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Philosophy for Children and the
Cultivation of Good Judgment

THOMAS B. YOS

ingly perplexing to me. What, I wondered, is the

value of Philosophy for Children (P4C)? Why is it
important? When asked this question, I could, to be sure,
provide some sort of answer. But I always felt that my an-
swers lacked the needed authority and conviction.

Searching for an answer to my question, I turned to the
literature of P4C.! Within this literature I found many good
reasons for why schools ought to embrace P4C. Indeed, I
found too many reasons. P4C, I discovered, can be con-
nected with many educational aims. There are so many dif-
ferent arguments which can be (and, in fact, have been)
made for the value of P4C.

Overwhelmed by this abundance of arguments, I felt as
if, to make use of an old expression, I could not see the for-
est through the trees. Where I was looking for a single com-
prehensive and coherent argument, I found a plethora of
different arguments which were, at least to my mind, too
disconnected.

Naive to what I was getting myself into, I decided to
take up the task of constructing an argument for the worth
of P4C. This task, I came to understand, involved address-
ing two far-reaching educational questions. The firstis a
normative one: What should be the primary aims of educa-
tion? The second is a pedagogical one: How might these
aims be realized? In order to show why P4C is valuable, 1
concluded, I would first have to make some statement about
what the proper business of education should be. Then I
would need to connect P4C with these identified aims.

It was only after working full-time at a public elemen-
tary school for some years that an answer to the normative
question which I posed began to emerge. Seeing first-hand
what was and was not being done in my school, I came to
realize that what schools (at least within my culture and ep-
och) need to concern themselves with vigorously (but not
exclusively) is the task of cultivating good judgment.

This insight, as is often the case, gave rise to an addi-
tional question. This question was a conceptual one: what is
"good judgment" anyway? Answering this latter question, I
realized, was essential to my project; one cannot, after all,
effectively argue that schools ought to educate for good
judgment if one is not even clear on what "good judgment"

: ; everal years ago a single question became increas-

is. And, at least within educational circles, there is a lack of
clarity about what, precisely, "good judgment" means.

In the pages which follow I will take up the conceptual,
normative, and pedagogical questions which I have posed. I
will, first of all, endeavor to shed light on the elusive con-
cept of "good judgment." Then I shall argue that schools
ought to concern themselves with cultivating good judg-
ment. Finally, I will contend that PAC is an effective peda-
gogical means through which to cultivate good judgment.’

What is Good Judgment?

There are within the world some people who regularly
make poor judgments and others who frequently make good
judgments. This qualitative consistency which characterizes
the judging of both the foolish and the wise suggests that
the worth of our judgments depends not merely on chance
but on competency. The wise, we reason, do not character-
istically make good judgments because they are lucky; they
do so because they have some talent. Similarly, we con-
clude that the foolish make poor judgments because they
lack some competency or power.

From the reasonable assumption that there is some com-
petency which empowers one to make good judgments,
however, it does not follow that there exists some
"mysterious faculty” of judgment. One need not attribute
the power to make good judgments to some "inscrutable
quality."

Indeed, to make this move of attributing the power to
make good judgments to a faculty is to fall into a linguistic
trap. The act of replacing "Socrates has some sort of talent
which empowers him to consistently exercise good judg-
ment"” with "Socrates has good judgment" is, to be sure, a
useful bit of linguistic short-hand. The problem with this
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short-hand, however, is that it tempts us to conclude unduly
that "good judgment” is, like a shirt or a book, a thing
which one can possess.

There is no reason to conclude that this power to make
good judgments is the product of a single discrete faculty
because there is a simpler, more easily confirmed possibil-
ity:

I see no harm in rehabilitating the concept

of faculty as a convenient label to desig-

nate a bundle of mental processes that at

the level of common usage present a uni-

tary face to the outside observer. In this

sense intelligence, in the IQ sense, what-

ever its complex components, can usefully

be referred to as a faculty. In the same

sense I suggest it is useful to think of judg-

ment as a faculty.”
The power to make good judgments, F. H. Low-Beer con-
tends, comes not from a single faculty but rather from a
complex bundle
of abilities. To
have good judg-
ment is not to
possess some fac-
ulty of good judg-
ment; it is to be
able to perform
well the moves
through which
good judgments
are made.

The posses-
sion of certain
abilities is an es-
sential ingredient
of good judg-
ment. One would
not say of a per-
son that she has
good judgment if
she did not have the ability to make good judgments. To
have the ability or potential to make good judgments, how-
ever, is not, in and of itself, a sufficient condition for the
predication of good judgment. It is, as Andrew Norman
notes, "perfectly possible to have a capacity for sound judg-
ment, yet fail to employ it." If someone never or only on
occasion made good judgments, one would not say that she
has good judgment. Essential to good judgment is the exer-
cise of good judgment. This exercise need not be unfailing
(for, "even the wise make mistakes") but it does need to be
consistent. The phrase "has sound judgment is properly
predicated only if the subject of predication exercises con-
sistently sound judgment."®

The ability to make good judgments, then, is not
enough. Ability, as Dewey notes, must be coupled with dis-
position.” One must not only be able to make good judg-

ments; one must also be ready to make good judgments.
One must be in the habit of making good judgments.

Here I take "habit" not as an unthinking routine but
rather as a tendency to act in a certain way. One who is in
the habit of judging well is one who tends to perform con-
sistently (but not necessarily invariably) those moves
through which such judging is done. She has learned and
embraced these moves and, hence, regularly (but not un-
thinkingly) performs them. She has, through her consistent
action, made these moves a part of her character.

One who is in the habit of making good judgments,
then, is one who has the "character trait" of good judgment.8
This person has, in addition to the ability to make some
moves, the desire or will to actually perform these moves
consistently. She is one who, on account of her particular
bent and distinctive aptitudes, consistently exercises good
judgment.

One who consistently exercises good judgment is one
who characteristically judges well. Judging well, like all

" judging, is a process
of thinking. 1t is, like
all judging, a part of,
to use William James'
term, the ongoing
"stream of thinking."
It is not, however, the
whole of this stream.
Rather, it is, like a
portion of a stream
which has been di-
verted to turn the
wheels of a mill, just
that thinking which
has been applied to
the work of deciding
between legitimate
alternatives. It is,
then, not merely a
cognitive process; it
is a cognitive means.
Judging well, like all judging, is a process of thoughtful
choosing.

Such are the ways in which judging well is akin to judg-
ing. But what is the differentia which distinguishes judging
well from other sorts of judging? Just this: judging well is
judging which proceeds through "more effective” thinking
which, as Dewey puts it, "[does] better the work that think-
ing can do..."? It proceeds through ways of thinking which
(thus far) have proven to be especially well-suited to the
cognitive work of judging. It proceeds through ways of
thinking which characteristically help us to make good
Jjudgments."!

Thinking which is good for judging—which, for the
sake of convenience, I shall simply call "good thinking"—is
the distinctive mark of judging well. Like all judging, judg-
ing well is a process of choosing which is performed
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through thinking. Unlike all judging, however, judging well
is choosing through good thinking.

But what is this sort of "good thinking"? It has, I argue,
at least two characteristics: (1) it is performed through the
skillful exercise of a variety of appropriate cognitive moves,
and (2) it "leans back on" one's understanding.

(1) Part of good thinking is the effective employment of
a variety of cognitive moves. Just as a skilled craftsman is
able and disposed to capably employ a variety of tools in
the doing of his work, an individual who is skilled at think-
ing has the ability and inclination to adeptly make use of a
number of cognitive moves in doing the work of judging.

Cognitive moves are the temporally and functionally
distinct movements of which the ongoing stream of think-
ing is comprised. These movements are like the individual
flaps of a hummingbird's wings. In normal time, at normal
speed, they oftentimes go unnoticed. But if one slows things
down, if one carefully examines the process of thinking,
one finds that behind the smooth blur of movement lies an
irregularly pitching series of distinct moves.

Each cognitive move is, like the flap of a hummingbird's
wing, a burst of energy through which thinking proceeds
onwards. But cognitive moves are not merely random dis-
charges of mental energy. A cognitive move is a bundle of
cognitive activity which, unlike a haphazard selection of
such activity, does something. A cognitive move is a tool
which serves some function. It is a means through which
one attempts to get along within one's world.

A great number of distinct cognitive moves have been
identified by philosophers and psychologists.'? Thomas
Jackson's "Good Thinker's Tool Kit" is one attempt to dis-
tinguish key cognitive moves. Good thinkers, Jackson ex-
plains, tend to make the moves of seeking clarification (by
asking "what do you mean by...?), providing reasons, iden-
tifying assumptions, noting inferences and implications,
evaluating the truth of claims, giving examples, and provid-
ing counter-examples."

Not all cognitive moves, it should be noted, are of help
in the work of judging well. Some cognitive moves, in fact,
have been shown to be an impediment to good judgment.
Logical fallacies—such as when one jumps too quickly
from an instance to a generalization—are, for instance, cog-
nitive moves which tend to lead one's judging astray.

There are, however, some cognitive moves (like those
which Jackson emphasizes) which have proven to be espe-
cially useful in the work of judging well. They have been
"proven" to be useful not by some certain, ahistoricial
god's-eye perspective but rather by the malleable collective
experience of humankind. Human beings have found that
certain cognitive moves have thus far characteristically con-
duced to judging well. It is through these moves that good
thinking proceeds.

(2a) Having the ability and disposition to skillfully em-
ploy effective cognitive moves is a necessary ingredient of
good judging. This alone, however, does not ensure good
judging. One must also be ready and able to lean back upon

one's understanding.

Thinking, Dewey explains, is too often no more than an
"uncontrolled coursing of ideas through our heads." It is a
"random" succession of "mental states” through one's
"mind." This "irregular sequence" of "something or other,"
Dewey continues, "does not suffice." Indeed, this sort of
thinking is hardly even worth the penny which one might
offer for it because, while pleasant, it "rarely leaves much
that is worth while behind.""*

A "better way of thinking," Dewey continues, is
"reflective thinking." Unlike undisciplined thinking, reflec-
tive thinking is neither aimless whim nor unintelligent cut
and try. Instead, it is orderly. It always involves the deliber-
ate and purposeful appeal to one's prior thought. It "leans
back on" or "refers to" one's thought.

Here, following James' lead, we use "thought" as a
"general term by which to designate all states of conscious-
ness merely as such...""® "Thought" should be interpreted,
for our purposes, as a broad and varied cognitive find upon
which reflective thinking draws. One's experiences, one's
memories, one's ideas, one's knowledge, and the facts with
which one is acquainted; these are all a part of this fund of
thought which reflective thinking accesses and employs.

Leaning back on one's fund of thought is not a product
of reflective thinking but rather is that through which reflec-
tive thinking proceeds. "Leaning back" is a complex cogni-
tive move which is the definitive element of reflective
thinking. To engage in reflective thinking is to make the
move of leaning back.

Leaning back consists, I assert, of both a forward-
looking element and a backward-looking element. The
backward-looking element I call reflection. The forward-
looking move I call self-correction.

Reflection is the move through which one accesses one's
fund of thought. To reflect is to refer back to or, quite liter-
ally, to "re-call" or "re-collect" one's fund of thought.

Self-correction is the move through which one employs
one's fund of thought. To self-correct is to advance from
that to which one has referred back. It is to make use of
one's reflected upon thought in order to direct the course of
one's future thinking, judging, and acting.

To make use of an analogy, the complex cognitive move
of leaning back on one's thought is like a hiker's act of using
her compass to direct her journey. The hiker's initial act of
pulling out and referring to her compass is like the back-
ward-looking act of reflection. The hiker's consequent act
of correcting her course of travel based upon the compass
reading which she has taken is like the forward-looking act
of self-correction. Like the hiker, the reflective thinker re-
fers back and then, with the results of this act of reference
in mind, proceeds onwards.

(2b) Good thinking is a sub-class of reflective thinking.
Like all reflective thinking, good thinking essentially in-
volves the skillful performance of the cognitive move of
leaning back on one's thought. Unlike all reflective think-
ing, however, good thinking leans back especially upon a
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particular quality of thought.

The fund of thought upon which reflective thinking
leans back is neither simple nor of uniform quality. Within
this fund one finds both great ideas and half-baked opin-
ions. One finds profound insights, trivial bits of data, sound
knowledge, and even misunderstandings. While the ratio of
useful content to useless clutter will vary from one individ-
ual's fund to another's, it is safe to say that each person's
fund of thought contains both that which is worthwhile and
that which is worthless (or, even worse, dangerously harm-
ful).

Good thinking may reflect back upon both the worthless
and the worthwhile but it tends to take its lead only from
the latter. That is to say, good thinking tends not to be
guided by shabby 'knowledge' or intellectual garbage. Quite
" to the contrary, good thinking is in large part "good" pre-
cisely because it proceeds forwards from high-quality
knowledge. Good thinking is characteristically guided by
understanding.

"Understanding," of course, can be interpreted in a vari-
ety of ways. By "understanding" I mean a knowledge which
is both meaning-laden and true. To say that understanding
is meaning-laden is to emphasize its depth. Whereas infor-
mation is a superficial acquaintance, understanding is a
deeper, richer knowledge about "what makes [matters] what
they are."'® One who understands something grasps the
meaning of it and "see[s] it in its relations to other things
To say that understanding is true is to emphasize its usefitl/-
ness. Understanding, unlike misunderstanding, works; it
does not take things amiss and, hence, provides one with
reliable guidance.'®

(2¢) Implicit within my assertion that one who judges
well leans back on understanding is the assumption that
there is, in fact, an understanding to which this person can
appeal. For one cannot appeal to one's understanding and
employ it as a judgment-guiding criterion if one does not
even have understanding. The good thinker, then, not only
thinks well; she also possesses understanding.

While the comprehensiveness and subject-matter of one
person's understanding will be different from that of an-
other, all good thinkers must possess "a fund of relevant
knowledge" upon which they can draw in confronting the
perplexities of their lives.'” Though the specific contour of
this fund of relevant knowledge depends upon the situation
within which one finds oneself, there are, I contend, certain
broad areas of understanding upon which all good thinkers
characteristically lean back. All good thinkers must have
some understanding of their world, themselves, and others.
They must, to be more specific, have an understanding of
the possibilities and limitations of their environment, a self-
awareness of who they are and who they wish to become,
and an ethical appreciation of others as human subjects.

(2d) One who judges well must possess some under-
standing. But where does this understanding come from?
Some suggest that understanding is something which is
given to one. One gains knowledge by, as E. D. Hirsch says,

nl7

"piling up [the] specific, communally shared information"
which is provided to one.?’

Hirsch is correct, I think, when he says that information
can be given. Information is a "bare impression" which can
be transmitted from one person to another.”'

Hirsch also gets it right when he says that there is a con-
nection between the piling up of information and under-
standing. Information, either in the form of the facts which
one is told or the impressions which one experiences, is the
raw material of understanding. "There must," as Dewey
says, "be data at command to supply the considerations re-
quired in dealing with the specific difficulty which has pre-
sented itself."*

From the fact that information is an essential ingredient
for understanding, however, it does not follow that informa-
tion is understanding. Indeed, as Dewey contends,
"information" is not "understanding."> Information is a
relatively superficial acquaintance with something. It is an
"undigested burden.”" Understanding, on the other hand, is
an integrated, meaning-laden, useful knowledge about
something.

Following from this mistaken identification of informa-
tion with understanding is the false supposition that under-
standing, like information, can be given. Quite to the con-
trary, argue Lipman and his colleagues, understanding is
not the sort of thing which can be given:

Meanings cannot be dispensed. They can-

not be given or handed out to children.

Meanings must be acquired; they are

capta, not data..”*
One must, to be sure, have hold of some information. But
this information, this raw material, this "working capital,"
only becomes understanding when it has, through one's
thoughtful reflection, been refined.”

From this it follows that the good thinker cannot merely
possess understanding. Since understanding cannot be given
to her, she must have something more. She must have at her
disposal means which enable her to create understanding.
She must have the power to understand.*®

(2¢) This power to understand is comprised of both an
ability to understand and a disposition to understand. One
who can judge well is both ready and able to pursue under-
standing.

To be disposed to understand is to be inclined to won-
der. One who is continually working to revise and extend
her understanding is one who has been infected with (or,
perhaps more accurately, remains infected with) wonder.
She is one who possesses a sort of "intellectual curiosity";
she possesses a motivating inclination "to penetrate to
deeper levels of meaning—to go below the surface and find
out the connections of any event or object, and to keep at
it."?” She is in the habit of living the examined life.

To have the ability to understand is, in large part, to be
armed with the appropriate cognitive moves. "Thinking,"
Lipman writes, "is the skill par excellence that enables us to
acquire meanings."*® Tt is through the skillful use of cogni-
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tive moves that one orders and refines one's experience and
information. Grasping the relations which bind a particular
thing, event, or situation to the broader context of which it
is a part, one moves through thinking from a bare acquaint-
ance to a useful, meaning-laden understanding. The skillful
use of cognitive moves, then, is not only the means through
which good judgments are made; it is also the means
through which understanding is gained.

The ability and disposition to skillfully employ cogni-
tive moves, the ability and disposition to appeal to one's un-
derstanding, the ability and disposition to gain a deep un-
derstanding of one's situation; these are essential ingredi-
ents of good judgment. To possess the power to judge well
and, so, to consistently make good judgments—or, to em-
ploy a figure of speech, to zave good judgment—is to have
made these abilities and dispositions one's own.

Having gotten clear on what good judgment is, it be-
comes evident that good judgment can be taught. For abili-
ties and dispositions are the sorts of things which can be
purposefully cultivated. One can, as the rise of the critical
thinking movement attests to, empower children to more
skillfully do such things as give reasons, spot assumptions,
and provide examples. Dispositions can also be cultivated.
This is a point which current proponents of "values educa-
tion" make.?’ One can cultivate the inclination to wonder, to
be respectful, to be reflective, and, so too, to perform cer-
tain cognitive moves.

Should Schools Work to Cultivate Good Judgment?

Not only can good judgment be cultivated but, indeed, it
ought to be cultivated. Good judgment, unlike the current
fashion or the latest trend, is something that human beings
cannot do without. Good judgment empowers us to act ef-
fectively within our world while paying due deference to
this world. Good judgment enables us to dwell together har-
moniously and to govern ourselves judiciously. Good judg-
ment helps us to be true to ourselves and, so, to lead lives
which are rich, worthy, and fulfilling.

While good judgment is something which people have
always needed, current circumstances now make the need
for good judgment especially acute. In the past century the
technological prowess of human beings has advanced at an
extraordinary pace. With this gain in power there has come,
to be sure, opportunity for unprecedented progress and
prosperity. But just as surely it seems at times as if, as
James puts it, we will "drown in [our technological] wealth
like a child in a bath-tub, who has turned on the water and
who can not turn it off."** Whether our power will be a
boon or a curse depends, in very large part, upon our judg-
ment. In order to harness our great power wisely we need to
exercise good judgment. We must, if we are to survive (let
alone flourish), base our decisions upon a good understand-
ing and choose through sound thinking.

Good judgment is what humankind undeniably needs.
Unfortunately, however, good judgment is precisely what is

oftentimes lacking in today's world. This is made evident in
the news headlines of terrorist attacks and corporate col-
lapses. But such dramatic instances are only the tip of the
iceberg. The extent of the problem only becomes clear
when one goes beyond the headlines and finds, in the back
pages and small print, a staggering overabundance of exam-
ples of decidedly poor judgment. In a single day's paper, for
instance, one reads of the massacre of thirty-four people,
tobacco companies which put profit before public health,
ocean species that have been driven to the brink of extinc-
tion, an archbishop who is on trial for loan-sharking and
misappropriating church funds, and individuals who delib-
erately endeavor to contract the HIV virus in order to gain
kinship, respect, and notoriety.*'

There is, accounts like this scream out, currently a
dearth of good judgment. Too many of people's decisions
are rash or confused. Too many of their actions are ineffec-
tive, unethical, or inauthentic. Too often that which human
beings say, do, and create is marked not by good judgment,
but rather by ignorance and imprudence. The conclusion is
practically unavoidable: In the world today there is a pre-
cipitous lack of good judgment.

How should we respond to this shortage of good judg-
ment? We cannot flee from our power for, like a modern
day Pandora's Box, the knowledge of how to split the atom,
clone a cell, or create a computer chip cannot be simply
closed-up and forgotten. Nor would such a course of action
even be desirable since technology can be a boon as well as
a bane.

Given the untenability of escapism, the only other re-
sponse is, as Albert Einstein suggests, to change our
"modes of thinking."**> We must, if we are to survive and
flourish, address the current dearth of good judgment by
purposefully endeavoring to improve people's thinking, un-
derstanding, and choosing. We must take up in earnest the
work of cultivating good judgment.

There are, of course, a variety of social mediums within
which one can work in cultivating good judgment. The fam-
ily, the job site, religious institutions, political organiza-
tions, and clubs; these are just some of the places where one
can (and should) foster good judgment.

Among the spheres within which one can work in culti-
vating judgment of particular importance are a society's
schools of formal education. Unlike other social environ-
ments, schools are "framed with express reference to influ-
encing the mental and moral disposition of their mem-
bers."™ The very function of schools is to do the work of
shaping children into the sorts of citizens whom society val-
ues. Given this mission, schools can potentially be ideal
venues for fostering good judgment. They, more than any
other social environment, can be deliberately structured and
purposefully equipped for the work of cultivating good
judgment.

While schools have the potential to be ideal venues
within which to cultivate good judgment, they have, by and
large, failed to live up to this potential. This, of course, is
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not to say that every school—let alone every teacher—fails
to do enough to foster good judgment. My contention,
rather, is that, because the attention and energies of admin-
istrators and educators are occupied by other matters,
schools do not do as much as they should to foster good
judgment. More must be done to educate for good judg-
ment.

What Can Schools Do To Cultivate Good Judgment?

In order to cultivate good judgment, our conceptual
analysis has revealed, one must both empower and inspire
children to skillfully employ cognitive moves, to wonder,
and to reflect back on and make use of their understanding.
One must also help them to gain understanding of them-
selves, their world, and others.

The community of inquiry approach of Philosophy for
Children (P4C), I contend, is an excellent means through
which to do these things. When one transforms the class-
room into an intellectually safe community where students
engage, not in unkind "parliamentary sparing" or in mean-
dering "small-talk," but rather in "disciplined conversation"
which proceeds from their own interests, one does much to
cultivate the skills, d1spos1t10ns and understandmg which
are essential to good ]udgment

P4C's community of inquiry approach cultivates good
judgment, first of all, by encouraging the modeling of es-
sential skills by the children's peers. "In a community of
inquiry," writes Lipman, "children will use other children's
behavior as models for their own."* If, for example, some
children within the community consistently give reasons,
the other children may well, with sufficient exposure, begin
to do likewise. Children learn to think well by following the
lead of their peers.

Another source of modeling is the teacher herself. The
teacher can deliberately, and quite explicitly, model desir-
able moves. The modeling of the teacher is, as Splitter and
Sharp note, particularly important in the early stages of the
development of a community of inquiry when the children
have not yet begun to consistently exercise moves them-
selves.*

A third source of modeling can be the characters in the
texts which the community reads together. If the characters
in these texts model certain moves, then there may be, with
sufficient exposure, a "gradual internalization of the think-
ing behaviors of the fictional characters." "The live students
in the classroom [will] take the behavior of these fictional
characters as models of how to behave."’

Allowing for the modeling of essential moves is an im-
portant way in which the P4C approach cultivates good
judgment. Of equal importance, however, is the fact that
members of the community of inquiry are given the chance,
not just to observe, but to practice these moves themselves.
Within the community of inquiry children are, during the
natural flow of dialogue, both allowed and encouraged to
practice doing such things as giving reasons, evaluating in-

ferences, and reflecting back upon their experience.

That children are placed within an environment where
they can observe and practice moves such as these is of
great pedagogical significance. For, it is largely through
continuing observation and practice that children develop
both the ability and the disposition to make these moves.
There is an "intrapsychical reproduction of the interpsychi-
cal."*® The "interpersonal process" of dialogue is, with due
time, "transformed into an intrapersonal process of think-
ing.* Children learn to think well by internalizing the good
thinking which is expressed through classroom dialogue.
Not only the ability but the very "tendancy" to think well
"becomes effectively ingrained in [them] in proportion to
the uninterrupted frequency with which" they are immersed
within the community's dialogue.*’

This process of internalization is aided by the opportu-
nity for reflection which the community of inquiry pro-
vides.*' Within the community of inquiry children are en-
couraged to turn their thinking upon itself. They are invited
to inquire together into the efficacy and very nature of the
moves which they are employing. This inquiry can take the
form of a consideration, either impromptu or planned, of
these moves or, as Jackson suggests, a post-session evalua-
tion of the community's discussion.*

It is pedagogically efficacious to provide children with
this opportunity for reflection because it provides them with
an opportunity to discover of their own accord the worth of
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the moves which are essential to judgment. If children are
not helped to understand for themselves the value of these
moves, they may resist our efforts to cultivate these
moves.* Enlisting the children's aid in examining these
moves, one helps them to become more disposed to employ
them.

This opportunity for reflection is also pedagogically ef-
ficacious because it prepares children to make better use of
these moves. As is the case with any tool, if one does not
fully understand what a particular move is or how it works,
then one is not fully prepared to use it effectively. Reflec-
tion upon moves which are essential to judging well not
only encourages the doing of these moves; it also helps
children to know what they are doing.

It is, then, largely through the modeling, practice, and
reflection which it invites that the community of inquiry
approach of P4C cultivates the abilities and dispositions
which are essential to good judgment. The community of
inquiry approach also educates for good judgment by help-
ing children to craft the sort of quality understanding from
which good judgments arise.

The community of inquiry approach helps children to
understand, first and foremost, by empowering them with
the means by which to craft understanding. Some of these
means are cognitive. Arming children with the cognitive
moves through which the raw material of their experience is
processed into understanding, one gives them the power not
only to understand but, more importantly, to continue to
understand.

Other of these means are social. P4C arms children with
certain social habits—such as listening well, being patient,
clearly expressing oneself, and being respectful of others.
These social habits are essential preconditions to the sort of
disciplined conversation practiced within the community of
inquiry. This sort of disciplined conversation (which need
not only be practiced in the classroom) is, in turn, a form of
social inquiry through which understanding is effectively
pursued. Thus, to empower children with the social habits
which are essential to disciplined conversation is also to
empower them with means through which to pursue under-
standing.

The community of inquiry approach also helps children
to gain understanding by providing them with the materials
from which understanding is created. Taking part in the
community of inquiry, children learn things. The informa-
tion about the world, themselves, and others which they
gain during P4C discussions serves as raw material from
which their understandings will be crafted.

Here I reject the contention that, simply because the
community of inquiry's primary aim is to empower children
to think well, it fails to provide children with important in-
formation. It is not the case that the process of thinking can
somehow be cleaved from the content of thought and that
children do not learn content even as they learn how to
think well. For, as Dewey argues, the "how" of
"experiencing" is always accompanied by the "what" which

is "experienced."** Just as one cannot "eat without eating
something," one cannot think without thinking about some-
thing. Leaming how to think well necessitates thinking
about some content. Students must, if they are to practice
the good thinking which will empower them to understand,
be simultaneously informed about their world.

Finally, the community of inquiry approach helps chil-
dren to gain understanding by providing the opportunity for
information to be refined. In the community of inquiry in-
formation is not merely transmitted. Rather, it is thought
about, mulled over, reflected upon, and, hence, made sense
of and refined into understanding. Having the opportunity
to engage in the reflective process of meaning-making, chil-
dren commonly take away from an inquiry session not just
information but understanding. _

I have, in this section, argued that the pedagogy of P4C
is well-suited to cultivating the sophistication of thinking
and understanding which is essential to good judgment. But
is P4C, in actuality, an effective means through which to
cultivate this sort of thinking and understanding? I certainly
believe that it is and there is, to be sure, research which sup-
ports this hypothesis.*’ To be honest, however, more work
must be done. Does P4C empower children to be more re-
flective and self-corrective? Does P4C inspire children to
wonder? Does P4C arm children with the social behaviors
which are prerequisites to disciplined conversation? Does
PAC help children to become more empathetic, respectful,
and caring? If one is to make the case that P4C is an effec-
tive means through which to cultivate good judgment, these
are some of the research questions which need to be ad-
dressed.

Conclusion

A newspaper article tells the story about how a nineteen
year old beat his best friend to death. Why did the young
man kill his friend? It was not because he harbored ill feel-
ings against his friend but rather because he was zealously
following his gang's code of conduct. "I was listening to
what they were saying," he said, "trying to impress every-
body, trying to look hard."*®

As I read this story my mind travels back to a conversa-
tion which I had with former fifth grade teacher Jean Ma-
tsumoto. Matsumoto, by any measure a truly outstanding
teacher, was retiring after some forty years in the class-
room. As she packed the last of her classroom items into
her car she reflected upon her many years of teaching. Tra-
ditional academic subjects, she said, were never the most
important thing to her. What she always aimed to do, above
all else, was to help her students to become good people.

Matsumoto, like Dewey, has gotten it right. It is not
enough in today's world to teach children how to read,
write, and calculate. It is not enough to fill their minds with
facts, to arm them with dazzling computer skills, or to pre-
pare them for tests. Though these things may be important,
we must do more.
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If we want our children and, with them, our society to
flourish, we need to empower them to judge well, to think
well, and to understand deeply. Just as importantly we must
help them to know themselves and, so too, to care for oth-
ers. We must arm them with the interpersonal talents which
will enable them to successfully interact within their society
and, finally, enrich them with a spirit of wonder.

Philosophy for Children is most commonly presented as
a "thinking skills" program. Indeed, it is. But it is also much
more. The community of inquiry is a place of laughter and
joy. It is a safe place where children come together in fel-
lowship and proceed forwards with wonder and care. Itis a
place where children and, so too, their teachers are granted
permission to slow down, to reflect deeply, and to think for
themselves about the things which matter most. It is, put
most simply, a place where good judgment is cultivated. It
is a place where children are empowered and disposed to
live not just smartly and successfully but, more importantly,
wisely and well.
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