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Abstract

Using discourse analysis, this study examines the ways in which five
experienced American secondary teachers of Social Studies scaffolded
historical empathy during deliberative discussion. This study gives
special attention to two major areas. The classroom discourse for
coordinating participation in shared inquiry is first examined from the
perspective of learning relationships. It features ( a) the structural
dimensions of classroom discourse where participation was coordinated
for meaning coconstruction around the historical issue under discussion;
interactional patterns, contributions to theme development, the teacher’s
mode of topic contribution, and sequence unfolding, and (b) the ways
the teachers defined authority in their discourse for orchestrating
discussion. The second area of investigation revolves around the ways
the teachers fostered persuasive and dialectical reasoning as well as
caring as historical empathy. To this end, this study examines the
discourse strategies the teachers used to encourage the quality of
discussion so that students would develop reasoning skills and
demonstrate affective engagement in deliberative discussion. Here the
focus is first narrowed down to teacher questioning strategies. In a
further move, this study also takes a close look at the teachers’
discourse strategies entailed for encouraging students to address different

perspectives. Finally, caring as empathy is studied through the analysis
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of excerpts where the teachers interacted with students so that they
engaged in feeling for other and for self. By making explicit and
naming scaffolding strategies, this study provides these resources to

help classroom teachers plan, use, and reflect on them consciously.
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Chapter One: Background

In a multicultural and democratic society, where different
viewpoints and values are the norm, educators face the challenge of
how to prepare young generations for understanding and coping with
diversity while engaging in civic participation in social life. As Levstik
and Barton (2001) noted, American students “better understand the
place of consensus than of conflict in our political system, are unsure of
how conflict might be managed or resolved, or what happens when
conflicts remain” (p.124).

Against this sociopolitical background, American social studies
educators are envisioning and designing new learning experiences for
students through structuring resources, projects, and class discussions to
make a disciplinary impact on citizenship education. Diversities and
controversies inherent in historical accounts are being put to educational
use for fostering reasoned judgment and an expanded worldview
(Barton & Levstik, 2004; National Council for the Social Studies,
1994). In the terms of the National Council for the Social Studies
(1994), students are expected to “ construct a blend of personal,
academic, pluralist, and global views of the human condition” (p.6).

As an innovative approach, problem-based historical inquiry
(PBHI, Saye & Brush, 2003 ; Saye & Brush, 2006 ) has been proposed
to immerse students in rich experiences of “doing history” (Levstik &
Barton, 2001). In PBHI, students reconstruct, interrogate, and reflect

on historical narratives, as opposed to merely learning historical facts as
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“inert knowledge” ( Renkl, Mandl, & Gruber, 1996; Whitehead,
1929). Under this pedagogical model, students draw heavily on
primary source documents (e.g., text, media, political cartoons) to
study persistent issues in history as instantiated in a particular historical
period. The intensive and scaffolded textual analysis prepares students
for the next activity, which brings together all the students in a
discussion on a central question that juxtaposes various perspectives
represented in the documents studied. This particular type of discussion
in social studies classrooms is deliberative discussion ( Parker & Hess,
2001). A significant learning outcome expected of students is the
caring disposition to recognize and weigh differing perspectives through
engaging in productive deliberations. This is what is termed in social
studies as historical empathy. The ability to think and care empathically
is, as Barton and Levstik (2004) contended, what democratic
deliberation depends on and can contribute to citizenship. In grappling
with historical complexities and extending reasoning skills to discussions
of issues still persistent in modern society, students learn to experience
the intellectual and affective struggles of going beyond oneself and
understanding the logic of different conceptions of social reality.
During deliberative discussion, teachers play a critical role in
guiding students in developing historical empathy in a tension-filled,
multilogic discourse. Such responsibilities placed on teachers’ shoulders
make prominent the issue of teachers’ own epistemology , moral values,
subject knowledge, and pedagogical competence. Studies conducted by
Saye and Brush (2003, 2004, 2006) identified specific challenges
teachers encountered while enacting PBHI for cultivating historical
empathy. These challenges included: epistemological assumptions
about knowledge, assumptions about students, content familiarity,
energy, mental flexibility, as well as spontaneous and interactive

support of students’ inguiry.



Chapter One . Background

Background of the Problem

Fostering historical empathy is a curricular goal of social studies in
North America and Europe. Educators have been advocating it for
helping students organize their substantive knowledge about history and
develop historical understanding through inquiry ( e.g., Barton &
Levstik, 2004; Davis, Yeager, & Foster, 2001; Lévesque, 2008;
VanSledright & Limén, 2006 ). Its components are still debatable
(see a comprehensive review by Brooks, 2009). Barton and Levstik
(2004 ) proposed “a production tension” (p.242) between recognizing
multiple historical perspectives contextually and feeling for people of the
past. They suggested that these two aspects of historical empathy are
“indispensable for public deliberation in a pluralist democracy”
(p.-224).

As a pedagogical tool, deliberative discussion entailed in historical
inquiry provides possibilities for the cultivation of historical empathy. It
has its unique characteristics. It, first and foremost, requires students to
be familiar with the positions of historical figures after “ reading
thoughtfully historical narratives created by others” and “reconstructing
the narratives and arguments of their own” ( National Center for History
in the Schools, 1996). When differing viewpoints are presented, then,
each side has to argue reasonably and deliberate effectively about their
views. Second, deliberative discussion involves collaborative meaning
construction, contrary to some inadequate conceptions of discussion in
theory and practice in the context of democratic education that promotes
civic competence ( Hess, 2004a; Hess, 2009; Wilen, 2004; Wilen &
White, 1991). As Parker (2003) aptly defined, discussion for such
instructional context is “a kind of shared inquiry the desired outcomes
of which rely on the consideration of diverse views” (p.129, emphases
added; see also Parker & Hess, 2001).
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During deliberative discussion, therefore, participants present and
respond to reasoned arguments with the goal of making justifiable
decisions on the matter at hand. In this respect, social studies education
moves beyond its disciplinary boundary of history learning to consider
its broader implications for student learning (cf. Stevens, Wineburg,
Herrenkohl, & Bell, 2005). It is closely tied to what has been
expounded as deliberative democracy by scholars such as Dewey
(1916), Dryzek (2000), and Gutmann and Thompson
(1996, 2004). In an effort to expand a view on citizenry participating
in democracy, these scholars proposed that citizens participate in open-
minded, well-informed, reasoned, and egalitarian discussion, where
they seek mutually justifiable reasons and develop critical self-awareness
in light of others’ perspectives (cf. Carpini, Cook, & Jacobs, 2004).

However, research indicates that discussion has rarely occurred in
social studies classrooms, much less discussion involving controversial
issues  (Hess, 2004a, 2008, 2009). Teachers have personal,
sociopolitical, instructional, and organizational challenges as well as
misconceptions with respect to the use of discussion. Various patterns
of teacher engagement and disengagement have emerged, ranging from
denial, to privilege, to avoidance, and to balance (Hess, 2004b).
Teachers who do not use or who believe they are using discussion have
misconceptions (Rossi, 2006). Even some strong believers in
discussion revert to brief fact-based teacher-student exchanges in
classroom teaching, perhaps for their lack of facilitation skills and
preoccupation with tests ( Roberts, 2009).

With regard to deliberative discussion, teachers face an
intellectually challenging task and need to address two purposes of
“teaching with and for discussion” (Parker & Hess, 2001, p.273).
That is, they have to help students develop disciplinary leaming
( subject matter) and democratic competence ( curriculum objective) at

the same time. To scaffold such discussion for teaching social studies,
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a teacher needs thorough preparation and facilitation skills
(Hess, 2002; Hess, 2004a; Rossi, 2006). Those skills include
nurturing the disposition of trusting “reason, dialogue, and experience”
(Parker & Hess, 2001, p.275). They also involve encouraging
serious thinking together on powerful questions,”

“participation,” “

“genuine exchange and perspective taking,” and “close reading and
close listening” ( Parker, 2003, p.129).

In contrast, students generally like and benefit from classroom
discussion, particularly when they see the connection between
classroom discussion and what is valuable beyond school, and their
participation skills improve over time ( Hess, 2008; Hess & Posselt,
2002). If teachers can channel students’ interest by creating an open
multivoiced classroom climate for discussing controversial issues,
discussions can support democratic values and affect students’ political
efficacy and engagement ( Hahn, 1996, as cited in Rossi, 2006; Hess,
2008; cf. Brookfield & Preskill, 2005). Such civic engagement
through participation in deliberating questions of what constitute
common, public good can plausibly enhance adolescents’ health,
psychological well-being, and educational success, as reported in
national longitudinal studies (Levine, 2007). In addition, authentic,
open-ended and in-depth discussions have also been empirically
investigated with a large data set or in experimental design studies. The
findings have supported the value of discussion for students’ academic
gains of content knowledge and thinking skills in language arts and
social studies as measured in the form of essays (e.g., Applebee,
Langer, Nystrand, & Camoran, 2003; Nystrand, 1997; Nystrand,
Wu, Gamoran, Zeiser, & Long, 2003; Reznitskaya, Anderson, &
Kuo, 2007).

As well-conducted ‘discussion holds out promise for facilitating
student learning, it warrants researchers’ efforts to document and
explicate, for knowledge sharing and building, the strategies of those
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teachers who have tried out this teaching approach.
Statement of the Purpose

The purpose of this research study is to examine the discourse
strategies used by five experienced American secondary teachers of
social studies for scaffolding disciplinary habits of mind during
deliberative discussion. While acknowledging the diversity of practices,
the teachers are studied as a group for identifiable discourse heuristics
across five of them. The reason for studying them as a group lies in the
consideration of the collective strengths of these classroom practitioners’
scaffolding strategies and underlying principles to which they attended.

The teachers selected for this study had previously developed and
implemented problem-based history learning activities in their classes.
They were recommended by social studies teacher educators in the
U.S. to be videotaped for a demonstration unit on a grant project
PIHNet ( Persistent Issues in History Network).' In their enactment of
the units designed by themselves or in collaboration with teacher
educators, they demonstrated their scaffolding of deliberative discussion
during the phase of historical inquiry after in-depth document analysis.

Given the dearth of foundational knowledge in using deliberative
discussion to encourage disciplinary habits of mind, it is hoped that this
study will provide some pedagogical insights, but not necessarily
prescriptions, for wise classroom practice under the overarching PBHI
( problem-based historical inquiry) pedagogical model. Teaching
through deliberative discussion for historical inquiry requires one to
teach differently from the ways he or she may have been used to as a
student or a practicing teacher. As Morine-Dershimer (2006) posited,
classroom discourse studies “ provide possible models of classroom
interaction processes that other teachers might choose to try out,

whether they teach in similar types of classroom settings or in quite



