relating studies to the personal
and social development of students.

3.b. Impacts of religious education in secondary school on the personal
views about religion. Those students who had studied religious education at
secondary level used and valued more knowledge-based sources in finding
information about religion. Students who studied religious education tended to
notice religious phenomena in their surroundings and in the lives of people
around them. Moreover, they articulated more complex ideas about religion and
religious people. They often found differences to be interesting and fascinating,
while students who had no religious education showed some frustration with
religious stances different from their own. This shows that a combination of the
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knowledge students with experience of religious education have about different
religions, and skills they acquire in handling issues of religion, can reduce their
prejudices about religious issues and their fear of ‘difference’.

In conclusion, the data reported in this study provide evidence that religious
education does not make students more religious but that it does change values.
Religion is not regarded as something to be afraid of or regarded as an
irrelevancy from the past, but as at least an acceptable choice for some people.

A further point is that in the schools and classes with no religious education
some students from a religious background may experience the expression of
prejudices about religious people. These prejudices currently do not get
discussed in school and often stay unchallenged because of the often tacitly
accepted private and silent ’taboo’ position of religion in society and also
because of the fragmented knowledge about religion of many students. The
school could be a public institution that provides a ‘semi-formal’ space for
giving students the possibility to encounter religious and worldview diversity.
The fear in front of ‘other’ could be lessened by increasing familiarity with
different religions.

6.1.2. Impact of studies on views about religion
in society and about respect

According to the data of this study religion rarely had personal relevance to
students’ lives. Many students had no experience of religion in school or in
wider society, so their attitudes towards religious diversity were often pro-
visional and not based on personal experience. In general, students wished to
have harmonious relations in society, but their predominant view was that in
such a society religion does not have any place in public sphere. In general,
students do not feel that public discussion about religion helps to create a
harmonious society.

1. Influences of religious education on the perception of societal
dimension of religion. As the students attending diverse models of religious
studies did not differ by their religious affiliation, it was interesting to see how
the students’ attitudes to religion and tolerance altered in different contexts.
Many positive impacts of religious education in the direction of more tolerant
positions to religious diversity found in the qualitative study were also present
in the quantitative study. First, the students who had studied religious education
agreed more that they had respect for believers. Both surveys showed that
students who had studied religious education in upper grades valued religion as
a societal force more highly than those who had not and that they valued
tolerance and interpersonal competencies more than those students who had not
studied religious education. Both the qualitative and the quantitative surveys
identified similar tendencies in assessing different means to improve peaceful
co-existence. Those who had experienced religious education were more posi-
tive about living in a multi religious society and they were more committed to a
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variety of ways to advance non-violent co-existence of people from different
religions than those who had not studied the subject. The statement ‘I do not
like people from other religions...” was most agreed by students who had
experienced no religious education and least by those with an integrated form of
religious education. Somewhat unexpected was the finding that students without
religious education believed less than the others that religion may cause some
conflicts or that people of different religious backgrounds cannot live together.
One might interpret this finding as indicating that students with no conscious
experience of religious diversity at school may be less aware of the potential for
religion to be a factor in conflicts or have a limited understanding of how
religion might cause conflicts.

2. Influences of religious education in primary school on the perception
of societal dimension of religion. Here, on the basis of the quantitative study,
there are some indications of hostile attitudes towards religion from students
who had studied religious education only in primary classes. The students who
had learned religious education only in primary school were more ready to see
religion as violent and a source of aggression. One might interpret this finding
as indicating that their thoughts about religion have not become complex and
consistent with other aspects of their development. In contrast, students with
recent religious education experience were more open to religious differences
and more respectful towards religion than students without such experience.

3. Explicit diversity as a stimulus for dialogue. When students from the
schools with integrated religious education, which emphasised the role of
religion in their schools and allowed open discussion about religious con-
victions, encountered explicitly religious diversity at schools, they tended to be
more open to dialogue on religious issues than other students, in spite of the fact
that they had some negative experiences with members of different religions.
Perhaps it works both ways — if there is a need to have dialogue, one can learn it
and become more ready for it. However, when students have skills needed for
peaceful dialogue, they are more ready to use them and to see benefits in
dialogue. In my interpretation, if young people are put into a situation in which
religious diversity is visible and spoken about, they are likely to develop strate-
gies supporting openness to otherness. From this perspective, schools should
offer students an environment in which they can encounter religious diversity,
and develop skills of dialogue. Students could profit from this not only in
relation to their own personal development but also in seeing a more complex
picture of religion and in acquiring social skills needed in contemporary
pluralistic Europe. Meira Levinson, in her article about multicultural education
and public schools, has stated: “... it is so hard for students to learn to be
mutually tolerant and respectful of other people, traditions, and ways of life
unless they are actually exposed to them” (Levinson, 1999, 114).

4. (Ir)relevance of religion in daily conversations. According to the
students’ accounts they had very few or no conversations about religion. The
students who had a religious affiliation spoke about religion, but predominantly
with people of a similar background (family, religious leaders, friends). Only
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students who had studied religious education recently showed more interest in
and readiness to start a conversation with people of different backgrounds.

What are the reasons for talking or not talking about religion? Students
avoided the topic because they did not have skills to enter into intelligent and
respectful dialogue on religious issues. Students without any experience of
religious education were less informed and believed more readily that religion is
embarrassing issue to talk about. They also believed more in the risk of being
teased on religious grounds. However, students who had studied religious
education in secondary school or who had integrated religious education saw
positive effects of speaking about religion for understanding themselves and
society. The students who had religious education only in primary classes spoke
with friends about the stupidity and cruelty of religion and they were much
more critical about the effects of talking about religion.

The correlation between low levels of religious education and a willingness
to use religion as a criterion for exclusion and confrontation is one of the
research findings. However, caution needs to be expressed in assuming that
knowledge about religion alone will encourage positive attitudes or increase
tolerance. As Robert Jackson warns: “It is a mistake to assume that under-
standing and knowledge necessarily foster tolerance. There are some very well
informed racists and bigots. I would argue, however, that knowledge and
understanding are necessary but not sufficient conditions for the genuine
removal of prejudice” (Jackson, 2005, 11). Religion in Estonia is squeezed into
a very private and hidden sphere of life, being almost invisible in life or at
school and there is a culture of not talking about religion. There are two dangers
here. Firstly, prejudices may remain uncovered and secondly, the self-esteem of
students with a religious background is endangered, if no opportunity to reflect
upon their own convictions and feelings about religion are given. The school is
a potentially a ‘safe place’ where respectful and intelligent dialogue about
religious and worldview issues should be learned and experienced. As the
research data indicate, this is unlikely to happen in other contexts, such as the
family.

6.1.3. Impact of studies on views about
religion in school

1. The school as a secular institution. The school was not seen by respondents
as a place to practise religion. The students also rejected the idea that school
should foster religious beliefs. In addition more personal, although not strictly
religious aims, such as developing moral values or one’s own point of view
were less agreed with than statements about acquiring knowledge. In the
students’ view religious studies should help them to understand the world
around them rather than themselves. Most possibilities for how religion could
appear at school were rejected by many Estonian respondents. On the one hand
this shows some awareness of institutional limits within the public sphere,
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depicting a school as fundamentally a secular institution for learning, and not a
place fo practise religion. On the other hand, the lack of experiences of religion
also plays some role, since religious diversity is usually not visible. In schools
with integrated religious education, where religion and religious diversity were
more observable, religious rights were valued more highly than in other schools.

2. Preferred models of religious education. When students were asked
about favourable models of religious studies they were inclined to choose
models most familiar to them. The knowledge-oriented approach of religious
studies in combination with voluntary form of religious education was preferred
by a majority of students, reflecting descriptive views of the status quo. If
young people in Estonia are asked about the necessity for a separate subject of
religious education, they tend to argue against it, especially if they personally
have not studied it. The students who studied religious education long ago, even
if they valued its outcomes, opposed the subject equally just as much as those
who had not studied it, since they felt such option could be a factor contributing
to segregation and exclusion. Only these who studied religious education
recently were in favour of the subject and considered that it should be available
for all students, irrespective of their religious affiliation.

3. The hopes and fares of religiously affiliated students. According to the
survey, religious education had a special interest for religiously affiliated
students. They appreciated religious education classes as a place for self-
reflection and an environment to acquire skills for articulating religious beliefs.
While in the qualitative study the impression was given that students with
religious affiliation were in favour of learning more about Christianity, the
quantitative survey indicated that they saw more than other respondents how
they could benefit personally from their studies indeed. However, at school they
wanted a different form of religious education to that given by religious
communities. They valued outcomes of religious education which helped them
to make personal ethical decisions and to build up own views, but they valued
even more highly objective knowledge and learning respect towards others.
Despite their expression of some positive attitudes towards religious education,
their dominant feeling remained that such an option would be a factor in
increasing segregation and exclusion, and so they would not choose it.

4. Influences of experience of religious education on students’ per-
ception the subject. The survey of the views of students showed that those with
experience of religious education in secondary schools valued studies about
religions and the outcomes of such studies for everyday life much more highly
than others did as well as giving greater recognition to the importance of the
societal dimension of religion. Such an attitude did not depend on weather they
have chosen the subject themselves or the school made this choice for them.
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In conclusion

1. Currently, there is a lack of balanced information about religion among
students. Existing prejudices, together with regarding religion as a strictly
private matter, are contributing to a situation in which religious students and
students who are interested in religion feel segregation and exclusion.

2. The findings suggest that those schools that have integrated religion into
their everyday life, making it more visible and less private, support students’
readiness for respect and tolerance. The more hostile attitudes of those
without any study of religion, except for dealing with religion in other
subjects, can be detected throughout the questionnaire responses. Students
both with and without a religious affiliation felt uncomfortable and insecure
in encountering a different worldview and lacked the competences needed
for mutual dialogue. Religious education in secondary schools, on the
contrary, made students curious, developed readiness for discussing religious
matters and also helped to educe students’ self confidence to have and
express a different opinion. My conclusion is that schools should offer
students an environment for meeting religious diversity, having dialogue and
fostering respective skills, be it in religious education, other subjects or
extra-curricular activities.

3. Where there is no distinctive subject dealing with religion there may be
some resistance among students to changing the system. However, students’
attitudes are likely to change quickly if they find that the subject deals with
different belief systems and helps them to understand importance of religion
in society and their surroundings.

6.2. Hindrances and potentials for developing
tolerance in the context of school

In addition to the students’ views, another important factor is the school and its
pedagogical practices. In the following, I will focus on the limits and potentials
detected in patterns of classroom interaction in lessons of religious education
and the views held by teachers as elicited from interviews with teachers during
the fieldwork on classroom interaction and from studies of teachers (Schi-
halejev, 2009a; 2009¢).

1. Teacher-centred pedagogies. Estonian education in practice is rather
traditional in style — the teacher is expected to have a strong regulative role,
concentrating on transmitting knowledge, while students are expected to acquire
skills easily measured by tests. According to observations of lessons and
interviews with students during my classroom interaction study, the commonest
method of teaching in different subjects is an oral introduction by the teacher,
with students completing written answers in workbooks. The habit learned
during many years at school is that the correct way to behave as a student is to
give ‘right’ or expected answers, even in relation to issues of value. This habit
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may hinder open dialogue among representatives of different religious and
secular worldviews. Such a dialogue is not likely to happen without stimulus
and special efforts to foster it.

2. Little space for exchange of ideas in the context of content-oriented
education. A limited amount of dialogue takes place during lessons; usually it
is restricted to student — teacher conversation, more on the level of confron-
tation than of dialogue. The current approach to education emphasises know-
ledge more than personal development. Such an approach reaffirms already
existing patterns of thought that discussion of religion is something to be
confined to the private sphere.

3. Expectations of students and teachers. In the interviews teachers claim
that they are interested in students’ active role, participation, and debating with
each other, but they also indicate that these methods usually do not work well in
lessons. Students are not used to the student-centred approach. Moreover,
teachers have not experienced how it works themselves and need help in
learning the techniques of active learning pedagogies. In both the studies of
teachers and students, there was a strong feeling that there is a wish for dialogue
in lessons from both the student and teacher sides. Dialogue is seen as a
valuable tool to understand better oneself, each other and the concepts under
study. Unfortunately success is not always experienced. Students are able to
dispute and appreciate being challenged by dialogue if it is done systematically
and in a respectful manner but their contributions in the course of a lesson are
determined by the way they are used to behaving as students. Even in a context
where no representatives of a certain religion are present, dialogue and respect
can be built up by challenging students to enter the logic of the religion being
studied and to relate their contributions to their own lives. The dialogical
approach has significant potential for success if the concept of ‘being a student’
is changed. It is relevant here to point out that Ruth Deakin-Crick, in her survey
of research studies on citizenship education in Europe and beyond, shows that
students respond positively especially in active learning situations where
dialogue is possible. However, she also found that teachers cannot simply
switch to this mode of learning: they need specific training in dialogical and
active learning methods (Deakin-Crick, 2005).

4. Cooperative learning methods. One of the ways to break the teacher-
centred approach which hinders dialogue between students and to promote
dialogue in a level of seeking together common ground is through using group
work, where a common goal must be achieved. Work in pairs or small groups
can contribute to an aspiration to understand each other; also it can deepen
students’ understanding of the problem being considered. As was detected in
the schools studied, a dialogical approach gave some privilege to students with
better linguistic and academic skills; also girls were more in favour of it. The
potential in this case is to combine other methods with dialogue. I will touch
upon them in the section 6.3.2.
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6.3. Perspectives for future developments

Following on the basis of my research and wider European perspectives about
religion in education I will offer possible ways forward and will indicate
suitable policies and pedagogies for studying religion in the Estonian education.
First I will discuss the status of religious education and then make suggestions
about the needs for teacher education.

6.3.1. The status of religious education

The perception of and actual outcomes of religious education. Religious
education in Estonia is clearly non-confessional according to its aims and
contents. Still, it cannot be classified as integrative but rather as separative, as
discussed in section 2.2.3. There is still a lingering idea that knowledge about
religions is not fully worthwhile and that the subject is basically only relevant to
people from religious backgrounds, as the aim of religion in education is still
generally considered to be to bring people to religion. The subject is often
regarded in public discussions as if it were confessional. Also the subject’s
‘optional’ status indicates that religious education is also regarded as confes-
sional in the legislation. Education about religions and beliefs is not valued
generally in society, otherwise this would be a study which all children would
do. However, my study has shown that the subject in practice is non-
confessional not only according to its syllabus but also to its actual outcomes.
There is no evidence to support the view that the subject propagates religion;
there is, however, evidence that it contributes to peaceful co-existence and to
the well-being of people living in the Estonian society.

The appropriateness of the model for the Estonian context. The non-
confessional approach is proper in the highly secular Estonian context with
most students being non-religious in any terms. The school is a place where all
students must be respected, secular as well religious. Even students with a
religious background favoured the non-confessional model of religious
education. However, its potential benefits are unlikely to be realized within the
separative framework of a voluntary subject. Existing prejudices, together with
regarding religion as a strictly private matter, are contributing to a situation
where religious students and students who are interested in religion feel
segregation and exclusion. Thus, a positive potential for the subject remains
unrealized and can even cause further segregation.

This suggests two directions for future developments: to include a religious
dimension into other subjects and/or to allow schools to teach inclusive
religious education. The first direction rests on a fact that there are few schools
and teachers teach religious education. It is difficult to imagine that they can
bring about a major change, especially in the short term. There is a challenge to
support young people in developing their sophistication on the issues of a faith
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or worldview to live by, as well as helping to create readiness for dialogue on
these controversial matters for all schools and teachers.

The second direction means that a school should be allowed to teach
religious education as a mandatory subject for all students if the subject is
consistent with the national syllabus for religious education. The right to opt-out
should be indeed available in cases where the teaching is perceived as not being
neutral by some students or parents, but on the same grounds as it should be
available for other subjects that include some sort of teaching about religions
and beliefs”'.

The European context. Estonia, being a member of the European Union
and of the Council of Europe, and belonging culturally-historically to Europe,
must take into account not only its inner developments but to be also outward
looking. As discussed in section 1.1.1, in recent years at the European level it
has been recognized more that religion is not simply a matter for the private
sphere. Key documents now recognize that education about religions within
public education is necessary in order to have a population that is not ignorant
of religious diversity. These points are clearly emphasized in The Toledo
Guiding Principles on Teaching about Religions and Beliefs in Public Schools
(OSCE, 2007) and in different documents of the Council of Europe (2004;
2005; 2007; 2008). The Toledo Guiding Principles are published by the Office
for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights of the Organisation for Security
and Co-operation in Europe, which includes 56 participant states. The Council
of Europe, Europe’s leading human rights institution, with a strong educational
input, has 47 member states. Estonia is a member of both European institutions.
Council of Europe documents point out that education systems need to
recognize that religion is at least a part of human culture and that the variety of
religious communities present in society contributes to its plurality. If that is the
case, then in plural society people have to understand religion and to create
cohesion among its citizens: this is one of the messages of the Council of
Europe’s White Paper on Intercultural Education (2008) and in other key
documents referenced above. There is a growing consensus among European
educators that it is not worthwhile to ignore the role of religions in societies
neither at school.

“6. Education is essential for combating ignorance, stereotypes and misunder-
standing of religions. Governments should also do more to guarantee freedom of
conscience and of religious expression, to foster education on religions, to
encourage dialogue with and between religions and to promote the cultural and
social expression of religions.” (Council of Europe, 2005)

Even in France, with its very strong and clear approach of laicité, the high
relevance of religion in public sphere and the need for the inclusion of religion

*! In some European systems, there is a parental right of withdrawal, even from non-
confessional religious education. The pros and cons of a withdrawal clause are dis-
cussed in the Toledo Guiding Principles (OSCE, 2007, 68-73).
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in education has been of high relevance since the 1980s (Beraud et al, 2008, 52).
The biggest shift in including religion in education has been since Régis Debray’s
report and requirement to include studies about religion in initial teacher training
and also in-service training to overcome ‘laicit¢ of ignorance’ into ‘laicité of
understanding (Debray, 2002, 43, as cited in Williame, 2007, 93).

The Toledo Guiding Principles give broad suggestions for religious edu-
cation and ideas which could be adapted to fit national contexts. This document
complements the Council of Europe’s ‘cultural argument’ stressing that
knowledge about religions and beliefs is an important part of education in the
context of commitment to religious freedom and human rights. It draws on the
freedom of religion and the framework of human rights. If there is a religious
freedom in a society, then it follows that society will be plural. The only way
for a plural society to function peacefully, is through encouraging tolerance of
difference and to educating its citizens for tolerance (OSCE, 2007, 76-77). Both
the Council of Europe’s ‘cultural’ argument and the OSCE’s ‘human rights’
arguments are very relevant in the Estonian situation. I believe that it is time for
Estonia to take these arguments and recommendations seriously and revise its
current approaches education about religion. This needs to be done in such a
way that the distinctiveness of the Estonian context is recognized. I hope that
the data from my research provide the necessary detail about the particular
nuances of the Estonian situation for such a discussion to take place in a
productive way.

REDCo findings which challenge policies for religious education in
Estonia. There were several findings which challenged models and policies
concerning education on religious issues in the Estonian educational system.
My empirical findings show that some changes should be made in order to
improve students’ tolerance towards ways of life different from their own. The
role of the school in giving a balanced picture is of great importance for
guaranteeing freedom of religion or belief and activating mutual respect. The
policy where religious education is taught only in primary classes or not at all
can be seen to contribute to some hostile attitudes students held towards religion
and representatives of different religions. Pushing religion only into private
sphere creates a situation where students are not educated about a phenomenon
which is making a very significant impact globally and in Europe and may
inadvertently marginalise students with a religious background. Leaving out any
consideration of religion within education is not a neutral act: prejudices
towards religious people are supported by aveidance of religious topics — if
students do not have the possibility to talk and to know about each others’
convictions, there is no challenge to their own presuppositions.

In most Estonian schools there is no religious education. According to my
study, there is a need for inclusive religious education. [ am not suggesting that
all the schools necessarily must include religious education as a separate
subject. However, the students should be given possibilities to have some
knowledge about world religions, have chances to discuss religion in the
contemporary world and know about their fellows’ views in a more systematic
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way than is possible under present arrangements. The studies of religions, if
handled as set out above, can precipitate more tolerant and open views.

An alternative for dealing with religious education as a distinctive subject is
to make efforts to improve the studies of religion in other subjects. In this case
major changes should be made in teacher education, and in the contents and text
books of other subjects which would need to cover issues about religion and
tolerance. If all that students need to know about religions, together with the
relevant competencies, could be acquired in such subjects as History, Literature
and Civic education, then the teaching of these respective subjects should be
revised and improved to include broader and more explicit knowledge about
different religions and their impact on the lives of individuals and societies.
Such a change should also give space for reflecting upon ones’ own beliefs and
attitudes. The challenge of this approach would be to include sufficient know-
ledge and understanding of religions in the teacher training courses of those
who would have responsibility for teaching about religions.

6.3.2. Teacher education

Michael Fullan in his book The New Meaning of Educational Change argues
that the implementation of any changes is dependent on teachers’ involvement
in these changes and is rather unlikely to happen just by making some general
recommendations or improving educational documents (Fullan, 2007, especially
in chapter 7, but also elsewhere). I want to highlight that no changes in class-
room practices are possible to make without teachers’ desire and willingness
and without provision of the necessary competencies. The crucial task is to
prepare teachers of different subjects to treat religious topics relevant to their
subject in a way that does not offend students with a religious background and
countering stereotypical images of religions. Such a preparation should include
not only knowledge about certain topics but also skills for managing classroom
debates on contentious religious issues applicable to their subject, personal
reflection and promotion of active tolerance.

Pedagogical approaches. Although knowledge about religions is an impor-
tant prerequisite for mutual understanding, the teaching should go beyond mere
facts and promote the development of individual understanding and responses
to a diversity of opinions. As could be followed from the results of the empirical
research, there is a need for pedagogies that support an analytical, self-reflective
and empathetic approach to learning about religion and enhancing active
tolerance by encouraging engagement with and not just awareness of, views
other than one’s own.

The crucial task is to introduce not only teaching methods but a whole peda-
gogical approach that gives more agency to students and introduces an ethos of
pluralism and appreciation of different opinions. Good examples of imple-
menting a dialogical approach to religious education can be found in different
countries (see section 5.3). All of them follow the educational drive for the
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promotion of citizenship and preparation of young people for a plural and
democratic society. Thus, to some extent, they are already compatible with the
Estonian national syllabus. The dialogical approaches that depict students in
their own right and not as representatives of a particular religion are of parti-
cular interest for the secular context of Estonian education. A dialogical ap-
proach, drawing on students’ contributions, has potential for promoting stu-
dents’ identity formation, self-reflection, and analytical skills, and for fostering
mutual respect and empowering students for citizenship.

Training in methods. Teacher training should include preparation in active
learning and dialogical methods in order that teachers are able to allow and
encourage students to be comfortable with difference; teachers also need to
learn techniques for engaging with the diversity of personal experiences of the
students. Such training would include skills to create an ethos and environment
in which dialogue can be fostered instead of avoiding issues on religious topics.
Dialogue is an approach that requires meeting the other, and also formulating
one’s own views and reflecting on them. It is possible to take advantage of the
common school system to provide a genuine dialogical education that includes
the religious dimension.

The teachers, either of religious education or of social studies, should ac-
quire skills needed for improving more dialogical ways of learning and teaching
by using systematically open questions and by varied methods that give more
autonomy to children. In implementation of a dialogical approach special
attention would need to be given for developing skills of creating risk-free
zones for students who enter into dialogue about personal matters.

Dan Maulin argues that a single approach to religious education is not
enough (Maulin, 2009, 154) and I agree with him. My thesis does not suggest
that dialogical religious education is the only approach to religious education.
However, the dialogical approach has the potential to reshape education about
religion as it is practised in Estonia into a more student-centred approach,
contributing to students’ personal and social development as well as to the
development of a more tolerant and cohesive society.
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SUMMARY

The aim of my thesis is to explore the attitudes young people in Estonia have
about religion and religious diversity. I investigated their views on the role of
schools in promoting dialogue and tolerance for different worldviews, and
determined how religious education alters these views. The central research
question was: what are the hindrances and potentials for developing tolerance
towards religious diversity among 14- to 16-year-old Estonian students in the
context of school, and of religious education in particular?
Next, I will present the results according to the following sub-questions:

a. What role did students themselves give to religion in their personal life
and in human relations in general?

Religion is not the centre of life for many young people, but it is important for
some of them. The young people who deem religion as important are inclined to
keep it private or even cover it up. For many, the ‘not believing’ worldview is
seen as normative and neutral, while Christian or theistic worldviews are
regarded as biased and wrong. Religion was mostly seen by young people not as
a factor of conflict or of dialogue, as it is often not considered important. The
primary source of information about different worldviews is family, but the
topic is rarely touched upon, so students have minimal information about
religion.

b. What are the students’ own attitudes towards religious diversity and
their experiences, expectations and evaluations of it?

Conscious contacts with religious people are often limited to meetings with
proselytising missionaries. Students avoid conflicts about religious issues, and
typically lack the skills for peaceful dialogue, so they prefer to associate with
like-minded groups. Young people do not dare enter into dialogue about
religious issues with the limited skills and knowledge available to them.
Tolerant attitudes are valued more at an abstract level and are less applied at a
practical level. In comparison to young people from other REDCo countries,
Estonian students valued respect for religion less and also viewed religious
people more negatively. Religious students are vulnerable in such an
atmosphere. At the same time, the religiously affiliated students and these who
studied religious education were more tolerant of others’ views and valued the
societal dimension of religion.

c. To what extent might religious education have a role in educating
students about religious diversity and how does this alter their views
about religion?

Religion is often pushed into a very private sphere in Estonian schools, where
views are often a-religious or anti-religious. The cultural code in schools is
avoidance of religious topics, combined with little knowledge of religion. This
often contributes to a climate where the bigoted attitudes about religious people
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stay unchallenged, and thus justify the marginalization of religiously affiliated
students. Students who explicitly encountered religious diversity at school —
even if they had negative experiences with members of different religions —
tended to be more open to dialogue on religious issues compared to students
who do not have such experiences.

The role of schools in educating young people about religion is seen as more
minor by Estonian students than by their peers in other countries. However, the
students who studied religion appreciated studying religion as much as their
peers in other countries. Both students with and without religious affiliation
believed that schools should provide them with objective knowledge about
religions to prepare them to live in a pluralistic society, while introducing belief
is assumed to be the role of religious communities. Religious education did not
make students more religious, but it did make them more tolerant and prepared
for dialogue with someone with a worldview different from theirs.

The way students perceive how religion could be introduced into the
classroom depends on the experiences they have had. Students who have no
experience with religious education are afraid of brainwashing and quarrels
precipitated by it. The students who studied religion in school appreciated the
subject greatly, even if it was not their own choice. The optional status of
religious education may work to segregate and marginalize students. Also,
when religious education is provided only in primary school, it seems to create
some negative attitudes towards religion and religious people in the long run.

d. What are the main potentials and hindrances for dialogue about
different worldviews in the classroom practices of religious education?

According to studies of classroom interaction, the teacher-centred habit of
instruction and content-oriented aims emerged as the main impediment to
dialogue. A teacher’s strong role as facilitator does not encourage students to
explore a subject, but rather trains them to rely on the teachers’ arguments.
Also, a teachers’ positive reinforcement of answers does not contribute to
dialogue between students, but instead promotes the assumption that the correct
answer has already been given. The current approach of education focuses more
on knowledge than personal development, and therefore keeps students’
religious convictions at the personal level or even ‘taboo’.

A more dialogical approach could be fostered in various ways that focus on
student interaction and which bigger agency is given to students, such as group
work and discussions in pairs in combination with a variety of teaching-learning
methods. Students are usually interested in the views of their classmates; this
interest can be harnessed to improve motivation and help students develop a
deeper and more manifold understanding of a phenomenon.
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SUMMARY IN ESTONIAN

EESTI NOORED, RELIGIOON JA RELIGIOOSNE
MITMEKESISUS: ISIKLIKUD SUHTUMISED JA
KOOLI ROLL

Kéesolev uurimus valmis projekti “Religion in Education. A contribution to
Dialogue or a factor of Conflict in transforming societies of European
Countries” — ,Religioon ja haridus. Panus dialoogiks voi konfliktifaktor
Euroopa muutuvates iihiskondades” (REDCo) raames. Tegu on kaheksat Euroo-
pa riiki holmava projektiga, mille eesméirk on uurida vastastikkuse mdistmise
kujundamise vdimalusi ja véljakutseid, millega seisab silmitsi tiAnapdeva
kooliharidus. Ténu REDCo projekti raames tehtud uuringutele, on empiirilistele
andmetele toetudes voimalik heita pilk ka religiooni rollile Eesti koolilaste elus
ja maailmandgemises. Uuringu tulemustele tuginedes saab visandada tuleviku-
perspektiive, et aidata kaasa vastastikkuse mdistmise siivenemisele erinevate
maailmavaadete esindajate vahel.

Millised on need véljakutsed, mis seisavad ees iitha enam pluraliseeruvas
tihiskonnas ning milliseid lahendusi voib pakkuda kool nendele véljakutsetele?
Kéesoleva doktoritod eesmirk on ldheneda kiisimusele rohujuure tasandilt, st
uurida Eestis elavate noorte inimeste suhtumist religiooni ja religioossesse
mitmekesisusse, nende arvamusi kooli rollist selles ning uurida, kuidas
religiooniOpetus mojutab nende suhtumisi. T66 peamiseks iilesandeks on
uurida, milliseid takistusi ja voimalusi on koolil ja religioonidpetusel kitsamalt
14—16-aastaste Opilaste tolerantsuse kujundamisel religioosse mitmekesisuse
suhtes. Empiiriliste meetodite abiga uurisin nii noorte endi arvamusi kui ka
Oppesituatsioonides toimuvat.

T66 esimene, sissejuhatav peatiikk, tutvustab minu t66 struktuuri, peamist
terminoloogiat, uurimuse aluseks olevat teoreetilist raamistikku, metodoloogiat
ning kasutatud metoodikat. Oma t60s kasutan ma moistet ‘tolerantsus’ viga
laias tdhenduses kui erinevuse tunnustamise viisi ning vOimet elada sellega
rahumeelselt korvuti. Lahtudes Michael Walzerist (1997) eristasin passiivse
tolerantsuse aktiivsest, kusjuures passiivne tolerantsus on pigem leppimine
erinevusega, aktiivne tolerantsus nduab aga otsest suhtlemist endast erinevaga.
‘Dialoogi’ defineerimisel toetusin peamiselt Paulo Freire (1972) ja Hans-Georg
Gadameri (1975) ldhenemisele. Esimene kasutas seda oma reformpedagoogikas
valmistamaks tdnaseid noori osalema homses {ihiskonnas, teine aga
hermeneutikas nii enese kui ka iimbritseva mdistmise alusena. Oma td0s
mdistan dialoogi kui suhtlusakti, mis koosneb kolmest komponendist: enda
ideede avastamine; teis(t)e inimes(t)e ideede uurimine ja piilie mdista
siigavamalt mingit kindlat teemat. ‘Religioonidopetuse’ all pean ma silmas
iildhariduse raames antavat dppeainet, mis késitleb religiooni temaatikat.

Empiirilise uuringu labiviimisel ldhtun sotsiaalkonstruktivistlikust epistemo-
loogiast ning kasutan jarjestikku uurivat strateegiat (Creswell, 2003). Religiooni
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ja religioossesse mitmekesisusse suhtumine on tundlik uurimisvaldkond, kus
noorte arusaamades on pdimunud kooli, noortekultuuri ja laiema iihiskonna
vadrtussiisteemid ning on mdjutatud ka noorte arengulistest isedrasustest. Tao-
line kompleksne temaatika nduab erinevate meetodite kombineeritud kasuta-
mist, mis voimaldaks erinevate tulemuste kdrvutamist. Uurimisiilesande lahen-
damiseks kasutan kombineeritud metoodikat ning ldhtun interpreteerivast lihe-
nemisest (Jackson, 1997; 2004a; 2004b; 2005; 2008a), mis véimaldas lilitada
analiilisi mitmeid, sh protsessis osalejate, perspektiive.

Too teine peatiikk annab iilevaate Eesti religioonidpetuse ajaloolisest,
regionaalsest ja seadusandlikust kontekstist. Kuigi ajalooliselt on Eesti olnud
maa, kus on kdrvuti elanud luterlased, 6igeusklikud ja teised kristlikud kogu-
dused, ning ténast Eestit iseloomustab usuline mitmekesisus, on praegusajal
eestlased vdhemalt traditsioonilisest religioonist pigem distantseerunud. Teiste
Eestis elavate rahvuslike rithmade puhul omab religioon olulisemat rolli.

Religioonidpetust dpivad Eestis 1-2% Opilastest. Seadusandlikult on reli-
giooniopetusel ‘kohustuslikult vabatahtliku’ aine staatus, samas nii aine iile
otsustajate, sellest osavotjate, aine eesmérkide ja sisu poolest on tegu mitte-
usutunnistusliku ainega. Taolised kddrid aine sisu ja tema staatuse vahel toida-
vad eelarvamuslikku suhtumist religioonidopetusse kui ‘uskuma Opetavasse’
ainesse ning vastasseisu selle sisseviimisele koolidesse. Koolid, kus soovitakse
Opetada ainet, mis annaks iilevaate erinevatest religioonidest ning valmistaks
Opilasi eluks pluralistlikus {ihiskonnas, puudub selleks juriidiline alus ning need
koolid on pandud ebamugavasse olukorda. Just ténu oma juriidilise staatuse ja
aine sisu ebakolale on problemaatiline Eestis Opetatavat religiooniopetuse mu-
deli liigitamine iildkasutatud Euroopa klassifikatsioonide jargi problemaatiline.

Kolmas peatiikk keskendub selle kaardistamisele, kuidas dpilased kogevad
religiooni ja religioosset mitmekesisust, millist sdnavara nad sellest kdnelemisel
kasutavad ning kuidas nad sellesse suhtuvad. Samuti analiiiisisin, milliseid
mustreid voib tiheldada erinevate religioonidpetuse kogemusega Opilaste suhtu-
mistes religioossesse mitmekesisusse. Uuring toimus kahes osas. Esimene etapp
kujutas endast pilootuuringut, mille kdigus viisin 1dbi kaheksa suulist osaliselt
struktureeritud intervjuud. Opilaste vastuseid kdrvutati Norras, Prantsusmaal ja
Saksamaal saadud tulemustega, kiisimusi muudeti ja tdiendati. Loplik, kaheksat
avatud kiisimust sisaldav kiisimustik iihtlustati kdigi uuritavate maade tarbeks,
et hiljem oleks vdimalik kiisitluste tulemusi omavahel vorrelda. Eestis vastas
viljatootatud avatud vastustega kiisimustikule 73 14—16-aastast Opilast kahest
eesti ja lhest vene Oppekeelega koolist. Suulised intervjuud viidi 14bi 2006.
aasta augustis ja septembris, kirjalik kiisitlus toimus sama aasta novembris ja
detsembris.

Tuleb tddeda, et usulise taustaga Opilastel on véimalus enda usulise tradit-
siooniga turvaliseks samastumiseks minimaalne. Tdsiseks ohumérgiks voib
pidada asjaolu, et Opilased ei rdégi religioonist ei omavahel ega ka perekonna-
ringis. Keskkonnas, kus usklikest ning ka religioonidest on Opilastel iildiselt
hdgune ja negatiivne arusaam, hakkavad usulise taustaga Opilased oma usku
eitama teiste ees voi isegi sellele vastanduma.
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Mille poolest erinesid Gpilased, kes olid religioonidpetust Oppinud, Opi-
lastest, kel see kogumus puudus? Religioonidpetust dppinud noored oskasid
margata igapdevaelus ning maailmasiindmustes ette tulevaid religioosseid feno-
mene, seda nii probleemsetes kui positiivsetes ilmingutes. Religioonidpetuse
kogemusega Opilased leidsid, et erinevad kultuurid ja maailmavaated on pone-
vad, kuid Opilased, kes polnud religioonidpetust oppinud, pidasid erinevusi
enam drritavateks. Usklikele lastele aga andis aine Oppimine enesekindlust ja
julgust véljendada kaaslaste arvamusest erinevaid seisukohti. Oma suhtumistes
erinevate religioonide esindajate rahumeelse kooselamise vdimalikkuse kohta
ilmnes ka religioonidpetust Oppinud noorte parem argumenteerimisoskus ja
probleemide paljutahulisuse ndgemise véime. Religioonidpetust dppinud noored
ei andnud lihtsustatud vastuseid ning nimetasid religioosse kuuluvuse korval ka
teisi olulisi rahumeelset kooselu tagavaid tegureid. Kui ilma religioonidpetuse
kogemuseta Opilased kaldusid usklikku Opetajat pidama koolitooks sobimatuks,
siis ainet Oppinute ndudmised heale religioonidpetuse Opetajale ei olnud nii
must-valged, usklikku Opetajat ei peetud automaatselt koolitooks sobimatuks.

Neljas peatiikk tutvustab kvantitatiivse uuringu tulemusi, mille abil analiiii-
sisin kvalitatiivse faasis ilmnenud arvamuste spektri levikut laiema populat-
siooni hulgas ja kontrollisin moningaid hiipoteese. PShiuuringus, mis toimus
detsembrist 2007 martsini 2008, osales 1208 14—16-aastast opilast 21 koolist.
Ilmnes, et religioon kuulub Opilaste silmis pigem ajalukku ja kiib ‘teiste’ kohta
kui kaasaega ja ‘enda’ kohta. Tavaliselt ei praktiseerita religiooni ja kui seda
tehakse, siis eelistatakse seda teha privaatselt. Religiooni peetakse niivord
eraasjaks, et sellest vaevu et rddgitakse, seda ka pereckonnas, mida peeti ena-
masti peamiseks infoallikaks religiooni kohta. Vene keelt kdnelevate Opilaste
jaoks oli religioonil mirgatavalt olulisem roll just isiklikul tasandil, religiooni
sotsiaalset dimensiooni véartustasid pigem eestikeelsed vastajad ning eriti need,
kes olid dppinud religioonidpetust. Opilased, kes ei olnud religioonidpetust
Oppinud, hindasid teistest vihem religiooni rolli konfliktide tekitamisel, samas
uskusid vihem ka religiooni positiivsetesse mojudesse. Teistest enam pelgasid
nad, et usuliste vaadete tSttu voib saada pilkealuseks. Vihesed teadmised ja
kokkupuuted religiooniga, samuti nende teemade véltimine soosib aga olu-
korda, kus mitmed religiooni suhtes peetavad eelarvamused piisivad elujou-
lisena ning toetavad usulise taustaga opilaste merginaliseerimist.

Opilaste arusaamad sellest, kuidas peaks kool organiseerima religioonialast
Opetust, olenesid suurel miiral vastajate endi kogemustest. Need, kes polnud
ainet Oppinud, enamasti ei soovinud selle sisseviimist, aga religioonidpetuse
kogemusega Opilased hindasid ainet kdrgelt. Siiski, ei religioonidpetuse koge-
musega ega ka usulise taustaga Opilased ei pidanud kooli iilesandeks uskuma
Opetamist. Kooli rolli néhti pigem teadmiste jagamises ja pluralistlikus iihiskon-
nas vajaminevate oskuste kujundajamises. Uuring ei toeta levinud arvamust, et
religiooniopetus teeks Opilasi usklikumaks, kiill aga tolerantsemaks, pidades
ihiskonnas olemasolevaid usulisi erinevusi mitte ainult normaalseks, vaid ka
huvitavaks. Aine dppimine ainult algklassides voib pikas perspektiivis tekitada
religioonist ja usklikest inimestest moningaid naeruvéiristavaid arusaamu.
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Religioonialaseid dpinguid hindasid eriti usulise taustaga opilased, kuid seda
eelkdige enesereflektsiooni aspektist ning tolerantsuse kujundajana. Siiski ei
kasutaks kuigi paljud neist vdimalust osaleda vabatahtlikus voi konfessionaalses
religioonidpetuses, mis voiks pdhjustada nende eristumist kaasopilastest.

Kvantitatiivses uuringus piistitati ka hiipoteesid tolerantsuse ja dialoogi-
valmiduse seostest usklikkuse ja usulise mitmekesisuse kogemusega:

1.a Usklikud opilased on vihem tolerantsed kui mitte usklikud. Antud hiipo-
tees ei leidnud kinnitust, mida enam pidasid Opilased religiooni enda jaoks
oluliseks, seda enam véirtustasid nad tolerantsust ning sallisid maailma teisti
ndgevaid inimesi.

2.a Opilased, kes on koolis kogenud usulist mitmekesisust, on teistest tole-
rantsemad. Antud uuringu tulemused lasevad arvata, et koolid, kus religioon on
tehtud enam nédhtavaks vOi kus antakse religioonidpetust, toetavad Opilaste
valmisolekut tolerantsuseks.

1.b Usklikud dpilased on vihem valmis dialoogiks usulistel teemadel. Antud
uuringu tulemused viitavad pigem vastupidisele tendentsile, usklikud opilased
olid enam huvitatud nii teiste arvamustest religiooni kohta kui ka oskuste
Oppimisest, et neil teemadel rahumeelselt radkida. Nad uskusid enam ka taolise
dialoogi hiivedesse. Mida vihem véértustati religiooni, seda enam eelistati 1dbi
kdia endaga sarnase maailmavaatega inimestega. Taolised tulemused voivad
peegeldada pigem mitte-usulise taustaga Gpilaste huvi puudust teema vastu kui
soovi viltida dialoogi maailma teisti ndgevate inimestega.

2.b Opilased, kes on koolis kogenud usulist mitmekesisust, on teistest enam
valmis dialoogiks usulistel teemadel. Viike, kuid mitmeid vastuseid lébiv
tendents oli, et Opilased, kel puudus igasugune religioonidpetuse kogemus,
ndustusid vihem viidetega dialoogi valmidusest ning enam erinevate vaenu-
likkust véljendavate véidetega, kusjuures koige ‘dialoogilisem’ grupp Opilasi
olid need, kes olid dppinud religioonidpetust uuringu aastal voi aasta enne seda.
Kuigi opilased, kel oli klassikaaslaste seas erineva usulise taustaga eakaaslasi,
uskusid enam religiooni konfliktipotentsiaali, olid nad samas rohkem valmis
astuma dialoogi endast erineva maailmavaatega esindajatega ning huvitusid
enam oma sOprade arusaamadest neis kiisimustes.

Uurimiskiisimusele vastamiseks oli oluline koguda ka informatsiooni reaal-
selt koolielus toimuvast. Paralleelselt opilaste uuringuga toimus vilitéd kooli-
des, kus intervjueerisin Spetajaid, filmisin ainetunde ning viisin 1&bi fookus-
grupi intervjuusid Opilastega. Salvestatud tundide suhtlemismustreid analiiiisi-
des keskendusin nii maailmavaatelise dialoogi edukatele kui ka ebadnnestunud
katsetele. Viies peatiikk on piihendatud selle uurimisele, milliseid piiranguid
leidub ja vdimalusi pakub religioonidpetus maailmavaateliseks dialoogiks. And-
mete kogumiseks kasutasin video-etnograafilist meetodit kombineerituna Opi-
laste fookusgrupi intervjuuga stimuleeritud intervjuu meetodil. T66s on esitatud
kahes vastandlikus koolis toimunud vilitddde analiiiis, kokku 15 akadeemilise
tunnist.

Avatud kodeerimisega ‘juhtumi analiilisi’ meetodil (Knauth, 2007) tuvasta-
sin, et peamisteks dialoogi takistavateks teguriteks vOib pidada Opetajakeskset
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opetamismudelit, milles Gpilasel on peamiselt ‘dra Gppimise’ ja ‘Gigete vastuste’
(re)produtseerimise iilesanne. Opetamise ja dppimise peamiste eesmirkidena
ndhakse teadmiste omandamist, mitte aga Opilase isiklikku arengut, mis
kahandab dialoogi suuresti Opetaja ja Opilase vaheliseks konfrontatsiooniks, kus
on kohased vaid kiisimused, millele on liks dige vastus ning seega voimalus ja
vajadus dialoogiks puudub.

Uuringu kiigus ilmnes ka mitmeid vdimalusi, kuidas edendada dialoogi-
valmidust klassis. Grupi- ja paaristddd, iilesandega jouda iihisele tulemusele,
nduavad dialoogi, mis soodustab iiksteise ning késitletava teema moistmist.
Kuna dialoogiline ldhenemine soosib verbaalselt voimekamaid dpilasi, peaks
dialoogi kombineerima teiste meetoditega.

Opilastel on loomuomane huvi iiksteise arvamuste suhtes, mida saab #ra
kasutada nii nende Opimotivatsiooni tostmiseks kui ka erinevate teemade siiga-
vamaks ja mitmetahulisemaks moistmiseks. Kuigi nii dpilased kui dpetajad on
teoreetiliselt huvitatud dialoogilisemast ldhenemisest, ei realiseeru see ebajérje-
kindlal kasutamisel.

Viies peatiikk 10peb kolme erineva dialoogilise 1dhenemise tutvustamisega,
mis on moeldud mittekonfessionaalse religiooniopetuses rakendamiseks. Inglis-
maal arendas dialoogilise ldhenemise Julia Ipgrave (1998, 2001, 2003).
Saksamaal, Hamburgi mittekonfessionaalse religiooniopetuse raames, on sealse
iillikooli abiga (Weille, 1999, Weisse, 2003) arendatud dialoogiline mudel, mis
keskendub eelkdige Opiaste endi tasandile, iihiselt otsitakse lahendusi sotsiaal-
sete probleemidele ja eksistentsiaalsetele kiisimustele. Pohja-Norras tdotas
dialoogilise ldhenemise vélja Leganger-Krogstad (2001; 2003), varustades Opi-
lased lihtsamate etnograafilise uurimuse oskustega ning pannes neid tehtud
avastusi omavahel jagama. Koik tutvustatud mudelid keskenduvad koigile olu-
listele dialoogi komponentidele: nii endast arusaamise, oma kaaslaste mdistmise
kui ka teema siigavama adumise arendamisele. Samas podratakse tdhelepanu ka
sellele, kuidas soodustada dialoogi viisil, mis austaks Opilaste privaatsuse
vajadust.

Kuues peatiikk korvutab erinevate REDCo raames tehtud uuringute tu-
lemusi ning neid arvesse vottes tehakse ettepanekud religiooniopetuse tuleviku
arengusuundade véljatddtamiseks ning aktiivse tolerantsuse kujundamise tohus-
tamiseks kooli kontekstis.

Opilaste informeeritus religioonist on napp, olemasolevad eelarvamused
koos religiooni pidamisega eraasjaks soodustavad Shkkonda, kus nii usulise
taustaga Opilased kui ka need, kes on huvitatud religioonist, vdivad tunda end
tdrjutuna. Opilased, kes ei olnud dppinud religioonidpetust, olid paljudes reli-
giooni ja religioosseid inimesi puudutavates kiisimustes vaenulikumalt
meelestatud. Opilased, kellel oli usuline taust kui ka need, kellele see puudus,
eelistasid suhtlemist endaga sarnase maailmavaate esindajatega. Samas, kooli-
des, kus rasgiti avalikult religioonist, néitasid Gpilased iiles enam uudishimu,
valmisolekut religiooni teemal arutlemiseks ning oma eriarvamuse viljenda-
miseks. Sellest tulenevalt teen ettepaneku, et koolid peaksid pakkuma vimalusi
oOpilastel kohtuda usulise mitmekesisusega, vestelda ning omandada selleks
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vajalikke oskusi, olgu see religioonidpetuses, teistes ainetes voi integreerituna
kooliellu.

Dialoogilisele Oppimisviisile iileminek on suure tdendosusega maddratud
labikukkumisele, kui seda tehakse juhuslikult ja ebakorrapdraselt. Sellele aitab
kaasa nii juurdunud arusaam Opilasest kui ‘digete vastuste’ andjast kui ka aine
reprodutseerimisele keskendunud Ope, aga ka usuliste tdekspidamiste pidamine
rangelt eraasjaks. Siiski, iileminek dialoogilisele dppimisviisile saab toimuda
vaid tingimusel, et Opetajad omandavad dialoogiliste ja aktiivmeetodite
kasutamiseks vajalikud oskused ja hoiakud pohidppes voi tdienduskoolituste
raames.

Religioonidpetuse mittekonfessionaalne mudel sobib histi Eesti sekulaar-
sesse konteksti. Aine vabatahtlik staatus peegeldab pigem eelarvamuslikku suh-
tumist kui tegelikke vajadusi aine suhtes. Taolise hoiaku all kannatavad eel-
koige ainest huvitatud Opilased. Veel enam, kui seda Opivad vaid iiksikud Opi-
lased, ei kasutata dra aine potentsiaali tolerantse suhtumise kujundamisel. Tule-
viku véljavaadeteks oleks kas oluliselt siistemaatilisem téhelepanu podramine
religiooni dimensioonile teistes ainetes v0i mitte-konfessionaalse religiooni-
Opetuse staatuse muutmine aineks, mida oleks koolidel voimalik opetada kdigile
lastele. Igal juhul peaks kooli roll tasakaalustatud informatsiooni andmisel eri-
nevatest religioonidest olema jarjepidev ja ldbimdeldud. Religiooni késitlemata
jatmine pole tunnistus neutraalsusest, vaid toetab usulise taustaga Gpilaste
marginaliseerimist. Kui Opilased ei saa arutada maailmavaateliste kiisimuste
iile, siis ei saa nad ka oma eelarvamuslikke suhtumisi proovile panna. Juhul, kui
religiooniOpetust ei liilitata Oppekavasse eraldi ainena, vajavad kirjanduse,
ajaloo, iihiskonnadpetuse ainekavad ja Gppematerjalid iile vaatamist ja arenda-
mist viisil, et need sisaldaksid teadmisi erinevatest religioonidest ja nende
mojust liksikinimestele ja iihiskondadele nii ajaloos kui tidnapdeval. Taolised
muudatused peaksid voimaldama ka Opilastel reflekteerida enda uskumuste ja
suhtumiste iile.

Siiski, vaid ainekavade ja dpikute muutmine ei avalda koolis toimuvale moju
ilma Opetajate valmisoleku ja vastavate kompetentsideta, mis holmab nii
ainealaseid teadmisi kui ka arutelu juhtimise oskusi aktuaalsetel teemadel,
oskusi suunata isiklikku reflektsiooni ja aktiivse tolerantsuse kujundamist.
Kuigi teadmised religioonist on oluline eeldus vastastikkuseks moistmiseks,
peaks Gpetus iiletama seda ja arendama reflektiivset ja empaatilist 1dhenemist
ainele ning edendama aktiivset tolerantsust, voimaldades suhtlemist erinevate
maailmavaadete ja religioonide esindajatega. Dialoogiline ldhenemine, mis
rajaneb Opilaste kaasamisele ja koostddle, aitab kaasa Opilaste identiteedi kuju-
nemisele, enesereflektsioonile ja analiiiisi oskustele ning arendab vastastikkust
lugupidamist.

202



APPENDIXES

Appendix |: Questionnaire for qualitative study
(English version)

Religion in education: A contribution to Dialogue or a ®
factor of Conflict in transforming societies of European \_/ REDCo
Countries

Code: ..ol

Religion/denomination/worldview: .........wceeveviessaesenes

Born in Which COURLFY.......covuvviniiiniiinininiireniensnns
Citizenship of Which COURIFY.......ccceeuvieiievieeiaeinnnnna
Parents born in which country..
Mother............ccccouvunennn. Father.........cocoovviiieiinnnnnn.

We'd like to ask you some questions concerning religion or faith. We just
like to get to know your opinion; it is important for us to know what you
personally think about these issues. If possible, please write down your
answer in complete sentences. Thank you very much for your cooperation!

1. If you hear the words a) Religion and b) God: what comes to your mind?
a) Please write down 3 to 6 words, which you feel relevant for “religion”.

b) Please write down 3 to 6 words which you feel to be relevant to “God”.

¢) How important is religion/God for your personal life? Can you write
down one whole sentence (or even more), which could illustrate your
position?

2. How did you get to know about religions?
Please underline one or several of the following possibilities:
Sfamily, friends, school, media, places of worship? (Or other possibilities?
Please write it dOWR: ......ccoviiineiiiiiiiieesieesiessensmmcssnnsasns )

Could you explain, how that was (what you experienced, what you got as
information)?
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3. Do you talk about religion with your friends?
If no, why not? Please explain. .....

If yes, what is interesting in talking about religion? And on which occasions
do you have such talks?

4. What are your experiences with your own religion and with the religions of
others?
Could you please write down examples of good and/or bad experiences?

5. Do you think that people from different religions can live together?
Please explain, what you think (and add an example).

6. Imagine you are a person who can decide on school-matters
Should there be a place for religion at school? Please explain, why, or why
not

7. If religion is taught at school: What do you think students should learn about
religions?
Please write down three wishes!

8. Religion at school! Please write down your opinion in view of the following
two questions:
a) Should the teachers have a religious faith? Please write down your
opinion

b) Should all pupils be taught together, irrespective of differences in belief
or world views? Or should the pupils be separated when it comes to
religion at school? Please give your opinion in general and add an
example, why you have that opinion!

You’ve already written down a lot about the significance of religion. But it
might be possible that our questions have left out something very important. So
is there something else you would like to tell us about? Please write it down,
whatever it is.

204



Appendix 2: Questionnaire for qualitative study
(Estonian and Russian versions)

Religioon ja haridus: panus dialoogiks voi
konfliktifaktor (Q/

Euroopa muutuvates iihiskondades REDCo
Kood:
Vanus:
Poiss:  Tidruk:
Kool:
Klass:

Religioon / konfessioon / usutunnistus / maailmavaade:
Millises riigis siindinud.:

Millise riigi kodanik:
Vanemate pdritolu maa: ema: isa:
Kodus koneldavad keeled:

Soovime esitada moned kiisimused, mis puudutavad religiooni ja usku.
Soovime teada Sinu arvamust, meile on oluline teada, mida Sina isiklikult
arvad antud teemadest. Kui voimalik, kirjuta oma vastused tiislausetega.
Tidname koostoo eest!

1. Kui sa kuuled sona , religioon” voi ,,Jumal”, mis motteid see sinus tekitab?
a) Kirjuta palun 3 kuni 6 sona, mis on asjakohased sona “religioon” puhul.

b) Kirjuta palun 3 kuni 6 sona, mis on asjakohased sona “Jumal” puhul.

¢) Kui oluline on religioon sulle isiklikult? Kas saaksid kirjutada iihe
tdislause (voi enamgi), mis selgitaks sinu seisukohta?

2. Kuidas said teada religioonide kohta? Jooni alla iiks kuni mitu jargmistest
voimalustest:
perekond, sobrad, kool, meedia, jumalateenistuse paigad,
midagi muud ... ............ (palun kirjuta iiles)
Kuidas Sa selle kohta (religioon, Jumal) teada said, mis see oli ja kuidas Sa
seda kogesid.
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3. Kas te sopradega ridgite religioonist?
Kui ei, siis miks? Palun selgita:

Kui jah, siis mis teeb religioonist konelemise huvitavaks? Ja mis puhkudel
te konelete neil teemadel?

4. Millised on sinu kogemused sinu enda ja teiste inimeste religiooniga?
Too palun nditeid heast ja/voi halvast kogemusest!

5. Kas sinu arust saavad erinevate religioonide esindajad elada korvuti?
Palun selgita, mida arvad (ja lisa ndide).

6. Kujuta ette, et oled isik, kes saab otsustada kooli puudutavate kiisimuste
iile.
Kas koolis peaks olema ruumi religioonile? Selgita, miks (mis mottes) peaks
voi ei peaks.
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7. Kui koolis opetatakse religiooni: mida peaksid opilased oppima religioo-
nide kohta?
Palun kirjuta kolm soovi!

8. Religioon koolis. Palun kirjuta oma arvamus jirgmise kahe kiisimuse
suhtes:
a) Kas opetajad peaksid olema usklikud? Palun selgita oma arvamust!

b) Kas koik opilased peaksid saama iihiselt religiooni puutuvat oOpetust,
olenemata nende usust voi maailmavaatest? Voi peaksid olema erinevad
riihmad, vastavalt opilase usulisele toekspidamisele? Palun esita oma
arvamus tildiselt ning lisa ndide, miks sa nii arvad!

Oled juba kirjutanud palju religiooni tihendusest. Kuid on voimalik, et
meie kiisimused ei kisitlenud mdnda olulist tahku. Kui on midagi veel,
millest tahaksid meile raikida, siis kirjuta palun siia!!!

Tianame koostoo eest!
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AHKeTA

Bam Bozpact:

Bam non:

[ITxona.

Knace:

Bama penurus / kondecusi / MUPOBO3pEHHE:
MecTo poxaeHus:
I'paxxpanuHoM Kakoil cTpaHsl Bhl siBisieTech:
MecTto poxJieHUs] — MaTh: OTell;
Ha xakowm si3pike (s1361Kax) Bl pazroBapuBaere qoma:

1. Kozoa Buvl civiuuume cnoso «perucusny, ¢ uem oHo cesazano 0 Bac, kakoeo
Bawe npedcmasnenue o perveuu?

a) Hamumurte 3—6 c10B, UMEOIIMX OTHOIIEHHE K CJIOBY «PeJTUTHI»

U 3—6 c10B, UMEIOIIMX OTHOIIIEHHUE K cJI0BY «bor»

0) Hackoabko Baxkna peaurus (bor) B Bameii :xu3nu? IlonpoOyiite
BbIPa3uTh Baly TOUKY 3peHHsI B OJHOM HJIH HECKOJbLKUX
npeIIo:KeHUsiX

2. I'0e Bol nonyuunu nepguvle 3HaHus 0 peaucuu?
IMomyepkHUTE OMUH U3 BAPHAHTOB (8 cembe; om Opy3eil; 6 uiKoe; u3
mene- u paouonpozpamm; 6 UepKeu UAU pPeAUUO3HOU 00ujuHe) WA
Ha30BUTE CBOM
Kak 310 cayumiocs? Uro Bel y3naan? Urto okazanoch ais Bac
HaunboJiee BaKHbIM?

3. Buwi 2co6opume o penueuu (Boee) co ceoumu opysvsamu?

(da / ner)

Ecau Het, TO mouemy HeT? Ecin 1a, To B KAKMX c1y4yasiX BOSHUKAKOT
TaKue Pa3roBOPbI U UYTO BAC HHTepPecyeT B HUX?
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Ymo Buvl mooiceme ckazamv 0 TUYHOM ONbIME BCMPEYU C PeluSUOIHbIMU
SAGACHUAMU U PENUSUOZHBIMU H00bMU (00Well u pasHou ¢ Bamu eéepul)?
IMocTapaiiTech MpUBeCTH MPUMeEP MOJIOKUTETHHOTO H OTPULATETHLHOTO
ONbITA

Mozeym nu 1100U pasHbIX 8ePOUCTIOBEOAHULL YIHCUBAMbCSL 6Mechme?
[osicauTe, kak BeI cede 3TO mpencTaBisieTe, U IPUBEIUTE MPUMEP

IIpeocmasvme ceds Oupexmopom wikoavl. Bxmowunu 6v1 Bul npenooasanue
penueuu 8 wkonvHyo npoepammy? (Ja / Her)

IHosicHuTe, Mo4eMy

Ecnu 6v1 penrueus npenoodasanace 6 wikone, ¢ yem UMEHHO HAOO ObLIO Obl
3HaAKOMums yuawuxca? 3aNuIINTe TPH MOKeJaHUs

Ilpedcmasum, umo 6 wxone ecmv ypoku peaueuu. Kax Bol cuumaeme:
a) [lonsicen 1u npenooasameinsy peauzuu 6u1msy eepyrouium u novemy?

0) Haoo u yuums écex emecme, He3a8UCUMO OM PA3TUYUTL
6epouUCnoBe0anus u yoexrcoeHull, Uil pazoeisams yuamuxca Ha IMmux
ypoxax? (ChopmyaupyiiTe Bally TOUKY 3peHHs U MOSICHUTE ee)

Crnacu6o 3a Bce, yem Bl mogenuimck ¢ Hamu! MoxkeT ObITh, HAIIIA BOTIPOCHI
00O0IITA CTOPOHOM YTO-TO Ba)KHOE, O UYeM BBI X0Tenn OBl CKa3aTh.
IToxanyticta, 106aBbTE BCE, UTO CUUTACTE HYKHBIM

CoobmuTe, ecyin cuuTaETEe HYKHBIM, Banly peJurnosnyio
(BepoUCIIOBEHYI0) NPUHANIEKHOCTH
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Appendix 3:
Questionnaire for quantitative study (English version)

O
Questionnaire on Religion and L/ R E D C 0

School

A survey of attitudes regarding religion among students of your age was
conducted last year in Europe. This questionnaire has been designed on
the basis of that survey. It aims to find out how students from eight
European countries see the role of religion in school and in society in
general. We would like your help in this research. We are interested in
your personal views. Maybe some of the questions seem irrelevant to you
and your context. Do not worry about this — the role of religion in different
European countries is different. Choose the answer which fits you best.

If you have any problems understanding the questions, please ask for
help. Please write your personal remarks, comments and additions on the
last page of the questionnaire.

Thank you for your cooperation!
REDCo team

Filled by researchers:
M S Country Date Model of RinE Code
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PART I. Religion in school.

When it comes to religion in school, European countries are different in several
ways from each other. There are countries where religious education classes
are compulsory for all students,; and countries where such lessons are optional
or not provided at school at all. There are countries in which religious
education classes are taught from the point of view of a particular religion and
others which mainly teach about religions.

Topics about religion may come up in several subjects, e.g. literature or
history, or may come up incidentally in general school life.

1.

2.

How many years have you studied Religious Education at E

school?

Do you participate in Religious Education classes during this school

year? Yes / No

What are your experiences of religion in school? How much do you agree,

that:
Neither
Strongly agree or | Dis- | Strongly
agree | Agree | disagree | agree | disagree
3. | Atschool, I get knowledge 1 2 3 4 5
about different religions.
4. At school, I learn to have 1 2 3 4 5
respect for everyone,
whatever their religion.
5. At school, I have 1 2 3 4 5
opportunities to discuss
religious issues from
different perspectives.
6. I find topics about religions 1 2 3 4 5
interesting at school.
7. |1 find religions as topic 1 2 3 4 5
important at school.
8. Learning about different 1 2 3 4 5
religions at school helps us
to live together.
9. Learning about religions at 1 2 3 4 5
school helps me to make
choices between right and
wrong.
10. | Learning about religions at 1 2 3 4 5
school helps me to
understand current events.
11. | Learning about religions at 1 2 3 4 5

school helps me to learn
about myself.
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12.

Learning about religions
leads to conflicts in the
classroom

Religion could appear in the school in many different ways. Imagine
you are a person in authority who can decide on school matters. How
far would you agree with the following positions?

Neither
Strongly agree or | Dis- | Strongly
agree Agree | disagree | agree | disagree
13. At school meals, religious 1 2 3 4 5
food requirements should be
taken into account
14. Students ... discreet ones 1 2 3 4 5
should be | (e.g. small
able to crosses, etc on
wear necklace)
15. religious ... more visible 1 2 3 4 5
symbols at |ones (e.g.
school... headscarves)
16. Students can be absent from 1 2 3 4 5
school when it is their
religious festivals.
17. Students should be excused 1 2 3 4 5
from taking some lessons for
religious reasons.
18. Schools should provide 1 2 3 4 5
facilities for students to pray
in school.
19. Voluntary religious services 1 2 3 4 5

(e.g. school worship, prayers)
could be a part of school life

% To what extent do you agree, that learning about different religions

helps:
Neither
Strongly agree or | Dis- | Strongly
agree Agree disagree | agree | disagree
20. |To understand others and live 1 2 3 4 5
peacefully with them.
21. | To understand the history of my 1 2 3 4 5
country and of Europe.
22. |To gain a better understanding 1 2 3 4 5
of current events.
23. | To develop my own point of 1 2 3 4 5
view.
24. | To develop moral values. 1 2 3 4 5
25. | To learn about my own religion. 1 2 3 4 5
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What is your position regarding different models of religious education in

school?
Neither
Strongly agree or | Dis- | Strongly
agree | Agree | disagree | agree | disagree
26. |Religious Education should be 1 2 3 4 5
optional.
27. | Students should study Religious 1 2 3 4 5
Education separately in groups
according to which religion they
belong to.
28. | There should be no place for 1 2 3 4 5
religion in school life.
29. |Religious Education should be 1 2 3 4 5
taught to Students together,
whatever differences there might
be in their religious or
denominational background.
30. |There is no need for the subject 1 2 3 4 5
of Religious Education. All we
need to know about religion is
covered by other school subjects
(e.g. literature, history etc).
31. |Religious Education should be 1 2 3 4 5
taught sometimes together and
sometimes in groups according to
which religions students belong to.
To what extent do you agree that at school students should:
Neither
Strongly agree or | Dis- | Strongly
agree | Agree | disagree | agree | disagree
32. | Get an objective knowledge 1 2 3 4 5
about different religions.
33. |Learn to understand what 1 2 3 4 5
religions teach.
34. |Be able to talk and communicate 1 2 3 4 5
about religious issues.
35. | Learn the importance of religion 1 2 3 4 5
for dealing with problems in
society.
36. |Be guided towards religious 1 2 3 4 5

belief.
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PART II. You and Religion

37. How important is religion to you? Please, choose a suitable position
for yourself on the following scale:

Not at all important

0

2

3 4 very important

38. Which of these statements comes closest to your position?

1 | Thereis a God
2 | There is some sort of spirit or life force
3 |Idon’treally think there is a God or any sort of spirit or life force.

How often do you:

About | About | About | Less
every | every | oncea | than
day week | month | oncea | Never
month
39. think about religion 1 2 3 4 5
40. read sacred texts (e.g. Bible, 1 2 3 4 5
Qur’an) for yourself
41. | look on the internet for religious 1 2 3 4 5
topics
42. pray 1 2 3 4 5
43. attend religious events (acts of 1 2 3 4 5
worship, youth groups, etc)
44. think about the meaning of life 1 2 3 4 5

How important are the following things to get information about different

religions:
Not
Very Important | Little bit Not important
important important | important at all
45. Family 1 2 3 4 5
46. School 1 2 3 4 5
47. Friends 1 2 3 4 5
48. | Faith community 1 2 3 4 5
49. Books 1 2 3 4 5
50. Media (e.g. 1 2 3 4 5
newspapers, TV)
51. Internet 1 2 3 4 5

214




7

< Your peers in Europe have explained their positions regarding religion
in different ways. To what extent do you agree with their statements?

Neither Strongly
Strongly | Agree | agree or | Dis- dis-
agree disagree | agree | agree

52. |“Religion helps me to cope 1 2 3 4 5
with difficulties.”

53. |“Religion helps me to be a 1 2 3 4 5
better person.”

54. |“Religion is important to me 1 2 3 4 5
because I love God.”

55. | “I respect other people who 1 2 3 4 5
believe.”

56. |“Religion is nonsense.” 1 2 3 4 5

57. | “Religion determines my 1 2 3 4 5
whole life.”

58. | “Religion is important in our 1 2 3 4 5
history.”

59. |“You can be a religious 1 2 3 4 5
person without belonging to a
particular faith community.”

60. |“Sometimes I have doubts — is 1 2 3 4 5
there a god or not?”

61. |“What I think about religion is 1 2 3 4 5
open to change.”

PART III. You and others.

The following questions deal with your opinions regarding the role religions
play in different relationships and contexts.

How often do you speak with others about religion?

Less than
About About once | About once | oncein a Never
every day a week in a month month

62. Family 1 2 3 4 5

63. Friends 1 2 3 4 5

64. Classmates 1 2 3 4 5

65. Other students 1 2 3 4 5
at school

66. Teachers 1 2 4 5

67. Religious 1 2 3 4 5
leaders
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People around you.

I don’t know
Yes | No | about their views
or religion

68. | Most of my friends have the same views about 1 2 3
religion as me

69. | Most of the students in my class have the same 1 2 3
views about religion as me

70. | I have friends who belong to different religions. 1 2 3

71. | I have family members who belong to different 1 2 3
religions.

72. | Thave students in my class who belong to 1 2 3
different religions.

73. | My parents have totally different views about 1 2 3
religion from me.

74. | Atschool, I go around with young people who 1 2 3
have different religious backgrounds.

75. | After school, I go around with young people who | 1 2 3
have different religious backgrounds

76. | At school, I prefer to go around with young people who have | yes no
the same religious background as me.

77. | In my spare time, I prefer to go around with young people yes no
who have the same religious background as me.

« To what extent do you agree with the following statements your peers

have made?
Neither
Strongly agree or | Dis- | Strongly
agree |Agree | disagree |agree | disagree
78. | “I like to know what my best 1 2 3 4 5
friend thinks about religion”
79. | “It doesn’t bother me what my 1 2 3 4 5
friends think about religion.”
80. | “I have problems showing my 1 2 3 4 5
views about religion openly in
school.”
81. | “A student who shows his/her 1 2 3 4 5

religious belief openly in
school, risks being mocked.”

82. | “Religious people are less 1 2 3 4 5
tolerant towards others.”

83. | “Without religion the world 1 2 3 4 5
would be a better place.”

84. | “Religion belongs to private 1 2 3 4 5
life.”
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85. | “Religion is a source of 1 2 3 4 5
aggressiveness.”

86. | “Religion is something one 1 2 3 4 5
inherits from one’s family.”

% Students of your age have mentioned different reasons why religion
is or is not a topic to discuss. To what extent do you agree with their
views?

Neither
Strongly | Agree | agree or | Dis- | Strongly
agree disagree | agree | disagree

87. |“To me talking about religion is 1 2 3 4 5
interesting because people have
different views.”

88. | “Talking about religion helps to 1 2 3 4 5
shape my own views.”

89. |“I and my friends talk about how 1 2 3 4 5
stupid religion is and what cruel-
ties are carried out in its name.”

90. |“Talking about religion helps us 1 2 3 4 5
to understand others.”

91. |“In my view, talking about 1 2 3 4 5
religion is embarrassing.”

92. |“Religion doesn’t interest me at 1 2 3 4 5
all — we have more important
things to talk about.”

93. |“In my view, talking about 1 2 3 4 5
religion only leads to
disagreement.”

94. | “Talking about religion helps me 1 2 3 4 5
to live peacefully together with
people from different religions.”

95. |“I don’t know much about 1 2 3 4 5
religion and thus I can’t have an
opinion.”

96. | “For me talking about religious 1 2 3 4 5

topics is boring.”
97. |“Talking about religion helps me 1 2 3 4 5

to understand better what is
going on in the world.”
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+ Imagine that a student of a different religious faith wants to convince
you that his/her religion is the best one. How do you react?

That’s exactly| That could Twould
my reaction be my never react
reaction like that
98. |1 try to ignore him/her 1 2 3
99. |1 try to discuss with him/her about 1 2 3
his/her opinions
100. |1 try to convince him that s/he is 1 2 3
wrong
101. |1 try to explain that my own opinions 1 2 3
about religion are the best ones.
102.|1 listen but their views do not 1 2 3
influence me.

% When discussing how people of different worldviews and religions can
live together, other young people have made following statements. How
far do you share the following views?

Neither
Strongly | Agree | agree or | Dis- | Strongly
agree disagree | agree | disagree
103. | “Disagreement on religious issues 1 2 3 4 5
leads to conflicts.”
104.| “Respecting the religion of others 1 2 3 4 5
helps to cope with differences.”
105.|“I don’t like people from other 1 2 3 4 5
religions and do not want to live
together with them.”
106. | “People with different strong reli- 1 2 3 4 5
gious views cannot live together.”

¢ There are people from different religions living in every country. What
do you think would help them to live together in peace?

Very Quite Not | Cannot
important | important | importan say

107.| If people share common interests 1 2 3 4

108.| If they know about each other’s” 1 2 3 4
religions

109. If they personally know people 1 2 3 4
from different religions

110. If they do something together 1 2 3 4

111. If everyone keeps to their own 1 2 3 4
religion in private

112.| If the state has strong laws about 1 2 3 4
the role of religion in society.
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Finally we would like to ask some questions about you.

113.
114.
115.
116.
117.
118.
119.
120.

121.

122.

123.
124.

125.
126.
127.

What is your age?

What is your gender?

In which country were you born?

In which country was your mother born?

In which country was your father born?

In which country do you hold citizenship?

What are the main languages spoken at your home?
What profession has your mother?

Does your father have a certain religion or worldview? Yes/No /Ido
not know

If ‘yes, whichone? .......................

Does your mother have a certain religion or worldview? Yes/ No /I do
not know

If ‘yes’, whichone? .......................

Do you have a certain religion or worldview? Yes / No

If “yes’, whichone? ...,

If you have personal comments, additions or remarks, please, write them here:

Thank you for your cooperation!
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Appendix 4: Questionnaire for quantitative study
(Estonian version)

Religioon ja kool
Ankeetkiisitlus

& REDCoO

Méodunud aastal toimus Euroopas uuring, mille raames selgitati kooli-
noorte suhtumist religiooniga seotud kiisimustesse. Kdesolev ankeet on
selle uuringu jdtkuks ja see viiakse libi kaheksas Euroopa riigis. Meie
eesmdrgiks on uurida, kuidas Euroopa noored ndevad religiooni rolli
hariduses ja tihiskonnas laiemalt. Palume selle uuringu ldbiviimiseks ka
Sinu abi. Oleme Sinu seisukohtadest neis kiisimustes vdga huvitatud.

Voib-olla tunduvad moned kiisimused Sulle Eesti kontekstis kummalis-
tena. See pole probleem — religiooni roll erinevates Euroopa riikides
ongi viga erinev. Vali lihtsalt vastusevariant, mis on Sinu vastusele koige
ldhemal.

Kui moni kiisimus jddb arusaamatuks, palu julgelt abi ankeedi ldbiviijalt.
Kui soovid ankeedi kiisimustele lisada oma kommentaare, selgitusi ja
motteid, saad seda teha ankeedi viimasel lehekiiljel.

Téname sind koostdo eest!
REDCo meeskond

Tdidab ankeedi labiviija:
MS Country Date Model of RinE Code
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I OSA. Religioon koolis.

1. Mitu aastat oled Sa koolis religioonidpetust dppinud? D

2. Kas Sa kéesoleval aastal Opid religiooniopetust?

Jah || Ei ||

Millised on Sinu kogemused religioonist koolis? Kuivord Sa noustud, et....

Tdiesti ~P ole Eiole {’ole
nous Nous | " 841 pous ul~d s¢
vastu nous
3. Koolis saan ma teadmisi erinevate 1 2 3 4 5
religioonide kohta.
4. Koolis dpin ma lugupidavalt suhtuma 1 2 3 4 5
kdigi religioonide esindajatesse.
5. Koolis saan ma arutleda religiooniga 1 2 3 4 5
seotud kiisimuste iile erinevatest
vaatepunktidest 1dhtuvalt.
6. Minu meelest on religioonidega 1 2 3 4 5
seotud teemade késitlemine koolis
huvitav.
7. Minu meelest on oluline, et koolis 1 2 3 4 5
kasitletaks religiooniga seotud
teemasid.
8. Erinevate religioonide 1 2 3 4 5

tundmadppimine koolis aitab kaasa
rahumeelsele kooselule.

9. Erinevate religioonide tundma- 1 2 3 4 5
Oppimine aitab mul teha oma elus
valikuid dige ja véira vahel.

10. | Erinevate religioonide 1 2 3 4 5
tundmadppimine aitab mul mdista
kaasaegseid siindmusi.

11. | Erinevate religioonide 1 2 3 4 5
tundmadppimine aitab mul mdista
iseennast.

12. | Erinevate religioonide 1 2 3 4 5
tundmadppimine tekitab klassis
konflikte.
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Religioon voib koolis ilmneda mitmel moel. Kujutle, et Sul on véoimalik
otsustada mitmeid kooliga seotud korralduslikke kiisimusi. Kuivord oleksid
Sa nous jirgmiste seisukohtadega?

Tdiesti - Pole nous | Ei ole {’ole
N Nous N tildse
nous ega vastu | nous ~
nous
13. |Koolitoidu meniiii peaks 1 2 3 4 5

arvestama Opilaste religioos-
sete toekspidamistega.

14. |Opilastel tagasihoidlikke 1 2 3 4 5
peaks olema | (nt. véike rist,
oigus koolis | ripats jmt)

15. |kanda reli- silmatorkava- 1 2 3 4 5
gioosseid maid (nt.
stimboleid ... | pearitid jmt)
16. |Opilastel peaks olema digus 1 2 3 4 5
oma religiooni ptlihade ajal
koolist puududa.

17. | Opilastel peaks olema digus 1 2 3 4 5
keelduda mdnedest tundidest
religioossetel pShjustel.

18. |Koolis peaks olema ruum 1 2 3 4 5
palvetamiseks.

19. | Vabatahtliku osalusega jumala- 1 2 3 4 5
teenistus voib olla koolielu
osaks.

Kuivord Sa noustud, et erinevate religioonide tundmadppimine aitab:

Tdiesti Pole nous | Eiole | Pole
nous | Nous | ega vastu | nous | iildse
nous
20. |MoJista teisi ja elada nendega 1 2 3 4 5
rahumeelselt koos.
21. |Modista oma maa ja Euroopa 1 2 3 4 5
ajalugu.
22. | Myista paremini kaasaegseid 1 2 3 4 5
stindmusi.
23. |Kujundada oma seisukohti. 1 2 3 4 5
24. | Kujundada kolbelisi 1 2 3 4 5
toekspidamisi.
25. | Tundma Gppida oma religiooni. 1 2 3 4 5
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Kuidas Sa suhtud erinevatesse religiooniopetuse mudelitesse?

Pole Pole
Tdiesti nous ega | Eiole tildse
nous | Nous vastu nous nous
26. |Religioonidpetuse dppimine 1 2 3 4 5
peaks olema vabatahtlik.
27. | Opilased peaksid dppima 1 2 3 4 5
religiooni-Opetust eraldi
riihmades vastavalt nende
religioossele taustale.
28. | Religioonil ei tohi koolis olla 1 2 3 4 5
mingit kohta.
29. | Religioonidpetust peaksid kdik 1 2 3 4 5

Opilased dppima koos,
olenemata Opilaste usulisest
v0i konfessionaalsest taustast.

30. |Religioonidpetust eraldi dppe- 1 2 3 4 5
ainena pole vaja. Kdike, mida
on vaja religiooni kohta teada,
kasitletakse teistes ainetes (nt
kirjandus, ajalugu jt)

31. |Religioonidpetust peaks 1 2 3 4 5
Opetama osaliselt koos ja
osaliselt riithmades vastavalt
Opilaste usulisele taustale.

Mil méidral Sa noustud, et dpilased peaksid koolis:

Pole nous | Eiole | Pole
Tdiesti ega vastu | nous tildse
nous | Nous nous
32. |saama objektiivseid teadmisi 1 2 3 4 5
maailma religioonidest.
33. | dppima mdistma, mida religioo- 1 2 3 4 5
nid dpetavad.
34. |saama radkida ja arutleda 1 2 3 4 5
religiooniga seotud teemadel.
35. | dppima ndgema, kuidas reli- 1 2 3 4 5
gioon mojutab iihiskonna elu.
36. |saama usulist kasvatust. 1 2 3 4 5
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IT OSA. Sina ja religioon

37. Kui oluline on Sinu jaoks religioon? Palun vali alljdrgneval skaalal Sinu
suhtumist viljendav number.

tdiesti ebaoluline 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4vagaoluline

38. Milline jirgmistest viidetest on koige lihemal Sinu arusaamadele?

1 Usun, et Jumal on olemas.

2 | Usun, et on olemas mingi kdrgem vaim voi elu juhtiv joud.

3 | Usun, et pole olemas ei jumalat, korgemat vaimu ega elu

juhtivat joudu.
Kui sageli Sa:
Pea iga | Umbes | Umbes | Harvem
pdev iga kord | kuikord | Mitte
nddal | kuus kuus kunagi

39. mdtled religiooniga | 2 3 4 5
seotud kiisimuste iile

40. loed lihtsalt huvist | 2 3 4 5
ptihakirja (nt Piiblit
Koraani jmt)

41. | otsid internetist materjali 1 2 3 4 5
religiooniga seotud
teemade kohta

42, palvetad 1 2 3 4 5

43, kiilastad usulisi talitusi 1 2 3 4 5
(nagu nt jumalateenistusi,
noortedhtuid jne)

44. motled elu mottest 1 2 3 4 5

Kui oluline on Sulle erinevate religioonide kohta info saamiseks:

Viga Oluline | Mingil | Pole Pole
oluline mddral | oluline lildse
oluline oluline
45. Perekond 1 2 3 4 5
46. Kool 1 2 3 4 5
47. Sobrad 1 2 3 4 5
48. Kogudus voi usuline 1 2 3 4 5
ithendus

49. Raamatud 1 2 3 4 5
50. | Meedia (ajalehed, TV jne) 1 2 3 4 5
51. Internet 1 2 3 4 5
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Sinu eakaaslased Euroopas on pohjendanud oma suhtumist religiooni
mitmeti. Mil mdidral Sa noustud siintoodud seisukohtadega?

Pole

Tdiesti Polenous | Eiole | iildse

nous Nous | ega vastu | nous nous
52. “Religioon aitab mul
raskustega toime tulla.”
53. “Religioon aitab mul olla
parem inimene.”
54. “Religioon on minu jaoks
oluline, sest ma armastan
Jumalat.”
55. “Ma respekteerin inimesi,
kes usuvad.”
56. “Religioon on mdttetus.”
57. | “Religioon kujundab kogu
mu elu.”
58. “Religioon on olnud
oluline meie ajaloos.”
59. “Inimene vdib olla usklik

ka ndnda, et ta pole seotud
ithegi kindla usulise
rithmaga.”

60. | “Monikord ma kahtlen, kas
Jumal on olemas voi
mitte.”

61. | “See, mida ma religioonist
arvan, voib muutuda.”

ITI OSA. Sina ja teised.

Jargmised kiisimused on seotud Sinu arusaamadega selle kohta, milline roll
on religioonil erinevates inimsuhetes ja olukordades. 5

Kui sageli Sa koneled religioonist:

Harvem
Peaaegu | Umbes | Umbes | kui kord | Mitte
iga pdev iga | kord kuus | kuus | kunagi
néddal

62. pereliikmetega 1 2 3 4 5
63. sOpradega 1 2 3 4 5
64. klassikaaslastega 1 2 3 4 5
65. teiste koolikaaslastega 1 2 3 4 5
66. Opetajatega 1 2 3 4 5
67. vaimulikega 1 2 3 4 5
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Ma ei tea
Sind iimbritsevad inimesed. nende
Jah | Ei | seisukohti
voi religiooni

68. | Enamik minu sdpru jagab minu vaateid religiooni kohta. | 1 | 2 3

69. | Enamik minu klassikaaslasi jagab minu vaateid 1 ]2 3
religiooni kohta.

70. | Mul on sdpru, kes on seotud minust erineva 1|2 3
religiooniga.

71.|Mul on perelitkmeid, kes on seotud minust erineva 1|2 3
religiooniga

72.|Mul on klassikaaslasi, kes on seotud minust erineva 1 2 3
religiooniga

73.| Minu vanemate vaated religioonile on tiiesti 1 2 3
teistsugused kui minul.

74.| Koolis suhtlen ma kaaslastega, kellel on minust erinev 1 2 3
usuline taust.

75.| Viljaspool kooli suhtlen ma erineva usulise taustaga 1 2 3
noortega.

76.|Koolis eelistan ma ldavida kaaslastega, kelle usuline Jah Ei

(maailmavaateline) taust on samasugune kui minul.

77.| Vabal ajal eelistan ma lébi kéia noortega, kelle usuline
(maailmavaateline) taust on samasugune kui minul.

Jah Ei

Mil mdiiral Sa noustud jirgmiste seisukohtadega, mida on esitanud Sinu
eakaaslased Euroopas?

Pole Pole
Téiesti nous ega | Pole | iildse
nous | Nous | vastu nous | nous
78. |“Mind huvitab, mida mu parim sdber 1 2 3 4 5
religioonist motleb.”
79. |“Mulle ei ldhe korda, mida mu 1 2 3 4 5
sobrad religioonist arvavad.”
80. |“Minu jaoks on oma religioossete | 2 3 4 5
tdekspidamiste viljanditamine koolis
problemaatiline.”
81. |“Opilane, kes viljendab koolis 1 2 3 4 5
avalikult oma usku, vOib saada
pilkealuseks.”
82. |“Usklikud inimesed on teiste suhtes 1 2 3 4 5
vahem sallivad.”
83. |“Ilma religioonita oleks maailm 1 2 3 4 5
parem.”
84. |“Religioon on eraasi.” 1 2 3 4 5
85. |“Religioon on agressiivsuse allikas.” 1 2 3 4 5
86. |“Religioon saadakse kaasa 1 2 3 4 5
perekonnast.”
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Sinu eakaaslased on nimetanud erinevaid pohjusi, miks nad religioonist
ridgivad voi ei radgi. Mil mdidral Sa nende pohjendustega noustud?

Pole Pole
Téiesti nous ega | Pole | iildse
nous | Nous vastu nous | nous
87. fInimeste erinevad seisukohad teevad 1 2 3 4 5
religioonist konelemise huvitavaks”
88. [Religioonist kdnelemine aitab mul | 2 3 4 5
kujundada oma seisukohti.”
89. [Rédgime sOpradega sellest, kui ndme | 2 3 4 5
on religioon ja milliseid julmusi on
selle nimel korda saadetud.”
90. [Religioonist kdnelemine aitab meil 1 2 3 4 5
teisi moista.”
91. [Minu arust on religioonist radkimine 1 2 3 4 5
piinlik.”
92. [Religioon ei huvita meid iildse — meil 1 2 3 4 5
on palju olulisemaid jututeemasid.”
93. [Minu meelest viib religioonist 1 2 3 4 5
radkimine vaid vaidlusteni.”
94. [Religioonist kdnelemine aitab kaasa 1 2 3 4 5
rahumeelsele kooselule eri
religioonide esindajatega.”
95. [Ma ei tea religioonist eriti palju ega oskg 1 2 3 4 5
seepdrast neis asjus kaasa radkida.”
96. [“Minu jaoks on religioonist rddkimine 1 2 3 4 5
igav.”
97. [Religioonist kdnelemine aitab mul | 2 3 4 5
maailmas toimuvat paremini moista.”

Kujuta ette, et keegi usklik opilane piiiiab sind veenda, et tema usk on koige
oigem. Kuidas Sa reageeriksid?

Véib-olla Ma ei
Reageeriksin | reageeriksi | reageeriks
tipselt nii n nii kunagi nii
98. |Piilian temast mitte vélja teha. 1 2 3
99. |Piiiian temaga tema seisukohti | 2 3
arutada.
100. |Piitian teda veenda, et ta eksib. 1 2 3
101. |Pdiian talle selgeks teha, et hoopis 1 2 3
minu seisukohad religiooni
kiisimustes on diged.
102.1 | Ma kuulan ta dra, aga tema 1 2 3
seisukohad ei mdjuta mind.
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Arutledes selle iile, kuidas erinevate religioonide esindajad saaksid rahu-
meelselt elada, on Su eakaaslased pakkunud viilja jirgmisi ideid. Mil mddral
Sa nendega noustud?

Pole nous | Ei ole | Pole

Tdiesti ega vastu | nous | iildse
nous | Nous nous
103. |“Erimeelsused religioossetes 1 2 3 4 5
kiisimustes viivad konfliktideni.”
104. |“Teiste inimeste religiooni 1 2 3 4 5

austamine aitab erinevustega
toime tulla.”

105. | “Mulle ei meeldi teist usku 1 2 3 4 5
inimesed ja ma ei taha nendega
korvuti elada.”

106. |“Rangete religioonide esindajad ei 1 2 3 4 5
saa koos elada.”

Igal maal elab erinevate religioonide esindajaid. Mis aitaks Sinu meelest neil
rahumeelselt koos elada?

Mingil
Viga mddral | Eiole | Eioska
oluline oluline | oluline | édelda

107. Kui inimestel on iihiseid huvisid. 1 2 3 4

108.| Kui nad tunnevad iiksteise religioone. 1 2 3 4

109. Kui neil on teiste religioonide 1 2 3 4
esindajate hulgas isiklikke tuttavaid.

110. Kui nad teevad midagi iiheskoos. 1 2 3 4

111. Kui igaiiks hoiab oma usu vaid enda 1 2 3 4
teada.

112. Kui riigis on ranged seadused, mis 1 2 3 4
panevad religiooni rolli ihiskonnas
selgelt paika.
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Lopetuseks soovime esitada méned kiisimused Sinu enda
kohta. '
Kui vana Sa oled? ||

mees naine

Sinu sugu: ||

113. Mis maal oled Sa stindinud?

114. Mis maal on Su ema stindinud?

115. Mis maal on Su isa stiindinud.?

116. Mis riigi kodakondsus Sul on?

117. Mis keeltes te kodus omavahel suhtlete?

118. Mis elukutse on Sinu emal?

119. Mis elukutse on Sinu isal?

120. Kas Su isa on seotud mone kindla religiooni v3i maailmavaatega?

|| Jah |

Kui jah, siis millisega?

Ei FEi tea

121. Kas Su ema on seotud mone kindla religiooni

|| Jah || Ei || Ei tea

Kui jah, siis millisega?

122. Kas Sina oled seotud mone kindla religiooni vdi maailmavaatega?

|| Jah

Ei

123. Kui jah, siis millisega?

Kui Sa soovid lisada oma kommentaare, motteid, selgitusi, kirjuta palun need
siia:
Tianame Sind koostoo eest!
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Appendix 5: Questionnaire for quantitative study
(Russian version)

Peaurus u o0pasoBanue
Bonpochauk

& REDCo

B mpouutom rony B EBpone npoBoAMIOCH MCCIIENOBAaHME OTHOILICHHUS
yyamumxcsa Bamrero Bo3dpacra k penmurnn. Ha OCHOBE BBIIIOJIHEHHOTO
UCclieIoBaHMsl pa3paboTaH JaHHBIA BONPOCHUK. Ero 1enb — BBICHUTS,
KaK ydJaluecsi U3 BOCbMHU €BPOIEHCKUX CTpaH, BUISAT POJb PEIUTUU B
00pa30BaHUM U B OOILECTBEHHOM KU3HU B LIEJIOM.

Ms1 paccunthiBaeM Ha Bamry nomome B 3ToM uccienoBannu. Hac
UHTEPECYET, YTO JAyMaere JIMYHO Bel. MoxeT ObITh, HEKOTOPbIE BOIIPOCHI
nokaxyrcsi Bam mano noaxoasimiumu B Bamem kontekcre. He Gecro-
KONTECH, POJIb PEJIUTUU B Pa3HbIX €BPONEUCKUX CTpPaHax HE OJMHAKOBA.
Bri6epute Hanbonee noaxoaamuii BApUaHT OTBETA.

Ecnu y Bac BO3HUKHYT TpyAHOCTH ¢ IOHUMaHHUEM BOIIPOCOB, MOXa-
nyicTa, oOpamanTech 3a TOMOIIBI0. Bbl MOXKeTe OCTaBUTh JTMYHBIC 3aMe-
YaHMs1, KOMMEHTAapUM U JIOIOJHEHUSI Ha IOCIEAHEH CTpaHMIIE BOIIPOC-
HUKA.

Cnacubo 3a yuacmue!
Uccnenosatenbckas rpynna REDCo

(3arroyTHsIeTCS HCCIIEA0BATEIIIMU )
PT Country Date Model of Code
RinE
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YacTtb |I. Penuruna B wkone

1. Ckompko et Bel 00y4anu penuruto B mkose? El
2. Tlocemiaere v Bbl ypoku peaurno3Horo o0pa3oBaHus B 3TOM y4eOHOM

rony?
o]

Kakoe eawt onvim ecmpeudu cpeﬂuzueﬂ 6 wkone? Hackonvko Bol COZ2JlACHbl,
umo:....

Cogep- | Coena- | He mo He Kamezopu-
WeHHO ceH He | coenacen | uecku He
coanacem opyeoe coznacem
3. | B mxomne s momyyaro 3Ha- 1 2 3 4 5
HHSL O Pa3HBIX PEIIUTHAX
4. | B mKone s y9ych yBaxkaTh 1 2 3 4 5

BCEX JIIOJIEN HE3aBUCUMO
OT UX PEIUTUH

5. | B mkomne y MeHs ecTh 1 2 3 4 5
BO3MOXHOCTb 00CYXKIaTh
PEIUTHO3HBIE BOIPOCHI C
pa3HbIX TOYEK 3pCHUS

6. | TeMsl HIKOIBHOM MpOrpam- 1 2 3 4 5
MBI, CBSI3aHHBIE C PEJIH-
THSMH, TPEICTABISIOTCS
MHE HHTEPECHBIMU

7. | Pemurum npencraBisroTcs 1 2 3 4 5
MHE BaKHOU TEMOI
LIKOJBHOU IPOrPaMMBbI
8. | N3yuyeHue pa3HBIX penn- 1 2 3 4 5
THH B HIKOJIE TOMOTAET
HaM XHTbh BMECTE

9. | U3yuenne penuruii B 1 2 3 4 5
IIKOJIE TIOMOTAET MHE BbI-
OupaTh MEXIY 370M H
J00pom
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10. | W3yuyeHue peiauruii B 1 2 3 4 5
LIKOJIE TIOMOTaeT MHE
TIOHUMATh ITPOUCXOSIINE
coOBITHUS

11. | U3yuenue penuruii B 1 2 3 4 5
LIKOJIE TOMOIaeT MHE
JydIlle y3HaTh CaMOTO
cels

12. | N3yuenue penuruit 1 2 3 4 5
TIPUBOJUT K KOH(PIUKTAM
B KJ1acce

Penueuss mooacem npucymcmeoeanib 6 UWKoOJle€ 6 pAa3Hblx d)opmax
Hpedcmaebme cebs JAUYOM, YNOTIHOMOUYEHHBIM NPUHUMAMb DEWEHUS NO
WKOJIbHbIM 60npocam.

Hackonvko Bul coenacunucs ovl co credyrougumu nonoxcenuamu?

Cosep- He mo Kamezopu-
wenno | Coena- He He yecKu He
co2lldceH CEeH 0py20€ cocjldceH cocjlaceH
13. | ITpu opranu3anuu MWKOJIBHOTO 1 2 3 4 5
MUTAHUSA CIEAYET yUUTHIBATh
PEIUTHO3HbIE TPEOOBAHUS K
MUILE.
14. | Ygaummmes | He 6pocaro- 1 2 3 4 5
JIOJDKHO OBITH | Ieiics B Ii1asa
Mo3BOJIeHO | (Hamp.,
HOLIICHUE MaJeHbKUI
| | penuruo3Hoi | KpecTuk)
15. | cUMBOIIMKH | DoJiee 3aMETHO 1 2 3 4 5
(namp.,
TOJIOBHBIE
TUTATKH)
16. | Yyamuecs MOTyT pomnycKarhb 1 2 3 4 5

3aHATHA B TC JHHU, KOTAa Yy HUX
PCIUTUO3HBIC MTPA3IHUKH

17. | Yyammmces 1oimkxHO OBITH 1 2 3 4 5
ITO3BOJICHO HE IIOCEINAaTh He-
KOTOPBIE YPOKH I10 PETUTHO3-
HBIM MOTHBaM

18. | IlIxoxa noymKHa MPeI0CTaBUTh 1 2 3 4 5
yUaIUMCsl BO3MOXHOCTh MO-
JIMTBCA B IIKOJIBHOM IIOMC-
CHUX

19. | 1oOpOBOJIBHBIC PEITUTHO3HBIC 1 2 3 4 5
CIy>kO0BI (0OIICIKOIBHBIC MO-
JIUTBBI, OOTOCITY)KEHUST) MOTYT
OBITh YaCTBIO IKOJILHOM JKH3HU
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Hackonvko Bl coznacuul ¢ mem, umo u3yuenuepa3nbtxpeﬂuzuﬁ nomozaem:

Cogep- | Coena- | He mo Kamezopu-
WEeHHO CceH He He yecKu He
coznacen opyeoe | coenacen | coznacen
20. | IloHmMaTh IPYTUX U )KUTH C 1 2 3 4 5
HUMH B MHpE
21. | IloHMMaTh UCTOPHIO CBOCH 1 2 3 4 5
cTpasbl U EBponsl
22. | Obpectu mydliee HOHUMA- 1 2 3 4 5
HUE IPOUCXOIITUX COOBITHH
23. | Pa3BuBaTh COOCTBEHHYIO 1 2 3 4 5
TOUKY 3pEHUs
24. | Pa3BuBaTh HPaBCTBEHHBIE 1 2 3 4 5
LIEHHOCTH
25. | bonbme y3HaTh 0 CBOEH 1 2 3 4 5
peIurun

Kax Bvt omnocumecs K paznvim mMooenam peausuo3no2o oopa3oeanus
6 wKoae?

Cosep-
WeHHO
coznacem

Coena-
cen

He mo
He
opyeoe

He
coanacen

Kamezopu-
yecKu He
coanacen

26.

Pennurnosnoe obpasoBanue
JOJDKHO TIPeaJIaraTbes Kak
KypC 10 BBIOOpY

1

3

4

5

27.

BaHﬂTI/IH PEIUTUO3HBIM
00pa3oBaHHEM JOJKHBI
MIPOBOAUTHCS Pa3eibHO,
B COOTBETCTBHH C PEJIH-
TMO3HOM MTPUHAIEK-
HOCTBIO yUaIUXCsl

28.

Penuruu B mxosne me
MECTO

29.

VYyamuecs T0DKHBI 3aHU-
MaTbCsl PETUTHO3HBIM
o0pa3oBaHHEM BMeECTE,
HE3aBHCUMO OT PEIIUIHO3-
HBIX B KOH(QECCHOHATb-
HBIX Pa3IMYui MEXIY
HHUMHU

30.

B penurnosnom o6pazo-
BaHHHU KaK OTACIIbHOM
MpeaIMeTe HeT HeoOX 0 Tu-
mocTtu. Bee, uTo Mbl
JIOJDKHBI 3HATH O PEJIUTUH,
BXOJIUT B COZICPIKAHUE
JPYTHX YUEOHBIX MPE/I-
METOB (JINTEpaTyphI,
HCTOPHH U Ip.)
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31. |3aHATHS PEIUTHO3HBIM 1 2 3 4 5
00pa3oBaHUEM JOJIKHBI
MIPOBO/IUTECSL MHOT/IA
BMECTE, a MUHOT/A pa3Jeib-
HO B COOTBETCTBHU C pEH-
THO3HOM TIPUHAUICKHOC-
TBIO YYAITHXCS
Hackonvko Bul coenacnul ¢ mem, umo WKOAbHUKU Q0JIHCHbL:
Cogep- | Coena- | He mo He Kamezopu-
WieHHO cen He coenacen | yecku He
COo2cllACeH dpyzoe Co2clldCeH
32. |[HomyyaTh 0OBEKTHBHEIC 1 2 3 4 5
3HAHMS O Pa3HbBIX PEJIUTHSIX
33. | Hayunrtbcs NOHUMATD, YeMY 1 2 3 4 5
y4aT pPeluruu
34. | YMeTb TOBOPUTH U 1 2 3 4 5
OOBSACHSTHCS Ha
PEJIUTHO3HBIE TEMBI
35. | Y3HaTh 0 3HAYCHUU PETUTHH 1 2 3 4 5
JUI peLIeHus
00IIECTBEHHBIX MTPo0IeM
36. |Ilomyuuts HacTaBIEeHUE B 1 2 3 4 5
Bepe

Yacrs II. Bel u pesurus
Hackoiabko BaxHa 1s Bac penurusi? Boibepume, noscanyiicma,
COOMEEMCMBYIOUYIO OYEHKY NO NPUBEOEHHOT HUICE WUKATE:

37.

COBCPIICHHO HC BaXXKHa

0 1

2

3

4

O4YCHb BaKHa

38. Kakoe u3 cienywomux yreep:xkaenuii Bam 61mke?

1 bor ectp

2 Cy1iecTByeT 4TO-TO BPOJIE JIyXa WIH KU3HEHHOU CHJIBI

3 S1 He nymaro, 4To cylecTByeT bor, 1yX WM Kakas-To KU3HEHHas CUJIa.

Kak uacmo Boi:

Tloumu Hloumu | Ilpumep- | Peace uem
Kajfcowlll | Kaxcoyro | Ho pas 6 pas e
OeHb Hedeno | mecsay Mmecsy Huxoeoa
39. JIYMAeTe O PEIUTUU 1 2 3 4 5
40. YHUTaETe I CaMOro ceos 1 2 3 4 5
CBSIIICHHBIC TEKCTHI (HArp.
Bubmumio nm Kopan)
41. HLIETE B UHTEPHETE YTO- 1 2 3 4 5
HUOYIb HA PEIUTHO3HEIC
TEMBI
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N
(o)

42, MOJIUTECH 1 2 3
43.| mocemnlaeTe pelUruo3HbIE 1 2 3 4 5

cobpanus (0OroCIyKeHHUs,
MOJIOICXKHBIC TPYIIIEI U JIp.)
44. | nymaerte 0 CMbICIE KU3HU 1 2 3 4 5

Hackonvko earxcnvl ona Bac cnedyrwowiue ucmounuku ceedeHuii 0 pasHvix
eaucuax?

Ouenp Baoicnvl 6 He Coescem
sadxcuvl | Baoichwl | manoi | 6ajxncvl He
cmenenu BADICHDL
45. CEeMbS 1 2 3 4 5
46. IIKOJIa 1 2 3 4 5
47. JIpy3bsd 1 2 3 4 5
48. peNuTrHo3Has OOITHHA 1 2 3 4 5
49. KHUTH 1 2 3 4 5
50. CMMU (nanp., razeTsl 1 2 3 4 5
TEJICBUACHUE
51. UHTEPHET 1 2 3 4 5

Bawiu ceéepcmnuku 6 Eepone no-pasnomy 00vacHAIU 60 OMHOWIEHUE K
enuzuu. Hackonvko Bl coenacuut ¢ ux evickazvieanuamu?

Cosep- He mo Kamezopu-
wenno | Coena- He He yecKu He
CO2NaceH CEH 0pyeoe CO2llACeH CO2JlACEH

52. «Penurus momoraer MHE 1 2 3 4 5
CHPABJIITHCS C TPYAHOCTIMMIY)

53. «Penurus momoraer MHE 1 2 3 4 5
CTAaHOBUTHCS JIYUIIC)»

54. «Penurus BakHA TSI MEHS 1 2 3 4 5
OTOMY, 4TO 5 Jo6uto boray

55. «4 yBaxkaro Apyrux 1 2 3 4 5
BEPYIOIIUX

56. «Penurust — 9T0 B310P» 1 2 3 4 5

57. «Penurus omnpenemnseT BCIO 1 2 3 4 5
MOIO JKU3HB»

58. «Penurus umeer BaxxHOE 1 2 3 4 5
3HauCHUE B HAIlIEH UCTOPUN»

59. | «MOXHO OBITH PEIUTHO3HBIM 1 2 3 4 5
UEJIOBEKOM U HE MpUHAJIeKa K
OIpENEIEHHON PEeIUTHO3HON
oOmmHe»

60. «HWHorna 1 COMHEBAarOCh, 1 2 3 4 5
YIIECTBYET Ji Bor wim ero HeT»

61. | «To, uro s fymaro O peurum, 1 2 3 4 5
OTKPBITO ISl IEPECMOTPay
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Yacts II1. Bbl u gpyrue

Cﬂedyiou;ue 60NpOCHL Kacarwomcs eauieco MHEHUs O nioM, KAakyro poJjlb
uecparom peiucuu 6 pa3nvlx 4ejlo6edeCcKux OMmHOWEHUAX U CUMYaAYyUuslx.

Kak uacmo 6wt 2oeopume o0 petucuu ...
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Houmu | Ilpumepno | [Ipumepno | Peoce, | Huxoeoa
KA#CObILL pas pas uem pas
OeHb 8 Hedenro | 6 Mecay | 6 mecsy
62. B cembe 1 2 3 4 5
63. C npy3bsimu 1 2 3 4 5
64. | C oIHOKJIAaCCHUKAMHU 1 2 3 4 5
65. C npyrumu 1 2 3 4 5
YYAIIMMHUCS B IITKOJIE
66. C yuutensimu 1 2 3 4 5
67. C penuruo3HbIMu 1 2 3 4 5
CITY)KATEISIMU
He 3uaro 06
Bawu oxpyscarouue. Ja Hem | ux e3ennoax u
penuzuu
68. | bompmmHCTBO MOMX npy3eil pa3memnsier 1 2 3
MOH B3TJIAIBI HA PEITUTHIO
69. | BonpIIMHCTBO MOHUX OTHOKIACCHHKOB 1 2 3
pa3gernsieT MOU B3IJIAIBI Ha PEIUTHIO
70. | Y MeHs ecTb Apy3bsl, MPUHAAICKAIINE 1 2 3
JPYrOd peJIuruu
71. | B Moeit ceMbe eCTh POJICTBEHHUKH, 1 2 3
NpUHAJJISKAIME APYTOi PEeIUruu
72. | B MoeMm Kkitacce ecTh yJaiuecs, 1 2 3
NpUHAJJISKAIME APYTOi PEeIUTruu
73. | Y moux poauteneil COBEpPIICHHO HHBIE 1 2 3
B3TJISJIbI HA PENIUTHIO, YEM Y MCHS
74. | B mxoie 51 o0marock ¢ pedsTaMu pasHbIX 1 2 3
PEIUTHO3HBIX TPaTUIHHA
75. | Tlocne mKkounsl 51 001IaI0CH ¢ pedsTamMu 1 2 3
Pa3HBIX PEIUTHO3HBIX TPAIUIIHAN
76. | B mkoue s mpenmounTaro o0MaTeCs ¢ pedsSTaMu TOH ke
PENUTHO3HON TPAIHIIUH, YTO B MOS || Aa | HET
77. | B cBOOOIHOE BpeMs s MIPEAIOYUTAI0 O0IIATHCS C
pebaramMu TOM K€ PeTUTHO3HON TPATUINAN, YTO U MOSI "| na | HeT




Hackonvko Bel coznachul co cinedyrouwumu svickasvléanuamu Bawux

ceepcmHUKoe?
Cosep- He mo Kamezopu-
wenno | Coena- He He YyecKu He
CO2NACeH CEH ()pyzoe CO2NACeH CO2NlAceH

78. | «5 xoten OBl y3HATH, 4TO MOH 1 2 3 4 5
JMYYIIU# IpyT AyMaeT o
peaUTUm»

79. | «MHe 6e3pa3iu4HO, YTO MOH 1 2 3 4 5
JIPY3bsl IYMAIOT O PEIUTHID)

80. | «MHe TpyAHO B IIKOJIE€ OTKPBITO 1 2 3 4 5
BBIpaXXaTh CBOU PEIUTHO3HEIC
B3TJISIBDY

81. | «Yuamuiics, OTKpBITO 1 2 3 4 5
MOKA3bIBAIOLIUMN B IIKOJIE CBOIO
PEIUTHO3HYIO BEPY, PHCKYET
CTaTh 0OBEKTOM HACMEIICK)

82. | «Penurno3Heie TI0U MEHEE 1 2 3 4 5
TEPIUMBI IO OTHOUIEHHIO K
JPYTHAMY

83. | «be3 penuruu mup cran 65l 1 2 3 4 5
JYYIIIe)

84. | «Penurus — nuuHOE 1€II0 1 2 3 4 5
KaXXJIOT0»

85. | «Penurust — UICTOYHUK 1 2 3 4 5
arpeccumy

86. | «Penurust — 3TO TO, 4TO 1 2 3 4 5
repegaeTcs Mo HACIECTBY B
CEMBE»

Yuawueca Bawezo 603pacma nazeanu paszmuvie npuuunsl, H0 KOMOPLIM
PeUzuA A6AAEMCA UNU He AGIACMCA NPEOMEMOM 0N 00CYHCOeHUA.
Hackonvko Bot cocnacuut ¢ ux nozuuyuamu?

Cosep- He mo Kamezopu-
WeHHO Coena- He He yecKu He
CO2NlACeH CEH 0pyeoe CO2ldCeH CO2NIACEeH
87. | «MHe uHTepecHO pasro- 1 2 3 4 5
BapHUBAaTh O PEIUTUH,
NIOTOMY 4TO y JIOAEH
pa3HbIEe TOUKH 3pEHHSD)
88. | «Pa3roBopsl 0 penuruu 1 2 3 4 5
IIOMOTAf0T MHE BBIpa00TaTh
COOCTBEHHYIO TOUKY
3pEHHs»
89. |« u Mmou Apy3bS TOBOPUM 1 2 3 4 5
O TOM, Kakasi IIyInas Bellb
pENurus U Kakue kKecTo-
KOCTH COBEPILIAINCH OT €€
UMEHI»
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90. | «Pa3roBopsl 0 penuruu 1 2 3 4 5
TIOMOTAIOT MOHSATh JPYTHX»

91. | «Ilo-mMoemy, TOBOPUTE O 1 2 3 4 5
PEIUTrHH KaK-TO HEJIOBKO»
92. | «Penurus MeHs coBepIlIECH- 1 2 3 4 5

HO HC UHTCPCCYCT — y HAC
ecTh 00Jiee BasKHBIE TEMEI
JJISA pa3roBOpoOB»

93. | «Ilo-moemy, pa3roBOpsl O 1 2 3 4 5
PEIUruy BEIyT TOJIBKO K
Pa3HOTIACHIM

94. | «Pa3roBopsl 0 penuruu 1 2 3 4 5

MOMOTAlOT MHE JKHUTh B
MHDE C MIPEICTABUTEISAMU
JPYIUX PEIUTHI»

95. |« mamno, 4TO 3HAIO O peNu- 1 2 3 4 5
THH, U TIO3TOMY Y MCHA HET
CBOCT'O MHCHUA I10 OTOMY

BOIPOCY»
96. | «Ilo MHe, pa3sroBapuBaTh 1 2 3 4 5
Ha PEIUIHO3HBIE TEMBI
CKYyUHO»
97. | «Pa3roBopsl 0 penuruu 1 2 3 4 5

IIOMOTAlOT MHE JIydIIIe
TIOHATH, YTO TIPOUCXONT B
MHpE»

Ilpeocmasvme, umo yuawuiics 0Opyzo20 6epoucnoeedanus 3axouem yoeoumsn
eac, 6yomo ezo peauzusa camasn ayuuiasn. Kax evt ompeazupyeme?

Omo umenno|  Takas A 661 max
mo, Kak A | peaxyus HUK020d He
NOCMYNIO | B03MOXMCHA nocmynun
98. |IlombITatock He OOpamaTh 1 2 3
BHUMAaHUS
99. |IlomeITatoch OOCYAUTH C HUM/HEH 1 2 3
ero/ee Mo3ULHUI0
100. |ITomeITatock yoemuTh ero/ee, 94to 1 2 3
oH(a) He npas(a)
101. |ITombITaroch OOBSICHUTD, YTO MOH 1 2 3
PEITUTHO3HBIC TIPEICTABICHUS
Jy4Iie
102. | Beicmymiaro, HO 9TH B3IJIS/bl HA 1 2 3
MEHS HE TOBJIHSIOT
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Oobcysracoasn 60npoc 0 mom, KaK JHOOU PAZHBIX PEAUSUIL U MUDPOBO33PEHUIL
MO2Ym  YHCUBAMBCA OpPY2 C OpPY2OM, MON00ble 00U U3 DA3HBLIX CHPAH
coenanu cuedyouue 3anenenusn. Hackonvko Bl pazoenneme ux ¢3enaovl?

Cogep-
UWEHHO

CO2C/IACEH

Coena-
cen

He mo
He
opyeoe

He
coanacen

Kamezopu-
uecKu He
coenacem

103.

«Pa3Hormnacus B 1
PENUTHO3HBIX BOMPOCAX
BEJYT K KOHQIMKTAM)»

2

3

4

5

104.

«YBaxeHUe K peluruu 1
JIPYTUX JTIOAEH TOMOXET
YIKUTBCS C PA3THIHAMIDY

105.

«51 He 000 NMIoEH 1
WHOU peNUruo3Hon
NPUHAUICKHOCTH U HE
X0y JKUTh C HUIMHU
psLIOM»

106.

«JIrogu co ctporumu, HO 1
OTJINYAIOIIUMHUCS
pEIUruO3HBIMU
B3rjiiAaM HE MOT'YT
YIKUTBCS] BMECTE)

B kasxcoon cmpane sncueym nioou paznwix peauzuit. Kax Bolt dymaeme, umo
MONCEm NOMOYUb UM HCUMb MUPHO?

Ouensv | JogoavHo He He mozy
6AJICHO | BADICHO | 8aJICHO | cKkazamb
107. Ecnu y Hux Oyayt oOuue 1 2 3 4
WUHTEPECHI
108. Ecnu onu OynyT 3HaTh O 1 2 3 4
pEIUruy ApYT Apyra
109. Ecnu onu OyayT nu4HO 1 2 3 4
3HAKOMBI C ITPEACTaBUTEIISIMH
JIPYTUX PETUTHA
110. Ecmu onun OynyT uT0o-HUOYAB 1 2 3 4
ZenaTh coooma
111. Ecmu xaxaprit Oymet 1 2 3 4
HCIIOBEJIOBATH CBOIO PEJIUTHIO
YacTHBIM 00pa3oM
112. Ecmu rocymapcerBo ctporo | 2 3 4
pEerJIaMEHTHPYET POJIb PETUTUH
B 00IIIECTBE
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Hanocneooxk mvt xomenu 6wt 3a0amp HECKOIbKO 60nPocoe 1uuHo o Bac:

113. Bam Bo3pact

114. Bam mox M

| X

115. Mecro poxaenust (TOCyaapCTBO, PECITyOInKa)

116. B xakoii crpane poaunacsk Bama mats?

117. B xakoit ctpane ponuics Bam oren?

118. TI'paxxmanuHOM Kakoul cTpaHbl Bl siBisieTech?

119. Ha xaxowm si3b1ke (s13pIKax) Bwl pasroBapuBaere noma?

120. TIpodeccus Bameii matepu

121. Ilpodeccus Bamreit MmaTepu

122. Hcnosenyet nu Bamm oTer; Kakyro-HHOYIb PETUTHIO?

|| Oa |[[Hert |He3Ha|o

123. Ecnm nma, TO KaKyro?
124. Hcnosenyer v Bamra maTh Kakyr-Tu00 pEUTHIO?

L

| He 3Hato |

| HeT

125. Ecnu ga, To Kakyo?
126. Hcnosenyere mu Bbl Kakyto-HUOY b PETUTHIO?

127. Ecnm nma, TO KaKyro?

|| i |HeT

Ecnu Bol xomume umo-1u60 00noanums uiu ROACHUMb, ROMCATYICIA,
ocmaevme Bawu 3amemku 30eco

Cnacubo 3a yuacmue!
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Appendix 6: Desired and actual sample
for quantitative study

School |Students | LE/LR| SC/ST | M/P/A G/B AN/AW/ RE Comments
/SR NS/NM/ AS
NB
A 24 LE SR B, NS AS REA+ |REDCo school, RE 8
years
E 18 LE SR B, NS AS RE- |As school A, but without
RE
C 54 LE ST G, NM AW REG+ |REDCo, RE in 10, no
RE in9
D 45 LE SC M;A | G NB AS REG+/v |REDCo, selective school
one class has RE, the
other not
F 29 LE SC P B, NS AS REA+ |Diverse by religion,
open catholic
G 30 LE SR M G, NS AS RE- |Looked for Estonian
orthodox students
H 21 LR SR M G, NS AS REBv |Old believers, ‘settled’
Russians
1 104 LE SC M B, NM AN REB+, |Catholic approach.
REI  |Privately founded, but
egalitarian
J 109 LE SC P G, NB AN REI  |Private, ‘rich’
K 129 LE SR M G,NB AN REGv [Selective RE in 10, no
RE before
L 107 LE SR M G, NB AN REG+ |RE forall in 10, no RE
in basic school
M 55 LE SC M G, NB AN RE-  |An ‘ordinary’ school
without RE
N 70 LR SC M G, NB AN RE-  [Russian humanitarian
school
6] 75 LR SC M G,NB AN RE-  |Russian ordinary school
P 53 LR SC M;A | G, NB AN RE-  |[Selective school
Q 15 LE ST M G, NB AW RE-  |Chaplain at school
R 104 LE SR M G,NB AS RE12v |Rural school, students
have not studied RE
N 70 LE SR M G, NM AS REBv |Rural school, some
students have studied RE
T 29 LE SR M B, NS AS RE9+ [RE in grade 9
U 35 LE SR M G, NM AW REB+ |RE in grades 1-6, but
our respondents have not
studied RE
\ 32 LE SR M B, NS AW REI [No RE, but similar to
School U
TOTAL LE 17 SC 8 P2, |B6,G15| ANS&, |[RE-7,REI3
schools LV4 ST 2 M 19 NS 7, AW 4, [REA?2
SR 11 A2 NM 4, AS9. |REBS5,REGS
NB 10
Total 1208 |LE989| SC540 | P 138 | B236,G | AN 701,
students LV 198| ST69 (M 1070 992 AW 370,
SR 599 | A45 | NS 183, | AS 136.
NM 287,
NB 738
Desired 1200 |[LE840| SC 600 | P 150 | B200,G | AN 600
sample LV 360| ST 100 |M 1050 1000 AW 400
SR 500 | A50 | NS200, | AS200
NM 250
NB 750
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The following codes are used to describe the clusters:

Letters are used for the schools: A, C for schools where qualitative study about the views of students was
done, C and D for schools where classroom interaction was studied, E-V for other schools
Estonian-medium school (LE) — Russian-medium school (LR).

Settlement: City (SC, over 50 000) — town (ST, 10000-50000) — rural schools (SR, under 10 000).
Municipal (M) — private (P) — highly selective academic schools (A).

Small (under 250) (NS) — middle (up to 500) (NM) — big schools (over 500) (NB)

Basic school (B) — Gymnasium (G)

Area: northern (AN) — western (AW) — southern (AS)

RE is integrated (REI) — RE is only in first years (REB) — RE in gymnasium (REG) — RE in all classes
(REA) — no RE (RE-); + almost all take part, v optional RE.
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Appendix 7: Coding tables for classroom interaction

Table 7: Symbols used in tables

Time Method Topic Type of the Incident
(start, end) task/question suspicious unit?
0-1 min & |Lecture Topic Closed question/task; | Decrease of interest

memorising facts =
1-5min¥ |Workin “Question”, | Half- Average interest &
pairs S5 also quote in | open/understanding
quotation the concepts «@»
marks
5-10 min & |Frontal Open/self-reflective | Difficult to decide
reply £ < about interest;
ever-changing 31
1020 min | Group work Example B Active partici-
i - pation, Increased
interest AN
Individual Students are
work = puzzled; mess in
the class; tensions
&/
Film &
Table 8: The second lesson about Judaism
Time Method Topic: Type, activity Comments
Judaism Incident suspicious
unit?
0-7 & [ Introduction
7-11.40 ¥ |Individual “What prob- | <@ Decrease in interest
reading of the |lems can v due to different
TB = raise the idea speed?
11.40-16 § |& of a chosen |5 different & potential conflict
nation? opinions
16248 [ Messiah VR Funny examples
about Estonian
a student sprawls | “phenomenon of a
chosen nation“ ©
Is it boring or can it
interpreted in some
other way (e.g.,
lesson takes place
after lunch)?
25-318 Individual Religious Difficult to grasp
reading = life: what they are doing
synagogue
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Time Method Topic: Type, activity Comments
Judaism Incident suspicious
unit?
32-35 4 1] Contradictio | Problems in text-
n between book — contradiction
text and Sad increases the
photo: “You attention
shall not
make any
image or
likeness...*
35-39 ¢ Discussion &5 | “Why is God | <@ Every time an
not depicted | increase of interest
in imagery during pair
in Judaism?“ discussion is evident
39458 | & 8 different One of the most

opinions <=, B~

multiple responses
and several
volunteers. Can it be
seen as a dialogue,
potential dialogue, no
dialogue?
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Appendix 8: Portraits of teachers

Heli

Biography
Heli has been a teacher of RE, philosophy and ethics in a medium-sized town
for two years. Last year she started teaching history and civics for 16-19 year
old students. She had no religious upbringing. She became Christian after
finishing secondary school; influenced by a free church, now she is a member
of the Baptist Church. She has studied at Korgem Usuteaduslik Seminar (Higher
Theological Seminary of the Union of Evangelical Christian and Baptist
Churches of Estonia, HTSB) and continues her studies at TI, on the master
course for RE teachers.

Her first experience as a teacher was during her last year in gymnasium — in
a teachers’ day she was teaching some lessons and liked it very much. She has
not decided yet if being a teacher is right for her, because she has had some
problems maintaining class discipline. She values her religious background as a
key to teaching RE, and to understanding religion.

Perception of diversity

She sees her students as very diverse, mainly in their attitude to religion — they
can be interested or not interested or to have prejudices. She says that she does
not believe that there are students who are totally resistant to the subject; they
take it with humour and try to integrate new knowledge in their own way.

“Very versatile, I find, nowadays. Well, certainly there is a contingent, who is
very interested, well, if we speak about religious education, such religious topics.
For many, the biggest part are those, who has several prejudiced questions and
such, well, commentaries so. There is a part certainly, who are not interested
maybe at all but they are so quiet usually, they have not been very outspoken.
They have been rather curious, yes, and I respond to them gladly, as much as 1
can. But they are different indeed.”

But motivation is not the most important diversity, the most important
distinction for her as a teacher is in students’ learning styles. She thinks about it
when planning her lessons.

Religious diversity is not asked directly by her but some students write in
essays about their religious beliefs. She says that they are more open when they
write than orally. She thinks that the atmosphere in class is not encouraging or
that students are embarrassed in front of each other. She also believes that most
students have not developed yet their own worldview.

245



Aims
She sees the aim of RE as the acknowledgement of plurality and respect for
other opinions.

“[The aim of RE is] that there would not develop an opinion that there is my
opinion and a wrong opinion. So I find that my role would be the same — that
children start to understand that in addition to their opinion there could exist
more different opinions what are not false but are also — beside his own position
there is another right position, which could be equally true. And it is certainly
wise to use those students’ convictions in a lesson. So that it is not me who is
speaking, not me who speaks only my versions, but there are new and new ways
of thought come and things what I probably do not know. That they themselves
would get to know each others worldviews.”

She believes that the main aims of RE are to help children to identify their own
worldview, look for answers to existential questions, and to become more
tolerant of people with different worldviews.

Strategy

She tries to answer the questions and react to comments. Instead of dis-
couraging questions, she tries to use questions to encourage additional ques-
tions.

To satisfy the needs of different learning styles she tries to use different
teaching-learning methods, to have variety of them. Here one can notice a
strong influence of her recent studies; she says “As in didactics we have been
taught...” She finds that by work in groups one can only benefit from diversity
present in a class, get to know students who think differently. To encourage
more personal contributions and to accommodate different learning styles she
uses pictures, drama, and poetry. In order to help students to understand another
point of view, she sometimes asks them to defend a position with which they
disagree.

Some children think more analytically; other think more practically, so she
tells stories from everyday life, invites members of different religions to class,
or shows documentaries about religion, to supplement lectures and textbooks.

Relation

Heli almost never asks students about their religious convictions. She admits
that it is not in accordance with her experience at school but rather with her own
experience as a Christian, when she was hurt by other people. She does not
avoid discussing her beliefs when students ask. Since she did not have strong
religious convictions when she was a teenager, she does not expect many of her
students to have them.

“Maybe I identify myself again with the age group, when I was approximately at

that age. In some ways you have a mess in your head still, what is this world
about. I have a feeling that there are a few who know what they think to be true.”
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She has found that she benefits most from active learning, so she prefers
methods that enable students to be active learners. Her lessons are very much
‘learning about’, as the official curriculum in public schools demands. Helping
students to grow in the spiritual sense is very much as a duty of religious
communities, not of schools, except for religious schools. Heli has tried to
overcome this gap by asking students their opinions so that they become more
aware of their own emerging worldview.

Peter

Biography

Peter works in a selective, academically high level Gymnasium. He had no
religious upbringing at home; religious issues became interesting for him during
military service in Afghanistan and studies at university. He is a member of the
Lutheran Church. He has accomplished two higher educations: one in Biology
and one in Theology, both in Tartu University. Now he studies at masters’
course. He has been a teacher of Biology for three years and later he has worked
as a teacher of RE and Philosophy for over ten years. He teaches RE for 16—-19
years old students. He is valued highly, has been selected as the teacher of the
year 2006. He is married and has three children.

Perception of diversity

When asked to describe students, he starts with common qualities — they are
smart and many-talented, as good in humanities as in exact sciences. In Peters’
view they have surprisingly many prejudices towards religious people. A
religious person means for students “a Christian fundamentalist who believe in
creation in seven days”. That is a reason they do not regard their RE teacher as
a ‘real believer’.

When asked about diversities Peter names Jehovah Witnesses and after-
wards Adventists and Satanists. The reason to highlight them is their different
views on issues.

Peter likes diversity. He stresses his good and friendly relations with
students from very different religious background. In some cases, as Satanists,
he ascribes it as a transient passage of life, a part of sincere search for truth and
meaning he can see and admire. According to his experience these young
students will not stay as Satanists for long, after finishing Gymnasium, in 3—4
years they are usually not Satanists anymore.

Some national differences (Russians, exchange students from Denmark,
Germany) do not affect teaching and even if they can have some influence on
relations among students, it is very seldom occasion. There are sometimes some
students who are reserved and maybe do not possess as high academic abilities
as others do.
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Aims

The main aim of the subject is breaking prejudices towards religion as such,
showing that religion is worth of being regarded as normal. His aim is not to
make students religious but rather he hopes that after studying religion they can
make more aware and intentional choices on these issues.

“I try to bring them to the point that they are able to make adequate religious
choices in their life. In a word ... In a word, the aim is to give to students such a
luggage of knowledge and skills that they could in their life make reasoned, not
only religious, but every kind of decisions for shaping their future life.”

Peter believes that he can help students to develop in their religious thinking (in
Fowler’s terms) regardless if they are Christians, atheists, Satanists or do not
have any religion. Also he wants that students would be able to reflect and find
arguments for and against their own opinions on religious issues. In this respect,
even if he teaches a lot in terms of ‘learning about’, he incorporates many
reflective exercises and disputes which give enough space to ‘learning from’
aims of RE In this respect content of the subject become also important as
resources to achieve aims of personal growth.

Strategy

Peter tries to work individually with students who are reserved by nature or do
not have as high academic abilities as other students. He tells about a girl who
writes him letters even now, many years later, and who has become a teacher.
He encourages the students who do not want to make statements orally by
setting their written thoughts as examples and he tries to compose teams for a
group work in a way that their voice could be heard as well. Although he valued
highly personal reflection, Peter does not encourage students to be too open
about own convictions in the lesson as he does not want to make them
vulnerable.

“I do not prohibit it. But I do not encourage them. It is such an era now of
nicking each other. From time to time it is searched for possibilities to nick. And
afterwards it is regretted. If the nicking takes place on the religious grounds,
maybe even regretted afterwards, but someone will remember it for the rest of his
life. I have been cautious in that question.”

The strategy towards Jehovah witnesses is kind of softening judgments about
them and teaching a material so that their opinion would not be classified into
marginal ones. Satanists expect from Peter that he is critical to them but he
surprises them by praising their honest search.
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Relation

He sees clearly his role as a teacher of RE for kids with no religious back-
ground, as he used to be and with a long process of search for religious answers.
He does not have any ambitions to convert children to any religion, but rather to
show religion as a normal part of life:

“That religion is not idealised, that it is not thought that only angels deal with
it... But it is understood that it is a serious sphere of life, there are seriously
taken thoughts, problems, that religion creates seriously taking culture — it is a
sphere of life which cannot be easily erased, along with that vanish a lot.”

He understands his vocation in helping his students — most of them very
competent and ambitious — to come to terms with important philosophical life
issues. He also wants to convey such values as respect and tolerance and this is
something he shows to all his students regardless of their personal faith or
relation to religious phenomena. In addition he desires them to have a new
awareness about religion — as a field of human life that deals with important
issues and should be respected and taken seriously.
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Appendix 9: Transcription of the incident ‘Image’

Time

Act of speech

Remarks

34.26

Riho: Eeee. Those Jews don’t represent God in an image
because it is written in the Holy Scripture. And if it is
written in the Holy Scripture, then it is true indeed...

(others
laugh)

34.36

Peter: Uh-huh, it is in that sense very, very Scripture-centred
orvery...Yes, if in a religion’s holy scripture — in the
central place — if it is written there that it is prohibited to
represent God in an image, then it is of course a
requirement in that religion. Certainly. Very good — it is a
very good religious answer. (writes) Scripture says
so...but...for some Judaists and for some bystanders, this
answer is most likely satisfying. But generally there is an
opinion that what stands in the Holy Scripture — at least
Judaists think so — it is also reasonable. It can be reasoned
also in other ways. Are...what are these other possible
reasons? Very good, very good solution. Usually the most
direct or the first answer is not given here. Excellent! (x5)
Please, next one...

36.03

Carola: [ think that there is a fear [representing the] image
[God] in the wrong way.

36.08

Peter: Fear to err. But which way is right?

36.12

Carola :/ think that nobody knows...
(Mark: God is not used in imagery in Christianity either.)

whisper

36.22

Peter: Fear to err...Does anybody have an idea what kind of
misrepresentations those are, which are they afraid of?

36.32

Nelly: For example if...they would humanise God, but at the
same time God should be something higher, something else
and if they do as an ordinary human being...

(Gitta: But if they would make an image of a frog?)

Side-talk

36.50

Peter: ... But what a deal! — Later, let’s take Christianity
arising from Judaism. And here God is in the image. Let’s
take Michelangelo ...

37.03

Nelly: But, may I, may I, may I? Is God’s image in
Christianity? There is only Jesus Christ’s image everywhere!

37.10

Peter: Let’s take Michelangelo...I have it even with me...
(Nelly: Those artists are just a different topic
Mark. He did not hear you... )

Side-talk

37.15

Peter: Remember — such a famous Michelangelo...in Sixtus’
chapel — opa — Look at that, even the screen protests against
using God’s image....Here is a small fragment of that
painting, Creation, by Michelangelo. But it is not Christ, it is
God indeed. And in the same way, let’s say, on icons, if the
Trinity is depicted on icons, God is there.

Screen does
not open

37.52

Laura: Maybe they don’t want contradictions? Probably
there would be very many different perceptions about God if
God would be depicted.
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38.00

Peter: Perhaps it brings forth...different perceptions, that
turn into contradictions. Does anybody have more ideas?
Yes?

38.23 | Maria: They are afraid that those [images] are destroyed. It
would be too severe.

38.29 | Peter: Wait, in what way are they destroyed?

38.32 | Maria: That those who are against Judaism, they would
destroy [them] ...

38.36 | Peter: Uh-huh, in this sense, to think so far, that such an
extermination would be a bad sign, a bad sign for religion?
Rocking religion’s foundation.

38.50 | Paula: [ thought that if those idols and pictures are made,
then they would worship them, not God anymore.

38.58 | Peter: That is an important accusation, what is usually made,
ves — that which is depicted is not worshiped anymore, but
the idol itself is worshiped instead. Yes. One more can have a
turn. Does anybody have something?

39.12 | Rita: That God is so important for them that it is said here,

that Jews do not name even God’s name Jahve. Maybe by
that they try to show [they are] subordinate.
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Appendix 10: Letter of permission

XXX kooli opilastele ja vanematele

Q;gREDCo

Olga Schihalejev
telefon 52 080 26
E-post: olgasch@ut.ee

Lugupeetud Y. klassi lapsevanemad ja dpilased!

Alates 2006 aasta mirtsist viib Tartu Ulikool libi ulatuslikku religiooni ja hariduse alast
uurimust ”Religioon ja haridus. Panus dialoogiks vdi konfliktifaktor Euroopa muutu-
vates ithiskondades” (REDCo). REDCo projektis osalevad teadlased, koolid ja dpilased
8 erinevast Euroopa riigist. Uuritakse seda, kuidas religioonide kédsitlemine koolis saaks
kaasa aidata erineva maailmavaatega inimeste suhete parandamisele, dialoogile ja salli-
vuse kujunemisele.

Palume Teie ndusolekut koostodks, et 1dbi viia projektiga seotud uuringuid. Soovime
filmida moningaid tunde ning Opilasi intervjueerida. Siinjuures rohutame, et
osalemine projektis on rangelt vabatahtlik ja sellest keeldumine ei too teile kaasa
mingeid probleeme. Osalemist saab igal hetkel ka peatada. See tdhendab, et alati on
voimalik Oelda, et enam ei soovi osaleda.

Oma soovist filmimisel osalemise voi mitte osalemise kohta palun teatada kirjalikult
Opetaja ZZ-le. Selleks tditke vastav vorm. Filmimist mittesoovinud opilased osalevad
kiill tunnis, kuid nad paigutatakse klassis filmitavast alast viljapoole.

Meelsasti anname teile oma uurimuse ning koolis tehtava kohta lisateavet {ilaltoodud
e-posti aadressil voi telefonil. Oleme teile tdnulikud, kui ndustute projektis osalema.

Sobralike tervitustega
Olga Schihalejev
<

Opilase nimi:
Kéesolevaga annan ndusoleku, et minu tiitar / poeg tohib osaleda REDCo
uurimusprojekti videosalvestuses, mida kasutatakse teaduslikus t60s.

Kuupéev Allkiri
<

Opilase nimi:
Kéesolevaga annan teada, et ei soovi osaleda REDCo uurimusprojekti raames
tehtavates filmimisel.

Kuupédev Allkiri
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