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Concerns about low levels of econom1c:11tefecy.1n the'Uh1ted States has

‘ Yed to 1ncrea;ed interest in te;ch1ng econom1cs at the elementary grades; )
Many e]ementary social studies’ textbook series g1ve\@ttent1on to. economic

' concepts such as needs, wants, spec1a11zat1on and division of labor beg1nn1ng
- in the primary grades . A survey by Yanke]ovich Shelly, and White (1981)
found that 16 states require or recommend that economics- 1nstruct1on be | r
included at the K-8 or K-12 1eve1s The Joint Council on ‘Economic Educat1on"“
has produced pr1mary grade (Dav1son. 1977) and 1ntermediate grade (Kour11sky.
1978) curr1cu1um mater1a1s for teaching econom1cs The Nat1ona1 Center of

Econom1c Education for Ch11dren produces and d1str1butes nat1ona11y the

E]ementary Econom1st wh1rh conta1ns spec1f1c teach1ng suggest1ons for teachers

- in grades K 2, 3-4, 5-6. In addition, the Pr1mary Industry Educat1on Project\.

rd

in. Eng]and (1983) has deve]oped an economics program for -.the elementary’

Q

graues.

Thece.curr1cu1um materials are produced without the benefit of exgens1ve ‘
. research‘about how ch11ﬂren think agout econom1c prob]ems and.ideas. Studying :
he dev~1opment of ch11dren 3 econom1c reasoning can help insure that there is

a better LIETL between econom1c curr1cu1um mater1a1s and the approaches



‘somz evidence to-support the notion that economic reasoning develops 1n_a ‘

teachers use w1th the children's understand1ng of econom1c ideas. Somenrecent

studies-have found evidence that ch11dren S econom1c reason1ng deve1ops in a

- manner similar to what might be expected accord1ng to ‘the cognitive
’deve1opment theory of Jean Piaget.: Burr1s (1916) found discrete stages in

i ch11dren 3 thihk1ng about the econom1c 1deas of exchange value, and. propen;y

rlghts In her study of ch11dren S understanding of pr1c1ng. Fox (1978) found ..

that the reason1ng of e1ght-year—o]d ch11dren was qua11tat1ve1y different from”

. that of younger ch11dren Studies. 5‘ .Schug (1983) and Armeto (1982) found

manner cons1stent with” cogn1t1ve development theory
- The present study was designed to extend ear11er research on the
development of econom1c reasoning by hav1ng as 1ts central purpose the

examination of the economic- reason1ng of young ch11dren (preschool, grade one

'_and grade three). wh11e some ear11er studies have included young ch11dren as

part-of the samp]e. they have not been the centra] target of any |
jnvestigation.. The resu]t is that we know very 1jttle“about how young _‘
children reason about basic concepts.

The theoret1ca1 basis of the study was drawn from the work of Jean
piaget. It was felt that qua11tat1ve differences 1n the types of reasons
children use to approach econom1c problems by. grade -1evel would be support1ve
of P1aget's theory of cognitive deve]opment In addition, it was ant1c1pated

that the part1c1pants' reasoning wou]d inove from simple at eariier ages “to.

'more complex for older ch11dren. .

Research Design ‘
Part1c1pants in th1s study 1nc1uded a. tota1 of 710 chi]dren who were

'j random1y se1ected from classes "4n an urban preschoo1 and, two nearby._e] e]ementary

]
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“schoo1s. Twenty-five children wetl\four-f1ve years of age, 23 children were
six-seven years old, ~and 22 ch11dreﬁ were eight-t o-n1ne years old. -

A structured interview protocot served as the main 1nstrument for the
‘study. The 1nterv1ew consisted of a ser1es of~quest1ons and hypothet1ca1
probiems intended to elicit responses 111ustqat1ng ch11dren ) reason1ng about
basic.economic concepts. 'Scarc1ty. cho1¢e” opportun1ty cost mbnetar; value, ¢
pr1ce, exchange. and advert1s1ng were the concepts selected: for ‘ '
investigation. S1x of these concepts--scarc1ty. choice, opportun1ty cost
monetary value, price and exchange-—were selected, because they are w1de1y
recognized as being basic econom1c ideas (Hansen et al., 1977) Advert1s1ng R

-

was added because of interest in how ideas about personal econom1cs might
- deve]op The interview protocol was an adapt1on of an earlier vers1on used by
Schug (1980) and included some mod1f1ed quest1ons from Burr1s (1976)
¢ Each of the 70 1nd1v1dua1 1nterv1ews was tape recorded. The audio tapes
were used to prepare verbat1m transcr1pts o Data from the 1nterv1ew ~
transcr1pts were coded into descriptive categor1es by two 1ndependent readers )
) ustng'a code manual -developed for the project. D1fferences between the
readers were d1scussed and a concensus was, reached on the cod1ng of all
responses. Next the- descript1ve categor1es were 1nspected znd reclassified
- .mon a theoretica] basis into broad categor1es approx1mat1ng stages of cogn1t1ve
- 'development. F1na11y. the percentages of student cateqor1cal responses were ‘
‘tested for statistical s1gn1f1cance by a ser1es of chi square tests. Chi |
square tests were judged to be an appropr1ate form of ana1ys1s due to the
Timited s1ze of the samp]e and the nominal nature of the data in this study.

Students responses were c1ass1f1ed 1nto one of two theoretical

' categor1es—-unrefJect1ve reasoning and emerg1ng reasoning. Unreflective ¢

é !
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reason1ng was character1zed by {deas which were highly 11teraﬁ .11near. or
tautological responses Often uhref]ect1ve responses were based upon the
physical properties of the. object or process being d1scussed. mA1S0 1nc1uded”'
were responses wherein students were unable to give a reason beyond a yes or

g no response or were unable tvu g1ve reasons beyond the1r own 1mmed1ate .

. 1nd1v1dua1 needs. . Emerging reasoning was gons1dered‘;o be a h1gher order of

- reasoning hhere1n the participants wereuab1e to,1dent1fy reciprocal

relationships, see‘the y1ewpo1nt of others in a concrete context, and-were
Jless literal, more fiexible 1n'the1r responses. The, fo]]ow1ng'paragraphs
describe spec1f1c examples of unreflective and emerging reaspn1ng about the
“economic concepis used in this study.
Resu]ts and D1stuss1on f/~

‘k? To exp]ore ch11dren s thinking’ about the concept of scarc1ty, the

-

part1clpants were asked to 1mag1ne that they had one hundred do]]ars to spend
and to 1dent1fy some of the th1ngs they would 1ike to vuy. The part1c1pants
wer, e next quest1onnd about whether they fe]t they had a]] the ch1ngs they '
uanted. About 35 percent of the part1c1pants' responscs }ere unref]ect1ve
statements wh1ch tended to be tautological in nature or failed to- e]aborate
any support1ng reasons beyond a yes - or no statement "I have everything I
" want_but I don't want anymore' was an exampTe of this type of thinking. cher

| unreflective statements suggested that economic needs and wants ‘could or cou1d
not be met due to the rules or guidelines established by their parents:

- "Cause my mom says no," or 'you have to 11ve with that,® ‘were typical
responses. ; . L C N B

Table 1 indicates that emerging reasoning was a rommon type of response

among a large percentage of the.part1c1pants at nach grade 1eve1 Chi square

<
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tests revealed no meaningful grade differences. Many children 1n the study
were able to recognize that the1r-econom1c wants cou]dvnot always be met
e1ther ﬁetau e their 1ncome was‘11m1ted{or because ‘their own economic needs
and wants wou]d continue to be unfulfilled. The foi]ow1ng are typical
" pesponses. - m ' |
"My mon don't have that much money fo spend for me.*

"1 mjght want -something and it might cost more {and I won't]'have eno&gh

s
\

{
.money. "

; S

o

1 want” a 4011 house--a big do]]uhouse u
“I'd 1ike an expansion modu]e so that I cou]d p]ay other cartr1dges that :
are on Atari." | '

‘The relatively high percentage of part1c1pantslus1ng emerging reasoning at
each grade 1e9e1 is notenorthy because it suggests that the cohcept -of o
scarcity might be more highly developed in children than'was reoorted in

,'ear11er research. Data reported by Schug (1983). suggested that the concept of
scarcity was s]ower to develop among ch11dren in the early grades. ’
The concept of cho1ce was investigated by ask1ng the participants how
famd11es when they are ‘'unable to buy a]] that they Want decide what to buy
. _now and what to buy later. Th1s concept was apparently a d1ff1cu1t one for '
many ch11dren in this study Tab]e 1 shows that emerging reason1ng deve]ops
in a stat1st1ca11y mean1ngfu1 way by grade level and was w1de1y used on]y
 among the grade three part1c1pants.- ' : . ’
. The most common.unref1ect1ve response about the concept of choice (19
percent) was that the"part1c1oant s1mp1y did not know how such a-decision

would be made. In 16 percent of the unref]ect1ve responses the participants

1ist the things the children or their ram11y wanted rather than describe a

@ N 4 "
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decis 1on—making process "tl want] a purse and a dress," was a typ1ca1
respunse. Other unrefiective responses suggested that the families shou1d
) Just get more money. Chdracteristic romments were, "they can buy money" and,
"get more money from the bank."
Emerg1ng reasoning about the concept of choice was- represented by
responses which involved establishing economic need or want as criteria for
@ decision making. The following are examp1es of responses characterizing

emerqtng reasoning.
*They wou]d buy th1ngs that they rea11y need now and buy things that they
don't really need . . . later." o .
"If you havelenough money for what you need to buy, 1ike for food and
'w'stutf it comes first."
"Théith1ngs that we'd need more we d get but the th1ngs that .we d1dn't

[

desperate]y need, we']] get 1ater
: "] think that the: gas b111 and the te]ephone b ‘and ‘electric and other )
sorts of th1ngs wou]d come first to the1r m1nds v
The con%ept of opportunity cost is a fundamenta] idea in econom1cs.
It refers to the Ydea that whenever a cho1ce is made, a cost 1£ incurred.
That cost is the foregone alternative or the opportun1ty To study this
concept with ch11dren each participant was ,'esented with a box f111ed with
s1m11ar1y priced, inexpensive items such as oaper pads. st1ckers. pencils, and
- fe]t'tip pens. The children were asked to identify which two items they would
511ke to keep-and why. Next, the participants were -asked if‘they,gave up ‘
.anything when they se1ected one item over another.
Unref]ect1ve reason1ng about opportun1ty cost was character1zed by the
failure to recognize that one a1ternat1ve was foregone when the dec1;1on was
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made. The most, common unref]ect1ve responses were the statements of yes or no
answers: with no, suvport1ng reasons or a s1mp1e *I don't know.".

Emerging reasons regard1ng opportunity cost were those wherein the
part1c1pant was . ab1e to recognize that someth1ng was “given up when ‘the
decision was made. The follow1ng is an example of emerging economic reason1ng

sregard1ng opportun1ty cost. .
Q - When you p1cked the st1ckers 1nstead of the note pad Nathan was‘there
anyth1ng that you were giving up?
- A - Yeah. I was giving up having a note pad that I cou1d really use. Cause {"
1ike to draw and all that.
R :
Q - when you selected the gameu1nstead of the stickers, Rachita, was there
anyth1ng that you were g1v1ng up? '
A - Yes™) | ’
Q - How wére you giving someth1ng up? |
A - Because. these I need to put in my stjcker collection, but I really could
play the game. . - |
- Tab]e 1 shows that there 1s a s1gn1f1cant pattern - 1n the development of.
’emerg1ng reason1ng by grade Teve]. However, emerging reasoning about
opportunity cost 1s the only concept in the study wh1ch doesn't“show steady
. upward progression by grade level. The emerg1ng responses of the f1rst grade
students declined from the level of the preschool/k1ndergarten participants
before increasing aga1n at grade three. It is d1ff1cu1t to explain this
result, One explanation m1ght be that the concept of opportun1ty cost is a

fa1r1y d1ff1cu1t one to measure and that our set of quest1ons did not measure

2 children's reason1ng as effect1ve1y as we wou]d have 1iked




The ‘toncept of monetary va]ue was studied by presenting the part1c1pants with
"a real dol]ar bil1 and a play 4211ar bil1. They were asked which do]1ar they.
preferred to have. A11- of the part1d1pants se1ected the roa] dollar. It was
po1nted out by the interviewer that the real do11ar and the p1ay do11ar were
a11ke in many ways. Next. the participants were asked why the real dollar was

considered to be valuable while the play dollar ‘was not. '

Two types of responses were characteristic of unreflect1ve reasoning which
dec11ned significantly with grade 1eve1 (X = 6.63; p < .05). The most |
frequent unref]ect1ve response (over 50 percent) was the simple assertation

°that one doﬁqar was real and, the other was not. "Th1s one 1s just pretend and
this one is real" and, this one is a fake dollar and this one is not* were-
common responses. Thirty-six percent of the unreflective responses suggested
, ' that the participants were distracted by the physical characteristics of the
dollars and used those to descr1he why the dollars were valuable or not. |
Typical responses—were the fo11ow1ng: |
“This one has more one's." .
. "This one has George wash1ngton ‘on 1t "
schildren would 1ike this one‘better cause it says. $90.*
*This one is green and this one is red." |
Tab]e 1 shows that the percentage of emerg1ng reason1ng 1ncreased w1th ’
grade 1eve1 but not significantly. The type of reason1ng used by the
part1c1pants 1s. _however, sti1l of 1nterest to help understand how young
people th1nk about why money 1s valuable. Over three-fourths of the emerging .
responses suggested that value was assoc1ated with the fact that-the real:
do11ar was functional. It could be used to purchase things which people want
wh11e the play do11ar could not be used for anyth1ng - The importance of
;‘ : ‘ : A -
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functionality is ref]ected in responses such as "this dollar Js not rea]
because. you' can' t buy anything with 1?“ ¥rd "I can buy real stuff with th1s
but not with this." g

AReascning'about the concept of price was-investigated in two uays. ;1rst.
the participants were asked to n&me some'th1ngs'wh1ch cost a lot of money.
They were then asked to expia1n why the items 1isted cost so much. Serond,
the participants were asked to name some things which were inexpensive. The
children were then asked to explain why the items mentioned cost so 1ittle

Unref]ect1ve reasoning about price was characterized by two types of
responses. First, about 40 percent of the total responses suggested that
price was related to the phys1ca1 characteristics of the iten. Some ‘goods
were expensive because of their large size. "Some games [cost a lot] and some
‘Jazer pistols [cost a lot] because they're big® and "a bed [costs a 1ot]b
‘because they're so big" were typical responses. Similarly, inexpensive
products were those which were small in s1ze.. Character1st1c reasons were
"Penny candy [costs a Tittie] because it's a 1ittie bitty thing" and *gum
costs a 1ittle 'cause 1t's Tittie.” A second common unreflective reason was a
sing]e tautology. "“A new phone [costs a 1ot] because of the pr1ce tag" and
*[a play car costs-a 1ittie] because of the price tag says it doesn't cost a
lot of money." ' |

Jable 1 shows that emerg1ng reason1ng about price deve]oped in a

statistically mean1ngfu1 way by grade Tevel. character1st1cs of emerg1ng
reasoning 1nc1uded ment1on1ng factors of product1on such as labor and tools or
the function of/the product as criteria which make an 1tem expens1ve or
1nexpens1ve. Emarging reasons related to h1gher pr1ces vwere "a lot of things

are hand made and now adays they make things more by machine than by hand® and °

-~
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"a refrigerator [costs a 1ot] because . . . it's cold ahd you can really put
your food 1n"there and make it cold.” Emerging reasons related to lower
prices were “a pencil cost a 1ittle because it's not that big and it doesn't
take that much to put it together and make it* and "It's just candy--they
don't have to make it." , ) '

) The preceding paragraphs correctly suggest that the types of reason1ng
used by the participants to explain high or low prices of part1cu1ar products
were very similar. It is important to note that emerging reason1ng was 20 and
26 percentage po1nts h1gher for the younger children in the study when they
 were discussing why .some products cost more. Perhaps because these children
have 1ived thrdugh some periods of difficult inflation, they are more mature

in their responses regarding higher prices rather than lower prices. It

-shou1d a1so be noted .that the types of reasons children used 1n this Study .

regarding pr1ce are support1ve of earlier research by Burris (1916)
The concept of exchange was exp]ored by ask1ng the part1c1pants first
.about their exper1ences shopp1ng at stores. The part1c1pants were then asked

why people g1ve money when they buy things at the store. A follow-up question

1.

_ was then posed to probe the participants’ understandjng of economic exchange
relationships beyond simple store transaht1ons. QThe part1c1ﬁants Qere ashed
what the store owner did with the money after he/she rece1ved it. These
interview quest1ons were adapted from ear11er research done by Burr1s (1976)
Unref]ect1ve responses about why we give money at the store were most
often yes or no responses wh1ch were not supported by reasons. In about
one-third of the unreflect1ve responses the participants tended ‘to focus on.

the superficial aspects of the _transaction. They saw money chang1ng hands’ but



mo

| did ‘not . understand that an. exchange was taking- p1ace, This kind of: reasoning

uas suggested in comments such as._fwe give money, then; when other peop]e get ‘

their s they can st111 get some money back, " and “you pay’ money and dget money
“back." o
Emerging responses about why we give.money at the store showed no grade
A 1eve1 differencesaand began at-a high ievel (64 percent) for the
N preschool/kindergarten participants Emerging reasons recognized that an

_ exchange was taking place. _The most frequent reason from all the responses -

mentioned that money is- given at the store in “order to purchase merchandise}uvm"w"bw

"'So we can get the things we want " and 'because if you don't pay, then you

probab]y won't have any food at home to eat' were typica1 responses ~ The next
_ most common emerging response suggested that money- is given at the store in

- order to provide income to the store owner and: the workers or enables the-

store owner tO‘purchase merchandise Representative comments here inc]ude

'so peopie—at the store can pay their-rent.' and 'the store wants to have a

g

1ot of money ‘to buy more stuff." T ' JQf

The most advancéd type of emerging reasoning recognized that money was the

;”*“*'basis for transaction in which both parties receive some benefit. This type 'l

'of reasoning was rare making up only eight percent of the tota1 responses and

" was present only among the first and third grade participants. The: fo]]owing
‘are quotes suggestive of this type of reasoning ”f S

'Uifii "It's 1ike a trade. If you want to trade--give somebody something-and if

) they'have,a realiy.neat thing, and you want that, you ask them ces 1'11 trade :

~f‘yqu.this%for that.® - %




Y : . . 1 2
'Th1s is Tike trad1ng When you trade, they're not going to g1ve‘you a .

box of stickers--they re not just go1ng to g1ve 1t to you--you -have to g1ve

~them -something back " o
| The question used to further exp1ore the part1c1pants' th1nk1ng about
exchange asked what the store owners did: w1th the money they received.
.Unreflective reason1ng was character1zed by a 1iteral or superf1c1a1
. 1nterpretat1on of what happens 0ver 25 percent of the unreflective responses -
| ?”suggested that. the store owner s1mp1y puts: the ‘money into the cash reg1ster.M;_,g
'Put-1t‘1n the cash reg1ster" and "she puts 1t 1n a 11tt1e box" were. typ1ca1
respgnses. 'Another type of unref]ect1ve response stated that the store owner
takes the money and’ i eps it* or “puts it in the bank.¥ | .
| Emerg1ng reason1ng regard1ng the store ow er's use of money deve1oped 1n a h
stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant pattern by grade 1eve1 and 1nvo]ved an understand1ng S
of additional exchanggs and 1nterdependent re1at10nsh1ps Three-quarters of
the ref]ect1ve responses mentioned that the money was used to purchase
add1t1ona1 merchand1se. pay emp1oyees. or ‘pay other expenses Fifteen percent
. f the responses 1mp11ed that the owner took a proflt The- fo]]ow1ng are.some....... .
representat1ve comments: S - )
"They do a 1ot of th1ngs they buy more merchand1se.lthey~f1x up the -
store more ) Like if 1ts Easter [and] the store has nothing they buy
'Easter decorat1ons for 1t " ‘
'Buys some nore new th1ngs and then he sells tnéﬁﬂéha gets more money."
"He g1ves some of 1t to the p1ace that makes the things and keeps some for :

,vpay1ng his workers anc then keeps a 1ittle for h1mse1f b
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Tab1e 1 shows that there is a dramatic shift between the youngest children |
in the study and those in grades one and three. V1rtua11y none: of the
“preschool. kindergarten part1c1pants used emerg1ng reasoning At grade one.
however. over 4t'percent of the part1c1pants were at this level and by grade
"three. the. percentage is sti1l h1gher It Jppears that ch11dren 3 exper1ences-v
in the ear y grades are h1gh1y 1nf1uent1a1 1n expanding their understand1ngvof
the exchange re1at1onsh1p These f1nd1ngs are also supported by research .
'conducted by Burr1s (1976) . "”f;'“i'”“ o ”f“'f“f”;“”*““f"“'”"r;*””W“””
" Reasoning about the concept of advert1s1ng was stud1ed by asking the |
part1c1pants about commerc1a1s they see on television. The part1c1pants were
quest?oned about what commerc1a1s they liked. and why. Next they were asked
y why we have commerc1a1s and 1f commercials always te11 the truth
,Unref]ect1ve_comments about the purpose of commercials were most common_ 1in
v | the youngest children in the study. Over 40°percent:of-the unreflective _;“
responses indicated d1ff1cu1ty in d1st1ngu1sh1ng te1ev1s1on commercials from
other types of programm1ng. often confusing commerc1a1s with news or weather
shows . I'because you know how cold it 1s outside.' and 'there s a houSe on K
f1re--they re talking about that " -were typical comments ~ Another type of
unref]ect1ve response suggested that the purpose of commercials was to g1ve .
te1ev1s1on v1ewers a break from regu1ar programm1ng 'You can't go r1ght ‘
j"ahead w1thout hav1ng a rest . . ." was an example of this type of comment

Emerg1ng reason1ng about the function of te1ev1sion advert1s1ng deve]oped

'1n a mean1ngfu1 fash1on by grade level and was character1zed three-quarters of .

:the time by the 1dea ‘that commerc1a1s provide- consumers w1th 1nformat1on about

available goods and serv1ces .- Some' comments also reflerted a- suggest1on that
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. commercials manipuTate;consumers by making themswant to buy things.. The
foTTowing are some typical responses. | |
*So people know what's in the store and what flakes they can get’and how
much mogey ‘they would need." . |
~ *so they know what to buy." A - | .,
"To makekpeopTe huy something. To make you want'to go to the_store and
buy that kind of th1ng : 4 o |

a

Cwso they ‘can show things, so. they ‘don't surprise. people when they go to
“the store: They can advertise them on TV commercials."” -~ -
It is noteworthy that .two third grade participants used the more abstract
.idea that the purpose of teTev1s1on commerc1a1s was to support other
teTevision progra‘“’*g The foTTowing are the1r=comments.
"Cause the TV commerciaTs heTp the TV show that 1t S on. Like'when-tgky
have to take breaks -and that's how they stay on, I think. »Ltke'therTyt'
commerciaTs pay: them to cut into the show.® y ‘ ’
"Well, sometimes they are to keep the TV show runn1ng _You'know."so 1t_
stays on Tv. Like we saw this one show. Now. jt's naot on teTevision,_
cause.it-didn't have enough commerciaTs supporting it." |
“Unreflective reason1ng about the truthfuTness of teTevision commerciaTs
. most often involved statements ‘about the correct 1nformation provided byl
adyertisingr These comments suggested that the 1nd1v1dua1 had actuaTTy seen
thpradvertised product'at the store and, therefore, the commerc1a1 was
accurate The foTTowing quotes-are examples:
TR go to the store and 1 see that food that they show on the
commercials. . . L o
*In the toy commerciaTs they reaTTy teTT us the truth because I believe
them because I've seen the He Man figures before."

- . 3
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"Cause a commerc1a1‘said\someth1ng'and i thought it was true so'I went to

the store and it was true." B , R

s
< -

Emerg1ng reasoning about whether commerc1a1s te11 the truth developed .

o

in a stat1st1ca11y mean1ngfu1 ‘way and was overwhelmingly” character1zed by

n

responses suggest1ng thatuadvert1sed products do not measure up to claims or =

. that commerctals provided 1nformat1on which waé not correct. The following

__are some_ typ1ca1 comments g o

o
¥ -
&

et
e
"

N

'They sa1d that Fiesta, that new soap called F1esta. that it win make you
sing, and I tried 1t and it never made me sing.” '.
'The 1ast time they had a toy out and- 1 bought jt--it was a s11nky—-and

‘then I tried to make 18 90 downstairs and it don't."

"L1ke Era Plus or someth1ng like that cee thiy have a prote1n and they

have a11 this th1ng. 1 rad a b1g stain here and I put some Era P1us on ﬁ

th1s right away.. 1 got it a11 over and 1t won't come 3ht cause my Hom o .

tried it, and it won't come out at ali.” '

-Tabled shows that over one th1rd preschoo] and k1ndergarten ch11dren in
th1s study were becom1ng aware of the purpose of advert1s1ng and that this
understand1ng 1ncreased dramat1ca11y for the ch11dren in grade one. Few.
however. of the youngest ch11dren in this study cha]lenged the truthfu]ness of

te]evis1on advertising. Th1s ‘changes for- the f1rst and th1rd grade students.

;The percentage of emerging reasoning about the truthfu]ness of commerc1a1s I

s .

- 1ncreases marked]y between preschoo1lk1ndergarten and grade one and between

grade one and three. It appears that between grades one and three young,

-‘consumers and their fam111es are having some unsat1sfactory exper1ences w1th

products they or their. fam111es purchase. Some cyn1c1sm toward market1ng

npract1ces begins to develop a1ready in the primary grades. ) o

-
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. Conclusions

: This-paper has presented a descr1ption of how young ch11dren th1nk about

’ fbas1c econom1c ideas and prob]ems we th1nk that severd) 1mportant
conclusions can be drawn’from this 1nformation First, it seems c]ear"that
economic understanding develops in a manner supportive of aspects of cogn1t1ve

Ldeve]opment theory as defined by Jean Piaget. For examp]e. the type of the

participants'. reason1ng was stat1st1ca11y d1fferent by grade Tevel for f1ve

out of seven concepts in the study. 1In add1t1on the pattern of responses 1n -

aﬁ] but one case showed an upwesd progress1on from s1mp1e to more - abstract
forms of reason1ng by grade evel as characterized by whet'has-been defined as

unref]ect1ve and emerging econom1c reasoning. ‘ : %1 | |
. Second the f1nd1ngs of this study suggest that econom1c understand1nga

'var1es somewhat depend1ng upon ch11dren S exper1ences_ Understand1ng about

jdeas related to aspects of ‘exchange and te]ev1s1on advert1s1ng. for examp]e.'

deve]op more qu1ck1y than such fundamenta1 econom1c concepts as cho1ce.
.‘opportun1ty cost and monetary value. Th1s 1mp11es that young ch11dren S

econom1c‘reason1ngacan be enhanced by prov1d1ng ‘them with persona] econom1c

exper1ences1 Primary grade teachers can introduce econom1c related
j'experiences 1nvo1v1ng st1mu1at1ons of. stores, banks, and assembly ¥1nes In

A add1t1on. commun1ty based exper1ences. such as a visit to a factory. bank
¢ ‘\ N

, po11ce d.partment. or. f1re station can be redes1gned to emphas1ze the economic

ideas 1nvo1ved )

A third and perhaps most d1ff1cu1t conc]usion from this study re]ates to
what economic education 1s appropr1ate for young ch11dren Some ch11dren as
ear]y as preschoo]/k1ndergarten and grade one are a1ready deve]op1ng a basic

understanding of some econom1c ideas such as scarc1ty and the purpose of




advertising. C]ear]y. some instruction in basi¢c economic concepts can begin
at this 1eve1 espec1a11y if t1ed to children S persona1 economic experiences
\:Yet. the najority of chi]dren 1n these young age groups are still reasoning

- .abcut eronomic prob1ems in a. 11tera1 and superf1c1a1 fashion The majority of
chiidren in grade three are- beginning to use more advanced types of economic .
reason1ng | One reason for this may be ‘that young consumers. in grade three and
above are hav1ng more economic experiences and are starting to make some
economic decisions. The present study, reinforced by ear11er research (Sthug. e
1983) suggests that the upper primary or the 1ntermed1ate grades are an .=~ T~
appropriate 1eve1 at which to emphasize 1nstruction about fundamenta] economic

concepts.

R




Tab]e 1 : i

-

Chi. Square Tests of Emerging Economic Re2 >oh1ng

¢

By Poncept and.Grade Level

v
- __pgrcentage R
: _Preschool Grade’ Grade - ,
Economic Concept Kindergarten 1 3 . df X2
. S % B . .
Scarcity _ C &4 44 5% .2 & o1
Chotce A £ 22 .68 2 18,66 *wx
opportunity Cost 36 22 - 68 2 1047 Y
Monetary Value =+ 26° 4% 64 2 3.78"
~—__Price (High) 24 35 68 v R 10.08 ** .
T , e . ) T
" Price (Low)__ 49 55 2. 7 21.06 ***
7 Exchange (Store) , 64 78 ' 11 2 1.55
: T , e .
Exchange (After initial LT . -
~ transaction) . 0 _ 4y 82 2 32.81 Wk
. . — n
Function of Advert1sjng 36 .74 . 17 “2\\\\\\\\19:fz\ji\\
Truthfulness of - ' : o ' , | ’ T
- Advert1sing N - - 44 . 82 2 . 32.36 Wwx
- i .
* p < .05
** p < .01
*xk p < 001 . -
./l
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