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ABSTRACT 

The study examined whether fishbowl discussion was associated 

with changes in Grade 8 students’ written assessment performance 

in Araling Panlipunan, particularly on the topic of European power 

expansion. Using an explanatory sequential mixed-methods design, 

the study involved 39 students from a laboratory high school in the 

northern Philippines with complete paired pretest and posttest 

scores. Quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive statistics 

and the Wilcoxon signed-rank test, while qualitative data from inter-

views with ten purposively selected students were analyzed themat-

ically. Results showed that mean scores increased from 8.82 to 15.44 

out of 30, corresponding to a shift in the mean performance classifi-

cation from poor to good. The pretest-posttest difference was statis-

tically significant, W = 34.50, p < .001, with a large matched-pairs 

rank-biserial correlation, r = .90. Qualitative findings further revealed 

that students perceived fishbowl discussion as helpful in deepening 

understanding, promoting engagement, building confidence, and sup-

porting peer-assisted learning. However, some students also re-

ported challenges, particularly speaking pressure and limited time 

for individual study. Although the one-group design limits causal 

claims, the findings suggest that fishbowl discussion can be a useful 

learner-centered strategy in social studies instruction when sup-

ported by clear roles, structured guidelines, and inclusive facilitation. 

 

Keywords: Araling Panlipunan, Fishbowl discussion, Mixed methods, 

Social studies education, Written assessment 

*Corresponding author: 
E-mail: 
fdmabborang@asist.edu.ph 
 

 
Introduction 

Social studies education is expected to 
help learners interpret historical processes, 
reason with evidence and participate in civic 
life. These aims are difficult to achieve when 
classroom participation is limited to passive 
listening or when students encounter 

historical topics as lists of names, dates and 
events. In the Philippine junior high school cur-
riculum, Araling Panlipunan includes world 
history competencies that require learners to 
understand people, society, culture, historical 
change, and interconnections across societies 
(Department of Education, 2016). Duyve-Steyn 
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and van der Wal (2022) similarly frame world 
history as a field that helps learners examine 
change, interaction, and global interconnection 
across regions. The topic of European power 
expansion is one such area because it requires 
students to connect exploration, colonialism, 
mercantilism, religious change, scientific de-
velopment, and global consequences. 

The article focuses on fishbowl discussion 
as a classroom intervention for teaching Euro-
pean power expansion to Grade 8 learners. 
Fishbowl discussion is an interactive strategy 
in which a smaller inner circle discusses a 
question, issue or text while an outer circle ob-
serves, listens and later contributes. Young 
(2007) presented a related small-group scored 
discussion format as an alternative to recita-
tion because it expects students to read, talk 
and learn together. In this article, the strategy 
is used not only as a speaking activity but also 
as a structure for listening, observation, peer 
exchange and reflective preparation for writ-
ten assessment. 

The study is situated in a Philippine labor-
atory high school context and examines class-
room use of fishbowl discussion in Grade 8 so-
cial studies. It focuses on three issues: whether 
written assessment performance changed after 
the intervention, how students described the 
learning experience, and what the findings sug-
gest for structured discussion in social studies 
classrooms. This framing connects the statisti-
cal evidence with students' accounts of partici-
pation and learning while recognizing that the 
design cannot attribute observed change solely 
to the intervention. 

The article contributes to social science 
education in two ways. First, it offers class-
room-based evidence from a rural Philippine 
context, where student-centered pedagogy 
must be considered alongside local curriculum 
requirements, limited class time, and learners' 
confidence in speaking. Second, it connects 
quantitative changes in written assessment 
scores with qualitative accounts of participa-
tion, apprehension, peer exchange and class-
room support. The mixed evidence is useful be-
cause the fishbowl literature reports gains in 
engagement and dialogue (Han & Hamilton, 
2023; Tricio et al., 2019; Yung, 2020), while the 

present classroom data also show participation 
pressures that need explicit facilitation. 

The guiding questions were: (1) What 
were the students' written assessment scores 
before the fishbowl discussion? (2) What were 
their written assessment scores after the fish-
bowl discussion? (3) Was there a significant 
difference between the pretest and posttest 
scores? (4) How did students describe the per-
ceived influence of the fishbowl discussion on 
their learning and assessment preparation? 

 
Literature review and theoretical framing 
Fishbowl discussion and participatory 
learning 

Fishbowl discussion belongs to a wider 
family of participatory classroom strategies 
that use structured talk to promote learning. In 
a basic format, students in the inner circle dis-
cuss a question, text, or problem while others 
observe patterns of reasoning, evidence use, 
and participation. Students then rotate roles or 
add observations. Young (2007) described 
small-group scored discussion as a way of mov-
ing beyond recitation toward a classroom in 
which students read, talk, and learn together. 
Tricio et al. (2019) also treated fishbowl as a 
learner-centered small-group format that can 
shift attention from teacher delivery to student 
participation. In this sense, the strategy is not 
only a speaking activity; it is also an arrange-
ment for listening, observation and reflection. 

Recent studies on fishbowl-related for-
mats report benefits for engagement, dialogue, 
and active learning across settings. Tricio et al. 
(2019) examined student experiences of semi-
nar and fishbowl formats in dental education 
and described both as active, learner-centered 
approaches. Muehlensiepen et al. (2021) used 
a virtual fishbowl to reintroduce dynamic de-
bate into medical conferences. Han and Hamil-
ton (2023) reported that fishbowl use in online 
and hybrid college courses supported engage-
ment, peer-to-peer dialogue and co-construc-
tion of knowledge. Yung (2020) showed that 
fishbowl debate could engage exam-oriented 
students when communicative tasks were con-
nected to public examination questions. These 
studies are not located in Grade 8 Araling Pan-
lipunan, but they provide credible evidence 
that fishbowl formats can support structured 
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participation when the discussion task, roles, 
and expectations are clear. 

At the same time, the cited studies should 
not be overextended. Most were conducted in 
higher education, medical or language-learning 
contexts rather than Philippine junior high 
school social studies. This means that their rel-
evance is analogical rather than direct: they 
justify fish-bowl discussion as a participatory 
structure, but they do not prove its effective-
ness for Grade 8 written assessment in Araling 
Panlipunan. The present study addresses that 
gap at a classroom level while acknowledging 
that anxiety, uneven participation and time 
pressure may limit the strategy when facilita-
tion is weak. 

 
Social studies, historical understanding and 
classroom talk 

Social studies and world history teaching 
require more than memorization. Students 
need to examine causes and consequences, re-
late local and global histories and develop the 
language needed to explain historical pro-
cesses. The Philippine Araling Panlipunan cur-
riculum includes world history content for 
basic education and identifies learning around 
history, culture, society and civic life as part of 
the subject's curricular work (Department of 
Education, 2016). Duyvesteyn and van der Wal 
(2022) likewise emphasize world history as a 
means for understanding change, connection 
and interaction across regions. These curricu-
lar and disciplinary expectations support the 
use of discussion strategies that require learn-
ers to explain relationships rather than merely 
recall isolated facts. 

European power expansion is cognitively 
demanding for junior high school learners be-
cause it brings together several concepts: ex-
ploration, imperialism, colonialism, mercan-
tilism, religious change, scientific development 
and global trade. A discussion-based strategy 
may support learning because students can 
hear alternative explanations, clarify confusing 
ideas, and rehearse the language of historical 
reasoning before answering written assess-
ments. This expectation is consistent with con-
structivist teaching, which emphasizes prior 
knowledge, cognitive engagement, feedback 

and reflection in the construction of under-
standing (Baviskar et al., 2009). 

 
Constructivist and social development per-
spectives 

The study is informed by constructivist 
learning theory and Vygotsky's social develop-
ment perspective. Constructivist learning the-
ory argues that learners construct knowledge 
through experience, reflection, and active 
sense-making. Baviskar et al. (2009) identified 
essential characteristics of constructivist 
teaching, including eliciting prior knowledge, 
creating cognitive dissonance, and applying 
new knowledge with feedback. Fishbowl dis-
cussion is compatible with these principles be-
cause students articulate prior ideas, encoun-
ter peers' explanations, receive immediate 
feedback through dialogue, and revise their un-
derstanding while preparing for assessment. 

Vygotsky's social development perspec-
tive foregrounds the social nature of learning 
and the role of interaction in the development 
of higher mental functions (Vygotsky, 1978). 
Fishbowl discussion operationalizes this idea 
by making peer interaction part of the learning 
design. The inner-circle discussion functions as 
a shared meaning-making space, while the 
outer-circle observation supports listening and 
later reflection. From this perspective, im-
provement in written assessment may result 
not only from teacher explanation, but also 
from the social organization of learning 
through dialogue, observation and peer-sup-
ported clarification. 

 
Methodology 
Research design 

The study used an explanatory sequential 
mixed-methods design. In this design, quanti-
tative data are collected and analyzed first, fol-
lowed by qualitative data that help explain or 
elaborate the quantitative results (Ivankova et 
al., 2006). The design was appropriate because 
the study aimed to measure change in written 
assessment scores and then examine how stu-
dents made sense of the fishbowl discussion 
experience. 

The quantitative phase used a one-group 
pretest-posttest design. The same class took a 
written assessment before and after the 
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fishbowl discussion intervention. The qualita-
tive phase used interview data from selected 
students to explore their impressions of the 
strategy, perceived effects on understanding 
and participation, and suggestions for im-
provement. 

 
Participants and research context 

The class roster comprised 40 students, 
including 19 males and 21 females. However, 
only 39 students participated in both the pre-
test and posttest and therefore had complete 
paired scores. The paired descriptive and infer-
ential analyses were restricted to these 39 
complete cases. One student did not participate 
because of personal concerns. 

For the qualitative phase, ten students 
were purposively selected for interview. Selec-
tion was based on their assessment experience 
and participation in the fishbowl discussion. 
The context is important because the interven-
tion was implemented within a regular Grade 8 
social studies topic rather than in a laboratory 
experiment detached from classroom practice. 

 
Intervention 

The intervention was a fishbowl discus-
sion used in teaching European power expan-
sion within the Grade 8 world history compo-
nent of Araling Panlipunan. The topic included 
exploration, early imperialism and colonialism, 
causes and consequences of European expan-
sion, the Enlightenment, the Scientific Revolu-
tion, the Industrial Revolution, and later colo-
nialism. These content areas are aligned with 
the world history coverage of the Araling Pan-
lipunan curriculum (Department of Education, 
2016). Students engaged with the lesson 
through a discussion structure in which an in-
ner group discussed the topic while others ob-
served, listened, and prepared to contribute. 

The instructional purpose of the fishbowl 
was to help students articulate historical ideas, 
listen to alternative explanations, build confi-
dence in speaking, and deepen their under-
standing before completing the posttest. The 
design follows the logic of structured discus-
sion in the cited fishbowl literature, where par-
ticipation, listening and peer dialogue are 
treated as mechanisms for active learning (Han 
& Hamilton, 2023; Tricio et al., 2019; Young, 

2007). The activity also aimed to create a more 
participatory classroom environment than lec-
ture-only instruction. 
Instruments 

Two instruments were used to collect the 
quantitative and qualitative data required by 
the explanatory sequential mixed-methods de-
sign. A written assessment measured students’ 
understanding of European power expansion 
before and after the intervention, while an 
open-ended interview guide gathered their ex-
periences, perceptions, and explanations of 
how the fishbowl discussion influenced their 
learning, engagement, participation, and as-
sessment preparation. Using these comple-
mentary instruments allowed the qualitative 
findings to explain and provide context for the 
quantitative results. 

The 30-item written assessment was 
adopted without modification from the Depart-
ment of Education Grade 8 Araling Panlipunan 
self-learning modules, Kasaysayan ng Daigdig, 
to assess students’ understanding of European 
power expansion. To confirm its suitability for 
the local research context, five experts evalu-
ated its relevance, clarity, and curricular align-
ment, resulting in an S-CVI/Ave of .94 and I-CVI 
values ranging from .80 to 1.00. It was also pi-
lot-tested among 30 Grade 8 students who 
were excluded from the main study, producing 
a KR-20 coefficient of .86, which indicated good 
internal consistency. These procedures con-
firmed the instrument’s content validity and 
reliability for the intended administration. The 
scores were interpreted as follows: 24.01–
30.00, excellent; 18.01–24.00, very good; 
12.01–18.00, good; 6.01–12.00, poor; and 
0.01–6.00, very poor. 

Second, an open-ended interview guide 
was used to gather student views. The guide 
asked about first impressions of the strategy, 
its effect on understanding, influence on en-
gagement and participation, perceived effect 
on written assessment scores and suggestions 
for improving the strategy. These questions 
aligned with the explanatory purpose of the 
qualitative phase. 

 
Data collection and analysis 

Data were gathered during the third quar-
ter when European power expansion was 
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discussed in class. Students first completed the 
pretest. The fishbowl discussion intervention 
was then implemented during approved class 
sessions. After the intervention, students com-
pleted the posttest. Selected students then par-
ticipated in interviews about their experiences. 

Quantitative data were summarized using 
frequencies, percentages, and mean scores. 
The related-samples Wilcoxon signed-rank 
test was used to determine whether the paired 
pretest and posttest scores differed signifi-
cantly. The magnitude of the difference was es-
timated using the matched-pairs rank-biserial 
correlation, calculated from the positive and 
negative Wilcoxon rank sums using the for-
mula: r = (positive rank sum - negative rank 
sum) / (positive rank sum + negative rank 
sum). Positive values indicated that posttest 
scores were generally higher than pretest 
scores. The analysis included 39 complete 
pairs, and the level of significance was set at 
.05. 

Qualitative responses were examined the-
matically. Codes were grouped into broader 
themes that reflected students' first impres-
sions, understanding of European expansion, 
engagement and participation, perceived as-
sessment effects and suggestions for 

improving the intervention. The analysis em-
phasized patterns that helped explain the 
quantitative change in scores. 

 
Ethical considerations 

The study was conducted after institu-
tional permission was secured from school au-
thorities. Student participation in the qualita-
tive phase was treated as voluntary, and no stu-
dent names or identifying details are reported 
in this article. Because the study involved mi-
nors in a school setting, the researchers ob-
served confidentiality, privacy, and appropri-
ate school-based safeguards throughout data 
collection and reporting. 

 
Result 
Written assessment scores before the inter-
vention 

Before the fishbowl discussion, students' 
written assessment performance was gener-
ally low. Table 1 shows that 28 of the 39 com-
plete cases, or 72%, were classified as poor. 
Seven students, or 18%, were classified as very 
poor, while only four students, or 10%, reached 
the good category. The mean score was 8.82 
out of 30, interpreted as poor. 

 
Table 1.  
Pretest written assessment scores before fishbowl discussion 

Performance level Frequency Percentage 
Good 4 10 
Poor 28 72 

Very poor 7 18 
Total 39 100 

Mean score 8.82 Poor 
 

Written assessment scores after the inter-
vention 

After the fishbowl discussion, the distribu-
tion shifted upward. Table 2 shows that four 
students, or 10%, were classified as very good, 

while 30 students, or 77%, were classified as 
good. Five students, or 13%, remained in the 
poor category. The mean score increased to 
15.44 out of 30, interpreted as good. 

 
 
 
 
 
Table 2.  
Posttest written assessment scores after fishbowl discussion 

Performance level Frequency Percentage 
Very good 4 10 
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Good 30 77 
Poor 5 13 
Total 39 100 

Mean score 15.44 Good 

Difference between pretest and posttest 
scores 

The related-samples Wilcoxon signed-
rank test showed that the students' posttest 
scores were significantly higher than their pre-
test scores, W = 34.50, p < .001. Of the 39 paired 
observations, 34 showed higher posttest 
scores, three showed lower posttest scores, 

and two showed no change. The positive-rank 
sum was 668.50, while the negative-rank sum 
was 34.50. The matched-pairs rank-biserial 
correlation was r = .90, indicating a large pre-
test-posttest difference. Therefore, the null hy-
pothesis that the median difference between 
the paired scores was zero was rejected. 

 
Table 3.  
Test of the difference between pretest and posttest scores 

Compari-
son 

Statistical 
test 

Positive 
ranks 

Nega-
tive 

ranks 

W p rrb Inter-
preta-

tion 
Decision 

Pretest 
versus 
posttest 

Wilcoxon 
signed-rank 
test 

 
668.50 34.50 

 
34.50 

< 
.001 

.90 Large Reject the  
null hy-
pothesis 

Note. Thirty-four students had higher posttest scores, three had lower posttest scores, and two 
had unchanged scores. The matched-pairs rank-biserial correlation was calculated as 
(668.50−34.50)/(668.50+34.50)=.90. 

 
Student views of the fishbowl discussion 

The qualitative data generated five themes 
that help explain how students experienced the 
intervention: first impressions of fishbowl dis-
cussion, understanding of European expan-
sion, engagement and participation, perceived 
effect on written assessment scores, and sug-
gestions for improvement. 

 
First impressions: curiosity and apprehen-
sion  

Students' initial reactions ranged from cu-
riosity to anxiety. Some described the strategy 
as new and interesting because it differed from 
ordinary recitation or lecture. One student 
stated: 

"I found the fishbowl discussion to be a 
novel approach. It immediately caught my at-
tention and piqued my interest in the topic at 
hand." 

Other students were initially hesitant be-
cause the inner-circle format placed visible at-
tention on participants. One student explained: 

"At first, I was hesitant about the fishbowl 
discussion. It seemed intimidating to have the 

spotlight on a few individuals while the rest ob-
served." 

These responses show that the strategy 
was not received uniformly. Its novelty created 
interest, but its public discussion format also 
created pressure for some learners. 
 
Understanding: deeper engagement with 
historical content 

Students reported that the fishbowl for-
mat helped them move beyond surface famili-
arity with the topic. The act of listening to peers 
and later joining the discussion created oppor-
tunities to clarify ideas and connect concepts. 
One student noted: 

"By observing the inner circle's discourse 
and subsequently participating in it, I gained a 
multi-faceted understanding that transcended 
mere surface-level comprehension." 

The theme suggests that the intervention 
helped students rehearse explanations of his-
torical processes and compare their under-
standing with those of peers. This is important 
in social studies, where concepts such as explo-
ration, imperialism and colonialism require 
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relational understanding rather than isolated 
memorization. 
 
Engagement and participation: ownership 
and peer exchange 

Students also described increased involve-
ment. The inner-circle format created a sense 
of responsibility because students knew they 
would need to contribute, listen, and build on 
peer responses. One student said: 

"Participating in the fishbowl discussion 
made me feel more involved and invested in the 
topic. It was like being at the center of the con-
versation, which motivated me to contribute 
more actively." 

Another student emphasized the support-
ive character of the discussion: 

"The fishbowl discussions, unlike tradi-
tional class discussions where I sometimes hesi-
tate to speak up, created a supportive environ-
ment that encouraged me to express my 
thoughts freely." 

The theme suggests that structured dis-
cussion can support participation when class-
room norms are clear and when students see 
their peers as learning resources. 

 
Written assessment preparation: confi-
dence with caution 

Students connected the discussion to as-
sessment preparation by describing greater 
confidence and clearer understanding. One 
student stated: 

"Participating in fishbowl discussions sig-
nificantly enhanced my exam preparation. En-
gaging in meaningful dialogue with peers al-
lowed me to deepen my understanding of key 
concepts and identify gaps in my knowledge." 

However, not all responses were entirely 
positive. Some students worried that discus-
sion time could reduce individual study time. 
This concern is pedagogically important be-
cause a discussion strategy should not replace 
independent consolidation. Instead, it should 
be integrated with preparation tasks, note-tak-
ing and post-discussion reflection. 

 
Suggestions: inclusivity, clearer guidelines 
and supportive conditions 

Students suggested that the strategy 
would work better if more voices were 

included, instructions were clearer, and the 
classroom climate remained non-judgmental. 
One student suggested that broader participa-
tion would enrich discussion: 

"Incorporating more diverse perspectives 
would enrich the discourse and foster a more in-
clusive environment." 

Another emphasized the need for clear ex-
pectations: 

"Providing clearer instructions beforehand 
would alleviate confusion and ensure everyone is 
on the same page." 

These suggestions show that fishbowl dis-
cussion is most useful when it is carefully facil-
itated rather than treated as an informal con-
versation. 

 
Discussion 
From poor to good performance: what the 
score change suggests 

The quantitative results show a clear up-
ward movement in written assessment perfor-
mance after the fishbowl discussion. The mean 
score increased from 8.82 to 15.44, corre-
sponding to a change in the mean performance 
classification from poor to good. Of the 39 
paired observations, 34 had higher posttest 
scores, three had lower posttest scores, and 
two had unchanged scores. The Wilcoxon 
signed-rank test showed a statistically signifi-
cant pretest-posttest difference, with a Wil-
coxon statistic of 34.50 and a probability value 
below .001. The matched-pairs rank-biserial 
correlation coefficient was .90, indicating a 
large pretest-posttest difference. Thus, the ob-
served change was not only statistically signif-
icant but also substantial in magnitude within 
the participating class. This result is consistent 
with the broader fishbowl literature linking 
structured discussion with engagement, active 
learning, and peer-supported understanding 
(Han & Hamilton, 2023; Tricio et al., 2019; 
Yung, 2020). 

However, the result should be interpreted 
carefully. The study used a one-group pretest-
posttest design without a comparison group. 
Therefore, the findings cannot prove that fish-
bowl discussion alone caused the improve-
ment. Other factors, such as exposure to the 
lesson, review, teacher explanation and test fa-
miliarity, may also have contributed. A 
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cautious interpretation is that fishbowl discus-
sion was a promising component of the in-
structional sequence and was associated with 
improved performance in this classroom. 

The qualitative findings make the score 
change more understandable. Students did not 
simply report that the strategy was enjoyable; 
they described mechanisms that could support 
assessment performance: clarification through 
peer dialogue, increased confidence, deeper 
engagement with concepts, and identification 
of gaps in knowledge. These mechanisms align 
with constructivist teaching because learners 
used prior knowledge, feedback, and reflection 
to refine understanding (Baviskar et al., 2009). 
They also align with Vygotsky's social develop-
ment perspective because learning was medi-
ated by talk, observation, and collaborative 
meaning-making (Vygotsky, 1978). 

 
Fishbowl discussion as social studies peda-
gogy 

In social studies, discussion is valuable be-
cause students must learn to explain, compare 
and evaluate human actions and social conse-
quences. European power expansion is partic-
ularly suited to discussion because it involves 
multiple actors, motives and effects. When stu-
dents talk about exploration, imperialism, 
trade and cultural change, they practice con-
necting facts to broader historical processes, 
which is consistent with the Araling Pan-
lipunan curriculum's emphasis on historical, 
cultural and social understanding (Department 
of Education, 2016) and with world history's 
focus on change and interconnection (Duyve-
steyn & van der Wal, 2022). 

The fishbowl format appears useful be-
cause it gives the discussion a visible structure. 
The inner circle makes reasoning public, while 
the outer circle encourages listening and ob-
servation. This structure reflects Young's 
(2007) argument that discussion formats can 
move learners beyond passive recitation. It 
also parallels findings from Han and Hamilton 
(2023), Muehlensiepen et al. (2021), Tricio et 
al. (2019), and Yung (2020), who reported that 
fishbowl or fishbowl-related formats can sup-
port engagement, debate, peer dialogue, and 
active learning when tasks are well organized. 
In social studies classrooms, such roles can 

turn discussion into a disciplined practice ra-
ther than a free conversation dominated by a 
few voices. 

 
Participation, anxiety and equity 

The student accounts also show that par-
ticipation strategies must be evaluated for eq-
uity. Fishbowl discussion can increase engage-
ment, but it can also create speaking pressure. 
This qualification is important because several 
cited studies emphasize engagement and dia-
logue (Han & Hamilton, 2023; Muehlensiepen 
et al., 2021; Tricio et al., 2019), but the present 
Grade 8 data show that younger learners may 
experience the inner circle as intimidating. Stu-
dents who are shy, less fluent, less prepared or 
anxious about peer judgment may need prepa-
ration time and multiple ways of contributing. 

Practical adjustments include giving guide 
questions in advance, allowing students to 
bring notes, rotating inner-circle membership, 
using observation sheets for the outer circle 
and assigning supportive peer roles. Teachers 
can also use short fishbowl rounds rather than 
one long discussion. These adjustments re-
spond directly to students' suggestions for 
clearer guidelines, inclusivity and a supportive 
environment. 

 
Balancing discussion with individual study 

A notable concern was time management. 
Some students felt that discussion supported 
understanding but reduced time for individual 
study. This tension is important because writ-
ten assessment performance depends on both 
social meaning-making and individual consoli-
dation. From a constructivist perspective, dis-
cussion should therefore be paired with reflec-
tion and application tasks so that learners can 
reorganize and apply the ideas developed dur-
ing peer interaction (Baviskar et al., 2009; 
Vygotsky, 1978). Fishbowl discussion should 
not replace individual preparation; it should 
precede or accompany it. 

For example, after the fishbowl session, 
students may be asked to write a brief explana-
tion of the causes and effects of European ex-
pansion, list concepts they clarified through 
peer discussion, or answer a formative quiz. 
These follow-up tasks connect oral participa-
tion to written assessment and help students 
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transform shared discussion into individual ac-
ademic performance. 

 
Conclusion and Implications 

Grade 8 students obtained higher written 
assessment scores on European power expan-
sion after the fishbowl discussion than before 
it. The mean score increased from 8.82 to 
15.44, corresponding to a change in the mean 
performance classification from poor to good. 
The Wilcoxon signed-rank test showed a statis-
tically significant pretest-posttest difference, 
with a Wilcoxon statistic of 34.50 and a proba-
bility value below .001. The matched-pairs 
rank-biserial correlation coefficient of .90 indi-
cated a large within-group change. Student ac-
counts further suggested that the strategy sup-
ported deeper understanding, active participa-
tion, confidence, and peer-supported learning. 

The findings imply that fishbowl discus-
sion can be a useful social studies strategy 
when the goal is to make students reason 
aloud, listen to peers and prepare for written 
assessment. However, the strategy should be 
implemented with clear guidelines, role rota-
tion and inclusive facilitation. These implica-
tions are consistent with the cited fishbowl 
studies, which associate structured discussion 
with engagement and peer dialogue (Han & 
Hamilton, 2023; Tricio et al., 2019; Young, 
2007; Yung, 2020), while the present findings 
add that younger learners may need stronger 
scaffolding to manage speaking pressure and 
time use. 

For social studies educators, the study 
highlights the value of structured discussion in 
teaching historically complex topics. For re-
searchers, it points to the need for stronger de-
signs that include comparison groups, larger 
samples, validated instruments, and delayed 
posttests. Future studies may also examine 
how fishbowl discussion affects different di-
mensions of social studies learning, such as his-
torical reasoning, civic argumentation, source 
interpretation, and written explanation. Such 
work would extend the existing fishbowl liter-
ature beyond higher education, medical, con-
ference and language-learning contexts into 
Philippine basic education social studies. 

 
Limitations 

Several limitations should be acknowl-
edged. First, although the study found a large 
and statistically significant pretest-posttest 
difference, the one-group design did not in-
clude a comparison group and therefore can-
not establish that the fishbowl discussion alone 
caused the improvement. Other factors, such as 
lesson exposure, teacher explanations, review 
activities, maturation, and familiarity with the 
assessment, may also have contributed to the 
observed change. Second, the study involved 
only one Grade 8 class in one school; therefore, 
the findings may not be generalized to other 
students, schools, or educational settings. 
Third, although the class roster comprised 40 
students, only 39 had complete paired pretest 
and posttest scores. One student did not partic-
ipate because of personal concerns and was 
therefore excluded from the paired quantita-
tive analysis. Fourth, although the written as-
sessment was adopted without modification 
from official De-pEd Grade 8 Araling Pan-
lipunan self-learning modules, no sample-spe-
cific reliability coefficient was reported for the 
present administration. Fifth, the qualitative 
phase involved only ten students and may not 
represent the experiences of the entire class. 
Finally, because the researchers facilitated the 
intervention and collected the students' re-
sponses, the qualitative findings may have 
been affected by social desirability bias. 
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