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Overview of the Project
Deliberating in a Democracy (DID) is a project directed by the Constitutional Rights Foundation Chicago (CRFC), in partnership with the Constitutional Rights Foundation in Los Angeles (CRF) and Street Law, Inc. The two overarching goals of the Project are to provide: (1) a model for secondary teachers to learn and appreciate among themselves the power of deliberation in their classrooms; and (2) a platform for engaging secondary students in discussions of substantive content on the institutions, governmental systems, and basic principles of a democratic constitutional state. Major activities associated with the Project include: (1) teacher staff development workshops, (2) classroom deliberations, (3) an on-line Message Board for students and teachers, (4) a videoconference between students in partner sites, and (5) a teacher exchange. During the 2004-05 school year, the Project was conducted with secondary teachers and their students in six sites: the newly emerging democracies of Azerbaijan, the Czech Republic, and Lithuania; and the metropolitan areas surrounding Chicago, Los Angeles, and Washington, DC. 
Overview of the Evaluation

The evaluation design consists of two overlapping components. The first component, designed to generate data for use by key stakeholders for improving the Project, is based on an adapted version of Thomas Guskey’s
 five-level model for evaluating professional development: (1) participants’ reactions, (2) participants’ learning, (3) organizational support and change, (4) participants’ use of new knowledge and skills, and (5) student learning outcomes. The second component of the evaluation design assesses implementation fidelity, documents the degree to which the DID Project achieved its stated outcomes, describes any mid-course corrections the Project may have made, and relates stakeholders’ perceptions of the quality of the project design. As such, the key evaluation questions are:
1. Participants’ Reactions to Training:  How satisfied are the teachers with the professional development experiences?

2. Participants’ Learning: Did teachers deepen their content and pedagogical knowledge as a result of professional development activities?

3. Organizational Support and Change: What support was provided for Project teachers?

4. Participants’ Use of New Knowledge and Skills: Are the goals and objectives of the professional development experience reflected in teachers’ practices?

5. Student Learning Outcomes: Are the goals and objectives of the professional development experience reflected in student learning?

6. Implementation Fidelity: To what degree did the Deliberating in a Democracy Project achieve its stated outcomes?

In order to address these questions, the Evaluation Team for the DID Project collected multiple types of data (interview, observational, survey) from multiple sources (students, teachers, school administrators, site coordinators, project directors). We participated in three planning meetings (Washington, DC–September 2004, Prague–October 2004, Baltimore–November 2004), attended the introductory workshops at five of the six sites (December 2004/January 2005), observed and participated in activities during one teacher exchange, and observed two teleconferences. 
Each site was visited at the conclusion of the school year. At each site, 1-3 student focus groups were conducted; 1-3 school administrators were interviewed, 2-3 teachers were interviewed, 1-3 classrooms were observed, and the site coordinator(s) were interviewed. Finally, written surveys of teacher and student knowledge, attitudes, and perceptions were completed at the beginning of the school portion of the project (December 2004/January 2005), and again toward the conclusion of the school year (April/May 2005).
Formative evaluation data were submitted throughout the project in the form of seven “mini-reports.” Six of these reports described and included participant reactions to six events: the Prague conference, the Baltimore conference, and the introductory workshops conducted in Chicago, Prague, Los Angeles, and Vilnius, Lithuania. The seventh mini-report was a preview of the end-of-the year evaluation report, presented to U.S. site coordinators in Chicago in May 2005.
Project Description

Chronology of Events 
This section provides the reader with a broad overview of the sequence of major events associated with the DID Project. 
October 2004. The first official planning meeting for participants in the DID Project took place in Prague October 24-27, 2004. Thirty-seven persons attended the meeting, representing the following organizations/countries/roles: CRF-Chicago (2); CRF-Los Angeles (3) Street Law (3); Azerbaijan (3); the Czech Republic (4); Estonia (2); Lithuania (3); Russia (2); Tajikistan (2); United States (6); outside consultants (3); Evaluation Team (3). Major activities of the conference included the following:

(1)
Presentation and discussion of the goals of the Project;

(2)
Group participation in a deliberation model, Structured Academic Controversy (SAC); 

(3)
Demonstration of the Internet (“Message Board”) and teleconference components of the Project; 

(4)
Presentation and discussion of the Evaluation Plan;

(5)
Development of a preliminary timeline for the activities associated with the grant.

November 2004. The second planning meeting of the DID Project took place in Baltimore, Maryland November 17-21, 2004. Thirty persons attended some portion of the proceedings. There were 24 Americans attending (5 from Street Law, 3 from CRF-LA, 2 from CRF-Chicago, 1 teacher from LA-area schools, 5 teachers/district personnel from Fairfax County Schools, 2 teachers from Chicago-area schools, 1 representative of the U.S. Department of Education, 2 consultants, and 3 evaluators from the University of Minnesota) and 6 Europeans (2 each from the Czech Republic, Lithuania and Azerbaijan). The meeting included the following activities:
(1)
Group participation in a deliberation model, Structured Academic Controversy (SAC), including the use of a protocol for debriefing the SAC;

(2)
Demonstration of the use of teacher “study groups”;

(3)
Initial planning for the first staff development sessions;

(4)
Initial planning for teacher exchanges;

(5)
Demonstration of the Internet (“Message Board”) component of the Project;

(6)
Finalization of the timeline for the activities associated with the grant.

December 2004-June 2005. The subsequent timelines for the specific sites and partners (Azerbaijan-DC Metro, Czech Republic-Chicago, Lithuania-Los Angeles) varied, but all consisted of a minimum of three staff development workshops, with each workshop being followed by teacher implementation of a SAC in their classrooms. Thus, the general sequence looked as follows:

Staff Development Session #1


Teacher Implementation of SAC in Classroom #1

Staff Development Session #2


Teacher Implementation of SAC in Classroom #2

Staff Development Session #3


Teacher Implementation of SAC in Classroom #3

Across the sites, the first staff development workshop consisted of a discussion of the rationale and goals associated with the Project, teacher participation in a Structured Academic Controversy, an introduction to the Internet (“Message Board”) component of the Project, and an overview of the Evaluation Plan. The second and third workshops generally focused on teachers’ reflections on their classroom deliberations, their experiences with the Message Board, planning for the teleconference, and in some cases, additional experience in deliberation. 
Teacher exchanges took place between the partner sites at some point between the Staff Development Session #2 and the end of the school year. The teacher exchanges generally lasted one week. During the exchanges, teachers had multiple opportunities to visit schools and classrooms, to talk with their counterparts about educational issues, and to visit historical and cultural landmarks. 

In May 2005, teleconferences, during which students exchanged ideas on a range of topics, took place between Chicago and the Czech Republic, and between Los Angeles and Lithuania. Approximately 50 Lithuanian students, 40 Los Angeles students, 25 Czech students and 26 Chicago students took part in teleconferences, which lasted about one hour. A scheduled teleconference between Azeri and DC Metro students was cancelled due to technical difficulties. A more detailed calendar of the events at each site is presented in Appendix A. 

Teachers and Students.  Fifty-four secondary teachers from four countries in six sites participated in the DID Project. Table 1 provides relevant demographic data about the teachers.
Table 1. Teacher Demographics by Site 

	Site
	Teachers

N (%)
	Mean Years of Teaching Experience

(Range)
	Gender

	
	
	
	F
	M

	Azerbaijan
	10 (18.5%)
	15.8 (10 – 20)
	10
	0

	Czech Republic
	11 (20.4%)
	13.3 (1 – 30)
	6
	5

	Lithuania
	9 (16.7%)
	18.8 (10 – 24)
	9
	0

	Chicago
	9 (16.7%)
	11.9 (2 – 43)
	6
	3

	DC Metro
	6 (11.1%)
	12.0 (3 – 27)
	3
	3

	Los Angeles
	9 (16.7%)
	10.4 (2 – 32)
	3
	6

	TOTAL
	54
	13.7 (1 – 43)
	37
	17


Each teacher chose one class (a “target class”) to participate in the evaluation component of the DID Project; the students in the target classes participated in a minimum of three deliberations. Table 2 provides information about the demographics of these students. 
Some teachers chose to use deliberation in more than one of their classes. Although we did not collect survey and interview data from these additional classes, we estimate that when we combine students from the target classes with those from the additional classes, approximately 1889 students participated in at least one deliberation exercise as a result of the DID Project.
Table 2. Student Demographics by Site (N = 1118)
	Site
	Number of Students
	Mean Age of Students

(Range)
	Gender

	
	
	
	F
	M

	Azerbaijan
	124
	15.9 (14 - 18)
	68
	56

	Czech Republic
	217
	18.0 (15 – 20)
	140
	77

	Lithuania
	213
	17.6 (15 – 21)
	137
	76

	Chicago
	181
	17.2 (15 – 20)
	103
	78

	DC Metro
	199
	17.6 (15 – 22)
	100
	99

	Los Angeles
	184
	16.9 (15 – 19)
	103
	82

	TOTAL
	1118
	17.3 (14 – 22)
	650
	468


Evaluation Question #1:
How satisfied are the teachers with the professional development experiences?

There were two sets of professional development experiences for participating teachers: the staff development workshops conducted at each of the six sites, and the teacher exchanges. 
Staff Development Workshops

A minimum of three staff development workshops took place at each site. In general, the first workshop focused on instructing teachers in a method of deliberation in the classroom, the Structured Academic Controversy (SAC), and familiarizing them with the Message Board. The second two workshops provided teachers with opportunities to reflect on the deliberations or SACs they had conducted in their classrooms, share their students’ reactions to the method, and work to address any challenges they may have encountered. 

Table 3 presents teachers’ responses to survey items about the quality of the professional development experiences.

Table 3. Teacher Responses to Survey Items Related to Quality of Professional Development Experiences (N = 50)

	Items: The DID Project was EFFECTIVE in…..
	SD
	D
	A
	SA

	a. providing models of good teaching practices.
	0%
	0%
	36%
	64%

	b. providing adequate time for practice.
	0%
	10%
	62%
	28%

	c. providing time for reflection.
	0%
	2%
	70%
	28%

	d. providing adequate classroom materials.
	0%
	0%
	44%
	56%

	e. engaging participants in active involvement with learning.
	0%
	0%
	24%
	76%


Note:  SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree

Teachers were also asked the following open-ended question on the survey given at the conclusion of the 2004-2005 DID Project: How does the quality of the DID Project compare to previous staff/professional development you have experienced? None of the responses to this question were negative; typical were comments such as the following:
DID teaches both the teachers and the students a new way of discussion. It’s quite different from other ways of expressing the ideas, teaches the students to be more tolerant to each other and be able to come to common agreement. (Azerbaijan)

DID was conducted in a quality manner, all the necessary information and methodology material was provided, all procedures were sufficiently explained. The materials used were part of the unique context. (Lithuania)
The professional development sessions were organized and focused.  We modeled the process and knew what we wanted the outcome to look like when we engaged the students in their deliberations.  Our practice prepared us to tackle the information like the students AND for me, I was able to better empathize with the students who were deliberating issues of which they had very strong opinions.(Los Angeles)

Very good. Sound pedagogy, supported by appropriate and balanced materials. (Los Angeles)

It provided a much more in-depth form of professional development. Unlike much of the school professional development I have experienced, the DID PD provided us with time for reflection, discussion, and follow through. (Chicago)

The DID Project is more hands-on, interactive and more interesting than the usual staff development where the audience sits and listens to the so-called “experts.” (Chicago)

There was lots of ongoing support – we didn’t just see the model and then have to use it but kept meeting and refining what was happening in the classroom. (DC Metro)

Interviews with selected teachers across the sites also indicated that they found the staff development workshops to be a positive experience. The following excerpts from interviews were typical:

I found [the staff development workshops] helpful, especially with time for reflection, because they were all scheduled right after deliberation, and not very far away after deliberation, [so] that it was still fresh in our minds, we were still able to reflect on the deliberation – what went wrong, what we needed more support on – so I think, I think they were handled very, very well. (Los Angeles)
It was the first international project for me and I liked everything! (Lithuania)
It helped us a lot, and we also became acquainted with other organizations, like English Teachers’ Association. We had different experiences, and we are adding to each other. This kind of deliberation is new to us, and each time we put questions to each other for how to do it next time so it will be better.  (Azerbaijan)
I remember the [second staff development session] we went to was a guy from Colorado who came in. And it did help us get the bugs out.  So we had to kind of backtrack to an extent, but the staff development did help me tweak the actual deliberation and also making sure the students at the end of the deliberation really understand what the goal of it was. (DC Metro)

Teacher Exchanges
As shown in Table 4, 29 teachers participated in the Teacher Exchanges. 

Table 4. Number of Teachers Participating in Teacher Exchange by Site

	Site
	Teachers 

(n)

	
	

	Azerbaijan
	5

	Czech Republic
	5

	Lithuania
	4

	Chicago
	5

	DC Metro
	6

	Los Angeles
	4

	TOTAL
	29


Interviews with selected teachers across the sites indicated that they found the teacher exchanges to be a very meaningful experience, both personally and professionally. Several commented that they would have liked to have spent a longer period of time in the host country. 
The following comments about the teacher exchanges were typical:

Of course, everything was very exciting, but at the same time...it gave me confidence. Our students are the same everywhere – there and here. We learned about the education system in America. It was more and more practice for me to be there in their lessons and to see the results. (Azerbaijan)

The cultural exchange was an amazing experience – to go to another country and not just be there as a tourist but to go to the schools and have that experience. That was phenomenal for me on a couple levels.  Just the way we were able to experience the nation and as a world history teacher we went to some pretty phenomenal places.  (DC Metro)

The other reason was that I was kind of excited about being able to communicate with people in another country...I’ve always thought positively of the Czech Republic, because of its history, and...since I know history, you know, the Velvet Revolution was very interesting to me. So, there was this personal desire to interact with people from the Czech Republic, to discuss history with them. (Chicago)

It was great. It was really great. [The Czech teachers] were very enthusiastic and very interested, and they taught a lesson to the students and the students loved it. So, it was really informative for them. It gave the administration an opportunity to meet the Czech teachers and to know more about the program. It was pretty impressive. There are four administrators, and all four of them, plus one other person in sort of an administrative role, was at the luncheon that we had. It was very difficult to get all of those people together. (Chicago)

Of course, it will change teachers’ careers for those six teachers – any international travel always gives you different perspective on the world. If you are a social studies teacher, it’s invaluable – so it goes way beyond the goals and outcomes of this project. (DC Metro)

Evaluation Question #2:
Did teacher members deepen their content and pedagogical knowledge as a result of professional development activities?

As shown in Table 5, teachers indicated they strengthened their skills in facilitating classroom deliberation as a result of their participation in the DID Project. 

Table 5. Teacher Perceptions of their Skill in Facilitating Classroom Deliberations (N = 49)

	Item:
	SD
	D
	A
	SA

	After my involvement in this project, I have enough skill to conduct effective deliberations in my classroom. 
	2.0%
	0%
	44.9%
	53.1%


Note:  SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree

Interviews with teachers as well as teacher responses to open-ended survey items across the sites suggested that they deepened their pedagogical knowledge as a result of participating in deliberations during the professional development workshops. The following excerpts are typical of teachers’ reactions to the deliberation experience:

That first deliberation, when we modeled it, I was on the side with something I didn’t agree on. And I, you know, I remember the physical sensations of having to defend something I didn’t agree with. And that was, I mean, I remember that. I remember this little tightening of my stomach even over something as simple as that. But what it, that part, it taught me that just to sit tight. If I could learn the skill to deliberate without casting a judgment one way or the other, even when somebody’s trying to promulgate a position to me, if I have that skill, I can still remain somewhat detached and not engage in something that, you know, not make it adversarial. (Los Angeles)
…we are Lithuanians and our character is a little bit different from the rest of the states especially the Americans. And what we are used to is to argue, from the very beginning. And here, this method taught me and my students just to get the main point then to listen to others and to make to some conclusion, to solve the issue at the end and so get some results and of course leave with your own aspects. So I like it very much and my students also. (Lithuania)

I now have an in-depth understanding on how to conduct deliberations on critical issues with high school students. I now understand how important deliberation is to democracy. (Chicago)

Teachers understood the connection between preparing their students to live in a democracy and the skills students gain from participating in deliberations using the SAC.

The main goal is to prepare future citizens and to develop critical thinking of the students and, of course, teachers and maybe policy makers. First of all, I think it helps to think critically, and that’s why I think it is a very good project. (Azerbaijan)

As they made preparations for their students to deliberate specific issues, teachers found that they themselves gained issue-specific knowledge. Social studies teachers found it particularly beneficial to expand their knowledge of the public issues as well as their knowledge of other countries.

The Kyoto Protocol was for me new too. We didn’t know about that. (Azerbaijan)

It’s on our wish list to do a content piece about Azerbaijan...which in terms of social studies education, [the project] is not just civic deliberation, but in terms in social studies education and in bringing people’s understanding about other places, it fulfills that too. (DC Metro)

Evaluation Question #3:
What support was provided for Project participants?

School administrators were interviewed at each of the six sites to gain a picture of the level of support teachers received for their participation in the DID Project. Across the sites, administrators expressed strong enthusiasm for the Project. When asked about their impressions of the DID Project, administrators tended to focus on the international dimension. Typical were comments such as the following:
I think that’s, it’s, you know, been one of those new exciting things that’s, in the last couple of years, teachers have gone beyond what’s here at school; beyond the traditional Title I and other compensatory programs. And they’ve said, “Oh, wow, there’s a relationship, there’s grant, or something going on.”  And, in this case, it became even international. (Los Angeles)
And what it does is it makes you evaluate what you do, because you have to talk about your school. So it makes you evaluate how you do things and then someone else comes with another lens and sees it, you know. So I think the good thing about it, is it gives you time to be a little reflective about how you do things and why you do things. (Los Angeles)
I am sure that it is a lot of profit for our students and our teachers and our community. As far as the students doing the project in the English language I am sure that it will help to improve their English skills at the same time. And the second most important point is the relationships between schools, between students. (Lithuania)

A Czech administrator noted that the goals of the DID Project fit very well with the goals of other programs in his school, such as the Comensius Project, which brings students from five different European cities together to discuss issues. Although the administrator found that locating substitute teachers could be difficult, he was willing to make the extra effort because he believes in the goals of the DID Project. 

A school administrator from Chicago displayed a deep understanding of the rationale for the DID Project. She believes that deliberation could one day be the basis for a Small Learning Community (SLC) in her school. For this administrator, the DID Project is a “reality-based project” that really helps to promote “the praxis of democracy.” 
Some teachers also talked about the helpfulness of their administrators. 
[The] administration of the school was very helpful. Whenever I needed the classroom or free time, they supported me. [She knows the project] very well, and when the American teachers were here, the principal of the school participated in the whole class. She was listening and taking notes. Even those questionnaires that we were disseminating, she asked for one of them to take a look and to go through the questions to see what it’s all about. She wanted to see how does it benefit for the pupils. Even little things that students can get out of it are really important for her. (Azerbaijan)
Our administrative support and district support was fantastic. (Los Angeles)

Teachers were asked “What support for implementing ‘deliberation’ was most helpful to you?” in an open-ended survey item and during interviews.  Teachers were most likely to mention the curriculum materials, specific support staff, collaboration with colleagues, and the professional development meetings. 
The personnel – coordinators – trainers really helped – no matter when we called them, they were always there to help us and to discuss with us the problems we had. We were supported and supplied with everything we needed – flip charts, pencils, everything. (Azerbaijan)

In Azerbaijan, two teacher leaders were part of the project team. They were responsible for organizing and conducting the three staff development sessions and for mentoring the project teachers. For the first round of deliberations, both teacher leaders observed all the teachers conduct their deliberations, and for the second and third, one of the teacher leaders observed. The Azeri teachers found this support very valuable.

Teachers often developed very collaborative relationships with the teachers at their sites. One Czech teacher thought it was particularly important and helpful to have two teachers in the Project at each school, which was a common practice in the Czech Republic.  Some teachers hesitated to join the project because they felt they did not know English very well, so the project leaders decided to involve two teachers from a school - at least one who was able to speak English.
Some project teachers teamed with another teacher in their school, who was not officially in the project, because it would be easier to infuse deliberation into their curriculum.  Eighteen (18) teachers reported co-facilitating a discussion. 
Working with a partner helped increase reflective practice and feedback. Teachers at other sites stated: 

When you are a part of a project like this, I liked not feeling isolated. I had people in my own county that were working on it and sharing ideas with me. We emailed – for example, I emailed [a teacher] yesterday with something I came up with the night before – a last minute thing. I wanted them to read it before we did the deliberation because he and I had been talking back and forth. I’d adapted it from an email I’d gotten from [a teacher], and I was going to pass it on to [other teachers]. We have formed a great collaborative bond...I think that’s been an outlet, it’s been a place to bounce ideas off people, it’s been a collaborative process. (DC Metro)

[Project teachers] emailed back and forth…it was more of a debriefing with whatever was going on and then giving suggestions so you could make changes. (Chicago)

One thing I really enjoy is that over this past year, I’ve gotten to know those other teachers really well, to the point where, you know, it’s actually, it’s enjoyable to go out to dinner with them. And it’s enjoyable to see them at events. (Chicago)

Teachers at the sites were quite positive about the materials and other support they received from their Site Coordinators. Representative comments include:

I think CRF-Chicago is always respectful and mindful of teacher input and making it as easy as possible on teachers. So, in terms of that kind of alignment, I think it’s very easy to work with CRF. You know, a lot of staff sessions are about feedback and about fixing things. And [the leaders] are very open to that, and don’t get defensive or anything like that. So that’s really [great]. (Chicago)

The materials from Street Law are invaluable...I think Street Law has been very supportive, and I’ve enjoyed, you know, traveling together. They’re very communicative, very good at responding to email if you have any questions and getting back to you and helpful. And that is nice...They provided transportation and a driver [for the teacher exchange]... having a nice little dinner for everybody and making everyone feel welcome and that kind of thing...those things go a long way to make you feel appreciated and included and convenienced. (DC Metro)

…the documentation [for the project] has been superb.  I mean, all the letters and the information, the expectations were very clearly stated.  The goals of the program were, you know, as clear as they could be.  The access to information, um, the website, the message board, the training, I think that I am extremely proud to be part of something so well put together in regards to the dissemination of information to the participants. (Los Angeles)

Teachers also talked about what might have helped them and what they would add to the project in the coming year.  Because they found the observations in Azerbaijan so helpful, the six DC Metro teachers all agreed that observing each other this first year would have been very helpful.  They will make it part of the design of their project for the coming year.  A Chicago teacher recommended that they visit more often locally to “get to see other teachers and how they facilitated and interacted with their students.”
Twenty-three (23) or 44.3% of the teachers reported observing another teacher doing a deliberation during the year; this includes the visits to other countries.  Twenty-nine (29) or 55.7% of teachers reported being observed by another teacher or site leader doing a deliberation.

Evaluation Question #4:

Are the goals and objectives of the professional development experience reflected in teachers’ practices?

In-class deliberations

Responses from teachers and students indicated that all of the DID Project teachers conducted a minimum of three deliberations in their classrooms. Further, the Evaluation Team observed at least one deliberation at each of the six sites. 

Our classroom observations of the deliberations indicated that students were exposed to multiple perspectives, and gave serious consideration to those perspectives. There is some variation in the way in which the deliberations were being implemented. For example, in one class students were required to adhere to strict time limits for presenting opposing viewpoints; in another class, students were simply told to “discuss these different viewpoints in the time remaining.” In yet another class, student groups were assigned roles (e.g., parent, teenager, police) in discussing an issue. In some classes, the whole class discussed the issue after the small group deliberations; in other classes, nothing was planned after the small group deliberations.  Some small groups responded to written questions as part of their deliberations; others did not. Yet across all of the classes we observed, students were discussing important public issues, and developing new understandings about those issues. 
Several issues arose for teachers in their implementation of the in-class deliberations, but none appeared consistently within or across sites. Among the issues mentioned were: finding time to conduct the deliberations within an already crowded curriculum (more often mentioned by U.S. teachers), mismatch between the readability of the materials and the students’ reading level (material too high), students’ inclination to want to engage in debate as opposed to deliberation, and getting students interested in specific topics. Some teachers feel that 1-2 days per deliberation is not only sufficient, but also the maximum amount of time they can devote to a deliberation; other teachers would like to develop units around a particular issue for deliberation. The latter group of teachers would have appreciated more supplemental materials; the former groups tended to find the materials provided quite adequate. 
One teacher from Chicago expressed concern about implementation of the deliberation:

Maybe I need a checklist or something….there’s so many kids or there’s kids raising their hand, and you just, I don’t know, I just don’t think I did a good job of really observing the kids….What am I looking for? Who’s talking?.... Are they excited? I don’t know. Something that could be done, like, as a check kind of thing. (Chicago)
Almost all teachers, however, by the time they did the third deliberation, felt confident that they were doing it well.  One teacher said, “I think you feel kind of rocky in the first two you deliver. So you really need two under your belt before you can feel comfortable.”  Another said, “The first deliberation, there were some moments that were not clear to me. The second one, I felt more free. I think [the third deliberation], there was not a problem. It seems to me, I followed the structure required.”
As an example of how expert at deliberation the teachers became, in the DC Metro area, the six teachers will become trainers and mentors for other teachers in the district.  Deliberation will be part of what social studies teachers in the district do with their students. The district’s social studies specialist has made it part of his planning for staff development for the coming school year.

Perhaps most significant is the teachers’ indication that they will continue using deliberation in their classroom whether they continue to be connected to the project or not. As shown in Table 6, forty-eight (48) or 98% of the teachers “strongly agreed” or “agreed” with the statement: “Because of my involvement in this project, I will continue using deliberation in my classroom in the coming years.”
Table 6. Teacher Belief that They will Continue to Use Deliberation (N = 49)

	Item:
	SD
	D
	A
	SA

	Because of my involvement in this project, I will continue using deliberation in my classroom in the coming years. 
	0%
	2.0%
	26.5%
	71.5%


Note:  SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree

On-line deliberations on the Message Board

Twenty-nine (29) or 59% of the 49 teachers who responded indicated that their students participated in on-line deliberations with students from other schools or countries. Table 7 shows how the teachers whose classes participated in the on-line deliberations rated the effectiveness of the on-line deliberations. 

Table 7. Teacher Perceptions of the Effectiveness of the On-Line Deliberations (N = 29)

	Item:
	Very Ineffective
	Ineffective
	Effective
	Very Effective

	How effective were the on-line deliberations? 
	0%
	41.4%
	58.6%
	0%


Those teachers whose classes engaged in on-line deliberations with students from other schools seemed to find the activity valuable. One wrote that “Kids realized that their opinions are shared and not unique” (Los Angeles). Of those teachers who used the Message Board, many identified one or two students in their class who had become “hooked” on communicating with students from another country. One special needs student in Los Angeles became particularly enthralled with the Message Board, and communicated with students from Lithuania almost daily. This was especially rewarding for her teacher, who said he had not seen her express such enthusiasm for school activities before the Message Board. 
Although teachers tended to see the potential of the Message Board for furthering deliberation and cross-cultural communication, they identified multiple issues associated with the Message Board: students’ lack of access to the internet at school or at home, lack of computer skills for teachers and students, lack of “real time” communication, technical difficulties in registering or logging on, students’ inability to connect with individual students, students’ discussion of superficial issues (e.g., What is your favorite color?”).  Further, teachers and students with little or no proficiency in the English language needed help in translation to read the Message Board and to prepare a response.  Some comments from the teachers included:

Students have begun to go online. It’s a good part though it had its own difficulties for students because most of them don’t have computer skills. (Azerbaijan)

I found the message board to be cumbersome and confusing, and in terms of parceling out of my time, bottom of my list this year. (DC Metro)
Most teachers felt that the component could work, particularly the second year when they knew more about it and could make it part of their course syllabus.  Among teachers’ recommendations for improving the Message Board were the following:
One thing that I think would be great for people involved in this more next year is that it’s up and ready to go from the start. The first year, you know, it’s such a learning process, and the learning curve is so much greater that next year having it up and running and accessible from day one will promote more use. (DC Metro) 

I think if it could look more, if could look less technical and more user-friendly, just from the view of it (the fonts and, you know, the setting up of it). I mean, I think the kids would just embrace a little bit more if there could be some changes to the viewing of it. (Los Angeles)
And there’s not any sort of personal relationship for me, and I’ve kind of made some suggestions as to, “Okay, the start of the program, we could exchange e-mails with one class.” They could just e-mail each other, kind of like a pen pal thing.  And you could say, “OK, first week, get to know them.  Ask them a few questions about their lives, or their school.” And, then, over time, maybe that would be their partner to discuss these issues.  Because some of these things, you have to just sort of trust to talk to people about this kind of stuff. (Chicago) 

Several teachers suggested that the teleconference occur at the beginning of the project, either as a “kick-off” before the first deliberation or immediately after the first deliberation, in order to give students the face-to-face contact that might provide more incentive for using the Message Board.
Evaluation Question #5:

Are the goals and objectives of the professional development experience reflected in student learning?

In-class deliberations – students’ perspectives
In the focus groups, students were generally quite enthusiastic about the deliberation process. Students cited the development of “the ability to see other perspectives” as one of the primary benefits of engaging in deliberation. Following are representative comments from students.
We learned how to respect others’ ideas – the person may have different ideas than yours but we should respect the person’s ideas. (Azerbaijan)

[The deliberation process] puts you in the mind of others. (DC Metro)

I was like always thought I was right. You always think that you’re right:  your opinion. Nobody can be you. Or you know you’re, for sure, right. But, like, the deliberations opens your mind, like, it teaches you to listen to the full story, all details; not just think that you’re right. (Los Angeles)

…in class we learned not [only] to ‘listen’ but to ‘hear’ also and we understand that almost all have very different opinions and we accept it. (Lithuania)
Students at a Czech school noted that in their classroom deliberations, students were searching for their opinions. Politicians, on the other hand, already had their minds made up when they debated positions. 

I think, most seriously, I want to hear the other ones. I want to learn how to discuss and how to listen to the others. I think it’s a big problem now, because you can see it in politicians. Politicians do not listen to each other about what they’re saying. So I think the first type of success is to know how to listen to others; how to solve and discuss the problems. (Czech Republic)

I think the biggest part of the work that the teachers have done now, we will see that part of the work they’ve done in ten years or twenty years, that we will see that we can discuss. I think we won’t see it now, immediately, the resolution, the result, but we will see the results after twenty years on ourselves. (Czech Republic)

Many of the students found that as a result of the deliberative process, they changed their minds about an issue, or saw that the complexity of the issue was far greater than they had initially thought. 

In this kind of deliberation, I express my attitude, my opinion, and I also think whether I was thinking correctly before it. After listening to other people, maybe I change my idea. (Azerbaijan)

The whole deliberation helped me open my mind more about all sorts of issues. Before I was, in my mind set on my opinion, and I was ready to say anything back to anyone, but during the deliberation, you were able to see how other people think. I know I changed my opinion for like two of the deliberations mostly because of sitting and listening to other people talk about it. (DC Metro)
You can play with your position. I think if you try to do both sides, it makes your opinion better. (Czech Republic)

Students noted that it was difficult to listen to or represent views with which they disagreed, but they recognized the value in learning to see multiple sides of an issue: 
I remember when I went to that first seminar, I was like not listening to other people, I just wanted to get my opinion out. That’s why it was hard for me, but over time, I was able to listen more, and be open minded and more accepting—I was able to listen better. (DC Metro)

I think it’s pretty valuable, because even later on in life we’re gonna have to listen to other people’s opinions and keep a really open mind in everything we do. So it’s valuable to learn it now, so it can stay with us the rest of our lives. (Los Angeles)
.
Students also seemed to make connections between the lessons of the deliberations and other areas of their lives. For example, some made connections with current events.
…I watch all this stuff on TV, and, I’m, like, “Wow!  What really did happen!  You know. I want to hear both sides of the story, not just one about, I don’t know, like, Michael Jackson; murder trials like Scott Peterson; all the ordeals, you know. What really went down. (Los Angeles)

Other students had started to use some of the skills they learned in the deliberations in their personal lives. 

You know, the best time to use that, though, is, like, if it’s a feud between, just for example, say, like two of your friends. And one friend will be, like, “I’m not gonna be your friend anymore if you still talk to this other person.” If you listen to both their opinions, maybe, you can come together and suggest ways that they can, like, stop fighting. (Los Angeles)
And also it’s helped me to practice my English. The last discussion was in English. I have not so much an opportunity to speak, so it’s very good to have it in English. (Czech Republic)

The deliberation process heightened many of the students’ knowledge of and interest in politics, democracy, and their role as citizens. For example, Czech students would often contrast their own classroom democratic practices with what they saw happening with an older generation of adults and politicians:

I think after forty-five years of not discussing and not telling opinions, the best way how to is to return the situation to before, you know, the war. (Czech Republic)

Students at other sites also drew comparisons between classroom and real-world democratic practice:

If we are expressing in class, we are expressing our opinions on these issues, it means in future, we will express our own ideas about the problems or issues in the communities. (Azerbaijan)

I think it [deliberation on Patriot Act] helped a lot of people see the importance of participating when there’s a vote or an election. Because, you know, you can complain, but if you’re not gonna vote, you know, why say anything? (Los Angeles)

[The deliberations] will help to listen to each other, that’s the main point, I think, in democratic discussion and then the material was very interesting so we learned about certain educational political situations in various countries...and so how we want to, to begin to be interested in some kinds of things we weren’t interested in before. (Lithuania)

I respect you, you respect me and we respect each other’s opinions. This is democracy, I mean…And everyone can write to say what he thinks and what he doesn’t like and what he likes. That’s what this project is about. (Lithuania)

All the issues that we discussed will affect us, one way or another. They might have not affected, you know, our parents and their parents, but these issues affect us a lot more, because they’re up and coming issues that will be decided pretty soon. (Chicago)

Some of the students noted that the format of the deliberation process provided a supportive classroom environment for the exchange of ideas. 
If we did not have step by step, nobody would be listening to each other. (Azerbaijan)

I think this way is more logical and less emotional than the other class that I’m in. Students will get pretty upset about something another person said and before the other person has a chance to explain things. Usually the conversation will go downhill from there because they’re so upset.  Here you actually think about the facts of it and not just how they feel about it. (DC Metro)

I can express my opinion democratically – openly – and it encouraged me to be open and share my opinion with everybody without fearing that I will be criticized. (Azerbaijan)

It was easy to discuss in the small groups because in big groups we can’t say many opinions but in small groups we can say it. (Lithuania)

When asked in an open-ended question what they liked MOST about engaging in the deliberations in their classes, students were most likely to say that they enjoyed hearing different viewpoints (see Table 8).  
Table 8. U.S. Students’ Report of What They MOST Liked about the Deliberations (N = 545)

	Student Response
	N
	%

	We hear different points of view.
	216
	  40%

	Students can express their ideas/opinions.
	70
	13

	I am able to express my ideas/opinions
	69
	13

	I learn more about a topic/issue.
	53
	10

	We are discussing real issues.
	34
	6

	I liked discussing [specific topic named—e.g., violence in the media]. 
	29
	5

	Ideas can be expressed in a respectful environment; people really listen to one another.
	27
	5

	Everyone in the class has a chance to participate.
	19
	3

	We are working in small groups with other students. 
	10
	2

	
	
	

	Other (less than 5 similar responses)
	29
	5

	No response
	51
	9


Table 9 shows that when asked what they liked least, students were most likely to list a particular deliberation topic.  However, the next greatest response was “nothing – I like the deliberations.”
Table 9. U.S. Students’ Report of What They LEAST Liked about the Deliberations (N = 545)

	Student Response
	N
	%

	I didn’t like discussing [specific topic named—e.g., violence in the media].
	70
	   13%

	Nothing—I liked the deliberations.
	63
	12

	Homework, reading, and writing.
	36
	7

	We didn’t have enough time. 
	32
	6

	People get too emotional.
	29
	5

	We didn’t get to pick sides; we had to argue a side we didn’t agree with.
	26
	5

	I don’t like talking in class.
	19
	3

	People were close-minded. 
	17
	3

	It took too long.
	17
	3

	People wouldn’t listen to one another.
	16
	3

	I didn’t know what to say; I didn’t understand the issue. 
	12
	2

	Some students didn’t talk.
	8
	1

	I prefer debate over deliberation.
	7
	1

	It was boring.
	8
	1

	Some students didn’t have their information together.
	6
	1

	The repetitive nature of the process.
	7
	1

	When people disagreed with me. 
	6
	1

	
	
	

	Other (less than 5 similar responses)
	75
	14

	No response
	80
	15


In-class deliberations – teachers’ perspectives
In interviews, teachers were quite positive about what their students gained from the deliberations and how their behavior changed. Representative comments include:

The most important thing [about the project] is that I saw how my students grasped this deliberation method and got used to it.  It became another habit for them, so they learned how to listen to each other and to respect each other’s opinion. During the first topic, some of the people didn’t listen to each other. They were screaming and shouting – students were not respecting each other. The change by the third time is big. (Azerbaijan)

The small groups are good because I have some kids who are just too shy to talk. (Chicago)

The main comment is students who’ve never said anything all year long are able to participate[in the large group] using this method. Their[regular] teacher watched all three times I’ve done it so far, and he says, today, so and so and so and so and so – and it’s usually about 3 or 4, and it was different kids for each of the topics. (DC Metro)

One of the site coordinators felt that the most important success of the project was “hands down” the impact on the students. She said she had never felt this way before about a project. In classrooms, she observed highly engaged students and heard rich conversations; she was “astonished” at what they were doing. Though the deliberation process seems very choreographed, students have to stop and think and go beyond the superficial; their responses were thought through.

On-line deliberations on the Message Board
Students in the focus groups who had used the Message Board consistently expressed positive views about their experiences with it. Students noted that the students from their partner country were “not really different than [us]” (Los Angeles). One teacher commented that his students were excited that students in another country shared so many of the same interests and concerns. 

You know, their appearance. They wear their [same] clothes. They think the same way. They like music. They like food….I think it’s just really been an amazing experience for our students to see that, you know, we’re in a world community. And that’s the part that I really, really like about the whole program. (Los Angeles)

A Czech teacher noted that the students at her school were very excited about all aspects of this program. The students often used the Message Board, and as a school, they conducted a special rehearsal for the Teleconference. 
Other typical comments from students regarding the Message Board included the following:
It’s kind of, like, it’s connecting two different worlds. (Los Angeles)

I think it was great to have the possibilities to communicate with the United States of America! That’s a great pleasure for us! (Lithuania)

Students appreciated seeing how those in other countries viewed particular issues. 

In class you are able to see your classmates’ opinions and you are able to hear them and give your opinion on it. And then when you get online, you can post your opinion about it, but you’re also able to see what other people think from different countries. Some people from countries that don’t have the death penalty, and some do, and it’s really good to see whether they agree with it or whether they don’t. (DC Metro)
Other students found the Message Board “kind of complicated for me” (Los Angeles). Other students expressed concerns about the Message Board:

I didn’t understand it. If, I would’ve gotten it explained to me, if somebody would have explained it differently...(DC Metro)

It was kind of difficult for me to find the topic which I wanted. It was...not well-organized. There are many countries and many idioms, so if I want to find that topic which we discuss with so many people – it takes much time. (Czech Republic)

Some students in the focus groups wanted the Message Board to be more user-friendly. A few thought the addition of a web-cam would be very helpful. 

Student learning and experiences – Survey data

Pre and post survey data reflect some of the changes in students’ understanding of democratic principles and political issues. As shown in Table 10, two items related to the expression of diverse opinions show changes in the expected direction. There is a statistically significant change in students’ belief that “when political parties have different opinions,” it is beneficial for democracy. 

Table 10. Student Beliefs about Impact of Selected Positive Activities on Democracy 

	Item
	Mean

(1-4)
	P-value
	Impact on Democracy 

(Percentage Responding)

	
	
	
	Very

Bad
(1)
	Somewhat

Bad
(2)
	Somewhat Good
(3)
	Very Good
(4)

	1. When everyone has the right to express their opinions freely, that is… (n = 702)
	3.66

3.70
	.094
	.7%

.4
	3.7%

3.1
	23.9%

21.9
	71.7%

74.4

	2. When political parties have different opinions [positions] on important issues, that is… 

(n = 685)
	3.13

3.24
	.001**
	4.0

3.3
	16.5

12.8
	41.1

40.5
	38.4

43.4


Note: Post-survey data are bold and italicized. 
* p < .05 

**p < .01
***p <.001
Students’ self-report of political knowledge also showed some statistically significant increases (see Table 11). Students’ report of their political knowledge and their understanding of political issues demonstrated statistically significant increases from the beginning to the end of the DID Project. 

Table 11. Student Self-Report of Political Knowledge and Interest

	Item
	Mean
	P-value
	Strongly Disagree
(1)
	Disagree
(2)
	Agree
(3)
	Strongly Agree
(4)

	1. I know more about politics than most people my age. (n = 695)
	2.27

2.43
	.000***
	10.7%
9.5
	55.7%
45.7
	28.7%
37.1
	4.7%
7.7

	2. When political issues or problems are being discussed, I usually have something to say. 

(n = 693)
	2.76

2.78
	.380
	4.9

4.9
	26.2

24.4
	56.1

58.0
	12.7

12.8

	3. I am able to understand most political issues easily. (n = 692)
	2.63

2.71
	.005**
	4.6

4.0
	35.0

31.9
	52.2

52.9
	8.2

11.2

	4. I am interested in politics. (n = 694)
	2.53

2.56
	.298
	12.8

11.3
	33.2

32.9
	42.4

44.2
	11.6

11.6


Note: Post-survey data are bold and italicized. 
* p < .05 

**p < .01
***p <.001
Students were asked to indicate the degree to which they discuss national and international politics with peers, parents, and teachers (see Tables 12 and 13). Not surprisingly, there were statistically significant increases in the degree to which students reported that they discussed both national and international politics with teachers.
Table 12. Student Report of Discussions about National Politics
	Item: How often do you have discussions of what is happening in your country’s politics? 
	Mean
	P-value
	Never

(1)
	Rarely

(2)
	Sometimes

(3)
	Often

(4)

	1. With people your own age [peers] (n = 692)
	2.46

2.48
	.498
	11.4%

9.6
	39.1%

41.1
	40.9%

40.5
	8.6%

8.8

	2. With parents or other adult family members

(n = 693)
	2.84

2.84
	.893
	6.2

6.3
	26.2

26.0
	44.5

45.3
	23.2

22.4

	3. With teachers (n = 692)
	2.78

2.92
	.000***
	8.4

5.0
	27.9

24.9
	40.5

43.4
	23.2

26.7


Note: Post-survey data are bold and italicized. 
* p < .05 

**p < .01
***p <.001
Table 13. Student Report of Discussions about International Politics
	Item: How often do you have discussions of what is happening in international politics?
	Mean
	P-value
	Never

(1)
	Rarely

(2)
	Sometimes

(3)
	Often

(4)

	1. With people your own age [peers] (n = 694)
	2.25

2.29
	.194
	19.5%
14.9
	40.8%
47.1
	34.2%
31.2
	5.6%
6.7

	2. With parents or other adult family members

(n = 693)
	2.67

2.63
	.192
	9.6

9.9
	30.5

33.0
	41.9

40.9
	18.0

16.1

	3. With teachers (n = 692)
	2.69

2.78
	.009**
	8.7

6.9
	30.7

29.4
	43.1

41.9
	17.5

21.8


Note: Post-survey data are bold and italicized. 
* p < .05 

**p < .01
***p <.001
We surveyed students about their experiences in class discussions. Note that these items, shown in Table 14, do not relate specifically to deliberation, but to class discussions more generally. There is a statistically significant increase in the number of students who report “sometimes” or “often” speaking in class discussions (from 69.5% to 74.1%). Although not statistically significant, the percentage of students who report that they “enjoy” class discussions increased from 81.6% to 84.7%. 
Table 14. Student Experiences in Class Discussions
	Item: In this class, how often is each statement true for YOU?
	Mean
	P-value
	Never
(1)
	Rarely
(2)
	Some-times
(3)
	Often
(4)

	1. I speak in class discussions. (n = 690)
	2.91

3.02
	.001**
	5.7%

3.9
	24.6%

22.0
	41.5%

42.0
	28.0%

32.1

	2. I enjoy class discussions. (n = 687)
	3.17

3.21
	.217
	4.6

3.6
	13.8

11.7
	40.4

44.7
	41.2

40.0

	3. I think my ideas make important contributions. (n = 683)
	2.98

3.03
	.107
	4.2

2.2
	17.0

18.5
	54.7

52.1
	24.2

27.2

	4. I think that participating in discussions helps me to learn more. (n = 687)
	3.42

3.46
	.153
	2.4

1.2
	7.5

8.1
	34.5

33.4
	55.5

57.3

	5. I am afraid that my classmates will think my ideas are unworthy of consideration. (n = 689)
	1.95

1.94
	.806
	38.2

38.9
	33.3

31.6
	23.0

25.0
	5.5

4.5

	6. I have difficulty expressing my ideas clearly. (n = 688)
	2.40

2.39
	.799
	17.7

16.1
	33.1

37.1
	40.4

38.1
	8.8

8.8


Note: Post-survey data are bold and italicized. 
* p < .05 

**p < .01
***p <.001
The items shown in Table 15 required students to indicate what they have learned in school in terms of civics-related objectives. Even on the pre-survey, a very high percentage of students “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that they had been exposed to many of the areas about which we asked. Given the high percentage of positive responses initially, it is not surprising that there were fewer “statistically significant” gains than might have been anticipated. Still, there were statistically significant increases in students reporting that they had learned about political issues (81.1% to 84.7%), learned to discuss community or national problems (79% to 83.6%), and learned to be concerned about events in other countries (70.5% to 77.1%).
Table 15. Student Report of What They Have Learned in School
	Item: In school, 
	Mean
	P-value
	Strongly Disagree
(1)
	Disagree
(2)
	Agree
(3)
	Strongly Agree
(4)

	1. I have learned to understand people who have different ideas/points of view. (n = 691)
	3.27

3.29
	.411
	1.4%

1.1
	7.8%

6.7
	53.1%

54.1
	37.7%

38.1

	2. I have learned to cooperate [work together] in groups with other students. (n = 691)
	3.41

3.38
	.125
	.7

.6
	4.3

5.3
	47.1

49.9
	47.8

44.3

	3. I have learned to discuss with others how to solve problems in the community [society] or country. (n = 688)
	2.98

3.08
	.000***
	2.2

1.3
	18.8

15.1
	57.4

57.3
	21.6

26.3

	4. I have learned to be concerned about what happens in other countries. (n = 688)
	2.87

2.97
	.001**
	3.2

2.4
	26.3

20.4
	50.4

54.1
	20.1

23.0

	5. I have learned about democracy. (n = 691)
	3.31

3.32
	.795
	1.3

1.6
	7.3

5.5
	49.8

52.5
	41.5

40.7

	6. I have learned about political issues. (n = 692)
	3.03

3.10
	.009**
	1.9

1.7
	16.9

15.8
	57.0

52.6
	24.1

32.1


Note: Post-survey data are bold and italicized. 
* p < .05 

**p < .01
***p <.001
Finally, because classroom climate has been found in the civic education research to be an important factor in predicting student civic knowledge and interest, students were asked to respond to items measuring classroom climate (see Table 16). Again, the responses to these items were very positive initially, leaving less room for growth than might be expected on other items. However, there were statistically significant increases in the number of students reporting that they are “encouraged to make up their own minds about issues” (86.4% to 89.1%) and that their teachers encourage them to “discuss political or social issues about which people have different opinions” (77.3% to 81.4%). 

Table 16. Student Report of Classroom Climate
	Item: When answering these questions, think especially about this class.
	Mean
	P-value
	Never
(1)
	Rarely
(2)
	Sometimes
(3)
	Often
(4)

	1. Students feel free to disagree openly with their teachers about political and social issues during class. (n = 692)
	3.30

3.33
	.338
	3.3%
2.4
	13.4%
10.4
	33.2%
38.2
	50.1%
48.9

	2. Students are encouraged to make up their own minds about issues. (n = 691)
	3.36

3.44
	.020*
	3.3

1.0
	10.2

9.9
	33.2

33.3
	53.2

55.8

	3. Teachers respect our opinions and encourage us to express them during class. (n = 688)
	3.43

3.42
	.761
	2.7

1.4
	10.6

11.4
	27.2

30.9
	59.4

56.3

	4. Students feel free to express opinions in class even when their opinions are different from most of the other students. (n = 688)
	3.35

3.40
	.146
	1.7

1.0
	11.2

9.9
	37.3

37.7
	49.7

51.4

	5. Teachers encourage us to discuss political or social issues about which people have different opinions. (n = 690)
	3.05

3.14
	.016*
	3.9

2.4
	18.8

16.2
	44.2

46.6
	33.1

34.8

	6. Teachers present several sides of [positions on] an issue when explaining it in class. (n = 689)
	3.24

3.27
	.271
	2.7

2.4
	14.1

13.8
	39.7

37.6
	43.5

46.2


Note: Post-survey data are bold and italicized. 
* p < .05 

**p < .01
***p <.001

Evaluation Question #6:

To what degree did the Deliberating in a Democracy Project achieve its stated outcomes?

In interviews, teachers had strong opinions about whether the project had met its goals.

Absolutely. I think I got more out of it than I maybe even expected in terms of what I saw. I don’t think I expected to see so much [change] in my students. I think I expected that I would want to use the process more but I don’t think I expected that I would be personally as engaged in it and already thinking for next year, how can I do this and do this and do this. I think it inspired me more than I expected—just seeing how the students react to it. (DC Metro)
The project was very useful not only to improve my qualification, to learn the art of discussion, but also it turned to be a wonderful opportunity for the students to communicate while going through the cultural experience. That was a wonderful project that united the activities of the teacher and the students into one entity, using all communicational possibilities: classroom discussions, discussions over the Internet. A big Thank You to all the organizers of the project! (Lithuania)

Appendix B displays the stated outcomes as identified in the DID Project proposal, the data sources the Evaluation Team used for assessing the outcomes, and the Evaluation Team’s assessment of the degree to which the outcomes were met. Of the 20 outcomes, 15 were achieved, four were partially achieved, and two were minimally achieved.  The Evaluation Team feels that this project was indeed a success, especially considering this was the first year – and a short “year” at that.

Two outcomes that were “partially achieved” related to the numbers of teachers (54 actual, 60 proposed) involved in the project and the number of students engaged in deliberations (approximately 1900 actual, 3000 proposed).  The number of teachers involved in the DID Project was close to the goal, and if those who team-taught or in other ways worked closely with project teachers were counted, even that number would have been attained.  With respect to the number of students involved in the Project, it may be too ambitious to expect that all teachers engage more than one class when experimenting with a new teaching strategy.  Furthermore, interviews with teachers indicate that many feel they will be able to infuse deliberation in more of their classes in the coming year because they will have the summer during which to create deliberation topics that link tightly with the subject matter of courses.
Two other outcomes rated “partially achieved” by the Evaluation Team related to “teachers increasing their knowledge of democracy” and “students participating in lessons on democracy and three deliberations in their classrooms and with their community leaders.”  Teachers’ knowledge of democracy was quite high at the beginning of the project, so it is perhaps not reasonable to expect a significant increase in knowledge per se.  A more appropriate outcome might be that teachers “deepen their understanding of democracy.”  Regarding the “lessons on democracy,” the Evaluation Team was not clear about what was envisioned.  There were qualitative data that indicated teachers did include discussion, perhaps even “lessons” related to democracy, and that students did relate their deliberations to democratic processes.  The data collected by the Evaluation Team did not indicate that “community leaders” participated in deliberations on any consistent basis.  Project leaders may want to consider whether this outcome should be revised. 
The two outcomes the Evaluation Team rated as “minimally achieved” relate to the online Message Board.  Project participants thought this component was valuable and could work if some of the problems were resolved. Students and teachers at all sites reported difficulties with the technology, and at several sites (inside and outside the United States), some students and teachers lacked computer skills and access to technology. Some teachers and site leaders felt that the project should be “rolled out” for new teachers one component at a time – first, the deliberations (the core of the DID Project), and then later, the Message Board.  Some first year teachers simply found that getting involved with the Message Board was just too much for them, but they intend to include it as a course requirement for students during the second year. 
Summary Statement

Students, teachers, and administrators are quite positive about the DID Project. Students have enjoyed talking about controversial issues and connecting with students in other countries; teachers have appreciated learning a new pedagogical method and learning about the perspectives of other teachers, particularly those from other countries; and school administrators have been quite positive about the opportunities their students and teachers have had to communicate with their counterparts in other countries. 

No one expressed any serious reservations about the DID Project; however, suggestions were offered to improve what is considered to be a very worthwhile and valuable endeavor.

As the Project Directors and Site Coordinators plan for the next year, following are some areas they might address.

1.
Implementation of the Structured Academic Controversy (SAC) method. Classroom observations of the SAC indicate that students are being exposed to multiple perspectives, and giving consideration to those perspectives. However, there is variation in the way in which the SAC is being implemented. For example, in one class students were required to adhere to strict time limits for presenting opposing viewpoints; in another class, students were simply told to “discuss these different viewpoints in the time remaining.” In yet another class, student groups were assigned roles (e.g., parent, teenager, police) in discussing an issue. In some classes, the whole class discussed the issue after the small group deliberations; in other classes, nothing was planned after the small group deliberations.  Some small groups responded to written questions as part of their deliberations; others did not. Some teachers had clearly conveyed to students the connection between deliberation and democracy; for other teachers, this was uncertain. 

We recommend that teachers be observed when they conduct their first or second deliberation, either by the Site Coordinator, or by another teacher. This observation would provide support and feedback for teachers in terms of their implementation of the SAC method. 
We recommend that during the professional development workshops, teachers participate in more than one deliberation.  This will allow teachers to see and experience the critical components of deliberation, and not attribute a critical component of the deliberation process to the specific topic being deliberated.
2.
The Message Board. Students and teachers alike seemed to have had either “a lot” or “virtually no” experience with the Message Board. There are several important issues related to the Message Board that merit attention (e.g., student/class access, degree of “user friendliness,”). Many of the issues related to the Message Board have been addressed at this point, but may well require further attention as new sites join the Project. 

We recommend that in addition to the technical issues related to the Message Board, consideration be given to holding the teleconference early in the project (perhaps immediately after the first deliberation), in order to give students the face-to-face contact they may need as an incentive to use the Message Board on a regular basis. 
At locations where access to computers is a significant issue, i.e. there is no Internet connection in the school, no computer in the school, or computers are inaccessible (e.g., computers were locked up at one location), the DID Project may need to revisit expectations for the locations.
Appendix A
Calendar of Events for Sites: December 2004 – June 2005

	
	December
	January
	February
	March
	April
	May

	Chicago/

Czech

Republic
	
	Jan. 22, 2005 Professional Development Session #1

(Chicago)

Jan. 24 – Feb. 18, 2005

Deliberation #1
	January 24 – Feb. 18, 2005

Deliberation #1
	March 4-14, 2005 Country Visit (Chicago to Prague)

March 19, 2005

Professional Development Session #2

(Chicago)

March 21 – April 8, 2005

Deliberation #2
	March 21 – April 8, 2005

Deliberation #2

April 9 – 17, 2005 Country Visit (Prague to Chicago)

April 15, 2005

Professional Development Session #3 with Czech Partners (Chicago)

April 18 – May 4, 2005 Deliberation #3
	April 18 – May 4, 2005

Deliberation #3

May 5, 2005

Teleconference

	Los Angeles/

Lithuania
	
	January 20, 2005 Professional Development Session #1

(Los Angeles)

January 28, 2005

Professional Development Session #1 

(Lithuania)

Deliberation #1


	February 10, 2005

Professional Development Session #2 (Los Angeles)

Deliberation #2
	March 3, 2005 Professional Development Session #2 (Lithuania)

March 24, 2005 Professional Development Session #3 (Los Angeles)

Deliberation #3 (Los Angeles)

March 19-26, 2005 Country Visit (Lithuania to Los Angeles)
	Professional Development Session #3 (Lithuania)

Deliberation #3 (Lithuania)


	May 7-14, 2005 Country Visit (Los Angeles to Lithuania)

May 18, 2005 Teleconference

	Washington, DC/

Azerbaijan
	December 9, 2004

Professional Development Session #1 (DC)
	Deliberation #1 (DC)

Professional Development Session #1 (Azerbaijan)
	Professional Development Session #2 (DC)

Deliberation #1 (Azerbaijan)
	March 5-12, 2005 Country Visit (Azerbaijan to DC)

Deliberation #2 (DC)

Professional Development Session #2 (Azerbaijan)
	April 1-8, 2005 Country Visit (DC to Azerbaijan)

Deliberation #2 (Azerbaijan)
April 27, 2005

Professional Development Session #3 (DC)

Deliberation #3 (DC)
	May 22, 2005

Professional Development Session #3 (Azerbaijan)
Deliberation #3 (Azerbaijan)




Appendix B.
Achievement of Project Outcomes

	Project Outcome
	Data Source

	Achievement of Outcome

	
	Interviews
	Surveys
	Obs
	Doc
	

	
	Ad.
	SC
	ST
	T
	ST
	T
	
	
	No
	Minimal
	Partial
	Yes

	1. To establish six staff development programs Republic, Lithuania, and the United States


	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	2. To involve 60 secondary teachers in Azerbaijan, the Czech Republic, Lithuania, and the United States in the staff development programs.


	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	X
	

	3. Teachers will increase their knowledge of democracy.

	
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	4. Teachers will strengthen their skills to facilitate classroom deliberations of civic issues.


	
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	5. Teachers will conduct and reflect on a minimum of three such civic deliberations with their students.
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X


Appendix B. Achievement of Project Outcomes (Cont.)

	Project Outcome
	Data Source
	Achievement of Outcome

	
	Interviews
	Surveys
	Obs
	Doc
	

	
	Ad.
	SC
	ST
	T
	ST
	T
	
	
	No
	Minimal
	Partial
	Yes

	6. Teachers will engage their students in on-line discussions with students in other classrooms and countries.


	
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	

	7. Teachers will be favorably disposed to continue using civic deliberations in their classrooms.


	
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	8. Teachers will report greater satisfaction with new models of staff development.


	
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	9. Approximately 3,000 secondary students (assuming 50 students per teacher) to engage in authentic civic deliberations.


	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	10. Students will learn democratic principles and how to deliberate.


	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X


Appendix B. Achievement of Project Outcomes (Cont.)

	Project Outcome
	Data Source
	Achievement of Outcome

	
	Interviews
	Surveys
	Obs
	Doc
	

	
	Ad.
	SC
	ST
	T
	ST
	T
	
	
	No
	Minimal
	Partial
	Yes

	11. Students will participate in lessons on democracy and three deliberations in their classrooms and with their community leaders.


	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	12. Students will participate in on-line civic deliberations with students in their country and/or another country.


	
	
	X
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	

	13. Students will increase their knowledge of civic issues and the democratic principles which relate to them.


	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	14. Students will increase their skill in being able to deliberate.


	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	15. Students will have a deeper understanding of democratic issues historically and currently.


	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X


Appendix B. Achievement of Project Outcomes  (Cont.)

	Project Outcome
	Data Source
	Achievement of Outcome

	
	Interviews
	Surveys
	Obs
	Doc
	

	
	Ad.
	SC
	ST
	T
	ST
	T
	
	
	No
	Minimal
	Partial
	Yes

	16. Students will value hearing multiple perspectives. 


	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	17. Students will be more confident in engaging in discussions of controversial issues with their peers.


	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	18. Both NGO’s and Policy-Makers will report satisfaction with these new models of staff development.


	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	19. Both NGO’s and Policy-Makers will support the use of lessons on democracy, constitutional government and/or the history of democracy in developing countries.

	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	20. Both NGO’s and Policy-Makers will value and promote deliberation as an on-going strategy for improving civic education.

	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X


� Guskey, T.R. (2000). Evaluating professional development. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.


� Due to language differences, at this time only open-ended responses from the students in the United States have been analyzed. 


� Due to language differences, at this time only open-ended responses from the students in the United States have been analyzed. 


� In order to assess change over time, Tables 10 – 16 use data only for which there are matched pairs. That is, in order to be included in the analysis, students needed to respond to items on both the pre and the post-survey. Student absence on either day the surveys were administered, or student omission of particular items, accounts for the difference between the total number of students involved in the Project and the number of student responses included in these tables. 


� Ad = School Administrator, SC = Site Coordinator, ST = Student, T = Teacher, Obs = Observation, Doc = Document Analysis
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