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CHAPTER 2 

WHAT SOCIAL STUDIES 
TEACHERS NEED TO KNOW 

The New Urgency of Some Old Disputes 

James A. Whitson 

ABSTRACT 

In this chapter, the author considers the question: "What d o  teachers of our 
subjcct(s) need to know?" This question has taken on  new urgency as policy 
initiatkes are t t ~ r e ~ ~ t c n i n g  lo institutior~ali~e systrrns designed to elirnir~ate 
social studies and bypass the role of education faculties in teacher prepara- 
tion. It will br h t w n  how these initiatives depend on  conceptualiza~ions that 
rely on inralid dichotomies such as "curriculum" versus "instruction" and 
"content" velsus "methods." Such conceptualizations must be challenged 
and supplanted with a !nore viable ~rnrlerstanding if we are to succt .~d in 
tlcrrion~trating the  liiricls of knowledge and  ability that teachcls n rcd  for 
teaching social studies. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The burden of this chapter woultl seem to be an easy one: to idcntify what 
social studies teachers need to know. Others have atldressetl this precise 
question very capably (see, e.g., Wilson & McDiarmid, 1996). Institntion- 
ally, the knowledge requirements for social studies teaching have heen 
incorporated into standards for thc review and accreditation of teacher 
education programs (National Council for the Social Studies: Task Force 
on Social Studies Teacher Education Standards, 2000a,b), and for more 
seasoned master teachers, we now have the standards for National Board 
certification (National Board for Professional Teaching St.andards, 1998, 
200la,b,c). 

Given the impressive fruits of all these worthy efforts, it might secln that 
my task could be simply one of synthesis and swnnlary, with perllapsssome 
updating here and there, along with pointing out some gaps that might 
need to be filled in for a nlore complete nlapping of what teachers need to 
know for teaching social studies. This sunny outlook is disturbed, however, 
by challenges from disparate qiial-ters-involrjing not just disagreement 
and criticism of the approach generally shared hy those mentioned above, 
but active programs designed to circumvent and otwiatc the entire system 
of teacher preparation, cci-tification, and program accreditation which 
those ef'Forts seek to inform. 

Like it or not, in these circumstances it wol~ld be blindly irresponsit~le 
for us, as researchers and social studies teacher educators, to conduct our 
own inquiries and deliberations on the question of what social studies 
teachers need to know, without considering that question wit.hin the con- 
text of controversies and initiatives that tllreaten to preempt even our own 
roles in preparing social studies teachers. Indeed, it can no longer he 
assumed that "social studies teachers" will even exist. in the future, in light 
of current efforts to establish separate subjects such as histor):, geography, 
and economics, in place of social studies as an integrated sl~bject in the 
schools. Do these alternatives make any difference, in terms of the knowl- 
edge needed by those who teach these subjects? ?Ve now need t.o see this as 
the contested question that it is. The question: "What do teachers of the 
social sulject(s) need to know?" avoids complacently assuming that t.hesc 
will be social studies teachers (although, to avoid verbal awkwardness, I will 
continue referring t.o "social studies teachers" in a general, inclusive sense, 
and rely on context to indicate when this refers to social studies, more dis- 
tinctively, as an integrative cross-disciplinary suljcct in the schools). 
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CONFLICTING VIEWS, PROGRAMS AND POLICIES 

The "Battle b e t w e e n  Scholars a n d  Ed School Professors" 

In an article reporting a grant from the federal Teaching American His- 
tory Grant Program, the Dover newspaper quoted University of Delaware 
History Professor Raymond Wolters, who explained, "We're trying to work 
on t.he trickle-down effect.. . . If teachers know the subject matter a little 
better it will trickle down to the students." After reporting that "The five- 
day sessions will focus on traditional history, such as military arid political 
events, and will feature seminars, discussions, guest speakers and films," 
the article continued quoting Wolters: "For a century there has been a bat- 
tle between scholars that emphasize the content and ed school professors 
who emphasize the methods," Mr. Wolters said. "What this program does is 
emphasize the content" (Cooke, 2002). 

It may be difficult for those of us who work in schools of education pre- 
paring social studies teachers to recognize Wolters' statements as a factual 
description of what's actually happening now. In my own course on social 
studies education For undergraduates preparing to teach in grades K-8, for 
example, we have used the book Doing Hi.story by Levstik and Barton 
(2001), and I confess that I do not understand how the attention to "meth- 
ods" in that book, or in the class in which we use that book, in any way 
dctractq from a constant emphasis on history content. Hazel Hertzberg 
(1988) concluded her book chapter on the question "Are Method and 
Content Enemies?" by pointing out "the need to reunite method and con- 
tent by using a lan<iage that illuniinates rather than obscures" (p. 38), but 
the historical account making up the bulk of her chapter demonstrates the 
historical reality of a century-long conflict articulated in terms of method 
v~rsvs  content. 

The hoary legacy of this supposed "battle between scholars and ed 
school professors" might lead some to discount its significance. If' we have 
always faced that kind of criticism, do we really need to be concerned 
about its current manifestations? As we will see, the conflict over what 
social st.udies teachers need to know is now more serious, in terms of both 
the severity of possible outcomes, and the chances of these outcomes being 
determined without regard for what we understand on the basis of our 
experience, research and scholarship as social studies educators. These 
prospects are best appreciated by observing current developments con- 
cerning teacher education in general, and not just with respect to social 
studies teachers. Before we take that broader look, however, we will main- 
tain our focus on the knowledge needs of social studies teachers, in partic- 
r~lar. That way, there will be no doubt about. the relevance to our own field 
of the broader conflicts over teacher education generally. 
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Conflicting views of the knowledge needs of fu tu~e Iii\to~y teachers can 
be obscrved in Persprctiws Onlitw, "the electronic newsletter of the Ameri- 
can EIistosical Associa~ion." The May 1999 issue of Per$mti~ws featured an 
article by Charles Myers describing Iiow the new standards recently 
adopted by ttic National Council for the Social Studics (NCSS) and thc 
National Council for A~creditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) "are 
expected to raise the level of hiqtory content knowledge and understand- 
ing of beginning teachers in the years ahead" (Myers, 1999a). Mycrs 
explained that: 

Both sets of standards are substantially different front those that they have 
replaced and both are more tiernanding of college teacher preparation pro- 
grams. They were developed by NCSS and N G U E  for the express purpose of 
ensuring that Sc~ture beginning teachers of history, comprehensive social 
studies, geography, civics and government, ecol~onlics; and psychology 
understand their subject matter, are able to teach it well, and have positive 
dispositions toward doing so. Both organizations recognize that their previ- 
ous standards did not emphasize content knowledge enough and  these new 
standards are  intended to address those weaknesses. 

Myers noted further how these standards would function within a cohe- 
sive approach common to a number of coordinated efforts: 

T h e  two sets of standards are virtual mirror images of each other and tie 
directly into the following: the NCATE teacher education accreditation pro- 
cess, state standards for licensing (certifying) new teachers, nationally admin- 
istered tests for prospective teachers, and  parallel standards-setting efforts of 
the Interstate New Teacher Assessment and  Support Consortiurn (INTASC) 
of the Council of Chief State School Officers and the National Board for Pro- 
fessional 'reaching Standards (NBPTS). 

Rather than welcoming thcse standards as a development that would 
support preparing teachers with the knowledge they will need, those 
responding to Myers were skeptical, at best. Cornell University history pro- 
fessor Mary Beth Norton (1999) commented in the Septembcr issuc: 

Y't the indefinite rtature of the 3tanda1ds Mlcrs dcsrribcs-that "they d o  not 
prescribe specific courses o r  require a minirnuni of courses, cred~ts. o r  
Itours" (46) and that "the history standard does not prescribe specific con- 
tcrtt to  11' covcrctl" (4'7)-seems to perinit tcachrrs to 1)e thrust into a histor y 
classroom without a n  adequate background in history but with a valid cre- 
dential. AHA members might assume that even under  the indeterminate 
NCSS/NCATE standards teachers would not be sent inlo history classroom\ 
without formal education in the discipline. But nothing in the standards 
Myers lays out  precludes that from happening. 
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No1 ton, a t~ustee of The National Council for History Education, found 
the h'CSS/NCATE standards to be infelior to recommendations of the 
NCHE (National Council for History Education, 1996), which envisioned 
content knowledge preparation in terms of future teachers taking required 
history courses identified as the courses in which they would learn the spe- 
cific content they would late1 be responsible for teaching. 

WI iting in the October issue, Martel (1999) opened by quoting the NCSS 
standards for school curricula (National Council for the Social Studies, 
1994) that were used as the basis for the standards for teacher preparation: 
" 'The nationnl curricul~tm stanrlafds in tht  social studies. . . [tlo pnraphrme (z 
jnntous question, . . . spi~i ifir what students should kno~u.  . ." (emphasis added). 
His conclusion: "In response to the 'famous question' in the opening quota- 
tion, the NCSS standards arc inadequate, because, to take liberties with Ger- 
trude Stein's fanlous answer, 'there's no what there."' hlartel argued that: 

Stantlards are of little value if they cannot be easily translated into assess- 
ments of the romrete knowledge they suppo5edly describe. The 10 "thematic 
stanciarcls" [NCSS] are linked to no concrete knowledge; therefore, they 
don't inform the prospective teacher rohat-that is, what content-they are 
supposed to know. They only know how they are supposed to know every- 
thing! 

Responding to both Norton and Martel, Myers (1999b) countered that 
"The [NCSS/NCATE] history standard requires greater historical under- 
standing and expertise of a prospective history teacher than the alterna- 
tives t h a ~  Martel and Norton propose." Pointing out that "both R4artel and 
Norton ignore the pervasive movement in education and teacher educa- 
tion reform toward performance-based accountability that has been driv- 
ing education policy for the last two decades in the United States," Myers 
noted that "They still describe teacher quality in the form of course-by- 
course prescriptions of what prospective teachers should have listed on 
their college transcripts and of which classes they should pass. Martel refers 
to this as 'concrete knowledge."' 

Martel (1999) sees the ten thematic strands of' the NCSS standards as 
antit.hetica1 to "concrete knowledge": "This approach seem to reflect a dis- 
comfort with the concrete stuff' of history or a fear of facts. Instead, teach- 
ers are offered an abstract pan-disciplinary thematic ternplate as key to 
k i n g  a successful 'social studies' teacher." If it is not clear how the NCSS 
approach could he seen t o  reflect a "fear of facts," this does seem reminis- 
cent of "the deep aversion to and contempt for factual knowledge that per- 
vade the thinking of American educators," according to E D .  Hirsch (1996, 
p. 54). Hirsch sees this as one aspect of "the monolithic Thoughtworld" (p. 
16) which has come to "monopolize the thinking of the American educa- 
tional community" (p. 13). In answering his ocvn question, "Why do educa- 
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tors persist in advocating the very antifact . . . practices that have led to 
poor results . . . ?" (p. 69), Hirsch explains that: 

Professors of education, surrounded in the university by prestigious col- 
leagues whose strong suit is thought to  be knowletlge, have translated resent- 
ment against this elite cadre into resentment against the knowledge from 
which it draws its prestige. This displaced antagonisn~ has eupresyeti itself 
rhetorically as populist antielitism, which, added to endrmic anti-intcllcctual- 
ism, further derogates traditional book learning. (p. 116) 

The success (not defined in tenns of evidence or criteria) of Hirsch's 
"Core Knowledgen schools is cited by Martel (1999) in suppol t of his argu- 
ment against the NCSS approach. In fact, the Core Knowledge Foundation 
has rleveloped its own \ision of what social studies teachers need to know, 
in the form of syllabi for college courses in Geography (Gritmer, 2002), 
World History (Gagnon, 2002a,b), and U.S. History (Stern, 2002a,b) for 
future elementary school teachers. T h e  National Council for Histor) Edu- 
cation (1996) simply reconmlends that "Elemcntary school teachers 
should successfully conlplete at least three college courscs in US.  Iiistoly, 
Western Civili~ation, World Histo~y, or their equivalent," and that "The 
minimum qualification for every middle and high school teachcr of history 
classes within social studies, should be the s~~ccessful completion of at least 
a college minor in history, and preferably a major." 

Problem, Prescription, Diagnosis, Evidence 

The concern over teachers' knowledge of the content they are ~esponsi- 
ble for teaching is occasioned by a severe problcm seen as evidenced by 
recent test results, such as the NAEP test scores for civics, geography, and 
U.S. histoly (h'ational Center for Education Statistics, 1999, 2002b,c). As 
National Assessment Governing Board member Diane Kavitch (2002b) 
characterized the 2001 history results, for example, 

... high school seniors registered truly abysrnal scores, and showed no 
i m ~ r o v ~ r n e n t  since the NAEP history assessnlent was last given in 1994. Since 
the seniors are very close to voting age o r  already have reached it, one  cart 
only feel alarm that they know so  little about their nation's history and 
express so little rapacity to reflect on  its rneaning. 

For mass media coverage of these results. sample items are typically 
selected as shocking examples of questions students are unable to answer. 
Here is one of those items from the 2001 U.S. History test, as featured in a 
front page story in USA Today (Henry, 2002): 



w h a t  Social Science Teachers Need t o  Know 15 

Don't know much about history When the United States entered the Second 
World War, one of its allies was: k Gernrany R.Japan C. The Soviet Union D. 
Italy 52% [of high school seniors] failed to pick the correct answer, C. 

The article ties students' "abysmal" test results to their teachers' lack of 
content knowledge: "Unqualified teachers are cited as one reason for the 
poor perfonnance. Educat.ion Department statistics show 54% of junior 
and senior high school students in 1996 were taught history by teachers 
who neither majored nor minored in the subject" (Henry, 2002). The 
NCHE Web site features a speech by Ravitch (1997) in which she identifies 
"the preparation of those who teach history" as the "the most. important 
variable that is within the purview and direct control of public policy." Rav- 
itch argues, on the basis of NCES data, that 

'I he typical social studies teacher has an undergraduate degree in education 
and, irshe or he has a Master's degree, it too is in education. 

At this point, i t  s e e m  important to ask: How can teachers teach what they 
have not studied? How can students learn challeriging subject matter from 
teachers who have not chosen to study what they are teaching? How can 
teachers create engaging, innovative anti even play[irl ways to present ideas 
that they have not mastered themselves? How can teachers whose own knowl- 
edge of history is fragmentary help students debate and think critically about 
controversial issues? . . . 
JVhat I wonder i s  UXy do state officials grant teaching credentials to people 
to ten( 11 a subject that they have riot studiecl? Uliy is tcacher certification 
based on completion of education courses rather than on master) of what is 
to be taught? I lhy not require future trachers of history to have a major or at 
lcast a strong minor in history? 

l'he NCHE recommendatio~ls for teacher preparation would seem to Pol- 
low irresistibly from the logic of this argument, just as Martel (1999) cited 
Ingersoll (1999) to the same effect in support of his argument for similar 
policy conclusions. 

hlartel (1999) argued that "NCSS should produce evidence from corn- 
parative studies with cont.rolled variables that document how these [NCSS 
and NCSS/NCATE] standards produce more competent history (and 
geography, etc.) teachers." That seems reasonable enough, but, by the 
same token, shouldn't the proposition that students rn?joring in history or 
geography make more effective teachers also be treated as a testable 
hypot.hesis? Given the apparent importance of this question, it seems curi- 
ous that publicity has not been given t o  the NAEP data showing that "aver- 
age geography scores fbr fourth-grade students taught by teachers with an 
elementary education major or ~ r ~ i n o r  were higher than those taught by 
teachers who did not" (National Center for Education Statistics, 2002b, p. 
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53), while the opposite is true for those whose teachers specialized in geog- 
raphy or history (see Table 2.1 ). 

Table 2.1. NAEP Geography Test Results by Teacher Undergraduate1 
Graduate Major or MinorlSpecial Emphasis, Grades 4 and 8: 2001 

Gmdu 4 

Geographv or  geography edtrcation 

History 01 history education 

Elenlentary education 

Gra& 8 

Geography or geography education 

Histoty 01 history education 

Social science or social studies eclncntion 

~Votc: Adapted from National Center for Education Statistics (2002a; 2002b). 
I)ab Sonrru: U . S .  Department o f  Education, Office of  Edttcational Resc~arctl and In~prove- 
ment, National Cknter for Education Statistics, National Assessment of  Edt~catior~al Progr-ess 
(NAEP), 2001 Geography Assessment. 

And "at grade 8, just over onequarter (28%) of students were tdught by 
teachers with a graduate or undergraduate major or minor in geography. 
Within this grade, there was no statistically significant rebtionehip between 
teachers' major/minor and their students' NAEI' geography scores" 
(NCES, 2002b, p. 53). Correeponding datn are not included in the most 
recent reports on test results in U.S. History and Civics. 

Believers in the "trickle down" approach might well have trouble undcr- 
standing these results. When students fail to answer test questions with thc 
correct information, it has been inferred that this is because the students 
never had a chance to learn the information-that the knowledge ne\er - 
was passed on to the studcnts because their teachers themselves had never 
learned the necessary content. If that's the problem and the diagnosis, 
then the obvious remedy is to change pre-service and in-service programs 
so that teachers will be given the information, which can then "trickle 
down" to their students. 

If the KAEP Geography data fail to support that diagnosis and prescrip 
tion, a little reflection on the publicized test items should cast doubt on the 
basic premise. Kecall the celebrated example of the question about the 
Soviet Union as one of the Allied Powers in World War- 11. Commenting on 
that question in her Today Shorn inte~view the day after the NAEP results 
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were releaoed, &\itch (2002a) noted that "the chances are, almost all of 
these young people took a course in American history the previouo year. 
Everyone-almost everyone takes an 1 lth grade American history course, 
so they missed one of the basic points about World War 11, which was that 
the [Jnited States and the Soviet Irnion were allies. And, in fact, we were at 
war with all t h e e  of the other countrieo. They welen't even neutral toun- 
tries." Ravitch concluded that "there's something terribly wrong here," and 
"we need to fix it," and to do that "we need to have better qualified teach- 
crs. Ry that I don't rnean more certified teachers, but more teachers who 
haw studied history." 

Wc can be surc, however, that every one of thc students who did take an 
Arne1 ican history course that "covered" World War I1 was given thi9 informa- 
tion about our allies and our adversaries. The problem cannot he that teach- 
ers lacked the information and therefore failed to pass it onto students. If 
anything, the example should call into question the very idea of history edu- 
cation as a matter of delivering factual information to the students. 

The Larger Stage 

In his remarks at the U.S. Ilepartrnent of Education's First Annual 
Teacher Quality Evaluation Conference, Secretary of Education Roderick 
Paige repeated a quotation that he uses frequently in speeches: 

The  teacher is the rcal soldier of democracy. Othcrs r an  defend it, but only he  
can make it work. (Paige, 2002, quoting \'Vorld Wnr I1 General O n m  Bradley) 

It would he a mistake, however, to read this as a sign that the Education 
Secrctaxy recogni~ing the crucial importance of those who teach social 
studies, can be cxpectcd to support schools and collcges of education in 
preparing those teachcrs to perform in stxch a crucial role. 

Thornton (2001a) has raiscd several aspects of the questions we are 
addressing here: 

In atidit.ion to general requirements in their professional education such a? 
psychological and social fo~mdations and student teaching, what specifically 
do social studies teachers need to know and be able to do? What, in particular, 
do tlwy need to study in the subject matters of the social sciences (defined 
here, for purposes of brevity, to include history and geography), and what 
should they learn about its effective direction to desired results, that is, 
method? (1). 72)  

\$'hen Thorntori addresses such questious in Thmry into Practiw, as I do in 
this c l ~ p t e r ,  we are writing as social studies educators and researchers who 
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work in schools of education, and we are writing largely for an audience like- 
wise employcd. Thc initiatives promoted by Secrcta~y Paige and other5 at the 
White House conference, however, are designed not so much to support or 
to inform our teacher preparation efforts, but more to bypass our veiy role 
in teacher preparation, if not even to eliminate our schools of education 
altogether, Indccd, as AACTE President David Imig (2003) leports: 

Criticism of education schools by the Bush administration has interisified 
since summer. In the most recent assault on education scllools, G. Kcicl Lyon. 
Branch Chief for a Division of the Early C~hildhoocl Development Institute of 
the National Institutes for IIealth called for federal legislation to "blow up" 
schools of education [(Lyon, 2002)l. Widely applauded by his Bush adminis- 
tration colleagues for his statement, Lyon has  cor~sistently criticized edr~ca- 
tion schools for failing to make use of scientifically I-met1 rcsearcli in their 
preparation of teachers. (11. 3) 

The Department's mission is to enforce the provision of the No Child 
Left Behind legislation that requires a "highly qualified teacher" in every 
public school classroonl. But Secretary Paigc's report to Congress on 
teacher quality makes it clear that for him and the administration in which 
he s e ~ ~ e s ,  "highly qualified" teachers arc those who have a quantity of con- 
tent knowledge of a certain kind; it is assumed that the kind of knowledge 
required is something that teacher education students do not get in 
courses within schools of education, and that time spent in education 
courses is little if any better than just wasted time devoted to content-free 
"methods" or procedures: 

In defining "highly qrralified" as having passed a raft of pointless methodology 
courses, the states have encouraged their prospective teacher corps to aban- 
don a curriculum of what to teach, replacing it with an academically empty cur- 
riculum of hmu to teach. In the proces,  they have placed a ba-rier in front of a 
lot of bright, academically proficient would-be teachers who haven't leaped 
through the required hoops. (The Arzzona Rqiniblic, 2002, snnmari7ing this 
diagnosis of the problem in Paige, Stroup, & Andrade, 2002) 

"Mcthods," along with topics addressed in "founclations" courses, may 
be regarded as "the 'sharpening pencils' phase of teaching," as opposed to 
the all-important "contcnt, contcnt, content," according to an article by 
Susan Goldsmith (2002) posted on the Web site of the National Council on 
Teacher Qnality (KCTQ), which was set up by the Fordham Foundation in 
2000, and has led an erfort, with a $5 million grant from the Department of 
Education, to create a national system for credentialing teachers on the 
basis of tests adminktered by a ncw American Board for Certificdtion of 
Teacher Excellence (Blair, 2001). According to the Department of Educa- 
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tion press release, "At the end of the two-year project, the ARCTE will 
implement two level? of certification in teaching. The Passport System for 
New Teachers will provide aspiring new teachers a passport, usable any- 
where in the nation. This certification will attest to their mastery of particu- 
lar subject? and their grasp of professional skills needed for classroom 
effc~ctiveness" (1J.S. Department of Education, 200 1 ) . At the White House 
Confel ence, NCTQ president Michael Poliakoff (2002) explained that 
"the Passport credential will be especially useful to schools and districts 
interested in opening public school classrooms to career changers (like 
those in  Troops to Teachers) and tnlented new college graduates (like 
thosc in Teach for America) ." While the Passport creden tial is supposed to 
attest to both content knowledge and "professional skills," however, Polia- 
koff further explains that: 

we resist the presumption that completing a particular set of education 
courses or being Camiliar with a particular set of education theories is the key 
to classroom success. We will test for basic competence in handling classroom 
dynamics and knowledge of school procedures, and then allow new teachers 
to get the training that professionals agree matters most-on-the-job train- 
ing. All new teachers, however they enter the profession, benefit from men- 
toring and induction. ABCTE will get promising candidates to that stage . . . 
fast.. (Poliakoff, 2002) 

In other words, "the 'sharpening pencils' phase of teaching," is best 
learned on-the-job. instead of in the years of education courses that are 
p w s ~ ~ m t d  to be devoted to such matters. 

Beyond the Passport level for beginning teachers, the ABCTE will also 
11111 a program for awarding national certification to master teachers. AS 
Poliakoff (2002) explains: 

In identifying master teachers, ABCTE's program will rest upon the two pil- 
lars of teacher cscellencc: outstanding knowledge of the subject he or she 
teaches and proven ability to impart skills and knowledge to students. The 
system we are designing requires clear evidence of' both. 

We will test candidates for their subject-area expertise, because a reliable 
sigl~post for a tcachcr's success is I~is or her own acadetnic achievement. It is 
the first pillar of teacher escellerlce.. . . 
Arc. therc other attributes of grcat teachers? Of coursr. Among other 
strengths, p e a t  teachers help all students, of differing needs and ability, 
achievc. For ABCI'E, the second pillar of teaching excellence is results-the 
tcachrr's success in helping students learn. 

ABGTE will not attempt to judge teachers' style or the methods they use to 
hclf) stt~dents lcnrri or horn they defiric their art as teachers. Contrcrcrrsies 
about effective pedagogy have raged for decades and are likely to continue.. .. 
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Today's dogrnxs may be revealed as ton~orrow's errors. AHCI'E will thert-fore 
assess teaclier skill by the only truly reliable measure: the extent to wl~icli he  o r  
she adds value and increases learning. 

Earlier in this chapter we notcd recent expressions of thc kinds ol criti- 
cism that historians and other academics haxe long been rahing against 
social studies teacher education, and which now are directed against the 
cohesive system of standards and certification devcloped by the NCSS, 
Nc4TE, and NBPTS. Now, however, we see such opposition mounted from 
a political power base, notjust from academic criticism; we see the attack 
on social studies subsumed within a broader effort dil ected at teachers in 
all subjects, and we see these efforts directed toward the establishment of 
institutions and programs dcsigncd to provide alternatives to, and ulti- 
mately to displace, the kinds of tcacher preparation and creclcntialing now 
done under the auspices of NCATE and the NBPTS. To meet the federal 
law's mandate for a "highly qualified teacher" in every classroom, public 
school districts will be encouraged to hire ARCTE-certified teachers at 
both beginning and master teacher levels. At both lexels, there will be tests 
to measure teachers' subject matter knowledge. For national certification 
as a master teacher, the measure of pedagogical effectiveness will appar- 
ently be based on how well the teacher's students score on standardized 
tests. There will be no nccd for the kinds of substantive standards for pcda- 
gogical competence employed by the NBPTS or in NC4TE-accredited 
teacher preparation programs. 

As Yinger and Nolen (2003) remind us, such developments are not h a p  
pening only at the federal level: 

Those of us who have been working seriously on t.eacher education reform 
for the past 15 o r  so p a r s  have until recently viewed this work as an internal 
university agenda-how to improve our  campus-based programs. The  game 
has changed radically. In Texas, where we work, school districts, regional 
ediicat.iona1 service crnters, co~nrnnnity colleges, and for-profit companies 
now provide alniost one-third of the trachcr education programs. In the last 
legislative session, a bill was narrowly defeated that would tiavc allowed Texas 
school districts to hire anyone they thought could d o  the job, regardless of 
credentials, and then decide what teacher education these teachers needed. 
We have lost. our  exclusive franchise, and  most states are in similar situations 
o r  not far behind. (p. 386) 

Following Cochran-Smith and Fries (200 I ) ,  Mnger and Nolen see "poli- 
ticians, the media, and scholars . . . currentlv pola~ized over the issue of 
teacher education refonn," with one side advocating "the professionaliza- 

tion of teaching," arid the other side pushing for "the deregulation of 
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teacher preparation and an end to the monopoly that institutions of 
higher education have held in this area" (pp. 386-387). 

Rut deregulation is not the only form in which the authority of universi- 
ties and schools of education over teacher education has come under 
attack. In Colorado, for example, the state's Commission on Higher Educa- 
tion announced a decision "to cut. 44 of the 55 ~najors available to Univer- 
sily of Colorado-Boulder students seeking certification as elementary 
school teachers" (Curtin, 2001b). Under that decision, students preparing 
to teach elementary school would be permitted to major in history, geogra- 
phy, or economics, but not in other fields such as American studies, ethnic 
stnclies, international affairs, political science, psychology, sociology, Span- 
ish, or women's stndies. Responding to "a firestorm of controversy" 
touchccl off by this decision, "and charges by one CU regent that the com- 
mission's decision was 'anti-teaching, anti-CU-Boulder, anti-women and 
anti-minority,"' the Commission re-approved seven of those forty-four 
undergraduate mdjors for future elementar); school teachers, including 
American studies, political science, psychology, and Spanish, but not oth- 
ers such as ethnic studies, sociology, or women's studies (Curtin, 2001a). 

ISSUES CONFRONTING SOCIAL STUDIES 

Whatcvel might be said for or against any of those college majors in the 
preparation of those whose future teaching will include social studie$, we 
can now ~ccognize these developn~ents in Colorado as part of the broader 
movement to bypass, displace, or even to elitninate social studies teacher 
education in the sr hools of education (see Saxe, 2000, esp. pp. 49-51). In 
the face of this movement, what do we have to ofrcr? 

According to prevailing public discourse, future teachers get their con- 
tent knowledge 1,)1 taking history and other arts and science courses, while 
\chool of education faculty teach "methods" courses that are all process, 
devoid of any content. In writing about this, I need to confess that I have 
troublc recognizing such characterizations as having any relationship what- 
ever to thc reality that I have seen. For one thing, I have never seen the 
kind of  method^" course condemned by the critics. The course 1 teach 
now at the University of Delaware is "E1en1enta1-y Curriculum: Social Stud- 
i c x "  T h i ~  is not a "methods" course as described by critics of the School5 of 
Education; and I must truthfully confess that I don't personally know if any 
such courses actually exist anyvhere. 

Thornton (1997) reminds us that the term "methods" has been used in 
reference to a variety of things over the past decades. While urging a 
return to Dewey's conception of method as "concerned with the effective 



22 J.A. WHITSON 

direction of subject matter to dcsired results," Thornton (2001a, p. 76) 
does observe that, 

Treatment of method today, however, has become too distant From subject 
matter, too often eniphasizing disembodied skills anti special concerns such 
as "higher-order cjuestiorls," "irrdividualized eciucation;~l programs," and 
"CLOZE" tests to gauge reading difficulty in isolation from the principal 
subject tnatters of the curriculum (see Thornton, 199'7). Tkachers sce this 
approach as too divorced from the realities of classroom teaching while sub- 
ject matter specialists condemn it as process at the expense of content. Both 
charges have validity rrnless methocl is directly tied tc) the materials of 
instruction. 

I should certainly concede that such content-free methods courses may 
exist somewhere, and that I have simply not had the bad fortune to experi- 
ence them myself. In a time d-hen Keid Lyon and others are making such 
ostentatious demands for evidence, however, the exivtence and prevalence 
of such courses might be regarded as empirically verifiable matters f o ~  
which evidence and documentation might be in orde~.  Not having seen 
such content free methods instruction, I have difficulty imagining how the 
practices of social studies pedagogy could be separated along the lines of 
content 17s. process. 1 referred earlier to Levstik and Barton (2001) as an 
example of a text that I have used in my own ple-service social studies 
course, and I would be genuinely interested in seeing how anyone could 
describe that book as dealing with process as opposed to content, or how 
anjthing within the book could be identified as presenting  netho hod" as 
distinct from subject matter. 

To use a specific example: Consider the problem of kids leaning to 
draw historical conclusions on the basis of evidence. Barton (1997) repol ts 
that even when stndents have learned how to analyre histoi ical evidence, 
there is still a strong tendellcy for them to leap to conclusions about histor- 
ical questions on the hasis of some other kinds of expectations, without 
regard to evidence. When future teachers work on practices that help stu- 
dents learn to understand questions in history as questions that do require 
evidence, and to acquire not only the skills, but also the intellectual habits 
of reaching conclusionr on the basis of evidence-based judgments, would 
this somehow be considered an example of them dealing with "teaching 
methods" as oj$~os~d to the "content" of history? If so, how should we under- 
stand the conceptualizations of content and methods that render such a 
verdict possible? 

Perhaps the answer iv that content consists of historical facts, such as the 
fact that the Soviet Union was one of the Allied  power^ in Wolld War 11. 
Perhaps then we could come up rritll a coriclusior~ that if half the high 
school seniors missed that q~testion on the NAEI', it is became their teach- 
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ers had not themselves learned enough history content. Given the virtual 
certainty, Ilotvever, that all of those high school seniors had been presented 
with this factual content, we might still wonder whether that is where the 
problem lies. Is it reasonable to expect that those seniors would have got 
thc question right if thcir teachers had taken twice as many history courses 
psi01 to thcir certification? Or ten times as many? 

Those who emphasize "content, content, content" as opposed to the 
"pencil qharpening" aspect of teaching often do recognize that, in addition 
to the content knowledge itself, teachers also need the ability to "create 
engaging, innovative and even playf~ll ways" to present the information 
(Ravitch, 1997). In the mass media and popular imagination this ability 
might take the form of the entertaining theatrics of Richard Mulligan's 
character in the movie Teachms (McKinney, Hiller, 8c Russo. 1984). In that 
movie, Mulligan plays an escaped mental patient passing for a high school 
history teacher. Showing up for class in costumes dressed as Franklin, 
Washington, or Lincoln, Mulligan's character puts to shame the duly 
liccnsecl teachcr (nicknamecl "Ditto") who sits in the back of his classroom 
while his students diligently fill out worksheets-with so little pedagogical 
engagement that his death in the middle of one class goes unnoticed until 
he fails to get up and go home at the end of the day. 

It may well be the case that historical facts such as the Sovkts' alliance 
with Britain and the United States wII  "trickledown' and be retained more 
eff(~ctiw1y if tenchers dress up like Stalin, Roosevelt, and Churchill. Re that 
as i t  may however, such techniques for presenting factual information in 
more entertaining and memorable ways do not represent the focus of 
social stutlies education classes in the schools of education. That vicw prc- 
scrvcs thc spu~ious dichotomy of content vs. nlethod, or curriculum sub- 
stance vs. instr~~ctional technique-a dichotomy that also underlies an idea 
that practices of cooperative learning, inqui~y learning, or "constructivism" 
generally is promoted merely as methods for imparting information, meth- 
ods that bet ome ends in themselves when the information content is 
neglected. 

"Pedagogical Content Knowledge" of the Subject(s) 
to be Taught . . . 

In what we saw earlier described as a conflict between "profcssionaliza- 
tion" and "deregulation" apploaches to the improvement of teaching, the 
discoulse of deregulators typically distinguishes between content and 
 neth hod in this way, while the p~ofessionalizers' discourse on the profes- 
sional knowledge of teachers does not observe such a dichotomy. A good 
o ~ e n ~ i e w  of thinking about teachers' professional knowledge is provided by 
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Sosniak (1999), who emphasizes what. since the mid-1980s. is referred to as 
pedagogical content knowledge, which defies any such dichotomization. 

Sosniak notes the development of the concept from 1985, when "Shul- 
man identified pedagogical content knowlcdge as, 'the particular form of 
content knowledge that embodies the aspectq of content most germane to 
its teachahility' [(Shulman, 1986, p. 9)]," to 198'7, w11en he "identified ped- 
agogical content knowledge as 'that special amalgam of content ancl pcda- 
gogy that i5 uniquely the province of teacher$, their o ~ n  special form of 
professional understanding' [(Shulman, 198'7, p. 8)]" (Sosniak, 1999, pp. 
194-195). 

In their contribution to thc AKTE's 1989 Kno711Iedg~ Base fo7 Begiuning 
Teaclms, Shulman and his colleagues comnlented that "it would appear that 
there are intimate connections between content and pedagogy that neither 
arts and sciences faculty nor teacher education faculty currently adclress" 
(Grossman, Wilson, 8r. Shuln~an, 1989, p. 25). Although there have been a 
handfill of papers and dissertations on pedagogical content knowledge in 
the social studies subject5 (see, e.g., Gudmundsd6ttir, 1988, 1991; Lee, 2000; 
Wilson & Wineberg, 1988), this has not been studied to the cxtent that it 
has been in other areas, such as math or science education. 

The pedagogical content knowledge needed for teaching social studies 
would seem to be a vast area for potentially in~portant research. Moreover, 
it would seem logical to think that this might be a topic on which profes- 
sionalizers ancl deregulators might con\7erge, since i t  is concernccl with 
important subject-matter knowledge rather than content-free "methods," 
and since a demonstrable need for such knowledge might be met through 
deregulated market inechanisms, and not only professional credentialing. 

Recalling the test case of student$' failure to identify the Soviet Union as 
one of the Allied powers in World War 11: however, we may have reason to 
wonder if there may not he a more fimdamental problem, a problem that 
is not really addressed by mastery of pedagogical content knowledge. The 
idea of pedagogical content knowledge recognizes that a teacher of phys- 
ics, math, or history might need to acquire a command of the concepts in 
those disciplines that are in some way more profound, robust, and versatile 
than would be needed by a non-teaching physicist, mathematician, or his- 
torian. It is not enough for the teacher to have the same command of disci- 
plinary concept5 that may suffice for advanced practice within the 
discipline; beyond that, the teacher must be able to communicate those 
concepts through a variety of representations that will effectively promote 
learning by students struggling to acquire and understand the basic con- 
cepts of the discipline. Such mastery is no doubt essential for effective 
social studies teaching, but is it responsive to the basic problem? 
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. . . but What IslAre the Subjed(s)? 

Research by Neil Houses (1995) in Delaware showed that social studies 
was put on the "back burner" in elementary schools largely because teach- 
el-s and administrators did not view it as important, relative to other sub- 
jects. IIistory and social studies were regarded not only as relatively 
~ininiportant in themselves, but also as uninteresting and boring to the stu- 
dents, so that students got less out of time spent on social studies, com- 
pared with other subjects. If this is how elementary teachers and 
administrators view social studies, it is not surprising if such attitudes are 
carried by the students into their high school years. Kozol (1980) reports 
dialogue in which one class of high school students express their view: 

I ask this question to a class of Twelfth Grade pupils iri a school in upper New 
W)rk Statr: "What is the p r p o s r  of p r l r  work in history? What is history in 
yo~rr point of view? Why do you study it? What is it for?" 

"IIistory is everything that happened in the past and now is over." "History is 
cycles . . . processes.. . inevitable patterns.. . " "History- is what is done by seri- 
ous and important people." 

I ask this question: "Is it in your power to change history? Is it in the power of 
someone within this class?" 

The answer: "No . . . not us . .  . Not ordinary people." 

I ash them, then: "Who r h r  bring change into the world?" One student says: 
"I guess . . . the leaders do." I ask: "Could you be leaders, if you wanted to be 
leaders?" 

IIt. answers: "No . . . None of us comes from the important farnilics." (p. 82) 

Clearly, there is a basic failure here. Rut is the answer to be found in the 
teacher's peclagogical ability to effectively communicate the discipline of 
history? This is how the problem is generally formulated by Ravit.ch arid 
others who recognize that teachers do need this kind of pedagogical abil- 
ity, along with deep and extensive content knowledge. Kozol's f ~ ~ r t h e r  
obsercat.ion, however, suggest5 a different problem: 

On one corridor in the social studies section of this modern, antiseptic, 
nc.nrly all t+liitc school, there is a poster: "Occupations to U'hich I r~te~es t  in 
IIistory May 1,cad." The list is devastating, perfect and consistent with the 
words and comprehensions of the chddren that the school turns out. If the 
children work I~ard, and can derrionstrate an interest in the field of history, 
rhcrt thcy can rxpect air day to be o11r of these kinds of specialist or rxpert: 
(1) a~chaeologist, (2) historian. (3) rurato~, (4) writel, (5) critic, (6) anthro- 
pologiqt, (7) rasearch assistant, (8) librarian, (9) teacher of history. 
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Nowhere in the list d o  I f i t d  two words tc.) suggest the possihle goal of being 
one  who enters history. Everyjob o r  dream o r  aspiration listed here is one  of 
narrative description: critic, commentator, teacher, curator, librarian . . . not 
union-leader, student-organizer, rebel, revolutionary, saint o r  senator. "Why 
study history?" asks the wallaized poster. The  answer that we gr t  is plain and 
uncomplex: in order to  feach it, total it, tell it in writing, cmh it in fbr profit, or 
list it alphabetically o n  index cards. (Iiozol, 1980, p. 83) 

Kozol's observation reveals a problem fAr mole fundamen~al than the 
colnnlonly recognized need for "pedagogical contcnt knowledge" for help  
ing students learn and understand conceptual content from the academic 
disciplines. The idea of social or historical educntion preparing students 
with the competence that they will need as participants in social life-in its 
historical, political, economic and other dimensions-calls into qucstion 
the conception of histo17 cducation as early training in the academic disci- 
pline of history. As Mark Krug observed in cornn~enting on Bruner's "struc- 
ture of the dirciplines" approach applied to llistoq: 

Rruner and  his associates are  constantly emphasizing the importance of the 
child "doing" rnatl~ematics o r  pliysics instead of learning about them. T h e  
student should "do" the things on  the blackboards o r  in  the laboratory that 
mathematicians and physicists are  doing. That so t~nds  reasonable and excit- 
ing. But how does this apply to history? ChristopIicrJe~~cks, in his revicw of 
Bruner's book. Toward a Theory of I~lstruction, made an acute observation. 
"The analogy," he  wrote, "between physics and  history is at bottom mislead- 
ing. T h e  rnen who really 'do' history are  not, after all, historians. They are 
politicians, generals, diplomats, philosophers. It is these people whom the 
young need to understand, far more than they need to r~ntlerstanct the histo- 
rians whojudge them." (Krug, 1966, p. 404; cf. 1967, p. 122) 

Comparable questions arise when we considcr thc range of social sci- 
ence disciplines along with history. Again, Kozol (1980) notes how schools 
implementing this approach came t.o present visitors such as hirnself with 
"almost a standard 'pitch' in this regard: 'We are lcarning t.o be social sci- 
entists. We are learning to do independent research"' (p. 141). As Kozol 
sees it, "the purpose is to teach them how to gather information, not. in 
order to take action but in order to increase the body of material that they 
possess already" (pp. 1 M-145). As one teacher tells him: 

The  colleges love to see that stuff about the Independent Research. They like 
it most when it ties in with something like the Urban Crisis. It looks so good! 
It knocks them out..  . . Think what t.hey say at  Yale and TVesleyan and X.I.1.T. 
when they find out how rnuch our  kids are  like their own professors! (p. 146) 
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Indeed, when Kozol asked one group of high school students what they 
were leal-ning from "a year-long research-project into 'Urban Crisis and 
Race T~lrmoil in the Nineteen Sixties,"' one student told him, "We're the 
ones who get the good end of the deal. The losers, those down at the other 
end-let's face it-they're the ones who work for people like our mothers 
and our fathers" (pp. 145-146). In other words they learned, in effect, that 
sociologists are better off than many others in society. 

The purposes of social studies are successfully achieved in t.hese exam- 
ples, despite Kozol's dissatisfaction, if the defining purposes of social stud- 
ies are to teach the social sciences and history as academic disciplines. But 
this is only one of the conflicting views of social studies that have been 
articulated over the past century (Nelson, 2001), and this view has been 
rejected by the NCSS in its formal definition of social studies as a subject in 
which study of the social sciences and humanities is integratxd for the pus- 
p o x  of promoting civic conlpettmx Knowing the content or structures of 
the academic disciplines as such is not the ultimate purpose in itself; 
rather, "the pl-ima~y purpose of social studies is to help young people 
develop the ability to make informed and reasoned clecisions for the public 
good as citizens of a culturally diverse, democratic society in an interdepen- 
dent world" (National Council for the Social Studies, 1994, p. vii). 

111 his argument against the NCSS standards for social studies, arid the 
NCSS/N(ZATE standards fbr teacher education, Martel (1999) claims that 
"The 10 thenlatic [NCSS] standards dilute and merge seven major disci- 
plines int.0 one interdisciplinary arnalgain called 'social studies."' Claiming 
that each of the seven disciplines "is downgraded to a theme," he provides 
chart that purports to list "each of the first 10 'thematic standards' next to 
its designated parent discipline." 

This reduction of the ten thematic ~hemes to seven "parent disciplines" 
is a gross rnisrepresentatiori of the NCSS and the NCSS/NCATE standards, 
with severe iniplicatio~ls for the knowledge teachers need for teaching 
social studies. To t.ake just one of these themes as an example: The theme 
that is labeled "Production, IXstribution, and Consumption" is by no 
means a "downgraded" ofFspring of the academic discipline of economics. 
While econonlics surely does have special importance as a source of kuo~vl- 
edge, understanding, and insight into mattem encompassed by this theme, 
it is by no means the only source. The information and understanding of 
these matters that citizens must take into account to arrive at personal and 
social judgments and decisions comes importantly from the discipline of 
economics; but it also comes from histo~y, politics, business, labor, journal- 
ism and other sources beyond that one academic discipline. 

As explained by its own advocates, the design of a more strictly disciplin- 
ary appr(~ac1i to economics standards and curriculum for grades K-12 
would not even attempt to accomplish the civic competence objective of 
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the NCSS standard (see, e.g., Costrell, 2000). The difference partly follow 
from a judgment about the teachers' knowledge and understanding. ,4s 
explained by the principal drafters of the Vohtntnry ivatio~ral Coufenf Stnn- 
dards in Economics: 

The standards attempt to reflect conse~~srls in the cliscipline.. .. The final 
standards reflect the view of a large rnajority of ecorlo~nists today in favor of a 
"neoclassical model" of economic behavior.. .. Including strongly held 
minority views of  economic processes risks corlfi~sing and fr-ustrating teachers 
and studenb who are then left with the responsibility of sorting the qualifica- 
tions and alternatives without a sufficient Four~dation to d o  so. (Rteszaros 8c 
Siegfried, 1997, p. viii) 

In other words, although the discipline of economics is alseady narrower 
than the NCSS theme, it must be simplified and narrowed even f ~ ~ r t l ~ e r ,  
partly because teachers won't have the knowledge they would need even 
for teachingjust the discipline itself as it really is. 

Whether theirjudgment is correct or not about the realistic possibilities, 
their argument does show how teaching academic disciplines as such 
would differ from teaching social studies as preparation for civic compe- 
tence. We are further told, for example, that "some very important aspects 
of economics are either quite complex or so controversial that no existing 
consensus seems to exist. In spite of their importance, such complex or 
controversial aspects of economics receive less attention in the [Econom- 
ics] standards for pedagogical reasons" (Meszaros Rc Siegfried, 1997, p. 
viii). Since democracy requires, however, that citizens be capable of partici- 
pating in decisions on matters of public concern arid consequence, c i~ic  
competence-as the purpose for social studies education-requires that 
students must learn to deal with such matters even, or especially, when they 
are complex and controversial (Stanley & Whitson, 1992; Whitson Rc Stan- 
ley, 1990). 

Costrell's (2002) argument that the academic discipline of economics 
should define the social subject(s) in grades K-12 is exceptional for its clar- 
ity in recognizing that there is an issue here, one that requires taking a 
position that can be supported with reasonable arguments. More typically, 
it is simply assunled that a future teacher majoring in economics, history, 
or political science is ipso facto learning the content that is, as if by defini- 
tion, the subject matter for K-12 student learning about the economic, 
civic, or historical dimensions of human being. 

The difference between academic disciplines and the scliool subject of 
social studies-or at least tlle possibility of' such a difference-has long 
been salient to those eligaged in social studies teacher education (Bro- 
phy, 1997, pp. 81-52). As Shaver (1997) reflects on his engagement with 
this issue: 
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For rnc.)rc than 25 years: I argued, some might even say vociferously, that 
social studies should be defined as the curricular area centered o n  citizen- 
ship education. The  counter position, put simplistically, is the definition of 
the social studies as history and  the social sciences simplified and adapted fbr 
pedagogical purposes. From that perspc:ctive, citizenship no a goal is not 
rejected, but considered a n  incidental outcome of instruction. (p. 210) 

Shaver explains his more recent "recanting of definitional sectarianism 
for definitional agnosticism" (p. 215) in recognition of the fact that for 
most "social studies" teachen or curriculum suprr visor-s, "definitional ques- 
tions ouch as, 'St~ould it be "social studies is.. . "or " t h  social studies are. . . 
?"' lack profesknal salience" (p. 2 1 1 ): 

So. in regard to definitional purity, one  must, from the above hardly new 
analysis, ask, cziz 6ono:To what purpose? For whose benefit? If a major, if not 
thrprirpose of NCSS is to inllnence schooling for the benefit of  the students 
a n d  society, then definitional purity, insistence o n  a citi~enship-centered 
definition (or  an) other  single definition) that denies the existence and  
appropriateness of teachers' diberse instructional orientations, is dysfunc- 
tional. (1-3. 21 1) 

The issue of what. teachers need to know in order to teach the social s u b  
ject(s) forces us to recognize why the struggle over definitions cannot be 
abandoned. What they need to know depends on what the subject(s) is (or 
are) that they are to be teaching. Four years of majoring in history or eco- 
nomics might leave a social studies teacher without the knowledge he or 
she would need for helping K-12 students prepare for their roles as effec- 
tive citizens, i.e., as competent participants in the historical and economic 
life of their societies-however well it might equip them for teaching his- 
tory 01. economics as academic disciplines. 

The Job Ahead 

Altliougli, as Shaver recognizes, these questions have been debated in 
the past as arcane issues in curriculum theory, in our current context they 
bear on the most pressing and consequential struggles over public policy 
conce~ ning teacher preparation and educational accountability. In the 
public discussion of these issues, we don't usually hear arguments for why 
curriculum in this area should be defined a? teaching certain academic dis- 
ciplines. Slore often, a disciplinary definition is simply taken for granted, 
without justification, as in implicit but necessaril) presupposed bask for 
the policics and programs being advocated. 
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If, however, authors who actually do argue for a disciplinary definition 
have not posed arguments against social studies for civic competence as a 
viable alternative, the Fault may not entirely be theirs. Costrell (2000, pp. 
187-195), for example, explicitly addresses the question, "Can Econoinics 
Standards Re Non-Discipline-Based?" using the "pre-disciplinary'! 1997 
Massachusetts standards as representing the akernative to teaching eco- 
nomics as a discipline. If those st.andards do not represent thc social stud- 
ies for civic competence alternative, then where is this alternative 
represented? What kinds of learning about economic reality do students 
need for civic competence, and how does this differ from teaching eco- 
nomics as a discipline? And what do teachers need to know to promole 
such learning . . . and how is this knowledge different limn what teachers 
will acquire by learning only economics as a discipline? 

The arguments that we do see feature the alternatives as something less 
t h , m  disciplinary, as in the "predisciplinary" klassachusetts standards, or in 
Martel's (1999) claim that the KCSS standards "dilute and merge seven 
major clisciplines into one interdisciplinary amalgan~ called 'social stud- 
ies."' To the contrary, social studies for civic competence demands more 
t h m  merely disciplinary education. History, economics, and the other dis- 
ciplines are indeed indispensable vehicles for social competence and 
understanding, but they are not sufficient in and of themselves. As Thorn- 
ton (2001b) points out, the disciplines are sources of essential "content" 
for social studies, but that content still needs to be incorporated into "sub- 
ject-matter" for accomplishing the purposes of I(-12 social studies. 

As Thornton observes: 

The standards makers, and the policymakers they served, also appear to have 
assumed that the same content would yield approximaiely uniform subject 
matter and that that is a desirable outcome. Al tho~~gh they rnacle a nod to 
standards being only a basis for curriculum making and subject matter selec- 
tion at the local level, the standards makers essential1)i cast teachers as con- 
duits through which the standards will flow untainted. (Thornton. 2001b, p. 
238; on  the problem of teachers being regarded as "conduits:" see also 
Parker, 1987; Ben-Peretz & Connelly, 1980) 

Instead of serving as "concluits" for delivery of "content" dictated by spe- 
cialists in academic disciplines, social educators must know how to inte- 
grate material from the disciplines into the subject-matter of a curriculum 
in which students acquire the competence for effective participation in 
democratic citizenship. For this, the teacher must not only know the disci- 
plines providing content for the social studies, hut must also have the 
knowledge necessary .to perform the essential role of "curricular-instruc- 
tional gatekeeper" (Thornton, 1991, 2001~; cf. Parker, 1987 on the 
teacher's role in "mediation"). 
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Cogent as these arguments by Thornton, Parker, and others have been, 
however, they do not provide accounts of what teachers need to know that 
are as concrete, specific, and elaborate as what we can see in the literature, 
for example, on teaching econonlics as an academic discipline. If we are 
not content to see instruction in the disciplines supplant education for 
civic competence, by default-in schools and teacher education programs, 
as well as in the public discourse-then we will need to develop our own 
detailed and elaborate accounts of what teachers need to know for the pro- 
motion of civic competence. 

This chapter began with the idea that the job at hand could be one of 
synthesizing and identifying residual gaps in a well-developed understand- 
ing of' what social studies teachers need to know, reflected in the literatures 
in social studies education and teacher education, and in the standards 
developed by NCSS, NCATE, and NRPTS. We have discovered, to the con- 
trary, the urgent need for an enormous undertaking that could not be 
accomplished in a single chapter such as this. A5 researchers and as social 
studies teacher educators, we may indeed share among ourselves a well- 
developed understanding of what social studies teachers need to know; but 
never before has there been such an urgent need to articulate that under- 
standing-as concretely and specifically as possible-for a much broader 
public audience. 
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