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Executive Summary
The primary purpose of the Deliberating in a Democracy (DID) Project is to train secondary teachers to use a model of deliberation in their classrooms, and for their students to learn to deliberate about significant public issues. Other components of the project include the online Discussion Board for teachers and students, teleconferences between partner sites, and teacher exchanges. 

This evaluation report focuses on Year Three of the DID Project, during which participants included teachers and students at six European (Azerbaijan; Czech Republic; Estonia; Kaluga, Russia; Lithuania; Moscow, Russia) and five U.S. (Chicago; Columbia, South Carolina; Denver; Fairfax County, Virginia; Los Angeles) sites. 

The evaluation report is based on multiple types of data (documents, interviews, observations, surveys) collected from multiple sources (students, teachers, school administrators, site coordinators, project directors). Major findings include the following:

119 teachers participated in the professional development workshops to learn a model of deliberation, the Structured Academic Controversy (SAC).

Over 95% of the teachers rated the workshops effective in terms of content, materials, and pedagogy. 

94% of teachers indicated they would continue to use deliberation in their classrooms during and after their participation in the project.

Over 4,250 students participated in at least three deliberations on public issues as part of the DID Project. 

Over 86% of the students “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that the deliberations increased their understanding of the issues, and that they “learned a lot” from the process.

81% of the students reported a greater ability to state their opinions, and 76% said they developed more confidence in talking about public issues. 

Over 91% of the teachers reported that their students engaged in critical thinking during the deliberations, and that the process helped students to develop a better understanding of issues. 

61% of students reported participating in the online interactions with students from other countries on the Discussion Board. Teachers indicated that the online exchanges enhanced students’ intercultural communication skills. 

Approximately 720 students took part in teleconferences with students from their partner site. Teachers reported that the experience of seeing and talking with students from other countries was invaluable to their students. 

58 teachers participated in teacher exchanges with their partner site. For many teachers, the experience greatly enhanced their worldview. 

Based on participants’ responses, the DID Project is an excellent project that is meeting almost all of its goals. On nearly all objective measures, Year Three DID is an even stronger project than in Year Two. 

No one expressed any serious reservations about the project; however, suggestions were offered by participants to improve what is considered to be a very successful project: 

Consideration should be given to providing selected veteran teachers with opportunities to design and co-lead professional development workshops. 

The professional development workshops should devote more attention to (1) the whole class debriefing segment of the deliberation process, and (2) the pedagogical aspects of the Discussion Board. 

In addition to teleconferences between students, teleconferences should be held between teachers. 

More time should be provided for exchange teachers to interact with students on an informal basis at schools. 

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 online Discussion Board for students and teachers, (4) a teleconference between students in partner sites, and (5) a teacher exchange. 

In its first year (2004-05), the DID Project was conducted with secondary teachers and their students in six sites: the European countries of Azerbaijan, the Czech Republic, and Lithuania; and the metropolitan areas surrounding Chicago, Los Angeles, and Washington, DC (Fairfax County, Virginia). During the 2005-06 school year, these sites continued to participate in the project. Five additional sites began participating in the project during the 2005-06 year: Estonia; Kaluga, Russia; Moscow, Russia; and two sites within the United States, Denver and Columbia, South Carolina. This report focuses on Year Three of the project, 2006-2007, during which all six European and five U.S. sites continued their participation in the DID Project. 

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, and documents the degree to which the DID Project achieved its stated outcomes. 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 (documents, interviews, observations, surveys) from multiple sources (students, teachers, school administrators, site coordinators, project directors). We participated in two planning meetings (Vilnius, Lithuania, July 2006; Chicago, November 2006), and observed and participated in activities during two teacher exchanges.

Each of the original sites—Azerbaijan, the Czech Republic, Lithuania, Chicago, Fairfax County, and Los Angeles—was visited at the conclusion of the school year. At each of these sites, student focus groups were conducted; school administrators, teachers, and site coordinators were interviewed; and classrooms were observed (see Table 1). At the U.S. sites, evaluators observed and taped the deliberations of a group of four students. At all 11 sites, written surveys of student knowledge, attitudes, and perceptions were completed at the beginning of the school portion of the project (September 2006—January 2007), and again toward the conclusion of the school year (April/May/June 2006). Teachers at all sites were surveyed at the end of the school year. 

Table 1. Frequency of Data Collection at Sites 

	Sites
	Student Focus Groups
	Teacher Interviews
	Administrator Interviews
	Classroom Observations
	Student Small Group Deliberations

	Azerbaijan
	2
	2
	3
	3
	N/A

	Chicago
	2
	3
	3
	1
	2

	Czech Republic
	3
	3
	2
	3
	N/A

	Fairfax County
	3
	3
	2
	1
	3

	Lithuania
	2
	2
	2
	1
	N/A

	Los Angeles
	2
	3
	2
	1
	1

	Total
	     14
	       16
	         14
	        10
	6


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 in 2006-2007. 

July 23-26, 2006. The summer conference for all sites participating in the 2005-2006 Deliberating in a Democracy Project took place in Vilnius, Lithuania, from July 23 – 26, 2006. There were 25 persons attending the meeting, including Site Coordinators/staff representing Azerbaijan (2), Czech Republic (2), Estonia (2), Lithuania (1), Kaluga, Russia (2), Moscow, Russia (2), Los Angeles, California (1), Denver, Colorado (1), Chicago, Illinois (3), Fairfax County, Virginia (1), Columbia, South Carolina, (1), and a Site Coordinator representing both Fairfax County, Virginia and Columbia, South Carolina. Teachers from the Czech Republic (1), Lithuania (2), and Chicago, Illinois (1) were present. An evaluator from the University of Minnesota also attended the meeting, as did a Russian translator from the Ukraine. 

The goals of the meeting were to:

1.
reflect on the successes and challenges of DID in 2005-2006; 

2.
plan for 2006-07 so that a minimum of 60 teachers and 3000 students are participating in DID, including the evaluation;

3.
have a clear understanding of expectations for 2006-2007; and 

4.
provide planning time for partners. 

Five questions served as the focus of the meeting:

1.
How can we help each other get more of an international perspective on the issues?

2.
What should the exchanges look like next year?

3.
How can we continue to involve experienced teachers? How can we expand the program to more teachers?

4.
How can we improve the use of technology to enhance our deliberations?

5.
What new issues should we develop?

November 4-5, 2006. The major planning meeting for all sites participating in the 2006-2007 Deliberating in a Democracy Project took place in Chicago, Illinois from November 4-5, 2006. Eighteen persons attended some portion of the proceedings. There were 11 Americans attending (one from Street Law; one from CRF-LA; four from CRF-Chicago; three teachers from Chicago schools; one site coordinator from Denver, Colorado; and one evaluator from the University of Minnesota-Minneapolis) and seven Europeans (two teachers from Lithuania; one site coordinator each from Azerbaijan, the Czech Republic, Estonia, and Lithuania; and one translator from the Ukraine). 

The goals of the meeting were to:

1.
use improved lessons in your DID program;

2.
design successful DID professional developments;

3.
plan alternative exchanges;

4.
discuss the evaluation process;

5.
use the Discussion Board more effectively; and 

6.
develop future DID programming.

September 2006 – June 2007. Timelines for specific sites varied, but all sites conducted a minimum of three staff development workshops, with each workshop being followed by teacher implementation of a Structured Academic Controversy (SAC) in their classrooms. Thus, the general sequence looked as follows:

Staff Development Session #1


Teacher Implementation of SAC #1 in Classroom 

Staff Development Session #2


Teacher Implementation of SAC #2 in Classroom 

Staff Development Session #3


Teacher Implementation of SAC #3 in Classroom 

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, and an overview of the Evaluation Plan. The Discussion Board, the internet component of the project, was introduced at some sites during the first workshop, and at other sites during the second workshop. The second and third workshops generally focused on teachers’ reflections on their classroom deliberations, their experiences with the Discussion Board, planning for the teleconference(s), and in some cases, additional experience in deliberation. At each site, three issues were identified for classroom deliberation (see Table 2). 

Table 2. Issues Deliberated at Project Sites 

	Issues
	European Sites
	U.S. Sites

	
	Azer.
	Czech

Rep.
	Est.
	Lith.
	Rus:.Kal
	Rus:Mos
	Chic.
	Col., 

SCa
	Fairfaxa
	Denvera
	LAb

	Bush Doctrinec
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cloning
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Compulsory Voting
	
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Educating Non-citizens
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Euthanasia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free and Independent Press
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Freedom of Expression
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Freedom of Movement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Global Climate Change
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	Globalization and Fair Trade
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Juvenile Offenders
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	X
	
	

	National Service
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Public 

Demonstrations
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Violent Videogames
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Youth Curfew
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Other
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X


aThe third issue was chosen by individual schools. 

bThe second and third issues were chosen by individual schools.

cThe exact wording of the issue questions can be found in Appendix A. 

Each site was partnered with another site (see Table 3). Teacher exchanges took place between the partner sites at some point between Staff Development Session #1 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. Table 4 shows the number of teachers from each site who took part in the teacher exchanges. 

Table 3. European-U.S. DID Project Partner Sites 

	European Site
	United States Site

	Azerbaijan
	Fairfax County, Virginia

	Czech Republic
	Chicago, Illinois

	Estonia
	Denver, Colorado

	Lithuania
	Los Angeles, California

	Russia: Kaluga
	Columbia, South Carolina

	Russia: Moscow
	Los Angeles, California


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

	Site
	Teachers 

(n)

	Azerbaijan
	  5

	Czech Republic
	  4

	Estonia
	  3 

	Lithuania
	  5

	Russia: Kaluga
	10

	Russia: Moscow
	  3

	
	

	Chicago
	  4

	Columbia, SC
	  8

	Denver
	  5

	Fairfax County
	  3

	Los Angeles
	  8

	
	

	TOTAL
	58


Students and teachers at partner sites communicated about social and political issues through the Discussion Board. Students were able to exchange ideas about topics they had deliberated in their classrooms, ask questions about one another’s cultures, and participate in issues polls. 

Finally, each partnership participated in one or more teleconferences during the school year. Teleconferences lasted approximately one hour, during which students exchanged ideas on a range of topics. Table 5 shows the approximate number of students who participated in the teleconferences at each site, as well as the number of teleconferences held with partner countries. 

Table 5. Number of Teleconferences and Approximate Number of Participating Students by Site

	Site
	Number of Teleconferences
	Students

(n)

	Azerbaijan
	3
	36

	Czech Republic
	2
	34

	Estonia
	1
	30

	Lithuania
	1
	25

	Russia: Kaluga
	3
	40

	Russia: Moscow
	2
	  7

	
	
	

	Chicago
	2
	86

	Columbia, SC
	3
	             360

	Denver
	1
	30

	Fairfax County
	3
	27

	Los Angeles
	1
	45

	
	
	

	TOTAL
	
	             720


Thus, partner sites interacted through the teacher exchanges, the Discussion Board, and the teleconferences. 

Teachers and Students. One hundred and eighteen (119) secondary teachers from six countries in 11 sites participated in the DID Project. Table 6 provides relevant demographic data about the teachers.

Table 6. Teacher Demographics by Site a 

	Site
	Teachers

N (%)
	Mean Years of Teaching Experience

(Range)
	Sexb

	
	N
	%
	
	F
	M

	Azerbaijan
	12
	10.1
	17.58 (2 – 22)
	12
	  0

	Czech Republic
	12
	10.1
	18.33 (3 – 35)
	  8
	  4

	Estonia
	  7
	  6.0
	22.50 (5 – 31)
	  5
	  2

	Lithuania
	10
	  8.4
	16.40 (1 – 29)
	  8
	  2

	Russia: Kaluga
	10
	  8.4
	14.63 (5 – 22)
	10
	  0

	Russia: Moscow
	10
	  8.4
	  29.71 (19 – 45)
	  8
	  0

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Chicago
	11
	  9.2
	  8.64 (1 – 25)
	  6
	  5

	Columbia, SC
	11
	  9.2
	11.27 (2 – 31)
	  9
	  2

	Denver
	10
	  8.4
	15.40 (1 – 42)
	  7
	  3

	Fairfax County, VA
	10
	  8.4
	10.80 (3 – 30)
	  6
	  4

	Los Angeles
	16
	13.4
	13.88 (1 – 35)
	  8
	  8

	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	   119
	100%
	15.56 (1 – 45)
	87
	30


aTeacher data included in this table reflect only those teachers who completed the DID Teacher Survey in Spring 2007, and complete the project throughout the year. Twelve teachers started the project at the beginning of the year, but subsequently discontinued participation for reasons (to the best of our knowledge) unrelated to the project.

bTwo teachers completed the survey but did not include their gender, therefore, there are 117 surveys accounted for in this section of the table. 

The teachers were somewhat evenly divided in terms of the number of years they had been in the DID Project. Thirty-seven percent (37%) were new to the Project in 2006-07 (Year Three); 32% joined the Project in Year One, and 31% began participating in the project in Year Two. 

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 7 provides information about the demographics of these students. 

Table 7. Student Demographics by Site (N = 4,311)a

	Site
	Number of Students
	Mean Age of Students

(Range)
	Sexb

	
	
	
	F
	M

	Azerbaijan
	365
	15.91 (13-22)
	187
	164

	Czech Republic
	427
	      16.59 (15-20)
	264
	154

	Estonia
	168
	15.63 (14-18)
	       93
	 74

	Lithuania
	326
	16.69 (13-22)
	202
	114

	Russia: Kaluga
	275
	15.91 (13-21)
	165
	107

	Russia: Moscow
	334
	15.25 (13-18)
	150
	132

	
	
	
	
	

	Chicago
	538
	16.28 (13-21)
	317
	221

	Columbia, SC
	193
	15.80 (11-19)
	132
	 61

	Denver
	401
	15.70 (11-19)
	220
	181

	Fairfax County, VA
	536
	17.10 (13-23)
	293
	242

	Los Angeles
	748
	16.28 (12-19)
	418
	327

	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	          4,311
	      16.22 (11-23)
	 2,441
	 1,777


aThis number reflects the number of students who completed either the pre-survey or the post-survey. Readers will note that the number of students in subsequent tables, most of which reflect post-survey data, is substantially less. This reflects, in part, teachers neglecting to administer the post-survey, as well as general student attrition from the beginning to the end of the school year. 

bThe total number of students is less than the number of students who identified themselves on the questionnaire as male or female, because some students chose not to indicate their sex.

Nearly 43% of teachers chose to use deliberation in more than one of their classes. Although we do not collect survey and interview data from these additional classes, we estimate from teacher reports that 5,025 students participated in at least one deliberation exercise as a result of the DID Project. 

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 11 sites, and the teacher exchanges. 

Staff Development Workshops

A minimum of three formal staff development workshops took place at each site. The total amount of time devoted to formal staff development ranged from 14 to 34 hours, with an average of 22.2 hours. Table 8 shows the number of hours spent in formal staff development workshops at each of the sites. In all cases, informal gatherings, e-mail exchanges and/or phone conversations between teachers and site coordinators supplemented the formal workshops. 

Table 8. Number of Hours of Formal Staff Development by Site

	Site
	Hours of Formal Staff Development

	Azerbaijan
	34

	Czech Republic
	27

	Estonia
	21

	Lithuania
	14

	Russia: Kaluga
	18

	Russia: Moscow
	30

	
	

	Chicago
	22

	Columbia, SC
	22

	Denver
	19

	Fairfax County
	16

	Los Angeles
	21

	
	

	Total hours
	244

(average=22.2 hours)


In general, the first workshop focused on instructing teachers in a method of deliberation in the classroom, the Structured Academic Controversy (SAC). The second workshop familiarized teachers with the Discussion Board, and at both the second and third workshops, teachers were provided 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 9 presents teachers’ responses to survey items about the quality of the professional development experiences. Similar to Years One and Two, teachers were overwhelmingly positive about their experiences in the teacher workshops. 

Table 9. Teacher Responses to Survey Items Related to Quality of Professional Development Experiences 

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

	a. providing models of good teaching practices. (n = 119)
	  .8%
	0%
	  5.9%
	  5.9%
	41.2%
	46.2%

	b. providing adequate time for practice. (n = 118)
	  .8%
	2.5%
	10.2%
	18.6%
	37.3%
	30.5%

	c. providing time for reflection. (n = 118)
	  .8%
	.8%
	  6.8%
	19.5%
	35.6%
	36.4%

	d. providing adequate classroom materials. (n =118)
	1.7%
	0%
	  3.4%
	14.4%
	32.2%
	48.3%

	e. engaging participants in active involvement with learning. (n = 119)
	  .8%
	.8%
	  1.7%
	10.9%
	27.7%
	58.0%

	f. helping participants see the connections between democratic principles and classroom deliberations. (n = 118)
	1.7%
	0%
	  1.7%
	11.0%
	43.2%
	42.4%


Note:  SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, sd = Slightly Disagree, sa = Slightly Agree, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree

Responses to the teacher questionnaires indicate some of the aspects of the professional development workshops teachers found most helpful.


The DID curriculum materials:

The teaching materials are great. I can use them too. That’s very much helpful. Nicely compiled and I love your texts and the students love them too because they can tell them how to express their feelings in English. (teacher, Czech Republic)

The DID professional development experience was without question the best professional development experience I have ever had. The in-class readings and procedures were well written and effective and modeled the deliberating process very well. (teacher, Denver)

I think that the last revision [to the curriculum materials] that [the DID staff] did, in terms of breaking down the steps more than they did before, has been the most helpful. A lot of those steps actually mirror what I had already done prior. Because for my students, just going step by step, even if it’s 10 steps the way they are now, I think it just helps them stay focused and know where we’re at in the process. And also, the latest revisions to the actual handouts have been helpful because it helps…there were certain higher level and critical thinking questions that we were asking our students, that maybe weren’t reflected on the previous handouts and now they are. (teacher, Los Angeles)


The demonstration lessons:

This experience is by far the best I have ever had. The training sessions were helpful and there was no wasted time. By using the DID format in the first training session it was easy to use it the first time in a class setting. (teacher, Columbia, South Carolina)

These workshops are really helpful because otherwise, it would be impossible. The workshops make it easier for us to present the projects to students because we try out the project ourselves and also we can meet top experts from certain fields such as cloning… (teacher, Czech Republic)

It was great to practice the deliberations before the students did them. I think that was probably the most helpful because it really gave me an idea of what things might come up, what obstacles the kids might hit and also, in some cases what questions I could ask them that would keep the conversations going in the small groups. (teacher, Fairfax County)

I get more out of the DID professional development activities because we walk through the lessons and hear what other teachers are doing. (teacher, Los Angeles)

The increased content knowledge:

They [professional development workshops] were very helpful in that they provided me with information to use to help further discussion and we were able to meet experts in the field. With this particular deliberation you saw today, I didn’t have the opportunity of that, so I can tell the difference between the last deliberation where I had the knowledge and this deliberation where I didn’t have it. (teacher, Fairfax County)

The connection between theory and practice:

As a rule, professional development courses have up to 80% theoretical content. The [DID] project contains the three minimum components of any professional development: theory, practice, reflection. (teacher, Russia: Kaluga)


The collegial environment and exchange:

All the teachers work as a team, the old participant-teachers help new ones. There is opportunity to observe other teachers’ classes. (teacher, Azerbaijan)

…it’s just such an excellent group of teachers from such diverse experiences and it’s a very supportive environment, so it’s always an exceptional experience even if I have to drive two hours to get to a meeting or they have to drive two hours to come this way, I think that we always find that it’s worthwhile. (teacher, Chicago)

We were also lucky to share experiences because we usually gathered for the first one, got the information and after completing the first deliberation, we gathered again for the second and we share our opinions. How well it went. What were the mistakes?  Were the students shy?  Do they need encouragement?  All different kind of things so it’s very good to listen. You seem to be experienced, right?  But still you hear new ideas and those new ideas are so different from yours, so this helps a lot. (teacher, Lithuania)

The organized structure of the workshops

[The DID Professional Development workshops] were more professional, organized. (teacher, Azerbaijan)

DID is of a much higher quality than most other training courses in which I have participated in the past because it is very well prepared and it is interactive. (teacher, Czech Republic)

Ongoing support

The difference of DID from other projects is that the work with teachers continues during the whole project, teachers are given all support to conduct deliberations. (teacher, Azerbaijan)

The [Site Coordinators’] support was extraordinary at every step, effectively communicating throughout the whole process and being there to support and coach us if needed. (teacher, Denver)

At the close of Year Two of the DID Project, some staff and veteran teachers (teachers who had participated for more than one year) expressed concern that the veteran teachers might lose interest in the project over time. A question posed at the July 2006 DID Conference in Vilnius was how to engage veteran teachers. At the Chicago site, it appears that one or more of the teachers has taken a more active role in critiquing drafts of curriculum materials. Still, some of the veteran teachers expressed concerns about redundancy at the workshops, and the degree to which they are continuing to develop as professionals. Following are comments from two Chicago teachers. 
Because I have been participating for three years, some of the staff development material or activities are a bit redundant. I would suggest either shortening the sessions or exploring the addition of other teaching methods or materials. (teacher, Chicago)

Since this is my third year in the program, I do feel that I am not learning a lot of new strategies. Although I really like the Structured Academic Controversy strategy, I am ready to be challenged and to learn new cooperative learning and discussion techniques that also work well for deliberation. (teacher, Chicago)

Although comments about redundancy or the need for different strategies were offered by a very small number of teachers, it is significant that with one exception (Columbia, South Carolina), these comments came from teachers at the original U.S. sites, and teachers in their third year of the project. 

The quality of the [professional development activities] is okay but it is a little redundant from previous years on the project. (teacher, Fairfax County)

[My suggestion for improving the staff development is to] go beyond the SAC. (teacher, Los Angeles)

Third year European teachers did not offer such comments. On the contrary, a Lithuanian teacher in her third year with the DID Project said: “I wouldn’t say that the third year of participating in the project, it became something like boring. I still think for me as a teacher, I’m still progressing.” 

In both Years One and Two of the DID Project, European teachers and students commented on the “American bias” in the curriculum materials. In Year Three, only one teacher mentioned this issue. One Lithuanian teacher felt that substantial changes had been made to incorporate non-U.S. perspectives and events into the curriculum materials. She stated: 

I did compare the materials again. During the first and second year, we had some of the material that was mainly concentrated on American issues. Like when we talked about violence in television or mass media, the worksheets reflected mostly American information. Maybe half a page of European and mainly American content, right?  I think with this year, as far as the topics for deliberation were different. That was much better because in November, in Chicago we worked hard just to get as many different perspectives, international perspectives, integrated into the material and that’s why these were much better because you got some Lithuanian information, some Czech, some Azerbaijan and American as well. That’s what we really liked about it. (teacher, Lithuania)

When asked, “What suggestions do you have for improving the DID Project staff development sessions?” on the written questionnaire, 56 (50%) of the 112 teachers responding to the item either said something such as “It was great” or did not give a response, suggesting that they did not have specific ideas for improving the professional development workshops. 

Other teachers offered a range of suggestions. Teachers suggested greater use of veteran teachers, both in terms of their involvement in leading the workshops and sharing their expertise; more experience with the Structured Academic Controversy model as part of their professional development experiences, either by participating in an additional deliberation, viewing a videotape of a classroom deliberation, or visiting one another’s classes; increased interaction with teachers in partner countries about the deliberation experience; and the provision of more materials or experiences that would enhance their knowledge of the content. Several teachers from Fairfax County and Los Angeles said they would prefer that their professional development workshops be held during the school day as opposed to evenings and Saturdays. 

Teacher Exchanges

On the teacher survey, teachers responded to the question: “How effective was the Teacher Exchange component of the DID Project?”  Teachers were overwhelmingly positive about the teacher exchange experience, as shown in Table 10. Over 91% of the teachers described the teacher exchange experience as “effective” or “very effective.” 

Table 10. Teacher Perceptions of the Effectiveness of the Teacher Exchange (N = 98)

	Item: 
	VI

%
	I

%
	si

%
	se

%
	E

%
	VE

%

	How effective was the teacher exchange?a  
	4.1%
	0%
	0%
	4.1%
	20.4%
	71.4%


Note:  VI = Very Ineffective, I = Ineffective, si = Slightly Ineffective, se = Slightly Effective, E = Effective, VE = Very Effective

aTeachers were asked to respond to the question either as a traveler and/or as part of the reception of partnering teachers.

Responses to the teacher questionnaires indicate teachers found some of the aspects of the teacher exchanges particularly meaningful. 

I could see democracy face to face, get acquainted with students; make comparative analysis to take something in terms of conducting deliberations. (teacher from Azerbaijan, visited Fairfax County)

I really enjoyed seeing a deliberation in a classroom because I had never actually seen another teacher do a deliberation and it was great to see what they did and what they did to debrief it. They did a human graph which is something that I don’t really do at the end of mine and I thought that was great. I also enjoyed the professional development because I got to see “wow, they do it very similar to us,” and they had a couple other components that I was able to bring back too. (teacher from Chicago, visited Czech Republic)

My trip to Estonia has forever changed how I teach government, due to all of the new insights gained from our trip. I more clearly see that democracies are quite different from one another due to their histories and cultures, yet all can work effectively. I also appreciate that democracies and even America's are constantly evolving and shifting to meet the needs of the changing times. (teacher from Denver, visited Estonia)

The opportunity to be able to see a whole different school system, different schools. It broadened our minds. We gained good experience and new acquaintances. (teacher from Estonia, visited Denver)

Being able to meet those who were teamed up with us but also just how democracy looks in other countries. Being able to talk to those who are trying to encourage change among their students. (teacher from Fairfax County, visited Azerbaijan)

Opportunity to visit other schools, to compare education process in the USA and Lithuania. It was interesting to observe student deliberations, to communicate with their teachers. This project was important for me, as a teacher, for qualification improvement, for gaining good experience. (teacher from Lithuania, visited Los Angeles)

When I went to Moscow, I thought the most meaningful thing was meeting with students and seeing students. We didn’t see them participate in deliberations but just learning about their life as a student and really realizing that they have the same fears, concerns, dreams, goals as our students here in high school. Being able to interact with them in addition to being able to interact with their teachers, I think was the most meaningful. Having been able to have conversations. Not always academic and about what they do in the classroom but just learning about different cultures I thought was the most meaningful part. (teacher from Los Angeles, visited Moscow )

It was important for me to see that American teachers conduct discussions in the manner similar with Russian teachers and face similar problems. That means we share those problems. (teacher from Russia: Kaluga, visited Columbia, South Carolina)

It was interesting for me to meet American teachers, to show them my school, my students. (teacher from Russia: Moscow, hosted teachers from Los Angeles)

Following are some of the few suggestions teachers had for improving the teacher exchanges.

I would like American and Azerbaijan teachers to exchange their roles. I would like not only to observe American teachers’ deliberations but also to have a deliberation in their classes myself and American partner to have deliberation in my classes. (teacher, Azerbaijan)

I definitely think that there must be time built in for teachers on the exchange to have free time to explore on their own. This was really beneficial for me when I was in the Czech Republic. When the Czech teachers came to Chicago in 2007 they did not have enough free time and would have appreciated more time to explore. This is what they told us. (teacher, Chicago)

More home visits and time with the students. (teacher, Columbia, South Carolina)

Maybe you could make the meetings in the schools a bit more concrete—maybe arrange an interchange of views with the most active students on the subjects of the project. (teacher, Estonia)

I would have liked, when we were there, to have more conversations with the students about what they perceived about the issues. In each of the schools that we visited, we saw deliberations and we were in and out. So, we didn’t spend a lot of time with the students. (teacher, Fairfax County)

To visit more schools and it would be great if students would be included in the exchange program. (teacher, Lithuania)

I think making an emphasis that when teachers visit each other that we are seeing students deliberate. That we visit schools that are involved in the DID program or classrooms within the schools that are involved in the DID program. (teacher, Los Angeles)

It would be interesting not to limit partner school visits by a school tour and sitting in during the lessons but to give “Russian lesson in the U.S.”  and “an American lesson” in Russia followed by discussions together with students—what  they liked, what was unusual, etc. (teacher, Russia: Kaluga)

Teachers from almost every site mentioned that they would have liked more time to talk with students, and would have appreciated less scheduled time on the exchanges. Teachers from several sites mentioned that it would be advantageous if students could go on the exchanges. 

The advantages of a multi-year project are evident in one teacher’s reflections on the teacher exchange. A Fairfax County teacher, having visited Azerbaijan in Year One and been overwhelmed by the hospitality of his/her hosts, made certain that the Fairfax County teachers were more welcoming when their Azeri counterparts visited this year. 

[The Fairfax teachers] really tried to pick it up this year. After I went to Azerbaijan, I saw the hospitality that the teachers have over there. This year we made a real concerted effort to do for them like they had done for us. Actually, the first weekend that they were here…when we were over there, they invited us to someone’s home and they had done a traditional Azeri meal. Full on, all these courses. It was unbelievable and so we thought we should do something like that for them. So, what we did and even though it was March, maybe February when they came over, we did a Thanksgiving for them and we had it at one teacher’s house and the turkey and the stuffing and the everything. (teacher, Fairfax County)

Although the teacher exchanges were clearly quite positive experiences for the teachers, the students in the classes visited by the partner teachers also appreciated meeting persons from another country. A female student in Fairfax County described meeting Azeri teachers as “cool.” When students commented on the teacher exchanges in the focus groups, they expressed a desire for more interaction with the teachers (beyond the exchange teachers observing their deliberation). A male student in Fairfax County stated: “I would have liked to spend more time [with the Azeri teachers]. We spent a lot of time preparing for that and we had very little time with them. The group at my table we had one teacher that got pulled away.” 

Evaluation Question #2:

Did teacher members deepen their content and pedagogical knowledge as a result of professional development activities?

As shown in Table 11, teachers (93.2%) indicated they developed sufficient skill through the DID Project to conduct effective deliberations in their classrooms. Further, 92.4% said their involvement in the project had deepened their understanding of democracy. 
Table 11. Teacher Perceptions of their Skills and Understanding (N = 119)

	Items: 
	SD
	D
	sd
	sa
	A
	SA

	a. After my involvement in this project, I have enough skill to conduct effective deliberations in my classroom.
	   .8%
	  1.7%
	4.2%
	13.4%
	33.6%
	46.2%

	b. My participation in this project has deepened my understanding of democracy. 
	   .8%
	  0%
	6.8%
	11.9%
	34.7%
	45.8%


Note:  SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, sd = Slightly Disagree, sa = Slightly Agree, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree

Interviews with teachers also suggested that they deepened their pedagogical and content knowledge as a result of participating in the various activities associated with the DID Project. The following responses are typical of those offered by teachers when they were asked the question, “What knowledge and skills do you feel you developed as a result of participating in this program?” 

I was interested in [participating in the DID Project] because I saw that this kind of project would change ideas, opinions or people. I graduated from the university in the Soviet [times] and their methodologies were different from this kind. This project was a new project for me because it’s a lot formulating civic participation for children. For me it was interesting, also. It’s assisted mine and my children’s critical thinking. We learn how to find arguments and related facts and also different sides of the one issue. (teacher, Azerbaijan)

I have a stronger global perspective. I am a government/law, U.S. History person so I don’t spend enough time learning about other cultures. My traveling experiences and the Discussion Board and working with the other Czech teachers has really helped me to gain a better understanding of different cultures besides American culture. I have a much better command of how to get kids to discuss in class. I’m better at facilitating the discussion and placing kids in groups because I’ve had to do it over and over again and by people coming and Carolyn came and I just get a lot of feedback. And by talking with my other colleagues in the project, I’m able to understand just how to set up the environment for a good discussion to take place. (teacher, Chicago)

I’ve gained some knowledge and have developed new insight but maybe I had used structured academic discussion before yet now I can see that it is more complex than before. Also, it is difficult to do to make everything work in such detail and maximize sessions with students. (teacher, Czech Republic)

I think I have a different idea of how class discussions should work. I really do. Prior to doing DID, I used to try and do class discussions and they were always a disaster because they weren’t structured. It was more of a “ let’s talk about this” and we’d have one or two people in my classes who would want to say something but there wouldn’t be any sort of opportunity for anyone else. So, it’s taught me, even though it takes a little bit more time to fully prepare the students, have them write down their ideas, have them talk about them and then get it into a situation so that, ideally you have what you saw today, which is this huge discussion that doesn’t want to end. (teacher, Fairfax County)

I deepened my understanding of how democracy works, because I got so much information. I got to learn about a new method of deliberation and I’m sure I’m going to work on it again and again and I introduced this new method to other teachers in the region and hopefully, they will be continuing with this as well. Also, seeing the students working on the project and being satisfied with the project, that was a very positive aspect for me as a teacher. I can grow myself as a teacher in those civic issues. (teacher, Lithuania)

I find my role more as giving the rules, giving directions and staying out of the discussions. Whereas before, I kind of wanted to get more into the discussion but [now] they’re doing most of the discussion. It’s student driven. I just give the directions. (teacher, Los Angeles)

Evaluation Question #3:

What support was provided for DID Project participants?

Teachers were asked “What support for implementing ‘deliberation’ was most helpful to you?” in an open-ended survey item. Teachers were most likely to mention the Site Coordinators and discussion/collaboration with colleagues (particularly experienced DID Project teachers). Teachers also noted, although less frequently, school administrators, DID Project curriculum materials, and the DID Project website. Following are some representative comments: 

The materials were given on each deliberation topic, support was provided by the [DID Site Coordinator], big support I received from teacher of our school who is in her third year in the project. I observed her lessons. She directly helped me to conduct deliberations. We also held joint deliberations together. (teacher, Azerbaijan)

Being able to teach the program with a fellow teacher at my school was very helpful. I also found the website useful for downloading forms and serving as a forum for discussion. The staff of CRFC is also incredibly helpful and well prepared. (teacher, Chicago)

Support from a colleague who is also participating in the DID Project. (teacher, Czech Republic)

The most helpful support came from the [DID Site Coordinators] modeling the process, giving us extra information and being available to support us in any way we needed. (teacher, Denver)

Co-coordinator of the project observed the first discussion. All the time throughout the seminars [she] not only provided with materials, but also explained in detail. We shared experiences of the project with other teachers. School was supportive about participation in the project… (teacher, Lithuania)

Watching deliberating process in other classes really helps; also helpful is the support from other DID participants. (teacher, Russia: Kaluga)

Academy help and the help of my colleagues with 2-year experience participating in the project. (teacher, Russia: Moscow)

Table 12 summarizes the responses from teachers on the open-ended survey item.

Table12. Sources of Support Most Helpful to Teachers in Implementing Deliberations

(N = 107)

	Source of Support
	N
	%a

	Site Coordinator
	     71
	    66.4

	Other Teachers
	     23
	    21.5

	Experienced DID Teachers
	     22
	    20.1

	Project Materials
	     20
	    18.7

	School Administration, District
	     17
	    15.8

	Workshops
	     10
	9.3

	I observed a peer conducting a deliberation
	5
	4.7

	Internet
	4
	3.7

	Site Coordinator observed me conducting a deliberation
	4
	3.7

	Partner School
	2
	1.9

	Students (due to their enthusiasm for the method)
	2
	1.9

	Topic Experts
	2
	1.9


aPercentages do not add up to 100 because respondents were able to give more than one response. 

Due to space limitations, only those responses offered by two or more teachers are presented. 

It was apparent from interview and survey responses that the success of the project rests not with one source of support, but with multiple sources of support.

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 96% (114 of 119) conducted a minimum of three deliberations in their classrooms. The Evaluation Team observed at least one class deliberation at each of the sites visited, and at the sites in the United States, also observed and taped at least one small group (four-student) deliberation. The Evaluation team observed a total of 16 class or small group deliberations.

In all 16 observations, the evaluators felt that the students were exposed to multiple perspectives, and gave serious consideration to those perspectives. There was some variation in the way in which the deliberations were being implemented, particularly in terms of the following steps within the method: reversal of perspectives and debriefing the deliberation. In more than a few cases, one or both of these steps were omitted. Despite variations in the way in which teachers implemented the Structured Academic Controversy, in all classes we observed, students were discussing important public issues and developing new understandings about those issues. 

On the written questionnaire, teachers were asked: “What difficulties in implementing deliberation did you encounter?” Table 13 shows the categories of responses mentioned by more than one teacher. 

Table 13. Difficulties Encountered by Teachers in Implementing Deliberations 

(N = 102)

	Difficulty in Implementing Deliberations 
	N
	%a

	Time constraints due to curricular requirements
	     30
	    29.4

	Discussion methodology
	     28
	    27.5

	Prompting/maintaining student interest
	     14
	    13.7

	No Response
	     12
	    11.8

	I had no difficulties
	     11
	    10.8

	Difficult Text/Vocabulary/English
	7
	6.9

	Students wanted to debate
	5
	4.9

	Internet
	4
	3.9

	Lack of or weak connection to curriculum
	3
	2.9

	Students listening to each other
	3
	2.9

	Shy students
	3
	2.9

	Getting materials and photocopies
	2
	2.0

	Lack of critical thinking skills in students
	2
	2.0


aPercentages do not add up to 100 because respondents were able to give more than one response. 

Due to space limitations, only those responses offered by two or more teachers are presented. 

In most cases, teachers reported that they resolved the problems they encountered. 

The only difficulty was the time constraint trying to do the entire deliberation process in one class period. I overcame it by having the students prepare for the deliberation the day before, as part of graded homework assignment. (teacher, Columbia, SC)

The group of students participating in deliberation was too large, a reduction is planned for the next year. (teacher, Czech Republic)

Students not doing in the reading. I removed them from the deliberation and made them observers. (teacher, Denver)

The students found it difficult to ask clarifying questions. I think that problem was solved by posing model questions by the teacher in the course of the discussion. (teacher, Russia: Kaluga)

Perhaps the best indicator of the teachers’ support for deliberation as a teaching methodology is their indication that they will continue using deliberation in their classroom regardless of whether they are connected to the project in the future. As shown in Table 14, ninety-five percent (95%) of the teachers agreed at some level with the statement: “Because of my involvement in this project, I will continue using deliberation in my classroom in the coming years.”

Table 14. Teachers’ Belief They will Continue to Use Deliberation (N = 118)

	Item: 
	SD
	D
	sd
	sa
	A
	SA

	Because of my involvement in this project, I will continue using deliberation in my classroom in the coming years.
	   .8%
	  0%
	4.2%
	5.9%
	28.8%
	60.2%


Note:  SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, sd = Slightly Disagree, sa = Slightly Agree, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree

Discussion Board:  Teachers Only Section

The Teachers Only sections of the Discussion Board provided a forum for all teachers and for each of the partnerships. Table 15 lists the forums, the number of topics within each forum, and the total replies to all topics within each forum. The Kaluga/Columbia forum was used most often, followed by Lithuania/Los Angeles. Both partnerships used the Discussion Board to introduce themselves.

Table 15. Teacher Only Forums

	Forum
	Topics
	Replies

	All Teachers Forum
	14
	117

	Azerbaijan/Fairfax County
	8
	27

	Czech Republic/Chicago 
	4
	12

	Estonia/Denver 
	1
	18

	Kaluga/Columbia
	8
	44

	Lithuania/Chicago 
	1
	4

	Lithuania/Los Angeles 
	4
	39

	Moscow/Los Angeles 
	3
	7


Within the Teachers Only Forums, the topics that generated a higher number of responses included:  Greetings (38 replies), in which teachers wrote a paragraph about themselves and what they hoped to get out of their DID Project experience; Education and Mercy (16 replies), in which there was a deep discussion about special needs students being mainstreamed; Challenges (13 replies), in which issues with their deliberations or the Discussion Board were raised; and Modifications—Best Practices (8 replies), in which teachers gave experiences and ways they modified the deliberation process. There were also interesting discussions about teachers helping students respect different religions and nationalities, about home education, and about internet education. 

Evaluation Question #5:

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

There are three distinct but overlapping components of the DID Project intended to promote student learning: the classroom deliberations (the core of the DID Project), the Discussion Board, and the teleconference. Student learning from each of these experiences is described below, as well as student attitudes toward the experiences. 

In-class Deliberations – Our observations

We observed a total of 16 class deliberations, with our focus either on the whole class or on a group of four students engaged in deliberations. Across all of the classes, the question for deliberation was posted somewhere in the classroom. In most classrooms, teachers had also posted the steps to the process. All teachers assumed responsibility for structuring the process (e.g., telling students when to state their positions, when to ask clarifying questions, when to reverse positions). All teachers also moved from group to group throughout the class period, listening to students’ small group deliberations, and occasionally interjecting a comment or question. In all classes, students had a handout or worksheet to assist them with the process. Across classes, most, if not all, students were actively engaged in the process. 

In the evaluation report for Year Two, we wondered whether the Structured Academic Controversy process might encourage dichotomous thinking because the focal questions are framed as “yes” and “no” questions (e.g., “Should our democracy permit hate speech?”). Our observations in Year Three suggest that this is not the case. Many students conclude the deliberation process by suggesting compromises. Many students who begin the process with a strong viewpoint conclude the process with a deepened sense of the complexity of the issue (e.g., “Now I’m not sure what I think…this is hard”). 

The following excerpt is from a small group deliberation in Los Angeles; the students are in the deliberation stage of the SAC process. They are addressing the question: “Should our democracy permit the therapeutic cloning of human cells?” Note that the male student begins by offering arguments for cloning, but later agrees with a peer that the issue presents a moral dilemma. 

Male Student:  I don’t really know where I stand on this. I just feel that if it’s going to do something to humans then I’ll go with it. If it’s going to bring a cure for a disease, then sure, why not?  People, you just help live longer and just give them cures to make them live a better life. So, if it’s good for people and that way of making cures for disease, deadly diseases, especially like AIDs, then I’m pro cloning.

Female Student 1: Yeah, but they also say that those AIDs can, those cures can, you can get cured from doing other things instead of substituting other ideas,  instead of killing the human life, destroying the human life. You can do it in other ways. That’s not the only way to do it.

Female Student 2: I partly agree because it helps people, but I partly oppose it too. I agree because it cures the diseases like if a person is paralyzed or I think could have been helped like people who have cancer to develop new cells which will cure the cancer or any other disease. And we are also discovering scientific breakthroughs which will develop to greater cures in the future but then the destruction of human embryos is also like, that’s the part of the opposition.

Female Student 1: Well, I agree with it and disagree at the same time. I agree because it can cure lives and help people and I disagree because I think that only God should be able to create another human being.

Female Student 3: Also, if you’re doing this to save a human being’s life, you’re also destroying another human being to save someone else’s life. I don’t think that’s morally right.

Male Student: I agree with that.

Female Student 1: You want to find a cure for one life but then you’re actually destroying another life.

Female Student 2: That’s the part where I disagree.

Our observations also underscored the critical importance of the teacher’s role. Arguments presented within small group deliberations frequently went unchallenged. For example, in a deliberation on juvenile crime, a Fairfax county student argued that “…if they are mature enough to commit that kind of serious crime, murder or rape, armed robbery or a kidnapping, then they should be mature enough to understand that that’s wrong and they shouldn’t do that so they should be punished.”  No one in her group questioned her definition of “maturity,” or whether the perpetration of a crime necessarily signifies a specific level of maturity. 

The teacher’s role, particularly in the debriefing of the deliberation process, is critical to challenging students’ assumptions. In the following exchange in Fairfax County, for example, the teacher challenges a student’s beliefs. The class had just completed small group deliberations around the question: “Should our democracy extend government support for higher education to immigrants who have entered the country illegally?”

Teacher:  O.K. Tell me why you are against this.

Male Student: Because illegal immigrants should not be able to receive financial aid because that money is being taken away from legal citizens’ education. I don’t know, they’re taking money away from our education and our spot in college.

Teacher: Who’s spot in college?

Male Student: My spot in college.

Teacher: Is there a particular group of people whose seats may be taken?  [long pause] We’re not just talking about [name of male student]…

Female Student: All kids are trying to get into college. 

Teacher:  My question is, is there a particular group of people who may be pushed out by letting the immigrants in?  

In some classes, the whole class debriefing step was omitted, sometimes due to lack of time, but on other occasions, it appeared to be a conscious choice on the part of the teacher. Yet without that critical step, students’ positions often went unchallenged, either by the teacher or by other students in the class. 

However, two of the whole class debriefings we observed were particularly distinctive. In the Chicago metro area, one teacher conducted a deliberation with her students on the Bush Doctrine.  At the end of the deliberation process, the teacher instructed her students to create a large circle with their desks so that all students could debrief the deliberation together.  Each student was given a poker chip which was used by the student to signal her or his desire to share something with all members of the class. Students tossed their poker chip into the middle of the circle of desks to indicate their intention to speak. The teacher asked the students five different questions to help them debrief the Bush Doctrine deliberation.  Through the whole class debriefing process, students could see that within their classroom, there were different perspectives toward the Bush Doctrine.  Further, the students came to understand the possibility of personal agreement with certain aspects of the Bush Doctrine, while at the same time disagreeing with others parts of the same political policy.

A second interesting approach to debriefing took place in a classroom in the Czech Republic after students completed a deliberation on cloning.  At the end of the deliberation process, the teachers hung a small clothesline in their classroom.  On one end of the clothesline the word ANO (yes) was clipped with a cloths pin.  On the other end of the clothesline was the word NIE (no).  Students were given a piece of paper and clothes pin and were instructed to write their name on the paper and clip their paper somewhere on the clothesline to indicate their personal opinion toward the topic of cloning: did they agree with cloning, were they against cloning, or did they have some other opinions and ideas toward the topic? After all the students attached their name somewhere on the clothesline, the teachers asked students to explain to their classmates why they placed their name on the clothesline in particular places. Students then described to their peers their viewpoints toward cloning.

Although the debriefing process tended to be a weakness in many of the other classes we observed, it is still important to note that in every class, students were talking about important public issues, stating positions, and listening to alternative viewpoints. 

In-class Deliberations - Students’ perspectives

When students were asked in focus groups what they had learned from their experiences with the deliberations, their responses included knowledge, skills, and attitudes and behaviors. Azeri students were most likely to mention that they had increased their knowledge of democratic principles and specific rights.

We learned about our rights and our obligations and also how to behave or conduct in a democratic society. We have a little more confidence about ourselves in terms of democracy. We understood that the democratic norms protect us. (male, Azerbaijan)

In these discussions, I learned about rights....For instance, I learned that there is not only one side of the problem and so we see the problem on a wider scale. Also, just in real life so when we go on the street, we come into some problems or some other things we did not know about our rights but now we know about our rights. (male, Azerbaijan)

Students from Chicago were most likely to mention that they had learned more about specific topics. 

Some of the stuff like the cloning one we did, I didn’t even know about cloning like that. I didn’t know that it was “banned.”  I didn’t know they didn’t have enough funding. The readings help a lot and we get to form our own opinions and not based on what the news says or the media. (female, Chicago)

I like the readings because most of these topics we didn’t even know that people was having a debate over like should hate speeches be permitted or should we do therapy cloning or whatever. I also think it helps us be informed so we know what’s going on in our world and not just our own surroundings like what the whole world is debating about. (female, Chicago)

When asked what they learned from the deliberations, most students (with the exception of the Czech students) mentioned that they had developed specific skills, particularly that of perspective taking.

I think we learned to deliberate but not debate and listen to each other carefully and to find the right arguments to support our ideas. (female, Azerbaijan)

[The deliberation process] has been successful because I catch myself sometimes from going off sometimes even though I still have a rambling problem and it actually helps me to listen to people instead of just cutting them off and have something to go against it. I’m so used to doing stuff like that and it helps, you learn a lot more when you actually listen to somebody and you come to an agreement a lot quicker. (female, Chicago)

I think [the deliberation process] kind of opens up some people that—like not everyone was brought up the same way, so it opens up people’s eyes to look at different views and opinions as opposed to just the one. There’s hardly ever just one side to anything. There’s usually always two sides or more, even. (male, Fairfax County)

I think that the deliberation was used quite effectively because personally, I’ve learned a lot of things and it was quite interesting to discuss with my classmates and know their opinion and understand things from another point of view so I think it was quite effective. (male, Lithuania)

We learn many things, we learn other people’s experiences and other people’s beliefs on the certain subject that we’re talking about and we learn to respect, basically what everyone else thinks, not just our own. We try to see other people’s point of views in all issues. (female, Los Angeles)

Students in the United States were particularly likely to state that the deliberation process helped them to develop the type of positive attitudes and behaviors that would stimulate more civil (as opposed to uncivil) conversations about public issues. Many of these students reported learning to be more respectful and tolerant of different perspectives.

You have to be like calm, keep yourself and not get angered by what other people say and not get carried away with your point and don’t get too violent if somebody’s just not listening. (male, Chicago)

For me, I’ve learned to look at everybody else’s different type of views. Usually, I just stick to my opinion and I don’t really care what others have to say because I, so I usually think about what else I have to say but now I understand more of what others think and take into consideration their ideas as well. (female, Fairfax County)

I learned to be a little more tolerant towards other people’s opinions and I also learned that my opinion is not always correct. There are other perspectives. There’s not just one perspective to one thing, there’s many perspectives and they all could be right or wrong. (female, Los Angeles)

Students from the European countries were somewhat more likely to talk about how the deliberation process had helped to develop their sense of identity. For example, one female Czech student said: “These debates are really useful because they contribute more to ourselves and our identities more than our regular lessons because we get the chance to think about the topics. It enhances our enrichment.” 

In the focus groups, most students indicated that the deliberations were different from what they normally do in class (Lithuanian students tended to be the exception, with a greater proportion saying that they do activities similar to deliberations in other classes). Students often noted that the deliberations were distinctive because they gave students an opportunity to express their opinions, they were focused on “real life” issues, and they required students to compromise. 
We have much interest in [the deliberations] and we can use it in real life as well. There are such topics that we cannot find them in the textbooks but we learn in the deliberation topics. (male, Azerbaijan)

Most of the time when teachers tell us something, it’s “this is what it is, you don’t have an opinion about it.”  You write it down, how it is and “this is how it will be,” and when we do the deliberations, we form our own opinion, then we share our opinions about it. I think it’s proven that even though teenagers are young and inexperienced with world politics and the economy and stuff, that we do have an opinion about it and we do have something to say, even if people won’t listen to it. (female, Chicago)

It’s very different from everything, from all the other activities we do in other classes because here in the deliberations we work in groups and we can express ourselves freely, whereas in other classes, we are only supposed to speak when we are asked and otherwise, we listen. (male, Czech Republic)

Even in our own government class, if we talk about current events, we do that more in the beginning of the year than now but, some people would give input but it wasn’t much of a debate, rather people would just say things and that was the end of that and you moved on. I think part of it is that since we’re in smaller, concentrated groups, people were able to get out their opinion better because it wasn’t in front of the whole class and it’s a little more personal. (female, Fairfax County)

I could compare with my debating club….I think the main difference between what I’m doing in the debate club and what I’m doing in deliberating is that on debate …our objective is to defeat our opponent. We have to prove our truth. Here we have to find some kind of answer, compromise and I think that’s the main reason this … helps us a lot to understand because we have to think for both sides. We have to find the right answer and I think that’s good because eventually, in some deliberating maybe, there can be found an answer that could be quite effective in today’s life. Have some kind of benefit for the future. (male, Lithuania)

[The deliberations and activities in other courses] are way different because when we’re having a deliberation we have the freedom of saying what we believe in regardless of which side that we chose or not and in other classes, it’s basically going by the book where you can’t really shout out whatever you want. You have to go by the rules and when we’re deliberating, you can say whatever you feel, of course in an organized manner, but you say what you believe in. (female, Los Angeles)

Students in the focus groups were asked, “What do you think the goals of the deliberations were?” Most students responded that the deliberations were intended to strengthen their knowledge of current issues, as well as their abilities to listen to other perspectives and to develop and state positions.

I think the goal [of the deliberations] was to actually learn about outside topics inside the classroom. (female, Azerbaijan)

I also think one of the goals [of the deliberations] was to help familiarize us with like hot issues that we’re facing and trying to deal with or in the process of dealing with and then try to show that it’s not easy to come up with a solution, especially one that everyone fully or even just a little agrees on. (female, Chicago)

I think the main point of the discussions is to teach us how to express our own opinions and listen to others’ opinions and to improve communication between people. (male, Czech Republic)

I think the goals were to get people to open up, to express opinions, to see certain issues from other people’s  point of view instead of just our own. To learn how to express ourselves politically and socially. (male, Fairfax County)

A very important thing is to learn how to express our opinion and to listen to other people’s opinions. I think that’s really important, and to make a decision from your feelings but [also] from facts that you get in the material. (female, Lithuania)

I think [the main goal was to] teach us to kind of construct our arguments towards deliberation. It teaches us to think analytically and it also teaches us to think on our feet a little because one side might say something and you really don’t know how to respond and you have to think on your feet. That’s kind of what I learned. (female, Los Angeles)

When students in Azerbaijan, Lithuania, and Los Angeles were asked this question, they made explicit references to democratic practices. 

These deliberations have been very useful for us. The deliberations enable us to understand our rights. (male, Azerbaijan)

I think there is a greater purpose not to learn about the topic because we get enough information from other lessons, from the internet. I think the main part is like the name. It says Deliberating in Democracy and we do it like this. We hear each others’ opinions, we know what we think. We try to understand each other and I always remember the main principles of democracy that we follow, that your freedom ends there where another’s freedom begins. It teaches us that we should understand what the other says and respect his opinion. (male, Lithuania)

I think it teaches about democracy kind of back to where I was, it teaches us how to be members of a democracy because if we hadn’t done this we would have probably gone out into the world screaming, being ignorant and not taking other points of views into consideration and I think if this was done to everybody, democracy would be better. (male, Los Angeles)

Students across sites were generally very positive about their participation in the deliberation process. At four of the sites, students expressed an appreciation for the structured format of the process. 

I really like how it’s organized like the “A’s” say their viewpoint, then the “B’s” bring out their strongest point. You get to hear the other side and just the whole…it’s just very organized. (female, Chicago)

I think a very simple fact about the debates is that we get to use actual arguments like down to Earth and that we just do not blabber here and there…and I think it’s very positive that we have to concentrate on the issues. (male, Czech Republic)

Even in our own government class, if we talk about current events…some people would give input but it wasn’t much of a debate, rather people would just say things and that was the end of that and you moved on. [In the deliberation process], since we’re in smaller, concentrated groups, people were able to get out their opinion better because it wasn’t in front of the whole class and it’s a little more personal. (female, Fairfax County)

Usually in other classes we get an assignment, and we fight or scream at each other when someone gets mad and right here, it’s organized so like you just say what you have to say and that teaches you how to be mature about things. (male, Los Angeles)

Students occasionally noted that discussions in other classes were less successful because they lacked an organizational structure similar to the deliberation process. A female student from Los Angeles said: “…in other classes [teachers] might just say, ‘well, we’re going to have a deliberation,’ but they don’t explain what is the process and what you need to do and what you don’t need to do.” 

Students at five of the sites remarked on the student-centered nature of the deliberation process. They understood that they were expected to develop their own positions, and not repeat a statement from the textbook. 

It also becomes fun for us. We don’t know how the time passes because when we express our opinion so this is something happening natural and therefore these deliberations become fun. The difference between this deliberation from others is that we express our ideas and also what we think about this or issues which is important. We do not say some ideas that somebody dictates to us. We say our own ideas. (male, Azerbaijan)

In other classes, some teachers really don’t care what your opinion is on things they just teach and then you take notes and you do work every single day until school gets out. In the deliberation things we actually get to talk and we get to talk to the students and it’s not just the teacher telling us, “oh, this is what you should think.”  It’s like we get to decide what we think and what it should be. Not the teachers or the government. (female, Chicago)

Usually, in class we don’t get much into personal opinions so these things are really helpful because instead of just learning the facts, you see how other people feel about it and you see what they think about it and what should be done about it. (male, Fairfax County)

The topics let you choose, make your own opinion. It’s not just history fact, there’s two different sides to it. You really have to decide where your position is. (female, Los Angeles)

Lithuanian students did not comment on the student-centered nature of the process, but as noted earlier, the Lithuanian students found the process less distinctive than did other students. That is, they felt the deliberative process was similar to activities they do in other classrooms.

Although students were generally quite positive about the deliberative process, they did offer suggestions or ideas for improvement. However, there was little consensus across or within sites. Some students wanted to be able to select the topics, but others thought that student selection might limit the range of topics because there are many topics unfamiliar to students. A focus group in Chicago discussed the dilemma. A male student said:

I liked how we were kind of random about the issues because we kind of didn’t know too much about it and we were on an even playing field. If we started to choose what topics we wanted to get into, someone might choose it because they know a lot about it and now we’re not so even in the discussion, someone takes over. (male, Chicago)

The group concluded that students should be able to select the topics from a list prepared by the teacher. 

Few students commented on the reading packets associated with the deliberations. In only one focus group (Chicago) did students comment that the reading level was too difficult for them. A female student from Fairfax County appreciated the information she gained from reading the articles in the packets. 

One thing I do like about it is the articles we get beforehand because even if you don’t know much about it, it gives you ideas on either side. It gives you a background because sometimes I don’t really like commenting on things that I’m not really informed about so it gives me a basis to work from. (female, Fairfax County)

A few students thought the deliberative process was too long (“…when you’re restricted to your table sometimes, everyone agrees and it’s like, ‘okay, well we’ll just sit here in agreeance [sic]”—female,  Chicago), but of those students who commented on the length of the deliberations, most students felt more time was needed. One segment that merits more time, according to many students, is the whole class discussion. It was apparent that in some classes, this step is omitted. Students also wanted more time—whether within or outside the framework—to express their opinions without stating a “pro” or “con” position. A male Czech student put it this way: “I don’t mind arguing for the opposite [side] because it teaches me to use the correct arguments, but then there should be more time to express my own opinion and I didn’t get enough of that.” 

Some students wanted to develop a deeper understanding of the positions. A female student in a Fairfax County focus group offered a suggestion:

I think it would be a lot more involved if each sub-section, like Team A or Team B could gather as a whole, entire group and it could be a larger deliberation after the smaller ones because that way you can hear the other decisions from the other groups. Because as Team A, you can hear what other Team A members said in their little deliberations and so forth to make a bigger point. (female, Fairfax County)

Peers supported her suggestion; one said: “I agree with [name of student] because you’re able to get all the points of A’s or all the points of B’s across from the classroom to get a full understanding” (female, Fairfax County).
In comparison to the previous two years of the DID Project, students were much less likely to indicate that they did not like presenting positions with which they disagreed. When students did mention this aspect of the process, they frequently noted that they understood the value of understanding the “opposing” viewpoint. A female Los Angeles student summed it up as follows: 

[The hardest thing] is probably waiting so long until you actually get to state your opinion. It’s good to look at both sides but sometimes you’re really focused on your point of view and you don’t really want to argue the other side but you kind of have to. I know it’s a good way to do it but it’s probably the hardest thing about it. 

Teachers appear to have been successful in conveying the purpose of this segment of the deliberative process.

In Azerbaijan, students wanted to know how students in other countries were conducting the deliberations so they might be able to improve upon their own deliberative processes. This was the only site at which students suggested that the conclusions they draw from their deliberations should be taken beyond the classroom, and published in the student newspaper (a suggestion we feel merits consideration). 

Five items on the student survey asked students about their experiences with the deliberations. Between 81-87% of the students responded that they had increased their knowledge and skills as a result of participating in the deliberations (see Table 16, items 2, 3, 4). Eighty-nine percent (89%) reported that they enjoyed the deliberations, and three-fourths (76%) reported developing more confidence in their ability to discuss controversial issues with their peers as a result of participating in the deliberative process.

Table 16. Students’ Self-Report on Experiences with Deliberations

	Item
	Mean
	Strongly Disagree

(1)
	Disagree

(2)
	Agree

(3)
	Strongly Agree

(4)

	1. I enjoyed participating in deliberations. (n = 2,060)
	3.16
	2.2%
	  8.9%
	59.5%
	29.4%

	2. I learned a lot by participating in the deliberations. (n = 2,054)
	3.10
	1.7%
	11.6%
	61.4%
	25.4%

	3. As a result of participating in the deliberations, I developed a better understanding of the issues. (n = 2,044)
	3.14
	1.7%
	10.9%
	59.2%
	28.2%

	4. My participation in the deliberations increased my ability to state my opinions. (n = 2,041)
	3.02
	2.9%
	16.7%
	55.9%
	24.6%

	5. Because of my participation in the deliberations, I am more confident talking about controversial issues with my peers. (n = 2,044)
	2.95
	3.4%
	20.2%
	54.5%
	21.9%


Although the majority of students reported enhanced learning and skills as a result of their experiences with the deliberations, female students were statistically more likely to report positive effects on four of the five items (see Table 17). 

Table 17. Students’ Self-Report on Experiences with Deliberations by Sex

	Item
	Male

Mean
	Female

Mean
	P-value



	1. I enjoyed participating in deliberations. (n = 1,987)
	3.09
	3.21
	  .002**

	2. I learned a lot by participating in the deliberations. (n = 1,981)
	3.03
	3.15
	  .001***

	3. As a result of participating in the deliberations, I developed a better understanding of the issues. (n = 1,971)
	3.05
	3.19
	  .000***

	4. My participation in the deliberations increased my ability to state my opinions. (n = 1,968)
	2.97
	3.04
	  .147

	5. Because of my participation in the deliberations, I am more confident talking about controversial issues with my peers. (n = 1,971)
	2.87
	2.99
	  .003**


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

Students were asked to select a maximum of three of the characteristics of deliberations they most liked from the list shown in Table 18.
 Their responses are similar to those voiced in the focus groups. Students appreciated hearing different perspectives, and liked being able to express their opinions in class. It is also noteworthy that almost 60% of the students gave a content-related response, that is, they liked “learning about the topics.” 

Table 18. Students’ Report of What They REALLY LIKED about the Deliberations (N = 2,051) a
	Student Response
	N
	%

	Hearing different perspectives
	1,370
	66.8

	Being able to express my opinion in class
	1,328
	64.7

	Learning about the topics
	1,211
	59.0

	The topics because they were interesting
	   748
	36.5

	The format—people listen and everyone gets a chance to speak
	   663
	32.3

	Reading the materials about the topics
	   324
	15.8

	Writing during and/or after the deliberation
	    81
	  3.9

	Nothing—I did not like anything about the deliberations
	    57
	  2.8

	Other
	    56
	  2.7


aStudents were asked to choose up to three characteristics of the deliberations. However, some students chose more than three. 

Students were also asked to select a maximum of three of the characteristics of deliberations they most disliked from the list shown in Table 19.
  When asked what they disliked about the deliberations, almost two-fifths (38%) of the students reported that they lacked sufficient time, and that they did not like the writing associated with the deliberation process. 

Table 19. Students’ Report of What They REALLY DID NOT LIKE about the Deliberations (N = 2,049) a
	Student Response
	N
	%

	The lack of time—we didn’t have enough time
	782
	38.2

	Writing during and/or after the deliberation
	775
	37.8

	Having to state views I did not believe in
	679
	33.1

	Reading the materials about the topic
	453
	22.1

	The deliberation process—it was repetitive and boring
	452
	22.1

	The people sometimes got very emotional about the topic
	436
	21.3

	Having to speak in class
	233
	11.4

	The topics because they were not interesting to me
	210
	10.2

	Nothing—I liked everything about the deliberations
	281
	13.7

	Other
	  48
	  2.3


aStudents were asked to choose up to three characteristics of the deliberations. However, some students chose more than three. 

When asked from which deliberation they had learned the most, students were most likely to report the Juvenile Offenders and Free and Independent Press issues (see Table 20). These are also the topics they report enjoying the most. The results are difficult to interpret, however, because sites deliberated different sets of issues.

Table 20. Topics Students “Most Enjoyed,” From Which They “Learned the Most” (N = 2,054)

	Topic
	Number of Students Deliberating Topic
	“Most Enjoyed” Topic 


	“Most Learned” 

Topic 

	Bush Doctrine
	   305
	     2.1%
	     3.0%

	Cloning
	   595
	11.6
	11.5

	Compulsory Voting
	   818
	  6.1
	10.2

	Educating Non-Citizens
	   178
	  1.4
	    .8

	Euthanasia
	   335
	  4.2
	  4.1

	Free & Independent Press
	   396
	  2.5
	  2.8

	Freedom of Expression
	1,619
	24.1
	21.6

	Freedom of Movement
	   139
	    .2
	    .4

	Global Climate Change
	   461
	  4.2
	  6.8

	Globalization and Fair Trade
	   446
	  2.1
	  4.9

	Juvenile Offenders
	1,132
	24.6
	20.6

	National Service
	   315
	  1.7
	  2.4

	Poverty
	   154
	    .5
	    .6

	Public Demonstrations
	   474
	  1.2
	  2.1

	Violent Videogames
	   503
	  7.5
	  3.6

	Youth Curfew
	   433
	  4.8
	  3.4

	Other
	   136
	  1.3
	  1.4


One indicator of the impact of the deliberations on students is the degree to which they talk to others outside of class about their experiences. Tables 21 and 22 show the number and percentage of students by site who talked about the deliberations with family members and peers outside of class, respectively.

Table 21. Students’ Report of Discussing Deliberations with Family Members 

	Item
	n
	%

	I talked with members of my family about one or more of the deliberations. 
	
	

	Azerbaijan (n = 206)
	148
	71.8

	Czech Republic (n = 239)
	108
	45.2

	Estonia (n = 134)
	       41
	30.6

	Lithuania (n = 162)
	       90
	55.6

	Russia: Kaluga (n = 174)
	110
	63.2

	Russia: Moscow (n = 152) 
	     118
	77.6

	
	
	

	Chicago (n = 256) 
	142
	55.5

	Columbia, SC (n = 82)
	       31
	37.8

	Denver (n = 237)
	128
	54.0

	Fairfax County (n = 131)
	       64
	48.9

	Los Angeles (n = 258)
	122
	47.3

	TOTAL (N=2,031)
	  1,102
	   54.3%


Table 22. Students’ Report of Discussing Deliberations with Peers Outside Class 

	Item
	n
	%

	I talked with peers outside of class about one or more of the deliberations. 
	
	

	Azerbaijan (n = 206)
	159
	77.2

	Czech Republic (n = 239)
	168
	70.3

	Estonia (n = 134)
	       71
	53.0

	Lithuania (n = 162)
	128
	79.0

	Russia: Kaluga (n = 173)
	127
	73.4

	Russia: Moscow (n = 151)
	     129
	85.4

	
	
	

	Chicago (n = 254)
	145
	57.1

	Columbia, SC (n = 82)
	       35
	42.7

	Denver (n = 234)
	132
	56.4

	Fairfax County (n = 131)
	       64
	48.9

	Los Angeles (n = 258)
	148
	57.4

	TOTAL (N=2,024)
	  1,306
	    64.5%


Azeri and Russian students were most likely to talk about the deliberations with family members. Czech, Estonian and Lithuanian students were substantially more likely to talk with peers outside of class about the deliberations than to talk with their family members. Students from the United States were about as likely to talk with family members as with peers. 

In-class deliberations – teachers’ perspectives

Over 91% of the teachers who responded to the survey agreed (slightly to strongly) that during the deliberative process, their students developed a deeper understanding of issues, engaged in critical thinking, used sound decision-making processes, and respected their peers’ perspectives (see Table 23). 

Table 23. Teachers’ Report of Student Learning through Deliberation 
	Items: During the deliberations, almost all students…
	SD
	D
	sd
	sa
	A
	SA

	a. developed a deeper understanding of the issues. (n = 119)
	  .8%
	   .8%
	6.7%
	18.5%
	40.3%
	32.8%

	b. engaged in critical thinking. (n=119)
	  .8%
	  .8%
	5.0%
	16.0%
	39.5%
	37.8%

	c. made a decision based on sound reasoning. (n=118)
	  .8%
	  .8%
	5.9%
	 18.6%
	46.6%
	27.1%

	d. were respectful of one another’s views. (n=119)
	  .8%
	1.7%
	4.2%
	13.4%
	48.7%
	31.1%


Note:  SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, sd = Slightly Disagree, sa = Slightly Agree, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree

A teacher from Los Angeles noted that her lower-achieving students had performed surprisingly well during the deliberations: 

Some kids that I would have written off, thinking they don’t know anything, don’t feel anything have impressed me. They’re much deeper than I gave them credit for. But their response, overall, I think that if the question is their response to the deliberation, I think it’s been really positive. (teacher, Los Angeles)

Online Interactions on the Discussion Board 

Students had the opportunity to get other perspectives on their deliberation topics from students in other classrooms either in their country or in another country through the use of the Internet and the DID Project Discussion Board. Working closely with all sites, CRF-Los Angeles oversaw the development and maintenance of the online Discussion Board. The DID Project staff envisioned that teachers could use the Discussion Board for planning with their partners as well as working with their students. Students could utilize the Discussion Board to deepen their knowledge about the deliberation topics and other issues important to young people around the world. All participants were encouraged to utilize the Discussion Board to learn more about one another and what it means to be a citizen in a democratic society.

The Discussion Board, located at http://www.deliberating.org/, had a section for all teachers and students involved in the DID Project and a section for the seven site partnerships. Within each section, there were sub-sections with multiple forums and multiple topics within each forum. For example, there was a “Students Only” section (teachers have access) open to all DID students, within which there were two forums. One of the forums was entitled Culture and Society, and included the following prompts: “People you admire?  Why?”  Within each of the seven site partnerships, there was a forum for each of the paired classroom partners. The classroom partners created and responded to topics started by the Site Coordinator or by any teacher or registered student. Site Coordinators typically started a topic for each of the classroom deliberation questions, and teachers and students started topics related to other current issues or to school and student life.

When teachers and students registered, they were associated with a member group. A student from Chicago, for example, had access to the general “Students Only” forums and to the “Chicago/Czech Republic” forums. DID teachers had access to the “Teachers Only” forums and to their classroom partnership forum. All 118 DID teachers and 4,186 students were registered members. 
Table 24 shows the number of students from each site who indicated on the written survey that they had participated in online discussions with students from other schools. Chicago and Columbia, South Carolina had the highest percentage of DID students who reported participating in online discussions; in general, the European students reported a lower level of participation than their U.S. counterparts (Moscow was the exception). 
Table 24. Student Participation in Online Discussions 

	Item
	N
	%

	I participated in online discussions with students from other schools. 
	
	

	Azerbaijan (n = 186)
	91
	48.9

	Czech Republic (n = 235)
	97
	41.3

	Estonia (n = 132)
	55
	41.7

	Lithuania (n = 160)
	74
	46.3

	Russia: Kaluga (n = 181)
	74
	40.9

	Russia: Moscow (n = 149)
	88
	59.1

	
	
	

	Chicago (n = 257)
	    234
	91.1

	Columbia, SC (n = 81)
	67
	82.7

	Denver (n = 231)
	    154
	66.7

	Fairfax County (n = 130)
	88
	67.7

	Los Angeles (n = 253)
	    192
	75.9

	TOTAL (N=1,995)
	 1,214
	    60.9%


Table 25 shows the number of posts on the DID Project Discussion Board for students and teachers at each site, and it shows the number of posts by students to the site partnership topics. Teachers often preferred communicating directly by email, but some found the Discussion Board useful as well. The number of members by site varies from about 200 in Azerbaijan, Estonia, and Columbia, South Carolina to over 900 in Los Angeles. 

Table 25. DID Discussion Board Posts by Students and Teachers by Site

	Site 
	Student Members

(n)
	Total Posts by Students


	Total Posts by Students to Site Partnerships
	Total Posts by Teachers 

	Azerbaijan                  
	202
	521
	232
	220

	Czech Republic          
	326
	380
	269
	26

	Estonia                                 
	204
	573
	424
	16

	Lithuania                    
	311
	2,190
	585
	22

	Russia a
	325
	 516 
	139b
	64

	
	
	
	
	

	Chicago                     
	561
	2,862
	1,035
	42

	Columbia                    
	205
	620
	133
	33

	Fairfax County 
	640
	1,380
	450
	36

	Denver             
	476
	3,337
	1,205
	24

	Los Angeles               
	936
	4,581
	1,003
	128

	
	
	
	
	

	Total                         
	13,281
	16,960 
	7,246
	611


aWe regret that we were unable to disaggregate the Kaluga and Moscow data for some of the results in this table. 

b Kaluga = 115, Moscow = 24

Table 26 shows the number of postings by all student members from each site. For example, 136 Azeri students and 121 Chicago students did not post at all. Conversely, seven Azeri and eight Chicago students each posted between 21-50 times. 

Forty-two percent (42%) of all student members did not post during the DID Project, and another 14% posted only once. Eight students each posted over 200 times, accounting for 19% of the total number of student posts. However, the data need to be viewed with some caution. The actual number of students involved in viewing and posting on the DID Project Discussion Board is unknown because pairs or groups of four students sometimes posted together. Although 42% of the registered users did not post in their name, this does not necessarily mean that they did not participate in the Discussion Board. The only conclusion we can state with some certainty is that 58% of the users posted one or more messages, and about 8% posted 11 or more times. For those members showing posts in their name (excluding the 42% who did not post at all), an average of seven posts were made.

Table 26. Students’ Participation on Discussion Board by Site and Number of Posts

	
	Number of Posts by Number of Students

	Site
	0
	1
	2-5
	6-10
	11-20
	21-50
	50-100
	101-200
	201-300
	301-600

	Azerbaijan
	
	136
	13
	26
	11
	9
	7
	
	
	
	

	Czech Rep
	
	198
	48
	65
	13
	1
	1
	
	
	
	

	Estonia
	
	129
	28
	21
	12
	8
	4
	2
	
	
	

	Lithuania
	
	200
	23
	37
	19
	17
	10
	1
	1
	2
	1

	Russiaa
	
	240
	32
	37
	9
	2
	3
	1
	1
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Chicago
	
	121
	70
	155
	127
	80
	8
	
	
	
	

	Columbia, SC
	
	38
	42
	94
	27
	3
	1
	
	
	
	

	Fairfax County
	
	303
	130
	114
	70
	22
	1
	
	
	
	

	Denver
	
	152
	88
	161
	45
	15
	8
	3
	
	
	4 

	Los Angeles
	
	223
	 112
	364
	137
	73
	21
	3
	2
	1
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals 
	
	1740
	586
	1074
	470
	230
	64
	10
	4
	3
	5

	Percent
	
	42%
	14%
	26%
	11%
	    5%
	   1%
	>1%
	>1%
	>1%
	>1%


aWe were unable to separate the Kaluga and Moscow data for this table. 

The number of posts does not, of course, reveal anything about the content or quality of the posts. Following is a representative example of a thoughtful exchange of opinions between Denver and Estonian students after their classroom deliberations about whether democracies should permit hate speech:

Deliberation Question:  Should our democracy permit hate speech?

Posted: Jan. 23 2007, 06:03, Denver: Whenever I think of hate speeches, I think of people that want to make others feel inferior to them. I mean, isn't that the point of hate speeches?  

Posted: Jan. 24 2007, 01:27, Denver: They are NOT hate speeches!!!!!! It’s called FREEDOM OF SPEECH....... if we have the rite 2 say what we want, why would you try and disagree with that? I’m just saying that if you don’t like what I write, don’t read it.

Posted: Jan. 24 2007, 01:29, Denver: The fact that we are a democracy should answer that for itself. If somebody wants to say something hateful, then let them. You have the right to reply. Once it gets physical, than it is an entirely new story, but the fact of the matter is that if you want to say something hateful, you need to be allowed.

Posted: Jan. 31 2007, 20:09, Estonia:  Well I think that all the people should say what they want, and you always have a right not to read or hear these words, and people should remember that these are just words. In Estonia, we had a problem with it when one boy wrote in internet that we should put the Jews into the firebox...and then he got a pecuniary penalty. I think that it is wrong that the authorities throw the book at him. If we do not have a speech right, then we can not say we are a democracy... That’s my opinion and I have a right to say it....=)

Posted: Jan. 31 2007, 20:00, Estonia: I agree with you. I think it is IMPORTANT TO have a right to express ourselves if we don’t like something. It is completely normal that people are saying what they want, but it is sometimes against laws and I think people HAVE to respect and abide by the rules!! 

Posted: Jan. 31 2007, 20:13, Estonia: I think that everyone should have the right to speak their minds but everything has limits. You can speak your mind but don't insult people:;).

Posted: Mar. 07, 2007, 10:52, Denver:  So, where would you (those who wish to limit speech) draw the line?  How can you define hate?  If something is hate to one person but truth and love to another, who do you side with?

Posted: April 03 2007, 13:34, Estonia:  That's the point; you can't draw the line between those two things. Because everyone is different, and sometimes they just don't understand that they have crossed the line and due to that anything can happen.

Posted: April 03 2007,13:43  Estonia:  I would not: restraint hinders progress. Long live anarchy.

Table 27 shows the more popular topics in the section of the Discussion Board open to all DID students. Topics are arranged in order of how many of the 10 sites were represented and how many replies were posted. The data indicate that students from all of the DID sites gave information or opinions on cultural and political topics. There was more activity in this section of the Discussion Board as compared to Year Two: the top four topics in 2005-06 had 1,179 replies compared to 2,518 replies to the top four topics in 2006-07. 
Table 27. Participation in the Students Only Section of the DID Discussion Board

	Forum
	Topic
	Replies
	Sites Represented
	Viewsa

	Culture & 
	Under age drinking
	666
	  10b
	4,299

	society
	People you admire
	660
	10
	4,637

	
	Greetings
	626
	10
	4,852

	
	Raising children
	566
	10
	3,658

	
	Students dropping out of school
	546
	10
	3,300

	
	Death penalty
	510
	10
	2,925

	
	National traditions
	356
	  9
	3,035

	
	Your country
	319
	  9
	2,764

	
	Paid work
	293
	  9
	1,455

	
	Obesity
	304
	  8
	1,373

	Citizenship 
	What does it mean to live in a 
	
	
	

	in a 
	Democracy?
	222
	  9
	1,878

	Democracy
	September 11, 2001 
	196
	  9
	1,529

	
	Political parties become too much 
	
	
	

	
	For political voters
	  75
	  7
	   450


aThe term “Views” is used to denote when an entry on the Discussion Board is viewed, but no response is posted.

bFor this table, the two site partnerships in both Los Angeles and Russia are counted as one site.

Topics related to school and student life were also discussed in the classroom partnership forums. Most forums included at least one topic that encouraged students to write about aspects of their lives and to ask one another questions. During the following typical exchange, Los Angeles and Lithuanian students learned about each other’s attitudes toward reading:

Discussion question:  Why do most teenagers hate reading?[image: image1.png]


  Do you like it? Why? Do you find it boring? fun? Interesting? or you just simply hate it?

Posted: Dec. 01 2006, 01:13, Lithuania:  Oh, i love reading. It's one of my pastimes. My favourites are psychological, adventure stories. My favorite writer is Paolo Coelho. Do you know him? I think he's unique.

Posted: Dec. 01 2006, 04:52, Los Angeles: I only like to read books that I choose, as in the ones I am interested in. Those really good books, you know?  Digital Fortress by Dan Brown, author of The Da Vinci Code and Angels and Demons, was good, as well as To Kill a Mockingbird by Harper Lee. I don't usually read for fun though, I don't think I have the time. [image: image2.png]



Posted: Dec. 02 2006, 03:33, Lithuania: I also have read The Da Vinci Code. It's a very interesting book. I don't know how many books I have read in my life. I often read a book in evenings before sleeping. Then I can better fall asleep. [image: image3.png]


 If a book isn't interesting then I can't bring myself to read it.

Posted: Dec. 03 2006, 06:53, Lithuania:  I hate reading books, but I love reading newspapers and magazines. Books are boring and make me drowsy. [image: image4.png]



Posted: Dec. 18 2006,21:02, Lithuania:  [Quote ([Student’s Name]  from LA @ Dec. 18 2006,17:06) Reading is essential to everyday life. I read to be up to date with current events and the latest fashion trends. The newspaper has always influenced me to take pride in my hometown's culture and visit local exhibits. I find reading a love spell with words. It takes you away to imagine more and more possibilities. Without words we are speechless; without pages we are blank.]  So what do you usually read? Just newspapers? magazines? or do you enjoy imaginative literature too? [image: image5.png]



Posted: Dec. 19 2006, 06:31, Los Angeles: I believe that teenagers instead of spending so much time watching T.V. it will be more productive if they spend time reading, that would increase their grades in school as well as their knowledge and they will became better persons. I am against T.V. and I believe T.V. is the cause of so many teenagers dropping out and committing crimes because T.V. is a bad influence.

Posted: Dec. 20 2006, 06:43, Lithuania:  We have more mass media now, so teenagers choose more easy measures to know about world: TV, Internet. It is huge problem, because teenagers can't understood their culture level. Moreover, if they never read in their childhood, they never read in future. Do you agree?

Posted: Dec. 20 2006, 07:42, Los Angeles: I disagree. Times change.
I'm quite sure that in ancient days, people passed down knowledge through cave paintings, murals, and eventually to manuscripts. THEEEEEEEN we moved onto books - a huge advancement, no?  And here we are now, amidst the rustle and bustle of the information era. No longer must we turn to books to be infused with culture - just pop up google.com and search for it. So, no, this is just another advancement that will further our understanding on everything we wish to learn - not something that will detract.

Table 28 shows the polls that were conducted on the Discussion Board. DID Project staff members initiated the 15 polls based on deliberation topics. The polls that generated the highest number of responses related to hate speech and teenage curfews. All categories of Discussion Board membership—students, teachers, and staff—participated in the polls. Members could vote and then post comments to explain their vote. There were more polls and more comments this year with 15 polls compared to 12 in Year Two, and for the four most popular polls, there were 1,645 replies in 2006-07 compared to 675 replies in 2005-06. 

Table 28. Polls Conducted on the Discussion Board

	Poll Question
	Comments
	Viewsa

	Should our democracy permit hate speech?
	515
	5,206

	Should our democracy impose curfews on people under age 18?
	447
	3,516

	Should voting be compulsory in our democracy?
	358
	2,962

	Should our democracy place criminal penalties on anyone who sells or rents violent video games rated AO (ESRB) or 18+ (PEGI) to persons under age 18?
	325
	2,843

	Should our democracy punish juvenile offenders younger than 18 the same way it punishes adults for serious crimes such as murder, rape, armed robbery, or kidnapping?
	302
	2,147

	Should our democracy extend government support for higher education to immigrants who have entered the country illegally?
	222
	1,597

	Should our democracy permit physicians to assist in a patient’s suicide?
	176
	1,319

	Should our democracy have the power to require a permit for any public demonstration in order to avoid violence?
	152
	1,360

	Should our democracy permit the therapeutic cloning of human cells?
	139
	851

	Should our democracy sign a binding international treaty to regulate global greenhouse gas emissions?
	133
	1,111

	Should the Bush Doctrine be part of US foreign policy?
	113
	1,112

	Should our democracy require citizens between 18 and 25 years of age to participate in at least one year of national service?
	70
	702

	Should our democracy provide “fair trade” certification for coffee and other products?
	48
	458

	Should our democracy prohibit monopoly control of the news media in a community?
	19
	131

	Should our democracy have a guest worker program?
	4
	50


aThe term “Views” is used to denote when an entry on the Discussion Board is viewed, when no response is posted.

The following two posts represent some of the views on imposing curfews:

Posted: Oct. 19 2006, 05:16, Los Angeles:  [Quote:  I THINK UR PARENTS SHOULD DECIDE UR CURFEW NOT THE GOVERNMENT[image: image6.png]


]

I do not agree with you at all! I understand that you believe that the parents should be able to set a curfew for their children, but not all parents are responsible. Some do not really care about their child's safety and so don’t set a curfew which would probably lead them to getting into trouble.

Posted: Nov. 14 2006, 07:35, Lithuania:  [Quote ([Student’s Name] from Lithania @ Nov. 12 2006,23:20) I think that our democracy shouldn't impose curfews on people under age 18, because i think that we are responsible of ourselves and we are enough clever.]
If we were responsible enough, the adulthood would be set on the age 16 or older. I don't say that all of us are NOT responsible at all, but still... But still most of us are not clever enough, therefore I am FOR curfew, BUT only for these who are under 16.

Tables 29 and 30 shows students’ report of their experiences on the Discussion Board. Of the students who reported participating on the Discussion Board (61%), almost two-thirds (65.9%) said they learned a lot from their participation, and 84% said they enjoyed the experience. 

Table 29. Students’ Self-Report of Learning through Online Discussions

	Item
	Mean
	Strongly Disagree

(1)
	Disagree

(2) 
	Agree

(3)
	Strongly Agree

(4)

	I learned a lot by participating in the online discussions. 
	
	
	
	
	

	Azerbaijan (n = 87)
	3.22
	   0.0%
	   11.5%
	55.2
	33.3

	Czech Republic (n = 97)
	2.36
	6.2
	54.6
	36.1
	      3.1

	Estonia (n = 55)
	2.44
	   18.2
	30.9
	40.0
	10.9

	Lithuania (n = 71)
	2.55
	5.6
	43.7
	40.8
	      9.9

	Russia: Kaluga (n = 75) 
	2.91
	4.0
	24.0
	49.3
	22.7

	Russia: Moscow (n = 75) 
	3.01
	1.3
	  9.3
	76.0
	13.3

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Chicago (n = 234)
	2.71
	6.4
	30.8
	48.3
	14.5

	Columbia, SC (n = 71)
	2.82
	7.0
	23.9
	49.3
	19.7

	Denver (n = 170)
	2.84
	5.3
	24.7
	51.2
	18.8

	Fairfax County (n = 89)
	2.78
	5.6
	27.0
	51.7
	15.7

	Los Angeles (n = 195)
	2.78
	4.1
	27.2
	54.9
	13.8

	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL (N = 1,219)
	2.77
	  5.4%
	   28.2%
	   50.5%
	   15.8%


Students in Azerbaijan and Moscow were most likely to report that they had learned a lot from participating in the online discussions; in comparison to the peers in other countries, students in the Czech Republic were significantly less likely to report that they had learned a lot from the discussions. 

As shown in Table 30, students were more likely to report that they enjoyed the online discussions (84%) than that they learned a lot from the discussions (66%). Azeri students and students from Moscow—those most likely to report a high level of learning—were also the most likely to report a high level of enjoyment. 

Table 30. Students’ Self-Report of Enjoyment of Online Discussions

	Item
	Mean
	Strongly Disagree

(1)
	Disagree

(2) 
	Agree

(3)
	Strongly Agree

(4)

	I enjoyed participating in the online discussions. 
	
	
	
	
	

	Azerbaijan (n = 89)
	3.31
	     0.0%
	     3.4%
	    61.8%
	    34.8%

	Czech Republic (n = 97)
	2.74
	5.2
	   26.8
	56.7
	11.3

	Estonia (n = 55)
	2.67
	   10.9
	   23.6
	52.7
	12.7

	Lithuania (n = 72)
	2.97
	0.0
	   22.2
	58.3
	19.4

	Russia: Kaluga (n = 75)
	3.21
	4.0
	     6.7
	53.3
	36.0

	Russia: Moscow (n = 78)
	3.04
	1.3
	     3.8
	84.6
	10.3

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Chicago (n = 236) 
	3.00
	4.7
	   11.9
	61.9
	21.6

	Columbia, SC (n = 73)
	3.10
	4.1
	   12.3
	53.4
	30.1

	Denver (n = 171)
	3.12
	2.9
	     8.8
	61.4
	26.9

	Fairfax County (n = 89)
	3.09
	3.4
	     6.7
	67.4
	22.5

	Los Angeles (n = 197)
	2.96
	3.6
	   13.2
	67.0
	16.2

	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL (N = 1,232)
	3.03
	    3.6%
	   12.2%
	   62.4%
	   21.8%


In the focus groups, students reported that they liked communicating with peers from other countries. A student from Los Angeles noted that she was able to discover the nuances associated with the deliberation issue in her online interactions. 

I’ve learned, personally there’s so many points of views and people see many different factors that we’re going through right now, so different, so I thought it was just basically ‘A’ or ‘B’ and there’s so many things in between like people ask why or why not or why this and if so then why does that happen and I didn’t think most people thought like that. I thought it was either “yes” or “no” or “I agree” or “I disagree” and I found that with those deliberations online you can actually figure out what people are thinking. (female, Los Angeles)

Azeri students tended to be particularly appreciative of the opportunity to discuss ideas with peers outside their country. 

I think both [face-to-face and online communication] are very important but we can only speak face to face with our countrymen and it is very interesting for us to deliberate with people from other countries and I think that the way of internet form is very different….important. (female, Azerbaijan)

Students from Lithuania also commented that the online interactions helped them improve their English skills.

Overall, however, the students in the focus groups were generally critical of the Discussion Board. Students expressed concerns about the time lapse between their post and a response, and the difficulty in finding responses to their postings. The following comments are typical:

I have to say I'm not much of a fan of the online discussions because you have no way of responding to somebody. If you post something and somebody posts something back, you have to sift through thousands of other postings just to find anything that's even related to you. (male, Chicago)

Sometimes on the internet, the Czech students send something in and the Americans are much later. If it could be more like chat where we get responses right away. (male, Czech Republic)

When you write your opinion, you usually pass a lot of time when you see answer from other students. (female, Lithuania)

Students expressed a need to feel a more personal connection to the peers they interacted with online. The following comment from a student in Fairfax County is representative of the sentiments of many of the students across sites:

My overall criticism of this is that I feel like we definitely needed to connect with the students on a personal level. I wanted to know like, this guy’s name is whatever, this guy’s name is whatever and he thinks this and he says this and I wanted to know people and I feel like if we’d known people, it would have been a lot more involved on that level. (male, Fairfax County)

Students in the focus groups were asked if they had suggestions for improving the Discussion Board. Following are some of their responses:

…if someone responds to you, I think there should be an email sent to you saying that there is a response to what you posted. Because we go as a class for one period to post online and there’s like 10 pages of only our class and what we posted so you have to go back and see if they responded. (male, Chicago)

Instead of just replying, [students should be able to] make a new topic and then people reply under your topic and what you have to say and then that should send you an email and then all those replies would be under what you were saying or what someone under you were saying, so it would be personalized to what you were saying. (male, Chicago)

I just want to see the pictures of the people that you are talking to. (female, Lithuania)

There are a lot of students and to give a response to everybody is impossible I think. Maybe it is possible to make smaller groups of people and then we could just have more discussions. (male, Lithuania)

I think it would be great if we could send a letter to them. (female, Lithuania)

I think maybe, because it’s concentrated on the youth, I think chatting is a much more appropriate way for a youth. When he sees the answer suddenly and he doesn’t have to wait for days and if it was faster, maybe it would be better because we had something like this with France. We were chatting about European Union and it was quite interesting and we learned a lot and we shared our own opinion and said how it is in Lithuania. (male, Lithuania)

I think also, [it would be better] if we write our own posts. Not like a structure like the computer does it but if someone started their own post saying, ‘I think democracies are bad’ or something and then people reply. That’s usually how it gets started when someone actually posts their topic rather than just an answer to a general question. (female, Los Angeles)

A student from Fairfax County wondered about the overall purpose of the Discussion Board, and how it was connected to the class deliberations. 

I’m also curious as to why, like in the structure of [the Discussion Board], why there is no, “oh, and this is what the Azerbaijani kids said,” like here’s their email of what their class debated. Is it supposed to be mostly internal and then, I’m just confused about how the two of us interrelate with the deliberation talks and like, it felt like deliberation and then cultural exchange divided, you know? (male, Fairfax County)

Teachers’ Perceptions of Online Interactions

Table 31 shows how the teachers rated the effectiveness of the online deliberations;  

Table 31. Teacher Perceptions of the Effectiveness of the Online Interactions (N = 99)

	Item: 
	VI
	I
	si
	se
	E
	VE

	How effective were the online deliberations?
	5.1%
	7.1%
	9.1%
	42.4%
	27.3%
	9.1%


Note:  VI = Very Ineffective, I = Ineffective, si = Slightly Ineffective, se = Slightly Effective, E = Effective, VE = Very Effective

Teachers were also asked about what “worked particularly well” in terms of the Discussion Board (see Table 32). 

Table 32. Teacher Response to “What about the online interactions worked particularly well?”  (N = 63)

	Aspect of Online Interactions that Worked Wella 
	N
	%b

	No Response
	38
	60.3

	Intercultural communication; learning about others
	36
	57.1

	Opportunity for students to express views in open forum 
	12
	19.0

	Improved students’ communication skills
	10
	15.9

	Posting poll questions
	        7
	11.1

	Generated high level of student interest
	        6
	      9.5

	Some students very active; others in my class not much
	        2
	      3.2

	Not much
	        2
	      3.2


aDue to space limitations, only those categories of response indicated by two or more teachers are included. 

bPercentages do not add up to 100 because teachers were able to give more than one response. In addition, some teachers chose not to respond to the item. 

A teacher from Estonia wrote: “For the students that were interested in it, it seemed to become a rather important part of their school life, and it also seemed to develop them in personal areas.” A teacher from Kaluga offered a similar observation: “When they became personally interested [in the topic], the children worked actively.” 

A Denver teacher noted that the online interaction provides an opportunity for some of her/his students that would not be available otherwise: 

Students who get excited about online exchanges get a chance to travel vicariously. For some who are not the ‘stars’ and may never leave the country, it gives them a feeling for what international exchange is all about. (teacher, Denver)

Similar to Years One and Two, the most significant problem associated with the Discussion Board appears to have been the lack of response from partner sites (see Table 33), an issue that was mentioned in some of the student focus groups as well. 

Table 33. Teacher Report of Difficulties with Online Component

(N = 80)

	Difficulty with Online Componenta
	N
	%b

	Lack of response/untimely response from partner country
	20
	25.0

	No Response
	20
	25.0

	Technical problems; Discussion Board down, slow
	17
	21.3

	Hard to motivate students
	14
	17.5

	Lack of or limited computer access, school  
	13
	16.3

	Language barrier
	12
	15.0

	No problems
	10
	12.5

	Can’t really engage in dialogue, deliberation; students can’t reply directly to comments
	        9
	11.3

	Passwords didn’t work; trouble logging on
	        4
	      5.0

	Need different discussion questions
	        3
	      3.8

	No time for message boards
	        3
	      3.8

	Inappropriate/harsh student response
	        2
	      2.5


aDue to space limitations, only those categories of response indicated by two or more teachers are included. 

bPercentages do not add up to 100 because teachers were able to give more than one response. In addition, some teachers chose not to respond to the item. 

The following responses from teachers were typical:

[The Discussion Board] was very difficult to use. My students were bad about using it on their own. I had to schedule media center time for them. Also the responses were slow in getting back and forth. The Kaluga teachers probably did not have as much access to computers as we did. Also it was very difficult for the students to pinpoint who their partner students were and how to respond to specific students and to find specific responses. (teacher, Columbia,  South Carolina)

Lack of motivation on the side of students, their reluctance to engage independently in the online discussion. Coordinated communication during the our classes was possible only rarely (lack of time, absence of dedicated classroom). (teacher, Czech Republic)

Teleconference – Students’ Perceptions

On the written questionnaire, almost one-fourth of the students reported that they had participated in a teleconference (see Table 34). 

Table 34. Student Participation in Teleconference(s)  
	Item
	N
	%

	I participated in the teleconference with students from my partner country. 
	
	

	Azerbaijan (n = 162)
	43
	26.5

	Czech Republic (n = 233)
	32
	13.7

	Estonia (n = 126)
	33
	26.2

	Lithuania (n = 151)
	62
	41.1

	Russia: Kaluga (n = 177)
	92
	52.0

	Russia: Moscow (n = 132)
	        9
	      6.8

	
	
	

	Chicago (n = 248)
	58
	23.4

	Columbia, SC (n = 80)
	53
	66.3

	Denver (n = 229)
	38
	16.6

	Fairfax County (n = 128)
	12
	      9.4

	Los Angeles (n = 246)
	28
	11.4

	
	
	

	TOTAL (N = 1,912)
	    460
	24.1


Of the 457 students who participated in the teleconference and responded to the survey items, 78% said that they learned a lot, and 88% said that they enjoyed the experience (see Tables 35 and 36). 

Table 35. Students’ Report of Learning from Teleconference(s)

	Item
	Mean
	Strongly Disagree

(1)
	Disagree

(2)


	Agree

(3)


	Strongly Agree

(4)

	I learned a lot by participating in the teleconference. 
	
	
	
	
	

	Azerbaijan (n = 39)
	3.62
	     0.0%
	     2.6%
	    33.3%
	    64.1%

	Czech Republic (n = 30)
	2.97
	0.0
	   30.0
	43.3
	26.7

	Estonia (n = 32)
	2.97
	9.4
	   12.5
	50.0
	28.1

	Lithuania (n = 60)
	2.68
	6.7
	   31.7
	48.3
	13.3

	Russia: Kaluga (n = 91)
	3.20
	2.2
	   16.5
	40.7
	40.7

	Russia: Moscow (n = 8)
	3.00
	0.0
	   12.5
	75.0
	12.5

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Chicago (n = 66)
	3.15
	6.1
	9.1
	48.5
	36.4

	Columbia, SC (n = 56)
	3.23
	1.8
	   12.5
	46.4
	39.3

	Denver (n = 49)
	2.65
	   18.4
	   16.3
	46.9
	18.4

	Fairfax County (n = 15)
	3.27
	   13.3
	0.0
	33.3
	53.3

	Los Angeles (n = 37)
	2.89
	8.1
	   21.6
	43.2
	27.0

	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL (N = 483)
	3.06
	5.8
	   16.1
	44.7
	33.3


Although a clear majority of students across sites report learning from teleconference, the Azeri and Fairfax County teleconferences appear to have been particularly successful. This partnership also held three teleconferences. 

Table 36. Students’ Report of Enjoyment of Teleconference(s)

	Item
	Mean
	Strongly Disagree

(1)
	Disagree

(2)


	Agree

(3)


	Strongly Agree

(4)

	I enjoyed participating in the teleconference. 
	
	
	
	
	

	Azerbaijan (n = 40)
	3.63
	     0.0%
	     2.5%
	    32.5%
	    65.0%

	Czech Republic (n = 30)
	3.40
	0.0
	6.7
	46.7
	46.7

	Estonia (n = 32)
	3.38
	3.1
	3.1
	46.9
	46.9

	Lithuania (n = 60)
	3.12
	1.7
	   11.7
	60.0
	26.7

	Russia: Kaluga (n = 90)
	3.43
	2.2
	3.3
	43.3
	51.1

	Russia: Moscow (n = 9)
	3.11
	0.0
	0.0
	88.9
	11.1

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Chicago (n = 68)
	3.22
	5.9
	   10.3
	39.7
	44.1

	Columbia, SC (n = 57)
	3.42
	3.5
	1.8
	43.9
	50.9

	Denver (n = 50)
	2.94
	   14.0
	   16.0
	32.0
	38.0

	Fairfax County (n = 15)
	3.27
	   13.3
	0.0
	33.3
	53.3

	Los Angeles (n = 39)
	2.92
	7.7
	   15.4
	53.8
	23.1

	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL (N = 490)
	3.27
	     4.5
	7.3
	44.7
	43.5


Of the students in the focus groups who had participated in a teleconference, most were positive about the experience. 

I think with the teleconference, we can show our skills and learn about each other and more important things. (male, Azerbaijan)

I think the teleconference was really successful because we got to learn about another country that’s half way across the world. (female, Chicago)

I really like it because we saw Americans and they are very interesting people. (female, Lithuania)

You wouldn’t expect people, other parts of the world to have the same exact views on it in different terms. You expect them to be different because it’s another country but no, that’s really surprising. (female, Los Angeles)

Fairfax County students were particularly struck by how well prepared the Azeri students were (and correspondingly, how unprepared the Fairfax County students were). The following conversation took place in a focus group in Fairfax County. 

Male Student 1: I think the Azerbaijani kids, it seemed like they were really smart and even if their English wasn’t 100%, you could tell where they were coming from. I did not think communication between us was ever an issue, so that was cool…. I felt like I should have been more prepared. Some of [the students from Fairfax], I felt were insensitive and, I don’t know. Maybe there should be more of like, I don’t know how their teacher selected them but they were, I don’t know….[focused on] what we think…[asking questions like] “What do you think of America?” 

Male Student 2: We were more blasé slightly, some of us and we were like “yes, how great’s America,” whereas I think they were more intent on a cultural exchange and we definitely should have come forth knowing much more being like “I don’t understand this about Azerbaijani culture. Is this really true?  This seems strange to me. Can you elaborate?” 

Female Student 1: They were really well prepared. They were all nicely dressed. They certainly took time to research their opinions and some of them talked for like five minutes straight and they you know had excellent points the whole time whereas we just sounded like we were a broken record saying the same thing over and over. 

Students suggested that teachers better prepare them for the teleconference in the future (and that students take responsibility for better preparing themselves). 

Students offered other suggestions for the teleconferences, including class-to-class teleconferences, fewer students in order to allow for more participation, holding more teleconferences, and promoting more substantive conversation within the teleconferences. 

It would be really great if we could have the teleconference be the actual debate and like have all the stuff that leads up to the actual debate done in your own class where you’re reading off the facts and then you go into the teleconference with a point of view and then you state your point of view for both countries and then you can argue among the two countries not just your own class where most people have pretty much a consensus, except for three or four people sometimes don’t. But it would be great if we could have more connectivity with the other countries and not just the website. (male, Fairfax County)

Finally, given that not all students are able to attend the teleconferences, students suggested that a videotape of the teleconference be shown to non-participating DID Project students. 

Teleconference – Teachers’ Perceptions

Almost 96% of the teachers rated the teleconference “effective” at some level (see Table 37). 

Table 37. Teacher Perceptions of the Effectiveness of the Teleconference(s) (N = 93)

	Item: 
	VI
	I
	si
	se
	E
	VE

	How effective was the teleconference?  
	2.2%
	1.1%
	1.1%
	29.0%
	37.6%
	29.0%


Note:  VI = Very Ineffective, I = Ineffective, si = Slightly Ineffective, se = Slightly Effective, E = Effective, VE = Very Effective

When asked on an open-ended survey item, “What about the teleconference worked particularly well?” teachers were most likely to mention how the technology added a “real” dimension to the project, and that the student-to-student communication provided students with an opportunity to express their own opinions and to learn the viewpoints of peers from another country (see Table 38). 

Table 38. Teacher Response to “What about the teleconference worked particularly well?”  (N = 81)

	Aspect of Teleconference that Worked Wella
	N
	%b

	Just seeing one another made the experience “real”
	31
	38.3

	Student-to-student communication; opportunity to express ideas and to learn about others’ perspectives 
	29
	35.8

	No response 
	18
	22.2

	High interest for students; students very motivated 
	10
	12.3

	Preparing for the conference 
	        7
	       8.6

	Immediacy of it 
	        5
	       6.2

	Questions 
	        5
	       6.2

	Well organized 
	        4
	       4.9

	Selection of topics 
	        3
	       3.7

	Cultural exchange
	        2
	       2.5

	Debriefing after 
	        2
	       2.5

	Tech worked 
	        2
	       2.5


aDue to space limitations, only those categories of response indicated by two or more teachers are included. 

bPercentages do not add up to 100 because teachers were able to give more than one response. In addition, some teachers chose not to respond to the item. 

The following comments reflect the sentiments of many of the teachers. 

My students’ English is good. Therefore they actively participated in all two teleconferences. The most successful was contact with American students, opportunity to ask them questions. Some questions were defined before the teleconference. In order to answer them the students had to collect information about the US and that was very useful. (teacher, Azerbaijan)

The live interaction! The students loved it, liked seeing some of the students with whom they corresponded, learned from the exchange, and looked forward to the next one. It added to the students’ interest and enthusiasm for the project. (teacher, Columbia, South Carolina)

[Students] loved getting to put a face to the people and made them feel very adult and responsible. (teacher, Denver)

The[teleconference] increased students’ interest in the project as there was “live” discussion going on with American students. (teacher, Russia: Kaluga)

Teachers offered suggestions for future teleconferences in their responses to an open-ended survey item (see Table 39). 

Table 39. Teacher Suggestions for Future Teleconferences (N = 70)

	Suggestions for Teleconferencea
	N
	%b

	No response 
	     30
	    42.9

	Better audio; technical connection 
	     18
	    25.7

	Hold more than one; beginning and end of year 
	     17
	    24.3

	No suggestions; worked well! 
	8
	    11.4

	Improve questions and topics 
	6
	8.6

	Hold teleconference between two classes 
	5
	7.1

	Improve teleconference format
	5
	7.1

	Ensure students are more prepared
	4
	5.7

	More time for teleconference
	4
	5.7

	Less scripted questions; allow students to discuss 
	3
	4.3

	Appoint specific student speakers for topics
	2
	2.9

	Conduct a teacher teleconference
	2
	2.9

	Conduct teleconference at a more reliable site
	2
	2.9


aDue to space limitations, only those categories of response indicated by two or more teachers are included. 

bPercentages do not add up to 100 because respondents were able to give more than one response. 

General Student Political Learning

Some pre and post survey items were designed to assess students’ general political knowledge and interest during the course of the DID Project. As shown in Table 40,
 students’ self-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. Student interest in politics showed no statistically significant change. 

Table 40. 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 = 1,181)
	2.31

2.54
	.000***
	       9.7%

6.2
	     54.9%

42.9
	    30.1%

41.3
	      5.2%

9.6

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

(n = 1,185)
	2.73

2.84
	.000***
	4.9

3.6
	29.7

24.4
	52.9

56.4
	12.5

15.7

	3. I am able to understand most political issues easily. (n = 1,175)
	2.68

2.81
	.000***
	4.0

3.0
	32.5

26.1
	55.3

58.2
	       8.2

12.7

	4. I am interested in politics. (n = 1,178)
	2.48

2.51
	.577
	12.0

12.5
	37.3

34.8
	41.5

41.3
	       9.2

11.3


Note. Post-survey data are bold and italicized. 

aThe Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Test was used to compare the difference between students’ pre and post responses. 

***p <.001.

Students were asked to indicate the degree to which they discuss controversial issues with peers, parents, and teachers (see Table 41). Similar to Years One and Two, there were statistically significant increases in the degree to which students reported that they discussed controversial issues with teachers over the course of the DID Project. There were no statistically significant increases in student discussion of controversial public issues with peers or with adults in their families.

Table 41. Student Report of Discussions of Controversial Public Issues

	Item: How often do you have discussions about controversial public issues?
	Mean
	P-value
	Never

(1)
	Rarely

(2)
	Sometimes

(3)
	Often

(4)

	1. With people your own age [peers] (n = 1,138)
	2.63

2.73
	 .404
	      6.1%

6.3
	    31.1%

31.0
	      46.0%

46.1
	    16.8%

16.6

	2. With parents or other adult family members

(n = 1,135)
	2.82

2.82
	 .436
	7.2

6.7
	25.9

26.0
	44.5

45.6
	22.4

21.7

	3. With teachers (n = 1,134)
	2.87

2.95
	 .003**
	7.5

5.9
	24.8

22.2
	41.0

42.7
	26.7

29.2


Note. Post-survey data are bold and italicized. 

aThe Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Test was used to compare the difference between students’ pre and post responses. 

**p<.01. 

Evaluation Question #6:

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

Appendix C 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. Similar to Year Two, 17 of the 20 outcomes were fully achieved, and three were partially achieved. Data from focus groups, interviews, observations, surveys, and documents indicate that the DID Project was again very successful in Year Three, 2006-07. 

Two of the outcomes that were “partially achieved” relate to the Discussion Board, the online component of the project (Outcomes #6 and #12). Forty-one percent of the teachers rated the online deliberations “slightly effective,” and 22% rated them “ineffective.” An analysis of the posts on the Discussion Board indicated that 42% of the teachers and students who were registered did not make any posts. Of the students who responded to the item on the written survey, 39% indicated that they had not participated in the Discussion Board. 

Similar to Year Two, the third outcome that was “partially achieved” is Outcome #11: “Students will participate in lessons on democracy and three deliberations in their classrooms and with their community leaders.” The Evaluation Team did not find evidence to indicate that “community leaders” participated in deliberations on any consistent basis. Project leaders should consider whether this outcome should be revised. 

Summary Statement

Similar to Years One and Two of the Deliberating in a Democracy Project, teachers, students and school administrators express very positive views toward the DID Project. Teachers report that the professional development workshops are interactive, substantive, and well organized. It is not an overstatement to say that the teachers are effusive in their praise of the Site Coordinators’ efforts. Students who participate in the Structure Academic Controversy process report positive changes in civic knowledge, skills, attitudes and behaviors. The Discussion Board affords students an opportunity to exchange opinions with peers in other countries, and to learn about another culture. Through the Discussion Board and the teleconference, students’ perspectives are challenged and broadened. The teacher exchanges provide teachers with an opportunity to experience another culture, and to share professional and personal perspectives with colleagues from another country. 

No one expressed any serious concerns about the DID Project; however, suggestions were offered to improve what is considered to be a very successful project. 

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

1.
Professional Development. Many of the teachers involved in the DID Project have now been participating for three years. In Year Two, we shared the concerns of some veteran teachers as to their role in the project. The data indicate that this is currently an issue within the original U.S. sites, but it could easily become an issue for other sites as time progresses. Teachers new to the project clearly appreciate the advice and wisdom offered by veteran teachers; however, we believe that the veteran teachers will increasingly need to play a more substantive role if they choose to remain in the DID Project. 

We recommend that consideration be given to providing selected veteran teachers with opportunities to design and co-lead workshops. 

If veteran teachers, particularly those who participated in Year One of the DID Project, continue to attend the professional development workshops without a special role, DID Site Coordinators may want to design a modified or different track of workshops for this group. 

2.
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, particularly in terms of the reversal of perspectives, and more importantly, the class debriefing. Further, students often noted that they were not afforded the opportunity to share their opinions (as opposed to their SAC positions) with their class. 

We recommend that Site Coordinators reiterate with teachers, and teachers then reiterate with students, the rationale for reversing positions during the SAC. 

We recommend that greater emphasis be placed on the class debriefing in the professional development workshops. Students generally do a good job of presenting the positions within their groups; they are less skilled in challenging those positions. Without the whole class debriefing, students’ positions often lack the type of deep examination that only teachers are able to facilitate. 

We recommend that teachers provide students with an opportunity to share their individual viewpoints during the whole class debriefing. Step 9 in the Lesson Procedures handout for teachers could include a question that elicits students’ personal perspectives. 

3.
The Discussion Board. Similar to Years One and Two, the Discussion Board appears to be a very important component of the DID Project for some teachers and some students. However, despite major improvements in the Discussion Board’s format since Year One, it is clear that a substantial portion of students are not using it. The format of the Discussion Board no doubt would have had great appeal even five years ago, but in a time of Instant Messaging, MySpace, Facebook, and You-Tube, the format of the Discussion Board holds less appeal for many students. 

We recommend that Site Coordinators consider whether the Discussion Board should be a “strongly encouraged but optional” part of the project. Teachers across sites note the extensive amount of time the DID Project requires—making the Discussion Board an optional component of the project could alleviate some of their concerns. Although participation in the Discussion Board is “required,” it is apparent that some teachers and students have chosen not to participate. For students partnered with such a site, it is discouraging not to receive responses to communication. It may be preferable to have a small group of committed teachers and their students interacting on the Discussion Board as opposed to a large number of teachers and students, many of whom are frustrated by the lack of response they receive from their partner classrooms/sites.

We recommend that the DID Project Site Coordinators clarify the purpose of the Discussion Board and how it connects to the overall DID Project. 

We recommend that staff development sessions devote more time to helping teachers develop the pedagogical (as opposed to technical) aspects of the Discussion Board. How can the Board be used to enhance substantive conversation? 

We recommend that Site Coordinators consider making some of the formatting changes suggested by students in this report (e.g., making it easier for students to find replies to their posts). 

4.
The Teleconference. The teleconference is a significant “bonding” experience for the partner sites. Some sites held more than one teleconference in Year Three, and responses from teachers and students indicate this was a positive change from the singular teleconference held in Years One and Two. Teachers and students did offer some suggestions for enhancing the teleconferences. We make the following recommendations based on those suggestions. 

We recommend that consideration be given to holding at least two teleconferences at all sites—one early in the project and one toward the conclusion of the school year. 

We recommend that more teleconferences be held with fewer students in order to allow for greater student participation. 

We recommend that teachers share a videotape of all or portions of the teleconferences with those students unable to attend. 

We recommend that teachers consider sharing a segment of a teleconference videotape with students prior to the actual teleconference so that students can familiarize themselves with the format. 

We recommend that a significant portion of the teleconferences be devoted to discussing substantive issues (as opposed to simply stating positions).

We recommend that consideration be given to holding a teleconference between teachers at partner sites early in the year. 

5.
Teacher Exchanges. The teacher exchanges are a very popular aspect of the DID Project among teachers. For many persons, these exchanges alter their worldview. Our recommendations in this category are minor, but may serve to enhance further the quality of the experience for participants. 

We recommend that students play a greater role in the teacher exchanges. Time should be provided for exchange teachers to interact with students on an informal basis at the school. Additionally, parents at some sites may be willing to host an exchange teacher in their home for dinner. 

We recommend that Site Coordinators provide some less structured time during the exchanges, or time during which optional activities are available. 

Appendix A

Questions for Issues Deliberations

	Issue Abbreviated
	Issues Question

	Bush Doctrine
	Should the Bush Doctrine be part of U.S. foreign policy?

	Cloning
	Should our democracy permit the therapeutic cloning of human cells?

	Compulsory Voting
	Should voting be compulsory in our democracy?


	Educating Non-citizens
	Should our democracy extend government support for higher education to immigrants who have entered the country illegally?

	Euthanasia
	Should our democracy permit physicians to assist in a patient’s suicide?

	Free and Independent Press
	Should our democracy prohibit monopoly control of the news media in a community?

	Freedom of Expression
	Should our democracy permit hate speech?

	Freedom of Movement
	Should our democracy have a guest worker program?

	Global Climate Change
	Should our democracy sign a binding international treaty to regulate global greenhouse gas emissions?

	Globalization and Fair Trade
	In response to market globalization, should our democracy provide “fair trade” certification for coffee and other products?

	Juvenile Offenders
	In our democracy, should juvenile offenders younger than 18 who are accused of serious crimes such as murder, rape, armed robbery, or kidnapping be prosecuted and then punished as adults?

	National Service
	Should our democracy require citizens between 18 and 25 years of age to participate in at least one year of national service?

	Public Demonstrations
	Should our democracy have the power to require a permit for any public demonstration in order to avoid violence?

	Violent Videogames
	Should our democracy place criminal penalties on anyone who sells or rents violent video games rated AO (ESRB) or 18+ (PEGI) to persons younger than 18?

	Youth Curfew
	Should our democracy impose curfews on people under age 18?


Appendix B

Calendar of Events for Sites: September 2006 – May 2007 

	
	September
	October
	November
	December
	January

	Chicago/

Czech

Republic
	September 15-16, 2006 Professional Development Session #1

(Czech Republic)
	October 20, 2006 International Videoconference (Chicago Metro/Czech Republic) 

October 2006

National Issue Deliberation (Czech Republic)
	November 6-7, 2006 Teacher Exchange  (Lithuania to Chicago Metro and Los Angeles to Chicago Metro)

November 18-24, 2006 Teacher Exchange  (Chicago Metro to Czech Republic)

November 22, 2006 Professional Development Session #2

(Czech Republic)
	December 2006 Classroom Deliberation #1 (Czech Republic)


	January 20, 2007 Professional Development Session #1

(Chicago Metro)

January 29-February 16, 2007 Classroom Deliberation #1 (Chicago Metro)



	Columbia/

Kaluga
	September 7, 2006 Professional Development Session #1

(Columbia)

September 15, 2006 Professional Development Session #1

(Kaluga)
	October 4, 2006 Teleconference #1 (Columbia/

Kaluga)

October 23, 2006 Professional Development Session #2

(Columbia)


	November 1, 2006 Teleconference #2 (Columbia/

Kaluga)


	December 2, 2006 Professional Development Session #2

(Kaluga)

December 2006 Classroom Deliberation #1 (Columbia)
	

	Denver/

Estonia


	
	October 21, 2006 Professional Development Session #1

(Estonia)

October 23, 2006 Professional Development Session #1

(Denver)


	November 2006 – January 2007 Classroom Deliberation #1 (Denver)
	December 9, 2006 Professional Development Session #2

(Denver)
	January 15-26,  2007 Classroom Deliberation #1 (Estonia)

January 13, 2007 Professional Development Session #2

(Estonia)

January 20, 2007 Professional Development Session #3

(Denver) 

	Los Angeles/

Lithuania
	
	October 11, 2006 Professional Development Session #1

(Los Angeles)

October 27, 2006 Professional Development Session #1

(Lithuania)


	November 2-4, 2006 Classroom Deliberation #1 (Lithuania)

November 6-7, 2006 Teacher Exchange (Los Angeles to Chicago Metro)

November 29, 2006 Professional Development Session #1

(Lithuania Mazeikiai Region)
	December 8, 2006 Professional Development Session #2

(Lithuania)

December 11-15, 2006 Classroom Deliberation #2 (Lithuania)

December 22, 2006 Professional Development Session #2

(Lithuania Mazeikiai Region)
	January 19, 2007 Professional Development Session #3

(Lithuania)

January 24-31, 2007 Classroom Deliberation #3 (Lithuania)

	Los Angeles/

Moscow
	September 19 & 23, 2006 Professional Development Session #1

(Moscow)
	October 11, 2006 Professional Development Session #1

(Los Angeles)

October 2006 Classroom Deliberation #1 (Los Angeles)


	November 21 & 25, 2006 Professional Development Session #2

(Moscow)

November 28  – December 3, 2006 Classroom Deliberation #1 (Moscow)

November 2006 Teacher Teleconference (LA Metro/

Moscow)
	
	January 31 – February 1, 2007 Classroom Deliberation #2 (Moscow)

January 18, 2007 Professional Development Session #2

(Los Angeles Metro)

	Washington, DC Metro/

Azerbaijan
	September 26, 2006 Professional Development Session #1

(DC Metro)


	October 28, 2006 Teleconference #1 (Washington DC Metro/Azerbaijan)


	November 15, 2006 Professional Development Session #2

(Washington, DC Metro)

November 2006 Classroom Deliberation #1 (Azerbaijan)

November 2006 Professional Development Session #1

(Azerbaijan)
	December 2006 Classroom Deliberation #1 (Washington DC Metro)


	January 8-12, 2007 Teacher Exchange  (Fairfax to Azerbaijan)

January 10, 2007 Professional Development Session #3

(Washington, DC Metro)

January 2007 Classroom Deliberation #2 (Azerbaijan)


	
	February
	March
	April
	May
	June

	Chicago/

Czech

Republic
	February 24, 2007 Professional Development Session #2

(Chicago Metro)

February 26- April 6, 2007 Classroom Deliberation #2 (Chicago Metro)


	March 3-10, 2007 Teacher Exchange  (Chicago to Czech Republic)

March 5-17, 2007 Classroom Deliberation #2 (Czech Republic)

March 7, 2007 Professional Development Session #3

(Czech Republic)


	April 8-13, 2007 Teacher Exchange (Czech Republic to Chicago Metro)

April 10-27, 2007 Classroom Deliberation #3 (Czech Republic)

April 11, 2007 Professional Development Session #4

(Czech Republic)

April 13, 2007 Professional Development Session #3

(Chicago Metro)

April 14-May 1, 2007 Classroom Deliberation #3 (Chicago Metro)
	May 10, 2007 International Videoconference (Chicago Metro/Czech Republic) 

May 12, 2007 Reflection Session (Chicago Metro)
	

	Columbia/

Kaluga
	Febuary 19, 2007 Professional Development Session #3

(Columbia)

February 2007, Classroom Deliberation #2 (Columbia)

February 2007, Classroom Deliberation #2 (Russia: Kaluga)

February 2007, Professional Development Session #3

(Russia: Kaluga)

February 2007, Teleconference #3 (Columbia/

Kaluga)
	March 11-18, 2007 Teacher Exchange  (Kaluga to Columbia)

March 14, 2007 All Teacher Meeting (Columbia)

March 29, 2007 Professional Development Session (Columbia)
	April 6-14, 2007 Teacher Exchange  (Columbia to Kaluga)

April 23, 2007 Final Professional Development Session

(Columbia)


	
	

	Denver/

Estonia


	February 2007, Teacher Exchange  (Estonia to Denver)

February 2007, Classroom Deliberation #2 (Denver)

February 17, 2007 Professional Development Session #3

(Estonia)


	March 8, 2007 Professional Development Session #4

(Denver)

March 3-10, 2007, Teacher Exchange  (Estonia to Denver)

March 23-30, 2007, Teacher Exchange  (Denver to Estonia)

March 26-30,  2007 Classroom Deliberation #2 (Estonia)

March 2007, Classroom Deliberation #3 (Denver)
	April 4, 2007 Professional Development Session #5

(Denver)

April 13, 2007 Professional Development Session #4

(Estonia)

April 16-20,  2007 Classroom Deliberation #3 (Estonia)

April 23, 2007 Teleconference (Denver/ Estonia)

April 25, 2007 Professional Development Session #6

(Denver)


	May 25, 2007 Professional Development Session #5

(Estonia)


	

	Los Angeles/

Lithuania
	February 2007, Classroom Deliberation #2 (Los Angeles)


	March 17-24, 2007 Teacher Exchange  (Los Angeles to Lithuania)


	April 6-14, 2007 Teacher Exchange  (Lithuania to Los Angeles)
	May 29, 2007 Teleconference (Los Angeles/ Lithuania)


	June 10, 2007 Final Professional Development Session

(Lithuania)

	Los Angeles/

Moscow
	February 2007 Professional Development Session #3

(Moscow)


	March 23, 2007 Professional Development Session #3

(Moscow)


	April 4, 2007 Professional Development Session #3

(Los Angeles Metro)

April 10-11, 2007 Classroom Deliberation #3 (Moscow)

April 28-May 5, 2007 Teacher Exchange (Moscow to Los Angeles) 

April 2007, Classroom Deliberation #3 (Los Angeles)
	May 31,  2007 Web Cam Interaction (Los Angeles/ Moscow)
	

	Washington, DC/

Azerbaijan
	February 10, 2007 Teleconference #2 (Fairfax/ Azerbaijan)


	March 14, 2007 Professional Development Session #4

(Fairfax)

March 30-April 7, 2007 Teacher Exchange  (Fairfax to Azerbaijan) 

March 2007, Teacher Exchange (Azerbaijan to Fairfax)
	April 28, 2007 Teleconference #3 (Fairfax/ Azerbaijan)


	May 11, 2007 Professional Development Session #5

(Fairfax)


	


Appendix C.

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 staff development programs in Azerbaijan, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Lithuania, Russia and the United States.


	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	2. To involve 60 secondary teachers in the staff development programs.


	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	3. Teachers will increase their understanding of democracy.


	
	
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

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


	
	
	
	X
	
	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 C. 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 online discussions with students in other classrooms and countries.


	
	
	X
	X
	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 to engage in authentic civic deliberations.


	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X

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


	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X


Appendix C. 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 online 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
	
	
	
	X

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


	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

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


	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X


Appendix C. 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
	
	
	
	X

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


	
	
	X
	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


� We would like to thank Deborah Ceglowski, Associate Professor at the University of North Carolina-Charlotte, and Theresa Johnson, Lecturer at the University of Minnesota, for their assistance in data collection. We are very grateful for the assistance of the following translators: Arnoldas Blumberg (Lithuanian), Afet Huseynova (Azeri and Russian), Mari Kangur (Estonian), Dan Necas (Czech), Diana Yefanova (Russian). We also very much appreciate the participation of the DID teachers, students, and staff in the evaluation component of the DID Project. 


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


� The term “class deliberation” in this context indicates that the evaluator observed a class in which small group deliberations were taking place. The evaluator’s focus was on the whole class and the way in which the teacher led the students through the deliberation. When the evaluator observed a small group deliberation, the evaluator’s focus was on the deliberations of one group of four students. 


� In Years One and Two, students responded to an open-ended question, “What did you MOST LIKE about the deliberations?” The list shown in Table 18 reflects the responses most often given. Thus, we feel confident that although students in Year Three checked responses from a predefined list, the list represents the range of responses students would most likely offer. 


� Similar to Table 18, the possible responses listed in Table 19 were generated from student responses in Years One and Two to an open-ended question: “What did you MOST DISLIKE about the deliberations?”


� In order to assess change over time, Tables 40 and 41 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, student omission of particular items, and non-administration of the survey at either time on the part of the teacher, account 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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