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"Ihilosop?y for Children" is‘an educational program designed to

S

promote various aspects of cognitive and affective development through
- exploring the worldl of philosophy. Matthew Lipman, originator o{ the

-program, has interpreted Dewey s stateme‘t that philosoph} can be taken ' Jﬂ

v

as a general theory of education as suggesting the methbd of philosophy,

with its stress on. dialogue, impartiality
integral part of the curriculum at eve
Inspired by Dewey and concerned thyt .urrent teaching of children vas less

..than adequate, Lipma.n (1969) wrote al\children's novel, “Harry Stottlemeier® s&
( . :. _" l'.. . :
Dié%overy y» to serve as a sprihgboard ' philosophical diScussion. The

program is, based on a.respect for the progesses of inquiry and analysis

£ "'.'-..

._v

and a belief that the grade school child is capable of engaging in indi§\3fi3:

_,ent and meaningful thinking in subJects -such as ethics,_aesthetics and
metaphysics, which are usually reserved for high school or college. As .
.g\‘-

ildren read the novel, philosophical issues ranging from the treatment
of people as obJects to. the nature of the mind, are raised'and discussed.

' An.o » and.accepting classroom environment is emphasized for encouraging e
classroom discussion, - Lipman and Sharp (1975) describe the claSSroom !
,environment as one in which the ‘child cdn develop the courage to discuss,
reasZn, reflect and express himself and to compare and contrast his vieus
with thosé of other children. Discussion in such an environment may improve
critical“thinking ?s~a Yesult of rea;Lning, reflection and cdmparison-

‘—crgativity and personal development may ‘be enhanced throuéh self expression,

» and social skills may develj% through the process of conmunicating with N

— . .
one s peers.' - - L8 ' -’
: . . . . " R
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o -3 . . ) LN N
. ,/d .
’ ': . ’ ’
- - ] -~ s-/ L




Reading a.nd discussion “' “ R e' principle acthities whic‘h /

characterize Philosophy for Childr o ﬁlnal component of the experi—’

menta.l Pro . consists of a wide. ra e'of classroom activities which a@e

§ provided via. a tea.chers manua.l an {"upplementary nxaferials. Specially

devised games= &nd exercises‘ Are su' .,'f.’i',ed for facil tating cognitive ahd

RS

affective d,evelopment. For example, exeréises for '\mproving reasoning
inclugde logical problems through which the child learns the difference in
truth value between reversing sentences such as "No pencils' are 'plgs" and
"All onions are vegetables . BSentence reversals also serve as a stimuluy
. for creativity exercises. For exa.mp e reversaf of the sentence

oni}ons are vegetables would be ",klj. vegeta.bles are onions . -Oke' rcise'

would be like i_f all vegeta71es vwere onions. Understa.nding of ¢ eself/ a.nd
others is encouraged through activities such as a.nalyzipg.’lier asons

B \i ' y
'couﬁes .of actign ,the character involved could haye » and’ consider-/
ing what the pupil hinself would have done had he been [
- as the éha.ra.cter in the ‘story. - _;., \(/ ‘
ﬁeading the. novel, discussion and exercises are [
1 (Y -
" major aims of the prog:ram outlined by Lipma.n and 7 a.rp (1975) arey i

L. improve reasoning ability includirrg percept inférences, lo 1:;{_‘\ .
g / ' o
i_nferences and gﬁi(‘ rences from evidenee' 2. de eI‘op /creativ:.ty the form

"

of increa.sing sponta.neity, imaginativeness n_nventlve/ ss; a.nd 3e persongl—/ ‘
/i ) g . R
developmen‘t_includ.ingd self: conf::d7\ce, emot] nal/ﬁ]aty(gf neral self

understa.nding and interpersonal _r.glati o

4



The pu:ogra.m was first ‘used inrth cla.ssroom in 19?0 when Lipman (\

conducted the course for ni'e weekNaffe (1971) reports that a,t the end L

-

of the pilot project experimental children demonstra.ted significant improve-

' ment EB& logica.l reasoning while control children showed no signi_fica.nt -

'impu_covement.. Bierman (1973) compared readi_ng achievement scores of experi=
romental and controli children who pa.rticipat'ed in the 1970 j."pilot project. 'He
concluded that -the.‘philosophy program significantlycimprove&reading scores )
‘ of studehts two anq,lalha.lf yea.rs later. '

& ' /2—
) T e research ‘to be repo:r.‘l?eq in this, paper involves a large s

implem nta.tion,pf the program by public school teachers -who, unlike ’Lipman, |
“have no‘t had extensive traini_ng in philosophy. Two independent experiments. |
) w;ere conducted concurrently, ane in Newark, New Jersey, the other in Denton,
Texas. Twice a week Newa.rk teachers attended workshops designed to help
them teach the prro@‘am. Worﬁshops provided the teacher with ba!ckground
information in the history of philosophy and logic. Thr'ough workshops the' \
teacher was tra:.ned in the art of inqui_rye and was taught how to guide | ‘
philosophi\cal discussions and to evoke from students theu- ideas aﬁg pomts

of view, In addition, workshops emphasized the mpor‘tanci‘of irtculca.ting
. L
in the child habits of cbnsisteney, comprehensiveness, impartiality, giving'

rea.sons for one ::(heliefs and. learnmg to s;ze-'up situations (Lipman 19?5)

Denton teachers _ d not attend workshops a.nd had no direc‘t a‘ssista.nce in

:melementing the prog:am ) ", - L ’> ‘ S

A comprehensive testing pucog;ram was designed to asisss the effect:rveness

ey

\)f Philosophz;s&‘or Children. Bloom Eﬂ. al. (1956) -describe the fundameptal

cognitive /a.nd affective obaec?bives of e,duca.tion. Cognitive goals include _
-4 O\

\e acquisition and re*bention of knowlédge and the\evelopment of intel~ - .




v

lectual '.abilities and skills such as comprehension, a.nalysis; synthesis_,-’

] e“zfa}\ﬁtion\a.ndappﬂcation. ‘Affective dbjectives 'c‘:onsist of changes in -

. -interes .:attitudes and Qluemdéquate adjustment and the development of

a.pprrec - . , . ' .
S Rather ba.n predi i_mptrove(nent in a single domain, as.a result !

\pf pa.rticipati!ng tn the experimental’ ptrogra.m, eight maJor variables were

T, _ , -
considered. . . ,‘ ‘. - i : ;
. . ' N . .. _ ’ R .
,Co tive R ' - Affective 4 _ o /
: rea.ding S LS .attitudes towa.rds experimentation '
" listening compreheﬂsion ' understanding of 'lnterpersona.l relations
curiosity ) - & o V
h . : « : : L
questioning - -

. logical reasoning

'.\ ' . N ( : ,

creativity : _ S e P !
» . \' :
N . -
Method -~ = « 3
Sample . | o o SN |
Fifth and sixth grade children from two experimental and two control - :

4

T : /7 . .
~schools pq.i-ticipated in the present study. Expe;imenta.l and control Schoo_lz‘\‘

‘were matched for geograﬂ'__l_ica.} lacation a.nd\e'thnic composition. Ebcperimenta:;t* ‘
a.nd control schools from Newark's Central .liard‘will be referred to as Block 1‘.
| Tne ethnic‘t:dmbosition of Block 1. W irirtuallv -100% Black. Experiment:al |

- and contr\i scho\s from Newa.rk's East Ward w:.li ‘be referred to as. Block 2,.
'Block 2 cha.ld:ren were apin:oxi.mately 85% Black and 15% Hlspanic. All school‘s

vwere /j_n low soc:.o-economlc status a.rea.s w1th1n a two mi”_(e radlus. A/total H\

. . ) X ';.. , . . r Ir
oo N .' ) - ~




of 369 children participated in the evalbation; 208 were in the fifth grade,

161 were in the sixth grade. The sampib was not s ected it random since

—

experimental teachers had to volunteer to condu “the program and attend

workshops. HMost of the Block 1 experimental achers were somewhat familiar

with the philosophy program because one of thekir colleagues had used it in

the classroom thé<previous year. These teachers were: interested in imple- ! -

menting the program in thelr own classrooms., Experimental teachers from
Block 2 had no, previous knowledge of the program.* ‘They volunteered to
participate.after 1earning about the program from. thelr principal and from
‘~Lipman. Control classes were matched to experimental classes on the basis
of reading scores. None of the control teachers knew about the Ihilosophy.

A~
for Children program until after“-the evaluation study was completed.

\\Treatment ' . _ _ ’ o .

=

Treatment consisted of reading, discussion.and special.activities..
The experimental program Was conducted for approximately seventeen weeks
“on. an average of three days a. week for forty minutes per.day. Thus the
/x program lasted approximately a total of thirty-four hours. The remainder

of ‘classroom activity was based on the traditional school curriculum with

the same teacher. - Newark teachers covered roughly 40% of the text of
'Harry“Stottlemeier s Discovery. Each child had his own copy of the book
. from'which he'read’br followed along while others read. Philosophical

— di/cussion accounted for more than half of total program activity. (Estimate

Y

' based on teachers'.reports)1 Supplementary teaching materials 'such as |

~ : « | . E
‘Teachers kept daily records of their experlmental classroom act1v1ties.
. They indicated relative amounts of timé spent engaged in reading, discussion
and exercises. In addition teachers soecified which- issues were discussed,.
they recorded the length of 'each discussion and rated the quality-.of the
discussions in terms of students' enthusiasm and the degree to which students
stuck witajthe topic.

\

-~




'suggested_activities and exercises were used quite frequently. As mentioned
previously, experinental teachers attended. workshops twice a keek. Control

classes were taught with the conventional classxoom curriculum,

Solonon's'four grouﬁ»deeign (Soiomon and Lessac 1968) was_employed
becauee.it provides the necessary and'traditionel no treatment.combxol in
édditioT*ES‘Eantrolling for the effects of nmetesting. Brooks and Hannah
(1969) in an anéiysis of pretesi_effecté.on the STEP iistening Comprehension

Tesﬁ found that‘STEP Fretests_a@feo%ed pqeftest scores, thus causing con-

‘alternate forms of the test. They gecommend J

-

- Solomon's four group design as one of the methods of controlling for bretest'

»

effects, The basic it of the des1gn consists of two experimental and two

controi‘grohps. One exper tal and one control group are both pre and post

tested, while one experimen 1 and ‘one control group are posttested only. .
. - a——
(See Table 1'for a model of the de51gn) This design 1s utilized for each

~

Ve
rof four basic units yielding a total of sixteen classes. The four ba51c units

i -~

are as follows: Block 1 grade 5, Blotk 1 grade 6 $lock 2 grade 53 Block 2

.

grade 6. Experimental groups were randomly assigned to design conditions,

N

7 o . \Q‘ / +
/ , Table 1.: Model of Solomon s 4 Group Design
‘\. .: .0 J - - . )

Group No, and Description Dretest _treatment __posttest
*1 Experimental I yes . yes ' ) yes

2 vControl.‘ o .. yes : no l ) yes

3 Experimental : Co no - yes _ yes

L COntrol ‘ R0 - no N > yed
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Evaluation Progg . - S

'

Evaluation consisted of both individual and group testing With the L
exception of the MAT (to be discussed beloQ) all group testing was conducted

J
< in the morning and only one group test was/given ~each day. Four of the
' .
-group tests were administered by the classroom teacher. Two were admin— BRI

istered by the, author (White female) during pretesting and by an assistant l?,,,
N " »‘,.;“

'(Black female) during $osttesting Both cognitive and affective variables

were assessed in the testing program. Coénitive factors evaluated include
' &

curiosity, questioning, reading, 1istening comnrehension, logical thinking

-

and creativity. Affective varlables include interpersonal relations and ,

~

'attitudes towards experimentation. .

Group Measures i
ios1t1 ' ' B \\\1

Two of the Maw and Maw (1964) curiosity tests were administered by the

»

classroom teacher. The Story Satisfaction test (SS)’has a verbal stimulus
(a short story) and the Picture Satisfaction test (PS) has a nonverbal’ *
stimulus (a'picture), Measures reflect interest in seeking 1nformation
and)exploring alternative aspects of a situation, Different forms were
used in pre and post testing. e
, Questioning

A qualitative analysis wa.s performed on'questions asked by children on

.the Storv Satisfaction tests. Questions were classified'into five cat- .
b egd%ies'suggested}by\Gall (1970). Two of - these’ categories, analytical =.

and creative questions, were pertinent to the present 1n3est1gation.

-Analytical questions involve the reasoning behind events, analySis of
. _ o

~




. events, logical deductionsf explanations, and analysis of m ivations.
Creative questions invblve synthesig, speculations on outcom 5 that go
\beyond the obvious or immediate, explpration‘of alternative possibilities,

~ and divergence within the constraints of the situation,
. * N ﬁ:‘ N - . .

~ ‘ X
Measurement of this variable was derived from the Metropolitan Achievement
N Test (MAT)(1962) which &as administered tiegugh the city wide school testing
program. «Reading grade equivalent, the statistic used, reflects .perception
" and understanding of details, recognition of the main idea, making inferences
and understanding wdrd meanings, Scores from the Spring 1974 administratlon
were considered "pretest" measures, while Spring 19?5 scores’ served as '
posttests. Alternate forms of the intermediate level test were used.

Idstening Comprehension 7

The Cooperative Sequential Testg of Educational Progress (STEP) Listenln
‘Comprehension Test (1956) was adminlstered by the classroom teacher. It

./measures various aspects of cognitive fuhctloning including memory, under-
standing conten: making simple and complex inferences and drawin% conc1us1ons.
_Alternate forms of the level four test were used.

Logical Thinking oL : 5 \

—Four of the Californla Test of Mental 'Matu}ﬁty (crrm) (1963 long form)

subtests (level two) were administered by the author and a testing ass1stant.

Three of the subtests ‘were nonverbal measures of the recognition of SImllaritle
opposites and analogies. The fourth was a verbal test which measured use of
b . , :
'’ inductive, deductive and transitive inferénces, Pre and post measurement

’

-involved use offthe\same test materials. o . Lo




) ‘ < [N <
ntermmona; 1|01&L10ns o ' -

Ojema.nn s (1955) Social Caunalityn Test (SCT) was administered by the " class-

’

rron teacher. The SCT mea.su'res: a. the chilg}s ability to look at social
situations from another person s point of view. b, undérstanding he
complex nature of causa.lity in social situa.tions- c. the ability to s pend

Jr2egment in the absence of sufficient im{‘ormation. The same instrument was .
used during pre and ont testing. |

Exper"‘Ltal Attitude S— \

B

The Pupil Situational Inventory (ISI) (Cheong 1969) exp1ore§ attitudes /\\

PR

cconcerning; a, blind acceptance of the word of authority; b\ofreédom of

<
sttdents to develop and explore ideas- Ce rigid educational lues and
procedures. "This instrument was adm.nistered by the author and a testing

ass:Lsta.nt. The, same test was used for pzre and pest measuremen\g

N

' Individual Testing | - | _ A

. Three -boys and three girls from’ each ptre-post group (N=1:/8) were selected -

| at random and ‘tested with Piagetran verbal and nonverbal mea;.bres of logical
_ reasoning-a.nd with measures of creative thinking, -Different ma.ter:Lals were .
‘ used for pre and post testing %der’o.iQresentation of these three bas:.c
. measures was counterbala.nced within each group. a.nd children werd ra.ndomly '
assigned to the various tESthé orders, All indlviduaf test:.ng was conducted

lby the author. Results oflndlv;dua.f testing wn.ll\be subm::.',bted in a sepé.rate

x

s

report. D ) A TS o

Piagetian Verbal c B .

dest :Ltems consisted of verbal absurdlties selected i‘rm’P:.aget (1928) and~

the Fool}sgx/ﬁayings Testj(lj'!aw and Taw 1964), Half were used-for the pretest

-’

\ ek
L : ¢

‘
¢

—



'are differentially appropriate for children of various ages. The correlations

as the posttest. -~ . : L -,
C - Davrox Ex;;hIMENT : e,

and the other half (cOmparable items) were used‘for the‘}msttest.« Testing

i_procedure was hased on the clinical method: emoloyed by Piaget (1928)

[}

Piag_tian Nonverbal . f L _ L : o . o _ J)'

. Martorano (1975) demonstrated that the tests used by Inheldér and Piaget (1958)

$

and chenicald tasks were foung,irLle most suitabl for chlldren of the upper
elementary school years. Martorano®s version of th correlations problem . .
.was used as the pretest while the chemicals task served. as t e post test.

Test procedure was based on the clinical. method used-* by Inhel er and Piaget (1958)a
Creativity . | r '.'-“ L ‘
‘Nallach and Kogan (1965) developed a‘battery of- v%rbal and nonvarhal measures

. of creatlve thinking : Two of their verbal tests were emplqyed in the present

study. The Similarlties,Test was used as the pretest Alternate Uses served

Sample

.

A total of 93 fifth and sixth grade children from two-schools (one
experimental and one control) ;articipated in the evaluation study. There .

were U5 children ‘from the fifth grade and 48 from the s1xth grade‘ As in

- -

Newark, children were from a low socio-ecqnomic status area and schools were

-

matched on the ba51s of geographlcal location and~ethn1c cOmposition. - o

p
\-.. Ve

Hispanlc. Experlmental teachers volunteered to particlpate in the program

and control classes were matched on @he basxs of reading scorese
Treatment N ‘,‘ . o - 1 : . p:- :
The experimental programcihs conducted for about five and a half weeks |
aw B . : * f

.‘ Y
‘on an average of three days a week foﬂ thirty minutes per day. Thus the -

1
€ - N . >

[ . . 1

[y



. o o ‘ v : - . . 11—

. . 2\ L SR _ :
’total amount of time spent teachiq)th& program-was approximately eight .
h hours. Denton teachers covered the- entire text of Harry Stottlemeier s’ ,
»Discovery. Supply and distributlon of materials was a maJor problem.
~. Appareniig thefe were not enough copies of "Harry: for .each chlld to. have
"his own, uhlch made reading somewhat difflcult. . In addition, frequently
. .the~supplementary teaching materials Were not available when needed, As

mentioned e;;lier, Denton teachers did not attend workshops. Control

classes were taught USing the- traditional classroom currlculum. ‘W”; .
: Desigg o - o V ' : ' . S

Solomon s four group des1gn was planned for the Denton experiment
however the experimental and control classes which were assignad at random
to'the post only condition were not‘tested. _The' result ,was a traditional
pretest-posttest control group design'for both fifth and sixth grades{

Evaluation Program ' _ A 2 +

~ Testing in Denton followed the same basic plan that was employed in -
Newark., Robert McGee, director of the'Denton experiment, provided testers
for the;nonfteacher aﬁministered measures.,

Group Measures . ’ S i. . E

-~

With the exception of reading all varlables were tested wer the
same materiale that were used in NewarL. Readlng scores were based on.
dthe reading grade equ1valent from the Iowa Test of Bas1c Skills, the
achievement test batfery used by the Denton public school system.

Individual Testing

Individual testing followed the same format and involved the same materials

v

described In the Newark experiment. Twenty-four children were tested by a

female graduate student from a local university.

¢
&
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. . Results ' ' o

pu—

All data was subJected to compu{‘~ analysis using programs derived -

'from the Statistical Packages for the Social Sciences (spss). Each depend-

A} .~

ent variable was examined independently and was analyzed accordlng tariwo
>

basic strategies. First results from each grade were analyzed-separatelv ‘ ';

:in order to obtain a detailed representation of the ma effects (Newark \ ‘p
“'and Denton) and interactions (Newark only) Then a o ine grade analys1s;

was performed to test for overall. treatment and grade effects.

R&dﬁg v . ;':\,.. ' ' y "_ o v

A multiple regression ﬁrdcedure wasgused to analyze the feading.data

‘whlch was the’ only Newark data. in which there were both pre and post measures

for all experimental and control classgs
' iiﬁ Treatment ‘ — &
Separate analysis of fifth and sixth grade data revealed no signlflcant

Z”

difference betWeen experimental andfcontrol groups in the fifth grade.
Sixth grade experimental Ss scored substantially higher than their respectlve
controls- F (1,145)= 3. 737, P<.055. A combined analysis of the fifth and
sixth ‘grade data ,revealed that experlmental Ss scored s1gnificantly hlgher
thag, their matched controls: F (1,305)= 5.796, p<.025. | A
2. Block ' C , ’
Block was not a significant factor in the fifth grade however it was
sdgnificant in_thewsixth grade. Block 2 Ss scored higher than .Block 1 Ss:
F (1,145)= 22.063, p.0005. . N . ..




§

\‘ , 7
# 3. Desim - 7
. Hhile the design effect was not significant for the fifth grade data,,
~
it was significant for the sixth grade. Ss who were infthe pretested groups

W4
scored higher than Ss in nonpretested groups F (1 145)— 27,467, p<.0005.
s

k)

The "design"-effect does not really reflect any difference due to the des1gn

per se, The.difference here reflects the rnitial differences between~the

<since all Ss 1ncluded in the'analysls were

)

given both pre and post tests for this variable. Significance of the design
' A

,effect in this case shows the importance of recognizing a more general

groups, not a pretest effect,

phenomenon that occurred in “this- study, a problem that could not be avoided.
This problem is the pervasive confound of pretest effects and initiaa'differ—
‘ences between groups aséigned to the: basic design conditions (pre and post:
teét; rcst test only). A pure design effect could only be determined
'under circumstances in which the groups being compared are identical except
'_with Tespect to thelr design. Example: ‘Ss are randomly'ass1gned to groups
A and B-and therefore groups are assumed to be egual.} Both'groups are sub-
| 4“jected to the safie ‘experime‘ntal.'manipulation..-' Group A is both pre and post.
tested- Group B is post tested only. If-the resulds of posttesting indicate '
a difference between groups A and ‘B, that difference can be attributed to .
~the effectS'of pretesting. (If there is no difference on.can assume that
pretesting had no effect on performance) If, hovever, one cannot assume -
that A and B are equal at the outset, a difference on the post tests could |
~be a function of e1ther pretest -effects, initial differences between the
groups, or both. While‘experimental'and control groups in the‘present study"
were matched on the:basis'of reading scores, the,match on this variable was

“not perfect, but rather the closest approximatiothhat could be made within

10




‘—). : . "a .
the xisting school and classrnom'structures.- While'one can interpret a

v .

significant design effec{/to measure the in1tia1 difference between the
> oo . g
- groups. for reading, one cannot clearly interpret the cause of design eﬁ{ects_'

for the other dependent variabi%s-since both experimental design and - in1t1a1
IR
_ differences betweeﬁ’groups may be contribuqi

of whichsgannot be partialljg out.

factors, -the relative effects ;;

’
13

e

L

L, Grade - 2

Y s PR
<§meined analysis dld not reyéal a s1 nififant ‘grade effect for reading
| The rema.inder .Qf the Newark data was
variance rrocedures as suggested by Campbell and Stanley (1963) Campbell
and Stanley highly recommend use’ of the four group design, and they recommend
analyzing the data by doing an analysis of variance on the post test scores,
. disregarding'pretests excepm as-another~"treatment"»coordinate. They,find
Sol mon's suggested statistic,‘an analysislof variance on the gain scores,
unacceptable because of the‘assymetrical nature of the design". While it
:would obviously be desirable to analyze the pretest data more fully, -there is

\ § -
no established stat1stica1 procedure whlch makes use of all six sets of

" observations s1multaneously. .
| | The basic form of the analysis was a three way analysis of variance
‘with treatment (experimental/control), block (1/2) and des1gn (pre-post/
“post only) as the main effects. The fifth and Sixth grade.comblned four
way analysis .of variance included grade (5/6) as a main‘effect. iThat analysis

revealed no signiflcant grade effects and only one significant’ treatment

effect which will be described when the results of that variablé are presented.
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Story and Picture Satisfacfion tests'ﬁere scored for thf totai'ﬁumber
. Qf quest@ons asked (H) and the numbepﬁbf different ideas contained in the

questions (D) thereby'jiegding a total;bf four duribsity deasures (SN SD PN,PD:

o

i, Main Effetts ot ¢ . 7 ‘ .;;:‘ - T )

. . ‘. . X . ) \ . . {- .. .. ) r\.
w . A,_..l‘:reatment -<Q~ . T S -

' Fifth gxade experimental 5s -asked s1gnificantly more. q:estions than controls,
SN: F (1, 136)= 14 880, p<.oo1 PN:. F(I 1&2)- 8. 798, P<. 004, The ndnber of f

" different ideas was not significant in the fifth e for either the Picture
oxr Story Satisfaciion)tests. Analysis of the si;ffazrade data revealed that .
control Ss performed better than experimental Ss on both Story Satisfaction

Qqhasures' SN ‘F (1 117)- 9.417, p<.003; SD: F (1 1.17)== 13.262, p<. oo1. T

Neéither of the Picture Satisfaction curiosity measures was significant in

7 .
the sixth grade,. Combined analysis of 5ih and 6th grade data resulted 1n a .

significant treatment effect for PN Experimental Ss scored higher than

<
controls. F (1 256)= 9 901, p6OQ2, - -
' B, Block . - -
. ‘ N L .
" Both.5th and j@h grade data revealed s1gnificant block effects on all curio—

Y .
- ity measures., In. each case, Block 2 Ss scored significantly higher than °

;‘BlOCk 1 Ss.. , a | U . ‘ ; -
| - v K
. C DeS1gn - : ' AN S
Design effects were not s1gnificant for any of the fifth grade curiosity .
variables, however all sixth grade curiosit§ scores showed significant

B effects for de51gn. In each case Ss who were not pretested scoregd higher

than those who were pretested.

.
. ’ S~
, . ,
[ ‘ . .. - - N .
* K : . b . . hd I4
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, pretested control Ss,

. v
o

. Interactions -

‘e —

A‘j Treatment X Block AR " #r R o e

Thereg, 'were no slgniflcant TxB %nteractions for 4ny of th? fifth grade curlo-— :

sity measdres. In the sixth\@:a.def Blcr ck 1 per:Lmental a.nd control Ss

* scores on the SD mlable we{re approximately equa.'l., however in B10ck 2

control Ss scored hlgher tﬁé.h o

-~

ca.se oi’ both’ P:Lcture Satlsfact n nﬁeasure ,K'B].OCk 1 experimental Ss scored

-higher tha.n the1r controls, wh_ le the op si‘be pattern of. results was Qb-
ta.ined in Block 2. - o

h ]
" B, Treatment X Desién .

TxD intemctlons were nort ’ignii‘ ica.nt or either. of the 5th @:ade Story
Sat,isfaction mea.sures, ho ever they ere s1gm_fica.nt for both Plcture Sat-

" isf action, measures Y

'- rj_mer_d,';al Sg who .ﬁere pretested performed better tha.n
fhile bnonpr' ested controls performed 'better than °

nonpretested experme tals. Thr¢e: out of four of the 6th gra.de TxD 1nter-

N

actions were s/{grﬁf/z.ca.w Pre sted'con.trol Ss ‘produced higher Sh scores .°

| th‘Xn_pratest/e‘d‘ e:?érmental Sg, whlle the performa.nce of nonpretested exper-

imental a.nd co trol Ss/ was pproximately equa:l. . Picture Satisfaction scores

‘higher :_f;‘(. pretested control Ss than for pretested experi-

‘ uh:y.le onpretegted expérimental Ss scored hlgher than nonpretested.

In the 5th grade SI., SD and PN all demonstrated the same slgnlfnﬁ.cant pattern
' 1ts. Block Ss wlzo were not pretested scored hlgher tha.n those who

hile Block "Ss who were: pretested scored higher than those who vere n

’\




. e L
he In~ t)ne sixth ‘.gra.de only the SN‘B‘ZD interact;d'h was signlficant. Block 1 nen- 5
i' ~J 3\ .
pretested S‘s scored higher th:e.n Block .1 pretestelad Ss whj_le scores f op Block

JN Co e oX ‘;a -

w2, yretested a.nd, no’nErete d Ss were a,ppmox:.matley equal,

’ . N § o ‘ ‘
i g e

T"xe three way interaetion wa.s. signiflcamt gn the fii‘th grade for»/ both Picture

Satiéfaction measu:res. On the ﬂ(r«varlab'le, Block 1 experi;néntal Ss in both

D. Tre’atmﬁmt X Block X ﬁ;sz.gn g

design conditions E)e:pformed betier tha.n the;ir res,pectilre controls. In "

Blockfz, (;etﬁ:sted experlmey{al Ss scored hlgher “than. their controls), ‘however

- nonyget ted controls ;Scoréd higher tha.n nonpretested experimentals. Results
J

_of PD analysis howed tha.t Block ‘1 nonpretested{ experi.mental and control Ss's

— 'scores were approxn.mately equal ‘while pmetested experimental Ss scored
higher tha.n their controls. In Block 2, pr;etested experimental Sk scored
higher than pretested controlb Ss whlle the oppos:.te pattern of results was -
observed f or Ss Ain the nonpretested conditions. In thé’ s:.xth grade 'l‘xBxD
fmteractioxé vere slgniflca.nt f or 'both Story Satisfactlon measures. _In
Both cases Block 1 pretes'bed control Ss scored higher than pretested exper—.
imental Ss while.‘the reverse effect was obtained for Ss in the nonpre'tested

des:.gn conditlbns. In Block 2, control Ss in\both des:.gn conditlons scored : °

higher than’ expern.mental Ss. .

. A
Interpersonal Relations: Post Testhx;x\parisons | ’ | e .
1. VMain'Effects. T e -
| A Treatment J , ,
There was no s:.gnli‘lcant dlfference between 5th , e experlmental and,control

Ss on the Social Causallty Test. -In the sixth @:a.de, experlmental Ss scored

slgnrficantly higher than control Ss: F (1 107)= 164340, pe¢.001.




_ B .-
e R N , o
B, Blosk - e e R
. > : o

ng block effect Has not sign&ficant 1n-€32 5th grade however it was sig- h_

-
nIficant in the 6th grade. Q}ch 2 8s scored higher thaniBlockﬂr’SS,'

¥ Ap<.0l.
1,107)= ' - s . :
r1 7) Y, 130 p<, -1 _ ¥ /,/(_‘,. v, g
C. Design -~ =~ . o ;. g o
In the 5th gra&e the design variable approached significance, nonpfbtested?Ss

siored higher than»pretested Ss. Sixth grade data a4 not reveal a s}gnlf. ’
icant design effect. _ ‘\.L T R ? '

.2, Interactions B S
P ' »

Treatment X Block .,

TxB interactions were not s1gnificant in either the 5th or 6th grade.

Treatment X Design : . ) S BN

. .
' . - s 1

The TxD interaction was not sié%ificant ‘in the 5th grade however it was ‘ /
:significant in the 6th grade. The perfo ce .of experimental and control
Pretested Ss was approximately equal, whijJe experimental Ss who were not
pretesteq scored higher than their fespect ve controls. F (1 107)= ? 9?0, <. 006,
C.. Block X Design . ' '
In the. 5th grade the BxD interaction was not significant, however it was
'significant in the 6th grade. Block 1 pretested Ss scored higher on-the ’

measure of 1nterperso§al relations than Block 1 nonpretested Ss, while in

~
The three way interaction(was not significant in‘either the 5th or 6th grade, "

A L)

Block 2, nonpretested Ss scored higher than pretested Ss. °

D, Treatment X Blotk X Desrgn .f

&

.

~»
‘£
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Listening Comprehension' Post Test Co;parisons

. -1. 'Main Effects’ -
. }.-A Treatment | ,
.AAn analysis of the 5th grade STEP scores revealed no 51gnir1cant dlfference .
: between experdmental and'oontrol Ss. Sixth. grade experimental Ss scored . |
e1gnificant1y higher than control Ss on the llstenlng comprehensron measure:;'
F (1, 87)—.4 528, p<.o34 | | ‘
B, Block - v
In the'5th'grade Block_1‘Ss'scored.éignificantly-higher_than Block 2 sszv
| F (1,128)= 5,208, p<.023, For the 6th grade data a block'effect could not
be determined becausé one block was missing tno sets of scores (one experi-
mental and one control) and an ana1y51s of - such asymmetrlcal data would be :
-misleading R .~ - "
. C. Design | o | | | |
‘In the 5th grade. nonpretested'Ss.performed significantly better than pre-.
tested Ss on the lisfening comprehen51on test F (1, 128)= 3 886 p<. 048,
Sixth: grade design effects could not be valldly calculated since half of
the posttest data wai not available.'
2. Interactions
‘A, Treatnent X Block
‘The TxB interactr?n\was not significant in the 5th grade and could not be’
determinéd for the sixth grade, - | : ' :
B. Treatment X Design |
In the 5th grade pretested experlmental Ss scored 51gn1f1cant1y higher than’
mretested control Ss on the STEP while nonpretested Ss showed the opp051te
_pattern of results: F (1,128)= 17.320, p<.001. The TxD 1nteraction could not

“be detegmined in the sixth grade.
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c Blﬂ%& X Design f.,j-f ) ‘ . L o

Q o

.u

Fifth gr e Ss in Block 1 who were not pretested scored hlgher than Ss who

e

were pretested. "In Block 2, Ss who were pretested scored higher than those

who were not pretested: F (1 128) 51 411. p<.001. It was not possible to

determine‘this interaction in the sixth grade; T4

N

D.,Treatment X Block X Design
e : A T i LB v
In the 5th grade’this three way interaction was.nrot significant and it
. > . - B . M . -

could not be determined for the 6th grade. -

ExperimentalvAttitude:.Post—Test Oomparisons -

Ly

1. Main Effects ' . . N A '
| A. Tropbment—T . ' /

Fifth grade experimental Ss scored s%bstantially higher than their controls
on the Pupll Situational Inventory: Fe(1, 1uo)= 3.531, P<.059. There was no
significant difference between_experimental and‘control subJects in the 6th
- grade on this'variahle. \ | | -
B. Block o ..
,Block was not significent as.a main effect in either the 5tn or 6th grade.
. . Ca Design o . |
Design was a signiflcant factor in the 6th grade only. Pretested Ss scored
¢ higher than nonpretested Ss: F (1,121)= 5.199, p<.023.
2. Interactions ‘}-L <
| A, Treatmefit X Block :
" In the 5th grade the performance of Bloek 1 experimental and control Ss was
. appro£;mately equal on the P31, while in Block 2 experlmental Ss scored
signi__fica.ntly higher thari’ their controls: F (1,140)= 3,876, p<.01+8 ‘The

interaction was not significant in the 6th grade.

¥ ()(\
Lo
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‘B, Treatment X Design ‘
Thi* interaction was not significant in the 5th grade however it was sig— '
nificant in.the 6th grade. Sixth grade pretested control Ss scored higher
than'pretested experimental Ss, while nonpretested experimental Ss scored

. higherﬂthan_nonpretested controls: F (1,121)= 4,920, p(.Gé.
. 1 o , o ‘

\

C. Block X Design

-

~

A significant BxD interaction occurred in the 5th grade on the IBI however

it was not observed in the 6th grade., AnalySis-of 5th-grade data,revealed
that Bloc¢k 1 Ss who -Were not pretested scored'higher than those in Block 1

¥

who were pretested while the opposite pattern of results was observed in
| Block 2: F (1,140)= 10,399, p<.002,

D. ”reatment X Block X Design - T ' L

"~ The three way interaction was not significant in either the 5th or 6th grade.

N
- . e -

ngical Thinking Post Test Comparisons

>

1. Hain Effects
A, Treatment
There was’ nd Significant difference between experimental ‘and control Ss in

’ either grade on the CTMM sutmests.

2 - t

B, .Bfock - -

'Block was not a significant main effect in either the 5th or 6th grade

p although it approached s1gn1f1cance in the’ 6th grade, Block 2-Ss tending to

>
. score higher than Block 1 Ss.

C. Design o , i . - \\\
There was no significant design effect in the 5th grade. Sixth grade Ss
who were pretested scored signlficantly higher than Ss who were not pre--

\

- tested: F (1,111)= 15 993, p<.001,

O
ISRV I




2. 'Interactions T - P
‘ : o BN N
A, Treatment X. Bloek . . : ) . -,i\\\
?The TxB interaction was not signlflcant in the 5th grade but it approached

~.

significance in the sixth grade.‘ Block 1 experimental Ss scored hlgher on

* the CTMM than their controls, while the opposlte effect occurred in Block 2)

Treatment X Design = ,‘A _ e

In the 5th grade experimental Ss who were pretested scored higher on . ;easures
of logical thinking than did their respective controls, while nonpretested
control Ss scored higher than experimental Ss who were not pretested.
F (1;1&6)= 5.313, p<.021. -This interaction was not'significant in the .
h grade. I |
C. Block X Design B .
* Both 5th and 6th. grades exhibited signiflcant BxD interactlons. In the 5th
grade Block 1 Ss who were not pretested scored hlgher than Ss who were, while
in Block 2 pretestedQSs ‘scored higher than nonpretested Ss. F (1, 1b6)— 18 Lok,
P<¢.001, . Analysis of 6th grade data demonstrated that Block 1 Ss who were
pretested scored higher ‘that Block 1.Ss who were not pretested, while Block 2

Ss in both design conditions scored approximately the same: F (1,111)= 13.457, .

.

p(oooio ' L

D, Tgeatment X Block i Design -
Neither 5th nor 6th grades:exhibited significant'three-way.interactions.
Questioning Post Test COmparisons . ' ) | Sa

»

Data pertainmng to thls variable was subJected to qual;tatlve as well as
quantitative analysis. -For the qualitative analysis the author scored all
‘of the Story Satlsfaction questions and then randomly selected 15m of’ the’

.data for another rater to‘analyze. Elghty—elght percent agreement was
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/obtained. None df the main effects or interactions were significant for

.
b d

analytical or creative questions in either the fifth or sixth grade..

{
Multiple regresSion analyses were performed on the Denton fifth and

- DENTON

A ) _

-

sixth grade pre and post test data., The grades were analyzed both sep—

arately and corfbined., ,
Reading o 4 "

Reddirg scores of experimental ‘and control Ss did not differ Signif-
icantly for 5th or 6th graders. Combined analysis of the data demonstrated

no signiq&cant treatment or’ grade effects.

‘CurioSity .

- Fifth grade experimental Ss scored s1gnificantly higher‘than their
controls on each of the four curiosity measures (see Table Q) ~ Sixth grade
control Ss scored significantly higher than experimental Ss on three of the

four measures (see Table 11) . Results«of the combined analysis reveals

: significant treatnent and grade effects. On all four measures experimental

Ss scored higher than control Ss. (see Table 13). Fifth ‘grade Ss scored
significantly higher thin sixth graders on the Story Satisfaction measures,

while sixtB grade Ss scored significantly higher on Picture Satisfaction

~

,measures (see Table 13) o o .

-

Interpersbnal Relatio.s nﬁ; -“: oo - !

. .Fifth grade control Ss‘tcored'significantly,higherlon the Social
. .

Causality Test than did fifth grade experimental Ss; F (I,hO)é 4,239, p<.05,

Sixth grade scores ‘were not available. ‘-‘ ‘ T »J —_—
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Listening Conprehension-

. Theri~was no. 51gnif1cant difference between 'xperimentad and control
Ss' in the fifth grade on the STEP however a gén icant diffemnce was
- found in. the sixth grade. From pre to post testin
A / - L

’ scoreS/éf control Ss
‘-remained essentially constant; whlle scores of ex

1mental Ss decreased
L .

F (1,§c'z’)= .7.664 P¢. 01, Combined analysrs 'did no _result in slgnificant

>treatment or grade effects. :

Experimental Attitude';

Independent analysis of 5th and 6th grade data sho

A

\J10 significant
difference between experimental and control groups.' Analysis'f ‘bg}h grades
bcombined revealed nelther s1gnificant treatment nor grade effects.

Logical Thinking , AT

0
-

Experimental and control Ss did not differ s1gnif1cantly on the CTMM

in either the fifth or sixth grade. Combined analysrs resulted in no
significant treatment effect "while the grade effect approached signlflcance,'
sixth graders tending to score. higher than- fifth graders.l(

Questionigg' }i

1Analytical.», “ ' S | S

" There was no slgnificant diffe nce between experimental’and control“ =.

uﬂgfef analyflcal‘questions asked. In the

&
sixth grade, experlmenta} Ss asked approx1mately "the same number of analytical

Ss in the fifth.grade.in tHe amo

questions on the posttest as they did on the pretest, ‘while their controls -
asked fewer analytical questions on the posttest than they did on the pre~ )
test: F (1,30)= 4,326, D05, In the combined analysis the.treatment effect’

' approached signiflcance. Experimental Ss 1mpmo4ed more than conjgol Ss in

S
¢

- 20



the use of analytical questions. The grade effect was significant; fifth
'grade Ss asked more analytical questions than sixth grade Ss. F (1, 39)—
* 4,609, p<.05.
2; Creative‘ .
There was no'significant difference between exPerimental and control
Ss in either the fifth or.sixth grade. Combined analysis'did not reveal
_significant ‘treatment or grade effects. S L

TEACHER EVALUATIONS

)

At tbe conclusion of the experimental program teachers were asked to’
fill out questionnaires from which the following results were derived.
Newark results are based on evaluations submitted'by_six out of eight
experimental teachers., Denton results are based on evaluations fron all
four experimental teachers, including the two.whose classes were not tested

~

There were no fundamental differences in evaluations of teachers from tested :

~and nontested classes.

1. .To what extent do you believe the program succeeded in achieving its
,goals? .Rate onva scale_from l - 5: unsuccessful to successful.. —
Newark'Mean = 3,0 A;Denton'Mean = 2.5
2. Hou interested were children in the issues in general? e -
" Rate 1-5 not very to very¥ S | |
' " . Newark Medn = 3 1 - Denton Mean = 2.8 .
3. -How effective were classroom d1scussions in general? .

Rate 1-5: not very to very. ™ - = ~ - | ' N

. Newark Mean = 3. 7 : Denton Mean = 3.0 _

B ]



b,

5.

7

9.

10;

11, N

~

How useful were exercises in general" | Rate 1 - 5: not very to very.

’, Newark Mea.n = 3,7 ‘ S Denton . Mean = 2, 5*
* Denton teachers indicated that exefccises frequently were not availa‘ble.
How well was the level of difficulty of _the material suited to your pupils
Rate 1 - 5 not very to very. T ‘ ~ o : » ;
Newaxk Mean = 3.1 A Denton Hean = 3 0 N
Would you like to participate in this program again next yea.r"f '

/- . Newark '80% yes . ~ Denton 100% no¥**
*;*l)enton teachers indicated that they were mi:r:ritated by the problems ’
w distribution and supply. of materials. L b
Would you encou,ra.ge your collea.gues o pa:r:tlci?ate in. this progyam?

Newark 100% Yes ~ . Denton 50% ng . 50% rw"t SU'"‘

’. Do you believe that this ptrogra.m of fers something fundamentally di_fferent

from what is already being done in the classroom’

Newa.rk 80% yes . Denton 50% yes

How ma.ny Cays a week d you think this progran should be taught"

Denton Mean = 2 : .

For how many weeks do- you think the prr:ogra.m should be ta.ught"

Newark ra.nge = 8 to 36 (ent:.'r:e yea.r) Denton msge =3 to 36 (ent:.re yea.r)
Some Newark teachers indicated there should be flex:Lbility in how
frequently the pu:ogra.m should be taught and how long it -should be conducte

g P How valua.ble do you think the workshops were in helping

‘ you teack the Trogram? Rate ).1 5: not very to very. ‘Mean = 4.6

Denton Froup: How valuable do you th:.nk workshops held twice a week
“f ' T .

: would have been in helping you teach the program?

Rate 1 - 5: not very’ to very. - Mean = 4,5

~Cvy
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* Discussion

In Newark the exmrimental Trogranm resulted.'in significant improvcment
Ain both the cognitive and affective: domains From an educational standpoint,
-improvement in reading is perhaps the most importa.nt* finding. As ‘wrightstone
et. al. (1956) describe, "Rea.ding is an essentia.l tool for the» acquisition .of

1

concepts a.nd ini‘ormation in all areas of the currictﬂ.um. The ability to read -
with comprehenéion and reasonable speed contributes to -the ‘pupil's ptrogress :
in all schoo}f subJect matter" .'\ Overall, reading pade equivalent scores of .
experiment:}fl' children impzroved eight: month's while control children improved
five months thus resulting in a net gain of three months attributable to the
four mon& experimental pzrogra.m Impu:ovement in re,ading was most dramatic
for experimental children from Newark's East Ward (Block 2). Beading scores
from one sixth grade class improved approxima.tely’ two and a half years,
while a fii‘th grade cla.ss improved a year and four months. The Qeatest

gain observed in the control group was eight months and this. gain was ob- ¢
served in one cla.ss only.

. Piaget's theory of education serves as a uSef'tﬂ. model for understanding
why Philosophy for Children facilitates various aspects of behavior.‘ Piaget
(1971) considers interest and action. two’ most important pedagog,icgl prin—

.....

ciples., Lipman, while writing the philosophical children's storf?: "Harry
Stottlemeier's Discovery. s ON whi_ch the -program is based, used (;.nterest as
a fundament;l guiding 'principle.'i In contrast to the traditional didactic
textbooks elementa.ry school children usually encounter in the cla.ssroom, ‘
Lipmim (19?5) describes "Harry" “as a literary text that is 1ntr1nsically
engoyabl@ and intrinsica.lly mea.ning-ful to the child; deligl?tflﬂ as well as

instructive. Throughout the experimental program child:r:en *actively read

” .



and listen to others reading aloud from the text ‘of this interesting noveIﬁ

In addition, children engage in specially devised activities which‘frequently

involve analyzing wordimeanings, recognizing the main idea contained in.ang
\A.

- episode of the story, making inferences and formulating conclusions about
3

the material they have read. Thus Piaget's- principles of interest and action

haracterize the reading behavior of children in the philosophy program
While importance of reading as an educational goal is seldom under—

' estimated, listening as an educational obJective is often neglected. _A

'survey of the most commonly used standardized achievement tests reveals that
only the STEP series provides an independent measure 6f this fundamental skill
Yet listening behavior constitutes one of the most baSic components of the
educational process.’ Essentially the same abilities and skills wh;ch are .
necessary for reading comprehension are also required for listening com-
prehension._ Both involve understanding the main idea of the material, per—
cepmion of details, making inferences and drawing conclusions. Sixth grade

| children who participated in the experimental philosophy program demonstrated
significant improvement in 1istening comprehension. Discussing philosohpical
issues, such as ‘the purpose of education, is one of the primary program
activities. Complementary to Piaget's fundamental principles of interest ,
and action is his belief that the important thing in an educational program

. is for the child to construct his own materials (Evans 19?3) Philosophical
discussion uniquely combines the child's interest and action, weaving them
into a personal construction by encouraging him to develop and express his
own ideas and to draw from-his own experience. Participating in a discuss10n

. involves formulating ‘and communicating one's ideas.' The child must recognize
the salient aspects of the issue being discussed, analyze their implications,'

Led
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andjérganize them in\a way that is simultaneously meaningful to himself and

to others. Thus what’ gins as a personal construction is transformed‘into
’an'interpersonal c?nstruction.‘ While one child speaks the other children
1listen. so that they too may participate in the discussion. histening skills’
may thus be improveﬁ hecause of the amount of activity, level of interest and
constructive'aspects that.characterize philosophical discussion.

Significant improvement in critical thinking in the complementary

doma'ins of reaﬁing and listening, as observed in sixth grade experimental
pupils, is espeically,,important in light of Shapiro's reformulation of the
concept of competEnce. 'éhe suggests-that competence i1s not an all or none
phenomenon and that the ability to shift from one mod to another: may be

a crucial capability. Competence, according to Shapiro (1973), involves‘
effective functioning in different domains, the ability to respond to the
requirements‘of different situations, flexibility in dealing with different
kinds of content andein different modalities. ':rhus when one. looks at the

i more general implications, the combined effect of improved comprehension in
the two domains takes on greater significance than can be recognized by
assessing the significance of each domain independently.

Results of the pmeseht study (Newark data) are consistent with those i
obtained in the pilot project in the area of reading‘compmehension, however
they are inconsistent.in the area'of'loéical thinking. Experimental children"
in Lipman's pilot study demonstrated. sig;nif.ica.nt ga.lns in lo;gical‘thinking
while experimental children in the current study showedlno significant ”
improvement. This discrepancy is rrobably a function of the different back-.
ground and experience of the people who implemented the rrogram in the pilot

~and present experiments., Lipman, a professor ofjphilosophy, had a substantial
. v o - o R -4
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background in the tools and techniques of logic as well g;\years of ex-
,perience teaching the subject on the college level. . In sharp contrastq the
.public school teachers who conducted the program in the pmesent experiment
had little if ‘any background 4n logic and virtually no experience teaching it.i
While workshops a tempted to circumvent this problem, they were ‘being con-
“ducted for the first time and werd therefore.not as effective as they
hpotentially could be. Several teachers indicated that they did not feel
adequately prepared to teach logical thinking. Since workshops uere con-
";ducted concurrently with the experimental program, teachers were prov1ded
with critical background material shortly before they were to implement it
'in the classroom. The brief interval between training and teaching was not
'Sufficient,enough to allow teachers to feel comfortable and competent in
teaching the material to their pupils. Some teachers suggested that they
could have been more effective in developing logical thinking in their
students if they had had more time to assimilate the material themselves.
Conflicting results on measures of curiosity were " observed in both

.Newark and Denton. Evidence as to whether the’ program increases the child'
level of curiosity is therefore inconclusive. Highlyfsignificant results -
that.were obtained may be due to treatment variables or may be artifacts : |
of the testing,situation. The latter possibility seems more.likely espece
ially in light of the complex nature of the interaction effects. The .
instruments used are highly susceptible‘to extraneous influences because :
they are relatively unstructured. Short stories or pictures intended to
.provoke a child's curiosity are pmesented to the child who is asked what’
else he would like to know about them. The tAsk is to write as many

'questions as one can. If a teacher were to administer the tests at the.
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beginning of-a regular class period one could find an entirely different

PR

pattern of results than if the test were presented in the middle or at the'

'.end of a class period sihply because of differential *$ine constraints._

Evaluation of improvement in que..tioning behavior was based on the.
_quantitative and qualitative analysis'of‘qust'ions asked on the Story
Satisfaction (curiosity) test. Since the assessment of quéstioning was /

AN

done with a measure of doubtful reliability, the results in the area of

: questioning must also be considefed inconclusive.u\ .o

. .

. Curiosity”and questioning behavior was measured and analyzed'in a 4
similar ‘manner in an educational experiment comparing self-directed study
with traditional classroom instruction (lecturesj for college students,
Hovey, Gruber and Terrell (1963) found that students who engaged in self-

di!ected studJ‘demonstrated improved performance on measures of cuflos1ty b

v and questionlng when compared to students in the conventional classroom.

AN

Reliability was not a problem in the self—directed study experiment probably

-because the format of;their t s} instrument ( a questionnaire) was more

highly structured ‘than the fo A‘t of the test'materials used in the present

' study. The author believes that more highly standardized administratlon

procedures ‘could compensate for the loose format of the Maw and Maw tests
to sufficiently improve rellability. : f A : >

" In the affectlve domain’ Newark S%f,a grade experimental children demon—

-strated increased understanding,of interpersonal relations. Both the method

and content of -the philosophy program may have contrlbuted to this effect.

Results of the Ontario Institute for Studies in Education Moral Eduoatlon.

' ProJect are consistent with the finding that a program employlng a dlscussion

format can<improve aspectS'of social development. A discussion is essentially

—
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'; a social situation bqged on the cooperative sharing of ideas. Discussion
transforms a class into a’ gropp because the children interact with each other
as ;:ll as wit eacher. Through_this interactive process, discussion
participants are confronted with the points of view of bthers., Confront--‘

iation with new and éonflicting ideas helps stimulate recognition of'the
differences between self and others. Once the difference is‘rec:é‘ized,

in ordér to comprehend the nature of the discrepancy more fully, the c}xild A
takes the role of the other person thereby decentering %rOm .his own point | |
of wlew, The transition from.centering on one's ofin point of view to under- -

Fstanding the perspective of another is a maJor factor in. social development.
Sharing in each other's intellectual 1life through discussion also allows
the phild to recognize the complenpreasons that underlie the ideas and actions
of othgr people.- Understanding‘the reasoning behind social behavior is : |
facilitated during the process of discussion as children ask each'other to

»

explain why thep feel and act,as‘they do. The content of thejexperimental -
‘p;ogram,helps.increase understanding of social hehavior because several )
episodes in the children’s.novel focus ;ﬁJproblems that arise in interpersonal
relations, One Assue explored‘concerns treating people.as objects. A'brief ;
description of an episode in the story will demonstrate how such an issue

~is treated. Anne, who genuinely likes and 1is, intrigued by her new and
“unusual friend Suki, wants to bring Suki home to meet her parents. Suki's
feelinés are hurt because she thinks Anne 1is treating her as'an interesting
object to he-displayed before Anne's family. Anne does not understand how
Suki'perceives the invitation until Suki indicates she is hurt, Suki makesﬁ

a sardonic comment which shocks and confuses Anne, The comment causes Anne



to examine her own motivations. She hnalyzes the reasons why‘she wanted to
bring Suki home and looks.at the si@nation from Suki's point of view, At
her. moment of insight Anne says, "But Suki's a _person,, and you don't treat a
-personhiéye a thing no matter who it is! " And that s what I was doing. I
was.using her the way I use the cut flowers when I arrange them to make a
still life. Oh; I feel awfullf.("Harry" pe 71). The cOmbination of exploring
'reasons that underlie social behavior and looking at social:situations.from
another‘person's point of view 1eads'to greater understanding of the nature _
of interpersonal relations and to a heightened sense of soclal sensitivity.
. Experimental children in the fifth grade did not show a siggificant
increase in their understanding of interpersonal relations;however they
demonstrated 1mprovement which approached significance in another area of
aifective functloning. They developed more positive attitudes towards explor-
ation and experimentation within an educational context. JPiaget‘(1971) states
that the ekperimental sﬁirit‘can be most fruitfuliy dereioped beginning'nfth |
_the upper elementary school years when the“chila is'coordinating his abilities
. to combine and dissociate factors'aS'the formal operational structures develop.
Following‘JE Rignano's conceptualiZation of thinking as.inner-experimentation,
. bronbach (1963) comments, "In a sense,.'fooling around' with indefinite aim
is “the essence of creativity and it may be that_the'key to producing-nore
curious, more inventive adults 1ies in the cuitiration of a playful attitude

!

towards topics the school now treats with somber dedication to 'the’right

| answer' " ’Erp10ring the world of ideas is essentiaili;the philosopher's
task and as such is a fundanental aspectlof.this educational progran. ' The |
child begins to look at faniliar-and accepted concepts and values in new

and different ways. He questions the previously unquestioned and the

A




' previous'iy unquestionable in an atmo'sphere of tolerance and mutual respect.
He has the freedom to develop and explore his ideas without worrying whether
they constitute "the right answer”. The natire of philosophical discussion
e‘ncourages speculation and experimentation.. Research evidence has demon-
strated that pa.rticipating in a discussion facilitates attitude cha.nge

" (Hovland et.al. 1953; Janis and King 19%%; Mitnick and McGinnies 1958)

One would therefore expect a program of this kind to lead to more positive :
attitudes towards :Lntellectua.l experimentation%

Basically the da.ta from the Denton experiment suggest that the program’
did not, lead to significant impzrovement in either the cognitive or affective.
domains. Results which did reach statistical signif icance were difficult |
to interpret. As mentioned p::eviously, equivoca.l findings were obtained in
the a.rea of curioslty. ~Other significa,nt effects on ggognltive varliables

| (listening comprehension and analytlca.l questions) were: found in the six'th
<gade however they reflect relative loss rather than re1at1ve gain, and |,
eventhe trend;s ‘were inconsiste_nt. ‘The only improvement observed was in the
_area of interpersonal relations for» fifth grade control children and the d

reason for this effect is abstruse. s ' : ”“

The 1ack of significant improvement for experimental children in

Denton could 'be as‘cribed to ‘several factors includlng the duratlon of the

pro@:am, the absence of teacher training workshops and the lack of crit1ca1

instructional materials. A direct compa.rlson of the Newark and Denton -

, experiments is nots possible becaBae of the cr1ticai di:f‘ferences~ in tl%e
‘programs. However, consideration. of.the different pa.ttern of results in :
the two cities does'suggest some important 'i.mplications. Duration of the

4 program'may be an important factor in determining its effectiveness.

!
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The longer the course is conducted in the classroom the better chance thore

- may be that it will be successful in accomplishing its goals. Teacher in

both cities agreed on the desirability of workshops for implementing Philosophy

for Children. “Results of the teacher evaluatidns imply that the workshops

',may positively affect the teacher's attitude towards -the program, theiquality

Qf classroom- discussion, success or perceived success of the program, -and. *
possibly children's interest in the issues raised., Thus it appears,that‘
workshops or other forms of teacher'training are obviously desirablelandi
quite possibly effective. | \ |

Frequently when significant results are obtained from an educational

experiment, critics question'whether the effects'obtained are truly a function'
of the experimental'manipulation or whether they are due to the "hawthorne
Effect”"., A Hawthorne Efféct is said to operate when special attention paid
‘to the experimental group, causing increased morale and motivation produces
the observed changes, rather than the results being due to the treatment | /

tself. Thus there exists a potentially confounding factor within the ex-
perimental design. Substantial controversy'surrounds the Hawthorne Effect.
Some researchers insist on its. rigorous control while others believe that |

: b

the claims for its existence are gFossly exaggerated. The author. decided

it was not necessary to include a formal control for this effect in the

| design of the experlment becauSe of the 1qprobability that special attention

\

could lead to higher proiuctivity on the measures employed in the current
study. A post hoc analysis of the Denton experiment provides some indication
that the results obtained in Newark are not a fuhction of the Hawthorne

Effect. Denton experimental children were subjected to special attention

via the philosophy program for approximately five and one half weeks.'

v : ) '
I . /
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" The evaluation s‘udy revealed that experimental children did not significantly
improve on either cognitive or affective measures, One can therefore con- -
Clude that neither the eXPerimental program nor special treatment‘operated
to induce s1gnif1cant gains in preformance. Through these results the
Denton~exper1ment confirms that it is relatively dlfficult to induce change

in the behavior examined in the mresent study. When this finding is taken

N

into account thq“@ewark results are not susceptible to being interpreted as’;
a Simple function of special attention- however, one cannot rule out the

4

'possibility that special attention over a longer period of time—may have

- <

affected performance. _

At the outset of the experiment we were not concerned with the relative
effectiveness of ‘the program in the two different grades, "Harry‘,was -
written using a fourth grade vocabulary so it was assumed that fifth and
sixth grade children—uould—benefit equally from the experimental program.

: Although analysis 6f individual dependent variables- di& not reveal signif~
icant differences between fifth and sixth grades for any ‘of the variables,
the overall pattern ofg§esults in Newark indicates that grade may be a
" factor of substantial 1mportance. EXcluding,curiosity, 507 (three out of
\s1x) of the sixth grade measures ‘resulted in significant treatment effects
- while only 17% (one out of six) were slgnificant in the fifth grade. "‘
The apparently greater effectiveness of the prOgram in thg sixth grade |
may be a function of a higher level of 1ntellectual development and emot-
1onal maturity which allow the older child to utilize more of what the -
: Program has to offer. . : : L | B
While the results of this study in terms of areas and extent of prOgram -

effect1veness, grade effects, etc, are suggestive, they are certainly not
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definitive. Further research needE to be conducted in order to document
« mcre concluSively the Value of Phiiosophy for Children as an educational Ce

, program Considering that the current research was undertaken during the
firs 1 year of the pro"ram s administratron by previously untrained teachero,
.the results are*;;st encouraging."One would expect even.more. significant
effects to be obtained if teachers had the benefit of training and the
. 4experience of implementing the program prior to evaluation. Therefore a
- research program similar to the one empioyed here is\suggested for evaluating |
A the philosophy program's success with experienced teachers. In addition, v
carefully planned follow—up research should be conducted. Follow-up research
can determine whether the observed, gainsfare stable and whether they are
_sustained over time. Also, qccasionally the effects of experience are not .-
immediately obserVable.4 Skills, abilities or, attitudes developed through '
the experimental program may not.havp noticeable effects until the gains have
been consolidated through Subsequent experience. Without‘adequate follow-up °
research, knowledge of delayed results would be lost.lﬁFinally,‘followeup_
4research,is desirable because the effects pf.experience are more meaningful
(when-vieued within a‘developmental context thanfwhen observed only‘at‘a;
.single point in time. = R S
o | - Conclusionr - 4 : 4 1‘ |

. 4

An importantlcharacteristic of. the experimental philosophy programgis

.

24
ProJect and the Inquiry Training Program from the Ontari o Institute for

i S

Studies in Education, focus. on development within a sindle domain. Philosophy

«

‘its comprehen51veness. Many educational pro%rams, such as the Mdral-Education

for Children has demonstrated multifaceted development. In the realm of

o : \ . " N
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' cognitive functioning, experimental children in Newa.rk significa.ntly improved
‘in reading a.nd 1istening comprehension. In the area of affective functioning,‘.

| children who pa.rticipated in the program demonstra'bed increased understanding

,of interpersona.l relations and more positive attitudes towards intellectual

. _experimentation. Beyond what has already been observed, curiosity, question-

| ing, logica.l thinking and creativity remain as areas of potential program '

'ef:‘yiveness. . : ~ c e
' . ) e -', .‘91"._
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' Avbreviations R
(for féading the tables that follow) -
. . o . . S . : :

g: .Experimentai:'#' : |

C Cs 4'Qontrol- ‘
Ti. .Treatment
.B: I Blockv .

D: Design _ _

_SNi _' Number of questions- Story Satisfaction test (curiosity)
SDi,\ Number .of different ideas: Story Satisfaction test (curiosity)
?N:. - Number of questions: Picture Satisfaction test (curiosity)

.Pﬂ;‘ Number of different ideas. Picture Satisfaction test (curiosity)

SCT:  Social Causality Test (interpersonal relati ns) '
fSTEP: Sequential Tests of Educational Progressi(listenlng comprehension)
RSIf: PuPil Situational Inventory (experimental attitude)
CTMM: California Test of Mental Ma.turity (logical thinking)
A’N: Analytical questions
'dezi Creative questions |

. MAT: Metropolitan Achlevement Test (reading)

©ITBS: Iowa Test of Basic Skills (reading)
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Table 2 '
.Newark ﬁeading ReSults | .
Separate Grade Analysis - :
R ‘Multiple Regression o y
Grade 5 . - | . Grade 6
Variable d.}_\% . F  probability  Varisble  d.f. F_ goﬁqbﬂi_tx
Treat. 1,156 2,425 nes. ©  Treat. 1,145  3.737 .055
Bl<‘>;:k‘ 1.156_ 2,161 n.s. - Block _ 1,145 22,063 " ,0005 ..
Design - 1,156  0.413 . n.s. .- ° Design 1,145, *27Lu67. - .0005
&
-
Reading Gfa.de Equivalent Meané
Grade 5 - ‘ o o . - Gfade'G v
Pre Post. N .
'Experimental 3.6 4.3 - XA b5
Control © 3.7 | 4.1 | o o35 a1
' .’Q' : .
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~ Table 3

Newark Reading Results

Combined Grade Analysis

oy

Multiple _.-Regréssion

r probability

- Variable L d.f._i
Treatment 1,305 5.796 - .025 .
‘Block "' 1,305 146010 .005
Design 1,305  9.227 .005
- Grade 1,305 - 2.271 n.s. Q.
Y | .
-Rea,dihg.G;gde ‘Equi\"aleét Heans
Pre Post
" Experimental 3.6 L.y
Cdn;t.rol_ , - 3.6 4.1
P . ‘
\ :v
\
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' Table 4 ‘
Fifth Grade: Newark
< B - Three Way Analysis‘ of Variance = v
\ . ‘F vdlues and probability o ;o
Variable . d.f. T B D TxB TxD  BxD _ TxBxD /
Curiosity N _ T - R .-
SN 1,136 14.880  18.015 0.225 0,111 0,179 38,835 0.288
| , 001 001 *mnes. " MeS.  MeS.  .001. n.s. .
SD - 1,137 2,035  10.672 2.313° 0.147 0.379 9.#5 0.915
| | . nes. .002¢ h,s. n.s.  ms. 002 - n.s..
BN 1,142 8.798  15.969 0.203 1,065 18.129 10.411 14,824
004 .001 - n,s, - ms, L001°  ,002 001
D 1,181 0.721 8,000 0,578 0,001 10,720  2.05%  5.226
n.s. . 006 NeSe  NeS. .002 °  n.s. .02
S.C.T. 1,141 . 0,063 0,129 3414 2,072 0.689 ~ 0,026 0,354
.' —_— ' nd @ nes. .063 ¢ MeS. NS, NS, MeS.
S.T.E.P. 1,128 0.007 5.208 /3,886 2.350 17,320 51.411 2,962
‘ n.s. © - .023  .O048° _ n.s.' ,001  .,001  n.s,
P.S.I. 1,140 - 3531 0.663 0,007 3,876 0.455  10.399 0,000
. . .059 n.s. Nn,S. 048 n.sS. . 002 n.s.
C.T.M.M. 1,146 0,084 ~ “1,888 0,001 0,737 5.313 18.474 1,790
' : NeSe - NS, s, _ n.s. .021 - ,001 n.s.
Questions ‘ | . !
AN 1,93 0.009 . . 1.506 1.970 0.882 0.145  0.106 0.563 . -
: 1 .  nese. NeSe  MeS. NS, DS, N.Se  NiSe
CR 1,25 1,570 0.2 1,053 0.962 0.37% © 0.114 2,047 - |
' - ' n.s. n.s, n.s.  n.s, n.s. nes.  D.s.
~l
s o




Table 5
. . Fifth Crade: Newark
'Post Test Means

1

Va.riaBle L h o Ebcj:erimental

Curiosity ' <. .
8N - 12,87%%
SD S 9,66

) A : X 9.18%*
m . . 6.81
Interpersonal Relations 12,17
Listening Comprehernision LoJ70 |
Experimental Attitude - ~  63.39%
Logical Thipking - _ 34,57
Questions . ‘ ' :
Analytical 3.4k
Creative _ - 1.81
. .
- *%p ,005
* p 059

~ Géntrol

19,26

8.32
6.88°
6,07

12.38

40,38

6147

.26

3.80
1.41

=l
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Table 6 . .
- IR ' ' B Si.x'th-G?de: Newark -
i Three Way"Analysi-s of Variance - = o p
F values‘and probability
Variable .~ duf. * T B D TxB  TxD  BxD TxBxD
“Curfosity 1,117 9.417 7,740  6.939 6.167 - 5.704 _ -4.704 5,643
SWe .03 .006 .009  ,Ol4- .018 .03 . .018
SD 1,117  13.262 . 8,004 L4.B16 7.130 7.697  6.718  M.ish .
I .001 .005  ,028  ,009 ,007 - .01 .04
PN 1,114 . 1.723 52415 6,568 9.982 3.978 ' 1.660  0.359

n.S-.’b "001 Ioii . 002 lOLl‘6 NeSe N.,S,
P . 1,113 0.332, 39,019 6,734 12,848 5.868  1.849  1.289

n.'s.'";'!', Tl'-, .001 .01 . .001 .016 nes, n.s.
S.C.T. 1,107 16,340 i 4,130 ,'0.0'72@;0.089 7.970 7,956 1,620
, ' : .001 & 3?1042 n.s. N.S, 006  ,006 NeSe
S.T.E.P. TS S A - - - -
P.S.1. 0.758 4,920 1,614 0.028
' n.s;.' .02 . n,s, n.é. '
C.T.M.M. 2.976 ‘0.00’4 C 13,447 0.'008 .
. n.s. n.s. .001 | nes.’
Questions . , ' \ _
AN T 1,75 0.99%% 0,099 0,220 2.112
. . NS, n.s; ne.s, .ri.s.
CR . .1,11 0.370 0,000 - 0,049 -
| : n,s. .n..s. " NeSo )
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Table 7 _
‘Sixth Grade: Newaxk °
‘Post Test Means -

Variable ., Expg;;geﬁtal' | . Control
Curiosity - o | , L
SN < 10.57 o  13.90%*
' SD . ~ 849 - 10,73%*
W .. 950 S 8.28
1 S . 7/16 . . ' 6.80
Interpersonal Relations . 12&53** S - 10.74
Listening Comprehension 2, 95% ' 22,63 *
Experimental Attitude =~ = 62,09 ‘ . 62.19
Logical Thinking - 34.81 | 32
" Questions _ - | :
Analytical o 342 C 2,60
Creative =~ ¢ . 1.25 ° o - 160 -
**p ,005 o '. . o . . ' R s .
*-p,’.03'+' ' | ' | ' B .
p )
AcC
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'fTable 8 - .
Combined Grade Analysis: Newark - S
Four Way Analysis of Variance -
Main Effects /. . —

F values and proba%il;ty

-

Variable  d,f,  Grade ' Treatment ™ Design  Block
Curiosity | o - ‘ o
St 1,253 2.237  OM7h . W22 25.715
. _ ' N.S. N.S. <041 . .001
SO 1,254 0.419 0.293 5.047  17.555
_ ‘' TNeSe -~ < NeSe 024 .001
PN- 1,256 " 1.128 9.901 5,178 61,345
o © mes. . .002 - 022 1,001
. D 1,254 . 0.481 1,020 4,002 29.997¢
L . n.s. NeSs . Olly ©,001
8.C.T. 1,248 1435  1.525 2,769 0,078
. - NeS. MeSe ©  ° NeSa ' neSe
S.T.E.P. - 1,215 - = 0.812 Co- -
. . ' ‘ MNeSe .
P.Sel, 1,261 0.173  1.835 1.393 0.515
' ' - nes. h.s.!f‘ ‘NeSe " “n.s.
C.TLMM. 1,257 0.510 © 0.867 7.6 4318
n.s. n.s. - . .007 ©L0u6
Questions . . ' ’ |
AN 1,168 0.358 0.118° 3,069 . . 1.736
" n.s. nese ¢ .078 NeSe
. CR 1,36 o0.415  0,251. - 2,081 . 0,001
S n.s. n.s. n.ss  n.s.
. |
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, | Table 9
o . Fifth Grade: Denton’
Co Multiple Regression” -
Variable N df. - F ___probabllity
Cpéiosity o ‘ S
AR 1,38 7.398 - S
D 1,38 ° . 12.323 005 B
C PN 1,40 17,199 ©.p005 .
P 1,40 11.817 . w005
| S.C.T. C 1,40 4239 ' .05
S.T.E.P. - 1,38 0,110 | n.s.
P.S.I. 1,3 0,720 n.s.
C.T.M.M. 1,36 0,003 . Des.
- Reading 1,25 2,903 n.s. oy
Questions : : : ‘ - '
AN . 1,8 0.523  ms,
- CR 1,2 0,041 - n.s.‘.'”f'

5t
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- Table 10
Fifth Grade: 'Deni‘;on
Pre & Post Test Means
Variable ] _ Experimental __ Control
Curdosity o ~ ' o :
"~ sN o 17.15 By, 55%* 9.81 10.67 -
SD 10.10 16,95%%* 7.19 8.29
S 20,05 25.46%%* 9.43 8.38
CE 1 1W.68%% 748 “9,93
Titerpersonal Relations 15,00 16,96 1743, 18,29
Listening Comprehension 58,00 - 554,70 61,68 - 59:47
Experimental Attitude  63.76 66486 66167 6Ba72
Logical Thinking - § 39.20 42,75 46,45 48,43
Questions - -, L I ce
" Analytical 2,38 3450 283 3u1b
Creative” | 2480 2,78 2056 1433
‘Reading 4.25 - 5.30 5.3 . 6.25
*ap 005
** p .01 -
* 7 .05
N
Ly
) 2t
~, . o gk
- e Ok bot?



~ Table 11 , |
Sixth f_lfa;de: Denton
Multiple Regressionl
Variable a.f. F probability
- Curiosity o . : : :
SN 1,43 - 3,075 . s,
SD 1,43 5.458 025
PN 1,4 7.102 | -.025
PD 1,41 7.895 ' C .01
S.T.E.P. 1,42 7.664 ' .01
»P.S._I. 1,38 0.430 . n.s,
C.T.M.MN. 1,37 1,314 - NS,
Reading 1,34 ©, 0,000 o nes,.
Questions ' ‘ . 'f
.+, AN 1,30 4326 . .05 .
CR 1,6 0.869 _ NS,
< '
. - ~ >
Y]
: .



/ | ' Tame 12 § -
' ' ' Sixth_Grade: Denton .
Fre & Post. Test Means )
\v ._i

Variable i Experimental o Control _
Curtosity R ' . . o~
o os8 L 979 12,84 17.85  23.48
so 32 9.00 1156, 16.07%x
o 11,06 13.12 1733 -24.22% .
P .. .7.88 . 9.82 12,37 +. 15,78%%%
Listening Comprehension - 60,45 - 56,15 66.39 - 66,12%xx
Experimental Attitude 6747 ° 69,59 69.13  69.92
logical Thinking. - = 44,81 49,9 49,08 50,72 *
Questions = . ° | - o -
- Analytical © 147 1% 354 2,96
Creative | 2,00 N7 L6 1,92
Reading . 5.87 '2.71 €67 7.5
ey of . | o N
** p ,025 , | -
S* p 05 . | . —




‘Table 13

a

" Combined Crade Analysis: Denton . .
| Hultiple Regression -
' *F values and probability o
‘Variable - -\; ‘d.fy L Treatment Grade i ’I‘réat.xGrade
Curiosity . . d o . ) ‘
‘SN 1,82 12,768 15.159 - 10.996
. . .00t | -.0005 ©.005
SD 1,82 '18.6_8"3 ; 17;.525 n 18.011 - B
.0005 - 30005 40005
™ 1,82 23.328 17,207 22,845
- ) | ~.0005 . .0005 .0005
121 SR 1,82 ) 20,000 13,642 19,499
e 0005 * .0005 0005
. S.TLEVP. 1,82 321 3,489 4,150 =
T 07 07 . u05
PS.IL 1,75 0.650 1413 . C0.613
- n.s. nes. - nise
CCaTMML. 1,75 2.231 3,480 ° 2,409
' ) . nes. 07 n.s. -
" Reading . 1,60 . 0,073 - 1.163. 0.610
| o n.s. . n.s. i .9'.'1:1’.5;
Questions ce _ . .'
v AN S 1,39 3.639 14,609 3.891 .
C “ﬁ-y/‘ : .065 .05 06 .
** CR. 1,900 o.?B” 24385 1,048
' s ©nese n.s. n.s.-‘.:?“.;f :
. .
< L]
5 .\ . :
» ’ !.'\«\ v K4
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_ Table 1§ , 1.'TC g .
. . " Summary of Results R ‘ b
- ' Separate Grade Analysis, W A .
- . & S
t S
CAE g . ‘ . v
o .Grade 5 Gra,de 6 ..
Variable \ Newark Denton ,° p Newark 'Dlenttm
B’ea.ding> ' : e + ' -H- ) -, )
- - e : .2 -
‘ N . »
fefgity
4§ SN ++ C . . v \
. v . -~ R
‘."'..‘ SD ?" }j‘;""w oy + H -—— “ ——
PN . o ++ ‘ AR —
D + + . IEEE Y _—
Interpersc'ma.ll Relations , o= - e
- I N - \
~ Listenihg Comprehension - + - . ++ -

- . R . . ", e, .
Experimental Attitude .+ + i, .
Logical Thinking . = + L + + +

‘ 8 §- % - . N
.’Questions - , R | ‘ ‘
Analvtica.l R + . . -
Crehtive . O+ : . o - -
. _ A ~ .
¢ . _ . L
++ S'i_g-hii‘ica.nt differeénce favoring experimenta.l‘ group . _
“’+ Insigniflca.nt difference favoring experimental g:oup , e
--, Significa.nt difference favoring control’ group g
3 Insignificant difference favoring control grtfup . . |
’ e&‘ R *
3 . < . .
i ‘ P U e *
/~ * e
¢ . o .
> . ' v . .“ " e
- ° 2% * @ o >
L * T
) a . 4
£ 5
PN - « . RORV g i .
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# 4 *  Rellability of Test Instruments
LI < e | :
) . " S R ro
P N . N | o
v 'Best . L 'V”f - Type of Reliablility : Coefficlient
Story Satisi‘action (SN) o o ; test-retest." | ‘ - 75 .
) ot LS . . .
Picture Satisfaoﬂon () test-retest 4 . 66
S -
Soé&al Ca.usality Test “ unknown . 77
STEP¥Listening Comprehension internal consistency * . - 93
Pupil Situatjionﬂ Inventory~ ' test-retest . o W81
OTMM Total: Short Form. " unkhown % . ﬁ .85-.89
Questioning ' inter-judge agreement >+ . .88
~ MAT: Read.ing subtest a.vera.ge o unknown e : i 80
.ITBS: Subtest estimate _ split-half S ~.80-.89
& .
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Table 16

G;ronip Test Administrgtioﬁ

C_w )
Tes:t. - ' Pre_ ’ N Post- -
Reading ( ' school ~pei*sonnel T school personnel
Curiosity - o teacher ) . - ‘teacher |
Interperaonal Relations teacher J “ teacher
.. o Y 4
. , . i
Listening Comprehension teache? : teacher
Experimental Attitude author : " assistant
Logical Thinking . * author . assistant
>
4l - ‘u ., »
C
.
4
- S Y
s N @ 5 bl

-«
-
R
e




Sample Test Items .

~

Story ¢ Satisfaction: Cu;iositx

John and Betty were .1iving in a strange land._ One day as they Mere
walking home, they came suddenly upon a snake. ~They were very frig{fened
and did not know.which way to move because both ends of the.snake looked
.‘the same, They froze in their tratks, and after what seemed like hours,®

although it was only a few minutes,.tne snake crawled.away.
) What else would-you like to know about.this'story? Write as many

questions as you can,

Social Causality Test: ﬂkﬁerpersonal Relatlons

‘ Henry 8 parents put a dollar in the cupboard. Now they are upset
because Henry has taken the dollar without asking. Henry is ten years
old, He has a small allowance w;ich he may spend as he pleases, - ‘
What things do you think are 1mportant in understan ng Henryvs behavior?

This probably ‘means that he can never be trusted, (True or False)

Sequential Tests of Educational‘Progress; Listening Comprehension
— . —= : . ‘
. The olg.man hurried back tb his.house, and his mind was full of many

things. uhen he suddenly saw a. fat, yellow cat sitting in his best arm-

\ chair, he c0uld only stand there rubbing his eyes ‘and wondering whose

&

~

house he wa.s in, - .o —

ot

Uhen the old nan saw the yellow cat 1n his best’ ‘armchair, how did he fee1°

A, Ileased B. Surpflsed C. Sad D. Angry (Multlple Choice)

& S
e

o o ,y

”




- / . : -.';,", S .
Pupil Situational Inventory: EXDerimental'Attitude‘

Miss P. B. often asks her children to make guesses and try them out.,
Uould you like a teacher like hc'ar'> ' ,
‘YES means I like... very much’ .
yes means I like _ "1, : B
no means I don't likev;.hf: ; . ' | -
NO means T don't like at all. .j {Circle One)

California Test of Lental hatugitv. Logical Thlnking

Nonverbal Simllarltles

L/
Verbal: In_ference... . ; ‘ | ' -

) Cei._*s {;i\.re milk |

Goats and horses give milk , .
Therefore, | , v

1. cows' milk testes better - | / ‘

2. many animals give milk ) ’

3. camels give milk (Multiple choicez _ |

dal

-ty
-



~  Teacher Evaluation Data 4 -
. 1 . . . .
- . : ;

1. To what extent do you believe the pzrogra.xh succeeded in achieving its goals?

© unsuccessful 12
" Newaxrk ' A
\\ .

4 5 successful .
c - ’

u_1> = = o ol

bDent_on__ .- C
Y -~ D

3

V2, {';jﬁbﬁ;_:ihﬁg’:t‘ested were children in the issues in general?

Sk ; - o
. -\,.;h’crt veéry- . i 2 -3 4 - 5 very
. 4 Newaxk : v, A B.CF .
MU R -
Denton' “: | Pl C A
: g {-@ .o, B
. D
3. How effective were classroom discussions in general? ) ,‘
not very 1 2 - 3 4 __~5 very
Newark : D A . ’
: B
N c
B
o F .
- Denton ] D A B
— ' . C L -
’4; - How useful were exé,rcisegin general 7
. , o - N 4
not very . 1 2 3 4 .5 very
Newark . : - B A F : )
, d ‘D ¢
‘Denton” C A , ; ’
. ’ B g ’
L o

“
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5. How ﬁéll was the 19Y8iib .difgiéulxyﬂpf:the méterial suited to your pupils?'

not very i
Newark

Denton

Newark .
" Denton . 'T-y_

- Newark o
'~‘Dent9n “W;

8.7 Do you believe't
- from‘what is alr

N : q.'week'doaydu think this pnrogratmaghoulﬂ:be""‘3“1\5*’5"*",?~
T EL s SN SN Exsxitle

;How valuable do you think workshops. hpld twigf a;
have been in helping you teach the program? -

Lo nQﬁ verxA 1”’*' 2 3 i 5 _very Cow
. '-.. :.'.'"" R " . A . ) B T .

Dentonz

¢ 2 R ) D

T
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