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Using a Standards Crosswalk to Adapt 
Resources for Teaching with Primary Sources 
Across K–12 and Higher Education
By Jen Hoyer

ABSTRACT: This article explores the work of archivists and special collections 
librarians in teaching with primary sources (TPS) for K–12 and higher education 
audiences and argues that the resources created for this work have largely targeted 
either audience, but not both. Building on a trend in the TPS literature toward skills-
based instruction efforts, this article introduces a crosswalk between skills-based 
standards typically used in higher education (the SAA/RBMS Guidelines for Primary 
Source Literacy) and K–12 education (Common Core State Standards). This crosswalk 
demonstrations how resources created with one audience in mind can be adapted for use 
with other audiences. Examples of this crosswalk’s application are provided, as well as 
a discussion of the pitfalls of standards-based learning and the potential of a standards-
based crosswalk to open up communication and collaboration around the benefits of 
teaching with primary sources.

Introduction
In his 1986 article “Archives in the Classroom,” Ken Osborne called on archivists 
and special collections librarians to more intentionally explore the potential of 
education work within archives and special collections. Osborne pointed to earlier 
sources on archives and education, highlighting suggestions that archives produce 
two types of educational resources: those intended for K–12 classrooms and others 
for higher education.1 Osborne’s grief over the “neglect of the educational potential 
of archives” has thankfully been remedied across major swathes of our profession as a 
vibrant community dedicated to the work of teaching with primary sources (TPS) has 
developed in the decades since.2 At the same time, the different materials and efforts for 
K–12 and higher education that he identified foreshadowed current trends in efforts by 
archivists and special collections librarians to do instruction work. In a profession where 
resources are scarce and austerity is rampant,3 the assumption that K–12 and higher 
education audiences need entirely separate materials and teaching efforts means that 
most institutions will be compelled to focus their instructional efforts on one audience 
or the other. We see this ref lected in the archives and special collections literature, 
which provides evidence of deeply successful education programs for K–12 and higher 
education that rarely utilize the same resources for both groups. 

This article argues that TPS resources generated by archivists and special collections 
librarians for use in a K–12 education context are adaptable to higher education, and vice 
versa. This argument is rooted in an understanding that the skills-based needs of these 
two audiences are different but not wholly separate. As evidence for this, this article 
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establishes connections between K–12 and higher education contexts by presenting a 
crosswalk between the skills-based education standards most commonly used in each 
context—namely, the SAA/RBMS Guidelines for Teaching with Primary Sources and the 
Common Core State Standards. The goal of this crosswalk is to make more transparent 
the similarities and needs within K–12 and higher education contexts, to reveal the 
transferability and adaptability of educational materials and teaching efforts across these 
contexts, and to expand our collective imagination concerning the ways the archives 
profession could use primary sources to support a broader audience of students.4

Considering the Literature: Approaches to Teaching with  
Primary Sources
The benefits of learning with primary sources for students of all ages are well 
established in the education literature.5 However, the growing community of librarians 
and archivists who do instruction work with primary source materials is not a 
community that requires a graduate degree in education or similar advanced training for 
entry. For this reason, this literature review focuses specifically on publications within 
the disciplines of archives and special collections to explore how archivists and special 
collections librarians who are doing instruction describe the work that they do. A review 
of the literature reveals that this work is largely divided by audience—K–12 and higher 
education—and also suggests some causes for this division. It also demonstrates an 
overall pedagogical shift toward skills-based learning. 

Writing about Teaching with Primary Sources 
The peer-reviewed literature on education outreach initiatives within archives and 
special collections demonstrates the extent to which these efforts have traditionally 
focused on either K–12 or higher education audiences, but only occasionally on both—
and in such instances, rarely with adaptations of the same resources. Institutions in 
the cultural heritage sector such as libraries, museums, and historical societies tend to 
create educational resources for K–12 students and teachers, while the focus for TPS in 
higher education contexts tends to come from professional organizations more typically 
affiliated with higher education institutions (including the Society of American 
Archivists and the Rare Books and Manuscripts Section of ACRL).6 Robin Katz links 
the difficulty of producing resources for both K–12 and higher education instructors 
to a lack of common language and reference points between the two learning and 
instruction environments.7 Many college and university archives are used in the service 
of education with a focus on higher education students—and, often, mostly or entirely 
on their own campus.8 These efforts include the creation of guides for cultivating 
primary source literacy or offering research seminars.9 The success and failure of these 
efforts are then measured by the ability to use primary sources to support the learning 
of each institution’s student population.10 As one example of how this plays out in other 
contexts, a project by Marcus Robyns at Northern Michigan University, while rooted 
in broader strategies to implement new education standards across the spectrum of 
K–12 and higher education, only details initiatives that meet these standards within 
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the higher education context in which they were created and implemented. Minimal 
guidance is given as to how such an initiative could be implemented outside higher 
education in the form of “community educational outreach.”11 

Higher education teaching faculty have also detailed their efforts to include primary 
source materials in their teaching of everything from composition to history and 
mathematics, either on their own or through collaboration with archivists and special 
collections librarians.12 This scholarship necessarily focuses on the group of students 
each instructor works with, and it inevitably (if unintentionally) reinforces a separation 
in the literature between uses of primary sources in K–12 and higher education. Yet, 
while faculty and library staff at the University of Colorado–Boulder describe how 
their collaboration could be replicated in other departments across campus, they do not 
discuss whether their work is applicable to audiences beyond undergraduate students 
despite recognizing that only 25 percent of visitors to their collections are university 
students.13 Similarly, in describing a faculty-archivist teaching collaboration with 
primary sources at Framingham State College, the instruction session for education 
undergraduates was deemed successful because students asked critical questions, made 
connections between local and national events, and developed historical perspective. 
However, there is no recognition that this could become a “teach the teacher” 
instruction session for using the same pedagogy with the K–12 population these 
teachers-in-training will ultimately serve.14 Much of our professional literature on TPS 
in an undergraduate context mentions initiatives that could be appropriately adapted for 
a K–12 context, and yet literature about these initiatives often fails to explicitly make 
this connection.15

This is not to say that college and university archivists and special collections librarians 
are not working with K–12 audiences directly. In some contexts, they are creating 
resources to support K–12 programs such as National History Day16 or to align with 
state K–12 learning standards, such as the Opper Project at The Ohio State University.17 
However, the case studies referencing these projects do not discuss how those resources 
could also be useful for the institution’s undergraduate students and their instructors. 
In Visser’s summary of a 2006 survey on the state of education outreach to K–12 
institutions by higher education special collections, she notes polarized attitudes toward 
this work as well as a lack of scholarly literature detailing K–12 outreach.18 Visser writes 
of efforts at the University of Colorado–Boulder to support both undergraduate and 
K–12 students but does not note any similarities between these initiatives or potential 
transferability of the methodologies and resources developed, beyond the comment that 
“Special Collections at CU–Boulder does emphasize touch, with both child and adult 
patrons.”19 

Efforts developed specifically for K–12 audiences also include initiatives to support 
teacher training in the use of primary source materials in the classroom as well as the 
development of materials for students. Lee Ann Potter describes programs across the 
presidential libraries that provide excellent support of this kind to both K–12 students 
and their educators.20 The Library of Congress has been at the forefront of developing 
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resources and mechanisms for reaching K–12 audiences with primary source materials 
and teaching resources.21 Anne Gilliland-Swetland’s research on using digitized primary 
sources within K–12 classrooms tested various tools and resources by training K–12 
teachers in their implementation.22 These publications do not describe whether or how 
these programs and resources might be transferrable to educators outside the K–12 realm.

There are, thankfully, a few exceptions to the trends identified here. Malkmus 
understands a connection between K–12 and higher education and theorizes that 
programs designed to support primary source literacy in undergraduates should build 
on skills and competencies honed at the K–12 level.23 Carini dips a toe in K–12 when 
he suggests both secondary and higher education students as the target audience for 
the archives literacy competencies he proposes.24 Additionally, resources created for 
educators and students have, in rare instances, been positioned to span the gap, or at 
least bridge high school and undergraduate audiences. Examples of such resources can 
be found in projects carried out at Utah State University, the University of Florida, the 
National Archives and Records Administration, and the Cleveland Museum of Natural 
History.25

It is possible that, in the literature noted, the tendency to focus on either K–12 or higher 
education is a result of how TPS scholarship is generated in the archives and special 
collections field.26 Garcia notes the emphasis of professional archives literature on 
TPS in an undergraduate setting, not K–12.27 This is borne out in Yaco, Ramaprasad, 
and Syn’s 2020 research linking archives and special collections with curriculum 
needs. While their article is titled “Themes in Recent Research on Integrating 
Primary Source Collections and Instruction,” it becomes evident, in the description of 
“relevant” literature selected for their study, that their entire focus is on literature about 
TPS in a higher education context.28 The excellent volume Past or Portal? Enhancing 
Undergraduate Learning through Special Collections and Archives focuses, as the title 
suggests, entirely on undergraduate audiences.29 Many of the chapters relate strongly 
to K–12 instruction needs, yet only one of the forty-eight case studies mentions that it 
could be adapted for use with middle or high school students. A second case study in 
the volume mentions—in a footnote—that TPS resources developed for K–12 audiences 
could be used in undergraduate settings.30 Transferability in our writing about practical 
strategies for higher education and K–12 is the exception rather than the norm. 

Austerity is also partially to blame for the siloing of TPS work in the archives 
profession. Funding constraints may force us to think only about the audience at 
one’s own institution. Greg Johnson acknowledges that even when direct efforts are 
made to reach local K–12 populations, staffing and time constraints ultimately mean 
that classes from the university receive priority.31 An argument could be made for 
institutional mission as a factor that orients archival instruction work to only higher 
education audiences. While it may be true that most higher education institutions 
have institutional missions to serve their own students and faculty, archives and 
special collections within colleges and universities often have mandates to serve both 
the institution’s community as well as off-campus researchers and K–12 students 



ARCHIVAL ISSUES 41 Using a Standards Crosswalk

specifically.32 Grant funding may also dictate the way that resources for TPS are 
developed and shared. Projects funded by grants targeted at higher education will 
necessarily, in their documentation, focus on use with higher education audiences.33 
Conversely, in a project with the grant-funded goal “to enhance K–12 teaching and 
learning by working with Louisiana teachers to integrate the use of the digital collection 
into their classroom activities,” transferability of products and findings to a higher 
education situation is not discussed.34

It is likely that many of the authors referenced here recognize that the resources and 
instruction strategies they are writing about could be adapted for use with both K–12 
and higher education audiences. However, the literature indicates an overwhelming 
tendency to write, and possibly to think, about the work of TPS in either K–12 or higher 
education contexts. These trends in the literature undoubtedly establish and reinforce 
professional norms that assume that instruction work with these audiences is wholly 
unique and that an entirely different set of teaching tools and curricular resources are 
needed. Ultimately, this leads to division across a community of educators who are 
otherwise like-minded and who could share valuable experience and ideas.

Skills-Based Pedagogy in TPS
In recent years, recognition of the skills-based value of TPS has begun to emerge, 
not only with regard to archival literacy competencies but also within a broader 
framework of transferable research skills that benefit students across K–12 and higher 
education.35 TPS provides an opportunity to learn and practice research skills that can 
be utilized in other disciplines to foster discussion, support project work, and improve 
student engagement.36 Nygren argues that high school students deserve to be taught 
the scholarly habits that will enable them to do research in the same way historians 
do; namely, analyzing multiple sources to develop historical thinking and historical 
empathy.37 A rising demand for document analysis skills at the K–12 level as outlined 
in the Common Core Standards and similar curricula provides a need that archivists 
can fill.38 A general trend toward skills-based outcomes within the field of TPS has in 
fact been a motivating factor for the creation of the SAA/RBMS Guidelines for Primary 
Source Literacy, the pedagogical framework most used right now by archivists and 
librarians working in higher education.39 As noted at the outset, Robin Katz suggests 
that a common language is needed for discussing TPS across K–12 and higher education 
contexts. This article suggests that skills-based learning could provide this much-
needed connection between the two contexts.

Seeking a Bridge: Examining Learning Standards
The consistent divide in how archivists and special collections librarians write about 
resources created for TPS highlights a need for new professional norms that could help 
us more broadly apply our instructional resources and practices to expand the impact 
of our collections and education initiatives. This article suggests that skills-based 
learning can provide a common language for understanding the TPS work we do across 
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K–12 and higher education. This is not to suggest that no differences exist between the 
needs of K–12 and higher education audiences; quite the opposite, there are important 
nuances. However, just as instructors would adapt an instruction plan for working 
with a group of English Language Learners and Advanced Placement students at the 
same grade level, so too should we adapt our instruction to work with both elementary 
school and undergraduate students. Resources for TPS can address core skills and 
competencies that apply to every student. 

As noted, a shift to focus on skills and competencies was a key instigator for creation 
of the Guidelines for Primary Source Literacy published by the Society of American 
Archivists and the ACRL Rare Books and Manuscripts Section Joint Task Force on 
the Development of Guidelines for Primary Source Literacy in 2018.40 The guidelines 
“articulate the range of knowledge, skills, and abilities required to effectively use 
primary sources.”41 They include twenty-two objectives categorized within five broader 
concept areas: Conceptualize; Find and Access; Read, Understand, and Summarize; 
Interpret, Analyze, and Evaluate; and Use and Incorporate. Their intended audience is 
primarily archivists and librarians, and they speak directly to concepts that archivists 
know well, outlining a clear set of archival research skills that can be imparted to 
students.42 Use of these standards has, to date, been documented mostly in a higher 
education context. For example, the Society of American Archivists’ Case Studies on 
Teaching with Primary Sources includes 18 published case studies at the time of this 
writing; of these, 17 describe use of the Guidelines in higher education, and only one 
(Case 4) describes application of the Guidelines primarily in a K–12 context.43 Another 
case, “Co-curricular Innovation: Teaching about Patents as Primary Sources,” describes 
an attempt to replicate a lesson initially designed for undergraduate students with 
middle school students.44 Adaptation of TPS resources across audiences is, again, the 
exception rather than the rule.

While the Guidelines has been a key tool to help archivists and special collections 
librarians to think about their instruction work in a skills-based context, much of 
the work to integrate primary sources into K–12 classrooms has been motivated by 
trends toward standardization, including, but not limited to, the Common Core State 
Standards (CCSS). The CCSS are a set of guidelines that articulate which concepts and 
skills students should be equipped with by the time they reach college.45 They have been 
adopted by 41 states, the District of Columbia, four territories, and the Department 
of Defense Education Activity.46 The CCSS include a set of English Language Arts/
Literacy (ELA) Standards and a separate set of Mathematics Standards. 

Use of primary sources is key for meeting the CCSS, and an increased reliance on 
these and similar standards within the K–12 realm has been an impetus for increased 
archives outreach to K–12 audiences for more than two decades.47 Many archivists and 
special collections librarians who create resources for K–12 audiences have done so in 
conjunction with state standards—either standards that preceded implementation of the 
CCSS or standards that have been adopted as the official statewide implementation of 
the CCSS.48 
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Standards are not perfect, and suggesting the use of standards to hone our instruction 
work in archives and special collections cannot be the only answer. Concerns have 
been voiced regarding whether standards can be implemented in useful ways for 
English Language Learners and students with disabilities.49 Standards move away from 
recognizing differences among students and away from culturally responsive teaching.50 
However, the widespread prevalence of standards, and their existence as a tool for 
working with primary sources across K–12 and higher education audiences, provides a 
starting point for understanding commonalities across these learning audiences.

Building a Bridge: The Potential of Crosswalks
A crosswalk document is a reference tool for educators, in this case allowing for 
quick comparison and translation between educational standards. One example of a 
crosswalk, the Crosswalk of the Common Core Standards and the Standards for the 21st-
Century Learner, was published in 2011 by the American Library Association to show 
commonalities between the CCSS and standards created by the American Association 
of School Librarians.51 Crosswalks are not new to TPS. For example, Anne Gilliland 
created a crosswalk between K–12 learning and cognitive objectives, and activities for 
TPS that might address these.52 A crosswalk between the Guidelines and the CCSS 
could help archivists and special collections librarians identify the ways that their 
existing instruction work for either higher education or K–12 audiences might speak 
to needs across audiences. A crosswalk will not explain all the details of adapting 
an instruction activity for another audience, but it will serve as a starting point for 
understanding the applicability of our collections and our instructional resources across 
K–16+. Moreover, an understanding of standards and alignment with a crosswalk can be 
a starting point for conversations with instructors. If an activity is created in alignment 
with Guidelines objectives that then show crosswalk alignment with objectives from the 
CCSS, merely articulating this to a K–12 educator shows that we are trying to speak to 
their needs and opens the door for new collaboration. Because schools that have adopted 
the CCSS are under tremendous pressure to demonstrate that they are achieving 
these standards (teachers can face barriers to retention and promotion if their students 
repeatedly underperform on standards-aligned assessments, and schools that repeatedly 
underperform on standards-aligned tests can face additional oversight and/or closure), 
it is imperative for archivists and librarians who wish to work with students in these 
settings to be able to communicate to teachers and school administrators how their 
contributions are supporting the achievement of goals established by the CCSS. 

Building a crosswalk between the Guidelines and the CCSS is not a small task. The 
Guidelines includes twenty-two objectives, while the CCSS contains standards for both 
ELA and mathematics. This crosswalk focuses on the ELA standards, which contain 
grade-level standards in each of four areas: reading, writing, speaking and listening, 
and language. The number of grade-level standards makes a crosswalk between the 
Guidelines for Primary Source Literacy and every existing grade-level standard of the 
CCSS unwieldy. However, at the heart of the CCSS are thirty-two College and Career 
Readiness standards (CCRs) across areas of reading, writing, speaking and listening, 
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and language; often referred to as the anchor standards. Creating a crosswalk between 
twenty objectives from the Guidelines and thirty-two anchor standards from the CCSS 
is much more feasible.

This crosswalk was developed, after deep study of both sets of standards, by matching 
each Common Core standard to objectives from the Guidelines through a card-sorting 
activity. Each of the objectives from the Guidelines was written on a pink index card, 
and each Common Core anchor standard was written on a white index card. Pink index 
cards were selected one at a time and matched with all white cards that described a 
similar skill-based objective. Results were recorded, and then the activity was repeated 
several weeks later to determine whether sorting decisions were consistent. To further 
check for discrepancies (none were noted), a draft crosswalk was then shared for review 
with colleagues who focus more on K–12 and higher education instruction.53

In the crosswalk offered in Table 1, the relationship between the Guidelines and the 
CCSS should not be thought of as equal. Rather, this crosswalk indicates how a 
particular TPS lesson or activity that meets a specific Guidelines objective could also 
meet the corresponding Common Core standard (or, how the activity could be easily 
altered so that it does directly align with the CCSS). However, because the CCSS does 
not have the same overall focus on primary sources that the Guidelines does, a lesson 
designed to teach those same CCSS should not be assumed to teach the objective 
from the Guidelines shown in this crosswalk. This crosswalk shows that some of the 
guidelines have very high relevance to a K–12 audience, through alignment with 
multiple anchor standards. Instructors who are more familiar with the Guidelines may 
wish to start their K–12 instruction using resources and activities designed to teach a 
Guidelines objective that also aligns with multiple anchor standards. This could make 
applicability to a K–12 context even easier to conceptualize, paving the way for fruitful 
new collaborations with K–12 classrooms.
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Table 1. The Standards-Based TPS Crosswalk

Objective from the Guidelines for 
Primary Source Literacy

Related Anchor Standards from the CCSS

1.A. Distinguish primary from secondary 
sources for a given research question. 
Demonstrate an understanding of the 
interrelatedness of primary and secondary 
sources for research.

Reading 9: Analyze how two or more texts address 
similar themes or topics in order to build knowledge or 
to compare the approaches the authors take.

Speaking & Listening 2: Integrate and evaluate 
information presented in diverse media and formats, 
including visually, quantitatively, and orally.

1.B. Articulate what might serve as 
primary sources for a specific research 
project within the framework of an aca-
demic discipline or area of study.

Reading 7: Integrate and evaluate content presented 
in diverse media and formats, including visually and 
quantitatively, as well as in words.

1.C. Draw on primary sources to generate 
and refine research questions.

Writing 7: Conduct short as well as more sustained 
research projects based on focused questions, demon-
strating understanding of the subject under investiga-
tion.

1.D. Understand that research is an itera-
tive process and that as primary sources 
are found and analyzed the research 
question(s) may change.

Writing 5: Develop and strengthen writing as needed 
by planning, revising, editing, rewriting, or trying a 
new approach.

2.A. Identify the possible locations of 
primary sources.

Writing 8: Gather relevant information from multiple 
print and digital sources, assess the credibility and 
accuracy of each source, and integrate the information 
while avoiding plagiarism.

2.B. Use appropriate, efficient, and ef-
fective search strategies in order to locate 
primary sources. Be familiar with the 
most common ways primary sources are 
described, such as catalog records and 
archival finding aids.

2.C. Distinguish between catalogs, 
databases, and other online resources that 
contain information about sources, versus 
those that contain digital versions, origi-
nals, or copies of the sources themselves.

2.D. Understand that historical records 
may never have existed, may not have 
survived, or may not be collected and/
or publicly accessible. Existing records 
may have been shaped by the selectiv-
ity and mediation of individuals such as 
collectors, archivists, librarians, donors, 
and/or publishers, potentially limiting the 
sources available for research.

Reading 6:  Assess how point of view or purpose 
shapes the content and style of a text.

2.E. Recognize and understand the 
policies and procedures that affect access 
to primary sources, and that these differ 
across repositories, databases, and collec-
tions.

Writing 8: Gather relevant information from multiple 
print and digital sources, assess the credibility and 
accuracy of each source, and integrate the information 
while avoiding plagiarism.
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3.A. Examine a primary source, which 
may require the ability to read a particular 
script, font, or language, to understand 
or operate a particular technology, or to 
comprehend vocabulary, syntax, and com-
munication norms of the time period and 
location where the source was created.

Reading 4: Interpret words and phrases as they are 
used in a text, including determining technical, con-
notative, and figurative meanings, and analyze how 
specific word choices shape meaning or tone.

Reading 5: Analyze the structure of texts, including 
how specific sentences, paragraphs, and larger portions 
of the text relate to each other and the whole.

Speaking & Listening 3: Evaluate a speaker’s point of 
view, reasoning, and use of evidence and rhetoric.

Language 4: Determine or clarify the meaning of 
unknown and multiple-meaning words and phrases 
by using context clues, analyzing meaningful word 
parts, and consulting general and specialized reference 
materials, as appropriate. 

Language 5: Demonstrate understanding of figurative 
language, word relationships, and nuances in word 
meanings.

Language 6: Acquire and use accurately a range of 
general academic and domain-specific words and 
phrases sufficient for reading, writing, speaking, and 
listening at the college and career readiness level; 
demonstrate independence in gathering vocabulary 
knowledge when encountering an unknown term 
important to comprehension or expression.

3.B. Identify and communicate informa-
tion found in primary sources, including 
summarizing the content of the source 
and identifying and reporting key com-
ponents such as how it was created, by 
whom, when, and what it is.

Reading 1: Read closely to determine what the text 
says explicitly and to make logical inferences from it; 
cite specific textual evidence when writing or speaking 
to support conclusions drawn from the text.

Reading 2: Determine central ideas or themes of a 
text and analyze their development; summarize the 
key supporting details and ideas.

Writing 2: Write informative/explanatory texts to 
examine and convey complex ideas and information 
clearly and accurately through the effective selection, 
organization, and analysis of content.

Writing 8: Gather relevant information from multiple 
print and digital sources, assess the credibility and 
accuracy of each source, and integrate the information 
while avoiding plagiarism. 

3.C. Understand that a primary source 
may exist in a variety of iterations, includ-
ing excerpts, transcriptions, and transla-
tions, due to publication, copying, and 
other transformations.

Reading 7: Integrate and evaluate content presented 
in diverse media and formats, including visually and 
quantitatively, as well as in words.

4.A. Assess the appropriateness of a 
primary source for meeting the goals of a 
specific research or creative project.

Reading 1: Read closely to determine what the text 
says explicitly and to make logical inferences from it; 
cite specific textual evidence when writing or speaking 
to support conclusions drawn from the text.
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4.B. Critically evaluate the perspective of 
the creator(s) of a primary source, includ-
ing tone, subjectivity, and biases, and 
consider how these relate to the original 
purpose(s) and audience(s) of the source.

Reading 6: Assess how point of view or purpose 
shapes the content and style of a text.

Reading 8: Delineate and evaluate the argument and 
specific claims in a text, including the validity of the 
reasoning as well as the relevance and sufficiency of 
the evidence.

Speaking & Listening 3: Evaluate a speaker’s point of 
view, reasoning, and use of evidence and rhetoric.

Language 3: Apply knowledge of language to under-
stand how language functions in different contexts, 
to make effective choices for meaning or style, and to 
comprehend more fully when reading or listening.

4.C. Situate a primary source in context 
by applying knowledge about the time and 
culture in which it was created; the author 
or creator; its format, genre, publication 
history; or related materials in a collec-
tion.

Reading 9: Analyze how two or more texts address 
similar themes or topics in order to build knowledge or 
to compare the approaches the authors take.

Language 3: Apply knowledge of language to under-
stand how language functions in different contexts, 
to make effective choices for meaning or style, and to 
comprehend more fully when reading or listening.

4.D. As part of the analysis of avail-
able resources, identify, interrogate, and 
consider the reasons for silences, gaps, 
contradictions, or evidence of power rela-
tionships in the documentary record and 
how they impact the research process.

Reading 3 (Literacy in History/Social Studies, Grades 
11 and 12 only): Evaluate various explanations for 
actions or events and determine which explanation best 
accords with textual evidence, acknowledging where 
the text leaves matters uncertain.

4.E. Factor physical and material ele-
ments into the interpretation of primary 
sources including the relationship be-
tween container (binding, media, or over-
all physical attributes) and informational 
content, and the relationship of original 
sources to physical or digital copies of 
those sources.

Reading 7: Integrate and evaluate content presented 
in diverse media and formats, including visually and 
quantitatively, as well as in words.

4.F. Demonstrate historical empathy, 
curiosity about the past, and appreciation 
for historical sources and historical actors.

Reading 3: Analyze how and why individuals, events, 
and ideas develop and interact over the course of a text.
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5.A. Examine and synthesize a variety of 
sources in order to construct, support, or 
dispute a research argument.

Reading 7: Integrate and evaluate content presented 
in diverse media and formats, including visually and 
quantitatively, as well as in words.

Reading 9: Analyze how two or more texts address 
similar themes or topics in order to build knowledge or 
to compare the approaches the authors take.

Writing 1: Write arguments to support claims in 
an analysis of substantive topics or texts, using valid 
reasoning and relevant and sufficient evidence.

Writing 2: Write informative/explanatory texts to 
examine and convey complex ideas and information 
clearly and accurately through the effective selection, 
organization, and analysis of content.

Writing 9: Draw evidence from literary or infor-
mational texts to support analysis, ref lection, and 
research.

Speaking & Listening 4: Present information, find-
ings, and supporting evidence such that listeners can 
follow the line of reasoning and the organization, de-
velopment, and style are appropriate to task, purpose, 
and audience.

5.B. Use primary sources in a manner 
that respects privacy rights and cultural 
contexts.

Writing 4: Produce clear and coherent writing in 
which the development, organization, and style are 
appropriate to task, purpose, and audience.

Speaking & Listening 6: Adapt speech to a variety 
of contexts and communicative tasks, demonstrat-
ing command of formal English when indicated or 
appropriate.

5.C. Cite sources in accordance with 
appropriate citation style guidelines or 
according to repository practice and pref-
erences (when possible).

Writing 8: Gather relevant information from multiple 
print and digital sources, assess the credibility and 
accuracy of each source, and integrate the information 
while avoiding plagiarism.

5.D. Adhere to copyright and privacy 
laws when incorporating primary source 
information in a research or creative 
project.

Putting the Crosswalk to Use
Drafting new lesson plans to illustrate application of the crosswalk for adapting 
resources is beyond the scope of this article. Instead, it will illustrate how the crosswalk 
might serve existing TPS resources. As already noted, the Society of American 
Archivists has published Case Studies on Teaching with Primary Sources. Each of these is 
aligned with one or more of the Guidelines, but only one also includes alignment with 
the Common Core State Standards. As a preliminary test of the crosswalk, we can 
examine whether it applies to any of these case studies with accurate results. 

Two of these case studies are mentioned in the literature review as already targeting 
K–12 audiences wholly or in part. The first case study (“Case 4: Crafting a Research 
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Question: Differentiated Teaching for Instruction with Primary Sources Across 
Diverse Learning Levels”) describes scaffolded instruction techniques for teaching 
K–12 students to generate and refine research questions (Guidelines Objective 1.C) and 
for helping students understand that research questions evolve and change (Guidelines 
Objective 1.D).54 Turning to the crosswalk, we are presented with the following 
Common Core State Standards alignment for these objectives: 

Writing 7: Conduct short as well as more sustained research projects based on focused questions, 
demonstrating understanding of the subject under investigation.

Writing 5: Develop and strengthen writing as needed by planning, revising, editing, rewriting, or 
trying a new approach.

The procedure outlined in Case 4 would meet these objectives, and in fact, Case 4 is 
the only SAA case study to date that aligns with both Common Core State Standards 
(for grades four through twelve) and the Guidelines.55 This CCSS alignment does 
include grade-level standards for Writing 7 in grades six through twelve, as well as 
other standards, but not Writing 5. As the author of Case 4, the author of this article 
can attest that Writing 5 was omitted because other Common Core standards were 
identified as more crucial in the learning environments for which the lesson plan was 
written. Case 4 also reinforces the earlier statement that the crosswalk does not assume 
an equal relationship between the Guidelines and the CCSS. The lesson plan in Case 4 
was initially written with Common Core alignment in mind, and then objectives from 
the Guidelines were aligned secondarily. We can see that selected Guidelines objectives 
are met by aligned Common Core standards from the crosswalk, but if our starting 
point is the CCSS, we may see a different set of standards on that side of the equation.

The second case study (“Case 14: Co-curricular Innovation: Teaching About Patents 
as Primary Sources”) also includes K–12 audiences as a secondary focus. Bridget 
Garnai and Heidi Gauder developed workshops to introduce students to using 
patents, including an overview of the history of patents in the United States, the role 
of patents in research and development, and instruction on how to search patents. 
These workshops aimed to ensure that students could search the United States Patent 
and Trademark Office (USPTO) database and identify and communicate about the 
components of a patent.56 The activities in this two-part workshop were designed to 
meet four Guidelines objectives: 1.B, 2.A, 3.A, and 3.B. Turning to our crosswalk, these 
objectives are aligned with several of the Common Core anchor standards: Reading 1, 
2, 4, 5, and 7; Writing 2 and 8; Speaking & Listening 3, and Language 4, 5, and 6. The 
breadth of Common Core anchor standards aligned with the four selected Guidelines 
objectives makes discussion of the appropriateness of this alignment lengthy, and it may 
be wise when speaking with K–12 classroom teachers to select and communicate the 
most relevant Common Core standards taught by this activity. With a quick glance, 
however, we can see the applicability of the crosswalk to this scenario. By learning 
about patents and the patent application process, conducting patent searches in the 
USPTO database, and describing information about the patents found, students are 
using content provided in a variety of formats (Reading 7), using context to understand 
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technical information that is presented to them (Reading 4; Language 4, 5, and 6), and, 
finally, gathering and integrating information from a variety of sources (Writing 8) to 
clearly present information that communicates main concepts from the patents (Reading 
1 and 2; Writing 2). 

It has been noted earlier that the CCSS has been criticized for not including culturally 
responsive pedagogical frameworks. A third case study (“Case 3: Fostering Historical 
Empathy in Unusual Times: A Case Study of the Course ‘OSU, Women and Oral 
History: An Exploration of 150 Years’”) is aligned with Objective 4.F from the 
Guidelines (“Demonstrate historical empathy, curiosity about the past, and appreciation 
for historical sources and historical actors”), which calls for a degree of cultural 
sensitivity training.57 This case study gives us an opportunity to explore whether the 
crosswalk can help translate Objective 4.F, and culturally responsive teaching, into the 
language of the Common Core. Case 3 situates oral history skills within the context 
of a semester-long class on women’s history. Central to the focus on teaching historical 
empathy was a series of activities in which students listened to an oral history and wrote 
a ref lection detailing the content of the oral history, what they believe to have been the 
purpose of the interview, and an explanation of how the oral history added to existing 
historic narratives on the same topic.58 As a final project, the students conducted their 
own oral history interview with a notable woman at the university and wrote a ref lection 
on their project. The overall nature of the students’ feedback confirmed that the course 
instructors had successfully developed historical empathy in their students.59

Returning to our crosswalk, Objective 4.F is aligned with the Reading 3 Common 
Core anchor standard (“Analyze how and why individuals, events, and ideas develop and 
interact over the course of a text.”). At a glance, it does not appear that this Common 
Core anchor standard is terribly interested in the development of historical empathy. 
A concern for how to integrate social and emotional learning competencies such as 
empathy into the Common Core is an ongoing discussion and requires some creativity.60 
Social-emotional skills such as development of historical empathy are not explicit in 
the Common Core standards, but Reading 3 appears to be the anchor standard that 
best corresponds to the development of empathy. Examination of grade-level standards 
can help us see this more clearly. The connection is most obvious at lower learning 
levels. For example, the third grade Reading 3 standard (CCSS.ELA-LITERACY.
RL.3.3) requires students to be able to “describe characters in a story (e.g., their traits, 
motivations, or feelings) and explain how their actions contribute to the sequence of 
events.” A middle school–level version of the standard (CCSS.ELA-LITERACY.
RL.6.3) uses similar language; however, the need to identify and describe feelings 
and motivations is no longer explicit: “Describe how a particular story’s or drama’s 
plot unfolds in a series of episodes as well as how the characters respond or change as 
the plot moves toward a resolution.” By high school, all of these skills from third and 
sixth grade are assumed to have been acquired, as ref lected in the ninth and tenth 
grade version of the standard (CCSS.ELA-LITERACY.RL.9–10.3): “Analyze how 
complex characters (e.g., those with multiple or conflicting motivations) develop over 
the course of a text, interact with other characters, and advance the plot or develop the 
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theme.” These grade-level standards ask students to identify emotions, to interpret the 
motivation for actions, and to ref lect on how individuals in a narrative react, change, 
and interact. All of these skills tie in with what Petersen and Edmunson-Morton 
describe having their university students write about in ref lection activities for oral 
history listening—activities that successfully helped develop historical empathy.

In adapting the activities of Case 3 to a K–12 learning environment, it is clear that 
changes would need to be made. Oral histories could be swapped out or excerpted to 
be most appropriate to the learning level, ref lection activities could be modified to 
include age-appropriate prompts for response, and these activities could be conducted as 
class discussions at a lower learning level or written activities at a higher learning level. 
However, it is not unimaginable that an archives educator could rely on the structure of 
the activities from Case 3 for teaching K–12 classes to develop similar activities aligned 
to the Common Core anchor standards.

As demonstrated in the example of Case 3, the Common Core anchor standards in 
the crosswalk do not provide as much specificity as grade-level standards. They do, 
however, provide a clear way to navigate to grade-level standards, which can shed 
further light on appropriate adaptation for the skill level demanded at each grade. 
Further instructions on reading grade-level standards are beyond the scope of this 
article but are readily available on the Common Core State Standards website.61 
Furthermore, an archivist who is nervous about navigating the myriad grade-level 
standards for the first time could have an honest conversation with a classroom teacher 
about this. Simply starting a conversation with, “I think that one of my favorite oral 
history activities could be adapted to meet the Reading 3 standard for your students, but 
I’d love your help on making sure I understand the grade-level requirements” could be 
the start of a great collaboration.

Reflections and Future Work
What does this crosswalk between the Guidelines for Teaching with Primary Sources and 
the Common Core State Standards teach us? And, what implications can it have for 
our work? This crosswalk illustrates that higher education and K–12 audiences share 
a common language in skills-based pedagogy. Reflecting on the skills that are taught 
within our instruction practices, we can use the crosswalk to translate our instruction 
techniques to different audiences and communicate their benefits to different age levels. 
While some objectives from the Guidelines are aligned with fewer anchor standards 
from the CCSS, only one objective has no direct alignment (2.C), and a second does 
not align with every grade level (4.F). And, while only three examples have been used to 
put this crosswalk to the test, they demonstrate how we can use a skills-based standards 
crosswalk to adapt our teaching to various learning levels across K–16 education. As we 
consider future directions for scholarship and publications on TPS, this crosswalk sets 
the stage for changing norms regarding how we write and speak about our work. The 
archival literature abounds in case studies on teaching with primary sources, but even 
authors of case studies that illustrate work with a very specific audience could use this 
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crosswalk to articulate applicability of that work to other age groups or to read those 
resources and translate them to other instruction contexts. Additionally, creators of 
other TPS educational materials, such as lesson plans and classroom resources, could 
reference this crosswalk for articulating standards and objectives met by those materials 
in a way that resonates with both higher education and K–12 instructors.

This crosswalk is not, however, the entire solution. As noted previously, standards can 
be problematic; often neglecting to account for student diversity and not including 
culturally responsive pedagogy. As a reference tool that relies entirely on standards, this 
crosswalk could unintentionally amplify the role of standards in designing our resources 
and pedagogy. The hope, however, is that this standards-based crosswalk might 
make some of our work—particularly communicating relevance in different learning 
environments and to different audiences—easier and inspire archivists and special 
collections librarians to grow and learn other instructional skills by turning to the 
education literature for guidance on culturally responsive teaching in a standards-based 
environment and to the archival literature for strategies to cultivate historical empathy 
and cultural sensitivity in archival spaces.62 Ultimately, this crosswalk is intended to be 
a tool that can make space for creativity, collaboration, and continued learning in the 
adaptation of TPS pedagogy and resources to meet the needs of every student.
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