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Abstract
Technological pedagogical content knowledge (now known as technology,
pedagogy, and content knowledge, or TPACK) has become a widely
referenced conceptual framework within teacher education. It provides a
common language to discuss the integration of technology into instruction
(Koehler & Mishra, 2008) and builds upon the concepts of pedagogical
content knowledge (Shulman, 1987) and teacher as curricular “gatekeeper”
(Thornton, 2001a, 2001b). This paper describes a three-part pedagogical
model—giving-prompting-making—to explicate the relationship between
pedagogy and technology within the social studies classroom. This model is
intended to enhance the TPACK framework by providing a clear and
intuitive comparison between social studies teachers’ pedagogical aims and
their choices with technology. The giving-prompting-making model can be
used to guide social studies teacher education students to make the most
appropriate use of technology.

In 1997, Peter Martorella wrote, “Arguably, technology is a sleeping giant in the social
studies curriculum” (p. 511). In the ensuing years, this metaphor has been used as a
touchstone for numerous discussions of technology and social studies (e.g. Berson, Lee, &
Stuckart, 2001; Bolick, Berson, Coutts, & Heinecke, 2003; Bolick, McGlinn, & Siko,
2005; Crowe & van t’Hooft, 2006; Diem, 2000; Doolittle & Hicks, 2003; Freitas & Solé,
2003; Friedman, 2006; Friedman & Heafner, 2007; Friedman & Hicks, 2006; Lee,
Doolittle, & Hicks, 2006; Lee & Hicks, 2006; Mason et al., 2000; Milman & Heinecke,
2000; Waring, 2007).
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Perhaps the durability of this image is due to its continued relevance – technology
typically plays a marginal role in most social studies instruction (e.g., Becker, Ravitz, &
Wong, 1999; Hicks, Doolittle, & Lee, 2004; vanFossen & Waterson, 2008). As Doolittle
and Hicks (2003) wryly noted, “The sleeping giant has been having quite a long nap” (p.
74). The technologies that have been widely adopted in the social studies—slideware
(Dynarski, Honey, & Levin, 2002; Hofer, Ponton, & Swan, 2006), drill-and-practice
software (Kingsley, 2005), and proprietary digital video (Boster, Meyer, Roberto, Inge, &
Strom, 2006), to name three—have reinforced rather than challenged the existing
curriculum (Crocco, 2001).
Since 1997 new tools have been introduced into social studies classrooms: social studies
educators use wikis (Friedman & Heafner, 2007; Miller, 2007; Richardson, 2006;
Solomon & Schrum, 2007), digital documentaries (Hofer & Swan, 2006; Manfra &
Hammond, 2008; Swan, Hofer, & Levstik, 2007), online games (Lee, 2007; vanFossen,
Friedman, & Hartshorne, 2008), Geographic Information Systems (Alibrandi & Sarnoff,
2006; Keiper, 1999; Shin, 2006; West, 2003; Wigglesworth, 2003), and structured
resource collections (Brush & Saye, 2002, 2005; Lee & Molebash, 2004; Molebash, 2004;
Molebash & Dodge, 2003; Saye & Brush, 2006, 2007).
Social studies journals such as Social Education and Theory and Research in Social
Education devote annual issues to technology integration. Social studies education
associations such as the National Council for the Social Studies’ College and University
Faculty Assembly have standing technology committees. These efforts are complemented
by social studies-themed issues in journals of instructional technology, including the
Journal of Computing in Teacher Education and Contemporary Issues in Technology
and Teacher Education. Instructional technology associations such as the Society for
Information Technology and Teacher Education have social studies committees that
interlock with social studies education groups (Bull, Bell, & Hammond, 2008).
Despite the growing interest in exploring technology-mediated instruction, rates of
technology integration in social studies education have remained low. Social studies
teacher educators are slow adopters (Bolick, Berson, Friedman, & Porfeli, 2007), as are
K-12 classroom teachers (Becker, Ravitz, & Wong, 1999; vanFossen & Waterson, 2008),
which has led to questions about whether the social studies as a field is suited to the use
of technology. According to Milman and Heinecke (2000), “the social sciences...[do] not
traditionally embrace technology” (p. 547). Historian Ed Ayers (1999) wrote,
“The…writing of history has remained virtually untouched and unchanged,” despite the
changes in technology available to academia. On the other hand, he noted, “The irony is
that history may be better suited to digital technology than any other humanistic
discipline” (para 3-4).
Theory, Purpose, and Practice in Technology Integration Into the Social Studies
Debates about the potential role technology will play in the social studies are grounded in
deeper discussions about the purpose and meaning of schooling. Stanley (2005)
described three foundational philosophies of social studies education—John Dewey’s
pragmatism, George Count’s social reconstruction, and Walter Lippman’s conservativism.
Similarly, Barr, Barth, and Shermis (1977) summarized perspectives of the social studies
into three categories: cultural transmission, social science, and reflective inquiry.
According to Stanley, the existential question remains, “What should be the role of
teachers, especially social studies teachers, with respect to the social order—transmission
or transformation?” (p. 282).
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It appears that preservice (Adler, 1984, 1991) and in-service teachers (Goodlad, 1984;
Ross, 1997; Zevin, 1999) align with more conservative answers (e.g., Hirsch, 1987), which
is not surprising given the practical, day-to-day concerns of teachers (Thorton, 1991).
Standardized curricula, high stakes testing, and competing curricular mandates in math
and reading have marginalized authentic social studies instruction (Grant, 2003; Heafner
et al., 2007; Rock et al., 2006). In addition, teachers’ working conditions force them to
contend with large classes, multiple preparations, and little time for planning (Sizer,
1985). Young teachers, in particular, are susceptible to the demands of curricular
coverage and classroom control (Barton & Levstik, 2004), school culture and
organization (Cuban, 1993), and the “deep-seated regularities of the classroom”
(Friedman & Hicks, 2006, p. 249).
To respond to Martorella’s (1997) call to awaken the sleeping giant and use technology as
an “agent for change in the social studies curriculum” (p. 512), social studies educators
and researchers must take into account the current state of affairs while providing
“images of the possible” (Thorton, 1991, p. 247). Social studies teacher educators cannot,
in the short term, reinvent the social studies, rewrite the curriculum, redesign assessment
practices, or wish new, intuitive technologies into being. However, we can enter into
dialogue with novice and experienced teachers about the affordances and limitations of
technology integration. This dialogue must bridge pedagogy and technology by placing
them within the same conceptual framework. As one preservice teacher noted, “Punching
buttons is easy to learn. Thinking like a teacher about that button is really different” (in
Kajder, 2005, p. 18). Meaningful discussion of technology integration should privilege
“thinking like a teacher” ahead of “punching buttons.”
Mishra and Koehler’s (2006) framework, technological pedagogical content knowledge
(referred to in this paper as technology, pedagogy, and content knowledge, or TPACK),
provides a suitable starting point in our search for the “conceptual home” of technology in
the social studies (Martorella, 1997). Mishra and Koehler conceived of instruction as a
Venn diagram made up of three overlapping circles or bodies of knowledge: pedagogical
knowledge, content knowledge, and technology knowledge. Their emphasis fell on the
center—“the complex interplay” of these three circles—TPACK (p. 1025). Importantly, in
their Venn diagram Mishra and Koehler equalized the three bodies of knowledge; all
three play equally important roles in “good teaching.”
TPCK is the basis of good teaching with technology and requires an
understanding of the representation of concepts using technologies;
pedagogical techniques that use technologies in constructive ways to teach
content; knowledge of what makes concepts difficult or easy to learn and
how technology can help redress some of the problems that students face;
knowledge of students’ prior knowledge and theories of epistemology; and
knowledge of how technologies can be used to build on existing knowledge
and to develop new epistemologies or strengthen old ones. (p. 1029)
Mishra and Koehler’s diagram of content, pedagogical, and technological knowledge (see
www.tpck.org) is subtly different from the figure first devised by Pierson (2001). Mishra
and Koehler arranged content, pedagogy, and technology in three identically sized circles.
Pierson arranged the three variables as ovals, with the oval representing technology
considerably smaller than the other two. Our own thinking of the variables (see Figure 1)
more closely corresponds with Pierson’s.
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Figure 1. TPCK within social studies with sequencing (PCK before TPCK) and structure
(giving, prompting, or making as the intended instructional strategies and requested
technological affordances).

Based upon our research, our reading of the literature, and our own practice as teachers
and teacher educators, we have focused our attention on pedagogy as the most promising
starting point for considering technology use in social studies. Mishra and Koehler’s
predecessors (i.e., Shulman, 1987; Thornton, 2001a, 2001b) placed the teacher, and
specifically the teacher’s role as a curricular-instructional gatekeeper and “manage[r] of
ideas” (Shulman, 1987, p. 1), at the center of curricular questions.
Our research to date, working within the TPACK framework, has suggested that teachers’
classroom practices are contingent on the teacher’s pedagogy more than the technology
or content (Manfra & Hammond, 2008). Teachers’ instructional practices emerge from
and conform to their internalized paradigms of teaching and pedagogical aims (Eisner,
2002; Schuerman, 1998). In understanding and improving classroom practice, Mishra
and Koehler’s (1996) mention of “pedagogical techniques that use technologies in
constructive ways to teach content” (p. 1029) seems the most promising starting point.
A three-part model for discussing social studies teachers’ use of technology for a range of
pedagogical techniques—giving, prompting, and making (see Table 1)—emphasizes the
role of the teacher as the curricular gatekeeper. It is intended to illustrate various modes
of instruction, including transmission and transformation (Barr et al., 1977; Stanley,
2005) and to provide social studies teachers and teacher educators a common language
with which to articulate their pedagogical aims.
Each part of the model focuses on a different expectation for student learning in the social
studies classroom. To elicit and support the targeted student behavior, the teacher adopts
a complementary stance. The appropriate inclusion of technology in the classroom is
dependent on the pedagogical aims of the teacher. The pedagogy should lead the
technology, not technology lead the pedagogy. This assertion is supported by the
literature on social studies and technology integration.
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Table 1
Giving, Prompting, and Making in Social Studies Instruction
Giving

Prompting

Making

Expected
Student
Behavior

To absorb and
retain
information;
passive (or
internally active)

To observe, detect
patterns, create
associations or make
inferences; active

To generate a product,
create order, describe
and support a
conclusion; active

Teacher Stance

To create
structure, impart
meaning, assign
significance;
active,
authoritative

To present,
contextualize,
paraphrase, invite
elaboration,
juxtapose statements
or evidence; active,
facilitative

To supervise,
challenge, offer
feedback, model;
active, collaborative

Example

Didactic lecture
about migration
in the Great
Plains

Examination of a set
of maps showing
waves of migration,
transportation routes,
and relevant
ecological issues

Students produce a
digital documentary
about successive
waves of Migration to
the Great Plains,
drawing upon maps,
photographs,
documents and other
digitized archival
resources

Giving: Tell It to Me Straight
The first author (Hammond) still has a cartoon drawn by a student during his first year of
teaching. He is portrayed in front of the classroom, coffee in one hand, the other pointing
at a map, saying, “No, Chuck, it was 1683, not 1646. Look it up.” The artist had accurately
portrayed Hammond’s first-year teaching style, the classic "frontal" style of teaching
(Goodlad, 1984) typical in many social studies classrooms. The teacher stands and
delivers information to students, supplementing the delivery with textbook readings and
worksheets. Students then reproduce this information on standardized tests and quizzes.
Driven by concerns of coverage and control (Barton & Levstik, 2004), many early-career
and even veteran teachers do not stray beyond these activities. Teachers who espouse the
frontal style described by Goodlad view teaching as a process of giving content
knowledge.
In our model, giving corresponds to the transmission or direct instruction paradigm of
learning (Drake & Nelson, 2009): Teachers impart information to students; students
absorb information from teachers (see Figure 2). When the pedagogical aim is giving,
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students are to be given clearly and efficiently the information contained in the textbook
and other curricular materials, minimizing uncertainty or confusion.

Figure 2. Teaching via giving. The student’s experience of the content area is
completely filtered by the teacher. In version A no technology is used; in version B
technology is used to support the teacher’s giving of content to the students.

Giving students the instructional objective before initiating the lesson is a recognized
principle from research on effective teaching (Bloom, 1956; Mager, 1962). Dynneson,
Gross, and Berson (2003) recommended short lectures combined with other teaching
strategies as a “satisfactory approach to teaching [social studies]” (p. 330). According to
Schwartz and Bransford (1998), “‘Teaching by telling’ can work extremely well” (p. 11). By
giving students a plain presentation of information, teachers can rapidly cover content,
control the classroom, and uphold standards of accuracy and exactness.
For teachers operating in contexts that feature a broad, detailed course of study and highstakes assessments, instruction via giving may seem to offer the most expedient route. As
of 2006, 23 states included social studies in their end-of-year student assessments, and
10 of the 23 use these test results to make decisions regarding student promotion or
graduation (Grant, 2006; Vogler & Virtue, 2007). Teachers who face these pressures may
very well favor giving as their preferred—or only—method of instruction.

165

Contemporary Issues in Technology and Teacher Education, 9(2)

Teachers have historically used technology to give or “cover” content. The programmed
instruction movement of the 1950s, thanks to significant federal funding via the National
Defense Education Act, brought television into American classrooms buoyed by “great
confidence in our ability to design effective and replicable instruction” (Heinich, 1995, p.
67). In the subsequent decade, the developers of the New Social Studies also sought to
apply technology to classroom instruction. Bruner’s (1960) seminal The Process of
Education devoted a chapter to “Aids to Teaching.” His enumeration of these aids
includes not only books but “Films, TV, micro-photographic film, film strips, sound
recordings, and the like” (p. 81). According to Fenton (1967), film strips and sound tracks
“bombard the senses with data” and “cover a wide range of material in very short order”
(p. 72). Indeed, “if the sole objective is the mastery of a pre-selected body of facts and
generalizations, then a film or a sound filmstrip designed for expository teaching may be
appropriate” (Lichtenberg & Fenton, 1969, p. 396).
Since the era of the New Social Studies, tools for giving students information have
proliferated. K-12 social studies teachers have widely embraced PowerPoint and other
slideware to support their instruction (Dynarski et al., 2002; Hofer et al., 2006).
UnitedStreaming’s video-on-demand service is widely available in K-12 school systems,
and at least one study suggested that the service “enhances the examination
performance” of the participating students in social studies (Boster et al., 2006). The
advent of Web 2.0 technologies has rapidly expanded the pedagogical possibilities
(O’Reilly, 2005) by moving slideware onto the Internet (i.e., Google Present) and allowing
the creation of large online libraries of user-generated video (i.e., YouTube, TeacherTube,
NextVista, et al.). These and many other technologies may be usefully applied to giving
students information (Richardson, 2006; Solomon & Schrum, 2007).
However, effective social studies instruction cannot begin and end with giving. John
Dewey (1916) criticized the practice as too passive and decontextualized. If learning social
studies amounts to the "mere amassing of information," then social studies is reduced to
“a large number of statements about things remote and alien" (p. 209). For instance,
teachers might give students the date of the battle of the Spanish Armada and then ask
them to give it back on a multiple-choice test. Once the transmission and recitation are
complete, the teacher moves on to the next concept.
Unfortunately, this type of instruction and assessment provides little evidence that
students actually understand social studies content. “Indeed, it is entirely possible that a
student could answer certain types of test questions correctly and still lack the most basic
understanding of the situation being tested, as a teacher would quickly learn by asking
the student to explain the answer” (Pellegrino, Chudowsky, & Glaser, 2001, p. 27).
Asking the student to explain the answer disrupts teacher-centered pedagogies and opens
up new curricular space. There is a notable pedagogical shift from a student’s directive to
“Give it to me straight” to a teacher’s elicitation, “What do you see?”
Prompting: What Do You See?
One aspect of the New Social Studies that made it a “revolution in the social studies”
(McElroy & Templeton, 1969, p. 105) was the pedagogical turn from the transmission
mode of learning. In transmission learning, students experience content through the filter
of the teacher’s understanding and expression. The New Social Studies, in contrast, called
for direct contact between the student and the selected raw materials of the disciplines:
anthropological films, artifacts, primary source documents, audio recordings, and so
forth. Instead of being the central transmitter of knowledge, the teacher became a
facilitator of the student’s engagement with the material (Tom, 1997).
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The repositioning of teacher pedagogy from giving to prompting is encapsulated in a
classroom experiment from the New Social Studies. The researcher provided teachers
with materials (a filmstrip, memoirs, audio recordings, transparencies of primary
sources, and readings) and instructed them to “refrain from the traditional role of telling”
(Lord, 1969, p. 27). Instead, teachers were to ask questions:
The unit [on slavery] began with the filmstrip on the slave trade but instead
of the usual statement by the teacher of “we see here,” which is usually
followed by an explanation of what is before the students, the teacher asked,
“What do you see?” and ‘What do you know about slavery from what you
see?’ (Lord, 1969, p. 27)
The recasting of the teacher's statement from "We see here" (an implied imperative) to
"What do you see?" (an interrogative) shifts the locus of cognition from the teacher to the
students. Rather than accept the teacher-defined meaning of the source (as in giving), the
students must explore the meanings and assign significance themselves. In other words,
the teacher is prompting students to interact with the content (see Figure 3). Because the
students are actively engaged in concept formation, the instruction is more learner
centered and recognizes the “knowledge, skills, attitudes and beliefs that learners bring to
the educational setting” (Bransford, Brown, & Pellegrino, 2000, p. 133). Students are
called upon to engage in analysis and reflection of their preconceptions about slavery.

Figure 3. Teaching via prompting. The student experiences the content area as
part of a dialog with the teacher. In version A no technology is used; in version B
technology is used to present the content to the student or to support dialog
between teacher and student.

Prompting aligns with constructivist models of teaching and learning (e.g., the zone of
proximal development, Vygotsky, 1978). Through inquiry-based instruction, students
develop new understandings. These understandings go beyond rote memorization as
students engage in disciplined thinking and meaning making.
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Students who think that history is about facts and dates miss exciting
opportunities to understand how history is a discipline that is guided by
particular rules of evidence and how particular analytical skills can be
relevant for understanding events in their lives. (Bransford et al., 2000, p.
155)
Teachers who prompt students through thoughtful questioning help their students
develop analytical skills and deeper conceptual understanding.
Such questions also have no right and wrong answers; they emphasize
creative thinking rather than memorization; they allow diverse levels of
engagement; they allow students to feel less intimidated by adult expertise;
and they also lend themselves to the construction of arguments and the
mobilization of evidence. (Jenkins, 2006 p. 24)
When engaging students by prompting, the teacher must scaffold the task (Brush & Saye,
2002). This scaffolding includes selecting appropriate materials and providing ongoing
support. For instance, students could study John Smith’s map of Virginia from 1608 or a
simplified modern version. The teacher might provide contextualizing documents
alongside the Emancipation Proclamation to either trouble the discourse (e.g., excerpts
reflecting Lincoln's views on repatriation and colonization) or support the main point
(e.g., only statements addressing the practice of slavery in the United States).
After selecting the learning materials, the teacher must provide strategic, ongoing support
to assist students as they consider the material, whether through heuristics—such as
SCIM-C (Hicks, Doolittle, & Ewing, 2004) or APPARTS (College Board, 2001)—or
guiding questions (e.g., Taba, 1969). Contextual information such as timelines and maps
may be provided. When students begin to offer hypotheses, the teacher can guide
discussion or wait for classmates to challenge these ideas. With the proper mix of
scaffolds, the teacher can make the prompting process challenging and accessible,
allowing students to engage in "free-form experimentation and open-ended speculations"
(Jenkins, 2006, p. 24) that develop their schema regarding social studies content.
Practitioners of the New Social Studies took advantage of the opportunities afforded by
the instructional technology of the 1950s and ‘60s to engage students in prompting. These
technologies included filmstrips, audio players and recorders, projectors, and other
media. Many of these technologies were new at the time, or at least new to the K-12
classroom. Transparencies and overhead projectors, for example, were used for military
instruction during World War II but did not enter schools until the late 1950s. While the
developers of the New Social Studies were wary of viewing technological tools as a
“panacea” (Bruner, 1960), new teaching materials were oversold, and they could not live
up to their potential. The tendency during the New Social Studies was to promote
technology as an “improvement of instruction” (Bender & Conrad, 1983, p. 20) rather
than a tool for teaching. Fenton (1991) recognized that the materials developed to support
the New Social Studies were unwieldy and “complicated the teachers’ lives. These
shortcomings in the materials themselves help to account for the demise of the New
Social Studies” (p. 86).
Consequently, once the New Social Studies fell out of fashion, the application of emerging
technologies as a tool for prompting withered. When computers entered classrooms in
the 1980s, drill-and-practice dominated the social studies applications (Ehman & Glenn,
1991; Mike, 1996). When computer-based games and simulations were used, they were
typically part of the classroom reward structure and did not approach the level of
integration for instructional purposes observed during the New Social Studies (Clegg,
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1991; Ehman & Glenn, 1991). One promising area was the emerging use of computer
databases to engage students in problem-solving (Ehman, Glenn, Johnson, & White,
1990; Ehman & Glenn, 1991). The predominant use of technology in social studies
classrooms, however, was watching media (films, video, filmstrips, television, and the
like).
Since the 1920s, educators have looked to film to convey factual knowledge and heighten
student interest (Saettler, 1990). While some researchers pointed toward the use of media
for inquiry (e.g., Maynard, 1971; Paris, 1997; Seixas, 1993), most practitioners used it for
presenting content or as an affective tool (e.g., Dobbs, 1987; Sabato, 1992). Portraits of
social studies teachers using film as prompts to develop students’ critical thinking (e.g.,
Percoco, 1998) are the exception, not the rule.
Contemporary examples of instructional technology being used to encourage problemsolving and inquiry-based learning involve the use of digital history resources. According
to Lee (2002) digital history is "the study of the past using a variety of electronically
reproduced primary source texts, images, and artifacts as well as the constructed
narratives, accounts, or presentations that result from digital inquiry" (p. 504). Clarke
and Lee (2004) described the use of digital history resources to encourage students to ask
questions about local history and engage in historical investigation. Databases, Webbased resources (Friedman & Heafner, 2007), and digital libraries (Bolick, 2006) have
been successfully integrated into the curriculum to encourage students to develop inquiry
skills related to social studies concepts.
For example, “WebQuests are developed by teachers and are used by students to
structure the process of inquiry-oriented activity defined by the teacher” (Molebash &
Dodge, 2003, p. 158). By completing WebQuests, students learn about social studies
content in more detail and develop skills of inquiry in a structured, yet student-centered
environment (Milson 2002). The “Persistent Issues Forum” (Saye & Brush, 2006) and
the “Digital History Reader” (Stephens, Leher, Thorp, Ewing, & Hicks, 2005) similarly
prompt students to develop skills of inquiry, including analysis and synthesis.
In our own social studies methods classes, we use a wide variety of technology tools to
prompt students, from data visualization (e.g., using Fathom or GIS to generate
hypotheses about demographics, agriculture, and urban planning) to user-generated
content (YouTube clips to initiate discussions of culture and globalization).
In the past, technology has been used to support traditional, giving-intensive paradigms
of social studies instruction. However, it also can provide “the leverage so urgently
needed for moving social studies instruction away from passive, teacher-dominated
approaches emphasizing recall and regurgitation toward active, student-centered forms
of learning demanding critical and conceptual thinking” (Crocco, 2001, para. 5). The
exponential proliferation of information on the Internet will only increase the
opportunities for social studies teachers to engage students in meaningful prompting
(McMichael, Rosenzweig, & O’Malley, 1996).
Dynamic media and visualization tools allow teachers to restructure and package
information in accessible ways for student discussion and analysis. However, the success
of the instructional strategy hinges upon the instructor’s ability to locate appropriate
materials and structure their use for students. Technology greatly expedites this process,
but—unlike using technology to transmit information in the giving mode—the prompt
succeeds or fails based on the teacher’s ability to manage the students’ investigation of
the material. Even relatively structured activities, such as WebQuests, cannot be used off
the shelf and require significant amounts of adaptation and soft scaffolding from the
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teacher. This scaffolding often extends into the third pedagogical mode in our model,
making.
Making: Show What You Know
The third and final pedagogical strategy in our model extends the constructivist ideas
underlying prompting into student creation of whole products—making. Examples of
making include student-produced newsletters, essays, skits, posters, slideshows, and
Web sites. Seymour Papert (1991) referred to this learning-by-making as
“constructionism.” Signaling a connection to constructivism, he wrote, “‘Building
knowledge structures’…happens especially felicitously in a context where the learner is
consciously engaged in constructing a public entity” (p. 1).
We refer to this pedagogical aim as making: Students generate a product that provides a
representation of their understanding (see Figure 4). For example, when students write
an essay that describes tensions between the Sons of Liberty and Loyalists at the time of
the Boston Tea Party, they draw upon a large body of interconnected concepts (e.g.,
boycotts, tariffs, the East India Company, smuggling, the Townshend Acts, etc.) and make
their understandings visible to the teacher (Greene, 1994).

Figure 4. Teaching via making. The student learns while creating a representation of
the content area. In version A no technology is used; in version B students use
technology while making their product. The dashed line represents the possibility that
the student product may, in turn, become part of the general body of social studies
content (e.g., a local history project).
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Instruction via making is analogous to project work, a staple feature of social studies
instruction throughout the grade levels. In elementary grades, for example, students write
snapshot autobiographies (Parker, 2005), construct a chronological mural of their city
(Zarillo, 2008), conduct a survey about Halloween practices and present a report (Ellis,
2007), and create a population density map of students within the school (Lee, 2008). In
middle school, students research organizations that serve people affected by wars and
compose a report (Sunal & Haas, 2008) and make oral presentations about historical
figures (Chapin, 2007) or assemble Jackdaws about them (Levstik & Barton, 2005).
In high school, students write a research paper or conduct original research on local
history (Morell & Rogers, 2006). Creative teachers can invent or adapt combinations of
content and activities in limitless ways to engage students in developing their social
studies schema, making their understanding public.
Project work, and specifically the act of student creation, provides opportunities for
content knowledge formation and skill development—such as research, organization, and
writing (Chapin, 2007; Parker, 2005). Heavily scaffolded project work can provide
students with guided practice, while less-structured projects allow for independent
practice (Parker, 2005). Asking students to make something allows them to practice the
transfer of conceptual learning to new contexts (Sunal & Haas, 2008). Many projects
involve some element of student choice, allowing students to exercise their independence
and increasing their engagement—students will often recall the content and process of
their project work, even years later (Chapin, 2007). Finally, project work provides
teachers with opportunities to engage students in “powerful and authentic social studies”
with a focus on inquiry, problem-based learning, and higher order thinking (Newmann,
1991).
Incorporating technology into the making pedagogy mode seems to be a natural
outgrowth of the traditional use of projects in social studies instruction. Technology has
frequently been integrated into the social studies as teachers increasingly assign research
projects using Web-based resources for the construction of a project (Friedman &
Heafner, 2007; Lee & Molebash, 2004; Miller, 2007; Molebash, 2004; Molebash &
Dodge, 2003). Teachers might also choose to have students create their final product
using Web-based applications or computer software (Ferster, Hammond, & Bull, 2006;
Friedman & Heafner, 2007). Student-created digital documentaries provide a new format
for students to demonstrate their conceptual understanding and skill in a social studies
classroom (Hofer & Swan, 2006; Manfra & Hammond, 2008; Swan, Hofer, & Levstik,
2007).
Since Martorella's (1997) article, two technological watersheds have emerged. First, the
Internet became ubiquitous in society and schools—albeit in a read-only mode (BernersLee, 1999). Second, Web 2.0 emerged, transforming the Web into a read-write medium
(O'Reilly, 2005; Richardson, 2006). A hallmark of the post-Web 2.0 Internet is usergenerated content, as attested by the thousands of videos uploaded to YouTube every day.
Digital videos provide a useful demonstration of the shifts within technology and
technology-mediated social studies instruction. Before 1997, editing digital video
required commercial software that cost hundreds or even thousands of dollars. In the
ensuing years, however, both Macintosh and Microsoft released free video editors to be
installed on all personal computers, and Web-based equivalents emerged during the
development of Web 2.0.
Between both Web-based and locally housed software applications, fluent technology
users have multiple options for splicing together video clips, still images, audio clips,
screen shots or screen captures, sound effects, and text. The assembled collage can be
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treated with video effects, uploaded to video sharing services and tagged with descriptors,
and commented on by friends and strangers alike. The toolbox for student creations has
expanded the curricular possibilities for making content. Students can now share their
conceptions beyond the classroom.
The current research on technology-mediated social studies instruction offers numerous
examples of students engaging in project work using technology. Friedman and Heafner
(2007) researched high school students constructing Web sites to assemble primary and
secondary source documents to answer questions about World War II. Dan McDowell has
used wikis in a variety of ways, including a branching narrative project on the Holocaust
(Richardson, 2006; Solomon & Schrum, 2007). At least two university-level history
professors have begun assigning Wikipedia-based projects to teach historiography
(Miller, 2007).
We have observed teachers’ contrasting implementations of digital documentary projects
in history classrooms (Manfra & Hammond, 2008). Brush and Saye (2001, 2002, 2005;
Saye & Brush, 1999, 2002, 2004a, 2004b, 2006, 2007) have sustained a decade-long
design experiment in civic education via carefully scaffolded student problem solving
based in the Civil Rights Era. In each of these instances the classroom teachers chose to
integrate technology to encourage students to make something new. This new product
was intended to encapsulate student understandings of social studies concepts and their
analytical skills. Making as a pedaogical mode moved students beyond rote memorization
or responding to teacher prompts and allowed them greater latitude to conceptualize
social studies subject matter, creating a new, unique product.
The Giving-Prompting-Making Model and TPACK
Since Martorella’s (1997) “sleeping giant” the technology tools available for social studies
education have expanded. Classrooms have become populated with one or more
computers, these computers have been wired to the Internet, and digital projectors (and
other large-format displays) have steadily become staple features of classroom
equipment. Social studies teachers have already embraced some technologies—such as
PowerPoint (or other slideware), WebQuests, and digital video—but teacher-centered,
passive pedagogies remain the norm.
Our proposed model—giving, prompting, making—is designed to work with TPACK,
specifically addressing Mishra and Koehler’s (2006) observation that “Part of the
problem…has been a tendency to only look at the technology and not how it is used” (p.
1018, italics added). Focusing on these three modes of teaching calls attention to the fit
between teachers’ pedagogical intentions (informed by their PCK) and their selection and
use of technological tools (informed by their TK and TPACK). TPACK does not—or ought
not—place the technological cart ahead of the PCK horse. Instead, TPACK is a nested
expression: (T(PCK)). The pedagogical content knowledge is resolved first, and only then
is the use of technology considered. The tool selection process is constrained by the
desired instructional pattern (see Figure 1).
The TPACK framework can serve as a reminder that technology is not deterministic. As
noted by Lichtenberg and Fenton (1969) during the New Social Studies, “Not that the
[technological] material is either inductive or expository; it is neutral. The way in which
instructional materials are used to attain particular objectives determines whether they
are ‘'inductive’ or ‘expository’” (p. 396).
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In contrast, a statement such as “The Internet promotes problem-solving skills” or “The
Internet promotes cooperative learning” (Anderson & Speck, 2001, p. 4) fails to
appreciate the role of the content and the teacher. Furthermore, individual tools can be
used flexibly within a discipline. PowerPoint, for example, can be used for more than
delivering “bullet point after bullet point of text.” Instead “primary sources could be
displayed, coordinated, and projected and used as a mechanism for formative and
summative assessment” (Hofer et al., 2006, para. 1). As suggested by Table 2, a single
technology can be used in multiple modes, depending upon the purpose(s) to which it is
applied.
Table 2
Illustration of Technology Tools Being Used in Methods Spanning the Three Modes
Giving

Prompting

Making

Video

Teacher shows a
documentary about
pioneers meant to
be absorbed as
factual information

Teacher shows
excerpts from
Hollywood films such
as The Searchers or
Into the West as texts
to be analyzed.

Guiding students
through a digital
documentary-creation
task about westward
expansion.

Digitized
primary
sources

Teacher uses
pioneer diary
excerpts in a
lecture about the
hardships and
uncertainties faced
by settlers.

Students study
photographs and
newspaper clippings
about Exodusters to
learn about
participation in
westward expansion.

Students write a
document-based
question
comparing/contrasting
the experiences of
Exodusters and other
settlers.

GIS

Teacher uses GIS
to illustrate the
expansion of the
railroads and the
decline of the
buffalo.

Students examine map
layers showing Native
Americans' precolonial territories,
treaty boundaries,
battle sites, and
reservations.

Students create a GIS
coverage that traces the
migration and
dispersion of a single
Native American group.

The sequencing and structure proposed here coincide with the work of Harris and Hofer
(Harris, 2008; Harris & Hofer, 2008). Working within the TPACK framework, they
highlighted “activity structures” as instructional planning units. Instead of giving,
prompting, and making, they focused on “knowledge building” and “knowledge
expression” as the underlying pedagogical intention. These two structures appear to
parallel and complement each other (see Table 3). Giving is a pedagogical stance that
engenders knowledge building; prompting and making are techniques for eliciting
knowledge expression.
A goal of better or more extensive technology integration does not
necessarily require a philosophically transformative agenda….Instead, the
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primary goal of such professional learning and reflection could be to develop
and act upon TPCK in and to whichever forms and extents…teacher
practitioners choose. (Harris, 2008, p. 268)
To be useful, a framework for technology integration must speak to all or many
pedagogical stances and models of instruction. Technology is not inherently a behaviorist
or constructivist tool. It can be effectively used within transmission models (giving) or for
more transformative modes of instruction (prompting and making). Technology
integration decisions should follow and extend from pedagogical decisions.

Table 3
Comparison of Giving-Prompting-Making and Knowledge Building vs. Knowledge
Expression

Giving (e.g., didactic lecture)

Knowledge Building (e.g., viewing
images)

Prompting (e.g., primary source
heuristic)

Convergent Knowledge Expression (e.g.,
completing a chart)

Making (e.g., student-created digital
documentary project)

Divergent Knowledge Expression (e.g.,
developing a presentation)

We anticipate that TPACK will become a widely referenced conceptual framework within
teacher education, particularly as teacher education programs become more deeply
interested in addressing teachers’ effective use of technology (Honawar, 2008;
Thompson, 2007; Thompson & Mishra, 2007). TPACK provides a common language for
discussing the integration of technology into instruction while building upon the concepts
of PCK (Shulman, 1987) and teacher as curricular “gatekeeper” (Thornton, 2001a,
2001b). Our model of giving-prompting-making is intended to clarify the relationship
between PCK and technology within TPACK.
It is also a clear and intuitive model for beginning teacher candidates and experienced
teachers to express the importance of designing instruction that makes appropriate use
of technology. The discussion of instructional modes can prompt reflection on
technology-mediated strategies—“Does the selected tool help or hinder my teaching
strategy?”—and about teaching, in general—“Should I prompt and then give or give and
then prompt?” (Schwartz & Bransford, 1998).
Finally, giving, prompting, and making may have a special resonance for social studies
education as an opportunity to discuss democratic teaching styles. After all, a classroom
in which the teacher is consistently engaged in giving is not democratic. A classroom that
has a healthy balance among giving, prompting, and making is likely to be more student
centered and more democratic and better at preparing students for the “office of citizen”
in the advanced sense (Parker, 1996).
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Limitations and Next Steps
In statistical modeling, the test of a model is its ability to describe the data. The “bestfitting line” is that which produces the fewest residuals (Hamilton, 1990). Based on our
experiences as teachers and teacher educators, and supported by our reading of the
literature, giving, prompting, and making may provide a best-fitting line for discussing
teaching and technology use. However, these modes are only an initial conceptualization.
They do not address the full range of classroom tasks (e.g., assessment), and they do not
speak to the intricacies of scaffolding.
Nevertheless, this initial discussion of a three-part pedagogical model can provide a
useful extension to TPACK, anchoring it in pedagogy and connecting it with powerful
ideas from educational scholarship. We are particularly interested in exploring the
model’s utility for social studies methods classes and for conducting classroom-based
research. Our aim is to contribute to “conceptualizations and a more fully formed
research agenda” observed by Lee and Hicks (2006, p. 414) while also addressing the
need for theoretical grounding of technology use and research (Crocco, 2001; Mishra &
Koehler, 2006; Roblyer, 2005; Schrum et al., 2007).

Editor Note:
We invite discussion of giving, prompting, and making, both formally (e.g., through CITE
journal commentaries) or informally (e.g., through the blog of the SITE Social Studies
SIG: http://siteblog.aace.org/category/teacher-education-council/social-studies/).
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