The Truth, the Whole Truth, & Nothing But the Truth?  Norman Rose, PhD

Putting aside the notion of myths for a moment, let’s look instead at the “truth” of a situation or event. In social studies, you want to impart the truth, don’t you – the historical truth, the economic truth, the demographic truth. But what is the truth? There are the facts, which may seem to be indisputable. However, facts are not as solid as we like to think. 
Facts are often subject to interpretation. There is an exact number of miles from Petaluma to Eureka, but then you can interpret that distance in walking time, driving time, or flying time. You can also compare the distance to other distances, such as from Petaluma to Santa Rosa, or Petaluma to Calcutta. Depending on the mode of transportation, or what you are comparing, that “exact” distance can be interpreted and perceived as very long or very short.
You might say, “But there are some facts that do reveal the truth. For instance, the North defeated the South in the Civil War, and that’s a fact. It’s true.” Yes it is true; that fact is accurate – more or less. But then you would have to define the word defeat and even the term Civil War in a way that satisfies dictionary writers, Northerners, Southerners, and all the historians who study both the conflict and the years following. You would be surprised at how difficult a task it would be to get that much agreement.

So facts cannot ever reveal the truth of a situation or event, because truth seems to be a matter of perspective. (If you want to talk about absolute truth, take a class in philosophy or religion.) 
Realizing this, we must approach teaching social studies as an exercise in introducing truths (plural) about situations and events. That brings us back to revisionism. And now think of the word not as revision-ism, but as re-vision-ism. In other words, we are not trying to revise history or current events based on ideology or political correctness, but rather we are trying to re-vision history and current events by including all the perspectives that are pertinent: the victor’s perspective, the victim’s perspective, the majority’s perspective, and the minority’s perspective. (And there may be more than one minority, especially in the United States.)
The last essay ended with this:

So as a teacher you have a great balancing act to perform: How do you offer your students the “bigger picture” of revisionism yet maintain a sense of national identity? 

Now we can define “bigger picture” as “multiple truths” or “multiple perspectives.” And the answer to the question can be: As a teacher, you can preserve the sense of national identity by expanding it. In other words, instead of tearing down the idols and myths, you can include more idols and more myths. You include the multiple truths, even the contradictory ones. And then you let your students draw their own conclusions and generalizations – with your guidance, of course. (We’ll need to get in some practice on this later in the course.)
If revisionist history means looking through the eyes of victims as well as victors, then revisionist social psychology means including the mythology of the victims as well as the victors, the minority as well as the majority. So the Civil War era story includes not only the perspective of a mythological character like Abraham Lincoln, but also the perspectives other mythological characters, such as Harriet Tubman and Robert E. Lee. Plus, you might add in the perspective of the “typical” or “mythological” Northerner or Southerner or slave – not necessarily all on an equal basis, but you can find your own balance. 
What about the “ugly truths” of genocides and forced migrations and economic and gender repressions that occur in history and in current events? How will you include and present these things to children? What can or should an 8-year old hear? What about an 11-year old? Could your zeal for the truth be detrimental to a child’s psyche? Could there be such a thing as more truth than a young person can handle?

Imagine this scenario: You present a video that shows how white people forced Native American children to attend boarding schools that taught only white culture, language, and curriculum. Now you dismiss your class to outdoor recess. There are four large Native American boys and one particularly small, timid Anglo boy in your class. Guess what might happen on the playground today? So you say, “Oh, yes, I should include something about how we handle historical injustices in the present.” Yes, you should. But what will you say? How will you introduce and guide the discussion? How will you determine whether the discussion has served its purpose?
That brings up another issue. When you read the revisionists’ descriptions of all the flaws in the victor’s heroes (Thomas Jefferson had slaves!), keep in mind the flaws of the victims’ heroes as well. After all, white colonists did not invent slavery or cruelty toward fellow humans; indigenous people around the world were doing those things to each other long before Europeans arrived. Also, keep in mind the anthropology and psychology of the historical times and the balance of “truths” you want to get across. Yes, Jefferson had slaves, and he wrote the Declaration of Independence and founded a university and served as president and doubled the size of the country and sent Lewis and Clark on a journey and….  

So keep all this in mind when you read alternate views in the social sciences. Then when you plan a teaching unit, consider the age of your students, your own views, and the attitudes of the community in which you teach. Keep a balance in the facts, in the truths, and in the psychology and mythology of all people, and you should do well.

