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Background/Context: Billions of dollars are spent annually on professional development
(PD) for educators, yet few randomized controlled trials (RCT) have demonstrated the ultimate impact PD has on student learning. Further, while policymakers and others speak to
the role schools should play in developing students’ civic awareness, RCTs of PD designed to
foster civic learning are rare. This randomized controlled trial contributes to the knowledge
base on the effectiveness of PD designed to integrate civic learning, ethical reflection, and
historical thinking skills into high school humanities courses.
Focus of Study: The study examined the impact of a PD intervention in two areas: (a) teacher
self-efficacy, burnout, and professional engagement and satisfaction; and (b) the academic,
civic, social, and ethical competencies of 9th and 10th grade students in the teachers’ classes.
Population/Participants/Subjects: The study involved 113 teachers and 1,371 9th and
10th grade students in 60 high schools from eight metropolitan regions in the United States.
Intervention/Program/Practice: The intervention, Facing History and Ourselves, provides
PD through a five-day seminar, curricular materials, and follow-up coaching and workshops
to help teachers develop their capacities to implement an interdisciplinary historical case study
unit using student-centered pedagogy.
Research Design: The study used a school-level, randomized, experimental design to investigate impacts of the intervention for teachers and their 9th and 10th grade students.
Findings/Results: Intervention teachers showed significantly greater self-efficacy in all eight
assessed domains, more positive perceptions of professional support, satisfaction and growth,
and greater personal accomplishment. Intervention students demonstrated stronger skills for
analyzing evidence, agency, and cause and effect on a historical understanding performance
measure; greater self-reported civic efficacy and tolerance for others with different views; and
more positive perceptions of the classroom climate and the opportunities afforded for engaging
with civic matters. Fidelity analysis found these causal effects despite the fact that roughly half
of the intervention teachers did not fully implement the program.
Conclusions/Recommendations: Educators need evidence-based approaches for teaching complex social, civic, and political issues enabling students of diverse mindsets and backgrounds
to engage constructively with one another while obtaining necessary skills and knowledge.
These findings provide empirical support for a professional development approach that engages teachers in fostering academic and civic competencies critical to both participation in a
democracy and success in college and career.

Civic education is an essential, though often marginalized, component
of educating America’s youth. Our country’s commitments to the democratic ideals of equality, accountability, public deliberation, and a political culture based on shared values all require widespread civic competencies among its members (Gould et al., 2009; Youniss & Levine, 2009).
Fundamental civic skills and dispositions—such as the abilities to engage
in public discourse, cooperate, respect the rights of others, and solve problems with people from diverse backgrounds or with different beliefs—are
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also competencies essential for success in higher education and the
workplace (The National Task Force on Civic Learning and Democratic
Engagement, 2012; Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2006; TorneyPurta, 2009). Further, there is evidence that civic learning and engagement are positively related to academic progress and the likelihood of
graduating from college (Davila & Mora, 2007; Finlay & Flanagan, 2009;
Levine, 2009).
Classroom-based civic education at the secondary level usually occurs
in humanities courses, most frequently history or social studies and, less
often, language arts (Hepburn, 2000; Levstik & Tyson, 2008). To be effective, educators in these subject areas need high-quality preservice
and in-service professional development in civic education to develop
the relevant pedagogical content knowledge (Shulman, 1986), and selfefficacy to employ effective instructional practices that foster civic learning (Bickmore, 2005; Gould et al., 2009; Hess & Zola, 2013; Levstik &
Tyson, 2008; Torney-Purta, Richardson, & Barber, 2005; Vontz & Leming,
2005). In actuality, humanities teachers rarely receive the preservice or
in-service professional development needed to foster their effectiveness at
integrating civic learning with subject-specific goals and practices (Levstik
& Tyson, 2008; Schwartz, 2008; Vontz & Leming, 2005).
Successful integration of civic education within an academic discipline,
such as history, requires that teachers understand the potential promises
and pitfalls of interdisciplinary education (Boix-Mansilla, 2000). For example, a teacher might use the history of pivotal past events and processes
that have shaped our nation (e.g., the Civil Rights Movement) to help
students understand the civic controversies and conflicts of today (e.g.,
current debates over whether or not the Voting Rights Act of 1965 is still
necessary). This approach holds great promise: student interest in history and current events is engaged, and their ability to understand both
past and present is enhanced. However, if not well executed, students can
make simplistic connections, not developing critical historical thinking
skills, such as the ability to analyze evidence, cause and effect, and agency
in historical contexts (Seixas, 2000; Wineberg, 2000). Can professional
development approaches help teachers to maximize the potential of using
history to foster students’ academic, social, ethical, and civic competencies
while minimizing distortions of the past?
This paper describes the results of a randomized controlled trial assessing the impact of professional development designed to help humanities
teachers effectively integrate civic education in their humanities courses
to enhance both discipline-based and civic learning outcomes.1 The research examines teacher outcomes hypothesized as critical to the effective classroom implementation of the approach and student outcomes
3
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hypothesized to improve as a result, including civic skills, dispositions and
behaviors, historical thinking skills, and social and ethical reflection.
Although many of the core features of effective professional development have been identified for civic education (Bickmore, 2005; Hess &
Zola, 2013; Vontz & Leming, 2005), math, science, and language arts
(Desimone, 2011; Ingvarson, Meiers, & Beavis, 2005; Yoon, Duncan, Lee,
Scarloss, & Shapley, 2007), relatively few studies have provided rigorous
evidence of the ultimate impact on students of professional development
for teachers. A recent review of 1,345 studies of professional development
in math, science, and language arts conducted between 1986 and 2006
identified nine studies meeting the What Works Clearinghouse standards
of evidence, all of which focused on elementary schools (Gurskey & Yoon,
2009; Yoon et al., 2007). Since 2006, the Institute of Education Sciences of
the U.S. Department of Education has funded many studies of professional development and student outcomes, and some encouraging findings
have emerged on literacy at both the elementary (Jones, Hoglund, Brown,
& Aber, 2010) and secondary levels (Kim, Olson, Scarcella, Kramer, &
Pearson, 2011; Matsumura, Garnier, & Spybrook, 2012; Slavin, Cheung,
Groff, & Lake, 2008). Yet, relatively little is known about how the intent to
provide professional development for humanities teachers at the secondary level ultimately impacts students. This is the first randomized study to
examine the impact on both teachers and students of professional development for interdisciplinary civic learning at the secondary level.
THE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT MODEL THAT WAS EVALUATED
Facing History and Ourselves (hereafter referred to as Facing History)
is a nonprofit teacher professional development organization whose mission is to help teachers “engage students of diverse backgrounds in an examination of racism, prejudice, and antisemitism in order to promote the
development of a more humane and informed citizenry” (Facing History
and Ourselves, 2012). Facing History provides an educational model that
supports secondary teachers and students in making connections between
social history, norms of human behavior, and the civic and moral choices
confronted in their own daily lives.
Facing History’s approach to professional development is designed to
facilitate teachers’ capacities to integrate three key elements of educating
for “informed civic reflection” into their classroom pedagogy and goals.
First, teachers learn to engage and foster students’ civic skills and dispositions, historical thinking skills, and social and ethical reflection (Barr &
Facing History and Ourselves, 2010; Selman & Barr, 2009; Selman & Kwok,
2010). Second, teachers learn to use the student-centered pedagogy and
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content of the approach to improve classroom climate; promote academic
discussion; and increase students’ cognitive, ethical, and emotional engagement to optimize student learning and development. Third, Facing
History helps teachers to use an in-depth case study approach to examine
periods in history when civil society has broken down and collective violence has erupted. Throughout, the approach relies upon examples of
individual and collective efforts to preserve and strengthen civil society
during times of unrest. The program employs a sequence of study and
methods described below in more detail.
SCOPE AND SEQUENCE
Facing History’s approach involves a sequence of interdisciplinary humanities studies beginning with an examination of psychosocial identity—first
individual identity and then group and national identities with their definitions of membership and dynamics of identity-based labeling, stereotyping, prejudice, and discrimination, as well as intergroup understanding
and respect (Strom, 2004).
Next, students and their teachers examine a historical case study in
depth. For this valuation, the historical content involved the failure of democracy in pre-World War II Germany and, specifically, the steps leading
up to the Holocaust. The case study examines hatred, racism, antisemitism, and examples of courage, care, and compassion. Students explore
difficult questions about moral judgment in times of collective violence,
the roles of both individual and societal memory, historical legacies, and
implications of the history for their own, current social and civic participation. One central goal is for students to discover that historical events are
not inevitable and that preventing injustice and preserving democracy requires citizens to be informed, ethically reflective, and active participants.
Program materials provide language and vocabulary as tools for entry
into the exploration of human behavior—terms like perpetrator, victim,
defender, bystander, opportunist, rescuer, and upstander—that can help
students understand complicated social history and connect the lessons of
that history to their own lives and current events.
The Facing History pedagogy for engaging with this content emphasizes
establishing a classroom climate characterized by intellectual, emotional,
and ethical engagement and interpersonal trust and respect. Instructional
methods emphasize reflection, interaction, cooperation, deliberation,
and discussion of complex social and civic issues. The content and methods jointly emphasize gaining in-depth understanding of historical processes and events, making personal connections to the subject matter, and
linking the past to current social and civic issues. The approach contrasts
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with humanities courses that emphasize teaching factual information and
de-emphasize drawing connections between the past and the present, or
the past and one’s own life (Leming, Ellington, & Schug, 2006).
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES
Though not prescriptive, Facing History provides educators with professional development through seminars and workshops, ongoing coaching
and mentoring, and access to print and digital resources with content and
strategies in support of the program’s scope and sequence and their own
ongoing professional growth. Seminars are typically five days long (35–40
hours) and allow participants to engage with the content, themes, practices, and key resources of the program and to learn how to apply them
in their own classrooms. Teachers are provided with a resource book for
each historical case with materials and activities from which to choose.
The resource book used in the study described here, Facing History and
Ourselves: Holocaust and Human Behavior, includes varied primary and secondary source documents and other readings drawn from art, social psychology, biography, memoirs, etc. organized to support the sequence of
study and the suggested teaching methods (see Sleeper & Stern Strom,
2006). Program staff members provide at least one hour-long initial follow-up meeting to help teachers plan their implementation. Additional
ongoing coaching, print and digital resources, modeling of lessons, and
guest speakers are provided as requested to help teachers refine implementation and address challenges that may arise.
THE THEORY OF CHANGE GUIDING THE EVALUATION
This evaluation of Facing History was guided by a theory of change informed by scholarship related to teacher professional development; adolescent historical understanding; and moral, social, and civic growth. The
study was also informed by program theory as well as findings and measures from previous evaluations of the program. The theory of change
guiding this research links professional development activities, proximal
teacher outcomes, intermediate classroom outcomes, and longer term
student academic learning and development.
THEORY AND EVIDENCE RELATED TO TEACHER PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT
Over the past decade, researchers have made significant progress in
identifying the critical features of effective professional development,
even if the causal relationships have not been fully established (Borko,
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Figure 1. Theory of Change for Research on Facing History

2004; Darling-Hammond, Wei, Andree, Richardson, & Orphanos,
2009; Desimone, 2009; Ingvarson et al., 2005; Sykes, 1996; Wei, DarlingHammond, & Adamson, 2010; Yoon et al., 2007). Although researchers
may use different terminology to describe these features or emphasize
the importance of different components of successful models, five areas
are generally recognized as critical to effective professional development:
•

content-focus: addressing the specific challenges related to teaching
and learning specific academic subject matter (Desimone, 2011);

•

active learning: providing the opportunity to get involved as opposed
to passively sitting through lectures (Hochberg & Desimone, 2010);

•

coherence: ensuring that the focus of the professional learning is
connected to the demands teachers face within their schools and
is adaptable to their context (Anderson & Herr, 2011; Gurskey &
Yoon, 2009);

•

sufficient duration: intensive and ongoing professional development
activities consisting of 30–100 hours over a 12-month period (Yoon
et al., 2007);

•

collective participation: engaging educators in strong professional
learning communities that include feedback from a coach or supporting teacher (Desimone, 2011). For humanities teachers aiming
to foster civic competencies, it is especially important that professional training incorporate ample opportunity to engage with professional colleagues in discussions about complex, controversial, and
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sensitive civic, moral, and political issues as they will with their students (Bickmore, 2005; Hess & Zola, 2013).
Facing History professional development includes these five characteristics (Barr & Bardige, 2013) and two additional emphases. The first
draws from adolescent psychosocial and moral development theory
and research to enhance teachers’ knowledge (Erikson, 1950; Gilligan
& Lyons, 1989; Kohlberg, 1984; Selman, 2003). The second stresses teachers’ multifacted growth in self-efficacy, reflecting research on the
relationships between teacher beliefs about effectiveness and ability to
engage in complex teaching tasks, persevere in the face of teaching challenges, reflect on and modify instructional practices, and, ultimately,
promote student motivation and academic achievement (Henson, 2001;
Ross & Bruce, 2007; Ross & Gray, 2007; Woolfolk-Hoy & Davis, 2006).
Self-efficacy beliefs are also positively correlated with teacher professional engagement and satisfaction, and negatively related to teacher
burnout (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007).
Prior to this study, evaluations of Facing History professional development had demonstrated positive impacts on teacher self-efficacy and
perceptions of professional support, engagement, growth, and satisfaction (for example, Barr, 2003; Frey & Barr, 2004; Romer, 2006; Sechser &
Barr, 2005). These factors are, therefore, hypothesized to be important
links between Facing History professional development and changes in
instruction that ultimately promote student learning achievement and
development.
THEORY AND EVIDENCE RELATED TO ADOLESCENT DEVELOPMENT
Adolescence is a period of rapid and significant development in capacities for self-reflection, social awareness, and reflective judgment (Kuhn,
Wang, & Li, 2011; Selman & Bellino, 2012). At the same time, adolescents
have heightened interest and concern about personal and social identity, belonging, and their role in and responsibility to others in society
(Erikson, 1950; Gilligan & Lyons, 1989; Kohlberg, 1984; Youniss, 1980).
To deeply engage in learning, adolescents need to see the relevance of
their studies to their lives (National Research Council, 2003; Toshalis &
Nakkula, 2012) and to experience social trust and belonging in the classroom (Farrington et al., 2012). Such engagement is essential for teens to
attach to school, which is, in turn, an essential factor for school success
and later civic engagement (Cohen, Pickeral, & Levine, 2010; Flanagan,
Stoppa, Syversten, & Stout, 2010). Successful pedagogies for teens, then,
whether learning history or developing social, moral, and civic capacities, should be student-centered and involve self-reflection, cooperative
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interaction with peers, and active participation in meaningful discussions
(Bickmore, 2005; Gould et al., 2009; Hahn, 1994; Pianta & Allen, 2008;
Solomon, Watson, & Battistich, 2002). Previous research on the Facing
History approach has shown that it helps teachers create classroom climates that engage students in grappling personally and publicly in discussions about complex civic and moral issues from both the past and present
(Bardige, 1983; Barr et al., 1998; Fine, 1995).2 The theory of change guiding this research, then, posits a positive classroom climate as an important
program outcome believed to emerge when teachers successfully use content and methods that engage students in the ways described above.
Finally, the theory of change hypothesizes that full implementation of
Facing History content and methodology increases students’ historical understanding, ethical awareness, and civic competencies, the components
of the development of informed civic reflection. Facing History targets
historical thinking skills believed essential to thoughtful civic engagement,
including the abilities to think critically about evidence, cause and effect,
and the agency of people in the past as well as a healthy skepticism of
simplistic explanations for complex events, whether historical or current
(Bellino & Selman, 2012; Carretero, 2011; Seixas, 1996). In the social and
ethical domain, the approach targets self and social awareness, perspective taking, interpersonal negotiation (Schultz, Barr, & Selman, 2001), and
ethical awareness (Feigenberg, Steel King, Barr, & Selman, 2009; Selman
& Kwok, 2010). In the civic domain, the approach seeks to foster increased
interest in and tolerance for others with different beliefs and backgrounds
(Schultz et al., 2001); concern for the welfare of others (Bardige, 1988;
Domitrovich et al., in process); and a sense that one’s actions can make
a difference in society (Fine, 1995). Although not the focus of this study,
the Facing History approach also targets literacy skills—for example, the
ability to access and comprehend text in order to deliberate with others
about complex, difficult, or controversial social, civic, and political issues
(Lowenstein, 2005; Snow, Lawrence, & White, 2009). Together, the constellation of historical, civic, social, and ethical competencies outlined in
the theory of change for this study are believed to be essential to young
people’s capacity and commitment to participate, both individually and
collectively, in activities that help to preserve and strengthen democracy
(Barr & Bardige, 2013; Selman & Kwok, 2010).
Previous program evaluation evidence has supplied only partial support
for the assumptions underlying the program’s theory of change. Early
evaluations had demonstrated that Facing History students gain relevant
knowledge of history (Glynn, 1982; Lieberman, 1981). A more recent quasi-experimental evaluation of Facing History involving eighth graders in
New England indicated positive effects on students’ social understanding,
9
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their reflection on social skills, and a heightened awareness of the personal meaning of social relationships and a decrease in racist attitudes and
self-reported fighting behavior (Schultz et al., 2001). But other important
aspects of the program had not been examined within the context of a rigorous design, including the program’s effect on developing specific skills
for understanding history. Nor had other critical elements been studied,
such as civic skills (e.g., deliberation on controversial issues), dispositions
(e.g., civic efficacy), and actions (e.g., civic discourse in and out of school)
recognized by civic researchers and theorists as critical to mature civic engagement (Bickmore, 2005; Hess, 2009; Youniss & Levine; 2009).
RESEARCH QUESTION AND HYPOTHESES
Building on the theory and research described above, this study examines
the following research questions and hypotheses:
1.

What is the impact of assignment to this approach to professional
development and follow-up coaching on high school teachers’ sense
of self-efficacy, burnout, and perceptions of professional engagement and satisfaction compared to a group of control teachers who
were not assigned to participate in the professional development
activities? We hypothesized that teachers without prior experience
with the intervention and randomly assigned by school to the intervention would, as compared to control group teachers, develop
greater self-efficacy and professional engagement and satisfaction,
and lower levels of burnout than control teachers.

2.

What is the impact of assigning teachers to professional development
aimed at supporting the classroom implementation of the Facing
History and Ourselves program on 9th and 10th grade students’:
•

perceptions of the classroom climate and civic learning
opportunities;

•

civic skills, dispositions and behaviors;

•

historical thinking skills; and,

•

social and ethical awareness, compared to a group of control
students taught by teachers who were not assigned to such professional development?

Our hypotheses related to students in this domain were that the intervention students would
•

perceive their Facing History class as having a more open climate
and providing more opportunities to learn about civic matters;
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•

develop greater civic skills, dispositions, and behaviors;

•

demonstrate the capacity to reflect more deeply on social relationships and ethical decisions and be more likely to value
active, prosocial solutions to social conflict (e.g., collaboration)
and ethical dilemmas (e.g., standing up for others); and,

•

given the lack of previous research on how this educational
approach impacts adolescents’ historical thinking skills, we expected program students to perform at least as well as control
students in their academic subject area.
METHOD AND PROCEDURES

The study employed a group randomized design to address both research
questions and sets of hypotheses. Schools that had no or extremely limited previous exposure to Facing History were recruited to participate
in the study and were randomly assigned to one of two conditions: (a)
participation in traditional Facing History summer professional development and traditional school year follow-up services in year 1, or (b)
participation in an “as is” control condition with such participation in
Facing History professional development and follow-up services in year
2. Ninth- and tenth-grade humanities teachers in the first group, the
intervention schools, attended a Facing History and Ourselves: Holocaust
and Human Behavior professional development seminar during the summer or fall of 2007 and implemented the program during the 2007–2008
school year, during which they received follow-up support from Facing
History staff as they developed their lesson plans and implemented their
units. Teachers were also provided with a classroom set of the resource
book, Facing History and Ourselves: Holocaust and Human Behavior, and access to the program’s print and digital resources, including unit outlines
and historical content.
In year 1, the second group, or “control” teachers, each in different
schools to protect against informal interactions with other teachers implementing Facing History, received no services and continued to use the
standard practices for history and language arts courses in their districts.
SCHOOL RECRUITMENT AND RANDOMIZATION
The study team defined the population of interest as a set of schools in
close enough proximity to a Facing History regional office to facilitate
training, ongoing teacher support, and data collection. Regional offices
in the United States included Chicago, Cleveland, Denver, Los Angeles,
Nashville/Memphis, New England, New York/New Jersey, and the San
11
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Francisco Bay Area. Schools were recruited from the population of schools
within one hour of an office. To improve the external validity of the study,
only the most necessary restrictions were put on eligibility. The study
sample was limited to schools that, when approached by Facing History
and the research staff and provided an overview of the program, became
interested in having their teachers trained by Facing History but had not
previously taken proactive steps to adopt the program. Facing History staff
from the regional offices participated in recruitment and provided professional development to intervention teachers.
Within the regions, a school was eligible if it had no teacher or administrator who was teaching a Facing History unit or who had previously attended a Facing History seminar, although informational knowledge of
Facing History or attendance at presentations about Facing History did not
make a school ineligible for the study. Teachers were eligible if they taught
a humanities course in which they could implement a Facing History unit,
made a commitment to implementing a minimum of six weeks of Facing
History (the equivalent of thirty 45-minute classes) during the 2007–2008
school year, and were teaching primarily 9th or 10th graders.3 Students were
eligible for the study if they were in the 9th or 10th grade in a randomly
selected classroom of a teacher participant. One classroom per 9th and/
or 10th grade teacher participant was randomly selected to participate
in the study. As mentioned earlier, teachers in control schools were offered professional development and follow-up training in the second year
of the study (beginning in summer 2008). Eligible teacher participants
were identified prior to random assignment and all participating teachers
agreed to participate in both the study and the professional development
regarding the implementation of Facing History, for which they received
a stipend. Random assignment was at the school level. Schools were first
stratified by region and, using a computer-generated, randomly ordered
list, schools were randomly assigned to either an intervention group or a
control group within each region.
Attrition from the student sample was minimized using a variety of strategies, including maintaining close contact with the teachers involved in
the study by phone and email. This allowed research staff to keep abreast
of issues as they arose and to resolve them before any school dropped out
of the study. Efforts were also coordinated with regional offices, particularly for Facing History teachers and schools with which program staff cultivated close relationships. Nonetheless, as reported below, some schools
and teachers did leave the study.
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CONSENT AND PARTICIPANTS
Participating schools signed memoranda of understanding detailing the
procedures of the study and asking for written consent for the school,
teachers, and students to participate. A teacher in each school was paid a
stipend to collect parental permission forms from students of participating 9th- and 10th-grade teachers and send them to the research team.
Parental permission forms were collected from classrooms of 82% of participating 9th- and 10th-grade teachers.
The study recruited 84 schools and randomly assigned them to either an
intervention group or a control group (see Figure 2). Four schools (two
intervention schools and two control schools) dropped out of the study after random assignment. At baseline, then, a total of 80 schools participated
in the study. A year later, 62 schools were involved in the study (74% of
the original randomized sample); eight intervention schools and 10 control
schools dropped out due to scheduling conflicts and teacher attrition over
the summer in 2007. The schools participating at follow up were distributed
across the eight regions, with no region accounting for greater than one
fifth of the respondents. Approximately two thirds (69%) of schools in the
study sample were district public schools, about one fifth (23%) were other
types of public schools (e.g., charter schools), and the rest (8%) were private schools. The average school in the study sample had an enrollment of
1,014 students, with variation ranging from 87 to 4,000 students.
Sixty-six percent of the schools in the sample were underperforming
schools4 based on federal criteria; and most were high-poverty schools.5
Table 1 presents the demographics of the schools in the study at the first
follow-up data collection point at the end of the first year of the intervention (spring, 2008).
At baseline, 180 teachers from 80 schools were enrolled in the study; 78
teachers and 102 teachers were enrolled from intervention and control
schools, respectively (see Figure 2). One year later, 113 teachers were participating in the study (38 from 22 schools that exited the study, and 29
teachers from 62 schools that stayed in the study; 80% of the 142 eligible
teachers from the 62 schools that stayed in the study were included in the
follow-up analysis). So, while some schools and teachers did not participate in follow-up data collection, the amount of overall and differential
attrition at both the school and the teacher level was not large enough to
jeopardize the integrity of the randomized design.6
Teacher demographics are summarized in Table 2. The teachers had
taught from 1 to 34 years (mean = 8.49 years), and more than 75% of the
sample had 12 or more years of experience. The average years teaching
at one’s current institution was 4.38. Sixty-one percent of the sample had
13
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Figure 2. Tracking the Study Sample
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completed at least a master’s degree, and the majority of teachers identified themselves as White (81%). Sixty-seven percent reported teaching
history, 22% reported teaching English language arts, and 11% reported
teaching other types of humanities classes.
Randomly selecting one classroom of students for each of the eligible 9thor 10th-grade teachers in the schools resulted in a sample of 1,401 students
with parental permission to participate in the study. Student demographic
characteristics are summarized in Table 3. Two thirds of students in the sample were 10th graders. The sample contains a roughly 60/40 split of females
to males. Students self-identified as Hispanic (36%), White (32%), Black
(13%), Asian (13%), and Other (6%).7 English was the first language for
71% of the students. Of the remaining 29%, 75% of these students indicated Spanish as their first language and the remaining 25% reported Chinese,
Vietnamese, or Tagalog, among other languages. Slightly less than half of
both mothers and fathers of students had completed high school or less.
Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of Schools at Follow-up (N=62)
Number (Percentage)
Facing History vs. Control
Facing History

32 (52%)

Control

30 (48%)

Region
Chicago

6 (10%)

Cleveland

8 (13%)

Denver

7 (11%)

Los Angeles
Memphis/Nashville
New England

11 (18%)
4 (6%)
5 (8%)

New York/New Jersey

11 (18%)

San Francisco

10 (16%)

School Type
Public—Regular
Public—Other (Charter,
Magnet, etc.)
Private

43 (69%)
14 (23%)
5 (8%)
Average/Mediana

School size

1,014/1,038

Notes. Missing school size data for 2 schools, therefore average/median based on
60 schools.
a
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Table 2. Teacher Demographic Characteristics (N=113)
Mean

SD

Years of Teaching Experience

8.49

7.58

Years Teaching at Current School

4.38

4.02

Sample

N

%

Facing History

53

47%

Control

60

53%

Highest Level of Education
Bachelor’s-level
Bachelor’s

9

8%

Bachelor’s + coursework

32

28%

Master’s

28

25%

Master’s + coursework

42

37%

Doctorate

2

2%

White

92

81%

Other

21

19%

History

76

67%

English

25

22%

Other

12

11%

History

81

71%

English

20

18%

Other

12

11%

Master’s-level or greater

Race

Type of Course

Type of HHB Course

Table 3. Student Demographic Characteristics at Follow-up 1(N*=1,371)
N**

%***

Control

759

55%

Facing History

612

45%

9th

446

33%

10th

925

67%

Study Group

Grade

16

TCR, 117, 020307 A Randomized Controlled Trial of Professional Development

N**

%***

Male

584

43%

Female

787

57%

English

966

71%

Other

401

29%

Hispanic

484

36%

White

432

32%

Black

183

13%

Asian

171

13%

Other

90

7%

Didn’t finish high school

284

21%

Finished high school

280

21%

Attended some college

252

19%

Finished college

340

26%

More than college

165

12%

Didn’t finish high school

321

25%

Finished high school

283

22%

Attended some college

203

16%

Finished college

307

24%

More than college

151

12%

Sex

First Language

Race

Mother’s Education Level

Father’s Education Level

Notes. *The student sample includes 1,257 9th- and 10th-grade students who submitted both Book 1 and Book 2, 114 students who submitted only Book 1, and 30
students who submitted only Book 2. Given that the student demographic questions were found in Book 1, we have calculated the demographics in this table
from the sample of students (N=1,371) who submitted Book 1.
**N’s do not always add up to 1,371 due to missing data.
***Percentages were calculated using the N observations for which data were available as the denominator; therefore, percentages always add up to 100.
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MEASURES
Outcomes were measured in two teacher domains and seven student domains. When available and appropriate to the study, existing measures
were used; otherwise, measures were developed specifically for this study.
There were 12 teacher outcomes and 15 student outcomes. The measure
of student perception of classroom climate was treated as a student outcome. Tables 4 and 5 list the outcomes by domains, measures, and their
sources. Whenever possible, we report the Cronbach’s alpha for each of
the measures described below.
Table 4. Description of Teacher Domains and Outcome Measures
Domain

Outcome Measure and Description
Teacher’s beliefs about his or her own abilities to teach character education (Character Education Efficacy Belief Instrument; Milson, 2003).
Learner Centered Teaching and Learning Environment Efficacy Scale
(Lowenstein & Facing History and Ourselves, 2007)
Community Centered Teaching and Learning Environment Efficacy Scale
(Lowenstein & Facing History and Ourselves, 2007)

Teacher
Self-Efficacy

Knowledge Centered Teaching and Learning Environment Efficacy Scale
(Lowenstein & Facing History and Ourselves, 2007)
Teacher Efficacy in Promoting Historical Understanding Scale (Lowenstein
& Facing History and Ourselves, 2007)
Teacher Efficacy in Promoting Tolerance and Psychosocial Development Scale
(Lowenstein & Facing History and Ourselves, 2007)
Teacher Efficacy in Promoting Deliberation (Lowenstein & Facing History
and Ourselves, 2007)
Teacher Efficacy in Promoting Student Civic Literacy Scale (Lowenstein &
Facing History and Ourselves, 2007)

Teacher
Perceptions
of
Professional
Engagement
and
Satisfaction

Emotional exhaustion subscale, Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach,
Jackson, & Schwab, 1996)*
Depersonalization subscale, Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach,
Jackson, & Schwab, 1996)*
Personal accomplishment subscale, Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach,
Jackson, & Schwab, 1996)
Teacher Perceptions of Professional Support, Engagement, and Growth
in Moral and Civic Education Scale (Lowenstein & Facing History and
Ourselves, 2007)

Notes. *Emotional Exhaustion (MBI) and Depersonalization (MBI) are the two teacher outcome measures for which Facing History hypothesizes Facing History teachers will receive a lower score than control teachers; lower scores on these measures
indicate lower levels of emotional exhaustion and depersonalization, respectively.
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Table 5. Description of Student Domains and Outcome Measures
Domain

Outcome Measure and Description

Civic Learning
Civic Responsibility

Justice-Oriented Citizen subscale (Adapted from Kahne, Chi, &
Middaugh, 2006)
Modern Racism Scale* (McConahay, 1986)

Tolerance

Political Tolerance Scale (Fine, Bermudez, & Facing History and
Ourselves, 2007, adapted from Avery, Sullivan, & Wood, 1997, and
adapted from Sullivan, Pierson, & Marcus, 1982)
Deliberation Convictions Scale (Fine et al., 2007)

Civic Self-Efficacy

Civic Participation

Classroom Climate
and Civic Learning
Opportunities

Civic Self-Efficacy Scale (Adapted from Kahne, Middaugh, &
Schutjer-Mance, 2005, and Colby, Beaumont, Ehrlich, & Corngold,
2007)
Deliberation Practice Scale (Fine et al., 2007)
Civic Discourse Scale (Fine et al., 2007, adapted from Haste, 2005)
Open Climate Scale, Teacher Practices Subscale (Adapted from
Flanagan, Bowes, Jonsson, Csapo, & Sheblanova, 1988; Flanagan,
Cumsille, Gill, & Gallay, 2007)
Open Climate Scale, Student Practices Subscale (Adapted from
Flanagan, 2007; Flanagan et al., 1988)
Engaging with Civic Matters Scale (Kahne and Sporte, 2008)

Historical
Understanding

Overall Historical Understanding (Stoskopf et al., 2007)
Relationship Questionnaire—Response Rating (Adapted from The
Relationship Questionnaire, Schultz, Selman, & LaRusso, 2003, and
Selman, 2003)

Social and Ethical
Competencies

Relationship Questionnaire—Best Choice (Adapted from The
Relationship Questionnaire, Schultz, Selman, & LaRusso, 2003, and
Selman, 2003)
Choices in Social Context: Justification (Barr, 2005 and Feigenberg,
King, Barr, & Selman, 2008)
Choices in Social Context: Strategy (Barr, 2005 and Feigenberg,
King, Barr, & Selman, 2008)

Notes. *The Modern Racism Scale is the only student outcome measure for which
Facing History hypothesizes Facing History students will receive a lower score than
control students; lower scores on this measure indicate fewer racist/intolerant
attitudes.
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TEACHER MEASURES
Teacher Self-Efficacy
The domain of teacher self-efficacy was evaluated using eight outcomes,
including the Character Education Efficacy Belief Instrument (CEEBI)
and seven subscales of the Teaching for Informed Civic Engagement
Efficacy Belief Inventory (TICE-EBI) developed specifically for this study
(Lowenstein & Facing History and Ourselves, 2007). Self-efficacy scale
items ask teachers to report the extent to which they agree or disagree,
on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), with a series of
statements about their sense of confidence in having the relevant knowledge or skills for implementing instruction that fosters student learning
and development in each of the targeted domains (civic, history, and ethics) in the context of a secondary level humanities course.
The Character Education Efficacy Belief Instrument (CEEBI)
The study used the 12-item Personal Teacher Efficacy subscale of the
CEEBI (Milson, 2003). Teachers respond to 12 statements about their
perceived ability to model and develop character in their students, such
as, “I am usually comfortable discussing issues of right and wrong with
my students.” In a pilot study conducted prior to the study’s baseline data
collection, the CEEBI demonstrated high reliability (i.e., internal consistency, Cronbach’s alpha = .79).
The Teaching for Informed Civic Engagement Efficacy Belief Inventory
The TICE-EBI assesses teacher self-efficacy in teaching in ways that foster
students’ growth in the specific domains explored in this study: historical
understanding, tolerance and psychosocial development, civic literacy, and deliberation skills. While deliberation skills are conceptualized as an aspect of civic
learning, the research team created a separate deliberation self-efficacy
scale, reflecting its importance to the program and the field. The TICEEBI also assesses three self-efficacy scales related to instructional practices
and classroom processes thought necessary for such student learning and
development to occur, and the scales were guided by the “How People
Learn Framework” (Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2005): self-efficacy
in creating learner-centered, community-centered, and knowledge-centered learning environments. Key components in this area include developing efficacy
in using knowledge-centered, learner-centered, and community-centered
instructional practices. The Cronbach’s alpha for these seven measures
ranged from .79 to .92.

20

TCR, 117, 020307 A Randomized Controlled Trial of Professional Development

Teacher Perceptions of Professional Engagement and Satisfaction
The Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach et al., 1996) includes three
subscales treated as three separate outcomes for teachers: emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal accomplishment. The inventory
consists of a series of statements describing feelings or attitudes teachers may have about their profession, such as, “I don’t really care what
happens to some students.” Teachers indicate the frequency with which
they experience these feelings from 0 (never) to 6 (every day). Summary
scores are calculated as the mean of the items, which returns the score
to the original scale of the items (a score between 0 and 6). A higher
score for the first two constructs (emotional exhaustion and depersonalization) indicates more negative feelings toward the profession, while
a higher score on the third construct (personal accomplishment) indicates more positive feelings toward teaching. Studies have demonstrated
high reliability across all three subscales in similar teacher populations
(Cronbach’s alpha for emotional exhaustion is .88 to .90, depersonalization is .74 to .76, and personal accomplishment is .72 to .76).
The Teacher Perception of Professional Support, Engagement, and
Growth Scale, developed for this study, assesses the extent to which teachers agree with 11 statements about the quality of professional development support received and about the engagement and growth they feel
in their discipline on a five-point scale. Items ask teachers to agree or
disagree that they received needed support to engage students in sensitive
and difficult moral and civic conversations, received professional development experiences that engaged their mind and heart, and feel greater
expertise in their subject area.
STUDENT MEASURES
Student measures assessed student outcomes in the domains of civic learning (10 outcomes), historical understanding (1 outcome), and social and
ethical reflection (4 outcomes).
Civic Learning
Five civic learning domains were selected to encompass core components
of civic literacy salient to the Facing History program: civic responsibility,
tolerance, civic efficacy, civic participation, and civic learning opportunities. In several cases, new scales were created by the research team where
no instruments existed, and some existing scales were adapted to fit the
particular focus of the study (see Table 5 for details).
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Civic Responsibility
The Civic Responsibility Instrument contains three subscales that identify
different dimensions of students’ sense of their primary roles and responsibilities as a citizen: personal, participatory, and social-justice orientations
(Kahne et al., 2006). All three subscales have high internal consistency
(Cronbach’s alpha = .80, .76, and .78). Although students completed all
three scales, only the Justice-Oriented Citizen subscale was included in the
main study, given the intervention’s distinctive focus on issues of social justice.8 Items ask students to rate, on a five-point scale, the extent to which
they agree with a series of statements about the importance of understanding and addressing the root causes of social problems.
Tolerance
The tolerance domain consisted of three measures. The Modern Racism
Scale assesses tacit racism toward ethnic/racial minorities (McConahay,
1986). Students are asked the extent to which they agree with 12 statements, such as, “This country would be better off if there were more acceptance of the good things in minority cultures” (Alpha coefficients for
the Modern Racism Scale range from .79 to .86).
Avery et al.’s (1997) Political Tolerance Scale measures students’ tolerance for others who express political views with which the students
themselves disagree (also see Sullivan, 1953). Students pick a group
whose views differ the most from their own from a list of groups, such as
“groups that oppose the legal right to an abortion” or “groups that support the legal right to an abortion.” Students are then asked the extent
to which they agree with statements about whether or not the group is
entitled to civil liberties such as the right to run for public office.9 For
example, one item is “Members of the group should not be able to run
for president or other elected offices” (Cronbach’s alpha = .74).
The Deliberation Convictions Scale examines students’ tolerance for
engaging with others in deliberation of controversial public issues in
class, such as “Students should hear each other out, even when they disagree” (Fine et al., 2007). Students rate the extent to which they agree
with the statements on a five-point scale ranging from strongly disagree
to strongly agree.
Civic Self-Efficacy
The Civic Self-Efficacy Scale examines how efficacious students feel in
understanding and/or engaging in civic matters (Kahne et al., 2005;
Education Commission of the States, n.d.). The scale asks students to rate
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their agreement with such statements as whether or not they feel well-informed and capable of speaking up, and whether or not they believe their
public actions will make a difference (Cronbach’s alpha = .86).
Civic Participation
Civic participation was measured with two scales. The Deliberation Practice
Scale asks students to rate the frequency with which they engage in varied
civic-focused deliberative practices, such as discussing social and political
problems with others, using a four-point scale (Fine, Bermudez, & Facing
History and Ourselves, 2007). The Civic Discourse Scale (Fine et al., 2007;
Haste, 2005) asks students to rate the frequency with which they engage in
conversations with others about civic matters (Cronbach’s alpha for these
two measures were .74 and .81, respectively).
Classroom Climate and Civic Learning Opportunities
The Classroom Open Climate Scale measures a variety of dimensions of
classroom climate on a five-point scale (Flanagan et al., 1998; Flanagan et
al., 2007). The first subscale, Teacher Practices, focuses on teacher practice in creating an “open” classroom environment, addressing such things
as whether teachers encourage discussion among students who hold different opinions, whether they expect students to listen to one another’s
opinions, and whether they treat students respectfully. The second subscale, Student Practices, focuses on student practices that define an open
classroom environment, including such things as whether students feel
they have a voice in what happens, whether they are encouraged to express their opinions, and whether they can disagree with the teacher as
long as they are respectful.
The Engaging with Civic Matters Scale identifies the extent to which
students perceive that they have opportunities to engage with civic issues,
have conversations about civic matters, and learn about civic participation
in class (Kahne & Sporte, 2008). For example, survey items ask students
to rate whether they have been given opportunities to learn about people
who have worked to make society better, to strengthen their community,
and to explore the dangers of prejudice and discrimination (Cronbach’s
alpha for these three measures ranged from .76 to .85).
Academic Learning: Historical Thinking Skills
In recent times, psychologists have applied theory and methods to historical thinking, linking children’s and adolescents’ emerging cognitive development to their capacity for historical understanding, both
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as it develops “naturally” and as it is taught in middle and high school.
Accordingly, this growing body of research illustrates how historical understanding develops through a sequence of progressive differentiations
and integrations, rather than simply as an aggregation of information
(Ashby, Gordon, & Lee, 2005; Duhlberg, 2002; Hartmann & Hasselhorn,
2008; Hartmann, Sauer, & Hasselhorn, 2009; Jensen, 2008; Lee & Ashby,
2000; Lee, Dickinson, & Ashby, 2001; Lee & Shemilt, 2003; Reisman &
Wineburg, 2012; Seixas, 1996).
Based on the evidence from these theory-oriented research studies, the
evaluation team developed and validated an assessment measure for students’ historical understanding (Stoskopf et al., 2007) using a progression model rubric to assign levels of complexity to students’ responses to
questions that assess their historical understanding of evidence, causality,
and agency (Seixas, 1996). The measure uses a historical case study approach to assessment that asks students to interpret and integrate information from seven documents, some primary source and other actual
economic data, that provide historical information relevant to the interethnic conflict in the former Yugoslavia in the 1990s (Bellino & Selman,
2012).10 Students are asked three true/false questions to assess the level
of their comprehension of the historical facts contained in the documents (Bellino & Selman, 2011). Five items ask students to analyze historical information and rate the adequacy of a number of different explanations provided for the historical interpretation of that information. For
example, after reading the verbatim statement from a Serbian Orthodox
priest, students are asked to rate the adequacy of three historical claims
within the statement about the role of religion during the war. Student responses were scored using a rubric based on a progression model for the
development of historical thinking skills, such that explanations reflecting a more sophisticated understanding of evidence, causality, or agency
received higher scores (Bellino & Selman, 2011; Stoskopf et al., 2007).
An overall historical understanding score, a composite across the three
historical understanding skills, was calculated based on the average of
students’ scores across all of the items.
SOCIAL AND ETHICAL COMPETENCIES
Social Awareness
The Relationship Questionnaire (Rel-Q) is a validated measure that assesses
the development of social perspective coordination and its application to
three interdependent malleable social competencies: interpersonal understanding, interpersonal negotiation, and the awareness of the personal
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meaning of relationships (Schultz & Selman, 1998). Each item on the Rel-Q
presents a brief story depicting an interpersonal dilemma or issue and asks
students to rate the adequacy of four potential responses of the protagonist in the situation. Students are also asked to select what they see as the
best response. The Rel-Q was adapted for this study by including items thematically relevant but not exclusive to Facing History: social identity, social
perspective-taking, social conflict resolution, social awareness, friendship
and inclusion, and autonomy and respect. In previous studies, validity and
reliability for the measure has been assessed with a diverse sample of youth
and the Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients for the composite score
(.87), the best choice score (.71), and the response ratings (.82) suggest the
measure is internally consistent (Schultz, Selman, & LaRusso, 2003).11
Ethical Awareness
The Choices in Social Context Measure is an exploratory measure developed for this research using a similar item-rating methodology to the Rel-Q
to tap students’ reflections on ethical decisions and choices (Selman, Barr,
Feigenberg, & Facing History and Ourselves, 2007). The measure consists of four school-based situations involving some kind of social injustice,
such as peer victimization or racism. Students rate the adequacy of strategies for responding to the situations and justifications for responses. The
measure produces two scores, one focusing on strategy choices and the
second on justification. Because Facing History explores the dire consequences for democracy of individual and collective indifference and passivity in the face of injustice, and democracy’s role in protecting vulnerable groups, the research team posited that intervention students would be
more likely to favor interrupting social injustice, directly or indirectly, over
standing by or joining the perpetrators of injustice. Further, we expected
Facing History students to favor justifications for strategies that reflect an
awareness of relational and contextual factors more than control students,
given the program’s emphasis on studying how individuals and groups can
positively transform social dynamics through their actions.
DATA COLLECTION
All participating teachers were asked to complete a baseline teacher survey in spring 2007, and all participating teachers and students were asked
to complete follow-up surveys in spring 2008. The second wave of data
collection was timed to occur after the intervention teachers had attended
a Facing History seminar and implemented an entire unit. The teachers
in control schools conducted their classes as usual during the 2007–2008
school year.
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Student survey measures were divided into two survey booklets, which
took approximately 45 minutes each to complete. (Survey booklet one
contained the Civic Learning and Choices in Context measures, while survey booklet two contained the Relationship Questionnaire and Historical
Understanding measures.) Survey mailing was timed such that intervention teachers and students completed surveys after teachers had finished
their entire Facing History unit.12 Supplemental information (e.g., school
type, size, location, etc.) was also collected from study participants.
FIDELITY OF IMPLEMENTATION
The research team, in consultation with program staff, defined fidelity of
implementation at both the teacher and the classroom levels. At the teacher level, implementation was defined as participation in a full four- or fiveday Facing History seminar and the use of follow-up services, including at
least one planning session with a staff member.
All intervention teachers participated in Facing History summer seminars and had at least one planning meeting with a staff member. Nearly
all teachers reported that they received at least some support for finding
online, print, video, and/or other resources (98%), developing a Facing
History unit (96%), and developing particular lessons (85%). About twothirds of teachers reported taking advantage of Facing History conferences or community events (62%) at least once. Fewer teachers indicated receiving support managing their classrooms (52%), or through workshops
(42%) or modeling lessons (37%). Overall, these findings suggest that
Facing History teachers received some form of follow-up support during
the development phase of their unit, but that program staff were less often
directly involved in classroom implementation (see Appendix A, Figure A
for more detail).
Full implementation at the classroom level was defined as teaching a
minimum of a six-week Facing History and Ourselves: Holocaust and Behavior
unit with at least two hours of study of each part of the sequence of study,
using the Facing History and Ourselves: Holocaust and Human Behavior resource book and some Facing History DVDs and/or videos in their teaching. Forty-nine of the 53 teachers in the Facing History group provided
information at follow-up about how they had implemented the program
in their classrooms (see Appendix A, Figures B and C), and were assigned
a fidelity score. These scores were translated into three discrete categories based on predetermined benchmarks: low, medium, and high fidelity.
Approximately half (47%) of Facing History teachers followed the program’s time and resource expectations with high fidelity. The remaining
53% delivered the program to students with medium or low fidelity.
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ANALYTIC STRATEGY
All impacts were estimated using a two-level hierarchical linear model
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) to account for the fact that teachers and
students are clustered within schools. The impact of the intervention was
modeled at the school level, the level of random assignment. Indicator
variables for the geographic region, or region fixed-effects, were also
included at the school level to control for differences in outcomes across
regions. Demographic characteristics were included at both the teacher/student level and the school level. Teacher characteristics included
the highest level of education attained and the subject the teacher reported teaching. Student characteristics included gender and race.
School characteristics included the school type, such as a district public
school, an alternative public school (e.g., a charter school), or a private
school. In models estimating impacts on teachers, the baseline measure
of the outcome was included as a covariate. Student demographics were
missing for 30 students. Gender was imputed by looking at the student’s
name and making a determination as to whether the student was a boy
or a girl. Race was imputed by computing a mean value for race at each
school and assigning this value to all cases where race was missing.
To help assess the relative magnitudes of the effects and to aid in interpretation, all impact estimates are reported as effect sizes (calculated
as Glass’s delta). Recent advances in the evaluation literature provides
guidance about limiting the number of outcomes on which hypothesis
tests are conducted as a way of balancing risk (see Schochet, 2008). In
this study, prior to data collection, the research team divided the primary
outcomes into substantive domains; each domain of outcomes was considered as a group when answering research questions about impacts.
Tests of statistical significance reported here reflect an adjusted alpha
level, using the Benjamini-Hochberg correction to bring the effective
alpha level across outcomes within a domain down to .05.
RESULTS
ESTIMATES OF EQUIVALENCE BETWEEN TEACHERS IN
INTERVENTION AND CONTROL SCHOOLS AT BASELINE
Table 6 shows that, at baseline, the teacher groups were similar on measured demographic characteristics. There were no statistically significant
differences in years of teaching experience, years spent teaching at one’s
current institution, highest level of education, race, or the types of courses
they typically teach.
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Table 6. Estimated Baseline Differences on Teacher Characteristics
Control
N=60

Facing History
N=53

p

Years of Teaching Experience
Mean years
(standard deviation)

7.78
(6.10)

9.31
(8.98)

.29

4.64
(3.59)

4.08
(4.48)

.47

Bachelor’s level

24

17

.72

Master’s level or greater

35

34

White

45

41

Other

13

10

History

44

35

English

14

12

1

5

History

45

36

English

11

9

1

5

Years Teaching at Current School
Mean years
(standard deviation)
Highest Level of Education

Race
.42

Type of Course

Other

.18

Type of HHB Course

Other

.17

Table 7 shows that there were also no statistically significantly differences between the two groups on all of the outcomes of interest at baseline, including self-efficacy, and burnout or professional engagement and
satisfaction.
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Table 7. Estimated Baseline Differences Between Facing History and
Control Teachers in Analysis
Control
Group Mean
N=60

Facing History
Group Mean
N=53

Estimated
Baseline
Difference

Standard
Error of
Difference

p

Personal Teaching
Efficacy (Character
Ed)

3.74

3.78

0.04

0.08

0.59

Learner Centered

3.77

3.79

0.02

0.12

0.87

Community Centered

3.85

3.93

0.08

0.10

0.45

Knowledge Centered

3.91

3.96

0.05

0.11

0.67

Historical
Understanding

3.79

3.80

0.01

0.12

0.91

Tolerance and PsychoSocial Development

3.74

3.79

0.05

0.10

0.63

Deliberation

3.84

3.87

0.03

0.09

0.76

Civic Literacy

3.76

3.87

0.11

0.08

0.18

Teacher Self-Efficacy

Perceptions of Professional Engagement and Satisfaction
Emotional
Exhaustion*

2.20

1.89

-0.31

0.21

0.15

Depersonalization*

0.97

0.66

-0.31

0.15

0.04

Personal
Accomplishment

4.88

4.81

0.07

0.14

0.62

Professional Support,
Engagement &
Growth

3.59

3.58

-0.01

0.13

0.93

Notes. The CEEBI and NPDEP measures are scored on a scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
The MBI measures are scored on a scale from 0 (never) to 6 (every day).
*Emotional Exhaustion (MBI) and Depersonalization (MBI) are the two teacher
outcome measures for which Facing History hypothesizes Facing History teachers
will receive a lower score than control teachers; lower scores on these measures
indicate lower levels of emotional exhaustion and depersonalization, respectively.

ESTIMATES OF EQUIVALENCE BETWEEN STUDENTS IN
INTERVENTION AND CONTROL SCHOOLS AT FOLLOW-UP
The study team also tested the equivalence of the students in intervention
and control schools at follow-up (spring, 2008, after the intervention) to
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further test the veracity of our assumptions about random assignment.
The process of random assignment created two equivalent groups with
regard to student demographic characteristics (grade level, sex, first language race, mother’s education level, and father’s education level—see
Table 8).13
Table 8. Estimated Differences on Student Demographic Characteristics
Between Facing History and Control Students a
Control N=759

Facing History N=612

p
0.198

Grade
Grade 9

25%

42%

Grade 10

75%

58%

Male

45%

40%

Female

55%

60%

Sex
0.543

First Language
English

70%

72%

Other

30%

28%

35%

37%

0.246

Race
Hispanic

0.201

White

33%

31%

0.473

Black

11%

17%

0.235

Asian

15%

9%

0.261

Other

7%

6%

0.922
0.520

Mother’s Education Level
Didn’t finish high school

20%

23%

Finished high school

23%

19%

Attended some college

19%

19%

Finished college

27%

24%

More than college

11%

15%

Father’s Education Level
Didn’t finish high school

24%

27%

Finished high school

24%

20%

Attended some college

18%

14%

Finished college

23%

26%

More than college

10%

14%

0.260

Notes. a Data on students’ demographic characteristics were collected at Time 1,
when students completed other study measures.
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The student sample includes 1,257 9th- and 10th-grade students who
submitted both Book 1 and Book 2, 114 students who submitted only
Book 1, and 30 students who submitted only Book 2. Given that the student demographic questions were found in Book 1, we have calculated the
demographics in this table from the sample of students (N=1,371) who
submitted Book 1.
IMPACTS OF THE INTERVENTION
Tables 9 and 10 summarize the estimated impacts of the Facing History
professional development program on the 12 teacher outcomes and the
14 student outcomes. The first two columns provide the estimated mean
outcome for the control and intervention groups respectively in the original metric for the measure. The third column provides the estimated impact of the intervention in the original metric, and the fourth column
provides the estimated p-value, as well as an assessment of the statistical
significance of the impact after adjusting for the number of tests conducted in each domain. The final column provides the impact estimate in effect size units.
As seen in Table 9, positive, statistically significant impacts were found
for 10 of 12 teacher outcomes, including all of the self-efficacy outcomes
(effect sizes range from .53 to .85); teacher satisfaction with professional
support, engagement, and growth (ES = .94); and one of the three teacher
burnout subscales (personal accomplishment ES = .53). There were no
main effects for the other two subscales of the Maslach Burnout Inventory:
emotional exhaustion and depersonalization.
For students (Table 10), the estimated impact of the intervention was
positive and statistically significant for overall historical understanding
(ES = .14) and for four civic literacy variables: political tolerance (tolerance for others with different social or political views; ES = .18), civic efficacy (ES = .20), opportunities to engage in civic matters in class (ES = .23),
and open classroom climate teacher practices (ES = .17). There were no
main effects for the other civic learning variables or for the four variables
in the social and ethical awareness domain. However, one additional civic
literacy outcome, participation in civic discourse, approached significance
(p < .058) and had a comparable effect size to other positive student outcomes (ES = .17).
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Table 9. Estimated Impacts on Teachers
Control
Group
Mean
(N=60)

Facing History
Group
Mean
(N=53)

Estimated
Follow-up
Difference

p

Effect
Size

Personal Teaching Efficacy
(Char. Ed)

3.76

4.00

0.24

0.0014*

0.53

Learner Centered

3.81

4.22

0.41

<.0001*

0.72

Community Centered

3.89

4.24

0.35

<.0001*

0.72

Knowledge Centered

3.95

4.24

0.29

0.0008*

0.58

Historical Understanding

3.82

4.20

0.38

<.0001*

0.64

Tolerance and
Psycho-Social
Development

3.77

4.22

0.45

<.0001*

0.85

Deliberation

3.86

4.21

0.35

<.0001*

0.77

Civic Literacy

3.78

4.13

0.35

<.0001*

0.76

Teacher Self-Efficacy

Perceptions of Professional Engagement and Satisfaction
Emotional Exhaustion~

2.09

1.88

-0.21

0.1930

-0.19

Depersonalization~

0.86

0.82

-0.04

0.7607

-0.05

Personal Accomplishment

4.91

5.28

0.37

0.0011*

0.53

Professional Support,
Engagement and Growth

3.61

4.25

0.64

<.0001*

0.94

Notes. * indicates that the estimated impact is significant after applying the
Benjamini-Hochberg correction to bring the effective critical value of p across
outcomes to .05.
~Emotional Exhaustion (MBI) and Depersonalization (MBI) are the two teacher
outcome measures for which Facing History hypothesizes Facing History teachers
will receive a lower score than control teachers; lower scores on these measures
indicate lower levels of emotional exhaustion and depersonalization, respectively.

Table 10. Estimated Impacts on Students
Control
Group
Mean

Facing
History
Group Mean

Estimated
Follow-up
Difference

P

3.58

3.66

0.083

0.148

Effect
Size

Civic Learning
Civic Responsibility
Justice-Oriented Citizen
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Control
Group
Mean

Facing
History
Group Mean

Estimated
Follow-up
Difference

P

Racism/Tolerance (MRS)~

2.63

2.61

-0.011

0.732

-0.02

Political Tolerance Scale

3.10

3.26

0.164

0.016*

0.18

Deliberation Convictions

3.94

3.98

0.038

0.453

0.07

3.27

3.41

0.136

0.019*

0.20

Deliberation Practice

3.16

3.19

0.026

0.432

0.06

Civic Discourse

2.62

2.74

0.121

0.058

0.17

Open Climate: Teachers Overall

3.96

4.08

0.123

0.027*

0.17

Open Climate: Students Overall

3.90

3.95

0.058

0.313

0.09

Engaging with Civic Matters

2.87

2.97

0.108

0.012*

0.23

0.54

0.56

0.022

0.029*

0.14

Relationship Questionnaire:
‘Response Rating’

2.96

2.95

-.009

0.632

-0.05

Relationship Questionnaire:
‘Best Choice’

3.20

3.18

-0.014

0.710

-0.04

Choices in Social Context:
Justification Total Score

0.67

0.66

-0.011

0.255

-0.07

Choices in Social Context:
Strategy Total Score

0.64

0.64

-0.002

0.716

-0.03

Effect
Size

Tolerance

Civic Efficacy
Civic Self-Efficacy
Civic Participation

Civic Learning Opportunities

Historical Understanding
Overall Score
Social and Ethical Competencies

Notes. The student sample for all outcomes in the Civic Responsibility, Tolerance,
Efficacy, Engagement, and Opportunities domains, as well as the Social Choices
in Context outcomes include the 759 control students and 612 Facing History
students who completed booklet one. The remaining outcomes are based on the
700 control students and 587 Facing History students who completed booklet two.
The vast majority of students completed both survey booklets.
For Racism/Tolerance (MRS) and “none,” Facing History hypothesizes Facing
History students will receive a lower score than control students; lower scores on
the MRS indicate fewer racist/intolerant attitudes, and lower scores on “none”
indicate that a smaller proportion of students responded “none” to the question
about whether their class had raised their awareness of any group’s experiences
with discrimination and prejudice.

~
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DISCUSSION
This paper presents impacts of professional development for implementing an interdisciplinary, student-centered approach to civic learning on
teachers, and the corresponding impact of these teachers’ first classroom
implementation of the intervention on their 9th- and 10th-grade students’
civic learning, academic learning (historical understanding skills), and social and ethical reflection.
We posited both teacher- and student-level effects from the intervention. Teacher effects were anticipated on teacher self-efficacy in a range
of domains seen as critical to fostering students’ informed civic reflection.
Increased teacher professional engagement and satisfaction and reduced
teacher burnout were also hypothesized as important aspects of teacher
effectiveness in this area. Student effects were posited for five civic learning domains, including civic learning opportunities (including classroom
climate), civic responsibility, tolerance, civic efficacy and civic engagement, and for social and ethical awareness. Historical understanding was
hypothesized to be similar in both groups.
With respect to teacher results, we found strong, statistically significant,
positive effects on all eight areas of teacher self-efficacy and on two of
four teacher professional engagement and burnout outcomes, including
teacher-reported personal accomplishment and perceptions of professional support, engagement, and growth in the teachers’ academic discipline
(including satisfaction with professional development experiences). The
fact that intervention students outperformed control students in some of
the domains in which teachers also reported greater self-efficacy (e.g., tolerance) is suggestive of possible links between increased teacher self-efficacy and student learning, which should be explored in future research.
No differences were found between intervention and control teachers
for two aspects of teacher burnout: depersonalization and emotional exhaustion. Perhaps these aspects of teacher burnout are adversely affected
by factors over which teachers often have little control, such as course
load, class size, mandates to prepare students for standardized tests, and
compensation and teacher evaluation policies, limiting the potential impact of the professional development.
The evidence of the impact of teachers’ participation in Facing History
professional development in this study is based on self-reported measures.
Because the teachers knew whether they were in either the intervention or
the control sample, there is a risk of potential bias in reporting.
The battery of student civic measures was predominantly drawn from
measures previously validated by research in the field, although very few
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had been used as measures of a program’s civic impact. Despite the fact
that roughly half of the intervention teachers did not fully implement the
program, the study detected significant effects on students’ perceptions
of the classroom climate as more open (based on teacher practices) and
providing more opportunities to learn about civic matters, students’ tolerance for the rights of others who hold beliefs that are strongly contrary to
their own, and students’ civic self-efficacy. The significant impact on civic
efficacy is noteworthy because research has demonstrated a positive relationship between civic efficacy and actual civic and political participation
(Kahne & Westheimer, 2003). Moreover, the program’s impact on actual
engagement in civic discourse was marginally significant (p = .058).
No main effects were found for the remaining civic learning variables,
including justice-oriented civic responsibility, tacit racism, deliberation
convictions and practices, and the students’ role in creating an open classroom climate.14 As a result, the overall findings related to civic attitudes
and behaviors paint a mixed picture. While there were no main effects
for deliberation, intervention students did perceive greater civic learning
opportunities, a more open classroom climate, and greater involvement
in civic discourse than control students. Similarly, there were no main effects for racist attitudes, and yet intervention students held more tolerant
attitudes about others with views dramatically different from their own.
Further, while intervention students did not report a greater sense of civic responsibility, they reported having more civic efficacy. Future studies
should include qualitative research to better understand the interrelationships among these various civic dispositions and behaviors and to assess
which classroom-based practices are most salient to their development.
With respect to the measure of students’ historical understanding, we
found statistically significant program impacts on students’ historical
thinking skills, in particular, the combined score for students’ analysis of
historical agency, evidence, and cause and effect. This finding provides evidence that an educational approach for adolescents that integrates intellectual rigor, engaged academic discussion, and ethical reflection processes for learning history—and then connecting that history to one’s current
social and civic concerns, commitments, and participation—is effective in
fostering fundamental historical thinking skills that students can apply to
understanding new content. This finding informs debates about whether
rigorous high school history education should involve personal, ethical,
and emotional engagement and have civic purposes or whether it should
focus solely on fostering intellectual skills necessary for analyzing the past
(Barton & Levstik, 2004; Bermudez & Jaramillo, 2001; Carretero, 2011).
Some scholars argue that personal, emotional, and ethical engagement
with history often leads to distorted (e.g., presentistic and anachronistic)
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and incomplete historical understanding and superficial past–present
connections. In this study, intervention students exposed to an integrated,
interdisciplinary approach to analyzing history and civic engagement using student-centered methods outperformed control students on a measure of historical understanding; this finding raises questions about the
complex relationship that may exist between adolescents’ development
of historical understanding skills and social, ethical, and civic awareness
(Bellino & Selman, 2012; Selman & Kwok, 2010).
The historical understanding measure used in this study, however, has
only begun to be validated in comparison to other traditional measures
of historical learning focused on content knowledge (Ashby et al., 2005;
Bellino & Selman, 2011) and recently validated psychometric measures
of historical understanding based on similar theoretical assumptions
(Hartmann & Hasselhorn, 2008; Hartmann et al., 2009). Conclusions
must be drawn with caution, therefore, and the measure needs continued validation.
With respect to social and ethical reflection, the 9th and 10th graders
in the intervention group were expected to outperform control students.
The lack of main effects in this area could suggest that teachers, on average, need more experience implementing the pedagogy and content of
the program to successfully foster students’ social and ethical reflection
relative to the experience needed to effectively promote civic learning and
historical understanding. Or, it may be the case that the targeted areas of
social and ethical development (i.e., social and ethical reflection on topics of social inclusion and exclusion) are more difficult to operationalize
as particular skills and, therefore, more difficult to assess, especially using
exploratory measures. Finally, it may be that a higher degree of program
fidelity would have resulted in the hypothesized outcomes in the social
and ethical reflection domain.
In sum, we found statistically significant main effects of the program for
5 of 15 student outcomes (four civic and one historical). This provides
promising evidence that, after only one year of participation in the professional development model and with their first experience implementing the intervention, teachers were able to create more open classroom
climates, provide increased civic learning opportunities, and impact students’ learning and growth in areas critical to participation in a democracy. This includes the capacity to analyze historical evidence, causation, and
human agency, and developing one’s sense of civic efficacy and tolerance.
It should be noted that 66% of the schools in the sample were underperforming schools based on federal criteria. Most were high-poverty schools
and, for 30% of the students, English was their second language. The study,
therefore, also provides initial evidence of the efficacy of this professional
36

TCR, 117, 020307 A Randomized Controlled Trial of Professional Development

development approach for teachers and students in settings where quality
civic education has historically been less available, suggesting that it is a
promising strategy for ameliorating what has been referred to as a “civic
empowerment gap” between students in high-poverty schools and their
more privileged counterparts (Kahne et al., 2005; Levinson, 2010).15
It is also important to note that, rather than self-selecting for this kind
of professional development experience, teachers who were recruited
into the study by their schools had minimal knowledge of the Facing
History program. The professional development—both its pedagogy and
content—is complex, demanding, and highly interactive. It does not consist of a uniform set of materials/lessons each participant is expected to
implement consistently, much less identically. Seminars are designed to
lead teachers through a process of changing how they understand, think
about, and deliver the content they teach. It requires a reflective practice
and a commitment to a way of teaching that could well represent a departure from past practices. Indeed, it is not unreasonable to expect that
it would take more than a single school year for teachers to implement
the program with high fidelity. Therefore, future research should examine whether subsequent cohorts of students taught by teachers with more
experience implementing the program and those who implement it with
greater fidelity demonstrate stronger outcomes for students than found
in the current study. Such research should employ a fidelity measure that
takes into account the quality of program implementation rather than just
the level of implementation. Finally, it will also be important to look for
latent student effects in a longitudinal study. Are initial program effects
enhanced or attenuated with time, and do social and ethical reflection effects emerge later as these competencies are applied in real-life situations?
Ideally, we would contextualize this study by comparing these findings
to the results of other research on the impacts of similar programs for similar populations of teachers and students and similar outcome variables.
However, the study is part of a new and emerging field; no large body of
research yet exists to which we can compare the current results. This point
is supported by the review of studies of programs in the broad realm of
character education conducted by the U.S. Department of Education’s
What Works Clearinghouse. Only 13 of 41 (31.7%) programs had research
studies that met rigorous evidence standards, highlighting the fact that
relatively few programs have undergone rigorous evaluation at all and
even fewer have demonstrated positive effects. Further, these studies vary
widely in the target population (e.g., elementary-age students, middle
school students, and high school students), nature of the intervention
(e.g., stand alone curriculum, time-limited program participation, direct
interactions with students, and professional development for teachers),
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and sample size. Finally, few studies have measured the impact of professional development seeking to help humanities teachers’ integration
of civic education into their practice and, more importantly, none have
examined both teacher and student outcomes using a randomized controlled experimental design.
CONCLUSIONS
This study documents substantial causal impacts for teachers, and more
moderate impacts for students of an interdisciplinary educational intervention. Notably, this intervention helps teachers provide compelling
historical content and student-centered methods to foster their students’
academic and civic growth. Equally notable, randomized controlled trials
of such interventions are rare. Few studies have found meaningful learning outcomes for students as a function of their teachers’ participation in
professional development. In this study, to the contrary, moderate impacts
for students were found in multiple domains despite the fact that roughly
half of the intervention teachers did not fully implement the program.
Educators need evidence-based approaches for teaching complex social, civic, and political issues in ways that allow students of diverse mindsets and backgrounds to engage constructively with one another. The
need for such approaches to professional development in civic education
is especially urgent, given the current politically polarized climate in the
United States and elsewhere. Preserving our democracy and more fully
enacting the principles and values on which it is based requires deep investments in high-quality, evidence-based, civic learning opportunities for
youth, opportunities that help youth feel they can make a difference and
equip them to do so.
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Notes
1. Dennis J. Barr served as the principal investigator, and Robert L. Selman,
Ethan Lowenstein, and Melinda Fine served as co-investigators. Dennis J. Barr,
Robert L. Selman, and Terry Tollefson served as the Steering Committee. The
full research team included researchers from three different kinds of organizations who played different roles: (a) researchers from Abt Associates, Inc. led on
study design, data collection, and data analyses: Beth Boulay, Beth Gamse, Rachel
McCormick, Kristina Kliorys, and Marc Moss; (b) university-based scholars led on
measurement and contextualizing the study in previous scholarship on teacher
professional development, and civic learning, historical understanding, and social and ethical awareness in adolescence: Robert L. Selman, Ethan Lowenstein,
Melinda Fine, Alan Stoskopf, and Angela Bermudez; and (c) Dennis Barr, director
of evaluation at Facing History and Ourselves, managed the overall project, including the participation of other Facing History staff members who supported the
project. To avoid potential bias, Facing History staff members were not involved in
data collection or analyses.
2. For a review of prior research on the program that informed the current study,
please see: Barr, D. J., & Facing History and Ourselves. (2010). The Facing History
and Ourselves National Professional Development and Evaluation Project: Continuing a
tradition of research on the foundations of democratic education. Brookline, MA: Facing
History and Ourselves National Foundation, Inc.
3. In order to collect student data in every participating school, we excluded
schools that did not have at least one 9th- or 10th-grade teacher participating.
Once one 9th- or 10th-grade teacher agreed to participate, we allowed teachers of
other grades to participate in the teacher study, even though their students were
ineligible for the student study.
4. Schools that have not met annual yearly progress, based on standardized test
scores, for two consecutive years are considered “underperforming.”
5. In one quarter of the schools, 90% or more of the students were eligible
for Free or Reduced Price Lunch (FRPL), making them eligible for schoolwide
federal Title I funding. In 60% of the schools, 40%–89% of students were eligible
for FRPL.
6. The reported levels of attrition are within the acceptable range established by
the U.S. Department of Education’s What Works Clearinghouse. For more information, please see Appendix A–Assessing Attrition Bias, of the WWC Procedures and
Standards Handbook, Version 2.1 available at http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/help/
idocviewer/Doc.aspx?docId=19&tocId=7
7. The category of “other” is largely comprised of individuals who identified
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themselves as members of multiple racial groups. The research team selected primary outcomes from a larger set of outcomes of interest. Secondary outcomes
were included in exploratory analyses and were not subjected to multiple hypotheses-test corrections. For example, though students completed the entire civic responsibility measure, the research team selected only one of the subscales, social
justice orientation, for hypotheses testing in the primary study based on the program’s emphasis on raising awareness about the root causes of social injustice.
8. For this study, we updated the groups included in the list, in order to make
the options more relevant to current events.
9. Facing History does not address that period in history so the measure is not
biased in favor of intervention students.
10. This study used only the “best choice” and “response ratings” scores.
11. For the majority of schools, this meant that data were collected in the spring.
However, a few teachers completed their Facing History unit in the fall, and their
students were surveyed shortly after the completion of the unit
12. We can only examine group equivalence by examining student demographic
characteristics as we do not have baseline outcome data for students.
13. Trends in favor of Facing History students were found, however, for the two
subscales of civic responsibility—personally responsible (p = .07) and participatory
(p = .06)—that were included in the exploratory rather than the experimental
part of the study.
14. A post hoc analysis revealed that the intervention was equally effective in
underperforming schools as it was in the full sample of schools.
15. To investigate this question, we constrained the sample to those schools designated as underperforming, and re-ran the student outcome analysis. The pattern of results from this re-analysis is virtually indistinguishable from the pattern
for the sample as a whole.
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