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*ABSTRACT

. L * ¢
. : : ) g -
’ This study undertakes the conitruction of a<m;Lel of discussion

i

.\\\\\fQ£\E§3_i2~f§? elementary school context by 1nvest1gat1ng the nature,
0 n ‘ R © e

- value and tedhniqueS~of di5cu551pn. The findings of the study support

the view that discussion,‘used to develop thinking, language and 5651a1

abilities,wis a particular Kind df oral mode of interaction and a dis-

1 . b

tinctly soc1al and wholistic method of learning.

There are five conditions which are identified as constituting

T4

-the interactive nature of discu!gion: alternation, a restrictive theme,'

’

the'abcuﬁulation of stateﬂénts for the building of an ‘idea aA&wa shared

language._ Discu551on emoloved for critical thinking also neceSSLtates\
. . . . .. ’ X :!\ . . ) R
the presence of an evaluative quésfzgn. ) - i ,)_

' The value of‘discussion lies in‘its potential for'developing

a child's thinking, fanguagerand social~interactions in a manner comple-

mentary to accepted developmental growth patterns& T'I%‘hreeafunctions of

child deVelopment are considered. 'Soclal development4:progreSSion.alogg
the egocentric to soc10centric:continuum, is fiewed inﬁterms of autonony
: ; ) S . e N

' and reciprocity. eSociapility(is encouraged by the interactive character.
ot discussion. Cognitive development; progression along the concrete to

_ ab¥tract continuum7 is built into the dlSCMSSlOn model by the presence

of the evaluative question.' Five critical thinking stages prov1de the\

4

basis for cognitive integration:‘ understanding the problem, formulating
alternatives, supporting an alternative, evaluating'and making g Judgment.‘.
Language development, the ability to understand others and be understood

i’ is the»central function of.discussidn. Language is not only a dis%rete

iv
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\ TN T

objective fdr_discuss}on,’fér déveloping fluent, flexibld usefs‘primarily

";th:eugh langhage expansions but it is also the medium and indicator for
- : : . | . ‘

saciai and,coépitiVé develbpment. nghganemis the unifying fprce; the -
S : - - : . < L 4 ' o
means of interacting, the tool for thought.,; and the method of communica-
. . L] . . . :
o o - N Lo o .

The study further trqpslatés the aims,. structural componehts,

§

E i s o . . . . . - < “ } "f “‘ . .
skills and abilities of discussion into curriculum terminglogy. At the
) N . X : o [ ERRY . ¥ ‘
'ﬁcurriculum level, the context, task, cohtent, instructional strategies,

teachér'é‘roles'and active Yoles of the learner together with the binding,
interactive nature of discussion are utilized in providing a curriculum

B . . ’ “ . N
model ‘of discussion.

¢

The significance of the study lies in its specific framework; -

ewOrk that is meant to aid educators in the;utilization‘of'a -

v

\ .' e , . .
logicaNy -consistent and well-grounded approach to developing the

= o

.child's 3bility to communicate ideas in a social context.
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CHAPTER 1

THE NATURE OF THE STUDY

-

INTRODUCTION

Lo - e
Disqussion has been traditionally viewed as an adult method of

problem solving. Yet, it is not only adults who are confronted with
dilemmas, conflicgs and opposing alternativel; A child{s world,| full
of multirelations, change and uncertainty, gives rise ta complex\problnms

' ! 4
requiring a method of resolution. Recently, educators such as Lundsteen

™ H
!

(1976), Moffett (l96§), and Taba (1967) have tec;énized the role X'
discussion agn pi&y in elémentary school programs. Lundsteen (197Gi
states ﬁhat "discussion can be a key learning, motivatind and thinking
activity in any Curricuiﬁm area (p. 147)." 3
An examination of the Albe;ta School Program of S?udies (1975) i
indicates/the p;imacy of aims such as citizenship, the'abf}ity to adjust /
to changé, autonomy and communication (p.l). - Discussion would appear to //
be an effective method fof achieving these aims because of its social, |
interactive nature. ’ /
If educators safW;;;;;gsion is a valuable tool for developing /
cognitive skiils, attitudes, feelings and sensitivities (Taba, 1967,

P. 75);‘that discussion is a valuable strategy for cxeatixp/ﬁgg;;em \f

N

s w 1 ’
solving (Lundsteen, 1976, p. 169) is it being fully u ized in"the,\ )
classroom? James Moffett (1968) implies that discdssion has never pi?yed f,

- ) ! P

. . - - - | .
a significant role in school programs. He maip{;ins that\;ﬁit“is R ‘

/ . I

!
, J/ o |
: ya S ! \
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|

frequently called a “classroom dlS ussibh‘ is not a dxscu5510n at all

/

! /

o? k1968,/p 94).

ss" 1s frequently employe

But 51mply a questlon and answer
B

Regardless,'the term "disc

.Languag_, for examﬁie, an authorized

curriculum texthooks. Thé‘wbrldio

language text for Alberta schools, advocates dlscuSSLOn as a 1anguage

1s nelther clearl' described nor
S
atlon the term 1scusslon in- the

objective., However, the objective
(E T . : ‘

ccnSistently,used; Qh'close'exaﬁi
textvrefers‘te numerdﬁsvtasks such/ as:’ (l) hxp natlon tasks ("lnltlate

_a,discussibn‘on the p@em 'the Earth.' start 7he discussion with a )
) P s e '

codsideratien of Conditions'for life as we OWalt, p. T47")l (2) Des-

crlptlve tasks (“further work may be 1n¢r uced by 1n1t1at1ng a dlscu551on‘
/

of Shapes that are llke body s apes,p, /14") or (3) Imaglnatlve tasks

'("dlscuss the questlon 'Tell \J t the hanglng shapes of clouds remlnd

.

you of, p. T46")

/

Clearly, explanatlon, descr;ptlon and 1maglnatlon are i}gnlflcant

lﬁhguaqélactivities. Are these (ac 1v1t1es themselves - discussion or,
{ : . -

alternatively, is dlscu5513n<pu €ly a context in which any of them can

sit comfortably?‘ What is heces ary'befote'these question and answer
. . . I B
periods become discussion? R
. " : ' R
\// R
STATEMENT OF PROBLEM 7.

From the stanﬁpoint of the teacher -the ‘problem is to distinguish
/

discussion not only‘from other oral language tasks but also from other

.oral 1anguage‘contexts.

i

lty‘of the term “"discuss" embedded'in“the- /

Perhaps the ambic

v S o ; ' L I,

textbooks reflects the lack of a clear, conceptual base.’ Are educators

'.clafif¥}ng the nature, task and objectives of discussion?
ol :



.

Lundsteen (1976) defines dlscu551on as "an experience in group

thinking in whlch, 1dea11y, everyone‘\ontrlbutes and each member learns

from the others (p- 147) By concentrating on the roleé,of dlS ugsxon

’ -

(harmonizer, questloner, llstener, etc ) she helps isolate some of the

. requisite skills. However, what-constitutes group thinking? it ©

i

constitutes contribution? ' Is a group of students, using a common) theme,

telling stories to one another(‘discﬁssing?

Moffett (1968) focuses on interaction. "By diScussion we mean

-
v I.

: small group 1nteractlon (p. 74) If discussion is essentxally 1nter—
actlon what is the character of this interaction in dlscu531on? Moffett
states interaction has an oral base, it pools knowledge, 1t stlmulates~

. . . ) ; . - .
‘and supports its members, it is best facilitated by small groups, it is

conversing. Is .any.talk discussiégg Is any method oficonversiné such-

as alternating monologues, discussion? ' e

“Hilda Taba (1967) does not, give a deflnltlon,'lnstead she focuses

on what good discussion will achleve. Even when she outlines three kinds
of dlscu551on they do not clarify the dlfference between dlscu551on and

el

. , ;
a question ant answer period. For examplef"free dlscu551on“'1s 51mp1e V2
. ! :

recall and retrieval while "controlled" discussions are "those in which
the cognitive processes are directed by a carefully planned séquencejof
eon / B

questlons (p. 77). vy »

The problem is, if .there 1s no clear understanding of what
dlscu551on is and how 1t is structured there can be no means of 1nsur1ng
that dlscu551on, as opposed to q&her activity, is occurring in the

elementary school classroom; or can one be sure that the full potentlal

'of discussion is realized. f

©
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OF YHE STUDY o S

' The purpose of thisvstudy'iséto construct a model of discussion,

fqr use in the'elgmentary'school cph?ext,‘by investigating the nature,

value and techniques of‘discussion.' The study focuses on a model

; :"appropriate for dhildren.who are moving_ffqm th‘-;/qrete pperational

stage towards formal reasoning.

DESIGN AND ORGANIZATION

— o | , _ .
The initigl\mﬁéns employed in the construction of the model

defended in this spddy is an éxaminatioh of the‘literaturé on\child‘
aevelépment.“ An underétanding éf,the child, how he devélops and learns,
is é’ngcessary stértigg point'prdviding guidelines for ‘expectations and _
limitations of a model of discussion_a; tﬁe élementary school level.

This examination, undertaken in- Chapter Ii, provides three dimensions
that serve as the foundation of the model.d The' dimensions, -language,

thought and'social.intéraCtion appear, schematically, as three inter-

secting circles structuring discussion.

—

Chapter III reviews the erature of each dimension to discover

Yoy

its contribution to an unde;st ding of\?iscﬁssion. There can be no
,fofm without content. Thus, Chaptef Iv ifiustrates the/kind of content
suited to both the means and the ends of discusslon,c It";ilimited to
an- examination of‘one Eind of contént—jmoral'questiods.’ -

The final sub%iéntive task ﬁransposes theory£into Qrﬁctice.-
Chapter V is a paradigm of discussion'ana an illustration of hov it

rmight be implemented in the classroom. Chapter VI summarizes, concludes

and suggests implications for further research.

p
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Throughout the study, the constructxon of the model was aided

by two field studles. -prellminary investigations of small groups of

'chlldren.prov1ded w1th the opportunity to discuss. The first grouo.
were five boys'of average or above average-iutelligence ranging i?‘age
from 8-11.. The context was controfled to minimize stress and promote

" optimal COndltlonS for quallty and quantlty of Language productlon. That

L4

is, the boys were good students, fluent, flexlple users. of language,
good friends, known‘to the 1nvestlgatqr, 51tuated in an 1nformal
familiar setting outside offthe school. ThlS flrst field study, . under-‘

[
. taken during the initial stages of the inquiry investigated whether or

not conditions necessary to begin discussion were operational at the

/

elementary school age level and further, what skills characterized the

conditions.

[

The , second group'studied was more heterogeneous. It consisted

dof five students, two girls and three boys'from differeht grade 4 and
5 classrooms in Spruce Grove, Alberta. Their teachers were asked to
select average learners The purpose of the second”field.study‘under4
“taken’uear the end of tﬁe inquiry, was to test techniques such as |

questioning. It was.also an opportunity to test the model with an

arbitrary groupkof’average students in the school setting. Both field

studies consisted of pPresenting the students orally with four‘moral : ?//

dilemmas. The task 1nstructed the students to come to a group consensus -

as to the best solution. Throughout, the dlscu551ons were taped and

later transcrlbed for use in the study.

/

7



LIMITATIONS OF STUDY

The field studies hndertaken were only a prelimiqgky investiga-
, o o ) [
tion, they were not meant to provide an empirical grounding of the model.

Althdugh they did suggest a number of 1mportant aspects for the u‘e‘of

dlscu531on, partlcularly the approprlateness of its use for chlldren

"mov1ng toward loglcal reasonlng, the fleld studles were neither broad

samples nor‘longitudinal in design. As such, the model developed in this

N

" study relies most heavily on existing empiricalsend theoretical‘literature.,
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CHAPTER II S ,iiif\\

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE--CHILD S

DEVELOPMENT AND INSTRUCTION °

41 "l

~ INTRODUCTION

Instructional methdds presuppose an understéndiné of development
(Vygotsky, 1962, p. 82).. "In other words,"”qufe;t (1968) contends,

"the sequence of psychological development should be the backbone.of;"
‘ L . - B i .

curriculum contipuity'andrlogical formulations of the subjec;)shoﬁld

serve only as an aid in describing this natural grdwth (p. 14)." 'In.

" moving toward an understanding of diécussion'foretheAelementary school
|

level), .then it‘seeﬁs appropriate to investigate the development of the

chila;‘to identify the general principles of how a-child acquires

‘kfowledge.

o,
L

Thefe a;e no d{feét, siﬁple aﬁswers'to the queStion Qf éhild
develdpment. The ecqﬁis}tion-of knowle@ge, the theories of éevgiopmént
and iﬁstruction,‘are extensive and complex; This chapter"isolates tQQ
mgjor a;?ects in the li#erature to inform éhe éuestion on the use qf.
discussion at the elémentaryylevel; (l) how knowledgé is acqui:ed,vwith.‘
particular emphésis on the middle yéérs (7-11), and (2) how learning

‘can be improved,Aprimarily as it pertains to diécussiOn.for ;oung school

children. The éhapter culminates with a brief description of the

elementary school child,



' cemes to know, how a child is 1n1t1ated into hls cultura« herrtageh

the acculated wls’dom-”of the race (Peters, 1964)." Th‘isy question-is
o : ' S Rl S e
inexorably tied to the development, interrelation and inqersection of

v language‘and cognition. Hence,the work of, Jean Plaget and L.s. Vygotsky

» . . ik
will be examined to 1nvestlgate the 1nt1mate structures, processes and

concepts involved in the chlld's initiation.

N
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_’(;aget s Theory of Cognltlve " o T ] “df‘ﬁ
. Development ‘ _ M v Al

i

Plaget's cognitive’ developmental theory is perhaps the most

w1dely acclalmed descriptive theory of the acqulsltlon of knowledge.

¢

~His genetlc eplstemology is an account of the human °S systematlc'adapta—
tlon to the world (Slgel and Cocklng, 1977, pfv341. It seeks to uncover
-

the psychologlcal structures that underlie the formation of concepts

.

‘and the functions or processes by which knowledge is acquired (Piaget,

1967, p. xviii).

L
: o

Structure andufunction. 'The process of coming to know, for Piaget,
: s

is. a strict function ‘of 1nteract10ns of the organlsm w1th his environment.

Structure and functlon are the conceptual keys needed to unlock Piaget's
1nterpretation of.the means and ends of interaction. The tern "structure"
" refers to all the aspects of a given event occurrlng when the organlsm
1nteracts with his environment. Phillips (1969) 1llustrates Piaget's ‘use
g% the concept w1th the example of a baby 1ook1ng at a rattle and plcklng

it up. "The structure of this event includes the means (looking, reaching,
N ) . . i .
"
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grasping) and the ends (stimulation from the object invhand) (p. 7)."
s

The configuration of relatlons, each aspect of the event to the others,
is what Piaget calls “structure. Function, accordlng to Plaget, refersu

.

to the blologic"lly inherited modes of interactlng w1th the envxronment

(Ehlllips, 1969,’p. 7). For Plaget, these arérthe processes of assxmlla-

ommodation: assimilating new sensoryﬁdata and adapting aqpe's
cognitl' ’stﬁrctures to’ accommodate the new lnformatlon; Functions are
1nvar1ant but structures are transitory. Develobment occurs when the
functlons fac111tate chanqes in cognltlve structures (Phllllps, 1969 p. 7).
Piaget's structural framegork is composed of.unlts called schemata.
All aéquired,knowledge_is oréanizéd into schemata. The'structures of
knowing originate from the sensorimotor coordinations of the infant, with

the qualitatively and quantitatively changing series of interactions of
3 L .

‘the child with his emvironment (Emans, 1973, p. 302). As the child

matures his interactions become organized into more complex, abstract

: , \
and symbolic'schemata.

When actions or act1v1t1es are internalized by the child they

’Become what Piaget calls Voperations." An operatlon is "lnternallzed '

action‘which becomes reversible and‘iS'cookdinated with‘other operations
into an 1ntegrated operatlonal grouping or schemata (Plaget, 1967; p. 78).
Reversiblllty allows the child a new mobility in that he is no longer

tieo to perceptual'judgment. Operatlons whlch allow: for a new moblllty

of thought would include combining,‘separatlng and substituting. Although
Plaget s examples are usually restricted to. loglco-mathematlcal operations,
rever51b111ty can also be seen to effect languace development as opera-
tions such as comblnlng, separatlng and substltutlng also have direct

meaning for language expansion.’

0
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‘Growth in cognition,'ipdiéated by incréasing‘operAtions and
expanding scheméta occuré by the assimilation of ﬁew information through
interaction and the adapt&tion of inner understéndingvanarthe organized
system ﬁntii'a~state of equiliﬁrium is reached. Thiswconcept of
equilibrium is the central explanatory principle of Piaget's theory.'

The ideg is that structures continually move toward a state
of equilibrium and when a state of relative equilibrium.has been
attained the structure is sharper, more clearly delineated than
it has been previously. But that very sharpness points up
inconsistencies and gaps in the structure that” has never been
salient before.  Each equilibrium state therefore carries with

it the seeds of its own destruction, for the child's activities
are thenceforth directed toward reducing those inconsistencies
and closing those gaps, (Phillips, 1969, p- 10).

) . L
. Although Piaget recognizes the role of social needs and language

’

in the'procéss of development, the domidant motivation and determining

factor is cognitive conflict. ;;his contention firmly estéblishes the

centralitytof the concept of equilibrium. As Phillips (1969) states,
) Piaget would assert that except as an aid in stimulating
symbolic tthght»and’in focusihggbn”concrete operations, language
does not stimulate intellectual development strongly until ’
" adolescence. Indeed, language development is stimulated by -
cognitive growth' rather than the reverse (p. 7).

3

As such, Piaget's theory minimizes the importance attached to language'

instruction as a significant contributor to cognitive development. o

Piaget's stages of developmenf. Piaget's systematic, clinical

observations ofbchildren led to a descriptibn of children at différéht
ﬁbgnitive stages.’ Thes; stages were seen as sequential, acgumulative
and corresponding to particulér'mental agesg, Piaget deséribes four
maj;r, qualitatively differeéﬁ;.stages of cognitive dévelophent.

The sensori-motor period (0;2 yearS) is considered a_pﬁysical

n that interaction is manifested in coordinations. These

_\\érage i



coérdinatibns move from purely refiect aétion in‘the first month, to
the beginnings of means-end l.h;vior (8-12 months); to the increasingly
- covert use of s&mbqls by 18-24 months.
The pre-operational period (2-7 yearsi is the.stage in which
the child, earlier restricted to direct interactipns with tﬁe environment,
can nOW’manipulate symbols representing the eﬁvifonment. Rapid language
and conceptﬁal development occurs and this stage sees the béginningé.
kof‘explanation and anticipation. However, thinking is ndt logidal.

Rather, it is perceptual in judgment and magical in outlook. The

egocentricism of the child in the sensorimotor stage is manifested in

i b

his actions. The egocentricism, still apparent in the pre-operational
' | ‘ ) %

child, is manifested in his representations. The pre-operational dhild .

expects to be understood even though-his referents are idiosyncratic,
his logic indiscernible.

The ability to take the view of the other (without" losing his
own) and the corresponding social norm of logical consistency are
acquired grédually, through repeated social interactions in which
the child is compelled again and again to take account of the
viewpoints of others. This social feedback is extremely important
in developing the capacity to think about his own thinking, without
which logic is impossible (Phillips, 1969, p: 63).

The concrete operational period (7-11 years) marks iwo significant
developments: reversibility and cooéera£ion. Phillips (1969) conteﬁds
thét it is ‘the mobiliﬁzuof thought (reversibility allowing for inéreased'
operations,‘conserVaﬁaoni'transformation;\transductive reasoping) which
permits tﬁe'child to shift rgﬁidly back and forth betweén Ais)qyn view-
‘point and others, makipg it possible to recognize mutual responsibilities

and shared goals. "In short, it makes cooperation possible (p. 85)."

Piaget (1967) eventudlly shrugs off the question as a chicken or egg

11
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dilemma (p- 41). Regardleee. the emphas

relatlons between thinking and symbolic

such as one to one correspondence, conse
i .

tlﬂn (which requlres puttlng t;;ether tw

thekponcrete operatlonal stage.

The formal operatlonal stage (ll
is‘the period in which thinking becomes
ooncrete operetions,_"he then Operates o
them into the formyof propoéitions. The

of a cognitive structure that owes its e

mekes possible'hypotheses that do not co

the form of relations such that all type

i *
principle, be solved.

»

«The concrete operational stage.
child is prlmarll; in the concrete opera
of this period is essentmal. The change
of action to concrete operatlons is a pr

] mastering one's own thought. gel and

is in this stage is on the

logic. Classes and relations
rvation of qpantity, end cardina-
o operatlons) are evident 1n

-15 years) of thedegolescent
symbolic and abstract. From

n those operations by casting

se proposxtlons then become a part
xistence to past experience but
rrespond to any partlcular

ontent becomeé subordinated to

experience (Phillips, 1969, p- 104)." C

i -
s of logical operations can, in

since the elementary schooi
tional stage, an elaborat{on

from the pre—operatlonal roots
ocess of-becoming aware and

cocking (1977) suggest cognltlve

conflict plays a 51gn1f1cant role, initiating tension and creating a’

state of dlsequlllbrlum The ¢hild beco

mes aware of his actions and is .

propelled from -one competency level to another (p. 22)-

- The tran51tlon from pre—operatlons to concrete Sperations,

motivated by cognitlve conflxct and facxlltated by assimilation and

accommodatlon, is a change intellectually from intuitions to operatlons

and socially from an egocentrlc to a soc1ocentr1c point of view. The

.\



intellectual and social aspects are interrelated:

With respect to intelligence we are now dealing with the
beginnings of the construction of logic itself. Logic constitutes
the system of relationships which permit the coordination of
points of view corresponding to different indaviduals as well )
as those which correspond to successive percepts or intuitions o
of the same individual (Piaget, 1967, p. 41). '

Intelligence,  Piaget says, has two main }unctiohs curiously
uninvolved with<one another: ' inventing solutions‘ﬁhich is a manifesta-
tion of imégination and verifying solutions which alone is logical
.(Piage;, 1964, é. 202). The egocentric child is surprisingly strong in
his convictions and statemenfs.~ However, as long as he is thinking ahd
télking for himself,.he néédé neither proof nor "consciousness" ‘of the
Operati;ns employed. - The pre-operational chiid is precéusal, he sees

no need to verify his statements, to explain or justify. The egocentric

child has yet to differentiate himself from Sthers;‘his~egocentricism
’ . F e ——

is therefore global, he éees_his'pqint of view as everyone's. .

The social need Fo share, to comm&nicate_éith others is at the.
root of verif;cation (Piagét, 1964, p. 204).> The concrete operational
child Eas"differentiated himself from others, he has ?ealized not every-

‘Qne'Shares his pefspective, his ideas.: ;n the company of c‘ﬁers/he now
dééires tovpfove his statements.. ‘VerificAtipn,.the giving of reasons,
marks the beginning of logical ré;soning, logical thinking.

The é&ncrete operaﬁion'stége diffé;s from its successive éfage,
that of-formal operations, in that the child's thinking is still moored

A

- to the concréte referent. 1In formal operations thinking is truly abstract.

P

- "For logical thought-sees the achievement of some syStem of notation
(e.g., language or some other symbol system) which frees thought from

" external and internal action (Emans, 1973, p. 803).".

13
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Language becomes more important as stages progress. In ogtlining
Pilaget's theory,Pflaumi(1974) states, "Language enables children to
detach thought from actioq'at the start of the pr;-operational stage.
Thus thought becomqs symbolic and because language too is inherently
symbolic, it bécomes the natural‘medium for representing arsent objects
and past events (p. 6)." As the stages prggresa, thouéht *elies more i

-

and more on a gystem of notation.

Relation to discussion. Although Piaget is a psychologist whose

work was descriptive rather ‘than Prescriptive, ‘his work has impliéations

14

for education. As Phillips

Y

maxu.pu.:.cn..nvn
of the student's env1ronment in such a way that his activities will
contribute to his é;velopmeng (p.- 108)." Piaget_hfﬁ something very -
definite to say about'children in environments, Essentially, the child
must be activ;, that is ingeractive with his envifonment: Furth'(1970)

states that Piaget believes development takes place in any environment

and that intelligence grows;fiom within, thus, "the task becomes one of

furthering and,nourishing this growth by providing suitable ¢Lportun;pies,

not by explicit teachlng of what.to do or what,;o;knoW’T//ﬁigy/’M

Can discussion pfov1de a suitable env1ronment, an ingquiry or

dlscovery context in whlch 1nteract10n leads to cognltlve growth'>

'

Interpreting Plaget, Phillips (1969) suggests that when a child

finds himself in a new sippgtlon'he,relles on past experlegce, he thinks

about it in terms of faﬁfifar patterns. If it is the same-as established

structures, or conversely, if it cannot fit at all 1nto establlshed /////f/

Ty /
structures, no learnlnq occurs. The discrepancy, the thresh ds of

a glven task, therefore must be within an optima nge (p. 110).

:,/////>//// —

—

e
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Can discussion tasks be con-tructod -uch that they crnuio

coqnltiV. conflict and, inching their way ﬁnto tfamiliar thinkan A -
i

patterns dinrupting the relative peace, rn%on-truct a newv, mqra complex
structure? f f |

| Piaget's descriptive, developmental accpunt of the chuiiition

of knowledge has given an immeasurable foundation to the ufudy of child
development. However, as it is a descriptive, matuxationa? epiuteﬁolpqy

, educators such as Vygotsky and Bruner depart from'Piaget‘éh the role of

instruction. . \\\\
T ' N

-

' Vygotsky's Theory of Intellectual
Development

However, before examining Vygotsky's instructional theory it is

{
i

necessary to sketch his intelleqfual developmental theory especially
1n terms of how it differs_from Piaget. Vygotsky's tﬁeory with its

principle theme of language aﬂd thought is also an account of 1ntellectua1

develépment. Unlike Piaget, it is a theory which values the role of.

i
!

instrugtion.

Pflaum (1974) bfiefly outlines the siﬁilgfities.and differences
in the thedri?s of Vygotskg and Piaget. Vygo¥sky's theory, she suggests,
.differs from Piaget's on two central points. Pirst, Vygotsky views .

‘languaée as a major stimulant of thought‘and second, Vygotsky cobtends
that thg strategies used in learning language becéme a major means for
acquiring thought processes. The significan£ similarity in the two

theories is in their attention to the active participation of the learner

N
2

4in acquiring concepts and structuring experience.
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process where

*

Languag and thought. 'The relaticnship of language and thought,
a point of oﬂn

and interdepen'ent in Vygotsky s theory. - Vygotsky (1962) expresses the

ention ‘betweeri Vygotsky and Piaget, is far more rec1procal

relatuonship\t sly, "Thought is |not merely‘expressed in words; ‘it comes
1nto exlstence‘through ‘them. Evgry.thOught tends to connect something
w1th something else, to establish a relationship between things (p. 125)

B . The re ationship of thought and word is rec1procal, a dynamic
concepts_gain meaning.

« ' The stiructure of speech does not simply mirror the structure

of thought{,- that is why words cannot be put on by thought like

a. ready de garment. Thought undergoes many changes as it turns
+-. to speech. It does not merely find expression in speech, it

finds reallity and form (Vygotsky,,1962, p. 126).

[+

The progre551on can be likened to Plaget s stages. In the active process

s

of acquiring meanLng children pass first through a stage in which they

P

group objects into haphazard groups oxr “heaps." With conceptual thinking

LY

pseudo concepts are formed. 1In this stage'classifications are determined

‘by syncretic organizations of the child's visual field. Finally, as. the

,—..

ability to abstract and generalize is developed, true concepts are

formed. R " ’ ; , .

Language as‘a learning strategy. The contrast between Vygotsky ] K

and Piaget S 1nterpretations of the role of language in cognitive

- ,’x

: development is fundamentally tied to their understandlng of egocentrlc

o speech. Piaget contends that egocentric speech does not fulfil any

¢

useful functlon. In the progression from egocentric to socialized speech,

‘egocentric speech simply atrophies as 'the child begins to interact with

. Y < ' @
Others. Alternatlve}y,kVygotsky contends that not only is the progress10n

A the reverse, from soc1a11zed to’ egocentrlc to 1nner speech, but also that

® .
- L]
P
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the ggocentfil stage fulfils a necessary and‘significant role. That is

the earli¢st function of speech is social, global and multifunctional.

Egocentric speech is the trahsitional stage of children internalizing

1
i

vocal speechf' Egocentric speech doeé not atrophy, rather it evolves
int§~3nner speech when the chila,has differepfiated speech funcﬁiohs
(i.e., inner speech for autistié.and logical thinking'and exteiﬁal
speech for communiqation)ﬁ

i - Por Vygotsky, external épeech, dialbgue‘betwéen adulg and child

is the critical factor‘Influencing language development and stimulating

cognitive growth (Pflaumi'1974, pP. 8). From the adult model children-

learn names and structures. = These imitative, hebitually learned

patterns, when intefnaiized, are used to structure the child's inner

+

Vygotsky's interprétation of concept formation has implications-
for lea;ning. éflauﬁ (1974) gives.an'éx;mple»i;lustratiné tﬁe contrast
between Vygoésky and Piagetlgnd the effect of learning for -acquiring.
meaﬁing:‘ |

Those interested in child language and cognition frequently
point out that children use words without mature meanings or
with missing attributes. When a youngster of five, let us say,
uses "because" and "although" without full conceptual under-
standing, Piaget would say that they are largely meaningless
terms. In addition, he would contend that until the child
acquires the complex significance of these terms, no amount of
use. in speech will help him learn the meapings. On the other.
hang, Vygotsky's analysis would hold these words are used in

- speech with partial understanding of position but without the
mature idea of coordination. Vygotsky wogld also contend that
an individual child's undérstanding increages gradually as he
uses the terms in everyday speech (p. 9).

The role of language as a learniqg_strategy, a stimulant for

cognitive development is the crossroads for vygotsky and“Piagéﬁ, a
significant crossroads, particularly for educators. /

/
7
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Lewis (1963) also,illustrate§ the significance and the implica-
tions for education of the contrast between Vygotsky and Piaget's

\

‘interpretation of the relationship qf language and thought. He contends
tﬁit Piaget and his followers dyell on language as~a hinderance to

N -

coné{ete thinking without"examining the ways language mey promote

thinking.

_ hey point out that because a Ehild is now so constantly

o in conversation with other children, because in school so much °
.. of his‘education must be through words, spoken or written, and

because \sually he is so quick and eager to conquer new .fields

of languaye, there is a danger that his use of words may run

ahead of S understandlng. flow more than ever before there is

the risk of ‘an empty verballsm (p. 179)

-

Lewis recognizes the.velidity of Piaget's;general principle when he
wrote . » : ' : hY

. . . if a child is to advance in ability to deal adequately
with more complex and increasingly unfamiliar situations, he must
be led to apprehend concepts which relate these situations to
others in his’experience. But in order to perceive relationships
between situations he must be practiced in grasping relationships
that are latent in a situation--the  various ways in which the.
concrete features of a situation are related to each other.

TRis in turn rests upon his ablllty to organize things, to

cl 551fy them or arrange them in serlal order to one or more
criteria. And this ability may be hindered if a child is
encouraged in a pre-occupation w1th words or numbers as objects
in themselves instead of the concepts they symbollze (p. 180)

Lewis 4rqgues, however, thé% thls v1ew of language is one 51ded. The
pégit:ie tunctlons of language' in cognltlve development are also note-
WOrthyS Lewis also relates Vygotsky's understanding of the relationship
of language and thought and the consequence of the interactive role of
language on cognltlve development. Lewis (1963) is mlndtul of Vygotsky's
contention that Piaget's tests were most often if not always done by

the clinical method (i.e., "he obeexves the child's surroundings and-

his behavior, fofmulateséakuqmthesis concerning the structure that underlies’

‘ .

18



and includes them bo

surrounding slightl

methodg go

situat%ens.
’ Vygotsky s theor

instructlon. An investil

£ language and cognltl

to understan the effect

the.clinical method, questioning,

('b .

“and thenLtests»tplc’;;pothesis by altering the
(Phillips, 1969, p. 4)") whereas, instructional

discussing, illus-
|

R ’ . l .
promotlng conceptual thlnking, hastening the child‘s development

\‘p. 18%). Languege is the major jearning and teaching tool in these

Y. 1nev1tably spllls over . into the area of

gatlon of the guestion of th

ve development follows in o

e role of 1nstructlon

rder. to ascertaln to .

,what extent Plaget s stages- can pe fostered, lmproved or accelerated,

of 1nstruct10n on dewelopment.

_ INSTRUCTION AND THE CHILD

The contrast between piaget's and vygotsky's

ment is also reflected i

Jean Piaget

ot

maturation; Instruction

Plaget, 's we habe seen, understands development as & process of

n their understanding of ins

is the utilization of. oppor

theories of develop—

truction.

tunities created by

development (Vygotsky, p. 94) . The 51gn1f1cance of this 1nterpretatlon

of the relationship of &

evelopment and 1nstructlon i

s that: 1nstruction

must follow development Whlch occurs by an innex, biological process-

The.max1mum effect instr

and extend development (

uction ca

sigel and Cocklng, 1977).

Vygotsky (1962) argues that by stressing and

and instructlon, Piaget

factor of minimal import

rele

ance:

n have on development is to elaborate

sseparating development

gates instruction to 'a purely extraneous

19
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‘The former creates the potentlalltles, ‘the latter reallzes P
them. Education is seen as a kind of superstructure erected over -
maturation; or to change the metaphor, education:is related to o
development as consumption to production. A one sided relation-
ship is thus conceded: learning. depends on development, but the

course of dgvelopment is not affected by learning (p. 94)

(

L.S. 'Vygoteky/ N

Vygotsky's own studies (1962) supported a different, if tentative,
relationship between development and instruction.

'Firet, developoent and;instruction are interdependent The
psychologiCal structures (that\\iaget is waltlng to‘develop or mature4>
befo&e starting 1nstruct10n) are lmmature when instruction beglns ~"Thus

i ! ' -

our 1nvestlgatlon shows that the development of the psychologlcal founda-

tlons for 1nstru3;10n in ba51c subjects does not precede 1nstruct10n but °

unfolds in a continuous 1nteract10n w1th the contrlbutlons of 1nstructlon o

(p- 101), Second Vygotsky observed that the curve of development did
not coincide with the curve of 1nstruct10n, there_was never a complete'
parallellsm between the two "We found that 1nstruct10n usually precedes

development. ‘The child acqulres certaln habits and skllls in a glventk

.area before he learns to apply them consc1ously and dellberately (p. 101) "

Third, in terms of the effect of 1nstructlon and the transference of
training, "we found that 1nte11ectual development is not compartmentallzed
‘accordlng to topics of instruction. Its course is much'nore unltary and
the different school subjects 1nteract in contrlbutlng to it (p. 102)
‘?' Vygotsky s flnal observatlon concerned the major role of z: <
instruction in the child's development.
| What a child canfdo in cooperation today he can do alone
tomorrow. Therefore the only good kind of instruction is that

which marches ahead of development and ‘leads it; it must be aimed
not so much at the ripe as the ripening functions. It remains

. 20



>necessary to determine the lowest threshold at which instruction

in, say arithmetic, may begln since a certain minimal ripeness

of functions is required. But we must consider the upper thresh-
“hold as well; instruction must be oriented toward the future,

not the past (p. 104)

Vygotsky is implying that Piaget's interpretation orients
instructidfgto the past. Instruction becomes a handmaiden waiting on
development. Vygotsky suggests that rather than waitihg for developmeut,
lnstructlon should move chlldren toward it, guldlng them to it. For
example; dlscuss1on at the elementary level, if srtuated with the thresh—
holds of learnlng, could be mov1ng chlldren toward-certaln hablts and ,
.skllls, g1v1ng them practice in u51ng concepts and relatlonshlps
necessary for higher levels of thlnklng. Vygotsky is Suggestlng that
cooperative, external practice in the language structures will result

in the internalization of the structures for inner, individual cognitive

use.

Jerome Bruner
'Vygotsky maintains that, in part, the task for instruCtioh becomes .

one of determinihg the threshholds at which'instructionlmay begin and

; end. Delineatingsthe upper and lower threshholds for‘learning at any

one particular mental age is}not a straightforward task by any méans. .
Educators and theorists_spanithe full spectrum in their views of when
instruction can begin. o } | P ‘ ‘

Bruner (1971) maintains that "any idea or problem or body of

in a form simple enough so that any'parricular

o

‘knowledge can be presented

i

learner can understand it i a recognlzable form (p. 343). Bruner

outlines three forms of presentation: active manipulation, iconic (a \
; bty \
pictorial>state) and symbolijc.
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Unlike Piaget's maturational, invariant stage sequence, Bruner's

'theory or instruction puts . the main emphasis on instructional prescription
) rather than psychological description. ‘Such is the power of instruction
on development for Bruner, ‘he argues (1973) that "even readiness is a.

half truth because it turns out that one teaches readiness or provides
: : [

opportunlties for its nurture, one does not simply wait for lt (p. 473)

® { Bruner (1966) outlines five major aspects for his theory of
instruction. First, he identifles pred13posxtions.for iearnlng:_ a
social disposition that is bothfautonomous.and reciprocal, a predis-
position to govern’one's own reason, master one's own thought and, at’
the same;time, share_the thothts of othersé and‘a cognitive disposition,
a predisposition to explore';€:ernatives. Second, specified experiences
are chosen to implant in the student a prediSPOSLtion ‘to learning. . These
spec1fied experiences are 3) ‘'sequenced and 4) structured suchAthat know-
ledge can be readily grasped‘by the learner for effective learnino.

bFinally, reinforcement is incorporated for pacing and motivation;s

Although the instructional map for deVelopment is a departure

fron Piaéet( the foundation of Bruner's theory of instruction remainsﬁ

in the active participation of the learner, a base'inpexperience.

The Role of Instruction

Vygotsky has sowed the séeds of discontent with Piaget's theory.
Questions have since arisen particuiarly pertaining to the role of
instruction, questions such as are the stages invariant? Are the stages

’

age-bound? - Can development be improved or accelerated?

22
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Stagetinvariance. The question of stage invariance,raises :

| questions for a model of discussion at the elementary school level,

If discu551on is an adult method of problem solving why introduce it

¢

to children? If children at the concrete level cannot reason, which
A‘reduires aﬁstract thinking, why attempt the impossible?
Lewms (1963) raises q number of contentions with Piaget's

-invariant, developmental stage theory as 1t applies to education.

)

First, it must be. understood that “concrete thinking is not
simply a stage of general development. A child of a given age
may vary between intuitive, concrete and formal thinking,
according to his past experience and the nature of the situation
confronting him. Further, it is clear that by. the use of carefully

- devised methods, children can be helped to advance in their

concrete thinking and even to engage in formal thinking during
this period of later childhood Kp. 178)

Like Vygotsky (1962),Lewis recognizes that there is a "sensitive period" -
an optimal»timepfor instruction, a period’nevertheless influenced by
factorsvother‘than merely biologicalidevelopmentr

Ausubel (1958) agrees that‘although children pass through gross
qualﬂtative stages, concrete thinking does not occur only at one age .
‘ level. Rather, much OVerlapping of thinking levels prevails between age
groups. More spec1f1c to discu551on Ausubelistates,;“All kinds of causal
explanations are found at all age levels . . . . Furthermore, changes
tena toboccur gradually.and the quality of causal thinking shows much
specifity'and dependence on particular relevant experience (p. 568).
Unmoored from Piaget's fined order, Ausubel, like Lewis and Vygotsky,

-~

sees the child as a product of learning experiences such that'the child
shows varylng levels of know1ng, awareness and skills depending on the -

experience. The process of learning, Ausubel contends, is fundamentally

the same for adults and children, the differences are in degree, not kind.

s
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Similarly,” the evidence ‘points unmistakenly to the conclusion
that the same kinds of thought processes, logical operations,
and problem solving techniques are employed at all age levels,
differing principally in degree or .complexity (p. 568).

‘e

. One of the principle‘meané of advancing stages, of iﬁteracting,with

g?e environment for cognitive development, i; social inter§ction.
Althouéh social interaétion ié‘inhétent in Piaget's the?ry,/as Herber | )
(1977) points out,'Piage£ deemphasizes its roie in development‘(p. 85).
LewiS'(1963) also refers t§ the discrepancf,
} Piaget indeed strongly emphasizes the modes of chifd'si

thought,_without hQWever discussing the pos§ibi1ities of

deliberate education as a means of promoting cognitive

development (p. 178). ’
Both Isaacs (1966; 1973) and Tough (1973) in their stﬁdies of youné
. children claim children'doAreason and not only in the form‘of perceptual
judgméﬁt and practical manipulation. Although éxaméles of Piagét's
egdcentri;m wefe present, so tod were many instances of directed talk,
éociai, shared acfivity, discussion, arguﬁent and queétiéning.

Lundsteen (1976) suggests thét'the discrepéncy between Piagef's
cognitive theory and the findings of those theorists might have to do
with sthe nature of _ the prob;lem solv?ing situations tﬁe children arﬁe "in
when tested. |

| Childrén are‘testing such ideas (comprehending, hypothesisi
long before the ages suggested for Piaget's stages of concrete

&nd formal operations. This kind ofuhypqthetical thinking may
begin quite early, .especially in regard to behavior with people--—

socialAbehavior. Problem solving development related to human
'relations or “people problems" may have a different developmental
schedule than does Piaget'snlogical4mathematical problem solving

(p. 65).
Perhaps Tough (1976) would suggest "people problems" are more motivational,
' the essential factor for language use and hence, develdpment (p. 14).

Perhaps Vygétsky~would suggest educators such as Issacs and-TougH were
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using a different method, an instructional rather than olinical method
of observation |

The tentatlveness of Lundsteen reflected in the‘above quotation
is indicative of the trepidation in the llterature when focuslng on how
a child learns and the role instruction plays. Nevertheless, from the
many ., varied and often dissonant theories of child development an image
of the elementary child emergee. Its description is a plcture in motlon.
As well as language, the cognitlve and social development of the child
are ln transition; moving from the‘idiosynorasies of childhood toward'

- . :

adolescence; moving toward the more sociocentric, explicit and logical

state of.adulthood.

=

THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL CHILD

‘In summary, there are three mainraspects of development discerned
from the theories of development and lnstructlon socialization,
”cognitionﬁand language. Their description helps illuminate where a child
beginé,br{coﬁes from in approaching'discussion in the elementary school.
The purpose .of. the suﬁmary is to briefly sketch'the upper and lower
threshholds of Chlld development during this perlod to seek what skills

and,abllltles elementary school children (7-11) are moving toward.

-

Social Development

The main trend ‘or growth pattern'in the social development of
the elementary school Chlld is his decllnlng egocentr1c1ty. The move

‘from egocentrism toward soc1allzatlon is reflected in the child's ablllty

to differentlate himself from others and to subsequently engage in

cooperative, reciprocal ventures. Peers become more signlflcant and

25
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the emergence of peer groups reveals ‘a decline in the child's consgious~
ness of adult authority for the mutual and reciprodal sanctions of the
peer group. The’ differentxatlon of se’f and others is accompanied by

the oeed of verification,’the desire to-proveyétaéements'ana the.beginninq;
of logical reasoning. v | | o ; |

f
Cognitive Development

The chiid's emerging autonomous amd reciprocal_self has direct
influence on his coghitive.development. The realizatioh that his own
point of %}ew is not global, is not shared coopled with his strong‘need
to be one of a group, to assert his ind;viduality in relationships with
others, provides the motivaeioo for'vefification. The requisite skills
and abllltles for mov1ng toward logical reasoning are present though
undeveloped. ‘Organized experlence,.1nstructlona; methods and language‘
ﬂlearning‘appear_to aocelerate, expand and elaborate the child's cognitive
development. An accumulation of experience moves the child from‘a

concrete immobiiity'of thinking toward a flexibility in time and space,

_the ability of abstract thinking.

Language Development

In his social use of language the child is becoming more explicit’

! v

as he recognizes the need to use language for increasingly differentiateé

uses; in expressing a variety of feelings and ideas; in oommunicating

to a widening audience, in a multitude of contexts. "Coopera;ion and
competition are noy expressed by symbél"”patterne of behavior, in which

" the verbal ritual is again the most imporeant element (Lewis, 1963, p. 212).

As an instrument of thought his language is developing more complex
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structures and an extension and precision of vocabulary as he seeks to
make his thinking'more explicit. Languagefdoea not develop in isolation,
its progress islintimately interwoven withjsocialiand cognitive develop- |
ment. Language moves the child from implicit to explicit awareness; a
cognitive awareness‘of emerging structures and a social awareness of self

and others.
CONCLUSION

In summary, the main prinCiples of child growth, reviewed .in
this chapter, are reflected in three continuums of development (1) for ;
cognition, a movement from concrete to abstract thinking, (2) for

.

socialization, a movement from an egocentric to sociocentric point of
view and (3) for language, a movement from implicit to explicit awareness.
These. continuums suggest a distinct ipstructional strategy. They are

the aspects through which discuSSion, its nature and value as a teaching

and learning method at the elementary school level will be examined.



CHAPTER III

DISCUSSION: SOCIABILITY, COGNITION

AND. LANGUAGE

INTRODUCTION
L4

The structuring of discussion for the elementary years need not

be elusive nor arbitrary. A solid foundation for the emerging structure

can be provided by employing the three aspects or functions of child

development isolated in Chapter II. L

Sociability, cognition and language combine to structure dis-
cussion. Each function will be examined separatély to establish (1) its
"ties with the program of studies (i.e., general aims or 6bjectives),

(2) how discussion incorporates these objectives (i.e., what structural

component of discussion has a’ direct relationship with the objective), \

and (3) the skills and abilities related to each function taken at their
concrete, observable level. Discussion is thus separated into its

' éomposite parts to better unﬁerstand the whole. However, ig is in the

o _ v , -
“\\\\\Egggi‘fégffGﬁfﬁfiﬁg“of~the‘interrelatiggshiEs,OfSOCiabilitY' language

and thinking that discussion, its nature and value, is ;evealed.
A final section suggests sustenance for the framework. Moral questions

are offered as a motivational, compatible and significant content for

a model of discussion.

28



a~ SOCIAL FUNCTION OF DISCUSSION

General queétive

Eghential to any program of studies is the underlying assumption
that education "provide opportuhities for students to meet individual and
societal neéds (Alberta Prqgram of Studies, 1975)." Thefn, (1974) states
that the common objectivq for language arts in all schools includes the
responsibility té "develép in each individual the capacity to function to
the best of his or her agility‘in the various hituaéions in which each

must perform and-awaken in each individual a better understanding of self

and others (p. 47)." '

Autonomy and reciprocity. Piaget (1932) claims that until he

understands self as distinguished froméothers, when he is-liberated from
. \

the thought and will of others, the individual cannot become(autonomous,
master of self (p. 87).  As the world view of the young child is ego-

centrically global and his actions are controlled by adult authority,.

autonomy for thq%fhilé»comES’6ﬁlyﬁwifﬂ'£he decline of egocentricism

(re¢iprocally~;wifh the increase of sociability) and a replacement .of
: g P

external, adult authority with collective peer agfeemeﬁtf“?he psychological
principle éf autonomy is represented by the movement away frém egocen-
tricism toward socdiocentrism. "In short, the claimyis'pot too bold ;paﬁ
we become conscious of ourselves to thg‘e;tent'that we ;re adapted to -
othéf people (Piaget, 1964, p. 210)."

Social'development then, has two different but mutually neceésary

objectives: autonomy and reciprocity. Autonomy is the ability of an

individual to govern himself with his own reason. Reciprocity is the

29
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ability of an 1nd1v1dua1 to 1nteract with others both socially and

‘ 1
A

‘utonomy leads the chlld

1ntellectual;y;w1th mutual respect. Whereas

toward 1ndependence, rec1proc1ty, Plaget (1932) clalms, leads the Chlld
- . -
toward thiersallty and gener051ty towards others (p. 63). It appears

to be fhe balance of the two that leads the Chlld toward relationships ;

of equals based on mutual respect. Autonomy without reciprocity leads .

>

to the egocentric, egotistic man. The man Tolstoy so aptly describes

4

as unable to grasp another's thought and very partial to his own

SR > .
(Vygotsky, 1962, p. 142). This road to knowledge is long, arduous and
lonely. Reciprocity without autonomi.ieads to the dependent. man always.

éeeking tﬁe reactions and support of ‘Sthers.  His relationships Zannot

be relationshtps of equals based on mutual respect because of his own ¢

- insecurity.

It is argued in this chapter that discussion facilitates the -.

development of individual' autonomy within a socially dynamic context,

‘fostering the developmeqt of'recip;ocal interrelationships.

i
/

ol I ! .:/'

. s . .
Discussion as Interaction fg’ ot ' ‘ o .-

-.‘v,

Discussion 'is * a collectlon of 1nteract1ng persons w1th some degree
of reciprocal 1nfluence over one another (Schmuck and Schmuck, 1975, p.
6)." Interaction, diséusSion's ﬁost readily observable quality, is the

prlmary factor whlch distinguishes dlscu551on from other modes of expres—

i

. sion (e. 9., monologue, storytelllng or lecturing). Although monologues

or storytelllng do require an audience, the audience is'réceptive only,
1istening;to ideas expressed by and contained in one person.. It is inter-

-

'-action, the dialectical context of discussion that fostérs social developF

«

. 1
ment. Discussion, unlike other oral modes, has a dual nature: each’

participant in discussion is both expresser and receiver; both autonomous

and reciprocal. .
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~In its simplest form a discussion is a dialogue. Reigel (1976)
. W;» :

states,.

A dlalogue has temporal structure. The'speakers alternate
in their presentations, and each successive statement has to
rePTert at least the one immediately precedlng it. Incorporating
only the preceding statement represents, of course,-a mlnlmum
requirement for dlalogue . 2 - . Each utterance must be cons;stent
with the proponent's own views and must represent equally con-
sistent or systematically modified reactions to all statements
made by the opponent. - Moreover, each utterance should reflect:
basic issues of the topic or theme which are presupposed but not
necessarily openly expressed in dlalogue (p. 691).

— Reigel is offering three main conditions for delineating the iriteraction

necessary for diadogue Br discussion. The interaction of discussion

Il

occurs when at I&ast three conditions are met: (i) alternation of -

. . , .
speakers, (2) the restriction of an implicit or specified theme, and
(3) an accumulation of statements for the building up of a central idea.
According tovReigel, interaction occurs when there are at least two

‘people'aite;nating their statements for a logically consistent and

_mutugily responsible building of an idea with a specified theme to

) I . B3 .

restrict the context. The‘theme, a Single idea or groﬁp of relaﬁed
ideas, helps insure thats the participants do not go off on tangents pf
flit from topi? to topic. A specified.theme restricts what islrelevant
in éerms of facts, éxpeﬁignces, reasons, énalogies, examples or inter-
pretations. 1In order to facilitate the vertical movemént'bf a discussion,
the horizéntal‘movement is restricted, that is, a theme restricts‘quaﬁtity
or breadth of ideas for quality or depth of an idea.

| ~ Aiterqation ana a spectified ﬁheme.alpne do nét constitute
discussion. Toééthgr with the crucial cond%}ion, the building‘of an

idea, they can however provide the context for the development of a

child's autonomous reasoning in relation to others. This third condition,

3
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the building of an idea, is defined in terms of two subconditiohs:

(1) that the speakers maintain a consistency in their own line of

- S

thought whiﬁft responding to the'prévious statements of.others (which
'paradigﬁatically includes a gy;tematically moaifieq position in reaction
té the othgr speéker's statéménts); and (2) that there is a tension
betwéen the participants ;h;racterized byvpaft{alaand opposing points
of view; iogical conéistency, like the theme; restricts one aspect of

discussion in order to facilitate another. Consistency restricts the

breadth of the speaker's contribution (he cannot flit from position to

-
!

pdsition deny&pg;étatements alrgady made) in order to facilitate the

' logical purSuit of one positioh ifi depth. Partial and opposiné ﬁoints'
gf View provide a motivation énd/purpose tot the discussion. ‘If there

is prior‘total‘aéreement on‘the question to be discussed the most éhét
can happen in a diécusgiépvis a checklisting of reasons for the agreement.
Partial;and oppqsing poihts of view provide ea¢h participéyt”with'a
motivatién_fofiverifying his position and a reason for pursuihg the
discuss{oh toward a resolution. The tuilding of an idea, the moving

" toward a resolutlon from dlfferent dlrectlons, expand;ng one's own
thlnklng by interacting with another's. thought is an 111u51ve but cructél
condition of discussion (Reigel, 1976).

| For example, con81der two or more people tellln;1about their

_ experiences in world travel. Alternation (taking turns)‘and a theme
(world travel) are evident. The>particip%§;? are taking cues frqm one
lanother s preceding statement ("that reminds me . - ."). However, the

only 1nteractlon of ideas is a brief and often obscure association.

The exchange mlght be a pleasant conversatlon or storytelllng but, as



Reigel (1976) would probably contend, it is not a discussion. 1f, however,

our world travellers were engaged in resolv1ng what the common experience

AN

in Tanzania is, discussion could occur. Clearly, in the first example
there is alteration, a restricted theme and an albeit tentative involve-
_ment in one another's ideas; so too in the second example. What_then

" differs? In the latter example, the experiences of each participant

°

would likely differ, if the members are interested in pursuing the
question their position is likely partially, formulated, noﬁzsedimented;
the partial and opposing.points of view‘create a ten51on motivating o
resolution; experiences would not constitute the whole of the meaning

of the exchange, rather, they become reasons supporting a given position. °
"
The participants are no longer passively listening, they are critically

listening'for meaning, for the validity of the akgument, for the per—

‘ O
. guasiveness of the expression. -

Discussion, then, is a dialectical lnteraction of'subjects, each

’

with their own wills, their own intents, mOV1ng towards a resolution of

a question 1n’the form of an argument. Alternation w1tr'dialectical

interchange is not significantly different frgm pPiaget's collective

monologues. As Reigel (1976) claims, if the speakers do not respond (
}

to hhefprececing statements,
The dialogue would degenerate into alternating monologues
in which each speaker would merely follow up on his or her earlier
statements without reacting to. the other's elaboration. The
"other speaker's statements would appear as distractive inter-
ruptions (p. 692)- . !
e 51gnif1cance of discusslon as compared to other oral modes lies in
what Schmuck and Schmuck (1975) ‘refer to as the “rec1procal influence
(p: 6). Reigel (1976) presents a simple construct to clarify the nature

of interaction in discussion (p. 692), as shown in Figure 3.l.

~
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.. . Figure 3.1 L o K

e ) The Nature of Interaction

1.4

In the diagram the parallel arrows between the two-speakersb(A‘and B)

depict the process of alternation. The interactive arrows depict the
1 . L ) .
oo L
X .
building of an idea, i.e., what is said by A, is taken into consideration

by B before he replies. B)'s reply:ahd therefore his own line of thought

is a synthesis of his own ideas and the idea inherent inA_ 's statement.

1
In other woxds, the effect is accgmulative;

An analégy can be drawn betwé;n the‘principle of interactidh and
bidaing in the gamgﬂofﬁbridge..lln bridge the cards are dealt aﬂd A looks
at his hand¢ £irst only ffomthis own point of view and makes an openiﬁg
bid with one or two sﬁbsééuenﬁ bids iﬁ-mind. His parther; B, responds
nbt,only by what he has in his own hand but also, in part, inkreséonse
toAA's statement (Al) or bid.‘.A's second biq (AZ) theréfore is necéssarily
from a new pérspecéivé; B'Sfbid'opened up somevpossibilities and cibsed |
off others. A does>not deny or forget or lea&e aZide his first bid,
rather,‘keeping in mind his first bid and B's response, hermgkes a further
bid on the information and‘understanding now gained.

Similarly, discussion forces the participants to first "read their

own hand,” to start from an autonomous position based on past experience -



8
or knowledge and through reciprocal exchange bulld toward a resolutlon,

'a final bid, a jointly. acceptable, ﬁutually responsible position which

maintains tpe integrity of,eaeh participant‘s eontributien. It is. a
sympathetic contest of w%lls,_intent??ﬁgrland reasoning in whi%h each
speaker attempts to retain his o&n agtonomy while!at\the sameltiﬁe
modlfylng his own posltlon through an interaction with others.
ﬁ!bever,although Relgel's condltlons are central there appears :

SHEN
to be a further condition of intéraction. Before two or more speakers

~can communicate there must be a minimal shared language. If only English

-

is,spoken by one person and only French by another'they cannot engage in

: discussion: Similarity, a fundamentalist and radical antithesist although

both speaking English would have little or no shared vocabulary and under-

standing. - Their experienees, their language meanings, their world views

~‘(

would be =} dlsparate that -even if a dlSCUSSlOn started it would llkely

collapse. As Vygotsky stated (1962L "It is not only the deaf who cannot

-understand one another 'but any two. people who give different meaning to

the same word or who hold dlvergent views (p. 141). The way language
is used, ‘the meanings given words need to be compatlble if dlscu551on is
to occur. |

It is tﬁe 1nteractlon of dlscu551on that allows for‘the objectlves

.

of autonomy and reciprocity. The structure, the conditions of discussion

' force the participants to first formulate their own position and maintain

a logically cdnsistent pattern of thought while engaging (modifying,

amending, restructuring) in a reciprocal exchange.

s

(3

35



36l

o

Skills and Abilities . .

]

The structuring conditions of interaction alternation;ya
restricted theme, the building of an idea, and shared language meaning
. are not only the distinquishlng characteristics of discuss10n. They are
also the conditions -of discuSSion which may allpw for the soc1al develop-
ment‘of the participants. Therefore, the next question to be asked is
what social_skills.and abilities implied by interaction‘ire evident 1n1.
children’discussing at the elementary}level?

" An infornal field study, a preliminary‘investigation.of children
in the context of discussion, was undertaken to ascertain what behaviors
.- . _

are evident when children are confronted with a problem to be solved
by a group. The study focused on examining the conditions for discuSSion
and 1solating some of the skills\and abillties/characteristic of each.
o The following excerpts from the 1anguage samples obtained in the. field
rstudy are meant to 1llustrate the existence and character of the inter-
action of elementary school children in the discussion setting.

The sample in the field study consisted of a group of five boys,
friends ranging in age fromlsfll. The boys“Were presented with an

evaluative question and asked to come to a group dec1Sion as to the best

£

Asolution.? Although there was guidance through the first stages of

A critical thinking (i-e., the investigator raised questions about the
nature of the problem, what possible answers could be considered, why
they thought the answer they had was best and the consequences of each
answer given), for the final part of the discu551on the boys were left
on their own trying to solve the problem by way of a group deClSlcn.

a\

The evaluative question referred to in the follow1ng excerpts



from one of -the discussionskposed this'dilemma for the boys:

Rule #1 was "be on time". ‘Coach Jones wasvwaiting, again,
for Tom, the number 1 goalie. The rest of the team was on the
ice waiting nervously. This was the playoff game. ,Just as
the game was about to begln ln dashed Tom. What should Coach
Jones do? b

The boys were not experienced in this kind of afdiscussion, the language

-samples therefore were not prolific, however,‘each of the conditions were

]
demonstrated to a greater or lesser degree even in the one @iscussion.

Alternatioﬁ. The following ekcerpts are taken‘from the latter
éart of the discussion.when_the boys were left on their own; During the
firét parérof thetdiscussion alternation was often elicited by the
investigator through questioning. | |

When left on their.own, although they did;ﬁake‘turns, the alter-
natlon by the boys was at flrst abrupt, inconsistent, and 1mpat1ent.

The boys frequently 1nterrupted one another and showed partiality to
‘. their own Yiews before considering the other's points of view. As
villustrated in the following excerpt from the discussion: ‘ ’. ‘
Exemple: ‘
. ¢ / .
Rob: I think that's e/llttle drastlc.‘ .

.Calvin: Well, he'd let h1m off the ‘hook. but he’ S, you know—— .

Scott: That s what we said.

Rob: Talk to him after the game and said well lf you get late
anymore, you know, you're not 901ng to play a couple of games.

Scott: _Ya.
s .
Baron: I think that's drastic--
Scott: No, listen-- - ‘ : SN

“paron: Maybe he had tons of homework.
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-

However, as the discussion slowed down and a compromise was imminent,
alternation 'and the skills associated with it became more apparent.

Utterances became longer; thoughts were completed without i;xfrruption;

the boys listened more carefully and began to structure a compromiée from .

the ideas of one another as revealed in the next.example,

Example: : ﬂ

. -~
Scott: Well, like maybe, if he was late for part of the game--
oh ya, he's a goalie. I was going to say if he was a
playe;, then have him sit off for part of the game.
calvin:. Oh, I know. Like, you see, umm, he just/he just/every
game he's late for he misses.
Scott: Ya. Ya. Yah! That's a good‘idea.
. ' _ {
David: No. Whenever he misses/is late for the next gamé the
' coach should double the amount of time he sits off.
Group: " Ya. Yal!
Scott: So he misses one game um then he sits off maybe 5 minutes

the next/if he misses again he sits off for 10 minutes.
This exampie illustrates the existence of alternation and suggests the
' |
importance of attending to its character. \Taking turns involved more

/

than insuring eVeryone had their say. The/buildinngf an idea (suggested
by the final compromise in this discussioé) required alternation in o#der
that the participants could build on one another's ideas. This would

likely,ﬁot océur,howéver,without the exiétence of skillé such as criﬁical

listening, patience to hear ideas through, taking turns and remembering

one's own ideas while critically listening to others.

ERNY

A restricted theme. As shown in the two examples abqye,thé;boys
were able to enforce the condition of a restricted theme. That is, the

boys' statements were relevant, they‘attempted to pursue the question at

8
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‘hand. There was only one instance in which the discussion digressed or

floundered off on a dubious tanéent. fhis excerpt is reéorded below not
ohly aswan a2xample 6f how a lack of a restricted'theme diverts the
discuésion and sq?tters it into all directions, but also as‘Fn example
of how inadeqdate questiops‘by the leader can deraii a train of thought.
The investigatorlwas aitempting\to help the children examine the con- |
- sequences of theif'various positions.
Example: |
Investigator: Airight, what would happen if we' let Tom get away

. this time? What if next time he came the same thing

happened?

Calvin: " But this is the Championship game so there won't
be no. games.

.

Investigator: What about next year?

Calvin: He probably won't be on Coach Jones' team again
because, well, like he's in a different leaque
(giggling).

A subsequent refocusing question posed\by the investigator enabled the
boys to return to a more relevant ar ent. As illustrated, irrelevant

tangents can, however, change the focus and cause the discussion to

' flounder or digress.

The buildigg/of an idea. The third and crucial condition for

discussion is the most illusive. Because the building of an idea is not
‘ . ; ) :

a single condition nor requires a single skill, it was difficult to find

@
a single illustrative example. However, the following excerpts illustrate
some of the main skills for this coﬁdition, particularly those of

- autonomy and reciprocity. To discuss, a participant starts from an

autonomous position at the sdtne time consistently amending his position

in reaction to the statements of other members.



Autonomy, chardt¢terized by the ability to think for oneself, was
demonstrated by Calvin and Scott in their opening; opposing viewpoints.'

Although Aaron first articulated the idea that Tom was not necessarily

<

at fault foi being late (there could have been extenuating circumst;nces),
‘Calvin was in agreement and early in‘t£e discgssion adopted this positioh
to become the main spokesman for it.

Example:

Calvin: "I think he should just tell him to go on the ice,
to hurry up and get in goalie.

Investigator: Why?

Calvin:  Because ‘it wasn't his fault he was late and--

Invéstigator: Do we know'that? ok

Calvin: Ne, but I think so. -
Scott, on the other hand, was not going to let Tom oOff so eaSily. He
seemed to view the problem from the beginning, és a question of punish-
ment. For example, he said,

The problem is what yod should do with this guy that was

late because he was supposed to be on time and he wasn't on

time so you gotta figure out something to do with this guy.
In opposition to.Calvin's description, Scott painted a very different
picture of Tom when he said,

Ok. Well, let's say Tom, he was just kinda lazy and he

was just reading a book at home and really couldn't care less.

Maybe if the coach could have told him that if he didn't get

to the next game maybe he should just umm kick Tom off the

team. If he was going to be slow.
Although the boys started from partial and oppdsing'viewpoints, illus-
trating the ability to think for themselves and argue for it, reciprocity,
the reciprocal influence on one anothér, was also evidenced. The boys

did not remain with their original viewpoints; instead, they moved toward

~
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a compromise, a mutually arrived at p051t10n they all could accept.
vSki%}s\such as stpathy, empathy, lnterpretlng, were needed for the
0pposin§ positions to interact. In the following example, Robert’
‘stepped in to interpret, mediate ana further explain Calvin's position.
Example:
Investigator: Do you think ‘that's a good idea?
Scptt: " Not really.’
Calvin: | Yes.
Investigator: Why?
Robert: . . To give the guy a chance?
Calvin: Ya.
The boys allgned themselves with one or the other position early in the
discession. They . showed support for and elaborated on Calv;n s and.
sCott s artlculated positions. For example, in the follow1ng excerpt

1

Cavid is agreelng with and supporting Scott's p051t10n, Robert is

1

aligning with Calvin, and Aaron is elaborating Calvin's argument .

Example:’
‘pavid:. The eeach should kick him off the team.

o ‘
Calvini \ No.

. Robert: : Just because he missed two gamee isn't‘fair.
Aaron: - Maybe he had somethlng to do before the game.
Maybe he had some homework to finish.
The precedingiexamples do not incluée all the various skills oo

lnvolved in the building of an idea. The ability to compromise demon-
’strated by the boys pointed to further skllls, skills such as welcoming .
differences, the ability to change poiht of view if a better one or

one held by the majority is put forth, and patience in the face of



frustrstion, Although no official means of recording nonverbal behsvior
was gsed in the field study andvmany of these gkills were indicated by |
behawior and attitude, the fact thaf the boys were able to reach a
compromiso without losing self control, coercion, intimidation;'or:
manipulation suggests that these skills were operant;

| From obsérvations*made, albeit informally, what seemed to prevail
in all the discussions by the boys was the 31ncer1ty of statements
espoused coupled with an openness to new or dlfferent ideas. The evidence
of these attitudes in’these’five elementary school age boys suggests

the time is ripe to pursue the social function encompassed .in discussion.

conclusion™ - , . v , N

F1gure 3.2 provides an overview of the social functlon of dis-
cussion; The. social development of the young Chlld constltutes proore551on
.'from an_egocentric to a sociooentric point of viswm In order for the
child to develop socially he first has to distingpish himsslf from‘o;hers_
and‘liberate‘himself from imposed adult autﬁority. in doing so this
chlld io‘relationships withsothers, partioularly pegrs; begins to realize

- : . ) .
that his own egocentric point of view is not everyman's. Two significant

ohanges occur: adult authorit;‘:s replagced by collective peer agreement
and the child begins to recognlze other poinfs of view and to defend his
'own. This social development encombassoslmutually necessary objectives:
autonomy and‘reciprocity. The child'S'eQOcentricvworld view is beino
‘replaced by the creation of‘a new set‘of relationships. Sociocentrism

allows for both autonomous development (moving toward a state of governing

‘himself with his own reason) and reciprocal development (moving toward

N

€2

pbetter relationships with others). The egocentric to sociocentric continuum
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does not stop when the very young Chlld begins to 1nteract‘w1th others.

" This is the beginning not the end of social development. iscussion

R
F

sets" the stage for soc1ability, it prov1des a complex cont

in which
the child\ls 51multaneously involved in maintaining his own autonomous'
- I

* /
¢ /

-w1ll while interacting w1th others.

3
2
—p

of discuSSion, composad of varied and disparate skills and abilities,
each contributing to the quality of- 1nteraction. ?

‘

" INTELLECTUAL FUNCTION OF DISCUSSION

Lo ’ ‘ e . FRVLARE -

General Objective
. -

A central concern in the Alberta program of studies (1975),

i
o

representative of most progre551ve school systems, is the provision of

educational opportunities‘for developing critical,/objective and logical
thinking skills.t'"Learn}how to organize, analyze and use information
in a.criticalbandpobjecti;e manner .j. .. DeGelop skills of thinking
_andvproceediné logically (p. 2)." Thus, the intellectual‘or'cognitipe

objective-ofvdiscnssion'is to help students develop,skillnin critical
thiniing} to provide anvexternal modelffor‘problem solving that can.be
'internalized for thedinner,'individnal thogght process, o . o
The ability”of7criticalfthinhing in a social context;is not

solely the domain of the impending adult. Children ‘too have problems.
'During the elementary school years the child's dependency on adult

‘ autonomy is being fé;laced by collective; peer agreement. Individually}
or in a group, children may be faced w1th problems w1thout the essential

o e
intellectuai and social skills to cope. S _ o ié&

Finally, interaction is seen as a composite, structural component

44
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In the previous section it was illust;ated that«-a small group
prov?dee the context for interaction, it pronides the environment where
cogperation may be‘learnea more feadily;than if left to chance or the
pldyground. Cooperation, based'on mutnal_respect, is a necessary
requisite for autonomy, Piaget sayg (1932). But thus far only the
social implieations have been discussed,. What about intellectual
autonomy? How can Qe help chlldren learn "to govern themselves with

5

reason?”’ What more can we do than set the stage for socxab111ty°

The Evaluative Question

‘To the conditions for discussion established in the previous
section (alternation, restrictive theme, building of an idea and

hared language meanlng), one further condltlon needs to be built into

the model to allow for the main cognltlve ob3ect1ve—-cr1tlcal thlnklng

This fifth condition for effective discussion is the presence of the
evaluative question.

’ Examlnatlon of Bloom's taxonomy of behav1ora1 objectives (1956)

‘fevealSrthat reason1 is placed high on the 1adder of abstractlon.

i;Evaluatlon, Bloom ‘con , is the hlghest level of the cognltlve hierarchy
‘because 1t contains all other levels of thlnklng as well as conscious

.value'judgmentsT*aAS;uestion is the motivating force initiating and

‘ . N v s
 sustaining tHe thinking process, it is the initial doubt or problem that

[

T

'seeks_resothion.

w;wﬁot every questlon presents a problem, but some do . . . .

If the guestion presents a live issue and cannot be answered
automatically, then it gives rise to a problem. The asking

" of such questions is one of the chief sources of crltlcal
thinking (Organ, 1965, p. 8)

Thus, an evaluatlve questlon edges the crltlcal thinking process toward

higher.levels of tq;nk;ng. o ‘ A

2 .
/
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Criticai Thinking

/children to learn to discugs, they need to discuss, hence the need for

a v

For example, consider the evaluative question, "Should Edmonton
host the Commonwealth Games?"” It is a question that requires critical
1 i

thinking. There is no immediate, "correct" answer, the participants

. must consider and argue the pros and cons, the reasons presented, the

consequences and implicit judgments entailed in the choice of reasons
in order to resolve the question.. Choosxng requlres evaluation and
Justlflcatlon, what is best and why. Compare thls questlon to a non-

evaluatlve questlon such as, "Why does the earth revolve around the sun?"

7 The response to this questlon is an explanatlon of known facts andi

therefore will most llkely remain at the level of explanatlon. Parti-

|

cipants involved in giving an explanation may describe, share informa-

tion, quote sources, relate details, aoeumulate.facts for a complete

e

explanation and construct a sequence but there is nothing in the nature

. of the oueStion to encourage higher levels of thought. Evaluation and

- justification are thus requisites of discussion if discussion is to

v

develop oritical thinkjng abilities.

[
1
s

The ‘evaluative question sets the §tage for critical tgénking.
However, merely asking an evaluative question, although it allows for

critical (evaluatiVe)1thinking,‘dQEs not necessarily foster it. For

B £
B ; « -

the interactive context and evaluative questibn.’ HoWever} it cannot be

assumed chlldren know’ aﬁf~t° dlscuss._.In dtder to play a game, the

s

)! W
part101pant has to ké%; ‘the rules, in,part, the rules define the game.
Y,
DlSCﬂ?Slé% for critical thinking can*be viewed as a game in which the
rules have to be made public and be understood before the game is.fully

.
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p%gyed.' Knowing the rules does not necessarlly tell anything about how
well the players will play the game. However it does insure that that
is the éame being played. V |

‘The rules,of discussion are its conditions: _alternation, a
restrlcted theme, the boilding of an idea, a shared language meaning
and-the presence of an evaluatlve ‘question. These'oonditions for dis-

cussion dellneate its boundarles, define what is and what is not dlscussion.

There are, however, various kindsyofpggspussion each serving different ‘ends.

(E.g-, Lundsteen (1976) descrlbeskdf‘_~. &socratic, task, brainstorming,
p- 16§. Gall and Gall (1976)'111ustratevsubject mastery, issue oriented
and problem solv1ng dlscu551ons } This sectlonxexamlnes the character

of a. dlscuSSlon structured to promote cr1t1ca1 thinking.

Crltlcal thinking is a well, deflned process Or act1vrty.‘

g'nd Plerce (1966) state that crltlcal thlnklng is "a”perSistent,

) .o
inquiry into the grounds for bellef or -action (p- 23) Organ

¢ i* states, it is the use of 1nte111gence in making de01s1pns, used to

prove the‘abillty of problem solving (p- xii). A _synthesis of the B

L

» critical thinking process descrlbed by shurter and pierce ‘1966), Organ
(1965) 1. Ennis (1969), Glaser (1941), ussell (1956), Thomson (1959)
recognizes five essential steps or stages- (1) understandlng the‘

'proolem, (2) formulatlng alternatlves——maklng a statement; statlng o#:

positioo; (3). supportlng an alternatlve—*glvrng reasons for statement,

(4)'eva1uat1ng alternatlves—-evaluatlng reasons, appralslng argaments,

examining.consequenées,'and (5 making a judgment——choosing.



1

Undenstandlng the problem The fii?tfstage of critical thinking

is primarlly‘a focusing task. It requiresrs&ating, defining the problem

and giving the relevant facts and details already known. In an elementary -

:school Program in which problem solving‘discussionseare being introduced'

the question will most often originate from the teacher. Therefore,

:thls first stage for the student is the task of fully understandlng the

™

problem In the fleld studles ‘this investigator undertOOk, it was- found

‘that when children with llttle experlence in discussion are left to

4

themselves to solve a problem this stage was 1nvar1ably overlooked
Presumably, the children assumed they- understood the problem. However,

when querled at thls stage, it was found they had dlfflcultles focu51ng

on all the relevant details. The boys' openlng statements to problem #4,

Promlse keepzng, Fump dlrectly 1nto alternatlves For example, Scott

said, "I thlnk that he should ask one of the other- guys to build 1t

- - « " There is no mentlon of thef%‘oblem 1tself what they were tryln

: e
to- flnd out or solve, or: the facts already known. fThis stage almost

appears redundant to chlldren but their grasp of the pﬁoblem greatly
?{4‘?

: 1nfluences the quality, depth and level of complex1ty of the subsequent

discussion. Lundsteen (1967), Moffett (1968) and Taba - (1967) suggest the
teacher, actlng as a guide, can help the children by asking questlons
For the flrst stage of crltlcal thlnklng questions such as, What is the

problem? ., Who ‘can put the problem in thelr own words$?; What do we know

. about this problem already?- What facts do we have to work with? would

: help focus the Chlld on the question. ‘ S

Formulating alternatives. At this stage, the primary task for

each member is an imaginative or inventive task. It requires inventing

-
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solutions or positions or.staﬁements. In relation to others, it also
requires each member to make sure he understande‘the other's alternatives.
The dual‘task then is (for self) ihvention an& (for others) élarificatioh;
making one self onderstood and unde;standing the statements of others.
Russell (L95§) states that chiidren often fail to solve problems

because fhey lack theﬂimaginaﬁion to posit altefha;ives. ‘A number of |
techniques ceh elleviate this problem@v Luhosteen (1976) suggests the
teacher give not only the problem but alseo 3ome-a1ternativee.eo the
children have models to work from; ideas to spark~others. 'A/large groop
discuseion followihg the small group wouid also provide models, not

\ : : . N
only’tegoher originefed but peer originated, that would broaden thel
.ohildree's repetoire.

| Clarification'questionsucan help insure everyone is seerting‘with
the same understandlng of the alternatlves ‘and allev1ates amblgulty and

mlsunderstandlng, questlons ‘such as, Could you tell us a little more?; Would

you put that in other words?; What do you mean? (Lundsteen, 1976, Taba 1967).

Supporting an alterhative. Piaget (1964) claime that children
most often fail to justify or support’their statemenés’becauee their |
egocentrlcity prevents the de51re for objective proof (p. 24).  Put

lmply, although valld reasons ere often 1mp11c1t in the child's speech
he sees no need to make them exp11c1t$ In a dlscu551on 51tuatlon,
however, the “pyschologlcal mov1tatlon" for verification is high.
Supportlng an alternatlve means giving proof in the form of reasons. 1In
a dlscu551on these are best drawn out with the direct questlons why?;
What are: your reasons? Ennls (1969) categorlzes three kinds- of

reasons: reasons based on authority, observation statements and
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assumptions,(p.384). Each, he says, is fraught with difficulties ana
pitfalls. Emplrical statements can best be supported byvobservaticn
.and authority.‘:However, value statemenés receive little support from
either or these first two kinds of reasonsﬁf Ennis uses assunpticns'
(as. reasons) as startlng points in a line of reasoning. |
RAther than attempt .to state what constitutes relevant reasons
in an argument, theorists (Glaser, 1§4l; Ennis, 1969; Dworkin, 1968;
Shaffer, l965) prefer to'state which aré irrelevant; which “reasons“
afe‘erroneous, fallacious and should be dlscarded. Reasons, they claim,
areiggt:‘nrationalizations, emotional statements, ?ersonal wants or = .
préferences, mimicked statements of others or irrelevant statements.
VOnce these are dlscarded, presumably the feasons left are those that need
to be serlously con51dered partlcularly.ln light of thelr consequences.
For example; in the con51deratlon of "should Edmonton host the
Commonwealth Games" reasons Such as "I'll be too tired," "Who needs it?"
”ﬁI want it to be4here," "My brcther says it would beAneat" or "the Queen
has blue eyes" should be all discardea as unacceptable: 4Reasons, however;
such as "Yes, Edmonton will benefit from having the games because lots
‘of tourists w111 come to the c1ty" or "No, the taXpayers will end up
paying for 1t“ are valld.and relevant. .The choice involves choosing the
best answer;!given all the circumstances and g light of the consequences.

3

-

* Evaluating alternatives. Evaluating alternatlves involves maklng

the best dec151on on a valid, relevant set of crlterla The exlstence

of the critical stages will notfautomatlcally mean children will come up
Q : '
with all the "right" answers. Children are restricted in their critical

abilities by both their experience and theii social and intellectual

i % ‘4



‘the participants; But in the end,

developmenta; stage. . Qertainly the ehild's ability to evaluate, compare
and contrast reasons will be hased on a very eiementary,set of-criteria.
His exéerience is limited, his bachground, his home and earlier school
models willlhave their effect. On what can we focus their learning in
order to evaluate e;ternatives and reasens? Fraenkel (1977) states

thaﬁ a. focus on consequences‘must be the startingvpoint‘for evaiuativé
discussione. The_children,-then, are hot only examining the prdhlem,
formulating alternatives, suéforting it with reasons, they ere aleo
facing the consequences of what wou;d happen, anéware‘igitiated into the
responsibility of eCtions and the desire for werthy principies that

are universalized. Direcgive aids ae this stage'might'include:»What

might hapgeh?; Wwhich alternative is better?; Why?

Maklng a Judgment. This takes us to the final stage--choosing.

- The essentlal dlfference between value statements and emplrlcal statements
‘igyﬁﬁét the former are based largely on, )ustlflcatlon. This makes the

‘issue very difficult. The cr1t1ca1 stages can help this flnal process,

4
steerlng it away from sheer -opinion and securlng the responsibility of

'

Given the limitations within which we have been working, a
value judgement is more likely to be justified to the extent
that it is in accord with worthy principles and is based upon a
careful consideration of the consequences. Each person must make
his own judgements, drawing ugon his own experience and that of
his culture, but must bear the responsibility for what he decides
(Ennis, 1969, p. 421). (Investigator's emphasis.)

‘
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Skills and Abilities

in'the féeld studies undertaken a number of stages and their
cqmposite skills and abilities were ijdentified. For example, the
following e*cerpts are from £he follrth discussion by the boys which
théy undertook without the guidance of the investigafor; The?problem
or dilemma was posed and the only direc£ixe gi§en them was to come to
a group decision a$ to the best solutiony Thi§ was the problem.posed:‘ -
. You'have éromised your Mom you will clean your room after |
sqhool..varing,school your teacher asks for volunteers to
construct a six foot rocket for the school play. You offer

and are chosen. After school you suddenly remember your first
rpromise. What should you do?

Understanding the problem. Although the bpys focused on the

problem when guideg by questioning; there was no evidence at the beginning
‘ . . .
of this discussion of stage one. However, when the discussion digressed

because of an atteﬁpt at’ rationalization (David: he didn't promise his
Mother to clean it right after schoo}l.Scott, who asdumed the role of

leader, referred to thé problem: “Alright, let's see what it says

@ /
" —

here. . . .

{ . «
Formulating’alternativés. A number of alternatives were given

and the boys attempted to understand one another's .alternatives. It can

" be seen that Scott's poéition is opposed by Calvin. calvin's position is
then reiterated by Robert, modified by his own thinking.and experience.
Example:

Scott: I think that he should ask one of the other guys
that wanted to build it and just tell the teacher
or whoever/wanted to/was going to supervise the
building of the rocket tah just get another guy
to take his place and get that guy to tell the
teacher and he go home and clean his room.
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Calvin: But I think he should do the stuff and then he
should go home and say he was sorry that he did
that ‘cause he accidently forgot and volunteered
for/to doing the rocket and he would do it after
supper. ‘

Rob: Well, he should do what he was suppose to,
' clean his room=--he should do the rocket and the
go home and maybe he was going to play with his
friend and just say oh I'm sorry you know. I i
have to clean my bedroom.

B

.

Calvin: That's like I said.

-

Supporting and evaluating alternatives. Calvin, supported by

Robert, gave reasons motivated partly by self interest, partly by whet
'happened to be an awareness of the teacher's expectations. 5cott, on
the other hand, saw the prlnc1p1e of promlse keeplng, though not as
attractive’es self 1nterest, nevertheless the right principle from.which
to deriveyhis position. 1In the followin; quote Robert is particularly

concerned about the consequences of action based on the principle of

promise keeping versus self interest.

Example:
Scott: " OK. But just wait. How many of you think.that he
should come/he should build the rocket first? OK.
Hold it. (3 to 2) Why do you guys think he should
build the rocket first?
Calvin: It's the only fair way becausevhe would disappoint
- his teacher and his teacher likes him.
« 8cott: s+  No, because there were alot of other people building
o the rocket. OK. Lookit. OK. Lookit. He made a
v ‘ promise to his Mom FIRST before he promlsed to build
,the rocket. )
~Calvin: . Carry out his first promise--
Scott: Carry oyt his first promise and then come back and

see if they need any more help.



Robert: No, but he would loose his job.
Scott: So what?' They'll be lots of others guys building it.
Robert: But then he couldn't go back and help building it.

Choice. The compromise was part wants, part promise keéping://

Example;

| calvin: I would umm build the rocket for about 1/2 hour
and say I had to go home and I would do. my thing
and that way you could do both.
Robert: Ya, that's what I would do. -
David: - N I would do that.
Scott: OK. You'd-build part of the rocket and then you
. ‘ would go home and clean your room.
Calvin: Ya. At least you participated. ,
Scott: Ya. OK.

The compromise suggests that the children were not aware of

one of the highef level aspects of c¢ritical thinking--consistency.

Nevartheleés, the consensus arrived at illustrates that the children

understood that alterndtives reqﬁired.support (in the form of reasons)

»

.and‘that the process of choosing a final position entailed the evalua-

' tion of these alternatives.

Conclusion

' Critical thinking is a skill that can be initiated in the

N

elementary years but one which develops throughout a life time. Althoﬁgh

children's developmental stage restrlcts the alternatives given, the

reasons, evaluatlon and thus, often their ch01ce, chlldren are belng

initiated into a critical attltude, the realm of reason.

They cannot -
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argue,” at this stage, that the argument is invalid because of an error

in the structure of a syllogism. They appear, however, to have the ,

meané of réasoning‘through‘a problem by examining the consequences of

actions. - : | ) gi;;
| fhe ad#antages of sitﬁating critical thinking in a structured

discussign group areFﬁwofold: first, the group experience allows. for the;

kind of intellecgual exchange in which ideas are picked up from one

.@nother, built upon, elaborated,-amended (Moffett, 1968). 'Thus the problem

n.is more widely defined, more alternatives egpoused. If the context
ihqluées group conse;sus, more and better reasons will be needed to
persuade the group. Instead of merely stating their gpinion, students
'will need better evaluative and persuasive tools. The model, then, is
more elaborate, ricﬁer. Secondly, thié external model for critical
thinking is likely to be internalized for indivi?ﬁal use. Anvearly
study by Parker (1924) supéorted by many;studies‘since, suggests that

"when a techniqqe of critical thinking is taught, pupils try more variedv
methods of attack, {ejectverronéous suggestions more readily apd maintain
suépehded'judgment ;ntil the method has shown to be cdrrect. Furthermbre,
the traiﬁing‘in these methodé'and attitudes tend to carry éver to‘other
Problem sitﬁations. The child learns to use the same ﬁultialtegnitives,
and differing viewpoints in his own individual thinking process; to thiﬁk

~ alone with more reflection, imagination and wit (Moffett, 1968, p. 32).

- Figure 3.3 summarizes the intellectgai function of discuséiohr/that

is, the critical'thinking stages, their définitions, the tasks deﬁanded'of ,.
the learner and the means (questipns) the teacher hés of initiating and

. - '
guiding the -learner's development. 3
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LANGUAGE FUNCTION OF DI8cussion

General Obijective

The general aim of 1anguage éﬁudy is to develop communication
skills, for understanding others and be{ng uéderstood (Program of Studies,

Alperta, 1975). ’ , A

The main objective, therefore, for the Alberta larnguage arts program

is to develop fluent, flexible users of language. Sapir (1962) tells us
"language is a purely human, non-instinctive method of'communicating

ideas, notions, desireS"by means of a system of voluntarily produced
N

‘sounds (p. 5.". Hlstorlcallx language programs sought to make explicit
O
this sound system as a method of learning language. The understanding

tegr

of how language is acquired has'lnfluenced language prodgrams as educators

turned®their attentidn'away from what language is towards how language
«V*
develops: What language development research (Cazden, 1972; Britton,
“ e
1970; wllkenson, 1971) has told educators is' thaﬁﬁone cannot map a given,

‘ ©

¥ - stat1cp "correct" language on children. Rather, 1nstruct10n must start

- I

5g3wm£%?what the Chlld brings and develop degrees of,abstractlon, complexity,

'sapproprlateness, and preclslon. As the child becemes lncreasingly ~

;gluent'with his language, ‘when structure and meanlng are implicitly used,
‘intultlvely u?derstood, then grammar" can be taught, the rules of

language made explicit. °

- Language curriculums are invariably designed around four main.ﬂ;

-2
. modes of discourse: llstenlng, speaklng, readlng and writing. Or, more

abstractly, a first person, a second person, and a third person: . a

speaker, listener and. subject (Moffett, 1968, p. 10).
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\ . - | ' M
o “ What creates different kinds of discourse are shifts in the
;elatlons among persons--increasing rhetorical djstance between

. speaker and listener, and increasing abstractive/altitude
'between the raw matter of some subject and the speaker s synh
‘bollzatlon of it (Moffett, 1968, p. 11).

/

-Discussion is restrlcted to the*oral mode, the thetorical distance is

<

immediaté. The sub)ect matter7 however, runs. the full abstractlve
‘contintum. It g\‘therefore a most flexlble. method for the second stage

(conversatlon) of Moffett's rhetorical dlstanCe contlnuum; (reflectxon--'

=}

'convereation--coxrespondence-—publicatiog). =

/ |  Situated in_the language cﬁrriculum.how_can discussion heipf»

-

~develop fluent, flexible useré;of'language?

Langﬂwge as a Structural Coqunent
« o of stcussxon

Isolating langﬁage from cognition or its Social cohtext is‘hot
e'straightforward'taSR. Laaguage by 1ts very nature involves a relatlon—

shipi‘ Its purpose is relatlonal not only in g1v1ng form to thought but
also in expre551ng thought to others. Thus, language>has been examlned

as.the last of the three 1ntersect1ng c1rc1es structurlng dlscu551on

’

v such that 1ts descrlptlon mlght reflect the overlapplng aspects of

thlnklng ‘and lnteractlon.

The language of diécussiOn is oral, its rhetorical‘distance is

-
H

immediate,” its abstractive altitude, flexible. Language in a dlscu551on
: > 7 ; ’ . : ‘ : ™

is langquage in interaction. - It is theh%ntefactive quality of 1anguage

in discussion that differentiates discussion from other kinds of oral
language and pfovides,fo: its unique strengths.

. -

R Although language is also an indicatorvandqmedium for cognitive'

and social development,'th;s section examines the role of language as a



»

means of developing individual language competency, of expanding 1anguage.

"Smith, Goodmap and Merédlth (1970) deflne the task of expan31on as
‘stretchlng the llmlts of children s language. The opportunxty to use,

their own language in commum.catlon is 1ntr1nsxc motl to Stretch

thelr language limits.
Oral language can  be separated iﬁto three dlmenSLOns that together
allow for the communicative process: rhetorlcal features, linguistic

‘structure and meaning.v‘This section examines each of. the dimensions,

. their composite skills ,and abilities and how discussion incorporates

_them.

- . . ; : . . o -

,ﬁhetorical features. Rhetorical features refer to the choices
3 ' 2

,,,,,
RS

of appropriate language. In any language exchange a number of decisions .

: /
are required. Approprlate choxce of languaqe means taklng 1nto account
/
why you used a particular language for«a certain person at thls tlme,

w‘

in these c1rcumstances (Moffett, 1968, P 243). Competency of rhetorieald

features requ1res a varlety of express&on, a knowledge of“audiencesﬂ and

‘/,
/

a SUltablllty to context : |
/

Variety of expresslon can be v1ewed as types of language or uses
/

of language. Many theorlsts have suggested models of language use»
(Hennlngs and;Srant, 1973, Lundstee ' 1976 Haliiday, 1973; Tough, 1974;
Britton, 1971). For example, Hennlxgs and Grant (1973) describe three
major types of language- (1) functlonal language-—language that

fldentlfles lnterrelatlonshlps existing in the world and language that

;prOJects original ideas that go beyond observable data; (2) personal -

" language—-the expre551on of personal feellngs, preferences and bellefs,

and (3) creative or. 1nvent1ve language--the fabrlcataon of persons, .-

"J
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events and descriptions. Lundstéen (1976) outlines ﬁwkr types of

language: (1) self expre951on--speech for self, (2) explosxtlon--
: e ¥
‘language used to get things done. ‘(This aim of speech in@%udes argu-
i _ - : ’ - W :
" mentative discussion, analytical processes, informational uses). (3)

llterature-—lmaglnatlve ‘use of language for poetry, writing and sharlng,

(4) persua51on—-use of language to 1nfluence otherﬁ (p. 111). As
0

Lundsteen states, "these aims ofvdlscourse mlght be plctured as‘liquids
poured carefully 1nto a glass to form layers. The,éulck stir;of the
‘reallty of” dlscourse in action qulckly mlxes them (p. 112) What,'then,
is the purpose of'isolating language uses? Lundsteen contends that |
krecognltlon of varying uses xnsures a balanced program, A model such g

-as Halllday s (1973) that describes the breadth of functlons or uses of

\

‘ 1anguage (1nstrumental, regulatory, nteractlonal personal heurlstlc,
“imaginative. and representatlonal) tells us- somethlng qulte different
babout language use than Joan&Tough's (1974) model, for example, whlch

attempts to determlne the complexltles of operatlons within a functlon.
.5/\( _}.

Thus, within each utterance Tough -1goks for functions such as the};deatlonal
_(content), relational (maintenanéerf,relationggips), projectiye,

dlrectlve and 1nterpret1ve functa.dns. Tough malntalnﬂowever, that
=¥ L .

two purposesvare domrgant.f "It is clear that even w1th1n a 51ngle
uiterance%at least two purposes are served,‘one is concerned with estab-
-11sh1ng and malntalnlng rejftlonshlps and the other Wlth the klnd $¥

3

content»tonveyed'(p. lO). / The two purposes, social and cognltlve,‘

‘relational and 1deatlonal are particularly dominant in oral,‘interactive
contexts where the necess ty,of maintaining relationships is essential

o ko lntellectual exchange. For example, ideas cannot be shared if -~

dlfferences are not wel ed

60



61

A~

A discussioP, because it ig an immediate, 1nteract1ve context
I

L]

‘incorporateshthe dual functions, the relatlonal ‘and 1deatlonal It
also spans the bre;dth of language uses such asg those descrlbed by
Halllday (1973) For example, 1n malntalnlng the relatlonshlps the parti-
-c1pant might try to manpulate ‘the env1ronment ("Why don't yoéu sit.:here"
lnstrumental use) or regulate the behav1or of othersv( 'We're supposea

to take turns" regulatory use). He'is certain to use the interactional
'functlon as h§ uses lanquage~both as participant ang observer at the

Same time. As dlscussed in the social functlon,the child is also

learnlng autonomy, to. govern himself, this might-be‘reflected'in his

’thlnk so, I think . ;p."); Discussion also spans‘the many ideational
uses: in formulatlng alternatlves, 1maglnat1ve use of language is-
called. for; questlonlng requires’ the heurlstlc use, and of course,.ln
the communlcatlon of ideas the representatignal use of language 1s
-employed.
Other kinds of oral,language, such as storytelllng and drama,
,are further removed from the audlence.. Thus usually fewer uses of v ;~C%\&,

R

language are belng employed (the ch01ce, the act of ch0051ng approprlate :

" . B
by 5 .

P

language therefore lS less complex) The malntenance of a relatlon . SRy

-becomes less 1mportant the further removed ‘the audlence is. Mastering

'conveyance) 1n a hlghly volatlle context requ1res‘an awareness of not
only what You are saylng but how' you are ggylngilt
Although necessary, a repet01reﬂﬁf language uses is not
suff1c1ent for ch0051ng approprlate language. Both the audience and ‘;'f,;?“

. . ‘yr’? | o -‘ ) S .

a4
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and the context affecJ language choice. Moffett (1965) claims that
. / - ’

W

the persons to whom the discourse '{s directed (audience) and the context

affects the choice o@ both thinking patterns and language patterns.

/

W

" He 'states,

t(, The fact that my account is .- . . ‘uttered to this person
fOr this reason at this time and place and in these circum-—
stances determines to an enormous degree not only the overall

\ way in which I abstract certain features . . . but also much
of the way I choose words, construct sentences and organize
parts (p. 243)

"4

Moffett deals with audience awareness in terms of.rhetorical distance.

He states that in discourse the further away the audience the more
selective, composed and‘public the discourse; the slower the feedback,..~

the less emphasrs onyt e. relational (I-—You) and the more emphasis on
; ﬁ < .
the content (I-—It)‘rélation. T

o ‘ ) L

Discu551on can run the full gamut Oof Moffett's rhetorical ==

distance continuum.  An interior dialogue, a conversation, a correspon-

dence or a‘series of publications can be’continuing discussion (i.e.,

-

dialogue between persons)s.;However, discussion at the elementary level
. ,;!

is situated in Moffett s "conversation" category. ,As‘such;fit is a

-

midpoint, a'turning point in the I/You--1/1It relationships. At this

- stage the audience is close but not self,.the feedback is immediate, and

both theQ%elational»and content -functions are necessary. Children are
dealing with fhe wills, the intents, the'personalities and the ideas of

others in the process of understanding and - being understood

=]

Although, on the surfacek in a structured discuSSion for critical

r T
x

thinking, the context seems relatively stable, ch0051ng appropriate

language for this person, at this time, in these c1rcumstances has an

aéded”dimension. Children are not only_choosing the appropriate language
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- 0%



63

for one person for one'relatively isolated task. They cannot choose
the most appropriate‘lanéuage,’given the person, the time and circum-
: : ‘ oy
stances and' leave it at that. Discussion in which five different
‘individuals with different.personalities'and.different cognitive'abilities
come tbgether‘provides for what can be a highly fluctuatine, volatile

»context. It~reqnires‘choosing The appropriate expression for different
members; flndlng different ways and means of expreSSLng a single idea
to dlfferent ‘members so that everyone understands, and knoclng when to
emphasize maintaining relationships and when to concentrate on ideas.
'It requires flexibility to change'usage quickly.given changing;social‘and
cognitice relationships.' )
For example, most chlldren have little difffculty comnunlcatlng
wéph peers or w1th their mothers separately. But what stamnerlng and
stuttering overcome many children when faced with both at the S, ‘timel
' - may be reasonably easy to speak French when surrounded byrthe sounds,
when immersed in the language, what hapoens if the person talking begins
tovsklp back and forth’in;English and French? Speech requires fluency
. and flexibllity to display that kind of familiarity of languages or
language uses. The structure of gronp discussion provides for a complex

P

set of relatlons ipg encouraging practice in many languade uses, audience
o - ‘
awareness and suitability to context.
. : ' . o
Linguistic structure. By the time children are in elementary
o o

school the syntax of their language is fairly well developed (Wilkenson,

1971; Cazden, 1972). The child has already been using language for two dgﬁgg

~or three years. He has a-rapidly increasing basic stockpile ‘of words and



.

adult expands a child's utterance he is putting back the structural

CA

-

primary relations, he is abstracting rules and generalizing them to new
situations. The syntactical task of language instruction is ba51cally
ane of expan51on- to develop ‘simple structures into complex ones. Smlthi
Goodman and Meredith (xgzgﬁ state that -one way Language matures is in ltS

1ncreased use in complex structures. .Cazden (1972) states that vocabu-

as .
1

3laf;‘develogment involves not only learning new wordsq but also the

complex structural relationships of the new word to words already known.
She contends,

According to Noam Chomsky, each work in a person's lexicon
or mental dictionary has a set of tags or syntactic features
that govern the slots in the phrase structure in which a word
can be !laced and the words in other slots it can co~occur . . . .
When a word enters a child's lexicon, it does not enter with
a full set of syntactic features correctly attached. Vocabulary
development in children involves both acquisition of new words
and addition of new features (with their relative implications)
t6 words already learned (p. 43). @ . ‘ .

The process involved in acquiring syntax is developmental.

Brown apd Bellugi (1966) isolate three processes in the acquisition of

syntax: (1) Imitation:” in the child's imitation of language they

preserve word order. This'suggests the child perceives,the sentence as
a total constructlon rather than a list of words. The young Chlld
reduces the 1m1tation to a telegraphlc utterance, retainﬁpg the heav1ly
stressed content words, i.e., "Mommy socks" (2) Expan51on9 When an

A
words, teaching the grammat1cal patterns but in context, influencing

the child's world v1ew. (3) ‘Inducing latent structure: Imitaticn‘andx

_expansron are not sufficiqnt processes to account for a child's}acquisi-

@ LY

tion of 1anguage (p.3—12). Chlldren ﬂgggce a latent structure from the -

language modelsﬁthey heara They induce a productlve rule, a generalizatlon

S
DR D

T
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- they can use to conﬁtﬁuct' utterances they 'e never heard. Under-

standing and recognizing latent structure as an essential element of

L . \ ’ . .
development influences methods of teaching grammar. The learning of

syn;actical rules is a process of differehtiapion and integration

(Cazden, 197%). Children overgeneralizing a rule, such as the plural
i , < : ' ' :

form of nouns, ;n.yhich they construct "foots" or "sugars" are, in

0 (‘»“.

'fact, underdifferéﬁtiating a rule. With‘differentiation a child begins

RN

to integrate units into more varied "quté." If structural acquisition

is seen as deveiopmental.some traditional attitudes about teaching grammar
must change. First,ﬁlabels must become secondary; What becomes'signi—

ficant is recognizing that:a child's‘errofs reveal not only a lack of

a specific structure but also a competency with structure. A child

saying "sugars" does not know that mass nouns do not take the inflection

"s" But he does have a productive rule (nouns take s for the plural form)
that he can readily use. Develoéﬁenﬁ of metalinguistic awareness is
delayed‘ﬁntillthe procéss of aéquiring the ruievhas proéreséed to the
stage where the childbis using it fluently. Thén, one makes explicit
Qﬁat the child knows intuitively. ,
) Achiéi%}dn.of‘structure is a process of moving toward an over-
generalizéd bﬁ£ neveftheiess productive rule to the correct form used

«

with almost total accuracy. Forcing rules or insisting a child accept

, a rule that has not been intuitively understood and used retards the

child's own ‘formulation of the rule. Teaching the rule follows practice
of its use. Therefore, motivating children to use language to communi-
céte with peers, parents and teachers is a basic step.

»

Motivating children towards more complex grammatical structures

. .



réquires facing‘them‘with more comp;ex tasks in the form of more complex
stimuluS'and'content. As Joan Tough (1973B) contends,.la?guage dis-
advantaged children-arélnotfdisggsed tokqse language requiripg a high
degree of cdmplexity, to explain, justify,‘predict; plan or consider
altern;tive solu;ions.‘_The differencéwié_language advant?ged and dis-
advantaged children is the lattef were continually placed in problem

[ . . ’
solving situations. Language structure advances in this environment,

not because of a concentration on linguistic structure but because the

P .

child practices}using>his language foi mental,‘physical, social activities.
Touéh states, ' o : .
In such an environment the qhild is being‘sﬂimulated to use
his ‘language to ask'questions,'to’ﬁustify, to exhlain) to
recall, to compare, to see alternative choices, alternative
solutions (p. 21). '
' Toﬁgh is diécussing young chilﬁfen bptﬁ;urely'the analysis holds.
As pointed‘outvpreviously eleﬁentary school chilaﬁsnfs ;inguistic\
structures differ in degree, not in kind (Ausubel, 1958, p. 568).
Discussion requiring,critical thinking provides not dniy the
motivation go communica£e; to express one's ideas, to sharé, it 31so
creates a need_fo; higher level thinking necessi£ating complex language.
For example, in the following illustrapion, in which Calvin (the nine
year old in the group) was formuléting a new alternative to'a given

problem, it was revealed that the structural“problems are relational

and grQuping problems. "I think/like/because/people should/If they're.%
" very good at a position I think they should play that position all‘thgygg

Ry )

time." Here, Calvin's false starts are very revealing, he wanted higg
i

" listeners to know it was an opinion (I think), he realized his st&%ement

was relational (because, later turned into if/then))_and that it-was
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valué laden (should). His folléwing sentehce copes with all three.
"They“!houldn't pué soﬁeone else in goalie because.maybe'he was just/
like)he wasn't on time because something/maybe he didn't get a call/ .
iike hé didn't/he had to 'stop for something/like/stuff like that."
Here, Calvin.is grouping specific examples or feasons trying to find
a general princiéle that ﬁe can apply. Agaih,L;he kind of thinking
involved (abstracting) is going beyond his sfruc;ural usage cgusing
him to falter as he seeks new patterﬁé. .

When chiidren's thinkiﬁg_ié elevated to the/higher levels bf
evaluation andwjustification which subsﬁme ﬁhe lower levels, their
language structureéYare stretched, expanded. Discuésion for critical
.thinking is primarily conéerned with expanding the structures used
'forbcausal and logical (tﬁis is relational) language. |

A closer examination of the language used by the boys to éxpress
the critical th§nking stages might shgd liéht 6n the nature of the
relational structures béing used. ‘The.fol;owing question_bf authority
«was‘posed to thg boys: \

o

The élass_is putting on a spring concert. The teacher has
let the children choose the play and the parts. Ten days before
the play was to be put on the teacher walked into rehearsal to
see how the play was going. After watching for awhile she
realized the play was too difficult and that the children could
do a much better job with some other play. The children wanted
to continue. What should she do? '

Scott's initial position reflected a number of critical thinking stages
'énd theﬁrelational langﬁage structures -needed to articulate them. : For
example, Scott said,

"I think the teacher should just let them go on and that um .
to see what happens because maybe they will end up doing it um
- pretty good. 1It's just that she thinks/and actually she let
them pick which one they want and if she um if she tells/makes
them do something else she's really cheating them out of what
she said that they could do. "



A

Even in this initial stage of dlscu331on Scott attempts to use language
to order the facts and reasons for a logical _presentation. He glvee
hls‘p081tlon in the first sentence ("1 think the teacher should just let
them go ou . « 7 .") supported by a causal:conjunction ("because maybe
.« «"). He selects what”he sees as the'relevant details (e.g., letting
the children choose), predicts a consequence for his position (“maybe
they Wifl end up doing it bretty good”), abetracts a moral prinoioie///
in argument against the opposite position (i.e., cheating or breaking

a promise is wrong), using an if/then structure to achieve'th@g (i.e.,
if she makes‘them‘do this then she's breaking her promise, chéatingvthem
out of what she said that they coulé'do). .

Scott has ianguage and ideas. The struggle appears to be finding
' &

an efféctive intrinsic structure to oonvey increasingly coﬁplex ideas.
It is this 1nteract10n of language and thought that furthers development.
As Vygotsky (1962) points out, thought is not only giving meanlng
or life to the words but language is bringing thought out of the shadows.
Moffett (1968) §uggests that the way in which language structures are
stretched, given the motivation created by higher levels of thinking, is
a combination of Brown and Bellugi's acquisition process and Cazden's
generalizing principle. He states, )
I would like to submit that the most important and success-
ful way we learn linguistic forms is by lnternallzlng the whole
give and take of conversations. That is, the learner synthesizes’
what both A and B said, especially when he himself is one of the
1nterlocutors, and produces in the future “a new sentence that
is a conjoining, embedding or other synthesis of the two
utterances (p. 78). ‘
This process of taking two different, and simpler utterances and through

synthesis producing a more .elaborate statement than either before is-:

—

68



69

parallel to the cognitive process| (taking two different 1deas) expressed
earller as one of the conditions of interaction--the bullding of  an
idea. And, if CaLyin and Scott's attempté-at structuring their thinking

in new language forms are ggneralizable,‘it is a slow}‘difficult process.

Me#ning. Word meaning is the tnion of woré‘and thought. Verbal ./
thought is the explicit exﬁréssion of implicit hnderstanding. fhe rela-
tlonshlp, Vygotsky contends, is 1nterwoven. “wOrd meéning is a phenomenonb
of thought only in so far as thought is embodled in speech and of speech
only in so far aSvspeech is cOnnetted with thought and illuminated by it
(1962, p. 120)." Word,meaning is a dynamic process. Meaning is not_
static; rather it is constantly changing, grow1ng tlth experience.

A child learning the meanlng of a concept is bombarded with pleces of the
yhole. He starts with specific, concrete referents and moves toward a i
representation, a generalization, an abstraction.

The'very young qh;ld uses ext;rﬁal‘language for social and
~em6tional functions. With maturity”he develops*egocéntricflanguagé'With
one point oftview. éradually he develops inner speech, the internalizedi
repreéentation of thought. The chi{# first graspé the "name" or labei 
as just another property. He grasps the external structure ear;ier than
tbe inner symbolic structure. Vygotéky claims thought and speech
develop iQdependently ﬁntil the'intellgctual stage when thought and
speech join.‘ épeech becomes rational: thought betomes'verbal. In
- word ﬁeéning thought and'épeech unite in verbal thoudht.

Leérning language’is learning meaning. As.iﬁ stsgqture{ practice

in the use af language extends many facets of the continuum. Hence this

section focuses on what discussion does to develop meaning.



Meaning overlaps with structure in thht the "cohcepta" or wof&s
being learned in a Aischssion for elementary children are, érimarily,. 4
the structural words. Discussion promotes the development of two primary :
concepts: relatiqnal cthépts (e.g{, the logical'query "qhy"; causal
/ ‘ ) ,
and logical conjunctions "because," "therefore," "“for," "since"; dis-

cordance conjunctions "although," "but,"” "even though"; modifiers

"exéept," "unless") and value concepté ("should," “right," "good").

‘Value ¢oncepts are dealt with in Chapter IV, Moral Questions as Content. -

Relational concepts. Piaget (1964) argues that lOgical justifi-
cation or implication arises out'of‘bsychological motivation;

.« « . to justify a judgement is, after all, to give the
motive for an act or at any rate for.a certain kind of act
viz. that which consists in narrating the action instead of g
carrying it out. 1In this way the more conscious the child
becomes of himself, the greater will be the. importance of the
"because" of justification as against the “becéuse“ of purely
psychological motivation (p. 24).

Two decisive factors influence the move toward logical Justlflcatlon,
contact . and contrast thh the thought of others and experlencé

nghly 1nstruct1ve in this connexlon are the justifications
which we classified as "incomplete" when we sorted out the
results of our collective inquiry. A separate analysis of
these shows very clearly that each one contains implicitly a
© perfectly valid reason, but one which the child cannot express,
just because it is not the kind of reason which he ever- trles
to give (Piaget, 1964, p. 28).

. y
Thgs, pbttihg children in discussion groups  in which the problem
éqlving is a conséhshs taskwehcourages both COntact.and contrast of
other's thought and*experienée‘in reasoning. iheif structural voeabulary
is ag'indiCation‘of hhe}r understandin§ of relations, the centrai thinking
. and language task in any discus$ioh. As éeigel and4Cocking (1977) ;ontend,

I

‘ any. open ended Enquiry (such as discussion), "allows the child greater
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opportunity to use language as a medium with which to represent his ideas

“Ap. 177)." Discussion affodils greatbr opportunity to use or develop
o

his language of relation. Figure 3.4 providesva summary of three types of

structural words that allow.the child to make explicit implioitly known -

relationships, that help move the child from implicit to explicit aware-
I m ] ‘e ‘ )
ness or consciousness (adapted from Piaget, 1964, p. 1-61).

. ) o ! ’

n " i

‘Conjunctions which denote:

‘ .
¢ (1) Causality: capse and effect relatlons, causal relationshlp
& cahnectlng two events or facts: because, since, -

.., for, therefore," then.
R

Example: - "Why wopld you need a rocket for just a play?!
A - ' - MYou'd build part of the rocket and then you
AR would go home and clean your room.

> : o 4
&
A .
ki ' i P
J‘ >

(2) Loglcal’ 7ﬁ e relation of impllcatlon connecting two ideas,
, 1 two judgments, a reason and a cansequence: -
;;ﬂ;/;ﬁ;irL):'””because, sxnce, for, Fherefore, then.

Example. ;R“ft s the only fair way because he would dis-
. g",aQPOLﬁt his, teacher and his teacher likes him."

SOREY ¥, ~‘“I would go pome because . I already promised.? o

: ‘;u MR . .
7 B N ) B 3.; . v

(3) Dnscoﬁ&ance ant1thet1ca1 reiatlons denoting a negathe
k '.f relatlonshlp between cause and effect,, reason
© 7 and. consequence: although, in spite of, R
I nevertheless, but, unless, except, all the
o same, even though.
; h
f"He should carry out his first promise."
‘“No but he would loose his job." (the first
/. idea is 1mp11c1t in his "but") )
o "So what, they'll be lots of other guys
2 building it." :
"But then he couldn t go. back and help building

again." , S,
‘ "But he made his first promise and he should
& stick to it.®

Figure 3.4

Relational -Concepts

Fa

n’
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Eigure 3. 5 isa Bchematic ré%resentation of the - langua@e functLOn

of diséussion.‘ The overrlding objectlve,to develop fluent, flexlble

users of language,ls substantively a task of language expansion; that ls,

/

’ expanalng (1) rhetor or language use in terms of varlety of expre551on

-

"4loglcal-and evaluative-thlnklng.

':)13 p0551b1e. Soc1ab111ty, however, is not iust an 1n1t1aL step to g

1n a multipliCLty of contexts for -a“range of audlence, (2) syntax or

' structures from simple to complex,partlcularly the use of relational

structures both causal and logxcal as hlgher level thlnklng necess;tates,

more con:oxnxng, more embeddlng. and (3) semantxcs or meanlng, again,

i
= . v

'partlcularly the relatlonal concepts necessary to artlculate 1ncreasxng1y

#‘"Conclusion

f oW
\

»'aspects or functlons of dlscussion have been made only to better under—'
: stand the whole.‘ It is when these aspects are Lnterrelated in the

’_h act1v1ty ltself that the chlld beneflts in his development (see Flgure 3.%).

Earller it was lllustrated that the[chlld needs/a cooperatlve

G

‘,understandlng and a desmre to share 1deas, to communlcate,before autonomy

N
t H

e

M ; . . e

o~

"language and/thought development, 1t is a contlnulng, 1nterrelated,

G‘lnterdependent aspect.- Consmder the analogy of the halfback who runs a

‘pattern,down a football fleld on whlch blocks have been set.. This is-

]

"representatlve of 1ndlv1dual learning. The football player is learnlngt

a certain klnd of knowledge-—perhaps, the most efflclent, effectlve

'i;pattern glven the conaataonsl Compare rt 'to the halfback who runs a

""“Vpattern down a- football fxeld in whlch the opposlng team plays., The

The art1f1c1al dlstlnctlon of the soc1a1 thlnklng and language i

72
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opposing team int is to stop him, they block his original- play or

pattern and force im to different kinds of thinking (i.e., to reconsider,

*‘change tactics, d ge, invent alternatives) The halfback has acquired

.'both the ba c "awledge and the knowledge of others. Sociability,fsuch

.,‘is the~structured opposition of subjects with different,

most often, conflicting intentions.‘ A‘speaker in a discussidn dannot

e
M
‘be’ content with one‘Iine -of thought, one deCided, Efflclent pattern.

.J - . ’
lThe intention of the other sPeaker, imposing his Wlll, forces new patterns,

. inew 1ines of thought, new development. w /

W

The sUccessful speaker will need a variety of_tools (facts,

reasons, examples, logic) and his own strong w111. fIn‘learning abour e ht

v I

'other wills he is learning something important about the world Perha S
* L,

Reigel (1976) would agree that the speaker is learninghthe dialectical
quality of interpersonal relationships._ Certainly, Agple (1975) would .
’agree that the speaké} is 1earning the nature of knowledge--that the ,ﬁ&
bpattern chosen for the blocks cannot and will not remain.forever the

v same given ‘an opposing team Why choose the soc1al road to knowledge,
ratheréﬁgan the indiVidual? One answer is prOVided by Piaget (1964)

when,paraphrasing Blondel he said "'; f“f o u:\“' ::‘ o

=

o et the pathological thought is the result of the given,
indiVidual's ‘inability to submit to social habits of ught.
DiscuISive talk and reasoning are the product of intefzzu?se\
’beﬁween indiViduals. When a man cannot fit his pers'nal thoughts

.. and emgtions into this schema, when he ceases to think SOClally,l
" the’ mere fact of this is 1ation destroys the logical structure
of his thought (p. 204).

'
~

\MA Siqilar point of_yuew is- shared by Ratner (1970) when he stated,

IR ‘; i sanity entails a dialectical relationship between'

Co ,indiViduals anh that ‘each person is Simultaneously "for himself".
fﬁ3and "for others.ﬂ‘ One comes to be oneself and know oneself tgrough
"-interaction with others, yet one must not permit the other to

‘rtotally'constitute oneself (p. 112).

SN A



.Reasonlng, whether an individual or group process is an argument T ¢

_which by 1ts nature is a social activity.. It is a process oﬂr
" verification to others of one's pwn beliefs; a process that"tan be -
internaILZeo suchwthat an attitude of reasonableness, a oesire for
rational decision’making and the means to'achieveuthem are developed
iin the -indiyidual.f- - o |

And what of 1anguage? As Lewis states, language 1s the
1nstrument of relatlons between persons. “Language plays an lmpor-
tant part. in the progre551ve emergence of clearer self awareness
out’ .of the stresses of soc1a1 llfe (1963, p. 218) " The child not
-only learns hls soclal structure through language (Bersteln, 1967)

but also hls cOgnltlve\structureg -r

»glven_form through 1anguage

e
(Vygotsky, 1962).

Thus, the three intersec ‘ng circleS’overlap in discussion.

..sn

Intersectlng, 1nterd-e ®ent apd 1nterwoven, the soc1al cognltlve

¢

and,langua-: .ct&ons comb' e to glVe us form and substance for an

©

“underlying baslc framework of dlscuss&on. ‘ ’,:h_' S . 7

in summary, Flgure 3.6 deplcts th§¥structure of dlscus51on. The

tsoczal functlon,-fac111tated by the character of 1nteractlon such that -

. . i

"the chrld progresses along the egocentrlc to soclocentric_continuum; the ‘
cognltive functlon,-facilitated by the evaluative question'and crlticall

thlnklng, movrng the Chlld to more abstract 1evels of. thought, and, the

h1m meanlng, expressxon and structure through 1ncrea51ngly expllclt,ﬁ“

s,

complex languaggR

o

75

language functlon,3structur1ng the chlld's expandlng world v1ew glVlng ;'\»
l
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. CHAPTER 1V

'\, MORAL QUESTIONS AS CONTENT

i
|
i

IN'J‘;'ROD?CTIONM
o
Peters (1964) states that . "it is equally absurd to foster an -

1"

abstract skill called critical thxnkxng w1thout handing on dﬁy

concrete to be critical about (p. 36) " If problems a5

‘ problems best faczk’tate Benguage d-~ y i ﬂandrsocxab1~u

(l9§3) claims that the role of lang ‘ panded most ‘nodably in-
ethical proolems. In both ethicalf‘ Chl -‘”kinds of problems the

ive skillS‘share a similarity. ®u fﬂlth the ethical ‘problem, the

/c0§n-_'
'Ver: ormulatlon of pr1nc1ples, unlmportant in non human problems,
is central. This lS,"ln ethical education the verbal.fbrmulatlon of
principles bls not merely a means to anuend——'l;t 1*'end in J.tse'f
(pl 135)." Further, in ethical development speecﬂfls a mode of ethlcal
behav1or, "a means of brlnging about chaq‘ps in other people s conduct

V(p. 135)," Thus,_not only does’this develOpment implicate language but“‘h

also thé'dnarthé§$n£;sociability. Unlike mathemetical-or non human
. - A ot L a ) 1 .

.proble?s,-sociability and 1anguage‘are intricate parts of‘theureEOIutlon
+ -".#. o . . . » K .
.of an ethical problem.

The several functions dﬁﬂlanguage in ethical development

- becomé more crbarly dlfferentlated. The Chlld is moving toward

the time whén lan e may serve him in his personal and social
life. in a dlver51ty "ways. © It ‘will bec9me a,means of symb011z1ng
his attitudes to other people, of formulatlng prlnc1p1es of‘)a
conduct towards them, of symbolizing and so enhancing his .
awareness of himself and of ‘debating problems of conduct w1€h1n
and- for himself as an ind1v1dual tewis, 1963, p- 135)

P
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Therefore, moral or ethical queations will be eXamined as an
example of the kxnd of cpntent that will help foster sociabillty, critical
DR

thinking and 1anguage development in glementary -school age children

v“ .o T

through dlscussion. The first questlon COnsidered is the meaning of
' .
ethical or: moral questlons.

[

MORAL Qussﬁons%

[

: "Morals" are generally held to mean that which a person consxders
to be right or wrong and that which he considers he*ought or ought not

to do (Wr;ght, 1975, p. 13 Cronkhlte,l977,p. 9)£§ﬂ5ral questions.

)

'then, af‘hvwhat is right or good or obllgatoryf(Fraerna, 1963, p- 8)

Y
For example, should I break my promlse? Should girls be alloWed to play

hockey in- a boy s league? Should I cheat on th1§ test? Is honegty a

virtue? : ‘ ‘;iitb
Answ%rlng a moral questlon involves moral reasonlng, a con51dera-

tion of alternatlves between prznciples. pollcies or courses of actlon'

\ ‘based on ch.terJ.a for rlght actlon '(anht, 19‘75, Cronkhite, 1977). The .

&

_ morally good or bad (e g., That Is a good car. )

central factors of moral ‘reasoning are moral Judgments and their rea!ﬁ%r

(Frankena, 1963, p. 8) In hls 1ntroductory essay on athlcs Frankena

_outllnes three dlstinqt kxnds of moral Judgmegts. (1) Judgements of

?

moral obllgatlon-dhav1ng to do wlth actions (e g., What he did was wrong.

All men have a rlght to freedom ), (2) Judgements of moral value—-havxng'
L

to do w1th persons, 1ntentlons, motives (e g., Hls motive was good

-

Benevolence is'a v1rtue Yi (3, Judgements of non-value—-not s;rlctly

‘speakrng,moral Judgements. *hey are thlngs that -in themselves q%pnot be

LI



e

rratiOnalizations'that confuse or explain away the faots, ehotional

79

]
a

In the literature the debate apout morals is not so much concerned

with what constitutes a moral judgment but rather with how moral judgments

; ought to be made, the question of moral reasons. Ask;gg tha qnestion,.k

\i} .
"What are moral reasons" actually raises two dlstlnct questxons. On the

philosophical, theoretical“level theaquestion raised is: What are good

criteria £or evaluation of reasons?, ihat Ls, which pxiﬂﬁfp&es are the

: SRR, ok
Jbest prinoiﬁles;_ At this 1evel of debate the emphasis is o%‘“moral

)
the ﬂebate 1s¢%§eésearch for the unlversal prlnclple which’ changes,

_{?a Dk .3
ta e

o,

_dependfﬂg on the theory It is not in the de51gn of -this theS1s to

.

advocate ‘any one - eth;cal theory, to answer the questlon at thlS level.
¥ P oy R e

However, what is essentlal is the underlylng, 1mp11c1t agreement of all

e

*

the ethlcal*itheorlsts that a moral Judgn':t requ:l.res moral¥ reasons to .

. justify it. The separateﬁquest;pn addressed in this study asks which

kinds of reasons actually count as moral reasons. As outlined in a
previous section "Intellectual Function of Discussion" (p. 44),theorists
flnd it more approprlate to state what are not relevant reasons rather

@ e

than what prec1se1y count as reasons. Reasons, they claim, are not

-

~ oo

,statem;%ts. (moral reasons are used to Justlfy emotlons not to artlculaté

emotlons), personal wants or preferences (the same for emotlonal state-

ments -holds true hereé, nor 1rrelevant statements.

L.

The importance in the distinction between "what are good criteria

for the evaluation of,reasohs" and “which‘kinds of reasons actually count’

‘as moral reasons":is magnifiedvin’moral education. It i$ impossible’ for -

%

‘any one school currlculum to allgn 1tself with a partlcular ethical

theory just as it is lmpossible for a publlc school system to advocate
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one religion. But to step away from the first question is not to assume
that one also steps away from the second. For example, value@clarifie
cation, espoused‘by Louis Rath (1966), conflates-the two questions and,
asnairesult, claims that because universal,_moral principles canriot be
determined; all values are equal, no reason can be evaluated as better

 than any other. ggeﬂ%ﬁore, value clarification followers must aCCept

whatever "reasons" giv%p, whether they are reasons, emotional statements

H

oy | . 3* ~
or preferences, as %g;ng equal in status and equally right.’ : N
i LN : ! ”

In summary, mbral qu@gtiOns ask what is right or good, "what

' 8ﬁ°ht I do"; they reqplre moral reasonlng, the two central factors being
»i)

moral judgments andﬂ 1 reasons. Further, while no single standard of

morality is'appropriaaﬁéi enforced in the public school, not all "reasons"

S~

count,as a justifying basis for the resolution of an ethical problem.

Moral'quéstions are but one example of the evaluatiweAquestion.

-’

*

R

There are others. However, moral questions are introduced here as an
ililustrative example of co%tent for three reasons.‘Moral'questions are

moti@btional for the elementary échool child..compatible with the
theoretical® framework of‘discussion and significant in themselves.

B

Moral Qué%tlons as Motlvatlon

for,; Discussion . : , ” ' o ‘

. ‘ . ‘ " \
A moral question, situatéd in a child's world, drawn from the

" child's experience, worded in concrete terms is a source of motivation.

“Cognition studies have shown that the first, initial step to critical

thlnklng 1s a problematlc situation whlch blocks customary thlnklng

2

patterns. Organ (1965) contends that for a problem to motmvate critical

‘vthlnklng, it must be a "llVe" 1ssue that cannot be . answered automatically

L i
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(p. 8). The literature reviewed in Chapter II suggests that the question
should be situated witnin the child's experience, within an "optimal
range" of his development. ‘Nevertheless, it is important that the
categories of questions are not trivialized during tne task of matching
questioni‘vxth the chilad' é ‘level of development Moral questions would
‘include questlons of punishment éistributive justice, promlse keeping,
and fairness. They ought not, however,»include questions of feellngs.
' good mannens'ot‘politeness. Although these categories are worthy aims
fo: the classroom; they should not be confused with moral categories
primarily because thev do not invoke the same levels of critlcal thinking.
Although.these categoties could be formulated into questions that could
fit most of the conditions foi?di9cussion‘and thereforerwould provide
another kind of~content;tnere ks a qualitative difference in the kind of

Wi

thinking involved.

~

Taba (1971) descrlbes three strategles in developing a chlld'

.

own value system (1) feelings, whlch could be descrlbed as empathy,,
(2) interpersonal problem solv1ng, whlch deals w1th a problem between
two children,'(3) analyzing ‘values (p. 77). The flrst two stages\are
not involved in higher level moral issues. The empnasis ls on‘psycholo—
Qical development such as broedening‘their point of view. For example,"
Shaftel's (1967) problems for role-playing sppear to bepat.tnese first ;

\ \'\‘
two levels.i Problems for role-p¥aying such as self-acceptance" br

-

managlng one s own feellngs (p. 419) might bej%xperlenced and enhanced _
with role—playlng. However,kﬁmth hlgher levels of moral issues such as.

Justlce, punlshment, promlse keéplng or . rlghts, We want 1nteractlon on

an objectlve, ratlonal and critical level. It is cruc1al for Shaftel
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elementary school child on promise keeping eould beas follows:

of its character as a moral question. '

82

o
that the child knows what it is like, physically and emqtionally, to 9

A
1ose one's temper if shaftel hopes to teach them "how to manage one's own

feelings"; or what it is like to desire another child's toy, if she hopes
to teaqh them to sublimate desires in certain conditions. Role-playing'
is certalnly the closest experlénce we can give a Chlld in a staged

F &

envxronment. They experlence the loss of c0ntrol then move toward an

#

underStanding of "why," alternatives, and subSequent consequences. ‘.

~This is necessary and desirable content for children'in the elementary

. school but it xg%not the same conte@y as higher level moral issues.

> .
- ~

In Shaftel's "problems“ there is not the 0pen—endedness noxr the open

inquiry of the dlSCUSSlOn situation. There are, rather, -very definite

ot

modes of behavior, "answers" to the question of how to behav

"manage one's owh feelings" in“a given situation. The ¢hildr

o

v

0 1 B %
lqoking for the "right“ answers, not the best anSwer they can create

‘given their cognitive, moral and’ llngulstlc stage of development. e

Instead of tr1v1a11z1ng moral education by simply asklng questlons

of feeling at the elementary,level, as Bruner (1971) squests, categories.

'

such as promise keeplnq, falrness, justlce must be simplified and matched

<

to the Chlld. For example, a motivational moral question posed for the -

EXample:

Fred promised Alan to meet him after school in -order to walk
_ to hockey ptactlce 4ogether. On the way to meet Alan, Fred is
- offered a ride to ‘the game with another friend. They ‘don't have
time to tell Alan or pick him up. If \he .takes the ride, Fred
*will be on time, if . he walks with Alany he will be late. What
* "should Fred do? ~ s L

Again, the questianMubt_be simplified without losing the integrity

.
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The Compatibility of Moral Qg;gtions
with a Model of Discussion

‘The making of moral judgments’ requires the critical thinking
process. Reasoning, the background of critical thinking, is not the
only cbnditioh fot moral development( put it is a.necessary one. Lewis
(1963), referrlng to Plaget, said, "1t is‘however not the least merit of
is work that he constantly xeminds us that moral judgement 1s 1nsepar—
N ble from reasoning'(p. 139)." As stated previously, the debate in the
iteratureﬂis not so much/what constitutes a motal judgment but how B
) ral judgments ought to be made. |

|

In the educational literature on moral education there are two

edominate theories on how moral judgments_oughtkto be made. They;stand

staunch opposition. "Value clarificatioﬁ,“'espoused by Louis Rath

r ther than determlnlng the nature of values (p. 10) It is an ethlcal

y ;
. . . - ‘ \

o N\ |
t re are no gbsolute values or prlnciples, values are merely “d}éferent"

P

-

inction to moral relat1v1sm ‘holds that there is a value hierarchy, that

thére axe values or moral pr1nc1ples unlversal to all man. Kohlberg's

r,

Dewey and Piaget‘s work, is structured towarﬁ\a search for these unlverspl

U = | _

. P . . { \ ‘ /

’ Moral questions can only be seen as ap*groprlate content for
e

dl cussion if they are compatlble w1th the)ba51c elements of 41scu551on7

- Y

that 1s, 1f moral questlons serve the compatlble objectlves and ends as

s

di cussxon. The questlon to be asked then is whether Rath's value

[



.
»

clarification theory and Kohlberg's cognitive developmental theory are

combatible with the model of discussion constructed thus far.

Rath's value clarification. The purpose of value clarification
is to help students “clarify;“ for themselves. what they really value.
The methodology involves 1eading students through three processes—~

choosing, prizing, acting (Rath, 1966).‘ This could be interpreted as a

critical thinking process except for two underlying stipulations oﬁ/»ﬂ-/”////

value clarificatfon. 1In an attempt to do~aWay with “moralizing" and"
‘_help students accept other value systems that might differ from their

own, value clarifitation theory claims that all values are equal aﬁd can
o, " e
only be.based on perszpal experience. In d01ng 'sp, value clarlflcatiogy

: v L Y. . ; .
tends to~undermine the critical thinking process. - With all values being

‘equal,, no rational oriterialforgjustifioation'can be estabiished;' Even
‘ ‘ N ‘ _ . , ; / -
'though,theﬁpr%t!cal processfie used, responses are not<judged better or

»

worse - (Klrschenbaum, 1977, p. 12) Hence, {there, is no 'point in critio‘ally'

~

‘examlnlng one s own values,<part1cularly ‘in relatlons to others.
John K. Smlth (1977) elaborates theSe cr1t1c1sms but, unlike’

‘manykofitics‘of‘value clariflcatlon, argues further that it 1sv"not

r / ) :
merely a mlndless harmless exercise that is ea511y dlspensed with
through 1og1cal argument (p. 4).". valué clarlflcatlon, Smlth argues,

v -7
by 1nculcat1ng in students the view that. .all values are equal and moralr;

.

o
s Ik .,

' ﬂ,dvalues ‘are personal and can only be based on what has been dlrectly
AT .

\
{_

sooates the weakenxng of”g moral hlerarchy, it also
\

%'tlg;tfh zesfthe 1n61vﬂeual and socxal fllght from moral re5pon51b111ty. h
R P \
\\ v ,ﬂ.“\ : . , \\\ . ' . . !

i
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By abolishing a: knowlodge of qood'nnd through making .
them arbitrary categories, we in essence te that he is R

, if thnro is no good
caepting ‘the connaqpancas
ithl pn 8)

free of moral respogslbility.,~hftor
.and no evil, the fedr of chodiiing an
- of thnt choice becomou meaningless’

1

The analyzxﬁg of values in' light of their conseqqences is aubsequentbyff

s , / “

ignored in value clarifioac%on to avoid 'moralizing.
The misconceptions ambedded in valﬁe clarificatian hIVG had an ‘

effect in other curriculum areas. Lundsteen (1976), a 1anguago.thegrist,

9

,interested in the discussxon methods, attempts to deal with the moral

issue: , } , _ , ‘ . o
t - ) NG
pokesmen for the sOciai sciences and the humanities say
that right and wrong are relative to the values and. dharacter-
istics of different cultures. Thede spoke t] there
are more than two sides to an issue; each nt tleq .
to an opinion . . .. In any case, the freative pr b o

5t solutlo o

] |
the processlthat is meortsnt.‘_

. /.
accepting any answer [

H

s Solving type of dlscuss1on needs no one
process is what is important (p. 169)

To such langque theorists it ls, of course,

but glven our orlglnal deflnltxon of. dlscu551

(all value§ are equal) grecludes "the process

fdlstlngu%shes a number of developmental stages or morallty that each

; o e
person pasges thrdéb The hlghESt and only defen31ble level of moral

.

¢ ( ot

development in his v1ew, is tpe pr1nc1pled level._ Aut nomy in Judgment

based ‘on-the. unlversal prlncxples of Justlce. reczprocxty and equality
of human rlghts and the respect for the dlgn;ty of humanvbelngs'rf'f

. o LI g
' ( ‘ B . Ry R D

. .
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characterize the reasoning at this level (Lickona, 1977)_ LYRR /

‘”‘

There are three central assumptions in Kbhlberg's theory (Fraenkel,v‘

f
. <i977 Glbb51,1977) First, relying heaVily on Piaget s theory of cog—

itive development, Kohlberg claims that cognitive-structural features f

&

W
and affebted by cognitive develogment.q'Second, hut tied to thejfirst\
contentidn, is Kohlberg s claim that development is sequential" As in,J

'h‘Piaget s cognitive theory, there are stages of development, clearly
distinguishable, cumulative and sequential (Kohlberg, 1966 1963) \

Moral Judgment develops/as the\person attains higher stages. Stages are
\the same for alr people, they cannot be skipped althoughQa person can be ‘

B

in more than one stage‘at any given,time. The stage of moral reasbning ')-\

is determined hy the ‘reasons given for the Judgment, as 1llustrated i
Figure 3;7. Thus, given the problem of promise keeping, the Chlld' ﬂ,.
moral deve10pmental stage would be determined not 80 much by his- deClSlon
as by the reasons given for his dec151on. Finally, like Piaget, Kohlberg
claims development occurs wfth the interactions of the. person, his
cognitive strueture and’ th nV1ronment (Gibbs, 1977 p. 44) ; Piaget //”‘“
described the .process as!eccommodation -and assimilation. Essentially,

this interactionism is how the cognitive structure devel0ps to.accommo- o
date the hanging experiences of:the child,‘transforming the structure

~

to ore adequate one.
e N I .
These three assumptions have 51gn1f1cant import for discuSSion.
" First, Kohlberqg's. theory emphasized the relationship between moral and

eognitive development; second, thefprocesslof reasoning is isolated as'

e ' ¥

¢

are thedejﬁp of moral development.. That is, moral development is cBrrelated :



- (Concern'for external

" BrIncIPLED

STAGE

" MOTIVATOR:

R 5 RN
st {2\ O

N ) v Internal cqmmitmen to prin-‘
R . LEVEL . 5. ciples of "conscience"; Yespect for the. -
(Concern for fidelity rights, life ahd dlgnlty of -all persons.
‘to self-chosen moral : SS: Particular moral/soc1a1 rulesv
T A B \\soc 1 ntracts, arrived at - £hrou h
‘principles) . . are ial co ! g
I & . democratic' reconciliation of differing
L ) ~ viewpoints and-9pen to change.
0 ASSUMHEION. -Motral princxpl 6 have uni-
1 versal validity. law‘derlve from
morallty, not vice. versa : '
L o
CONVENTIONAL -STAGE MOTIVATOR Sense of duty or obllgatlon‘”&
‘ LEYEL 4 to live up to socially defined role and
(Concern for B ing maintain existlng soc1al order for good
external social .. | of all.’
expectat ions) ’ \\\\, o jAWARENESS- There is a larger soc1al
s T N system" that regulates the behavior
- ©~f of individuals within it. e
““ ASSUMPTION Authorlty or the social
‘ ) : order 1s the source of moral;ty;\),
\\ "L STAGE MOTIVATOR~ Desire for soc1al approval"
1 by living up to good boy/good girl -

@ : et
s IR
S
Low e i
o 1
. . o \
i . L

~ stereotype; meeting/efgggtations of
others, ' .

“and feelings Sf others; cogperatlon

AWARENESS/’/ﬁeed to consider 1ntent10ns

den rule).

means \ideal reczprocxty (g .
“Good behav1or equals socxal

ASSUHPTION
CoanertY

. 'pREéoN\fEm'fbm

concretg,ponsequences
to self)

s'rAGE;'_

2.

' deal; you scratch ny back, 1711 scratch;

23
' ASSUMPTION Have to ‘look out fon self

MbTﬁVKTOR. Self-interést: What'siin it
for me? - N
AWARENESS Human relatlons ‘are governed .|

by concrete reczprOCLty Let's make a
yours. " ’

obligated only to those who help you;
each person Xﬂﬁ .own ‘needs and v1ewp01nt.

/ .‘V.

w

STAGE |,

;" to avoid punashment by authority.

" ASSUMPTION: ,Might makes* rLght,‘what s

MéTIVATOR?‘;Z:r of gettlng caught de51re

AW@BENESS@ There-are rules and cor-
-Sequences of breaklng them o r

regarded by those in’ poweris. "good" ;
what's punish@dis "bad".,

+

Adapted from Thomas Llckona s artlcle

ln LEARNING March, 1977
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R
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Figure 4.1 = . @ L \

Kohlberg - Stages of Moral Development
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"How to Encourage qua; Developgent"
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a key factor in development (1 e., 1f the reasons given for the Judgment

,vdetermlne the moral stage, how a perSOn arrxves at the reason must also ‘u‘
» ) b “
. be crucial) Thlrd, that the importance of frequent and . quallty exper-‘ I

1ences which cause dlssatlsfactlon w1th old cognltlve structures or

Al . Hjo N O
thlnklng patterns becomes apparent.‘ L

: ", : [STEE L :
o 4 . o

w . / s
- ’ Not surprlslngly, the dlfflcultles /}th xohlberg 8. theory reflect

131m¢1ar dlfflcultles encountered thh Piaget's theory. Are the stages 1\‘
1nvariant, are they unxVersal, are‘ther;;:nlversal truths.such that at ‘f“'

,‘the prlnc1pled level of stage 5 Justlce can be sgeh‘as the overrxdlho ,~'5v;,:

.’prlnc1ple? Kohlberg s purpose ls to prov1deﬂoptimum progre551on through |

b

;the stages of moral development.' Thls purpose dlffers from that of

\ :

dlscu551on.1 Although seemlngly more compatlble than value olarlflcatlon,
‘whlch precludes discu551on allowing only for collectlve or, alternatlng ',j‘
monologues, moral absolutlsm melles a crlterla of evaluatlon, unlversal

triths which is, perhaps too controvers;al for publlc schools. RelatiVism,”,'

and absoiutlsm/ hOWever, are not the éhly two alternatlves.»

o i o
VR o SRR ’ ‘ . s L
‘ Fraenkel’s third alternatlve. The sxmllarltles and dlfferences

J
in Rath and Kohlberg are empha51zed in F aenkel's method for moral

educatlon.' Fraenkel" (1977) nelther acknowledges Kohlberg s unlversal

/

truths nor Rath's relat1v1sm Like Rath, Fraenkel puts éie empha51s of

1earn1ng on the crltlcal thlnklng RQiocess (see Flgure 4 2), that Ls,

understandlng the problem, formulatlng alternatlves, examlnang conseque’ es -

\\

in lxght‘of“eyidence and choosings Like Rath, he stateS"the'need for

moral” education ih“the school shou be tied to the child's develdpihg] o T
. rational and logical thinking: fo ulating alternatives, examining = »
‘consequences, choosing. Unlike Rath\ however, Fraenkel,doeslnot find

a
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| Wmat s.this incidem .

‘about?

(Fraenkel 5 R., 1977. )

e

\ o m&ﬁhat hqppenﬂed here?*
What couId (might) X do
ALTERNATIVES r in this situatmn? o
. {nvl‘jl:;l R ‘r‘_ I o _‘~*1:
. v. V¢ f bV 4
. | SR S B N A
| A B-c}p é F - \M
- E IR R I ER F Y L o
B R T
WS - If X 'were to Yo this,
EQ' ;CES "' what mlght happen. as
e N a result?
‘ v &b 1N &j v N
R I O ,
. G H IlJ K L :
IR AR .
) o] ‘I 31 1 1 1 - If that happens, then what
. o S \ight happen .(i.e., what
CONSEQUENCESSQF CONSEQUENCES | . might be additional short-
1 T[T T 1 " and long-range effects)? -
J‘»#‘v‘,% G il
S R Y R R : .
M N O|/P. Q R g
N \ ' ! / Y ) l
N /-
; \ x +‘ JJ . R : P
A \&l l [/ : What. evidence is there
_ ey : that th e consequences
_— _ , EVIPENCE' w1ll ocfur? ./
- N ] ) A_l)'l ER A ) R
. o DU R RN
= ";' n o TR Li!.}tll ;Whiéh‘chseqﬁenées would
. R o - be good? d?  Why?
ASSESSMENT (Measured agalnst what '
. , ' . crxterla?)
a E - . . ‘»‘ 'wv’ . . . ," r,' N .
PR . . B — v - What do you thinkweX
: “ DECISION shgﬁ%d do?" why? -
‘ £ P ﬂFiguie 4.2

Steps Involved 1n Asse551ng a Value Dllemma

89



3 . o, Y . .
ud R . I ' T -

&

. the valuing procoss of the Mividual sufficient. \He“a\";pp'orts t'he
’ ¥
) position that there are standards but, unl!ke xohlhprg, holds that these
+ .P .

v‘standards are not ndhéssarily universal\zor all men nor absolute regard-‘

. b o

~ less of conditionﬂ-or circumstances. ‘ ”>\ ‘ "?“"~ /

5\

These subtle diffeéences in Fgaenkel 8 theory of how to teach
» values are, nevergpeless,eaignificant for a model of discusszon:
Fraenkel%s theory does not preclude discuseion. "Rather, in searchlng
ffﬂr-the best solutlon, the standard on which actlon can be based ngen
factors such as conditions and c1rcumstance, the group dlscu5510n\rsb
'motlvated and propelled to the evaluatlve level of thlnklng Nelther
,rdoes Fraenkel's theory i?use consternatxon ln the fafe of educators as a

’plurallstlc public ralses questlons on the basis of "selected” unlversal

principles. 1Fraenkel's theory presumes no inen answers. Rather, it'

'yalntalns that only throu h the centinual process of reasonlng 1n dis- ..

cussion Wlll chlldren 1earn ‘to cope w1th moral questlons and increase -
“their cr1ter1a of evaluation as their cognltLVe and moral understanding
' , | . B ’ : ' :
evolvesr, : : Co T o : Co s
It is thls flnal, thlrd alternatﬁve that best meets the needs of
Adlscu551on w1th its empha51s on in ractlon, reason and consequence and
1anguage as a means of 1nteract1 g,-expressingr a tool for thought and

-
Tan end(lnvthe“verbal formulat;on.

- The“Hidden'Curriculum h L8

The handllng of value questlons by a- teacher lS remely
‘difficult because the issues.are often complex and controversial..
Orne .solution 1s to avoid dealing with these issues. Sometimes
this is approprlate but sometimes this leaves a vaguum which is

+filled up with emotlon and blgotry One must choo e (Ennls, 1969,
p. 421). B ‘ A S
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\ ‘_ T Q' T S {'Nlr

. The thlrd and final reason that moral questions are used as; o
content lies in the significance of moral education in the schools. As ’

. 4 ) R J

stated earlier, moral education is a controversial issue but one that

~:cannot be ignorod because -too many recent theorists have brought “the

\

7 hpdden currlculum" lnto“the light (Apple, 1975, Kohlberg, 1971). 1'The ‘

' deVe oped 01tlzeﬂ\sthéols seek ;to 1n1t1ate-w

fact that moral education oes on cont ually, implmcztly and. overtly
, G

~ without schools fqrmulating 1ts goals andamethods 1s no longer acceptable

to many theorlsts, adminlstrators, teachers and parents (Fraenkel, 1977)
Moral educatlon permeates every. level of school actlvity from the L
activxtles ‘teachers engage 1n, the books, geating arrangements, toplcs; ‘ y7() ‘

and materlals they choose, to the admlnistering of punishment and

Vv

' rewards to ‘the selectlon of personnel (Fraenkel 1977, p. 1)

The fact that moral educatlon 1s occurrlng, that value Judgments,

. B ‘, €

, are belng made exten81vely in schools is secondary to the fact that
moral judgments, moral values are 1mportant, relevant 1ssues for schools ;

an ,for chlldren. Value )udgments are an 1ntegral part of the fully
/ 3 i v

W1thout a value system lrfe would have nelther meanlng nor

- direction, and thlnklng would: hﬁve no purpose. . We could only
‘describe ‘the world, we could rot - dlstlngulsh what is desxrable
and what is not, for man reacts to ‘reality not only 1n(terms of

“ how he percelves it bt also 1n ‘terms of how he values it (Moore,v

1967, p. 134).
CONCLUSION. o

Thus, moral questlons as llve, relevant 1ssues w1th no obv1ous,

"correct" answer are motlvatlonal‘questlons for ‘children. . Situated in

- »

Fraenkel's thlrd alternatlve with the emphas;s on crltlcal thlnklng,

: reasonlng_and an examlnatlon of alternatrges, mexal questlons are

< - L . . N



compatible with the means
) el

cant issues, significant c
for those who view an inte

an important learning méetif

»

advantage of integrating

' as,s6€1al“studies,

.
and ends of discussion. And they are signifi-

[
A

ontent for ‘schools, in themselves. Moreover,

gfag--:ﬁ-%* j to knoﬁ;edée and learning as

'ons providé»the further

other "disciplines" such

4 ' T e - N
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CHAPTER V

¢ h 4 i ’ ’ B
- ¢ A CURRICULUM MODEL OF DISCUSSION . \
- B Y ‘ N
- : |

3 INTRODUCTION
e ‘ N . ' h
.

Arlstotle suggested that the things we have to -learn before we

" can do them, we learn by d01ng them. Children™ 1f?“ :' hink, .express

r’and relete.through practice. It is by dlscuSSLng,YAowever, that
children learn to disouss. Learnlng the discu551on skllls\xh isolation | g%'
is like trying to glayvhockey by learning to skate, puck handle and.

_lshoot a pﬁck into a net. Although the individual skills are lmportant,
1n~order to learn hockey the player must leern to puck handle and puck /
handle w1th team members complicated by an opposing team intent on: bot;‘
stopping him and lnltlatlng their own 11ne of play. As hockey is dlS-y‘
tinct £ from other games, discussion is dlstlnct from otherkoral modes

‘ by the character of its 1nteract10n. It is thls character of 'interaction,

' dlstlngulshlng dlscusSLOn, whlch structures 1ts component parts (langdage,
thinking and soc1abxllty) such that the sklllslof each cannot be fully

Qeveloped in 1solat10n.. ' , | o - T

Thls chapter constructs a curriculum’model which outlines feasible
instructional strategies for the lmplementatlon of discussion in the
elemehtary school classroom. The model is basedﬂon a) the conceptual ¢
‘base of dlscu551on ela;orated in Chapters II and III, “b) selective

research studles on lnstructmonal methodology, and c) tentatlve findings

from the discussion ?amples obtalned from two groups of chlldren ages

8-11. " E
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_ Teacher Roles ¢

% “ . | A .
o INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES

»

-

el

¥ . ' ' .
It is primarily the tasi®™bf the teacher to structure the

-

'1earqing eﬁvironment gf discussion through the-choice and implementation

of 1nstructlonal s#rategles.- Educators (Lundsteen, 1976; Hoffett, 19683

/
Taba, 1967) suggesk that there are three distinct. roles in dlscu551on

«

for “the teacher /planner, guide and model.

The\teacher's first role is that of planner, responsible fax; the

"7 preparation of ifleas, materials, and modes of preéentation!{ In this
- R ! ~

capacity it is iﬁcumbent on the. teacher of discussion to assess the

developmental stage of the children in order E? Choose or construct

- questions at‘their level, situated in their experience and interests;

B

+to group the chllFren in compatlble but motlvatlng groups; to set a

-

task thhln the optlmal range of their skills and abll;tles.

The teachen's second role is that of guide. Discussion as a

*
I3

discdvery method dictates that the teacher. cannot become the dominant
. , ‘ o L -
part#cipant, nor an awthority figure with the right answers and the sole
. ¢ )

3

souree‘for finding them. Thﬁs, questioning is !he guide's tool for
helplng chlldren deve10p thEII language and thlnklng, attltudes and

feelings. The guide is the unobtru51ve overseer of process and progress.
» o #
In discussion,'which introduces a relatively distinct set of

1

/skills for children, acting as model is;erhaps'thelteacher's most -

. saliefit role. The teacher, as an initial contributor and participant,

models attitudes, skills and structures. For exampie, the teacher can

*

model alternative behaviors such as how to disagree without antagonizinq,

-

how to express support or empathy, how to ask a clarification question,

v
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» how to keep to the critical thinkﬁng stages. The objectivo of modo}inq,
however, is to demonstrate thez skills, structures and behaviorn in
such a way that the children are encouraged to assume thel: roles as

' quickly as possible (Lundsteen, 1976, p. 154). |

In all three capaclties the teecher has meansuof establishing
an open, flex!ble,and supportive.envitonment. The diffieolty lies in

knowing when to guide and when to step back, when to model and when to

\
\
Y

let the children find‘their own means, when to push and when to wait.
An understanding of what dlscuss10n is, its aims and component parts
together with understan?:nq of chlld development can assist the teacher
;,in establishing a balance and 1ntegratxon. This is, however, a complex
and demanding task; _At any given moment in'discussion when a problen
arises the teacher should be aware of whether it is ‘a cognitive,
linouistic of social problem; the stage. of critical thinking, the child's
developmental stage which will effect, to some extent, the teacher's
actions in terms of kind of queetions asked, ienguage use and level of
abstraction’emfloyed; while, at the same'tihe, constantly aware of the
‘:racter of the discussion's i teractlon. B
Discussion is a method of both teachlng and leernlng. Like the
children, the teacher can best develop an understanding and application
‘of her roles through practlce (Taba, 1967, p. 76). An overview of the ‘
instructional strategy of context, ‘task, content,»env1ronment and a
questioning technique will; however, provide a base from which’ the

instructional decisions can be made. .

Context. Essentially, the context ‘of discussion is a group -of.

interacting individuals. In a recent review of llterature and studles

oY %



on“ the discussion method, Gall and Gall (1976) ex;mino studies on group
dynamics, the conpatat'::lvo studies of discussion and alternative methods
‘and tﬁn few available ltudiel' concerning gutudont characteristics and
the effects of the discussion method. They ‘found three major variables
that effect group interaction: the uiz‘e of the ‘gro‘up, the seating
arrengement and droup composition.

Gallrand-éall(1976)} in synthesiz;hg“the findings of a number
of studies, fouhd that the most effeetive size was a group of five.

A smaller group had its dynamic quality severely limited while a larger
group restricted participation time. Further, ﬁﬁe odd number combatedv
deadlocks and since majgrities tended to be 3 to 2, helped insure

' individuals were noteisolatéd (p. 175).

The discussion‘semples obtained in this séudy suggested a con-
currence with Gall and Gall's findings Lnsofar as majorities did tend to
be 3 to 2, everyone part1c1pated though to varying degrees and there
‘appeared to be a complexi;y of dynamics. However, no means of comperison '
was available to-the‘ievestigator as both groups.were sets of five
students; ‘The question of Gail and Gall's findings in terms ef the model
-for discussion developed in this study is eoquestion beyond the limits
of this investigation-—a question forvfurther research. |
| ‘Research on seating arrangements, Gell and Gall (1976) conclude,
shows that eye contact inéreaees communication. Visual contact between
" students is vital for decreasing teachér/studenf and.increasing peer .
interaction.v Further, it ié reccmmended that more talkative students ,

be placed opp051te gulet ones to combat monopolizing and that teachers

: attempt to deemphasize thelr own rol@lgzzlcreate a decentrallzed network .
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‘of communication in which each member tgpll fres tq initiate and receive
communication from every other menber (ﬁ. 190). Again, the groups in
the field study were situated in a circle which did appear to cncourlq;

s

+Poer 1nto;q¢tign. This investigator also found it necessary to tcnov; .

~ herself physically at times from thovdilcullion to quic  increase |
peer intq#;ction and concretely deemphasize her role in discussion
for the Qtudents, In other words both groups found it hard to believe,
at the beginnigq that 1) the answer was not known by the teacher
(investigatér), and 2) peer interabtion‘rther than teachex/ltgdopt
interactio; was going to be n@ceasazy for completing the task. However,
the effects of seating arrangement on comnunicationcand interaction

is another comparatxve area for further research.

Gall and Gall's (1976) synthesis of the research‘studies'on

group compositlon found no consensus on the question of heterogenelty
versus homogenexty of .groups. Whlle some studies evidenced that homo-
geneous éroups are asspciated with greater group cohesxveqass, other

' stdaies-showed that heterogenequs groups increased the aééﬁxacg of

perceptual judgment. Group cohesiveness, characterized by students

.

being actively involved with one -another, caring and helping ome -
another, has three positive effects on group functioning: idpfoved
maintenance of membership and participation in the group, increased
communication and positive feelings of members (Gall and Gall, 1976,
p. 182). Gall and Gall (1976) issue .a warning, however, that cohesiveness
ought not supercede the task. They state,
~ Enough cohesiveness should exist that the group members | .

experience some reward from interaction and. can establish

smooth working relations, yet cohesiveness should not be so )

high that members holding minority or deviant opinions are //Fj>

rejected or that the task is ignored or actively resisted
(p. 186). ‘

-
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/‘i'hc mltm of mm in mmup clusters is a difficult

one. In tm field -ms.n one group was a group of friendss In uct..
the anumt.nr asked a young !xiond of hers to select a ¢¥oup of |
frinnd-'.&- chose all boys. This, of course, voﬂdl be common practice
..
at this ago‘l_.val (8-11). The second group was more heterogeneous.
It was both boys and girls from diumnt ‘grades and classrooms and -
unknown to one another. ‘There were a number.of -tentative findings from
an informal comparison of the two v.qumn. First, the level :; thinking
appeared to be lilnilar. in both qrouél; second, in an interview after-
wards both groups stated that friendship clusters are preferable because
‘it is easier to give opinions and ideas. This was ;upportod in the
di;cussions by tr'xe fact t.hat"the first group showed no hesitancy in
expressiﬁq their ideas while the second group were often reticent to '
interact direéiiy with one another; third, what ncg:‘d more siqnificant
in Qustain;pg quality discussion than friendship or’sox or any other
variable was the vizigty of-perspective. éor exampie, in the group of
friends, Cilvih and Robert were the‘clos'elt and seldom differed in
viewpoints, whereas Scott, older tﬁan the stherd and pore ipdependeqt,'
pro;ided the greatest scuﬁte of éynamics. These illustrations are
very tentatlve but do support Gall an&\Gall (1976) in that moderate .
cohesxveness should be maintained such that the atmosphete is confortable
but that cohesiveness does not supergede the task. As Gall and Gall
(1976) conclude, | . |
Therefore, lnsofar as he is free to select the member# of
a discussion group, the teacher probably should include students

who have a variety of perspectlves on the topic, and a range
of talents relevant to the group's task (p. 181).
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f'Task._ The purpose;of the task is to outline whatait is the -\

learners are expected to do Alberta Language Arts Handbook, 1973)
O T |

Thus, the task sought for the model developed 1n this study was .one that

{

would best foster lnteractlon in cr1t1cal thlnking, language and BOCLalf

~

relatlons : Gall and Gall s (1976) research was limlted. ‘Stanford and

Roark (l however, contend that group dlscussion is mcst effectlve ‘h
!

1.

. when the ‘ sk ls group consensus (p. 116) Group consensus fosters a

number of e entlal skrlls and behavlors.
P 1

.achleved when oup arrlves at a: dec1sion that alg members agree .

Fof example. "a. conseneus is

w1th or can, support (Stanford and Rank, 1974, p. 116). To do so.'

requlres crltlcal lxstenlng, evaluatlon of dlfferent p01nts of v1ew,
,'soc1alvskllls'such as empathy, support, and 1nterpretatron that facili-

tate”interaCtion. Perhaps, most'importantly, group consensus encourages

S

‘ the bulldlng of an ldea as the group seeks a compromlse in the meldlng

_ of their 1nd1v1dual andnjornt ideas.. That is, group consensus prov;des
motivation-for keeping the'discussion{going., Wlthout consensus the

G

members mlght simply state thelr 1nd1v1dual pos;tions, arguments or

statements.. Wlth conserus, the further stages of crltlcal thlnklng

2

(and thus, languaglng) are needed to support statements, evaluate

alternates, and choose the best one ‘from an exp11c1t set of crlterla.
. :
- The- task of group-consensus, howeverxzas not sufflclent to

- satisfyvthe'requisites of'discu551on as 1nteractlon.t It could be

7

construed by the students as srmply a problem solving task, that is,.
«»

rfinding a solution, a compromise. If however, the chlldren are lnstructed

-

-to come to a group;consensus as to the best solution, the task is re-

;'iaentifled. For example, in attempting to reach a consensus as to the
. . - \ - B

.
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best solution in a promlse keeplng dilemma, Scott could have glven in
to a majorlty rullng that th‘ second promlse is more fun 80. that s the
_promlse to keep 1f he understood the task as simply consensus. After
all, at 1east in thls country, majorlty rules. But he held out because
he belleved the best solutlon was upholdlng a prlor promise. His‘

understandlng of the task prolonged and developed the dlscu551on. ' The

others could not stop thlnklng, expressxng or relating because a consensus

had not been reached In the followrng exampie it is apparent that’ Scott

°

felt they had not yet reached the bes solutlon,

o

i _ (Examéle‘:\

Scott:? I think that he should ask one of the other guys that
 wanted to build it and just to tell® the teacher or
" whoeved/wanted to/was going to supervise the. building
" of the rocket tah just get another guy to take his
‘place and get ‘that ‘guy to .tell'the teacher. (Interrup-.
tlon)oh,Just wait, and he go home and clean the room.

Calvin: Byt I thlnk he should do the stuff and then he should
go homé and then—- : ‘ ~ ,
. Scott: And get crap from his Mom. : / | v ) L
e . . : . //
4 calvin: No, no and then ‘say- that he was sorry ‘that he did’ that
1 .~ 'cause he accidentally forgot and volunteered for/to
Yo . \d01ng the rocket and he would do it aftexr supper.

SN / .

\ﬁobe;t;f¢ Well, he should ‘do what he was supposed to, not clean
: his room--he should do the rocket and then go home and

. . maybe he was going to play with his frlend ‘and just

- ’ - say oh I'm sorry you know I have to clean'my bedroom.

/

o™
Calvin: That's like I said.
Scott: OK. But just wait. How many of you think that he

should come/he should build the rocket first? OK. Hold
it. , (3 against 2.) “WHY do you guys think he should
bUlld the rocket first?

Calvina It's the only fair way because he would- dlsapp01nt hls
teacher and.his teacher likes him.

'



P 1o

& : V . " cel
Scott: (Talking over the.others.) No, bécause there were a lot
of other people building the rocket. OK. Lookit, OK '
lookit-~he made a promise to his Mom FIRST before he o
 promised to build the rocket-- . b

It is the oppos1ng tasks oi group consensus and the reachlng of the

.. best solutlen wh;ch encourages bethvtherlndlvxdual's autonomy and the-
group's rec-J:.proc"ity.‘ ’The Opsl/q tésks" alse necessitate'the evaluation =
‘of ‘each alternative'in order- hoose theibest solutlon, thus encouraglng

1quant1ty and quality language productmon.

The group of five w1th the task of group consensus in order to
reach the best solutlon ralses a further questxon—-the question of
leadershlp.‘ Who should lead, when and how? The research reviewed by'

Gall and Gall (1976) reveal two 51gn1f1cant flndlngs 'leaders wili

’ ‘emerge in. 1eaderless groups and dlSCUSSlOD requlres student centered:

leadershlp in order for the dlscus31on‘method to be lmplemented That

is, wlthout peer 1nteractlon the utlllty of dlscus51on is seuer ly‘
.\hahpered and, untll the teacher's role decllnes, peer 1nteractlons will
‘not 1ncrease. These flndlngs suggest that the small groups, as much -

"_»as-possible, be left on their ewn to dlscover'means of relating, thinking

and.conmunicating to one another:

HoweVer, if the rble of the teacher is tb be minimized‘in the

QJ

_Small group dlscu551ons, how and when can she be a source of gu;dance,
; a model for the skills and abllltles of dlscu531o§gw1thout hamperlng |
Ppeer 1nteractldn?b In-the paucxty of the,research,;thls question is
v left unanswered. ‘Onebpossib;e method.miéht be te fellow the/small
groupwdiscussions ny a diseuSSion by the large group,'the total class.
The‘large group would eritically listen to a presentation of a summary

and final position of each small group, then repeat the small group

J

"
¢

- / -
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: thrge group would be on language, on smnma»n.zmgz art:u:ulat:mg,

’ argulng,and persuadlng.

. on the road to reasonableness encouraglng hypotheSLS-maklng, te

@
Ny
N

process and attempt a’group consensus as to the best solution."The;

‘ ‘ v

large group. led by the teacher, would relnforce the structure, process,

- skills and abilities of“the‘discussion model. Since the thlnking would

have been done, for the most part, in the small group, the emphasrs of

* s

i
i
'

Content.. - Chapter T stressed the 31gn1f1cance of the evaluatlve
2. N /
questlon as the key factor in a dlscu551on model for crltlcal thlnklng

and language expan51on. Both the 1ntellectua1 and language,tunctlons
. : - /

illustrated;the need for techniques thatlwould,motivate chllgren toward
‘ S w S i ,

“evaluation and justification.

. The Chlld is not cogn1t1Vely nor llngulstlcally capable of

" utilizing the sophlstlcated crlterla of evaluatlon or structures of

logic. It is, however, approprlate and beneflclal to 1n1t1ate him

1nto a mode of thlnklng that w1ll move him toward 1oglca1 reasonlng

[y

and 1anguageoexpan51on (Peters, 1963; Vygotsky, 1962) lt lS;tO this

end that the evaluatlve questlon is 1ncorporated into a model of dis-

a,

’cuss1on for the elementary school child. Even though»the Chlld s reasons

are Chlldllke, often fraught w1th 1ncons1stency and amblgulty, both

in’ structure and meanlng, the 1n1t1at10n of critical thlnklng sen

thlnklng, multlalternatlves, lnference, an exaanation of cons/guences
. i

and evaluation, N , ,
. «

Moral questions haveybeen used in this study as ‘the illustrative

"example of motlvatlonal, compatlble and 51gn1f1cant content | for the

Ky

‘evaluative»question. As arqgued in Chapter IV, moral categorles

102
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,provide for® questions such as promise keeping, distributive justice,
‘authority, and punishment. The diffféulty,.in instructional terms. is‘
translating abstract, moral categories 1nto concrete problems that are
. i

' motivational and w1th1n the' child's experience and%development stage;

"\

Furthermore they PrOVlde no obéious, ”correct" answers- .

Questions are motivational for children»if they are struclured.
varound their 1nterests (Lundsteen, 1976, Organ, 1965, Smith, 1972)
“For example, in the field study the question of punlshment was put
'Jinto a hockey\context. All of the boyS‘were involved in mockey, either
as a league-member,_an NHL follOWer or: iimply a street hockey player.
‘The question of punishment 1tself was within their experience, that
‘is; they hadvexperienced punishment and understood its oonsequences

7»_The problem,Jtherefore, could a\\se\in their everyday’life, it vas a "

“live issue they cared about. This was\the\question posed

Rule #1 was be~on time. ~ Coach Jones was waiting,,again,

. for Tom, the number one goalie., The rest of

the ice waiting nervously. This was the playof

'as the game was about to start in dashed Tom. What
 Coach Jones do? '

: That the: boys understood the question was clear. When QUeried-ScoEt\\:~
said, “I know.. The problem is what you should do with the guy that was

late because he was supposed to be on trme and he wasn t on time SO you

- ~

" - gotta figure out something to do w1th this guy. The alternatives

~:and reasons giVen also’ suggested ‘the question of punishment was w1th1n
) their*experiehcely Aaron said, "Maybe he had somethlng to do before the

6 game‘started."‘ That“was‘not in the”problem.

103

In terms of‘instruct;onal strategy, perhaps theﬁmést-important e

aspeccsof the question is its form “In the questioh above it was a

dilemma.. There was no obv1ous, "co!rect" answer. There is no book in .-

M
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which tha.boys could have looked up the right and final anower. Further. -

..Qghe dilemma gives a number cf important facts and compiioates the prabaem

by 1) making the Tom the goalie, and 2) making this the playoff game,

[3

and 3) making Tom s action a repeated action.fvthher.Suggestions Eor‘,

"‘moral questions are llsted in‘pppendix 1 : They are questions that A

attempt to take into consideration children s 1nterests (ages 7-11) and

general development stage.; They are, primarily,vdilemmas prov;ding
”no-obvious'answers. They;are also structured to give a 51gnif1cant
k\number of facts to™ promote multialternatlves. Moral questions, however, 1
.‘are not the sole source of evaluative questions.' ‘Other disc1p11nes

e

’*Qcan prov1de substantive content unasfar as they comply W1th$£he conditlonsg ,‘
‘set forth. Evaluation of art,‘llterature,.and misic, for example, bhn o )
lnitiate the discu551on process such that children are usxng 1ncrea51ngly
expliclt, fluent language to express evaluative thlnking 1n a soc1ally,
;dynamic context.’ | ) |
.f/

Env1ronment. DiscuSSion is- prlmarlly a dlscovery method.
o=t orment

‘ Ausubel (1962) states that, "the essentlal feature of dlscovery
;learnlng‘; . ;'ls that the\pr1nc1pal content of what 1s to be learned
is not glven but must be 1ndependently discovered by the learner before

7

“he can 1nternalize it (p. 89) " Clearly, the content of dlscu551on is
) 1anguage expan51on, critical thlnking development, soc1al development‘U
and, .where 1ncluded, moral development. All of whlch‘are extant as -
‘the chlld engages 1n\§he act1v1ty. The quallty of part1c1pat10n 1s,
\therefore, a major factor in a discovery method of discussion.

- -, Language lS the central means of particrpatlon in discu551on.

Freedom of SYmb011C expre551on, Rogers (1959) states, is. dependent on



- Scott sald, "Well, everybody was w1111ng

"psychological‘safety (p. 79)," ‘primaﬁy‘requisite, then,hfor

, partlcipatxon in dlecueBlon in which studen 8 take risks, try“on

new ideas, explore relataonships, attempt ne! language structures to

express. emerglng loglcal relations, is an afi
'order to explore a child needs a sense of self. securlty, of surrounding

o ST L . e oo
trust and support AR s ‘l A ‘f

[
N

For example, when questloned after the dlscu551ons a8 to what

helped the dascussions, the boys c1ted aspects whlch are related to

Rogers' concept of psychologlcal safety.r Calvxn saldf "I thlnk becausey

we all got lnvolved," which lmplles they al) felt they could get 1nvolved

-

give, the;r dlfferént 1deas

' ot

_ox OPllenS."A Robert's'answer perhaps’show the most concern for'the

feellng of a supportlve, trustlng env1ronment when he replled, "If

¢ j v ! B .
somebody said somethlng good then they,s say, well, you»know, that's a
_nlce answer, that s a good answer, you know, I'11 go along w1th that.“

ALY

The teacher can foste;.a productlve enuvironment by encouraglng
and modellng a feellng ofvopenness, trust, flexibility (Smlth, 1972, p.
67). For-example, by acceptlng alternatlves in the formulatlng stage,
1nsur1ng that whlle 1deas are critically assessed they: are not mocked-
glylng learners ample time tovexpress their 1deas, and supporting ideas

‘thrOugh 1nterpretatlon\ clarlflcatlon and elaboratlon when the learner

has dlfflculty expre551ng them. An open,’ flexlble and supportlve

env%tonment allows for- "the playful and spontaneous Juggllng of percepts,b

coﬁcepts, and meanlngs whlch is part of creat1v1ty (Rogers, 1959, jo 8 80)

A;In the same: manner ‘that the babbllng 1nfant plays w1th\the sounds of -,

hlanguage in order to learn them,” the child moving toward logical reasoning;

105
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r/ . .

/ [
/ o . .
/

needs the kind of environment in which he can play with language

® [

structufes and relations in order to develob them.

-y

A-qﬁéséionfﬁg technique. Althoﬁghlthe child is developing
his ;fnggage, thinking and social Skilléf primAiily ;hrough eﬁpléying
them in diséussion, the developmeﬁﬁ ought ﬁot be left fot&lly}}o
chance. Not.only as planne: (of contex?,-tasﬁﬁa;d'content) but%also
as'éuidei@nd modgl} é%e teacher strthufes the legrning experiénce.
Questioning,3during the acti;ity, is the princip%intool éf'the
‘téacher (Lundstéen, 1976)..' - . 'g? f
| A questioning techﬁiﬁue'has thféé main asﬁéctéé 'tﬁébkinds

of quéstions¢.the Sequencé of questions and ;he paéing of questions.
As illﬁstfated in Figure 4.1, numerous educators haveﬁconstruéted

, modelg’hhd»tgiénomies of kind; of questions.

Bloom (1956), ‘Taba (1967) and Guszak (1967) state“thét the
simélest questigns are those baged‘on specifié facté, d%tes and |
éGents;.queSti§ns Qf knowiedge fecdgﬁized or recalled. They‘éan
. . » . ’

'initiate or focus‘the student on- specific ihformatioh.q
Aithough mést of the théofis;s do ﬂot include imagination
p ' ' -

as-a specific task or level of thinking for questions, Guszak inéludes

questions of conjecture, those initiating invention.

_ BlOo@ (;956), Taba (1967) and Lundsteén (1976) cite compre-

hen{sion asvthé‘next level,éf;questions; questions that explain7
é‘tend, elgﬁorafe or sequence knowledge; quéstions #hat translate h
infqrh;tibn to give reasons.

'A‘qualitétively hiéher lével of’questioﬁs are those of analysis

. " _ / '
: Lo s 1 #
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(Bloom, 1956, Bushpan, 1976 . These are questions that compare and

14

contrast, classi‘. and categorize, and examine parts of the. whole;
questions that examine :elationships such as reason and cbnsequehce-

qually, in agy taxonomy of questions are those questiohsvof i
evaluation, synthesis and application; questions that bind choice with

-xw,

a justificetion,_an'evaluative set of criteria, a principle, a standafdf

L ad

a geneTalization.
| A sYnthes;sfof‘kinds oquuestions for discussion,.then, includes
knowledge, conjectute, comprehension, analysis apd evaluation.

The sequencing of guestions frdm“s{mple;to complex insures that
;kaﬁestions do not Ieap over levels of thought and deuand_generalizing
and ebstracting too soon thus causing the discussion to fiounder
(Lundsteen, 1976, P. 162) The sequence of questions in a discussion
serves two ends: to gulde students to higher levels of thought and to
guide studeuts through the critical thlnklng stages. Flgufe 4.2
demonstretes'that these afe compatible, parallel‘sequences.

For example, the punlshment dilemma outllned in the content was
'_e'guestion posed to the first group of five boys. The flrst question
asked of the toys‘by the iuvestigator was e knowledge duestion:‘“ln
your own words, what is the4pfoblem?" It was a lowllevel'(of abstraction)

L1

>quest10n asking the boys to focus on. the specific information given in
] .
Vd

the p:oblem. It was aiso, therefore, a question that focused them on
“‘the first stagevof critical thinking: understanding and focusing on

the problem. In this particular -discussion if,;>0k the boys a while A

2

to focus on the facts. Both Calvin and David found it nscessary to

rephrase ‘scott's initial explanation of the problem 1ntdithe1r own words.



109

.- A uoTSSNIOSTQ- 103 suoT3sond 3O Auwouoxel |

:mﬁ&:ommw oaey oM

SUOTSTOOp 9°2IY3 asayl} O3 UOURIOD ST 3eUul
paepuels 10 3TN zeTTWIS 33 ST ABUM,

Li3ATIRUIIITE VYD uesoyo nok aaey AuM, .

%w>ﬂm

)

. iyoea Jo seousnbasuos 9y} oq

-saaTieuI}[® axedwo),,

~  ia1dmexa ue 3AaTb nok ued,,
=mummwu=u uterdxe nok ued,

-.N%guo B

LCEWMIITTP STU

Juatqoad 8yl o3 uoT3nios
aAT3jeUIS]}[E UR 33EVSIO nok ued,

WJPOATOS o4 wotqoad STY3 PINOD MOH,

»

wcwatqoad

oy3 ST JTUM SPIOM UMO INOA UI,

WS 2ATD

wotqoxd 8y3 SeO0p UOTIBWIOFUT ITUM,

‘op @4 3ybrmw IO PINOO AeUM,,.

z°g aanbtd

"

. ¢

SNISOOHD

TIVNEEITY SNIINOTYAR

> .

IATIVNMALTY NY DNII¥O0ddi

AN
SAATIVNMALTY ONILVIOWIOL

WAIE08d FHIL NO .
ONISNDOd ONV SNIGNVISHEGND

-pzTTRIDUSID 19zZTS9YUAS
> K1dde ‘s3eniead ruor3entea
93Ul ..mmﬂpmcoﬂwmawu

suturexs ‘azTI0baled % 5 4-1-3-4 ko)
sqse13U00 pue axedwod :STSATRUY

suosesax oaTh !fo3eTsueIl
‘grexoqets ‘pusixe
‘uteTdxa :uotsuayaadwod

uaddey 3ybTw 10
:dee] 2AT3TUDOD
,,"musuommcoo.

pInNoS 3BYM

] sNo03
‘t11ecsx ‘uotitubodax :abpamouy

N
[

TTINVXH

A5YLS ONDINIHI TYOILTHO

 SNOIISAND 4O ONAMDES

5%



' .
* ’ P
‘ . B .

-

Scott opened the discussion by stating that "the problem is what you

[

should do with this guy . . . ."”}Calvin was theh asked, “What else do

1

you know aﬁout Tom?" he replied, "Well, he's late. He doesn't race

,against time . . . . He just takes his time." David geld, “He doesn't
. : T
get to the game when he's supposed to." The second kind of question

was‘more'di:eCt because,the boys had tailed to see the significance of

all the facts given in the dilemma: "But what else do we know about

a

Tqy?4 What is he?" The exclamation in the chorus of "a éoaliel“ fore-
é
shadowed the emﬁhasis the boys were_to put on the role of the goalie

in the champlonshlp game. - o s
@

It is hlghly probable that w1thout the’ questlon to focus the

boys on the 51gnlflcance of Tom's 9051t10n, partlcularly as it was the

s

//Chagpionship game, these facts would not have played a sxgnlflcant

<role\ip the discussion. The teacher s guldlng questlons are both

4

influential and directive. She must, therefore, choose carefully.
The next kind of-queétion asked was qualitatiVely‘more difficult:

"What do you think he should do, Calvin?" It was a conjecturewquestion
asklng Ca1v1n to formulate an alternatlve. Ayéuestion»for invention.’
-~ el '

Calvin responded, "I think he should just tell him to go on the ice to
hurry up and get in goalie." This ‘was. followed by a éompreheﬂsion
question, ;asking for support; simply: "Why?" Questions of conjecture

and comprehensioh, that is, questions asking for new alternatives, their

_support and elaboration were then asked until each.member.had'either.

\

1%

given an original alternative or their own reasons for supporting sopfeone
- .
else's.

After the alternatives were stated, supported and understood, a

Ao
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fourth level of question, and lubloducntly. thinking, was injected:

analysis questions for evaluating alternatives. As Fraenkel (1977)
4

: ciaims.‘the'bent way to Qot children evaluating is to have them examine
the consequences of acﬁﬂ'ns. »Thus,vwhen the altorna;iv-l seemed to have
been exhausted and éhe boyg seemed ;o be putting the most emphasis on
letting Tom "off the ﬁook” in order to win the game, these guestions: '
“Do you think that's A good idea? Why?" and fﬁ*thﬁr, ”ﬁﬁltnwould happen
then if we let Egg 'of the hook}‘. . ;?“ gdpdéed them on ;ﬁe relationship
of reason and consequence. Thg.final kinds of questions askeqd, ques;ions
of evaluation, involved cpooéinq an alternative a?d 3us£:}yih§yftuvahe
boys reached a c;mpromise: they decided the coach sﬁould dgublelQPe
amount of time Tom‘EIts off for\eacﬁ game missed. In other words, they
choselﬂﬁt their justification was onily iﬁﬁlied by their earlier arguments,

that is, they fel% Tom should be punished, the puriishment should match
‘ . . - .

. the deed gnd it should not intérfere with winning the game. One further

huestion‘could have Been asked to try ané make these rules or §tandaras
explicit. BHowever, as it wasoong of the boyé' first discﬁsé}oﬂ% this.
inwes£i§ator.deéided théy were notlyet ready for thi; sfage.
: - ) ‘ A
VJ//,As'Lundsteen (1976) states, pacing and timing significantly
ef;ecﬁ the s?dﬂbsé of a questiqning ééchnique. facing means-knowiqg

»

when.and where to prdgress in light of student responses (p. 162f.

- "

Further, a diépussion will flounder if questions leap over levels of

..

thbught and demand genérdlizétions and abstractions too soon (p. 162).
Timing'often means waiting for expression. SJowing down and giving
children time to think then respond increases participation, raises the

quality of the response and avoids the frequent/inequality of" time
‘ - X i

' passage allowed for averagé or podr students_as compared to good .students.
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The level, sequence, pacing and timing of questions depends
on the teacher's sensitivity and comprehension of the ptudents’

responses (Lundsteen, 1976, p. 162).

Active Roles of the lLearner

'The instructional strategies of any t.achinq method u!e vital.

o
means of defining, for the teacher, the ways of -t:ucturinq tho 1onrninq
environment in order to foster the child's devalopmont in specific
skills outlined as the learning aims or objencivns. Discnss;on as an .

~

ingeractive learning method has three central aims, developed ih
Chapter II1I and summariied below, that integrate the developnont of : ‘L
the child's sociability, thinking and language.
The aim of the social functlon of discussion is best described
as the development of the child along the egocentric to socxocéntrlc -
continuum (Piaget, 1932, 1964 ). This inl;lal shift is the key develop-
R .

mental factor that allows™the child to recognize himself in relation

to others, thus necessitating a need for verification. Without the

-

shift toward the sociocentric point of view neither the logical features
of thought nor the explicitne;s of languaée develnpment bccur. Dis-
cussion encourages social intera;tion such that thg child is confronted
with other points of view dlfferlng from his own. Discussion provides
,the opportunlty for leglt&mately opp051ng another's will and ideas,

for testing ﬁhe strength, depth and understanAing of one's own ideas,
for trying én increasingly complex relationships within a problem
;nlving context. | .

« The aim of the.cognitive aspect or function of discussion is

to develop the child's thinking along the concrete to abstract continuum

b4
8



7(2iaget. 19653 Vinacke;*1954). Although moored to the concrete'teferent b

‘the'ghlld 1s‘twg1nn1ng to see relatlons, to group for classification,

. to reason, to predlct, for the more complex stage of 1ogical reasoning.

-

D15cussxon focuses on’ creatlve problem solvxng, on crxtlcal thlnkmng L
‘uto provide an external model of reasoning that can be 1nternallzed for
,the 1nd1v1dual thought process.‘ v ", e - o '

‘The am of the languagefunctlon of dlst:usSJ,on is threefold.;
’ 1) to develop the expllc1t expre551on of the Chlld S thlnklng (Plaget,
‘1967 Vygotsky, 1962) 2) to develop the chlldren s language use

(Halllday, 1973; Brltton, 1971 Moffett, 1968, Lundsteen, 1976; Tough,

- 1974), and 3) to develop 1ncreasxngly complex structures (Cazden, 1972,

‘ Brown and Bellugl, 1966, W1lk1nson, 1971 Smlth, _Goodman and Meredlth,

o>
“
-

1970)

B pllcxtness of language requlres an awareness of other p01nts
o0 \ R

of v1ew. In dlscu551on, the Chlld gradually learns that: others do not
think exactly the same way or harbour the same opinions and’therefore.‘

.kndgf;hat he is thlnklng.' DlScu551on encourages ‘the Chlld to. state hls~

S~
own: thought and llsten for dlfferences in others.

Development of language use entalls both expandlng the varlety
/of erpre551on and the approprlateness of use. Fluency of expre551on
‘1s a neceSsary flrst step but .should be tuned to an awareness of
‘conscious'control. Dlscu551on glves chlldren practlce in expre551on

' w1th an eye toward prec151on and spec1f1c use of language in control for
‘ . B \"3
_persua51on, exp051tlon, and argumentatlon

~

A » Flnally, dlscu551on“£ac111tates growth toward more complex

“structures as the part1c1pants seek to express 1ncrea51ngly complex

¢

o
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' relations. The Alberta Language Arts Handbook (1973) states that,
The structure of language is'a reflection of the structure
of thought. Language proficiency will foster cognitive pro—
ficiency. Therefore, children need to be taught the language
of tentatiweness, of hypotheSis making and other language
structures which facilitate thinking {(p. 41) :
Form‘;hd content, language and thinking, structure and meaning are:
‘ultimately inseparable. ‘Thus, as the child's evaluative‘thinking pro-'
gresses soO too does hlS languagde as he seeks to communicate Wlth others.
- Ultimately, in a discovery method such as dlSCuSSlon, the
ndiv1dual is respon51ble for his own learning.' The,stage is set,
the’ teacher can model and guide but the'aims’ofbdiscussion are not.
‘set into motion for the learner until he takes responSibility for ~3
his own, action,*his own partiCipation. stanford and Roark (l974)
squest one way of encouraging active participation lS for the teacher
to delegaterroles to 1nd1v1dual group members; roles such as: 1n1t1ato£;
contributor, clarifer, sum'rizer, harmonizer (p- 103). These "roles"

can be seen as 1ncarnations of aims or skllls, summarized in Figures

1 3.3 and‘3.5. Paradigmatically, as the roles of learners multiply,

the roles ‘of the teacher diminish.' Thus, he learner becomes increaSLngly-

- responsible, active and autonomous. . - 3?

-

Figure 4.3 lS a schematic representation, a curriculum model,
f the teacher's roles in terms of 1nstructiona1 strategies and the
' active roles of the learner. At its centre, however, is the character

of 1nteraction—-the key structural component of discussion. -
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_planner, Guide, Model

TEACHER ROLES:

‘tive guestions
‘e.g., moral

115.

a
h »
! 3
DISCUSSION AS INTERACTIONT™——
Alternatlon, A restrlctlve theme; The building
of an idea; Shared language
\ ‘

INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES ) - SKILLS AND ABILITIES

o s . - R
CONTEXT: five,. hetero- : L,

geneous Students with
visual contact Vo

. SOCIABILITY:
(E90centr1c—-—50c1ocentr1c)

TASK: group con-
sensus as. to the -
best solution

<

CRITICAL THINKING.
(Concrete-—-Abstract) —_—

LANGUAGE EXPANSION:
(Implicit———Explicit)

INTER-

CONTENT: evalua-

ENVIRONMENT: open,.
supportlve, and
flexible.

- §ANWVET THI 4O STIOW FATIOV

QUESTIONING TECHNIQUE
kinds of questlons, ‘ : v
‘sequence and pacing ' ' ‘ i

© Pigure 5,3

A Curriculum Model.of Discussion
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CONCLUSION -

‘As suggested in Chapter I, various educators have ldentlfled a

role for dlSCUSSlon in the elementary school currlculum Yet, in doing

'~ so the categorles they have employed to outllne a currlculum framework '

for dlSCUSSlOn are open to a variety of 1nterpretatlons.

]

Dlscu551on, _however, doesznot appear to be an umbrella concept.
What this study has revealed is that dlscuss1on is more than a teachlng _

method serv1ng other ends or a learnlng method for developlng a potpourr1
of . isolate skllls or abilities. . The dlfference con51sts of the require-

ment for structured 1nteract10n (Flgure ‘3. l) Whlch dlstingulshes

|

dlscu351on from other language act1v1t1es. Moreover, 1t is thls
structured 1nteractlon Wthh establlshes the 301nt and overlapplng
development of the social, language and cognltlve realms of Chlld

development.

The currlculum categorles and teachlng technlques outllned in

thlS chapter are not, at one level 51gn1f1cant1y dlfferent from those

-

‘advanced- by educators such as Lundsteen (1976), Taba (1967) and Moffett

~(1968). What dlstlngulshes the categorles here is that they are-

N

. s

grounded in a prlor integration of the cognltlve, language and soc1a1

-functions, an 1ntegratlon allowed by the p051t1ng of an 1nteract1ve

_model.

-

Taha'(l967) suggests that "many teachers are reluctant to use

class discussion because of prevlous unsuccessful experlences (p. 76)

Moffett (1968) and Lundsteen (1976) support this contentlon. However,_

a clear understandlng of the nature and Yalue of dlSCUSSlon, of the

parallel development of language, cognitlve and social skills’enabled

Ly

lle



by discu851on and ‘an awareness of discuhsion’s distinot interective

madel could serve: as a startlng point for the rectlflcation of this

SR

problem. ~Lastly, as Taba (1967) concludes,. “ '” [

. e teactﬁys who have" mastered the use of dlscusszon as

~a teaching too testify flrst that it is well worth. doing;

. second, there 3}s.nO such thing as a ‘perfect discuss;on—-hind—
sight will always tell the teacher ‘he "could have dohe something

better; and th rd, the only way to learn discusslon ‘gtrategies '

ig to txy them. Teachers, as well as chlldren, learn by .doing
and by the dlscovery process (p. 76)

-
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" CHAPTER VI

« °

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

FOR FURTHER RESEARCH - -

- SUMMARY

Nature‘of Discussion’ . v R

; N

Kllebard (1975) contends that there is a pauc1ty of ordered con-

ceptlons in the currlcﬁlum field and\therefore a need, not sxmply to

&
stlpulate deflnltrons, but to cEEEIE;lly analyze the concepts used in -
order to clarlfy the chaotic state of curriculum terminology (p. 43). |
Dlscuss1on is one of the concepts esconced in amblgulty Curriculum
theorlzers, educators and teachers tend to use "dlscu551on" as an>umbrella

term, conflatlng task, method and context w1thout clearly dellneatlng

dlscu551on from other language modes and often w1thout clearly statlng

_ what dlscu551on is.

'tinctly‘social method of learning. ' Five conditions‘constitute the
3 . . . ’ -

Theorlsts ‘such as Lundsteen (1976), Moffett (1968) and Taba (1967),

_concerned w1th developlng the dlscuss10n method have outllned in general

terms ‘how dlscusslon is to be 1mp1emented in the classroom. However,

Ay
as Kllebard 1mp11es, the amblgulty of the concept will not be removed

-\

untll the concept 1tse1f is clearly understood The flndlngs of this

v1nvest1gat10n support the v1ew that dlSCUSSlon at the elementary school

level, used to develop thlnklng, language and . socral 1nteract10n
abllltles, is a particular kind of oral mode:ofpinteraction and a dis-

1

interactive nature of discussion: alternation, the‘restrigmion of -an -

,
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s - _.:“‘ 1
implicit'or specifiedltheme; an’accumuIAtion of statements for the
building of an 1dea, (lie., a'maintained’consistency bf each speaker

-of his own line of though whxlsd responding to the previous statements
of others and ‘the exlstence of a tensxon between participants charac-
terlzed by partlal and opposing\901nts of v1ew), a shared language
and meanlng, and flnally, the pqesence of an evaluatlve questlon as
‘content. The building of an idea’ together with the 1n1tial evaluatlve -
'questlon necessxtates crltlcal ‘and 1ogidal thlnking

| glcal reasonlng, although a hlgh 1eVe1 of thinking for the

elementary ‘school child, does not obstruct the use of dlscu551on atr

this age; Theorlsts such as Piaget (1964), Vygotsky, 1962), Brhner s s

(1966) Tough (1973 ’ Ausubel (1958), and Lunisteen (1976). state that
'children mnove towar abstract, loglcal thlnklng through experlence--
1nteractlons w1th theL;“E;;T;onments; HoWeveJ.‘lt is 1nteract10ns A j
w1th others that is the 51ngle most lmportant factor whlch propels the
‘ young child toward hlgher 1evels of thlnklng. At the elementary school
-age (7- 11), hlldren are shlftlng from implicit Fcceptance of parental
adult authority to thelr own ratlonal and ol jectlve scrutlny of both
‘moral and cognltlve realms ' ganlzed experierce, 1nstruct10na1 methods
and 1anguage learning appear to accelerate, exland and elaborate the
child's coghitive deyelopment 4 Dlscu551on of valuatlve questlons
‘situated within the childfs erperience, lnterest and abllltles not

b | / I

‘only make‘discuésionepoSSible in the elementary school,but aiso valuable
, : I _

’ | o
The prellmlnary 1nvest1gat10ns undertaken and %resented in part in

previous‘chapters clearly 111ustrate the capacr ty of childrenﬁto discuss,

when these conditions prevail. _ ,

\
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Value of Discuseion

L
A ‘ :
\\ ~ The value of discussion ‘is derived from its structure. .Discussion

has the potential for developing the child's language, thinking and
social -interactions. Interdependent and overlapping, language, cognition

\ and social functions provide both‘the means and the ends of discussion.

| Children learn by doipg.‘ in disCuSsion'children develop their language,

¢

thinking and soc1al skills by uSing them. Morevspecifically,it is the
development of the skllls and aﬂllities of each function, together with
the skills of the functions that comprise the complex skill of discu551on.
/Peters (l963)'said,

-

The teachers who have taught me most about. golf and about:
philosophy are those who have insisted on conveying an overall.
© picture of the performance as a whole in which ‘the particular
moves have to be practiced under the aspect of some wider
conception ‘instead of concentrating either on drilllng me in
moves which are conceived in a very limited way or going simply
. for the overall picture without bothering about. pract1c1ng
the component moves (p. -258).

The component parts of discussion are-extensive. ihe objective of the -
“social function is to develop the child along the egocentric to SOCAo;_
centric continuum It can be understoed as two mutually necessaryb
o;jectives:‘ the ability of.an 1nd1vidual to govern himself with
“reason'(i;e.} autonomv) and the ability of an individual to intéract with
"others with_mutual respect (i.e., reciprocity). These aims are fostereo

in discussion by structured interaction and are illustrated in skills

»

such as taking turns, listening, staying on topic, welcoming difference

developing own point of view, interpreting, mediating and self contro!

The aim of:the inteilectual function is to develop the child
along the concrete to abstract continuum. More specifically, in dis

the aim is to provide opgortunity for the child to develop critical



!

thinking ekills. The structural parts of discussion which incorporaté
'these aims are the evaluative question and thé critical thinking'prOCess.
Thus, the skills and abilities acquired as the child progresses toward
abstract thinking are those implied by the critical thinking stages:
understanding the-problem (focuSing, defining) formulating alternatives
(invention and clarification); supporting an alternative (giving
‘relevant reasons), evaluating alternatives (examining conseguences,i
comgaring and contrasting), and making.a judgment (chOOSing from a
justified set. of criteria). *

The objective of,the language function,'the central function
in}di5cussion,’is to .expand children's language through extending
language use (both relational and ideational), language structuree
(particularly relational structures) and 1anguage meaning. It is
primarily concerned w1th the. child's progreSSion along three language
continua: ) making explicit, the child’s implicit‘thinking or:meaning;
2) developing his language structures from siﬁple to complex; and 3)

ving the child from fluency of uses to'control of hie language.
But thevrole of languade in discu551on does not end here. It
o

<

also‘ties-together the social intents With the cognitive aims - It is

o

the unifying force, the means of interacting, he tool for thought, and

the method of communication.

The three 1ntersecting, interdependent functions used to forge

the model of discussion require a particular type of content, the

evaluative question,-in order to. allow for the development of the diverse

‘skifis and abilities "jdentified. A variety of disc1plines can prOVide

.the_content fdr ‘the evaluative question used in the context of discussion.
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However, as Wilson (1973) contends, ". ; . all cultures and societies that
we have at least pay 1ip‘service td the noéion that edudétion\éhoﬁid do
more than teach social skilis, incgease factual knowledge or improve
inteiléctual aétivity (p. 12)." He is, oqupurgef raising the concern
‘fitst raised by Socrates of whether'virtuenéould be taught ang if so,
how-~-the ¢§ncern for moral education. MéralAquestiohs‘are motiv;tional
for eleméntary”schoél children, compatible with thg process aﬁd aims:of
discugsiqn ang, as Wilsonkpoints out, significant in themselves._ As |
such, they are appropriate content for a model of discuésion. Mofeovef,
the conceptualiiation of morél education rgqu;red by thg condiéion of
compatibility with the aims of discussionbmust, as Peters (1963) SUggestS,
"combine a dégree of non relativeness at'ope:level.with_ahdegree of

adaptability at the other (p.249)."

Teéhniques of Discussion

Cogstructing a‘cgrriculgm model for discussion for the eleﬁentary
‘school.years_required'translating the aims, struétural components,
skills and abilities of ﬁhe three functions into c?zriculuﬁ terminblogy.
They were‘identified at the curriculum level as the coﬂtext; the4taék,
‘the contené, thé instructional strategies, the teacher}s roles and.the
active roleé of the -learner. -

Findinés from existing research.studiés eétéblished thatva
gfoup of five, hetefogeneous leafneré with goodr:visual contact provides 
the most effective small group context for disquséibn. |

Group consensus was'evidencéd és the'most effegtive task fOf

B

promoting language, thinking and interacting. This consensus task,

however, is most effective if situated against moderate cohesiveness;
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that is, there needs to be competing views, a sympathatic tension of
partially ‘held views in the participants attempt to reach the b‘Zt ‘ Qﬁtj

J .

'solution to the evaluative q?éstion. ‘ . - l f' ’
A second ‘stage of q'scussion involved a restructuring of
‘context and change in emphaSis of task As large group discvssion by
all members. coming together from the small groups allows for an appro-
. priate increase in teacher part1c19at10n, a change in audience for the
speakers (i. €. the audience is more distant, 1ess immediate), and
a change in the task, from working toward the best solution to synthesxzing

the small group's discussion and articulating it for a class presentation.
The instructional strategies of significance for- discu551on were' '\}
grouped under three headings:‘ a questioning technique, the critical
thinking process and classroom environment. nIntricately woven'into
the strategies are the teacher s roles. As planner, guide and model
the teacher's choice of strategies as well as her attttudes, talents
and priorities permeate all component narts of discussion. DiScussion
is primarily a discovery method in that the Chlld learns by d01ng, .
partly by trial and error, and partly by experimenting, imitating and
verbalizing. Nevertheless, the manner in which the teacher establishes
the enV1ronment, structures groups, esplains the tasks, guides and

models determines the effectivity of the discussion method. The teacher

must structure the discussion without prejudicing or pre—empting the

e

4

“child's learning.
Finally, the focus of the model is on the active roles of the
. P -
learner. As Peters (1963) would support, not only is the child getting

an overall picture of the whole, -actively involved in discussion, he is



also developing the ccmbosite skills and_abillties-whlch constitute

discussion from the areas of language,- thinking and social interaction.
SUGGESTIONS FOR. FURTHER RESEARQH

The structurlng of dlscu591on as a model for the elementary

school child (7-11) is en initial step towgrd its full utilization

in the school. The next stage requires a longitudlnal study of the

‘modeliin the field. Ideally,;the study would collecﬁ a significant
‘number of language samples over a long perlod of tlme to chart the
development of the child's skills ‘and abllltles in discussion.

il ~

,However, an intensive study over a- perlod of two or three months would
(A ; .

probably indicate the strengths and weaknesses\of the model and the

degree or kind of progression in children's abilities. Such a study

f 2 ’ . N < - "‘ 3 ‘
might also profit from a control of many of the instructional variables

outlined in Chapter V. . - . \ﬂ;

Other aspects of the_model and related hypotheses thet can \\1\

and should be researched include: -

1. Teacher Roles and Behavior

i) The effeet of teacher attitudes on the child's developmentv‘f

-of various aspects of discussion.

ii) The effect of the teacher's use of competency in instructional

strategies such as questioning (the kinds of questions asked,

‘the timing of aquestions, pacing), crifical.thinking {know-

ledgevof steges, kinds of reasons) on the child's development

in the areas of language, thinking and interacting.

iii) The effect of different4teacher models (e.g., are there P

/
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significantly diffouht kinds of models, gan they be
O classified, do they effect the child's development in
discussion skills, and if so, how?).

N N * \ .
iv) The effect of the teacher's competency as guide (e.g., to

' ' . what de‘greg does teacher interjection help or hinder the )
child's own postulation of alternatives or reasons?). Ca
2. The Student ‘ ” _ '

i) . The effect of demographic'"\iariahle; such as class, ethnic.
culture, o; residepcy (suburban,.innercity, rural) on the
readiness and‘abilitx of child;en to diq.pss. (e.g.,
comgare the degree of language‘flexibility, variety of

o

rhetorical uses, in discussion with groups from a suburban

. and innercity school. Compare the ability to create

'alterhatives with groups from high and low s.e.s.).

ii) The degree ofvinternalization(éf strﬁcture and‘transfgrénCe
to other areas.. (e.g.,'Given‘m;;al questions as COntent;
dqes the child intefnalizg the structure of the discussion
such tpat,he demon;trates a similar Seqﬁencé of‘thinking

PR : :
in an individual problem,séiving task?):

' iii) ' The effect of the interactive aspectpef discussion on the

child's social development.

3. Conteﬁt
1) The effeét of content on the child's devgldpment in lapguage;

thinking>and social interaction (e.gq., compare the differences
in,deg;ee 6rrkind of abilitig; developed with different kinds

of content).



\ , " ' 'l
4-' Contcit - J .
i) Compare the effact of v;riou- group sizea onldifttr-nt"
o acpeéta éf the discussion mbdal. particularly interaction.
i1) "The effect of different Qeating arrahgements on group ;
participation or peer inter#otion.
| o L
THE CONCLUDING STATEMENT

Oral language is a significant aspect of language arts programs.

Its use as a learning method, however,'néfg:Lot be limited to the b

isolated practice of the component parts of language (i.e., the skills
Of the flexible, fluent language user). Language is more than its
: ~

component parts., ‘It is also communication.

Language can’be understood exclusively as the communication of .

~ ideas. It is, however, dlearly more than ideational; it is also social.

Particularly in the oral mode the social function of language, the

structures used to maintain self identity and ihtegrity, to convey the

-

acceptance of another's ideas, to relate trust and empathy énd to® <o

1 .

. persuade #¥e as imporﬁant as the structures ysed to convey meaning’

in the total communication process.

2
¥

°
Oral language tasks such as reporting, puppetry, story tglling

»

and show and tell in the elementary school setting, -although developing

-

iSOIatedulanguage skills, do not insure practice and development of

the dynamic dialectical aspect of communication. The acquisition of,

this social dimension of language should.;gt be left to chance.

1

Wholistic, interactive, and integrative methods such as discussion can

.be utilized to develop in the learner a balance of ability and an

!
W
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understanding of both,dimensions. The dlscu551on method developed

i§~this_Study,‘allows:the léarner ¥ develop the skill of communlcaflng\

'iaeas'in a‘social coutext. :
S Rvtam

B . | |

Qf the'discussion methodf based on a clear‘conceptual;zation of the

‘nature and value of dlscu551on is crucial to insure the presence of .

However, not any discuSSion will aé., A careful structuring:

both aspects of language._ The conceptuallzatlon of . dlscu531on developed

. 1n thls study prov1des a model: that ls meant to 1nsure this 1ntegrat10n

It is a model of dlSCUSSth whlch takes as 1ts general objective the

’

' development of language for 1nterpersona1 communlcatlon.
The s1gn1f1cance of thls study lies in the spec1f1c framework

it prov1des educators.: It is a framework that is meant to aid educators

-

‘in the utlllzatlon of a loglcally con51stent and well grounded approach
K . /"-—’

{

to developlng chrldren s language,through discussion. a

s ‘
~.

127



l

BIBLIOGRAPHY

"~ 128



- BIBLIOGRAPHY

L

Apple, M.~ The hidden burriculum’and the nature of conflict. In Pinar,
W. (E4.) Curriculum theor1z1gg Berkeley, California: McCutchan Pub.
. Co., 1975, 95-120. ‘ \ '

JAusubél. D.” . In Cognitive" structure .and, the facxlltatlon of meanlngful
verbal‘learn;ng Anderson, R. and Ausubel, D. (Eds.) Readings in the
‘psychology of cognition. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1965,
103-115. o . : ‘ : . T

Ahsubql, D. Theories and problems of child deveiqgment. New York:
Grune and Stratton, 1958. 2nd edition 1970. e

ﬁefnstein, B. Class, .codes_and control. London: Routledge anaixagan
Paul, -1971. ' : " '

Bloom, B.S. Taxonomy of educational objectives: the classification of
educational goals by a committee of college and unlverSLty examlners
New York. Longmans, Green, 1956.

Britton, J.N. Language and learning. vLondon:‘.Allen Lane, The Penguin
Press, 1970. ' Co :

Britton, J.N. What's the use. Educational Review. 1971, gg,.No. 3,
‘ 205—219.

quwn R. and Bellugi, U. Three proceéses in the child's acquisition of
syntax. In Zmig, J. Fleming, J. and Popp, H. (Eds.), Language and
learning. New York: ' Harcourt, 1966, -3- 12.

’ ’ E . ; [
Bruner, J.  Toward a theory of instruction.: Cambrldge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press; 1966. o

Bruner, J. = Notes on a theory of instruction. " In Johnson,rP. (Ed.)
Learning: theoryﬁand;practlce ‘New York: Thomas T. Crowell Co.,
'1971, 339-362. o ~ : ﬁﬁ

~ Bruner, J. 'Beyond the information given. New York: ‘ij; Norton and
co., 1973. ‘ ‘ :

Bushman, J.H. Discussion skigagﬁ “let them wofk for you. _Language‘
Arts. 1976, 53, No. 6, 628- ’ .

: Cazden, C. Child language and educatlon New York:  Holt, Rinehart
' and Winston, 1972

129



-

Elementary langllage arts handbook.

Cronkhite, L. Mythology:

L

Its potential in the moral development of

children. Unpublished master's the§ii:;0niversity of Alberta: 1977

Dwofkiﬁ?’g.. Ethics. ' New York:

Frankena,yj.

Gibbs,

Interim_edition} 1973.

Emans, R. Readlng reasoning and reallty.

Harper and Row,

Alberta&

1968. . -

‘Department of Education.

Theory 1nto Practlce 1973,

12, No. 5, 300-306. .

Ennis, R.H. Logic in teaehing. Englewood Cliffe, N.J.:
11969. ) ’ ' '
, . 0 ”

Fraenkel, J.R.

‘ . How to teach about values.
Prentice Hall, 1977.

Ethics.

Furth, H.G. Piaget for teachers.

' Hall, 1970.

s

Gall, M. and Gall, J.
psychology of teaching methods. Chicago:
"N.S.S.E. Yea:bbokp 1975-76, 166-218.

J.C.
Harvard Educational Review,

1977, 47, No.

Glaser, E.M.

S L G
Englewood Cliffs, N.J.

Englewood Cliffs,

The discussion method.

Kohlberg's stages of horal‘judgment.

An egperiment in the developme

_ New York:

Guszak, F. Teachtrs'
.~ Perspectives in Reading:

Bureau of Publications, Columb

Englewood Cliffs, N.J.
" Prentice Hall, 1963.

’N.J.:_ Prentice

&

In Gage, N.‘(Ed.) The.

University of Chicago Press.

@ .

1, 43-59.

£ crltical thinking.
versity, 1941.

. Pl
23

questioﬁé and levels of comprehension in reading.
theg@Waluation of children's achievement.

Neward, N.J.

Halliday, M.A.K.

22, No. 1, 26-37.

Halliday, M.A.K.

International Readlng Assoc1at10n, 1967

Relevent models of language.

Exploratlons in the functions of language.

97-109.

Edward Arnold, 1973. -

¢ t

Lendon:

British Journal of

Heber, .M. The influence of languaga tralnlng.
Psxchologx 1977, 68, No. 1, 85-95.
Hennings, D.G..and Grant B.M. Content and craft.

N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1973.

oy

Isaacs, S.

Intellectual growth,ih\yQUng children.

Englewood Cliffs,

Books, 1966;

Kirschenbaum, H. . Value clarification.
Associates, 1977. '

La Jolla,. Célifornia:

New York: Schocken

Prentice Hall,

a constructlve crlthue

Eduéational Review, 1969,

‘University'

‘130

T



[

o

ir

Py

" of

/

- F

P

Kllebard, H. Persisterit currlculum issues in histroical perspective.
In Pinar, W. Curriculum theorizing. Berkeley, Ccalifornia: cCutchan,
1975, 20-39. ST |

[

¥Kohlberg, L. " The development of children' s orientations toward a moral
order 1. sequence in the development of moral thought. vita humana,,'
‘1963, 6, 11-33.

Kohlberg, L. Cognxtlve stages and preschool educatlon., Human Development,

1966, 9. 5-17.

‘Kohlberg, L. Stages of moral development as a ba51s for moral education..
In Beck, c. (E4.) Moral education. New York: Newman Press, 1971, 23-92.

Kohlberg, L. DeVelopment as the aim of educatlon- Harvard Educational

. Review, 1972, 42, 449-496.

Lewis, M. M. Language, thought and personalltx, ﬁondon:> George G.
Harrap and Co. Ltd., 1963. o :

>

'Llckona, T. How to encourage moral development. .Learning; March,‘l977.

Lnndsteen,LS. Children learn to communlcate. Englewood Cllffs, N. J..
“prentice Hall, 1976.

L3

Moffett,'J. *I, -you, it.' College Composition and Commnnication,v1965,
16, No. 5, 243—248. ” ‘ ‘ , E -

Moffett, J.‘ ‘A student centered 1anguage arts currlculum Boston:
Houghton leflln, 1968. » . '

Moffett, J. )Teachlng the universe of dlscourse. Boston: Houghton

Moore, W.E. Creative‘and critical thinking. Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
1967. : o SR ' ‘

organ, T. The art .of crltlcal thlnklgg_ Boston: Houghton Mifflin,ll965;

Peters,oR.S. Reason and habit: the paradox of moral educatlon. In
Niblett, W. (Ed.) Moral education in a changlng society. ~London:
'Faber"and Faber, 1963, 245-262.

. o . -
Peters R.S. Education as initiation. London: University of London
Instltute of Education, . 1964. : ’ ‘

Phillips, J.L.,‘Jr. The orlglns of 1ntellect. Piaget's theory. San
Frarnicisco:  W. H. Freeman, 1969.‘ : o B :

~‘pPflaum, S.w.h The development of language and readlng in the-young child..

Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill, 1974.

e



o o . B , o - 132
:/ N : ! " . B . N
Piaget, J. Moral Judgement ‘in the Chlld London:’ Routledge'and

. Kegan Paul 1932 ‘ '

Piaget, J. Judgement and'reasgg g jn the child Paterson, N.d.;

thtlef;eld, Adams anq‘Co., 1964

o Piaget,‘J. Slx psychologlcal s;pdles. New York: Vintage Books, 1967,

Program of studles for elementary schools. Alberta: ' Department of
"Educatlon, 1975. : ’ ;
. : v o
‘Raths, L., Harmin, M. and Slmon, S+ Values and teaching, Columbus,
Ohio:: Merrlll Books, 1966. ' o . ' :

Ratner C. The critical psychology of R.D. Laing. Telos, 1970, No. 5,
Sprlng, 98-114. -

Relgel K. F. The dialectics of human development American Psychologist,
1976, 31 No. 9, 689-700. e L : ' '

R

Rogers, C. - Toward a theory of creat1V1ty. In Anderson, H. (Ed )
.Creativity and its cultlvatlon., New York:- Harper and Row, 1959 69-82.

Russell, D.H. Children's thinking. Boston:, Ginn, 1956 ‘
Sapir, E. Language defined. In Anderson, W. "and Stageberg, N. (Eds.)
. Introductory ‘readings on language. New York: Holt, Rinehart and
Wlnston, 1962 : ' S

Schmuck R.A. and SChmuck P.A. Group processes din the: classroom.

Dubuque, Iowa~ William C. Brown, 1975.
o R . ,,/."‘/

Shaffer, L.‘ The critical path method. ‘Nekaork:' McGraw Hill 1965.

"Shaftel, G. and ‘Shaftel, F. Role playing for soclal values, decision-
making in the soc1al studles. Englewood Cllffs, N.J. Prentice Hall,
! 1967 : k ‘ P

Shurter, R. and Pierce, J. Critical thlnklng. its expression in argument.
New York: McGraw Hill Book Co., 1966. i ' v o :

Sigel, I. and Cocking, R. Cognltlve development from ChlldhOOd to
' adolescence. New York:v Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1977.

Smith, B., Goodman, K. » and Meredith, R. Language and thlnklng in the
- elementary school. . Neis York: ‘Holt, Rlnehart and Wlnston, 1970

‘Smith, J. Adventures.in communicatlong Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., .
1972, R - S DR



A'i‘,'i_:

133

Smith, J.XK." Values clerification and moral nonexﬁétenee, Journal of
Thought, 1977, January, 4-9. i ‘ ‘

stanford, G. and Roark, A. ' Human interaction in education. Boston:
Allyn and Bacon Inc., 1974. :

Taba, H. gCurriculuhrdevelopment: theory<and practice. - New York:
Harcourt, Brace and World, Inc., 1962.

Taba, H. Teachers handbook for elementary social studies.' Intrdductory‘
edition. Palo Alto: Addison Wesley, 1967. o g .

) . ’ u . \ ‘ . . . R . .

_ Taba, H. Teachers handbook for elementary social studies. Reading, Mass.:
Addison Wesley, 1971 C I C

Thomson, R. ‘The. psychology of thlnking, Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1959.

Thorn, E. Teaching .the language arts. ‘Toronto: Gage Educational
Publishing 'Limited, 1974. ' '

Tough, J. Focus on meaning. 'Lohdon~- George Allen and Unw1n, 1973.

™~

Tough, J. The language of young chlldreb Unpubllshed paper. vUn;versity
of Leeds Instltute of Education, 1973B. ' : .

Tough, J, iChildren's‘use,of'language; ’EducationalgReview, l974,~g§§ No. - 3.
- Tough, J. Listening to children talking. London: Wardlock eﬁd~Drake
Educational Associates, 1976, 14. ‘ - a '

Vinacke,kw} Concept formation in children of: school ages. Education{

," o o
uVygotsky, L.S. Thought and language. . Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press, = 7
1962.. (Orlglnal ediction, Moscow, 1934). a

Wilkinson, A. The foundatlons of language. London:' Oxford Uniﬁefsity
' Press,. 1971. ' ' :

World of Language. Genere; Editor: Muriel Crosby. Canadian ed., Toronto: . .
McGraw Hill, 1973, Book Y-Gr.2. ‘ ‘ :

- Wright, I. -Moral reasonlng and conduct of chlldren. An uhpublished
-doctoral dissertation.’ Un;vensxty of Alberta:’ 1975

-



APPENDIX I

EXAMPLES OF MORAL QUESTIONS FOR
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL .CHILDREN

134



t

APPENDIX I

Fred promised Alan to meet him after school to walk to hockey

'practice together. -On the way to meet Alan .Fred is offéred a ride to

the game with another friend. They.don't have time to tell Alan or pick
him up. If he takes the. ride he'll be on time, if he walks with Alan

‘he'll be late. What should Fred do?

‘ Marilyn progised\Jennifer to meet her at the bus stop, 2:00 p.m.,
Saturday. They were going to a show. On the way Marilyn sees a little

_boy crying because he is lost. Should Marilyn keep her promise to

Jennifer or miss the bus and the show to help the little boy?

You've promised your mother you'll clean your room after school.

vDuring school your teacher asks for volunteers to construct‘a six foot

rocket for the school play. You offer and are chosen. After school you
suddenly remember your first-promise. What should you do?

‘

Mrs. Black has two sons, John and Jake; dohn is good at every-

’ ,thing'hé does, Jake isn't very good at the things he has tried and does

not think very positively about his own talents. Mrs. Black wins a prize
of a year's piano 1e$sons. John is interested and shows talent, Jake
doesn't. Who should Mrs. Black give‘ﬁhe lessons to?
. o » F
/ ) 1
/

Suppose you are coach of a ﬁaseball-team that has to play a

~championship‘gamé. "All you can muster is four gloves. - But, as you know,

there are nine players on your team. Who should get the gloves?

You are a teacher and td decide what type of field trip to go on
you ask the children in your class. There are twenty children, eighteen
want to go to a circus, the other two want to go to the opening of a new

library that is putting on an art show and classical concert for school

-children. Who should the teacher listen ta in making her decision?
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