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Backdrop:
September is ‘County Officials Appreciation Month’ (in 2024, dedicated to Sheriffs and their County Law Enforcement Employees).

October is ‘Municipal Officials Appreciation Month’ (in 2024, dedicated to Municipal Clerks and Ballot Clerks).

Idea:
Social Studies Classes celebrate (1) ‘County Officials Appreciation Month’ by inviting a County Official and (2) ‘Municipal Officials Appreciation Month’ by inviting a Municipal Official to speak to them in Sept. and Oct. respectively.

Great opportunities for learning and publicity in this election year!

Spirit of America Foundation recently created the Officials Appreciation Months in gratitude to county and municipal officials for their help with its awards program (see https://spiritofamerica.website for more info).

You may share this email with others.

Best wishes,
Bruce Flaherty, Director
Spirit of America Foundation
207-213-9035, bwflah@gmail.com

P.S.  Heather Martin’s article (see attachment) was/is inspirational!
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Good morning,
I received the email, and I thought I'd send along something of mine that was published in Kappan 16 years ago.

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/003172170808900908

In case you cannot access it, at the above link, I'll attach it as a PDF.  I'm not updating it, and perhaps some of it no longer stands up, but I thought if any of it might help...

Kevin

-- 
Kevin St. Jarre 
he/him/his
Teacher 


Cape Elizabeth High School
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I feel like the high school standards are too historian skills based. Very few people need to be historians. Some idea of how history is written is good but students do not need to be experts in the process, they just need to now that history is not just made up.

Everybody talks about critical thinking skills (which is why I think emphasis on historian skills was put into the mix) but without content knowledge critical thinking is reduced to skeptical thinking and ends in cynicism. The problem with content, of course, is that there is simply way too much to get it all. Further, the state's priorities on content might be different from the local community's priorities which might also be different from the teacher's own priorities and content background. Resorting to themes helps but themes rob students of the flow of cause and effect and allow individuals to cherry-pick events leading to potential manipulation..... 

Honestly, I'm not sure how I would set things up (were I in charge) I just know that moving away from content seems to be creating a generation that cannot perceive progress and are skeptical of things that are pretty well defined. Sorry, I'm rambling, I just can't see where I think we should go when it comes to graduation standards. I just know that not everybody need to be an historian, they just need to have an idea of the past so they know when what is being told to them is wildly different from what happened so they can responsibly check and assess for themselves the validity of those changes (i.e., when I was a kid Columbus was an absolute hero, then he became an absolute villain, now he seems to be moving towards a flawed historical figure.... Those would be the kinds of changes people should be able to asses so they don't get stuck in say, Columbus the hero).

Dave Leclerc 
-- 
David K. Leclerc 
Telstar High School History Teacher
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The greatest difficulty in covering the standards is the lack of time.  Social Studies is a core subject and the state requirement is 2 credits.  I believe the State requirement would better serve the students if it was raised to 4 credits. This is the current NCSS recommendation. 
              World Studies:  1 credit
               Economics and Civics:  1 Credit
               US History:  1 Credit 
                Maine Studies: .5 credit
                Personal Finance: .5 credit
Understanding the various components of History and Government are essential for Maine students to engage in global citizenship.  Please consider improving the educational opportunities for Maine students.

Nicole Schmid
Nicole Schmid nschmid@scarboroughschools.org
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I have worked at DOE Social Studies Cohorts in the past. I have been teaching in Maine for 13 years. 
The Maine Standards + are:
-Robust
-Flexible enough for local districts
-Growing in diversity of including greater minority history
-Address really important skills for all students
The problems with the standards are not the standards themselves, it is the allotment of time and resources for social studies teachers. 
Problems: 
-Far to many important topics get dumped into social studies
-Social studies was taken out of many school districts' elementary curriculum. 25 mins a week avg? 
-Most school districts cut social studies and humanities teachers to push the national agenda of STEM focus. 
-Social studies class sizes in the state are growing at a rapid pace
-Middle schools do not adequately address social studies standards from a historical perspective and are heavily focused on skills
-DOE needs to PUSH for 4 years of social studies at ALL maine high schools; you cannot teach nearly 50% of these requirements in the schedules of most high schools. 
-If the DOE and outside lobby groups are going to continue to add in [needed] variety in historical perspectives, it would be wise of the DOE to redirect resources of professional development to creative thematic approaches to teaching both US and World history classes as opposed to chronological.
-Civics need a greater focus now more than ever and needs to be required among all high schools. 
-If Maine History is going to be expected, 4 years are needed
-If Wabanaki and other Maine native history is required, we need 4 years and we also need the DOE to work with Native peoples to develop and design a fully functioning curriculum. Then, extensive professional development, paid, needs to be provided to social studies teachers across the state. 
Bottom line is this: we support the standards, but it has always been and still is IMPOSSIBLE to make them all a priority when social studies as an entire subject is NOT the priority of our legislature, doe and school-boards across the state. 
Strongly suggest the DOE consider bringing back the content area specialists. Joe Schmit is greatly missed by us Maine S.S. teachers. 
Thank you, 
----
Breanna Bellefontaine-Krupski, Ms. Ed 
Civics/Econ & US History, NBCT
Fellow, National Constitution Center
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My name is David Cassleman and I'm a high school Civics teacher at Ellsworth High School. Before Ellsworth, I taught middle school social studies in RSU #24.
 
I am disappointed with Maine's current social studies standards compared with other states' standards. I think Massachusetts has done an excellent job developing standards. Here's a link to their document: https://www.doe.mass.edu/frameworks/hss/2018-12.pdf
 
My main criticism with Maine's standards is that they are too vague to be useful for teachers when developing units of study. Massachusetts's standards lists the  content – along with the skills – that defines each topic within the social sciences.
 
My hope is that Maine will define its learning standards in a similar way. 
 
Thank you,
 
David Cassleman

Scot McFarlane – AHA Testimony,
Public Hearing on Existing Maine Social Studies Standards

My name is Scot McFarlane. I am speaking today on behalf of the American Historical Association, for whom I work as a researcher studying the landscape of secondary history education nationwide. I am also a downriver resident in Bowdoinham and a parent of two children entering the Maine public schools. 

The American Historical Association is in the process of completing the most comprehensive study of history education in the United States since the 1990s. We have interviewed hundreds of teachers and administrators, surveyed more than three thousand teachers, and appraised all of the current state standards. We are involved in standards revisions in other states and would be happy to share our expertise and historical perspective as Maine revises its standards.

Maine’s social studies standards differ from frameworks in many other states. They emphasize skills with little specificity about content. This is a missed opportunity. State-level social studies standards can help teachers engage their students by placing local, state, and regional history in a context that connects to national and global themes. 

Coverage of Wabanaki history is a useful example. There are multiple reasons why Maine’s 2001 law mandating instruction about Wabanaki history and culture has yet to be fully implemented. Paying minimal attention to specific content, the current generalized framework offers little guidance to educators who are not already versed in indigenous history. For example, a more specific discussion of the birchbark canoe as a key technology and tool for resistance during the colonial period would provide teachers with a helpful starting point to ground their lessons. Historians can suggest many more such points of entry.

This specific topic points to the broader possibility of transforming Maine’s standards from a very general document to a useful resource. Maine’s standards might sketch out what our social studies teachers already teach in common and identify content areas where they would like more information. 

Good, history-rich standards can guide parents, teachers, and school administrators as they prepare future generations of Maine students for success in a complex and interconnected world. The AHA and its members are here to help.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 


Additional Written Comments,
Maine Social Studies Standards Review

The American Historical Association has reviewed the existing Maine Learning Results for Social Studies (revised 2019) and encourages the Department of Education (DOE) to provide more robust guidance to districts and teachers about themes, topics, ideas, and developments with which students should ideally be familiar by the completion of their K—12 education. In each strand, the performance expectations clearly articulate a set of skills and learning outcomes that align with broadly recognized pedagogical principles. We congratulate the DOE for that strong pedagogical guidance; we are concerned about content. 

The AHA is the largest professional organization for historians in the United States. Operating under a congressional charter “for the promotion of historical studies,” our association has long offered guidance on local, state, and federal education policy. In conjunction with the National Council for the Social Studies, the AHA helped develop and publish the College, Career, and Civic Life (C3) Framework for Social Studies State Standards in 2013. The AHA’s History Discipline Core (2016) offered further clarification on the specific competencies and learning outcomes that characterize effective history education. Our official criteria for state standards (1997, rev. 2019) espouse robust support for the kind of democratic and inclusive process of revision now underway in Maine. 

Over the past two years, historians at the AHA have reviewed and appraised standards frameworks in all 50 states as part of a larger research project on the US history curriculum nationwide. Combining analysis of state policy with deep dives into district- and classroom-level curricular materials, our researchers have interviewed over two hundred public school teachers and administrators, collected curriculum from over two hundred different jurisdictions, and fielded a survey answered by over three thousand teachers across nine states. Our sources hail from small towns, sprawling suburbs, and big cities, from elite magnets to single-school rural districts to inner-city charters. 

The AHA’s research highlights some of the benefits of academic standards that provide clear guidance on content. Nationwide, sixty percent of the teachers we surveyed report using state standards directly in their teaching. This varies markedly from state to state, ranging from less than half to more than three-quarters. Our survey results reveal that teachers find standards most useful when they sketch out the scope and sequence of course content covered in actual classrooms. New teachers are especially appreciative of standards that clarify the order and emphasis of what they should teach. 
Effective standards can also call attention to aspects of state and local history that illustrate significant themes in both US and world history, and resonate especially well with students because of the immediacy of place. Many Maine residents—including some classroom teachers—remain unaware of the state’s history of slavery, which ended in 1783. Foregrounding elements of this history in the standards would help ensure that all of Maine’s students learn about how slavery and enslaved people shaped the history of your region.
There is no one-size-fits-all approach to state standards. But there are distinct disadvantages to suggesting that critical thinking can be divorced entirely from the disciplinary knowledge that shapes it. State policymakers need not choose between skills and content, nor should they want to. History education entails asking students to engage with people, events, developments, and ideas in the past through a complex set of investigative and interpretive habits that we call “historical thinking.” This historical inquiry (about cause and consequence, structure and agency, context and complexity, contingency and continuity, etc.) must build from a base of knowledge about when certain events happened in relation to others. For students to achieve the learning outcomes at the core of Maine’s social studies standards, they must also be able to think about history in terms of periodization and change over time. 
Historical thinking applies critical analysis to content, identifying key factors that allow us to make meaning from past events. Few would argue that history instruction should ignore concepts that help make sense of culture, such as religion and science. It would be futile (and deeply wrong-headed) to try to avoid social factors, such as race, class, and gender, or to eschew analytical concepts like primary and secondary sources, chronology, and change over time. 

These and other historical concepts are content. To grasp these ideas, students must also learn to ask historical questions, evaluate evidence, think analytically, and draw connections across individual examples.

Maine’s 2019 social studies standards miss an array of opportunities to guide teachers as they try to figure out how to connect the complex patchwork of human experiences documented in most history textbooks to the inquiry-based learning outcomes so thoughtfully cataloged in this framework. Local and state history, for example, is a potent vehicle for engaging students in the past. What examples from Maine can help illustrate the importance of civic engagement? Or how such factors as race, class, gender, and religion have shaped different eras in the history of the United States? 

We suggest revising the standards document to accomplish all of the following: 
· Provide for or require instructional time devoted to history
· Build a curriculum sequence in history from the early grades through the high school 
· Provide clear emphasis on chronology and periodization
· Introduce students to the focused questions that drive historical analysis and give them the opportunity to develop such questions themselves
· Create opportunities for students to learn about how historical understanding can be applied to contemporary issues. Everything has a history. Knowledge of history and the fruits of historical thinking anchor discussions of civic engagement—both locally, nationally, and globally. When framed in this way, outcomes of history courses include the development of active citizenship and an informed populace
· Highlight aspects of state and local history that can illustrate themes and developments across the state’s course sequence in social studies.
· Emphasize global perspectives and a broader analytical framework that represents diverse (including but not confined to Europe and the United States) points of view. 
The existing standards could be improved with more detailed attention to the structure and content of history courses. Doing so would better enable teachers to realize the laudably ambitious learning goals that structure this framework.
The American Historical Association's commitment to high-quality history education in public schools across the country includes a readiness to be a resource for state education agencies in the revision of standards. Professional historians on our staff and in our governing Council can provide any additional comments or feedback that the Department of Education might find useful. We also can recommend historians in the state who might be willing to advise and consult with the standards review committee.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
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T
HERE IS so much more to preparing
a citizen than merely running students
like lemmings through a three-year suc-
cession of history survey courses. We
are neglecting most of the social sci-
ences in American high schools today,
favoring the sequential and systematic
delivery of history, partly because it is


easier, partly because we are told to, and partly be-
cause we lie to ourselves.


As bad as things are, there are sentiments among
the uninformed and among politicians that would make
things worse and would return us to an even more an-
tiquated method of teaching history. I recently met a
veteran educator who proudly informed me that, when
he learned history, even contemporary world history,
his teachers taught it all in the context of which partic-
ular American President was in office. All social studies,
which in those days consisted mostly
of history with perhaps a dab of civ-
ics, was taught as occurrences, chal-
lenges, tragedies, blunders, and tri-
umphs that took place during par-
ticular Administrations. Is it any won-
der we Americans so often grow to
adulthood seeing ourselves as the col-
lective center of the universe? The
true tragedy in that view is that we
often don’t have the slightest under-
standing of that universe.


We laugh when someone like Jay
Leno walks down the street with a
stack of 8 x 10 glossies under one
arm and stops people on the side-
walk, asking them to identify the key
government leaders in the photos.
We cluck our tongues and shake our
heads as person after person fails to
identify the vice president or the sec-


retary of state. We roll our eyes when the same person
then correctly and excitedly identifies the latest heavy-
chested, bleached-blond creation of some recording la-
bel.


We know how common it is for students to arrive
at good universities having never actually seen the sim-
plest of supply-and-demand models. We know people
with four- and six-year degrees who don’t know that
the U.S. House of Representatives has 435 members
or that the Senate has 100. Or who have no idea what
a hand Alexander Hamilton had in the formation of
institutions we now take for granted, his role in civics
and economics having been overrun by the overtaught
and frequently exaggerated Jeffersonian history.


Look at something as “today” as terrorism. Our


Reinventing Social Studies


What should be primary in our teaching of social studies, history or the social sciences?


Mr. St. Jarre takes readers on a historical excursion in explaining his answer.


BY KEVIN ST. JARRE


n KEVIN ST. JARRE teaches social studies at Fort Kent Commu-
nity High School in Fort Kent, Me. ©2008, Kevin St. Jarre.


MAY 2008     649Photo: Yuri Arcurs/PhotoSpin


One of the chief complaints about Americans
around the world today is that our citizens are
Eurocentric , or perhaps Occicentric.
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streets are filled with people who know nothing of the
U.S. role in the coup that removed Mossadegh from
power in Iran, of the subsequent Shah we propped up,
or of the atrocities he committed, which paved the way
for religious fundamentalism and theocracy in this nat-
ural superpower in the region. It should not surprise us
that Iran is now the world’s largest sponsor of global
terrorism and is pursuing nuclear weapons. But our peo-
ple are unable to dispute a statement, at once absurd and
tragic, such as “They hate us because we are free.” And
they can’t dispute it because we educators haven’t given
them the tools to do so.


How and why has this happened?
Why is it happening today? Is it be-
cause these people needed to study more
history? If their teachers had spent more
time on the historical aspects of the Ad-
ministration of Franklin Pierce, would
they now be able to recognize a picture
of Donald Rumsfeld? Better yet, could
they explain the significance of the dif-
ferences between a society that builds
vast numbers of luxury automobiles and
one that would die for a grove of fruit-
bearing trees?


These Americans, who do not know
their elbows from their utils, do not need
more chronological, systematic wading
through facts, figures, and dates. What they need are
more Socratic discussion and reading, more analysis,
more writing, and more reasons why they should care.
Many social studies teachers claim to be using these ap-
proaches today, and most are sincerely trying. But in
the end, they are teaching — and neglecting — much
the same material as always. We sometimes teach some-
thing more obscure, thinking we are capturing the for-
gotten, but instead we are simply wasting more time.
Paper after paper is assigned at the secondary level —
almost always a biography of someone who has been
written about so many times and in so many different
ways that no new thinking is occurring.


Papers written not about Hamilton but about the
economic, civic, and sociological impact of any one of
Hamilton’s contributions to the founding of the na-
tion would force analysis and perhaps even a new con-
clusion or two. I’m thinking that we need to attempt to
achieve depth instead of breadth. Pure history, without
any of the other social sciences, is a laundry list, a phone
directory, a time line. Ask “why” about any matter of
historical fact, and you will end up with either another
historical event (a chain of causes and effects) or a deep-
er answer that delves into international studies, soci-


ology, economics, civics, philosophy, ethics, psychology,
anthropology, or another discipline. These disciplines
are not history. History is a record, not an analysis. These
other disciplines provide the lenses we need for the anal-
ysis of history. Any historian who chooses to do truly
thorough analysis must leave history behind and march
unswervingly into one of the other social sciences. And
historians do it daily, so it is hard to imagine why his-
tory teachers become so defensive when it comes to shar-
ing some of the podium time with economists, political
scientists, and others.


Secondary social studies instruction today is also in-
herently unfair to students. We need
an equitable system. We teach history
in our schools; in fact, we require stu-
dents to take it. However, the other
social studies, if they are taught at all,
are offered almost exclusively as elec-
tives. This is exceedingly inequitable.
In the field of education, which has
certainly drunk the Kool-Aid on stan-
dards-based learning, how can we let
such an injustice exist? We create stan-
dards we believe every student must
meet, and then we offer a huge chunk
of the curriculum that would get them
to those standards only as electives.
And sometimes these courses come


with prerequisites, which means that some students are
actually prevented from taking them. Many of our stu-
dents, especially those in vocational programs, simply
do not have the time in their schedules to take eco-
nomics or political science courses.


The electives sometimes get even more specialized,
with titles like “The Vietnam War” or “Middle Eastern
History,” and are not even designed with meeting stan-
dards in mind. Often, these courses reflect the pet sub-
jects of the teachers who design them and believe that
they meet the “Ah, cool!” test. When we create course-
work that is centered not on what standards we are help-
ing students meet, but instead on what we consider to
be “cool,” we are once again thinking more of our-
selves than of our students.


All students need comprehensive social studies in-
struction — four years of coursework that every student
must take and that is geared unswervingly to meet the
standards and to create competent citizens. In addition
to having studied history, every student in America must
have a firm grasp of civics, international issues, behav-
ioral sciences, and economics. And this understanding
cannot be acquired through feeble and inequitable elec-
tives (sometimes taught by conscripted teachers who lit-


650 PHI DELTA KAPPAN


We need an equitable
system. We teach


history in our schools;
in fact, we require
students to take it.
However, the other


social studies, if they
are taught at all, are


offered almost
exclusively as electives.
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erally run out and buy the “For Dummies” book on the
subject matter) or through the occasional unit sprinkled
into a history survey course. Such a clear understand-
ing of social sciences can come only through rigorous
and dedicated coursework.


HOW DID WE GET HERE?


Imagine for a moment that we were
going to put together a committee that
would issue a report recommending a
new menu for nearly every restaurant in
the country and that this menu would
be used for the next 100 years. The 16
members of this committee would de-
cide what we would eat across the coun-
try, well into the lives of our great-
grandchildren. Now, imagine that nine
of the committee members were vege-
tarians. Could that fact skew the re-
port? Wouldn’t it be fair for consum-
ers, nearly a century hence, to consider
revising the menu, even if most of the chefs were vege-
tarians and might resist?


In 1916, the National Education Association Com-
mittee on the Social Studies wrote a report that became
the most influential single factor in the creation of the
scope and sequence for the social studies in the United
States. Its recommendation for coursework in grades
7-12 can still be plainly seen in most American schools.
Of the 16 members of the committee, nine were his-
torians, members of the regional history teachers associ-
ations.1 This is one of the main reasons that the empha-


sis in modern secondary social studies is on history and
that the other social sciences are more or less squeezed
out.


Most of the members of the NEA Committee taught
at the secondary level, and the representation from uni-
versities and colleges was, as Hazel Hertzberg put it,
“meager.”2 However, one of the historians was from a


university, and he held sway over the
other members. James Harvey Robin-
son was a major proponent of teaching
“The New History.” His influence over
the committee and the resultant report
is clearly apparent. While the 1916 re-
port defined the social studies as “those
whose subject matter relates directly to
the organization and development of
human society, and to man as a mem-
ber of social groups,”3 the actual cours-
es recommended were predominantly
history courses. The other social sci-
ences, such as economics and the be-
havioral sciences, were virtually ignored.


Moreover, the definition itself is so generic, so unusable
in a practical way, so meaningless in its abstraction, that
by comparison most high school mission statements
today sound like clear and specific to-do lists.


In addition to the committee’s composition being
lopsided with historians, the report was written at a time
when many students left school after the sixth grade,
with a second exodus after the eighth grade. In that con-
text, the proposed curricula for secondary social studies
were targeted at a very specific and usually college-bound
group.


Recently, some have attempted to argue that the Com-
mittee on the Social Studies never wanted history courses
to dominate. However, the committee report recom-
mended four courses: ancient history, European history,
U.S. history, and problems with democracy. History
clearly dominated, and those who claim otherwise either
are being disingenuous or are unfamiliar with the report.


To its credit, the committee recommended a topical
approach and urged that the choice of any topic taught
depend not “upon its relative proximity in time” but in-
stead “chiefly upon the degree to which such topic can
be related to the present life interests of the pupil.”4


While this approach makes sense and was not a new
concept, even today we have social studies curricula that
are, unfortunately, primarily history; that do not follow
the recommendation about “present life interests”; that
spend as much as a week on things as lacking in prac-
tical utility as the Presidential Administration of Martin
Van Buren. And we do this with students too young to


In 1916, the National
Education Association


Committee on the
Social Studies wrote a


report that became the
most influential single
factor in the creation


of the scope and
sequence for the social


studies in the U.S.
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remember or care about the Administration of Jimmy
Carter. Indeed, neither of these Presidencies can be re-
lated very easily to the students’ present lives and inter-
ests.


I once heard a gifted teacher, following the curric-
ulum as ordered, try to breathe life into the Van Buren
Administration by claiming that Van Buren was so small
a man that, when in the saddle, he looked like a mon-
key on horseback. While amusing — and it got a laugh
that almost certainly woke the back row of students from
their slumber — was it really the most important thing
the students could have been learning?


It is not the teacher’s fault, of course. Given such tripe
to teach, he did the best he could. But perhaps the ma-
terial would have been better suited for a college-level
elective. We have so little time with our secondary stu-
dents, some of whom will never go to college, but many
of whom will vote. Should we really spend time on the
simian appearance of relatively unimportant historical
leaders?


A few years ago my work took me to the city of
Guangzhou in the People’s Republic of China. My Chi-
nese clients were discussing the 3,000th anniversary of
the city, and I was staggered. Not by the age of Guang-
zhou, but by the realization that, even in such ancient
lands, they must be finding some way of teaching his-
tory. Clearly, ancient societies are not teaching every
quasi-significant event in their history. They are doing
something with their history that we as Americans seem
incapable of doing: they are prioritizing. I maintain that
the reason we have insisted on keeping that Martin Van


Buren unit is that our country is so young, our history
is so short, and everyone is afraid of leaving something
out. But we are finally reaching an age when we can no
longer attempt to remember everything and, like story-
tellers, recount the tale in full as we sit around the camp-
fire. We can’t simply say to ourselves we’ll teach Wash-
ington crossing the Delaware five times in 10 years, and
then they’ll have a firm grasp of it. We simply don’t have
the time.


What can be easily related to the present lives of stu-
dents and can be truly useful are many of the social sci-
ences that were badly neglected by the NEA Commit-
tee. The anemic effort to create a course dealing with
the “problems with democracy” did little to address the
gaping hole in the curriculum that the committee had
created. The committee believed that none of the other
social sciences was “adapted to the requirements of sec-
ondary education.”5


Even though the committee recommended three his-
tory courses, it nonetheless gutted ancient history in
favor of European history and U.S. history. One of the
chief complaints about Americans around the world to-
day is that our citizens are Eurocentric, or perhaps Occi-
centric, and we can see why. All of ancient history, in-
cluding all Asian history up to the end of the 17th cen-
tury, has been compressed into a single year’s study.6


For example, there seems to be no discussion whatso-
ever in our schools of African history outside of colo-
nization by Europeans and the slave trade.


American educators soon found themselves on a dan-
gerous and slippery slope. Who knew that by the late
1980s, teachers would be claiming to teach economics,
international studies, civics, and behavioral sciences —
all pulled into history survey courses with some seman-
tically gymnastic name like “American studies” or “glo-
bal studies”? And who could have predicted that the so-
called ancient history course proposed in 1916 would
still be taught today, but with economics and other so-
cial sciences supposedly built in, under names like “West-
ern civilization” or “world history”?


It appears that even the NEA was not happy with
the report the committee had constructed and in 1918
sought out additional help from the National Board for
Historical Service. The new committee, called the Com-
mittee on History and Education for Citizenship, be-
came known as the Schafer Committee, after its chair-
man Joseph Schafer. Schafer was a historian from the
University of California, Berkeley, and the Schafer Com-
mittee’s recommendations did conflict a bit with the
NEA Committee’s report in a public way. Much of the
friction was focused at the elementary level, but at the
secondary level the Schafer Committee recommended
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a shift from a Eurocentric history course to a more gen-
eral world history.


Throughout the history of secondary social studies
evaluation, history asserted itself time and again as the
main, if not exclusive, element of social studies. Histori-
ans had seen that the social studies were seeking new
self-definition, and they had fought to keep control of
the curricula and to ensure the dominance of the sys-
tematic and chronological teaching of
history. In the decades following the
NEA and Schafer Committee reports,
the historians would continue to fight
for — and win — dominance for his-
tory within the teaching of social stud-
ies. To this day, our students often re-
fer to all so-called generic social stud-
ies courses as “history” and all social
studies educators as “history teachers.”
Countless other committees and stud-
ies and even a few efforts at more inclu-
sive scopes and sequences have arisen
and faded away since 1918, but these
have had little effect other than to cre-
ate a perceived need for social studies electives. But,
as I pointed out earlier, electives by their nature breed
inequity.


There has been a long-standing argument, dating
back to the 1916 NEA Committee report, about wheth-
er or not the social studies are a federation of subjects
or a fusion of the disciplines. I would say that historians
tend to favor the notion of fusion. Even the best-inten-
tioned teachers today claim that what they are teaching
is not history, but rather a fusion of history, economics,
geography, civics, international studies, and even some
behavioral sciences. Ridiculous. The courses they de-
scribe in this way are generally history survey courses,
which may or may not be taught chronologically, with
the other disciplines merely sprinkled in throughout
the semester.


Furthermore, even when we claim to be teaching one
of the disciplines, such as economics, we are sometimes
teaching something akin to personal finance instead.
When we teach our students to balance a checkbook or
even how to buy stocks or play a stock market game, we
are not teaching them economics. When I was a high
school student, such skills would have been taught in
that other amorphous content area once known as home
ec. I’m not arguing that these skills shouldn’t be taught,
but we shouldn’t be fooling ourselves, our students, and
our communities into thinking we are teaching eco-
nomics with such lessons, because in truth we are not.
We should be honest with all the stakeholders, includ-


ing ourselves, and admit that there is a great deal we
are not teaching, because we have allowed a single facet
of the curriculum to take precedence. It’s time we fixed
this error of omission and truly prepared our students
for global participation. And we don’t achieve this end
simply by renaming our history courses.


If we are serious about preparing our students to
participate in a globalized world, gone are the days of


hiring a band of historians to teach
social studies. We need not conduct a
mass cleansing of historians from our
secondary schools. Far from it. But we
do need social studies teachers to teach
history through such courses as eco-
nomic, civics, and international stud-
ies. Those who are unwilling to do so
are welcome to move on to a school
not yet advanced enough for this re-
form. We teachers need to realize that
it is simply not about us. Experienced
educators are a treasure we must not
lose, but they must be willing to adapt.
Even small faculties must develop in-


dividuals who will assume the mantles of economist,
political scientist, and social scientist, in addition to
that of historian.


We need to take out those restaurant menus the
NEA Committee created almost a century ago, give
them an honest look, realize that a diet of lettuce and
pasta primavera is not well balanced, and add a nice
medium-rare slab of the other social sciences. We need
to teach history, but using the lenses of economics, civ-
ics, international studies, and behavioral sciences. Doing
so is far more comprehensive, meaningful, and equitable.


If not, our nation will continue down the path of Su-
per Bowl politics: we vote for “our” party as a way of
rooting for the home team, not because we have any
understanding of the world around us. We will con-
tinue to have office buildings filled with college-edu-
cated professionals who can’t find Taiwan on a map —
and see no reason to. Teaching social studies really can
be a life-and-death issue, and popular ignorance of the
social sciences can have tragic outcomes for human be-
ings.


1. Hazel W. Hertzberg, Social Studies Reform, 1880-1980 (Boulder, Colo.:
Social Science Education Consortium, 1981), p. 25.
2. Ibid.
3. National Education Association, The Social Studies in Secondary Educa-
tion: Report of the Committee on Social Studies, Bulletin 28 (Washington,
D.C.: Bureau of Education, 1916), p. 9.
4. Ibid., p. 44.
5. Hertzberg, p. 28.
6. Ibid., p. 27. K
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Maine Council for the Social Studies
P. O. Box 618
Westbrook, ME 04092
mainesocialstudies@ gmail.com


STATEMENT FROM THE MAINE COUNCIL FOR
THE SOCIAL STUDIES CONCERNING THE
SOCIAL STUDIES LEARNING STANDARDS


Distinguished members of the Maine Department of Education and
Commissioner Makin. My name is Dennis Edmondson and I am the President


and a member of the board of directors for the Maine Council for the Social Studies (“MCSS”). MCSS is
the largest professional organization for social studies teachers in the State of Maine and we are affiliated
with the National Council for Social Studies (“NCSS”), the largest professional organization for social
studies teachers in the United States. One of the goals of MCSS is to “provide institutional representation
for the interests of and concerns of social studies educators”. I am submitting this statement on behalf of
the board and members of MCSS.


We welcome the regular revision of the state standards to not only reflect the core knowledge and skills
that Maine students should have during their social studies education but the opportunity to broaden that
knowledge and bring them into compliance with Maine law. MCSS believes in and supports the purpose
of social studies to “enable and empower students to become concerned, informed, literate, locally
minded, and global citizens.” The standards show the importance of a social studies education and how
there should be more emphasis and time on it at all grade levels for the benefit of Maine students.
Improving and expanding social studies instruction, especially at the elementary level improves student
literacy including expanding student vocabulary and reading comprehension.


The current standards provide a path for teachers and schools to develop instruction. By revising them to
reflect new and existing state laws, the Maine social studies standards widen that path to incorporate more
stories and more experiences that will only benefit the students of Maine. With widening the path, the
state also needs to look at expanding the required amount of time for social studies. As it stands the
minimum is too little. While districts may require more, many do not or not that much more. One of the
purposes of public education is to create an educated electorate. Social studies at its core is about
citizenship. We do a disservice to Maine’s students to shortchange that. We do a disservice to Maine’s
teachers by trying to pack an already packed curriculum.
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April 29, 2024 


My name is Joe Schmidt, and I am providing public testimony related to the current Maine Learning Results for 


Social Studies as part the standards revision process. My testimony is to reflect that of a private citizen of the state 


of Maine and is not intended to represent the thoughts or concerns of any organization that I work with or for. My 


experience in social studies content and standards work includes work in the following positions: 


• Former Social Studies Specialist for the Maine Department of Education (MDOE) where I facilitated the 


most recent (2018) standards revision process. 


• Current member of the National Council for the Social Studies (NCSS) Executive Board and current Vice 


President-Elect of NCSS with my one-year term as president to start on July 1, 2026. 


• Member of the NCSS Task Force on Standards, NCSS Taskforce on Inquiry, NCSS Taskforce on Advocacy. 


• Member of the NCSS Position Statement Committee: Developing State and Local Social Studies Standards 


• Co-chair of the NCSS Government and Public Relations Committee 


• Member of the Maine Council for the Social Studies Board of Directors. 


• Member of the Editorial Board for the National Council for Geographic Education 


• Former Vice-President of the Wisconsin Council for the Social Studies. 


While I am not speaking for any of the organizations represented above, in each of these positions, I have done 


work relevant to the social studies standards revision process. I believe that the current Maine Learning Results for 


Social Studies have areas that should be highlighted and potentially expanded as well as weaknesses that need to 


be addressed. Since the standards have not changed since the call for public testimony last year, I am resubmitting 


my testimony which is attached below. 


I did want to take a moment to provide feedback on the standards in context of the recent decision by the 


Education and Cultural Affairs Committee to restart the revision process. I applaud their decision to allow for the 


science standards to be left in place for five years. It is with concern that I wonder why the same was not decided 


for the social studies standards, especially as this concern was raised by a committee member. As the former Social 


Studies Specialist (when they still had one) who oversaw the previous revision, I know firsthand the importance of 


having teachers and local experts involved in the writing of the standards and I applaud the work that was done 


last summer. I also believe that as noted by many letters of support, the topics highlighted, including African 


American Studies, Wabanaki Studies, Genocide/Holocaust are incredibly valuable when done well and with fidelity. 


That is why I have two major concerns with the decision to restart the revision process for social studies instead of 
delaying like with science are: 
1) The Maine DOE still does not have someone who has the background or experience in leading this type of work 
specific to social studies to produce results that can have the impact on student learning that we all hope. Without 
this type of expertise, I worry about how the revision process will go, and more importantly how the 
implementation by districts will be supported. 
 
As a member of the NCSS Taskforce that literally wrote the national guidance on this subject, I am a firm believer 
that standards work stretches far beyond putting words to paper when it comes to impacting our students. This 
lack of expert support is especially concerning given the nature of the additional topics that have been introduced 
and the concern that Maine educators have raised about their ability, or inability, to teach these key concepts. 
 
When the content specialist positions were retitled as interdisciplinary specialists in the winter of 2021-2022, I 
asked Commissioner Makin who would lead the work during the content specific standards revision process and 
was informed that the MDOE would contract with someone who had that expertise. Who is the MDOE working 
with that has this type of expertise? While I may not be the only person in Maine with this background, I am 
amongst the few who have led a revision process for social studies standards in Maine, while also providing 
leadership at the national level on the same topic, and I can confirm that I have no contact with the MDOE about 
providing support. 
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2) With that in mind, we are doing a disservice to social studies teachers and students by not giving social studies 
the same time frame for continued implementation that science was granted. Due to my previous work and 
current lack of social studies support from the MDOE, numerous districts throughout Maine (including districts 
that rank among some of the largest in the state) have reached out to me in a consulting capacity to help with 
curriculum revisions intended to align with the current standards. Timelines can vary, but the most common 
timeline is approximately three years from review, revision, draft implementation, reflection, and final 
implementation of newly adopted curriculum. 
 
I am currently working with three districts (and have discussions with others) who had to get past the pandemic to 
start a revision process and are currently either in year one or year two of their work. To ask them and other 
districts to scrap their work and start from scratch again in a year when the next set of standards are scheduled to 
come to the committee does a disservice to our teachers and students. Do we applaud the districts who are 
currently doing the work, but then do not intend on redoing the work when the new standards come out next 
year? Do we applaud the districts that have not done anything for the past six years and are waiting for the next 
set of standards to come out? 
 
Similar concerns were noted by the Maine Curriculum Leaders Association both as feedback to the previous 
standards and as part of their testimony in the public hearing. It also creates an equity issue that implies only the 
districts who have the funding to do this type of revision process should be where strong curriculum alignment is 
allowed to happen. I think a clear message of “continue your work” or “start a revision process” at this time and 
we will come back in five years to see how the work has progressed is the best way to support school districts at 
this time. 
 
I have seen and worked with too many districts in Maine who are struggling to deliver on a promise of quality 
social studies education to not share my concerns with you. I implore you to put the social studies standards on 
hold like the science standards and work with individuals and employ additional staff who are qualified to lead this 
work and support districts as part of high-quality and effective implementation. 
 
I do want to finish by noting that additional requirements have been added related to teaching African American 
history and Holocaust/Genocide studies in addition to work to strengthen support for Wabanaki Studies. I believe 
that is important work and believe that time spent providing direct support to districts through resources 
development, professional learning, and expert guidance is a far more impactful use of MDOE time and resources 
if the intent is to make sure that students in Maine participate in learning about these important topics in relevant 
and meaningful ways. As the MDOE swings between “we cannot provide this type of support” and “put it in every 
grade level of every standard” it is our teachers and students who pay the price. If there is not a meaningful plan to 
support standards implementation in the years following the newest revision, then the 2024-2025 standards 
revision is a meaningless “check the box” endeavor that loses sight of supporting Maine students. 
 


See attached for my 2023 public comments about the current standards. 


 


Sincerely 


 


Joe Schmidt 
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April 5, 2023 


 


My name is Joe Schmidt, and I am providing public testimony related to the current Maine Learning Results for 


Social Studies as part the standards revision process. My testimony is to reflect that of a private citizen of the state 


of Maine and is not intended to represent the thoughts or concerns of any organization that I work with or for. My 


experience in social studies content and standards work includes work in the following positions: 


• Former Social Studies Specialist for the Maine Department of Education (MDOE) where I facilitated the 


most recent (2018) standards revision process. 


• Current member of the National Council for the Social Studies (NCSS) Executive Board and the NCSS 


Executive Committee. 


• Member of the NCSS Task Force on Standards, NCSS Taskforce on Inquiry, NCSS Taskforce on Advocacy. 


• Member of the NCSS Position Statement Committee: Developing State and Local Social Studies Standards 


• Co-chair of the NCSS Government and Public Relations Committee 


• Member of the Maine Council for the Social Studies Board of Directors. 


• Member of the Maine Jump$tart Coalition for Personal Financial Literacy Board of Directors. 


• Member of the Editorial Board for the National Council for Geographic Education 


• Former Vice-President of the Wisconsin Council for the Social Studies. 


While I am not speaking for any of the organizations represented above, in each of these positions, I have done 


work relevant to the social studies standards revision process. I believe that the current Maine Learning Results for 


Social Studies have areas that should be highlighted and potentially expanded as well as weaknesses that need to 


be addressed. 


Strengths: 


• Four separate content strands show emphasis in social studies beyond just U.S. History. 


• Middle school and high school progression of foundational and developing helps educator to differentiate 


learning for students. 


• Attempts to embed inquiry in authentic ways that shows the connection between inquiry and content. 


• Wabanaki studies is woven through the content strands and across all grade levels. 


• The separation of personal finance and economics helps to provide clarity about the different intended 


outcomes in instruction. 


• The individual grade level standards at K-5 help to provide direction for instruction at the grades where 


there are the most questions about what and how to teach social studies. 


• The grade bands at grades 6-8 and 9-diploma provide flexibility for districts to implement the standards in 


alignment with the unique curriculum of their schools and to best meet the needs of their students and 


communities. 


Weaknesses: 


• No strand that addresses learning related to psychology or sociology, or courses beyond the four main 


strands addresses in the standards. 


• Section on “eras” for US history and World history should be eliminated. 


• Does not do a good job of showing a progression of learning related to inquiry. The standards would 


benefit from a more intentional connection to the C3 Framework. 


• Lacks support for the teaching of deliberative skills and civil discourse that is essential to addressing 


potentially contentious topics both historical and contemporary. 


• There continues to be confusion at the school and district level about the difference between the 


standards and the learning expectations listed in the MLRs for social studies. The overall shared 
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framework adopted by all the content areas in the latest revision cycle lacks clear support from the MDOE 


in helping teachers and districts understand what they are required to do and what it means to 


implement the standards in classrooms as part of district curriculum. 


• Civics is highlighted as community engagement but does not include a clear progression of the skills and 


dispositions necessary for students to be informed citizens ready to critically fulfill their rights and 


responsibilities. 


• The mostly status quo work of the previous revision does not always have clear connections to research-


based learning across the different content areas. This is most evident in the lack of coherent structure 


when it comes to the teaching of historical thinking skills and social studies specific disciplinary literacy. 


• There needs to be accompanying standards aligned documents that provide guidance and resources that 


support curriculum and instruction beyond what standards can do. 


 


Overall thoughts: 


The previous iteration did not allow for those with a specialized background in social studies at the MDOE to 


meaningfully contribute to the revision process as the role was facilitation focused. With the recent moves of the 


MDOE to marginalize content specific backgrounds, I anticipate that this gap will continue in this revision. The 


process needs to be led by someone with experience doing standards revision work combined with a specialized 


background in the research specific to social studies content, skills, and curricular design. 


The National Council for the Social Studies position statement on “Developing State and Local Social Studies 


Standards” emphasizes that beyond the development of standards, there needs to be support for implementation 


and then a plan for continuous support through the next revision cycle.  This work was started during the previous 


revision, but paused when COVID started, and then stopped as the Maine DOE determined that it was not 


necessary to provide content specific support. The lack of DOE support has forced many districts to stop the 


implementation of the revised standards. Some districts have tried to continue implementing the latest revision 


but are doing so without support of the MDOE which leads to inconsistent or incomplete adoption across the 


state. Unless the Maine DOE makes a commitment to having a full-time social studies specialist, the revision cycle 


will continue to be incomplete and will be done in service of “checking the box” of statute requirements, as 


opposed to committing to support Maine students, educators, and districts. 


 


Sincerely, 


 


Joe Schmidt 
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Championing Policies and Practices that Enhance Teaching and Learning 


 


Nicole Chan, President - Joanne Dowd, Secretary - Jennifer Nickerson, Treasurer 
Debra McIntyre, Executive Director 


 
Social Studies Standards Review 


 
My name is Debra McIntyre, and I am the Executive Director for the Maine Curriculum Leaders 
Association.  MCLA recognizes the MDOE is required to review content area standards on a 
regular and ongoing basis.  We also recognize the amount of work this requires and are always 
looking to be partners in this work.  The members of MCLA are recommending that the Maine 
social studies standards, which are focused on the big picture of social studies understandings, 
are reviewed, and revised only to fine tune the standards that exist in the current document.  
We strongly believe that the standards, as they exist, include the performance expectations 
which embed the application of social studies processes, knowledge, and skills.  The field is 
only just beginning to dig into these standards and develop aligned curricula documents.  The 
field has worked to incorporate the current standards into instruction.  MCLA feels that time 
spent in developing aligned resources, offering professional development, and further solidifying 
the standards associated with Wabanaki and African American studies, as required by statute, 
would be invaluable to the field and a better use of time and money.    
 
MCLA would also recommend that the processes used in the standards revision work, overall, 
be revamped to ensure high-quality standards are the result of any content area revisions.  We 
have felt that previously there has been a lack of transparency with the process.  The input of 
the steering committee is invaluable but needs to include a feedback loop once the writing 
committee has drafted revisions.  The selection of the content area writers should be vetted to 
ensure the field is represented with knowledgeable educators.  The minutes of meetings and 
drafts should be readily available to the field.  These are a few suggestions that we feel would 
make the process more transparent to those not involved in the work but vested in the outcome.  
 
If our Maine social studies standards were dramatically altered, this would have a large impact 
on teachers and school districts (curriculum development, resource, and program purchases).   
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
 






image13.emf



Maine Education Association 


Grace Leavitt President | Jesse Hargrove Vice President | Beth French Treasurer 
Rebecca Cole NEA Director | Rachelle Bristol Executive Director 


 


 


35 Community Drive, Augusta, ME 04330 | 1349 Broadway, Bangor, ME 04401  
7 Hatch Drive, Suite 220, Box 310, Caribou, ME 04736 | 29 Christopher Toppi Drive, South Portland ME 04106 


 
207-622-5866 | 207-888-2070 fax | www.maineea.org 


 


 


 


Comments on current Social Studies Standards for the Public Hearing on April 29, 2024: 


 


 


As a part of the Department of Education’s Social Studies Standards review, the Maine Education 


Association asks that the Department and those involved in this process consider only refining the 


standards adopted in 2019. As it is written in law, the review cycle is already quite short, and with the 


disruptions of COVID, this cycle was much shorter. Districts are under no obligation to adopt new 


standards within a certain timeframe, so while we might assume they adopted the Social Studies 


standards in 2019 or 2020, some may have only recently started that work. Building curriculum and 


supplementary materials, implementing and refining that work, and making necessary adjustments takes 


time and resources. We believe more time is needed for educators to continue that work with the 2019 


standards.   


 


In the 131st legislative session, the Education and Cultural Affairs Committee heard comments at the 


public hearing on LD 2182: Resolve Regarding Legislative Review of Portions of Chapter 132: Learning 


Results: Parameters for Essential Instruction, a Major Substantive Rule of the Department of Education. 


The proposed standards and the public comments revealed a common theme: educators do not yet have 


the supports to integrate Wabanaki, African American, nor Genocide studies into their curricula, despite 


the statute requiring schools to do so. The proposed changes in the standards sought to solve this by 


integrating considerable and specific language changes. As examples, “Wabanaki” was added to the 


document 111 times, “African American” 63 times, and “Genocide” 50 times. MEA does not believe 


that merely adding these terms into the document will yield the result we are seeking. Instead, we 


believe a commitment and focus on creating and sharing resources on teaching Wabanaki, African 


American, and Genocide studies would be a much more feasible way to ensure we are meeting the 


requirement called for in statute. 


 


Thank you for your consideration.   


 


 


Grace Leavitt 


President, Maine Education Association 
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