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Preface

The contents of this volume were derived from a meeting sponsored by
the Center for Civic Education in Calabasas, California and conducted by
the Social Studies Development Center of Indiana University, Blooming-
ton. This meeting, “Education in Democracy for Social Studies Teachers:
An Institute for Teacher Educators,” occurred at the University Place Con-
ference Center in Indianapolis, Indiana from May 18-22, 2001.

The central theme of this meeting was education for democratic citi-
zenship in the university-based education of prospective social studies
teachers. We assume that improving education for democracy in programs
of teacher education is a key to improving teaching and learning of democ-
racy in elementary and secondary schools. If prospective teachers of the
social studies would be effective educators for democracy, then they must
know what it is, how to do it, and why it is good.

The speakers at our five-day “Institute for Teacher Educators” addressed
the central theme of the meeting. They variously proposed core content
and pedagogical practices for the civic foundations of teacher education
programs. Papers presented by these speakers have been edited to become
the eleven chapters of this book.

Spirited discussions followed each formal presentation of “The Insti-
tute.” And each day’s program was concluded by intensive focus-group
discussions in which small groups of participants exchanged ideas about
civic education in teacher education and offered recommendations about
how to develop civics-centered teacher education courses and programs.
A summary of recommendations and reactions to “The Institute” is pre-
sented in the concluding part of this book.

“The Institute” was graced by the presence of R. Freeman Butts, a dis-
tinguished scholar and advocate of education for citizenship in a democ-
racy, who was the keynote speaker at this event. Professor Butts” ideas on
civic education—expressed in such notable publications as The Revival of
Civic Learning, The Morality of Democratic Citizenship, and The Civic Mission
in Educational Reform—were catalysts of our work. Through his published
works on civic education and his personal interactions with us, Professor
Butts stimulated our conceptualization of “The Institute” and shaped the
organization and execution of this meeting of prominent civic educators
and teacher educators. So, this book is dedicated to him and his ideas on
civic education.

We express gratitude to Gerardo Gonzales, Dean of the Indiana Uni-
versity School of Education, for his strong endorsement of our work to
renew and improve civic education in the teacher education of prospec-
tive social studies teachers. He officially opened “The Institute” with an



vi Preface

inspirational speech about the values of democracy and the importance of
teaching them effectively to each generation of Americans. His remarks set
the tone and terms for the successful meeting that ensued.

We gratefully acknowledge the contributions to “The Institute” of The
Center for Civic Education and the Social Studies Development Center of
Indiana University. The Center for Civic Education provided funding to
support “The Institute,” and the CCE cooperated with the Social Studies
Development Center to plan, organize, and conduct the five-day program,
May 18-22, 2001. In particular, we are grateful to Charles N. Quigley, Exec-
utive Director of the Center for Civic Education, for his support of “The
Institute.” Without his help, “The Institute” could not have happened.
Finally, we acknowledge the resources provided for the development and
publication of this book by Civitas: An International Civic Education
Exchange Program and the ERIC Clearinghouse for Social Studies/Social
Science Education at the Social Studies Development Center of Indiana
University.

John]. Patrick and Robert S. Leming
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Introduction
John |. Patrick and Robert S. Leming

The seeds of the work that yielded this book were sown in the wake of
the movements for democracy that overthrew the repressive regimes of
the Soviet Union and its Central and Eastern European satellites. The demise
of communist despotisms led to the rise of governments with democratic
aspirations. They eagerly sought assistance from the world’s oldest ongo-
ing constitutional representative democracy, the United States of Ameri-
ca. We were among the first wave of American civic educators to travel to
the formerly communist countries.

As we worked with civic educators in Central and Eastern European
countries to develop curricular frameworks and instructional materials,
we examined various strategies by which to promote education for democ-
racy. Prominent among the strategies was implementation of civic educa-
tion for democracy in the pedagogical institutes and universities that educate
prospective teachers. In pursuit of this strategy, our colleagues in Estonia,
Latvia, Lithuania, and Poland, among other countries, asked us for exem-
plary syllabi and programs for the education of prospective teachers. They
expected to find numerous models of education for democracy in Ameri-
can colleges and universities, which they could adapt for use in their own
teacher education programs.

We responded with various examples of courses in social foundations
of education and methods of teaching. We also cautioned our colleagues
to think creatively, freshly, and independently about how to develop edu-
cation for democracy in their pedagogical institutes and universities. And
we were prompted to re-examine and re-think our ideas and practices about
civic education in the preparation of social studies teachers.

We turned to colleagues in America to discuss the status of civic learn-
ing in the education of prospective social studies teachers. Our interactions
revealed that many of them, like us, are very concerned about the place of
civic education within teacher education and want to renew and reform
it. Thus, we invited colleagues to meet with us for five-days (May 18-22,
2001) in Indianapolis to discuss “Education in Democracy for Social Stud-
ies Teachers.” The discussions focused upon such topics as the rationale
for civic learning in teacher education, content at the core of civic educa-
tion, conceptualization of civic education, instructional strategies and meth-
ods for teaching about democracy and citizenship, and programmatic
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2 Introduction

examples of education for democratic citizenship in social studies teacher
education.

This book is a product of our May 2001 meeting, “Education in Democ-
racy for Social Studies Teachers: An Institute for Teacher Educators.” Papers
presented to participants in this meeting became the chapters of this book.

Chapter 1 by R. Freeman Butts addresses the reasons for civic learning
in teacher education. He calls for the pervasive establishment of civic foun-
dations in the preparation of prospective social studies teachers. He stress-
es renewal of the traditional civic mission of America’s common schools
and the preparation of teachers equipped to carry out this mission.

In Chapter 2, Margaret Stimmann Branson discusses the essential con-
tent of education for democracy in elementary and secondary schools and
in the education of prospective teachers of democratic citizenship to chil-
dren and adolescents. She specifies civic knowledge that is of most worth
in a curriculum designed to educate students for citizenship in a constitu-
tional representative democracy. A fundamental assumption of her work
is that all content is not of equal worth, and that a primary responsibility
of civic educators is to select and justify content at the core of the curricu-
lum in elementary and secondary schools and in programs of teacher edu-
cation.

In Chapter 3, John J. Patrick and Thomas S. Vontz present a four-com-
ponent conceptualization of education for citizenship in a democracy. The
four components pertain to civic knowledge, cognitive civic skills, partic-
ipatory civic skills, and civic dispositions. Patrick and Vontz demonstrate
how the four-component model can be used to develop a core curriculum
for elementary and secondary schools and programs of university-based
teacher education.

Chapter 4 by Terrence C. Mason and Diane Yendol Silva presents exam-
ples of civics-centered teacher education programs at two major public
universities. They argue for civic education that goes beyond the methods
of teaching courses and extends to all parts of social studies teacher edu-
cation programs.

Diana Hess in Chapter 5 provides an example of a civics-centered ped-
+ agogical practice, the method of teaching about controversial public issues.
She demonstrates how this method of instruction can be used in a uni-
versity course on methods of teaching the social studies.

In Chapter 6, Walter C. Parker offers an example of how to teach prospec-
tive teachers to lead discussions about primary texts that treat civics-relat-
ed topics or issues. He demonstrates how core content and processes can
be conjoined to teach civic knowledge, skills, and dispositions.

The importance of history in education for democratic citizenship is dis-
cussed in Chapter 7 by Lynn R. Nelson and Frederick D. Drake. They argue

12



Introduction 3

for a history-centered civic education, which stresses context-based inquiry
as an antidote to presentism in thinking about public issues. They also
emphasize deliberation about primary documents as a method of teach-
ing and learning civic knowledge through the study of history.

In Chapter 8, Nancy Haas demonstrates how to use the We the People. . .
programs in a social studies teaching methods course. She explains why
these exemplary instructional materials fit a civics-centered teacher edu-
cation program.

Marilynne Boyle-Baise discusses in Chapter 9 how she teaches demo-
cratic citizenship to prospective teachers by involving them in a multi-
cultural service learning program. She places her approach to multicultural
service learning for democratic citizenship within a four-type conceptu-
alization of different models of service learning. And she describes how
her model of service learning is practiced within a course for prospective
teachers.

An international perspective on civics-centered teacher education is pro-
vided in Chapters 10 and 11. Murray Print describes an innovative civics
curriculum in Australia, which is being implemented in schools and used
in the education of teachers. Stephen L. Schechter and Charles S. White
present a proposal for civics-centered teacher education, which currently
is being implemented in Russian Universities.

Following Chapter 11, we offer a conclusion that highlights recom-
mendations and reactions in response to ideas and examples presented in
the eleven chapters of this book. Participants in our meeting of May 18-22,
2001 deliberated daily in focus groups about the contents of papers pre-
sented to the plenary sessions. They recorded their reactions to the papers,
and offered recommendations for improvement of civic education in uni-
versity-based programs of social studies teacher education.

We hope that the contents of this book—derived from the May 18-22,
2001 meeting in Indianapolis, “Education in Democracy for Social Studies
Teachers: An Institute for Teacher Educators”—will stimulate thought and
deliberation among civic educators and teacher educators about how to
improve the preparation of prospective social studies teachers. If so, our
primary objective in organizing and conducting the May 2001 meeting and
producing this book will be achieved. '

13



1

Why Should Civic Learning Be at the
Core of Social Studies Teacher
Education in the United States?

R. Freeman Butts

The question John Patrick posed for me is “Why should civic learning
be at the core of social studies teacher education in the United States?” The
first thing that struck me about this title was the term “civic learning.” I
don’t know why he chose that term, but I liked it. Why? Because it took
me back to the first book I wrote on civic education in 1980, which was
entitled The Revival of Civic Learning.'

My answer to John's question takes the form of four propositions that
will sound very familiar to him and probably to all of you:

1. Preparing citizens to preserve and improve constitutional democra-
cy has been the most important stated purpose of K12 education ever since
there has been a United States of America.

2. While the civic learning that is required as preparation for democratic
citizenship is a prime purpose of all institutional schooling in the United
States, it is now peculiarly the function of public educational institutions to
provide universal, free, compulsory, common schooling, which is accessi-
ble to all persons regardless of race, ethnicity, religion, gender, or socioe-
conoimic status.

3. Above all other subject matter fields in the K-12 curriculum, the “social
studies” (however they may be defined today) should be specifically
designed to provide the civic knowledge, civic values, and civic skills of
citizenship in our constitutional democracy.

4. Since the quality and training of teachers are the most important ele-
ments in achieving any educational goal in elementary and secondary
schools, it is incumbent that the civic learning of prospective social stud-
ies teachers should be at the core of the preparation they undergo in their
teacher education programs.

14



6 Chapter One

The problem is that too often these familiar propositions are not trans-
lated into specific content or practice, even by those who quote them and
believe in them. And, they are often ignored by those who are determined
to pursue other educational practices more suited to their own private or
group purposes, whether it be individual and personal development, eco-
nomic and vocational competence, intellectual achievement, family values
and parental choice, moral or character building, or other ethnic, racial,
cultural pluralisms. All of these civic and noncivic educational purposes
and practices are subject to the prevailing political and constitutional agen-
das of influential groups in American society at any given time, and espe-
cially through the federal, state, and local levels of government.

I'd like to emphasize the political context of our theme. In his Inaugur-
al Address on January 20, President George W. Bush made several points
that any one of us might have given as a reason for addressing the theme
of civic learning. President Bush said:

We are bound by ideals that move us beyond our backgrounds, lift us above
our interests and teach us what it means to be citizens. Every child must be
taught these principles. Every citizen must uphold them. And every immigrant,
by embracing these ideals, makes our country more, not less American. . . .
L ask you to be citizens. Citizens, not spectators. Citizens, not subjects. Respon-
sible citizens, building communities of service and a nation of character.?

Here are some of the phrases President Bush used in defining our “grand
and enduring ideals”: he urged us to renew our commitments to freedom
and democracy, justice and opportunity, our union, our common good,
civic duty, personal responsibility, and “civility, courage, compassion, and
character.” And who is a chief guardian of these values? “Government has
great responsibilities for public safety and public health, for civil rights and
common schools,” said President Bush. Note especially the responsibility of
government for “common schools.”

President Bush’s emphasis on citizenship at his inauguration surely
must have appealed to many of us who are now gathered here to discuss
why and how education for civic learning should be a core study in the
education of social studies teachers. But in our deliberations at this meet-
ing and in coming months, we must constantly be alert to see what the
Bush administration proposes concerning the kind of education and teacher
education that will achieve the citizenship so well described in the Presi-
dent’s soaring inaugural rhetoric.

So how did education for citizenship fare during the first months of the
Bush administration? On Tuesday, January 23, his second working day as
president, George W. Bush did as he had promised in his campaign. He
presented to Congress his education program as the first legislative pro-
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R. Freeman Butts 7

posal of his new administration. I cannot do it justice here and now, but I
can make a few points that bear directly on the topic of our meeting. On
the positive side, the overriding emphasis on strengthening the federal role
to aid underprivileged children to attain a better education and to “leave
no child behind” certainly represents the civic values of equality of oppor-
tunity and justice desirable in a democratic society. In this respect, his pro-
posal abruptly turned around the approach of the Reagan administration
and the Newt Gingrich “Republican Revolution” of 1994 in Congress, both
of which had tried to deflate the federal role in education and even abol-
ish the United States Department of Education. This aspect of the Presi-
dent’s proposal for a stronger federal role and support for education met
with strong approval among Democrats as well as among many Republi-
cans in Congress.

In other respects, the proposal for “federal accountability” emphasized
that national academic standards of achievement in the various school sub-
jects were to be measured by states, school districts, local schools, and par-
ents, but not by national standards of testing set in Washington. Each state
would be required to test students in each year from third through eighth
grade in reading and mathematics and to make the results known accord-
ing to race, gender, English language proficiency, disability, and socioeco-
nomic status. If a school did not make enough progress in two years, parents
could send their children to another public school. And if that school is still
failing after the third year, disadvantaged parents could receive federal
funds to send their children to private schools (including religious ones)
or to receive special help. States would also be required to set “challeng-
ing standards in history and science.” Notice that neither “social studies”
nor “civics and government” as such were listed as required subjects in
which challenging standards were to be tested; and the words “religious
schools” or “vouchers” were not mentioned.

What did gain much attention in the proposal was the plan to offer fed-
eral funds to poor and minority parents so that they could send their chil-
dren to private schools instead of to their failing public schools. Although
moderate Democrats and moderate Republicans also presented legislative
proposals that were similar to Bush’s, they did not include a voucher plan
for aid to private schools. For example, on behalf of the “New Democrat-
ic Coalition,” Senators Joseph Lieberman and Evan Bayh introduced an
educational reform program in addition to Bush’s in which they argued
for charter schools, magnet schools, and choice limited to public schools.

At this point, neither Bush nor the Democrats confronted the basic con-
stitutional issues of the First and Fourteenth Amendments that are raised
by vouchers for religious schools. That issue continued to be muted, as it
had been through most of the 2000 campaign. But it is sure to come up if

167"



8 ' Chapter One

the provision for private schools is still included in the bill when Congress
begins to debate it. And it certainly needs to be debated when considera-
tion is given to the values, principles, and content that should be taught
as part of the schools’ programs to prepare democratic citizens, as well as
in the education of teachers, especially teachers of the social studies.

During the second week of his new administration, President George
W. Bush turned from education to the role of the federal government in
promoting social services through the “faith- based initiatives” of church-
es, synagogues, mosques, and other charitable organizations. Although his
approach to education through schools did not mention religious schools,
religion was front and center in his proposals to increase federal funding
through religious charitable agencies for the aid and the “education” they
provide to persons troubled by drug abuse, criminal activity, teenage preg-
nancy, or a life of poverty. By executive order, President Bush established
a White House Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives and ordered
the Secretaries of five cabinet departments to establish their own centers
for faith-based initiatives, including the Departments of Education, Jus-
tice, Labor, Health and Human Services, and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment. He also appointed Stephen Goldsmith, a former mayor of Indianapolis,
to be chairman of a new national advisory board and official adviser to the
president on faith-based initiatives.’

In contrast to President Bush’s educational proposals, this expansion of
the federal government’s role in funding religiously motivated social serv-
ices brought to the fore criticism that the constitutional separation of church
and state was at stake. One sign of this was a letter to President Bush signed
by 19 national civil rights organizations who wrote: “Your faith-based pro-
posals raise . . . serious First Amendment establishment-clause and policy
concerns, such as the religious-liberty rights of the beneficiaries of gov-
ernment programs” and “excessive entanglement between religion and
government.”*

Several other issues raised during the first four months of the George
W. Bush administration are likely to require your attention as you design
social studies courses. Debates over the value of large-scale testing are
increasing, not only about the gap between racial and ethnic groups in
achievement tests in the various grades of schools, but in the use of apti-
tude tests for admission to college. And these debates are heightened by
the surprising expansion and diversity of minority populations as revealed
by data from the 2000 census.

On March 8 the Senate education committee voted unanimously to sup-
port Bush’s education bill to test all students in grades three to eight annu-
ally in reading and mathematics, but postponed consideration of the
controversial and divisive voucher proposal until debate on the floor. Sen-
ator Kennedy said it was a good bill but could be made better still.
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R. Freeman Butts 9

On March 23, the House Republicans unveiled their version of the Bush
bill but included the voucher proposal that the Senate had postponed. Some
modifications in the state testing requirements were made: states were not
explicitly required to use tests comparable from year to year.

On April 10, key senators negotiated with the White House to drop
vouchers for private schools but students in failing schools could use fed-
eral funds to pay for private tutoring in summers or after school or on
weekends, or to pay transportation costs to another public school.

By April 25, Senate Republicans did back away from vouchers for pri-
vate schools, but they tried to hold on a bit by proposing that failing schools
after five years could reconstitute themselves as charter schools or students
could use federal dollars for private tutoring.

By May 10, both houses of Congress had approved Bush’s budget plan
on a near party- line vote, but they would allow low-income students to
use federal funds for tutoring after school hours or in the summer. But such
a plan raises all sorts of questions about who could teach what, who would
provide tutors, and whether religious instruction of any kind would be
prohibited in the tutoring?

I cannot of course predict what the future will bring, but I will simply
cite here three landmark United States Supreme Court cases which might
serve as foundations for inquiry into issues about the relationship between
church and state. They provide examples of the way history and contem-
porary public issues affecting educational policy can be woven together in
a core course on civic learning in social studies teacher education.’

I emphasize three principles derived from the three landmark Supreme
Court cases as examples that could be included in the civic education of
prospective social studies teachers:

(1) Education for citizenship in our constitutional democracy is best
achieved by a state system of public schools based on the separation of
church and state (Everson v. Board of Education, 1947).

(2) In our constitutional democracy, parents are free to send their chil-
dren to private and religious schools, but the state may require the teach-
ing of the principles of democratic government and citizenship in all schools
whether private, religious, or public (Pierce v. Society of Sisters, 1925).

(3) Civic learning through a public educational system must be avail-
able to all children and adolescents equally and cannot be achieved in
schools that are segregated or separated on the basis of race, ethnicity, or
religion (Brown v. Board of Education, 1954).

My general point is that the study of court cases dealing with the role
of education in a democratic society, including the issues leading up to the
cases and their consequences for education, is a very useful technique to
use in dealing with the principles of separation of powers, checks and bal-
ances, and federalism, those topics usually dealt with in civics and gov-
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ernment courses but often viewed by students as remote or theoretical or
simply dull. And as we look to the future, such civic learning may be still
more important if new appointments to the Supreme Court under Presi-
dent George W. Bush may strengthen the conservative leanings of the Rehn-
quist Court and speed the reversal of the liberal successes achieved under
the Warren and Burger Courts.

President George W. Bush concluded his inaugural address with a ref-
erence to the inauguration of Thomas Jefferson in 1801. Bush said: “Much
time has passed since Jefferson arrived for his inauguration. The years and
the changes accumulate. But the themes of this day he would know.” There
is indeed a similarity between President Jefferson’s and President Bush'’s
stress on citizenship in their inaugurals and on the need for bipartisan sup-
port. President Jefferson made it clear that with his fiercely fought election
over, he expected the principles of the Constitution to prevail among both
parties, Federalists and Republicans alike. In his First Inaugural Address,
President Jefferson said:

About to enter, fellow citizens, on the exercise of duties which comprehend
every thing dear and valuable to you, it is proper you should understand
what I deem the essential principles of our Goverrunent. . . . [They are] equal
and exact justice to all men, of whatever state or persuasion, religious or polit-
ical . . . freedom of religion, freedom of the press, and freedom of person
under protection of the habeas corpus; and trial by juries impartially select-
ed. These principles form the bright constellation which has gone before us
and guided our steps through an age of revolution and reformation. The wis-
dom of our sages and blood of our heroes have been devoted to their attain-
ment. They should be the creed of our political faith, the text of civic instruction.s

But there is a world of difference between the two Presidents’ views of
religion in civic life and education for citizenship. Note that President Jef-
ferson spoke of “our political faith” not of religious character and certain-
ly not of a “faith-based initiative” by the federal government. Remember
that Jefferson had been an assemblyman and governor of the sovereign
state of Virginia and was one of the first American statesman to propose
that a system of secular public education was a basic necessity for the sur-
vival of a democratic republic. Just three years after writing the Declara-
tion of Independence, Jefferson was convinced that the Virginia Constitution
of 1776 had not gone nearly far enough to reform the aristocratic institu-
tions and class distinctions inherited from British rule especially embed-
ded in education and religion.

So, in 1779 he had introduced his Bill for the More General Diffusion of
Knowledge which envisioned a system of public education that would
become the crown jewel of democracy. And, in tune with his efforts to bring
religious freedom to Virginia, Jefferson specifically recommended that the
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morality of democratic citizenship be the fundamental and common ground
for public education rather than religious faith or practice. And the cur-
riculum should be civics-centered rather than kinship- or religion-centered:

Instead, therefore, of putting the Bible and Testament into the hands of chil-
dren at an age when their judgments are not sufficiently matured for reli-
gious inquiries, their memories may be stored with the most useful facts from
Grecian, Roman, European, and American history.’

He went on to pen some of the most memorable ideas in the history of
American education:

But of all the views of this law none is more important, none more legitimate,
than that of rendering the people the safe, as they are the ultimate, guardians
of their own liberty. . . . Every government degenerates when trusted to the
rulers of the people alone. The people themselves are its only safe deposito-
ries.... An amendment for our constitution must here come in aid of public
education.?

These proposals for a common public education were linked insepara-
bly with his proposals for the separation of church and state. His original
bill of 1779 proposing a Virginia Statute for Religious Freedom did not
become law until James Madison roused the state by his vigorous cam-
paign to approve it in 1786, defeating the efforts by Patrick Henry and the
conservative Christian coalition of his day to gain tax funds for the sup-
port of religious teachers of all Protestant denominations. It states:

[N]o man shall be compelled to frequent or support any religious worship,
place, or ministry whatsoever, nor shall be enforced, restrained, molested,
or burthened in his body or goods, nor shall otherwise suffer on account of
his religious opinions or belief; but that all men shall be free to profess, and
by argument to maintain, their opinion in matters of religion, and that the
same shall in no wise diminish, enlarge, or affect their civil capacities.’

Thus was Madison nurtured by Jefferson and prepared to frame the first
two clauses of the First Amendment of the U.S. Constitution whereby “Con-
gress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or pro-
hibiting the free exercise thereof.” Jefferson and Madison agreed that an
assessment or tax for religious worship of any kind was the essence of “an
establishment of religion,” and that the government should not intervene
in any way except to protect the freedom of religion.

Now note again that the constitutional issues involving the establishment
clause of the First Amendment were relatively muted during the 2000 pres-
idential campaign and remain so as of this writing, whereas it was in the
forefront during the Reagan years (1981-89) with widespread public debates
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over the “original intent” of the founders. The landmark decision on this
issue was Everson v. Board of Education (1947). The key principle was this:

The “establishment of religion” clause of the First Amendment means at least
this: Neither a state nor the Federal Government can set up a church. Nei-
ther can pass laws which aid one religion, aid all religions, or prefer one reli-
gion over another. . . . No tax in any amount, large or small, can be levied to
support any religious activities or institutions, whatever they may be called,
or whatever form they may adopt to teach or practice religion. . . . In the
words of Jefferson, the clause against establishment of religion by law was
intended to “erect a wall of separation against Church and State.”

I think this view won the historical argument about the meaning of the
First Amendment in the 1980s; and that may be a reason why it has not
been debated so vigorously in the elections of 1996 and 2000. But the con-
servative wing of the Supreme Court is still poised to argue that Jefferson’s
phrase was only a rhetorical metaphor and should be erased from consti-
tutional and political discourse. In fact, the election of 2000 was not only
about who dominates the Congress and the Presidency but also about who
gets to nominate and approve the next justices of the Supreme Court. With
the Republicans now in charge of both the Presidency and the Congress,
a new majority on the Supreme Court may well overturn the Everson doc-
trine in order to permit larger public support for religious schools. Justices
Rehnquist, Scalia, and White have already indicated they would do this.
In their minority opinion in the Wallace v. Jaffree case of 1985 in which the
majority outlawed school-sponsored prayers in the public schools, the dis-
senters argued that the “wall of separation of church and state is simply a
metaphor based on bad history.” I believe, on the contrary, that the great
weight of historical scholarship supports the Everson doctrine."

Now, 200 years after Jefferson’s inauguration, we have had almost two
decades of political controversy over the educational reform movement
launched in 1983 by the Educational Excellence Commission appointed
under the Reagan administration. During this past presidential election
year, why have the words and actions of Jefferson about the crucial impor-
tance of a common civic education as the basis of good government been
so little noted? They have been overshadowed by laments about the lag-
ging economic competitiveness of our work force due to weaknesses in the
teaching of science and math, and the necessity of strengthening the teach-
ing of English to the bilingual children in deprived urban areas and to the
growing numbers of immigrants and their children. And efforts for pub-
lic school reform have been further complicated by growing fear of drugs,
sex, gangs, violence, and crime affecting safety, order, and discipline in the
public schools. But the constitutional issue of separation of church and
state remains withus.
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Another landmark Supreme Court decision that deserves study pro-
tected parents’ right to send their children to private and religious schools
if they so chose. An Oregon law of 1922 had required all normal children
aged 8 to 16 to attend public schools only. It was instigated by the antag-
onism of a Protestant majority alarmed by a growing immigrant popula-
tion of Roman Catholics attending their own parochial schools and by a
widespread belief that public schools could better serve the common good.
In recent years, this decision has been hailed as support for the growing
pleas for greater emphasis on “family values” in the public school cur-
riculum, and for the rights of parents to send their children to private and
religious schools paid for by tax funds. But it is necessary to keep in mind
the Supreme Court’s justification for parental rights in education as defined
in Pierce v. Society of Sisters (1925), the case disallowing the 1922 Oregon
law. The Court said:

We think it entirely plain that the Act of 1922 unreasonably interferes with
the liberty of parents and guardians to direct the upbringing and education
of children under their control. . . . The fundamental theory upon which all
governments in this Union repose excludes any general power of the State
to standardize its children by forcing them to accept instruction from public
teachers only. The child is not the mere creature of the State; those who nur-
ture him and direct his destiny have the right, coupled with the high duty,
to recognize and prepare him for additional obligations.

Now what are those “additional obligations” for which parents have
the “high duty” to prepare their children? The Pierce decision itself answers
that question very clearly. The Court said that it is entirely within the com-
petence of the state governments to exert the power “reasonably to regu-
late all schools, to inspect, supervise, and examine them, their teachers and
pupils; to require . . . that certain studies plainly essential to good citizen-
ship must be taught, and that nothing be taught which is manifestly inim-
ical to the public welfare.”™

I quote these words to remind parental-rights advocates that a state’s
requirement that all schools must teach civics and government was part of
the original Supreme Court charter for parental rights in schooling, and
that parents have the high duty to send their children to schools that teach
good citizenship whatever other subjects they may teach. Under Pierce,
parents have the right to choose the school to which they send their chil-
dren, but an education for good citizenship must remain a top priority and
requirement for all parties: government, schools, parents, and students.
This principle too often is not recognized in the ongoing debates over char-
ter schools, publicly funded vouchers for private and religious schools,
and privatization efforts by profit-making organizations and corporations
desiring to operate K-12 schools.

B
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A third landmark Supreme Court decision was the outcome of the civil
rights movement of the 1940s and 1950s seeking equality of educational
opportunity, much as Everson and Pierce sought freedom of religion as well
as civic responsibility. The constitutional breakthrough came in May 1954
when a unanimous Supreme Court reversed the Plessy doctrine of 1896,
which had held that separate educational facilities were constitutional just
s0 long as they were equal: the so-called “separate but equal” doctrine. In
a decision, worked hard for and written by Chief Justice Earl Warren, Brown
v. Board of Education held that segregated schools for black children in and
of themselves denied black children the “equal protection of the laws”
guaranteed to them by the Fourteenth Amendment and were thus uncon-
stitutional:

Today, education is perhaps the most important function of state and local
governments. Compulsory attendance laws and the great expenditures for
education both demonstrate our recognition of the importance of education
to our democratic society. It is required in the performance of our basic pub-
lic responsibilities. . . . It is the very foundation of good citizenship. . . . [T]he
opportunity of an education...is a right which must be made available to all
on equal terms. . . . We conclude that in the field of public education the doc-
trine of “separate but equal” has no place. Separate educational facilities are
inherently unequal.”?

This case added a powerful impetus to the desegregation of schools and
the non-violent civil rights movements from the bus boycott in Montgomery
in 1955 to the climactic events of Martin Luther King’s march on Wash-
ington in 1963 and the march on Selma in 1965. Meanwhile, the principle
that the federal government could actively promote educational equality
for minority and poverty-stricken children was embedded in the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 and in the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965. These momentous movements illustrate beautifully how the inter-
play of the three branches of government was involved in the march toward
greater democracy in the United States.

The succeeding retreats from the principles of affirmative action illus-
trate how the growth of conservative power in the judiciary as well as in
the Congress and the presidency of the1980s and 1990s can be instrumen-
tal in weakening the role of government programs to improve the educa-
tional opportunities of minorities and dwellers in the low-income regions
of states, counties, cities, and districts. It remains to be seen how far the
George W. Bush Presidency and the present Republican Congress will go
in limiting the role of government and increasing the role of market com-
petition in American education’

In any event, I propose that we face the question: should these and other
constitutional questions about American educational policy be emphasized
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in the core preparation of all social studies teachers? Should they be empha-
sized in the preparation of social studies teachers in all schools, private as
well as publi, religious as well as secular, not-for-profit as well as for prof-
it, and home schoolteachers and tutors?

There are questions lurking in the background of all of the movements
for educational reform and especially in the debates that are beginning to
churn around the question of certification of teachers as the nation tries to
improve the quality of teachers, their training, and their selection. I note
that the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching under the
presidency of Lee Shulman has announced the beginning of a five year ini-
tiative “to examine how teacher education classes are taught, how prospec-
tive teachers learn, and how their learning is evaluated.” The research team
will examine at least a dozen teacher-preparation programs and try to
determine what are the most promising practices for teaching methods of
teaching (Blair 2001). When we arrive at some conclusions about social
studies methods courses, we might offer to collaborate with Lee and his
participating scholars in several schools of education around the country,
which include the universities of Delaware, Stanford, Northwestern, Michi-
gan State, and the University of Wisconsin-Madison.

And we should be aware of another group that is holding a conference
in July under the joint auspices of the Center for Civic Education, the Pew
Partnership for Civic Change, and the McCormick Tribune Foundation.
The logistics are being arranged by the National Strategy Forum. Are some
of us invited? Its themes are strikingly like ours:

¢ The Context of Education for Democracy

* Civic Education as Education in the American Constitutional System
e Core Civic Knowledge of Civic Life, Politics, and Government

¢ Civic Education as the Foundation for Civic Practice

* Practicing Citizenship

* New Strategies for Citizenship

The three landmark Supreme Court decisions I have mentioned, the
issues they raise concerning the respective roles of liberty and equality in
American democracy, and their consequences for fundamental policy issues
in education illustrate some of the questions that we need to face more
directly than ever as the movements for vouchers, charter schools, home
schooling, and privatization gain ever greater momentum under President
George W. Bush. So far, I find no particular interest among the advocates
of those movements in assuring that schools run by parents, teachers, or
private interest groups with public funds will concentrate on providing a
lively and fruitful civic education for the public good, justice, equality, and
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the other values of civic learning essential to our constitutional democra-
cy. Whatever the fault of public schools, their main rationale and justifica-
tion has been their foundational contribution to civic education for all
students. I do not find such a rationale in the ideology of voucher or char-
ter school advocates, let alone in the growing number of research studies
focused on their value in raising the achievement levels of students. So, it
becomes more necessary than ever that the civic learning of students in
private and charter schools be evaluated in terms of the schools’ accept-
ance of the National Standards for Civics and Government (1994) and. their
willingness to have their students measured by the National Assessment
of Educational Progress (NAEP) tests of achievement in civics and gov-
ernment (Lutkus et al. 1998).

If, however, charter schools or private and religious schools or home
schoolers object to such testing on the grounds that their very rationale is
to be free of such outside regulatory measures and to develop a curricu-
lum that suits the needs of the children whose parents choose their par-
ticular school, what then should be the reply of the state or local educational
authorities that permit such freedom to nonpublic schools? What should
be the reply of the social studies professionals? Indeed, what would your
reply be? Would it be that education for citizenship is the obligation of all
schools in America, public, private, or religious, and that certain studies
plainly essential to good citizenship must be taught in all of them? What-
ever the other merits of private or charter or home schools may be, nierits
that entitle them to be considered as a new type of “public schools” or as
substitutes for public schools, must they be held to account for their teach-
ing of good citizenship as a prime goal of their charters? If there is to be a
national requirement that tests of achievement in English literacy and in
mathematics are required for all students in all states that receive federal
or state funds, as President Bush'’s proposal provides, should there also be
requirements for state tests of achievement in civics and government? If,
by any chance, any of you say yes to that proposition, how would you pro-
ceed to bring it about in the political context of coming years?

Whatever you do will be affected by the efforts of President George W.
Bush and his supporters and those who support vouchers, charter schools,
home schooling, and the privatization of public education, as they focus
on improving the quality of teachers. Often, they would bypass your cours-
es in education or dump schools of education in favor of more rigorous
academic training and the “natural ability” of the prospective teacher.

There are still ominous signs for public education and the role of gov-
ernment in civic learning. In coming years, we must continue to thread our
way through the minefields being set for public education and for teacher
education by extremists on the right as well as by extremists on the left.
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The religious right is reinforcing its national campaigns to elect conserva-
tive majorities on local school boards as well as in state legislatures and in
Congress. Their goals are largely devoted to reducing the role of govern-
ment in education or, conversely, increasing the role of religion in public
education. And extremists on the pluralist, multiculturalist left sometimes
sound as though they would welcome a divided if not a segregated soci-
ety. In this respect, I think Stephen Macedo strikes a useful balance between
the values of individual and group freedoms and the necessary shared val-
ues of a democratic political order with his effort to define a “civic liber-
alism” (Macedo 2000, 8-12).

I hope that the newly energized enterprises of civic learning for demo-
cratic citizenship on both the domestic and international fronts can suc-
ceed on their own terms and in support of one another. For, above all, the
success of democracy in any country in the world rests in the long run
upon the success of education for democratic citizenship in its schools, in
its higher educational institutions, and in its education of teachers." I hope
that we will do our share to mobilize its constituencies in the social stud-
ies field throughout the United States of America and abroad in such a way
that civic knowledge, civic values, constitutional principles, and civic par-
ticipation are all nicely balanced as “civic foundations” in teacher educa-
tion and designed to promote a healthier democratic government and democratic
citizenry as well as a vibrant democratic civil society.”

Notes

1. Civic learning at the core of social studies teacher education involves the preparation
of teachers to play their roles as professional decision makers in an educational system devot-
ed to strengthening a democratic society. Civic learning in the education of social studies
teachers should take seriously and explicitly the historic argument that the primary reason
for establishing and maintaining universal education in the American Republic is to devel-
op among all students, whether in public or private schools, the knowledge, sentiments,
virtues, and skills of democratic citizenship. This surely includes a reasoned commitment to
the fundamental values and principles of the Constitution and the Bill of Rights as they apply
to education as well as an understanding of the issues and controversies that still confront
educators today. Teacher education programs should enable all members of the teaching pro-
fession to develop a coherent intellectual and moral framework of the meaning of American
democratic society. '

2. For full text and comments on Bush’s inaugural address, see The New York Times, Sun-
day, January 21, 2001. In defining further “What it means to be a citizen,” the president spoke
of the Four C’s: “Today we affirm a new commitment to live out our nation’s promise through
civility, courage, compassion, and character.” This evokes the first federal educational poli-
cy statement made by William J. Bennett as Secretary of Education under President Reagan
in 1985 when he spoke of educational reform in terms of three C’s: “Character, Content, and
Choice.” When I approached Bennett at a conference soon after he had spoken on the three
C’s, I suggested that he should add a 4th C, the “Constitution.” He seemed to agree and that
point is strongly reflected in his recent venture into online education where he promises to
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take the learner into “the heart of our intellectual and civic heritage.” Perhaps we should sug-
gest to Bennett that we would be glad to aid him in developing his online courses on “our
civic heritage.”

3. Frank Bruni and Laurie Goodstein, “New Bush Office Seeks Closer Ties to Church
Groups,” The New York Times, January 29, 2001, p. 1. Goldsmith, a Republican who was chief
domestic policy adviser in Bush’s presidential campaign, was described as a “two-time mayor
in Indianapolis who privatized everything from golf course construction to sewage treatment
and showed an interest in revitalizing long-neglected inner-city neighborhoods.” Also with
Indiana University degrees are two members of Bush’s cabinet: Roderick Paige, Secretary of
Education, and Paul O’Neill, Secretary of the Treasury.

4. Mark Walsh, “Bush Eyes After-School Role for Faith Groups,” Education Week, Febru-
ary 7, 2001. Outspoken religious right conservatives like Pat Robertson were criticizing the
proposal in fear that it would lead the government to interfere in the work of faith-based
charities and limit the religious component of their activity. See Laurie Goodstein, “For Reli-
gious Right, Bush’s Charity Plan is Raising Concerns,” The New York Times, February 3, 2001.
It should be noted, too, that Bush’s Secretary of Education is Roderick Paige, who earned his
masters and Ph.D. degrees at Indiana University’s School of Health, Physical Education and
Recreation and his Secretary of the Treasury Paul O’'Neill earned his masters of public admin-
istration at IU.

5.1found to my delight that I agree with virtually all of the views of Toni Marie Massaro
in her 1993 book stressing the importance of Constitutional Literacy, a book which I had not
previously seen and which would be extremely useful in a social studies teacher education
course. And I noticed an enticing article in Education Week about law students who are Mar-
shall-Brennan fellows at American University teaching a high school civics class about the
Supreme Court and the constitutional rights of students. The textbook they use is authored
by James B. Raskin and is titled We the Students: Supreme Court Cases For and About Students.
The publisher is Congressional Quarterly, Inc. It would also be a useful text in a civics-cen-
tered teacher education course.

6. Jefferson is quoted in Gordon C. Lee, ed. Crusade Against Intolerance: Thomas Jefferson on
Education (New York: Teachers College, Columbia University, 1961), 53-54.

7. Ibid., 95.

8.Ibid., 97.

9. Ibid., 68.

10. Everson v. Board of Education, 330 US 1, (1947), 13.

11. See my original study, The Tradition of Religion and Education in America (1950) and more
recently, Religion, Education, and the First Amendment (1986). The most exhaustive and reliable
studies are by Leonard Levy, The Establishment Clause: Religion and the First Amendment (1986)
and his Original Intent and the Framers Constitution (1968).

12. Pierce v. Society of Sisters, 268 U.S. 510 (1925).

13. Brown v. Board of Education, 347 U.S. 483 (1954).

14. As I say in my article in the Journal of Teacher Education (November/December, 1993):
“I would not leave the [foundational] task solely to courses in the academic studies of gen-
eral or liberal education or to case studies in the pedagogical methods or practice teaching
periods of training. To understand and carry out the appropriate role of education in a dem-
ocratic society, all teachers need (1) to know what the fundamental values and principles of
a democratic society are, and they must (2) undertake sustained and specific study of those
values, principles, and institutions in such way that they can then pursue their educative role
in preserving and regenerating those democratic values and principles. The first point can-
not be learned wholly in general education nor can the second point simply be left to the sub-
ject matter, pedagogical expertise, or practice of a particular school subject. Both goals should
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be knit together in an integrated teaching and learning process that I am calling the civic foun-
dations of teacher education. So, I urge the appropriate professional education associations
to put that theme front and center in their efforts to improve the quality of teacher education.

15. T wish to thank John Patrick, Director of the Social Studies Development Center of
Indiana University, and Robert Leming of the Center for Civic Education for inviting me to
this occasion. I am surrounded here by many “old friends.” No, let's say “long-time” friends.
It gives me a chance to acknowledge publicly the enormous debt I owe to them for my being
here and to other people who have done more than any others to get me involved and keep
me involved in civic education during the twenty five years since [ retired from Teachers Col-
lege and came “out West” to California. Chuck Quigley, who is not here, deserves special
recognition. He is dealing with civic education in Bosnia-Herzogovina, but he roped me into
working with the Center for Civic Education in 1976 and has kept me at it ever since. Others
are here. About 20 years ago, Margaret Branson had the nerve and persuasive powers to con-
vince a California curriculum committee to incorporate some of the ideas of my Revival of
Civic Learning into the state History-Social Science Framework of 1981, and she has been at
it ever since, including helping with suggestions for this paper. I cherish our long associa-
tion. Don Warren and I worked together long before I even knew the others. He called me
up in 1974, the year I was retiring, and invited me to be the first speaker in an annual lecture
series he was planning for the meetings of the American Educational Studies Association, of
which he was then president. And after I had finished my talk, I was astonished when he
announced that he had convinced his AESA colleagues to name their annual series of lec-
tures for me. So those are some of the reasons I am very happy to be able to come back one
more time to the heartland where I grew up in Springfield, Illinois and where Abraham Lin-
coln made his home after he left Indiana. And I'm proud to be an alumnus of Indiana Uni-
versity as well as of the University of Wisconsin.
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Content at the Core of Education for
Citizenship in a Democracy

Margaret Stimmann Branson

Among the questions at the forefront of today’s debates about educa-
tion are those in the following list.

* What knowledge is of most worth?

* What subjects should be studied by all students?

® Should the content and the rigor with which the subject is taught be

modified according to the perceived intellectual abilities of students?

* What and how should schools teach about democracy?

Those questions are not new, however. Americans have been contend-
ing about them throughout their history. And rightly so! They are not triv-
ial questions. They represent more than disputes among academics. The
content of any core curriculum is of political significance. It represents the
curriculum developers’ views about what knowledge is necessary for par-
ticipation in the national community of citizens. Conflicts over the content
of a core curriculum are public issues about what a person must know to
be prepared for citizenship in a democracy. '

A brief review of some of the highlights of the more contentious his-
torical encounters about the core curriculum and the purposes it should
serve may help to put current controversies into perspective. '

An early quarrel about the purposes of education was sparked by Ben-
jamin Franklin when, in 1743, he put forth his original plan for the Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania. It was, in effect, a plan for a new kind of college
which he believed was more appropriate for a new world and a democratic
society. Franklin’s associates who were devoted to the classical collegiate
curriculum and to the traditional learned languages—Greek and Latin—
were outraged. Franklin’s main ideas, then considered very radical, have
been summarized by the great historian, Edward P. Cheney (1940, 29) in
this fashion:

21°

N
'

29



22 Chapter Two

He would have an education utilitarian rather than cultural, entirely in the
English language, though following the best models in the language, devot-
ing much attention to training in thought and expression. It should include
mathematics, geography and history, logic, and natural and moral philoso-
phy. It should be an education for citizenship, and should lead to mercantile
and civic success and usefulness.

Franklin was obliged to compromise with his more traditional colleagues
in a subsequent plan submitted in 1749. Even so, Franklin did not retract
his own deep-seated conviction that “the great Aim and End of all learn-
ing” was “an inclination joined with an ability to serve mankind.” Schools,
Franklin said, should hold up examples of “true merit” for youth to emu-
late. They should educate moral, able, creative young people whose pur-
pose it would be to “Do Good to Men” (Franklin 1987/1749, 323-324).

Two Contrapositions Emerge

As Americans have continued to debate the purposes of education, two
contrapositions have emerged. One position supports education for utili-
ty and for curriculum differentiated based on the perceived abilities of stu-
dents. The other position avers that a liberal education, which includes the
transmission of the cultural heritage, is essential for all students.

Utilitarian proponents, embracing the ideas of the English philosopher,
Herbert Spencer, have argued that the purpose of education was “to pre-
pare for complete living.” Classical education, he argued, had no inherent
merit. It survived only “as the badge marking a certain social position.”
Every school subject, therefore, must be judged by whether it had “prac-
tical value” and whether it would be “useful in later life.” In accord with
his criteria, Spencer insisted that the knowledge of most worth was knowl-
edge for self-preservation: gaining a livelihood, being a parent, carrying
out one’s civic duties, and producing and enjoying art (Spencer 1859, 7-8).

Spencer’s book entitled Education: Intellectual, Moral and Physical, pub-
lished in 1859, was probably the most widely read book on education in
America. “It requires an effort of the imagination, now, to appreciate the
dominion that Spencer exercised over American thought in the quarter of
a century or so after the Civil War and, in some quarters, down to the eve
of the First World War,” according to Henry Steele Commager (1967, xviii).

The Case for Utilitarian Education. Spencer’s utilitarian ideas appealed
strongly to Progressive education reformers, as well as to Americans of a
more practical bent who were inclined to question the value of “book learn-
ing.” His ideas also are apparent in the influential report “Cardinal Prin-
ciples of Secondary Education.” Issued in 1918 by the National Education
Association’s Commission‘of the Reorganization of Secondary Education
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(CRSE), it was to have a profound effect on curricular offerings of junior
and senior high schools, particularly offerings in the social studies.

“Seven cardinal principles” were identified. They were (1) health, (2)
command of fundamental processes, (3) worthy home membership, (4)
vocation, (5) citizenship, (6) worthy use of leisure, and (7) ethical charac-
ter. The curriculum was to be designed to help students to apply knowl-
edge to their daily lives rather than to represent the frameworks of academic
disciplines (NEA 1918). Disciplines such as history, geography, civics/gov-
ernment, or economics were not entitled to a place in the curriculum because
of their own inherent worth. Selections relevant to the needs of learners
were to be made from among the concepts, generalizations, and modes of
inquiry germane to each discipline. Justification for teaching what was
selected was to be based on its potential for contributing to the realization
of one or more of the “seven cardinal principles.”

Those who adhere to a utilitarian approach to education have couched
their appeals more recently in terms of relevance and the need to address
the concerns of particular school populations. Their voices were most stri-
dent during the 1960s and 1970s, but they can still be heard today.

The Case for Transmitting the Cultural Heritage. Opposing a utilitar-
ian view of education are those contending that the main purpose of edu-
cation is the diffusion of knowledge for general intelligence and for the
transmission of the cultural heritage. Prominent among the early advo-
cates of this position was Lester Frank Ward, the first president of the Amer-
ican Sociological Society. He challenged Herbert Spencer and his cohorts
arguing that not only all social classes but all races were equally capable
of learning. Against both popular and scholarly opinion of his time, Ward
maintained that, “the lower classes of society are the equals of the upper
classes.” The difference between those at the top and those at the bottom
was due not to differences in intellect but to differences in knowledge and
education. The main purpose of education, therefore, should be to ensure
that, “the heritage of the past shall be transmitted to all its members alike.”
Ward insisted that, “All children should have the right to the accumulat-
ed knowledge of the past: the information, intelligence and power that
comes from studying humankind'’s inheritance of arts and sciences” (Ward
1906, 95-96).

Ward'’s fervent advocacy of the diffusion of knowledge for general intel-
ligence and the transmission of “the heritage of the past” is being echoed
by many present-day educators. Among the more vocal of them are E. D.
Hirsch Jr., Alan Bloom, Diane Ravitch, Chester Finn, William Bennett, and
Lynne Cheney. In addition, three prestigious commissions have advanced
similar arguments. They are the Committee of Ten, which published its
report in 1893, The Bradley Commission on History in the Schools, whose
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recommendations were made public in 1988, and the National Commis-
sion on the High School Senior Year, which just released its preliminary
findings in January 2001.

The Committee of Ten was the nation’s first blue ribbon commission.
Its members included two university presidents, Charles W. Eliot of Har-
vard and Woodrow Wilson of Princeton, as well as three high school prin-
cipals and three other college presidents. William Torrey Harris, United
States Commissioner of Education, served as chairman.

The Committee of Ten agreed that high schools should be committed to
academic excellence for all students in a democratic society. Continuous
intellectual growth of all students should be fostered through the study of
the major disciplines. The Committee objected to what it called “a very
general custom in American High Schools to make up separate courses of
study for pupils of supposed different destinations.” It then went on to
make what was to become a very controversial recommendation that,
“every subject which is taught at all in secondary school should be taught
in the same way and to the same extent to every pupil so long as he pur-
sues it, no matter what the probable destination of the pupil may be, or at
what point his education is to cease” (NEA 1893, 17).

The Committee of Ten’s report was a ringing endorsement of the dem-
ocratic idea that all students should receive a liberal education, not just
those preparing for college. Although the Committee insisted that the study
of the academic disciplines be rigorous, it also endorsed the use of active
teaching/learning methods, and it frowned on rote memorization.

Erosion and Renewal of the Study of History

When The Bradley Commission on History in the Schools was created
in 1987, it acknowledged its kinship with the Committee of Ten and embraced
many of its ideas. Kenneth T. Jackson of Columbia University served as
chairman of The Bradley Commission. Some of America’s leading histori-
ans were counted as members. Among them were Gordon Craig of Stan-
ford, Nathan Huggins of Harvard, Michael Kammen of Cornell, Leon
Litwack of the University of California, Berkeley, and C. Vann Woodward
of Yale. '

In its report, The Bradley Commission (1988, 1) lamented the fact that,
“While other social science disciplines and many new fields such as sex
and health education, driver education, and computer education had
expanded their roles in the curriculum, the number of required courses in
history had declined. Currently (in 1987) fifteen percent of our students do
not take any American history in high school, and at least fifty percent do
not study either world history or Western civilization.”
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Erosion in the study of history is a matter that ought to be a serious con-
cern to all Americans, The Bradley Commission contended. Like the Com-
mittee of Ten, it believed that, “History belongs in the school programs of
all students, regardless of their academic standing and preparation, of their
curricular track, or their plans for the future. It is vital for all citizens in a
democracy, because it provides the only avenue we have to reach an under-
standing of ourselves and of our society, in relation to the human condition
over time, and of how some things change and others continue” (1988, 5).

The National Commission on the High School Senior Year is still at work.
It was formed in June 2000 with the United States Department of Educa-
tion, the Carnegie Corporation, the Charles Steward Mott Foundation, and
the Woodrow Wilson National Fellowship serving as partners. The Com-
mission is headed by Paul Patton, Governor of Kentucky. Its 30 members
include legislators, K-12 and collegiate educators, and representatives of
parent groups. Roderick Paige, now U.S. Secretary of Education, also is a
member, but his appointment was made while he was Superintendent of
the Houston, Texas Independent School District.

In the preface to its recently released report (2001), this Commission
acknowledges its indebtedness to the Committee of Ten and “the very high
standards it set more than a century ago.” It also expresses concern that,
“national life and the economy are changing much faster than our schools.”
The Commission, therefore, hopes to find out “if changes could be made
in how we structure the existing twelve years of schooling to increase the
achievement for all students at the end of the senior year.”

Education in History for the Demands of Citizenship. Increasing the
achievement level of all students is imperative, the Commission insists,
because, “if we go along as we have been, about half our people, perhaps
two-thirds, will flourish. Well-educated, comfortable with ambiguity, and
possessed of the confidence that accompanies self-knowledge, they will be
well-suited to participate in an increasingly global and multicultural world
and exercise the responsibilities of citizenship. The other one-third to one-
half of our people are more likely to flounder. Poorly educated, worried
about their place in a rapidly changing world, they may look on the com-
plexities of an interdependent world as threatening and the demands of
citizenship as a burden” (National Commission on the High School Senior
Year 2001, 7).

Although the Commission has yet to make its specific recommendations
for changes in K-12 schooling, it has clearly indicated what it thinks some
of the outcomes of pre-collegiate education ought to be. In a statement rem-
iniscent of the call of the Committee of Ten for a curriculum rich.in con-
tent and one which fosters mental discipline, the Commission on the High
School Senior Year has declared: “All will need a sense of history (both of
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the United States and the world), an understanding of government and
democratic values, and an appreciation for how the arts and literature
explain the human condition and expand its possibilities. And, because
they will be asked to decide complicated public questions (often with incom-
plete and conflicting information), all will need to be thoughtful observers
of current events and be at ease with ambiguity” (2001, 7).

Because those desired outcomes have strong implications for K-12 school-
ing in general and for history and civic education in particular, they merit
a closer look. A central claim of the Commission is that all need a sense of
history and an understanding of government and democratic values, because
all will be asked to decide complicated public questions.

What does having a “sense of history” mean and why do all need it?
Having a sense of history means much more than knowing the answers to
multiple choice questions or having a nodding acquaintance with an assort-
ment of names, dates, and events. A sense of history means grappling with
the great questions that have engaged human beings and societies over
time. It means appreciating the significant achievements and learning from
the experiences of those who have preceded us. A sense of history means
that we are able to transcend the here and now—the time, place, and cul-
ture constraints of our own existence—and to empathize with those whose
life circumstances were and are different from ours. Further, a sense of his-
tory enables us to view our own lives and time from a broader perspec-
tive, so that we can make better judgments about what is truly significant
and what is insignificant.

In a recent interview, James Oliver Horton, the Benjamin Banneker Pro-
fessor of American Studies and History at George Washington University,
was asked what he most wanted students to take away from an introduc-
tory United States history survey course. He spoke eloquently about a sense
of history. Here is a portion of what Horton said:

I want students to take away a sense of their place in American history and
a realization that it is important to consider the issues of today’s society in a
historical context. And I want them to understand that individuals, working
alone or in groups, have exerted significant influence over events in history
and can in contemporary America. In this I hope to counter the cynical notion
that I find in too many of my students, that nothing they do will make a dif-
ference. I find this attitude particularly troubling. If those who are among
the most privileged, educated, and potentially powerful of Americans can-
not influence their nation, the ideal of democracy needs serious reconsider-
ation. (2001, 17)

The Importance of a Sense of Constitutional History. In addition to
cultivating a broad sense of history, it is particularly important that all
Americans have a sense of their constitutional history. They should under-

-
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stand how and why our country came into being, why the writing of our
Constitution was a landmark event in the history of the world, how and
why our Constitution has served as an impetus for social and political
movements both at home and abroad, and how and why that Constitution
has enabled us to govern ourselves successfully for more than two cen-
turies. The importance of an understanding of the history, principles, and
values of the American Constitution has been underscored from the time
of the nation’s founding to the present day. It was George Mason who, in
writing the Virginia Bill of Rights in 1776, said, “No free government or
the blessings of liberty can be preserved to any people but . . . by frequent
recurrence to fundamental principles” (Article xv). Those “fundamental
principles” are enunciated in our nation’s founding documents, most explic-
itly in the Declaration of Independence and the United States Constitution.
They have been reiterated and explicated, of course, in subsequent legis-
lation, court decisions, and executive orders and addresses. Americans not
only should understand those fundamental principles, they should recur
to them in the course of making decisions as citizens.

Thomas Jefferson, who repeatedly stressed the importance of public
education as a remedy for, and deterrent to, unconstitutional conduct, also
emphasized the importance of citizens’ acquaintance with the Constitu-
tion and the Bill of Rights. In a letter to Joseph Priestly, Jefferson wrote,
“Written constitutions may be violated in moments of passion or delusion,
yet they furnish a text to which those who are watching may again rally
and recall the people; they fix too for the people the principles of their polit-
ical creed” (Ford 1897/1802, 59-60).

More recently legal scholar Sanford Levinson has reiterated and extend-
ed Jefferson’s position. Levinson (1992, 389) calls not only for broad popu-
lar education in the Constitution, he urges the participation of “every citizen”
in an on-going conversation about constitutional meaning: “The United
States Constitution can meaningfully structure our polity if and only if every
public official—and ultimately every citizen—becomes a participant in the
conversation about constitutional meaning, as opposed to the pernicious
practice of identifying the Constitution with the decisions of the United
States Supreme Court or even of courts and judges more generally.”

Needed: An Understanding of Government and Democratic Values.
The second part of the Commission on the Senior Year’s injunction is that
all “need an understanding of government and democratic values.” What
is an “understanding of government?” Certainly understanding govern-
ment means more than just being familiar with the structure or the “anato-
my” of a particular government. Understanding government means
recognizing that government, no matter how it is organized, is the most
powerful instrument for social control ever devised. Understanding gov-
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ernment entails an appreciation of its impact on our own lives. It is gov-
ernment that can declare war or make peace, can foster justice or injustice,
can enact fair or unfair laws, and can protect or violate human rights. Cit-
izens, therefore, need the knowledge, the skills, and the will to monitor
government and to influence its actions so that those actions conform to
democratic values and comport with democratic processes.

The Case for Questions as Curriculum Organizers

Understanding government also means asking and seeking answers to
probing questions about it—questions of the kind that thoughtful human
beings have pondered at least since the time of Plato and Aristotle. Ques-
tions of that kind not only are used as the organizing principle in the Nation-
al Standards for Civics and Government (Center for Civic Education 1994,
87-88). They were used in the framework for the 1998 National Assessment
of Educational Progress in Civics (NAEP) and again for the recently revised
General Education Diploma (GED) examination. Those five organizing
questions are:

1. What are civic life, politics, and government?

2. What are the foundations of the American political system?

3. How does the government established by the Constitution embody
the purposes, values, and principles of American democracy?

4. What is the relationship of the United States to other nations and to
world affairs?

5. What are the roles of the citizen in American democracy?

From those heuristic, overarching questions the National Standards for

Civics and Government poses subquestions such as these:

* What are the purposes of rules and laws, and how can you evaluate
rules and laws?

* Why is it important to limit the power of government?

* Why do conflicts among fundamental values such as liberty and equal-
ity or individual rights and the common good arise, and how might
those conflicts be resolved?

* What are the rights of citizens, and how should the scope and limits
of those rights be determined?

¢ What are the personal and civic responsibilities of citizens in Ameri-
can constitutional democracy, and when and why might tensions arise
between them?

When people ask and seek answers for themselves to those kinds of
questions they come closer to understanding government, as opposed to
just “knowing about” government. That understanding provides them
with functional knowledge; it empowers them because their efficacy is
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enhanced. Further, learning how to ask probing, significant questions can
become a lifelong habit that serves citizens well when they make judg-
ments about public issues and proposed policies, or when they want to
hold officials or institutions accountable. As Henry David Thoreau observed
in his musings on education, questioning fosters thought and, “Thought
breeds thought. It grows under your hands” (Brickman 1999/1860, 70).
Perhaps it is not surprising that some leading historians are proposing
that the history curriculum be organized around a set of what are called
“fundamental themes and questions.” Theodore Rabb of Princeton Uni-
versity has proposed a set of ten questions which he calls “close to the clas-
sic questions of the field.” They are classic because “they’ve been addressed
by historians from Herodotus to Thucydides and from Gibbon to Burck-
hardt, yet they remain as salient today as they were when first they were
asked.” They are questions that “provoke thought that breeds thought.”
Here are Rabb’s ten suggestions for organizing a history curriculum.
1. How and why do societies change?
2. When societies compete with one another, what makes for success
or failure?
3. How does a society cohere, and how do some groups within it gain
and retain authority over others?
4. At what point and why does political and/or social conflict erupt,
and how is it resolved?
5. What are the causes and consequences of economic success?
6. Why does a distinct outlook or “culture” arise in a society, and why
does it change?
7. How are religious beliefs related to political, social, intellectual, and
economic developments?
8. Are individuals as important as underlying structures in bringing
about change?
9. By what arguments or presentations of evidence does a historian
most effectively explain the events of the past?
10. Are there general lessons to be learned from history? (Rabb 2000, 6)
There are good reasons for using questions as opposed to topics as the
organizing principle for curriculum development in history and civics/gov-
ernment. In his classic, Basic Principles of Curriculum and Instruction, Ralph
W. Tyler explained,

Objectives stated in the form of topics and generalizations are unsatisfacto-
ry. If a history course is dealing with the Colonial Period, what is it the stu-
dent is expected to get from it? Are there certain facts about the period he is
to remember? Is he expected to identify trends in development that he can
apply to other historic periods? (Tyler 1949, 45)
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If curriculum developers and teachers fail to indicate the significance
of an inquiry through the questions they pose, they afford students little
guidance and less motivation. The advice Tyler imparted, therefore, is time-
less.

Asmaller number of consistent highly important objectives need to be select-
ed.. .. An educational program is not effective if so much is attempted that
little is accomplished. It is essential therefore to select the number of objec-
tives than can actually be attained in significant degree in the time available
and that these be really important ones. (Tyler 1949, 47)

An International Framework for Education in Democracy. In addition
to the proposals for organizing curriculum by the use of heuristic ques-
tions which have just been discussed, a new transnational model which
employs questions is nearing publication. It is An International Framework
for Education in Democracy, an attempt to develop a cross-cultural consen-
sus on the central meanings and character of the ideas, values, and insti-
tutions of democracy. Its further purpose is to identify common elements
of this knowledge that should be included in the curriculum of any nation
wishing to promote an understanding of democratic citizenship and its
practice. Development of the International Framework was begun in 1996 as
part of “Civitas: An International Civic Education Exchange Program”
funded through a grant from the United States Department of Education,
Office of Educational Research and Improvement in cooperation with the
United States Department of State. Successive drafts have been written by
the Center for Civic Education and they have been commented upon by
reviewers in every inhabited continent. '

The Framework is being developed in the belief that there is a need among
educators in democratic nations for a resource that attempts to survey the
field of education for democratic citizenship and to set forth comprehen-
sively its principal content. It is important to note that the Framework is
intended as a starting point for discussion, rather than an attempt to pro-
nounce a set of authoritative dogmas. Thus, like democracy itself, the Frame-
work is to be viewed as perpetually unfinished, subject to continuing debate
and emendation.

The intended audience for the Framework ranges from teachers and edu-
cational policy makers responsible for civic education programs to cur-
riculum developers and teacher education and credentialing institutions
responsible for training competent classroom teachers. The Framework can
also be used as a resource by any group or individual interested in democ-
racy. The Framework is not intended, however, as a student text.

Two versions of the first draft of the Framework—a Five-Part and Seven-
Part version—were presented to reviewers, who were asked to give a pref-
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erence. Since each format had its supporters, it was decided to publish
both. The Five-Part version presents a logical development of ideas, while
the Seven-Part version is more open ended, allowing parts to be added or
deleted without violating some logical order. The present version is the
Seven-Part format. There will, however, be a considerable overlap of mate-
rial with the Five-Part format, which is yet to be developed.

The Framework begins with the most basic questions. What is democra-
cy? What kinds of democracy may be possible? Who are the governing
members of a democracy? It continues by asking, how can democracy be
justified? What arguments have been leveled against democracy? What
characteristics of society enhance and what characteristics inhibit or detract
from the successful development of democracy?

The Framework then enquires how democracy emerges and develops
from non-democratic settings and how, once established, it can survive
and improve. Finally, the Framework raises questions about how democ-
racy is changing our world today—and how contemporary social and eco-
nomic processes are affecting the character of democracy.

The purpose of the International Framework is to provide a generic state-
ment that any country wishing to educate citizens for democracy can use
as a resource in developing curricular programs in civics and government.
Accordingly the Framework:

e attempts to articulate the frame of reference for the creation of cur-
ricular programs—the ideas, concepts, principles, and values on which
democracy rests—as a domain independent of other areas of inquiry;

* provides a basis for analysis, comparison, and evaluation as well as
the fundamentals that underlie democracy;

* in order to provide a broad perspective useful in the examination of
democracy, encompasses and integrates ideas from many disciplines,
with particular attention to political science, history, and economics;

» provides the basis for arguments favorable to democracy, but it also
acknowledges arguments against democracy;

 provides a comprehensive and sophisticated view of the field that cur-
riculum developers and policy makers need to have in order to decide
what elements of that field should be taught; and

* is organized under topical questions to highlight the importance of
inquiry and debate to democracy that is suggestive of the teaching
methodology consistent with democratic values.

The International Framework for Democracy is not intended to be a “final
answer.” Though prescriptive in character, it addresses democracy as prob-
lematic. Its objective is to promote robust debate and discussion. The Frate-
work also is not intended to be a complete program; particular countries
need to address issues and raise additional questions specific to themselves.

s’
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Core Curricula for Citizenship Education from England and
The Council of Europe

American educators will find the International Framework for Democracy
to be a useful measure for comparing standards for teaching about democ-
racy which have been developed in their own state or school district. Other
useful measures for comparison are two recently published statements of
core curriculum for citizenship education: The National Curriculum for Eng-
land and the Basic Concepts and Core Competencies for Democratic Citizenship
developed by the Council of Europe. _

Citizenship Education in England. Education not only is in the fore-
front of public policy issues in the United States, it is a major concern in
other countries as well. Prime Minister Tony Blair recently repeated what
he said prior to the 1997 election, that his top priorities are “education, edu-
cation, education.” First and foremost among England’s educational wor-
ries is literacy. One in five adults now is functionally illiterate, putting
Britain’s literacy levels near the bottom of the class among developed
nations. An allied concern is civic education, which led to a revised Nation-
al Curriculum published by the British Government in November 1999.
- For the first time in England, this included “Citizenship” as a statutory
requirement for secondary schools and as non-statutory guidelines for pri-
mary schools. The “Citizenship” requirement is to come into force in August
2002.

The National Curriculum for England: Citizenship (1999, 1) highlights “the
importance of citizenship” in these words:

Citizenship gives pupils the knowledge, skills and understanding to play an
effective role in society at local, national, and international levels. It helps
them to become informed, thoughtful, and responsible citizens who are aware
of their duties and rights. It promotes their spiritual, moral, social, and cul-
tural development, making them more self-confident and responsible both
in and beyond the classroom. It encourages pupils to play a helpful part in
the life of their schools, neighborhoods, communities, and the wider world.
It also teaches them about our economy and democratic institutions and val-
ues; encourages respect for different national, religious and ethnic identities;
and develops pupils’ ability to reflect on issues and take part in discussions.

Although schools may choose how to organize their school curriculum,
they will have a statutory responsibility to teach “the programmes of study
for citizenship at key stages 3 and 4.” Programmes of study are defined
in the Education Act of 1996 section 353b as “the matters, skills, and process-
es” that should be taught to pupils of different abilities and maturities dur-
ing “key stages.” Key stages 3 and 4 correspond roughly with grade levels
at junior or senior-high schools in the United States. The programmes of
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study list the topics or “knowledge and understanding” which students
are expected to “acquire and apply.” The skills of “enquiry and commu-
nication” and of “participation and responsible action” which pupils should
develop also are specified.

An additional feature of the National Curriculum is the provision of
short paragraphs which describe what “the majority of pupils should char-
acteristically demonstrate by the end of each key stage, having been taught
the relevant programme of study.” The descriptions are designed to help
teachers and parents judge the extent to which a student’s attainment relates
to the expectations that are set forth. American educators might find these
key stage descriptions of interest, particularly in comparison with the
“achievement levels” denoted in the National Assessment of Educational
Progress in Civics (Lutkus et al. 1999, 19-21).

Attainment Target for Citizenship

Key Stage 3

Pupils have a broad knowledge and understanding of the topical
events they study: the rights, responsibilities, and duties of citizens;
the role of the voluntary sector; forms of government; provision of
public services; and the criminal, and legal systems. They show how
the public gets information and how opinion is formed and expressed,
including through the media. They show understanding of how and
why changes take place in society. Pupils take part in school and com-
munity-based activities, demonstrating personal and group respon-
sibility in their attitudes to themselves and others.

Key Stage 4

Pupils have a comprehensive knowledge and understanding of the
topical events they study: the rights, responsibilities, and duties of
citizens; the role of the voluntary sector; forms of gdvernment; and
the criminal and civil justice, legal, and economic systems. They obtain
and use different kinds of information, including the media, to form
and express an opinion. They evaluate the effectiveness of different
ways of bringing about change at different levels of society. Pupils
take part effectively in school and community-based activities, show-
ing a willingness and commitment to evaluate such activities criti-
cally. They demonstrate personal and group responsibility in their
attitudes to themselves and others. (The National Curriculum for Eng-
land 1999)

The new National Curriculum for England also identifies eight key con-
cepts which “underpin” all the required subjects, including history and
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citizenship. Those concepts are citizenship, sustainable development, val-
ues and perceptions, interdependence, social justice, conflict resolution,
diversity, and human rights.

The Council of Europe and Citizenship Education. In 1997 the Coun-
cil of Europe launched the Education for Democratic Citizenship project.
A Project Group composed of education ministries representatives, spe-
cialists, international institutions, and NGOs active in the field of civic edu-
cation was established and subsequently divided into three subgroups.
Each subgroup was charged with a specific task. One group was to devel-
op a framework of concepts for education for democratic citizenship and
to identify the basic skills required for democratic practices in European
societies. It is the work of that group which is of interest here. The other
two subcommittees were concerned with the development of “citizenship
sites” or locales other than schools in which adults could participate as cit-
izens, and with training and support systems “to build a network of mul-
tipliers.”

The final report on Basic Concepts and Core Competencies for Education for
Democratic Citizenship was released in June 2000. It first notes the signifi-
cant changes in the understanding of citizenship which have taken place
in Europe, “We have thus passed from a conception of citizenship that
placed the emphasis on feelings of belonging and where the correspon-
ding education accompanied the transmission of this feeling by a very
strong emphasis on obedience to the collective rules, to a more individu-
alistic and more instrumentalist conception of citizenship, a citizenship
that gives pride of place to the individual and his rights and relegates to
the background the affirmation of collective and partial, in the geograph-
ic and cultural sense, identities embodied by States.”

Although the several authors of the report express at the outset their
reservations about the possibility and the value of drawing up a list of
desired knowledge and behaviors, they recognize the need “to try to put
a little order in such a vast field” as civic education. Accordingly, they offer
two classifications of “competences” to serve as a “theoretical framework
which can be used to define, orient, incite, and analyze activities.”

The first classification comprises three broad categories: cognitive com-
petences; affective competences and those connected with the choice of
values; and those connected with action.

The cognitive competences are separated into “four families”:

F-1: competences of a legal and political nature;

F-2: knowledge of the present world which implies both a historical

and a cultural dimension;

F-3: competences of a procedural nature with particular attention to

two capacities of particular relevance for democratic citizenship:
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the ability to argue, which is related to debate, and the ability to
reflect or the capacity to reexamine actions and arguments in light
of principles and values; '

.F-4: knowledge of the principles and values of human rights and dem-

ocratic citizenship. (EDCP 2000, 21-22)

Asecond and an alternate classification of core knowledge distinguishes
four dimensions of citizenship, which are based on an analysis of life in
society. They are the political and legal dimension, the social dimension,
the economic dimension, and the cultural dimension.

* The political and legal dimension covers rights and duties with respect
to the political system and law. It requires knowledge concerning the
law and the political system, democratic attitudes, and the capacity to
participate to exercise responsibilities at all levels of public life.

* The social dimension covers relations between individuals and requires
knowledge of what these relations are based on and how they func-
tion in society. Social competences are paramount here. This dimen-
sion is connected to others, in particular the following one, through
the weight of values such as solidarity.

¢ The economic dimension concerns the world of production and con-
sumption of goods and services. It opens directly on labor and the way
it is organized, on the fruits of labor, and their distribution. It requires
economic competences, such as knowledge of how the economic world
functions, including the world of work.

* The cultural dimension refers to collective representations and imag-
inations and to shared values. It implies, like the others and sometimes
more than them, historical competence, recognition of a common her-
itage with its varied components, a mobile heritage, a heritage to
exchange with others. (EDCJ 2000, 24)

Finally, just as the National Curriculum for England does, the Core Com-
petencies of the Council of Europe identify the concepts which suffuse the
proposed curriculum: freedom, equality, participation, responsibility, and
solidarity. “Freedom as capacity for action, equality as access for all to basic
goods and services in order to protect human dignity, participation as the
need to contribute to the public interest, responsibility for oneself, others,
and the future of the world, and solidarity between people transcending
political, cultural, and social barriers. These are, and remain, the hard core

of Education for Democratic Citizenship” (Council of Europe 2000, 16-17).

Conclusion

The content of the core curriculum is more than a matter about which
academics contend. The core curriculum is an issue of political significance.
In the course of their history, Americans have disagreed about the subjects

L4
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which ought to be taught, but since the time of Benjamin Franklin they
have agreed that education for citizenship is a primary, if not the primary
purpose of schools. Unfortunately, schools have often given more lip serv-
ice than real service to that purpose. There is growing awareness, howev-
er, of the need to improve education in civics, government, and history. If
American constitutional democracy is to survive and to thrive, then its cit-
izens must acquire the knowledge, develop the skills, and be imbued with
the will to maintain and improve it.
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3

Components of Education for
Democratic Citizenship in the
Preparation of Social Studies Teachers

John |. Patrick and Thomas S. Vontz

A particular type of civic education should be at the core of social stud-
ies teacher education in a constitutional democratic republic. If so, then
teachers of the social studies will be equipped with the knowledge and
skills they need to address effectively the enduring central goal of their
profession, which has been, is, and likely will be the cultivation among stu-
dents of competence for the office of citizen.'

A prerequisite to construction of exemplary civics-centered courses in
teacher education is a compelling conceptualization of education for citi-
zenship in a democracy. We need a generally acceptable model by which
to define, construct, criticize, develop, and evaluate civic education in the
education of social studies teachers. What are the justifiable components
of a model of education for citizenship in a democracy by which we can
construct worthwhile courses or curricula for the education of social stud-
ies teachers? How can the components of a generally acceptable model be
used as criteria for the selection and implementation of content and process-
es, substance and methods, of social studies teacher education programs?
Why are the model and its curricular applications warranted or reason-
able?

This chapter responds to questions about what, how, and why in regard
to a civics-centered education of social studies teachers. First, we present
a four-component model or conceptualization of education for citizenship
in a democracy. Second, we discuss how to implement the civic knowl-
edge component of the model. Third, we show how to implement the two
civic skills components of the model. Fourth, we address applications to
curriculum and instruction of the civic dispositions component of the model.
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40 Chapter Three

Fifth, we conclude with a short list of recommendations and a brief com-
mentary about civic education and democracy in the education of social
studies teachers.

A Four-Component Model of Civic Education

In recent years, there has been general agreement among civic educa-
tors about the four fundamental categories or components of education
for citizenship in a democracy, which are (1) civic knowledge, (2) cogni-
tive civic skills, (3) participatory civic skills, and (4) civic dispositions. These
four categories, for example, were the interrelated components of the frame-
work for the 1998 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
in Civics. This framework will be used again to guide the next NAEP in
civics (NAEP Civics Consensus Project 1996, 17-19). The generally accept-
ed four components of civic education have been articulated with minor
variations or differences in categorical denotations. But the similarities of
alternative models are much greater than the differences. For example, the
four-component model presented in Figure 3-1 is generally similar to the
Civics Framework for the 1998 National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP Civics Consensus Project 1996) and to components of civic educa-
tion in the National Standards for Civics and Government (Center for Civic
Education 1994). The model in Figure 3-1, however, includes several dis-
tinct denotations within each of its four components or categories (Patrick
2000a, 5; Patrick 1999a, 34).?

We want to stress the interrelationships and interactions among the cat-
egories of our model. Although it is convenient for us to depict the com-
ponents statically in a four-tiered illustration (Figure 3.1), we insist they
be viewed and contemplated dynamically to emphasize continuous inter-
actions of the categories in development and implementation of curricu-
lum and instruction. As you view and respond to our discussion of the
four-component model (Figure 3.1), use your imagination to transcend the
linear depiction of categories to visualize and ponder the complex and con-
tinuous connections of the components in use.

As depicted in the first component of Figure 3.1, a basic objective of a
civics-centered education for social studies teachers and their students is
teaching and learning systematically and thoroughly a set of concepts by
which democracy in today’s world is defined, practiced, and evaluated.
These concepts, listed in Figure 3.2, include representative democracy or
republicanism; constitutionalism; rights to life, liberty, equality, and prop-
erty; citizenship, civic identity, and responsibility for the common good;
free and open society; and free and open economy. Acquisition of such con-
cepts as a set, a framework of connected ideas, enables learners to know
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Figure 3.1

COMPONENTS OF EDUCATION FOR CITIZENSHIP IN A DEMOCRACY

1. KNOWLEDGE OF CITIZENSHIP AND GOVERNMENT IN A
DEMOCRACY (CIVIC KNOWLEDGE)

me N o

g.

Concepts/principles on the substance of democracy

Issues about the meaning and implementation of core ideas
Constitutions and institutions of representative democratic government
Organization and functions of democratic institutions

Practices of democratic citizenship and the roles of citizens

Contexts of democracy: cultural, social, political, and economic

History of democracy in particular states and throughout the world

2. INTELLECTUAL SKILLS OF CITIZENSHIP IN A DEMOCRACY
(COGNITIVE CIVIC SKILLS)

a.

b.

Identifying and describing phenomena (events and issues) of
political/civic life
Analyzing and explaining phenomena (events and issues) of
political/civic life

¢. Evaluating, taking, and defending positions on public events and issues
d.
e.

Thinking critically about conditions of political/ivic life.
Thinking constructively about how to improve political/civic life

3. PARTICIPATORY SKILLS OF CITIZENSHIP IN A DEMOCRACY
(PARTICIPATORY CIVIC SKILLS)

mo AN oW

Interacting with other citizens to promote personal and common interests
Monitoring public events and issues

Deliberating and making decisions about public policy issues

Influencing policy decisions on public issues

Implementing policy decision on public issues

Taking action to improve political/civic life

4. DISPOSITIONS OF CITIZENSHIP IN A DEMOCRACY
(CIVIC DISPOSITIONS)

me o o

Promoting the common good

Affirming the common and equal humanity and dignity of each person
Respecting, protecting, and using rights possessed equally by each person
Participating responsibly in the political/civic life of the community
Respecting, protecting, and practicing government by consent of the people
Supporting and practicing civic virtues
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what a democracy in today’s world is, and what it is not; to distinguish
democracy from other types of government; and to evaluate the extent to
which their government and other governments of the world are or are not
authentic constitutional representative democracies. However, teachers
cannot teach democracy effectively unless they know it thoroughly. And
they are not likely to acquire deep comprehension or conceptual under-
standing of core ideas about democracy unless they encounter them again
and again through various facets of their teacher education program.

Basic knowledge of democracy, its principles and practices, must be
applied effectively to civic and political life if it would be learned thoroughly
and used effectively to serve the needs of citizens. Thus, a central facet of a
civics-centered education for social studies teachers must be development
of cognitive civic skills, which are included in the second component of Fig-
ure 3.1. Cognitive civic skills enable citizens to identify, describe, explain,
and evaluate information and ideas in order to make sense of their politi-
cal and civic experiences. Thus, they might respond to those experiences
reasonably and effectively; and when faced with public issues, they might
adroitly make and defend decisions about them.

The third component of Figure 3.1 treats participatory civic skills, which
empower citizens to influence public policy decisions and to hold account-
able their representatives in government. In combination with cognitive
civic skills, participatory civic skills are tools of citizenship whereby indi-
viduals, whether acting alone or in groups, can participate effectively to
promote personal and common interests in response to public issues, to
secure their rights, and to promote the common good.

Teaching and learning civic skills, both cognitive and participatory, and
their connections to civic knowledge must be a part of a civics-centered
education for teachers of the social studies. Teachers are not likely to be
effective developers of civic skills among their students in elementary and
secondary schools unless they have developed these skills through lessons
and activities within their teacher education program. Thus, students in
civics-centered programs of teacher education should continually be chal-
lenged to use information and ideas, individually and collectively, to ana-
lyze and respond to public issues as reflective thinkers, deliberative decision
makers, and responsible participators in political and civic life. They reg-
ularly should use and evaluate instructional materials and methods that
exemplify how to teach civic skills for democratic citizenship.

The fourth and final component of education for citizenship in a democ-
racy pertains to civic dispositions, which are traits of character necessary
to the preservation and improvement of a constitutional representative
democracy. If citizens would enjoy the privileges and rights of their poli-
ty, they must take responsibility for them by promoting the common good
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and participating constructively in the political and civic life of the com-
munity. Taking responsibility for the well being of government and civil
society in which the rights and dignity of all persons are respected equal-
" 1y requires civic virtue in combination with the Tocquevillian idea of “self-
interest rightly understood.” So, civic virtues such as self-discipline, civility,
honesty, trust, courage, compassion, tolerance, temperance, and respect
for the worth and dignity of all individuals are indispensable to the prop-
er functioning of a democratic civil society and constitutional government.
These characteristics must be nurtured through various social agencies,
including the school, to sustain a healthy constitutional representative
democracy.

Like civic skills, civic dispositions must be treated centrally in the edu-
cation of social studies teachers. Otherwise, prospective teachers will not
be prepared to nurture the democratic attitudes and traits of character in
elementary and secondary school students, which are necessary for the
maintenance and improvement of the best qualities of our political and
civic life. So, students in civics-centered teacher education courses regu-
larly should encounter instructional methods and materials designed to
develop among learners the civic dispositions of democratic citizenship.

Effective education for citizenship in a democracy conjoins the four com-
ponents in Figure 3.1, which interrelate civic knowledge, cognitive civic
skills, participatory civic skills, and civic dispositions. Effective teaching
and learning of civic knowledge, for example, requires that it be connect-
ed to civic skills and dispositions in various kinds of activities, which
involve application of core concepts through exercise of civic skills and
dispositions. Elevation of one component over the other—for example,
civic knowledge over skills or vice-versa—is a pedagogical flaw that impedes
civic learning (Bruer 1993, 15; Shanker 1997, 5). Thus, civics-centered teacher
education programs should stress the blending and balancing of core con-
tent, processes, and skills in order to develop effective teachers of citizen-
ship in a democracy.

The kind of civic education represented by our four-component model
can yield citizens with deep understanding of the essential concepts and
principles of democracy, strong commitment to them based on reason, high
capacity for using them to analyze, appraise, and decide about the issues
and problems of the political world, and the competence to act responsi-
bly and effectively as engaged citizens to influence their civil society and
government. But this desirable result will not be achieved unless the com-
ponents of civic education are addressed adequately in well-designed pro-
grams for the preparation of social studies teachers (Butts 1989, 226-279;
Niemi and Junn 1998, 158-159). Teachers cannot teach what they do not
know and are unable to do. If they do not learn the principles and prac-
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tices of democracy, and how to teach them, then they will not be prepared
to educate their students for citizenship in a democracy. Let us, then, turn
to the implementation of our four-component model (Figure 3.1) in pro-
grams of teacher education. How can it be done?

Implementation of the Model: Focus on Civic Knowledge

Implementation of the knowledge dimension of our model is founded
on the assumption that all knowledge is not of equal worth. Rather, some
ideas, information, and issues should be viewed by teachers and students
as more important for particular purposes and thereby more worthy of
emphasis in the school curriculum than other subject matter (Bruer 1993,
63-79; Cromer 1997, 177-184).

Students in civics-centered teacher education courses should learn that
all knowledge is not equal in its value for constructive engagement in the
political and civic life of a democracy. For example, concepts on the sub-
stance of democracy, listed in Figure 3.2, are prerequisites to the develop-
ment and maintenance of an active and responsible community of self-governing
citizens. Without this kind of common civic knowledge, which can be devel-
oped through common learning experiences in school, citizens are unable
to act together to analyze public policy issues or problems, to make cogent
decisions about them, or to participate intelligently to resolve them (Niemi
and Junn 198, 19-20). :

This list of core concepts in Figure 3.2 was developed from an extensive
review of literature on the theory and practice of democracy.* A systemat-
ic discussion of each concept, its relationship to other concepts in this set,
and the application of the set to civic education can be found in the first
chapter of Principles and Practices of Education for Democratic Citizenship:
International Perspectives and Projects (Patrick 1999b, 1-40). Each concept in
this list and its connections to other basic ideas in democratic theory can
also be found, among much broader treatments of democratic ideas, in
such widely recognized standard works on civic education for democra-
cy as Civitas: A Framework for Civic Education (Bahmueller and Quigley
1991), National Standards for Civics and Government (Center for Civic Edu-
cation 1994), and An International Framework for Education in Democracy
(Center for Civic Education 2001). So, the core concepts in Figure 3.2 can
be presented justifiably as a generally acceptable and minimally essential
set of ideas by which to construct the knowledge component of civic edu-
cation in elementary and secondary schools as well as in civics-centered
programs for the preparation of social studies teachers.

Research on the learning of civic knowledge shows strong connections
between conceptual understanding of core democratic principles, such as
those in Figure 3.2, and “enlightened political engagement,”® which con-
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struct subsumes such attributes of democratic citizenship as political inter-
est, sense of political efficacy, political tolerance, commitment to basic civil
liberties, and civic competence (Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996, 19-20; Nie,
Junn, and Stehlik-Barry 1996, 14-38; Niemi and Junn 1998, 9-10; Putnam
2000, 35-36). So knowledgeable citizens are better citizens of a democracy
in regard to their possession and use of civic skills and civic dispositions,
such as those in Figure 3.1.

A recent international assessment involving 14-year-old respondents in
28 countries found a strong correlation between civic knowledge and propen-
sity to participate in civic and political life. The researchers concluded, “The
more young people know about the functioning and the values of democ-
racy, the more they expect to exercise this fundamental right [to political
participation] of an adult citizen. This reinforces the importance of high
quality and motivating civic education programs to foster knowledge of
content and skills in teaching political communication” (Torney-Purta et al.
2001, 155). In particular, deep knowledge or conceptual understanding of
core ideas in the theory and practice of democracy, such as those in Figure
3.2, is the foundation of competent and responsible citizenship in a democ-
racy. According to Nie, Junn, and Stehlik-Barry (1996, 41), the kind of “ver-
bal cognitive proficiency” that enables one to use core concepts to interpret
information and act effectively in political and civic life “is the most rele-
vant cognitive ability in relationship to democratic citizenship.”

Concepts at the core of education for citizenship in a democracy (Fig-
ure 3.2) might be used to structure the content and instructional activities
of civics-centered teacher education courses. If so, then this set of ideas and
the information and examples denoted by them could bring cohesion,
coherence, and cogency to the content base of civics-centered teacher edu-
cation courses. Thus, such common weaknesses of teaching methods cours-
es as fragmentation of subject matter and subordination of content to process
might be avoided.

Throughout a civics-centered teaching methods course, the concepts in
Figure 3.2 could be the substantive focal points for planning, constructing,
and demonstrating lessons. Various kinds of instructional materials and
methods could be used consistently and coherently in terms of the core
concepts on citizenship in a democracy. Further, connections easily could
be made between the core concepts in Figure 3.2 and the curriculum frame-
works, content standards, and courses of study commonly used in ele-
mentary and secondary schools, such as history and civics courses of
elementary and secondary schools. For example, the core concepts per-
meate the instructional materials of We the People. . . The Citizen and the Con-
stitution, a three-level civics program for elementary and secondary school
students (Center for Civic Education 1997b).”
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Figure 3.2

CONCEPTS AT THE CORE OF EDUCATION FOR CITIZENSHIP
IN A DEMOCRACY (THE CIVIC KNOWLEDGE COMPONENT)

. REPRESENTATIVE DEMOCRACY (REPUBLICANISM)

Popular sovereignty (government by consent of the governed, the people)
Representation and accountability in a government of, by, and for the people
Free, fair, and competitive elections of representatives in government
Comprehensive eligibility to participate freely to vote and campaign in elections
Inclusive access to participate freely to promote personal and common interests
Majority rule of the people for the common good

TShoan o

. CONSTITUTIONALISM

o

Rule of law in the government, society, and economy

b. Limited and empowered government to secure rights of the people

c. Separation and sharing of powers in government

d. Independent judiciary with power of judicial or constitutional review

. RIGHTS (LIBERALISM)

Human rights/constitutional rights

Political rights

Personal or private rights

Economic, social, cultural, and environmental rights

Rights associated with negative and positive constitutionalism

Pangoe

. CITIZENSHIP

a. Membership in a people based on legal qualifications of citizenship
b. Rights, responsibilities, and roles of citizenship

c. Civic identity and other types of identity (e.g., ethnic, racial, religious)
d. Rights of individual citizens and rights of groups of citizens

. CIVIL SOCIETY (FREE AND OPEN SOCIAL SYSTEM)

Voluntary membership in non-governmental organizations/civil associations
Freedom of association, assembly, and social choice

Pluralism/multiple and overlapping group memberships and identities

. Social regulation for the common good (rule of law, customs, traditions, virtues)

an o

. MARKET ECONOMY (FREE AND OPEN ECONOMIC SYSTEM)

a. Freedom of exchange and economic choice
b. Freedom to own and use property for personal gain
¢. Economic regulation for the common good (rule of law, customs, traditions, virtues)

. TYPES OF PUBLIC ISSUES

Majority rule and minority rights (limits on majorities and minorities/individuals)
Liberty and equality (combining negative and positive constitutionalism)

Liberty and order (limits on power and on liberty to achieve security for rights)
Individual interests and the common good (limits of personal and public choice)
Unity and diversity (conjoining civic identity with social/cultural identities)

Pan o
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The set of concepts listed in Figure 3.2 corresponds specifically to item
1-a in Figure 3.1, the four-component model on education for citizenship
in a democracy. Further, the core concepts are variously applicable to each
subsequent item of the civic knowledge category of the model (see items
1-b, 1-c, 1-d, 1-e, 1-f, and 1-g). For example, item 1-b pertains to public
issues in history and current political and civic life about the meanings and
applications of the core concepts. There may be, and certainly has been,
general agreement, even consensus, about the fundamental worth of core
concepts in Figure 3.2. The history of the United States, however, has been
marked by public conflicts or issues about how to implement the core ideas
in government, politics, and civil society.

These public issues in United States history can be focal points of teach-
ing and learning in civics-centered teacher education courses. The core con-
cepts and the issues associated with them can be found in every period of
our national history and are deeply rooted in the founding of the Repub-
lic (Patrick 1995).® For example, civics-centered teacher education courses
can involve students in analysis, evaluation, and decision making about
constitutional and political issues embedded in primary documents, such
as papers of the Federalists and Anti-Federalists of the founding era, or in
Supreme Court opinions (for the Court and in dissent) in landmark cases
throughout our national history. Thus, students preparing to become teach-
ers might learn how to teach core concepts on democracy in connection
with pivotal constitutional and political issues in United States history
(Patrick and Long 1999).°

Toni Marie Massaro, the author of Constitutional Literacy: A Core Cur-
riculum for a Multicultural Nation, persuasively advocates teaching and
learning core ideas in constitutional history through analyses and evalua-
tion of core constitutional conflicts or issues. She recommends a core cur-
riculum consisting of the kind of civic knowledge exemplified in Figure
3.2 and the constitutional issues in history associated with political and
governmental practices of the core ideas about democracy. Mastery of her
proposed core curriculum, she maintains, will yield “constitutional liter-
acy, which means not only recognition of constitutional terms, constitu-
tional dilemmas, and historical assumptions on which the Constitution
arguably rests but also the recognition of the paradox on which the docu-
ment is based, its dynamism, and its muitiple contested interpretations”
(Massaro 1993, 153).

Massaro’s proposal for the reform of civic education through teaching
and learning core ideas and issues in constitutional history stresses the fun-
damental importance of a certain type of content: concepts on democracy
and the critical controversies about them. So, she urges, we must teach “the
conflicts” in conjunction with core civic knowledge (Massaro 1993, 128).
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Only such a curriculum, she argues, “is likely to improve the quality of our
public discourse and to prepare our students adequately for the complex
demands of American citizenship in the twenty-first century” (Massaro
1993, 153). The kind of content-based curriculum reform advocated by Mas-
saro is compatible with our four-component model (Figure 3.1) and the
core concepts pertaining to the civic knowledge category of the model (Fig-
ure 3.2).

Another compatible example has been provided by R. Freeman Butts,
which he Jabels “Twelve Tables of Civism for the Modern American Repub-
lic.” His conception of the civic knowledge domain includes twelve core
concepts: justice, freedom, equality, diversity, authority, privacy, partici-
pation, due process, truth, property, patriotism, and human rights (Butts
1989, 282). In line with curricular recommendations by Massaro and us,
Butts emphasizes the analysis of public issues associated with his core
ideas. For example, he urges examination of controversy about the latitude
and limits of the individual’s right to freedom. He also encourages inves-
tigation into “legitimate” and “corrupted” forms of the core concepts. Anar-
chy, for instance, is the “corrupted” form of freedom.

Butts, like us, would apply his conception of core content to the civic
education of students in elementary and secondary schools and to the civic
education of participants in teacher education programs. We agree with
him that core content, some type of justifiable civic knowledge, must be at
the center of teacher education for social studies teachers. However, no
matter how well it is conceived and implemented, civic knowledge alone
is not sufficient to education for citizenship in a democracy. The core knowl-
edge component must be connected interactively with the civic skills and
civic dispositions components. How might this be done in civics-centered
teacher education?

Implementation of the Model: Focus on Civic Skills

The civic knowledge component of our model, though central to the
education of citizens in a democracy, must be complemented by the devel-
opment of civic skills and civic dispositions that enable and encourage par-
ticipation.” Civics-centered courses in teacher education, therefore, should
require aspiring teachers to develop a thorough understanding of each
component of our model as well as their dynamic relationships to each
other, to acquire the skills required to teach each component, and to expose
students to exemplary methods and materials across the components of
our model.

Effective participation in democracy requires the frequent utilization of
civic skills. To participate effectively in civic and political life, for example,
citizens must be able to identify important public problems, to describe
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them and explain their importance to others, to deliberate with others about
possible solutions, and ultimately, to evaluate, take, and defend their own
position to influence others. These experiences, according to political sci-
entists Amy Gutmann and Dennis Thompson, should be important com-
ponents in the education of citizens in a democracy:

To prepare their students for citizenship, schools must go beyond teaching
literacy and numeracy, though both are of course prerequisites for deliber-
ating about public problems. Schools should aim to develop their students’
capacities to understand different perspectives, communicate their under-
standings to other people, and engage in the give and take of moral argu-
ment with a view of making mutually acceptable decisions. These goals,
which entail cultivating moral character and intellectual skills at the same
time, are likely to require some significant changes in traditional civics edu-
cation, which has neglected teaching this kind of moral reasoning about pol-
itics. (Gutmann and Thompson 1996, 339)

Without mastery of the civic skills and knowledge components, which are
the tools of citizenship, citizens who desire to participate in civic and polit-
ical life are highly disadvantaged (Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996, 60).

The effective teaching of civic skills assumes that teachers possess a well-
developed understanding of all the components of our model (Figure 3.1)
and the dynamic interplay among them. Civic skills are learned best in an
environment that also encourages important civic dispositions and pro-
vides multiple opportunities to practice civic skills in concert with con-
cepts and principles at the core of education for citizenship in a democracy
(see Figure 3-2). Aspiring teachers need to develop, through civics-cen-
tered methods courses, the capacity for teaching across the components of
the model.

It is difficult, if not impossible, for students to develop and refine impor-
tant civic skills without providing them opportunities for practice under
the guidance of a competent teacher. Even in the absence of a specific pro-
gram or unit that emphasizes civic participation or thinking, the dynam-
ics of the learning environment provide many opportunities for students
to practice and refine civic skills. Teachers who closely monitor the think-
ing and interactions of students in cooperative learning situations, for exam-
ple, will certainly find many opportunities to guide students to more
sophisticated levels of participation and cognition that are consistent with
education for citizenship in a democracy. '

Civics-centered teacher education courses should help students devel-
op a sophisticated understanding of important cognitive and participato-
ry capacities and their relationship to the theory and practice of democratic
citizenship. Students in pre-service teacher education courses, therefore,
should be assigned readings and be allowed opportunities to analyze and
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discuss civic skills and their importance to democratic citizenship from
sources such as the Civics Framework for the 1998 National Assessment of Edu-
cational Progress (NAEP Civics Consensus Project 1996) or Civitas: A Frame-
work for Civic Education (Bahmueller and Quigley 1991).

Through civics-centered teacher education courses students should also
be given opportunities to practice intellectual and participatory skills. How-
ever, we do not advocate the practice of civic skills, in civics-centered teacher
education courses or in the schools, in isolation from the other components
of our model; rather, students should practice and refine their civic skills
using issues and concepts at the core of education for citizenship while at
the same developing important civic dispositions. We assume, as do many
democratic theorists, that the social and intellectual capital necessary for
effective democratic citizenship is learned best through participation." Stu-
dents could be provided, or they might identify for themselves, an impor-
tant public issue to describe, analyze, explain, and monitor. The methods
instructor, like the effective civics teacher in the schools, should model
effective teaching by guiding and evaluating the thinking and interactions
of individuals and groups and highlighting for students the important civic
skills they practice.

Civics-céntered teacher education courses should expose students to
exemplary methods and materials that emphasize the development of civic
skills through in depth study of public issues.” Broadly speaking, issues-
centered lessons or units pose social questions confronting citizens. In the
process of examining questions about public issues reflectively and reach-
ing decisions about them, there is an assessment of evidence, appraisal of
competing values, and evaluation of possible outcomes.

We the People. . . Project Citizen is an exemplary program that might be
used in teacher education courses. It focuses on public policy issues and
the processes of democratic citizenship that enable and encourage partic-
ipation in government and civil society.” The program requires students
to become actively involved with governmental and civil society organi-
zations to address a school or community issue while practicing critical
thinking, dialogue, debate, negotiation, tolerance, decision making, and
civic action (Tolo 1998, 2, 17)." The purpose of Project Citizen, then, is to
motivate and empower adolescents to exercise the rights and accept the
responsibilities of democratic citizenship through the intensive study of a
school or community issue.

After selecting an important school or community issue, a class of stu-
dents involved with Project Citizen is divided into research teams to gather
information from multiple sources (e.g., libraries, newspapers, community
members, community organizations, legislative offices, administrative agen-
cies, and electronic sources). The class is again divided into cooperative teams
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for an in-depth focus on one of the stages of inquiry and engagement in the
public policy making process (Center for Civic Education 1998, 24-25).

* Explaining the problem. This group is responsible for explaining the
problem the class has chosen to study. The group also should explain
why the problem is important and why a particular level of govern-
ment or governmental agency should deal with it.

* Evaluating alternative policies to deal with the problem. This group
is responsible for explaining alternative policies designed to solve
the problem.

* Developing a public policy the class will support. This group is respon-
sible for developing and justifying a specific public policy for which
there is consensus in the class. The policy, however, must not violate
federal or state constitutions or statutes.

* Developing an action plan to get government to accept the class pol-
icy. This group is responsible for developing an action plan showing
how citizens can influence the appropriate government body or agency
with authority to adopt the policy the class supports.

The efforts of each cooperative team are displayed in a four-part (one
for each group) portfolio exhibit and documentation binder. The culmi-
nating activity for the program is a simulated legislative hearing, which
provides students with an opportunity to demonstrate their knowledge
by playing roles of expert witnesses; they testify before a panel of com-
munity members, who play roles of government officials. During the hear-
ing, each of the four portfolio groups prepares and presents a statement
on its section of the portfolio. After each opening statement, the panel of
community members asks the students questions and judges the quality
of each team’s work according to specific rubrics provided to each judge.
The format of the simulated hearing offers students an opportunity to
demonstrate their knowledge and understanding of how public policy is
formulated while providing teachers with an excellent means to assess stu-
dent performance.

Project Citizen provides students with multiple opportunities to practice
and refine their civic skills through the in-depth study of a highly relevant
school or community issue. A recent quasi-experimental study of the effects
of Project Citizen on the civic development of adolescent students in Indi-
ana, Latvia, and Lithuania, conducted by the Social Studies Development
Center and the Indiana Center for Evaluation of Indiana University, found
that the program had a statistically significant effect on students’ civic
knowledge, propensity to participate (civic disposition), and self-perceived
civic skills (Vontz, Metcalf, and Patrick 2000).

The National Issues Forums (NIF) is another example of an issue-cen-
tered activity that emphasizes the development of cognitive and partici-
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patory skills important for democratic citizenship.” NIF is an informal,
non-partisan, national network of school, community, and civic organiza-
tions that brings citizens together to deliberate about important public
issues. The NIF conducts and administers forums so that citizens may
“work through complex public policy issues, and make judgments about
the range of actions that they, as a public, can support” (Peng 2000, 74-75).

Many high school teachers elect to have their students practice deliber-
ative democracy through NIF materials. A recent pilot study of high school
students found that participation in a NIF program enhanced important
civic skills, such as listening skills; discussion skills; skills in identifying
and framing an issue for public deliberation; capacity for understanding
and engaging complex public issues; participatory and intellectual skills
associated with deliberation; capacity for identifying and respecting the
rights of others; capacity for identifying the general, common, or public
interest; and decision making skills (Peng 2000, 78-81).

If the NIF is to have the greatest impact on students’ civic development,
then students, directed by a competent teacher, should practice relevant civic
skills in advance of their participation in a forum. Before participation in a
NIF program, teachers may ask students to research and describe the issue,
explain it to others, evaluate possible solutions, take and defend a reasoned
position, interact with others to promote their interests, monitor new devel-
opments, and deliberate with their classmates. In addition, a teacher who is
well-versed across the dimensions of our model (Figure 3.1) should help stu-
dents relate the issue to important democratic principles and concepts and
use participation in the forum as a way to promote civic dispositions, such
as promoting the common good and respecting individual rights.

By emphasizing the cognitive and participatory processes of democra-
cy, Project Citizen and the NIF are particularly well-suited to complement
a well-structured, content-based civics curriculum. They provide students
with opportunities to use knowledge acquired through formal instruction
in conjunction with their practice of civic skills. Thus, they are outstand-
ing examples of methods and materials that support the school’s civic mis-
sion, and they should be used as exemplars in civics-centered teacher
education courses. In addition, instructors should consider modeling the
implementation of such programs by asking pre-service teachers to par-
ticipate in a NIF program or in the in-depth study of a public issue through
Project Citizen. Thus, they would develop civic skills of the kind they should
teach to students in elementary and secondary schools.

Implementation of the Model: Focus on Civic Dispositions

The education of citizens in a democracy also must emphasize the cul-
tivation of civic dispositions, which encourage responsible and humane
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participation in civic and political life; see the fourth component of our
model (Figure 3.1). These “habits of the heart,” as Alexis de Tocqueville
called civic dispositions, are necessarily intertwined with the civic knowl-
edge and civic skills components of democratic citizenship. Education for
democratic citizenship requires the development of those traits of public
and private character that compel citizens to exercise the rights and respon-
sibilities of democratic citizenship and to promote the common good. Judge
Learned Hand’s famous quotation captures their importance in a democ-
racy: “I often wonder whether we do not rest our hopes too much upon
constitutions, upon laws, and upon courts. These are false hopes; believe
me, these are false hopes. Liberty lies in the hearts of men and women,
when it dies there, no constitution, no law, no court can save it” (Center
for Civic Education 1997a, 66).

The exact dispositions and how many citizens must possess them are
contested issues among democratic theorists. However, many theorists and
political thinkers, from the founding era forward, have emphasized the
importance of virtue among the citizenry in a constitutional representa-
tive democracy. Political scientist James Q. Wilson recently wrote (1985,
15): “In almost every area of important public concern, we are seeking to
induce persons to act virtuously. In the long run, the public interest depends
on private virtue.”

Many scholars contend that participation in government and civil soci-
ety equips citizens with the social capital and trust necessary for their par-
ticipation in democratic politics and helps them to develop attitudes that
motivate them to participate (Walzer 1992). According to Robert D. Put-
nam (1995, 664), social capital refers to those “features of social life—net-
works, norms, and trust—that enable participants to act together more
effectively to pursue shared goals.” Social capital consists of those civic
skills and dispositions that enable the achievement through democratic
government and civil society of desired and shared outcomes. Whereas
social capital is developed through participation in civil society, a vibrant
civil society depends on individuals who possess social capital; both are
prerequisites of a workable democracy. Participation in government and
civil society, then, is viewed as a strong socializing force in society and one
of our primary vehicles to the development of the civic skills and civic dis-
positions components of our model (Figure 3.1).

Teachers who develop an understanding and appreciation of civic dis-
positions and their important relationship to the theory and practice of
democracy are most likely to succeed in assisting their students to devel-
op social capital and civic character. Even in the absence of a specific pro-
gram, unit, or lesson, the dynamics of the classroom environment offer
multiple opportunities for teachers to facilitate the development of civic
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dispositions. Competent teachers may help students develop important
civic dispositions, for example, through positive examples in historical lit-
erature, role modeling, and the study of ethical problems in history. Fur-
ther, teaching methods that encourage free expression of ideas in an open
classroom environment have been related empirically to development of
democratic dispositions, civic skills, and knowledge of democracy (Niemi
and Junn 1999, 151-152). An international assessment of civic education and
achievement revealed a strong relationship between the students’ beliefs
that they could speak freely about issues in their classroom and their devel-
opment of knowledge, skills, and dispositions associated with democrat-
ic citizenship. “The extent to which students experience their classrooms
as places to investigate issues and explore their opinions and those of their
peers has been found to be an even more vital part of civic education” (Tor-
ney-Purta et al. 2001, 137).

Civics-centered teacher education courses should help students to iden-
tify those traits of character that are most consistent with a democratic poli-
ty and to develop them through warranted methods of teaching. Thus,
students preparing to become teachers should analyze and discuss civic
dispositions in such sources as the Civics Framework for the 1998 National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP Civics Consensus Project 1996) or
Civitas: A Framework for Civic Education (Bahmueller and Quigley 1991).
Such opportunities will not only deepen their understanding of civic dis-
positions, they will also enhance their ability to cultivate them in their ele-
mentary or secondary school students. Further, students in social studies
teacher education programs should be required to develop lessons or units
that aim, at least partially, to develop civic dispositions. Finally, they should
both observe and practice methods of teaching and classroom management
that are associated with development of democratic civic dispositions among
students, such as maintaining an “open classroom climate” for discussions
of political ideas and issues (Torney-Purta et al. 2001, 137-140).

Students in pre-service teacher education courses should also be exposed
to methods and materials that emphasize the development of civic dispo-
sitions in conjunction with civic knowledge and civic skills. For example,
Reasoning With Democratic Values: Ethical Problems in United States History
by Alan Lockwood and David Harris (1985) emphasizes the values that
undergird American democracy and the tensions between them. The Lock-
wood and Harris materials require students to examine and discuss open-
ly and freely events involving public issues and ethical dilemmas in United
States history (e.g., the Alien and Sedition Acts of 1798 or Japanese-Amer-
ican relocation during World War II) through a framework of democratic
values (e.g., life, liberty, property, authority, justice), which may be in ten-
sion or conflict.
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Pre-service teacher education students might be asked to analyze and
evaluate public issues and policy decisions involving conflicts between
values, such as national security and civil liberties. The instructor may
model a lesson from the Lockwood and Harris material and discuss with
students its effectiveness in developing civic dispositions and skills. Such
activities not only teach important civic dispositions and skills, they are
also likely to deepen students’ knowledge of key events in United States
history and the core concepts or principles of constitutional democracy
connected to the events.

Character education is another category of methods and materials that
has potential to develop important civic dispositions in students. For many
advocates of character education, teaching “good character” necessarily
involves cultivating in students those civic dispositions that are consistent
with democratic governance in a constitutional representative democracy
(e.g., promoting the general welfare, respecting the rights of others, par-
ticipating responsibly and effectively in civic and political life).

Character education, as a stated goal or as an incidental outcome of
instruction, has always been a part of teaching and learning (Schubert 1997,
17).'* A wide variety of reform initiatives have been classified as “charac-
ter education.”” Despite the broad array of character education initiatives
and methods, a few general principles seem descriptive of most programs.
Generally, character education is the deliberate attempt to cultivate in stu-
dents some set of virtues or dispositions." By definition, virtues are desir-
able traits of character such as honesty, patience, courage, and humility.
Virtues, then, transcend time and culture, although some cultures may
emphasize some virtues more than others (Lickona 1998, 77). Virtues are
good for the individual as well as the community—enabling people to live
harmoniously within themselves and with others. Although thinking about
and discussing virtues are important components of character education,
virtues are not merely thoughts, but habits of behavior (Lickona 1998, 78).

Proponents of character education connect it to the school’s civic mis-
sion (Eberly 1995).” In discussing the importance of focusing attention on
character development in our Nation’s schools, Paul D. Houston, execu-
tive director of the American Association of School Administrators, artic-
ulates a clear connection between character education and civic education:

If you look back in history, you will find the core mission of public educa-
tion in America was to create places of civic virtue for our children and for
our society. As education undergoes the rigors of re-examination and the
need for reinvention, it is crucial to remember that the key role of public
schools is to preserve democracy. That sense of education as an instrument
(a means to a good job) misses the point that the real goal of education is to
produce a total person, one who has a sense of efficacy and a sense of respon-
sibility to self, as well as others. (Houston 1998, 6)
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According to many proponents, the dispositions and habits that form the
core of many character education programs and activities are consistent
with those that sustain and improve constitutional representative democ-
racies.”

Schools and teachers interested in conjoining character education and
civic education should use civic dispositions and democratic values to drive
the conceptualization and implementation of character education programs
and activities. R. Freeman Butts’ “Twelve Tables of Civism for the Modern
American Republic” include a detailed list of important democratic prin-
ciples and values, which imply civic dispositions (Butts 1989, 280-309). As
with the other components of our model], civic dispositions should be devel-
oped in concert with the other components of the model. -

Aspiring social studies teachers should be given opportunities to exam-
ine, discuss, and evaluate the potential value of various conceptions of
character education in fostering civic dispositions in concert with civic
knowledge and skills. They might also be asked, as a class assignment, to
design a unit or lessons that emphasize civic dispositions. By focusing on
the dispositions of democratic citizenship and the values that undergird a
democratic polity, character education can be an effective means to culti-
vating responsible democratic citizenship.

Conclusion: Commentary and Recommendations

The central theme of this chapter is a time-honored assertion: demo-
cratic civic education should be at the core of social studies teacher edu-
cation in a constitutional democratic republic, such as the United States of
America. This venerable assertion is based on three related assumptions.
First, a democratic political order cannot be sustained unless a sufficient
proportion of individuals within each succeeding generation learns the
civic knowledge, skills, and dispositions needed by citizens to make the
polity work. Second, sufficient numbers of persons in each succeeding gen-
eration of citizens are not likely to learn essential civic knowledge, skills,
and dispositions unless they are taught them deliberately and effectively
by well-educated teachers in primary and secondary schools. Third, social
studies teachers in public and private schools are not likely to teach effec-
tively the civic knowledge, skills, and dispositions needed by citizens to
sustain and improve their democracy unless they are equipped to do so
through civics-centered teacher education courses, which are connected to
relevant university-based history and social science courses.

Since civics-centered teacher education is a categorical imperative in a
constitutional representative democracy, we must be concerned about how
to do it. Consider this short list of concluding recommendations, which is
derived from the body of this chapter.

c: B3
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1. Construct some version of a four-component model of education for
citizenship in a democracy, such as the one in Figure 3.1, and use it to guide
the development, implementation, and evaluation of civics-centered cours-
es and programs for the education of social studies teachers.

2. Construct a set of concepts and principles on the theory and practice
of democracy, such as the list in Figure 3.2, and use it as the civic knowl-
edge foundation for social studies teacher education courses.

3. Use interactively the four components of the model on education for
citizenship in a democracy, or some similar model, so that each component
is conjoined with every other one in the instructional methods and mate-
rials of social studies teacher education courses.

4. Use the four-component model in Figure 3.1, or some form of it, to
guide the construction of connections between social studies teacher edu-
cation courses and relevant courses for aspiring teachers in such academ-
ic disciplines as history, political science, economics, geography, sociology,
and anthropology.

5. Use the four-component model in Figure 3.1, or something like it, to
teach students in teacher education courses the necessity of “conscious
social reproduction” to sustain liberty and order in a constitutional repre-
sentative democracy, such as the government of the United States of Amer-
ica (Gutmann 1999, 39-41). “Conscious social reproduction” signifies Amy
Gutmann’s understanding of the process by which a free and open socie-
ty, with a democratic and liberal political order, is maintained and improved.
Gutmann claims, and we agree, that the open and free democratic society,
if it would survive, must transmit its civic and political traditions from one
generation to the next. “We are all committed to re-creating the society that
we share” says Gutmann (1999, 39). Stephen Macedo concurs, “The proj-
ect of creating citizens is one that every liberal democratic state must some-
how undertake” (2000, ix): However, a central tradition and essential element
of our free and open democratic society is the capacity of citizens to com-
prehend and think critically about the content and processes of the politi-
cal socialization that they inevitably experience (Cremin 1977, 36-37). “It
follows,” says Gutmann, “that a society in support of conscious social repro-
duction must educate all educable children to be capable of participating
in collectively shaping their society” to sustain and improve it (1999, 39). If
so, education for citizenship in a constitutional representative democracy
is true to a core principle of its theory and practice—the individual’s right
to liberty within conditions of an open and orderly society (see Figure 3.2).

The five recommendations in our short list are directed to the conser-
vation of a hallowed American educational tradition: the civic mission of
schools (Patrick 2000b, 103-105). This mission entails a core curriculum
available to all students and future citizens, which would enable them to
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learn, “the basic concepts and values underlying our democratic political
community and constitutional order” (Butts, 1989, 308). However, if we
would maintain and advance the civic mission of common schools in the
United States, then we must revitalize it in programs of teacher education,
which produce and nurture the teachers of our children. This must be, as
R. Freeman Butts exclaims, “the first priority in the liberal and professional
education” of social studies teachers. Let us resolve resoundingly to carry
out this “first priority” for the good of our profession and our democracy.

Notes

1. Throughout its history the National Council for the Social Studies (NCSS) has pro-
claimed education for citizenship in a democracy to be the primary goal of social studies edu-
cation; see, for example, Curriculum Standards for Social Studies (Washington, DC: National
Council for the Social Studies, 1994), vii.

2. A previous formulation of the model depicted in Figure 3.1 was developed by John J.
Patrick and published initially in 1999.

3. In his celebrated work, Democracy in America, Alexis de Tocqueville wrote about the
need for voluntary civic and political participation through freely formed civil associations
to maintain the general welfare of civil society and government. He referred to this kind of
responsible civic behavior as “self-interest rightly understood” because through voluntary
contributions of time and effort to the good of the community, the citizens helped one anoth-
er to maintain conditions of public well-being needed for their fruitful pursuit of personal
and private interests and fulfillment. Tocqueville wrote, “The principle of self-interest right-
ly understood is not a lofty one, but it is clear and sure. . . . Each American knows when to
sacrifice some of his private interests to save the rest.” See Volume I of Democracy in Ameri-
ca, Phillips Bradley, editor (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1987, published originally in Paris,
France in 1839), 122-123.

4. The core concepts in Figure 3.2 are derived from widely recognized standard works in
political theory, such as Robert A. Dahl, On Democracy (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press,
1998); David Held, Models of Democracy (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1996); Samuel
P. Huntington, The Third Wave: Democratization in the Late Twentieth Century (Norman: Uni-
versity of Oklahoma Press, 1991); Sanford Lakoff, Democracy: History, Theory, Practice (Boul-
der, CO: Westview Press, 1996); Paul Rahe, Republics, Ancient and Modern (Chapel Hill: University
of North Carolina Press, 1992); Giovanni Sartori, The Theory of Democracy Revisited (Chatham,
NJ: Chatham House Press, 1987); and Alain Touraine, What Is Democracy? (Boulder, CO: West-
view Press, 1997). See also selected articles in Seymour Martin Lipset, ed., The Encyclopedia of
Democracy, Four Volumes, (Washington, DC: Congressicnal Quarterly, Inc., 1995).

5. A previous formulation of this list of core concepts on citizenship in a democracy (Fig-
.ure 3.2) was developed by John J. Patrick and published in 1999.

6. Nie, Junn, and Stehlik-Barry have constructed the concept of “enlightened political
engagement” to denote characteristics of authentic democratic citizenship. Deep under-
standing of core principles of democracy is at the foundation of a citizen's capacity for “enlight-
ened political engagement” (1996, 14-20).

7. An excellent curriculum for teaching elementary and secondary students about core
concepts on democracy and issues connected to them is We the People. . . the Citizen and the
Constitution, published by the Center for Civic Education. This civics curriculum includes
three sets of materials: the first for students in grades 4 or 5, the second for students in grades
7 or 8, and the third for high school students in grades 11 or 12. These instructional materi-
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als can also be used in civics-centered teacher education courses to prepare future social stud-
ies teachers.

8. During the founding era of United States history, there was a continuous and profound
public debate about the meanings and applications of core ideas about political and civic life
such as popular sovereignty, republicanism (representative democracy), federalism, consti-
tutionalism, and liberalism (security for individual rights). The debate was a conflict within
consensus, an argument about how best to implement generally accepted ideas on good gov-
ernment. This type of public debate on our constitutional and political order, anchored in
core ideas of the founding era, has continued throughout United States history and marks
the pivotal points of our national history. Core ideas of the founding era, the primary docu-
ments in which they are embedded, public debates about them, and how to teach the con-
flicts on these core ideas are all treated in John J. Patrick, Founding the Republic: A Documentary
History (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1995).

9. Constitutional issues, rooted in the founding era, are treated in relationship to themes
in United States history in various publications. For example, Greenwood Press has devel-
oped a series of books for teachers on constitutional issues in U.S. history, which might be
used in civics-centered methods of teaching courses. See books in this series, such as Fred-
erick D. Drake and Lynn R. Nelson, States’ Rights and American Federalism: A Documentary His-
tory (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1999); Robert P. Green, Jr., Equal Protection and the African
American Constitutional Experience: A Documentary History (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press,
2000); Sheila Suess Kennedy, Free Expression in America: A Documentary History (Westport, CT:
Greenwood Press, 1999); and John ]. Patrick and Gerald P. Long, Constitutional Debates on Free-
dom of Religion: A Documentary History (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1999).

10. For an extended discussion of the relationship of civic skills to democratic theory and
practice and their relationship to the other components of democratic citizenship in our model,
see John J. Patrick, “Education for Constructive Engagement of Citizens in Democratic Civil
Society and Government,” in Principles and Practices of Education for Democratic Citizenship:
International Perspectives and Projects, edited by Charles F. Bahmueller and John J. Patrick
{Bloomington, IN: ERIC Clearinghouse for Social Studies/Social Science Education, 1999),
41-60.

11. Many democratic theorists have discussed the important relationship between par-
ticipation in government and civil society and the development of intellectual and social cap-
ital necessary for effective participation. See, for example, Robert D. Putnam, “Bowling Alone:
America’s Declining Social Capital,” Journal of Denmocracy 6 {January 1995): 65-78; and see
Samuel P. Huntington, “Democracy for the Long-Haul,” in Consolidating the Third Wave Democ-
racies: Themes and Perspectives, edited by Larry Diamond, Marc F. Plattner, Yun-han Chu, and
Hung-mao Tien (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997), 3-13.

12. Although advocates have traced the roots of issue-centered or problem-based civic
education as far back as Socrates, in the United States the origin of the approach is most com-
monly associated with the Progressive era. Progressive-era leaders such as Henry Bourne,
John Dewey, Arthur William Dunn, Jeremiah Jenks, William Heard Kilpatrick, Colonel Fran-
cis Parker, and David Snedden, to name a few, advocated some version of the in-depth study
of social problems to develop in students the capacity for good citizenship. The seminal 1916
report of the National Education Association (NEA) Committee on the Social Studies reflects
the prevailing attitudes of many Progressive-era leaders by featuring issue-centered civic
education as a primary method of civics instruction. For a discussion of Progressive-era
antecedents to issue-centered civic education see Thomas S. Vontz and William A. Nixon,
“Issue-Centered Civic Education Among Early Adolescents in the United States and Abroad,”
in Principles and Practices of Education for Democratic Citizenship, edited by Charles F. Bah-
mueller and John }. Patrick (Bloomington, IN: ERIC Clearinghouse for Social Studies/Social
Science Education, 1999), 141-161.
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13. First implemented in California in 1992 and expanded into a national program in 1995,
Project Citizen was developed and promoted by the Center for Civic Education and the Nation-
al Conference of State Legislators. For an extended discussion of Project Citizen and its effect
on the civic development of adolescent students in Indiana, Latvia, and Lithuania, see Thomas
S. Vontz, Kim K. Metcalf, and John ]. Patrick, Project Citizen and the Civic Development of Ado-
lescent Students in Indiana, Latvia, and Lithuania (Bloomington, IN: ERIC Clearinghouse for
Social Studies/Social Science Education, 2000).

14. Project Citizen is similar to a variety of other proposals that call for students to delib-
erate about public policy issues. For an excellent discussion of the benefits of student engage-
ment in real public policy issues and a proposal to employ a different mode! of public policy
analysis see Walter C. Parker, “Toward an Aristocracy of Everyone: Policy Study in the High
School Curriculum.” Theory and Research in Social Education 27 (Winter 1999): 9-44.

15. For an extended discussion of the NIF and its effect on civic development of students
see Ira Peng, “Effects of Public Deliberation on High School Students: Bridging the Discon-
nection Between Young People and Public Life,” in Education for Civic Engagement in Denoc-
racy: Service Learning and Other Promising Practices, edited by Sheilah Mann and John J. Patrick
(Bloomington, IN: ERIC Clearinghouse for Social Studies/Social Science Education, 2000),
73-87.

16. Advocates of character education often trace its roots to classical philosophers such as
Aristotle. Aristotle’s conception of practical wisdom or phronesis—knowledge that guides
one’s conduct (as opposed to theoretical or technical knowledge)—is seen as an important
antecedent to the character education movement. “In the case of conduct,” Aristotle declared,
“the end consists not in gaining theoretical knowledge but rather in putting our knowledge
into practice.” Practical wisdom, according to Aristotle, was the highest form of knowledge
because it helped to shape the individual virtues that form character and helped to organize
them in the best way possible given some experience. Thus, the practical knowledge or wis-
dom that formed and shaped a person’s character was not the application of technical or the-
oretical knowledge; rather, it was the kind of knowledge that governed one’s behavior and
made possible a virtuous life. See Steven S. Tigner, “Character Education: Outline of a Seven-
Point Program.” Journal of Education 175 (Spring 1993): 13-22.

17. In the United States, character education, with varying degrees of emphasis, has been
a part of teaching and learning from the founding of our republic to the present. During the
20th century, the current character education reform movement can be viewed as a revival
of the character education movement of the 1920s. Character education flourished during the
1920s in response to the irresponsible behavior of youth, which is often cited as a justifica-
tion for current efforts in character development. The character education reform movement
of the 1920s steadily declined in the decades that followed. Increasing pluralism, logical pos-
itivism, relativism, secularism, individualism, and a series of Supreme Court decisions that
made educators reluctant to teach values, contributed to the decline and eventual demise of
the 1920s movement, which had enough momentum to sustain itself into the 1950s. Although
claims about its direct influence on the demise of the 1920s movement are spurious, the release
of large-scale study on character education conducted by Hugh Hartshorne and Mark May,
conducted from 1928 to 1930, concluded that character education programs of the decade
had little influence on student behavior. See B. Edward McClellan, Schools and the Shaping of
Character: Moral Education in America, 1607-Present (Bloomington, IN: ERIC Clearinghouse for
Social Studies/Social Science Education, 1992). See also Alan L. Lockwood, “Character Edu-
cation: The Ten Percent Solution.” Social Education 55 (April/May 1991): 246-248) and James
S. Leming, “Whither Goes Character Education? Objectives, Pedagogy, and Research in Edu-
cation Programs.” in Journal of Education 175 (Spring 1993): 11-34.

18. Conflict resolution, issue-centered education, social and moral development, ethical
decision making, violence prevention, service learning, values education/clarification, citi-
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zenship education, multicultural education, safety education, resiliency education, life skills
programs, and tolerance education all contain a character education component. In addition,
the content, pedagogy, and scope of current character education initiatives vary greatly. Some
initiatives emphasize traits of character that focus on the individual while others emphasize
those traits that are connected to the community. Some character education initiatives empha-
size “moral development,” others “neutral” traits of character (e.g., honesty), while others
emphasize those traits of character Americans share regardless of their ethnic, cultural, or
religious backgrounds. Character education can be conducted as a lesson, as a unit, or as a
class in social studies or other subjects of the curriculum. In addition, character education
may be implemented across subjects as school-wide or district-wide initiatives. Role model-
ing, literature, direct instruction, biography, and participation in school governance have
been used to cultivate good character.

19. For a discussion of the relationship of civic education and character education see
Jacques S. Benninga, “Schools, Character Development, and Citizenship,” in The Construc-
tion of Children’s Character. Ninety-Sixth Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Educa-
tion. Part 2, edited by Alex Molnar (Chicago: National Society for the Study of Education,
1997), 17-30.

20. The degree to which civic dispositions generally, and which ones specifically, con-
tribute to the maintenance and improvement of democracies is a contested issue among dem-
ocratic theorists. For an overview of competing theories see William A. Galston, “Liberal
Virtues and the Formation of Civic Character,” in Seedbeds of Virtue: Sources of Competence,
Character, and Citizenship in American Society, edited by Mary Ann Glendon and David Blanken-
horn (Lanham, MD: Madison Books, 1995), 35-60.

21. Lawrence E. Cremin wrote insightfully about the inevitable paradox of political social-
ization in a free and open society in which transmission of democratic principles and tradi-
tions necessarily involves the individual’s right to liberation as well as security in a stable
community. He said, “On the one hand, schooling, like every other agency of deliberate nur-
ture, socializes: it tends to convey the prevailing values and attitudes of the community or
subcommunity that sponsors it. On the other hand, schooling, insofar as it exposes individ-
uals to people and ideas not already encountered at home or in church, liberates and extends.
As with the printed matter that is the essence of its instruction, schooling opens the mind to
new options and new possibilities. Hence the outcomes of schooling are almost invariably
contradictory. Schooling—like education in general—never liberates without at the same time
limiting. It never frees without at the same time socializing. The question is not whether one
or the other is occurring in isolation but what the balance is, and to what end, and in light of
what alternatives.” See Lawrence A. Cremin, Traditions of American Education (New York: Basic
Books, 1977), 36-37.
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Beyond the Methods Course: Civics
as the Program Core in
Elementary Teacher Education

Terrence C. Mason and Diane Yendol Silva

When we think of civic education we often recall a course in high school
where we studied American political institutions, the beliefs and values
that constitute the foundation of our system of government, and the ori-
gin of our democratic republic. But students’ understanding of what it
means to assume what Jefferson referred to as the “office of citizen” takes
root long before this high school class. In both explicit and implicit ways,
the curriculum of the elementary school provides a foundation for civic
responsibility. For this reason, it is imperative that elementary school teach-
ers be well prepared to guide their students toward an understanding of
the roles and responsibilities that citizens of a democratic society must
assume.

At a time when many teachers are being asked to focus their efforts on
the “basic skills” of literacy and numeracy, teacher educators must not lose
sight of the fact that a fundamental purpose of our educational system is
to prepare individuals to exercise their rights and carry out their civic
responsibilities in thoughtful ways. So how can we best prepare prospec-
tive elementary school teachers to instill in their students a commitment
to the spirit of democracy in combination with the knowledge, skills, and
dispositions needed to participate actively as citizens? In this chapter we
will identify some of the key features of teacher education programs that
seek to accomplish this goal and describe the elements of two programs
that have been designed, at least in part, to promote civic values. First, let
us turn to the unique features of the elementary school learner that pro-
vide the context for these early forms of civic education.
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Teaching for Citizenship and the Elementary School Child

The question whether young learners, those of elementary-school age,
possess the capacity to learn the abstract concepts that form the basis of
the school curriculum has long been a source of debate in the field of edu-
cation. From Jerome Bruner’s assertion that “any idea or problem or body
of knowledge can be presented in a form simple enough so that any par-
ticular learner can understand it in a recognizable form” (Bruner 1960, 33)
to the “expanding environments” formulation of social studies curriculum
(Hanna 1963) to Diane Ravitch’s critique of that model to the advocates of
“developmentally appropriate practice” (Bredekamp 1987) and their recent
detractors (Cannella 1998; Zimiles 2000), educators have grappled with the
issue of whether abstract ideas can be meaningfully understood by young
students with limited experience who may not have reached intellectual
maturity.

Research on children’s acquisition of social studies concepts has also
informed our understanding of how young children comprehend the con-
tent of the social studies curriculum and suggests that we must not under-
estimate young children’s potential to grasp aspects of complex ideas (see
for example, Berti and Bombi 1984; Connell 1969; Hess and Torney 1967;
Barton 1997). At the same time we know that there are limits to children’s
capacity to reason (Piagetians would say they think “differently,” but they
still don’t use the same reasoning as adults). For example, it is unlikely that
children who have not yet reached Piaget’s stage of formal operations
would be able to exhibit “principled political tolerance” (Seiderman, Brody
and Kuklinski 1991) unless they had been exposed to relevant teaching,
and they had achieved a certain level of development with regard to moral
reasoning {Kohlberg 1969). So we are left with the dilemma of providing
meaningful educational experiences that are both sufficiently challenging
and within the grasp of our learners.

While we will not insert ourselves here into the complexities of this
debate, we take the position, based on our reading of the relevant research
and theory, that children construct knowledge in the form of concepts
through interaction with teachers, parents, peers, educational materials,
the media, and other elements of the social, emotional, and intellectual
environment. These interactions build upon basic human dispositions to
understand one’s world and gain competence for effective and responsi-
ble participation within it. Learners’ prior experiences influence both how
learning occurs and the kind of learning that takes place; knowledge is not
simply transmitted from one person or text to another but is acted upon
and transformed by the learner through his or her prior experience and
knowledge (both affective and cognitive). Complex ideas, such as those
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that form the basis of the civics curriculum, are acquired gradually through
a process of active experience and reflection through which simple, con-
crete ideas become progressively more abstract, differentiated, and com-
plex. If we accept this essentially constructivist model of learning, then an
understanding of such principles as due process, pluralism, or popular sover-
eignty that'students are expected to gain in high school will be understood
only to the extent that prior concepts, such as fairness, consent, respect,
and responsibility, have been introduced and acquired earlier. Thus, the
role of the elementary social studies curriculum should be grounded in
experiences that emphasize these fundamental concepts and render them
meaningful to young learners. These concepts, of course, are not only the
building blocks of subsequent, more complex understandings, but consti-
tute the “universal values” that form the basis of all education (Touraine
1998).

Challenges of Bringing Civics Content into the Teaching Methods Course

What can teacher educators do to increase the likelihood that the qual-
ity of social studies teaching will be enhanced by their efforts with prospec-
tive teachers? In this section, we will address how a conceptually based
approach to teacher education that integrates civic education concepts can
be a context for enhancing the elementary social studies curriculum and
improving the prospective teacher’s pedagogical content knowledge (PCK).

In its definition of the social studies, the National Council for the Social
Studies emphasizes “the integrated study of the social sciences and human-
ities to promote civic competence” (NCSS 1993). We concur with Patrick
and Vontz in this volume (see Chapter 3) that the foundation for civic com-
petence lies in the development of knowledge, skills, and dispositions relat-
ed to core concepts about the principles and practices of citizenship in a
democracy.' In their four-component model for civic education (knowl-
edge, intellectual skills, participatory skills, and dispositions), Patrick and
Vontz identify a set of concepts that form the basis of successful civic par-
ticipation by citizens in a democratic republic. These concepts fall into such
categories as representative democracy (republicanism), constitutionalism,
rights (liberalism), citizenship, civil society (free and open social system),
market economy (free and open economic system), and types of public
issues in a democracy, such as those arising from the inevitable tensions
between majority rule and minority rights or liberty and equality. While a
formal and deep understanding of these principles and issues may con-
stitute the life work of a citizen in our society, we believe, as suggested ear-
lier, that certain “pre-concepts” must be addressed during the elementary
school years. As a means of illustrating the relationship between the more
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abstract concepts discussed by Patrick and Vontz and those that we feel
should form the basis of an elementary civics curriculum, we will explore
a few examples here in detail.

In Figure 4.1 we have identified some civic concepts, the “pre-concepts”
that are associated with them, and ways that they can be integrated into
the elementary and teacher education classroom. Taking “citiZenship” as
an example, elementary students must first understand that they have both
rights and responsibilities within the social worlds they inhabit, including
the school and classroom. These can be rendered concrete by working as
a class to formulate a set of classroom rules through a democratic process
of deliberation, compromise, and consensus. Such a process can focus on
minority rights as well as majority rule and the need for effective and
responsible participation. Teacher educators can create an appreciation for
democratic values by engaging their students in decision making about
issues and problems that may arise for students in the classroom. Eliciting
students’ participation in the formation of class policies (rules and proce-
dures) can model for them the importance of seeking “the consent of the
governed” as we enact our teaching practices. Similarly, self-efficacy and
empathy can be seen as pre-concepts for democratic participation, as gain-
ing a sense of empowerment or efficacy could form a foundation for social
action and participation in public affairs. Developing empathy leads to the
capacity to integrate multiple perspectives, tolerance, and appreciation of
others.? The use of service learning with both prospective teachers and ele-
mentary students can also offer opportunities to gain empathy as well as
consciousness of important social problems and strategies for resolving
them.

As we seek to situate civics at the center of teacher education, how do
we avoid slipping into the “modeling and exhortation” mode that has char-
acterized many teacher education methods courses and programs? We sug-
gest that the infusion of civics-based content throughout the program
combined with an emphasis on the development of civics pedagogical con-
tent knowledge (civics PCK) may provide a means of resolving this dilem-
ma. But what is meant by “civics PCK,” how does it constitute a useful and
viable framework for elementary teacher education, and what types of
practices would be emphasized in such a program? To address these ques-
tions, let us turn to a discussion of civics PCK and its implications for teacher
education curriculum.

Prospective teachers, like many citizens of the United States, possess
weak conceptions of democracy that in turn limit their knowledge of how
to teach elementary children about democratic citizenship. As a result, two
types of teacher knowledge, content knowledge and pedagogical content
knowledge, become tightly coupled as teacher educators explore ways to
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Figure 4.1
Sample Civics Concepts in Elementary Education
Concept* Elementary Elementary Methods Used in
“Pre-Concepts”  Teaching Practices Teacher Ed.
Citizenship rights and students participate | decision making
responsibilities in the formulation of | about course
classroom rules procedures
standards, evaluation
criteria, etc.**
Constitutionalism rules, fairness students write a instructor negotiates
classroom content of syllabus;
constitution to signed and “ratified”
formalize classroom by the students
rules, privileges
Civic Identity group membership | classroom meetings students take
to resolve problems, responsibility for
teacher and student class activities,
concerns leading discussions
preparing questions,
etc.
Pluralism similarities and inquiry projects on service learning

differences, equality,
tolerance, respect

family and
community history
focusing on
appreciation of
diversity

projects that focus on
community needs,
resolving social
inequities

Civic Participation

self-efficacy,
empathy

service learning
projects

service learning for
pre-service
teachers™*

*Taken from Patrick and Vontz (2001).
**As an example of this, Professor Patricia Avery of the University of Minnesota asks her edu-
cation students to work in small groups to decide on a policy for dealing with work submit-
ted late. She observes the group deliberations then holds a class discussicn about the form
and content of the groups’ decision making process and its relation to democratic participa-

tion.

**See Boyle-Baise (2001, Chapter 8 of this volume).
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develop prospective teachers. In the case of civic education, teacher edu-
cation programs must begin by recognizing the importance of developing
prospective teachers’ understanding of the content-specific components
of democracy (Patrick and Vontz, see Chapter 3). Prospective teachers can
take courses in general education focusing on civic content knowledge.
Teacher education programs can also offer opportunities for prospective
teachers to learn the key concepts associated with citizenship. For exam-
ple, in an effort to deepen prospective teacher understanding of civic val-
ues in Florida, the state’s Law-Related Education Association partners with
the University of Florida teacher education program to offer workshops
where prospective teachers interact with state judges, other representa-
tives of the legal profession, and community members involved in pro-
moting education for democracy.

Although a conceptual understanding of democracy provides the under-
pinnings for becoming a civic educator, prospective teachers must also con-
struct the pedagogical content knowledge necessary for citizenship education.
Building on the work of Grossman (1990), Shulman (1986, 1987), and Mag-
nusson et al. (1999), we define pedagogical content knowledge as the
teacher’s ability to transform content knowledge into pedagogy by con-
structing learning experiences that organize and represent the knowledge
and processes of a content area in light of particular contexts and students.
The construction of PCK is an intellectually demanding and complex activ-
ity that cannot be captured in a “teacher proof” curriculum. PCK requires
the teacher to be a skilled decision maker who integrates and crafts the fea-
tures of content, context, students, self, and pedagogy in unique ways.
Developing teachers as decision makers who can cultivate pedagogical
content knowledge around civic education is essential within teacher edu-
cation programs committed to educating for citizenship in a democracy.
As a result, teacher educators face two key questions. What types of PCK
do prospective teachers need to teach civics? How do we develop a PCK
of civic education?

The four components of civic education offered by Patrick and Vontz
(see Chapter 3 of this volume)—civic knowledge, intellectual skills, civic dis-
positions, and participatory skills—offer insight into the question about “what
types of PCK to develop.” According to Patrick and Vontz, civic knowledge
includes helping children understand the principles and practices of citi-
zenship and government in a democracy. Through social studies methods
courses, prospective teachers can become familiar with resources that sup-
port elementary students’ development of civic knowledge. By focusing
on the “pre-concepts” that underlie the knowledge and skills required of
citizens, as we have suggested previously, we prepare elementary teach-
ers to engage young learners in meaningful civic education. Curricula such
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as We the People. . . The Citizen and the Constitution (Center for Civic Edu-
cation 1998) and Web-based resources that provide examples of primary
documents related to civic concepts (e.g., The Library of Congress” Amer-
ican Memory Web site (http://www.lcweb2.loc.gov/ammem) can bring the
content of civic education to elementary students. Additionally, primary

‘resources coupled with opportunities for children to engage in “imagina-
tive entry” (Levstik and Barton 2001) can provide children opportunities
to assume the perspectives of citizens from another time or place. By famil-
iarizing prospective teachers with resources that support the study of civics
concepts, teacher education programs can offer a strong basis for elemen-
tary students’ civics content development.

The intellectual skills of citizenship include helping children identify issues
of civic life as well as analyzing, explaining, evaluating, and defending
their own positions. Parker and Hess (2001} recommend discussions and
seminars as vehicles for cultivating the intellectual skills of citizenship.?
Prospective teachers can develop PCK in civics by watching, engaging in,
analyzing, and conducting their own discussions and seminars around
public issues. Wolk (1998) suggests that the inquiry project is another use-
ful intellectual tool for helping elementary children define, explore, and
experience civic questions. Similarly, Levstik and Barton (2001) describe
disciplined reflective inquiry as a tool for developing children’s intellec-
tual skills. Additionally, social studies can be combined with language arts
to promote descriptive, analytical, and persuasive writing as pedagogical
strategies that promote these civic-minded intellectual skills (Gallavan
1997).

Civic dispositions are also central to citizenship education and these
include helping children care about the common good of the community,
the dignity of each person, the rights possessed equally by each person,
and the importance of participating responsibly and effectively in politi-
cal/civic life. To these ends, literature and social studies classes can part-
ner to help prospective teachers identify and use children’s literature that
captures these civic dispositions and the character-related underpinnings.
The Heartwood Foundation’s Elementary Collection provides a model for
using children’s literature to teach civics-related concepts.

Participatory skills of citizenship in a democracy include promoting com-
mon interests, monitoring and deliberating about issues, implementing
decisions, and working with others toward action. Programs like We the
People. . . Project Citizen, a program developed and administered by the
Center for Civic Education, and service learning activities can provide vehi-
cles for upper-elementary children to develop the participatory skills of
citizenship. Similarly, engaging prospective teachers in democratically
organized teacher education classrooms offers them opportunities to expe-
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rience democratic participation first-hand, and these experiences serve as
a model for how they can structure their own classrooms as elementary
school teachers.

Although these kinds of activities contribute to prospective teachers’
development of civics PCK, they only scratch the surface. For example,
social studies methods courses can only offer a sampling of the many ways
to develop civic knowledge, dispositions, intellectual skills, and partici-
patory skills. In fact, many practicing teachers suggest that PCK doesn’t
develop until prospective teachers begin making their own decisions as
they are working with children in their own classrooms. If this is the case,
then teacher educators must go beyond providing a sampling of civic edu-
cation pedagogy to help prospective teachers begin identifying the con-
ceptual underpinnings of PCK. Once prospective teachers are aware of the
concepts that underlie PCK and are familiar with the attributes of power-
ful civics teaching, they can become active constructors of civics PCK.
Teacher inquiry serves as a tool for prospective teachers to begin con-
structing their own PCK by raising questions about content in civics, ped-
agogical strategies, the school and classroom context, their students, available
resources, and their own beliefs. As a result of asking these questions,
prospective teachers can begin to study systematically their own practice.
Through this process of inquiry, the teacher becomes a curricular decision-
maker who constructs his or her own civics PCK.

If these ideas offer insight into what we teach prospective teachers, the
second question that teacher educators must address is how do we devel-
op a PCK of civic education? As noted, the development of prospective
teacher PCK is highly complex, requiring teachers to become pedagogical
and curriculum-decision-makers. To develop teachers as decision-makers,
we believe the development of PCK must go beyond modeling particular
pedagogical techniques within a subject area. Developing prospective
teacher civic PCK requires a multi-layered approach that builds civic knowl-
edge, teaches powerful pedagogy, provides experience-based knowledge
of the pedagogy, and helps prospective teachers make explicit connections
among these components.

As we seek to promote the development of civics PCK in prospective
teachers, we must also push teacher education beyond teaching about
democracy to a more complex multilayered approach of teaching about,
for, and in democracy. Toward this end several guiding principles may be
useful here to help us identify the attributes that contribute to the devel-
opment of civics PCK within teacher education programs. These include
(1) linking professional education with general education, (2) setting pro-
grammatic goals and themes related to civic education, (3) integrating civics
throughout the teacher education professional program curriculum, and

T by
-, Y

/8



Terrence C. Mason and Diane Yendol Silva 73

(4) making explicit connections between the core concepts in civics and the
activities students engage in, as well as creating commitments to civic edu-
cation principles and practices. To illustrate how these four attributes can
be incorporated into a civics-based teacher education program, we will
draw upon examples from two elementary teacher education programs:
Indiana University’s Democracy, Diversity, and Social Justice and the Uni-
versity of Florida’s Unified PROTEACH. Before turning to these four attrib-
utes, we briefly describe each of these programs.

Democracy, Diversity, and Social Justice (DDS])

In an effort to reconceptualize its teacher education programs, the School
of Education at Indiana University, Bloomington has developed an inno-
vative undergraduate program for preparing elementary school teachers
that focuses on the important role of teachers and schools in the creation
of a just, inclusive, and democratic society. Not surprisingly given the pro-
gram’s title, a key curriculum focus is the development of forms of civic
competence, particularly those that foster critical perspectives on the role
of the school in society. In this program students study, experience, and
discuss the values and underlying beliefs that are critical to the growth of
a democratic public education system and a democratic society. Through
courses that are interdisciplinary, team-taught, and in some cases field-
based, DDSJ focuses on critical reflection, school/university/community
partnerships, and inquiry. By focusing on the principles articulated in its
program title, DDSJ shifts the focus of teacher education from a techni-
cal/rational model of teacher preparation to one of principled commitment
to values that are connected to the purposes of education in a democracy.
In doing so, DDSJ addresses some of the guiding principles for a civics-
based teacher education that we have identified here.*

Unified Elementary PROTEACH Program

The University of Florida Unified Elementary PROTEACH Program is
a large-scale teacher education program committed to providing the State
of Florida with a strong pool of future teacher leaders committed to democ-
racy and equity. This five-year program, resulting in a Masters Degree with
preparation in both elementary and special education, targets developing
elementary teachers who are prepared to teach all children. This commit-
ment requires the program to prepare teachers who are capable of creat-
ing supportive classrooms for diverse student populations and working
collaboratively with school personnel, families, and members of the com-
munity to develop alternative ways of educating all children, including
those who have traditionally been labeled hard-to-teach and hard-to-man-
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age. PROTEACH seeks to develop reflective teachers who are committed
to educational equity and student empowerment. Although the title of the
program does not explicitly indicate a focus on democracy, the underpin-
nings of the program clearly do. Additionally, the program’s commitment
to nurturing leadership, educating all children, celebrating diversity, facil-
itating empowerment, creating community, and exploring issues of equi-
ty are central to developing civic competence in both prospective teachers
and elementary children. Finally, the strength of the PROTEACH program
lies in this emphasis on democratic education not just within a few tar-
geted courses but rather in its programmatic infusion of teaching for democ-
racy. Let us consider some specific ways that DDSJ and the Unified Elementary
PROTEACH Program reflect the four attributes of a teacher education pro-
gram focused on civics PCK.

Linking Professional Education and General Education

In order to link professional education with general education, core
civics concepts should be emphasized in the liberal arts preparation prospec-
tive teachers receive during their undergraduate experience. Also, in cre-
ating a coherent experience, efforts should be made to connect the learning
that occurs in general education courses, particularly those in the liberal
arts and social sciences, with education courses so that students can see
the relevance of the content in those courses to teaching. DDSJ recognizes
the importance of these connections. For example, rather than mandating
specific courses, DDS] makes an effort to link general and professional edu-
cation by asking students to select from a wide range of courses within
areas (language arts, the arts, mathematics, science, social studies) that
reflect students’ interests. In an effort to prepare prospective teachers to
become change agents within school settings, DDS] students are encour-
aged to take courses that will enhance their understanding of social issues;
cultural, ethnic, and social diversity; economic, political, and historical
understanding; philosophical and aesthetic inquiry; and social action.
Another feature of the program is the “inquiry base,” a set of courses con-
nected to a student selected inquiry project related to issues of schooling
and society (e.g., gender, social class, culture, language, political and eco-
nomic dimensions of civic life). Finally, the courses taken in the School of
Education are designed to promote the “intellectual life” of students by
linking the practical issues of teaching to the philosophical and moral
dimensions of schooling and by making explicit the connections to the con-
ceptual understanding promoted by many of the general education cours-
es prospective teachers take,: "

Also central to DDS] is the integration of general and professional edu-
cation around themes of democracy, diversity, and social justice. These
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themes provide a coherent education for prospective teachers that empha-
sizes the important civic function of teachers and schools. As a part of a
broader, university-wide initiative to integrate teacher education with the
Arts and Sciences (Indiana University’s 21st Century Project), a specific
focus on civic education has been created. During the freshman and soph-
omore years, education students take topical seminars in history and polit-
ical science that explore social science issues in depth by emphasizing
critical thinking, reading and writing, multiple perspectives, and social sci-
ence inquiry, all of which are central to the civic skills, intellectual and par-
ticipatory, referred to by Patrick and Vontz (see Chapter 3 of this volume).
The teaching of these skills and concepts will then be incorporated into the
content methods courses students take as a part of their professional pro-
gram. Initially, this project will be introduced with secondary social stud-
ies majors, but will eventually it will be offered to elementary education
majors also.

Although linking early general education coursework to professional
education offers great possibility for enhancing prospective teacher con-
tent knowledge in the area of democratic education, the effort is problem-
atic at the University of Florida since many prospective teachers take most
of their general education coursework prior to entering the teacher edu-
cation program. In some cases, the students have taken this coursework at
other institutions or community colleges making a meaningful link between
general education and professional education early in their teacher prepa-
ration virtually impossible.

One way the PROTEACH program has tried to address this tension,
however, is to create partnerships with faculty in the Liberal Arts and Social
Sciences focused on co-constructing and delivering courses that provide a
strong knowledge base for the content-specific methods courses. To do this,
the program couples, for example, the social studies methods course with
a social science course. This course, in much the same way as Indiana Uni-
versity’s topical seminars, helps prospective teachers understand multiple
perspectives and the interactions of these perspectives using historical and
geographical lenses with explicit attention to illuminating issues of democ-
racy. One of the hallmarks of this effort is that the Liberal Arts coursework
is not only coupled with the social studies methods course but also a field
- experience, which provides the possibility of developing prospective teach-
ers’ civics PCK as they work in classrooms with elementary children.

Programmatic Goals Related to Civic Education

If we are to advance the goals of civic education in our teacher educa-
tion programs, we must move beyond addressing issues in civics solely in
our social studies methods courses. The concepts and principles that form
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the basis for participation by citizens in their democracy should be inte-
grated into the conceptual framework of teacher education programs as a
whole. For example, if the principle of democratic participation is articu-
lated as a fundamental goal of a teacher education program, then faculty
should work toward using democratic classroom practices throughout the
program. Also, issues of civic responsibility and social justice could be
incorporated into courses and experiences that deal with science and tech-
nology and the ethical and equity questions that we face in these areas,
such as the issue of equal access to information technology and the social
costs of “virtual” vs. “real” experience.

The following statements that appear in the DDS]J program description
literature illustrate how a strong civics focus is incorporated into the pro-
gram goals:

Democracy is the foundation for building a community that values and pro-
motes equality and opportunity for all people. This is also the foundation for
DDSJ and requires that all of us—faculty, public school teachers, and uni-
versity students—join together to create intellectually stimulating relation-
ships and conversations.

We live in a diverse world. We have different backgrounds, experiences, abil-
ities, cultures, languages, and ways of knowing. In DDS] we don't see these
differences as deficiencies or problems, but as essential contributions in a
democratic society. We seek to understand how best to educate all students.

Equality and social justice are themes that underlie the entire DDSJ curricu-
lum. Education that makes a difference is education that is connected to
action. Courses in DDS] focus on how inequities in public schools and soci-
ety impact teaching and learning. Our goal is to help alter and improve schools
in ways that foster both educational and social change. Together, we focus
on the moral nature of teaching and how to improve schools so that democ-
racy and social justice are at the core of the curriculum.

By using such terms as democracy, equality, opportunity, community, and
social change to describe the program as a whole and by organizing cours-
es and educational experiences around these themes, the designers of the
DDS] program have sought to ensure that these important civic education
concepts will form the foundation for the program. In a large-scale teacher
education program such as Unified PROTEACH, program goals can unify
faculty around a shared vision. For example, Unified PROTEACH uses
program goals to clarify their shared commitment to democratic educa-
tion. According to Ross, McCallum, and Lane (2001, 4), faculty at the Uni-
versity of Florida have developed the Unified Elementary PROTEACH
Program by attending to the intellectual and professional development of
teachers that a democratic society demands.

82



Terrence C. Mason and Diane Yendol Silva 77

This program is based on two programmatic themes. The first theme,
Democratic Values, drawn from the program description literature, rests on
the shared belief that teachers within a democratic society must value equi-
ty in education and society. Prospective teachers must be able to work col-
laboratively with others to develop alternative ways of educating our
diverse population, and they must accept responsibility for the learning of
all children. To these ends, the Unified Elementary PROTEACH faculty
members embrace a broad definition of diversity that includes ethnic and
national heritage, special educational needs, gender, sexual orientation,
social class, and religion.

The second theme, knowledge of content and inclusive pedagogy, drawn
from the program description literature, is also central to the Unified Ele-
mentary PROTEACH mission because content is constantly expanding
and teachers are increasingly asked to make decisions about what and how
to teach. The program'’s aim is to help prospective teachers develop knowl-
edge of subject area content, including but not limited to civics, democra-
cy, and American history. Acquiring this content knowledge is central to
identifying and organizing appropriate direction for inclusive elementary
instruction that facilitates all students’ learning. These two themes provide
an example of how elementary teacher education programs can use pro-
grammatic goals and themes to provide a framework for prospective teacher
development in civic education. :

Integrating Civics Throughout the Professional Program

One of the persistent problems in education, particularly at the ele-
mentary level, is the overcrowded curriculum. Teachers are being asked
to teach an increasingly broad range of subject matter and, as a result, often
find difficulty doing justice to the content they address. As Wiggins (1985,
45) asserts: :

The inescapable dilemma at the heart of curriculum and instruction must,
once and for all, be made clear: either teaching everything of importance
reduces it to trivial, forgettable verbalisms or lists; or schooling is a necessar-
ily inadequate apprenticeship, where “preparation” means something quite
humble: learning to know and do a few things quite well and leaving out
much of importance.

One solution to the overcrowded curriculum is finding ways to inte-
grate content areas and thereby address more than one subject area at a
time. To accomplish this without compromising the integrity of the sub-
jects themselves is not a simple matter (Alleman and Brophy 1994; Mason
1996). If we follow Wiggins’ lead, a particular kind of curriculum integra-
tion is needed at the elementary level. Curriculum integration for the ele-
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mentary school should be organized around “big ideas” or concepts that
can lend focus and coherence to the curriculum and avoid the tendency to
combine subjects for the sake of convenience or efficiency. Concepts in
civics, such as liberty, equality, democracy, constitutionalism, justice, rights,
and responsibilities can serve as the organizing core for elementary stu-
dents as they study history and geography, explore children’s literature,
engage in opportunities for authentic writing, or develop appreciation of
various forms of artistic expression.

If integration is essential, teacher education must ensure that prospec-
tive teachers understand the core concepts in civics, see their relationship
to other subject matter areas, and know how to integrate them in mean-
ingful ways into pedagogical methods that constitute not only quality
instruction in civics but also in language arts, history, geography, etc. Inter-
disciplinary methods courses that emphasize integrative concepts could
offer opportunities for students to engage in forms of curriculum inquiry
and development projects that could provide them with concrete experi-
ence in creating meaningful forms of integrated curriculum.

In addition to these more general ways that civic and democratic val-
ues are infused, more specific forms of content integration involving civics
concepts occur in certain DDS] courses. Let us consider some examples of
integration. In a course entitled Learning in Social Context, students explore
learning theories, student diversity, and the role of communication and
language in the classroom. As they investigate these topics, they focus on
essential questions that guide them toward understanding how children
learn and the social factors that influence their learning. For example, in
what ways does the school experience affect elementary students’ devel-
oping conceptions of social justice? How do the school, the community,
and society at large interact to form the educational context for the ele-
mentary school student? An emphasis on socio-cultural learning theories
(Cazden 1988; Rogoff 1990) helps students view learning less as an indi-
vidual process and more as a phenomenon that occurs in cooperation and
interaction with others in multiple, diverse contexts. Issues of power and
the role of language in classrooms are analyzed, and student exceptional-
ity is considered within a systems orientation (Delpit 1988). Thus, demo-
cratic, inclusive frameworks for understanding how children learn form
the basis for understanding how schooling is organized in our society.

Courses that focus specifically on curriculum and pedagogy are inter-
disciplinary in nature, thus they integrate multiple content areas with many
civics-related concepts. A course devoted to teaching and learning in social
studies, language arts (reading and writing), and visual arts emphasizes
the role of literacy in a democratic society and how to foster appreciation
for fairness, diversity, responsibility, individual and group rights, and the
common good. The course includes activities that are intended to enhance
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undergraduates’ understanding of the origins of our democratic institu-
tions as well as prepare them to engage young learners in investigating
civic issues and practices (e.g., We the People. . . Project Citizen 1998, and
Levstik and Barton’s Doing History 2001). As students learn how to use lit-
erature circles with elementary school children, they use examples from
children’s literature that focus on important civic ideals and concepts. In
another integrated methods course addressing mathematics and science,
students learn how to engage in culturally relevant forms of pedagogy in
math, and how to guide young learners in inquiry-based science. A semi-
nar on technology integration will address how to use new instructional
technologies with all students and how to bridge the “digital divide” for
those students who may not have equal access to these technologies. In
these ways DDS]J provides integrated curriculum around its core values
preparing elementary school teachers for a civics-oriented curriculum.

The PROTEACH program also seeks to provide integrated teacher edu-
cation curriculum based on the program themes. These themes tie togeth-
er each semester of coursework. For example, the children’s literature
faculty describes their course as providing prospective teachers with the
opportunity to explore issues of freedom, justice, equity, and multiple per-
spectives within their Children’s Literature course:

We inquire into issues of freedom using books about slavery, reconstruction,
civil rights, and modern yearnings for freedom. . . . A democracy is supposed
to represent justice for all so the books we share in virtually all of the genres
emphasize this focus.... In poetry we read poems of Laurence Dunbar and
other great poets that deal with identity issues and quests for freedom, equi-
ty, and justice. In realistic fiction we emphasize books about minority pop-
ulations and other cultures and books about kids who are different and don’t
fit in—where is the justice for them? The course also uses nonfiction books
about child labor and other social justice issues.

This type of integration continues throughout the PROTEACH semes-
ters. For example, during the senior year the language arts and social stud-
ies methods courses co-teach around the shared themes of democracy,
diversity, and literacy (DDL). During that semester, prospective teachers
inquire into their personal and professional selves by constructing a criti-
cal autobiography where they explore their own positions on the issues of
democracy, equity, justice, diversity, etc. Additionally, during this semes-
ter, the focus is on creating a community of inquiry where prospective
teachers raise questions within the DDL community about the purpose of
public schools, who has been well-served by public schools and who has
not, and why? These questions emerge naturally as students explore the
core concepts of social studies and discuss various approaches to and pur-
poses for writing in the integrated language arts class. In addition to inte-
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grating the content of democracy, this community is organized around
pedagogy targeted at giving all members a voice in the community and
the importance of creating a similar type of community in K-6 classrooms
as well.

Making Explicit Connections and Developing Commitments to
Democracy

For civics PCK to be successfully developed and implemented, prospec-
tive teachers must make explicit connections between the content, dispo-
sitions, intellectual skills, and participatory skills children need to develop
as citizens and the curriculum and pedagogy they learn in teacher educa-
tion. In the absence of these explicit connections, prospective teachers may
fail to appreciate and understand the purposes of the kind of experiences
they have in their teacher education classes and their implications for teach-
ing at the elementary level. Thus, civics concepts need to be labeled and
articulated as they are introduced, connected with the goals of education
in a democracy, and linked to the kinds of teaching practices that they
imply. Engaging in experiences and activities alone is not enough. Elabo-
ration of the rationale for pedagogical choices and critical reflection on
those choices must accompany active learning in a civics-based teacher
education program. Finally, conceptual understanding must be accompa-
nied by opportunities for action and the development of democratic com-
mitments and values both within and beyond the classroom. Through the
examples that follow here we can see how these ideas are put into practice
in the DDSJ and PROTEACH programs.

Since DDSJ articulates its core values directly and incorporates demo-
cratic principles consciously into all its courses and experiences, the focus
on civic education is by no means a “hidden curriculum.” Understanding
how teaching and learning of subject matter fits into our social, cultural,
and political context constitutes the central purpose of the program and
inquiry into this question forms the primary focus for student learning.
Course syllabi, assignments, and readings are organized with these aims
in mind and students’ attention is continually directed toward the social
implications of various pedagogical practices and curriculum theories and
practices. An understanding of the teachers’ role as an agent of social change
is approached directly and teachers’ work is defined in terms of how it
promotes a better, more just society and how teachers can successfully pre-
pare students to participate actively in that society.

Among the most important forms of PCK related to civic education is
the knowledge and capacity to provide a democratic environment for learn-
ing. The DDS]J program provides students opportunities to acquire this
ability in a variety of ways. First, classes are organized around participa-
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tory, democratic teaching structures. Multiple perspectives on issues are
explored through discussion and deliberation in which students take active
roles in framing topics and debates. Students select inquiry project topics
according to their own interests and pursue in depth issues of personal
concern related to the DDSJ themes. In this way they forge connections
among civic-related concepts and teaching practices.

Through the use of student cohort groups that move the program togeth-
er, a sense of community is created; on-going contact with program facul-
ty also fosters cohesion among students and faculty that allows for more
open discussion of issues and a setting where dissent and diversity are
encouraged. The active participation of cooperating public school teach-
ers and administrators in the program’s operation seeks to eliminate the
hierarchical relationships that sometimes characterize university/school
partnerships. The program’s principles are also infused into course read-
ings, activities, and assignments, thus providing a consistent thematic focus
based on democratic values and practices. During a two-semester teach-
ing methods sequence, students examine approaches to teaching critical-
ly, and they develop teaching strategies and curriculum materials that focus
on promoting equity and access for all students. A seminar entitled “Diver-
sity and Social Justice” is offered in conjunction with integrated subject-
matter methods courses focusing on the themes of equality and fairness,
diversification and adaptation of curriculum and pedagogy, promoting
student interaction, equitable assessment practices, and community /fam-
ily connections. Opportunities for service learning and exploration of how
to promote service learning activities with elementary students are also
included during this course sequence. Finally, a focus on inquiry is intend-
ed to promote an orientation to knowledge that will encourage teachers to
promote a spirit of criticism, deliberation, and an appreciation for diverse
perspectives that DDS] graduates will carry with them into their public
school classrooms. These features of the DDS] program coursework focus
on specific dispositions toward teaching that promote democratic values
and suggest ways to incorporate them into curriculum and pedagogy.

The PROTEACH program also provides prospective teachers with oppor-
tunities to make connections and develop commitment to democracy by
coupling field experiences to coursework each semester. For example, dur-
ing their first semester in the PROTEACH program, prospective teachers
engage in a set of courses focused on understanding the child, family, com-
munity, and teaching self. These courses are paired with, Bright Futures,
an early field experience (Bondy and Davis 2000; Clark and Bondy 2000).
Bright Futures engages prospective teachers in learning about the lives of
diverse learners and how to work with those who may be different from
themselves. Over the last decade, Bright Futures has provided:
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Support and dissonant learning opportunities for first semester prospective
teachers. Prospective teachers need to experience such dissonance since their
beliefs are often naive about children whose backgrounds and cultures are
different from their own. (Bondy and Davis 2001, 26)

During this semester, PROTEACH students read to children in family
day care homes, mentor a child in a public housing neighborhood, tutor a
low achieving child or a child with a disability in reading, and work with
ESOL students. According to Bondy, Schmitz, and Johnson (1993), Bright
Futures stimulates self-discovery, questioning, caring, and commitment
that are central to developing effective teachers of diverse learners and cen-
tral skills for infusing democracy into teacher education.

Later in the program, prospective teachers enter the Democracy, Diver-
sity, and Literacy (DDL) integrated teaching block and participate in nine
credit hours of courses in language arts, social studies, and adaptations,
which are organized around the PROTEACH shared themes. This block
emphasizes blending coursework with the field experience by using inquiry
as a tool for investigating one of the following areas: inquiry into students,
inquiry into professional self, inquiry into context, inquiry into content, or
inquiry into teaching (i.e., planning, pedagogy, assessment). As a result of
this experience, prospective teachers co-investigate with their cooperating
teachers a self-selected inquiry question that emerges in their teaching con-
text using the lenses of democracy, diversity, and literacy. This project helps
to make explicit both the prospective teachers’ understanding of the pro-
gram themes as well as their ability to apply and critically analyze a pro-
fessional question. These inquiry projects force prospective teachers to
begin grappling with the principles of democratic education as they work
with children in their field placements.

Unresolved Issues, Cautions, and Conclusions

Throughout this chapter we have referred to the principles of civic edu-
cation articulated by Patrick and Vontz (see Chapter 3) as the basis for a
teacher education pedagogy that promotes education for citizenship in a
democracy. There are, however, multiple approaches to civic education,
and Patrick and Vontz offer but one, a perspective drawn from the demo-
cratic tradition of civic liberalism. Other models of civic education could
form the foundation for teacher education programs. Among these are crit-
ical democracy (see Goodman 1992 for a discussion of how this approach
can be applied to elementary education) and citizenship in a multicultur-
al democracy (Banks 1997). Indiana University’s DDS] combines different
perspectives on citizenship in a democracy, and the University of Florida’s
Unified PROTEACH incorporates some elements of them.
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Another issue emerges as teacher educators conceptualize programs
with a strong sense of purpose. For example, the problem of indoctrina-
tion arises when we consider the ideological perspective on civic educa-
tion that programs take. When strong views are embedded into a program’s
philosophy, the potential exists for ideas to be conveyed to students with-
out encouraging them to question the values that undergird those ideas.
While some see this as problematic, others may not. Counts (1932), for
example, argued that indoctrination toward maintaining the political and
social status quo is promulgated by the traditional school curriculum, jus-
tifying the adoption of strong critical perspectives as a means of “making
visible those social forces hidden by familiarity” (Westheimer and Kahne
1998). On the other hand, Franklin Bobbit proclaimed that “the school is
not an agency of social change” (1937, 75, cited in Westheimer and Kahne
1998, 5). While this debate over the social role of schooling in our society
continues, we believe that teacher education programs should articulate
clearly their values and assumptions about the nature of citizenship in a
democratic society and provide a context that encourages prospective teach-
ers to deliberate over these ideological questions. In this way we can make
“a democratic virtue out of our inevitable disagreement over educational
problems” (Gutmann 1999, 11), and in doing so we teach our students a
valuable lesson in civics.

In this chapter we have presented a program-based approach to the devel-
opment of pedagogical content knowledge in civics. It is our contention that
if teacher education programs assign responsibility to methods courses
alone for preparing elementary (or any level) teachers to teach civics, prospec-
tive teachers will not gain adequate civics subject matter knowledge or the
ability to transform that knowledge into meaningful teaching and learning
for children. We do not, however, intend to suggest that there is no legiti-
mate place for the methods course in teacher preparation. Rather, we advo-
cate methods courses connected to program goals in civic education that
are integrated with other coursework in general and professional educa-
tion in particular. They explicitly link concepts in civics, methods for teach-
ing them, and the skills required of citizens in a democracy. Thus, they can
pull together the threads of content knowledge, teaching practices, civic
responsibility, and action for prospective teachers. In doing so, the meth-
ods course can also serve to minimize gaps created by a pure “infusion”
model, where everybody’s responsibility for addressing civics content and
pedagogy could become no one’s responsibility. Through the two program
examples described here, we have attempted to demonstrate how elemen-
tary teachers can be prepared to assume their professional responsibilities
with the knowledge, skills, and commitments necessary to develop com-
petent, active citizens for the future of our democratic republic.

+
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Notes

1. We are grateful to John Patrick for his encouragement to offer our perspectives here in
an effort to provide more attention to the importance of civic education in the elementary
curriculum.

2. See Brophy (1999) for an example of how children’s development of empathy enhances
their understanding of the struggle of Native Americans in American history and contem-
porary society.

3. See Paley (1992) and Nicholls and Hazzard (1993} for excellent portrayals of elemen-
tary-aged children engaging in public deliberation over issues of curriculum and classroom
practices.

4. For an extended discussion of the DDS] program, see Beyer (2001). The program is cur-
rently undergoing some reviston that may affect the structure of the program, but the prin-
ciples and practices described here will continue to be a part of the teacher education program
at Indiana University.
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5

Teaching to Public Controversy
in a Democracy

Diana Hess

If social studies as a school subject is primarily designed to “help young
people develop the ability to make informed and reasoned decisions for
the public good as citizens of a culturally diverse, democratic society in an
interdependent world” (NCSS 1994, 3), then it follows logically that con-
troversial public issues should be foregrounded in social studies classes.
Such issues are inherently present in a democracy and teaching young peo-
ple how to identify, analyze, discuss, and make informed decisions about
them is a necessary part of education for democracy. I define controversial
public issues (CPI) as unresolved questions of public policy that spark sig-
nificant disagreement. Such issues “present us with problems whose best
solutions are open to disagreement” (Lockwood 1996, 28).

While there are a number of ways to include CPI in social studies class-
es, I advocate teaching young people how to participate effectively in dis-
cussions of issues because such public talk is itself a democratic act. Jane
Mansbridge explains: “Democracy involves public discussion of common
problems, not just silent counting of individual hands. And when people
talk together, the discussion can sometimes lead the participants to see
their own stake in the broader interests of the community” (1991, 122).

Recent research on how people become interested in public concerns
(Doble Research Associates 1999; Kettering Foundation 1993) provides
empirical evidence for the assertion that CPI discussions influence the for-
mation and functioning of a healthy democracy. Specifically, the researchers
find that citizens want to participate in public talk. When they do so, they
enlarge, rather than narrow, the way they see and act on public concerns
(Kettering Foundation 1993, 1). Conversations about CPI are linked to what
people learn from other citizens and to the solution of important problems.
The researchers concluded that the importance of CPI discussions to citi-
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zens and to a healthy democracy shows that “talk is not cheap to people,
as the axiom goes; it is the valued currency of their public life” (Kettering
Foundation 1993, 2).

This chapter focuses on teaching social studies teacher education stu-
dents how to incorporate the discussion of CPI into their curriculum. I
begin by explaining the rationale for the special place that such discussions
should hold in a social studies curricula designed explicitly to support and
improve democracy. Then I describe the need to include CPI discussion
teaching in secondary social studies methods classes and two common
misconceptions held by many social studies teacher education students
that must be confronted if they are to have success teaching their own stu-
dents to discuss CPI effectively. Next, I turn to eight components of the
curriculum I use to teach teacher education social studies students about
CPI discussions. I explain each component in some detail before conclud-
ing with challenges that I continue to confront in my own CPI teaching.

Rationales for CPI Discussions in Social Studies

There is a long history of educators promoting CPI discussions in social
studies (NEA Commission 1916), and in recent years the enthusiasm has
not waned (Hahn 1998; Evans and Saxe 1996). Most CPI advocates point
to the democratic authenticity of such discussions as a primary reason to
include them in the social studies curriculum. If healthy democracies have
many people engaged in high quality talk about CPI, then including dis-
cussions on issues in the curriculum enables powerful connections to the
“world beyond school.” The social studies classroom, according to this line
of reasoning, is a type of democracy laboratory (Gutmann 1987; Barber
1989) where what students learn should have “a connection to the larger
social context in which students live” (Harris and Yocum 2000, Handout
H51). In other words, CPI discussions should be included in the school
curriculum because such issues abound in a democracy and effective dem-
ocratic participants know how to talk about them in a productive and civil
manner.

In terms of the student outcomes of CPI discussions, the democracy ration-
ale focuses on competence in discussion as the primary rationale for par-
ticipation in such discussions. That is, young people should be taught to
discuss CPI because it will enhance their abilities to participate in a more
democratic society. Another category of rationale for CPI discussions is
that they may advance other student outcomes, such as the development
of certain values or enhanced understanding of content. I call this ration-
ale an instrumental rationale. The notion here is that students learn more
from CPI discussions than the ability to participate in the discussions them-
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selves. For example, CPI discussion may help students develop an under-
standing and commitment to democratic values, increase their willingness
to engage in political life, and positively influence content understanding,
critical thinking ability, and interpersonal skills (Gall and Gall 1990; Hahn
1996, 1998; Harris 1996; Wilen and White 1991).

The first claim in the instrumental rationale is that CPI discussions influ-
ence the development of democratic values, such as toleration of dissent
and support for equality. This claim presumes the dynamics of effective
CPI discussions to help students form and embrace values that support
democracy (Lockwood and Harris 1985). Informed by the research of
Lawrence Kohlberg (1981), the democratic values claim posits that the cog-
nitive dissonance created by CPI discussions, as well as the likelihood that
students will hear and be attracted to moral reasoning more sophisticated
than their own, will combine to shape the development of democratic
values.

CPI discussions are also recommended as a way to enhance students’
desire to participate in the political world. Derived from research on polit-
ical socialization (Hahn 1996, 1998), this claim suggests a connection between
participation in discussion of CPI and an interest in political participation.
Discussing CPI is seen as a way to help students feel more politically effi-
cacious, an attitude correlated positively to people’s willingness to engage
in political affairs. Carole Hahn, in a recent international study of demo-
cratic citizenship education, expresses this point:

It thus appears that when students report that they frequently discuss con-
troversial issues in their classes, perceive that several sides of issues are pre-
sented and discussed, and feel comfortable expressing their views, they are
more likely to develop attitudes that have the potential to foster later civic
participation than are students without such experiences (1998, 233).

With regard to the influence of such discussions on what young people
learn and say they will do, there exists strong and continuing support for
the effectiveness of CPI discussions (Hahn 1996; Torney-Purta, Lehmann,
Oswald, and Schultz, 2001). In particular, researchers have consistently
found positive effects of democracy education that include an open climate
for discussion and self-expression in the classroom. The recently released
International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement
(IEA) study of 90,000 students in 28 countries shows that the United States
is one of four countries (along with Columbia, Greece, and Norway) where
students report an especially open climate for discussion (Torney-Purta,
Lehmann, Oswald, and Schultz, 2001). Open classroom climate is a research-
based construct that measures the “extent to which students experience
their classrooms as places to investigate issues and explore their opinions
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and those of their peers” (Torney-Purta et al. 2001, 138). The IEA researchers
report that open classroom climate for discussion is a significant predictor
of civic knowledge, support for democratic values, participation in polit-
ical discussion, and political engagement—measured by whether young
people say they will vote when they are legally able to do so.

Participation in CPI discussions is often advocated as a means of help-
ing students better understand important content, just as writing is rec-
ommended as a method to enhance understanding of content. David Harris
explicated this claim when he wrote, “The effort to produce coherent lan-
guage in response to a question of public policy puts knowledge in a mean-
ingful context, making it more likely to be understood and remembered”
(1996, 289). For example, in a CPI discussion about physician-assisted sui-
cide, a teacher may hope that students will form a deeper understanding
of social studies content, such as the meaning of liberty and authority in
the U.S. Constitution. Underlying this hope is the idea that talking with
others will shape (and indeed, improve) one’s understanding when ideas
are challenged, broadened, and refined by other discussants in the group.

Finally, CPI discussions are advocated because they are believed to
improve both students’ critical thinking and interpersonal skills. Nel Nod-
dings connects controversy to critical thinking in this way: “We talk peren-
nially about teaching critical thinking, but, too often, we settle for critical
thinking as a bland (if powerful) set of techniques. We forget that critical
thinking is induced by tackling critical issues—issues that matter deeply
to us” (1993, 35). Noddings’ point is that “tackling” (i.e., discussing) criti-
cal issues both requires and fosters critical thinking. In effective discus-
sion, participants critically examine positions and the evidence that supports
these positions. This process is an avenue to improving one’s ability to
think critically. In terms of interpersonal skills, an overall goal of CPI dis-
cussions is improving students’ ability to engage in learning with others,
including those with whom they disagree. For example, listening atten-
tively and disagreeing respectfully are key relational skills that research
indicates may be enhanced by participation in such discussions (Johnson
and Johnson 1979).

The Need for CPI Discussion Teaching in Teacher Education. Two jus-
tifications for teaching CPI discussions to teacher education students stand
out. One relates to pre-teachers’ prior experience with high-quality dis-
cussions, particularly those on CPL The second reason recognizes the dif-
ficulty of teaching students to discuss CPL

Much has been written about the effects of the “apprenticeship of obser-
vation” on teacher education students’ conceptions of what should hap-
pen in classrooms (Lortie 1975; Grossman 1990; Parker and Hess 2001).
This “apprenticeship” consists of the many years teacher education stu-
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dents have observed—as students—the routines of teaching. I always ask
my teacher education students to describe what they remember from their
middle and high school social studies classes and often hear descriptions
of impressive teachers and their teaching. I do not, however, often hear
about CPI discussions, which convinces me that for most pre-service teach-
ers, the apprenticeship of observation has failed to provide them with any
models for what this kind of teaching looks like. Thus, the need to include
CPI discussion teaching in teacher education is clear. If many students have
not experienced this type of teaching themselves, it will not be on their
radar screen unless we put it there.

A second reason to include CPI discussion teaching in social studies
teacher education is that it is exceptionally difficult, although not impos-
sible, to teach young people how to engage in high quality CPI discussions.
Any teacher who has tried to do this can attest to the particular demands
of this type of teaching and learning.

Confronting Misconceptions. Most teacher education students with
whom I'have worked begin their teacher education programs with a num-
ber of misconceptions about CPI and discussion that must be brought to
the fore and gently counteracted. The most problematic of these is that dis-
cussion need not be taught at all. For some reason, students entering teacher
education programs often downplay the difficulty of worthwhile discus-
sion, believing that it happens naturally and spontaneously. They often
hold a romantic ideal that a teacher can walk into a class, throw out a con-
troversial topic for discussion (or better yet, have a student introduce the
topic) and then watch a wonderful exchange of ideas unfold. Although
this scenario rarely happens in schools (I have never seen it in more than
20 years of teaching), teacher education students often hold this as both a
reality and an ideal. The potential result of this misconception, if not cor-
rected, is incredible frustration on the teacher’s part when their romantic
idea of discussion does not happen during their student teaching.

A second misconception deals with the extent to which controversial
public issues are inherently engaging to young people. My students often
believe that controversy, in and of itself, will spark so much interest among
their students that, as the teacher, they will not need to encourage students’
engagement with what they are learning. Most notably, they misconstrue
the necessity of well-thought-out and detailed lesson plans that appropri-
ately scaffold the learning that needs to take place both before, during, and
after a CPI discussion. Similar to the first misconception about the roman-
tic ideal of discussion per se, teacher educators must challenge the idea
that controversy is inherently engaging, or else teacher education students
will be unable to create high quality CPI discussions with their own stu-
dents. This, too, could lead to serious enough frustration that teacher edu-
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cation students would give up on discussions as part of their teaching
repertoire. When preparing to teach CPI discussions to teacher education
students, I keep these misconceptions in mind and plan activities and
assignments that will surface and challenge them.

Components of CPI Discussion Teaching

The teacher education program in which I teach is a four-semester under-
graduate program for students who want to teach in either middle or high
schools. The students take two social studies methods courses, one during
each of the two semesters they are student teaching. This structure pro-
vides students the opportunity to practice immediately what they are learn-
ing in the methods courses. While the syllabi for both courses emphasizes
discussion, the unit on CPI discussions is in the first course—largely because
I want students to have the benefit of practicing planning and facilitating
CP1 discussions in both semesters of their student teaching.

There are eight components to the curriculum I have created for CPI
discussions in social studies methods, each of which I explain in this sec-
tion.

1. Identify discussion participation skills to work on and develop a plan
for doing so with a “critical friend” (Costa and Kallick 1993). Then,
periodically assess their progress toward those goals.

2. Participate in a number of CPI discussions using a variety of discus-
sion formats and models.

3. Build conceptual understanding of “discussion” and “controversial
public issues.”

4. Deliberate some “controversial pedagogical issues” of CPI discus-
sions.

5. Develop CPI discussion curriculum to fit the context of their student
teaching and, if possible, make use of existing, high quality CPI
resources as part of this curriculum design process.

6. Incorporate a CPI discussion into the curriculum they have devel-
oped for their student teaching.

7. Reflect on the CPI discussion using the Powerful and Authentic Social
Studies Standards for instruction (Harris and Yocum, 2000).

8. Revise the CPI discussion lesson and reflection into an artifact for
inclusion in their electronic teaching portfolio.

Improving Discussion Skills. I begin the first social studies methods
class by explaining the role that discussion will play in our class and how
the course focus will include improvement of their discussion participa-
tion skills. This approach is designed to improve the quality of discussions
we have in class and also provide them with a model for how to help their

b
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own students work on their discussion skills (see the Appendix at the end
of this chapter). The specific skills that students identify to work on vary
widely. For example, one student said she wanted to learn how to ask ques-
tions that challenged ideas and evidence without being insulting; another
student said he was typically silent in discussions and wanted to become
more comfortable participating verbally. By requiring that students work
to improve their own participation skills, I am trying to reinforce James
Dillon’s basic discussion tenet that “far from coming naturally, discussion
has to be learned” (1994, 105).

Participate in A Variety of CPI Discussions. After identifying a dis-
cussion skill to work on and developing a plan for doing so, we turn to
learning and participating in a number of CPI discussions, using various
formats and models (see Figure 5.1). I begin with a highly scaffolded, small
group cooperative learning model entitled “Structured Academic Contro-
versy.” It was developed originally by Johnson and Johnson (1979) and
modified by Walter Parker (Parker and Hess 2001) to more explicitly meet
the goals of CPI discussions. Next, we use the “Public Issues Model” (New-
mann 1970; Oliver and Shaver 1974) in a large group format and experi-
ment with a scoring rubric developed by Harris for this type of discussion
(1996). Other models are presented briefly as well, usually “National Issues
Forum” and “Town Meetings” (see Hess 1998). While there are key dis-
tinctions among, these discussion models (see Figure 5.1), they are all appro-
priate for deliberating CPI and have a track record of working well with
middle and high school students.

By experiencing these discussions as participants, I hope my teacher
education students will come to appreciate the power of CPI discussions
so they are enthusiastic about trying them with their own students. More-
over, I have found the best way to learn the discussion models is to expe-
rience them. To that end, I ask my students to play two roles throughout
the discussions—as participants seeking to experience fully the discussion
and as teachers analyzing the component parts of the discussion model
and noting its structure. After each discussion, we engage in two types of
debriefing. First, we analyze how the discussion worked writ large, pay-
ing particular attention to what we did well as a group and what we need
to work on in the future. Second, each student meets with a critical friend
to give and receive feedback on his or her individual participation in the
discussion. Following these steps, we then reconstruct the discussion model
itself and identify its goals, component parts, strengths and weaknesses,
and what steps a teacher would need to take to prepare students to par-
ticipate in a discussion using that particular model.

Building Conceptual Understanding. More than discussion experiences,
however, are necessary to help students develop a sophisticated under-
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Figure 5.1
Selected CPI Discussion Models

Chapter Five

Dimension for
Comparison

Structured
Academic
Controversy

Public Issues
Discussion

Town Meetings

What is the prupose
of the discussion?

Greater student mastery
of the subject, higher-
quality decisions and
solutions to problems,
and enhanced
perspective-taking
abilities.

Engage in substantive
conversation that enables
each of them to make
progress toward con-
structing a thoughtful
position on a question of
public policy.

Develop an understand-
ing of the multiple
perspectives on historic
and contemporary policy
issues.

What is the structure
of the discussion?

Cooperative learning
groups of four students
participate in six-step
process. Pairs learn and
present one side of an
academic controversy.
then present the other
side before engaging in
a consensus-seeking
discussion.

Smalt or large group,
begins with an issue,
students discus factual,
definitional, and ethical
or value issues.

Large group, participants
are assigned or select a
role, research the likely
position that a person in
that role would have on
the issue, prepare to
represent that person’s
perspective,

What is the
discussion about?

A matter of academic
controversy - could be a
public issue. Academic
controversy exists when
one student’s ideas,
information, conclusions,
theories, and opinions
are incompatible with
those of another and the
two seek to reach an
agreement.

A public issue, defined
as a matter of common
concern about which
there is (or was)
disagreement on how
to resolve it.

Discussion focuses on a
variety of different kinds
of evidence that are
brought to bear on the
larger issue. The
emphasis is on the
different perspectives
that would be held by
people in various roles.

What is the teacher’s
role in the
discussion?

Selects the controversy,
selects background and
point/counterpoint
materials, teaches
discussion skills,
monitors groups and
works to keep them on
task, formative and
sumimative assessments.

Selects the issue, selects
background material,
instructs on various

kinds of sub-issues, often
facilitates the discussion,
formative and summative|
assessment.

Selects the issue, often in
conjunction with the
students, works with
students to develop the
roles, structures the
individual research of
each student, facilitates
the discussion skills,
formative and
summative assessment.
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standing of discussion and CPI, the two fundamental concepts undergird-
ing the unit. Beginning with the concept of discussion, I ask students to
define what they think it means and then to apply their initial definitions
to video excerpts of discussions with middle and high school students.

Invariably, my students have extremely high standards for what they
think constitutes an effective discussion. In particular, they respond favor-
ably to discussions where the teacher plays a minimal role and where there
is evidence that the discussants are engaging in cross-talk that is not regu-
lated or mediated by much teacher facilitation talk. They are also impressed
by discussions in which virtually all of the students in a class participate
verbally—viewing this as a sign of engagement and equality in the class-
room. Finally, my students want to see evidence that students truly are lis-
tening to one another, as indicated by comments that either build on what
a previous student has said or offer some kind of challenge or critique of a
previous comment. All of these attributes of effective discussion make sense
and resonate with what scholars say constitutes effective discussion (Dil-
lon 1994; Nystrand, Gamoran, and Carbonara 1998), but I am typically
struck by the degree to which they expect to find all of these attributes in
middle and high school students’ discussions. My students seem quick to
judge a discussion inferior unless these standards are met to a very high
degree, whereas I typically view these discussions in light of how difficult
discussion is and am more easily satisfied with the quality of what we are
viewing. This raises the interesting teaching dilemma for me of pegging
standards at an appropriate level. I want my students, of course, to hold
high standards for discussion, yet their standards are so high that they strike
me as unrealistic and unattainable. This difference, I find, tends to dimin-
ish once students experience their use of discussions in their student teach-
ing placements, a change I will discuss in some detail later in the chapter.

Just as discussion is a contested concept, so too is CPI. Recall, my per-
sonal definition: controversial public issues are unresolved questions of
public policy that spark significant disagreement. Within that statement
are a number of words that beg definition. What makes a question unre-
solved? What is a public policy versus a private one? How much dis-
agreement, and among whom, is required to break the significance threshold?
We talk about these questions—paying particular attention to developing
criteria for issue selection (Hess 2000b). As a general rule, I want my stu-
dents to define CPI broadly—in part because by doing so there are a mul-
titude of issues that have the potential for being usefully included in the
curriculum. Toward that end, I present students with a list of CPI that is
broadly constructed along a number of dimensions and we work through
the significant differences and similarities to develop a definition that cross-
es venue (local, state, national, international) and time (historical, con-
temporary, and future).
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Examining the Controversial Pedagogical Issues of CPI Discussions.
In addition to participating in a variety of CPI discussions and working on
developing their conceptions of discussion and CPI, I also seek to surface
the controversial pedagogical issues that are part of this kind of teaching
and to provide opportunities for my students to deliberate about them. A
controversial pedagogical issue is a question requiring a decision about
teaching and learning that involves a choice between competing values.
Teachers are the ones who typically make these decisions. The inclusion
of the word “controversial” in the concept label signals that there is dis-
agreement about how the questions should be answered. The degree of
controversy varies, and is dependent on the nature of the value conflict.
When issues provide a particularly clear and vexing conflict between dif-
ferent values, the level of controversy increases.

From my research on CPI discussions in secondary classes (Hess 2000),
I have induced a number of controversial pedagogical issues specific to
teaching students to participate more effectively in CPI discussions. The
issues are:

1. Isa particular matter under discussion a CPI or a question for which
there is a clearly right answer that teachers want students to build
and believe?

2. Who should make the decision about which issues will be discussed:
the teacher, students, or the teacher and students together? A corol-
lary issue focuses on selection criteria. Which criteria should be used
to select from among the many CPI the ones that are most appro-
priate to include in the curriculum?

3. Of the many models of CPI discussions, which ones are most likely
to help students achieve the desired educational goals?

4. What should be the contours of the teacher’s role in organizing and
facilitating CPI discussions? Should teachers disclose their person-
al views on the CPI under discussion? If so, in what way and at what
point?

5. Should students be required to participate verbally in CPI discus-
sions? A corollary issue is whether students’ participation in CPI dis-
cussions should be formally assessed and graded?

Developing a CPI Discussion Curriculum. Because my students are
taking the methods courses at the same time they are student teaching,
the opportunity exists for them immediately to experiment with what they
have learned. One of the required methods assignments is to develop a
CPI discussion lesson plan that fits the school and course context in which
they are teaching and try it with their students. First, students must select
the CPI that their lesson will be about. Working through various issue
selection criteria, the students pick an issue that fits well into the existing



Diana Hess 97

curriculum and is approved by their cooperating teacher. Next, they decide
what kind of discussion model they want to use. Because different mod-
els will require different types of resources, this decision must be made
before they begin the search for resources. It has been my experience that
the most skilled teachers are able to locate and adapt existing high quali-
ty curricular resources. In light of that, we first search through the pletho-
ra of video and print materials developed by civic education organizations
and also search the World Wide Web for high quality public policy sites
with useful resources. Often the teacher education students will design
lessons that also require their students to locate and evaluate sources for
background on the issue and the various positions on how it should be
resolved.

Before the lesson is due, the students bring in a draft and meet with one
another in small groups to give and receive feedback on the design of the
lesson and the resources that will be used. This “lesson workshop” is a key
assessment opportunity for me. As I circulate from group to group, lis-
tening to their conversations, I am able to learn more about their current
thinking about CPI discussions. In the large group discussion that follows
the lesson workshop, we focus on problems that have arisen as the stu-
dents develop the lessons and talk about how to tackle those problems.
The students then revise their lessons, and I give them feedback before the
lessons are used in their student teaching placements.

We devote a considerable amount of time and effort on the lesson design
process for two reasons. First, in a study of teachers who were exception-
ally good at teaching their students to participate in CPI discussions, I
learned that the lesson design stage was a critical step in their teaching of
skills (Hess 1998). These teachers developed elaborate lesson plans and
directed the full battalion of their pedagogical content knowledge to the
lesson planning process, which accounted for why their students were well
prepared for the discussions. The materials the students had studied were
wide-ranging, of high interest, and written at the appropriate grade level.
Additionally, the discussion model these skilled teachers selected was care-
fully matched to the discussion skills they were helping their students
develop.

There is a second reason why I encourage my teacher education stu-
dents to not shortcut the lesson design stage. Remember that one of the
misconceptions my students bring into the teacher education program is
that discussions occur naturally, spontaneously, and without preparation.
By focusing their attention on developing fairly elaborate lessons that will
prepare their students well for the CPI discussion, I am purposely trying
to counteract that misconception. My hope is that their preparation will
pay off when they use the lesson with their students.
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CPI Discussions in Their Classrooms. The teacher education students
use the CPI lesson they have developed in their student teaching place-
ment: either a middle or high school social studies class. Depending on the
design of the lesson, it can range from a few class periods to a full week.
In the past year, the CPI discussion topics ranged from whether tax money
should be required to pass graduation tests to earn a high school diploma,
to whether a federal hate crime law should be passed by Congress. The
students teaching in middle schools tended to gravitate toward “Struc-
tured Academic Controversy” (see Figure 5.1) because of its structure, but
other discussion models were used as well. I encouraged the students to
make sure their cooperating teacher viewed the lesson and a few of the
students were also able to teach the lesson when their university supervi-
sor was observing. During and after the lesson, the students took notes
about how the lesson worked, which they later relied on when assessing
how the lesson met the standards for instruction that are in Powerful and
Authentic Social Studies (Harris and Yocum 2000).

Powerful and Authentic Social Studies. Incorporated throughout both
methods classes is a focus on the standards for instruction that are part of
Powerful and Authentic Social Studies (PASS), a professional development
program created by educators in Michigan (Harris and Yocum 2000) that
was published recently by the National Council for the Social Studies. PASS
combines NCSS standards for powerful teaching (1993) with standards for
authentic instruction derived from National Center on Organization and
Restructuring of Schools research (Newmann, Secada, and Wehlage 1995)
to construct a set of expectations for social studies instruction, curriculum
design, and assessment techniques. “Grounded in a vision of intellectual
quality,” PASS aims at “significant, meaningful” student achievement,
which is made “evident in the mastery displayed by adults acting compe-
tently in their role as citizens” (Harris and Yocum 2000, 15-16).

I use these standards for their rich theoretical framework and because
they focus my students” attention on what their students are learning (see
Figure 5.2). Often novice teachers become so concerned about what they
are doing that it is difficult to pay appropriate attention to what should
matter most in the classroom—the students’ experience and learning. As
part of each major unit in the two methods classes, the teacher education
students develop a lesson, teach it to their students, and then write a fair-
ly elaborate reflection of it using the PASS instructional standards. Thus,
my students are already familiar with the PASS standards and their rubrics
before the discussion unit.

Assessing examples of classroom instruction using the PASS standards
is an elaborate process because each of the six standards has a specific def-
inition and its own rubric. For example, the definition of substantive con-
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Figure 5.2
Standards for Instruction from Powerful and
Authentic Social Studies’

Standard 1. Higher Order Thinking: Instruction involves students in
manipulating information and ideas by synthesizing, generalizing,
explaining, hypothesizing, or arriving at conclusions that produce
new meaning and understandings for them.

Standard 2. Deep Knowledge: Instruction addresses central ideas of a
social studies discipline or topic with enough thoroughness to explore
connections and relationships and to produce relatively complex
understandings.

Standard 3. Substantive Conversation: Students engage in extended con-
versational exchanges with the teacher and/or their peers about sub-
ject matter in a way that builds an improved and shared understanding
of ideas or topics. -

Standard 4. Connections to the World Beyond the Classroom: Students
make connections between substantive knowledge and personal expe-
riences, social problems, or public policy.

Standard 5. Ethical Valuing: Students consider core democratic values
when making decisions on matters of public concern or when judg-
ing personal conduct.

Standard 6. Integration: Instruction broadens the scope of learning by
spanning social studies disciplines, linking social studies to other sub-
ject areas, bridging time or place, or blending knowledge with skills.

versation states: “In classes characterized by high levels of substantive con-
versation, there is sustained teacher-student and/or sustained student-stu-
dent interaction about a topic; the interaction is reciprocal, and it promotes
coherent shared understanding” (Harris and Yocum 2000, Handout H5-1).
The low end of the standard for substantive conversation is that “virtual-
ly no features of substantive conversation occur during the lesson,” while
the high end requires that “all three features of substantive conversation
occur, with at least one example of sustained conversation, and almost all
students participate” (Harris and Yocum 2000, Handout H5-1). After explain-
ing how their CPI discussion met each of-the six standards, the students
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write a brief reflection about what they would change to improve the les-
son or their approach to CPI discussion overall.

Electronic Portfolios. Throughout the two methods classes, the teacher
education students construct a portfolio that demonstrates what they know
and can do relative to the University of Wisconsin-Madison’s Teacher Edu-
cation Standards. In the first methods class, the portfolio is in draft form
and on paper. Students include it in their CPI discussion lesson plan, pre-
ceded by an explanation of what the lesson and their experience teaching
it illustrate about their teaching skills. In the second semester of the meth-
ods course, the portfolio is substantially expanded and revised, and then
converted into electronic form and published on a password- protected
Web site. Although students are not required to keep their CPI discussion
lesson as an artifact in their final portfolio, virtually all of them do so. Addi-
tionally, the final portfolios tend to include additional experiences with
CPI discussions that the students have used in their student teaching long
after the CPI discussion unit.

Persisting Challenges in the Teaching of CPI Discussion

Given my earlier claim that it is difficult to teach secondary school stu-
dents how to participate effectively in CPI discussions, it follows natural-
ly that it is also challenging to teach teacher education students how to use
CPI discussion teaching. While the curriculum I have been using has proved
fairly successful, I continue to be faced with a number of challenges. They
include: (1) my students’ continuing problems with facilitating CPI dis-
cussions; (2) my own concern that CPI discussions are not nested power-
fully in a comprehensive framework for democracy education; and (3) the
degree to which the controversial pedagogical issue of choice (meaning
whether students should or should not be given a choice about partici-
pating orally in classroom discussion) can, if not examined thoroughly,
undermine how CPI discussions work in social studies classes.

As they gain experience, my students recognize and lament the diffi-
culty of facilitating discussions (of all sorts, not just those that focus on
CPI). As a result, they become more critical of their own facilitation skills.
While the university supervisors who critique and provide feedback on
their teaching in the field provide sophisticated and helpful advice about
how they can improve their facilitation skills, it is clear to me that we need
to attend to this more substantially in the methods classes. One way to do
this would be through in-class “micro-teaching” where the students facil-
itate a discussion of other methods students and receive feedback from the
group. While I know other methods professors have success doing this,
class time is always in short supply, and the challenges of facilitating CPI
discussions with middle and high school students are different (and greater)
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than those in a university classroom. A second way of helping students
become more skilled at facilitating CPI discussions involves a combination
of self-reflection and feedback from a critical friend. To that end, one major
change I am planning to implement is to require the methods students to
videotape the CPI discussions they lead in their student teaching, to view
the tapes looking for certain characteristics of effective facilitation, and
then to identify the problems that they would like to work on with the
assistance of a critical friend (another student in the class), who would also
view the tape.

A second persisting challenge in my CPI discussion teaching is ensuring
that students see the connection such discussions have to democracy edu-
cation. As you recall, the CPI discussion unit is toward the beginning of the
first of two methods classes—before we have had much time to focus on
democracy as a concept or the many different approaches to democracy
education. I now think this is a mistake because it fails to sufficiently empha-
size the relationship between CPI discussions and democracy—which, in
my mind, is the most powerful rationale for such discussions. The correc-
tion is an obvious one: to precede the focus on CPI discussions with a larg-
er emphasis on conceptualizing democracy and democracy education. As
an example of how I may do this, Figure 5.3 illustrates a framework I am
developing to represent various approaches to democracy education.

The schools of thought presented here illustrate a wide variety of over-
lapping approaches to democratic education. Although each school of
thought has adherents, and its practical manifestations can be found in
school curricula, there is often considerable overlap across these schools
of thought. That is, teachers will often draw on several schools when design-
ing and enacting their curricula because their goals for democracy educa-
tion encompass the goals of more than one school. CPI discussions, for
example, typically combine the skills and issues schools of thought. This
“schools of thought” framework will now be used to create a curriculum
that will precede the CPI discussion unit, with the goal of helping students
understand the connections between CPI discussions and democracy.

Finally, I continue to be intrigued and challenged by the controversial
pedagogical issue of choice I mentioned earlier: whether students should
or should not be given a choice about participating orally in classroom dis-
cussion. Many of my teacher education students have contradictory opin-
ions on the question. On one hand, they value discussions more when many
students are participating verbally, but on the other hand, they are unsure
whether it is educative or fair to require their students to do so. I do not
find this surprising. I have observed that while most teachers are relative-
ly sanguine about requiring students to do a number of other classroom
tasks—from keeping journals to writing essays to watching films—there
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is something unique about classroom discussion that causes many teach-
ers to feel uncomfortable about requiring verbal participation. There are a
number of reasons that account for this discomfort.

For one, some teachers say that many students do not like having to talk
in class discussions and it is unfair to force them to do so because of the
public nature of discussion. Rahima Wade’s (1994) research on preservice
teachers’ beliefs about oral participation in class shows that these teachers
may be correctly interpreting the desires of their students. In Wade's study,
66% of preservice teachers agreed with this statement: “Participating in
class discussions is a matter of personal choice. It is not essential that every-
one contributes in this way” (1994, 235).

In a recent study of how high school students experience and learn from
CPI discussions in secondary social studies, my colleague and I had simi-
lar findings (Hess & Posselt 2001). Specifically, we found an important ten-
sion between responsibility to the group and individual choice about verbal
participation (see Figure 5.4). The high school students believe they have
a responsibility to contribute to class discussions occasionally, that verbal
participation is an essential skill to have, and that students should be taught
how to participate effectively in discussions (#28, 29, and 31). They are
divided over whether participation in class discussion is a matter of per-
sonal choice (#30), however, and on whether it is fair for a teacher to base
a part of their grade on the quality of their participation (#32). As Figure
5.4 illustrates, many students say that while it is important to learn how
to participate in discussions, actually doing so should be a matter of per-
sonal choice.

In addition to the argument that it is unfair to require students to par-
ticipate verbally in discussion, some teachers say they believe that some
students learn best by listening and should not be forced to speak if that
is not the way they learn. Teachers also raise concerns about cultural hege-
mony, arguing that some cultures in which students are raised-do not sup-
port mandatory participation in public discussions and that to do so in
school denigrates the students” home culture. Underpinning many of these
arguments against forced participation in classroom discussion in the sense
that there is something inherently undemocratic about requiring students
to speak publicly when it is not what they want to do. Ironically, this belief
may be an offshoot of how values related to free speech have permeated
the belief system of people in the United States. The constitutional right to
freedom of speech implies to many the converse—the freedom not to speak.

Not all teachers, however, agree that students should be given a choice
about whether to participate verbally in class discussions. Likening the
learning of discussion skills to other educational outcomes, some teachers
say that students will only get the message about the importance of learn-
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Figure 5.4
Post-class Survey: Discussion as a Value (n=46)

Agree Disagree
Yo %
28. Every student in a class has the 84% 16%

responsibility to contribute to class
discussions occasionally.

29. Being able to speak up in a 95% 5%
group of one’s peers is an essential
skill for a person to have.

30. Participating in class 53% 47%
discussions is matter of personal
choice. It is not essential that

everyone contribute in this way.

31. It is important that students be 87% 13%
taught how to participate
effectively in class discussions.

32. It is fair for a teacher to base a 55% 45%
part of the students’ grade on the
quality of their participation in
class discussions.

ing how to participate verbally in classroom discussions if the teacher
requires everyone in the class to do so. If only the already verbally profi-
cient students are expected to participate in class discussions, then others
will be deprived of the opportunity to learn how to do something which
has cache in a democratic society. Appropriating the reasoning of Lisa Del-
pit (1995), verbal participation in classroom discussion is seen as both an
avenue to important educational outcomes (such as enhanced critical think-
ing skills or the understanding of vital content) and a code of power in its
own right that all students should be taught.

While I have always included the controversial pedagogical issue of
choice in the methods classes, I do not think it has been given enough atten-
tion. Specifically, I have come to believe that the choice issue is a funda-
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mental one—meaning that how it is decided will determine, by definition,
many things about the role of classroom discussion in social studies. For
example, if teachers do not require students to participate verbally in class
discussions, then it is unlikely that any serious attention will be given to
assessing or evaluating students’ discussion skills. Moreover, if all students
are not required to participate verbally, the need to provide explicit instruc-
tion on oral discussion skills diminishes. Therefore, the importance of this
issue has convinced me that more attention should be devoted to analyz-
ing it in the methods classes. In the future, I plan to do this by sharing the
research on how other pre-service students and high school students think
about this issue with the methods students (Hess and Posselt 2001; Schwingle
2000; Wade 1994). Additionally, I will ask them to develop a position on
this issue over the course of the two methods classes. In short, I will make
this issue a larger focus of our attention to CPI discussions in the methods
classes.

Conclusion: Teaching to Controversy

By placing such a large emphasis on CPI discussions in secondary social
studies methods courses I hope to influence the role such discussions play
in democracy education. I do not mean to suggest that CPI discussions are
the only necessary component of a robust democracy education curricu-
lum. However, their role is critical and must be enhanced. Controversy
about political and social issues is part and parcel of what occurs in every
society. Learning how to confront controversy with civility and respect,
however, is a distinguishing characteristic of a healthy democracy, and
thus, should be embraced by those of us preparing the next generation of
social studies teachers. Focusing explicitly and extensively on CPI discus-
sions in teacher education provides a way of teaching to controversy—
which holds potential for improving our democracy through broader and
more sophisticated citizen participation.’

Appendix: Assessing Discussion Skills

Throughout this course you will work to improve your ability to par-
ticipate effectively in small and large group discussions. The course focus-
es on this goal for two reasons. First, what we learn and create in this class
will be influenced by the quality of our public talk. That is, we will form
deeper and more sophisticated understanding of important events, ideas,
issues, and one another if we have frequent high quality discussions. Sec-
ond, your abilities as a discussant are connected to your efficacy in your
various life roles: as a citizen, family member, colleague, neighbor, etc.
Improving your discussion abilities will help you learn more and help you
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create more powerful and meaningful bonds with others. Thus, the course
is structured to both teach with and teach for discussion.

There are three ways we will work toward the goal of creating high qual-
ity discussion and skills discussants in this course. First, we will identify
and describe the characteristics of good discussion and ways to opera-
tionalize those characteristics in our class. Second, through immersion—
learning by doing. We will have frequent discussions, each followed by an
evaluation of the discussion itself. Third, you will identify at least one spe-
cific goal for improving your discussion abilities and will work toward
that goal throughout the semester. On several occasions you will give and
receive feedback from a “discussion critical friend” about the discussion
skill you are working on. Your assessment of your improvement, coupled
with my assessment of the same, will be combined to account for half of
the class participation portion of your grade for this course. As the syllabus
states, the other half of the class participation category is comprised of your
demonstration of preparation for class (typically, the short papers you write
evaluating the ideas in readings, or the questions you prepare for class
activities).

To put this plan into practice, you need to identify and describe at least
- one specific discussion skill to work on throughout the semester and plan
for improvement. The skill needs to be important enough to deserve your
attention, and must have some meaningful connection to the overall qual-
ity of our group’s discussion. For example, you may want to work on
increasing the overall quantity and quality of your verbal participation.
Conversely, if you overtalk in discussion, you may want to work on hold-
ing yourself in restraint and retargeting some of your verbal contributions
to invite the participation of others. Although it is likely that some of you
are already highly skilled discussants, I anticipate that each of you has
some room for improvement. The point here is to identify explicitly what
you want to work on and develop a plan to do so.

By the beginning of the third week of class, please answer the follow-
ing questions. If you would like to schedule a meeting to discuss your plan,
please do so. Or, we would communicate via e-mail if that would be more
convenient.

1. What is the specific discussion skill you want to improve in this course?

2. In what ways is that discussion skill connected to the overall quality
of our group’s discussions?

3. Imagine that you became significantly better at this skill by the end
of the course. Describe what this would look, sound, and /or feel like.

4. What evidence can I look for that will enable me to provide you mean-
ingful feedback on this discussion skill?

5. What plan will you follow to improve this skill?
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6. What can I and your “discussion critical friend” do to help you imple-
ment your plan?

Notes

1. Figure 5.2 is derived from Powerful and Authentic Social Studies: A Professional Develop-
ment Program for Teachers by Harris and Yocum, which was published in 2000 by the Nation-
al Council for the Social Studies.

2. Acknowledgments: Much of what I have learned about CPI discussion teaching in sec-
ondary social studies methods courses came from the three years in which I had the good
fortune of working with Professor Walter Parker at the University of Washington. As his
teaching assistant, I observed his masterful teaching and participated in numerous conver-
sations with him about the issues of CPI discussion teaching. I also want to thank Julie Pos-
selt and Sue Hess for their helpful editing of this chapter.
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Teaching Teachers to Lead
Discussions: Democratic Education
in Content and Method

Walter C. Parker

Student teacher A: Ilike the part where King says that an act of civil dis-
obedience must be done “openly and lovingly.”

Student teacher B: What do you mean?

Student teacher A: What do I mean or what does King mean?

Student teacher B:  Both.

Student teacher A: I'm not sure. I think it makes this kind of law-break-
ing really different—um, religious.

Student teacher C: Religious?

Student teacher D: Different from what?

This is an excerpt from a discussion of Martin Luther King's Letter from
Birmingham City Jail (1963), which I was facilitating in my social studies
curriculum and instruction class. My purpose in leading the discussion, a
seminar, was to deepen these student-teachers’ understanding of the issues,
values, and ideas raised by the Letter. I wanted also to teach them to facil-
itate such discussions with their students. They are my students, but they
are in turn the teachers of other students. This is the strange, iterative world
of teacher education where one pedagogic exchange is always conducted
with an eye toward another that involves a different teacher and a differ-
ent set of students somewhere and sometime in the future. “X” is teaching
“Y” to “Z” in one setting so that “Z” can appropriate “Y” for use with “A”
in another setting at a later date.

As the excerpt reveals, the discussion is going rather well. In a few turns,
students are expressing themselves, challenging one another’s statements,
seeking clarity, and giving reasons. But while the discussion is successful
enough, are the participants themselves learning to lead discussions with
their students? This is another matter entirely.
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I will share some of my recent efforts to teach social studies methods
students to lead purposeful discussions. This work required me first to
demonstrate purposeful-discussion leadership, as best I could, and to open
these demonstrations to critique. It required me also to develop a topolo-
gy of discussion that helped students distinguish among kinds of discus-
sion. The typology was needed, I had learned, because students’ critiques
of the demonstrations often focused on marginal issues and missed the big
picture, the discussion’s purpose and whether or not it was achieved. For
many students, discussion tended to be both monolithic and invisible;
monolithic because they had only a general and singular conception of dis-
cussion; and invisible because while they no doubt had been involved in
at least some purposeful discussions in their school experiences, they often
could not describe their distinguishing characteristics well enough to appro-
priate discussion as a classroom tool. It was as though they hadn’t actual-
ly seen the discussions in which they had participated. They had memories
of them being “interesting,” but little more. All this made it difficult for
students to participate in, let alone lead, disciplined (purposeful, mean-
ingful, respectful) and lively (interesting, challenging, exciting) discusstons
of academic topics or controversial public issues.

The typology distinguishes two discussions: seminars and delibera-
tions.! Seminars are discussions aimed at enlarging students” understand-
ings of select texts. “Select texts” here are powerful printed documents,
such as some primary and secondary sources in history and social science,
some works of historical fiction, and some transcribed speeches. Texts also
are works of film and photography, painting and theater, social happen-
ings and performances, and so forth. A text worthy of a seminar is a poten-
tially mind-altering text—one that contains or gives rise to powerful issues,
ideas, and values. A deliberation is a discussion aimed at making decisions
about what a “we” should do. Deliberation helps participants weigh poli-
cy alternatives on a public (shared) issue on which action is needed. For
this reason, deliberation is the most basic labor of democratic life. “Is it
fair?” “Will it work?” With questions like these, participants in a deliber-
ation look together at the problem, framing and reframing it, searching for
an array of alternatives, then weighing them and eventually choosing a
course of action. The issue itself is now the “text” along with the alterna-
tive courses of action that might be taken to address it and, perhaps, solve
it. This may be a classroom issue (e.g., a kindergarten teacher asks students
to decide whether a new rule is needed to remedy a classroom problem; a
high school teacher asks students to decide whether tardiness should affect
course grades), a school issue (e.g., student council members deliberate
dress-code policies), or a community issue (e.g., students decide what stand
they will take, as a group, on a non-school public issue—a taxation issue,
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a resource distribution issue, a war and peace issue, and so forth). When-
ever a “we” is deciding what to do, and the decision is binding on all, then
arguably a better decision will emerge when the parties to it have at least
sought out one another’s views and listened to and talked with one anoth-
er seriously. (Voting, by contrast, can be done without listening or talking;
it is a discussion-free decision-making method.) In summary, seminars
deepen our understanding of the world while deliberations help us decide,
together, when and what to change and how. One without the other is not
desirable.

The two kinds of discussion cover a lot of ground, and for this reason
alone they are widely useful instructional models in social studies class-
rooms. The ground they cover includes both the content of the discus-
sions—the text or controversial issue at hand—as well as the civic outcomes
of being involved with one another in these two modes of face-to-face com-
munication. Students may be discussing material that requires them to
deepen their understanding of democracy in a diverse society, such as
King's Letter, or the issue of whether to disenfranchise ex-convicts.

These subject matters are themselves clearly related to democratic edu-
cation, as is the method by which they are being considered: discussion. I
will return to this point shortly, and it is an underlying theme of this chap-
ter. But let me conclude this introduction by noting that discussion facili-
tation is not all I try to teach my students.

The course to which I will refer here is a two-quarter social studies cur-
riculum and instruction course for future teachers of middle and high
school students.” It begins with a unit on teaching and learning with inquiry,
which is framed by John Dewey’s “double movement of reflection” (Dewey
1991, 79-100; Fenton 1967; Parker 2001b), followed by a unit on concept
development that relies on the work of Hilda Taba (1971). After these comes
the seminar unit, which completes the first quarter of ten weeks. The sec-
ond half of the course (the second quarter) begins with a deliberation unit
and proceeds to a unit called “History Workshop,” which lasts the rest of
the quarter. This unit is dedicated to teaching and learning with various
instructional methods that help students “do history” themselves rather
than only “absorbing” the histories done by others (Levstik and Barton
2001) It includes teaching students to puzzle through document sets (some-
times asking students to lead seminars on key documents), compose and
assess original historical narratives, and collectively decide on (deliberate)
sensible standards for historical reasoning and scoring rubrics for histori-
cal compositions, whether cause-effect essays, museum exhibits, or origi-
nal biographies.

Seminar and deliberation facilitation are central units in the course, and
both are featured in the culminating unit as a way to review them and put
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them to work. Let me turn now to the body of this chapter, which has three
sections: (1) discussion, {2) seminar, and (3) deliberation.

b

Discussion

Discussion is the concept of which seminar and deliberation are sub-
concepts. I begin with the understanding of discussion offered by David
Bridges:

The distinctive and peculiar contribution which discussion has to play in the
development of one’s knowledge or understanding . . . is to set alongside
one perception of the matter under discussion the several perceptions of other
participants . . . challenging our own view of things with those of others.
(Bridges 1979, 50)

Bridges’ definition points to the basic circumstance of discussion—that
it is a shared situation—and the potential of that situation to encourage par-
ticipants to consider others’ interpretations of things and to reconsider their
own interpretations of things and, thereby, to widen and deepen their own
understanding. By being challenged, we might “snap out of it,” as the say-
ing goes—see around or through our taken-for-granted responses and
stances. We might see the world and our place in it differently. The picture
might widen; a window might open. We might spend a night in jail with
King or Socrates or Gandhi and feel inspired rather than sorry or bored.
We might feel both the resentment and the efficacy of the women who met
at Seneca Falls and delight in the brilliant rhetoric of their Declaration. We
might wonder seriously for the first time about the compromises of the
Framers on the institution of slavery, or be pulled up short by a criticism
that we had not before even imagined.

Discussion is a kind of shared inquiry the desired outcomes of which
rely on the expression and consideration of diverse views. This in turn
requires discussants to do something difficult and existential: to switch
loyalties from justifying positions and winning arguments to listening
intently to others, seeking understanding, and expressing ideas that are
underdeveloped and “in progress.” This is to switch from a defensive stance
to an inquisitive stance. This potential prompted Donald Oliver and his
associates (1992, 103) to call discussion an “occasion.” Discussion widens
the scope of each participant’s understanding of the object of discussion
by building into that understanding the interpretations and life experi-
ences of others. Discussion results, therefore, in what could be called shared
understanding. The occasion is both a situation and a method, and these
have consequences. In Joseph Schwab’s terms, discussion is “a species of
activity” by which shared understanding can be achieved: “[D]iscussion
is not merely a device, one of several possible means by which a mind may
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be brought to understanding of a worthy object. It is also the experience of
moving toward and possessing understanding.” (Schwab 1978, 126, 105).*

This is the promise of discussion. Discussion is important both as a way
of knowing and as a democratic way of being with one another. Partici-
pation in sustained discussions of powerful questions can be both a mind-
expanding and community-building endeavor. Discussion is relevant both
to the pedagogical aim of creating intelligent, collaborative communities
of inquiry and to the broad social aims of democracy in a diverse society.

Seminars and deliberations represent the distinction between the world-
revealing and the world-changing functions of discussion. When we seek
understanding together, we work to develop and clarify meanings. When
we forge a decision together, we weigh alternatives and decide which action
to take. These overlap. Decision making requires understanding, to be sure,
but understanding is not its aim. Its aim is action. With this distinction, we
can see why a social studies classroom should not be issue-centered—that
is, deliberation-centered—anymore than it should be centered on achiev-
ing enlarged understandings—that is, seminar-centered. Given the aims
of social studies education, courses routinely must try to do both in tan-
dem. The horizon-broadening and knowledge-deepening promise of sem-
inars helps to provide an enlightened platform for public deliberation and
action, and visa versa. To decide solutions to public problems without the
advantage of historical and cultural knowledge or of knowing what one
another thinks is like trying to rearrange furniture in a dark room. Under-
standing and decision making are functionally inseparable, like the two wings of
an airplane. Accordingly, seminar and deliberation are deservedly paired
emphases in the project called social studies education. I cannot imagine
serious work on one without the advantage provided by serious work on
the other.

Here, then, is the typology. It should clarify the distinction between the
two kinds of discussions I am describing and, thereby, help us participate
in, lead, and teach discussion facilitation to others. (See Figure 6.1) A typol-
ogy is a classification scheme and, like any ideal type should be handled
gingerly. Typologies should not be believed, because they are not descrip-
tions of reality. But they can be used; they are mental tools created to aid
thinking and doing. Typologies delineate things—all sorts of things, from
poetry (haiku, free verse) to governments (autocracy, democracy). They
are helpful because they idealize distinctions, making boundaries artifi-
cially clear and, thereby, providing analytic power and precision.

This typology permits a rough, at-a-glance comparison of seminars and
deliberations on four categories: (1) the aim or purpose, (2) the subject mat-
ter under question, (3) the opening question, and (4) exemplars. Let me
unpack it by clarifying five of the central terms: deliberation, seminar, pow-
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Figure 6.1
A Typology Distinguishing Seminar and Deliberation

Dimension Seminar Deliberation

Purpose 1. Reach an enlarged 1. Reach a decision about
understanding of a powerful | what “we” should do about a
test. shared problem.
2. Improve discussants’ 2. Improve discussants’
powers of undersanding. powers of understanding.

Subject Matter Ideas, issues, and values in a Alternative courses of actions

print or film selection,
artwork, performance,
political cartoon, or other
test,

related to a public (shared;
common) problem.

Opening Question What does this mean? What should we do?

Exemplar Socratic Seminar Structured
Academic
Controversy

ers of understanding, opening question, and exemplar. Following that, I
will outline my units on seminar and deliberation in the social studies cur-
riculum and instruction course.

Deliberation. Deliberations are discussions aimed at deciding on a plan
of action that will resolve a problem that a group faces. The essence of delib-
eration is clarifying the problem and weighing alternatives. Deliberating
public issues is the most basic citizen behavior in democracies. Without it,
citizens exercise power (e.g., voting; direct action) without having thought
together about how to exercise it. The opening question is usually some
version of, “What should we do about this?” :

Seminar. Seminars are discussions aimed at developing, exposing, and
exploring meanings. A seminar’s purpose is an enlarged understanding
of the ideas, issues, and values in or prompted by the text. The text may
be a historical novel, a primary document, an essay, a photo, film, play, or
painting. A seminar is not planning for action. There may be deliberative
moments within seminars, particularly in the social studies curriculum
where “What should we do about this?” is never far from consideration.
The seminar’s primary purpose, however, is not to repair the world so
much as to reveal it with greater clarity. Seminars enrich deliberation, to
be sure, and for social studies teachers they go hand in hand by widening
students’ knowledge and deepening their understanding of issues. Semi-
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nars and deliberations overlap, but their emphases and teaching/learning
purposes are distinct.

Powers of Understanding. Improving discussants” “powers of under-
standing” is a secondary aim of both seminars and deliberations. Some-
times termed “habits of mind” (Meier 1995), these are the intellectual arts
of interpretation, also called critical thinking or higher-order reasoning.
We can think of them as the inquiry skills and dispositions needed to appre-
hend the world (the purpose of a seminar) and those needed to help us
decide what changes should be made (the purpose of a deliberation).

Opening Question. The opening question begins the discussion and is
aimed at the purpose of the discussion—toward a decision or an enlarged
understanding of a text. When it is effective, the opening question helps
the group get to the heart of the matter, whether directly or along a mean-
dering route. And, the opening question is genuine. A question is genuine
when the facilitator has not made up his or her mind as to the answer. The
teacher doesn’t have the answer, but infects students with the same sense
of perplexity he or she feels.* The genuineness of the question allows the
teacher to be actually curious about the students’ responses because the
teacher too, is grappling with them.

Exemplar. The purpose of any exemplar is to display vividly the criti-
cal attributes of the concept it represents. The typology gives one exem-
plar for each of the two kinds of discussion: Socratic Seminar for seminar
and Structured Academic Controversy for deliberation. Each will be detailed
in the sections that follow.

r g

Seminar

The Socratic Seminar is the product of a number of interests and forces,
but for present purposes we can trace it to the Paideia Group and its pub-
lication The Paideia Proposal, which advocated “the same course of study
for all” and delineated three modes of teaching and learning, K12: recita-
tion and lectures for the acquisition of organized knowledge, coaching and
practice in project work for the development of intellectual skills, and dis-
cussion of texts (books, art, letters, etc.) for “enlarged understanding of
ideas and values” (Adler 1982, 21, 23). Dennis Gray, who was a member
of the Paideia Group, helped popularize the third of these, the Socratic
Seminar, by conducting teacher training programs and writing a popular
article in the American Educator.* Gray wrote:

Seminars demand rigorous thinking by all the participants, not mere mas-
tery of information. They require no predetermined notion of what particu-
lar understandings will be enlarged or what routes to greater understanding
will be followed. The conversation moves along in accordance with what is
said by the participants, rather then deference to a hard and fast lesson plan.
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Seminars are inhospitable to competition for right answers, particularly given
the principal aim in engaging students in critical thinking about complex,
multisided matters. Instead, they join participants in a collaborative quest
for understanding, in mutual testing of each other’s responses to the text.
(Gray 1989, 18)

I begin the seminar unit with a unit overview. It informs students that
I will demonstrate a “Socratic Seminar” after which they will have two
opportunities to plan and lead a seminar themselves. Those seminars will
be “microseminars,” that is, short seminars in small groups with each par-
ticipant taking the facilitator role in turn, each with a different, short text.
Each microseminar lasts about 20 minutes, including five minutes for par-
ticipants to read the text on which the seminar will be conducted. Prior to
the microseminars, students who will be leading a discussion of the same
text but in different groups get together, “Jigsaw” style (Aronson et al.1978),
to discuss that text and to prepare an opening question. Following the
microseminars, they will go back to these planning groups to compare
experiences and make facilitator notes. After they have each led two sem-
inars, I tell them, I will lead one more and ask them to critique my facili-
tation based on what they have learned from their own experiences as a
participant and facilitator up to that point.

Knowing all this in advance has advantages, of course. Students have
the big picture in mind and, specifically, they are motivated to pay close
attention to the facilitator role in the first seminar, the one I lead, rather
than focusing only on the text and one another. They know they will be
taking that role subsequently.

Debriefings play an important part, too, and one follows each seminar
and microseminar. A debriefing keeps everyone’s attention on what just hap-
pened while, at the same time, extending the “occasion,” providing a reflec-
tive opportunity to scrutinize what happened and why, and to hone one’s
understanding of the facilitator role. Students reflect on the seminar model
and address the many problems that come to mind—how to frame an effec-
tive opening question; what to do with some students who will not do the
reading and other students who would do it if they could, but they cannot;
what to do with students who are uncomfortable participating and students
who talk too much and/or will not listen. Also during the debriefings, I pro-
vide direct instruction on a number of points: selecting a powerful text,
preparing to lead a seminar, stating the purpose of the seminar, stating and/or
eliciting norms and standards, keeping the discussion going and on focus,
de-briefing a seminar, follow-up writing assignments, working with read-
ing comprehension problems, and tolerating failed seminars and trying again.

By placing this instruction in the debriefing context, light is shed on the
just-completed seminar or microseminar—back onto concrete experience.
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This is reflection, from reflectere: bending backward to understand what
happened and forward to imaginatively create one’s behavior in the next
seminar (Valli 1997). This is also the inductive/deductive “double move-
ment of reflection” (Dewey 1991, 216): students move from experience to
creating a working hypothesis about that experience, and back to experi-
ence again to test the working hypothesis, then back to revise the hypoth-
esis, and so forth, creating a practical “working theory” of discussion
facilitation.

Incorporated in these debriefings is the viewing of two videotapes. One
is a 15-minute instructional video called How to Conduct Successful Socratic
Seminars, featuring Boulder, Colorado, teacher John Zola and his high-school
students.” While John instructs viewers on various elements of seminar
planning and facilitation, he is shown leading a seminar with his students
on a Supreme Court decision dealing with sexual harassment at the work-
place (Harris v. Forklift, 1993). Here the seminar is focused on a primary doc-
ument that deals with a difficult and controversial public issue on which
the Court is rendering an opinion, which the students in the seminar are
attempting to understand. The other video is one of a collection of videos
that accompanies a teaching manual called Preparing Citizens: Linking Authen-
tic Assessment and Instruction in Civic/Law-Related Education.® The segment |
use shows Judy Still and her middle-school students in Cherry Creek, Col-
orado, having a seminar on Howard Fast’s novel about the opening days
of the American Revolution, April Morning (Bantam 1961). Here the semi-
nar is focused on historical fiction, and the students are working to under-
stand how its main character and the new nation both are developing.

Selecting a Powerful Text. Powerful texts can call out to us in any medi-
um—print (e.g., King’s Letter; a Supreme Court opinion), visual (a stature
or mural; the Vietnam Memorial), auditory (a workers’ song or national
anthem), or theatrical (a scene from The Crucible or a musical). What makes
them “powerful” is that they contain or arouse in participants mind-alter-
ing ideas, issues, and values. By “mind-altering” I mean texts that raise
persisting or surprising human questions and lend themselves to conflicting
interpretations. The exchange and clarification of interpretations should
arouse the discussants both intellectually and morally and, thanks to the
diversity of participants and disagreements among them, broaden their
horizons. The ideas, issues, and values carried by these texts deal intimately
with who we are and how we live together, how and who we are going to
be, why we hate and love, why we suffer and hope, what we do and don't
try to build. At least this is the aim. Of course, not every text does this. At
one point in Anglo-American history, such texts were listed and collected
and called the “Great Books of the Western World” (Hutchins 1952). With
the broadening of the canon in recent decades, the group of texts that can
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be called “great” has been opened up dramatically. Still, this does not mean
that all texts are equally powerful, as any teacher and any reader knows,
and the chief task for a seminar facilitator is to select the most powerful
text for the purpose and students at hand.

Typically in Socratic Seminars, we deal with text excerpts. This flies in
the face of good literature practice, of course, but it has benefits that can
outweigh these costs. Mainly, the class can concentrate more intently on,
and dig more deeply into, a brief (1-4 pages) passage than an entire work.
And, given the myriad reading ability problems in middle and high schools,
the brevity of the passage lends itself to intensive work on a small area
and, therefore comprehension.

In the social studies methods course, I try to select powerful texts that
deal centrally with problems and principles of democracy. Of the two
demonstration seminars I lead myself, recall that one comes at the begin-
ning of the unit, the other after students have each facilitated two semi-
nars and participated as discussants in six-to-eight more in microseminars.
For these demonstrations, I often choose King’s Letter from Birmingham City
Jail for the first, which I have excerpted down to four pages from the twen-
ty-page version that appears as a chapter in King’s book, Why We Can't
Wiait (1963); and, for the second, Plato’s Crito, which is an account of Socrates’
time in jail prior to his drinking the hemlock. These make an unforgettable
pair of seminars. I facilitate the first with the whole-class; in the second I
demonstrate-a “fishbowl” style seminar, with an inner and outer circle of
students who trade places midway through the seminar (students may
speak only when in the inner circle).

I choose an additional eight-to-ten texts for the two rounds of microsem-
inars. (Two microseminars with four participants each requires eight texts;
if groups are of five students, then ten texts are required.) These texts must
be very brief, as students in the microseminars are given only five minutes
to read the text prior to the seminar. Typically these are not more than one
page long, and my selections often include the following, excerpted: James
Baldwin’s A Talk to Teachers,’ Machiavelli’s The Prince, the “Melian Dia-
logue” in Thucydides’ History of the Peloponnesian War, Toni Morrison’s
Playing in the Dark,” The Declaration of Independence, the Seneca Falls Decla-
ration, Federalist No. 10, Jane Addams’ Democracy and Social Ethics," Toc-
queville’s Democracy in America, John Kenneth Galbraith’s The Affluent
Society,” John Dewey’s Democracy and Education, and The Pledge of Allegiance
(this short text in its entirety).Below are the Tocqueville and Addams
excerpts. Later, I provide the opening questions I use for each.

Alexis de Tocqueville: There is, indeed, a most dangerous passage in the his-
tory of a democratic people. When the taste for physical gratifications among
them has grown more rapidly than their education and their experience of
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free institutions, the time will come when men are carried away and lose all-
self-restraint at the sight of the new possessions they are about to obtain. In
their intense and exclusive anxiety to make a fortune, they lose sight of the
close connection that exists between the private fortune of each and the pros-
perity of all. It is not necessary to do violence to such a people in order to
strip them of the rights they enjoy; they themselves willingly loosen their
hold. The discharge of political duties appears to them to be a troublesome
impediment which diverts them from their occcupations and business. If they
are required to elect representatives, to support the government by person-
al service, to meet on public business, they think they have no time, they can-
not waste their precious hours in useless engagements; such idle amusements
are unsuited to serious men who are engaged with the important interests
of life. These people think they are following the principle of self-interest,
but the idea they entertain of that principle is a very crude one; and the bet-
ter to look after what they call their own business, they neglect their chief
business, which is to remain their own masters.”

Jane Addams: Women who live in the country sweep their own dooryards and
may either feed the refuse of the table to a flock of chickens or allow it inno-
cently to decay in the open air and sunshine. In a crowded city quarter, how-
ever, if the street is not cleaned by the city authorities, no amount of private
sweeping will keep the tenement free from grime; if the garbage is not prop-
erly collected and destroyed a tenement house mother may see her children
sicken and die of diseases from which she alone is powerless to shield them,
although her tenderness and devotion are unbounded. As society grows more
complicated it is necessary that women shall extend her sense of responsi-
bility to many things outside of her own home if she would continue to pre-
serve the home in its entirety.”

Certainly a comment is needed about my rationale for choosing the texts
I do. My selection is surely limited to the extent of my own knowledge,
which results from a combination of my social position, education, and indi-
vidual dispositions. Generally, I try to choose texts that force my student
teachers and me to grapple with how we are wanting to live together, that
is, with the arrangement of private and public life. I choose the Tocqueville
and Addams texts because they go to the heart of what is arguably the most
important issue in educating for democratic living: the tension between
individual interests, and the common good (or independence and com-
munity; negative and positive liberty). Moreover, Tocqueville connects this
tension to the problem of affluence, as does Galbraith, and Addams blurs
the boundaries between domestic life and public life. I choose the Letter and
Crito because both feature (a) great moral philosophers, (b) who are in jail,.
and (c) on purpose—for reasons of conscience, love of justice, and respect
for law/community. Together, they provide a dramatic comparison. I choose
The Prince and the Melian Dialogue because they deal centrally with the ten-
sion between right (justice) and might (power) and with equality and inequal-
ity. Madison's Federalist 10, Morrison’s Playing in the Dark, and Baldwin’s A
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Talk to Teachers each deals with diversity: Madison with the need to limit
majority power, Morrison and Baldwin with the depth, persistence, and
consequences of racism and prejudice. A good seminar on the Pledge spurs
some participants for the first time to contemplate the idea of allegiance to
a way of living together (a republic) rather than to a person (e.g., the Prince)
or a place (e.g., a “fatherland”).

Preparing To Lead A Seminar. Preparing to lead a whole-class or fish-
bowl seminar, or a microseminar, involves numerous decisions and seri-
ous consideration of the text to be discussed. How will the class be arranged
for seminar? (One large circle? Two concentric circles for alternating “fish-
bowl” discussions? Small groups?) Will participation be required? Will the
seminar be evaluated? How will homework reading, if assigned, be checked
prior to the seminar? Will students who haven’t done the reading be allowed
to participate? How will the seminar purpose be stated and communi-
cated? What norms will be posted (or proposed or elicited from the group)?
What question will open the seminar? Here, I deal with the last three ques-
tions concerning purpose, norms, and the opening question.

As for purpose and norms, I ask student teachers to prepare a poster
that can be taped to the wall each time a seminar is held:

Purpose:

To enlarge your understanding of the ideas, issues, and values in this text.

Norms:

1. Don't raise hands.

2. Addyress one another, not the discussion leader.

3. Use the text to support opinions.,

Communicating with students about the purpose and norms requires
knowledge of the students, their discussion experience in and out of school,
and the norms by which they usually interact with one another. The ado-
lescents I have worked with often do not have language for challenging or
clarifying one another’s statements easily or courteously; accordingly, we
teach them phrases such as these: “I have a different opinion. .. .” (then
state it); or, “I disagree. Let me explain.” And, for clarification: “I think I
understand, but let me be sure. . . .” (then rephrase); or “What do you mean
by. . .?” In the videotape (Social Science Education Consortium 2001) of
Judy Still’s middle-school seminar on April Morning, we see her post the
following norms:

1. Don't raise hands.

2. Listen to and build on one another’s comments.

3. Invite others into the discussion.

4. Support opinions by referring to passages in the book.

5. Tie what you know about the history of the revolution into your interpreta-
tion of “April Morning.”
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Preparing the opening question for a seminar is the most important
aspect of seminar facilitation, without which the purposes and norms have
nothing in particular to realize. The key here is reading and re-reading
(viewing and re-viewing; listening and re-listening) the text the students
will be reading (viewing, listening) and discussing. I indicated earlier that
my student teachers participate in two rounds of microseminars, facilitat-
ing once in each round. Prior to this, they prepare, Jigsaw style, in plan-
ning groups with others who will lead a microseminar on the same text.
This is an enormously important planning session, for here they discuss
the ideas, issues, and values in the text, and then frame several opening
questions and decide on one to try out. (This decision is actually a delib-
eration since group members are weighing the suggested questions and
deciding on one that all will use to open their seminars—that is, they are
reaching a decision that will be binding on all.)

Opening questions usually should be interpretive, rather than factual or
evaluative. An interpretive question concerns the meaning of the ideas,
issues, and values in a text. It has no single correct answer as does a factu-
al question, so the discussion will be text-based as students use the text to
marshal evidence for and against particular interpretations. Of course, there
will be disagreement. An evaluative question also has no single correct
answer, but it is less about interpreting the text and more a matter of mak-
ing value judgments about something in the text or related to it."” Here are
some examples. First, I give opening questions I have used with the two
texts printed earlier by Tocqueville and Addams. Both are interpretive.

* What does Tocqueville mean in the last sentence of the paragraph,
where he writes: but the idea they entertain of that principle (the prin-
ciple of self-interest) is a very crude one?

* What would be a good title for this paragraph, one that captures
Addams’ key concerns?

And, here are opening questions 1 have used with Letter and Crito. I pro-

vide an interpretive, then an evaluative question for each.

* How does King distinguish between just and unjust laws?

* Should social studies teachers urge their students to follow King's
example? :

* Why didn’t Socrates escape when he had the chance?

* Would you have tried to escape if you were in Socrates’ place?

De-Briefing A Seminar. A common approach to debriefing a seminar,
which I model for my students in the demonstration seminars on Letter
and Crilo, is to go around the circle of participants and ask, “In your opin-
ion did we achieve the purpose? Was your understanding enlarged?” Or,
ask each participant to make an observation about the seminar: “What is
one thing you noticed about the seminar we had today?” Either is a good
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assessment opportunity for both facilitator and participants, and either
should suggest problems that can be addressed immediately or in the next
seminar. In the two videotapes, teachers are shown asking these questions,
and viewers have the opportunity to listen to students’ responses.

Deliberation

Deliberation is discussion with an eye toward deciding what “we” should
do (Dillon 1994; Fishkin 1991; Mathews 1994; Young 1997). This “we” is a
community that shares a problem. Deliberation is a community-building
enterprise because it brings people together around a problem they share
and creates a particular kind of democratic culture among them: listening
as well as talking, forging decisions together rather than only defending
positions taken earlier, and coming to agreement or disagreement (Park-
er, Ninomiya, and Cogan 1999).

Selecting an exemplar for deliberation is more difficult than for semi-
nar because there are more possibilities. The Public Issues Model (Oliver,
Newmann, and Singleton 1992; Evans and Saxe 1996; Oliver and Shaver
1974; Hess 1998) is probably the most venerated in the social studies edu-
cation field, and for good reason. Students are engaged in large- and small-
group discussions of an enduring public issue; they study the issue in
depth, including its instantiation across analogous cases; they learn to dis-
tinguish between kinds of issues (those involving value conflicts as opposed
to definitional disputes of disagreements over the facts); and they are taught
numerous skills of civic discourse, such as clarification, stipulation, and
drawing analogies. However, for the unique pedagogical circumstance of
teaching new social studies teachers to lead deliberations, I have come to
appreciate Structured Academic Controversy (SAC) as developed by the
cooperative learning researchers David and Roger Johnson (1985; 1988). 1
believe it provides a working platform from which the Public Issues Model
can be explored later, if desired.

This “unique pedagogical circumstance” involves (a) novices, not expe-
rienced teachers, (b) whose own 16-year “apprenticeship of observation”
(Lortie 1975, 61) has taught them a great deal about the IRE (initiate-respond-
evaluate) pattern of teacher-student recitation but little about orchestrat-
ing purposeful student-student discussions of controversial issues, and (c)
who worry, understandably, about their performance as student teachers
before their students, peers, cooperating teachers, and university supervi-
sors. This is no ordinary circumstance. My attempts at teaching new teach-
ers to lead deliberative discussions have taught me that Structured Academic
Controversy is the better place to begin the journey, while the Public Issues
Model allows plenty of room for growth later. In other words, SAC scaf-
folds student teachers successfully into controversial issues deliberations,
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after which they may (and I urge them to do so) work toward what I believe

is the more ambitious and nuanced Public Issues Model.

Johnson and Johnson (1988) call the strategy “structured academic con-
troversy” in order to emphasize, first, the structured or scaffolded nature
of the discussion and, second, the academic or subject-matter controver-
sies, as opposed to nonacademic or interpersonal controversies, that are at
issue. A brief excerpt from a SAC discussion should be helpful. Here stu-
dents are discussing a controversy concerning crime, race, and citizenship:
whether ex-felons should be disenfranchised. Value conflicts and dis-
agreements over facts arise in only a few turns.

Terrell: You're absolutely right they should be allowed to vote. They paid
their time didn’t they? If you don’t let them vote you're saying
they haven’t paid their time.

Sara:  But shouldn’t we have more respect for the ballot box?

Terrell: Now what does that mean?

Sara: Show a little respect for the victims why don’t you.

Angie: Wait. You switched reasons. Let’s go back to the ballot box. I think
you're right there. Most states don’t let ex-cons vote once they're
let out of prison, and the reason is that the felons disqualified them-
selves from citizenship when they violated community norms. It's
like they broke the social contract. Sorry, Terrell, but that makes
complete sense to me. You can’t treat citizenship as cheap.

Sara: Some states, I think. Not more states.

Byron: Do you know who most of those felons are? Maybe not most, but
lots? Black. It says right here (pointing to article) that 13 percent
of all Black men can’t vote today because of current or prior felon
convictions. Now what do you really think this issue is about?
Crime? Race? |

Sara:  Now I know why Democrats want the voting restrictions lifted
and Republicans don't.

Angie: Why's that?

There are at least two good reasons for teaching the SAC method to pre-
service students. First, it encourages them to uncover and feature the con-
troversies that suffuse the subject matter they are planning to teach, and
doing so improves the quality of their curriculum swiftly and surely. Schol-
ars, recall, are in continual disagreement about the nature of their fields
and the claims they are advancing. Scholarship, in fact, is defined by one’s
participation in these disagreements: A scholar’s grasp of the questions
and conflicts that mark her field, combined with her willingness to subject
her understandings to the criticism of peers, is in large measure what con-
stitutes her as a scholar. Historians disagree fundamentally about why
Rome fell, why the tyrannies of Hitler and Mussolini arose in democracies,
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why women were executed as witches in Salem, why slavery in North
America wasn’t abolished sooner, and which of these questions is most
important. None are settled matters, especially not among the people who
know a great deal about them. Competing accounts are adjudicated dif-
ferently, evidence is evaluated differently, and arguments are made, inter-
preted, and deployed differently.

Second, along with this uncovering function whereby teachers bring
genuine academic controversy to the forefront of their curriculum, SAC
sponsors a unique kind of classroom discourse. It involves students in safe,
focused discussions with one another during which competing ideas and
values are set alongside one another. Moreover, it does this in a way that,
in my experience at least, is feasible for the novice teacher who is worried,
understandably, about the commonplaces of student teaching: classroom
management, relating with students, teaching subject matter, and appear-
ing competent before supervisors.

The discussion excerpt above is, all things considered, quite good. It is
a small-group discussion. Students are expressing positions, challenging
positions, seeking clarity, giving reasons, and following the reasoning
(Angie noted Sara’s “switch”). Moreover, they are addressing one anoth-
er, and each student contributes. These objectives are not easily achieved,
as any teacher knows. It is important to note that the discussion occurred
with no explicit instruction on how to have such a discussion; instead, care-
ful prompts were given in a particular sequence, which is what earns SAC
the adjective “structured” in its name. In this way, SAC scaffolds students
into impressively demanding discussions which otherwise may be beyond
their reach.

Briefly, here is the SAC procedure as I've adapted it (Parker and Hess
2001). Students read, in groups of four, background material (e.g., histor-
ical narrative; journalism) on the issue at hand (e.g., Should states be per-
mitted to disenfranchise ex-felons? Was WWII the second half of WWI?
Why was slavery abolished so late in U.S. history? Should physician-assist-
ed suicide be permitted in our state?). Then, each group breaks into two
pairs. Each pair is assigned a different position on the issue, affirmative
and negative, and given a set of primary and secondary sources in order
to study the position and its supporting arguments. This period of text-
based study can take anywhere from twenty minutes to several hours or
days, depending on the amount and depth of material involved. (Hence,
a SAC can be adapted to a single lesson or a whole unit.) Following study,
each pair plans and presents its position and arguments to the other pair.
Then, the pairs reverse perspectives: each pair feeds back the other pair’s
position and reasoning until each is satisfied that its case has been heard
and understood. All this discussion, recall, is occurring with the relative-
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ly safe settings of, first, a pair of students, and then two pairs together in
a small group of four students. Following the presentation of the affirma-
tive and negative cases and the subsequent reciprocity, the pairs are asked
to dissolve themselves so that the group of four can become one delibera-
tive body. The pairs are asked to drop the positions to which they were
assigned. Individuals are encouraged now to be genuine, drawing not only
on the readings but also on their life experiences and emotions. “See if you
can forge a position, together. Feel free to change your mind.” The small
group’s task now is to reason together in the direction of a consensus on
the question; if not consensus, then to “come to disagreement,” clarifying
the nature of the disagreement.

This small-group discussion is the culminating activity of SAC and the
source of the discussion excerpt above. To speak of it as a culminating activ-
ity is to say, in linear terms, that it is the final activity setting in the sequence
of activity settings that constitutes SAC. Students have been prepared for
it not only by studying the issue but by discussing it with a partner, then
representing it to an audience (the opposing pair), then reversing per-
spectives, and then studying it again—now through small-group discus-
sion, setting one perspective alongside others, “challenging our own view
of things with those of others” (Bridges 1979, 50).

The SAC procedure may strike some readers as too structured, yet in
the culminating discussion students typically change their minds as they
see fit, not necessarily clinging to initially assigned positions; and they are
listening to and challenging one another, and each of them is contributing.
This is not magic. It was the earlier work in the sequence of settings that scaf-
folded students successfully into this culminating discussion. The work done in
pairs developed whatever students’ initial understanding of the issue might
have been, and students were able to broaden that knowledge thanks to
the dynamics of presenting and reversing positions and then discussing
the issue in the group of four. The scaffold, in other words, has the desired
consequences. When we recall the stubborn persistence of recitation in
classrooms across the nation and through the grade levels, this is no small
feat. Walking around the classroom, listening to the discussions in each
group of four, is routinely a satisfying moment.

But my objective here is to teach these preservice teachers to facilitate
SAC deliberations with their students, which requires more than their
engagement in this one demonstration lesson. If I did only this, much of
the pedagogy would remain invisible and, therefore, unusable. To appro-
priate it as a tool in their own teaching, they need not merely to be involved
in it while their attention and intellectual effort is focused on the issue being
deliberated; they need also to place their attention and intellectual effort
on the pedagogy itself. What to do? Following the strategy described ear-
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lier for seminars, I could move from the SAC demonstration lesson to
“micro-SACs,” which students would take turns leading themselves. That
would not be feasible, however, because of the large amount of study time
needed for the pairs to prepare adequately for their presentations. Instead,
I require each student to develop a full SAC lesson plan and to append the
affirmative and negative readings their students will study at the outset.

As with the seminar, a good deal of the direct instruction on SAC occurs
during the debriefing of the demonstration lesson, but a significant por-
tion of it occurs also during the question-and-answer portion of class ses-
sions in which they are sharing their work on their own SAC plans. The
array of problems and considerations needing attention is similar to those
for seminar: selecting a powerful issue, articulating to students the pur-
pose of the deliberation, stating and/or eliciting norms and standards for
the deliberation, deciding whether to reveal one’s own position on the
issue, keeping the discussions going and on focus (in pairs; in small groups),
de-briefing a SAC, follow-up writing assignments, working with reading
comprehension problems, and tolerating failed deliberations and trying
again.

Each is important, but due to space limitations I will just touch upon
the first four of these. ,

Selecting a Powerful Issue. The SAC plan my students develop includes
a written rationale for the selected issue, which requires them to wrestle
with (as they must with seminars) the selection of subject matter. I stipu-
late that to be powerful, the selected issue should be central—not periph-
eral—to the course of study at hand (e.g., in a history course, central to the
historical era or unit theme), and it should represent one or more larger, endur-
ing issues. An enduring issue arises again and again in human affairs, across
time and place. The issue of felon disenfranchisement, for example, is cen-
tral to a civics or government course that deals with voting rights, voter
behavior, and such values as liberty, justice, and equality. It represents a
number of enduring issues about crime and deviance in any society, espe-
cially a society where justice, equality, one-person-one-vote, and the rights
and responsibilities of citizens are espoused ideals. Similarly, a SAC delib-
eration on the causes of the American Revolution and whether its instiga-
tors were “traitors” or “patriots” is central to a U.S. history course. Here,
an enduring issue might be: when is rebellion justified?'

Articulating the Purpose of a SAC Deliberation. At this point in debrief-
ing the demonstration lesson on ex-felon voting rights, I introduce the
typology presented earlier in this chapter (Figure 6.1). In order to perceive
the purpose of deliberation and use it appropriately as a tool in their own
classrooms, teachers need a differentiated (rather than monolithic) under-
standing of discussion. Then, teachers can distinguish among different pur-
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poses, tailoring the discussion to different kinds of subject matter. Do stu-
dents need to deepen and broaden their understanding of the ideas, issues,
and values in a particular text? Or do they need to reach a decision?  have
found that the typology is not helpful until after the second discussion
framework, deliberation, is introduced. At that point, the problem of dis-
tinguishing between the two arises.

Norms. Because discussions in SAC are being conducted within small
groups, it is unnecessary to establish the hand-raising and address-one-
another norms of the seminar. Needed instead are norms related to reach-
ing decisions on controversial issues through civilized disagreement and
deep exploration of the issue itself. A videotape I show at this point dis-
plays a high-school class in Denver deliberating the issue of physician-
assisted suicide.” The discussion leader, Diana Hess, elicits from students
and writes on the chalkboard the following norms:

1. Hear all sides equally.

2. Listen well enough to respond to and build upon each other’s ideas.

3. Talking loudly is no substitute for reasoning.

4. Back up opinions with clear reasons.

5. Speak one at a time.

The Teacher’s Role During Deliberation. The question my student teach-
ers wrestle with more than any other, once they begin to facilitate deliber-
ations on actual controversies (or imagine themselves doing so) is this: what
should I do with my own position and reasons on the issue? Should I dis-
close? When the question is raised, I ask a student to facilitate a brief delib-
eration. The opening prompt: “See if you can come to a consensus on this
issue, or at least clarify the disagreement.” Listening to this discussion is
invariably a good,-informal assessment of students’ reasoning on the issue
and their background assumptions about the politics of teaching. I follow
up by distributing Thomas Kelly’s (1989) brief article. He weighs carefully
the alternatives, then recommends a particular form of disclosure. If time
permits, Kelly’s article makes for a good seminar discussion.

Conclusion

Seminars are discussions aimed at enlarging students’ understandings
of select texts, while deliberations are discussions aimed at making deci-
sions about what a “we”—a community—should do. Deliberation is the
basic labor of democratic life, for it addresses common problems and at
the same time forges a democratic community of those deliberating such
problems together. Yet, it requires not only a “we” with a problem but a
“we” with knowledge. A social studies classroom, therefore, should not be
deliberation-centered anymore than it should be seminar-centered. Social
studies courses, to reiterate the position I took near the beginning of this
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chapter, must routinely try to do both in tandem. The depth of under-
standing promised by the seminar helps to provide an enlightened men-
tal and social platform for public action. The reverse is true, too. To take
bold social action without the advantage of deep social understanding
reeks of action for its own sake, mindlessness; and to take no action, pre-
ferring contemplation and theory, is the exemplar of social irresponsibili-
ty, cruel inaction in the face of cruel circumstances. Understanding and
decision making are functionally inseparable in the project called social
studies education.

Pedagogical tools—scaffolds—tailored to the two emphases are need-
ed. Seminar and deliberation are two such tools. Inquiry, concept devel-
opment, and history workshop (the topics of the other three units in this
course) are three more. They support the understanding side of the coin
more than the deliberative side, I suppose, except when the inquiries, con-
cepts, and original historical narratives are directed toward public prob-
lems such as the enduring tensions between individual interests and the
common good, might and right, and pluribus and unum. Accordingly, the
subject matters of the two emphases overlap significantly, and the dis-
tinction between the world revealing and the world-changing functions of
social studies education is blurred. Still, the two tools we have been con-
sidering here—seminar and deliberation-—are distinct, and each is worth
honing by new and experienced teachers alike. This honing entails some-
thing more than participating in them as discussants. It requires also knowl-
edge of both, the sort of knowledge that results from two activities in
addition to participation: planning (with others) to lead them and study-
ing (with others) the distinctions between them.
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Notes

1. The typology, along with a study of some problems that arise when teaching discus-
sion facilitation to others, are detailed in Parker and Hess, 2001. See also Parker 2001a.

2. I sometimes teach the elementary social studies course as well, in which I use the text
I authored (2001b). In the present chapter, I focus on the secondary course because it lasts
two quarters rather than one and, therefore, I delve further into discussion facilitation.

3. This distinction is detailed in Parker, 2001b, Chapter 4.

4. See also Burbules (1993, 21): “The participants are caught up; they are absorbed.”

5. Socrates provides the classic role model. See Plato’s Meno, in Protagoras and Meno, 1956.

6. The Great Books Foundation in Chicago, with which Adler was connected, also has
done much to popularize the seminar mode of discussion, conducting teacher trainings across
the nation and publishing collections of seminar texts, such as Introduction to the Great Books,
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a series of texts (with leaders” guides) ranging from Tocqueville’s Democracy in America to
Virginia Woolf’s A Room of One’s Own. Also, the National Paideia Center supports a network
of “Paideia schools” (see T. Roberts et al., The Power of Paideia Schools. Alexandria, VA: ASCD,
1998). See the work of Sophie Haroutunian-Gordon in high schools, reported in her book,
Turning the Soul (1991), and her examination of the Socratic methed itself in “Was Socrates a
‘Socratic’ Teacher?” (1988). The Socratic Seminar is used in higher education as well: Under-
graduates at St. John’ College (Annapolis, MD and Santa Fe, NM) experience seminars as one
of the instructional staples in each of the four years of undergraduate study.

7. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1999.

8. The teaching manual is authored by Barbara Miller and Laurel Singleton, 1997. I ana-
lyze two of the videotaped discussions in this cotlection in Parker, 2001a. These videotapes
are available separately (Social Science Education Consortium, 2001).

9. In R. Simonson & S. Walker, ed. Multicultural Literacy (St. Paul, MN: Graywolf Press,
1988), 1-15.

10. New York: Random House, 1992.

11. New York: Macmillan, 1902.

12. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1998 (40th anniversary edition).

13. In Alexis de Tocqueville, (1969, Vol. II, Part II, Chapter 14, “Physical Pleasures...Free-
dom and ...Public Affairs”).

14. In Frances Maule, ed. Woman Suffrage: History, Arguments, and Results. New York:
National American Woman Suffrage Association, 1913.

15. This distinction among question types is given concisely in the discussion leader’s
handbook of the Great Books Foundation (1999).

16. The U.S. history booklets published as the Public Issues Series by the Social Science Edu-
cation Consortium in Boulder, Colorado, carefully tie case issues to enduring issues. Other
curriculum materials that lend themselves to deliberative discussions are the issues booklets
developed for the National Issues Forum (Dubuque, IA: Kendall/Hunt) and for Choices for the
21st Century (Center for Foreign Policy Development, Brown University). A public-policy
model for deliberating issues is detailed in Parker and Zumeta, 1999.

17. This video is available from the same source as the April Morning seminar discussed
earlier (Social Science Education Consortium, 2001). See my analysis in Walter C. Parker,
“Classroom Discussion: Models for Leading Seminars and Deliberations.” Social Education
65 (March 2001): 111-115.
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Civic Intelligence and Liberal
Intelligence in the History Education
of Social Studies Teachers and
Students

Lynn R. Nelson and Frederick D. Drake

For the past two decades educational reform in the United States has
recalled liberal education to its civic role in a democratic society. Numer-
ous proponents of liberal and civic education have emphasized the renew-
al of democratic citizenship in the curriculum of elementary and secondary
schools plus colleges and universities.! Ernest L. Boyer and Fred M. Hechinger,
for example, observed that higher education “should create a climate in
which the values of the individual and the ethical and moral issues facing
society can be thoughtfully examined” (1981, 60). Charles E. Bahmueller
and Charles N. Quigley remind us that instructional programs in our schools
need to promote civic competence, civic responsibility, and widespread
participation of youth in the civic and political life of their communities
and the nation (1991, 1). We argue that historical study focused upon the
principles and practices of citizenship in a democracy should be in the core
curriculum of elementary and secondary schools and in the civic founda-
tions of university-based programs for prospective social studies teachers.

This chapter is framed by the recent attempts to reinvigorate the civic
mission of social studies in elementary and secondary schools and uni-
versity-based programs for teacher education. We confront the reflective
practitioner of history and the social studies with the problem of translat-
ing theory into practice and considering historical knowledge, historical inquiry,
and democratic deliberation as the heart of the social studies. At the same
time, we challenge educators who argue that decision-making about cur-
rent public issues or social problems, which eschews context-based inquiry,
ought to be the heart of social studies education (Engle and Ochoa 1988,
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61-77).2 Further, we propose a history-centered model of education for cit-
izenship in a democracy, which involves students in making decisions
about issues within the confines of historical time periods and stresses the
critical importance of socio-cultural contexts. (See Figure 7.1: Frameworks
of Civic Intelligence, which is the first of seven figures presented in the
Appendix to this chapter; see page 155.)

Three significant principles inform our preference for history-centered
education for democratic citizenship in elementary and secondary school
social studies courses and in the university-based education of social stud-
ies teachers. First, a popular culture that magnifies the importance of both
individuals and groups in the present necessitates a counterbalance that
will contextualize the lives and decisions of individuals and groups with
the dimensions of time and place (Lasch 1991; Lasch 1995; Schlesinger
1998). Decisions analyzed within time and place include opponents of those
choices and unintended consequences of them. For example, the actions
of Rosa Parks in the mid-1950s would be diminished in meaning without
reference to time, place, and circumstances of her decisions and without
an understanding of the interrelated decisions of civil rights activists and
southern and northern politicians that resulted from her actions. As report-
ed in Richard Niemi and Jane Junn’s summary of the 1988 NAEP results,
students may be able to identify Rosa Parks as the person who initiated
the Montgomery bus boycott without explaining the legality of the boy-
cott (1998, 30). We suggest historical context would provide a meaningful
framework to examine the significance of particular events and enable the
students to understand and apply a particular concept, for example boy-
cott, in other historical circumstances.

Second, and intertwined with the first principle, when we constantly
“background” or marginalize people and events in the past (as does the
decision-making on social issues model), we diminish their status and dan-
gerously elevate our own. History “foregrounds” individuals in the time
period in which they lived, while the decision-making social issues model
backgrounds all individuals except those living in the present. Rosa Parks’
heroism can better be appreciated when one realizes that she could not
foretell the consequences of her decision. Too often, the political actor in
the past is viewed as possessing prescience for what flows later from her
actions. Little regard is paid to the anguish and risks that accompanied her
decisions.

Third, the decision-making on social issues model more often than not
results in a debate to score points rather than a deliberation to fully under-
stand ideas, values, and beliefs. We believe historical inquiry, historical
knowledge, and deliberation are the heart of the social studies. We believe
deliberation more clearly conveys the democratic nature of the process in
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which individuals gather information, analyze values, and reason togeth-
er in order to understand and evaluate events that occurred in the past and
present. Deliberation calls upon an individual to willingly suspend initial
inclinations to action in order to present her ideas and to carefully consider
the ideas of others.

Since the first publication of A Nation at Risk, released by the National
Commission on Excellence in Education in 1983, academic disciplines in
the school curriculum have received on-going scrutiny from their respec-
tive professional organizations and from other interested groups that have
proposed content standards and learning goals (Gagnon 1989). History is
no exception and standards have emerged at national and state levels. His-
tory teachers must be aware of these standards and use them to organize
the content and skills of their instruction. While the standards provide gen-
eral guidelines for school districts and teachers, they require interpreta-
tion by teachers and curriculum specialists to guide classroom instruction
and to create curriculum documents for school districts.?

The Ideal of Citizenship Education

The ideal of citizenship education is an enduring belief and value in
public education as old as the republic. Such individuals of the American
founding era as Benjamin Rush argued that the primary purpose of schools
was the creation of good citizens (Kaestle 2000, 48). The theories of citi-
zenship education coincided with the rise of schools as important institu-
tions. Perhaps the earliest popular theory was a framework that merged
history and fiction to teach good character through narratives. During the
decades following the founding of the republic, American publishers issued
readers and spellers that included such stories as Parson Weems's tale of
George Washington. These narratives provided generations of children
with examples of character that were worthy of emulation as well as engag-
ing them in an interesting story. Proponents of this theory of instruction -
" would conjoin history and fiction to achieve their paramount purpose of
character development (Kaestle 1983, 92-94).

Another popular theory of citizenship education was that of faculty psy-
chology and mental discipline. Proponents of faculty psychology used the
metaphor of the mind as a muscle, so the mind needed to be exercised
through memorization and other intellectual gymnastics. For students of
history this theory was put into practice by generations of students who
memorized large sections of historical narrative (Kliebard 1995, 4-6). Hard
work and the rigorous exercise of the mind, advocates argued, would lead
to good character and intellectual development.

In contrast to previous theories, William Torrey Harris translated the
principles of Hegelian philosophy into a theoretical framework for edu-
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cation with his five “windows of the soul,” namely grammar, literature
and art, mathematics, geography, and history. The schools, by imparting
knowledge to students, provided them with the means to individual
improvement throughout their lives and a mechanism to establish a com-
mon culture. Knowledge, including historical knowledge, served as the
foundation for both individual fulfillment and social progress. Harris’
humanistic, liberal curricular vision was challenged by early Progressives
whose perspective focused on the changing nature of American society
and the problems of youth in America’s new industrial order. Harris’ ideas,
initially supported by the influential President of Harvard University
Charles W. Eliot, were betrayed as Eliot shifted in 1908 from being a pro-
ponent of a common liberal education to a supporter of a differentiated
curriculum at the high school and new junior high school (Kliebard 1999,
42-43).

Modern educational theory was born in the competing world views of
Progressive education and resulted in a shift in the goals for schooling.
Clearly, a turning point occurred as competing interests contested the impor-
tant position held previously by liberal and civic education. All variants of
Progressive education focused on what was perceived as the changing nature
of American society in the last decade of the nineteenth century and first
decades of the twentieth century. Changes in immigration, urbanization,
and industrialization worried Progressive educators. Such curricular inter-
est groups as child-centered advocates, social efficiency proponents, peda-
gogical progressives, social meliorists, and social reconstructionists contested
the purposes and practices of education (Kliebard 1995; Tyack 1975). These
various groups of Progressive educators challenged the liberal, humanist
view of education that was articulated by William Torrey Harris. While Pro-
gressives in education agreed on the radical change that American society
was undergoing, individuals in these various curricular camps differed
widely in their prescriptions for educational reforms. For example, the ideas
of G. Stanley Hall influenced theorists and practitioners to adapt curricu-
lum and instruction to the needs and interests of students at their various
stages of development. By contrast, such vocational educators as David
Snedden argued that modern industrial America and the need for social
efficiency required vocational education involving students in manual train-
ing, and later vocational training, for specific jobs. While the followers of
Hall and Snedden vied with one another for support, they agreed upon the
relative unimportance of history as a school subject (Kliebard 1999, 171,
231). Each camp posed challenges to liberal and civic education, and the
programs that these groups developed undermined the importance of both
civic and liberal education in the twentieth century.

Perhaps the least radical challenges came from the followers of John
Dewey, who have been labeled “pedagogical progressives” by the histori-
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an David Tyack and “social meliorists” by curriculum historian Herbert
Kliebard. Pedagogical progressives and social meliorists embraced the civic
purpose for education while calling for a new curriculum and teaching
methods organized around decision-making and scientific inquiry. These
individuals broadly agreed that the process of reflective thought should
be the core of the curriculum.

Divisions among Progressive educators contributed to battles that are
fought by history and social studies educators today. On one side, the divi-
sions that separate history and the social studies emanate from the belief
among some social studies educators that decision-making and a focus on
contemporary social problems should be the comprehensive organizer of
curriculum and instruction. In contrast, history and social science educa-
tors argue for the integrity of their academic disciplines as a superior means
to curricular organization (Gagnon 1989; Ravitch 2000; Wineburg 2001).

Beyond history, social science, and social studies educators, the battle
lines are clearly drawn. Unlike the dispute that involves how best to organ-
ize the curriculum for citizenship education, the argument with vocation-
al and technological educators is drawn around the issue of the purposes
for elementary and secondary education. Following the prescriptions of
David Snedden and Charles A. Prosser, vocational educators have called
for schools to “train-up” individuals as human capital for an increasingly
technical and specialized workforce (Kliebard 1999; Ravitch 2000). Both
history and social studies educators are under siege from vocationalists
who question whether civic and liberal knowledge are important enough
to warrant a prominent place in the curriculum. Arguments both familial
and foreign will continue into the future. While differences between his-
tory, social studies, and vocational educators are clearly delineated, the
familial disagreements are no less real and no less important. History and
social studies educators, who agree in opposition to the vocationalists will
nonetheless continue to disagree on issues about organization of the cur-
riculum. Should academic disciplines or interdisciplinary social problems
and issues be the focus of curriculum and instruction? Is there one form of
curricular organization, based on interdisciplinary study of social issues
or problems, that is sufficient to the social and civic education of students?
Or is the study of academic disciplines, history and the social sciences, a
better way for students to achieve an accurate and elaborate comprehen-
sion of social reality in the past and present?

Reflective Practice: History Education and Social Issues

Conditions of the twentieth century have not been favorable to advo-
cates of history and social studies education. Essays in the popular press
have portrayed American education as inadequately preparing youth to
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take advantage of vocational opportunities. In the years immediately fol-
lowing the Second World War, this argument was most often framed in
terms of the scientific and mathematical deficiencies of American children
vis-a-vis their Soviet counterparts. Since the end of the Cold War, this argu-
ment has focused on America at risk, with the risk perceived as American
children’s technological deficiencies to assume their places in the “high-
tech” workforce. Advocates of liberal and civic education face consider-
able challenges, having ceded the playing field of public discourse regarding
the purposes and practices of American education to vocational educators.
National and state standards help to an extent, but they are not enough.
Several generations of American citizens have come to consider the pur-
pose of America’s schools to be the training of the workforce.

Given the marginalization of history and the social sciences in current
debates that surround education, a detailed and refined rationale must be
developed if history and the social sciences are to muster public support
regarding their position in the curriculum. These are challenging respon-
sibilities for the reflective practitioner of history, who has much to offer
students concerning civic and liberal intelligence as foundations for dem-
ocratic citizenship education in elementary and secondary schools and uni-
versity-based teacher education programs.

The common roots of history and social studies education for the pur-
poses of liberal and civic learning rest in the ideas of John Dewey. He
informs us that reflective thought is, “Active, persistent, and careful con-
sideration of any belief or supposed form of knowledge in the light of the
grounds that support it, and the further conclusions to which it tends”
(Dewey 1910, 6). This dictum has influenced several generations of social
studies theorists and teachers. These individuals argue that social studies
education should focus on the decision-making process through which stu-
dents inquire into the factual information and the values required to arrive
at a reasoned decision within a social and political context. For Dewey, a
democratic education is an on-going process. Discussion is both the begin-
ning and end of inquiry.

The potential of individuals to make sense out of instruction is described
by Dewey and others as “natural intelligence.” Yet, it is insufficient as an
end in itself. “Natural intelligence,” Dewey reminds us, “is no barrier to
the propagation of error, nor large but untrained experience [emphasis added]
to the accumulation of fixed false beliefs” (Dewey 1910, 21). An intelligent
person may well be able to decipher arguments regarding a contemporary
social issue and not be able to deliberate as a citizen in public discourse.
The antecedents and context of the social issue, however, must be a fun-
damental part of the inquiry and discourse of students. If not, teachers and
students may be unable to evaluate cogently the quality of evidence and
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arguments supporting various positions on an issue. The degree to which
education has a responsibility to prepare future citizens for deliberative
discussion, which includes both support and criticism of the existing polit-
ical order, can no longer be taken for granted. Thus, history must be at the
core of the curriculum, because it provides a fund of knowledge, which
enables the individual to understand the past as it relates to the present
and to exercise a degree of discrimination in the examination of public
issues and events.

John Dewey made an early distinction between unreflective and reflec-
tive teaching. The former, dominated by impulse and the authority of tra-
ditions, embraces the everyday reality in schools, presuming undiscriminatingly
that only the technical practices of pedagogy should be considered when
planning for instruction (Dewey 1938). Reflective teaching is distinguish-
able from technical teaching. The reflective practitioner is the teacher who
thinks systematically about how to integrate significant content with sound
pedagogical practices, about how best to adapt content and methodology
according to the experiential levels and interests of students, and about
how to exercise the teacher’s collateral responsibilities toward students
and the community.’ The history teacher who practices reflectively recog-
nizes that history is an integrative discipline that informs the reflective
thinking of students.

History, first, allows students to understand events and historical debates
in the context of their time. Second, history enables each student and citi-
zen to argue for the continuation of warranted political, economic, and
social policies and traditions as well as provide students with the knowl-
edge and skills to argue for necessary political, economic, and social change.
Student intelligence is an ingredient that along with the quality of the mate-
rials one studies and the quality of the instruction that one receives results
in the acquisition of both knowledge and skills either elegant, elaborate,
and durable or rudimentary, primitive, and ephemeral.

Mortimer Adler in The Paideia Proposal (1982, 23) argued that sub]ects in
the curriculum should be taught and learned so that students organize
knowledge, develop intellectual skills, and enlarge their understanding of
ideas and values. In particular, history teachers should employ three ped-
agogical skills: didactic or telling instruction, coaching or supervising instruc-
tion, and Socratic or maieutic questioning instruction. These teaching skills
contribute to the greater purpose of student learning, which is to develop
the knowledge and skills necessary to contribute to the deliberation of social
and political issues within historical and contemporary contexts.

The study of history must extend beyond the acquisition of discrete
pieces of information. Richard Niemi and Jane Junn, however, report that
just the opposite is true in most classrooms (1998, 77-82). Teachers need to
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help students master the contours of a given narrative, whether a macro-
history or a microhistory, and know about significant individuals, their
ideas, and key political and social events that reflect continuity and change
in a society. Moreover, the intellectual products of this study should be
retained by the individual and be joined with related ideas to form the fab-
ric of his or her historical memory.’

Students should also know about universal themes and ideas that cut
across the human experience. These themes and ideas serve as filters that
help students differentiate between what is significant and unimportant
in the historical record. The National Council for History Education iden-
tified six “Vital Themes and Narratives” (see Figure 7.2 in the Appendix
to this chapter) to assist teachers as they organize the knowledge domain
of a history curriculum (Gagnon 1989, 26-27). Developers of The National
Standards of History (1996, 15-16) have identified five “Standards in His-
torical Thinking”: chronological thinking, historical comprehension, his-
torical analysis and interpretation, historical research capabilities, and
historical issues-analysis and decision-making.®

History instruction within the reflective practice framework considers
the worth of knowledge both now and in the future. The reflective practi-
tioner of history must know and understand the structure of history. That
is, the teacher must know that history is organized around seminal vital
themes and narratives that are punctuated by key turning points in the story
of the human adventure. (See Figure 7.4: The Reflective Practitioner and the
Teaching and Learning of History, which can be found at the end of this
chapter.) The teacher must have command of historical content, both the
main ideas and supporting details, and understand history’s pivotal role
as an integrative discipline among other school subjects (Wilson and Wine-
burg 1988; Wineburg 2001, 150-154, 170). History’s power of synthesis enables
the teacher and her students to draw upon ideas contributed by a number
of disciplines to develop an understanding of the actions of people and the
importance of events over a period of time. The social science disciplines
are analytical. They provide powerful concepts that analyze the behavior
of individuals and groups under varying circumstances. Thus, the reflec-
tive practitioner of history should possess knowledge of content and ped-
agogy, ability to implement her knowledge in the classroom, and desire to
be a life-long learner about both the past and the present.’

The reflective practitioner, who occupies the position opposite the closed-
minded individual, must also recognize the importance of having an open
spirit of inquiry and curiosity about the past and present. At the same time,
the thoughtful teacher must know the findings of research about effective
teaching and must keep abreast of current issues on the teaching of histo-
ry, geography, and social science or social studies. These are challenging
responsibilities for the reflective practitioner of history.
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Perhaps an all too common practice is for teachers of history to impose
one fact after another, or to destroy the integrity of history by thoughtlessly
transporting students across centuries and cultures to arrive at flawed gen-
eralizations that violate both the uniqueness of historical time and the par-
ticularity of culture and place. Decision-making activities that involve
students in making untenable generalizations across time and place force
students into simplistic, distorted conclusions in which they fail to recog-
nize the uniqueness of historical circumstances and the uniqueness of his-
torical periods.® Ultimately, if students are left with the impression that
generalizations can be drawn facilely across the boundaries of time and
place, then their distorted picture of the past has an impact on their self-
perception in the present. The practice of making sweeping and unwar-
ranted generalizations allows individuals to remove themselves from a
specific context and to abrogate their responsibilities in current civic life.

We challenge the reflective practitioner of history and social studies edu-
cation with the task of ensuring that all students develop a rich tapestry of
historical knowledge; this tapestry should recognize the unique patterns of
history within particular periods of time and cultures. We challenge histo-
ry and social studies educators to develop in their students a nuanced under-
standing of the relationship between historical literacy and civic participation
which is based upon the appreciation that events and ideas are perishable
when transported across time periods. One cannot require, without doing
significant damage to unique historical circumstances, the making of gen-
eralizations that sweep rashly across centuries of time and cut carelessly
across cultural circumstances. Generalizations must be qualified, and they
always must consciously recognize the uniqueness of events and the cul-
tural frameworks or contexts in which these historical events occurred.’

History, when well taught, provides students with durable knowledge
that informs the ideas individuals bring to their conversations as citizens.

- This knowledge provides individuals with a sense of humility that pre-
cludes superficial and unwarranted generalizations across time and cul-
tures. Durable historical knowledge is neither immutable nor immune from
challenge and reconstitution. After all, historians give meaning to the past
through interpretations, which are acts of intellectual synthesis. The chal-
lenges to and the changes in one’s durable knowledge are products of com-
pelling evidence, interpretation, and reflection.

History’s durable knowledge rests in “doing history”and “understanding
ways historians think.” It recognizes the dangers of making generaliza-
tions. While Hegelian schemes of metahistory and historical causation have
been discredited among many professional historians, they continue to be
used by some teachers in order to provide a degree of unity for the tapes-
try of history. However, the damage done to the uniqueness of historical
circumstances is considerable and outweighs any benefits that might accrue
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to students who view the past in a comprehensible picture, but one that
grotesquely distorts historical circumstances.

The decision-making model advocated by such curricular theorists as
Engle and Ochoa (1988), we caution, is akin to combining measures drawn
from varying scales and then drawing conclusions from the accumulated
data. Historical facts, historical circumstances, however, are perishable enti-
ties that do not travel easily across the dimensions of time and space. Thus,
history and social studies educators need to balance two countervailing
tendencies. The first is the tendency to over-generalize from the past; the
second is to act as the antiquarian and to value the past for its own unique-
ness. Civic literacy involves the careful and qualified comparisons of the
circumstances and actions of human beings across time and space. We offer
a framework for a history education that balances countervailing tenden-
cies and emphasizes both civic and liberal intelligence.

Liberal Intelligence and History Education

History education can be powerfully linked to the ideas of a liberal soci-
ety. A society is liberal to the extent that its citizens possess a sense of jus-
tice that regulates individual actions to secure rights of individuals equally
throughout society (Rawls 1971, 454). That sense of justice tied to protec-
tion of individual rights rests on a foundation of knowledge, a good part
of which is historical. Unlike an absolute monarchy or dictatorship, a lib-
eral democratic society draws upon knowledge and a use and disposition
toward reason as the means of resolving disputes and establishing cours-
es of action. Historical study contributes to the individual’s creation of this
framework of justice. History offers examples of the laudable and accept-
able as well as the reprehensible behavior of individuals and groups over
the span of years.

Historical knowledge and inquiry skills invite the individual to partic-
ipate in deliberations that have been ongoing since the founding of the
American republic. The student who is considering contemporary race
relations, for example, is informed by the discussions of indentured servi-
tude and slavery in seventeenth-century Virginia, the give-and-take com-
promises during the founding era, the meetings of abolitionists in the 1830s,
disagreements between Booker T. Washington and W. E. B. Du Bois, and
the actions of Lester Maddox as the racist owner of a restaurant in Geor-
gia in the 1960s. The liberally educated individual can draw upon multi-
ple ideas and images to engage in deliberative discourse.

Liberal intelligence appreciates the uniqueness of the past. A student
who reads about and discusses the ideas and life of W. E. B. Du Bois, the
entrepreneur Madame Walkeér in Indianapolis, and countless African Amer-
icans throughout the United States in the years following the Civil War
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appreciates the uniqueness of the historical circumstances that defined
their lives and contributed to their ideas in the latter part of the nineteenth
century and first half of the twentieth century. Du Bois’ ideas were forged
in his upbringing in Boston, as a witness to the aftermath of Reconstruc-
tion and Plessy v. Ferguson (1896), and his experiences in German seminars
as a scholarship student during the 1890s (Herman 1997, 194-198). Students
of history appreciate the tentative nature of judgments when examining
Du Bois’ recommendations and reactions to these ideas in African Amer-
ican and white communities. Historians and their students perceive past
events and issues as Du Bois and others experienced them at the time, and
they develop historical empathy as opposed to an excessive present-mind-
edness (Gagnon 1989, 25-26)."

Such examples of historians’ habits of the mind are the intellectual prop-
erty of liberally educated individuals. These important ways of thinking
serve as a foundation for liberally educated individuals to distinguish Du
Bois, Walker, and other African Americans and their circumstances from
the circumstances of the Reverend Dr. Martin Luther King Jr., Rosa Parks,
and civil rights activities of the mid-twentieth century. The Reverend King's
public life was informed by the opportunities for black Americans to pro-
mote racial equality in the context of racial segregation and the Cold War
struggle between the United States and then Soviet Union. Also contributing
to Reverend King’s understanding of the condition of African Americans
were such Supreme Court decisions as Sipuel v. University of Oklahoma
(1948), McLaurin v. Oklahoma State Regents (1950), Sweatt v. Painter (1950),
Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas (1954), and Bolling v. Sharpe
(1954), and the legal leadership of African-American lawyers Charles Hous-
ton and Thurgood Marshalil.

Liberal intelligence requires the cautious use of historical periods, often
far removed in time and even geographic distance, to support ideas and
arguments. However, the examples drawn upon in conversation are frag-

-ile exports. The ideas exported out of their time periods may be damaged
and changed when brutally joined to what appear to be similar ideas and
examples drawn from a different time period. Historical knowledge trav-
els best when packaged in detailed understanding that includes a realiza-
tion of each historical period’s unique qualities. Liberal intelligence takes
satisfaction in knowledge regarding the past and informs individual judg-
ment regarding the meaning of past events; it pursues a natural curiosity
to understand an idea or event for it own sake. Liberal intelligence bal-
ances two opposing forces: (1) antiquarianism, the love of historical knowl-
edge for its own sake, and (2) presentism, the rush to use ideas across time
and place and eschew context-based inquiry. This form of intelligence is
the product of an intellectual foundation nurtured by the students of his-
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tory and other disciplines. As we conceive the curriculum, liberal intelli-
gence is both a pre-requisite and a co-requisite to the development of civic
intelligence.

Civic Intelligence and History Education

Civic intelligence draws upon historical knowledge as a foundation for
democratic deliberations. Americans must be cognizant of the key princi-
ples that historically have been fundamental to civic life in their country:.
As students deliberate the meaning of these principles in contemporary
sociéty, they must understand that accurate construction of past events is
more important than making convincing arguments. Evidence that coun-
ters their existing position on issues should result in a refining of their posi-
tion, not a discarding of evidence. Deliberation among citizens in a democracy
requires intellectual honesty in the use of information, not the use of biased
information to win points in a debate. The purpose of studying history and
placing deliberations in an historical context is to help students engage in
historical thought processes rather than prepare them for the mere regur-
gitation of facts.

David Mathews reminds us that civic intelligence is not a singular intel-
lectual entity; rather, it comprises no less than four distinct levels of intel-
lectual construction." (See Figure 7.1: Frameworks of Civic Intelligence, which
is presented at the end of this chapter.) The first and most basic level is to
amass facts and gather information. Mathews cautions, however, that unor-
ganized information is not very useful by itself (Mathews 1985, 678-681).

A second level of civic intelligence is the ability to sort and categorize
information, which is a process in the creation of theories. By joining facts
into larger structures the individual sees parts in relationship to wholes.
A third level of intelligence is the ability to invent, to innovate, or to imag-
ine. This level of civic intelligence joins theories to empirical realities. This
third level of civic intelligence calls upon the creative and imaginative
capacities of a liberally educated person.

Mathews notes that the three aforementioned levels of civic intelligence
are privatized. That is, an individual can collect and gather facts; an indi-
vidual can theorize; and an individual can invent and create. The fourth
level of civic intelligence is deliberation in which the highest purposes are
the creation of “good public philosophies” and “good public practices.”
Mathews notes that citizens thinking together in public is essential to a
democratic republic. It is necessary if public policy issues are going to be
carefully and thoughtfully addressed in cities, states, and the nation.

Citizenship has a moral:agency in which the common good shares a
stage with individual liberty. History plays a most significant role because
of its power to stimulate creation of images and models of the actions taken
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by free individuals and collectives to grapple with issues in the past. His-
tory offers students, in the words of historian Peter Stearns, a “laborato-
ry” of human experiences, a place where the individual measures perceptions
of the world against the background of prior ideas and events.” Civic intel-
ligence can draw upon history as a foundation of our common interests.”

Liberal and civic intelligences are overlapping constructs that share
many of the same characteristics. They are grounded in the use of ration-
al thinking and in the collection of evidence to support assertions, and they
are based upon such principles as honesty in the analysis of evidence that
runs counter to the individual’s preferred ideas. The historian who uncov-
ers or is presented with ideas that challenge or modify his scholarly posi-
tions is bound by the canons of his craft to reflect and recant his positions
if warranted. Participants in political deliberation continuously reflect upon
the tenability of their positions on issues in light of the evidence and argu-
ments presented by others during discourse.

Deliberative Discussion and the Teaching of History

We draw upon the ideas of Amy Gutmann and Dennis Thompson, Wal-
ter C. Parker, and John J. Patrick to inform our proposal for deliberative
discussion as a foundation for the teaching of history. Gutmann and Thomp-
son (1996) provide an alternative to the excessive individualism of John
Rawls and other liberals with their call for deliberative democracy, which
seeks to establish a balance between the extremes of individualism and
communitarianism. Gutmann, writing in 1999, notes that democratic edu-
cation must foster and encourage deliberative democracy. She describes
deliberative democracy as affording citizens opportunities to engage one
another in “morally defensible reasons for mutually binding laws in an
ongoing process of mutual justification” (Gutmann 1999, xii). Public schools,
she observed, are responsible for educating citizens in the methods nec-
essary to participate actively in their government. “Deliberation,” Gut-
mann explains, is more than a single virtue because it includes “veracity,
nonviolence, practical judgment, civic integrity, and magnanimity” as qual-
ities necessary for a democratic society to “secure both the basic opportu-
nity of individuals and its collective capacity to pursue justice” (Gutmann
1999, xiii). Both Gutmann and Thompson recognize the necessary joining
of individual rights and the common good (see Figure 7.1: Frameworks of
Civic Intelligence). Accordingly, deliberative democracy establishes a con-
ceptual structure for discussion that is inclusive of various moral positions
on public issues (Gutmann and Thompson 1999, 243-279). The principles
articulated by Gutmann and Thompson provide directions for teachers as
they consider instructional methods to involve students in deliberations
of historical or contemporary issues.
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Deliberation, Gutmann and Thompson observe, is democratic in two
ways. It is both a democratic principle and a process of democratic dis-
cussion. Both aspects of deliberation are necessary in a democratic forum.
Deliberation requires a disposition to give up time and energy to become
informed and to consider and respect the ideas of others. Deliberation, in
a sense, implies self-discipline and a commitment to respect the ideas of
others. When defined as a process of discussion, deliberation is a practice
of reflection on several different levels. First, when individuals gather infor-
mation, they consider the validity and reliability of sources of their infor-
mation. Second, as they engage in democratic deliberation, the process
involves individuals in reflection upon the ideas and values of others with
whom they may agree or disagree. Third, deliberation encompasses the
thoughtful establishment of a course of action regarding public policy.
Deliberation, Gutmann and Thompson (1996, 83-85) point out, requires
reciprocity, which they define as “the capacity to seek fair terms of coop-
eration for its own sake,” and economy of moral disagreement, which they
explain as giving careful consideration to the ethical and moral positions
of all participants in the deliberative process. Even the positions of indi-
viduals that we might initially find objectionable are neither rejected nor
given cursory examination.

Discussion is a necessary component of learning in history and social
studies classrooms. The quality of classroom discussion varies greatly in
terms of the intellectual engagement of teachers and students in the process.
At one extreme, discussion may merely be recitation, which involves stu-
dents in the regurgitation of textbook information in response to predictable
questions asked by the teacher. At the opposite pole, teachers and students
are engaged in a rigorous conversation in which ideas, values, and con-
clusions are held up to analysis through discourse. Walter C. Parker (1997,
18-22) elaborates on discussion relative to democracy. He points to the
necessity of the “art of deliberation” in social studies classrooms. We apply
his ideas to the history classroom by stressing that deliberative discussion
is dependent upon the quality of primary sources selected for subsequent
discussion. The teacher needs to attend carefully to working with students
in order to enhance their abilities to analyze documents. We propose a two-
tiered system of deliberation. We caution the reader that this is not a sin-
gle method of instruction; rather, deliberations serve as the focus for a
variety of instructional strategies.

The theoretical framework, as we conceive it, is comprised of two con-
centric circles. The first-order deliberation focuses on analysis of a semi-
nal document introduced-by the teacher who carefully crafts questions
designed to involve students in historical analysis (see Figure 7.5: Delib-
erative and Evaluative Discussions, which is presented at the end of this

P I
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chapter). The second-order deliberation surrounds the core of the docu-
ment first deliberated upon. The second order is less clearly defined because,
in part, the deliberations that follow are a product of the inquiry complet-
ed during primary order deliberations along with the interests of students
as they extend their deliberations to deal with related issues. The second-
order deliberations provide students and the teacher with the opportuni-
ty to consider larger issues that are related to history’s vital themes and
narratives and standards.

All documents require analysis that calls upon the teacher and her stu-
dents to interpret the meaning of the primary source. We offer this model
as a guideline (see Figure 7.6: Primary Source Analysis Guide) for the analy-
sis of documents realizing that an analysis guide, like any other guide, is
always subject to permutations and that teachers will be able to use their
judgment as to best practices. First, the teacher directs students to identi-
fy the document (author, title, date, and type of document). Second, the
teacher asks students to analyze the document by discussing with students
central ideas and purposes for the document, which includes summariz-
ing the main ideas of the document, identifying antecedent conditions
which prompted the author to write the document, identifying the audi-
ence the author wishes to inform, and identifying biases of the author as
well as questions students would ask of the author. Third, the teacher and
students describe the context and the time frame of the document both
locally and nationally along with the comparative conditions in other places
in the world community. Fourth, students identify a vital theme and nar-
rative as represented in the document and provide evidence of the con-
nection to this source. And fifth, students identify evidence in the document
that relates to.one of the social science disciplines in the social studies cur-
riculum. One must keep in mind that this process is essentially non-linear.
As the deliberation progresses, students and teacher may revisit the pre-
vious questions and modify or elaborate upon their initial thoughts.

During the primary-order deliberation, the teacher asks questions and
provides written frameworks, which guide students in the analysis of sources.
Throughout this analytical process, the teacher calls upon students to sus-
pend their evaluation of the document based upon contemporary standards.
Students synthesize historical information from the documents introduced
in class along with other sources that may be encountered as they engage
in research. The issues inherent in the documents and questions raised by
the teacher and her students in the course of their inquiry shape the pri-
mary and secondary deliberations. Primary-level deliberations will con-
tinue as teachers and students examine questions that are raised in the course
of their deliberations and research. The teacher and her students ask ques-
tions that are prefaced by “what,” “how,” and “why” during deliberation
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as a catalyst to understanding multiple causation. Questions that are pref-
aced with “should” are reserved for evaluative discussion.

Evaluation occurs as students gain expertise sufficient to evaluate the
documents within their appropriate time frame. Evaluation comes subse-
quent to the analysis of a number of documents that pertain to a particu-
lar historical issue or problem, which motivates historical inquiry. Ultimately,
students engage in evaluation when they make judgments about meaning
in the past and bind together individual events into a larger framework of
civic concerns.

Social studies teachers can adapt materials already existing from the
Ambherst History Project, Harvard Social Studies Project, the Center for
Civic Education’s We the People. . . programs, and Brown University’s pro-
gram of the Thomas J. Watson Jr. Institute for International Studies. They
offer the potential to emphasize deliberation, and they are distinguished
by their respective use of primary sources and historical context for con-
temporary issues (see Figure 7.7: Instructional Models Involving Decision-
Making}. The project from Brown University addresses contemporary and
historical issues; the historical materials engage students within the par-
ticular historical period being examined. For example, students might ana-
lyze issues regarding “Russia’s Uncertain Transition” following the end of
the Cold War (contemporary) or come to grips with such historical turn-
ing points as “A More Perfect Union: Shaping the American Government,”
(constitutional history in the founding era) and “Coming to Terms with
Power: U. S. Choices After World War I1” (the historical context of Cold
War origins).™

We believe that our framework for history-based inquiry fits the ideas
of John J. Patrick and others who emphasize a discipline-based founda-
tion for civic education. Patrick states (1999, 47) that “Well-designed and
delivered courses in civics, government, and United States history—
based on key ideas, information, and issues of democracy in the past
and present—enable students to acquire a fund of civic/political knowl-
edge that can be called upon to comprehend, cope, and otherwise inter-
act successfully with the issues, problems, and challenges of civil society
and government.” Decision making about public issues can be embed-
ded effectively within the framework of history or a social science dis-
cipline to teach knowledge, skills, and dispositions of democratic
citizenship.

Patrick (1999, 45-50) describes the changes that have taken place in the
organization of the high school history course since the 1960s, namely that
political /constitutional history has been diminished by social and cultur-
al history. He strongly argues that political and constitutional history should
be reinstated as the organizing framework for history courses so that his-

-
1
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tory can provide a fund of intellectual capital for students to become con-
structively engaged in democratic political and civic life.

In another essay, Patrick points to a key strategy all schools and teach-
ers of history should consider, which treats tensions and accommodations
between civic unity and multicultural diversity in response to core con-
stitutional principles and issues in United States history. “The core cur-
riculum,” he states, “that conjoins civism and multiculturalism emphasizes
diverse perspectives and interpretations of the key turning points in the
history of constitutional democracy” (Patrick 2000, 124).

Patrick’s proposal emphasizes inquiry about principles and issues of
constitutional democracy in primary documents of the founding era and
subsequent periods of United States history. To carry out his proposal, his-
tory teachers first need to identify and make known to their students the
constitutional issues at key turning points in the nation’s experience in rep-
resentative democracy. Second, teachers must engage students with knowl-
edge of constitutional principles in core documents connected to turning
points and issues in United States history. Third, teachers and students
should examine and evaluate alternative viewpoints and diverse per-
spectives on constitutional issues and turning points in United States his-
tory (Patrick 2000, 124-125).

In another essay, Patrick stresses the importance of continuous and sys-
tematic teaching and learning of core ideas and issues about the meaning
and practice of a constitutional representative democracy. As students move
from lower to higher grades in school, they should encounter the core prin-
ciples and issues repeatedly in increasing cycles of depth, complexity, and
breadth. Patrick writes: “A key to better teaching and learning of found-
ing-era conceptions of constitutionalism and their subsequent develop-
ment in American and world history is emphatic, detailed, and recurrent
treatments of these ideas in the classroom. The core ideas and issues must
be introduced early in the curriculum and visited again and again, in cycles
of increasing complexity and depth, if students are to develop a deep under-
standing of the ideas and reasoned commitments to them as first princi-
ples of constitutional democracy” (Patrick 1996, 100).

Toni Marie Massaro concurs with Patrick. Writing in favor of constitu-
tional-political history, Massaro points out that “an historical dimension
to life . . . is extremely useful, perhaps essential.” She continues, “Chronol-
ogy and context—time and space—are the most basic means by which one
locates events, things, and lives. Without them, students feel and are quite
lost.” Constitutional history and constitutional language, Massaro states,
are the best ways to address “competing meanings of equality” and to pre-
serve those values regarded by all as “values worth preserving” (Massaro
1993, 149-151).
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Historian Pauline Maier broadens the effects of document-based teach-
ing when she asserts that documents have a “centripetal role.” That is, as
students carefully examine such principles as “equality, rights, popular
sovereignty, limited power, and rule of law” in important historical docu-
ments they should apply their common understanding of these ideas to
various circumstances throughout American history. The potential bene-
fit of analyzing documents both contextually and comparatively moves
students beyond consideration of themselves as isolated individuals and
moves them into the role of individuals whose lives are contextualized in
a fabric of historical ties (Maier 1996, 45-64).

Linda Kerber may have touched to a degree upon this fabric of histor-
ical ties when she wrote her 1997 essay, “The Meanings of Citizenship,”
published in the journal of American History. Kerber’s essay, written for a
symposium on the history of American citizenship, suggested we have a
“braided” narrative of citizenship history. That is, that citizenship must be
seen from different eyes, perhaps the eyes of African-American slaves and
their descendants and women. Ronald Takaki reminds us of the expan-
siveness of the historical memory. According to Takaki (1998, 353), we need
to share “our varied stories” in order to “create a community of larger
memory.”

Toni Marie Massaro strongly suggests that when students understand
the “national constitutional tradition” they will better appreciate the “per-
petual struggle to balance multiple competing concerns.” This tradition
within a liberal democracy, she states, must emphasize “solidarity in respect-
ing democratic processes” and majority rule and “accommodate our ide-
ological, religious, racial, gender, ethnic, and multiple other differences”
as well as “the right to dissent” (Massaro 1993, 127).

While many civic educators prefer a history that emphasizes political
and constitutional elements, social history has a natural potential to include
constitutional issues. Social history has a nexus with political and consti-
tutional history. Further, the study of social conditions connected to con-
stitutional issues offers students opportunities to analyze social conditions
of the founding era and other turning points in constitutional history con-
textually and comparatively.

Document-based deliberative discussions afford students opportunities
to practice deliberation on moral and factual issues. However, students
suspend moral judgments while they seek to understand thoroughly the
ideas and principles embedded within the documents prior to making eval-
uation. This practice is common to both liberal intelligence and civic intel-
ligence. Students encountering historical documents will place the documents
within the time period and with practice suspend the temptations of impos-
ing present values on individuals in the past. So too, they will attempt to
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thoroughly understand the position of others before engaging in critique
and debate.

Deliberative discussion, while distinct from the common classroom dis-
cussion that teachers typically hold, is not completely alien to the practices
of teachers. The teacher who practices deliberation sets a tone that encour-
ages open dialogue initially with no judgments. Open dialogue enables
the teacher and her students to understand the positions of various indi-
viduals prior to evaluation. Concomitantly, the clarification of positions
without judgments fosters a spirit of mutual trust. In contrast to decision-
making, which we view as focused on the individual, deliberation involves
students collectively in their careful consideration of historical or contem-
porary issues with the primary purpose being the development of the best
possible solution without scoring debating points. Deliberative discussion
is both a generator of inquiry and a stimulator of ongoing reflection about
important issues. Thus, it should be at the core of social studies education
in elementary and secondary schools and university-based programs for
prospective social studies teachers.

Conclusion

We conclude that citizens grounded in historical literacy have a foun-
dation of common knowledge they can call upon when engaged in the
responsibilities of democratic civic and political life. However, the impor-
tance of historical knowledge tends to be placed at the margins of concern
when decision-making about current issues or problems is the heart of the
social studies. So we propose a history-centered curriculum that empha-
sizes content pertaining to citizenship in a democracy and involves inquiry
and deliberation about public issues. '

We conclude that history education unifies liberal and civic intelligence
in the consideration of issues that are of on-going importance to citizens
in a democratic republic. It introduces the learners to questions and posi-
tions that have framed and informed the constitutional and political debates
throughout American history.

We conclude that historical inquiry and canonical historical knowledge are
essential to democratic deliberations; and deliberation about ideas and issues,
based on this kind of inquiry and knowledge, is the heart of the social stud-
ies. Such deliberation, however, is not confined to the discipline of histo-
ry. It is carried out in the social sciences as well, which with history comprise
the federation of subjects we label the social studies.

We recognize that there is an on-going debate about whether social
studies is a unified field focused on decision-making about social issues
. or a federation of subjects in history and the social sciences. However, we
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believe very strongly that the goal of democratic citizenship education is
best served when students are engaged in studies of history and the social
science disciplines, which emphasize concepts and issues about govern-
ment and politics.

The recent empirical research of Sam Wineburg, a cognitive scientist and
historian, supports our advocacy of domain-specific or discipline-based
inquiry in history. Like us, he recommends that history, taught and learned
in schools as a separate subject with a distinctive way of thinking and know-
ing about reality, is a key to effective education for citizenship in a democ-
racy. And he urges emphasis in the education of history teachers on the
core concepts and ways of thinking in the discipline, because “expert teach-
ing entails not a selection of methods but a transformation of knowing”
among learners (Wineburg 2001, 82).

If the rich potential of a varied social studies education is reduced to
one method of curricular organization and instruction, a comprehensive
issue-centered social studies, then students will lack the intellectual frame-
works and historical knowledge to understand themselves as citizens of
their constitutional representative democracy. Instead of an interdiscipli-
nary issue-centered social studies, we propose a history-centered curricu-
lum, augmented by courses in different social sciences, which stresses .
education for citizenship in a democracy through context-based inquiry
and deliberation about public issues. We would have a curricular synthe-
sis of content and processes that can yield civic intelligence, liberal intelli-
gence, and skills in democratic deliberation about public issues of the past
and present. In our scheme for the reform of civic education, this curricu-
lar synthesis would prevail in programs of social studies teacher educa-
tion and in social studies courses for students in elementary and secondary
schools. Thus, the core of the elementary and secondary school social stud-
ies curriculum and the civic foundations of university-based programs for
prospective social studies teachers would in concert be connected to the
time-honored democratic purposes of education.

158



Lynn R. Nelson and Frederick D. Drake

155

Appendix: Figures 7.1-7.7

Figure 7.1
Frameworks of Civic Intelligence

David Mathews’ Taxonomies of
Civic Intelligences

Amy Gutmann'’s Theoretical
Framework for Civic Education

1. Amass facts and gather
information

2. Assign meaning to facts by
theorizing

3.To invent, innovate, and create

4. To think together
Levels 1, 2, and 3 are private
Level 4 is the creation of publics.

1. Proceduralism: Fair procedures
and value of majority rule

2. Constitutionalism: Constitutional
rights and constraits

3. Deliberation: Moral deliberation
to reach a justifiable resolution

Engle and Ochoa’s Model of
Decision-Making

Historical Issues-Analysis and
Decision-Making

1. Recognizing a predicament

2. Defining or stating a problem

3. Gathering and evaluating
relevant data

4.Identifying and analyzing
values

5.Hypothesizing as to what
might remedy the situation

6. Checking out each hypothesis
for its plausibility

7.Deciding

8. Acting

1.1dentify problems and dilemmas
people faced in historical
settings (context)

2. Analyze the interests, values,
and points of view

3.Identify causes of the problem
or dilemma

4. Propose alternative ways of
resolving the problem or
dilemma

5.Formulate a position or course
of action on an issue

6.Identify the issue

7.Evaluate the consequences
of the actions taken
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Figure 7.2
Vital Themes and Narratives

In the search for historical understanding of ourselves and others, cer-
tain themes emerge as vital, whether the subject be world history, the his-
tory of Western civilization, or the history of the United States. To comprehend
the forces for change and continuity that have shaped—and will continue
to shape—human life, teachers and students of history must have the oppor-
tunity to pursue many or most of the following matters.

1. Civilization, cultural diffusion, and innovation
2. Human interaction with the environment

3. Values, beliefs, political ideas, and institutions
4. Conflict and cooperation

5. Comparative history of major developments

6. Patterns of social and political interaction

This figure is derived from The Bradley Commission on History in Schools, Building A His-
tory Curriculum: Guidelines for Teaching History in Schools (Washington, DC: Educational Excel-
lence Network, 1988), 10-11.
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Figure 7.3
History’s Habits of the Mind

e Understand the significance of the
past to our own lives.

¢ Distinguish between the impor-
tant and the inconsequential, to
develop the discriminating mem-
ory needed for a discerning judg-
ment in public and personal life.

¢ Perceive past events and issues as
they were experienced by people
at the time, to develop historical
empathy as opposed to present-
mindedness.

* Acquire at one and the same time
a comprehension of diverse cul-
tures and of shared humanity.

* Understand how things happen
and how things change in a tan-
gle of purpose and process.

*Comprehend the interplay of
change and continuity, and avoid
assuming that either is somehow
more natural, or more to be expect-
ed, than the other.

* Prepare to live with uncertainties,
realizing that not all problems have
solutions.

*Grasp the complexity of historical
causation, respect particularity,
and avoid excessively abstract gen-
eralizations.

* Appreciate the often tentative nature
of judgments about the past, and
thereby avoid the temptation to
seize upon particular “lessons” of
history as cures for present ills.

* Recognize the importance of indi-
viduals who have made a differ-
ence in history, and the significance
of personal character for both good
and ill.

* Appreciate the force of the nonra-
tional, the irrational, the acciden-
tal in history and human affairs.

eUnderstand the relationship
between geography and history
as a matrix of time and place, and
as context for events.

* Read widely and critically in order
to recognize the difference between
fact and conjecture, between evi-
dence and assertion, and thereby
to frame useful questions.

This figure is derived from The Bradley Commission on History in Schoeols, Building A His-
tory Curriculum: Guidelines for Teaching History in Schools (Washington, DC: Educational Excel-

lence Network, 1988), 9.
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Figure 7.4

Chapter Seven

THE REFLECTIVE PRACTITIONER

and

THE TEACHING AND LEARNING

OF HISTORY

KNOWLEDGE
of Content & Pedagogy

PERFORMANCE
in the Classroom

DISPOSITION
towards the Profession

|

Knowledge
about the Structure of History

Knowledge
about Teaching

* Vital Themes & Narratives
* Turning Points in History:

» Teaching Strategies
* Relationship of Planning,

Knowledge
about the Three Dimensions
of Professional Growth: As a
Teacher, Scholar & Person

People, Space, & Time Instruction, and Assessment .
. laniry: ’PDoing" History * Lessons and Assessments * ‘\L{:lu@ the }céea (:f Ltl f&et-Long
and Understanding Ways that Help Students Meet PQSMg otf-onten
" Historians Think National, State, or agogy
¢ Standards for Teachers and Local Standard
Students of History
|
Reasoning Reasoning Reasoning

* Research Base on Teaching
* Reflective Thinking

* Philosophy of Teaching:
Mimetic & Transformative

* Values the Idea of
Continual Reflection upon

» Understands the Changing Traditions of Teaching their Teaching and
Place of History & the * Understands History’s Role Thinking about History
Social Sciences in the as an Integrative Discipline
Curriculum in the Curriculum

* Understands History’s
Power to Develop Student’s
Ability to Make Informed
Decisions
|
Communication Communication Communication

* Spirit of Inquiry

* Implements Classroom
Activities Based on

" Knowledge and
Reflections on Content
Pedagogy & the Role of
the Teacher/Scholar

* Values the Idea of Modeling
for Students and Others Best J
Personal and Professional |
Practice ‘

© Frederick D. Drake and Lawrence W. McBride, “The Summative Teaching Portfolio and the
Reflective Practitioner of History,” The History Teacher 34 (November 2000): 53.
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Figure 7.6
Primary Source Analysis Guide

1. Identify the Document
Author(s) or source:

Title:

Date:

Type of document:

Relationship to other documents (first order/second order):

2. Analyze the Document

Main idea of the document:

Relationship to other documents (first order/second order):

Preceding conditions that motivated the author:

Intended audience and purpose:

Biases of the author:

Questions to ask the author:

3. Historical Context; Important people, events, and ideas at time of document

Local: people, events, and ideas of the time:

National: people, events, and ideas of the time:

World: people, events, and ideas of the time:

Conclusions about local, national, and world at the time:

4. Identify the Vital Theme and Narrative Represented

Theme and Narrative:

Evidence document represents this VTN

5. Relationship to discipline in social sciences

Discipline:

Evidence of relationship:
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Notes

1. Several publications emphasized the renewal of civic education in higher education
and in pre-college education. See Ernest L. Boyer and Fred M. Hechinger, Higher Learning in
the Nation’s Service (Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teach-
ing, 1981); Frank Newman, Higher Education and the American Resurgence (Princeton: Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 1985); R. Freeman Butts, The Civic Mission in
Educational Reform: Perspectives for the Public and the Profession (Stanford, California: Hoover
Institution Press, 1989); Bernard Murchland, ed., Higher Education and the Practice of Democ-
ratic Politics: A Political Education Reader (Dayton, Ohio: Kettering Foundation, 1991). The Cen-
ter for Civic Education published National Standards for Civies and Government as part of the
National Education Goals 2000: Educate America Act of 1994. See Charles N. Quigley et al.,
eds., National Standards for Civics and Government (Calabasas, California: Center for Civic Edu-
cation, 1994). Several other works have emphasized citizenship education, among them Wal-
ter C. Parker, Educating the Democratic Mind (Albany: State University of New York Press,
1996). History is noted by Paul Gagnon as the precondition for civic intelligence; see Paul
Gagnon, “History’s Role in Civic Education: The Precondition for Political Intelligence,” in
Educating the Democratic Mind, ed. Walter C. Parker (Albany: State University of New York,
1996), 241-262.

2. An alternative view of the central components of the social studies was provided by
Shirley H. Engel and Anna S. Ochoa; see Shirley H. Engle, “Decision Making: The Heart of
Social Studies Instruction,” Social Education (November 1960): 301-304, 306 and Shirley H.
Engle and Anna S. Ochoa, Education for Democratic Citizenship: Decision Making in the Social
Studies (New York: Teachers College Press, 1988), 139-141. They have recognized, however,
that social studies education based on the study of issues in history can be an acceptable alter-
native to their preferred curricular modet.

3. See various curricular frameworks and guides to content standards, such as The Bradley
Commission on History in the Schools, Building a History Curriculum: Guidelines for Teaching
History in Schools (Washington, DC: Educational Excellence Network, 1988); The National
Commission on Social Studies in the Schools, Charting a Course: Social Studies for the 21st Cen-
tury {National Commission on Social Studies in the Schools, 1989); The National Center for
History in the Schools, National Standards for History for Grades K-4: Expanding Children’s World
in Time and Space; National Standards for World History: Exploring Paths to the Present; National
Standards for United States History: Exploring the American Experience (Los Angeles: National
Center for History in the Schools, 1994). Additionally, see state standards as reported in David
Warren Saxe, “The State of State Standards in History,” The State of State Standards 2000
(Washington, D.C.: The Thomas B. Fordham Foundation, 2000) <http://www.edexcel-
lence.net/library/s0ss2000/2000soss. html#History>. Also see National Standards for Civics and
Government (Calabasas, California: Center for Civic Education, 1994).

4. We are not suggesting that John Dewey would have advocated the current emphasis
on prescribed methodological standards. Dewey recognized “general methods” of teaching,
but he distinguished “general methods” from “a prescribed rule.” Dewey advocated “intel-
ligence, and not through conformity to orders externally imposed.” See John Dewey, Democ-
racy and Education (New York: Macmillan, 1916), 178. For further discussion see James W.
Garrison, “Style and the Art of Teaching,” in James W. Garrison and Anthony G. Rudd Jr.,
eds., The Educational Conversation: Closing the Gap (Albany, NY: State University of New York
Press, 1995), 41-60. Nor are we suggesting that Dewey would have advocated the contem-
porary precccupation with standards-based education. Dewey’s “theory of experience” and
his thoughts on resisting the extremes of “objective and internal conditions” may well chal-
lenge arguments for national curriculum standards. For further discussion see John Dewey,
Experience and Education (New York: Collier, 1938).
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5. Since the 1970s historians have moved away from social science history and the opti-
‘mistic belief in modernization. Macrohistory and its emphasis upon conventional political
history of elites was challenged methodologically by microhistory proponents who focused
on everyday life of the neglected and on small social units. The subject matter of historians
moved from the “center” of power to the “margins,” to individuals regarded by many his-
torians as lacking in resources and civil rights and suffering from exploitation. The grand
narrative, which hid common people as well as the marginalized under one history, was aban-
doned in favor of multiple histories and stories. The grand narrative is deemed near impos-
sible to achieve; microhistories are often criticized for trivialization and a decline toward
anecdotal history and antiquarianism. See George G. Iggers, Historiography in the Twentieth
Century: From Scientific Objectivity to the Postmodern Challenge (Hanover, New Hampshire:
Wesleyan University Press, 1997), 101-105. Also see a discussion over trends in history in an
“AHR Forum: The Old History and the New,” The American Historical Review (June 1989): 654-
698. Five historians tease out the distinctions in separate essays: Theodore S. Hamerow, “The
Bureaucratization of History,” 654-660; Gertrude Himmelfarb, “Some Reflections on the New
History,” 661-670; Lawrence W. Levine, “The Unpredictable Past: Reflections on Recent Amer-
ican Historiography,” 671-679; Joan Wallach Scott, “History in Crisis? The Others’ Side of the
Story,” 680-692; and John E. Toews, “Perspectives on ‘The Old History and the New’: ACom-
ment,” 693-698. Additional important essays include Dorothy A. Ross, “Grand Narrative in
American Historical Writing: From Romance to Uncertainty,” American Historical Review (June
1995): 651-677; Linda Kerber, “The Meanings of Citizenship,” Journal of American History 84
(December 1997): 833-54; and Joyce Appleby, “The Power of History,” AHR (February 1998):
1-14.

6. The Bradley Commission on History in Schools also presents thirteen habits of mind
for historical thinking (See Figure 7.3: History’s Habits of Mind) in their indispensable pam-
phlet, Building a History Curriculum: Guidelines for Teaching History in Schools (Washington,
DC: Educational Excellence Network, 1988, 1989), 9.

7. Many states have adopted standards developed by the Interstate New Teachers Assess-
ment Support Consortium (INTASC), which emphasize knowledge of content and pedagogy,
performance in the classroom, and disposition towards teaching.

8. A particular weakness of the decision-making model that Engle and Ochoa (1988) put
at the “heart” of the social studies, which involves a comprehensive interdisciplinary cur-
riculum based on inquiry about public issues, is its disregard of historical knowledge root-
ed in particular contexts.

9. We have emphasized the flaws of facile and unwarranted generalizations in the study
and practice of history. There are no universal laws of history that determine human behav-
ior. However, we also recognize the problem of an extreme historicism, which reduces and
confines all knowledge claims and values to particular contexts. An outcome of this kind of
extreme historicism leads to radical cultural relativism, which we reject as unwarranted. Fur-
ther, we recognize that some transcultural generalizations are warranted by evidence in his-
tory. Civic cultures that stress constitutional democracy, for example, are more likely to protect
human rights than cultures in which there are despotic or autocratic regimes.

10. The Bradley Commission on History in Schools also presents thirteen habits of mind
for historical thinking, two of the thirteen, irrationality and present-mindedness, were incor-
porated in this text, (See Figure 7.3: History’s Habits of Mind) in their indispensable pam-
phlet, Building a History Curriculum: Guidelines for Teaching History in Schools (Washington,
DC: Educational Excellence Network, 1988), 9. The National Standards for History (Basic Edi-
tion, 1996), had identified five Standards in Historical Thinking: Chronological Thinking;
Historical Comprehension; Historical Analysis and Interpretation; Historical Research Capa-
bilities; and Historical Issues-Analysis and Decision-Making. See National Standards for His-
tory (Los Angeles: National Center for History in Schools, 1996), 15-16.
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11. We borrow from Bernard Murchland whose essay, “Civic Education: Parsing the Prob-
lem,” summarizes David Mathews’ four levels of civic intelligence. See Bernard Murchland,
“Civic Education: Parsing the Problem,” in Civic Learning for Teachers: Capstone for Education-
al Reform, Proceedings of the Seminar on Civic Learning in the Education of the Teaching Profession,
ed. Alan H. Jones (Ann Arbor, Michigan: Prakken Publications, 1985), 34-35. Also see David
Mathews, “Civic Intelligence,” Social Education 49 (November/December 1985): 678-681.

12. See the ideas of Peter N. Stearns, “Why Study History,” American Historical Associ-
ation, <http://www.theaha.org/pubs/stearns.htm>.

13. See David Mathews, “The Liberal Arts and the Civic Arts,” Liberal Education 68 (Win-
ter 1982): 269-275 and Mark H. Curtis, “The Liberal Arts as Civic Arts: A Historical Perspec-
tive,” Liberal Education 68 (1982). 277-280. This entire volume of Liberal Education was devoted
to “civic purposes of liberal learning.”

14. See instructional materials developed through the Choices for the 21st Century Educa-
tion Project at Brown University.
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Using We the People. . . Programs in
Social Studies Teacher Education

Nancy Haas

This chapter describes the use of We the People. . . The Citizen and the Con-
stitution and We the People. . . Project Citizen as course materials for pre-serv-
ice education students in a social studies methods course. Both We the People
programs are sponsored by the Center for Civic Education and are fund-
ed by the U.S. Department of Education by an act of Congress.! Hereafter,
for brevity We the People. . . The Citizen and the Constitution will be referred
to as We the People and We the People. . . Project Citizen will be referred to as
Project Citizen .

At the outset, it is important to state that this chapter is a description of
the principles embodied within the two programs that make each of them
viable training materials for social studies methods courses at both the sec-
ondary and elementary levels. In this chapter, I first describe the overall
organization of my methods course; second, I describe We the People and
Project Citizen; third, I describe the learning strategies employed in the pro-
grams; fourth, I discuss the framework for civic education; and, finally, I
discuss the need for building partnerships to enhance civic education in
social studies methods of teaching courses.

Organization of the Methods of Teaching Course

The social studies methods course structure one chooses should attend
primarily to learning principles and the content that pre-service teachers
perceive to be valuable. This is not to imply that pre-service teachers should
choose the content and control the curriculum. Rather, it is meant to con-
vey the notion that methods instructors should be able to explain the value
of what they are teaching and how the concepts can be directly applicable
to the teachers’ future classrooms. When information is valued, it more
likely will be retained (Niemi and Junn 1998).
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Second, the social studies methods course should be well organized. We
know that information is learned and retained when presented in an organ-
ized and meaningful context (Snowman and Biehler 2000). There is a greater
rate of retention when students are required to pursue learning in an active
rather than passive manner. Students learn more when put in situations
that require them to exercise their judgment as compared to merely recall-
ing disconnected bits of information (Kintisch and Cordero 1993). Strengths
of We the People and Project Citizen include active learning strategies and
the relevance to the school curriculum built into the materials.

In a typical social studies methods course, there often are students with
majors in such academic specializations as history, political science, geog-
raphy, and economics. Thus, methods instructors should consider select-
ing teaching strategies and materials that can be generalized across the
content areas.

I devote two three-hour sessions to the We the People and Project Citizen
programs and students have an additional twelve to fifteen hours of inde-
pendent and group work to complete assignments. In addition to content
associated with civics, I address teaching strategies in history (American
and world), geography, and economics. The transfer of specific strategies
for each of the other three areas (history, geography, and economics) to
civics are discussed and reinforced.

Students are introduced to We the People and Project Citizen early in the
semester; specific learning activities and principles are reinforced through-
out the semester. For example, students use principles of constitutional
democracy to conduct historical research in local and national archives,
analyze primary resources, and discuss public policy issues. The culmi-
nating project for We the People is participating in a simulated congressional
hearing. The culminating project for Project Citizen is an oral team-presen-
tation of a public policy issue that would be appropriate for investigation.
For Project Citizen, students do not complete a presentation portfolio; rather,
they describe the steps they would go through to complete the process and
the governing body to whom they would present the issue. Given the time
constraints, it is not feasible for the students to complete the portfolio.

Although the two programs have some shared core principles, there are
enough differences to warrant treating them separately, as each also con-
tributes uniquely to the outcomes of education for democracy. Keep in
mind that if specific published curricular materials are incorporated into
a methods course, they should be done so with the purpose of demon-
strating principles and techniques that can then be transferred to a variety
of settings. Toward that end, many organizational structures and teaching
techniques could be incorporated into methods courses as part of the train-
ing preservice teachers receive.  have chosen We the People and Project Cit-
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izen because they allow me to make abstract principles more concrete in
order to help preservice teachers get a handle on teaching methods.

We the People. .. Project Citizen

Project Citizen is a civic education program designed for students in the
middle school grades six through nine that introduces students to the field
of public policy. Larry Gerston (1997, 6-7) provides a succinct definition of
public policy “as the combination of basic decisions, commitments, and
actions, made by those who hold or affect government positions of author-
ity.” He further states that those arrangements result from the interaction
of those who demand changes in public policy, the decision makers, and
those who are affected by the public policy. Gerston’s definition describes
the processes that students experience during Project Citizen. Students iden-
tify a public policy issue selected through consensus, then proceed with
the following phases of the program:
gathering data related to the problem;
examining solutions to the public issue;
developing a public policy to address the issue;
developing an action plan that addresses the appropriate level of gov-
ernment;

e assessing the consequences of their actions, which includes recogni-
tion of limitations imposed by federal and state constitutions;
* presenting their portfolio, which contains a public policy recommen-
dation, and finally;
* reflecting on their learning experience.
Through this process, students learn about the role of government in pub-
lic policy; but more essential to democracy education, they learn their roles
and responsibilities as citizens in the process.

Teachers can choose to have their students enter their portfolios into
competition at local, state, and national levels. The processes embedded
in Project Citizen provide teachers with strategies for investigating other
issues in the social studies classroom. Project Citizen is an example of mak-
ing concrete those abstract concepts that we want students to put into place
as active citizens.

We the People. .. The Citizen and the Constitution

We the People is a Center for Civic Education program that introduces
students to the U. S. Constitution in a way that helps them to understand
how this document relates to their lives. The program is designed with
developmentally appropriate learning strategies for upper elementary
school through high school. We the People is divided into the following units
of instruction, with each unit having key topics to guide the learning;:
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¢ Historical and Philosophical Foundations of Constitutional Govern-
ment
Creation of the Constitution
Organization of the National Government
Development of the Constitution
“Expansion of Rights During the Last 200 Years
Roles of Citizens in American Democracy
The key topics and essential questions related to them guide the study
of each unit and help students focus on the critical elements of the unit.
For example, see the guiding questions for unit one of We the People, which
are presented in Figure 8.1.

Often the quality of a discussion is dependent upon the caliber of the
questions asked (Gunter, Estes, and Schwab 1999). Questions can promote
lively discussions, but many novice teachers find it difficult to ask thought-
provoking questions, opting rather for superficial rather than deep-prob-
ing questions. Therefore, it is important to guide new teachers in the art of
asking and answering questions, since high-level questions tend to elicit
higher-level responses for students and are correlated with student achieve-
ment (Klinzing, Klinzing-Eurich, and Tish 1985). Materials that help teach-
ers develop questioning skills by providing good models for them help
them gain expertise in questioning skills.

In addition to the overall guiding questions in We the People units, each
lesson has questions that focus on narrower content within the unit. For
example, within unit one, the Historical and Philosophical Foundations of Con-
stitutional Government, the first lesson asks students to “describe how the
natural rights philosophy is to preserve our natural rights to life, liberty,
and property” (Center for Civic Education 1995, 31). These questions serve
to increase the depth of processing for complex topics and require students
to “learn” as compared to “cover” the material. Material that is merely cov-
ered can be forgotten easily, especially if it was never integrated into long-
term memory or connected to prior learning (Caine and Caine 1999).

Civic Education Framework

The principles for the civic education portion of the methods course
were adapted from the work of R. Freeman Butts (1996) in his Morality of
Democratic Citizenship and by the Civics Framework for the 1998 National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP Civics Consensus Project 1996).
Both documents provided the impetus for including civic education into
my social studies methods class. I selected We the People and Project Citi-
zen as examples of curricular material, because they have many of the com-
ponents generally agreed upon as necessary for civic education.
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Figure 8.1

Example of We the People, Unit 1 Guiding Questions for
High School Students

Units Guiding Questions
1. Historical and Philosophical e What would life be like in a state
Foundations of Constitutional of nature?
Government e How does government secure
natural rights?

e What did the founders learn
about republican government
from the ancient world?

* How did modern ideas of indi-
vidual rights develop?

* What were the British origins of
American constitutionalism?

* How did representative govern-
ment begin in England?

» What basic ideas about rights
and constitutional government
did colonial Americans have?

e Why did the American Colonists
want to free themselves from
Britain? What basic ideas about
government did the founders
put in the Declaration of Inde-
pendence?

* What basic ideas about govern-
ment did the state constitutions
include? How did the new states
protect rights?

R. Freeman Butts (1988) suggests that civic education has two major
goals: (1) to enable students to know about government, its history, val-
ues, principles, and institutions; and (2) to enable students to participate
in their communities, states, nation, and the world.

The goals that Butts proposes and the essential questions posited in the
standards are illuminated in both We the People and Project Citizen. The first
goal I consider the knowing goal and the second the doing goal. Both We
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the People and Project Citizen provide a strong knowledge base (knowing)
and the transfer of that knowledge to civic action (doing). In order for stu-
dents to become active rather than passive citizens, they must have a firm
knowledge base from which to take action. There must be a balance between
a civic knowledge base and a capacity for action.

A civic knowledge base is incomplete if it does not relate to the learn-
ers or invite them to participate in civic life. Conversely, sounding a clari-
on call to action without the firm grasp of civic knowledge and skills will
unlikely result in deeply ingraining civic dispositions that are keys to
responsible civic action. We must strike a balance (see Figure 8.2).

Figure 8.2

Balance for Promoting Active Citizenship

Knowledge and Participation

Project Citizen provides the knowledge and strategies to take action on
a problem identified by middle school children; thus they are educated in
the foundations of responsible citizenship. In We the People, students take
an active role in classroom citizenship by collaborating in learning and in
the mock congressional hearing, which is the culminating activity. We the
People students gain a strong knowledge base and conceptualize the rela-
tionship between the U.S. Constitution and their lives.

The doing goal requires some proposed civic action in order to evaluate
the achievement of students. The mock congressional hearing gives teach-
ers the opportunity to assess students’ ability to apply concepts and prin-
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ciples from the Constitution to new situations and to evaluate their knowl-
edge of the Constitution, in addition to evaluating their skills in research,
collaboration, organization, and presentation.

In both We the People and Project Citizen, essential questions for civic
knowledge are at the core of the curriculum. The essential questions that
guide the programs are consistent with questions posed in the National
Standards for Civics and Government and in the framework for the National
Assessment of Educational Progress. Here are the five key questions.

1. What are civic life, politics, and government?

2. What are the foundations of the American political system?

3. How does the government established by the Constitution embody
the purposes, values, and principles of American democracy?

4. What is the relationship of the United States to other nations and to
world affairs?

5. What are the roles of citizens in American democracy?

In addition to civic knowledge We the People and Project Citizen also
teach civic skills, and civic dispositions highly valued in civic education
and embodied in the National Standards for Civics and Government. Note that
in Figure 8.3, I have added the words and collaborative to the first civic
disposition because both of these programs promote high levels of collab-
oration. Also note that  have added in a diverse society to the second item
in the list of dispositions. I believe that we have to take a more vocal stance
to acknowledge the changing demographics in the United States. Figure
8.5 displays some ways in which both We the People and Project Citizen oper-
ationalize the fundamentals of civic education.

Active Teaching and Learning Strategies

There is a plethora of teaching models that have nuances to make each
somewhat unique. However, the best instructional methods have their com-
mon characteristic of encouraging active learning of the lesson’s objectives.

Engagement in relevant activities helps to bridge the gap between abstrac-
tions and students’ actual experiences (Freiberg and Driscoll 2000). Move-
ment along the instructional continuum in Figure 8.4 is expected in the
learning cycle. Although there is nothing inherently wrong with a lecture,
teachers should be encouraged to also incorporate more student-centered
strategies into their repertoire. Instructional strategies should be chosen
based on the learner, the context, and the content (Freiberg and Driscoll
2000).

In addition to teaching civic knowledge civic skills, and civic disposi-
tions, We the People and Project Citizen include many historical research and
analytical skills, which are consistent with the requirements of civic knowl-
edge, skills, and dispositions.
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Figure 8.3
Civic Skills and Civic Dispositions in the National
Standards for Civics and Government
Civic Skills Civic Dispositions
Intellectual * Becoming an independent and

Identifying collaborative member of society
Describing * Assuming the personal, political,
Explaining and economic responsibilities of
Evaluating a citizen in a diverse society
Analyzing * Respecting individual worth and

Taking Positions
Defending Positions

Participatory

human dignity

* Participating in civic affairs in a
thoughtful and effective man-
ner

Interacting * Promoting the healthy function-
Monitoring ing of constitutional democracy
Influencing '
Figure 8.4
Instructional Continuum
Teacher Centered Student Centered
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Modified from Freiberg and Driscoll, 2000
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It is incumbent upon methods instructors to help pre-service teachers
to construct ways to operationalize the skills, knowledge, and dispositions
of civic education. (See Figure 8.5.) Otherwise, they are going to remain in
a textbook, journal, or digest untouched and unused by social studies teach-
ers, if they are not viewed as important for developing a citizenry. We can
make a significant impact on current calls for renewal for civic education
by helping students in pre-service teacher education programs see the rel-
evance of the tenets of sound civic education and seek ways to opera-
tionalize them in the classroom.

We the People and Project Citizen include problem solving and higher-
order thinking among the instructional strategies. In the high school ver-
sion of We the People, students are asked to contemplate the following
questions about the rights of groups compared to the rights of individu-
als:

1. What is meant by the rights of groups as opposed to the rights of indi-
viduals?

2. What are the advantages and disadvantages of viewing rights as being
possessed by individuals rather than groups?

3. Give some contemporary examples of claims for group rights. What
arguments can you make for and against these claims?

4. Should certain individuals in our society be given special rights and
privileges because they are members of a particular social group?

Engaging in civil discourse on public policy reinforces students’ civic
dispositions and increases their knowledge of a subject. These discussions
also may help students to participate in and understand their role in a dem-
ocratic society (Hess 1999).

A strength of both programs, Project Citizen and We the People, is the
transfer of civic skills, knowledge, and attitudes accomplished through
active learning strategies. Transfer, critical for learning, is classically thought
of as the application of learning in one setting to a new situation (Joyce,
Weil, and Calhoun 2000). In the final analysis, it is the transfer of civic skills,
knowledge, and dispositions to the student’s lifelong role as a citizen that
must make a difference, or civic education will be for naught. Therefore,
it is important for teachers to teach for transfer or we will be having anoth-
er call for civic renewal in the not too distant future. One of the ways that
teachers can teach for transfer is to place the learning in an authentic situ-
ation so that students can see how it applies to their lives.

Assessment in We the People and Project Citizen

There is an unsettling adage in education that suggests “what gets test-
ed gets taught.” If that is true, it may bode poorly for social studies since
the current trend across the country is for high-stakes, standardized achieve-
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Figure 8.5
Civic Skills and Dispositions in Project Citizen and We the People

Project Citizen

We the People

Intellectual Skills

Identifying Public Policy Issues

Analyzing How Decisions Affect the Pub-
lic

Taking a Stand on Public Policy Issues

Gathering Data

Analyzing Data

Synthesizing Data

Reporting Data

Developing a Presentation Portfolio

Defending their Portfolio

Identifying Primary and Secondary
Resources

Participatory Skills
Participating on a Team

Monitoring Progress on an Issue
Influencing Public Policy

Dispositions

Becoming an Independent and Collabora-
tive Member of Society

Assuming the Personal, Political, and Eco-
nomic Responsibilities of a Citizen in a
Diverse Society

Respecting Individual Worth and Human
Dignity

Participating in Civic Affairsina
Thoughtful and Effective Manner

Promoting the Healthy Functioning of
Constitutional Democracy

Inteliectual Skills

Defending their Position

Gaining Research and Information
Retrieval Skills

Speaking in Public

Writing Persuasive Papers

Reading from a Historical Perspective

Using and Assessing the Credibility of
Primary Sources

Using Logic and Organization

Framing Historical Questions

Examining Different Points of View

Determining the Context in Which State-
ments Were Made

Constructing Timelines

Constructing and Interpreting Data

Determining Opinions versus Facts

Participatory Skills
Contributing to the Team by Doing Quality

Work
Contributing to the Team by Meeting Dead-
lines
Providing Feedback to Team Members
Achieving Consensus

Dispositions

Becoming an Independent and Collabora-
tive Member of Society

Assuming the Personal, Political, and Eco-
nomic Responsibilities of a Citizen in a
Diverse Society

Promoting the Healthy Functioning of Con-
stitutional Democracy

Promoting and Protecting the General Wel-
fare and Common Good
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ment testing in the basic skills of reading, writing, and mathematics. In
addition to these standardized achievement tests, many State Departments
of Education require more testing to assess mastery of state standards in
language arts and mathematics. Given that few states administer tests in
the area of social studies, during “testing season,” usually in the spring,
social studies content is often relegated to a low priority. The practice of
abandoning the regular curriculum in favor of test preparation is becom-
ing more widespread as the stakes become higher and higher (Haladyna,
Allison, and Haas 1998). Although increasing achievement is a worthy goal
for all students, the measure of achievement should be directly correlated
to curriculum goals rather than to a published standardized achievement
test. In other words, we should be measuring how well students have
learned the content and have integrated that knowledge into civic dispo-
sitions. Testing should also be used as a tool for evaluating and adjusting
curriculum goals and instructional practices (Parker 1996).

Social studies educators in grades K-12 and higher education should
continue to send a resounding caution against high-stakes testing that
reduces the content to the lowest common denominator, which in turn,
would force the curriculum to follow suit with an emphasis on names,
dates, faces, and places rather than on more historical analysis or civic
knowledge and dispositions. On the other hand, we must not sound like
anti-accountability advocates either. Measuring learning can be very rele-
vant in the social studies using a combination of traditional and perform-
ance-based assessment.

Both We the People and Project Citizen provide for a comprehensive eval-
uation of student achievement in traditional and performance-based assess-
ment. The portfolios students develop in Project Citizen present an opportunity
to evaluate a student’s work in an authentic setting. Students present their
portfolios as a team and each team is held accountable for the quality of
the work. In We the People, students take a rigorous multiple choice test and
participate in a mock congressional hearing.

Responding to Individual Differences

Teachers are faced with many challenges. Among the biggest challenges
is responding to the wide range of individual differences within groups.
In any given class teachers can have students with limited skills in Eng-
lish or students who come from a culture very different from the main-
stream and do not have the fundamental civic understandings as, presumably,
students born and raised in this country would possess. We the People and
Project Citizen present high-level content at a reasonable level of text den-
sity, so that students who are challenged by the English language can read
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the material. We the People has textbooks at three different levels, which can
facilitate the achievement level of students with disabilities. Project Citizen
has many tasks that contribute to the completion of the portfolio. Not every-
one has to write the final report; students can contribute in a significant
way by helping to put the portfolio boards together.

In addition to differences in reading and writing skills, teachers must
face differences among students in motivation. Students who are not moti-
vated in traditional social studies classes are often very motivated in class-
es using We the People and Project Citizen because of the interactive strategies
used to learn the content. Students have the opportunity to collaborate and
support one another, which typically increases continuing achievement
motivation. We know that students learn best and are motivated with active
learning strategies. Both programs have activities that are interesting and
promote active participation. Preservice teachers need help in coming up
with motivating lessons and We the People and Project Citizen teacher’s
guides suggest activities for the teacher to use to help students bring rele-
vance to the learning.

Program Effectiveness

Both We the People and Project Citizen have been studied and have been
shown to be effective in regard to students’ civic attitudes and civic knowl-
edge. In 1993 Richard Brody, a political science professor at Stanford Uni-
versity, conducted a study that focused on political tolerance and political
attitudes. His findings support the use of these materials for democracy
education and, although Brody did not discuss using We the People in pre-
service education social studies courses, the results of this study suggest
that they carry credibility with them that make them appropriate to be
introduced to future teachers to consider for their classrooms. '

Brody’s findings showed the students in the We the People program dis-
play more political tolerance than the average American and are more tol-
erant than students using other curricula. He also reported that students’
use of We the People was related to higher levels of confidence and a deep-
er understanding of political freedom.

Project Citizen has also been evaluated for effectiveness in the United
States and internationally. One of the most rigorous evaluations of the pro-
gram examined Project Citizen in Indiana, Latvia, and Lithuania. In all three
political units, the program had statistically significant and positive effects
on students’ civic knowledge, self-perceived civic skills, and propensity to
participate in civic and political life (Vontz, Metcalf, and Patrick 2000). In
another study, Tolo (1998) reported that 97% of the teachers using Project
Citizen reported it to be an effective way to teach democratic citizenship.
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Collaboration for Civic Education

There is a growing recognition of the benefits of building and strength-
ening collaborative relationships between the faculty in arts and sciences
and education programs in the preparation of teachers. Social studies teach-
ers must have a strong grounding in history and the social sciences in order
to make the content relevant for their classrooms. Accrediting agencies
such as the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education and
Teacher Education Accreditation Council are encouraging the collabora-
tion in their accrediting documents for greater integration of content and
methods (NCATE 2001; TEAC 2001).

Project 30 Alliance is a national organization funded by the Carnegie
Corporation that brings together faculty from the Schools of Education
with faculty in Arts and Sciences in a collaborative approach for the edu-
cation of pre-service teachers. This collaboration is done for the purpose
of improving teacher education (Project 30 2000). The five themes identi-
fied by Project 30 are “important to clarifying the intellectual underpin-
nings of teacher education and to developing more fully the teaching
profession . . . and are well beyond the particular expertise of either the
arts and science faculty or the education faculty to solve alone.” A major
goal of Project 30, implied by the five themes, is to involve faculty across
colleges and schools in the education of preservice teachers. The themes
are (1) subject matter understanding, (2) general and liberal education, (3)
pedagogical content knowledge, (4) international, cultural, and other human
perspectives, and (5) increasing representation of under-represented groups
in teaching.

It is incumbent upon methods instructors to build a bridge between the
content of the liberal arts and sciences in order to guide teachers in the
design of meaningful learning opportunities in the social studies. It is the
social studies methods class where content and pedagogy converge, and
students are taught the processes and strategies for making the content
meaningful to diverse learners.

A further justification for building partnerships between the faculty in
education and the faculty in arts and sciences is the current movement in
standards-based learning. Each state has developed academic standards
in the content areas for which teachers must plan their lessons. In order
for students to be well-prepared for teaching to the standards, they must
get the content from the arts and sciences curriculum. In addition, most
states now have professional teaching standards which include content
knowledge as well as pedagogical knowledge. Again, the content knowl-
edge is gained from programs in the arts and sciences. In many states,
teachers are required to pass a content knowledge test in order to obtain
teacher certification.

£
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This correlation to the standards is a salient issue because we are hear-
ing more and more from teachers that if it’s not tied to the standards, we
are not supposed to teach it. Teachers all over the country are now having
to demonstrate that their lesson plans directly reflect the state or district
standards.

Collaboration with the public schools and learning from gifted teach-
ers cannot be overlooked if faculties in higher education are serious about
building partnerships for the betterment of civic education. In the past
there has been an emphasis in putting theory into practice but the trend
now is to build theories from successful practice (Brendtro, Brokenleg, Van-
Bockern 1998). This way of conceptualizing collaboration between K-12
faculty and university faculty flip the former model on its side and the
two-way communication becomes horizontal rather than one-way, top-
down.

This reconceptualization of collaboration is at once promising and poten-
tially dangerous. We have to use caution as we adopt new practices that
we do not abandon effective teaching methods in favor of adopting new
and untested “fads.” On the other hand, we have to make certain that strate-
gies used with preservice teachers are effective and can transfer to teach-
ing K-12 students. Collaborative partners work together to inform each
others’ dispositions and practice; one ideology does not dominate the other.
Perhaps through collaboration, higher education faculty can shed their
“ivory tower” persona.

Conclusion

Students in pre-service teacher education programs benefit from hav-
ing concrete examples for promoting active participation and meaningful
learning for their students. Novice teachers do not begin their careers hav-
ing a collection of materials and strategies to use for helping students cre-
ate meaning for understanding of and participation in a democratic society.
The Center for Civic Education’s programs, We the People and Project Citi-
zen, provide the foundations and strategies for learning civic knowledge,
civic skills, and civic dispositions. The materials provide a springboard for
using the strategies in other facets of the social studies such as history,
geography, economics, sociology, anthropology, etc. The materials were
never intended to and neither should they be used as the sole teaching
materials in a social studies methods course. What they do provide are
exemplary instructional materials and strategies that have been evaluated
as effective for teaching about democracy.

Any materials chosen for-demonstration in a methods course should
carry credibility in terms of effectiveness and applicability to practice based
on sound instructional principles and developmentaily appropriate activ-
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Figure 8.6
Higher Education and K12 Collaboration
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ities. There are many materials on the market that can be used, but crite-
ria for their selection and use should be developed so that preservice teach-
ers are introduced to quality programs that have been shown to increase
student achievement of civic knowledge, civic skills, and civic dispositions,
which are foundations of citizenship in a constitutional democracy.

Finally, collaborative partnerships among Arts and Sciences, Colleges
of Education, and Pre K-12 teachers can serve to strengthen the respective
knowledge bases of content and pedagogy. We have outgrown a top-down
approach to collaboration among these educational entities and now rec-
ognize that collaborative approaches with the intent of informing each
other’s discipline is in the best interest of learning at all levels.

Notes

1. We the People. . . The Citizen and the Constitution is a three-level program involving six
units of instruction on the history, principles, and practices of the U.S. Constitution. There
are three textbooks that cover the same type of content with increasing depth and complex-
ity from the first to the third book in the series. The “level one” bock is for upper-elementary
school students; the “level two” book is designed for middle-school students; the “level three”
book is for high school students.
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2. We the People. . . Project Citizen is an instructional module for middle school students,
which teaches democratic citizenship by requiring students to practice it. Students partici-
pate in processes of democracy by selecting a community-based issue of interest to them;
doing research about the antecedents and conditions of the issue; examining alternative
responses or resolutions on the issue; choosing the best response; and justifying the best
response.
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Democratic Teacher Education through
Multicultural Service Learning

Marilynne Boyle-Baise

If only we would endorse one perspective, so the argument goes, whether it
be communitarianism, public work, social capital, or strong democracy, we
could more easily revitalize democratic civic practice in America. We need,
however, to be open to a greater diversity of perspectives about what it means
to be a democratic citizen. (Battistoni 2000, 33)

Richard Battistoni (2000) argues that service learning is a powerful vehi-
cle for civic education. However, he poses several caveats. First, service
learning is not a cure for political apathy. Service learners often perceive
community service as something apart from civic engagement. Second,
civic learning does not accrue automatically from community-based learn-
ing. Service learning programs often fail to correlate community experi-
ences with dispositions and skills needed for democratic citizenship. The
proposals in this chapter relate to the second caveat.

Why is there a disconnection between service learning and civic edu-
cation? According to Battistoni, part of the problem is conceptual: mean-
ings for civic education are muddy and multiplistic. Part of the problem is
pedagogical: service learning programs usually are not structured to teach
civic values and skills. Rather than rhetorically limit definitions of service
and citizenship, Battistoni argues for recognition of diverse meanings, and
for all disciplines to contribute to discourse around civic education. He sets
forth several integrations, possibly fruitful for civic education and mean-
ingful for students, including exploration of service learning/civic educa-
tion/multicultural education agendas. Battistoni also urges stronger linkages
between service learning and democratic civic education. In this chapter,
I propose three distinctive paradigms for service learning, each a different
translation of democratic education. I sketch multicultural service learn-
ing, locate it within one of the three paradigms, and consider it as a form
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of democratic teacher education. Then, I describe multicultural service
learning in practice, as a structure that emphasizes views, values, and skills
for multicultural, democratic education.

Different Standpoints

Consider the following quotes from a preservice teacher and a college
student who participated, respectively, in service learning as part of a mul-
ticultural education or a political science course.

Before I took part in the service learning project, I never really associated
myself with the community and sheltered myself within the confines of the
university. When I first attended the Boys and Girls Club, I was a little appre-
hensive. [ actually thought that these children were going to be like the teens
in the movie “Dangerous Minds.” Growing up all my life in predominately
white middle class neighborhoods, this was a common stereotype that I made.
Through community service learning, I gained a positive attitude toward all
children and the community they live in. I learned the more diverse I am as
a person, the more knowledgeable and understanding I will be as an edu-
cator. | am now more comfortable being around a diverse group of children
and, in fact, welcome it. This experience has helped prepare me for the future
challenges that I will face as a multicultural educator. (R. M. essay, 10/20/2000)

For this White, male, middle class prospective teacher, service learning
kindled cross-cultural community connections. It jarred him from com-
fortable university environs. It spurred him to work with culturally diverse
people in a low-income neighborhood. The experience challenged his stereo-
types and his previous “we-they” distinctions. This preservice teacher
rethought what it meant to serve the public through teaching. He readied
to learn more about cultural diversity in order to become a better teacher.
He welcomed the chance to work further with youth and adults like those
he met during service learning.

Arguably, this preservice teacher gained a democratic education through
service learning. He functioned as a thinking citizen; he critically analyzed
his life, social position, and views of others. He developed a broader sense
of community, discarded narrow views, and affirmed cultural diversity.
He engaged civically through working with and learning from youth and
adults different from himself. He committed to future involvement with
diverse populations, to continual attention to perspectives of students and
their communities. This preservice teacher’s democratic education focused
on building community with people previously distanced from himself.

Contrast this second quotation to the first. This college student recalls
his/her service learning experience as part of Battistoni’s political science
course,
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Over the course of this semester, I have become a citizen of New Brunswick.
It could be argued that I was a citizen here well before registering for this
course, but [ did not feel as if I were one. Having taken the course, I now
know why I felt as I did. A citizen must play an active role in his or her com-
munity. A citizen must work for change and never accept the status quo... I
see the city differently. I'm no longer scared walking to my service site—far
from it. I feel like I know that small portion of the city now. Now, when [ pass
people in the street, some say hello to me, and call me by name. Through my
work, ['ve gotten to know individual people, and they’ve gotten to know
me. [ enjoy my community service. It has opened my eyes to the role I play
as a citizen in my community. (Battistoni 2000, 29)

What kind of democratic education did this student receive? What is
not said is revealing. The student did not expressly address issues of cul-
ture, race, or power. The student gained better acquaintance with people
in the community, but whether relationships cross race, cultural, or social
class boundaries is unclear. The student greeted residents, and they acknowl-
edged him in return, but there is little sense of working with residents for
social change. There is no clue as to the meaning of a challenge to the sta-
tus quo. Citizenship is perceived as a role rather than as a relationship with
members of diverse communities.

The second recollection is more common to service learning than the
first one. Service learning usually is not portrayed as an effort to build com-
munity. Instead, it is discussed as an opportunity to realize civic responsi-
bility and to practice “arts” of civic participation, such as communication,
deliberation, cooperation, and problem-solving (Barber 1998; Battistoni
2000). Values, skills, and civic dispositions often are discussed in a politi-
cally neutral way, as universally appropriate. Impacts of culture, race, and
power on service learning and democratic education are addressed periph-
erally. Social change is stimulated by enlightened individuals, supposed-
ly from all cultural/social groups.

These reflections, arguably, stem from and represent distinctive orienta-
tions to service learning. I suggest three paradigms for service learning: char-
ity, civic education, and community-building. Stances center around and
demonstrate particular values and views of service and citizenship. Service
learners make meaning from within various paradigms, and movement from
one to another requires a vigorous, conceptual shift. Impacted by their diverse
backgrounds and idiosyncratic outlooks, service learners usually feel more
comfortable in one of the three domains of thought. Moreover, educators
tend to situate their teaching paradigmatically. They are most at home in one
paradigm or another (Morton 1995). In the examples above, the preservice
teacher perceives and practices service learning from a community-build-
ing stance, the political science student from a civic education position.
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Before I delineate three paradigms, a counter claim is in order. Not every-
one agrees that there are distinctive orientations to service learning. Instead,
continua for teaching and learning are posed. Service learners presumably
progress from a focus on charitable activities to involvement in social action.
They move from personal connection with someone in need, to under-
standing social problems, to concern for social justice (Eyler and Giles 1999).
Practitioners supposedly stress alternate ends of a “student-community
development continuum” (Stanton, Giles, and Cruz 1999, 96). They either
emphasize student learning through service to communities, or act as com-
munity allies, extending academic resources to local organizations.

These proposals acknowledge divergent perceptions and aims, but fail to
construct frameworks of thought and action for learners or practitioners. Fur-
ther, a learning continuum overlooks “where learners are,” or what ideas
and values they bring to service learning. It assumes linear, progressive learn-
ing, from one step to another. These positions do not speak to my experience.
Instead, I notice that ideological positions undergird my teaching and influ-
ence community programs. Sometimes, my views contradict those of com-
munity organizations with whom I work. For example, a Girl Scout program
considers some teens “at-risk,” whereas I suspect that label. Tensions such
as these indicate divergent interpretations of youth advocacy, community
improvement, service, and learning. Also, service learners often experience
community work as an emotional jolt toward new understandings, rather
than as a neat progression from charitable to social change views. Their per-
ceptions of local conditions and concerns depend upon their prior life expe-
riences with cultural diversity and poverty. In the continuum proposition,
service learners might be viewed as entering at various points along a line.
A paradigmatic argument, alternatively, situates instructors and learners
within intricately interwoven sets of beliefs, meanings, and preferred actions.
To shift from one view to another is an unsettling, uneasy, unusual event.

A number of scholars have suggested paradigmatic orientations to serv-
ice learning. I integrate their proposals into three paradigms for charity,
civic education, and community-building. As part of my presentation, I
consider “thin” or “thick” paradigmatic interpretations. A thin translation
lacks integrity and depth, a thick translation demonstrates both (Morton
1995, 21). In Figure 9.1, paradigms are introduced and distinctions among
them are made.

The Charitable Paradigm

There is a broad consensus that charity is a major paradigm for com-
munity service and for service learning (Chesler and Scalera 2000; Harp-
er 1999; Kahne and Westheimer 1996; Morton 1995). A charitable position
centers around giving of the well-off to the poor. There is a recognition of
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Figure 9.1
Diverse Interpretations of Service Learning as Democratic Education

189

Paradigm of Service
Learning

View of Service Learning

Form of Democratic
Education

Relation to Multicultural
Service Learning

Charity

Provide direct assistance
to needy individuals.
Meet immediate needs.
Act as “good Samaritan”
or give monetary support
to social services. Enact
humanism or foster
altruism.

Compassion is modeled.
Service is a moral imper-
ative, not a dimension of
citizenship. Social status
is accepted. Some citizens
are benefactors, others
are second class citizens.
Charity functions as an
aside to government. At
best, it sponsors human-
istic dispositions which
underpin democracy.

Promotes altruism, vol-
unteerism, and philan-
thropy. Usually leaves
deficit views intact, but
compassion as uncondi-
tional love can support
human dignity and
worth. Glosses over root
causes of need.

Civic Education

Teach citizenship educa-
tion. Practice civic
involvement. Provide
equal opportunities for
individuals. Work
toward justice as full
access to equal rights and
opportunities. Aid to oth-
ers supports enlightened
self-interest.

Vigorous, participatory
citizenship is modeled.
Liberal social contract is
enacted. Individual
rights do not come for
free. Service is a form of
civic responsibility which
secures individual free-
doms. Service is in self
and public interest. Arts
of civic participation are
stressed.

Extends democratic
ideals to all cultural and
social groups. Advances
justice as equal rights
and opportunities. Hold
that justice is color-blind,
sameness can obscure
significant differences.
Focus en individual
agency can disregard cul-
tural ties. Fosters social
betterment through indi-
vidual enlightenment.

Communitarian View

Community-building:

Communicate with oth-
ers, develop mutual inter-
ests, work toward com-
mon goals. Rethink own
interests in relation to
broader society.
Challenge narrow and
exclusive views.

Communal association is
cultivated. Collaborative,
deliberative participation
is emphasized. Civic
engagement means work
with others to build and
achieve common purpos-
es. Communal inter-
change might or might
not attend to cultural
diversity in group make-
up, central issues, and
activities.

Builds community.
Practices direct democra-
cy. Supports mutualism.
Seeks consensus about
common good. A diverse
community can sponsor a
“hearing” for different
views. Singular notions of
common good can mask
diversity and reflect dom-
inant views. :

Community-building:
Social Change View

Empathize with others as
equals, foster dialogue
across differences, reduce
we-they distinctions,
expand definition of
“us.” Take action to
improve welfare of mar-
ginalized groups.

Equality and equity are
emphasized. Issues of
difference and power are
integral to democracy.
Racism and other forms
of prejudice are chal-
lenged. Multiple perspec-
tives are valued. Social
critique and activism are
expected. Individual
change is fostered.
Change-making in
schools is promoted.
Builds community.
Affirms cultural diversity
and pluralism.

Underscores equality and
equity. Develops sense of
empathy. Fosters cross-
group relationships.
Practices shareholding,
Supports multiple views
of the common good.
Advances social change
toward greater humane-
ness, equality, fairness.
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one’s obligation to help and satisfaction of the opportunity to do so. Ser-
vice learners often relish the chance to make a difference in the life of an
individual. Charity is based on a moral sense of giving. It does not chal-
lenge the status quo. Instead, it helps marginalized people “deal better
with” (Chesler and Scalera 2000, 19) their disadvantage or oppression.
Charitable efforts usually maintain a sense of distance between provider
and recipient and exoticize people who are different.

A thick view of charity is defined by Niles Harper (1999) in his discus-
sion of urban community redevelopment. Deeply felt charity is spiritually
based, as unconditional love for all humankind. Deeds of personal mercy or
acts of mutual aid demonstrate this love. People act to meet a person’s imme-
diate needs or to support a blighted community—without counting the cost.
A thin approach to charity is estranged from its spiritual base. Individuals
give lightly of their time and energy as a hand-out to the less fortunate. If
perceived as a form of benefaction, it can be little more than “noblesse oblige.”

Harper (1999) describes social service as another paradigm. He describes
social service as a mass version of charity, suited to busy citizens who can
give their money, but not their time. Social service programs meet imme-
diate needs, in an efficient, coordinated, accountable manner. Social serv-
ice agencies typically implement policies developed at a distance from
people served. Unemployment compensation, aid to dependent children,
and food stamps exemplify social service. As this position echoes charita-
ble intentions, writ large, I locate social service within the charitable par-
adigm. Social service is a thin form of charity when it creates dependency
and dehumanizes individuals. It is a thick form of charity when it offers
programs that build capacities for those in need.

What type of democratic education do preservice teachers receive from
charitable service learning endeavors? Preservice teachers practice com-
passion; they give to others out of love or concern, but not out of civic
responsibility (Barber 1998). Altruism is fostered. Service is a moral imper-
ative, rather than an aspect of citizenship. Service functions alongside gov-
ernment, as a private substitute for public welfare. Momentary giving is a
weak form of civic participation and can be perceived as apart from it.
Social stasis is accepted; some citizens remain in second class categories,
as the less fortunate, or less able. Others retain power as benefactors. This
position allows a dominate/subordinate structure of power and power-
lessness to stand. At best, charity sponsors humanistic dispositions which
underpin democracy.

The Civic Education Paradigm

Civic education is the paramount paradigm for service learning (Bat-
tistoni 2000; Ehrlich 1997; Eyler and Giles 1999; Gabelnick 1997; Myers and
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Pickeral 1997; Vadeboncoeur, Rahm, Aguilera, and LeCompte 1996; Wade
1997). Four themes resonate through literature on service learning for civic
education: collaboration with community, importance of reflection, active
learning, and development of empathy. The knowledge and skills service
learning enhances supposedly strengthen social awareness, promote civic
responsibility, and foster action to meliorate social problems.

Discussions of service learning embedded in this paradigm seem polit-
ically neutral. The four themes usually are discussed in technical, rather
than in ideological terms. Notions like civic engagement and social respon-
sibility are not problematized. Readers seem to know what is meant: serv-
ice learning educates all students to be participatory citizens who serve
the public good as part of their own good. Dimensions which curtail indi-
vidual liberty or constrain public involvement for some students, like racism
or poverty, are barely mentioned. Concern with diversity and power seem
like side issues within this service learning discourse.

This position, arguably, is not apolitical. Rather, it is so ubiquitous that
its political bases are difficult to detect. Varlotta (1997) submits that Rawls’
liberal contract theory (1971) underpins the service learning/civic educa-
tion stance. According to Rawls, if rational people imagine themselves ran-
domly born in society, they will act to ensure the rights and opportunities
of the least advantaged. Justice depends upon equal rights to basic liber-
ties and upon equal access to scarce resources, such as education. Actions
which safeguard rights and open opportunities benefit the most and the
least advantaged. For example, service as a tutor helps low-income youth
take advantage of their right to public education. To the extent that tutor-
ing helps to develop educated, productive citizens, it promotes the self-
interest of provider and recipient.

The liberal contract theory places personal liberty, and defense thereof,
at its center (Macedo 2000). In return, a liberal democracy channels indi-
vidual freedom in ways which lend it support. As examples, people should
respect the rights of others and act to secure their own. People should par-
ticipate in self-government and govern in ways that tolerate difference and
advance shared goals. Currently, there is a great deal of apprehension that
the liberal contract has been broken: preoccupation with individual rights
has pushed civic participation to the background. Also, intolerance pre-
vails. A robust liberalism, “liberalism with spine” (Macedo 2000, 5) is pro-
posed to combat intolerance and to generate a healthy civic life. Enter
service learning: it is a pedagogy with promise to educate for tolerance and
civic participation.

Difference is rendered invisible in this stance. Individual liberties should
not be abridged by ascribed identities, and moral principles of fairness
should be color-blind. Difference also is relegated to the private sphere.
Cultural difference is treated like religion, as a matter of meaning and value,
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best left at home. As part of public discourse, diversity is feared as a poli-
tics of identity—potentially divisive and corruptive of common, shared
purpose. Diversity should be “kept in its place” (Macedo 2000, 3) and val-
ued to the extent that it enriches healthy civic life. These arguments mis-
understand that cultural /social minority groups want to share power, to
help shape shared values and define healthy civic life in ways that affirm
diversity and pluralism.

Varlotta (1997) poses further that, in service learning discourse, a liber-
al view often is entangled with a communitarian stance. Civic responsi-
bility is defined as collective action toward the common good. Benjamin
Barber (1992; 1998) is a prominent proponent of this amalgamated view.
According to Barber, service learning helps student-citizens understand
that their rights depend upon their responsibilities to be civically active.
Additionally, service learning develops dispositions and skills for collab-
orative, deliberative civic participation. According to Barber, the “service
learner’s ultimate goal is not to serve others, but to learn to be free, which
entails being responsible to others” (1992, 251).

Morton (1995) proposes project as another paradigm for service learn-
ing. Community organizations devise and implement programs that address
immediate local needs. Organizational leaders “get something done” to,
for example, help children achieve in school, or make youth employable.
Tutoring, building character, or practicing job skills reflect this perspective.
Leaders of places like community centers struggle to create greater oppor-
tunities for their clientele with scarce resources. There is little sense that
social institutions might be fundamentally flawed.

The project stance reasonably fits within the civic education paradigm.
Projects are the result of civic responsibility to those in need. Often, proj-
ects aim to develop more productive citizens. Projects which promote equal
access to scarce resources, like English language instruction for immigrant
families or after school tutoring for low-income youth, clearly invoke lib-
eral contract theory. Service learners act to equal the playing field and, thus,
secure freedom for themselves and for those they serve. When preservice
teachers observe parent or board meetings, in which projects are planned
and monitored, they see liberal/communitarian imperatives at work. Cit-
izens work together to equalize opportunities for the least advantaged.

Tutoring programs usually are a thin form of civic education. Home-
work is often of the remedial, skills/drills variety. Support for future citi-
zens is at a low, functional level, Programmatic interventions, which involve
local citizens as planners, respond to specific local needs, and foster youth'’s
capacities, exemplify thick civic education.

What type of democratic education do preservice teachers receive from
service learning underwritten by civic education aims? Service is consid-
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]

ered an integral aspect of citizenship, rather than a charitable aside to it.
Democracy is discussed mainly in terms of equal rights and opportunities.
As a result, service learning is perceived as helping citizens take advan-
tage of opportunities and become more autonomous and productive. Ser-
vice learning is considered an action in the public interest, which serves
one’s enlightened self-interest. Justice is perceived as an even distribution
of rights and opportunities. Equality and justice are color-blind: people are
all alike; all students should have an equal opportunity to learn and no
child should be left behind. Social change occurs one person at a time, as
some individuals strive to develop their talents and as others give their
time to civic projects.

The Paradigm of Community-building

A third paradigm joins two positions that might be considered unlike-
ly bedfellows: communitarian and critical or social justice views. Arguably,
an impetus toward community building, among neighborhood residents
and across cultural, social, and economic borders, provides the core for
both. For communitarians, community-building focuses on development
of joint aims and action toward common ends. For social change adher-
ents, appreciation for cultural diversity, equality, and equity marks devel-
opment and pursuit of common goods. I imagine these perspectives as
diverse outlooks within a single paradigm. I sketch each view separately
and then suggest their intersection.

Communitarian Views. Communitarians aim to cultivate public com-
munity through conjoint endeavors. The work of John Dewey roots this
stance. Community-building involves the coming together of individuals
to join forces, develop mutual aims, and take responsive actions. Accord-
ing to Dewey, deliberation is central to the development of mutual pur-
pose. Members of collectives mull over ideas, and possibly change their
positions in the process. Deliberation can be transformative: it can exercise
intelligence and contest narrow views (Dewey1916/1966). Dewey claims
that virtues of tolerance, open-mindedness, and imaginative sympathy fos-
ter willingness to entertain others’ positions (Festenstein 1997, 88). Ideal-
ly, individuals mesh their interests with those of their larger community,
and interests of separate groups harmonize.

I take a communitarian stance in my multicultural education course and
in its service learning addendum. I think of my actions as building a sense
of community, an “esprit d’corps.” Preservice teachers work as teams, they
participate in service learning as a group and complete a final project togeth-
er. They attend brown bag lunches in which decisions about the course and
the service learning are made. Together, we construct mutual purpose and
achieve common cause.
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[ also cultivate a collective sense of endeavor with my community serv-
ice learning partners. Service learning principles call for reciprocal, mutu-
ally beneficial relations with community representatives. In my case,
partnership signifies balanced, collaborative aims and actions. I think of
my efforts as kindling connections, sharing control, and facilitating a com-
munity of teachers. My partners and I plan service learning as a collective,
from the syllabus to the final project. We serve as co-educators, supervis-
ing and assisting preservice teachers in the classroom and in the field.

These acts of building community are necessary but insufficient for mul-
ticultural education. Team building efforts can overlook issues of diversi-
ty and equality. Goals for commonality, for example identification of a
singular, consensual common good, can obscure diverse perspectives and
needs (Varlotta 1997). In order to respond to these limitations, communi-
tarian efforts should ensure diverse representation, sponsor inclusiveness,
attend to equality, and seek multiple points of view. In so doing, commu-
nitarian and social change impulses intersect and undergird multicultur-
al education.

Social Change Views. A number of scholars propose a paradigm of
social critique and change (Chesler 1995; Chesler and Scalera 2000; Harp-
er 1999; Kahne and Westheimer 1996; Morton 1995; Rhoads 1997; Rosen-
berger 2000; Varlotta 1997). This stance is identified with multiple terms
such as: systemic justice, social change, and critical community service. For
this position, attention to power, difference, and culture is central. Con-
sensual understanding of the common good is questioned. Instead, the
“good” is thought to be fluid and constructed, particular to local commu-
nities served. It is important to search for root causes of injustice and to
build a sense of collective power. Individuals shift from being clients to
participants in the reconstruction of more humane, just communities.
Oppressed people are thought to have assets and skills to act on their own
behalf (Sleeter 2000; Woodson 1998). This position takes a long view of
social betterment and discounts short term, temporary solutions. Partner-
ships, between local communities and outside resource groups, are pro-
moted, but paternalistic relations are avoided.

Like their communitarian counterparts, advocates for social change call
for a “spirit of true connectedness” (LeSourd 1997, 158) to foster commu-
nity-building. Empathy with people different from oneself is a primary
impulse for social change. Rhoads (1997, 90) positions an ethic of care at
“center stage” for critical service learning. However, social, systemic cri-
tique often claims the center for this stance. Reasonably a spirit of true con-
nectedness taps into an emotive force for social change that should not be
disregarded.

Chesler (1995) points out three confusing aspects of service learning for
social change. First, the promotion of individual learning, like attitudinal
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change, does not necessarily lead to social change. Second, “fitting in” to
prescribed roles in community organizations usually does not prompt cri-
tique of them. Third, service learning can foster thoughts of change, but
clear, realistic notions of social change-making are needed. Opportunities
to participate in genuine, social advocacy or institutional change are rare
for service learning. However, service learning as part of multicultural edu-
cation can help prepare future teachers to be change-makers in schools. It
can debunk their stereotypes, reduce their bias, and heighten their regard
for the communities from whence many students come.

Working with community partners as co-teachers is pivotal to service
learning for social change. Issues related to culture, race, racism, and pover-
ty often arise during service learning. When community partners mentor
in the field, participate in reflective discussions, and give feedback on reflec-
tive writings, their outlooks on these issues are shared. Their input diver-
sifies what preservice teachers can learn. Their presence gives a sense of
reality and urgency to multicultural change-making in schools.

I have found that Black churches (i.e., African-American in leadership,
style, and congregation) often bring a social change perspective to life
(Boyle-Baise, in press). African-American identity is affirmed and cele-
brated. Social equality is addressed in sermons and in casual conversa-
tions. Self-help programs support personal responsibility-taking. Many
European-American preservice teachers experience this affirmative pos-
ture for the first time. For some preservice teachers of color, service to these
churches is an occasion to “give something back” to people from their racial
group (Boyle-Baise and Efiom 2000). In such churches, future teachers can
experience a thick sense of change making.

What type of democratic education do preservice teachers receive from
service learning adopted according to this stance? At the crossroads of com-
munity-building as a communitarian and a social change impulse, pre-
service teachers learn to cultivate a sense of connectedness, but in so doing,
to carefully attend to diversity and equality. They learn to be civically
engaged with people from pluralistic groups. They grapple with meanings
of equity, as defined among people impacted directly by unfairness. They
practice working in alliance with people different from themselves. They
confront multiplicity and conflict, as inevitable aspects of cultural diver-
sity and pluralism. Finally, preservice teachers prepare to advocate for
equality and justice within their roles as public school teachers.

Democratic Teacher Education through Multicultural Service Learning

I return to the caveats set by Battistoni (2000) and consider their impli-
cations for democratic teacher education through multicultural service
learning. First, I describe multicultural service learning as an alternative
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interpretation of the service learning/civic education agenda. Second, 1
revisit other paradigmatic stances and search for signs of complementar-
1ty with multicultural service learning. Third, I describe multicultural serv-
ice learning in action. :

Multicultural Service Learning. Multicultural service learn'mg is short-
hand for service learning as a dimension of multicultural education. Mean-
ings for multicultural education can be confusing. It is an umbrella term
that shelters a range of approaches which affirm cultural diversity, cultural
pluralism, equality, and equity. My interpretation of multicultural educa-
tion is grounded in a seven-part framework delineated by Sonia Nieto
(2000). Nieto defines a “broadly conceptualized” multicultural education
as: antiracist education, basic education, important for all students, per-
vasive, education for social justice, a process, and critical pedagogy (2000,
304). A broadly conceptualized multicultural education does not skirt racism
or other forms of prejudice and discrimination. It is an education targeted
toward humane, just, equal, excellent education for all students. It is a con-
tinual process of educational transformation guided by critical evaluation
of the status quo.

A correspondent multicultural service learning should be inclusive,
anti-racist, critical, and socially just. It is a service learning suited for the
community-building paradigm, situated at the cross-roads of communi-
tarian and social change impetuses. Multicultural service learning should
offer chances to build community and to question inequality. In a spirit
of true connectedness, it should offer occasions for the ups, or the pow-
erful, to associate with the downs, or the disenfranchised (Sleeter 1996).
The ups can listen to what the downs have to say, especially about edu-
cational equality and quality for their children. Additionally, multicul-
tural service learning should afford opportunities for racial mixing and
for learning from youth and adults. It should take time to interrogate
stereotypes, debunk bias, and question assumptions. It should provide
space to probe real, daily events for roots of inequality. These explorations
should serve as springboards for the consideration of change-making in
schools, especially as pertinent to a broadly conceptualized multicultur-
al education.

Multicultural service learning is not just a perspective and pedagogy
for preservice teachers. It is an opportunity to work with community liaisons
as equal partners. The counsel of a diverse coalition of community people,
as co-teachers, should be central to multicultural service learning. Local
leaders can address issues of race or poverty in ways that a university
instructor can not. Multicultural service learning should cultivate a com-
munity of teachers and learners; preservice teachers can learn from com-
munity partners and from each other. Community-building as interconnections
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across divisions of race, culture, class, neighborhood, and social position
should characterize multicultural service learning.

~ What kind of democratic education do preservice teachers receive from
multicultural service learning? I visited this question earlier, when I con-
sidered educative dimensions of a cris-cross between communitarian and
social change views. Allow a bit of amplification here. Preservice teachers
wrestle with core democratic values—respect for human dignity, appreci-
ation for cultural diversity, support for equality, and regard for social equi-
ty—as prompted by engagement in real life situations. They question their
own racism, biases, and assumptions, usually upset by personal interac-
tions across race, culture, and class. They reexamine presumptions of sec-
ond-class citizenship for culturally diverse and/or low-income youth and
adults. They begin to contemplate broader views of community, of who
we are as a people. They build bonds across cultural and social divides
that can serve as foundations for future interchange with similar commu-
nities. With assistance, preservice teachers utilize real events to spur an
interrogation of systemic injustice. Through multicultural service learning,
they prepare to become change-makers in schools: teachers who champi-
on excellent and fair education for all youth. This advocacy is their special
opportunity for civic activism. If democracy is an associated way of living
and a call for participation in civic life, then multicultural service learning
lays the groundwork for associations that are pluralistic and for civic engage-
ments that affirm difference and share power.

Links to Multicultural Service Learning. As I have contemplated and
practiced multicultural service learning, I have confronted many road-
blocks. A primary problem is the reality of multiple, conflictive views. Pre-
service teachers hold diverse perspectives, agencies advance their own
missions, and community partners impart their own values and beliefs.
As a position of respect for diverse viewpoints and as a teaching tool, I
have found it helpful to consider the match or mismatch of different posi-
tions with multicultural service learning, to cultivate possible juxtaposi-
tions, and to point out dissonance.

Morton’s (1995) reflections on his practice of service learning pointed
the direction for me. Morton calls upon service learning practitioners to
support their students’ development of thicker (deeper) interpretations of
their current paradigms and to expose students to dissonance among sev-
eral orientations to service learning. In the following paragraphs, I probe
perceptions which might be deepened and others which should be ques-
tioned in conjunction with multicultural service learning.

I have witnessed the power of spiritual beliefs to motivate deep exam-
ination of biases and stereotypes, particularly for White prospective teach-
ers (Boyle-Baise and Efiom 2000). A deep sense of charity does not conflict
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with multicultural service learning. Caring deeply about another human
being usually denies denigration and sponsors respectful assistance. Belief
in unconditional love for all humans can be directed to affirm cultural dif-
ference and challenge injustice, or it can serve as a stepping stone from
charity to social change views.

I have found placement in charitable, social service agencies trouble-
some for multicultural service learning. Programs for youth often assume
a compensatory, deficit mentality. Preservice teachers tend to discuss youth
in terms of labels: “that learning disabled child,” or “that child from a ter-
rible home.” A compensatory posture could stimulate critical analysis (e.g.,
What is valued as proficient and why? What makes you think a child is
from a terrible home?). However, I try to avoid such placements. They fos-
ter a second-class status at odds with democratic education.

The civic education stance can assist aims of multicultural education.
Individuals are considered equal in terms of rights and opportunities. If
democratic ideals, rights, and opportunities embrace a range of cultural
and social groups, aims for equality and fairness are supported. Also, the
development of youth capacities addresses some forms of disadvantage.
Because these aims are worthwhile, I find it hard to root out their limita-
tions. It is especially vexing to critique community projects, developed in
relation to this paradigm. Programs usually are capacity driven and local-
ly derived. For example, a program of character building seems ultimate-
ly reasonable; there is nothing wrong with respectful, responsible future
citizens. Yet, from a multicultural perspective, skills of critique or social
action should be included as aspects of good citizenship. These skills can
assist youth in understanding and challenging inequities in their lives.
Most preservice teachers find it hard to question respected aims for equal
opportunities. Moreover, it is tough to criticize worthy programs as band-
aids, as moments of reprieve which do little to alter adverse life conditions.

Community-building can be a powerful force for multicultural service
learning. It is taxing to construct a sense of community. It requires actions
which forge mutual regard, build trust, and develop common cause. Yet,
especially if groups are culturally diverse, honest dialogue that crosses bor-
ders of race, ethnicity, and/or poverty can begin. Participants can “hear”
where others “are coming from,” perhaps for the first time. Frank conver-
sation about realities, dreams, and concerns can spark ties that bind. We-
they barriers can decline.

A social change view of community-building underscores multicultural
service learning. However, regard for issues of culture, difference, and
power must permeate service learning, from placements, to projects, and
to partnerships. Making connections with diverse social and cultural
groups is requisite. Value for multiple cultural frames of reference is essen-
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tial. Community assets must be sought and demonstrated. While moments
of authentic social change are rare, change-making, as a goal for one’s
future teaching must be stressed. In the last section, I describe two strate-
gies that provide democratic teacher education through multicultural serv-
ice learning.

Multicultural Service Learning in Action

Battistoni (2000) claims that many service initiatives are disconnected
from civic learning. Service learning programs often fail to accentuate val-
ues and skills for democratic education. Battistoni’s critique could benefit
from a further probe: democratic education for what? Placements made,
projects required, and reflections fostered ideally should complement and
enact one’s paradigmatic stance toward service learning.

Service-learning in-action can be distinguished according to a place-
ment or project approach (Stanton, Giles, and Cruz, 116). For a placement
approach, service learners go to a location and learn from the serendipity
there. For a project approach, service learners do community development
work or action research pertinent to their placement sites. Multicultural
service learning is a little of both. Throughout the chapter, I mentioned
placement sites but, given space limitations, I do not explore them fully.
The reader is advised to read Boyle-Baise and Kilbane (2000) for a thor-
ough consideration of placement locations. Also, this chapter draws from
a book length project in which I describe field-based projects at length
(Boyle-Baise, in press). Here, I sketch two major strategies which under-
gird my approach to multicultural service learning. I selected these tech-
niques because of their centrality to my efforts; however, they are forms
which could be altered to suit the civic education paradigm.

Task-based Contract. The tasks set for service learning count. If service
learning is to connect with democratic education, then field activities must
enhance democratic, classroom goals. I use a task-based contract to struc-
ture field activities for multicultural service learning. It is a tool that firm-
ly links the classroom to the community. It sets parameters, yet allows for
discretion on the part of community co-teachers and for variation among
service learning sites. The task-based contract establishes a compact between
a preservice teacher and his/her community instructor. Each promises to
fulfill obligations to the other. Prospective teachers agree to complete five
major tasks for service learning, the community instructor agrees to super-
vise them in return. Preservice teachers accomplish three of the four fol-
lowing tasks: assist as a tutor, mentor, or teacher’s aide; attend a parent or
board meeting; participate in a special site event; and/or interact with one
family in-depth. They also conduct a limited field study and reflect on their
learning via reflective essays and discussions.
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Although common in structure, past contracts reveal a range of service
learning activities. For example, for one category “assistance as a tutor or
mentor,” preservice teachers instituted a tutoring program, implemented
a reading incentive program, or organized a safe alternative to Halloween.
Events that fostered close acquaintance with youth and families included
child care during parent meetings, participation in an overnight “lock-in,”
and help during a fall carnival. Field studies, or mini-inquiries, touched
upon an assortment of family/community issues. Questions for mini-
inquiries included: What makes a church that is culturally diverse work?
Why are parents involved in Head Start? How does Boys and Girls Club
impact the local community?

The tasks nudge preservice teachers beyond charitable, volunteer work
toward positive and trustful relations with youth and families. For exam-
ple, preservice teachers shadowed a family for a day to learn about their
perspectives and concerns. Tasks showcase community people in leader-
ship roles, as neighborhood resources. For example, preservice teachers
attended Board meetings for community organizations; they observed par-
ent involvement and self-government in action. The mini-inquiry is part
of the contract. It helps preservice teachers learn how to learn about com-
munities like those they will one day serve. Reflective invitations round
out the contract. Preservice teachers write three reflective essays, in which
they probe their learning about cultural diversity, racism, and poverty.
They participate in three discussions, led by community co-teachers, and
examine local concerns from insider views.

The contract is a blueprint for democratic education through multicul-
tural service learning. It fosters civic engagement as service to and learn-
ing with people different from oneself. It structures opportunities to hear
concerns of students and families, often marginalized or ill-served in pub-
lic schools. Tt requires reflection upon issues of equality and equity. Fur-
ther, it demonstrates a culturally diverse and pluralistic alliance among
university/community partners, who uphold the contract.

Mini-Inquiry Project. The primary purpose of the mini-inquiry is to
investigate questions that emerge from the field, related to ideas studied
in the multicultural education course. The mini-inquiry is a bonafide
research effort, with specified steps from proposal to data collection, to
narrative, and to analysis. My community co-teachers and I assist pre-
service teachers in the development of their proposals, then approve the
intended study. Community partners agree to invite in-group informants
(insiders to the question studied) to participate in the study. Often, the
community instructor servesfas a key respondent. Preservice teachers
work as site-based teams to collect data. They report their data via video-
tape or traditional paper, some do a mix of both. Based on their findings,
preservice teachers consider changes that they, as future teachers, can
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sponsor in schools and communities.

As part of my advice during the proposal stage, I prod preservice teach-
ers to “dig into” underlying causes for community concerns. However,
projects of inquiry often are less critical than I envision. The mini-inquiries
tend to describe, then applaud intervention programs. In service learning,
the experience leads. If placed in organizations which emphasize pro-
grammatic resolutions to poverty, then meliorative approaches seem sound.
As noted earlier, | find it difficult to critique worthy local programs, espe-
cially as they reflect upon community people who are my service learning
partners. Several challenges remain. I need to provide opportunities for
preservice teachers to practice social and institutional critique. Moreover,
I need to find ways to foster critique without disrespect to community pro-
grams and partners.

Another aim of the mini-inquiry is to teach preservice teachers to con-
duct field research. Field study is a tool that can assist teachers in learning
about students and their families. Preservice teachers practice ethnographic
investigation, complete with in-group interviews, participant observations,
and collection of documents (organizational pamphlets, etc.). Study of sec-
ond-hand, library resources augments field research. As an analytical frame,
teams compare their findings with concepts learned in class, and thus deep-
en their grasp of abstract ideas.

Civic participation depends upon skills of deliberation and collabora-
tion. The mini-inquiry introduces skills of investigation, data analysis, and
decision-making. It fosters teamwork. It probes problems and proposes
solutions. The mini-inquiry rehearses the arts of civic participation.

One Case. Allow me to share one story drawn from my qualitative
research (for more details see Boyle-Baise, in press). As part of the story, I
trace and reconsider one service learning team'’s field experience. I ponder
the extent to which their “real” corresponded to my “ideal” for multicul-
tural service learning.

The team at Bethel African Methodist Episcopal (AME) church insti-
tuted a tutoring program as a service to their site. They created the pro-
gram from scratch, with assistance from their community instructor. Parents
requested tutoring for their children and specified its nature. Preservice
teachers offered a range of help, from assistance with secondary level Span-
ish (one preservice teacher was bilingual) to reading storybooks. The proj-
ect generated sustained interaction with youth and parents.

Additionally, the team assisted with plans for the implementation of a
Hallelujah Party, a safe alternative to Halloween. Two team members, one
an African American and the other a European American preservice teacher,
invited their families to the event. A wonderful time was had by all, par-
ents exchanged passages of scripture with the pastor, families shared sto-
ries about their college daughters, everyone joined in games, and enjoyed
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bountiful food. Afterward, the White preservice teacher’s parents, previ-
ously dubious about her service learning placement, lauded the learning
opportunity, and the future teacher declared it a significant life experience.

The team also attended an open house for the African American Cul-
ture Center, along with their community instructor. As in the church, pre-
service teachers interacted within a milieu shaped by African-American
values and views. The team completed a mini-inquiry in which they ques-
tioned church elders about the role of religion in the education of their
youth. They found the church to be a major influence in children’s lives.
As one example, they learned about attempts of the church to intervene in
disproportionate suspensions of their Black youth.

Preservice teachers wrote three reflective essays. They received feed-
back from me and from their community instructor. For one team mem-
ber, the essays spawned a critical dialogue with her community instructor
about race, ethnicity, and racism. According to team members, the experi-
ence was a time of very hard work that generated meaningful new insights.
According to the instructor, the experience validated her beliefs, legiti-
mated her role as co-teacher, and spurred her own self-development.

This service learning engagement exemplifies community-building from
a social change perspective. Community-building proceeded in multiple
directions, as a kindling of connections across race, ethnic, age, and gen-
der groups. Preservice teachers participated in grass-roots change in their
establishment of a tutoring program. They gained understanding of school
1ssues, as articulated by parents and youth of color. The community instruc-
tor was acknowledged as a co-teacher, a status which fostered respect for
wisdom outside confines of the university. Preservice teachers heard mul-
tiple perspectives, about life and teaching, from their community instruc-
tor, from youth and parents, and from me.

These examples show multicultural service learning at work. Attention
to cultural and social difference is at center stage for democratic teacher
education. But, multicultural service learning does not emphasize identi-
ty politics or prod divisiveness. Instead, it enlarges one’s sense of com-
munity and circle of citizens. It affords a hearing for what minorities and/or
disenfranchised groups have to say. It prompts rethinking about educa-
tion which genuinely serves a broad public of “we the people.”

A Balance of Pluribus and Unum

R. Freeman Butts considers the balance between pluribus and unum a
central dilemma for civic learning. “In a desirably pluralistic society, civic
education must honor cultural pluribus, but it must also strengthen polit-
ical unum” (1989, 44). Butts chooses civic learning over civic education to
stand for a range of experiences by which one acquires values, commit-
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ments, and motivations for citizenship in a pluralist democracy. He main-
tains that students from all backgrounds benefit from civic learning. Schools,
he says, “should be training grounds for acquiring the sense of communi-
ty that will hold the political system together” (Butts 1989, 41-42).

It is important for preservice teachers to acquire a broad sense of com-
munity. They should think of their teaching as something that does not
stop at the classroom door. Their educative concern should encompass stu-
dents’ lives outside, as well as inside, school. In order to assist students
and families, preservice teachers must disrupt negative attitudes and stem
misinformation about cultural diversity and poverty. They need to learn
how to build bridges between schools and communities. These qualities
should be considered part of a democratic teacher education.

Teaching is a form of public service. Teachers serve the public as guides
and advocates for all children. Prospective teachers must learn to cast a
wide net in their understanding of and commitment to diverse communi-
ties. Preservice teachers, unfortunately, tend to have limited direct contact
with groups other than their own. Multicultural service learning can pro-
vide affirmative, cross-cultural engagements. Multicultural service learn-
ing can sponsor a sense of community among diverse constituents.
Multicultural service learning can help future teachers feel comfortable
working with a culturally and socially diverse public to provide equal,
excellent education for all youth. Multicultural service learning can under-
pin aims for democratic teacher education.
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Education for Citizenship in a
Democracy through Teacher Education:
Examples from Australia

Murray Print

The price of democracy is eternal vigilance.
We get the politicians we deserve.
The prognosis for democracy is poor, perhaps even critical in the longer term.

The ultimate determination of what students learn about democracy is vested
with the teacher.

Democracy is not a perpetual motion machine. It is an idea about how
to construct and sustain a just civil society and government, which depends
upon constructive engagement of citizens. The quality of a democracy
depends upon its citizens, who, in turn, are dependent upon their teach-
ers for the knowledge, skills, and dispositions of citizenship in a democ-
racy. So teachers as civic educators are the ultimate maintainers and reviewers
of democracy.

Vigilance

Within most Western democracies there appears to be an overwhelm-
ing sense of malaise concerning the practice of government and democra-
cy. A widespread despondency pervades, a sentiment which claims that
politicians and political institutions have failed the populace and that the
future looks worse. Research informs us that civic engagement is declin-
ing: voting has decreased, political parties are struggling for membership,
everyday civility is disappearing, and many civil associations barely exist
at all. Unsurprisingly, the gap between a growing rich and a growing poor
is widening, crime is high, and the vitality of the local community, as a site
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of democracy, is under threat of extinction. In particular the very funda-
mentals of our democratic way of life appear to be threatened, not from
what were traditionally seen as enemies, but from within.

Much has been made of this phenomenon and the related decline in
social capital, particularly in the United States of America, which sees itself
as the exemplar of freedom and democracy. In a piercing analysis of social
capital in American society over the past half century, Robert Putnam (2000)
has argued that, “In short, Americans have been dropping out in droves,
not merely from political life, but from organized community life more
generally.” As young people in the United States demonstrate increasing
indifference towards even the minimal requirements of citizen participa-
tion, such as voting, jury duty and being informed on issues, so the future
of democracy comes under threat (Advisory Committee on Citizenship
1998; CEG 1994; Niemi and Junn 1998; Putnam 2000). Indeed Bennett (2000,
9) suggests that “If large slices of Generations X and Y are politically indif-
ferent and avoid the mass media, democracy’s future dims considerably.”
Given the rise of non-democratic global organizations, particularly pow-
erful multinational companies with higher incomes than most national
budgets, the potential for the demise of democracy is exacerbated. The con-
solidation of globalism in the 21st century may well see a parallel decline
of democracy as we've come to know it. But that is another issue to be
addressed elsewhere. '

Although declining confidence in established democracies by young
people and adults is well recorded, recent research suggests this is more
a lack of confidence with individuals and in representative institutions,
such as parliaments and political parties, than with the ideals of democ-
racy itself (Norris 1999; Pharr, Putnam, and Dalton 2000; Putnam 2000).
Norris (1999) suggests that, despite this situation, commitment to demo-
cratic values and concepts is higher than ever. If this is the case, then this
phenomenon is all the more worrying for the future of democratic prac-
tice. If people support the idea of democracy, but avoid participating and
making an active commitment to sustain it, the very fabric of democracy
will slowly disintegrate from a lack of nurturing until it is replaced. Con-
sequently modern Western democracies must redirect and intensify their
attention to the education of all young citizens about democratic princi-
ples, processes, and values.

Traditionally, fulfilling the democratic civic mission was the role of the
public school. Mass education served multiple functions, but as McDon-
nell (2000, 1) noted, its role in sustaining democracy was paramount: “The
original rationale for public schooling in the United States was the prepa-
ration of democratic citizens who could preserve individual freedom and
engage in responsible self-government.”
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The latter half of the twentieth century, however, saw excessive demands
placed on public education many of which were incorporated within the
school curriculum, often at the expense of democratic education. Mean-
while the first half of the century saw, in one form or another, the evolu-
tion of civics within the school curriculum as the primary vehicle for explicit
democratic education. Yet by the 1960s, in countries like Australia, the
strength of civic education was waning and for the past two decades pur-
poseful civic education has been difficult to identify. In the United States,
a similar phenomenon has been observed and decried. In an analysis of
this decline McDonnell (2000) argued that civics has become a small and
insignificant part of the school curriculum. The sidelining of democratic
purposes of schooling has been, she contends, the result of four factors: the
ascendancy of private over public, collective purposes of schooling, declin-
ing political and civic participation, weakened common civic identity
(shared values are problematic in an increasingly diverse society), and final-
ly values conflicts inherent within education and liberal democracy. These
factors continue to exacerbate societal problems and as a consequence, she
argues, American education needs to be refocused:

The growing diversity of the population, our inability to reach consensus on
key social and cultural values or even to deliberate about our differences,
and the weakening of other societal institutions all suggest a stronger role
for education in maintaining social comity. . . . With the exception of the fam-
ily, education is the only major social institution in which all Americans par-
ticipate over a sustained period and that also focuses on the values and skills
necessary to maintain a civil society. (McDonnell 2000, 910)

To maintain free and democratic societies civic education should be one
of the clearly identified cornerstones of modern schooling. That it is not is
both a tragedy and an explanation for some of the major societal trends
over the past three decades. Should civics not be reaffirmed in a central
role, we will witness the demise of democracy as we know it. In its place
would be a pale imitation of democratic society, wherein its democratic
character is overshadowed by the power of multinationals, unelected offi-
cials, and the media, and where final decisions on most aspects of life are
made by the courts.

Emergent Civics and Citizenship Education

The problems facing democracy have been identified and observed for
some time though much of the reporting has been recent (Bennett, 2000;
Dahl, 1998; McDonnell 2000; Patrick 1999; Putnam 2000). Similarly, for near-
ly a decade there has been a growing involvement in reconceptualizing
and energizing efforts to engage students to become knowledgeable, active
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citizens. If young people become more engaged in civic life, the argument
goes, the probability of sustaining democracy is that much greater. With-
in the established Western democracies these expressions of concern and
attempts to actively engage young citizens have come through reviews,
inquiries, and assessment reports. For example, the National Commission
on Civic Renewal in the United States (1998) was instigated from mount-
ing concern at the condition of civic engagement within its populace. The
Comumission’s report warned that the United States was becoming a nation
of spectators, evidenced by significant declines in both the quantity and
quality of civic engagement. Education was seen as a logical vehicle for
enhancing citizen participation. More boldly, Britain (Advisory Commit-
tee on Citizenship 1998) and Australia (Civics Expert Group 1994; Kemp
1997), have undertaken reviews which in turn have led to government pol-
icy on how democratic processes might be sustained through educational
programs. ‘

In the United States precise data on student understanding of demo-
cratic education have been collected which confirms the need for greater
action within schools. In the NAEP Civics study in the United States, the
“National Report Card” revealed that about three quarters of students
achieved at a ‘basic’ level in civic knowledge across grades 4, 8 and 12
(Lutkus et al. 1999). Despite substantial teaching of civics in the school cur-
riculum, only about a quarter of students were judged to perform at “pro-
ficient” (22%) or “advanced” (3%) levels (Lutkus et al. 1999). Significant
differences between subgroups were found. Females outperformed males
in grades 8 and 12, while White and Asian students had significantly high-
er scores than other groups. Non-public school students outperformed
their public school counterparts. For public education the outcomes were
problematic, particularly in the context of a belief that considerable cur-
riculum input existed to sustain democratic principles, processes and dis-
positions through education.

Making a Difference

In light of the 1998 NAEP study findings, can civic education make a
difference to student democratic understanding and participation? The
most basic response appears that education generally, and civic education
specifically, do make a difference and both could make a greater difference
if taught better in schools. This gives us confidence to continue advocat-
ing civic education in schools, though perhaps a somewhat different civics
than traditionally presented through the school curriculum.

At a fundamental level we know that students can learn to be more polit-
ically enlightened and engaged if they participate in schooling. The Citi-
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zen Participation Study showed clear positive correlations between level
of education (years of schooling) and civic knowledge, civic engagement,
and other attributes of democratic citizenship (Nie, Junn, and Stehlik-Barry
1996). The more years of schooling the more likely students were to be both
politically enlightened and politically engaged (Nie, et al. 1996). These are
comforting outcomes nurturing our belief that if schools teach democrat-
ic citizenship effectively, then students are more likely to become enlight-
ened, participating democratic citizens. But what of civic education
specifically?

The earlier 1988 NAEP study found, however, even after controlling for
home and demographic factors, that the amount and recency of civic course
work had a significantly positive effect on student civic knowledge (Niemi
and Junn 1998). Levels of civic knowledge were also enhanced when teach-
ers employed current affairs, a variety of topics in civics courses, and used
more active pedagogies. Participating in civic education positively affect-
ed student attitudes towards and trust in government, though not as clear-
ly. For Niemi and Junn the results were clear, particularly when juxtaposed
with earlier literature that schools were failing students in their prepara-
tion for democratic citizenship.

The most important message to come out of our study of the political knowl-
edge of high school seniors is that the school civics curriculum does indeed
enhance what and how much they know about American government and
politics. Furthermore, these educational effects on civic knowledge persist
even after accounting for other powerful predictors of knowledge. . .. [How-
ever] . . . we should not overemphasize the impact of simply taking civics
courses. Rather, the magnitude of this effect must be considered in the con-
text of other factors—both inside and outside the educational setting—that
also enhance student knowledge. (Niemi and Junn 1998, 147-148)

A decade after this study American students at grades 4, 8 and 12 were
assessed on their civic knowledge and participation as part of the NAEP
(National Assessment of Educational Progress) on-going reporting process.
Clearly many students do possess considerable civic and political under-
standing, despite the apparently problematic results from the 1998 Nation-
al Report Card in Civics (Lutkus, et al. 1999). Furthermore the NAEP
assessments understate student performance in civics on two grounds.
First, the level of difficulty to achieve the proficient and ‘advanced’ stan-
dards were set high, perhaps unnecessarily so, in terms of expectations of
student performance generally. Where the “bar” is set for the proficient
and advanced standards determines the percentage of students in each cat-
egory. These are arbitrary decisions, though supported by expert consen-
sus, when researchers and officials tackle the vexed balancing of normative
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and criterion assessment. Levels do not have to be set at minimal compe-
tencies, but for this assessment the conceptual level for the three “stan-
dards” was too high with consequential results.

Second, national standardized measures in the United States experience
difficulties meeting the relative differences within and between state and
school-system curricula. This creates concerns over content validity of the
assessment. Is the assessment a true measure of what students have been
learning? Unlike centralized, national education systems, education in the
United States, due more to competing than complementary curricula con-
trol by 50 states and some 15,000 school districts, experiences extensive
variability. In the case of civics, the NAEP assessment drew heavily upon
the National Standards for Civics and Government (Lutkus, et al. 1999).
While these standards possess great merit as well as direction for the future,
they are neither national in application nor necessarily reflective of civics
curriculum as found in schools. In all, the NAEDP results cast less of a shad-
ow than was initially the impression.

Research in Australia has provided a more optimistic view of the link
between schooling and learning about politics and democracy. Using par-
ticipation in the 1996 federal elections as a base, McAllister (1998) found
generally low levels of voter and student political knowledge. However,
where civic education was taught, regardless of what form it took, the rela-
tionship between studying civics and political civic understanding was
positive. Expressing some concern, McAllister also found the effect of civic
education on political knowledge of high school students to be curvilin-
ear. His study showed Year 12 students, not surprisingly, had the most
knowledge, but Year 8 students know more than Year 10 students.

A recent review of secondary students in two Australian locations found
that civics instruction in schools was positively and significantly related
to political knowledge and knowledge-related behavior (Saha 2000). His
conclusions are supported by related Australian research although the
amount of civic knowledge acquired is highly problematic. Nevertheless,
as McAllister (1998) demonstrated, political knowledge can be taught and
more knowledgeable people are likely to be more participative democrat-
ic citizens.

Over the past few years a major international study of student civic
understanding has been conducted by the prestigious and rigorous Inter-
national Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA)
(Torney-Purta et al. 1999; Torney-Purta et al. 2001). The IEA Civics Study
found that while studentsin most countries have a reasonable under-
standing of fundamental democratic values and institutions, they lack
depth of understanding (Torney-Purta et al. 2001). In both the United States
and Australia, students were considerably weaker in their civic knowledge
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than their civic skills, the reverse of similarly performing countries like
Poland, Greece, and Hong Kong. This suggests that students in different
countries acquire civic content knowledge and interpretative skills differ-
ently. Furthermore, for Australia and the United States students performed
relatively better because of transferred learning in skills from other learn-
ing. In terms of future directions for the study of civics in schools, the
research also found that schools which model democratic practices are
most effective in promoting civic knowledge and engagement. Researchers
found evidence of a “new” civic culture amongst students which was char-
acterized by less hierarchy, more individual decision making, and less tra-
ditional political allegiances, such as supporting political parties. Unfortunately
the study found extensive differences between the vision of citizenship
education (critical thinking, values development) for teachers and the real-
ity of classrooms dominated by textbooks, teacher talk, and worksheets.
Nevertheless, teachers recognize the importance of citizenship education
for young people, and they want it pursued in schools.

Finally, the TEA study found that “In every country, the civic knowledge
of 14-year-olds is a positive predictor of their expressed willingness to vote
as adults.” It is the most powerful predictor in many countries even when
accounting for other factors (Torney-Purta et al. 2001, 46). Despite this pos-
itive outcome, the I[EA report demonstrates overall that, despite the input
of current educational programs, much is needed to help prepare active
citizens for our future democracies. For teachers and schools to provide
civic education more effectively, we need, at the very least, appropriately
prepared teachers. This is one component of the equation that we have
addressed in Australia. More recently we have targeted preservice teacher
education specifically. But first we need to understand the context of edu-
cation and civic education in Australia.

Education in Australia

In 1901 Australia was formed as a federation of six states (and subse-
quently two territories) with constitutional control over selected aspects
of government vested in the new national government. Many important
areas, however, such as education, remained in the control of the states.
Each state has an autonomous educational system, with control over pol-
icy, curriculum, and assessment for primary, secondary, and tertiary edu-
cation. In this way a balance was created between the states and the
Commonwealth Government.

However, over the past half century two major changes have occurred
to upset this constitutional balance. From the 1940s the Commonwealth
(Federal) Government has gained increasing control of financial revenues
until it now clearly dominates finances. Second, associated with this enhanced
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financial power, the Commonwealth has become increasingly interested in
policy areas such as education. Over the past three decades, for example,
the federal government has directly funded many “national” initiatives in
schooling such as literacy, numeracy, disadvantaged students, science, Asian
studies, technology, and recently, civics and citizenship education.

Nevertheless, the states guard their constitutional rights zealously, and
as the Federal Government has no direct control over any Australian school,
to implement policies it must seek the support and cooperation of the states.
This is achieved through a combination of financial inducements and dis-
incentives. Mostly consensus is sought, but where this cannot be achieved,
particularly with inducements, then disincentives may be applied.

To achieve consensus the states and Commonwealth come together to
formulate policy on a regular basis. The most significant of these groups,
which have met in many forms over the years, is now called MCETYA—
the Ministerial Council for Education, Training, and Youth Affairs. Recent-
ly MCETYA endorsed the National Goals for Schooling in the Twenty-first
Century. This set of goal statements was designed to guide Australian edu-
cation for the beginning of the new century. One of the important goals
stated that students should: “Be active and informed citizens with an under-
standing and appreciation of Australia’s government and civic life” (MCETYA
1999).

Policy is translated into educational guidelines, and then hopefully into
practice, by systemic curriculum documents known as syllabuses and
frameworks. In the more centralized states, such as New South Wales, sub-
ject syllabuses are very influential and teachers have more curricula auton-
omy but are still guided by systemic frameworks. Textbooks tend to be less
influential in Australia than in many countries as curriculum documents
provide clear guidance to teachers. Most recently these documents have
incorporated educational outcomes that state what students should know
and be able to do. Due to the significance of curricular documents, an inno-
vation seeking successful implementation requires high curricular corre-
spondence with the mandated syllabuses and frameworks. This is the
situation facing the introduction of civics in Australian education in the
late 1990s.

Civic Education and Discovering Democracy

The concerns facing the United States about declining social capital, dis-
engaged youth, decreased civic participation, and reduced consensus on key
social and cultural values are similar to those found in Australia. One response
has been to examine what role the education system might play in address-
ing these issues. The developments that led to the Federal Government devis-
ing a specific policy in civic education have been addressed elsewhere (Erebus
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Consulting Group 1999; Jimenez 2001; Print 1999). Suffice it to say that wide-
spread agreement existed that Australia needed to tackle the “civics deficit”
through a targeted program in primary and secondary schools.

Released in May 1997, the Discovering Democracy program was designed
to engage students by advancing their understanding of political and legal
systems and developing their capacities as informed, reflective, and active
citizens (Kemp 1997). The program proposed that students should (1) gain
knowledge and understanding of Australia’s democratic processes, gov-
ernment, and judicial system and of the nation’s place in the internation-
al community; (2) understand how participation and decision-making
operate in contemporary Australia, and how the nation’s civic life might
change in the future; (3) develop personal character traits such as respect-
ing individual worth and human dignity, empathy, respect for the law,
being informed about public issues, critical mindedness, and willingness
to express points of view, listen, negotiate and compromise; (4) understand
how our system of government works in practice, and how it affects citi-
zens; and (5) understand the rights and responsibilities of citizens, and the
opportunities for exercising them at local, state, and federal levels (Cur-
riculum Corporation 1998).

A key feature of the program is an explicit statement of democratic and
civic values. Teachers are encouraged to employ these values in order to
reflect and enhance the cohesive, pluralistic nature of Australian society.
They include democratic processes and freedoms (such as speech, associa-
tion, religion), civility, government accountability, tolerance and respect for
others, the rule of law, social justice, and acceptance of cultural diversity.
These were seen as essential to how young Australians would understand
and practice their democracy. In launching the program, the Federal Min-
ister argued: “Such values should be explicit and public within the pro-
gram. Students should learn about the importance of principles such as
popular sovereignty, the principle of government accountability, and the
rule of law. The program will articulate values such as tolerance, respect for
others, and freedom of speech, religion, and association” (Kemp 1997, 4).

To achieve these goals, a national program was devised, which consist-
ed of multiple sets of civics and citizenship education curriculum materi-
als delivered to all 10,000 Australian schools; extensive and on-going teacher
professional development on Discovering Democracy; financial support for
key players in civic education, such as parents, principals, academics, and
subject associations; and the establishment of the Civics Education Group
(CEG) to oversee all aspects of civic education associated with the Feder-
al Government.

After some consideration the subject matter of Discovering Democracy
was identified through four themes presented as eighteen units of study
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(see Figure 10-1 at the end of this chapter) over middle primary (Years
3-4), upper primary (Years 5-6/7), lower secondary (Years 7/8), and middle
secondary grades (Years 9-10). In Australia primary school education
includes Years K-6 for half the states and Years K-7 for the remainder. Con-
sequently secondary education covers either Years 7 or 8-12. Four subject
matter themes provide the construct for civics: (1) Who Rules?—How
power has evolved and exercised within Australia’s democratic system as
well as the rights and responsibilities of citizens and the principles under-
lying Australian democracy; (2) Law and Rights—the rule of law, its ori-
gins in Australia and how laws are made including the role of constitutions,
parliaments and courts; (3) the Australian Nation—the establishment of
Australia’s democratic institutions and how civic identity has changed
over time in our nation; and (4) Citizens and Public Life—the ways peo-
ple participate in Australia’s civil society, particularly how people can effect
change within our democracy.

Teaching Civics

With substantial consensus on subject matter and well-resourced cur-
riculum materials available, the Discovering Democracy program focused
its attention on support for teachers. Acknowledging that the active involve-
ment of teachers was vital to the success of the program, the CEG allocat-
ed significant resources for a range of professional development activities.
As the Federal Government, under the Australian Constitution, has no
direct role to play in education, the CEG sought consensus among state
education systems. State and territory professional development commit-
tees were formed to enable teachers to become familiar with the Discover-
ing Democracy program. In the process these committees ensured that what
was delivered was also consistent with state curriculum requirements.

Concern for the rate and nature of adoption of Discovering Democracy
prompted two national studies of teacher use and implementation of the
program (Print 2000; Print and Craven 1999). Over this period Australia
also participated in the IEA Civics Study to ascertain student performance
and teacher responses to civic education (Print, Kennedy, and Hughes
1999). The outcomes of these studies are reported elsewhere, but they served
to stimulate greater attention to the implementation in schools of Discov-
ering Democracy specifically and the teaching of civic education more gen-
erally. One outcome clearly identified was the need for an enhanced presence
of civic education, through the application of Discovering Democracy, in
teacher education programs (Erebus Consulting 1999).

The studies demonstrated that school reactions to the curriculum mate-
rials were positive, but application of the resources in classrooms, espe-
cially the eighteen units of work (see Figurel0.1), was problematic. Many
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teachers have been critical of the program on the grounds that it is an intru-
sion into their subject domains (Erebus 1999; Jimenez 2001; Print 2000). As
Discovering Democracy takes a somewhat narrow perception of civics, and
emphasizes history as the principal curricular vehicle, it has not been fully
adopted by the states and territories. Their curriculum documents and
practice manifest a broader conception of civics and support multiple vehi-
cles of implementation within schools. While state governments agreed to
support Discovering Democracy, most have not changed school curricula to
accommodate the programs’ themes or resources. Consequently curricu-
la in many states are not highly compatible with the federal initiative and
teachers have been highly selective in what they have used from the pro-
gram in their classrooms (Jimenez 2001; Print 2000).

Part of the problem arises from the classic dilemma of the overcrowd-
ed curriculum: to add more to the curriculum requires something to be
removed. Yet civics is but one of many recent educational initiatives, all
contending for a place in an overcrowded curriculum. This dilemma has
been addressed within the states by the integration of civics within exist-
ing school subjects. In high schools these include Studies of Society, His-
tory, and Geography; while in primary schools these are forms of social
studies. This decision, by state educational authorities, has not been with-
out great pain. As curriculum developers and teachers tackle the integra-
tion process, it has become clear that both the traditional subjects and civics
have suffered. Common problems include haphazard adoption, poor uti-
lization of resources, inadequate knowledge base, and inappropriate ped-
agogy (Erebus 1999; Jimenez 2001; Print 2000). Given that for many teachers
integrating the program is perceived as a burdensome task, many have

-avoided the problem by ignoring civics altogether. As there is little or no
incentive or accountability to teach civics, and no specific assessment and
reporting of civics, the situation remains problematic.

Teacher Education in Australia

Across the Australian states and territories, teacher education is con-
ducted in faculties of education in much the same way as the United States.
All but two of Australia’s universities offer teacher education programs,
and many are foundational faculties. Consequently the competition between
universities is intense. Universities generally offer two forms of teacher
education programs. Most common is a four-year pre-service, integrated
program as preparation for primary and secondary teaching. However,
many secondary teachers select an alternative mode—a post-degree qual-
ification such as a specialist diploma, a second degree or a Master of Teach-
ing to supplement their cognate degree.
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Primary teachers are trained as generalists and as such must learn to
teach the generic social studies usually known in Australia as SOSE (Stud-
ies of Society and the Environment). Given that primary teachers need to
study 6-8 major subjects over their four year course in order to be gener-
alists, their subject matter background within particular disciplines is usu-
ally not substantial. With the introduction of civics and citizenship education
from the late 1990s, we found many primary teachers concerned about the
adequacy of their knowledge and pedagogical preparation to teach civics
(Erebus 1999; Print 2000; Print and Craven 1999).

Secondary teachers usually have a degree in arts or sciences or a sub-
ject major if they take the four year integrated model. However, majors are
usually studied in specific disciplines and do not provide breadth of sub-
ject matter knowledge. Thus a history teacher may have an “Arts” degree
with a major or even double major in history, but have studied little that
assists directly with the teaching of civics. This was certainly the situation
found in both national studies of teachers. In the first study we found that
only 10% of responding teachers in the sample claimed to have undertak-
en courses in their preservice programs related to civics (Print and Craven
1999). Primary teachers were less likely to have taken either preservice
courses or professional development courses in civic education. What was
taught focused on social justice and community issues, especially related
to media and the environment, with almost nothing on democracy, sys-
tems of government, civic rights and responsibilities, and political insti-
tutions. There was consensus across the national surveys and case studies
in the research that, as a consequence of their training programs, teachers
were not well prepared to teach civics (Erebus1999; Print and Craven 1999).
In this Australia has much in common with most Western democracies.

Civics and Teacher Education

The principal reason few teachers claimed to have studied civics in their
preservice education was the lack of opportunity existed to do so. Most
courses offered little in the way of civic education and consequently it was
mostly left to student initiative to identify appropriate learning through
elective study. In turn this situation reflected the lack of status, or even
overt omission, of civic education within systemic curricula or school cur-
ricula (Erebus Consulting 1999; Print and Craven 1999). This problem was
quickly identified in the early stages of conceptualizing and developing
Discovering Democracy. However, due to competing pressures on resources,
only an 1n51gmf1cant part of the. initial Discovering Democracy program
addressed civics in‘teacher education. While the central role played by
teachers in making the program work effectively was recognized, this was
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not transformed to subject matter within most preservice preparation pro-
grams. Nevertheless, beginning teachers were identified as being consid-
erably more likely to be in the vanguard of change in schools. They were
seen as possessing a fresh, enthusiastic, energetic approach to their teach-
ing, one more likely to carry forth the torch of democratic education. But
beginning teachers need more than inspiration and the availability of cur-
riculum materials in schools in order to succeed. Like the very students
they teach in schools, neophyte teachers require an opportunity to learn
civics before they teach it.

Discovering Democracy included funding for three small components to
support civics within teacher education programs. As a starting point to
stimulate civics, all teacher education programs were provided with com-
plete sets of the program’s curriculum materials. This tended to be one set
of materials for each campus on which teacher education was located. Sec-
ond, Discovering Democracy financially supported a number of small proj-
ects for key players. One such group was the Academics Consortium, which
was formed to provide support for Discovering Democracy through research,
advice to education systems and schools, publications, university teach-
ing, and disseminating information. The Consortium has conducted numer-
ous minor projects to encourage schools and universities to apply the
materials as a means of enhancing civic education. These include teacher
professional development sessions, producing publications on civic edu-
cation, developing resources such as videos on teaching civics, operating
a civics website, and devising courses at undergraduate and graduate lev-
els within universities. The Consortium has also conducted two national
studies on the teaching of civic education and Discovering Democracy (Print
2000; Print and Craven 1999). Third, towards the end of the initial Discov-
ering Democracy program, the Federal Government funded a small aware-
ness-raising project in teacher education. Conducted in 2000 by education
academics at the University of Queensland, this small project sought to
stimulate interest in Discovering Democracy by visiting all state capital cities
and demonstrating how the program was progressing through teacher pro-
fessional development, as well as how it might be integrated within teacher
education programs.

The formative evaluation of Discovering Democracy in late 1999 identi-
fied a need for a higher profile for the program within preservice prepa-
ration and recommended direct support for civics within teacher education
programs (Erebus 1999). The Federal Government accepted the review’s
recommendations and agreed to continue support for the Discovering Democ-
racy program into 2004. As part of this, it was agreed to fund a minor but
national project to stimulate the enhancement of the program within teacher
education.
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Program development for the project was conceptualized in late 2000
and applied in 2001. This consists of a small team of teacher educators vis-
iting 24 sites across the country for a focused day of seminars, workshops,
and group problem-solving discussions. The project is designed to assist
teacher educators with the adoption and implementation of civic educa-
tion, particularly the use of the Discovering Democracy program, in their
courses for teacher preparation. It is especially concerned to identify and
overcome any obstacles to civics being learned by student teachers. Many
issues have been identified through interaction with teacher educators par-
ticipating in these projects.

Issues for Teacher Education

Over the period of renewed interest in civic education and particularly
the application of the Discovering Democracy program since 1997, several
issues have been identified as significant to the development of civics with-
in teacher education. In this analysis informal evidence is drawn from the
two projects directed specifically towards enhancing Discovering Democra-
cy within teacher education programs.

Considerable variability existed in the adoption of civic education in
teacher education programs, ranging from almost nothing to substantial
components within SOSE areas. There was evidence of thoughtful, proac-
tive components of civics, but these were rare. The core of supportive, active
teacher educators is relatively small, if growing. More common was lim-
ited evidence of civics depending on the perceived curricular imperative
from schools. In all cases these situations reflected the influence of indi-
vidual SOSE teacher educators rather than programmatic responses to
need. .

The best approaches have concentrated on active engagement of stu-
dent teachers in various ways, ranging from inquiry and simulations to
real world experiences. The integrated program at Monash University in
Victoria, for example, employs a combination of class-based problem solv-
ing exercises in democracy using small groups, videotaped exercises of
teaching civics in schools, case studies on civic literacy, group discussions
on topical issues, simulations of class parliaments, and fieldwork, such as
visiting Parliament House.

We found civics was likely to be addressed only in SOSE courses, even
within primary teacher education. There was negligible evidence of cross-
curricular applications of civics. Secondary programs including civics
taught either an integrated SOSE for lower secondary or separate academic
subjects such as history and geography. Again, the amount of civic edu-
cation addressed reflected the interest of individual academics.

221"



Murray Print 219

This situation reflected the lack of a perceived need for civics and its rel-
atively low status within teacher education and school curricula. This is a
problematic situation, for although it was common to hear that “yes, civics
is needed,” many teacher educators added: “but others are needed more
so.” In all, civic education faces a dilemnma within universities. While it is
difficult to identify any group or individual who opposes civic education
being taught, there is clearly a lack of support for programmatic imple-
mentation by high level administrators within teacher education programs
and education faculties.

Resistance to the implementation of civic education was quite commonly
found across campuses in three forms. A low level of resistance was argued
on the grounds of competing elements within teacher education, such as
technology, literacy, special education, and child protection. These are very
real issues to be grappled with by teacher educators, as they are both new
and mandatory for prospective teachers. Without the inclusion of this prepa-
ration, student teachers won't find jobs in teaching. Thesé demands are
exacerbated by the general demise of humanities and social sciences with-
in teacher education over the past decade or so and the presence of rather
unexciting pedagogy within SOSE teacher education.

Second, and more significant in its level of opposition to civic educa-
tion, is the concerted resistance from history teacher educators. Most pro-
grams train history teachers and in some states history is the chosen vehicle
for the inclusion of civic education within the school curriculum. In the
more conservative universities with more traditional programs, it is diffi-
cult to establish a presence for civics.

A small number of teacher educators argued that they required more
resources to teach civics, but Discovering Democracy has provided an abun-
dance of materials about which, more than likely, they are unaware. More
disconcerting is that the presence of few graduate students in programs
reflects employment prospects and perceived status of civic education for
the future.

Conclusion

The need for civic education in teacher education programs has been
well demonstrated in terms of the growing need for appropriate civics
within the school curriculum. Given that many consider the prognosis for
democracy to be poor, perhaps even critical in the longer term, much needs
to be achieved in the near future. Public education has served an impor-
tant role in the past but, currently being challenged by powerful forces, it
appears unable to sustain its educative role for democracy. Civic educa-
tion, particularly a revised form which emphasizes active engagement of
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students, offers a promising prospect. However, a reflection of the current
malaise is that civic education in schools is currently ignored, limited in
its presence, or taught poorly. Teacher education programs largely reflect
the scene in schools. This reciprocal relationship needs to be challenged if
civic education is to be consolidated within schools and our democracy
preserved.

Within Australian education systems considerable support exists for the
implementation of new programs in civics and citizenship education. The
Federal Government both leads and supports the states in this initiative.
Remarkably high consensus exists as to what should be taught in schools
through civic education which sees an emphasis upon democracy, gov-
ernment, the rule of law, civic engagement, citizen rights and responsibil-
ities, and the value base upon which democracy is dependent. In large
measure, ensuing programs and curricula are being adopted and imple-
mented in schools, though with varied responses. After nearly four years
of the federally funded Discovering Democracy program, about half of schools
across the country are employing the materials.

However despite positive developments in policy, curricula, curricu-
lum materials, and teacher professional development, considerable resist-
ance exists within teacher education. Mostly this reflects the low status of
civics in Australian schools, the lack of perceived need for civics within
teacher education, fierce reaction by history teacher educators, and the
competition for space in overcrowded curricula. Despite these limiting fac-
tors, a genuine groundswell of support for civic education in teacher edu-
cation programs is forming, if slowly. The challenge ahead will be to
consolidate that support within teacher education and from there to the
schools. In this way, the future of our democracy will be more positive.
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Figure 10.1
Discovering Democracy Unit Matrix
Theme Middle Primary Upper Primary
Who Rules? Stories of the People and Rulers | Parliament versus Monarch
» Types of governance: absolute | * From absolute to constitution-
monarchy, direct and repre- al monarchy
sentative democracies » Parliamentary power and the
o Citizenship and citizens’ development of the Westmin-
rights ster system
Contexts: Ancient Egypt, Ancient Contexts: the Magna Carta, King
Greece, contemporary Australia Charles 1, contemporary Australia
Law and Rights Rules and Laws The Law Rules

* Rules and laws: definition
and comparison; purposes
and functions

* The qualities of good rules
and laws

» Types of law: customary and
parliamentary

Contexts: school and game rules,
road lmw, Ancient Roman law,
Aboriginal lnw, parliamentary law

* The qualities of good judicial
process: elements of a fair
trial, judicial independence
and equality before the law

Contexts: Historical and confem-
porary judicial procedure, opera-
tion of the law in early colonial
and contemporary Australia, the
Myall Creek massacre {case stidy)

The Australian Nation

We Remember

* Symbols of state and nation

+ National celebrations, com-
memorations of significant
lives and events over time

Contexts: historical and contempo-
rary Australia

The People Make a Nation

 Federation in Australia, argu-
ments for and against

» Structure and functions of
federal government today

Contexts: pre-federation and con-
temporary Australia

Citizens and Public Life

Joining In

 The nature, purpose, struc-
tures and procedures of com-
munity groups

* Project planning and evalua-
tion

Contexts: school and conmmunity
groups, Clean Up Australia Cam-
paign, local government services

People Power

« Citizen action

¢ Strategies for achieving
change

Contexts: the Australian Freedom
Rides, the Eight-hour Day move-
ment, the campaign for equal pay
and equal opportunities for women
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Theme Lower Secondary Middle Secondary
Who Rules? Should the People Rule? Parties Control Parliament
* Types of governance: monar- * Political parties in Australia:
chy, aristocracy, tyranny, origins, purposes, objectives,
democracy ideologies, constituencies,
¢ Features of Australia’s sys- operations
tem of representative democ- * Impact of the party system
racy on parliament, pre-Federa-
tion to contemporary Aus-
Contexts: Ancient Athens and tralia
Sparta, contemporary Australia
Contexts: the 1949 and 1972 Aus-
tralian federal elections (case
studies)
A Democracy Destroyed
¢ Features of a democracy
* Threats to a democracy
* Safeguards to democracy
Contexts: Nazi Germany, contem-
porary Australia
Law and Rights Law A Democracy Destroyed
* Origins of our law and its * Use of the justice system for
development undemocratic purposes
* Types of law: common, stat-
ue, customary, criminal, and Human Rights

civil

* The Australian Constitution
and the role of the High
Court

¢ Elements of a fair trial

Contexts: Ancient law, Saxon law,
Aboriginal customary law (case
study), club and national consti-
tutions, court operation

* The nature and definition of
human rights and responsi-
bilities

¢ Historic development of the
concept of human rights

* Protection of human rights in
Australia

* Human rights of Australia’s
Indigenous people over time

Contexts: The Declaration of
Independence (USA), the Declara-
tion of the Rights of Man and Cit-
izen (France), the Bill of Rights
{USA), UN Declaration of
Human Rights, Australian Con-
stitution, civil rights organiza-
tions, Indigenous peoples” human
rights in the 20th century
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The Australian Nation

Democratic Struggles

» Key elements of democracy

* Objectives and strategies of
struggles to establish these
elements in Britain and Aus-
tralia

+ The establishment of fran-
chise for Australian women
and Indigenous people

Contexts: Chartism in mid-19th
century Britain, the Eureka rebel-
lion, the Australian Conslitution,
the 1938 day of Mourning, and the
1967 referendum

Making a Nation

* Processes of federation:
rebellion and peaceful
change

« Constitutions as a basis for
national government: the
balance of power between
state and federal govern-
ments

e The dissolution of federa-
tions

¢ The republic debate in Aus-
tralia

Contexts: The American War of
Independence, federation of the
colonies in Australia, the Ameri-
can and Australian constitutions,
the American Civil War, the seces-
sion movement in Western Aus-
tralia, the republic debate

What Sort of Nation?

* The meaning and relevance
of images of a nation

e The demography of Aus-
tralia: immigration policies
and practices

» Economic policies: work and
the marketplace

* Social policies: historical and
contemporary debates about
welfare

Contexts: images of Australia,
Australia’s population over time,
changes in the nature of employ-
ment and working conditions, the
impact of globalism on trade poli-
cies, systems of welfare and their
limits

Citizens and Public Life

Men and Women in Political

Life

* The nature of political
activity

+ Parliamentary lives

* Activist pelitical lives out-
side parliament

Contexts: lives of Chifley, Men-

* zies, Goldstein, Cowan, Spence,

Street, Gibbs, Nicholls

Getting Things done

* Processes of influencing the
views and actions of others

¢ The evolution of a communi-
ty political debate

* Party political policies and
practices

* The role of the media

¢ Resolution of disputes
between state and federal
governments

Contexts: The Franklin River
Dam dispute (case study)

-
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Education for Citizenship in a
Democracy through Teacher Education:
The Case of an American-Russian
Partnership

Stephen L. Schechter and Charles S. White

This is the story of a work in progress. The work is educational reform
in the Samara Oblast (Region)—one of the eighty-nine constituent units of
the Russian Federation. The immediate goal of this reform initiative is the
development of a certificate-granting, preservice teacher education pro-
gram in civic education for university students seeking accreditation as
teachers of pre-school, elementary, and secondary education. The larger
goal of this initiative is to show by example that teacher education at the
university level can indeed be reformed by a concerted partnership effort
involving inside university players and outside players from the local inser-
vice community and from the United States. We will henceforth refer to
this effort as the University Reform Initiative (URI).

URI relies on a partnership model of program and curriculum devel-
opment. It serves as a reminder that preservice educational reform—for
democracy education or any other worthwhile end-—involves a collabo-
rative effort among partners who come together from different vantage
points. At minimum, those vantage points will represent the three corners
of many social studies education programs today—a school or department
of education, the school of liberal arts, and the participating elementary or
secondary schools where student teaching occurs. However, those vantage
points might also represent profound intercultural differences across the
racial boundaries within one country or international borders between
countries.

Here, we report a complex and truly multi-cultural partnership bring-
ing together Russian and American educators from the liberal arts, from
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schools of education, from inservice training centers, and from elemen-
tary /secondary schools. With this variety of vantage points, a major ele-
ment of partnership formation and maintenance has been an ongoing
process of discovery and mutual adjustment. Wherever appropriate, we
fold these discoveries into our narrative; however, the focus of this chap-
ter is primarily on the process of building a bilateral partnership for civic
education and less on the substantive lessons learned for comparative civic
education.

URI is now completing its first of three years of implementation. Fol-
lowing completion of its preservice program, there will be several years of
shake-out and dissemination. Before the first implementation year, there
were five years of discovery, planning, and development. So, we are now
approximately midway through a ten-year effort that we hope will result
in a durable preservice civic education program that has been adopted by
at least one region and is ready for adoption in other regions throughout
Russia.

Hence, the nature of this chapter is historically descriptive. First, we
provide the setting, and what a majestic setting it is: the Volga River Val-
ley, embracing 17 regions of Russia and 20 percent of the population of
Russia. Given the great variety of players involved in this story, the telling
is easiest to begin with the cast of characters. We will then proceed to the
plotin its first two acts: (1) The Plan as it unfolded from discovery to design
to funding; and (2) Implementation as that has unfolded during the first
of three years. The third act, Adoption, is yet too far in the future to write.

The Setting

The Volga and Don River Valleys constitute the industrial heartland of
European Russia in much the same way as the extended Mississippi and
Ohio River Valley function in the Northeastern United States. There are 17
regions along the Volga River Valley (see Figure 11.1). Some of these regions
are oblasts; others, republics. In Soviet times, this distinction had real mean-
ing, though a centralized party and government system tightly hemmed
the actual powers of both. Today, the distinctions between oblasts and
republics are insignificant, while their powers have grown to full partner-
ship with the federal government in post-Communist Russia.

Samara is an oblast located in the Middle Volga region, with a popula-
tion of nearly 3.3 million people. Samara has a strong self-perception, shared
by many other Volga regions and outside investors, as a regional leader of
development and reform in the areas of market reform, economic devel-
opment, political stability, educational reform in general, and civic educa-
tion reform in particular. It is certainly one of the most industrially developed
regions in Russia with 400 large firms and 20,000 small and medium size
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Figure 11.1
Greater Volga Association of Education Ministers

Name of Region Population as of 1989
Astrakhan Oblast 998,000
Chuvashia Republic 1,336,000
Ivanovo Oblast 1,317,000
Kalmykia Oblast 322,000

Kirov Oblast 1,694,000
Kostroma Oblast 809,000

Mari Republic 750,000
Mordovia Republic 964,000

Nizhny Novgorod Oblast 3,713,000

Penza Oblast 1,502,000
Samara Oblast 3,266,000
Saratov Oblast 2,690,000
Tatarstan Republic 3,640,000
Ulyansk Oblast 1,400,000
Vladimir Oblast 1,654,000
Volgogrod Oblast 2,593,000
Yaroslavl Oblast 1,471,000

Total Population and as % of Russia’s Pop. 30,119,000 (20.4%)
Education Statistics for Greater Volga

Estimated Number of Students 8,000,000
Estimated Number of Education Employees | 1,000,000
Estimated Number of Teachers 500,000
Estimated Number of Social Studies Teachers | 50,000—100,000
Estimated Number of Civics Teachers 10,000—20,000
Estimated Number of K-16 Schools 30,000

firms generating a combined industrial output amounting to 4 percent of
Russia’s overall production.' Like Nizhny Novgorod, Samara has embarked
upon a much-watched program of educational reform including a new
civic education curriculum. Samara’s current civics curriculum is based on
the theme of “self-identification and self-improvement.” It is a product of
earlier collaboration with Yacov Sokolov, President of Grazhdanin (see
below). However, like all successful curricula, it is a living document and
a work in progress. Therefore, we expect it to grow and change as a result
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of the new ideas gained from this partnership. The political culture of Sama-
ra, like Nizhny Novgorod, sustains a value of “active citizenship,” which
has supported both general reforms and a program of educational reform
in which civic education has played a critical role.

Preservice Teacher Education in Russia: Who Are the Players?

Introducing a civic education curriculum for preservice teachers across
the grade levels requires an understanding of the system of teacher edu-
cation as it is currently organized in Russia.’ The following description of
that system is applicable throughout Russia, although recent reform efforts
have produced some small variations in the basic structure.

There are three basic routes to becoming a teacher in Russia, depend-
ing on the grade level one wishes to teach. (See Figure 11.2.) A pedagogi-
cal college is the usual path for individuals planning to teach in the primary
grades. Students enter the pedagogical college after completing the nine-
years of basic education required under the 1992 Law of Education. The
program is typically a three-year course (sometimes four years) culminat-
ing in a “secondary-specialized education qualification,” as distinct from
a diploma. Pedagogical colleges are not considered part of higher educa-
tion, so no diploma is awarded. However, graduates of these colleges may
be admitted to the third year of study in a pedagogical university to com-
plete work for a diploma.

Teacher preparation for the secondary grades is carried out by two diplo-
ma-granting higher-education institutions. Pedagogical universities (for-
merly referred to as pedagogical institutes) were established specifically
to prepare teachers for the secondary grades; 90 percent of Russian sec-
ondary teachers completed studies at pedagogical universities. The remain-
ing 10 percent took diplomas at state universities (we might refer to these
as the “classical” universities to distinguish them from “pedagogical” uni-
versities; there are also very few private universities in Russia.) The uni-
versities themselves draw their faculty from university graduates.

Plans to design and implement preservice teacher education programs
across the grade levels, then, require work in at least three types of insti-
tutions. And, of course, since teacher education involves not only academics
but also school-based practica and experience with new curricula, the URI
project must include other institutions and organizations in the partner-
ship, bringing together a substantial number of players.

The Cast of Characters

URI is a product of three partnerships: Civitas@Russia (a partnership
in civic education of organizations in the United States of America and

4,
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Figure 11.2
Russian Pre-Service Teacher Education System
Age at| Year Institution
entry
21 16
20 15 Pedagogical
. . University
19 u University (“Pedagogical
18 13 Institute”)
17 12 Pedagogical College*
including
16 1 Lycée & (“Specialized
1 Gymnasia | gocondary School”)
15 0 Complete (General) Secondary**
14 9
13 8
12 7 Basic Secondary***
11 6
10 5
9 413
8 3 (2
Primary****
7 211 v
6 1

*The Pedagogical College lasts four years for those who were admitted after the 9th grade
and three years for 11th grade graduates.

+Students in Complete (or General) Secondary, including Lycée and Gymnasia, can take ped-
agogical classes (pre-professional preparation) as part of the obligatory preliminary voca-
tional education.

**Primary + Basic (Secondary) Education constitute the nine years of basic schooling required
under the 1992 Law of Education.

»*++Primary (elementary) education typically lasts 3 years, grades 1 through 3. The reform of
1984 introduced an 11-year school, with the 1st grade beginning at the age of 6. The earlier
start required a longer primary education, so 6-year-old first-graders attended a 4-year pri-
mary school. Currently, those children who enter school at age 6 study for four years and go
to grade 5 after grade 4. Those who enter school at age 7 (the vast majority) go to grade 5
after grade 3.
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Russia; the Samara Consortium for Civic Education; and the Greater Volga
Association of Education Ministers—an association of ministers in seven-
teen regions and republics along the Volga River. American and Russian
partners have worked together very closely since 1995 on Russia-wide proj-
ects and, since 1997, on projects in Samara. Our cooperation has been guid-
ed by an approach toward international education in which partners work
together as colleagues to assess local needs and develop shared respons-
es, which reflect the best possible combination of cultural contexts, best
practices, and available resources.

The Civitas Network. Civitas@Russia is a member of the Civitas Inter-
national Civic Education Exchange. The Civitas Exchange is composed of
sites in the United States working with international sites in EEN/NIS
countries. The Exchange is administered by the Center for Civic Education
in California with the support of the United States Departments of Edu-
cation and State (formerly USIA). The Civitas@Russia partnership includes:
the American Federation of Teachers Educational Foundation (AFTEF), the
Council for Citizenship Education at The Sage Colleges, the Boston Uni-
versity School of Education, the Greater Philadelphia School District, the
Grazhdanin Citizen Training Center, the Uchitelskaya Gazeta (Teacher's News-
paper) of Russia, and the Russian Association for Civic Education (ACE)
which is housed at the Uchitelskaya Gazeta (Teacher’s Newspaper).

Civitas@Russia was established in 1995 and has become a successful
force for civic education throughout Russia. Today, it has active programs
in over 25 percent of Russia’s 89 regions. It has concentrated primarily on
in-service teacher education workshops and curriculum development. Its
workshops and curriculum development initiatives have concentrated pri-
marily on in-service teacher education, in large part because teacher train-
ing reform in Russia has moved forward more quickly through in-service
teacher training institutes. One of Civitas@Russia’s programs, “I am a Cit-
izen,” designed in Samara, was recently adopted for national field test by
the Federal Ministry of Education.

Civitas@Russia provides the benefits of multi-year funding as well as
an international support network including the opportunity to share expe-
riences with colleagues in NIS countries. At the same time, it provides the
flexibility and autonomy to work with our Russian partners in the devel-
opment of Russian programs and material designed to work in Russian
contexts.

On the American side, the primary URI partners in Civitas@Russia are
the Council for Citizenship Education at The Sage Colleges in Troy, New
York (hereinafter, the Sage Council) directed by Stephen Schechter who is
also a professor of political science; and the School of Education, Boston
University, represented by Charles White, who is a professor of social stud-
ies education.
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The Sage Council serves as the administrative agency of URL. It was found-
ed in 1990 by Stephen L. Schechter to undertake programs and publica-
tions, which advance the civic understandings and skills of individuals of
all ages. Since its creation, the Sage Council has organized a variety of inter-
national civic education programs. The Sage Council has over ten years’
experience as a higher education institution in the organization of multi-
year, multi-partner relationships in civic education in the United States,
Russia, and other NIS countries. Sage and Samara have collaborated on
civic education projects since November of 1997.

The Samara Consortium. The Samara Consortium for Civic Education
is composed of the Samara Oblast’s state university, pedagogical univer-
sity, pedagogical college, and teacher training center. This arrangement of
higher education institutions is quite typical of other regions throughout
Russia. Each institution, and the distinctions among them, is briefly described
below.

Samara State University is the region’s state or classical university. Like
other regional classical universities it is much like the main campus of an
American state university with a liberal arts school at its center surround-
ed by such professional schools as required. (However, the teachers’ uni-
versity is rarely if at all included in the classical university system.)

Samara State University was founded in 1969. Today, enrollment totals
approximately 7,000 students. Approximately 20 percent of that enrollment
consists of students of non-Russian origin, of which the largest groups are
Tatar and Chuvash. Samara State University has a strong history depart-
ment, and most history majors become teachers. There is no political sci-
ence department, since in Soviet times that was the center of the party
intelligentsia. Approximately 250 students will be eligible for our certifi-
cate program during the current implementation period (fifty each year).

Samara State University brings four strengths to the Consortium: (1) its
history department has a strong major with an increasing recognition of
the importance of teaching as a profession for its graduates; (2) its gradu-
ates are becoming a larger and larger share of teachers who are entering
the teaching profession in Samara (up now to one-third and rising); (3) its
faculty is highly professional and ready for a partnership like this; and (4)
it has an administration which supports this initiative and is supported by
Samara Education Minister Efim Kogan who will play a key role.

Samara Pedagogical University, like other regional pedagogical universi-
ties in Russta, is separated from the classical university and responsible for
the preparation of future elementary and secondary school teachers. We
hesitate to use the American parlance, elementary and secondary school
teachers, since most Russian students attend unitary ten-year schools. Many
of the schools are held to 700-900 students in the belief, shared by many
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American school administrators, that this is the optimum size range. Unlike
American education, it is common in Russia for students to move as a
whole class from one grade to the next in the name of socialization.

Samara Pedagogical University has a social studies and history faculty,
and much as in the United States, there is a distinction between content
and methods faculty, even though the former are expected to be more
“hands-on” than their counterparts in the classical university. By contrast,
the history department in the classical university, like most in Russia, and
unlike their American counterparts, has a small education methods facul-
ty in recognition of the high numbers of Samara history majors who even-
tually become secondary level and university teachers.

Samara Pedagogical University was founded in 1929. Its current enroll-
ment is 15,000 with a 30 percent non-Russian student population includ-
ing Tatar, Chuvash, Mordva, Ukrainian, Byelorussian, and Jewish students.
The university has thirteen departments in Samara City and seven in Tol-
liatti. Its social studies departments include history and economics, but,
like the state university, there is no political science department. Each year,
seventy to eighty students will be eligible for our program.

Samara Pedagogical University is an essential complement to the state
university. In addition: (1) 90 percent of its graduates teach in Samara
schools; (2) it has many students from rural areas who need a broader range
of specializations when they return to teach in small, understaffed, rural
schools; (3) it offers a strong pedagogical education; and (4) it has a long
record of preservice education.

A third preservice institution in the partnership is Samara Pedagogical
College, which prepares students for teaching at the kindergarten and ele-
mentary levels. Founded in 1939, the college currently enrolls 1,500 stu-
dents who have completed nine years of schooling. Sixty percent of the
student body comes from rural areas. Each year, sixty to eighty students
will be eligible for our project. Samara’s new civic education curriculum
begins with kindergarten, and its teachers must be prepared to teach it.
Also, most college students are from rural areas and small cities, and they
need the opportunity for specialization.

Samara Center for Civic Education was created in June 1998 by the oblast
education department as a direct result of work with the Sage Council
through Civitas@Russia. The center has ten qualified staff members com-
ing from other research and education institutions. Though an independ-
ent entity, the center has strong ties to the Samara Teacher Training Institute,
and the center director, Vladimir Pakhomov, is vice president and director
of the institute’s department of history and civic education. In December
1998, the center sponsored its inaugural event, a major conference on “Civic
Education: Theory, Practice, and Perspectives,” hosting seventy educators,
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co-sponsored with the Federal Ministry of Education and the Council of
Europe.

The Samara Center serves as the coordinator of the Samara Consortium
for several reasons. It has (1) the institutional capacity, the staff expertise,
and the political connections within the Samara education establishment;
(2) the respect of the national civics network; and (3) the strong personal
and professional relations with the American partners to provide the part-
nership with the kind of strong coordinative organization needed to achieve
the goals of the program. Created with the blessing of the Greater Volga
Association of Education Ministers and the support of Civitas@Russia, the
center also has an openness to learn from international exchange and a
strong commitment to dissemination within the Greater Volga region while
retaining a well-respected position within the oblast and the oblast-based
educational community.

In oblasts like Samara along the Volga River, regional inservice teacher
training institutes (like the one to which the Samara Center for Civic Edu-
cation is linked) are doing double duty in fields like civic éducation. On
one hand, they are performing their official duty by providing inservice
training to practicing teachers on the basis of need and as part of the recer-
tification process required of teachers every five years. At the same time,
these institutes are often functioning as the first point in the teacher train-
ing system where young and veteran teachers alike are exposed to new
civics teaching methods and new content.

The Grazhdanin [“Citizenship”] Training Center is 2 nongovernmental
organization founded by Yacov Sokolov in August 1991 immediately fol-
lowing the fall of the Communist regime. Grazhdanin publishes textbooks
and conducts inservice training workshops for civics courses in grades five
through nine. Grazhdanin has published textbooks covering a range of top-
ics including an introduction to human rights, free market economics, and
principles of democratic governance.

Grazhdanin is the largest publisher of middle-school civics textbooks in
Russia. Its texts have received the official endorsement of the Federal Min-
istry of Education, and they have been adopted in sixty regions including
Samara, where they form the foundation for the oblast’s new civics cur-
riculum. Its leader, Yacov Sokolov involves his best trainers and adminis-
trators in Samara and elsewhere in our international exchanges. He
understands that international partnerships -bring new experiences and
ideas, and he also understands that new ideas bring change and the poten-
tial for improvement.

Greater Volga Association of Education Ministers. The Association
brings together the education ministers representing seventeen oblasts and
republics along the Volga River. The Association seeks to identify common
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concerns and coordinate policy responses for member regions in areas such
as licensing of teachers, accreditation of educational institutions, and cer-
tification of programs. It also seeks to advance the educational interests of
this extensive region that contains 20 percent of the population of the Russ-
ian Federation and 17 of the member units of that federation. Hence, the
Association is a powerful ally and dissemination vehicle.

ActI: The Dream

The partners have been working toward a university reform initiative
for four years. In March-April 1997, Civitas@Russia held its second Spring
Institute on Civic Education in the United States for a group of Russian
educators sponsored by ACE and Grazhdanin. Many institute participants
(including Samara Center director, Vladimir Pakhomov) were from Volga
regions and shared a common connection to the river. We dreamed of a
ctvic education workshop cruising down the Volga on a river boat, which
would gather teachers at ports along the way.

In June 1997, Schechter and White presented a session at the Annual
Grazhdanin Conference at Gelendzhik on the Black Sea. Civitas@Russia
partners hosted a special night for Volga participants to discuss possible
areas of cooperation. Of 150 Russia-wide conference participants, 35 were
from Volga regions; all attended this event. We all agreed there were strong
reasons for cooperation both among Volga regions and between those
regions and American partners. We also agreed that the best forum for fur-
ther discussions of interregional and international cooperation would be
at the next meeting of the Greater Volga Association of Education Minis-
ters in September.

In September, a Civitas@Russia delegation (including Schechter and
Sokolov) made a formal presentation at the fall meeting of the Greater
Volga Association held at Astrahkan. We proposed that Civitas@Russia
and the Greater Volga Association sponsor a working conference of civic
education specialists from the Volga regions and the United States to iden-
tify possible priorities of international cooperation. The proposal was strong-
ly supported by then-Association Chair (Minister Barmin of Nizhny
Novgorod), and the motion endorsing it was approved. Association mem-
bers selected Samara as the conference site, largely because it was gener-
ally accepted as the “second region” behind Nizhny and entitled to some
of the international recognition that Nizhny had been the first to acquire.

The Samara conference was held in November 1997, hosted by Educa-
tion Minister Kogan, who was an active participant throughout the pro-
ceedings. Specialists attended from two-thirds of the member regions.
Schechter, White, and Sokolov were among the conference planners and
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participants; and Evgeny Belyakov worked closely with Samara and Asso-
ciation sponsors in organizing the conference. Conference participants
identified preservice teacher education at the university level as the great-
est need facing their regions and the highest priority for international coop-
eration. It was decided that Samara and Nizhny Novgorod regions should
work with Civitas@Russia partners to build a university partnership in
order to develop a model preservice program that other regions could repli-
cate. Representatives from the Nizhny and Samara regions were invited
to Boston, Massachusetts and Albany, New York to observe preservice pro-
grams and to craft a university partnership proposal.

In February 1998, project co-directors from Samara and Nizhny came to
the United States for an observational tour. The tour was held in Boston,
where the participants had an opportunity to visit with teacher education
faculty and observe classes at Boston University’s School of Education.
They also had an opportunity to study various models of preservice and
inservice teacher education.

Later that February, the partners met at the offices of the Sage Council
in Troy, New York, where we spent a week devoted to planning for'a uni-
versity partnership in general. We reached agreement on partnership goals
and objectives, tangible outcomes, a schedule of activities, a management
plan, an evaluation procedure, a dissemination and outreach plan, and a
plan for program continuation.

We applied for but did not receive a University Partnership grant, then
administered by USIA, partly because of our broad focus on Samara and
Nizhny Novgorod. We decided that we would narrow our focus to Sama-
ra, and that we would shift our attention to other priorities set at the Novem-
ber 1997 conference in case we decided to reapply for the preservice university
priority in 1999.

One of those priorities was the establishment of the Samara Center for
Civic Education. This center was established in June 1998 with the strong
support of the oblast education minister and Civitas partners. The purpose
of this center is to coordinate civic education programs in Samara and
between Samara and other partners in the U.S. and the Greater Volga region.
During its first eighteen months, the Samara center held an inaugural con-
ference for 70 educators followed by two seminars totaling 51 educators.
The center developed both an extra-curricular drug prevention program
and an inquiry-based policy issue project that involved 1,000 students in
twelve schools. They have produced a video program and teacher’s guide
for this issues project for use in future teachers workshops in Samara and
elsewhere. One of these workshops was held outside Moscow in October
1999 for trainers of the Russian Association of Civic Education; the second,
in Ulyanovsk in January of 2000 for other Volga regions. A conference for
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thousands of Samara students participating in the policy issues project was
also held in January 2000. The Samara center has been building a track
record of effective administration, meaningful results, and international
cooperation with the Sage Council and other Civitas partners.

In February 1999, we applied a second time for a University Partner-
ship grant, again unsuccessfully. Continuing to work on our general part-
nership and our university partnership throughout 1999, we applied a third
time in February 2000, and the University Partnership grant was funded.
In August of 2000, Charles White and Stephen Schechter traveled to Sama-
ra to initiate Act IT of URL

Act II: Reality

URI Goals and Objectives. As funded, URI is based on the idea that we
can extend civic education as an applied field of study and as an engine of
educational reform to the higher education level in Samara and from there
to other regions along the Volga River by pursuing a strategy of three com-
plementary sets of objectives: (1) to develop a certificate-based preservice
program of study in civic education in Samara; (2) to organize a center for
civic education which will work with its American and Russian partners
to develop and sustain that program; and (3) to implement a dissemina-
tion and outreach plan in which the Samara center and its American and
Russian partners extend the results of their work within Samara region
and beyond to other regions along the Volga.

Objective 1 of URI is to develop a certificate-based preservice teacher educa-
tion program of study in civic education for pre-school, elementary, and second-
ary levels at Samara State University, Samara Pedagogical University, and Samara
Pedagogical College. '

The program of study at those three institutions will consist of four com-
ponents providing students with a total of 1,000 hours of coursework. The
four components are (1) a five-semester sequence of content courses in
civics; (2) a two-semester sequence of methods courses; (3) practicum expe-
riences which parallel practice in other fields; and (4) assessment require-
ments similar to other fields. (One hundred hours is equivalent to a
seventeen-week semester-long course that meets six hours per week.) At
the pedagogical college, the requirements will be 250 hours total. To meet
this objective of the project, we must carry out the following six tasks.

Objective 1.1: Develop a scope and sequence for the program of study
setting forth all content, methods, and practicum courses with an outline
of teaching units and projected readings for each one. This will include
civics in the program of study.

Objective 1.2: Establish civics as a discipline-based area of study with a
five-semester sequence of new content courses totaling 560 hours (120 hours
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at the college level) on subjects such as constitutional government, civil
society, and the public policy process with a core textbook and reader for
those courses so that future teachers have the basic knowledge needed to
teach civics for a democratic society.

Objective 1.3: Design a teaching methods component that acquaints the
student with traditional and nontraditional methods of instruction and
assessment through a two-semester sequence of methods courses totaling
200 hours (50 hours at the college level) and an accompanying methods
book designed for use in those courses.

Objective 1.4: Construct a practicum sequence of 240 hours (80 hours at
the college level) of practical experiences for students that place them in
classrooms where they can practice and observe civic education with expe-
rienced teachers who have received special training in supervisory tech-
niques.

Objective 1.5: Develop a summative assessment of the student’s mas-
tery of the understandings and skills needed for successful completion of
the program.

Objective 1.6: Obtain approval from the Samara Oblast Department of
Education to grant certificates to students who successfully complete all
program requirements. After a trial period, seek the approval of the Fed-
eral Ministry of Education to enter the program on the student’s diploma.

Objective 2 of URI is to work with and support the Samara Center for Civic
Education. The establishment and accomplishments of the Samara center
have been described earlier. Beyond its good work in other areas of civic
education to date, the center will play an especially important role in the
URI project.

Objective 2.1: The regional center, working with other Russian and U.S.
partners, will coordinate the development of the program of study at the
primary university/college partners named above.

Objective 2.2: The regional center, working with other Russian and Amer-
ican partners, will coordinate the replication of the program by other high-
er education institutions in Samara.

Obijective 2.3: The regional center, working with other Russian and Amer-
ican partners, will coordinate the dissemination and outreach of URI accom-
plishments to other regions as described below.’

Objective 2.4: The regional center, working with other Russian and Amer-
ican partners, will coordinate the follow-up plan to sustain the work of the
partners after completion of the grant.

Objective 3 of URI is to disseminate program accomplishments to sixteen other
oblasts and republics which are members of the Greater Volga Association of Edu-
cation Ministers. As described earlier, the Association has served as the locus
in Russia for the groundwork developed thus far by the primary partners.
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The Association approved the selection of Samara on the understanding
that it will share what it has accomplished with other members.

Objective 3.1: The regional center will keep its education minister informed
of the progress of URI, and the minister will report findings to other Asso-
ciation members.

Objective 3.2: The regional center, working with other Russian and Amer-
ican partners, will coordinate ongoing dissemination and outreach activi-
ties within Samara as well as outreach and the summative dissemination of
program accomplishments to other regions during the third year of the grant.

Objective 3.3: The regional center, working with other Russian and Amer-
ican partners, will provide its expertise to other Association members seek-
ing to replicate URI and its program of study.

What May URI Accomplish? The benefits of URI need to be understood
in context. Samara Oblast has taken an essential first step in educational
reform by designing its own civics curriculum in the schools with the tech-
nical assistance of Grazhdanin. But it is only a first step. URI will seek to
broaden the knowledge base of those early efforts, increase the sophisti-
cation of its teachers, and foster discussion among university scholars and
practitioners. In this, we envision several important benefits of URI.

Paramount among the anticipated benefits of URI is strengthening civic
education reforms in Samara by forming lasting effective partnerships
between lower and higher education levels. Second, we believe that the
project will institutionalize civic education reform at the higher education
level in Samara by developing a model program of study that can be repli-
cated at other institutions in that region. Third, the project will raise the
professional competencies of college and university graduates in civic edu-
cation who will begin their teaching career better prepared to enrich their
teaching and their contributions to their schools and their students. Fourth
is the outreach that will occur by sharing accomplishments with other regions
under the umbrella of the Greater Volga Association of Education Minis-
ters. Finally, we think there may well be return knowledge and experience
gained by The Sage Colleges in the improvement of its own course offer-
ings in civic education, especially within a new M.A.T. program current-
ly being developed.

Tasks to Meet the Goals

To accomplish the objectives we have laid out for ourselves, the part-
ners have developed a plan composed of a mix of collaborative projects
and exchanges. This plan rests on the belief that the exchange process is
an instrument—not an end in itself. At the same time, we also realize that
the exchange process can be a powerful and protean instrument for change
because it can enable the participants to do things together that they could
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not do alone for a variety of reasons: the learning curve which comes when
participants see new ways of doing things for the first time; the comple-
mentarity of skills and perspectives that international partners in educa-
tion can bring to the task; and the careful ways in which insiders can rely
on outsiders to help bring about change. '

Year I: Start Up and Design. Program start up commenced on August
15, 2000. Shortly thereafter, the project director (S. Schechter) and associ-
ate director (C. White) went to Samara to join Samaran and other Russian
colleagues in preparing a rough draft of a scope and sequence for ele-
mentary and secondary levels. This blueprint for the program serves as a
guide for developing a sequence of courses, outlining their component
units, and designing accompanying textbook and resource material. The
first part of the Samara visit included meetings with colleagues and class
observations to gain a better understanding of the current state of preser-
vice education.

By the end of September, the partners had (1) established, organized,
and begun to equip both university partners and strengthen the regional
center for civic education in Samara; (2) organized a working team coor-
dinated by the Samara center composed of representatives from each of
the institutional partners; and (3) built a working American team com-
posed of Schechter, White, and participating Sage faculty and Sage Coun-
cil Associates. We also had in place a communication system to allow reliable
and routine daily email and fax exchanges, which has been essential to the
effective working relations among the partners. During the fall 2000 semes-
ter, Russian partners worked in consultation with American colleagues to
complete a draft scope and sequence.

In January/February 2001, the American partners hosted a month-long
institute involving Russian authors who had been selected to prepare text-
book material for the content and methods courses. Schechter (a political
scientist) worked with the content team; Charles White worked with the
methods team. Both teams met together for the first half of the program at
The Sage Colleges where they reviewed the scope and sequence, fleshed
out the courses to be developed, observed Sage classes, and met with Amer-
ican liberal arts and education faculty.

White then took the methods team to Boston University for meetings
with its education specialists on teaching methods and supervision. Dur-
ing this time, Schechter worked more intensively with the content team,
joined by Sage faculty and Council Associates. On their return to Samara,
Russian team members shared their institute experience with colleagues
in the ongoing seminar series in their region and with other Volga regions
in a conference in Kirov in April. They began preparing course syllabi for
the scope and sequence and commenced preparation of a two-volume doc-
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umentary collection or resource book for the content-based courses (one
volume elementary; the other, secondary).

In May 2001, McDermott spent one month in Samara to follow up with
colleagues who participated in the January institutes. At the time of this
writing, he plans to lecture, observe classes, and work with elementary as
well as secondary education faculty at both the pedagogical university and
college. Meanwhile, program administrators will be organizing a series of
week-long summer institutes on university faculty development.

In Summer 2001, the remainder of Year I will find Russian authors work-
ing to complete a first draft of the content book while program adminis-
trators are putting the finishing touches on the summer institutes. The first
institute will be held at the Annual Grazhdanin Conference in Civic Edu-
cation on the Black Sea. This will provide an excellent opportunity for uni-
versity faculty, advanced graduate students, and administrators to interact
with elementary and civics teachers and inservice trainers. Participants
will review the content book and receive special training in its use. The
second institute will be held back in Samara. Schechter and White will be
part of the American team participating in that institute, and White will
stay on for the entire fall semester in Samara.

Year II: Program Development. In the Fall 2001 semester, program fac-
ulty will pilot the core content course, begin preparation of the resource
book and initiate plans for follow-on content courses, drawing on course
experiences and student feedback. At the same time, program faculty will
begin work on the methods courses (to be piloted the next semester) and
the methods book with the assistance of C. White. During this semester,
the final draft of the content book will be reviewed, revised, and prepared
for publication. While in Samara, White will observe pilot courses and pro-
vide faculty with feedback, meet with authors and advise on their work,
offer presentations at the ongoing seminar series, and be available for con-
sultations with program administrators on developing student practica
and other matters. .

The Winter/Spring 2002 semester will begin with a month-long writers’
workshop and retreat in January at Russell Sage College for six Russian
authors and American partners. Content authors will spend one week with
Schechter and Sage faculty on campus; methods authors will spend one
week with White and McDermott at Sage. Schechter and White will then
accompany both groups to the Center for Civic Education in Los Angeles
County where the authors will have an opportunity to work on their book
drafts in a retreat-like setting and consult as the team deems appropriate
with Center staff. In May, McDermott will return to Samara to follow up
with colleagues on the January exchange and to assist colleagues in devel-
oping the field practice for students. By the end of this second year, part-
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ners will have produced a video program on teaching methods at the stu-
dios of the Samara Teacher Training Institute.

Year III: Completion, Dissemination, and Outreach. The third year,
August 15, 2002 to August 14, 2003, will focus on completing the work
begun and disseminating its results. It has been our experience that the
final year of a complex multi-year project like this needs to be dedicated
to completing initiatives begun earlier and not starting new ones. The
exchange component will take the form of constant electronic communi-
cation to assist in bringing this phase to completion. During this phase, the
partners will also meet in Samara. In particular, we will need to complete
and assess: the program sequence, the content and methods courses them-
selves, the student practica, all of the accompanying textbooks and relat-
ed material, and the institutionalization of programs at their respective
universities and of regional centers at their respective oblast teacher train-
ing institutes. We will conclude this year with a major dissemination/out-
reach conference for the other sixteen oblasts and republics in the Greater
Volga Association.

Evaluation Program

The three sets of program objectives—developing a program of study,
assisting a regional center, and undertaking dissemination and outreach—
require careful formative and summative evaluation along each of these
dimensions.

Curriculum Development. Each phase of curriculum development
(scope and sequence, course development, practica development) will fol-
low a pattern of draft, review, and revision prior to implementation. Each
review will be guided by a set of criteria appropriate to the task (see Fig-
ure 11.3). Much of the evaluation and revision of courses and their mate-
rial will be guided by (1) their applicability to civics principles and the
Russian context; (2) their consistency with the scope and sequence; (3) their
relationship with one another; and (4) their likelihood of successful imple-
mentation. In each phase, reviews will include three to four U.S. and Russ-
ian peers with recognized expertise in the domain being reviewed.

Exchanges in the first year are crucial for initial design and develop-
ment of courses and material. The specific content of later exchanges will
be adjusted on the basis of survey results and formative evaluation of cours-
es and materials as implemented.

Implementation. During the implementation phase, formative evalua-
tion is essential in order to identify the need for mid-course correction. In
fact, one of the primary functions of the exchanges will be to evaluate and
refine work underway. The results of formative evaluation will be sum-
marized in annual project reports. Summative implementation evaluation
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Figure 11.3: Program Evaluation
Evaluation Criteria

Scope and Sequence Review Criteria

A. Scope component
L. Does the document address fundamental content in civics for democracy that
preservice teachers must know? To wit:

principles of democracy and democratic government?

the role of citizens in a democracy?

intellectual skills necessary for effective and responsible citizenship?
participatory skills necessary for effective and responsible citizenship?
civic virtues and commitments necessary for effective and responsible
citizenship?

For each of the above, provide recommended additions, deletions, or alterations,
if any.

2. Does the document address an appropriate range of active pedagogical meth-
ods that support the education of young citizens? To wit:

* critical reading and thinking

* discussion and decision-making skills

* cooperative learning and participation skills
¢ observation and inquiry skills

Provide recommended additions, deletions, or alterations, if any.
3. Does the document describe an appropriate range of practica requirements and
tasks that support effective teaching for democracy, fostering skillful use of active
pedagogical methods and thoughtful transmission of civic knowledge, skills, and
attitudes to children? If not, what should be added or altered?

B. Sequence C(\)mponent

1. Does the proposed sequence of civics content course represent a logical pro-
gression of knowledge development for preservice teachers?

2. Does the proposed sequence of pedagogical methods course(s) represent a log-
ical progression of knowledge and skill development for preservice teachers?

3. Do the content and methods courses provide an adequate foundation for each
of the required practica experiences?
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will inform program revisions prior to dissemination within and beyond
the regions and will be included in the final project report: Evaluation will
focus on the quality of courses as well as the implementation performance
of the regional centers.

For course reviews, we will rely on fairly typlcal data: student assess-
ments; student and faculty surveys and interviews; observation and assess-
ment instruments of student practica; mid-practica meetings between
students, university supervisors, and cooperating teachers; and end-of-
practica questionnaires. To assess in-country coordination and implemen-
tation work, review of the regional center will require development of a
system of document collection (including course materials, evaluation sum-
maries, correspondence, etc.) as a basis for formative evaluation in order
to identify key decision points and to track outcomes as the preservice pro-
gram of study is implemented and as the project is disseminated to the
regions.

Assisting in program monitoring and evaluation is an advisory board
for the regional center. Board members will meet to review the progress of
the program at times when American partners are scheduled to be in Rus-
sia. Non-Samara board members will include: E. Belyakov, S. Schechter, Y.
Sokolov, and C. White. Annual reports will summarize formative evalua-
tion results, corrective measures implemented, and outcomes from those
measures. This will sharpen the focus of the following year’s work plan.
Reports will be distributed to all project partners including the oblast edu-
cation minister.

Dissemination and Outreach. At the beginning of each year, the Sama-
ra center will identify opportunities to disseminate information about proj-
ect accomplishments and will invite participation by other higher education
institutions in replication efforts. These opportunities will include local,
regional, and national teacher conferences, meetings of the Greater Volga
Association of Education Ministers, regional and national news and pro-
fessional publications, and other appropriate venues. The annual review
and reporting process will collect and assess supporting documentation
including descriptions of events (number of participants, target audience),
conference proceedings, meeting agendas, and outlines of presentations.
The dissemination conference in May 2003 will provide an excellent out-
side assessment of the value of project results for other regions.

Program Continuation and Follow-on Activities

Our planning for program continuation has included three essential
ingredients: (1) the buy-in of regional gatekeepers (e.g., the Greater Volga
Association of Education Ministers and the Samara Ministry of Education)
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and the higher education community without losing the support of civics
teachers and their schools; (2) an institutional capacity and vested interest
in ongoing and effective administration; and (3} a clear agreement among
the partners as to program goals and outcomes.

The next steps to secure program continuation flow from the political-
administration foundation. Long-term institutionalization of preservice
teacher education in civics will require formal recognition of our program
of study from the oblast education minister, enabling this program to grant
certificates to its graduates. This step is designed to ensure that the pro-
gram becomes an ongoing part of the curriculum and faculty teaching load
of participating colleges and universities. Since a significant element of any
program is its texts and materials, we must obtain agreement with the
oblast department of education to recognize program publications and
support their distribution through oblast teacher training institutions. We
will also work with all oblast partners to secure continued support for the
regional center of civic education so it can continue to monitor and update
the programs in its region and disseminate results to other regions. Final-
ly, we need to obtain the oblast minister’s support in requesting diploma
status from the Federal Ministry of Education. This will provide the foun-
dation for implementation beyond the oblast.

We are under no illusions about the challenges this project faces. As uni-
versity academics, the authors know first-hand the difficulty of instituting
change in American colleges and universities, even under the best of cir-
cumstances. In this respect at least, we and our Russian partners share a
common experience. But preservice teacher education is the next logical
step, given the development of civic education in Samara to date. It is the
next significant milestone to be sought and an essential milestone to reach
if durable teacher education for democracy is to be achieved.?
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(New York City, September 1997). Also see: “Samara Emerges as an Important Regional Hub,”
in Russia: A Review (January 27, 1997): 28-29; “Samara—Port in the Middle of the Volga,” in
Russian Commerce News (1997): 21-22; and “Samara Region,” excerpts from G. V. Alexushin,
Samara Goverenes (Samara House of Press, 1996), distributed in 1997 by Samara-Internet.

2. This work draws upon two main sources, Stephen L. Webber, School, Reform and Soci-

_ety in the New Russia (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 2000); Brian Holmes, Gerald H. Read,
Natalya Voskresenskaya, Russian Education: Tradition and Transition, (New York: Garland Pub-
lishing, 1995). The authors are indebted also to Anatoli Rapaport and Natalya Voskresen-
skaya for their assistance in clarifying some of the finer points. They are not responsible for
any lingering inaccuracies.
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Conclusion: Recommendations
and Reactions

John ]. Patrick and Robert S. Leming

Participants in the meeting of May 18-22, 2001 in Indianapolis—"Edu-
cation in Democracy for Social Studies Teachers: An Institute for Teacher
Educators”—met daily in four focus groups to discuss the papers that
became the chapters of this book. In this conclusion to the book, we sum-
marize recommendations of the focus groups about improvement of civic
education in programs of teacher education for prospective social studies
teachers.

The four focus groups generally endorsed the need to renew and revi-
talize education for democracy in the preparation of social studies teach-
ers. The rationale for civic learning in teacher education, expressed by R.
Freeman Butts in Chapter 1, was endorsed by the focus groups.

Core content, anchored in the academic disciplines of history and the
social sciences, was recognized as an essential part of the civic foundations
of teacher education. One of the focus groups, for example, recommend-
ed that social studies teacher education programs should cultivate or nur-
ture among prospective teachers the following characteristics and capacities:

1) The disposition of a scholar. Preservice teachers should be committed to
scholarship, to inquiry after knowledge or truth, tempered by skepticism and
a healthy respect for democratic principles. They should understand that
good teachers are constantly learning themselves and that professional growth
depends upon their ability to find and critically examine new ideas and per-
spectives in content as well as pedagogy.

2) A depth of knowledge. Preservice teachers must know their content well.
By content knowledge, we mean more than the ability to recite facts, dates,
concepts. Rather, we mean an understanding of what has been called the
structure of the disciplines, an understanding of the major issues, questions,
or conceptual themes that organize an academic discipline as well as the
methods of inquiry a scholar in the discipline uses to generate new knowl-
edge. '

Another focus group emphatically expressed the importance of teach-
ing prospective teachers ways of thinking or processes of inquiry associ-
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ated with core subjects of the social studies, such as history, geography,
economics, and political science/government. The group concluded, “We
believe that teachers must understand ‘habits of the mind’ such as identi-
fying public issues, analyzing the issues, evaluating alternative respons-
es, and exchanging ideas with others through democratic deliberation.”
This focus group recommended that university-based courses in methods
of teaching and in core subjects of history and the social sciences should
emphasize cognitive processes. Thus, the prospective teachers might devel-
op competence to teach these “habits of the mind” to students in elemen-
tary and secondary schools.

There was support for the conjoining of core content and processes in
teaching prospective social studies teachers how to teach. Teaching prospec-
tive teachers the skills of conducting deliberative discussions was recom-
mended. These deliberative discussions would pertain to public issues
anchored in primary documents and core content in the academic disci-
plines of history and the social sciences. These uses of deliberative dis-
cussions in civic education were discussed in Chapter 5, 6, and 7 of this
book and were addressed by focus group participants. One focus group
recommended that prospective teachers should have, “Experience in the
translation of content.” The “deliberative discussion” was emphasized in
another focus group report:

Deliberative discussion should serve as the primary means by which stu-
dents translate historical and social science knowledge into civic under-
standing. Deliberative discussions share characteristics that are consistent
with democratic theory and practice: students are engaged in the analysis of
powerful texts that examine content ideas and issues of American society
and government; students examine their ideas and the ideas of their col-
leagues; and students engage in the very core of the democratic process, the
understanding of texts and public issues throughout the co-investigation of
those texts, their contexts, and issues with other students.

The four focus groups stressed that the task of educating prospective
social studies teachers requires close collaboration between schools or col-
leges of education and historians and social scientists in colleges of arts
and sciences. They recommended that core content from academic disci-
plines should be conjoined with exemplary methods of teaching in peda-
gogy courses and in history and social science courses.

Participants in the focus groups discussed different conceptions of democ-
racy and education for democratic citizenship. Some participants favored
a liberal democracy model. Others advocated a multicultural democracy
model. One focus group concluded, “We are more likely to advance the
goals of multicultural education if we embrace a view of multiculturalism
that is supportive of core democratic values.”
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Participants in the focus groups generally agreed about the need to
emphasize democracy and education for democratic citizenship in the cur-
ricula of elementary and secondary schools and in programs of teacher
education. And they tended to agree on the value of ongoing debates about
alternative conceptions of democracy and civic education. Further, partic-
ipants agreed that these debates about different models of democracy and
various conceptions of education for democracy should be part of teacher
education programs. They recommended that prospective teachers should
be engaged in debates about the meaning of democracy and how to prac-
tice it. ,

In conclusion, focus group participants strongly endorsed the five-day
meeting in May 2001, which yielded the contents of this book. They rec-
ommended that a second meeting on “Education in Democracy for Social
Studies Teachers: An Institute for Teacher Educators” should be convened
in 2002. Steps have been taken to carry out this concluding recommenda-
tion. Thus, the discussions on civic education in teacher education, start-
ed in May 2001, will continue.
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Appendix A

Reactions to a Keynote Address
by R. Freeman Butts

Professor R. Freeman Butts was the keynote speaker at the opening ses-
sion of “Education in Democracy for Social Studies Teachers: An Institute
for Teacher Educators.” His presentation—"Why Should Civic Learning
Be at the Core of Social Studies Teacher Education in the United States?—
is included in this volume as Chapter 1.

Two Indiana University Professors of Education, B. Edward McClellan
and Donald Warren, were the designated reactors to Professor Butts’ keynote
address. Their reaction papers are presented in Appendix A.

A-1: Civic Education: A Time for Challenge and Hope

B. Edward McClellan
A-2: Civic Education in Untroubled Times
Donald Warren
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Civic Education: A Time of
Challenge and Hope

B. Edward McClellan

It is a great honor for me to appear on this program with R. Freeman
Butts and with my colleague Don Warren. When I first learned of the work
of Professor Butts, I was a history graduate student with an emerging inter-
est in the history of education. I knew Professor Butts then as a historian
with an unusual ability to understand the connections between American
education and the political and cultural contexts in which it operated. But
in the 1980s, I came to know his work in a different way. He had become
a powerful voice for civic education, and I had developed an interest in
the history of moral education. Neither was a particularly mainstream pre-
occupation at the time.

In fact, the context was not at all a friendly one. Americans had become
rather suddenly conscious of a vigorous global competition, and they had
responded by proposing dramatic reforms in our schools. Some of the
reforms were overdue. Schools of the seventies had become so eager to
placate alienated students that they had abandoned many of their most
important academic responsibilities. Yet, the proposed reforms had prob-
lems of their own. Although they contained a heartening endorsement of
traditional academic subjects, they had a hard-edged economic emphasis
to them. As schools made preparation for global competition their over-
riding concern, civic education lost its once-honored position in the cur-
riculum of both the public school and schools of education. Educators gave
less and less attention to what it meant to be good men and women, and
what it took to create a good society. It was at this point that Professor Butts
raised a stern warning in what was then a frighteningly lonely voice.

In many ways, the alarm still resonates. The challenges have not just
continued, they have deepened, and I think we need to take a sobering
moment to consider them. ‘
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We had only a vague understanding of the meaning of an emerging
global economy in the 1980s, and even now we are just beginning to explore
its implications. We know this much, however, that its sheer immensity
and complexity challenge traditional political institutions and civic com-
mitments. The problem is not simply that multinational corporations ren-
der national institutions less able to control events; it is that people have
come to feel helpless in the face of what appear to be inexorable forces. The
effects have operated with special impunity on those segments of our soci-
ety who benefit least from globalization. It is after all their jobs that can at
one stroke be moved to a far corner of the world. The global economy has
created a vast class who have lost faith in political institutions to give them
a measure of control in their lives.

In a different way, technological change and global economics have
affected the civic commitments of more privileged classes as well. As Robert
B. Reich has pointed out in his recent book, The Future of Success, middle-
class workers find themselves on career tracks that offer increasingly less
predictable earnings and less professional stability. Unable to imagine a
secure future and fearful that technological change will render their skills
obsolete, they simply throw themselves into work, focusing with incredi-
ble intensity on making money and having little time for civic activities of
any sort.' The degree to which this spirit has penetrated the culture of our’
young is graphically illustrated in a recent article in Atlantic Monthly by
David Brooks. Describing conversations with students at Princeton Uni-
versity, Brooks said that he felt as if he were attending a meeting of the
Future Workaholics of America. And even though this was at the height
of the presidential campaign, he saw not a single Bush or Gore poster on
the entire Princeton campus.?

But the global economy and the new attitudes that go with it are only
one part of our challenge. We face as well discouragement from within. At
about the time that Professor Butts was calling for a new civics, Robert Bel-
lah and his colleagues at Berkeley were raising similar alarms about “the
habits of our hearts.” In a word, Bellah found what he termed a cancerous
individualism in America and a growing tendency to retreat from public
responsibilities into private pleasures. Individualism had always been
sacred to Americans, but it had traditionally existed hand-in-hand with a
rich civic life. Now it threatened to overwhelm public life and weaken for-
ever the hope for freedom, democracy, and community.> More recently,
Robert Putnam’s Bowling Alone has added impressive documentation to
Bellah’s fears, finding a frightening decline in what he calls social capital,
represented most notably in the weakening of voluntary organizations,
which astute political theorists since Alexis de Tocqueville have seen as
essential to the maintenance of a sense of community. Putnam has a vari-
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ety of explanations for this retreat from public responsibility—including
the nature of modern work, residential patterns, our tendencies toward
mobility, and the effects of modern media—but the primary point for us
is that powerful forces, many within our ability to control, have raised new
challenges for those concerned to create a vibrant democracy and a good
society.*

What these critics show is the extraordinary challenges of creating good
citizenship in our time. The low rate of political participation is simply the
top of a very large iceberg. Surely this creates enormous difficulties for the
brave souls who enter our classrooms to teach history, government, polit-
ical science, and other subjects that constitute a civics curriculum. It cre-
ates equally difficult problems for those of us who labor in teacher education.
The young, even more sensitively then their elders, understand the pulls
of the private life. They understand the nature of modern work and the
pleasures of modern consumption, and they are assaulted daily by a nation-
al media that defines human triumph as the production of a single win-
ner, not as the labor of a community working together for the good of all.

I think we must continue to have a tough-minded appreciation of the
obstacles we face as we try to renew the place of the civics curriculum in
the school and in our teacher education programs. And, yet I think there
is a glimmer of hope in our history. When American civic educators in the
first forty to fifty years of the twentieth century faced a social change as
vast as the one we now face, they made the transformation itself the cen-
tral subject of their civics. In turn they found a way to make the civics cur-
riculum central to the nation’s course of study and to the preparation of
teachers. Indeed, in some respects the 1930s and 1940s were golden years
for the belief that every teacher should have a thorough civic education.
Professor Butts himself was no small player in the development of foun-
dations programs that helped to create a generation of teachers who under-
stood their society and who felt strong civic commitments.

Subsequent generations of critics have found some things not to like
about civic education of that era, but there is much to appreciate in its lega-
cy. A few years ago, I did an extensive survey of the textbooks of these
years, both school texts and pedagogical texts. I was astonished to find an
extraordinarily frank and full discussion of the transformation of the Amer-
ican economy and society, even including exploration of radical possibil-
ities for reform. Clearly, civic educators had been compelled by the startling
changes of their time to abandon the formalism of nineteenth-century cours-
es in history and government and to create a fresh and probing way of
looking at the institutions of civic life and at the sentiments that sustained
a good society. This was far from a simple-minded civic boosterism, and
it bore little resemblance to what Diane Ravitch has derisively called “tot
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sociology.” There were problems to be sure with this progressive civics,
yet there was in it a hope that vast social transformations, even ones that
create large, impersonal institutions, can also stimulate new forms of civic
commitment and, what is most pertinent to us, the will to study them.

Although the challenges are enormous, we do not face an entirely unre-
ceptive public. Americans have expressed in many ways, including ini-
tiatives and referendums, a growing desire to influence public life. Figures
ranging from Amy Gutmann to William Bennett have given a growing
public voice to many concerns raised so powerfully in the 1980s by Pro-
fessor Butts. And, if the students at Princeton do not yet involve them-
selves in presidential elections, they do at least find time for some forms
of community service and express yearnings that might still be transformed
into civic commitment. My hope is that as civic educators we can build on
these impulses by taking a fresh look at the hard world around us, by using
our disciplines to understand the vast transformations of our time, and by
beginning the quest for a civics appropriate to a world far different from
anything we have even known before. If we do that, we will have answered
at last the bold summons of R. Freeman Butts,

Notes

1. Robert B. Reich, The Future of Success (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2001).

2. David Brooks, “The Organization Kid,” Atlantic Monthly 287 (April 2001): 41-54.

3. Robert N. Bellah, Richard Madsen, William M. Sullivan, Ann Swidler, and Steven M.
Tipton, Habits of the Heart: Individualism and Commitment in American Life (Berkeley: Univer-
sity of California Press, 1985).

4. Robert D. Putnam, Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community (New
York: Simon & Schuster, 2000.)

About the Author: B. Edward McClellan is a professor of the history of
education at Indiana University’s School of Education.
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Civic Education in Untroubled Times

Donald Warren

The question posed for Professor Butts was: Why should civic learning
be at the core of social studies teacher education in the United States? The
answer that I shall try to explain and justify is that civic learning is (not
ought to be) at the core of social studies teacher education, as it is at the
center of all education. Uncertain is whether it is the civic learning want-
ed and needed. Other questions follow immediately: Wanted by whom?
Needed by whom? For what purposes in the short and long term? And
how will success be measured? In his unique way Professor Butts has raised
such queries for our consideration.

As he has indicated, he and I have discussed this institute’s topic and
related issues many times. Given these exchanges, I could easily perform
my assignment as respondent to his lecture by simply saying “amen” and
sitting down. But that would be an inadequate response. For one reason,
with all of our private discussion of civic education, we have never explored
the topic together in public. So far as I can recall, this will be the first time,
and the opportunity should be used. Second, the issues he has examined
are too important to be treated with even the appearance of dismissiveness.
They and he warrant analytical responses. Third, there is this disagreement
he and I have, more of a nuance, actually, but a large one, that might be
aired profitably. On other occasions, with the grace, insight, and learned-
ness of a superb historian, he has placed American public education, includ-
ing its original institutional form, the common school, at the intellectual
and moral heart of civic and cultural development in the United States. To
which I respond, to put it succinctly and provocatively, that American pub-
lic education is such a good idea we ought to try it sometime.

My point is not the usual one made with regard to ideals, namely that
they always exceed our reach and thus pull us into renewed effort. This is

257

RITGE



258 Appendix A-2

an important emphasis to make, but my aim, deduced from history, is to
encourage inquiry and action based, first, on the reasons the idea of pub-
lic education has remained fragile and contentious over the centuries; sec-

“ond, on the cycles of reforms that have come to little or naught; and third,
on the implications of the repeated, and hence now predictable, failures to
actualize, nuances and all, the idea of American public education in law,
policies, and educational practice and achievement. To keep the discussion
focused, I will survey this landscape only briefly.

The dominant mode of educational reform in the United States has been
enforcement, despite the absence of the kind of national ministry of edu-
cation found in most other countries. Cascading from the top down, although
typically without much evidence to support the proposals, recipes for
improvement have come from state and federal law makers, policy ana-
lysts, career reformers, and others operating in or seeking the public eye.
The entrepreneurial spirit of business organizations and consultants has
spiced the cyclical dynamic. Rona Wilensky, an economist and school prin-
cipal in Colorado, pronounces the approach “wrong, wrong, wrong.”' The
alliteration is hers not mine, and she draws it from an analysis of the school
reform and economic results that have accrued in the years following pub-
lication of the much cited 1983 report, “A Nation at Risk.” If she, a Yale
Ph.D., or any of us here, thinks that effort to impose national measurable
standards began a new strategy, she and we are mistaken. If we believe the
push toward uniform testing and accountability structures, inspired by
comparisons with student achievement scores in other countries and pro-
pelled by measurement experts, has such recent origins, we are misin-
formed. Plans to enact measured student learning and teacher effectiveness
through externally imposed and uniform requirements are as old as the
nation, as Professor Butts has observed. The under-explored issues are not
whether the United States should have a national system of education,
founded through constitutional amendment and law, as Thomas Jefferson
judged would be necessary, or by informal policy and practice, or even
whether we the people want to advance student and teacher learning,
including preparation for citizenship. These topics have been debated off
and on over the years with few signs of durable consensus emerging. The
deeper and relatively unaddressed questions, as Richard Rothstein pro-
posed in the New York Times, have to do with the kinds of learning we want
to advance, the kinds of behaviors and values we expect as consequences,
and the kinds of policies and pedagogies that can promote and sustain the
desired results.? Note: Wilensky and Rothstein both comment wryly on the
educational reform directions displayed currently in the United States and
Japan, which has a centralized educational system. Each country seems
inclined to fashion a school governance structure like the other.
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If we are failing to promote the civic learning we want and need, the
exploration of such anomalies and paradoxes may help us understand why
and devise other strategies than the ones that have dominated our histo-
ry. It may be the case that the United States educates its citizens, including
teachers, in generally acceptable ways and to generally acceptable levels.
In short, there may be no existential concern about civic learning and thus
no troubling questions to drive inquiry, curriculum planning, and reform.

As for the nuance mentioned earlier, hints of it have crept in, so let me
address it specifically. In Butts’ analysis, civic education occurs on two
related but distinct fronts. Let’s examine them. First, there is the public
school itself. Its very existence teaches citizenship in a democratic society,
and this function attaches to all its components. The entire curriculum,
ranging across courses, clubs, and activities; pedagogy in these formal and
informal settings; assessments of students and teachers; school architec-
ture and decor; school-based counseling; enacted policy and informal prac-
tice—all the institutional elements, cultures, habits, and auras deliver
messages about what citizenship means practically in American society,
about children’s realistic hopes and opportunities for belonging to it, and
about their prospects for confident aspirations. Covering assortments of
agencies and influences, not schools alone, an enormous and still growing
research literature in history and the social sciences tracks the footprints
of these formative civics lessons.?

Listen to Rona Wilensky’s connection of the school and social policy
environment to civic learning: “Like other reformers, I want schools where
every kid is valued, where high expectations are set for everyone, where
graduates have the skills to shape their lives according to their values and
talents, and where preparation for citizenship is a robust undertaking.”
She continues: “As Thomas Jefferson taught us, schools are rightfully the
training ground for democracy. The issues of citizenship, of the relation-
ships among racial and ethnic groups, of the desire for equality among
men and women—these are just a few of the proper subjects that our schools
are turning away from in the race to catch the Japanese geometry scores.”

“Schools,” she concludes, “are our collective effort in human develop-
ment. What sort of people do we want to be? How shall we live? What is
the nature of responsibility, of caring, of initiative, of integrity? Schools are
about all those characteristics that make individuals good and bad. Schools
can and should deal overtly with all the values that once were grouped
under the quaint name ‘virtue.””* The questions echo those being posed in
the research literature.

In addition to the lessons in citizenship taught by and learned within
the education policy environment, there is specifically relevant academic
content offered in civics, history, and philosophy courses. Here we find the
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classical, founding literature of the nation and the political structures that
have evolved from it. The temptation is to emphasize this portion of civic
learning, to require courses, set national curriculum standards for teach-
ing it, and test students to see if they have learned it at least temporarily.
My nuance comes down to a question: assuming that all master the aca-
demic content, will students, including prospective teachers, thereby come
willingly to vote, serve on juries, stand for elective office, treasure each
other equally as citizens, insist on their fair wages, and defend their rights,
responsibilities, and liberties? This is not an either/or choice, but we will
do well to remember that it is the realities of the latter practices, more than
any acquired academic content, from which the lived future of our demo-
cratic republic emerges.

To ensure that schools are indeed the cradles of democracy that Horace
Mann and Indiana’s own Nebraska Cropsey, among others, envisioned,
we necessarily attend to the structures, programs, policies, and cultures
that shape and permeate the schools themselves and prepare teachers
equipped to notice and care about the lessons in citizenship these nuances
teach with such great power. Giving this depth of attention is an endless
task—and often a lonely and unpopular me. Certainly, no paragon from
the past, Thomas Jefferson included, can do it for us, although there is help
and inspiration from such sources. Recall that his educational plan for Vir-
ginia was never enacted, and if it had been, the beneficiaries would not
have been all of Virginia’s children, not even all the white ones. And if Jef-
ferson had been required to translate his broad and edifying educational
and political ideals into measurable standards for student achievement,
what timely compromises would he have felt predisposed to make?

Fortunately, we do not have an answer to that question. He left for later
generations to decide about public education for girls, Roman Catholic
children, non-English-speaking immigrants, and the children of former
slaves and of poverty. We here constitute one of those subsequent gener-
ations and the decisions have come down to us. Our troubled and trou-
bling history advises us to practice what we preach. Much is at stake, and
it cannot be safeguarded in civics and other social studies courses alone,
elegant and poignant through they may be. They are only the tip of the
proverbial iceberg. Remember too Jefferson’s warning about slavery as the
nation’s firebell in the night. Voiced in the early nineteenth century, his was
an urgent appeal to advance democratic citizenship democratically, a goal
still pertinent to the Republic’s well being. But that was then. What alarm
sounds in our night?
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The contents of this volume were derived from a meeting
sponsored by the Center for Civic Education in Calabasas,
California and conducted by the Social Studies Development Center
of Indiana University, Bloomington. This meeting, “Education in
Democracy for Social Studies Teachers: An Institute for Teacher
Educators,” occurred di ihe University Place Conference Center in
Indianapolis, Indiana from May 18-22, 2001.

The central theme of this meeting was education for democratic
citizenship in the university-based education of prospective social
studies teachers. Improving education for democracy in programs
of teacher education is a key to improving teaching and learning of
democracy in elementary and secondary schools. If prospective
teachers of the social studies would be effective educators for
democmcy, then they must know what it is, how to do it, and why
it is good.

The speakers at our five-day “Institute for Teacher Educators”
addressed the central theme of the meeting. They vanously
proposed core content and pedagogical practices for the civic
foundations of teacher education programs. Papers presented by
‘these speakers have been edited to become the eleven chapters of
this book.
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