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e that P}'Oblern-solv'mg approach is used to
ul issues and raises questions on them, hypothesizing
and seeking evidence to establish facts in educational
| l: the above ideas, Hermann (2007) recommended
mind-storming at the first stage of problem-solving,
ning the problem. He explained funherbthgt
Sires s i ' f one’s brain
-es using the creative heu}xsphere o :
emisphere takes over. Mistry, White & Berardi
Jem-solving skills is considered
duate studies devlelow-
students can iearn
lems. Jimoh (2001) also



242 |Comparative Impact of Discussion and Problem-solving Method




243 |Comparative Impact of Discussion and Problem-solving Method

o r&e;dmm 2
B anagement and two specialists
ve requested_to find the face valye adide
o €Nt In measuring the students’
€ntion in Social Studies. The reliability of the
ertained through test-re-test method and
consistency. The instrument was administered
two schools that were not used for the study.
instrument was re-administered again on the
ts. The responses of the two sets of students
iing Pearson Product Moment Correlation
“and the correlation coefficient of 0.73 was
Inha was also applied on the responses of 30
ol that was not used for the study for the
. formula when applied |
OIS .l.—ll
it of 0.71 which is good enough 0 MECE
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that there is Significy bm o,

eores of studenyy, mgigf:mm W‘* )
,. n control ETOUD in favouy of wemp,

L difference betweey, problem-solvmz

d bet veen discussion and pmbh\:m-soh-rlzr‘m"zmnmmI

05 level in each case, -
rovide some indications of the performances
2 Classification Analysis (MCA) was cmwm:l‘
anted in Table 3 as follows.

| Grand Mean = 9.33 : |
» Unadjusted | Eta | Adjustedfor \BﬂaJ
Bl

Independent *
Deviation i
' 5.51 549
' 8.63

0 2.0
1411 = | 0.005

| 0.088
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in eachoftheexpemm:: :

fPothesis, pre-test and achievement
B mean scores
‘each group. The results are shown in Table 6

\ :mw ofPre-teStandAclﬁevemthmSm
he Experimental and Control Groups.

N X CRERE

120 G4 38 18

3108 | 308 bl
343 118
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