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The f1e1d of soc1al studles is so_ caught up in_ ambigu1ty,,

inconsistency and contradiction_that it represents._a complex

educational enigma; . It has also def1ed any.. f1nal def1n1t10n

defxnitions of the social studiea h .ve been characterized by
conflict rather that consensus. If the social studies is

: what the scholars in the. field say it is, it is a o=
schizophrenic bastard child. (Barr, Barth, & Shermis, 1977,
P 1)

and amblguous part of the elementary and secondary schobi

curr1cu1um9 In Def1n1ng the Soc1a1 Stud1es, Barr, Barth éﬁ&

Shermls identlfy two basic reasons. Flrst, the field ié

re1at1ve1y young in that 1t has only been recogn:zea as a
professional field during the last 60 years. Second, the social
studies curriculum has been the major focus of many special
interest groups seeking to influenc: what is -aught in the public
schools:

Unlike the areas of_ Enéii;h mathematlcs, and science; where

the acadeiic. dlsc1p11nes are reflected in the school .

curriculum and where there is a rather direct relationship

between university scholars and curriculum offerings at the

elementary and secondary level, there has never been -
agreement over who was-or shourd be responsible for the
social studies curriculum in the pub11c schools. (Barr,
Barth, & Shermis, 1977 p. 15)

ThlS 1ack of cohe51on in the soc1a1 stuales currlculnm is

ev1dence by the mquy and sometlmes competlng conceptlons of what
the empha51s in social studles educatlon ehbuld be. ééférai

recent an’ii es of curr1cu1um theorlzlng in the social studies

reveal a great varlety of "organlzers,' théﬁeé; or rationales

that have been used as the founiation of social studies curricula
tﬁé;;; ﬁarth’ & Shermis, 1977! gtaniey, iééﬁr Osborne, 1984;

Newmann, 1985' and Ch11coat, 1985)



198&) ldent1f1es six maJor ratlonales developed since 1960. The
ajor 1nf1uence on curriculum theoriz1ng in the social studies in

he last twenty -five years, accordlng to Osborne, has been Jerome

runer's The_ ProceSS—of—Educatlon. Aithonéh Bruner's focus was

r1mar11y on science educatlon, the book had an extraordinary

nfluence on social studies education as nell Us1ng examples

rom articles; textbooks; and curriculum projects of social

tud1es educators, Osborne notes that four of the ratlonales

re the direct result of' Bruner s ideas in Ihe—?rocesa of

éﬁéééié&; Tbose 1nc1ude. (1) the search for concepts as the

isis for organlzlng both curr1cu1um and instruction (Hanna &

)71); (2) the attempt to define the social scientist¢'s method of
1quiry and make that the central pr1nc1p1e of curr:culum

velo pment (Mass1ala & Cox, 1966 Boyd, 1972);! (3) the advocacy
: d1scovery and Inquxry as the most deS1rab1e forms of pedagogy

'enton, 1969), and (ﬁ) the analys1s of nubllc issues as the

1eorIzIng since 1960 that are not assoc1ated w;th Brunar 5 work,

cordlng to 0sborne. The f1rst of these is the values or moral
ncation movement 6f the late 1960 s and 1970's: Values
ucation came in three different forms: "values analys1s

ewmann, 1976); "values clarification" (kaths, ﬁarmin, & éimon,
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sborne; 19825 Conrad & Hedin’ 1977)'

A second view of soial studies curr1culum theorleng is
esented by Barr, Barth and Shermxs (1977), who have attempted

) def1ne the soc1al studies by presentlng a plcture of a f1e1d

1 which it is agreed that the primary goal is c1t12ensh1p

lucation. As part of a historical overview of what has occurred

. the name of soc1a1 stud1es educatxon they 1dent1fy three

raditions." These three traditions ere: (i) social stndiés as
txzenshlp transm1551on, (2) soc1a1 studles taught as social

1ence, and (3) soc1a1 studles taught as ref1ect1ve 1nqu1ry.

though these traaitiaﬁs vary in curriculum content and

dagogxcal methods, Barr, Barth and Shermls situate each of

ese traditions within the follow1ng defxnxtxon "The social

Ir the process of out11n1ng a plan for the reconstruction of
rrent social edUCatlon approaches based on Harold Rugg s notion

soc1a1 reconstructlon, Stanley (1981a, 1981b), prov1des a

er perspectxve on soCIal studles currlculum theory and

:ntifies five ratlonale categori s that haVé been used to

janize and fac111tate the analysxs of social studles educatlon.
inléy's rationalés inctude: (1) social education based od

imon values (Oliver & Shaver, i966); (2) the social science



d1sc1p11nes and hiwtory as a rationale for social education
(Wesley & Wronski, 1958; Bruner, 1960; Lowe, 1969; Wigééné; 1972;
Morrissett & Stevens, 1971; Krug, 1967 Beetor; 1969), (3)

1nqu1ry as a rationa‘e for social educatxon (Beyer, 1971

Goldmark; 1968; Engié— 1970; Brubaker, 1967); (4) social

educatlon as inqulry into selected soc1al problems (Hunt &

Metcalf, 1968; Massialas & éoxi i§66; Nelson, 1974; Ph1111ps,

1974), and (5) citizen action as a rationale for social studies

education (ﬁewmann; 1975)’

Newmann (iééﬁ) pré§énts a synthééis and crltldné of what he
terms the "radical perspective" and proposes a research agenda to
be undertaken if this perspective is to be incorporated into
social studles teachlng. The radlcal perspectlve 1ncludes

prop051tlons "which promote a central social value or 1deal

stratégiéé for 1mprov1ng education:"
Newmann describes the "mainstream" perspectlve in social

studles education and four general curriculum ratlonales that

have critiqued the mainstream in the last twenty years. Drawing

on several studies of the state of social studies and schooling

in general,; (Shaver,; et al., 1978 Morrlssett, 1982; Goodlad,

1983 Boier, i9§3§ Siéé%, 1984), Newmann characterizes the
"mainstream" or modal pattern of social studies teaching and
curriculum as 1nclud1ng.

tbs,ssasbens,ef,?89}§ted facts focused on life in the United

States and_its _history, a_passive acceptance of _dominant._

social institutions and roles and the acquisition of soCIa1
knowledge as something to be received as authoritative



rather than to be undtrstood or ronst;ucted as problematic.
(1985 p. 1-2)

Newmann 1dent1f1es Foar general currlculum ratlonales that
critiiﬁe the mainstream. Each ratlonale has articulated a

theoretical frameWork has developed curriculum programs for the

ratlonales include: social science 1nqu1ry (noééiééééé &
Séévéﬁé; l97ij; criticai thinkiﬁg on pdbllé controversy (6liver &
Shaver, 1976), moral development (Kohiberg, 1981); and social

ction (Newmann, 1975)
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Newmann contlnues by 1dent1fy1ng exceptlons t

mainstream pattern in social studies and calling attention to the

lack of a agreement that exists within the field;2 He also points

to the inclusion of top1c related stud1es in tde social studIes--

such as global educatlon, law—related educat1on, economics,

ethnic studles, and peace studles.

One of the common features in each of the above analyses of

curriculum ratlonales for SOulél st ndies education is the

(¢

"lus1on of ref1ect1ve thlnklng, InquIry, or critical th1nk1ng

H.\ |

stud1es. Newmann (1985) points out that a1though the Impact of
alternatlve rationales on the mainstream curriculum has been
neg11g1b1e, the ref1ect1ve inqu:l;ry3 rationale has had the mosSt

siénificant influence.
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Historical BéféiSigeia of the Reflective Inquiry Model

John Bewey proposed a theory of reflectlve thlnking in 1910

with the writing of How We—ihink Reflect1ve 1nqu1 y as a

ratlonale for teachlng the soc1al stud1es was developed by the

Nat101a1 Education Association Committee on the Social Studies in
1916 when it called for students to participate in crit{cai
thinhiné insteed of recitetion; drllling, and memorlzlng. The
Commlttee called for students to follow a process of (1)

tientifyxng facts from their life experlences, (2) gatherlng

other facts through investlgatlon, (3) us1ng their reas on1ng

powers to foxm conclus1ons, and (%) submltting the1r conclusions

to criticism (in Bérr; Bértﬁ; and Shermls, 1977. ﬁﬁ; 53-64);
In 1933; Dewey restated his theory of reflective thinking in

a new edition of How We Think. In th1s restatement of the

reiation of reflectlve thtnking to the educative process, Dewey

clearness of statement," therefore mekiné it more accessible and
useable for the classroom teacher. In the now famous éhabter

VII, Dewey presented his analys15 of reflective thihhihé;

Identlfyxng 'the essential functlons of reflectlve ect1v1ty "
Reflective act1v1ty, accordlng to Dewey, 1nvolves the stété’ of
th1nk1ng that occur foiiow1ng a perplexed; troubled or éskéﬁééa
situation at the begiuning" (pre-reflective situation) and prior
to "a cleared-up, unified, resolved situation at the close"

(post reflectlve s1tuat10n) In Dewey theory, reflective

thought occurs within these limits and includes the foiiowxng



(1) suggestions, in which the mind leaps forward to a

possible solution; (2) an intellectualization of the

difficulty or perplexity that has been felt (directly
. experienced) into.a problem tc be solved, a question for

which the answer must be sought; (3) the use of one

suggestion after another as a leading idea, or_hypothesis,

to initiate and guide observation and other operations in
collection of factual material; (4) the mental elaboration
of the idea or supposition as an idea or supposition
(reasoming; in_ the sense in which reasoning is a part, not
the whole, of inference); and (5) testing the hypothesis by
overt or imaginative action. (Dewey, 1933, p: 107)

In a review of research on teaching the social studies
Metcalf (1963) acknowledged Dewey (1933) as the source for the

general theory of reflective thinking, but points out that

Griffin (1942), "stands alone in his attempt to elaborate in
ﬁéééfiééi and theoretical terms what reflective §ﬁ§8§§ means for

teaching history and for the subject-matter preparation of high

school history teachers" (Metcalf, 1963, p, 934). Griffin's
dissertation is significant in that it addresses questions of

pedagogical method, selection and organization of content, and

the curriculum of teacher education in a complete and precise

manner, and draws upon the theory of reflective thinking outlined
by Dewey:

Studies by Bayles (1950), Quillen and Hanna (1948), and

Knight and Mickelson (1949) attempted to empirically test the

main propositions of Griffin's theory. For a variety of reasons,

such as inappropriate research designs and "misapplication" of
Griffin's theory; these studies provided little new information
about the iéiééiéﬁéﬁiﬁ of reflective thinking and social studies

education (Metcalf, 1963).
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Meanwh1le, work was being done durlng the 19&0's and 1950 s

to extend the theory of reflect1ve th1nk1ng that Dewey had

1n1t1ally provlded. Boyd Bode ’1940) publxshed How We Learn:

Earl Johnson s (1956) Theorygand Bractlce in_ thegsoc;al Studles

sYnthes1zed the 1d of ﬁewev and Bode. Maur1ce Hunt and

Lawrence Metcalf i feachiné High School Social Studies (1955)

prov1ded an Important integratlon of the method of reflect1ve
thinkiné and the teachlng of social studies by proposing their

"closed areas" approach wh1ch called for the treatment of top1cs

that are most often affected by preJudxce, stereotypes,

Ignorance, and controversy (1.e., ethn1c1ty, values, patrlotlsm)
In the 1960 s, the value of reflect1ve 1nqu1ry in the social

studles was Upported by two d1fferent schools of currxculum

thouéht. iach used the theory of reflectIve thInkIng as 1ts

conceptual framework, but advocated different instruction ends.
One school of thought focused on the development of

analytlcal skllls. Th1s brand of anutry "involves the prééé§§é§

whereby the learner part1c1pates in social SC1ence, and acquires

the organlzlng pr1nc1ples and analyt1c tools of a d1sc“pl1ne as

means to further and cont1nu1ng inquiries w1th1n that f1eld“

(Grabtree, 1967 p; 79}; The maJor impetus to this school of

thought was Bruner's The Process of Education. This movement is

popularly known as the structure of the d1sc1p11ne
A second school of thought, saw 1nformed decision- maktng

as the ultimate aim of social studies education: The iﬁportance

of inquiry and analytical skills was not denied; but the emphasis

10




here was cn the synthesizing skills of the decision-maker, not

the analyt1ca1 sk111s of the SOClal sc1ent1st The process of
valu1ng was view d as a major factor in dec1S1on mak1ng.

It is the professed character of thls school of the social

studies to_give practice in_submitting those values to.

analysis, and in judging the worth of decisions reachned

against their tested--and criticized--outcomes in action.
(Crabtree, 1967, p. 80)

Sh1rley Engle s (1960) art1cle, "Dec1s1on Maklng The Heart of
Soc1al Stud1es Instructlon and Hullftsh and Smith's (1961)

Reflectlve,Thlnklng+ff1heAMethodgof Educatlon, were major

1nf1uences on th1s perspect1ve of reflect1ve 1nqu1ry, prov1d1ng
rat1onal s sim11ar to the ons produced by the N.E.A. 1916
Committae.

Throughout the 1960 s, the results of the emphaS1s on new

curr1culum development in the soc1al stud1es produced what has

been called a "cafeteria" of curriculum selection: Empha31s on
the role of the social science disciplines and a values approach
to social studies were the two most dom1nant strains of "the new
sdciai stu&iés.“ A vast array of curfic&iﬁﬁ "6é§§ﬁiéér§"f that

women's stuules; career preparatlon; free;enterprlse schoollné,
etc., created "curr1cular anarchy" (Gro 5 i B:'”és””, l§§§§

The cont1nued development and refinement of the reflective
Inqulry model for éééial stud1es surv1ved the flood of
alternative curriculum proposals, however, several S1gn1f1cant
treatments of reflect1ve ifquiry were produced dur1ng the 19/0'5.

The influence éé these works are reflected, in part, in the

O
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current conceptions of reflective inquiry. Beyer's Inquiry in

the éaéiéi étﬁdies éiésééééi (1971} éﬁé iiéhéE& ?ﬁiiiip's

1dent1fled the paramount concern of social studies to be che

creatioi of 1ntellectua11y Independent 1nd1v1duals, based upon

the applxcatxon of the theory of reflectlJe thlnklng. Jewett

theory of reflectlve th1nk1ng can be app11ed in the secondary

social studies classroom;

Current Conceptions of Reflective Inquiry

As we have seen, over the yééié né§é§'§ theory of
reflective tﬁ”:ght and the pedagogy it inspir d was restat ed
again and agaln by a long 11ne of educators and has in fact taken
a rE"é'ed place among theories of learnlng and teachlng. It is
generally agreed that reflectlve 1nqu1ry is an extremely useful

and popular teach1ng strategy. Yet, in sp1te of W1deSpread

endorsement of reflect1ve 1nqu1ry, eopeC1a11y by soc1al studles

educators, classroom teachers use th1s teachlng strategy rarely,
if ever, re1y1ng 1nstead upon pedagog1cal approaches that many
tlmes stlf e 1nqu1ry and cr1t1cal thlnklng (Shaver, Davis &
Helburn, 1979; Ross, 1984).

As currently conceived; reflective inquiry is not unlike
what is now called "critical thinking." Cornbleth (1985)
identifies two perspectlves on critical thinking evident in the

current literature.,

@
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F1rst, the log1cal-analyt1cal perspectxve presents cr1t1cal

th1nk1ng as a list of steps or skills to be mastered

1nd1V1dually. The focus here is on prec1sely idéntifyiné the

parts of the th1nking process nd prOV1d1ng the student w1th a

series of steps to follow. The ultImate goal of th1s approach is

1mprovement of student thiniiné through the dev l pment of a
complete taxonomy of th1nk1ng skllls. An example of the 1og1cal-
analyt1cal approach to reflect1ve 1nqu1ry in soC1al stud1es can
be found in the work by Beyer (1979; 198%a; 198&5). ﬁéyér‘s
version of reflective 1nqu1ry is presented to students in a 6é§}

deta11ed step by step manner and students are encouraged to
approach problem solV1ng tasks usxng a 11near procedure. Béyer

identifies the major stumbl1ng -block in the effective use of

reflective 1nqu1ry pedagogy to be 1nsuff1cient procedurallzat1on.

He also adv1ses that th1nk1ng skills of students can be 1mproved

through prec1se definltxon of the skills to be taught, prov1d1ng

pl cit or "step by step instructlons" on how to use spec1f1c

hinking skills. The most crucial part of Eéééﬁiﬁg thinkiné

ot

skllls, accord1ng to Beyer, is the « dlscussion of its operatlonal

procedures;

Cornbelth tlééS) describes an alternative to the loglcal-
analytical model of critical tﬁiﬁiiﬁé--éﬁ approach to critical

thinking that is more closely associated with the theory of

reflective th1nking as pr ese nted by Dewey and Griffin, This

philosophy of Dewey (1933), Mills (1959), Bernstein (1976), and

11
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Cherryholmes (1982). Cornbelth's alternative model of critical
thinking is closely linked with Dewey's notion of reflective

Eﬁaﬁéﬁé ;;; "an atiive, ﬁérsiétéhtg and careful éonsiﬁeréiibn of
any belief or supposed form of knowledge in the 1ight of the
grounds that support it and the further conclusions to which it
leads" (Dewey, 1933, p.9).

This alternative perspective goes beyond the "skills
approach™ of the logical-analytical model. As presented by

Cornblath (1985),

it involves informed skepticism, the
questioning of ideas encountered, and the cultivation of a

"critical spirit" or "reflective skepticism."™ It is also

reflexive--"encompassing reflection on our beliefs and actions,
either in self-review or in anticipation of Future consequences
of alternative actions" (Cornbeith, 1985; p. 8-9).

Criticisws of the Logical-Analytical Model of Reflective Ingiiry

The logical-analytical model dominates current presentations

of reflective induiry; This model of refieciiVé ihdﬁify rarefies
the "steps" of reflective thinking identified by Dewey. The
fragmentation of the thinking process into steps or procedures,
implies that reflective thinking is a linear process, which it
rarely if ever seems to be (Cornbleth, i§§§§; On the contrary,
Dewey presents reflective thinking as & recursive process:

The five phases, terminals, or functions of thought, that we

have noted do- not follow one another in a set order. On the
contrary, each step in genuine thinking does_something to
perfect the formation of a suggestion and_ promote the -
location and definition of the problem. . Each improvement in

the idea leads to new observations that yield new facts or

12



data and help the m1nd judge more accur 4te1y the relevancy
of facts already at hand. (Dewey, 1933, 115-116)

Not only does the procedurallzatlon of reflect1ve th1nk1ng

to th1nk1ng is narrowly reductlonlstlc and falls to call

attentlon to the loglc of dlalectlcal issues (Paul 1984;

Cornbleth 1985 Sadler & Whlmhey, 1985 Sternberg, 1985- Ross &
Hahnafg in préss);

The loglcal analytlcal approach to thlnklng, as repr sented

by the work of Beyer and others, is helpful as a dlagnostic tool

(Sadler & Whimbey, 1985); but it is an inappropriate method of
fostering truiy refiective or criticai thinkiné Bi students.

and 1nterfere w1th teachers efforts to increase the nalytlcal

abiiity of their students.

The reductionistic assumptlon of this model of reflective
thinking presents a serious probiem; If the discrete skills as

identified sy this model add up to reflective thinking then the

coroiiary is that reflective thinﬁihg may be divided and
reassembled without damage (Cornhieth i9§55’ This
réductionistic umptlon, "destroys the substance and spirit of
cr1t1ca1 thought" (Cornbieth 1984 p; 6) In effectg then,
refiectlve th1nk1ng becomes noth1ng more than a series of
isolated cogn1t1ve actlons that lack purpose, this apbroach

procedurallzes reflectlve thought (Ross & Hannay, in press)

13



The logical-analytical model's lack of recognition of the
difference between ﬁrohlems of a technical nature and prohlems of
a dialectical nature creates a tendency to reduce all problems to
the procedural or technical level. This is a crucial 56i§é,
esnecially for social studies educators because as Paul notes,

"To the extent that a problem about humans is rendered technical
it is reduced to a relatively narrow system of éiclﬁSionarj

ideas; technlcal prec1s1on and manageability are achieved by
excludlng a variety of other technical and nontechn1cal f atures"

(1985 p; 10) Secondly, in the socxal studies and the

human1t1es there are a variety of alternatlve systems or
compet1ng "1ewpolnts. Wlthln th1s context, the issues under

1nvestlgation are; accord1ng to Paul properly understood as

dialectical--that is Walling for dialogical reason1ng not

technical reasoning. Dlaloglcal reasonlng is described by Paul
as,

,..thinking crxtxcaIIy and recxprocally w1th1n opp031ng

points of view.. This. ability to move up._and back._ between

contradictory lines of reasoning, using each to critically
cross-examine the other, is not characteristic of the
technical mind. Technical knovledge is typically developed
by restriction to one frame of reference,; to one standpoint.
Knowledge arrived at _dialectically; in contrast; is_like the

verdict, with supporting reasoning, of a_jury._ _There is no.

fail-safe path to it. There are at least two points of view
to enterta1n. It is not, as problem solving theorists tend

state through a series of transformations (or ooerations) to

a final (answering) state. (1984, p. 10)

Dialectic thinking cannot, by its very nature, be reduced to
an operational procedure. "When we think dialectically we are

guided by principles, not procedures, and thé application of the

14



are not easily cateéorized. These problems span many

disciplines, contain a multitude of variables, and the moral,

intellectual, and affective factors at play are not éaslly

1solated——the solutlons to these problems are not to be found in

the stricture of 4 d1sc1p11ne or a procedure. As Paul notes, the

"neat and abstract procedures of technical reason1ng have no

place in the solutlon of these problems. When confronted w1th

soc1al problems, the most effectlve reasonlng is dlaloglcal

What is_ called for is_ dlaloglc, polnt ~counter point,;;

argument for _and _argument against; scrutiny. of -individual

event . agalnst the. background of this or_that global

"totalizing" of it into one's life. What is called for is

liberating emancipatory reason, the ability to reason.
across, between, and beyond the neatly marshalled dz%a of
any _given technical domain. Becaiuse it cannot presuppose or

restrict _itself to any one system or_ technical language or
procedure, it must be dialectical. _That is, it must move-
back and forth between opposing point of view: (Paul, 1984,
p. 11)

The technlcal natiure of the loglcal analytlcal approach to

reflectxve 1nquiry in comblnatlon with the ep1stemolog1cal be11ef

a lack of skept1c1sm on the part of students and teachers. As a

result; critical 1nterpretatlon is absént from soc1al studles

classrooms. Social processes and institutions become iffiunie from
critical examination and therefore are accepted as "value free"
or as "unchangeable". This uncritical stance tends to reinforce

and reproduce the statns quo.

An example may help to clarify the discussion. In the
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course of a ninth grade civics « class, the students confront an
importént commun*ty 1ssue--the homeless. The students identlfy
this issue as a problem and beéin to 1nqu1re into how the problem

mlght be solved. Us1ng the loglcal ana1yt1ca1 approach to

1nqu1ry, chances are hlgh that any course of action dec1ded upon

b; the students will involve us1ng ex1st1ng governmental or
communlty organlzatlons to solve the problem. This in and of
1tse1f is not 1nappropr1ate. The polnt here is that students
have confronted an 1mportant crucial social problemj w1thout
examining the crux of the problem--how these ;;551.; came to be
homeless. lhe students are looklng for answers to a problem by

tem and institutions that created the problem

m\
oy
m\

réiyihg on the

in the first place. In this s1tuatlon, E%éﬁiéé-ééiviﬁg occurs
without the risk of upsetting the stztus quo. Social problems

are l""é’tlgated w1thout cr1t1que of fhe soc1a1 cofitext.

The app11catlon of the log1cal-analyt1cal model of
xeflective 1nqu1ry in the classroom presents students w1th an

artlf1c1a1 conceptlon of tie reflectlve th1nk1ng process and does

not prepare students to face real world problems. This viewpoint
is shared b§ Stérnberé (1985)£

EThere is aj lack of correspondence between what is redulred

in school programs 1ntended to develop cr1t1ca1 th1nR1ng. :
The problems of thinking in the real world do _not correspond

well with the problems that are in many respects unlike
those that they will face as adults. (p. 184)




between current programs of critical thlnklng and real world
thinkiné:
1. In_ tbé ‘everyday world, the fiést and_sometimes most _

that a problem exists:

2. In everydey problem solviné, it is often harder to figure
out just what the problem is than to figure out how to
solve it.

3, Everyday problems tend to be illstructured.

4, In everyday problem solvlng, it is not usually clear- just
what information will be needed to solve a given problem,
nor is it always clear where the requisite information
can be found.

5: Tbeisoldtionsitoieverydayﬁproblems depend on an interact

with the contexts in which the problems are presented.

6. Everyday problems generally have no one right solution, and
even the criteria for what constitutes a best solution
are often not clear.

on 1nformal knoiledge as on formal knowledge.

8. Solutions to im;ortant probiéms have consequences that
matter.

. nveryday problem solvlng often occurs in groups.

9
16: Everyday problems can be compllcated messy; and stubbornly

pers1stent.

An 1mproved correspondence be tween tbé triué nature of
reflectlve th1nk1ng and the approach to reflective i Inquxry in the
classroom should be our concern as we look to the future of social
studies education. In the next section, implications of the

alternative model of reflective inddiry will be éiﬁiéééé.



Implications for the Futn:ejfﬁFesterigggi Alternative Approach to

Reflective Inqniry

1nqu1ry is that procedurallzatlon is 1ncompatab1e W1th reflectlve
Ehinkiné; Thérefore, it cannot tauéht as a system of steps to be
followed. Teachers can, however, provide opportunities and support

for reflective inquiry.:

Cornblet (1985) has suééfs'*d an opportunlty support-

instruction framework for teach1ng reflective thinklng. In this
framework students are ngen opportunltles for actlve 1nvolvement in

tasks. Muitlple resources prOV1d1ng var1ed v1éWpolnts and

1nterpersona1 support are glven to students, and the teacher g1ves

d1rectlon to students tasks and prov1des evaiuatlve, rather that

1nformat1ve, féedséék;

Many social studles educators ha re"'tly begun to explore

the roie of criticai théorf or the radtcal perspectlve 63
education (Newmann, 1985; Kickbush, 1985; Cordon; 1985 Ross &

Hannay, 1985a & 1985b). Apple (1979, 1982), Giroix (1983 1985),
Cherryholmes (1980 1985) and thers; have prov1ded a concentuai
frameWork for the application of this nérsnéctive to education in

North America: This perspective has its roots in Marxian thought

and has been influence by such authors ag Habermas, Gramsci, F;ié}éi

Bernste1n, Young, and Bord1eu (Newmann, 1985) The radlcal

perspectlve, as described by Newmann (1985), 1nc1udes three

propositions: (1) promotion of a central sociai value or ideal

(emancipation of all people subject to domination), (2) description



of the nature of social ltfe (existence of domInant 1nterests and

the ahiiity of peopie to resist these 1nterests), and (3) creation
of strategles for 1mprov1ng educatlon (soc1al knowledge, pract1cal

§k111s and crititél discourse)a

grounded in the cr1t1cal theory of the radlcal perspectlv

Reflect1ve 1nqu1ry must become cr1t1cal by 1ncorporat1ng room for

the app11catlon of prInciples, not procedures, in the investigation

of social issues. Maféoaéi; this cr1t1cal reflectlon must be

portrayed as a State of m1nd rather than a set of steps to follow,

and pract1ced w1th1n classrooms at all levels. Knowledge must be

removed from the rarefied pos1t10n it holds within textbooks and

classroom notes. Knowledge should be repr esented as value= laden and

negotiahle. The aim oF such cr1t1cal pedagogy is to counter the

pervasive passivity and unreflective t inking that now exist in
social studies classrooms.

It is important to remember that education involves more than

skill developmenta There is an important distinction to be made

between "critical thinking skills" on one hand and "critical
thinklng on the other. Thinking skills are isolated 1ntellectual

functlons such as d1st1ngu1sh1ng betwcen verifiable facts and value

distihguishing between warranted or unwarranted cla1ms, determining

the reliability of a claim or source, etc. While these skills are

certainly important, mastery of these discrete SklllS does not

necessarily produce a critical thinker. Technical proficienci is to



be highly vainéa but not as an end in itself. To train Someofe to

think c cr1t1cally means to train them to expose the1r th1nking to

others, to open them elves to criticism from their peers as we11 as

££oi authorlty. In scholarly circles this openness is insisted

ﬁpoﬁ; because individual thinkiné, no mattér how "skilled", is

faith'" (Sabini and Silver, 1985);

A serious app11cat10n of Dewey s concept of ref1ect1ve 1nqu1ry

prov1des another avenue to achieve trls goal Reflecttve teach1ng
1nc1udes teachlng carr1ed out by someone not on1y sk111ed in the

process of 1nqu1ry but someone that possesses the att1tudes of

openmIndedness, respons1b111ty, and wholehearted ess" as definea hy

Béﬁei (1933)’ Good thlnking, accord1ng to Dewey, results from the

union of sk111ed methods and the approprlate attitudes: Because of
the1r lmportance in Bewey s theory, a br1ef review of the att1tudes
follows. F1rst, openmindedness refers to "an active des1re to

listen to more sides than one; to give heed to facts from whatever
source they come; to give full attention to alternative
poSS1b111t1es~ to recognize the poss1b111ty of error even in the

is" (ﬁewey; 1933; p: 59); As Zeichner

o

beliefs that are dearest t
and Teitelbaum point out, this attitude requires an appraisal of
rationales that underlie what is ordinariii taken for granted:

Secon ﬂiy; the att1tude of responS1b111ty refers to be1ng

follow reasonably from any positions already taken" (Dewéy; 1933, p.

20



32). The final attitude described by Dewey is wholeheartedness.
This attitude refers to a genuine enthusiasm, where the attitudes of

responsibility and openmindedness are at the center of thé person's

11fe.

ﬁewey defined refiective action as "active; persistent and

iiéht of the grounds that support it and the further consequences to
which it ieads" (p; 9); For Dewey, as noted prev1ons1y, reflection
was more than mereip the five phases of thonéht; The value of

reflective tnoaght is that it:

act1v1ty. - Put in posrtrve terms, th1nk1ng enables us to dIrect
our activities with foresight and to plan according to end-in-
view, or purposes of which we are aware. It enables us to act
in deliberate and intentional fashion to-attain future-objects
or to come into command of what is now distant and lacking
(Dewey, 1933, p. 17).

If Dewey s perceptlon of reflective 1nqu1ry is removed from the
boundarles 1mposed by the loglcal analytical model of reflect1

1nquiry; then the facets described above are not incongruent with

the Eonéepts advocated by the radical perspectrve. What is proposed
is the 1ntegrat10n of reflectlve 1nqu1ry w1th the propos1t10ns of

the radlcal perspectlve on education. What would soc1a1 studles

notions of neaey's reflective thinking and critical theory look
like? Social studies courses should psOVIde a milieu supportlve of
reflectxve inqniry w1th the goal of maklng the taken for- granted
prohiénatio. Students would be éﬁeaﬁiagea and snpported to appiy

Dewey's concepts of openmindedness, responsibility, and

23



wﬁbiéﬁearieénégg to thelr study of education. The focus would be on

the creation and perpetuation of a d1alogue that is both 1nteract1ve

and d1a1ectical as both students and teachers present and challenge

claims and arguments.
The are man§ roadblocks and risks involved in the institution
of this alternative approach to reflective indﬁiri in the social

tudies. Teachers that practice this approach may be criticized by

@

the community for engaging in seemingly subversive activity. "Any

teacher who creates st udent doubt about dom1nant commun1ty bellefs,

no matter how ObVIOUS h1s commitment to democratic 1deals and

reflectlve process, runs some r1sk of communxty d1spleasure or

m1sunderstanding (Metcalf; 1963 p. 963); In recent years there

has been a ground swell of oppoS1tion to perm1tt1ng students in

Bﬁﬁiié schools to reflect upon basic beliefs. For reflectxve

inquiry to be successful the intellectual freedom in our classrooms

the fact that even our best prepared teachers have experIenced

reflective inquiry as students, moreover, their acduisition of

content from un1vers1ty courses has seldom been reflective in nature

(Métcalf' 1963): Inquiry oriented teacher education may be the most

important vehlcle in the movement toward reflectlve and dlscourse-

based instruction in socxal stud1es (Ze1chner, 1081 Ze1chner &
Te1te1baum, 1982; Korthagen, 1985). Ross and Hannay (1985; in
press) have diSCUSSed the importance of SOClal studies pre service

teacheé édﬁcation in providiné opportunities for prospéctive
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teachers to experience the method of reflective thinking and

critical discourse in the classroom.

Creating classrooms where reflective inquiry and critical
discourse are the rule and not just the exception is not an easily

attained goal. However, there is no more worthy educational goal
than an informed citizenry that has not only mastered analytical

and disposition.




Notes
Osborne notes that these first two developments focused on the
conceﬁéé g;a methods of iﬁqﬁify in the social §cienceé aﬁa were

not1on to the soc1al studles curriculum.

Newmann identifies Barr; Barth, and Shermis (1977), Mehllnéer
and Dav1s (1981), and Morrlssett and Haas (1982) as sources for
more thorough deecrlptlons of alternatlve approaches to soc1al

Studieé teaching and zurriculum in the United étates.

"ﬁefiective induir?‘ w111 be used in this paper to denote what
has been variousiy labeled as: social science 1nqu1ry, 1nqu1ry,
discovery 1earn1ng, reflect1ve th1nk1ng, deC1310n maklng,
pfohlem solv1ng and critical th1nk1ng. The author is aware that
each of these labels connotes éiight differences in métho& ané
aim; however; each is an outérowth of the same theoretical

oonééptuaiization;-ﬁewej (1933),

6
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