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THE RELATIONSHIP OF TWO WEB PROJECT ACTIVITIES
TO MATH LEARNING

AN ANALYSIS

Martin F. Gardiner, Ph.D.

I: INTRODUCTION

During the 1998-1999 school year two WEB Project activities were
carried out with 7th grade students as part of the curriculum at the North
Country Junior High School in Derby, Vt., located within the Orleans Essex
School District in Northeastern Vermont in a rural area near the Canadian
border.

This report is an analysis of the relationship of these two programs to
math learning. The programs were presented at the school by a music teacher,
Anne Hamilton, and by a visual arts teacher, Michelle Smyth. The entire
research study has been carried out under the direction of Fern Tavalin, Ph.D.
A research team consisting of the two teachers, Dr. Tavalin, and myself has
met throughout the project to discuss all phases of the work.

We studied both programs. One program, which we will call here the
MUSIC program, involved training in music composition with the aid of
MIDI computer software. In previous pilot work at another site (Gardiner,
1998; Tavalin et al, 1998) we had observed initial evidence of relationship of
performance in a WEB program similar to this to learning in math in 8th
grade students in Barre, Vt. A theory of Mental Stretching (Gardiner et al,
1996; Gardiner, 1997,1998) under development building on observations of
impact of music training on math learning in younger elementary students
(Gardiner et al, 1996; Gardiner and Olson, 1999) can help to account for the
Barre data as well. We undertook the present study in part to continue to
examine the interrelationship of math learning to the WEB form of MIDI
music training.

The second program, which we will call here the ART program,
involved students in computer-based animation composition activities. It
was thus similar in some ways to the MIDI type of program, though also
different in some ways as well. We were interested if there would be any
evidence of relationship to math learning similar to what was observed with
the MIDI program. This is the first opportunity to study art and music
programs such as this with similar analysis.

Research such as this is of interest to us not only for the possible
practical value in relationship to math learning, but still more importantly
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for the insight it may give into more general issues of learning. If the models
of Mental Stretching we are studying prove to be correct, they imply broad
and overlapping brain involvement in at least some and perhaps many
specific types of higher level mental activities and opportunities for cross-
fertilization within learning (Tavalin et al, 1998; Gardiner, 1999). The WEB
projects are demanding in the learning they require but appear to be engaging
for many students of this age, a critical period of learning. These programs
allow the students to stretch their capabilities for learning and also carry out
creative activity within a domain that many appear to enjoy. Thus we seek to
better understand how this opportunity may affect these students
performance more broadly, focusing here with the further examination of
mathematics because it is most closely related to our earlier work.

II: DESIGN

The school year is divided by the North Country school into quarters.
A quarter of the students took the MUSIC program, another quarter the ART
program each school quarter. The student groupings were arranged by the
school, and then scheduled so that at the end of the 1st quarter the ART and
MUSIC students switched. Thus at midyear, two groups of the students had
had MUSIC and ART, and two other only started their programming in the
second part of the year. Otherwise the students followed similar curriculum.
We obtained baseline measures for all students at the beginning of the year,
and then comparison measures in January, at the end of Quarter 2. We will
call the group that got MUSIC and ART during the period we examined the
TREATMENT GROUP (T) and the other half of the students, those who had
not yet received the same programs, the CONTROL GROUP(C).

III: DATA

ACADEMIC PROGRESS

Our window on academic progress of each student builds on the
nationally normed Stanford Achievement Tests, 7th Edition. These tests were
chosen by the school and administered by them at the beginning of the year as
their standard instrument to evaluate degree of academic progress of each
student as he or she began the year. The results of this testing form our
Baseline measures. At the end of January at our request the school
administered the next level of Stanford Math testing for comparison. The
major scales of this battery are listed in TABLE I.

This analysis will focus upon the major Math sub-scales derived from
this testing.  One, TOTAL MATH, measures the full spectrum of math
performance.  This is derived from two other scales: a PROBLEM SOLVING
scale (abbreviated here PROBSLV) and a PROCEDURES scale (abbreviated
here PROC.).
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ASSESSMENT BY ART AND MUSIC TEACHERS

The teachers assessed and reported student performance by several scales:

* Overall Performance in Course (report card grade). This included the results
from exams (not tabulated individually here) as well as all the other
indicators summarized below. For the analysis four scales were derived from
this information MUSIC GRADE (MUSGRD) AND ART GRADE (ARTGRD)
report the overall performance as given, including plus and minuses of letter
grades. MUSIC GRADEC (MUSGRDC) AND ART GRADEC (ARTGRDC) pool
across specific A, B, C, and D categories, suppressing pluses and minuses.  This
is helpful for some of the statistical analysis where data subdivision is
necessary.

* Approach to Work (3 pt scale)(Abbreviated here MUSWRK and ARTWRK
respectively).

3 = (exceeds expectations)
on task and focused
makes decisions based on knowledge and skills
tries experiments

2 = (meets expectations)
usually on task
tries some experiments
decisions usually based on knowledge and skills

1 = (  )
rarely on task
contributes little
decisions rarely based on knowledge and concepts

* Respect for Others and Equipment (3 pt scale).(This is abbreviated here as
MUSRSPINT and ARSRESPINT respectively).

3 = (exceeds)
always respects others' ideas
compromises and listens to others' ideas
treats equipment properly
interacts respectfully

2 = (meets)
usually respects others' ideas
compromises and listens to others' ideas
usually treats equipment properly
usually interacts respectfully

1 = ( approaches )
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* Quality of Product (3 pt scale)(Abbreviated here MUSPRD and ARTPRD
respectively).

3 = (exceeds)

Composition

makes sense - uses patterns
treble and bass clef go together
proper notation

no wild skips
goes beyond expectation

Animation

smooth movement throughout
effective use of different camera shots
understandable and interesting storyline
clean or neat drawings

2 = (meets)

Composition

uses some patterns
may have some clashing notes
makes sense
meets expectations; completes assignment
proper notation

Animation

a few jumps or skips
uses different camera shots
understandable storyline
mostly neat and clean drawings

1 = (approaches)

Composition

bass and treble clef don't go together
improper notation
doesn't make sense

Animation

many skips or jumps
no transitions or change in camera shots
confusing storyline
messy, sloppy drawings
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* Reflection and Critique (3 pt scale) (This was only reported for music and is
abbreviated here (MUSRFLCRT).

3 =

accurately describes the area being discussed
gives detailed examples, references, connections or responses to general
insights
uses arts vocabulary

2 =

accurately describes the area being discussed
uses mix of arts vocabulary and general terms

1 =

gives general comments that could apply to other situations as well as the
discussion

* Relationship between Articulation and Execution

3 = can articulate and execute concepts

2 = can articulate only

1 = can execute only

9 = cannot determine
 IV: ANALYSIS

A: MISSING DATA

There were quite a few students in the school (approximately 40%) who
either did not take or did not complete the January Testing. Some had left the
school, some were Special Needs students who were either not asked to take
the test or must be analyzed separately from the other students. Some for
whatever reason did not finish their work on one or both sub-tests within the
time limit.

There remained about 100 students with complete data that could be
analyzed here: almost identical numbers in the T and C groups.

Some data is available from students with incomplete records, but will
not be included here since the reasons for this incompleteness cannot be
explored adequately at this time.
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B. BASELINE ACADEMIC SCORES AND GENERAL GAINS IN MATH

TABLE I

AVERAGE PERCENTILE SCORES OF CONTROLS (C) AND TREATMENT(T)
GROUPS  AT FALL BASELINE AND AT END OF JANUARY

   FALL JANUARY
C(50) T(52) C(50) T(52)

V1:Total Reading 45.1 49.3
v2: Vocabulary 46.6 49.3
V3: Comprehension 44.5  49.1
V4: Total Math 35.7 41.6 48.0 52.1
V5: ProbSlv 40.5 46.3 51.5 54.2
V6: Procedures 32.7 37.6 45.1 49.1
V7: Total Language41.7 42.1
V8: PreWriting 47.9 44.7
V9: Composing 42.6 44.0
V10: Editing 41.6 40.5
V11: Science 47.1 54.4
V12: SocSci 50.5 54.4
V13: Listening 49.6 48.8
V14: Using Inf. 47.8 52.5
V15: Thinking 42.7 48.4
V16: Basic Battery 42.1 45.1
V17: Full Battery 43.5 47.5
V18: Total O/L 46.2 48.1
V19: O/L V 45.2 48.9
V20: O/L NV 48.2 48.7

As Table I shows, the average percentile scores for both the Controls
and Treatment students for whom we have complete data were similar,
though not identical. Though the differences did not reach statistical
significance by T Statistic on any of the twenty major scales, the Treatment
students entered the study somewhat stronger than Controls in almost every
category, including math and science.  The 50th percentile is the National
Average for the standardization sample. By this measure, the students as a
whole were slightly or somewhat below National Average in most areas,
though again this was less true for Treatment students coming into the study
than for Controls. This asymmetry between the groups complicates the
analysis, as we will discuss. Note that still weaker students may not be
included here because of problems with the January testing discussed earlier.
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By January the relatively weak performance in math had come up
considerably in both groups included here: to improve this performance may
have been a  goal of the school, but it is also possible that the exclusion of
many students from testing or eliminating them due to incompleteness of
their testing results in math is excluding the students who did not improve as
much by January, and thus is seriously biasing the sample. This general gain
in math again complicates the analysis, as we will discuss.

C: RELATIONSHIP OF ART AND MUSIC GRADES TO BASELINE
ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE

TABLE II

SPEARMAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN MUSIC AND ART GRADES
AND PERCENTILES SCORES IN FALL AND JANUARY TESTING

OF TREATMENT GROUP

FALL TESTING JANUARY TESTING

CORRELATION WITH:
N = 52     Art Grade Music GradeArt Grade Music Grade

V1:Total Reading  .448*** .607***
V2: Vocabulary  .401** .668***
V3: Comprehension .459*** .473***
V4: Total Math  .369** .536*** .375** .622***
V5: Problem Solving  .393** .546*** .430** .610***
V6: Procedures  .316* .460*** .276* .575***
V7: Total Language .342*(*) .471***
V8: PreWriting  .303* .508***
V9: Composing .377** .413**
V10: Editing  .299* .375**
V11: Science  .328*(*) .347*(*)
V12: SocSci  .397** .578***
V13: Listening Score  .395** .569***
V14: Using Inf.   .420** .513***
V15: Thinking  .453*** .554***
V16: Basic Battery  .449*** .630***
V17: Full Battery  .459*** .613***
V18: Total O/L  .225 .411**
V19: O/L V  .116 .376**
V20: O/L NV  .290* .417*
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As a conservative approach, Spearman Correlation Coefficients rather
than the more usual Pearson Correlation Coefficients were used here to
measure this relationship as they are based on rank order methods, and thus
are less dependent on assumptions of normal distributions which are likely
to be violated both to a known and also to an unknown degree by these data.
The results of this analysis are given in Table II.

It is clear that at least in these programs the academically stronger
students coming in tended to do better in both the art and music than the
academically weaker students. The relationships of program grade to both
music and art were typically highly significant, though not entirely identical.
Thus the relationship of  grade to baseline performance was stronger for
music than art in most areas, including math, but interestingly almost
identical for physical science.

The Mental Stretching theory (Gardiner, 1998, Gardiner, 1999)  is
focusing attention on specific types of mental capabilities that when built,
developed, or ‘stretched’ in response to one type of learning need (for
example to make progress in music), become increasingly available to
facilitate learning in another area (e.g. Math) where a similar type of thinking
may be needed. To the extent that such cross-fertilization occurs, and there is
now some initial evidence for it (e.g. Gardiner et al, 1996; Gardiner and Olson,
1999; Tavalin et al, 1998), there is nothing in the theory to rule out cross-
fertilization in either or both directions of application. Thus from the point of
view of this theory it is plausible that previous academic ‘stretching’
influences performance in an arts program, and this may be especially true
here where the programs integrate aesthetic and also practical considerations
involving computer, and equipment.
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D: RELATIVE GAINS IN MATH FOR TREATMENT AND CONTROLS : A
RELATIONSHIP TO GRADE IN MUSIC

   TABLE IIIA
GAINS IN MATH FOR CONTROLS (C) , TREATMENT (T), AND

TREATMENT BROKEN DOWN BY GRADE CATEGORY IN MUSIC :
 STRATIFICATION BY BASELINE TOTAL MATH

BOTTOM THIRD BASELINE MATH
Music Grade

 C T TMA TMB TMC 
FALL (30) (27)  (8) (10)  (9)
V4: Total Math  15.9 17.3 19.4  21.9 10.2
V5: Con/ProbSlv  20.3 23.0 27.0 29.4 12.4
V6: Computation  16.8 17.3 18.4 20.2 13.0
JANUARY
V4: Total Math  31.4 34.6 47.4** 37.7 19.9
V5: Con/ProbSlv  37.2 35.9 51.3(*)36.4 21.7
V6: Computation  28.6 35.6 43.3* 41.5 22.3
CHANGE
V4: Total Math   15.6 17.4 28.0* 15.8   9.7
V5: Con/ProbSlv   16.9 12.8 24.3(*)  7.0  9.2
V6: Computation   11.7 18.4 24.9* 21.3  9.3
MIDDLE THIRD BASELINE MATH
FALL  (12) (14)  (11) (3)
V4: Total Math   53.3 56.1 56.4 55.3
V5: Con/ProbSlv   63.4 59.4 58.9 61.0
V6: Computation   39.8 50.9 51.9 47.3
JANUARY
V4: Total Math   64.2 63.1 63.2  62.7
V5: Con/ProbSlv   63.8 65.4 65.7 64.3
V6: Computation   62.5 58.4 57.9 60.3
CHANGE
V4: Total Math   10.9  6.9  6.8  7.3
V5: Con/ProbSlv    0.4  6.1  6.8  7.3
V6: Computation   22.8  7.5    6.0* 13.0
UPPER THIRD BASELINE MATH
FALL   (8) (11)  (10) (1)
V4: Total Math   83.6 82.8 84.1 70.0
V5: Con/ProbSlv   82.0 86.7 87.9 75.0
V6: Computation   81.7 70.7 72.0 58.0
JANUARY
V4: Total Math   86.0 80.7  83.2 56.0
V5: Con/ProbSlv   86.6 84.8  87.0 63.0
V6: Computation   80.9 70.4  72.6 48.0
CHANGE
V4: Total Math    2.4   -2.1 -0.9 -14.0
V5: Con/ProbSlv    4.6 -1.9 -0.9 -12.0
V6: Computation   -0.8 -0.4  0.6 -10.0
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To help address the asymmetries between the T and C  groups noted
earlier  the data were analyzed in strata defined on the basis of the total math
score at baseline. As can be seen from Table IIIA  this helps to equalize the
baseline conditions. Gains in Treatment and Control groups were compared
using the T statistic, again a robust method insensitive to any violations from
normality in these data. It can be seen that as already anticipated by Table I,
the gains in both groups are quite similar, and not significantly different. This
is true for the data as a whole, and also true when the data are subdivided by
gender (Tables IIIB and IIIC).

   TABLE IIIB
MALES:  GAINS IN MATH FOR CONTROLS (C) , TREATMENT (T), AND

TREATMENT BROKEN DOWN BY GRADE CATEGORY IN MUSIC :
 STRATIFICATION BY BASELINE TOTAL MATH

BOTTOM THIRD BASELINE MATH
Music Grade

   C T TMA TMB TMC 
FALL  (19) (11)  (5) (3)  (3)
V4: Total Math  14.9 18.4 20.0 23.3 10.7
V5: Con/ProbSlv  20.1 24.1 27.0 32.0 11.3
V6: Computation  15.2 19.0 21.2 20.0 14.3
JANUARY
V4: Total Math  32.2 40.5     51.4** 37.3 25.7
V5: Con/ProbSlv  38.9 43.5 57.4* 35.0 29.0
V6: Computation  27.7 38.5 44.0(*)41.7 26.3
CHANGE
V4: Total Math  17.2    22.2 31.4** 14.0 15.0
V5: Con/ProbSlv  18.8 19.5 30.4(*) 3.0 17.7
V6: Computation  12.6 19.5 22.8 21.7 12.0
MIDDLE THIRD BASELINE MATH
FALL   (4) (7)  (6) (1)
V4: Total Math   52.0  58.0 57.7 60.0
V5: Con/ProbSlv   66.3  59.1 57.7 68.0
V6: Computation   34.0  54.4 55.7 47.0
JANUARY
V4: Total Math   65.0    69.9 68.5 78.0
V5: Con/ProbSlv   62.5  75.3 74.5 80.0
V6: Computation   66.5  60.0 58.0 72.0
CHANGE
V4: Total Math  13.0 11.9 10.8 18.0
V5: Con/ProbSlv  -3.8 16.1 16.8** 12.0
V6: Computation  32.5  5.6  2.3(*) 25.0
UPPER THIRD BASELINE MATH
FALL   (5) (6)  (5) (1)
V4: Total Math  85.0 81.5 83.8 70.0
V5: Con/ProbSlv  83.0 87.8 90.4 75.0
V6: Computation  85.4 66.2 67.8(*)58.0
JANUARY
V4: Total Math  89.8 79.3 84.0 56.0
V5: Con/ProbSlv  88.4 82.0 85.8 63.0
V6: Computation  86.2  72.2 77.0 48.0
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CHANGE
V4: Total Math   4.8  -2.2  0.2    -14.0
V5: Con/ProbSlv   5.4 -5.8 -4.6    -12.0
V6: Computation   0.8  6.0  9.2    -10.0

   TABLE IIIC
FEMALES:  GAINS IN MATH FOR CONTROLS (C) , TREATMENT (T), AND

TREATMENT BROKEN DOWN BY GRADE CATEGORY IN MUSIC :
 STRATIFICATION BY BASELINE TOTAL MATH   

BOTTOM THIRD BASELINE MATH
Music Grade

   C T TMA TMB TMC 
FALL  (11) (16)  (3) (7)  (6)
V4: Total Math  17.5 16.5 18.3 21.3 10.0
V5: Con/ProbSlv  20.7 22.3 27.0 28.3 13.0
V6: Computation  19.7 16.1 13.7 20.3 12.3
JANUARY
V4: Total Math  30.2 30.6 40.7 37.9 17.0
V5: Con/ProbSlv  34.4 30.6 41.0 37.0 18.0
V6: Computation  30.0 33.6 42.0 41.4 20.3
CHANGE
V4: Total Math  12.7  14.1 22.3 16.6  7.0
V5: Con/ProbSlv  13.6  8.3 14.0  8.7  5.0
V6: Computation  10.3 17.6 28.3 21.1  8.0
MIDDLE THIRD BASELINE MATH 
FALL   (8) (7)  (5) (2)   
V4: Total Math   53.9   54.3 54.8 53.0
V5: Con/ProbSlv   62.0 59.6 60.4 57.5
V6: Computation   42.8 47.4 47.4 47.5
JANUARY
V4: Total Math   63.7 56.3 56.8 55.0
V5: Con/ProbSlv   64.5 55.6 55.2 56.5
V6: Computation   60.6 56.9 57.8 54.5
CHANGE
V4: Total Math    9.8  2.0 2.0  2.0
V5: Con/ProbSlv    2.5 -4.0 -5.2 -1.0
V6: Computation   17.9  9.4 10.4  7.0
UPPER THIRD BASELINE MATH
FALL   (3) (5)
V4: Total Math   81.3 84.5
V5: Con/ProbSlv   80.3 85.4
V6: Computation   76.7 76.2
JANUARY
V4: Total Math   79.7 82.4
V5: Con/ProbSlv   83.7 88.2
V6: Computation   72.0 68.2
CHANGE
V4: Total Math   -1.7  2.0
V5: Con/ProbSlv    3.3  2.8
V6: Computation   -3.7   -8.0
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That analysis, however, does not take into account performance in the
art program. If a student receives an A in Music, for example, he or she has
had to be performing differently in the course in some way, compared to a B
student, and similarly for B vs C students. Thus if there is to be a relationship
between the arts activity and gains in another area such as math, we would
anticipate that it would be related to performance as measured by overall
grade.

Tables IIIA-IIIC. shows that for the Music Program this expectation was
indeed supported. Interestingly, the strong relationship is for the weakest
students in math going into the program. In spite of the small sample sizes
caused by the subdivisions by stratification and then further by grade, the
gains with an A are significantly higher than for controls, and higher than for
Bs, which in turn are higher than for Cs. Interestingly, in this group of
students whose math performance was weakest going into the study, almost a
third of these achieved As, and of the rest half received Bs. When genders are
compared the effect in males is stronger than in Females, and only in males
reaches statistical significance, though in Females the trends are similar and
might well reach significance with a larger sample size. Note also that the
proportion of males in this stratum who get As in Music is higher than for
the females.

E: PARTIAL CORRELATION ANALYSIS OF RELATIONSHIP OF WEB
PROGRAM PERFORMANCES TO GAINS IN MATH

The results in the previous section have been explored more fully and
powerfully with a Partial Correlation Analysis. This not only allows the
correlation between measures of student performance in the WEB programs
to be examined, but also adjustment for baseline differences to be carried out
more powerfully than with the stratification analysis of the previous section.
For the analysis now discussed, correlations have been corrected for baseline
differences in both Math Procedures and Math Problem Solving, rather than
relying on the total math score. And the analysis sets are much larger because
the attrition due to stratification and subdivision is avoided.

It should be emphasized that this analysis applies only to the T group
students. A comparison with controls by a similar method was also
undertaken, as will be discussed in the next section.

For reasons discussed earlier, partial Spearman rather than the more
usual partial Pearson correlations derived in standard Regression Analysis
are examined here.
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TABLE IVA

SPEARMAN PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN MUSIC
AND ART ASSESSMENT VARIABLES  AND GAIN IN MATH

VARIABLES, AFTER ADJUSTMENT FOR BASELINE MATH VARIABLES
N=51
 GAIN IN MATH TREATMENT GRADES

  Total C/PS Proc. MusGC ArtGrdC
 
 MusGrdC      0.380**     0.415**    0.187     1.00*(*)   
0.335*(*)

 ArtGrdC       0.032   0.156             -0.068    0.335*(*)     1.00

 ArMGrdC    0.251(*)      0.345*(*)  0.081  0.8210***    0.795***

 MusGrd   0.451***    0.391**   0.336*(*)     0.903 ***   0.258(*)

 MusWrk     0.202   0.408**  -0.098     0.617***   0.067

 MusRspInt   0.229 0.320*(*)   0.033     0.500***    0. 045

 MusPrd   0.020   0.047   -0.086  0.272(*)  -0.179

 MusRflCrt    0.171   0.060    0.312*(*) 0.498***   0.398**

 ArtGrd       0.166  0.270*(*)   0.014  0.311*(*)   0.892***

 ArtWrk  0.273(*)     0.308*   0.219   0.355*(*)       0.440**

 ArtRspInt   0.383**    0.308*    0.136     0.368**    0. 373**

 ArtProd   0.019   0.097     -0.063      0.211     0.480***

ArMusGrd 0.382**  0.418** 0.203 0.834***  0.637***

 ArMusWrk  0.280*  0.449**  0.029   0.651***  0.287*

 ArMusResInt  0.390**     0.417**  0.113   0.557***  0.296*

 ArMusProd  0.046  0.113     -0.079     0.346*(*)      0.296*

Table IVA shows the results of this analysis for all measures of music
and art performance outlined earlier, and also for several further scales that
reflect total performance in both programs. These new scales are derived as
the sums of the other scales: since Spearman uses rank orders, more
complicated methods to preserve scaling are not needed. Thus ArMusGrd
sums the grades in Art and Music: the highest performance is with A in both,
etc.
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 TABLE IVB

MALES:  SPEARMAN PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN
MUSIC AND ART ASSESSMENT VARIABLES  AND GAIN IN MATH

VARIABLES, AFTER ADJUSTMENT FOR BASELINE MATH VARIABLES
N=24
 GAIN IN MATH TREATMENT GRADES

  Total C/PS Proc. MusGC ArtGrdC

MusGrdC    0.615** 0.568**   0.206    1.000     0.454*

ArtGrdC   0.265 0.433*   -0.17     0.454*   1.000

ArtMGrdC 0.448*  0.550**    -0.031      0.797***   0.886***

MusGrd  0.669***     0.575**   0.290      0.900***   0.408*(*)

MusWrk   0.299    0.353  -0.140    0.647***  0.082

MusRspInt 0.159  0.148   -0.082      0.580**     0.182

MusPrd    0.062   -0.109 0.093     0.143     -0.177

MusRflCrt  0.223    0.078   0.383(*)   0.553**      0.335

ArtGrd  0.280  0.388(*)  -0.095    0.346   0.933***

ArtWrk  0.078    0.207   -0.023     0.426*      0.373(*)

ArtRspInt   0.568**     0.379(*)     0.446*    0.627**   0.330

ArtProd    -0.051  0.083   -0.349 -0.041     0.327

ArMusGrd  0.573**  0.593**      0.084      0.789***    0.761***

ArMusWrk  0.296      0.350   -0.070   0.689***    0.225

ArMusResInt  0.408(*)  0.306     0.186    0.799***  0.383(*)

ArMusProd   0.003   -0.005     -0.206    0.064   0.186
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 TABLE IVC

FEMALES:  SPEARMAN PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS
BETWEEN MUSIC AND ART ASSESSMENT VARIABLES  AND GAIN IN

MATH VARIABLES, AFTER ADJUSTMENT FOR BASELINE MATH
VARIABLES

N=24
 GAIN IN MATH TREATMENT GRADES

  Total C/PS Proc. MusGC ArtGrdC

 MusGrdC  0.255    0.256      0.216      1.000    0.326

 ArtGrdC   0.107     0.257   0.037   0.326  1.000

 ArMGrdC 0.220       0.294      0.173     0.845***       0.771***

 MusGrd  0.275    0.152   0.389* 0.910***    0.241

 MusWrk 0.182     0.384(*)   -0.064    0.578*(*)    0.198

 MusRspInt  0.290       0.317   0.097   0.472**    0.076

MusPrd    -0.115    0.005  -0.239    0.302    -0.099

MusRflCrt 0.343(*)      0.214    0.353(*)   0.550**     0.387*

ArtGrd  0.228     0.335    0.048 0.293     0.886***

ArtWrk      0.324    0.322   0.300    0.258    0.618

ArtRspInt    0.349(*)       0.384(*)    -0.095     0.211    0.442*(*)

 ArtProd   0.049    0.121   0.015  0.403*      0.684**

 ArMusGrd   0.289    0.265  0.280   0.858***      0.641***

 ArMusWrk 0.296    0.458*(*)  0.107    0.587**     0.550**

 ArMusResInt 0.415*      0.460*(*)     0.039    0.432*    0.387*

 ArMusProd -0.003      0.111    -0.138  0.472*(*)  0.477*(*)
                                   

It is shown in this analysis that in these data within the T group Music
Grade has a very powerful relationship to gains in Math Problem solving, but
very much less relationship to gains in Math Procedures.  From the last two
columns we can see that changes in Math Grade is in turn related to at least
some degree to all the other measures of Music performance examined here,
but most weakly to the Music Product score. We will return to this below.
Grade in Visual Arts shows weaker relationship though similar trend.
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 Very interesting strong predictors of gains in math turn out to be level
of  engagement in the activities. This is true for Music and also for Art.
Interestingly, the quality of the product resulting has a much weaker
relationship to math gains. This suggests that it may be the struggle rather
than the accomplishment that may be more closely related to interactions
with math. This appears to deserve further exploration. Indeed strong
engagement in both music and art is an especially strong correlate of progress
in math.

The importance of Reflection and Critique and also factors relating to
cooperation and respect in these data are also of interest. There is support
here for the notion that the enrichment of the learning setting where the
student is encouraged to reflect, not simply to do, and the enrichment that
can come from social interaction can both be related to the broader impact.

There are some gender differences, the males sometimes showing
stronger effects than the females, but sometimes the females are stronger, for
example in the importance of engagement in both music and art programs,
there are often trends in the same direction but some differences. With this
initial sample size it appears premature to draw strong conclusions about
gender differences, but they seem worth pursuing further.

The emphasis on relationship to Math Problem Solving rather than
computational capability per se is a strong general theme for many of the
variables. This has implications for the developing Mental Stretching
modeling and also for the evaluation of the impact of programs such as this.

F: MATCHING SAMPLE TEST AGAINST CONTROLS

Table V presents further evidence that the calculations of the previous
section do not in themselves create a spurious correlation somehow based
upon the initial conditions uncorrected by the analysis corrections that are
used, but rather are reflecting something real, i.e. something truly related to
the experimental conditions, not a statistical artifact. With complex analyses,
protection by what this author has previously termed a Randomization Test
can help. The present calculation is an example of a Randomization test.
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   TABLE V

MATCHING SAMPLE TEST OF TREATMENT EFFECT
SPEARMAN PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR TREATMENT
SUBSET BETWEEN MATH GAINS AND  MUSIC GRADE VS IN CONTROL

SUBSET BETWEEN MATH GAINS AND PSEUDO MUSIC GRADE

 GAIN IN MATH
  Total C/PS Proc.

TREATMENT SUBSET
N=26
MusGrdC  0.401*    0.444*(*)     0.084
     
CONTROL SUBSET
N=26
Pseudo
MusGrdC 0.001     0.151   -.308   

                                   

For this analysis all pairs of subjects were used that could be
constructed, one from T group, the other from C group, where both
Procedures and Problem Solving scores at baseline were similar to each other:
specifically within 15 percentile points on both variables. These subjects were
then linked in the following way. If a subject in the T group got an A in
Music, the linked C group subject was assigned an A on a dummy variable
called Pseudo Music Score. If Subject in T got a B, linked subject in C was
assigned a Pseudo B, etc. If the gain in math is somehow a spurious artifact of
method, then we should find as strong or at least a similar relationship of
Pseudo Music Grade in Controls to math gain as is seen for grade in Music to
math in the T group. But as shown in Table V, this does not happen,
supporting that the results are not due to the statistics, but rather the actual
situation.

G: GAINS IN MATH THINKING SKILLS

Section E above examined gains in overall math performance in the
two major sub-tests of the Stanford 9 Achievement Test, and in the total
math capability score derived from these two sub-tests. In this section we will
begin a further examination of math gains, now breaking them down in finer
detail with the aid of further sub-scales derived from the Stanford 9.
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TABLE VIA

SPEARMAN PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN
MUSIC AND ART ASSESSMENT VARIABLES AND GAIN IN MATH
THINKING SKILLS AFTER ADJUSTMENT FOR BASELINE MATH

VARIABLES
N=51

           MPS         MR         MCom      MCon     ThMPS  ThMProc

MusGrdC 0.288*      0.202        0.083      0.092       0.331*(*)  0.158

ArtGrdC         0.040       0.118         0.001     -0.043      -0.063     -0. 002

ArMGrdC       0.197       0.194         0.075      0.033       0.170      0.091

MusGrd          0.244(*)   0.106         0.036      0.132       0.409**   0.285*

MusWrk         0.317*(*)  0.137        0.051      0.160       0.357*(*)  0.0909

MusRepInt      0.289*     0.132        0.052      -0.048       0.317*(*)  0.236

MusPrd          0.119       0.041       -0.212      -0.160       0.299*     -0.027

MusRflCrt      0.271(*)  -0.010      - 0.103       0.019      -0.001       0.306*

ArtGrd           0.107       0.136        0.034       0.014       0.068       0.078

ArtWrk          -0.023      0.008        0.021       0.167       0.019       0.200

ArtRspInt        0.233      0.205      - 0.050       0.086       0.235       0.218

ArtProd           0.080     -0.095      - 0.017      0.087        0.004       0.059

ArMusGrd       0.214      0.191        0.077      0.058        0.334*(*)  0.213

ArMusWrk      0.218      0.098        0.057      0.204        0.267(*)    0.178

ArMusResInt   0.295*     0.179        0.072     -0.000        0.324*(*)  0.298*

ArMusProd     0.133    -0.062        -0.135    -0.033        0.202  0.028
  

As in Section E we will examine the relationship of gains in math
capabilities to performance in the music and art WEB activities as assessed by
the variables defined earlier. We will again use Spearman Partial Correlation
Analysis to measure the relationships after correcting and adjusting for
baseline math performance on both the Problem Solving and Procedures
Math sub-tests of the Stanford 9.
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In this section we will focus on gains in overall thinking skills required
for and displayed by math capability at this level. The following math
thinking scales were developed within the Stanford 9 as measures of
Instructional Objectives, computed from math items.

1.     Scales based on definitions of the National Council of Teachers of
Mathematics (NCTM)    (The publisher’s definitions are quoted):
a)       Mathematics as Problem Solving(MPS)   : ‘Demonstrates the ability to apply
strategies to solve a wide variety of problems’.

b)      Mathematics as Reasoning(MR)   : ‘Demonstrates the ability to apply
inductive, deductive or spatial reasoning and make valid conjectures and
draw valid conclusions’.

c)      Mathematics as Communication(MComm)   : ‘Demonstrates an
understanding of the signs, symbols and terms of mathematics, and correctly
interpret alternate representation of data’.

d)      Mathematics as Connections(MConn)   : ‘Demonstrates an understanding of
the inter-relatedness of mathematical concepts, procedures and processes both
among different mathematical topics and with other content areas’.

2.       Measures of overall ‘Thinking Skills’   : As distinguished from items
testing for knowledge of basic math facts and information, according to the
publisher ‘items classified as (requiring) Thinking Skills measure the ability
to analyze and synthesize information; to evaluate information in order to
determine cause and effect, fact and opinion, relevant and irrelevant; and to
interpolate and/or extrapolate beyond information in order to draw
conclusions, make predictions, and hypothesize’.

Two sub-scales were examined made up of Thinking Skill items.

e)     Total Score on ‘Thinking Skill’ items on the Math Concepts and Problem
Solving Stanford 9 Test(ThMPS)   

f)    Total Score on ‘Thinking Skill’ items on the Math Procedures Stanford 9
Test(ThMProc)   

The results for males and females combined are given in Table VIA. It
can be seen that there are significant positive correlations between many
measures of engagement in the music activity and gains on the NCTM scale
of problem solving capability. The correlations are still stronger with the total
set of Thinking Skill items on the Concepts and Problem Solving test now
also reaching significance for several items that concern total performance on
music and art activities. It should be noted that the quality of Musical Product
item (MusPr) shows a stronger relationship to measures of problem solving
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and thinking than seen for the math scores as a whole (Table IV), reaching
significance for the ThMPS scale. Thinking skills displayed in items drawn
from the Math Procedures test (ThMProc) shown a pattern of relationship
similar to that shown on Thinking Skill items drawn from the Concepts and
Problem Solving test, but the correlations are weaker. In part this could be
due to the fact that fewer Thinking Skill items are available from this sub-test,
15 as compared to 27 from Concepts and Problem Solving.

TABLE VIB

MALES: SPEARMAN PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS
BETWEEN MUSIC AND ART ASSESSMENT VARIABLES AND GAIN IN

MATH THINKING SKILLS AFTER ADJUSTMENT FOR BASELINE
MATH VARIABLES

N=24

           MPS         MR         MCom     MCon     ThMPS     ThMProc

MusGrdC       0.176        0.415*       0.077   0.166       0.236       0.190

ArtGrdC       0.191      0.333   0.132  -0.049       0.190      -0.158

ArMGrdC              0.217        0.429* 0.104      0.062      0.238      -0.066

MusGrd         0.235        0.337        -0.102      0.184      0.354       0.277

MusWrk          0.123        0.218        - 0.120     0.089      0.175       0.245

MusRepInt       -0.055       0.148  -0.200    -0.121      -0.034      0.453*

MusPrd            -0.091      -0.085  -0.180    -0.411(*)   0.037      0.142

MusRflCrt      0.145        0.032 -0.250    -0.007      -0.015      0.263

ArtGrd            0.141        0.283     0.065    -0.216      0.186      -0.110

ArtWrk        0.061       -0.055   -0.185     0.068      -0.015     -0.018

ArtRspInt         0.208        0.148  -0.107     0.218      0.302       0.211

ArtProd             0.257       -0.073  -0.062     0.152      0.122      -0.230

ArtMusGrd              0.236        0.453* -0.042     -0.019     0.342       0.057

ArMusWrk                0.119        0.119 -0.156      0.091     0.147       0.213

ArtMusResInt      -0.004       0.105  -0.092      0.102     0.115       0.409(*)

ArMusProd                0.154       -0.153  -0.182     -0.155     0.142       -0.092
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TABLE VIC

FEMALES: SPEARMAN PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS
BETWEEN MUSIC AND ART ASSESSMENT VARIABLES AND GAIN IN

MATH THINKING SKILLS AFTER ADJUSTMENT FOR BASELINE
MATH VARIABLES

N=27

           MPS         MR        MCom     MCon      ThMPS     ThMProc

MusGrdC  0.358(*)     0.039    0.156     -0.057 0.317       0.212

ArtGrdC     0.080        -0.004   0.079        0.132        -0.151       0.188

ArMGrdC   0.247         0.022    0.164        0.035 0.101       0.264

MusGrd    0.223        -0.114  0.213     -0.038  0.317       0.367(*)

MusWrk      0.435*(*)    0.054   0.189      0.100    0.473*(*)  -0.046

MusRepInt    0.432*        0.121     0.192     -0.118 0.500*(*)   0.074

MusPrd         0.193          0.169 -0.329     -0.100 0.404*      -0.180

MusRflCrt  0.464*(*)   -0.006   0.070      0.167 0.123         0.372(*)

ArtGrd   0.150          0.028    0.079      0.314 0.074         0.234

ArtWrk    -0.152         0.060   0.193      0.177        -0.115        0.354(*)

ArtRspInt    0.269          0.251    0.037       0.045 0.246        0.188

ArtProd     -0.050        -0.127   -0.035      0.039        -0.114        0.213

ArMusGrd  0.200         -0.037   0.222      0.083 0.260        0.368(*)

ArMusWrk   0.194          0.093   0.260      0.166  0.239        0.173

ArMusResInt  0.417*        0.228   0.194     -0.114 0.427*
0.180

ArMusProd 0.092          0.031   -0.201     -0.047 0.150        0.053

The results from Males alone are given in Table VIB, and Females
alone in Table VIC. Some differences are apparent. Females show a pattern of
correlations similar to that seen for Males and Females combined, but still
stronger correlations with gains in Problem Solving and thinking skills than
seen in the combined data set. Males, on the other hand, show less emphasis
on gains in problem solving, and more on gains in Reasoning (the MR scale),
something not at all apparent in the data from the females.
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H: GAINS IN MATH CONCEPTS AND PROBLEM SOLVING BY TOPIC
AREA

We used further sub-scales to examine gains in math broken down by
topic area. These were again scales made available by the test publisher. As
there were relatively few items used on most of the sub-scales now discussed
here, the results must be viewed with still greater caution than the results
discussed up to this point. The relationship of gains in these math sub-scales
to WEB art and music variables was again examined by partial correlation
analysis as previously.

The following sub-scales were examined:

a)    Measurement (Msmt)   : ‘Demonstrates an understanding of the principles of
measurement’.
b)     Estimation (Est)      :     Determine the reasonableness of results and apply
estimation in problem solving’.
c)     Problem Solving Strategies (PSSrat   ): ‘Demonstrates an understanding of the
process of solving conventional and non-routine problems’.
d)      Number and Number Relationships (NumRel)   : ‘Represent and use
numbers in equivalent forms in real-world and mathematical problems, and
demonstrate number sense for whole numbers, fractions, decimals and
integers’.
e)     Patterns and Functions (PatFn       )    : ‘Identify numerical and geometric patterns
and functions and use them to solve problems’.
g)      Algebra (Algb       )    : ‘Demonstrate the ability to evaluate expressions and solve
linear equations’.
h)     Statistics (Stats)   : ‘Demonstrate an understanding of the relationships in
data sets’.
i)     Probability (Prob)   : ‘Demonstrate an understanding of the laws governing
chance’.
j)      Geometry (Geom)   : ‘Demonstrate an understanding of geometric principles’

Tables VIIA and VIIIA show the results of these calculations for males
and females combined. Music grade and other aspects of music performance
show some evidence of weak relationship to improvement in scales for
Measurement, Estimation, Strategies for Problem Solving and stronger
relationship to Patterns and Functions and capability in Probability, including
a relationship to Music product which approaches significance. There is also
evidence of negative correlations with the performance of the Number
Systems and Number Theory items, indicating that gains in this sub-scale
tended to take place in individuals who were weakest in the specific measures
of arts performance indicated. We will discuss these negative correlations
further later in the paper.
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Tables VIIB,C and VIIIB,C examine correlations separately for males
and females. There are some striking differences. The males show very strong
relationship of music and total art music performance to gains in Patterns
and Functions, Algebra and a significant correlation of assessment of Music
Product to gains on the Probability scale. The females show a somewhat more
evenly distributed patterning across topics, with again some evidence of
relationship to gains in Probability, reaching significance of relationship to
Art Grade.

TABLE VIIA

SPEARMAN PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN
MUSIC AND ART ASSESSMENT VARIABLES AND GAIN IN MATH

TOPIC  CAPABILITIES  AFTER ADJUSTMENT FOR BASELINE MATH
VARIABLES

N=51

                             Msmt  Estim      PSStrat    NumRel   NuThDef

 MusGrdC 0.169 0.198    0.273(*)    0.235 -0.283*

 ArtGrdC   0.037 0.183    -0.151      -0.125 -0.027

 ArtMGrdC   0.144 0.213    0.077        0.079 -0.159

 MusGrd   0.189 0.258(*)  0.247(*)    0.250(*) -0.326*(*)

 MusWrk  0.216 0.087    0.195        0.239 -0.019

 MusRepInt    0.132 0.190    0.169        0.072 -0.068

 MusPrd   0.110  -0.170    0.106        0.091 -0.242(*)

 MusRflCrt  0.220 0.162    0.170        -0.076 -0.303*

 ArtGrd   0.103 0.185    -0.211       -0.019     -0.048

 ArtWrk  0.051 0.102    -0.028        0.163 -0.088

 ArtRspInt   0.047 0.182    0.113        -0.055 -0.091

 ArtProd       0.006 0.153    -0.089        -0.036 -0.062

 ArMusGrd    0.170 0.248      0.047         0.178  -0.190

 ArMusWrk    0.186 0.105      0.114         0.272(*) -0.039

 ArMusResInt   0.034 0.260(*)  0.129         0.041 -0.054

 ArMusProd    0.067 0.019      0.009         0.011  -0.197
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 TABLE VIIB

MALES: SPEARMAN PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS
BETWEEN MUSIC AND ART ASSESSMENT VARIABLES AND GAIN IN
MATH TOPIC  CAPABILITIES  AFTER ADJUSTMENT FOR BASELINE

MATH VARIABLES
N=24

                       Msmt     Estim     PSStrat     NumRel     NuThDef

MusGrdC -0.006    0.183      0.362(*) 0.211      -0.089

ArtGrdC   0.255    0.254      0.113 -0.158       0.125

ArtMGrdC    0.186    0.228      0.269 -0.035       0.040

MusGrd   0.097    0.110      0.297 0.153      -0.269

MusWrk    0.111    -0.144     0.218  0.133       0.116

MusRepInt    0.092     -0.061     0.049 -0.157       -0.005

MusPrd    -0.085    -0.442*   0.129        0.183         -0.257

MusRflCrt  0.321     0.091     0.237 -0.126        -0.190

ArtGrd    0.132     0.141     0.002 -0.066         0.013

ArtWrk    0.153    -0.238    -0.019        0.118        - 0.402(*)

ArtRspInt         0.117     0.198     0.252        0.013       -0.507*(*)

ArtProd      0.181     0.116    -0.096  -0.232        -0.109

ArMusGrd    0.106     0.149     0.242 0.028         -0.102

ArMusWrk        0.173     -0.220    0.153  0.153         -0.071

ArMusResInt      0.088      0.094    0.073  -0.071        -0.379

ArMusProd     0.116     -0.225   -0.006  -0.085        -0.303
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TABLE VIIC

FEMALES: SPEARMAN PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS
BETWEEN MUSIC AND ART ASSESSMENT VARIABLES AND GAIN IN
MATH TOPIC  CAPABILITIES  AFTER ADJUSTMENT FOR BASELINE

MATH VARIABLES
N=27
 Msmt      Estim       PSStrat    NumRel   NumThDef

  MusGrdC  0.282      0.177 0.168     0.249      -0.432*

ArtGrdC -0.137      0.331        -0.326      0.113      -0.093

ArtMGradC 0.090        0.272        -0.094     0.228      -0.298

MusGrd 0.236      0.323   0.114     0.277      -0.443*(*)

MusWrk  0.306      0.326 0.135     0.268      -0.170

MusRepInt 0.132      0.323 0.130     0.057      -0.147

MusPrd 0.245     -0.152        -0.053    -0.095      -0.263

MusRflCrt  0.185        0.390*  0.132     0.070      -0.388*

ArtGrd  0.131      0.307 -0.345(*)  0.099      -0.032

ArtWrk -0.056      0.267  -0.148     0.092      0.089

ArtRspInt -0.000      0.206   0.003     -0.096      0.215

ArtPrd    -0.110      0.223 -0.097    -0.028      -0.031

ArtMusGrd 0.225      0.345(*) -0.150     0.252      -0.276

ArtMusWrk 0.172       0.384(*) -0.037     0.260      -0.041

ArMusResInt -0.022       0.342(*) 0.042    -0.023      0.123

ArMusPrd 0.043       0.096 -0.098     -0.113      -0.137
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TABLE VIIIA

SPEARMAN PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN
MUSIC AND ART ASSESSMENT VARIABLES AND GAIN IN MATH

TOPIC  CAPABILITIES  AFTER ADJUSTMENT FOR BASELINE MATH
VARIABLES

N=51

                      PatFn       Algb        Stats       Prob       Geom

MusGrdC 0.103     0.221       0.101 0.144       0.034

ArtGrdC      -0.128      0.125      -0.025      0.209      -0.026

ArMGrdC  -0.044      0.201       0.057      0.181      -0.025 5

MusGrd      0.160       0.161       0.159      0.149      -0.114

MusWrk    0.340*(*)  0.197       0.066     0.088       0.029

MusRepInt   0.428**    0.101      -0.113     0.130        0.058

MusPrd     0.045       0.100      -0.160     0.257(*)   -0.094

MusRflCrt 0.046       0.107       0.096     0.313*(*) -0.251(*)

ArtGrd     -0.044      0.104 0    0.008     0.305       0.119

ArtWrk    -0.108      0.022       0.219     -0.031      0.023

ArtRspInt   0.060       0.191       0.066     -0.047      -0.109

ArtPrd       -0.321*(*) -0.103      0.152    0.064        0.015

ArMusGrd 0.077       0.181       0.109     0.236        0.012

ArMusWrk 0.209       0.192       0.164     0.051        -0.006

ArMusResInt 0.315*(*)   0.179     -0.009    0.032        0.010

ArMusPrd   -0.221        0.001      0.023   0.201        -0.058



27

TABLE VIIIB

MALES: SPEARMAN PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS
BETWEEN MUSIC AND ART ASSESSMENT VARIABLES AND GAIN IN
MATH TOPIC  CAPABILITIES  AFTER ADJUSTMENT FOR BASELINE

MATH VARIABLES
N=24

                      PatFn      Algb         Stats Prob      Geom

MusGrdC         0.600** 0.616**       0.098 0.035      -0.172   

ArtGrdC          0.115    0.231        -0.2068     0.050       0.281

ArMGrdC        0.371(*)  0.434*       -0.088       0.090      0.103

MusGrd           0.527*(*)  0.644**       0.182      0.090     -0.165

MusWrk          0.662*** 0.506*(*)    -0.030      0.112     -0.199

MusRepInt       0.502*(*) 0.621**      -0.337      0.210     -0.273 

MusPrd            0.408(*)  0.159         -0.121      0.436*     -0.355

MusRflCrt        0.186 0.299         -0.067      0.364      -0.427*

ArtGrd             0.068  0.299         -0.225      0.104        0.345

ArtWrk            0.208  0.360(*)      0.019     -0.109         0.063

ArRspInt          0.212  0.345          0.289      0.174     -0.235

ArtPrd            -0.151 -0.184       -0.040      0.217      0.307

ArMusGrd        0.407(*)  0.574**      -0.011      0.150       0.099

ArMusWrk       0.612**   0.548**      -0.038      0.124       -0.166

ArMusResInt    0.458*  0.655***    -0.037      0.263      -0.234

ArMusPrd        0.139 -0.032        -0.126      0.508*(*)    0.023
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TABLE VIIIC

FEMALES: SPEARMAN PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS
BETWEEN MUSIC AND ART ASSESSMENT VARIABLES AND GAIN IN
MATH TOPIC  CAPABILITIES  AFTER ADJUSTMENT FOR BASELINE

MATH VARIABLES
N=27

PatFn        Algb Stats     Prob  Geom

MusGrdC -0.301      -0.137 0.073     0.236 0.136

ArtGrdC         -0.276      -0.041 0.402*     0.270         -0.055

ArMGrdC       -0.378(*)   -0.077   0.282     0.250 0.020

MusGrd          -0.225      -0.305 0.073     0.249         -0.028

MusWrk          0.020       -0.107 0.038     0.096 0.174

MusRspInt   0.337(*)   -0.232  -0.101     0.120 0.209

MusPrd     -0.280        0.130 -0.350(*)   0.236        -0.019

MusRflCrt -0.059       -0.037  0.337(*)    0.249        -0.007

ArtGrd -0.068       -0.102 0.335      0.421* 0.062

ArtWrk  -0.346(*)    -0.195  0.339(*)    0.061        -0.040

ArtRspInt -0.064         0.053      -0.039     -0.180        -0.051

ArtPrd       -0.455*(*)   -0.062 0.308     -0.012        -0.286      

ArMusGrd   -0.243        -0.210 0.215      0.345(*)    -0.003

ArMusWrk -0.234        -0.163 0.255      0.076    0.056

ArMusRspInt  0.155        -0.117 -0.065     -0.069    0.097

ArMusPrd     -0.492*(*)     0.031  0.057       0.119        -0.248
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V: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

 The statistical methods applied here have proved useful with the
analysis of a small data set that presents difficulties that were discussed
earlier. Such data sets are however quite representative of data available from
relatively small studies such as this. Larger and better controlled data sets
typically involve larger and much more costly studies, but results from
smaller studies such as this can help to justify and if appropriate plan larger
studies. The methods demonstrated here might well prove to be more
generally useful perhaps especially for small studies such as this one. We are
not aware of other examples of analyses similar to this in the literature. We
plan to continue to explore these and related methods  in our continuing
work. The heavy use of ranking rather than averaging procedure are
reminiscent of other powerful methods e.g. CART which is finding very
interesting application (e.g. Walter et al, 1999).

In spite of the limitations of the data, our analysis provides fresh
evidence of relationship between performance in these WEB project activities
and gains in performance in academic areas not specific to the WEB project.
In this work we have focused on detailed analysis of gains in math capability.
The gains have been shown to most significantly involve improvements in
general problem solving capabilities that go beyond specific content areas.
There is also evidence that arts performance of the students was related to
more general academic capabilities developed by the students before they
entered these programs: our analysis has had to take into account these
baseline effects and adjust the analysis of change accordingly.

Our results continue to support that there is cross fertilization of
developed capability and learning in both directions between different areas
of learning. The statistical methods have been helpful here to begin to
unscramble this dialogue. The richness and complexity of the inter-relational
topologies indicated seem difficult to account for in a single factor of
capability, and also help support a model of at least some causality from the
WEB-Arts related actives to more general mental skills which aid
performance in Math.  It is difficult to see how to account for the complex
interrelationships shown here in ways that avoid some dialogue or cross
fertilization of learning within the brain.

This study has focused upon gains in math for reasons discussed
earlier. Very recent data in early elementary students (Gardiner and Olson,
1999) now suggests that gains in reading may well be related to different paths
of mental stretching than gains in math. This is something we hope to also
examine further with analyses such as this with regard to the WEB project.

These results reinforce the accumulating evidence that WEB project
activities such as this can relate in useful ways to more general learning, and
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support the idea that strong engagement of the students in the WEB work
and in working with each other are both important part of the possible more
general value derived from these projects.

The differences between the boys and girls in these data would appear
to be worthy of further investigation. In these data, for example, the gains in
performance of the girl appear to involve more general problem solving
skills, whereas in the boys there is more specific gains with regard to
reasoning. This may point to differences in the ways individuals approach
and learn from WEB tasks, focusing on different aspects of the WEB tasks, or
looking at the tasks in different ways. It would be useful in continuing studies
to broaden the range outcome variables beyond the math variables on which
this study focused. In particular, changes in capabilities involving social
behavior which in turn can at least in early elementary students influence
academic learning by a different pathway of influence than that associated
with math (Gardiner and Olson, 1999) deserve further investigation.

How to more clearly evaluate the importance and role of the aesthetic
features of the projects remains a goal of continuing work. At the very least, it
seems likely that the aesthetic features help to motivate student
involvement, but the math gains are similar to ones seen in music programs
without these technological features with 1st and second graders and where
there is evidence of impact from the music training in part due to differential
effects on different aspects of learning (Gardiner et al, 1996; Gardiner and
Olson, 1999).  Further studies of these or other students in the WEB project
that examine a broader range of outcomes and with tools that study the arts
activities in still greater detail can help to clarify this important question.
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