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ABSTRACT

EDUCATIONAL SAGA:
DOING PHILOSOPHY WITH CHILDREN IN ICELAND

By

Hreinn Palsson

What are the basic conditions for operation of communities of
inquiry? This question was fundamental to the research. The
research purpose was to document the presence, absence, or the
genesis of coomunities of inquiry among twelve year old students in
two classrooms in Iceland taught by two teachers with ten years of
experience in teaching. The research was conducted as participant
observation for a period of sixteen weeks in the fall of 1986.
Each group had 26 lessons on a philosophical novel by Lipman..
Documentation of observations was made in fieldnotes, recordings
and in transcripts. Researcher's participation included being a
teaching consultant, a coach, a model teacher, and a substitute
teacher.

Lessons were evaluated in terms of content, application of
philosophical discussions as a method of instruction, and the
teachers'’ perceptions, i.e. wvhether they were pleased or
disappointed with their lessons. The students’ reasoning improved
considerably as assessed through pre- and post-tests with the New
Jersey Test of Reasoning Skills.

Communities of inquiry were not found to be present in the
classrooms studied. In one of the classrooms such a community was
established and major interactional changes took place in that
classroom. Students accepted responsibilities for setting an

agenda to their lessons and they monitored their own procedures;



they questioned and reprimanded one another, they reminded the
teacher of who should really be holding the floor. Although on its
way, a community of inquiry was not established with the other
group, but that group showed more rapid growth in performance on
the reasoning test. The study indicates that students' reasoning
can be improved, for example by drill and practice, without the
community of inquiry being at work.

The teacher that succeeded in creating a community of inquiry
claimed having matured and that her everyday thinking was sharper
because of her participation in the project. To this the other
teacher agreed and both claimed having learned a lot through the

project.

'Lipman. M. (1982). Harry Stottlemeier's Discovery. New Jersey:
First
Mountain Foundation.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

Thinking is in, riding as it has come to on the latest educational
bandwagon. Even those who claim that thinking has always been in now
recognize that we have begun to overcome the fragmented understanding of
the thinking process that limited its teaching. Among others, Glaser is
optimistic about the increasing likelihood "that we can move to a new
level of application” (1984, p. 102) in teaching of thinking.

The trend has escalated to such an extent that people who work at the
pre-college level who want to intellectually empower their students are
faced with the dilemma of choosing between several programs that have
been specially designed for this purpose, e.g. Cort (Cognitive Research
Trust) developed by deBono, SOI (Structure of the Intellect) developed by
Meeker, Instrumental Enrichment developed by Feuerstein, Philosophy for
Children developed by Lipman; Chicago Mastery Learning Reading Program
developed by Jones, Strategic Reasoning developed by Glade. In a
thorough reviewv of three programs, Sternberg endorsed one of them in
particular: "No program I am aware of is more likely to teach durable

and transferable thinking skills than Philosophy for Children (1984, p.

44). As I have studied and taught the Philosophy for Children program I
chose to focus on it in this dissertation.

Even if the present emphasis on thinking is just the latest fad for
professional educators, philosophers have taken an interest in the issue
for over 2500 years. The question of how thinking and talking relate is
a classical question among philosophers. Of course they have not been
able to reach a final conclusion, but few, if any, would claim that

1



thinking and talking are unrelated. Thinking is not only related to

talking but also to knowledge.

Philosophers value good thinking, but they don’'t agree on vhat exactly
it is that makes or characteriszes a good thinker. In general they see
good thinking as something that can be taught or fostered, the bdbasic
disagreement is on whether it must be dome within the disciplines (Ryle
1968: McPeck, 1981), vhether we can teach good thinking across the
disciplines (Snook, 1974) or whether wve need both (Passmore, 1972). In
other words, philosophers disagree on how, wvhen, and vhere good thinking
should be taught as wvell as on the nature of good thinking. BSo despite
their interest in thinking, philosophers are not of much help vhen it
comes to classrooa practice or actual interactions with children. Their
professional interests are primarily in conceptual analysis without
relating the results or their implications concretely to classrooms.

Benjamin and Echeverria (in press) point out that conventional teaching
rests on a traditional conception of knowledge, dating back to Descartes,
vhere the spectator's mind is supposed to mirror nature as it "Really” is
(cf. Rorty, 1979). The person that acquires knowledge, the learner, is
on this viev a passive receiver of the knowledge he or she is to acquire.
Benjamin and Echeverria remind us, furthermore, that the arrangeament of
having students learn in groups does not mean that they learn as a group.
Teaching students as individuals in groups rest on the same traditional
conception vhere thinking and knowledge acquisition are ultimately
considered to be a personal affair.

Supporting their argument with references to Xuhn (1962), Rorty (1979,
1982), and Bernstein (1983) Benjamin and Echeverria (in press) maintain,
that a different conception of knowledge needs to be taken into account

in teaching. A conception that sees knowledge and thinking as being
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essentially social and inescapably linguistic in nature as we cannot get
outside of language to get to kmow the world. Dialogue resting on mutual
trust and respect in a classroom community of inquiry would be at the
center of such teaching, they claim.

Benjamin and Echeverria are inspired by Lipman's Philosophy for
Children program, who first tried his approach to the teaching of
thinking via a community of inquiry with children when he wvas a
philosopher at Columbia University. His trials led to the foundation of
the Institute for the Advancement of Philosophy for Children at Montclair
State College, New Jersey.

The differences between Lipman and mainstream philosophers are
important and some of them will now be highlighted. First, Lipman agrees
that formal and informal logic, skills and dispositions are important
components of good thinking (1984, Mars, personal conversation; cf. also
1985b). He is not willing, however, to rank them in hierarchical order
and he denies that they are all important. His difference lies in giving
those components in his curricula equal status.

Second, for Lipman practice comes before theory. For example, he did
not publish anything on the possibilities or the justification of
teaching philosophy, thinking, or reasoning to children until after he
had himself tried it out using his own materials. Philosophers usually
have a more distant perspective on the classroom.

Third, both philosophers in general and philosophers of education in
particular usually do not design curricula. 8nook, for example, stated
simply that: "the task of devising a curriculum is one which is beyond
the scope of a philosopher of education” (1974, p. 146, see also p. 161).
During the past 18 years Lipman has devoted much of his energy to

designing and writing curricula.
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Fourth, Lipman assumes that it is as much of a responsibility for
professional philosophers to work with young children (K-12th grade) as
it is to work with college students. He points out that philosophy has
been conceived of as putting the final touch on the educational process.
To change this, and "to enter the elementary school, philosophy has not
had to change itself so much as its image of itself" (1985b, p. 20).
However, it is Lipman, not philosophy, that has created this different
image of the responsibility of his discipline.

Thus, according to Lipman, philosophy does not have to lose its
integrity as a discipline wvhen done with children; the ideas, the logic,
the method or the dialogue remain the same (1985b, p. 20). This should
be of some comfort to those that claim that thinking can only be taught
vithin the disciplines (McPeck, 1981; Ryle 1968). But Lipman also claims
that students’' work in philosophy carries over in a positive manner to
other disciplines, i.e., thinking in philosophy is a preparation for
thinking in other disciplines (cf. 1985b, p. 21, see also Appendix B in
Lipman, Sharp & Oscanyan, 1980, and Lipman 1985c, p. 101). In short, if
the aim of education is to promote children’s thinking, then

knowledge acquisition and subject-specific problem solving
readily assume a subsidiary status; they remain valuable
functions but are no longer the focus of learning. Philosophy
must be taught as a subject in its own right, rather than
ignored or taught only as a subcomponent of other academic
knovledge acquisition and problem-solving activities (Lipman,
1985¢, pp. 100-1).

Lipman's argument is twofold: on the one hand it is claimed that
philosophy prepares thev;round for thinking in other disciplines. On the
other hand, philosophy deserves no subsidiary status and deserves to be
taught to children as a subject in its own right.

Finally, Lipman has mapped out the skills that his program fosters

(1985c, pp. 88-96). He claims that this is more of a postscript to the
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program so far than a prescription for classroom practice. He also
admits that there is a certain arbitrariness to his list as there is with

any list of cognitive skills that are said to be promoted (p. 87).

THE PHILOSOPHY FOR CHILDREN PROGRAM
Novels and Literature

8ince the novel Harry Stottlemeier’'s Discovery was first published in

1974, Lipman has written five other novels constituting the Philosophy

for Children program: Lisa (1976/1985), Suki (1978), Mark (1980), Pixie
(1981), and Kio and Gus (1982), intended for use in K-12th grade. Each

novel is accompanied by an extensive manual. The manuals’ names are
descriptive of the program, but they are, in the same sequence as above:
Philosophical Inquiry (1975/1979/1984, with Sharp and Oscanyan), Ethical
Inquiry (1977, with Oscanyan and Sharp; 1985, with Sharp), Writing: How

and Why (1980b, with Sharp), Social Inquiry (1980a, with Sharp), Looking

for Meaning (1982, with Sharp), and Wondering at the World (1986, with Sharp).

Each novel avoids traditional philosophical terminology. Perplexities
within students’' own exﬁeriences are emphasized instead. Readers of the
novels are provided with alternative examples of how dirrerenﬁ
participants reflect on their experiences and how they make sense out of
it. The characters have many different styles of thinking with no one
style portrayed as the correct one.

Lipman and Sharp (1978, p. 568) argue that "only literature has shown
the delicacy and flexibility needed to penetrate and communicate the
many-layered multiplicity of human relationships.” Consequently they
argue that the novel is of central importance in bringing philosophy to
children as well as in motivating them and in giving context to the ideas

under scrutiny.



Instructional Features
A Philosophy for Children lesson often begins when the classmembers

form a circle and read aloud, by taking turns or by role-reading, a
chapter or a piece from one of the novels. After the reading, the
teacher usually opens the discussion by asking the class whether any idea
interested them, or whether there is something else in the chapter that
they would like to talk about. Thus, a philosophy lesson starts with the
children’s own experience in a twofold sense: <first, the novels are
written for children about children at a similar age. Second, the
teacher elicits the discussion agenda from the children; there are no
detailed lesson plans to be followed step-by-step. Lipman et al. (1980),
while admitting that the effects of the program are not precisely known,
claim that "learning to think philosophically takes place primarily in
the process of interpersonal discussion, and the reflection that follows
such a discussion” (p. 65). But the discussion also brings other
advantages:

in particular, it promotes children's avareness of one

another's personalities, interests, values, beliefs, and

biases. This increased sensitivity is one of the most

valuable by-products of classroom communication. Unless

children have some insight into the nature of the individuals

with wvhom they share their lives, they are not likely to make

sound judgments regarding theam (p. 65).
Vhat is at stake here is cooperation which requires listening as well as
sglf-corrective communication. After the discussion opens, the class

becomes engaged in a student-to-student dialogue with the teacher guiding

students’' inquiries and participating as one of the class.



The Teacher's Role

"Teachers who can model an endless quest for meaning...are the most
important ingredient in the philosophy for children program” (Lipman et
al. 1980, p. 84). Such teachers have partly to improvise their
activities as they direct discussions along philosophical lines by the
questioning technique employed, and by bringing up exercises and
discussion plans from the manuals vhere they are appropriate. The
discussion plans and exercises are of such nature that they
operationalize concepts presented in the novels and help students
understand wvhat the ideas mean and how they work. The teacher does not
bring up exercises if they do not relate to what the students want to
discuss. In other words, the reading in the beginning of the lesson and
the ideas presented serve as a springboard for discussions of things that
matter to students. However, if the students do not catch on, the
teacher has to elicit themes through questioning or, at last resort,
simply point them out as a member of the classroom community. But by no
means is the teacher's role to import answers into the classroom.

Addressing the teacher directly, Lipman et al. (1980, p. 90) explicitly

state: "It is not your role to dictate to children what their
philosophies of life should be." In the same place they advise the
teacher to take cues from the novels wvhere children struggle to
understand as wvell as to learn from experience.

Although a variety of topics are discussed in a Philosophy for Children
classroom, it is not the case that these topics can be discussed in
simply any form. It requires both knowledge and skill on the part of the
teacher to keep the discussion integrated with the students’ ideas and
the ideas in the novel. Although the following questions are simple, it

takes great skill on the teacher's behalf to use them on appropriate



occasions in the dialogue.

Vhat reasons do you have for saying that?

Vhy do you agree (or disagree) on that point?

How are you using the term you just used?

What do you mean by that expression?

Could you clarify that remark?

(Lipman, et al. 1980, p. 112).
Apart from this "philosophical®™ 1ist, the program also calls for
questions that are directed at communicative interactions, such as: Did
all of you hear what was just being said? Can somebody repeat what was
Just said? Questions of this kind are asked to increase the student-to-

student interactions as well as to foster listening skills.

Children

In the Philosophy for Children program children are seen as being
intellectually lively and as having a natural curiosity for philosophical
ideas such as friendship, truth, beauty, and fairness. It is often said
that philosophy and childhood both begin in wonder. This does not mean
that the philosophical questions of children are "childish." On the
contrary, philosophers and children can be of great help to one another
if their relationship is cultivated on mutual grounds (cf. Matthews,
1980; Pritchard, 1985). Children offer deep philosophical insights but
they do need help with making sense out of their everyday puzzles and
wvondering. Philosophy is useless for this task if it is reduced to a
mere memorization of "who, wvhat, when." "It takes on significance only
vhen children begin to manifest the capacity to think for themselves and
to figure out their own answers about life’s important issues" (Lipman et
al. 1980, p. 85). Sense is certainly not made by simply telling or
describing to children how things are; the problem is not that children

do not believe what they are told but that often what they are told has



no meaning to them.
Children do not question the truth of much of what they are
told, but they do contend that it is often meaningless to
them. It is unlikely that an educational process can work if
it fails to take this craving for meaning into account
(Lipman, 1985, p. 100; see also Lipman, Sharp, & Oscanyan,
1980, ch. 2).

Review of Research

Several studies have been done to assess the educational significance
of Philosophy for Children. They have centered on the impact of Harry
Stottlemeier's Discovery since that novel was the first one to be written
in the program and is still a central part of it. These studies vary
greatly in scope and effort.

The first study was done by Lipman and Bierman in 1970, (reported by
Lipman in Metaphilosophy, 1976). The study involved 40 5th graders who
were assigned randomly to two groups. Lipman taught Harry to the
experimental group and the control group was assigned to a social science
project. In his teaching "there was no homework, no grades, no written
classwork - it vas all discussion" (Lipman 1976, p. 33). After nine
weeks the experimental group had gained 27 months in mental age compared
to the control group and as measured by the California Test of Mental
Maturity (p<.01). This study wvas replicated by Cummings (1980) and again
with significant (p<.05) gain on the California Test of Mental Maturity.
However, the studies were done on different grounds. For example,
although not having any experience in teaching children Lipman was a
professional philosopher with fifteen years of teaching experience at the
college level. Also, after analysis a graduate assistant lost all the )
data collected for the Lipman/Bierman study. Cummings's teaching was, on

the other hand, 50% paper-pencil exercises some of which she designed

herself, 40% discussion and 10% lecture (1980, p. 90). The retreat into
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sheetwork was partly because of serious discipline problems that she ran
into "from the very first day"” (1980, p, 91).

Simmon (1979) found Harry to be effective in working with emotionally
handicapped students (n=5). Higa (1980) did a study in Hawaii involving
tvelve elementary school classes. Positive impact on reasoning skills
wvere reported but there was no control group involved in the study.
Karras (1980) did a study involving six hundred 5th and 6th graders and
found significant improvements in reasoning. Yeazill (1981) found
significant gains (p<.01) in 6th graders’ reading comprehension in using
Harry as contrasted with students that did not use Harry. Burnes (1981)
also reported significant improvement in reading comprehension as well as
in reasoning. Reed and Henderson (1981) used two 4th grade classrooms as
experimental groups, and two as control. They reported significant gains
(p<.001) in reasoning for the Harry group. Weinstein and Martin (1982)
also reported improvement in reasoning skills for students that used
Harry. Cinquino (1981) used Harry with academically talented 5th graders
with positive results.

Three more extensive studies stand out among the research that has been
done on Philosophy for Children. The first major study was done in 1975
in the Newark, New Jersey public schools and directed and designed by
Hope Haas of the Institute for Cognitive Studies at Rutgers University
(see Appendix B in Lipman, Sharp & Oscanyan, 1980). Four hundred 5th and
6th graders in sixteen different classrooms, in two control schools and
tvo experimental ones, were involved in the study. Over ten months the
experimental students gained eight months on the Metropolitan Achievement
Test (MAT) in contrast to a five month gain of the control students.

A second study was designed and carried out by Virgina Shipman (1978)

at the Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey. This study
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wvas more extensive and took two years (1976-78) at Pompton Lakes and
Newark, New Jersey. In brief, in Newark the conclusions gave indication
of a carry over effect from philosophy to other disciplines; in
mathematics the experimental gain was 36% larger than control and in
reading the experimental gain was 66% larger than control (significance
at .0001 and measured by MAT). The Pompton Lakes groups did not show
such drastic improvements; this was explained by the Educational Testing
Service as being due "to the overflow of program effects into the control
group, causing the latter's performance to improve along with that of the
experimental group” (Lipman, Sharp, & Oscanyan, 1980, p. 225). It was
during the first year of this study that Shipman developed a criterion-
referenced formal reasoning test known as Q-3 and designed to assess
improvements in students’ thinking. Later Q-3 became Q-4 and finally it
was copyrighted in 1983 as the New Jersey Test of Reasoning Skills (for
more details, see Morante and Ulesky, 1984).
Folloving the Newark/Pompton Lakes' study

the Philosophy for Children program received Title IV-C

validation in New Jersey. After a 2-day review of the data by

a team of out-of-state educators, the program was given 124 of

a possible 126 points for effectiveness and 45 of a possible

45 points for exportability (1985b, p. 105).
Lipman and Gazzard (1986, p. 82) report that "in 1986, the U.S.
Department of Education's Joint Dissemination Review Panel identified
Philosophy for Children as a meritorious educational program and granted
it °'national validation'."

The third and most extensive evaluation was done in New Jersey and

Pennsylvania in 1980-81 and involved over three thousand students.
Again, Shipman designed and evaluated the experiments using the Q-4 test.
In New Jersey Shipman found the experimental group's gain of 5.23 to be

80% greater than the 2.91 gain of the control group. Of 32 classrooas
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that received philosophy in Pennsylvania 29 showed significant (p<.05)
improvement, 19 of which where significant at the .005 level. For the
remaining three classrooms the improvements ranged between .06 and .10

(Shipman, 1982).

Needed Research

Despite favorable evaluations, such as Sternberg's (p. 1), detailed
descriptive and scholarly case studies of how the Philosophy for Children
program vorks in ordinary classrooms are not available. The more
substantive studies on the program in general, have been arranged in such

a way that working with Harry Stottlemeier's Discovery (Lipman, 1974) has

constituted an independent variable, while academic achievement, however
measured, has been used as the dependent variable. This has led to
interesting conclusions, but the investigators have not reported in
details what (except using Harry as a "treatment,") happened in these
classrooms. In other words, research has been focused on reasoning as
measured by tests; such assessment rest ultimately on each individual's
isolated performance, rather than on Efigfin; in a classroom community.
Consequently, it is questionable whetﬁer communities of inquiry were at
work in the studies that have been conducted on the program thus far.
Originators of the Philosophy for Children program claim that not only
does the program improve students’ reasoning skills, but also that
classmates will increase their respect for one another as well as for
themselves in a philosophical community of inquiry (Sharp, 1986). This
is supposed to take place within a specific classroom context or within a
classroom frame of reference, in which teaching and/or learning

activities can be understood, just as books provide the context for

sentences to be understood.
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One of the characteristics of a Philosophy for Children classroom is to

deal openly with the question: "Who are we and wvhat are we doing now?" !

i

The first part is dealt with by asking questions that have to do with
personal identity, such as: 'Hygt”pq!gg‘you‘yog? Is it your name? Is it
your clothes? Is it your thoughts?” The second part is dealt with by
asking questions such as: 'Yzfﬁ_gakeq you say that? How dg you quw?

What do you mean by thgﬁ?' (see Lipman et al. 1979/1984 p. ii, 10, 35

——

and 1980 ch. 7). Thus the Philosophy for Children program attempts to

create a context for open inquiry where the context itself does not

I PR

escape scrutiny. Thinking is seen to be interwoven and inspired by the &

context at hand. This happens to be in line with Rogoff (1982, p. 149),

i

R

vho defines\cgcgs; ‘a "a web of relations interwoven to form the fabric
of meaning. People create and are part of context (and vice versa),
rather than being separate entities influenced by contexts."

This community of inquiry, assumed and frequently described in
literature on the Philosophy for Children program, is portrayéd as an
important component of the program as indicated by the following:

Vhen children are encouraged to think philosophically, the
classroom is converted into a community of inquiry. 8Such a

community is committed to the procedures of inquiry, to
responsible search techniques that presuppose an openness to

evidence and to reason. It is assumed that these procednre

of the comnunitz, when internalized, become the reflected
habits of the individual (1980, p. 45, emphasis added).

Interestingly none of the studies nor the New Jersey Test of Reasoning
Skills have been designed to investigate that phenomenon of the community
of inquiry. I want to explore the ways that ordinary K-12 teachers
create communities of inquiry when working with Philosophy for Children.

(Also, I want to understand how individuals in such a.connunity
{ internalige and reflect habits.

My interests do come in line with what Lipman sees as needed, but after
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looking at the evaluation data on his program he stated:

additional evaluation data on three facets of the program
would be of great value. It would be desirable to look more
closely at the kinds of attitudional changes that may occur as
a result in participation in the program. More attention also
needs to be paid to obtaining in-depth assessment of
children's thinking processes, as opposed to merely assessing
thinking outcomes. Finally, a great deal of attention needs
to be devoted to determining which pedagogical techniques
successfully elicit cognitively meaningful dialogue, as
contrasted with mere verbalization (1985¢c, p. 106).

Vhat I want to know cannot be addressed without carefully considering

attitudional changes, thinking processes, and pedagogical techniques.

COMMUNITY OF INQUIRY

The notion of community of inquiry is of central importance to the
study and now we will step back to its theoretical underpinnings by
surveying C.S. Peirce, J. Dewvey and G.H. Mead among others. The purpose
being to get clearer on vhat kind of inquiry and reflective thinking it

is that Philosophy for Children aims to enforce.

Inquiry

According to Peirce, (The Fixation of Belief, 1877), believing is a
state of feeling which indicates that a habit, wvhich shapes our actions
and guides our desires in the concerning domain, has been acquired. As
such, belief is a satisfactory and a calm state we all strive for.
Doubt, on the other hand, is a dissatisfied and an uneasy state wvhich we
struggle to free ourselves from as we vant to enjoy the peace of
believing. For Peirce the "struggle" from doubt to belief is "inquiry.”

In Hov To Make Our Ideas Clear, Peirce (1878) enumerated three

characteristics of a belief: We are aware of it; it appeases irritation

of doubt; and it leads to formation of habits which is the essence of
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belief. As a habit belief is thought at rest, which can be set in motion
by doudt, which in turn can be calmed by belief. Perhaps a threefold
simile will make the point more clear: Belief is like a boat in a harbor;
doubt is like getting ready or finding an opportunity to take the boat
out of the harbor; inquiry is like the act of sai;in; vhich comes to rest
when harbor is reached again. B

Peirce (1877) described four methods by which we form opinions and thus
our thoughts and beliefs are stabilized permanently or for the moment.
First is the method of tenacity where the practitioners are convinced of
their beliefs by constantly repeating them to themselves without being
open to different views; they never take their boats out of the harbdor.
This method gives peace of mind, but it is anti-social in character as it
rests with "your” or "my” beliefs but not with "our" beliefs. Becond
comes the method of authority which has traditionally been used by
various institutions to give and teach correct beliefs to people as well
as to prevent them from inquiring into "incorrect" opinions; the subjects
travel by big liners in a state of relaxation while the crev takes care
of the sailing. Although this method leads to intellectual impotency of
the passengers it gives social stability and unity. The third method,
the a priori method, is deductive in character. This method rests on our
natural inclinations to hold opinions that we find "agreeable to reason"
regardless of whether they contradict facts of the matter; instead of
actually sailing the sailor takes a glass of rum and studies the maps and
daydreams a complete tour on the boat. According to Peirce this method
has been favored by metaphysicians in building their "systems."™ Although
being superior in theory the failure of this method in pracfice has been
most evident of all the three methods: inquiry has turned into something

like a development of taste according to the latest fashion.
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A fourth method, the method of science, needs to be established
according to Peirce. This method is to provide an external and a stable
basis for our beliefs and would thus allow for correct distinctions
between right and wrong opinions. If such a scientific inquiry is pushed
far enough it yields to the same conclusions for all practitioners; the
core of the matter does not rest with short-time consequences or with
private feelings or purposes, but with the method itself. The first
three methods are all delusive in character, only the method of science
reveals the nature of things as they really are; science is supposedly to
function as an automatic pilot which constantly corrects the course of
the boat.

Peirce can be criticized for a naive belief in the unlimited powers of
the method of science which he pictured (1877) as the right bride for man
which he should choose and stand by through good and bad times. Ve do
not need to condemn the other brides, the methods of tenacity, authority
and the one of a priori nature, as respect to them leads only to a deeper
honor of the superior bride, Peirce maintained.

Sknilason (1985) accepts Peirce's analysis, but argues that it is not a
matter of choice to select one correct method, the method of science, and
simply respect but repudiate the other methods. The other three methods
also have their procedures of distinguishing between right and wrong and
they all refer to external facts, Sknilason maintains. Implicitly
Skilason claims that Peirce's "scientific method" should be replaced by
wvhat he calls "the principle of oritical thinking" which he takes from
011fford'-. Bthics of Belief: "It is wrong, everyvhere and for anyone, to

believe anything upon insufficient evidence."

.Hillian Kingdon Clifford (1845-1879). English mathematician and
philosopher.
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Skilason claims that the principle of critical thinking can never be
applied in isolation from Peirce's first three methods, but has to be
used in combination with them as the three methods are indeed applied in
all possible fields of inquiry.

The reader may already have objected, most likely on two grounds: (1)
Peirce was right in stressing that we have to choose and stand by the
method of science. (2) Skilason's reading of the maps is inaccurate in
claiming that the first three methods are applied by scientists in all
fields. Both objections can be met by referring to Kuhn's (1962)
analysis which shows that.the boat of science cannot just be sailed on
automatic pilot as the waters of "normal sciences" become roaring high
when anomalies increase within scientific communities. In such
circumstances scientists have to choose between competing theories and
there is no method available that would lead each scientist to the same
decision (cf. 1970, pp. 199-200). But while fashionable, "normal"®
opinions (i.e. thought at rest or accepted habits) are of no less
importance to scientists than to teen-agers and Kuhn's analysis gives an
authoritative status to normal science. The opportunity for a scientific
revolution to occur may come with new or unexpected cases that cannot be
accounted for according to normal science. But if scientists think
oritically in a community of inquiry it should help them to accept the
existence of anomalies within their fields and ease for their self-
correction when facing new or unexpected circumstances.

In the spirit of Kuhn we can also turn to the scientists themselves to
reject the two objections above. In an article by Malcolm W. Browne in
The New York Times (February 11, 1986) we can see that scientists do
indeed use the methods described by Peirce when it comes to settling

opinions on the nature of reality. The scene is a debate that occurred
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at a meeting where:

several hundred physicists and natural philosophers from
around the world found themselves in agreement that quantum
theory is a proven cornerstone of modern science and
technology. But disturbing philosophical questions raised by
quantum theory about the nature of reality remain unresolved,
and debates at the meeting...were sometimes heated.

Among the issues in this debate is the very essence of existence: "In
the ordinary world," reports Browne, "...existence is a definite state;
an object either exists or it does not exist, one or the other. But
quantum theory provides that something can both exist and not exist,
simultaneously.” The content of the debate is of no further interest
here, but only an analysis of the meeting by one of the participants, Dr.
N. David Mermin of Cornell University, as reported by Browne:

In Dr. Mermin's view...physicists fall into three categories.
The first, a minority, is jroubled by the philosophigal
implications of the E.P.R. paper and Bell's theorem . The
second group is not troubled by such issues, Dr. Mermin says,
because its members have devised explanations 'that tend
either to miss the point entirely or to contain physical
assertions that can be shown to be false.’ The last group is
not troubled by the philosophical problems of quantum theory,
but members refuse to say why they are not troubled. 'Their
position is unassailable,’' Dr. Mermin adds.

Mermin's description fits right in with Peirce’'s analysis: Members of
the first group seem to have worked primarily by the a priori method, but
doubt has avakened in their minds as they admit the anomalies of the
accepted theory. Members of the second group work in the tradition of

authority which they will defend at whatever cost, the "correct" theory

.A full reference is missing from the Browne article but they are:
Einstein, A., Podolsky and Rosen (1955): Can Quantum-Mechanical
Description of Physical Reality Be Considered Complete? Physical Review,
47. "E.P.R." refers to the initials of the authors. Bell's theorem wvas
presented in Bell. J.S. (1964): On the Einstein Podolsky Rosen Paradox.
Physics, pp. 195-200.

I'm indebted to Ann M. Sharp of the Institute for the Advancement of
Philosophy for Children for mailing me the Browne article without me
asking for it.
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must be held onto! The third group applies the method of tenacity, it
nust give them peace of mind although inviting problems in interactionms
with the scientific community.

Having drawn the description above of different methods of settling
opinions with reference to physics, a similar picture could surely be
drawn of education. Just as "normal science" has an authoritative status
within the scientific enterprise so has schooling within education, even
to the degree that education is identified with schooling. But it is
hard to imagine schools serving any society without authoritatively
passing "correct” beliefs to the young ones, both openly and in the
hidden curriculum. The problem is not to run schools without authority
but how to leave room for correction and improvements as any democratic

society should demand.

Reflective Thinking

Dewvey (1916) admitted the value of passing the cultural heritage
between generations through schooling but he argued for education that
would constantly reconstruct or reorganize experience, including
"correct” beliefs. Dewey's educational stance was that of reflective or
oritical thinking because "he claimed,” according to Bernstein (1967),
"that all philosophy can be conceived of as the philosophy of education"
(pp. 583-384).

Barlier it was suggested that Peirce’s "method of science” should be
replaced by critical thinking. Siknilason would suggest using “"critical
thinking" in place of "scientific"” in the quote below, but I think
Peirce, Dewvey and Skiilason can be brought together by substituting

*reflective thinking” for "scientific"” in this quote:
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The scientific attitude may almost be defined as that which
is capable of enjoying the doubtful; scientific method is, in
one aspect, a technique for making a productive use of doubt
by converting it into operations of definite inquiry. No one
gets far intellectually who does not 'love to think,’' and no
one loves to think who does not have an interest in problems
as such (Dewey, 1929, p. 228, emphasis added).

Dewey's scientific method, or reflective thinking, was not meant to
serve an elite of scientists but all circles of intellectually active
people. The method is of particular importance when it comes to teaching
and nov I suggest the reading "reflective" instead of "intellectual."”

Only a teacher thoroughly trained in the higher levels of
intellectual method and who thus has constantly in his own
mind a sense of what adequate and genuine intellectual
activity means, will be likely, in deed, not in mere word, to
respect the mental integrity and force of children (1965/1904
p. 161, emphasis added).

Dewey studied with Peirce at Johns Hopkins University and there is no
doubt that his theory of inquiry was inspired by Peirce’s. Bernstein
(1967) enumerates three stages in Devey's version of the theory. The
first stage is one of "felt difficulty” which includes doubt and
formulation of what it is that requires resolution. Various hypotheses
or suggestions to solve the problem are introduced at the second stage.
This may include hypothetical-deductive reasoning to refine the
hypotheses and to draw out logical consequences. The last stage is one
of experimental testing which seeks to disconfirm or confirm the proposed
hypothesis.

The theory of inquiry just described is of much interest here as the
very first Leading Idea in the manual Philosophical Inquiry (Lipman,
Sharp, & Oscanyan, 1984) is labeled: The process of inquiry. The
outlined steps in the process of inquiry are eight in number and the main

character, Harry, goes through them all in chapter one of Harry

Stottlemeier's Discovery. The relations to Peirce and Dewey are evident.
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Bernstein (1967) points out that this pattern of inquiry refers both to
"common-sense inquiry” and "scientific inquiry” and he brings out four
central features of Dewey's logic: First, although the pattern is a
general one for all inquiry it can still vary with different inquiries
and different subjects. Second, different inquiries are interconnected.
Other inquiries may provide evidences, rules and procedures, and each one
can be further refined. "Third, all inquiry presupposes a social or
public context that is the medium for funding the warranted conclusions
and norms for further inquiry...." Dewey is thus, according to Berastein,
in agreement with Peirce in emphasizing the importance of community of
inquirers. "Inquiry both requires such a community and helps to further
the development of this community” (p. 383). Fourth, inquiry is self-
corrective in character.

To conduct a specific inquiry, some knowledge claims, norms
and rules must be taken as fixed, but no knowledge claim,
norm, or rule is absolutely fixed: it may be criticized,
revised, or abandoned in light of subsequent inquiry and
experience (Bernstein, 1967, p. 383).

These features are of particular interest as they seem to relate easily
to classrooms. I say "seem" because Dewey was not clear on by what means
the process of inquiry should be carried out in the classroom, except
that teachers, environment and common experience played a major role. It
is ironical indeed, that Dewey overlooked the role philosophy can play in
education, but not only as philosophy of education. Reflective thinking
is a necessary component of schoolwork which is not simply learning but
also education and no discipline is as closely related to reflective
thinking as philosophy is. However, Dewey must be credited for realizing
that improvement of education comes down to "changing the conception of
vhat constitutes education" (1965/1904, p. 171). "Vhat is needed is the

habit of viewing the entire curriculum as a continuous growth, reflecting
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the growth of mind itself” (1965/1904 p. 165). But for him:

Mind is not a name for something complete by itself; it is a
name for a course of action in so far as that it is
intelligently directed; in so far, that is to say, as aims,
ends, enter into it, with selection of means to further the
the attainment of aims (Dewey, 1916, p. 155).

The Social Development of Self

Speaking of Peirce, Dewey and "mind," George H. Mead should come next
to mind. Mind is essentially a social phenomenon for Mead. It arises
and develops through a process of social internalization as individuals
take the attitudes of others towards themselves as well as towards the
issues that are reflected on (cf. 1972/1934 p. 192 for example). This
process is not a question of mechanics as individuals react in
unpredictable ways to social stimuli but the quality of their response
rests with their reflective thinking. According to this analysis two
main options are seen for the betterment of human practice: (1) The
social environment can be improved and in turn that affects the
individual. (2) Reflexivity, the platform for individual action that in
turn changes the community, can be improved.

Mind in a community is a self-conscious self and it has two phases
according to Mead: The "I” and the "me.” The "I" is a source of
spontaneity which allows individuals to react and change the community
they belong to. The "I" is neither predictable nor present to us until
we act and without it there would be neither creativity nor inquiries.
The "me" is the constant part of the self; it is imported, in a sense,
from fellov human beings in the process of viewing things from the
perspective of the "generalized other." (It may help the reader to think

’

of the "I" as the subjective part of the self and to think of the "me" as

the objective part.)
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A quote from Mead will bring the issue to sharper focus:

Ve speak of a person as a conventional individual; his ideas
are exactly the same as those of his neighbors; he is hardly
more than a "me" under the circumstances....Over against that
there is the person who has a definite personality, who
replies to the organized attitude in a way which makes a
significant difference. With such a person it is the "I"
that is the more important phase of the experience (1972/1934
pP. 200).

The conventional individual is the one who has lost his ability to
reflect, the opinions of such a person are most likely a matter of
fashion or traceable to authorities.

Assuming that the authors just surveyed have a point, the question
gstill remains: How can we practice reflective thinking in classrooms to
prevent compulsory schooling from "producing” conventional individuals?
Is the heart of the matter that by its nature school-learning serves the
"me"” and neither school-teachers nor anyone else are able to educate the
*I" as no one can teach reflective thinking to another person? (Cf. Ryle,
1969) In this context it is necessary to note that schools and school-
learning have no other nature than the one we give to it, and if it is
the case that the "I" is ignored in schools we have all the needed
resources to correct the course. Also, even if reflective thinking
cannot be taught in itself, just like art cannot be taught in itself,
teachers can still teach pupils to teach themselves. But this is taking
the issue to extremes, it would be unfortunate to overlook that there is
a craft element to all art and to all thinking, which can be taught with
patience and rigor through modeling and coaching.

Perhaps some people cannot help reflecting at times but reflective

thinking can be be practiced with all speakers through a disciplined use

of their language. '
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Language being essentially in its nature thinking with the
child is rendered concrete by taking on the form of
conversation....This can take place only when the thought has
reference to a real problem in the experience of the child
(Mead, 1979/1910 p. 25).

Lipman meets this requirement in a twofold sense, as already has been
indicated: The novels are about characters at a similar age as the target
readers and the students are themselves invited to suggest points for
discussion. But Mead also argues in the spirit of Dewey that:

Instruction should be an interchange of experience in which
the child brings his experience to be interpreted by the
experience of the parent or teacher. This recognizes that
education is interchange of ideas, is conversation - belongs
to a universe of discourse (Mead, 1979/1910 p. 25).

"Conversation” should not be taken to mean just chat or talking because
if talking is not pushed to a level of a dialogue, to a genuine
discussion, it often ends in a flounder. This requirement Lipman meets
by modeling dialogues in the novels as well as through modeling and
coaching in teacher training.

Matthews (1980) puts forward the central thesis that "children of five,
six, or perhaps seven years are much more likely to ask philosophical
questions and make philosophical comments than children of twelve or
fourteen years" (p. 73). Matthews admits that this is a complex
phenomenon to explain, but he suggests two parts of an explanation.
First:

There is a certain innocence and naiveté about many, perhaps
most, philosophical questions. This is something that adults,
including college students, have to cultivate when they pick
up their first book of philosophy. It is something natural to
children.

Another part of the explanation has to do with the
socialization processes in our society that turn children into
adults. Adults discourage children from asking philosophical
questions, first by being patronizing to them and then by
directing their inquiring minds toward more "useful®”
investigations. Most adults aren’t themselves interested in

philosophical questions. They may be threatened by some of
them (p. 73).
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Later on Matthews states that to do philosophy "is simply to reflect on
a perplexity or a conceptual problem of a certain sort to see if one can
remove the perplexity or solve the problem" (1980, p. 83). Sometimes
this works out, but often it does not. But the basic equipment needed
for philosophical inquiry, according to Matthews, is the understanding
that comes along with command of a language and the concepts it
expresses. Accompanying this needs to be great patience and a
willingness to think about simple and fundamental questions. An adult
also needs to get rid of all defensiveness; not knowing an answer or an
analysis of a philosophical concept is no reasons for embarrassment. It
is an advantage to adults that they usually have a better understanding
of language and concepts than children do (cf. pp. 84-85). But "it is
the child, however, who has fresh eyes and ears for perplexity and
incongruity. Children also have, typically, a degree of candor and
spontaneity that is hard for the adult to match" (p. 85).

Matthews' remarks about the equipment needed to do philosophy with
children are to the point, I believe. However, Matthews ignores the
practical matters of how teachers can best go about doing philosophy with
their ordinary classes of 20 students, more or less. For example, the
philosophical anecdotes that Matthews works from in Philosophy and the
Young Child (1980) are mostly from one-on-one interchanges between an
adult and a young child (three to seven years old) and from a class of
seven (eight to eleven year old) students in Dialogues with Children
(1984). While these books portray to us‘examples of children's
philosophical thinking and how adults and children can be of mutual help
in investigations of philosophical questions, Matthews does not address

ordinary classroom teachers that face the challenge to work with maybe
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twenty kids at a time.

Regardless of working arrangements in classrooms, another way of
describing young children's perspective would be to point out that they
have no premises to close themselves off with the methods of tenacity,
authority, or the a priori one. Their standpoint is a combination of
freshness (every situation is a new situation to them) and reflexivity as
they cannot but ’'love to think'. Their opinions have neither settled to
be "normal® (cf. Kuhn's "normal science") nor "conventional" (cf. Mead),
but rather they are engaged in a continuous reflective inquiry as their
thoughts are seldom at rest.

We have enough material, I think, to present a kind of dialectical
(Hegelian) stage theory based on Mead's theory of the development of the
self. (The "I" and the "me" can be seen as thesis and antithesis brought
to synthesis or "self" by the Hegelian spirit or socialization.) 1In
children at the first stage, from approximately the age of five, the "I"
has come to be the dominating phase of the self. Around the age of ten
the phase of the "me" comes to the front and becomes the dominating one
in the years of puberty. The "me" is mainly imported from the peer-group
and the mass media. The dominating phase of most adults’' selves is the
"me” phase, which does not prevent them from high I.Q. scores nor from
§vin¢ and losing things nor from manipulating fellow beings. But
domination of the "me" is an obstacle to contributions towards correcting
our course. I am not arguing for brakeless competition between "I's,"
vhat is needed is an equilibrium between the social stability that the
"me” provides against the reconstruction contributed by the "I". The
point being that schools have traditionally done too much of a service to
the "me" and too much suppression of the "I". In this vein schools

hinder growth and prosperity among individuals and nations. All nations
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need more individuals at stage three where "I'" and "me's" constitute
healthy and creative selves. Such a third stage is not a final one,
reached once and for all times in a person's life, as there is no one
proper and fixed balance between "I" and "me." Neither is growth limited
to some of the young people that are in schools; there are enough
examples around to show that healthy humans can grow in various ways
mentally for as long as they live. But to grow they need to inquire on

their doubts!

WVhy Communities of Inquiry in Classrooms?

From the sections above, it can be seen that a community of inquiry has
a value in and of itself; it is not simply an instrument for boosting
performance on reasoning tests. It is of value in itself because it puts
democratic values, the values that are so widely appraised among various
nations, to practice in education. The ideal behind any democratic
society is to have subjects that are autonomous, that control themselves
as reasonable people. In such a society the authoritarian role of the
state, or the government, is minimal as subjects identify with the values
that hold their societies together. They take rules and procedures on
themselves and thus they submit to internal authority. In education for,
but not only about, self-corrective democracies it is therefore of
general importance to create communities of inquiry within classrooms.

To generalize, schoolwork is too often not only based on misconceptions
about the nature of knowledge and learning, but the challenge to create
communities of inquiry within classrooms is bypassed. That challenge
should be accepted because students do not only need to learn by heart
the characteristics of a democracy, but to experience it and conduct

themselves accordingly. Dialogue, as a method of teaching, is of utmost
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importance for the purpose of creating communities of inquiry. It is
through dialogue that the "I" listens and responds to others'’ and its own
"me” and thus the gap is bridged between the two phases of the self.

A classroom community of inquiry cannot operate without nurturing
social togetherness and intellectual openness among its members which, in
turn, prepares them for active participation in the larger community.
Educational success of such a community has not only to do with outcomes,
but with the very nature and quality of the educational process itself.
If cooperative reflective thinking is not at the heart of it, it cannot

be successful as a community of inquiry.
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RESEARCH PLAN

The purpose of the study was to document the presence, absence or the
genesis of communities of inquiry among twelve year old students in two
classrooms in Iceland taught by two teachers with ten years of experience
in teaching. The study was meant to provide the reader with a wider
understanding of how such communities can be established in classroom
settings.

My research questions suggested an ethnographic approach. The context
of classroom dialogue and interaction was needed to answer both my
&eneral and specific questions. According to McDermott, Gospodinoff, and
Aron (1978, p. 245), "the object of any ethnography is to describe some
people’'s activities and to locate these activities within the various
contexts for their occurrence."™ As this was not a collaborative research
project my opportunities to inquire about "various contexts" were limited
to an exclusive case study of the implementation of the Philosophy for
Children program in two classrooms in Iceland. Further, since this
investigation involved not only a study of a particular educational
context, but also an attempt to study and bring a new context about, it
does not constitute an ethnography. However, particular attention was
&iven to the context that emerged as philosophy entered the classrooas,
in the sense that: "contexts are constituted by what people are doing and
when they are doing it" (EBrickson and Schultz, 1981, p. 148). In this
sense, the underlying philosophy of the described approach to analysis of
the data is in 1line with Taylor who claims that:

Ve have to think of man as a self-interpreting animal. He is
necessarily so, for there is no such thing as the structure of
meanings for him independently of his interpretation of them,

for one is woven into the other.... [the] self-interpretation
«..is embedded in a stream of action (1979, pp. 37-38).
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The data came from two 6th grade classrooms with 19 and 20 students at
the Experimental and Training SchOOI. of the Icelandic College of
Education. Apart from the connection to the College of Education the
Training School serves as an ordinary elementary school for its
neighborhood, but it was selected as a cite for the study because of its
experimental role. With the understanding that their participation was
completely voluntary, the two teachers that participated to the study
were appointed by the Training School’'s principal who was eager to have
the philosophy program introduced to his students and staff. Both
teachers had been teaching the same age group for several comnsecutive
years. Neither students nor their parents were asked in advance whether
they wanted to participate in the study as research activities are
carried out on a regular basis at the Training School.

Students and the two teachers were observed at their regular work for
the first three weeks of the school-year in early September 1986. Then
each teacher was observed with her class over a period of twelve weeks in
over 20 lessons on Lipman's Harry Stottlemeier's Discovery. After Harry
had been in use for three weeks the researcher stepped in and gave a
couple of model lessons with each group. In four lessons he served as a
substitute teacher in philosophy, but altogether each group received 26
lessons on the subject.

There was no homework assigned to the students for their philosophy
lessons. The materials used included Harry Stottlemeier's Discovery by
Lipman (1982), which was translated from English to Icelandic and
published by the researcher; portions of the accompanying teaching

manual, Philosophical Inquiry by Lipman, Sharp and Oscanyan (1984), was

»
Hereafter referred to as the Training School which is the “"ordinary”
name used by most people.
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translated by the researcher and his colleague and made available as a
draft. Also, the New Jersey Test of Reasoning Skills was translated by
the researcher and used to assess the students’ reasoning improvement
through pre- and post-tests.

In preparation for teaching and to discuss the evolution of the project
the researcher had 26 40-minutes meetings with the teachers. Informal
interviews were often a part of the meetings and four of them were one-
on-one interviews. During observation handwritten fieldnotes were taken
and word processed later the same day. Almost all meetings and lessons
vere recorded, transcribed and translated when needed from Icelandic to
English by the researcher.

As the enumeration above indicates the research activities were of
various nature; translation and publication of teaching materials being
one area, transcribing recordings was another one, staff development was
a third one which included being a teaching consultant, a coach, a model
teacher, and a substitute teacher. All these different roles related to
my research role as a participant observer and, as could be expected,
some conflicts between the roles occurred. The basic conflict was
between an advisor in teaching philosophy and a researcher of what
children and teachers do when working on philosophy.

As a participant observer, the researcher's actions, ideas and
interpretations have shaped this study, often in an egocentric way. The
objective was not just to select and express thoughts of which I am
certain "but the very opposite: to fasten upon the difficulties and
obscurities in which...[I find myself] involved, and try, if not to solve
or remove them, at least to understand them better® (Collingwood, 1951.
Quoted from Thinking 5(4), 1985, p. 45).

In order to focus the research three sets of general questions were
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formulated. Two sets of less general questions were also formulated:

middle level questions and then questions on particular aspects.

The General Questions

My first set of general questions has to do with the formation of a
community of inquiry in general. To what extent, if any, is such a
community already in place in the ordinary classroom? How are rules and
roles negotiated? How do the participants viev themselves? How does the
development of the community contribute to the development of good
thinking? Does working with philosophy trigger its formation?

Second, how do teachers create a community of inquiry? Vhat
pedagogical techniques are used? Is it simply a matter of techmnique?
Vhat techniques? If no, what else is needed? How are students viewed in
such a community from the teacher's perspective?

Finally, how do students react to doing philosophy? Do they see their
role as being different in philosophy from other classes?

The Middle-Level Questions

Here the concern was with the participants talking in the classrooms.
Vho does the talking? What kinds of questions are being asked? Who is
being asked? Who responds to questions? How do they respond? Are the
discussions philosophical in nature, semi-philosophical or “"mere
talking?"”

Thematic Questions

Originally I had questions under the heading: Questions on the
particular, which were focused on habits and dispositions created in a
community of inquiry. However, more observations over a longer period of
time than was available, would have been needed to answer these

questions.
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The thematic questions that replaced the particular ones were only
stated after the analytic phase of the study was entered. They are quite
simple: VWhat are the subjective conditions under which a community of \

?
inquiry operates? What are the objective conditions for its operation? i

Analysis

The lessons were analyzed in terms of: content, dialogue as a teaching
method, and the teachers' perceptions. Specifically, each lesson was
assessed for the level of success in the teaching of philosophy as a
content (discipline), and as (dialogical) practice. Also, the teachers’
expectations and perceptions about their own performance was used in the
evaluation of each lesson. These three criteria and the several
questions, but especially the thematic ones, guided the analysis of the -
data.

Recordings of lessons and meetings were done on 31 90-minutes cassettes
(2x45). Recordings of the first ten lessons, with each group, were too
hard to transcribe. Most other recordings were transcribed and together
with fieldnotes, the word processed manuscript counts roughly 600 pages
referred to as Notes.

To summarize, this dissertation study was designed to give an
historical account of an attempt to create communities of inquiry in two
classrooms, an account which hopefully can help teachers who are starting
to do philosophy with their students to "improve their practice,™ the

purpose of doing social research (Rorty, 1982; Bellah, 1982).



CHAPTER II: SETTING AND ACTORS

THE EDUCATIONAL SCENE IN ICELAND'

Iceland's 250,000 people live on an island of 39,768 square miles. 1In
terms of size it is comparable to Kentucky, Virginia and Cuba, and it is
8,000 square miles larger than Ireland. The density of the population is
gimilar to Australia, both have approximately 6-7 inhabitants per square
mile. About half of the population lives in Reykjavik and surrounding
areas. Almost 90 percent (88.6%) of the population lives in towns of 300
or more inhabitants, the rest is scattered around the coastline. Given
these figures, it is not surprising that examiners from the United
Nation's Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
stated: "Ensuring that there are equal educational opportunities for
education and that it is of equal standard throughout the country is a
major problem" (Arango Vila-Belda, Faulkes and Robinson, 1987, p. 2).

Iceland is divided into eight Education Districts; all dbut Reykjavik
have 13-29 School Districts, which total 152. The education districts
have 17-353 primary schools (grade 1-9, for seven to sixteen years old
pupils), or 210 schools in total; they enroll 40,785 students altogether;
and they employ 2,569 teachers in all. There are only six private
schools with 721 students and 34 teachers. Pre-school is ggﬁ compulsory;
classes for six year olds are usually offered at all schools, but classes
for five year olds are usually not offered. The picture in this
paragraph is drawn from Josepsson (1985, pp. 15, 52) and although the

figures are for 1982-1983, the overall situation should be similar four

»
This section should be read in comparison with Appendix A: A Distant
Perspective on Iceland.

34
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years later.

Among other things, Reykjavik is different from other places in Iceland
for constituting by itself one of the Education Districts with only one
8School District within its boundaries. That one school district has
about half of the total population of students and teachers. The
district has 22 different schools, one of which is the site for this
project.

The operational year for primary schools in Reykjavik is nine months:
165 days for teaching and examinations and nine extra "staff days," meant
for staff development or for individual preparation for teaching. This
results in a 174 day opefating year (cf. Ministry of Education, special
printing nr. 473/1986). In rural areas the school year can be up to two
months shorter. Legally there are 40 hours in a regular working week in
Iceland. For teachers the working week is 45 hours; the extra 5 hours
are meant to count for having the month of June off. Regular summer
holidays count for 4-6 weeks (or for July). In August teachers are
expected to spend 153 hours on their own in preparation for upcoming
teaching; no one checks on whether this work is done or nmot. Because of
the unique working arrangement in August, teachers can be required to
attend re-educational courses every other year; for the most part that
requirement is only in theory because of limited financial resources.

Each "teaching hour" is 40 minutes long and for every 100 minutes of
teaching there is a 15 minute break. In the first six grades teachers
are given 30 teaching hours a week; in the last three grades the
requirement is 29 hours. Thirty teaching hours add up to 20 sixty-minute
hours, adding two hours per day for breaks leaves teachers at school 30
hours per week. Teachers, consequently have 15 hours every week to

prepare their lessons, which they do either at school or at home. The
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ratio of teaching to preparation is accordingly 4:5; if preparation in
August is added there are 18.5 hours in preparation to every 20 hours (60
minutes) of teaching.

Teaching is low-paid: a beginning teacher in the primary school earns
$800 (US) a month. After five years of experience the salary increases
to $950; teachers with ten years of experience earn $1037. Comparative
figures for medical technologists also working as state employees are:
$8135; $888; and 8970' (cf. Ministry of Finance, Schedule of Salaries
#108, in effect from Dec. 1, 1986). Examiners from OECD noted:

The rapid growth of the economy of Iceland [from pre-industrial
to post-industrial,] in the last half-century has resulted in
its now being among the wealthiest of the OECD countries in
terms of per capita income, though oddly enough the actual
hourly wages for various occupations (including that of
teaching) seem to be rather low. In other words, the high
level of personal affluence is largely maintained by long
working hours, with many people having more than one job
(Arango Vila-Belda, Faulkes and Robinson, 1986, p. 2).

Vhen it comes to teaching the examiners note:

The position described is one of a generally depressed
profession. A majority up to 70 per cent, we are told, of the
young people who finish their teacher training either never
enter the profession or leave it early to go on to other
employment. There is a high turnover of teachers in most
schools, and applications for teacher training have dropped
recently. A large proportion of them seem to be over-worked
because they take on overtime teaching, and also often
undertake other work outside the school to supplement their
salaries (Arango Vila-Belda, Faulkes and Robinson, 1986, p.
26).

'Host comparisons that have to do with money are risky concerning Iceland
because of inflation and unstable economy, both internally and
externally. For example, in the beginning of 1986 minimum salary per
month was $475, after December first it increased to $650, (with 40
Icelandic kronas to 1 U.S. dollar). At the same time teachers got a 4.9%
increase in their wages. It should also be noted that state employees
have a lowver pay in general than employees of similar status in the
private sector.

8ince these calculations, in January 1987, teachers have received a 20%
increase in wages. So have many other groups, and there seems to be
considerable agreement that teachers have fallen behind in terms of
general wages.
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The following table presents a time schedule of subjects issued
by the Ministry of Education (nr. 212/1984) for students in the

primary school.

TABLE I: A SCHEDULE OF TEACHING HOURS FOR PRIMARY SCHOOLS

GRADES
18t 2nd Srd 4th 5th 6th 18t-6th

SUBJECTS

Icelandic 7-10 7-10 _7-10 7-9 7-9 6-8 45-52
Danish 0-2 2-3 2-3 4-6
English 2-3 _2-3
Mathematics 3-4 3-4 4-5 4-5 4-5 4-5 25-28
Social studies 2-3 2-3 2-3 35-4 3-4 3-4 18-21
Religion 1/2-1_1/2-1 1-2 _1-2  _1-2 _1-2 _ 7-8
Science 2-3 2-3 2-3 8-9
Arts and crafts 2-3 2-3 4-5 4-5 4-5 4-5 22-24
Home economics 1/2-1__1/2-1 1 1 1 1.5-2 6-7
Music 1-2  1-2  1-2  1-2  1-2 _1-2 __ 6-8
Physical education 2 2 2-3 2-3 2-3 2-3 14-15
Additional hours 4 4 4 4 5 5.5 26.5
Total hours 22 22 26 29 32 34 165

Total yearly hours* 726 726 858 957 1056 1122 5445

»
Vith 33 weeks of operation.

The variable figures refer to minimal and maximal teaching hours. The
additional hours indicate how many total hours are recommended within
each grade on top of the minimal offerings. Proportions between subjects
are meant to be the same in all schools within the limits above, but
teaching methods and actual time schedules are left to individual schools
and teachers to decide on.

By the 6th grade a student has spent 5445 teaching hours at school,
i.e. 3630 regular hours, adding breaks to this figure gives a total of

4175 hours at school. If the organization of school work paralleled

requirements in the U.8., the 6th grader would have spent 2125 more hours
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in school than his or her U.S. counterpart.“ This contrast becomes even
sharper if students are compared in terms of age and if kindergarten in
the U.S. is accounted for: A twelve year old 6th grader in Iceland
entered first grade at seven after one year in kindergarten, while the
eleven year old 6th grader in the U.S. entered first grade at six after
one year in kindergarten. Disregarding kindergarten, a twelve year old
student in the U.S. has spent 7350 hours in school while an Icelander the

same age has spent 4175 hours. These figures give a difference of 3175

hours in favor of U.S. students, and, if schools are pleasant places to
be where pupils get educated, this comparison is clearly inflattering for

the Icelandic school system.

THE _TRAINING SCHOOL

The Training School was built in the 1960°'s and the first students, in
grades one through six, entered in the fall of 1968. The 7th grade began
in 1974, and the Kindergarten’. for five and six year olds was started in
1975. It was not until 1976 that the school became a complete primary
school offering classes for 5-16 year olds, from kindergarten through
grade nine. Presently there are 353 teachers at the school, 9 males and
24 females. There are 390 students and they are divided into 21
integrated classes, (students are not groupgd according to abilities).

Ordinary primary schools in Iceland are served by the Department of
Primary Education in the Ministry of Education. The Training School is

the only primary school served by the Department of Higher Education and

This assumes that U.S. schools operate for 35 weeks and that students
spend an average of 30 hours per week at school.

..Accordins to Josepsson (1985, p. 15) there are only five schools in
Iceland where 5 year olds are admitted and all of them are in Reykjavik.
Remember also that kindergarten is not compulsory.
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International Education. According to its headmaster (Interview, 11/18
/86) although this division is beneficial in negotiating matters of small
importance, bigger problems are more difficult to solve than in ordinary
primary schools. For example, neither the playground nor the school's
parking lot have been finished since the school opened.

Twelve of the 33 teachers at the Training School have a special
appointment as teacher trainers which means that they work with students
at the College of Education in their in-service training and they teach
courses in educational theory of their respective fields at the College.
Due to their work at the College, teacher trainers serve 26 teaching
hours per week in the Training School, which is 5-4 teaching hours less
than the other 21 teachers.

Because of its relation to the Ministry of Education and the Icelandic
College of Education the Training School has a unique administrative
position among primary schools in Iceland. Also, more small scale
educational innovations are tried out at the Training School than at
regular primary schools. Compared to other primary schools, the Training
School has two extra teaching positions meant for educational
innovations. Currently these two positions are used to arrange for
teaching in the Kindergarten that was started in 1975! To secure that
its pupils receive instruction in areas of importance the Training 8chool
is operated under the same co-ordinated syllabus (cf. Table I) as other

primary schools.

Negotiating Entry

The first steps in negotiating entry to the site ococurred during a
small meeting 1n-1ate spring of 1981 at the Training School. There were

three of us responsible for introducing the Philosophy for Children
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program, two B.A.'s in philosophy, myself and Asgeir Beinteinsson, and
Dr. Arnor Hannibalsson, a professor of philosophy at the University of
Iceland. Among others, both the Headmaster at the Training 8chool and
the Dean at the College of Education, attended the meeting which was
lively. Problems with implementation contributed to our failure to get
the Philosophy for Children program instituted during this initial
effort.

Both because of this background and because the Training School is
meant to support research (cf. #54 in Act on the Icelandic College of
Education), I approached its headmaster in September, 1985, and he was at
once interested in trying Harry out again.

My original idea was to bring in two philosophy students in their last
year of undergraduate studies and have the research focus on their
efforts in teaching eleven and twelve year old pupils. I intended to
prepare the students through a workshop that would be arranged for other
philosophy students as well; all this and more was meant to take place
from January to May 1986. Privately, I thought that the college
students®’ lack of teaching experience would not be of major concern since
doing philosophy with children is very different from ordinary teaching
and their background in philosophy would also help them. The headmaster
pointed out to me that it would be unlikely that the philosophy students
would stay with teaching in the Primary School and therefore he suggested
I should work instead with two of his teachers, Helga and Linda, who were
teaching the appropriate age-group.

If Philosophy for Children were to be implemented on a general scale in
Iceland, one the first problems that would be encountered is the fact
that those who have a basic background in philosophy usually do not teach

in the primary school. Those who do teach there do not, in general, have
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a formal academic background in philosophy. However, care is needed in
not overestimating the importance of "formal" background in philosophy on
the one hand, and "practical® experience in teaching on the other hand.
"Formalities” or theoretical backgrounds tend to be out of touch with
teachers’' experiences whereas "practicality" in teaching supports status
quo (cf. Lortie, 1975; especially “Apprenticeship of Observation” as
well as his 3rd chapter in general).

I initially anticipated that most of January 1986 was to be spent in
negotiating entry. I intended to "hang around" at the school and observe
the students and the teachers who were to work with me. In addition, I

expected review and polish my translation of Harry Stottlemeier's

Discovery; arrange a workshop, translate and pre-test with the New Jersey
Test of Reasoning Skills. In the very beginning of February I hoped to
start doing Harry 2 or 3 times a week with 11 and 12 year old students in
two classrooms led by two teachers. When the Icelandic school-year ended
in late May there would have been at least 15 weeks of instruction. The
summer of 1986 was to be spent on analysis.

In retrospect, this plan was awfully naive and it is amazing how long
it took me to realize it. In a letter to Lipman from January 24, 1986 1
complain that my entry for the dissertation work is slow and a postscript
dated on the 27th ran:

BAD NEWS: Just had a meeting with the teachers and the principal
wvhere I intended to do the research. They are very much interested
indeed, but because of lack of time and problems with scheduling
Harry in, it was decided to postpone the research to this fall 1986.

For various reasons it was not possible to schedule a meeting with

Linda and Helga until in late January 1986. After that meeting I was

relieved as Helga and Linda pointed out the difficulties with my rushing

and that it would come at the expense of the quality of the research. I
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suggested they read my proposal to see what was at stake and how I
intended to conduct the research.

It was pointed out in the proposal that the teachers to be worked with
neither have formal background in philosophy nor training in teaching
Philosophy for Children. But Lipman et al. (1980) emphasize that
teachers should be taught with the same methods as they are supposed to
use. They also claim that "three components - explanation, modelling,
and experiencing - are indispensable in preparing teachers to teach
philosophy on the elementary grade level” (p. 125).

It was furthermore stated in the proposal that regardless of whether
Philosophy for Children is done with young or old, it requires a group of
people. Therefore it was suggested that the participating teachers would
meet with me and a group of people interested in philosophy, i.e.,
philosophy students working towards their B.A's. or holding higher
degrees in the subject. These meetings would be modeled af'ter on-site
workshops that the Institute for the Advancement of Philosophy for
Children offers in teacher education. At the workshop I would explain
and model how to use Harry and then the participants would get experience
with adult-peers in leading philosophical discussions springing from the
novel. The plan was to pace the workshop a week ahead of the classroom
practice and the idea was neither to work on teachers nor children, but
to work with them. Methodologically this process is supported by
Erickson, who stated: "If our aim is to study working rather than works,
then we must join in the work" (1979, p. 9).

Brickson was quoted further in the proposal: "Teachers in public
schools have not been asked...to reflect on their own practice, to deepen
their conceptions of it, and to communicate their insights to others"

(1986, quoted from 1985 draft p. 175-6). It may be neat and nice to
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involve teachers, for Erickson it is a necessity if teachers are to grow
up from "institutional infanthood" to 'professipnal adulthood.”
"Teachers need to take the adult responsibility of investigating their
own practice systematically and critically, by methods that are
appropriate for their practice"” (1986, quoted from 1985 draft p. 177).

I used the extra time provided by a delay in the project for various
preparation, such as making arrangements to teach a course on Philosophy
for Children at the College of Education. Verbally and in letters, I
communicated to appropriate administrators that I wanted Helga and Linda
to attend this course.

In late February 1986 I gave a lecture (Pdlsson, 1986a) on possible
gains resulting from philosophical discussions with children in a school
setting. I came to the speculative conclusion that the main gains could
be put under three headings: (1) In the long term, philosophical
discussion serve as preparation for active participation in a democratic
society. (2) BEmpirical studies indicate that philosophical discussions
can increase students’ reasoning abilities. (3) Philosophical
discussions may improve morality, or social interactions among students,
through their internalization of habits and skills exercised in a
community of inquiry.

Before fall I deepened my exposure to philosophy for children by

drafting a short ethical novel for the 8th grade, Gunni (1986b), for the

National Center for Educational Materials of Iceland. In an introduction
to an accompanying Manual I tried to focus on the major phases and moves
in conducting a philosophical discussion. But for most of the summer
1986 I worked with Beinteinsson on translating Philosophical Inquiry.
From the time we had our first meeting on January 27, 1986, I was not

in contact with Helga and Linda until Monday morning September 1, 1986,
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when Linda called me up to suggest I would meet with them the next day so
that we could make necessary arrangements. In retrospect I see my lack
of contact with the teachers during the summer of 1986, as the most
serious flaw in my preparation for the study. Contacting administrators
and leaving a copy of the proposal proved to be insufficient to launch

the research project.

THE ACTORS

In the next four sections I introduce the teachers and discuss their
educational background. Most attention is devoted to the students and
their social relations. The sections are based on data that was
collected relatively late in the research period. Interviews with Linda
about her background were taken November 20, and December 15 and about
the social relations among her students on October 10. Helga was
interviewed on her background December 17 and on the social relations
among her students on November 14. The three of us spent a meeting on
December 11 to reflect on the students’ performance in both classes.

Although I had loosely structured the interviews, they took a life on
their own to a certain degree. For example, the issue of in/dependence
was not planned for in either interview about the social structure in the
classrooms. In Helga's case this issue just arouse and grew as the
interview progressed. In the interview with Linda it never came to as

much focus.

Linda's ckground
Linda is in her mid 30's. She was born and raised in a small fishing
village in a rural section of Iceland. 8he went to school in her home

village until 16 years of age vhen she completed a co-ordinated state
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examination. at the end of upper primary school. By fall that year she
moved to Akureyri in North-Iceland to study at the grammar school there.
In her second year she selected the division of languages.

After grammar school Linda moved to Reykjavik and signed up for
courses in social sciences at the University of Iceland where she studied
for one year before moving over to the Icelandic College of Education.
Vhen asked why she entered education as a professional field, she said:

Well, I alwvays did well at school, being at school was great fum to
me. Actually I didn’t intend to become a teacher to start with, I
intended to study Icelandic at the University and become a
Journalist or something like that. But all of a sudden I got this
overvhelming interest in teaching, it just eliminated all other
options (Notes 11/20 p. 422).

The next question was on what had awakened this interest; whether it
had been some single thing or just accidental. In response she
recollected having assisted a boy in her family with his reading and
having been excited about it. Also, this was the second year that
teacher education at the College was operated on a university level or as
higher education instead of being at upper secondary level. 8he thought
this would be "good education” but the primary reason could still bdbe
traced to her interest.

After graduation in the mid 1970's she started teaching 7th grade at
the Training School. The teacher who taught this class the year before
had given up the class long before spring and another teacher had

temporarily taken over his duties. Linda recalls that teaching this

first year was "An awful experience.” 8She had five very difficult boys

" Until 1974 this was a challenging examination and functioned as a
passport to higher education. In third grade of middle school
(equivalent to 9th grade today), students could choose between practical
and theoretical stream. The co-ordinated state exam was only given in
the theoretical stream and if students failed they moved almost
automatically to the practical stream and from there they joined the
working force or moved on to vocational schools.
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in the class and she survived only because of support from the principal
and four other male colleagues, without their help she would not be a
teacher today.

Reflecting further on this experience, she commented:

I am sure that my methods and other things I used didn't fit the
kids at all. I think they were awfully insecure with me because I
had just graduated and I naturally thought that kids this age should
be rather independent, which they weren’'t at all. One needed to
tell them everything. They started the first day by asking me:
"Teacher, should I use a pencil or a pen for writing?" Of course, I
said: "It's up to you!" The poor kids just got confused and they
didn't know at all whether to use a pen or a pencil! This is
somehow descriptive of how I entered as a representative of imagined
freedom (Notes 11/20/86 pp. 423-424).

Linda talks about her classmates at the College as having been very
idealistic: having high ideals on how to change teaching for the better
which meant changing the "system." Today Linda looks at herself as a
"liberal"” teacher, but much firmer and more capable of adjusting to the
needs of her students as she has consciously moved from "imagined
freedom"™ by using a variety of approaches to the kids. Instead of
starting from imagined freedom she wants to "go the other route" today:
from discipline to more freedom.

By spring of her first year of teaching her husband finished his
studies at the University of Iceland and they decided to move for a few
years to Norway along with their young child. 8he audited philosophical
propaedeutics and took a course in Norwegian at the University in Oslo
during their first year.

Her second year in Norway she moved to the Norwegian College of
Education and completed a one year advanced study in social pedagogy.
When leaving Iceland she had not decided on taking this route although
always being interested in pedagogy and advanced studies.

During her third year in Norway she worked as a supplementary teacher,
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especially in math, but among other things she taught singing. In her
opinion this was a traditional school and similar to most Icelandic
schools except for more discipline, different ways of addressing people
and different colleaguality. For example, the kids had to go outside
during breaks no matter what the weather was like; males were addressed
as "teachers,” females as Ms; and teachers were at school from 8 a.m. to
2 p.m. which is different from the situation in Iceland where teachers
come to school and stay at different times.

After this the family moved back to Iceland and Linda started teaching
a "lovely" 6th grade class at the Training School that she followed to
the 7th grade. In 7th grade the kids were supportive of her; she would
not have made it through with a "crazy class" because a second baby
needed much care during nights. The next two years she took mostly off
from teaching, but then she started again at the Training School. This
time she taught a class of 5rd graders and Helga taught the other class
in that grade. Both of them have followed this grade to their present
6th grade.

Vhen asked about her preparation for teaching, she cited the advanced
studies in Norwvay as having been extremely beneficial, especially as she
had had a one-year experience in teaching at that time. That program
explored how school related to society (parents included), whereas in the
Icelandic College of Education the disciplines had been emphasized.

This year, 1987, is Linda's first year as a teacher trainer, which
means that she supervises a group of students at the Icelandic College of
Education in their student teaching, which they do in various schools in
the Reykjavik area. The teacher trainers also form a team of lecturers
to cover the theoretical side of teaching 8-11 year olds. This job has

various aspects to it, including visiting classroom and evaluation of
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students' papers and teaching plans, as well as of their teaching.
Asked whether she had any of her former teachers as an ideal model she
mentioned a male-teacher from her hometown. I asked her to describe what
had made him special:
He was our partner and I thought he was a good teacher. He
explained things well and he was our partner and somehow there was
never any fugz or noise around him. He was easy going at all things
and that was the way his personality affected many of us. This is
the teacher who in my opinion stands out from all my teachers (Notes
11/20/86 p. 429).

Linda's Pupils

This section provides an overview of Linda's pupils based on an
interview with her that started as a search for "Women's Organigation" in
her classroom, but it was also an open-ended inquiry on the social
position of students within the class. The origin of social taxonomy can
be traced to a conversation with principal Johannsson (NKotes, 10/13 p.
107) when he informed me that there had always been a "core of a Women's
Organization® in the present 6th grade, a core which had always been
intellectually and socially more mature than the boys in that grade.

This motivated me to find out who were and who were not in the core. The
taxonomy is based on Linda's information, but I will contextualize the
information within an analogy of my own. The key to the analogy comes in
the next two paragraphs; you might keep that in mind and re-read them
later. The analogy came to me early in the writing process of the study
when as I was struggling to come to grips with my data.

The gods of the vikings formed a family. They had many human
Qualities: virtues, vices and humor included. Odinn was highest in rank
of all the gods, oldest, wisest and all other gods served him "as
children serve their father," or so goes the story. Odinn often played

»
Odinn and Frigg remind of TV-gods, especially Superman and Wonderwoman.
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tricks on others with some kind of delusions, often by metamorphosis as
he took on different bodies or somehow changed his appearance. Frigg was
Odinn’'s wife. She was highest in rank of the female gods and most
virtuous.~ Frigg had many different names such as Hlin and Saga that
were accompanied with different qualities. Other female gods served her,
such as Snotra, Var, Sjofn, Fulla, and Gna. The Valkyries were a lower
rank among the gods, (but sure they would take any wrestler nowadays to
the floor, female or male). They fought at every battle that there ever
was; among them were Hildur, Hrist and Hrund. An important female god
was Freyja, but she was of a similar rank as Frigg and she also had many
different names as she traveled among different nations in search of her
husband that ran avay. Syr, Gefn, and Horn were among her names.

Thor was Odinn's and Frigg's first son and strongest physically of all
gods and men; he was notoriously short-tempered too. Among their many
sons were Hodur, who had to rely upon others as he was blind, and Vidarr
the silent one. Our last character is Loki who was a smart and
mischievous god, but not vile.’ Once he gave Thor's wife, 8Sif, such a
close haircut that she was completely bald; he often got the gods into
trouble, but he also had many tricks to release them. The family of the
gods was much bigger and more complex but there is a basic resemblance
betwveen the relations among the gods I selected and the relations among
Linda's pupils. This will now be mapped out for every student by
relying on Linda's information but more support and revisions will come
to the surface in the next chapter as the classroom discussions will be

-

.Loki is really a horrible name to with which to identify a student, as
the gods finally gave up on Loki and put him to torture until the end of
the world. Fortunately there is nothing that indicates that our Loki's
fate will be similar.

The following names have a different spelling in Icelandic: Gna=Q0n4&;.
Hlin=Hlin; 8jofn=8jofn; Var=Vdr; Horn=Horn; Hodur=Hodur; 0dinn=03inn;
Thorsbér; Vidarr=Vidarr.
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scrutiniged.
Vhen asked Linda first appointed Saga, Frigg, Snotra and Hlin, to the
core of women's organigation. Linda commented on them:

These are industrious girls and they are smart and they do
everything that the teacher tells them to do. They sometime use an
intonation of zeal when talking to the boys, because they think they
are not good enough in doing this or that.

Me: Do you think somebody has the leadership within this core?

Linda: Nah, I can't say that.

Me: Equality?

Linda: I think so. Frigg and Saga are naturally, well, Snotra is not a
leader at all. She is more of a follower to the others. She is one
of those overly conscientious students. Doesn’'t talk much, does
everything the teacher tells her to do. Sometimes it is too much, I
think....Hlin is also one of those and Freyja too. These are
prudent girls and they are smart (Notes, 10/16, 135-136).

After this Linda moves on and classifies five girls into two
categories as we will see later, but after that she adds to the women’'s
core:

Var and 8jofn I would perhaps also classify as belonging to the
Vomen's Organization. 8Sjofn talks a lot.

Me: So we have a half-made Women's Organization, and then we have the
organigation itself: Freyja, Frigg...?

Linda: Saga, Snotra, Hlin, and Fulla relates to it, I think, and Ona
too... It is questionable to put Freyja here, she is a little bit
like, she is a little different from them in many different ways.
Much more independent in many ways. She is more independent (Notes,
10/16, p. 137).

Linda gave Freyja a special status because although relating to the
women'’s core she thought she was really too independent to belong totally
there.

Saga has a special position within the group as she is the principal's
daughter. Her attitude toward philosophy was positive and she
participated often in class discussions.

In general Frigg participated often in every discussion as in other
classwork. She was talkative and her sentences were awfully long and

confusing; if one could identify thought with language Frigg's score on

thinking tests should be very low. But in terms of conduct she is mature
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and respected.

Hlin belongs to the women's core and sometimes she seemed to be
bothered if other students were not taking the discussions seriously and
thus she was helpful.

I label Saga, Frigg and Hlin as Chiefs within the core of Women's
Organization, but Snotra does not belong with them as she is usually very
quiet and as Linda said is more of a follower. Next to the Chiefs we
have a rank which I label as Privates: Snotra, Var, Sjofn, Fulla and Gna.
The Privates belong to the core but they are not leaders. They are not
disruptive and with the exception of Gna they are quiet. On Var Linda
commented:

One can really expect good things from her, but she tends to be a
little unstable in her performance. Var has changed a lot this
winter.... She is starting to relate to other girls. 8She used to be
only with Sjofn and she never said a one single word! (Notes, pp.
540-541).

While searching for candidates for the Women's core Linda commented:

There we have the childish ones, Gefn and Syr... Syr has been quite
a surprise in the philosophy. She is so open, she has the courage
to come with exactly everything that comes to her mind! At first I
felt like she missed the issues, going completely off the subject.
I was afraid she would not come back to it, but I have reconciled
with her. Bhe often brings funny and clever points just directly
into the discussion.

Me: Does she then show another side of herself as compared to other
classes or what?

Linda: As well, because she, that is to say she has the courage...She
doesn’'t have the fences that these kids are taking on now (Notes
10/16 p. 136).

After picking out the Chiefs in the women's core, Linda commented:

These three are on their own, Hrund, Hrist and Hildur. Hildur is,
she is very mingled. Sometimes Hildur is a lovely and delightful
girl... but all of a sudden she is this big chic, she concentrates
on being a chic. I always find it easy to get in contact with her
(10/16, p. 136)....

Me: Do you think about those three with some special name?

Linda: These are girls that want to be chics. I don’t know what one
should label 1it.

Me: Chics!

Linda: Only chics, I think so, they put a lot of energy into that. But
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poor Hrist, she is so neurotic that one needs to put her to
relaxation before the day can start (10/16 p. 137-138).

Hrist, Hrund and Hildur disrupted the discussion at times, although
Hrist's points were often extremely insightful and helpful in forwarding
the discussions. Both because of their behavior, and because they are
"on their own" I labeled them Valkyries, a most fitting name.
Now we only have one girl left, Horn. When categorization came to her
Linda commented:
And then there is Horn which has a questionmark attached.... She
can perhaps enter all groups and then she drops out of all of them,
she is very unstable in interacting with others. I don't know how
to describe it.

Me: Can we call her a wanderer?

Linda: Yes, perhaps [doubtful]. 8She is, Horn is clever at math....she
is extremely good at sports and she is greatly appreciated because
of that...I cannot locate her exactly (Notes, 10/16 p. 137).

Much later, when considering results from the New Jersey Test of

Reasoning 8kills, me and Linda had this conversation on Horn:
.++It is quite often that she doesn't grasp the context of things.
She can learn math, except if it requires reading then it all gets
mixed up. She does very well in biology if it is something
concrete.

Me: I don’t remember her entering the discussion!

Linda: I suspect she doesn’'t keep up with it at all...

Me: So, she just doesn't get it, but she is not disruptive (Notes, 12/11
p. 537).

The social ties among the boys are not as strong as among the girls.
To begin with, Vidarr can easily be distinguished from the other boys
as wvell as from the class in general. He was usually silent all the
time and not in any apparent social relations with the others except
sharing space and time. He is even more of a loner than Horn; 1i.e.,
Horn is a traveling loner (between groups), Vidarr is an isolated
loner (outside all groups).

Thor was the pupil we most often talked about. He entered the

classroom in 3rd grade and at that time he had serious problems in
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interacting socially with other kids, both inside and outside of
school. He didn't learn to read until 5th grade, he still never reads
aloud in class. But, despite all things, his comments show that he is
quite thoughtful. I find it most likely that he is in a disguise like
Odinn, the only difference being that he needs help getting it off or
otherwise to learn to live with 1it.

Thor tries hard to get his father’'s recognition in and out of
school, but without much success. 0Odinn is also in the disguise of a
donkey in our class and his squeal was sometimes disruptive to the
discussions. A He seldom entered discussions unless the topics were
negative such as: What makes a boring teacher? Positive things appear
to be too childish to him. Physically, Odinn is most mature of the
boys. No wonder that he has communicated to Linda that he feels out
of place.

Hodur sometimes joined the discussions but it seemed as if he was
too busy trying to be recognized by the other boys and sometimes he
stayed silent because of that.

Loki is handsome although he lacks the same maturity as Odian.

Linda thinks he struggles with Odinn over leadership within the boys’
group. But 0Odinn and Loki are Leaders among the boys whereas Thor and
Hodur are Followers. Loki often joined the discussion and showed
various signs of enjoying philosophy. He was as positive as Odinn was

negative.
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Summary
The social taxonomy in Table II below is meant to summarize the

section on Linda's pupils.

TABLE II: SOCIAL TAXONOMY OF LINDA'S PUPILS

] I R L 8 | B 0 Y 8

1 I

WOMEN'S ORGANIZATION | I
! !
! ! ! |
CHIEF ICHIEFS I|PRIVATES!VALKYRIESI|CHILDREN | LONERS!LEADERS!FOLLOWERS!|
! — -1 ! !

! ! I ! (I | | |
|

I

I

!

|

FreyjalFrigg !Snotra I|Hrist | Gefn I|Horn 10dinn | Hodur
|18aga |Var |Hrund | Syr | VidarriLoki | Thor
|Hlin I18jofn |Hildur | (I ! !

! IFulla ! ! (I | !
1 IGna ! 1 1 ! !

The origin of the taxonomy stems from the principal’s comment on the
"Women's organization” which he said was more mature 1ntelleotually' and
socially than the boys. The section above supports his conception but we
have also been able to identify the members of the Women's Organization
and wve have found that there are really two groups within it: Chiefs and
Privates. The Chiefs are leaders among the girls and there is no
internal struggle among them over the leadership as there is equality
among them. The Chiefs look down, in a way, on the boys when they remind
them of behaving themselves. Freyja has a special status among them as
she is more of a strong character than a leader. Linda comnsiders all the

Chiefs to be smart and industrious.

»
Results from the New Jersey Test of Reasoning Skills that are discussed
in the beginning of Chapter IV support ‘this too.



55

Although the Privates belong to the core of the Women's Organization
they have a subsidiary status within it. They are conscientious and
Snotra is overly conscientious. Linda notes that S8jofn talks a lot but
that I never noticed in my observations. 8jofn did not participate much
in our discussions and her "talk" was not interruptive to them. Although
Linda did not mention it, I did notice that Gna did talk a lot. But,
with the exception of Gna (and possibly Sjofn), the Privates show their
(1imited?) sociability by being quiet, by not protesting on any front, by
not interrupting.

Children and Loners fall under a similar description, their social
behavior is stable. The exception being Horn, she is the only one of the
girls that never entered discussions and as noted she travels between
groups.

Except for Vidarr, that never entered any discussions, the boys, have
a "them against us” attitude toward the girls in the classroom. The
Valkyries were the only group to reflect the same attitude toward the

boys. Virtually all disruptive behavior was associated with these two

&roups.
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Helga's Background

Helga, in her mid 30's, and her husband who is also a teacher have two
young children. She was born and partly raised in Reykjavik. Her
mother’'s family has its roots in North-Iceland and there she stayed
during summer breaks until she was nine. Her family also has roots and
relatives in Norwvay, it is a second homecountry to her. Helga has often
visited Norway and one summer she worked there on a hotel job and spent
one schoolyear there as a teenage student..

Helga completed the co-ordinated state exam in the 9th grade and
studied at the Gymnasium of Reykjavik for the next four years until she
graduated in the mid 1970's. She entered the Icelandic College of
Education immediately and graduated as a teacher in three years.

Vhen asked why she became a teacher, she responded:

Well, the case is a little strange! My grandfather on the mother's
side was a teacher...and my mother was a teacher, and people used
to tell me all the time: "You'll become a teacher!"™ I always said:
"No! I'll never become a teacher! No way! I'll do anything but
become a teacher!™ But, I don't know, this is how things turned
out (Notes, 12/17/86 p. 566).

In other words, after graduating from the gymnasium she chose
teaching following her mother's encouragement that convinced her that
teachers would get decent pay in the future.

Vhen asked where from she had the best preparation for teaching she
indicates that it is a hard question to deal with. 8he rephrases it:
"You're asking what turned out to be most effective for me when I
started teaching?” 1I agree, and she keept on:

There are many factors that have influenced me through the years.
Studies [at the College] were a starting point, of course. But I

think, when I start to think about it, that my mother influenced me
a great deal. She taught school in town and I often sat in on

" Although both Helga and Linda have lived, worked and studied in Norway
that is an exception for Icelandic teachers.
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her...being a student at the same school myself. I always followed
up with what she was doing....I really cannot enumerate more
things. Then the first year was naturally a fiery trial. I had
extremely difficult circumstances the first year I taught [at the
Training School], I had the most difficult class I have ever had!

Me: How did you work it out? By yourself or?

Helga: No, there were two of us and it saved my mental health that we
could share the problems. I have often thought about it, I
wouldn’t be a teacher today if I had been just by myself that
winter. This was a shock just graduating and having all these
problems with six year olds....But since I made it through that
winter, I think I could almost go through anything [laughs] (Notes,
12/17/86 p. 568).

It turned out that this difficult class didn’t calm down until

individual students were taken out of it and treated at other

institutions of different nature.

A little later in the interview Helga corrected herself. Her first
year of teaching after graduation had really been in Norway. Her mother
decided to do advanced studies in Norway, but as she did not have access
to grants or educational loans, Helga decided to go with her for
support. 8he found a jJob as a teacher in a kindergarten and recollects
the winter as having been fun.

When asked to compare schools in Iceland and Norway, she finds them
rather similar except that they are more traditional in Norway. "Things
are within a firmer frame, they have firmer rules on things." But, as
Linda did, she complains of having too limited experience of schooling
in Norway in order to compare Icelandic and Norwegian schools

L]

thoroughly.

The year after her fiery trial in Iceland she took over another class
of six year olds that had already been at school the year before and
that is the present 6th grade that we will peek in on. When it came to

the third grade more pupils entered the class and so did a new teacher

’Ve should therefore keep in mind that their comparisons are limited to
their personal experience.
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which was Linda.

Me: Do you think the class was molded early as to who are the most
difficult or easiest to handle as well as to who became leaders?

Helga: No, I can't say that. If I just compare them as they were
younger and as they're now, for this and last year, I find
individuals that have taken a completely different route from what
I'd have predicted....

Me: But these unexpected changes have appeared around the age of ten?

Helga: I don't know the explanation...most likely their puberty... but
circumstances at home have also been a part of the picture.

Me: Which come out for the worse?

Helga: Yes, but also vice versa....

Me: But to change the subject, do you have a favorite teacher? When you
think back, is there somebody who always stands by you?

Helga [thinks for awhile]: Well, yes I think there are maybe two
teachers I'm really fond of when I look back. Others disappear
among memories but two of them stand out...A woman who taught me
when I was 10-12 years of age, she is a little special to me, and a
male who taught Icelandic at the gymnasium. He is, I havg a vivid
image of him especially in relation to the story of Egill , I can
Just see him if I close my eyes, he performed the story for us,
he took on all roles! A lovely person and it was a great fun having
him as a teacher.

Me: Do you think you use them as ideal teachers, or?

Helga: No, I don't think so but I have often thought: Aha, if I only
could make it alive and reach the kids like...[he] did at the
Grammar school, but... [the three of us] are very different
teachers.

Me: Perhaps you have them [the ideal examples] from your education?

Helga: Yes, without doubt. From the education and by getting to know
things. I want to mention the re-educational [summer] courses, I
have been at many of them and they give me a push. (Notes 12/17/86
PpP. 571-572).

Helga's Pupils

To Helga's students I gave names I thought most fitting to some of
their central characteristics and I also coded them to Helga's
information. Except for one Hebrew name and five Icelandic names the
meanings are as follows, according to Wade (1982): Adelle: Noble;
Agatha: Very kind and good; Angela: A messenger or an angel; Ari:

Icelandic for Harry Stottlemeier which again is a reference to

" One of the old Icelandic sagas which were mainly written ca. 1250-
1400. Egill was a son of one of Iceland's first settlers around 900.
He often traveled to Norway.
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Aristotle; Buena: Very good girl; Cora: A maiden; Doreen: Very serious;

BErla: Icelandic name of a bird (wagtail); Leona: A woman who has lion-

like courage and strength; Louise: Warrior maid; Logi: Icelandic for

fire; Salome: peace and tranquillity; Tab: Illuminated or brilliant
amongst all others; Thomas: A twin; Titus: Coming from the giants;

Torfi: Same stem as in turf but "tor"” by itself is common Icelandic

prefix with negative meaning as it indicates difficulties or slowness;

Trausti: same stem as in trust; 2Zophon: Zophonias (Hebrew) crowned with

glory or disguised by god.

Like in Linda's case, the origin of the social taxonomy that will
come to the surface at the end of the section can be traced to principal
Johannsson's (Notes, 10/15 p. 107) comment that there had always been a
"core of a Women's Organization®™ in the present 6th grade, a core which
had always been intellectually and socially more mature than the boys in
that grade.

Vhen asked to identify the members of the Women's Organization, Helga
responded:

That is not much of a problem, we have Adelle, Angela and Agatha.
These girls tend to be dominant in the group.

Me: Are they good students?

Helga: Yes they are all very good students, very good! Especially
Adelle and Agatha, Angela follows them a kind of, but she is clever
too and she can do things. Following them comes Cora she is
awfully dependent and obeys the others. If somebody [in the
Women's Organization] says something she will follow just because
she said it (Notes, 11/14/86 p. 379).

On November 14, when reflecting on the classes performance we noted
that Angela has increasingly entered the discussion. Linda added that
Angela has come up with good ideas through the years. Adelle didn’'t
show much interest in philosophy, she chatted often while discussions

were on. Angela and Cora were most often her "chat-partners” but, as

noted, Angela entered the discussion increasingly as time passed.
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Agatha usually showed interest and seemed to say what she had to say
although not of much quantity nor substance.
After assigning Adelle, Agatha, Angela and Cora to the Women's
organization, Helga came to Louise:

She is naturally a little bit on her own territory. 8he is, I
don't know, I think she has serious difficulties in interacting,
both towards herself and others.

Me: Has she been like that for many years?

Helga: Yes, she has been like that, especially last year and now this
year.

Me: She seems...perverse to me.

Helga: Yes....she doesn’'t behave unless one uses some special
tactics....Perhaps she is inside this group [Women's Organizatiomn],
but she is different. And Erla, she is also like this, she follows
the others, does what they tell her to do. These are the most
dominant ones in the group (Notes, 11/14/86 p. 380).

Neither Louise nor Erla showed openly much interest in joining
philosophy discussions.
Next Helga comes to Sophie and Salome and she comments:

Those two are on their own [both of us laugh], they have always
been like that, but these days there is something happening with
Sophie, and we don't quite understand what, she is starting to
protest over and over again. It doesn't fit her character at all
because her attitude toward school has always been very positive
and she has seen the positive aspects of things.

Me: But the relation between Sophie and Salome, has that changed along
with the changes in Sophie's character?

Helga: No, that I haven't noticed. Salome doesn't say much, she
doesn't, so it is difficult to find out what she thinks of these
changes in Sophie....Salome entered the class in 4th grade and
Sophie had been here all by herself. She never related in
particular to anyone. 8She is rather special! But they came in
contact (Notes, 11/14/86 p. 380).

Two pages later in the interview Helga comments that Salome depends
on Sophie to take and have the lead on their behalf and that Salome
likes to have it that way. Sophie is very imaginative, but she can be
very stubborn, just sticking to her point.

Concerning Doreen Helga comments that this year she is on her own
territory but last year she had related somewhat to Buena and Erla.

This year she is becoming more and more eccentrioc.
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Helga: ...This week Doreen is at a table with boys and she seems to be
doing fine!

Me: Perhaps relatively independent?

Helga: Yes, she is very independent that girl.

Me: And then unlike Erla and Cora in that respect?

Helga: Yes.

Me: But Louise again, isn’'t she independent in her perversity?

Helga: Oh, yes! She is independent. Sometimes she is. Well
independent, I don't know what to call it when kids do exactly what
pPleases them without obeying any rules! But on good days, when she
is in a good mood, at those times she is relatively independent.
Bhe is....

Helga: Buena is very independent. In a certain respect she belongs with
these girls [Women’'s Organization]. But she has a position of her
own. She entered the class when she was ten, but she should have
been with the eleven year olds.... [Buena has changed schools
frequently, among other places the family spent a year in Denmark,
when she came back from Denmark she had bad luck with a teacher
and/or her new school]....When she came to us she could hardly read
and it was decided to slow her down for a year as she is born late
in the year. 8She has done OK, she is on good terms with the kids.
She is very independent. 1In a certain way she follows these girls
here [the Women's Organization].

Me: Still she is somehow different?

Helga: Yes, she is so lovely, she is so extremely, somehow, lovely. I
don't know, it makes her different.

Me: Sincere?

Helga: Yes, she is sincere, more sincere than these girls.

Me: But sometimes she chats and comes off the wall?

Helga: Yes, she is an awful chatter. Especially this winter. But if it
suits her she can be very firm (Notes, 11/14/86 p. 381-382).

Now we have only one girl left, Leona, who started school a little
late and was therefore by mistake not on the list of names I brought to
Helga when searching for the Women's Organization. When reflecting in
retrospect on Leona, we had this conversation:

Helga: When I have made negative comments on Leona you often tended to
play them down.

Me: Yes, I have the feeling she is...well, you [Linda] you have a
negative image of Odinn and I suspect you [Helga] of having
negative image of Leona. But I can well understand why!

Linda: Yes, both of them disturb the peace [laughs].

Helga: In my opinion she has often taken the discussion and put her way
down here [points to floor]. Just like that! For sure, she is
very good at raising her hand!

Me: Yes, but I think you overplay this a little. It has happened, but
it is not as frequent as you think!

Helga: It is my anger, of course, as I have not been able to take the
discussions to a more fruitful level....

Linda: Agatha appears to be much more intelligent than Leona! 8till
Leona is a little unpredictable!
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Helga: Yes, she is unpredictable!
Linda: She can can be a great surprise! (Notes, 12/11/86 p. 546).

As indicated Leona tended to be strict on having everybody raise
their hands when wanting to enter the discussion. When present she
entered most if not all discussions that way. But it was as if she
wanted her remarks to be funny and that undermined their
comprehensiveness (we'll see examples in the next chapter).

Me: What about the boys, can we draw them apart?

Helga: That's more difficult. Zophon, he is very special! A good
student! He can adopt to whomsoever. He is so adaptable.
Everybody likes him and they want to have him in their groups, so
he can relate to anyone....[He is not in very good health and
misses school often.] A very good student. Titus is very
dependent. And he wants to follow somebody in particular...
especially Tab and Thomas.

Me: He follows them but doesn’t manipulate them?

Helga: Well, Titus is a nagger, but I don't think his nagging gets him
anyvhere. I haven't seen that. But it is remarkable that if he is
into trouble, and if he thinks he is to blame,...then it shows that
he is a very sensitive soul....

Helga: Tab is really a very independent individual.

Me: More independent than Thomas?

Helga: Yes he is more independent, more secure. Thomas is similar to
Titus in many ways, he tends to nag on low keys, one can hear this
in the background, like "mmmmm." But they fit well together. Tab
is very independent and with good explanations of things, so that
he can even be classified with Zophon in some respect. 8till they
don’'t relate much, [Tab and Zophon] they don't search for one
another's company. Trausti has changed a lot since I met him
first. I think he is just a fine person, just fine, although he
doesn’'t do well in our discussions. He is all the same
trustworthy. Turns everything in...Those boys are rather solid,
they are not much of a group, not as much as the girls, I think.
They are one by one. Tab and Thomas relate and Titus is attracted
[and Trausti spends much time with them]... Perhaps one can say
they form one group; this is a group of friends. Torfi enters it
too. Titus lives a long way from school and therefore he has been
a little apart, but at school he relates to them. Tab, Thomas,
Trausti and Torfi live in the neighborhood and they hang out
together after school. I'm often surprised that Torfi should be
one of them.

Me: How come?

.Before searching for the women's core I had asked on Trausti's

background. It went like this:

Me: He seems to chat all the time! [Usually with Torfi] A disturber!

Helga: He is a disturber, yes. One can see it at the tables, one needs
often to quiet him down, a lot! (Notes, 11/14/86 p. 379).
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Helga: To me he seems to be a little bit different, but well, perhaps he
is different outside of school. The others are conscientious, they
keep on with their work, they are usually kind and manage
easily.... Torfi is more careless, he forgets things and he doesn’'t
seem to mind at all, conscienceless at times, just drags along in
his schoolwork. He doesn’'t mind at all whether he is doing well or
badly!

Me: And he doesn’'t try to infect the others?

Helga: No, he is, he just comes sometimes off the wall, he says: "Aha!
Oh, yes!" (Notes, 11/14/86 pp. 583-385).

Like Trausti and Zophon, Torfi seldom entered the discussion and like
Trausti, Titus, and Thomas he was often observed chatting.

Helga: I think I must say that Logi is rather an independent boy, I
think so.

Me: But you are not quiet sure?

Helga: Well, it can perhaps be a little difficult to figure him out.
Sometimes he belongs in a group with Louise.

Me: Is that because of his perversity?

Helga: Yes, he is very stubborn. One has to handle him with a special
touch. It doesn't do any good to reprimand him sharply. One has
to start with positive things first: My dear Logi, I know that you
can do this....This boy has worked things out well, he was eight
when he came to me, and he was a difficult eight year old one. He
had many difficulties and was insecure of himself....He had fights
with the other kids and he didn't adjust to the class....But
gradually he has been gaining recognition in the class and he is
handsome and that already counts because of the puberty....He can
be very kind this boy. Extremely kind! Loved by everyone at
times! But his extremes are so wide apart!...He likes to be
praised... He's a very good soul if let alone in peace (Notes,
11/14/86 p. 385).

Logi entered the discussions sometimes, but during some of them he
stayed silent and sometimes he tended to be disruptive.

Me: But how does Ari fit into the picture?

Helga: Ari is rather different. He comes and goes. He entered 4th
grade late in the year, he had been living in a rural area and he
comes in the spring, then he moves abroad with his father. His
parents are divorced....In 5th grade he enters again late in the
year, and since this fall he has been with us....He is remarkable
in many ways! He is so clever in some fields! It is just
unbelievable, he is a real genius at some things, but then he can
be so childish and acts so stupidly. This boy has his extremes.

Me: What fields, in particular, is he good at?

Helga: Especially in math, I have to be on the tips of my toes so that
he doesn’t run me over. Also, in fields similar to math, where
reasons are needed. But subjects like Icelandic history bore him
to death! One almost has to catch a hold of him with pliers to
have him get his book! It really takes him a long time to start
working. But then he can just drop out in between....He is just
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like a professor. He drops completely out at times and then he
perhaps goes out to the hallway and is just fooling around. One
day I missed him [from the classroom] so I started searching for
him, I wanted to see where he would be at. He was down to the next
floor and was playing with a nut, kicking it around in the middle
of a lesson. I said: "Ari! Vhat are you doing?!"™ and he
answered: "Wha?! Yes, yes! Oh yes, I'll just go upstairs!™ 8o he
seems to be in a world of his own, but then he is OK in between.

Me: Would you label him as independent as Zophon and Tab?

Helga: His independence is different! He is not, well of course he is
independent, he has to be as he comes and goes and lives here and
there (Notes, 11/14/86 p. 386-387).

At that time I didn’'t inquire further on exactly what it is that
&gives him a different independence, but in the classroom Ari sometimes
chatted or was not showing the discussion any apparent attention at all.
He was thus unlike Zophon who was always quiet, and he was also unlike
Tab who always showed interest and entered every discussion.

When it came to Ari in our November reflection on the students’
performance, the following conversation took place:

Linda: Isn't Ari a classical example of a philosopher, like the ones you
can read about in books: Doesn’'t work seriously with us on
anything, but just fools around!?

Helga: You should see him! I'm sure it would be worthwhile just to sit
in and observe him! He doesn’'t work at all, no matter what is said
to him!

Linda: He just paces the floor...[all laugh]

Me: But how does he do on exams?

Helga: Extremely well!

Me: He does well on exams, but he doesn’t do a thing!

Linda: He says in math, for example: "This book is boring to death! I
know all this stuff!®™ And he is right. He knows how to do
everything which is in that book!

Helga: The test on Icelandic history is another example. He had lost
his book and he couldn’'t read a word to prepare for it! [Still he
did very well.]

Me: How does he succeed? Is he, can it be that he is giving attention to
things although he appears to be out of contact with the
environment?

Helga: That kid is just extremely intelligent!

Linda: He knows a lot of things. He spends much time with his
grandfather (Notes, 12/11/86 pp. 544-545).
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The following taxonomy in Table III springs from the section above:

TABLE III:

L

SOCIAL TAXONOMY OF HELGA'S PUPILS

IWOMEN'S ORGANIZATION

IC H AR A C T E R SIFRIENDS |

| |
| CORE

|ACQUAINTERS IPARTNERS! LONER!LOVER !PROF.|SPOKESMAN!

| Independent! Adelle | Buena {Sophie IDoreenl!ZophoniAri |[Tadb !
|individuals! Agatha | Leona ! | | | | !
| | Angela | ! ! ! I i !
L e atttetater Louise--| Logi -— -1
l | | ISalome | | | | Thomas !
! IFOLL- ! | | ! 1Titus !
| | OWERS! ! | ITrausti |
! R ! ! 1 {Torfi !
|Dependent | Cora l ! 1 !

| | |

| | !

! | |

!
| !
| |

l ! |
lindividuals! Erla | | l !
| | l |
! | | |

Like with the other class the first idea to the taxonomy can be
traced to the principal’'s comment on "Women's Organization® being
intellectually and socially more mature than the boys in both of the
classes. But although Helga had no problem in identifying the members
of the Women's Organization, it does not hold true that its members are
socially and intellectually. more mature, (although physically they are
more s0), than the boys. On the contrary, their social interactions:
chatting, listening, respectfulness, etc., were on equal grounds. As a
group they do give a social counterbalance to the Women's Organization.

Socially three of Characters, Salome, Zophon and Doreen, are
different from all the others as they are quiet (and thoughtful) for

“Supported by results from the New Jersey Test of Reasoning Skills.
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most of the time, if not always.

Logi and Louise are both stubborn in character. Leona is coded with
them ("L"), but I find Leona not as stubborn as she is a hot temper, or
just plainly decisive. Still Leona is intellectually insecure (she
tries to present her ideas as jokes: they come out poor and her ideas
are better than the jokes).

The general attitude in the class, between individuals and groups, is
friendly. Also it may be noted that independence and dependence cuts
across groups, but if applied to the other class it would not, I
suspect; Chiefs, Valkyries and Leaders would be independent and the

other groups dependent.



CHAPTER III
DESCRIPTION OF CLASSROOM INTERACTIONS AND DISCUSSIONS
Introduction

This chapter will focus on teaching; at first in general but then the
teaching of Harry will be at the focal poiﬁt.

Over a period of twelve weeks, from September 23rd to December 10th,
each group of students had 26 lessons in philosophy. Linda taught eleven
40-minute lessons and ten lessons in the third period from 10-10:40 a.m.
which were usually 10-15 minutes shorter than ordinary lessons because of
students snacking in the beginning of the hour. The researcher modeled
two lessons in Linda’'s presence, Joined a discussion once in her class
and and taught three lessons in her absence. Helga taught ten 40-minute
lessons and thirteen lessons following the morning break which were
usually, but not always, 10-15 minutes shorter than other lessons. The
researcher taught one lesson in her absence and modeled two lessons in
her presence. The philosophy lessons were recorded and after October
15th they were transcribed. In neither class was there any homework on
philosophy.

To prepare and discuss the philosophy classes the researcher and
teachers had twenty-six 40-minute meetings of which more than half were
recorded and transcribed. Over 100 pages of fieldnotes were written at
the site and word processed the same day or the day after. Transcripts
of recordings from meetings and classes were finished as each week
passed, i.e., on Sundays transcripts from the week before were usually
completed. The transcripts and word-processed fieldnotes add up up to
roughly 600 double spaced pages, referred to as Notes.

We will now look into several periods that the 16 week research period
from beginning of September to mid-Decembercan be divided into.
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SEPTEMBER 1-22: GETTING READY

This section will focus on preparation for the philosophy project as
well as on the teachers' instructional style.

At a meeting with the teachers on September 2nd the research process
was discussed in general. All three of us were optimistic and looking
forward to the task. I learned that Helga and Linda had not heard of the
course on Philosophy for Children which was about to start at the College
of Education and that they would be unable to attend it. At that moment
I realized I had mostly daydreamed my plan and only partially executed
it: I had arranged for the course, but I had not contacted the teachers
directly about it, nor had I put it down on the table as a prerequisite
for doing a decent job. So, I responded: "OK, we’ll just prepare for the
teaching, the three of us." We decided to meet two mornings a week; on
Mondays from 10:40-11:30 and on Tuesdays from 9:00-9:40. It was also
decided that philosophy would be three times a week in each class:
Linda's classes were scheduled in the first period on Tuesdays, third
period on Wednesdays and in second period on Fridays. Helga managed to
schedule her classes in the third period on Tuesdays and Thursdays and in
the first period on Wednesdays.

At this meeting I speculated that "philosophy" ("heimspeki”" in
Icelandic which literally translates: "worldwisdom”) might be too fancy a
word for the subject, we might just as well use social studies which
students were used to as a subject. My speculations resulted in the use
of "social studies" on the students' schedule which was given to them on

their first day of school, September 4th or S5th. At the meeting I left

*
the teachers copies of the lecture Heimspeki med bornum, (P&lsson,
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In retrospect, this was a mistake: "Philosophy" is the customary word
for the subject and although unfamiliar as a word to the students it
would also have referred to an unfamiliar subject. Using "social
studies"” is delusive: a familiar name (of a familiar subject) is used for
an unfamiliar subject.

The next two weeks I spent as much time as I could observing teaching
and interacting at the site. I first met the students in their classrooms
in the third period on September 9th and introduced myself and the
philosophy project. With both groups I noted that I was a student myself
and that the project was a part of my doctorate.

A girl in Helga's class asked me whether philosophy would be like
astrology, in response I asked the class: "What is astrology?" The girl
referred to an Icelandic TV-show for teenagers where astrology had just
been discussed. Another student said that astrology is on maps and thus
indicated that philosophy was not. After these interchanges I emphasized
that philosophy had to do with our thinking, how we think what we think
and how we know what we know. Students sat in groups at their desks and
were attentive during my presentation. After the presentation I stayed
for a few minutes and my Notes (9/9/86 p. 2) said: "Pupils were a little
unruly, a boy threw an empty juice paper-container at a girl. A girl
pushed all the things [which were not many] off her group's table."

Later I found out that the boy was Logi and the girl Louise.
When I entered Linda’'s classroom she was working on the blackboard,

explaining how the surface area of a triangle could be calculated. The

.Philosophy with Children The first part of the published lecture is a
description of the Philosophy for Children program and how dialogue can
work as a method of instruction. The second part is on possible benefits
that accompany doing philosophy with children. Later that week I left
them the introduction of a manual to Gunni (Pdlsson, 1986b) which is
concentrated on phases and moves in philosophical discussions.
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pupils sat in small groups at their tables. In a few minutes Linda asked
the class to form a horseshoe for my presentation, but because of
limitations in space we ended up in a kind of a circle. In essence my
presentation was similar to the one before except now I noted the longer
I am a student, the less I learn. One of the Valkyries made a comment on
my dialect (which is "hard and almost spitting" compared to the "soft and
lazy" dialect in South-Iceland).

On September 10th I came to school just after the first period began
and found out that Helga and Linda had decided to conduct the reasoning
test in this period. The students started to turn their solutions in
after 35 minutes and all of them finished within an hour except Buena.
While working on the test a few students raised their hands every now and
then to ask for explanations or to complain about something. For
example, Logi complained to me about how stupid it was to talk about
"animals with stripes" (cf. item #1). Both Linda and Helga mentioned
(cf. Notes, 10/9/86 p. 3) that students had had difficulties with the
wordings "follows from" which I translated as “af pvi leidir" or
literally as "from it follows." This wording only occurred in two items
(#1 and 34) and the students did well on those items. In my opinion, the
phrase "af pvi leidir"” is an essential part of a vocabulary that carries
reasoning in Icelandic; I got the impression that the kids' experience in
working with such a vocabulary is poor.'

In the hallway, after the test, I talked to three girls from Helga's

class who told me that the test had been "funny" (i.e. strange). One

‘I didn’'t follow up on this hunch but it might be a worthwhile research
project to study the use of vocabulary and expressions that imply or
refer to reasoning. Although not mastering this phrase the kids do of
course reason, but this phrase is a standard one when it comes to
formations of arguments. It is ordinary and explicit: it points at
premises and conclusions of reasoning and actions.
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said: "Some of the items were awfully easy others were awfully
difficult.” Another said: "It was all about 'follows from' and things

like that" (Notes, p. 3).

Basic patterns

Before teaching of Harry started on September 23rd, I had learned most
of the students’ names, although I still had difficulties in associating
names, faces and voices. By that time I had detected a general pattern

in both Helga's and Linda's teaching style: Both spend most of their

teaching time circulating around their classrooms assisting individuals

and groups of students at their tables.

Among the tasks that both classes worked on during this period was
writing. Helga's students wrote a story about a picture in the textbook
(cf. Notes, 9/12/86, p. 9). The students worked busily at this while
Helga went around the classroom to assist groups and individuals.
Comments and chat could be heard, especially from Angela and Adelle who
sat at a table by the window in the back of the room. Tab, Thomas, Titus
and Trausti sat at the table next to the entrance and they started
discussing their stories when done. As the students were finishing,
Helga asked them to close their books as she wanted to introduce another
topic to them (on characteristics of nominatives, adjectives and verbs).
According to my Notes, I observed:

Angela and Adelle stand up from their table, Helga asks them to sit
down: "Girls! Sit down!"” and they do. Helga stands in front of the
blackboard and starts talking about nominatives, adjectives and
verbs. While she talks Titus, Thomas, Tab and Trausti keep on
working and talking without paying attention to her. Logi starts
talking at Zophon, but they sit at the next table with Harry and
Torfi. Helga reprimands Logi: "Logi, would you please stop talking
with Zophon!" (Notes, 9/12/86 p. 11.)

It may be emphasized that Logi was not really talking "with" Zophon but
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"at" him. It should also be noted that Adelle and Angela sat a little
apart from the rest of the students in the far corner by the window, they
chatted a lot, but the other students as well as Helga ignored them for
the most part. Physically Adelle and Angela are more mature than other
&irls present and their chatting, comments and laughs are typical of what
is generally known as following puberty. Cora and Leona were not present
but they have also matured into the puberty phase. Chatting within the
groups appeared, in general, as a natural part of the work and was not
reprimanded except when the teacher stopped by at the table or if it got
too noisy. Chatting between tables, on the other hand, was infrequent.
Linda's teaching style is very similar to Helga's but more tension

between boys and girls as groups (see for example: Notes, 9/15/86), as

well as between teacher and the group of boys is apparent in Linda's

classroom. This may relate to the fact that more individuals have entered
the puberty-phase in Linda’'s classroom: Frigg, Freyja and Saga among them,
all in good control of themselves, but the Valkyries, Odinn and Loki often
behaved as i1f they were not in full control of themselves. The following
vignette exemplifies the tension between Linda and the boys. The students
were writing a letter on behalf of a girl from a rural area to someone in
Reykjavik. Linda had stopped behind Thor and was talking in a low voice
to him:
Thor: I'm the one who is writing, not you!
Linda: Take it easy, dear Thor!
Loki: You always wants us to write so stupidly!
Thor: It was me that accepted working on this job!
Linda: Take it easy! [talks to them in a low voice...]
Loki: That's the way it is, just like last year! You always decide how
we are supposed to write!
Thor: What if the girl wants to have it this way?
Linda: This is just to show you how you might write a letter! (Notes,
9/12/86, p. 14.)

This vignette does not simply indicate a "tension" between teacher and
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students, but underneath is the fact that as a teacher Linda is in a
difficult position in relation to Thor as he has a history of being
*
difficult to manage.

O0dinn and Hodur did not enter the interactions above but they sat at

the same table as Loki and Thor, but every now and then Odinn could be

* %
heard to call out "Referee!" referring to Linda. For example:
"Referee, can we leave now?"” At the very end of the lesson he called
out, without using "teacher,"” "Linda,"” or "referee:" "Is there some
homework to do?!" Responding to this Linda tells the class to read in
the book they were working on and to do one page of math per day. The
fact that O0dinn did ask about homework is noteworthy as he turned out not
to care that much about it.

The teaching style described, i.e., walking between tables to assist
individuals and groups, certainly fits the physical arrangements in the
classrooms and it calls for relaxed atmosphere as students are free to
chat a 1little, on or off tasks, at their stations. It also fits well
with Linda’'s description (a few weeks later) of "the classical structure
of a lesson:" "One gives a short introduction, then comes a short
discussion, and then an exercise. This is the classical structure of a
s----

It must be added that through the years Linda has through much effort
managed to build a positive relationship with Thor. For example, when we
later sat in a circle Thor usually saw to it that he sat by Linda's side,
if he chose not to sit with the boys. I am sure that by focusing on
"smooth things on nice days" it would have been possible to draw a more
positive picture of Linda‘’'s classroom than the one I am about to present
to you. My picture has maybe more to do with the undercurrent in the
classroom. But, as the reader will soon see, instances like the one
pictured in the vignette above were too many to be ignored.

#* %

0dinn was the first one to use "referee" as referring to Linda. Loki
was quick to pick it up and also the Valkyries but in two weeks time it
wvas out of use. I once asked Hrund why they called the teacher a
"referee”. She said she didn't know, she just liked the sound of it.

"Démari” is Icelandic for referee or judge and the kids added to it:
"Démariii" or "refereeee".
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lesson” (Notes, 10/16/86, p. 129).

The three elements she mentioned could easily be detected in their
teaching.' especially a short introduction to the whole class and a
long period of sheetwork exercises. At this stage I never saw anything
like a whole-group discussion, but only interchanges between teachers and
single students as information was passed to them or they prompted to
remember or report something. But discussions, i.e. talking, in small
groups was often the first phase of the sheetwork; students would talk
their tasks over and the teacher would stop by to to assist and overlook
how things were going. Sometimes a lesson would also end with the groups
reporting on their work. For example, in a biology lesson (Monday,
9/15), Linda's groups discussed the importance of good nourishment and
then reported to the whole class. In this lesson Odinn, and Loki to a

lesser degree, came to the surface in a quite negative and defying way:

I enter the classroom at 8:30. (All timings were according to my
watch as there are no wall-clocks inside classrooms, but only in the
hallways.) Linda is distributing textbooks on biology to the
students. The kids look at the books while they talk together.
Linda tells them to do an exercise on nourishment from the book.
"You talk it over in the groups and you have to agree on a
conclusion and remember that you have to give reasons [pause]. What
is that? [I.e. "giving reasons".] A girl answers: "It's why things
are this way but not some other way." Other students share comments
on reasoning and I hear one of the Valkyries say: "This is stupid!
The answers are right there!"™ For the next ten minutes the groups
work on the exercise and Linda circles around the classroom. At
8:43 Linda stops the work to have the groups report their
conclusions: "Hildur, Hrist and Hrund, what conclusion did you come
to?" Hrist is their spokesperson and answers: "If one eats healthy
food, one's mood becomes good and if one eats junkfood one's mood
becomes bad." Some members of the class [the boys among them] raise
unclear objections about the connection between food and mood, so
.It should be emphasized that I am talking about basic patterns in their
teaching style; what would be called a "default option" in computer
language. Helga informs me that as they get into the schoolyear and
after students have adjusted to school they start to apply various
methods in their teaching.
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Hrist adds to her answer: "One can have a tantrum if one wants to,
but one’s nerves become stronger!"™ [if the food is healthy].
Linda: Loki, do you agree?
Loki: No, I can't hear her!

Linda asks Hrist to repeat her answer and then repeats her
question to Loki.

Loki: I don't know, I have never tried it out!

Linda starts writing on the blackboard but Loki and Odinn comment:
"One can see it on Hrist that she doesn’t eat healthy food!"™ "You
can see it on the teacher too!"...[The first comment could
correspond to facts but the latter must be considered as a bad joke!
Both comments are ignored by the class.]

Thor: Humans have to eat healthy food so they don't become like monkeys!

Linda asks a follow-up question on this: "What do you mean?" But
Thor stays silent and the other boys chat together. The question is
not directed to others in the class.

Linda: What is worst to the heart?

Thor [raises his hand at once and calls out]: "I know it! Fat!"
Linda: Why?

Thor: It narrows the heart-veins!

Linda expands a 1little on this and then cuts pieces from an apple
and calls on Hodur and Saga up to the blackboard and asks them to
eat the pieces without moving the tongue. Hodur and Saga testify
that they cannot do it without moving their tongues. Now Linda
proceeds to cut small pieces from the apple to allow each and every
student to try it out.

O0dinn: They boys need bigger chunks!

Some of the students comment on the experiment: "It's impossible!"
"You always swindle although you don't realize it!" "It [the
tongue] just moves by itself."

Linda: Can we conclude that we have discovered something in this lesson?

A girl answers and Linda repeats after her: "We need saliva to
swallow and we need saliva to move the tongue. Do you agree?"”

O0dinn: No, you can have Hodur spit in your mouths!

Linda and most students ignore this comment but from the front I
hear a girl's comment: "How disgusting!"”

It's close to nine o’'clock and the lesson is almost over. Linda
keeps on talking about digestion with the students. All of a sudden
she looks at Syr and asks: "Syr, what were we talking about?”

Syr [without hesitation]: We were talking about digestion!

Linda directs a similar question to Hrist and reminds them of
paying attention to the subject. By now the lesson is over (edited
from Notes, 9/15/86 pp. <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>