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1.  Executive Summary 

 
 The Bringing History Home ςCedar Rapids project (BHH-CR) was a professional 
development initiative to expand and improve K-5 history instruction.  The stated goals of the 
BHH-CR project were to: 

¶ LƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ historical content knowledge 

¶ LƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ƛƴǉǳƛǊȅ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜs 

¶ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ǘƻǇƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƳƳŀƴŘ ƻŦ 
historical inquiry skills 

 This report focuses on the events and progress of the BHH-CR project during the four 
years of grant funding. The University of Iowa Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) 
served as the third party evaluator for this project. The CEA served as evaluators for four 
previous projects funded under the Teaching American History (TAH) Program of the U.S. 
Department of Education. Two of these projects, Bringing History Home and Bringing History 
Home II, both aimed at innovations in K-5 history instruction, were the foundation for BHH-CR. 
The CEA is a Board of Regents approved, independent center in existence under its charter since 
1992.1 
 Three cohorts took part in the BHH-CR project. Each cohort was offered two years of 
professional development with the exception of, during the final year, Kindergarten, 1st, and 5th 
grade teachers did not have a second year session because the training was completed in one 
session. The first cohort consisted of 68 K-5 teachers in the College Community School District 
(CCSD) and 16 teachers from the Cedar Rapids Community School District (CRCSD). The 16 
CRCSD teachers served as teacher leaders for their peers when the entire district joined the 
project (as Cohorts 2 and 3) during the 2010-11 and 2011-12 school years. The first cohort 
included teachers from 16 schools within the two districts.  
 The second and third cohorts comprised all remaining CRCSD teachers who self-selected 
whether to enroll during 2010-11 or 2011-12. There were 250 teachers in the second cohort and 
122 teachers in the third cohort. Because of natural transitions and scheduling conflicts, cohort 
numbers were not consistent over the two years that each cohort participated in the project. A 
total of 404 teachers completed all the training that was available to them.  
 Most participating teachers were experienced elementary teachers with mean years of 
teaching experience for all cohorts ranging between 11 and 15 years. Project participants for the 
most part had little preparation in teaching history with the majority of teachers in all cohorts 
saying that their preparation for teaching history was limited to social studies methods classes 
during college.   
 Teacher professional development during the BHH-CR project consisted of a series of 
two two-day professional development workshops conducted primarily during the summer 
preceding the first and second year of project participation. (Workshops during the third and 
fourth year were slightly revised to shorten the second year kindergarten, 1st grade, and 5th 
grade workshops to one-day workshops.) First year workshops introduced teachers to the 
Bringing History Home paradigm for teaching history in the elementary classroom and provided 
an introduction to the grade level specific historical content and curricula. Professional 
development sessions conducted by history professors, project staff, and experienced mentor 
teachers provided teachers with the experience of approaching history as adult learners through 
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document and image analysis,  mapping to improve historical understanding, timeline 
construction, introduction to online history resources, and exposure to modeling of synthesis 
activities. Working in grade-level groups as well as large groups, teachers had opportunities to 
become familiar with curricular materials and plan for their teaching, and align the new 
curriculum with their current literacy strategies. Second year workshops sought to expand the 
ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ .II ǇŀǊŀŘƛƎƳΣ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŀ ŎƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŘŜōǊƛŜŦ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ 
implementation of their first year curricula, and introduced them to the second BHH unit. Please 
refer to the BHH webpage and to workshop descriptions provided in Appendix C of this report 
for a full account of the curriculum.2 
 The evaluation of the BHH project in the final two years focused on documenting 
changes in the U.S. hƛǎǘƻǊȅ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ǘŀǳƎƘǘ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƴƎ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳǎ ŀƴŘ ƻƴ 
ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǊƴ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ŦƻǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǉǳƛǊƛƴƎ 
historical content knowledge. 
 As part of the evaluation, participating teachers were asked to complete surveys 
describing their implementations of the BHH curriculum, their use of the BHH paradigm in their 
teaching, and their ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǊƴ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΦ Teacher survey data 
demonstrated that teachers who participated in the BHH-CR project were more likely to teach 
¦Φ{Φ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳǎ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ 
history and ability to think historically higher than they did before they began their BHH-CR 
project participation. Participating teachers believed that it was beneficial for their students to 
learn history in the elementary classroom setting, and increased their usage of the pedagogical 
practices that the BHH-CR project offered as a means of fostering historical thinking skills (e.g. 
primary source analysis, using maps to explore history content, using timelines to organize 
historical content, sourcing). Participants also expressed confidence that they would continue to 
teach the BHH-CR curriculum and use its paradigm in the years to come as part of their regular 
district-sanctioned curriculum. 
 The second primary emphasis of the BHH-CR project evaluation was to collect data 
showing student outcomes in terms of history content knowledge and the capacity to 
demonstrate that knowledge using open-ended assessments that required students to use 
historical thinking skills, analyze sources, and construct historical narratives.  All 3rd and 4th grade 
students completed written assessment aligned with particular historical eras that were 
addressed by the BHH curricular units. The assessments were: 1) narratives students 
constructed using seven key words from the unit (six words for one unit), and  2) photograph 
analyses using a photograph from a historical era students in treatment classrooms had studied 
as part of the BHH curricula.    
 Two major trends were observed on all assessments. First, the mean performance of 
students in treatment classrooms improved from pretest to posttest condition, indicating that 
students had learned the necessary historical content and skills. On all eight narrative and photo 
analysis assessments treatment posttest means were significantly greater than pretest means 
(as evidenced by non-overlapping 95% confidence intervals). /ƻƴǾŜǊǎŜƭȅΣ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 
performance did not significantly improve from pretest to posttest on any of the eight narrative 
or photo analyses assessments. Treatment pretest means did not differ from comparison 
pretest means demonstrating that the comparison groups were appropriate. 
 The second trend was that treatment students outperformed comparison students. 
¢ǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƳŜŀƴ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻƴ ŀƭƭ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŀǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ όŀǎ 
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evidenced by non-overlapping 95% confidence intervals) than their comparison group peers.  
This means that students in treatment classrooms were learning historical content knowledge 
and skills that were not learned by students in comparison classrooms.   
 The BHH-CR Project was able to take what was learned during earlier BHH projects (I 
and II) and demonstrate that it could successfully be brought to scale in two large, urban school 
districts. Teachers became more skilled history educators and became more engaged in teaching 
history. Children in their classrooms learned U.S. history content from the BHH curriculum that 
they would not have been exposed to in the past and learned skills and approaches to learning 
history in the future. The BHH curriculum and paradigm for teaching and learning history has 
become the centerpiece of the social studies curriculum for the two school districts involved in 
the project and will continue into the future. 

2.  Description of the BHH-CR Project and Its Context 

 
 During the four years of the BHH-CR project, there were five main project objectives:  

¶ Enroll three cohorts of elementary teachers from the CCSD and CRCSD in the project  

¶ Provide teacher professional development workshops to all participants on two BHH 
grade level curricular units (one for 5th grade) and the BHH paradigm for history 
instruction  

¶ Increase teacher content knowledge and ability to teach history using the BHH paradigm 
for history instruction 

¶ Increase student content knowledge in history and ability to use BHH paradigm skills for 
learning history 

¶ Promote ongoing use of the BHH curricula and paradigm in the two school districts 
including one large school district (21 elementary schools,> 7,000 students) 

 The first objective of the BHH-CR Project was to recruit and provide professional 
development in teaching U.S. history for the more than 400 teachers who teach K-5 in the CCSD 
and CRCSD. The CCSD is a small district located on the edge of the Cedar Rapids urban area.  The 
district has one high school (grades 10-12), a ninth grade center, a middle school (grades 7-8), 
an intermediate school (grade 5-6), and five elementary schools (PK-4).  The CRCSD is a large 
urban district with four high schools, six middle schools, and 21 elementary schools, with a PK-
12 enrollment of more than 16,000 pupils.  
 When the project started, the BHH curriculum was already in use in one of the 
elementary schools within the CCSD (Prairie Ridge) because a teacher participant from the first 
BHH project in Washington, IA had moved to that district. Teachers from Prairie Ridge received 
training in the BHH paradigm through another funding source. As a result of that experience, the 
district chose to adopt the BHH curriculum as part of its K-5 social studies curriculum. The 
district asked the remainder of the K-5 staff to consider taking part in the BHH-CR teacher 
professional development workshops in July and August 2009. The CRCSD also chose to adopt 
the BHH curriculum as part of its K-5 social studies curriculum and all CRCSD K-5 teachers took 
part in professional development during 2010-2012. 
 The BHH curriculum consists of 11 curricular units; two for each grade level for 
Kindergarten through 4th grade, and one unit for 5th grade. BHH-CR teachers received 
professional development on teaching the first unit during their first year with the project and 
on the second unit during the second year. Table 1 lists the units for each grade level. 
 

Table 1. 
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BHH History Topics by grade level 

Grade Level First Unit Second Unit 

Kindergarten The History of  Me Children Long Ago 
1st Grade My History at School Community History 
2nd Grade  Immigration History Environmental History 
3rd Grade Slavery and Segregation Industrialization 
4th Grade The Great Depression The Progressive Era 
5th Grade Columbian Exchange n/a 

 
BHH Summer Workshops 
 Each summer, the BHH project director, two history professors from Knox College, and 
BHH project mentors from Prairie Ridge School conducted professional development workshops 
(after the first two years, mentors from Cohort 1 also facilitated the workshops). During Year 1, 
84 teachers attended the workshops, 77 teachers from the first cohort and 250 new Cedar 
Rapids teachers attended the Year 2 workshops, 212 second cohort and 122 third cohort 
teachers attended workshops during Year 3, and 54 Cohort 3 teachers attended the final 
workshops conducted during summer 2012. Teachers received stipends for their participation in 
the workshops. 

The summer workshops each consisted of two days of presentations by project staff 
about the BHH curriculum and the BHH paradigm for teaching and learning history including 
pedagogical strategies for use in teaching U.S. history at the elementary level. First year 
workshops took place during July and August 2009 at Prairie Ridge Elementary School outside of 
Cedar Rapids, IA. Second year workshops took place during June and August 2010 also at Prairie 
Ridge. Third year workshops were conducted in June and August 2011, and the final workshops 
took place in June 2012. The workshops ran from 8:00 AM until 4:00 PM.   
 All workshops were expanded replications of the BHH Workshops held in conjunction 
with the BHH and Bringing History Home 2 (BHH2) projects during previous sessions of the TAH 
funded programs. Presentations during each of the two-day workshops centered on Exploring 
the Nature of History in the Elementary Setting, Exploring the BHH Website and Other Internet 
History Resources, Exploring History through Written Document Analysis and Photo Analysis, 
Timeline Construction in Teaching History, Historical Mapping, Aligning Literacy Strategies with 
the BHH Curriculum, Sourcing (using the Source, Observe, Contextualize, Corroborate (SOCC) 
paradigm), Assessing Student Learning in History, and Grade Level Unit Preparation Time.   
 Full descriptions of workshops are included in Appendix C.   
 In addition to the summer workshops, the Project Director provided teachers with on-
site professional development, including modeling of practices in the classrooms, and additional 
grade or school professional development sessions. On-site professional development was not 
included in the evaluation of the project. 

3.  Evaluation Methodology 

 
 For the evaluation of the BHH-CR Project, three primary data collection methods were 
used:  1) Participant Observations of Professional Development Workshops, 2) Surveys, and 3) 
Assessments.   
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3.1 Observations of Professional Development 

3.1.1 Participant Observations of the Summer Professional Development Workshops 

 
 One evaluation team member attended all sessions of the summer 2009 BHH 
workshops and Biography Workshop, and parts of the 2010 and 2011 summer workshops and 
provided detailed descriptions of the workshops in 2009 and 2010. The observations followed a 
modified protocol developed by the Center for Evaluation and Assessment designed for use in 
describing the logic models used in teacher professional development (See Appendix B).  The 
protocol requires observers to describe the following subcomponents of the professional 
development program:  Context, Environment and Participants, Needs and Problems Addressed, 
Resources, Activities and Procedures, and Immediate and anticipated Intermediate or Long-term 
Outcomes for Participants for each session of the Institute. Complete descriptions of the 
Professional Workshops observed and framed by this protocol are included in Appendix C. 

3.2 Surveys 

3.2.1 Workshop Surveys 

 
 CEA evaluators collaborated with the BHH-CR project director to design surveys 
ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƭƛŎƛǘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΣ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴΣ ŀƴŘ 
knowledge and skill acquisition during the summer professional development workshops.  The 
surveys were sent via an email link to participating teachers within one week of the final 
workshop each summer and teachers completed the surveys online. During all years except Year 
оΣ ǎǳǊǾŜȅǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ LƻǿŀΩǎ ό¦Lύ ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳ ŦƻǊ ǎŜŎǳǊŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ Řŀǘŀ 
collection, WebSurveyor. During the final year, UI switched to the secure survey data collection 
platform Qualtrics and it was used for the final year data collection cycle. Teachers were sent at 
least two reminders to complete the surveys. Selected survey results are discussed in the next 
section and complete summer workshop survey results are reported in the Appendix D. 
 
The surveys included the following sections:  
 

¶ Eleven scaled retrospective pre-post items concerning ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ history content 
knowledge and ability to perform skills related to teaching history 

¶ Nine scaled items concerning ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ level of engagement during the workshops  

¶ Sixteen Likert-ǘȅǇŜ ƛǘŜƳǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
workshops 

¶ Six open-ŜƴŘŜŘ ƛǘŜƳǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇs 
for them, what they found least valuable about the workshop, their needs from mentors 
and staff for the next year, perceived barriers to success in teaching history, perceptions 
of possible student outcomes from their use of the curriculum, and any other feedback 
they cared to provide concerning the project.   

3.2.2 Implementation Surveys 

 
CEA evaluators modified and added to existing surveys used for the BHH2 Project 

concerning teachersΩ self-reported perceptions concerning implementation of the BHH 
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curriculum units. Near the end of the school year, after teachers had completed their unit 
implementations, they were sent links to online surveys concerning the unit(s) they had 
completed. After the first project year, first cohort teachers were also sent surveys about the 
unit they had not yet taught to be used as pre-participation data.  Second cohort participants 
completed surveys about both units before they had attended any BHH-CR professional 
development and this data also served as pre-participation data. All project participants 
received at least two survey reminders. 
 

There were 11 content and grade level specific surveys about the BHH units, each of which 
included the following (number of items in each group varied by grade level and BHH unit): 

¶ A set of scaled items asking teachers to rate the thoroughness of their teaching of 
different elements of their BHH unit 

¶ A set of scaled ƛǘŜƳǎ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎƛŜǎ ŀǘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘƛƴƎ 
tasks relevant to the skills and content taught as part of the BHH unit 

¶ A set of scaled items asking teachers to rate the perceived benefit to their students of 
receiving instruction on the BHH unit 

¶ Six items asking teachers how useful the elements of the BHH paradigm are for their 
instruction 

¶ Six items asking teachers how competent they believed their students are at using 
elements of the BHH paradigm for learning history 

¶ Open-ended items asking teachers about: other history topics they teach, other 
historical topics on which their students could demonstrate competence, their beliefs 
about BHH skills and other important historical skills for students, the extent to which 
they had been able to teach history, modifications they made to the BHH unit, 
additional primary sources used as part of their teaching, changes in their teaching of 
social studies or other areas as a result of BHH participation, new collaborative 
relationships in teaching history, the types of writing their students do about history, 
and any other comments they had about teaching history.  

¶ The final implementation survey for all second and third cohort teachers also contained 
a group of scaled items asking about the likelihood of their continuing to teach the BHH 
curriculum for their grade level and to use the components of the BHH history teaching 
paradigm 

¶ Final implementation surveys also asked participants what aspects of the curriculum 
were most engaging for students, which curricular areas they taught in the most detail, 
perceived obstacles to continuing to teach BHH, and what support they most needed to 
continue to teach BHH. 

 
During the second and third years of the BHH-CR project, teachers completed 

implementation surveys by accessing online surveys via Websurveyor, a secure online survey 
tool used by the University of Iowa. After the third project year, UI changed platforms for survey 
administration to another secure online survey tool called Qualtrics. The surveys were 
formatted to appear as similar as possible to previous surveys. Teachers received individual 
emails with links to all surveys and at least two reminders during each survey administration.   
 Response rates varied over the course of the project. Table 2 reports response rates for 
all implementation survey administrations by grade and cohort. A factor in lower response rates 
ƭŀǘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ perceptions of their project 
responsibilities.  Although all participants received detailed explanations of the project 
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expectations from CEAΣ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎΩ ŘƛŦŦŜǊƛƴƎ approaches to distributing stipends may have 
played a role in the response rates from Cohorts 2 and 3. Cohort 1 teachers did not receive their 
stipends until after they had completed project requirements, including responding to surveys 
and submitting student data. Cohorts 2 and 3 received their stipends as soon as they had 
completed the professional development workshop. Additionally, in particular during the last 
ǘǿƻ ȅŜŀǊǎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ƳǳŎƘ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƻƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ŀǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΣ 
teachers received inconsistent information from their building or district support staff, and 
there was a lower rate of compliance with evaluation requests.   



 

 

Table 3 
 
Ns and Response Rates for Teacher Implementation Surveys by BHH Unit and Cohort 

Grade/BHH Unit 

Cohort 1*  Cohort 2**  Cohort 3*** 

Pre Post  Pre Post 1   Post 2  Post 

N Response 
rate % 

N Response 
rate % 

 N Response 
rate % 

N Response 
rate % 

N Response 
rate % 

 N Response 
rate % 

K/ History of Me 14 n/a 12 75  28 96 28 100 26 65  20 70 

   Children Long ago  100  100   90    50    

1/ History at School 15 n/a 15 80  33 85 33 70 27 30  16 94 

   Community history  100  80   85    26    

2/Immigration  15 n/a 13 85  32 88 32 81 29 66  10 60 

   Environmental history  100  100   85    52    

3/ Slavery and Segregation  14 n/a 14 93  35 94 35 80 26 31  14 57 

   Industrialization  100  100   92    23    

4/ Great Depression 13 n/a 9 89  30 97 30 77 20 65  15 40 

   Progressive Era  100  100   93    45    

5/ Columbian Exchange  n/a 10 50  27 89 27 70 22 55  16 69 

*Cohort 1 did not take the pre-implementation surveys for the first units. 
**Cohort 2 took post-implementation surveys for the first units after each implementation year. 
***Cohort 3 did not take pre-implementation surveys and did not teach the second unit during the grant period. 
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There were also other irregularities in data collection practices. First, CEA was not able 

to complete the transfer of implementation surveys from paper-and-pencil surveys into the 
online collection tool in time to collect pre-data for Cohort 1 on the first units. Second, Cohort 2 
completed the first unit twice during the grant period, so they were surveyed twice. However, 
they received conflicting instructions from their district instructional coaches as to whether they 
should complete both surveys, so although they were sent the survey twice, response rates for 
the second round of surveys were quite low. Third, the final cohort did not teach the second 
unit, so they did not complete surveys on that unit.  Finally, in general during the last year, there 
was confusion at the district as to the tŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ there was a lower 
rate of compliance with evaluation data collection. Implementation survey data collection cycles 
and participants are shown in Table 3.  
 
Table 3. 
 
Data Collection Schedule for BHH-CR Teacher Implementation Surveys 
 

Survey Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 3 

Unit 1 Pre  X  
Post X X X 

Unit 2 Pre X X  

Post X X  

 
 For data analysis, responses were examined as all pre and all post responses without 
loƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩschanges over time. This approach provides a general sense of 
change over the course of the grant period, however additional analysis to look at the pre and 
post surveys of individual teachers who completed both surveys for a particular unit will shed 
additional light on how teachers changed the historical content and paradigm for teaching 
history in their classrooms. Because there were idiosyncracies in data collection, there will not 
be a large number of cases who completed both surveys. Complete implementation survey data 
is reported in Appendix E. 
 

3.3 Assessments 
  

As part of the BHH2 project, CEA developed ǘǿŜƭǾŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 
historical content knowledge and ability to use historical skills. The assessments were designed 
to examine use of historical skills that are a key part of the BHH approach to learning history, in 
the context of the content knowledge taught as part of the BHH curricula. There were two types 
of assessments for each unit at the 3rd-5th grade levels: a narrative assessment where students 
were asked to create a story about a historical era using a list of six or seven important terms 
from the unit, and a photo analysis assessment where students viewed a novel photograph 
taken during the era of study andwere asked to provide answers to a series of questions about 
ǘƘŜ άǿƘƻΣ ǿƘŀǘΣ ǿƘŜƴΣ ǿƘŜǊŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƘȅέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƘƻǘƻƎǊŀǇƘΦ   
 In the evaluation of the BHH2 project and a follow-up study that examined the technical 
characteristics of the assessments (IMRF tech report citation), these tests were highly 
challenging for students and had strong technical characteristics with interrater reliability 
averaging between 0.86 and 0 .89 across instruments, and internal consistency between 0.82 
and 0.86, when used with the student population.  All assessments were effective for 
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distinguishing between treatment and comparison students and between pre and posttest 
conditions with effect sizes of at least 0.68, averaging between 1.2 and 2.2.  
 While in measurement terms the 5th grade assessments for the two BHH units on the 
WWII Home Front and Native American History were just as robust as the 3rd and 4th 
assessments (if not more so), the project director worked with schools to determine a new 
content area for 5th grade that was a better fit with units typically required in at the 5th grade 
level in Iowa schools that was still compatible with the BHH approach. The Columbian Exchange 
Unit is a modification of a unit available online from Digital History. During the 2009-10 school 
year, CEA, with the help of project staff, designed and piloted two new assessments to examine 
student and teacher content knowledge and skills use in the Columbian Exchange content area. 
Because of the increase in the number of students served by the BHH-CR project, it was decided 
to score larger samples of the large amount of data collected from 3rd and 4th grade students on 
their four units rather than to fully develop the scoring protocols for use with the Columbian 
Exchange unit, so data will not be reported for teacher or student assessments for that 5th grade 
unit.  
 Teacher participants were asked to collect pre and posttest data from their students 
during the spring prior to their participation in the project when students had not yet received 
BHH history instruction and before teachers had received professional development on the BHH 
content or pedagogical methods. This data set served as comparison data for students in 
treatment condition. Students in the classrooms of participating teachers completed pre and 
post assessments for each unit for which they received instruction on the BHH curriculum and 
this comprises the treatment data.    

3.3.1 Student Content Knowledge Assessments 

 
Data Collection Practices 
 

Comparison Data Collection 
 

During the spring of the years prior to the first and ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ŎƻƘƻǊǘǎΩ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
BHH-CR project, all 3rd and 4th grade teachers were asked to collect student assessment data to 
be used as comparison data with the data to be collected from students  after teacher 
participation in the BHH-CR professional development series. Teachers in the comparison 
condition were randomly selected to administer the assessments for one of the BHH grade level 
units. Although students in the comparison condition did not receive instruction in the BHH 
curricula, to mirror the time passage between pre and post tests in the treatment condition, 
students completed the pre assessments and then approximately three weeks later (the average 
time it takes to teach a typical BHH unit), they completed post assessments. Teachers were sent 
electronic copies of all assessments and directions for administration. They were asked to return 
the completed assessments to CEA by mail. Assessments and administration instructions are 
available upon request to CEA.  
 

Treatment Data Collection 
 
 Before and after teaching each BHH unit, 3rd and 4th grade teachers administered pre 
and post narrative assessments and photo analysis assessments to all of their students. Pre 
assessments could be administered any time before the onset of BHH instruction and post 
assessments were to be administered as soon as possible after the end of BHH instruction. As in 
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the comparison condition, all assessments and administration instructions were sent 
electronically to teachers and they were asked to return the student data by mail. They were 
sent reminders throughout the year to collect pre and post assessments from all students and to 
mail them to CEA. 
 
Sampling data for scoring 
 
 After the first data collection year, all student data, comparison and treatment, was 
entered by a CEA data entry clerk. During the remainder of the data collection cycles, data was 
sampled before entry. The sampling procedure was to first match all student pre/post narratives 
and pre/post photo analyses. Data was not included in the sample if any of the four data pieces 
were missing. Teachers were asked to make a strong effort to test all students at all assessment 
occasions; in most cases close to 100% of the data was eligible for selection. The data entry clerk 
selected a random sample of five complete sets of data (pre and post tests, narrative and photo 
analysis) for entry from each classroom.  

 
Narrative Assessments    
 
 For the narrative assessments, students were asked to write a narrative incorporating 
six or seven key terms from the history unit in which they had received instruction.  Students 
were asked to use the terms to άtell a storyέ about something that happened in the past.   
 
Scoring of Narrative Assessments 
 The rubric used to score student responses was constructed during the BHH2 project 
and adaptations were made during the course of BHH-CR scoring if novel responses occurred 
that were not observed during the earlier project. Complete scoring rubrics and scoring 
protocols are available upon request to the CEA.  

The scale foǊ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǳǎŀƎŜ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ǘŜǊƳ ǊŀƴƎŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ л ǘƻ нΣ 
ǿƛǘƘ άлέ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ƴƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ƻǊ ŀƴ ƛƴŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ŀƴǎǿŜǊΣ ŀ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƻŦ άмέ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ŀ ƳƛƴƛƳŀƭƭȅ ƻǊ 
ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ƻǊ ƴƻ ŜƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƻŦ άнέ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŎƻǊrect answer with 
some elaboration. 

One scorer scored all assessments. The same scorer had previously scored the same 
types of assessments during the course of follow-up research after the BHH2 project as part of a 
generalizability study.  

For the BHH-CR scoring, interrater agreement was first established by asking the scorere 
to score a set of training responses and then comparing the current scores with scores that had 
been established during the BHH2 scoring process. BHH-CR scoring for the Segregation and 
Slavery, and Great Depression assessments was done at two different times, and scoring for the 
Industrialization and Progressive Era units was all completed in one session. When the scorer 
scored the second round of Segregation and Slavery, and Great Depression data (data collected 
during the final year of the project), inter-rater agreement was re-established by using a 
trainsing set comprised of scores from the first round data set to recalibrate agreement. In all 
cases, before beginning to score the BHH-CR data, inter-rater agreement with the previous 
scores had to be at least 85%. During the scoring of the BHH-CR data, there were periodic checks 
of agreement with a reference set of responses scored by the CEA staff member who designed 
the scoring process.   

The inter-rater agreements between the scorer and the training set pre-established 
scores, and between the scorer and the reference scores are found in Table 4. In calculating 
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percent agreement, the scores were counted as different if they were not exactly the same, so 
ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŀ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƻŦ άмέ ōȅ ƻƴŜ ŎƻŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƻŦ άнέ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ Σ ǿŀǎ 
ǘǊŜŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŀǎ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ǎŎƻǊŜŘ άлέ ŀƴŘ άнέΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
the two coders had complete agreement was divided by the number of possible scores to 
calculate the percent agreement.  If percent adjacent agreement were used instead of exact 
agreement, this figure would have been larger since most differences were between scores of 
άмέ ŀƴŘ άнέΦ  The number of training and reference samples differed for each scoring set 
because of different number of examples necessary to achieve desired agreement during 
training and sufficient sample non-zero scores during reference. Complete instructions for 
scorer training for each of the four BHH-CR units evaluated are available upon request to CEA.    
 

Table 4. 

Inter-rater agreement for Narrative Scoring with Training and Reference Samples 
 Slavery and 

Segregation 
  

Industrialization 
  

Great Depression 
  

Progressive Era 

Scoring 
session 

Training  
% 
(n) 

Reference 
% 
(n) 

 Training 
% 
(n) 

Reference 
% 
(n) 

 Training 
% 
(n) 

Reference 
% 
(n) 

 Training 
% 
(n) 

Reference 
% 
(n) 

1 0.90 
(10) 

0.90 
(28) 

 0.92  
(22) 

0.99 
(52) 

 0.89 
(31) 

0.95 
(60) 

 0.94 
(23) 

0.96 
(28) 

            
2 0.94 0.90     0.92 0.96    
 (16) (28)  n/a n/a   (16)  (11)  n/a n/a 

 

 
Item reliabilities, discrimination, and difficulties for all tests and items were calculated 

as part of the final report for the BHH2 and will not be recalculated here. That report is available 
on the CEA website.3 

After achieving acceptable agreement on training essays, the scorer received the full set 
of BHH-CR student responses. All responses from comparison and treatment, both pre and post, 
were consolidated into a single file and then randomized so that it was not possible for the 
scorer to know whether the responses were pre or post, or from comparison or treatment 
students.  
 
Photo Analysis Assessments    
 

tƘƻǘƻ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ  
knowledge and ability to perform historical thinking skills. The BHH curriculum emphasizes the 
use of primary sources in learning history and in particular on using photographs to learn about 
the era of study. During professional development workshops and in the BHH written 
curriculum, age appropriate adaptations of the National Archives and Records Administration 
(NARA) format for doing photo analysis are suggested for use at all grade levels. Students (3rd  
through 5th grades in particular) were expected to be comfortable with the process of closely 
examining photographs, and be able to use skills related to photo analysis combined with 
relevant background knowledge to make informed speculations about a photograph they had 
not seen before. Students were asked to answer several questions in writing in reference to a 

                                                 
3
 http://www.education.uiowa.edu/centers/cea/default.aspx  

http://www.education.uiowa.edu/centers/cea/default.aspx
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novel photograph that was relevant to the content of the unit that they had been taught as part 
of the BHH curriculum. The assessments used for the BHH-CR project had been piloted as part of 
the BHH project and were used for the BHH2 project.  

The questions used for the assessments, across all three grades and all five content 
areas assessed, were:   
ω What do you think is happening in the photo? 
ω Who do you think the people in the photo are?  
ω When do you think the photo was taken? 
ω Where do you think the photo was taken? 
ω Why do you think the photo was taken? 
ω After you look at the photo, what questions do you still have about the photo that you 

would like to learn the answers to? 
Students were told that if they were not sure about the answers, it was okay to guess.    
 
Scoring of Photo Analysis Assessments 

During the BHH-CR project, the rubrics for scoring the photo analysis assessments that 
had been constructed during the BHH2 project were used to score student assessments. When 
ǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇƘƻǘƻ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎΣ ǊŀǘŜǊǎ ǳǎŜŘ ŜŀŎƘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ŘŜŎƛŘŜ ƻƴ 
the score. In earlier use of the instrument, we observed that students often gave information 
about the photo in a place other than for the question where it was specifically requested. For 
ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ά²Ƙŀǘέ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻn for a civil rights era photo by saying 
that it was probably taken during segregation times and then not repeat that answer when 
ŀǎƪŜŘ άǿƘŜƴέΦ  

As part of the rubric, the scorer was given examples of student responses and shown 
how each example should be scored, covering as many points of the score scale as possible. 
Since it was not expected that students would actually know the exact details for the 
photographs (the photographs did not depict famous people, places, or events) the answers 
were to be judged on their plausibility within a particular historical context. The scorer was first 
asked to decide whether the student placed their responses within a historical context. This 
procedure was intended to establish whether the student used the cues to place the 
photograph into the context that they had studied, another historical context, or whether their 
responses reflected no consistent historical context. The rater was also asked to think about the 
types of incorrect, but somewhat plausible responses that students may have provided. For 
example during the BHH2 scoring cycle, some students placed a photo of Japanese Americans 
waiting to go to internment camps into a WWII context, but failed to note the internment camp 
context. Plausibility was based on expert judgments from the historians and project staff of 
what the photos depicted and on knowledge of what other historical content knowledge 
students might be expected to know something about.   

If the scorer decided that the student had established a plausible historical context, the 
ǎŎŀƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǳǎŀƎŜ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŦƻǳǊ ǘŜǊƳǎΣ άǿƘŀǘέΣ άǿƘƻέΣ άǿƘŜƴέ ŀƴŘ 
άǿƘŜǊŜέ term ranged from 0 tƻ нΣ ǿƛǘƘ άлέ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ƴƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ƻǊ ŀƴ ƛƴŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ŀƴǎǿŜǊΣ ŀ ǎŎƻǊŜ 
ƻŦ άмέ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ŀ ƳƛƴƛƳŀƭƭȅ ƻǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ƻǊ ƴƻ ŜƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǎŎƻǊŜ 
ƻŦ άнέ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƭŜŀǊ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ŜƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ ǊŜǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άǿƘȅέ ŀƴŘ 
άǿƘŀǘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜΚέ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǎŎƻǊŜŘ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜƭȅΣ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ 
questions could also contribute to the scores on the other items. For example, for the Great 
5ŜǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ǇƘƻǘƻ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΣ ƛŦ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǿƻƴŘŜǊŜŘΣ ά²Ƙȅ ŘƛŘ ǎƻƳŜƻne take a picture of a 
IƻƻǾŜǊǾƛƭƭŜΚέ ōǳǘ ƘŀŘ ƴƻǘ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ IƻƻǾŜǊǾƛƭƭŜ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άǿƘŜǊŜέ 
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question, the mention of Hooverville was allowed to ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ άǿƘŜǊŜέ ǎŎƻǊŜΦ LŦ no 
plausible historical context was established, no points could be earned for any of the items. 
 As with the narrative scoring procedure for BHH-CR,  a trained rater scored all student 
responses.  During training, the rater met with evaluators and went over several small samples 
of student responses to further illustrate how to apply the rubric. The rater then independently 
scored small samples of student responses. Evaluators monitored the extent of agreement and 
made corrections and modifications in scoring procedures where necessary.   
 The percent agreement between the trained rater and the evaluator consensus scores 
was calculated for a sample of photo analyses throughout each set and is found in Table 5. In 
calculating percent agreement, as in the narrative scoring procedure, the scores were counted 
as difŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŜȄŀŎǘƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜΣ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŀ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƻŦ άмέ ōȅ 
ƻƴŜ ŎƻŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƻŦ άнέ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ Σ ƛǎ ǘǊŜŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŀǎ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ǎŎƻǊŜŘ άлέ 
ŀƴŘ άнέΦ The total number of scores for which the two coders had complete agreement was 
divided by the number of possible scores to calculate the inter-rater agreement. If percent 
adjacent agreement were used instead of exact agreement, this figure would have been larger 
since most differences were ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƻŦ άмέ ŀƴŘ άнέΦ Since all responses that were not 
ǇƭŀŎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ǇƭŀǳǎƛōƭŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ǿŜǊŜ ǎŎƻǊŜŘ ŀǎ άлέΣ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊ-related, which is 
not uncommon in performance assessments. 
 
Table 5. 

Inter-rater agreement for Photo Analysis Scoring with Training and Reference Samples 
Scoring 
session 

Slavery and 
Segregation 

  
Industrialization 

  
Great Depression 

  
Progressive Era 

 Training  
% 
(n) 

Reference 
% 
(n) 

 Training 
% 
(n) 

Reference 
% 
(n) 

 Training 
% 
(n) 

Reference 
% 
(n) 

 Training 
% 
(n) 

Reference 
% 
(n) 

1 0.95 
(19) 

0.95  
(20) 

 0.92 
(19) 

1.00 
(26) 

 0.90 
(15) 

0.97 
(18) 

 0.85 
(22) 

0.97 
(22) 

            
2 0.98 1.00     0.96 0.98    
 (20) (28)  n/a n/a  (15) (20)  n/a n/a 

 

3.3.2 Teacher Content Knowledge Assessments 

 
Teachers who had been recruited to participate in the BHH-CR project were asked to 

ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ǘǿƻ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ 
knowledge. In the previous BHH project, the assessments were effective for demonstrating 
change between pre and post in treatment conditions and between comparison and treatment 
students, therefore it was decided that they might also prove effective for looking at changes in 
teacher historical content knowledge, since the history content, by and large, was unfamiliar to 
the teachers before project participation. The content studied as part of the 3rd, 4th, and 5th 
grade units is not typically taught in elementary school and there were no existing teacher 
instruments.  Cohort 1 and 2 teachers were asked to complete the same assessments as their 
students during the year before their participation in the project. Due to communication 
problems in participating schools, response rates for the post versions of the assessments were 
very low and therefore, the assessments have not been analyzed for this report. Teacher 
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content knowledge was also demonstrated through successful teaching of the content to their 
students. 
  

4. Evaluation Questions 

 
 The evaluation questions addressed by elements of the evaluation during the project 
were:    

1. How many teachers and what were the characteristics of the teachers who participate 
in the BHH-CR Project? 

2. What were the key components of the teacher professional development provided by 
the BHH-CR Project and what were the immediate effects of the summer professional 
development workshops on participants? 

3. In what ways does participating in the BHH-CR project change the history curriculum in 
participating schools? 

4. Lƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŀȅǎ ŘƻŜǎ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ .II ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ 
history? 

5. In what ways doŜǎ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ .II ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 
capacity to learn history and their historical content knowledge? 

 The first question evaluates the extent to which the project recruited its target 
population, in terms of number and needs of participants. Question 2 provides information 
about the professional development actually experienced by the teachers. Question 3 provides 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ self-described thoroughness and perceived benefit of using the 
BHH content and methods for teaching history. Question 4 provides information about the 
historical content and pedagogy teachers employed before and after project participation.  
Question 5 ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ 
ability to use historical skills to learn history. 

The following subsections for each question present the evaluation findings based on 
analyses of the methods described in the preceding section. Findings are organized by 
research/evaluation question; therefore, results from a particular survey are not reported in 
their entirety without interruption. Readers interested in the instruments and complete findings 
for a specific instrument should contact the CEA for more information.   

4.1    How many teachers and what are the characteristics of the teachers who 
participated in the BHH-CR Project? 

 
Table 6 reports the grade levels taught by participants who attended the workshops 

during the BHH-CR project according to self-report data from the workshop participant survey. 
Because response rates were not 100% on any survey administration (see individual survey 
reports for response rates), the frequencies in this table will not match the total participant 
counts. Some participants taught combined grade classrooms and they are included in the Other 
category for this report. Special education teachers, support teachers, instructional coaches, and 
administrators, while included in the total number of teachers served, are classified as Other for 
this table.   
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Table 6.  
 
Number of participating teachers by cohort and grade level (by attendance at summer 
workshops) 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 

Grade Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 3 

K 13 10 28 20 17 n/a 
1 15 13 36 14 17 7 
2 13 11 30 22 10 9 
3 16 14 36 17 12 11 
4 14 18 25 15 10 20  
5 8 5 25 19 11 n/a 

Other 3 4 42 19 9 7 

Note: There were no 2012 summer workshop sessions for teachers of grades K, 1, and 5. 
 

There was large variation in the teaching experience of the participating teachers and 
Cohort 3 was slightly less experienced on average than the other cohorts with a Cohort 1 mean 
of 15.58 years taught (SD=10.55), Cohort 2 mean of 15.03 years taught (SD=7.50), and a Cohort 
3 mean of 11.34 (SD=9.23). Cohort 3 had a much higher proportion of less experienced teachers, 
with a third of the participants in the first five years of their teaching careers. However, all 
cohorts had a large range in teaching experience with novice teachers as well as teachers with 
more than 30 years of teaching experience participating in all three cohorts. Table 7 reports the 
number of years taught by participating teachers, by cohort. 
 
Table 7.  
 
Years of teaching experience of participating teachers 

Teaching experience 
(yrs) 

Cohort 1 
(n) 

Cohort 2 
(n) 

Cohort 3 
(n) 

1-5 14 13 31 
6-10 21 27 14 
11-15 9 32 15 
16-20 11 20 12 
21-30 14 28 11 
31+ 10 5 4 

  
 
Table 8 reports the areas in which participants said they are certified to teach. 
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Table 8.   
 
Certification and endorsements of participating teachers 

Certificate or Endorsement in: Cohort 1 
(n) 

Cohort 2 
(n) 

Cohort 3 
(n) 

Elementary, K-9, K-6 70 218 76 
Reading  28 71 35 

Early Childhood 16 27 18 
Eng/LA 11 29 6 

Special Ed 8 17 8 
Social Studies 8 29 0 

ELL 3 3 1 
Math 3 8 7 

Gifted and Talented 2 3 0 

Other: [including one or two each in Art, At-
Risk, BD, Coaching, Family and Consumer 

Science, French, Guidance counseling, 
Health, Home and Family, Instructional 

Coach, Instructional Strategist, K-12, LD, 
Library, Media, Mild and Moderate, Music, 

Physical Education, Principal, Resource, 
Science, Spanish, Speech 

Communication/Theater, Technology, US 
History.]  

20 41 18 

Note: Some teachers had multiple endorsements so total does not equal the number of 
participants. 
 
 Most BHH-CR participants had very little previous preparation to teach history (including 
college courses or professional development). On workshop surveys at the onset of professional 
development, the majority of teachers in all three cohorts (94%, 77%, and 75%, respectively) 
said they had none or very little preparation to teach history, many mentioning only social 
studies methods classes during college or one or two college courses in social studies content.  A 
few people in each cohort (5, 5,10%) said they had been exposed to Social Studies Alive, History 
!ƭƛǾŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ Lƻǿŀ IƛǎǘƻǊȅ ǳƴƛǘΣ and/or to Nystrom social studies materials during district 
sponsored professional development, but only a small number had extensive history education 
with fewer than 10% across cohorts having social studies or history concentrations and only 
approximately 3% having history majors. 
 tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ history teaching experience was also very limited, with many saying that 
they had primarily taught social studies. Of those who had taught history, most said they had 
taught limited lessons on traditional topics such as holidays, famous Americans, presidents, 
Cedar Rapids or Iowa history, brief black history units,  or exploration.   

4.2    What were the key components of the teacher professional development provided 
by the BHH-CR Project and what were the immediate effects of the summer 
professional development workshops on participants? 
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 The professional development activities of the BHH-CR project in the first two years 
consisted of two replications of a summer workshop for K-5 teacher participants that took place 
on Thursday and Friday, July 30-31, 2009 and Monday and Tuesday, August 3-4, 2009. 
 A CEA staff member participated in both workshops as a participant observer and wrote 
detailed observations for the workshop activities. One participant observer took detailed notes 
in a narrative style and the other used a modified version of the expanded project model.  
Complete descriptions of the activities can be found in the Appendix C. 
 CEA conducted online surveys after each of the 2009, 2010, and 2011 workshops and 
the complete results for these surveys can be found in Appendix D.   

4.3  In what ways does participating in the BHH-CR project change the history 
curriculum taught in participating schools? 

  
 At the end of each school year during the BHH-CR project, teachers were asked to 
complete a survey concerning their experiences teaching each of the BHH units taught during 
that school year. Data collected through the eleven surveys was analyzed at the end of the 
project. Each survey had two sets of items that addressed teaching of specific aspects of the 
BHH curriculum units and ŀǎƪŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ historical content 
knowledge and skill usage.  
 This analysis includes all surveys collected. As described in the Methods section, not all 
teachers completed all surveys. Pre-implementation surveys were collected from Cohorts 1 and 
2 only. Surveys for the first units were still in development when the first cohort began, so 
Cohort 1 completed only the pre-surveys for the second units. Cohort 2 completed pre-surveys 
for both units. BHH second units (listed second for each grade) were taught by teachers during 
their second year of program participation, so Cohort 3 teachers, who had not yet taught the 
ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǳƴƛǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŜƴŘΣ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƳǇlete a post survey for the second unit. Additional 
analysis to be done at a later date will examine changes for teachers who completed both pre 
and post surveys.  

Table 9 reports the findings for teachers of all grades and units on item clusters 
concerning their self-described thoroughness of teaching the BHH topics and their perception of 
ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ specific content knowledge and skills related to the BHH units. 
 



BHH-CR Final Report  U.I. Center for Evaluation and Assessment 

 

 21 

Table 9. 

Grand Means with Confidence Intervals (CIs) and Standard Deviations of Item Clusters of 

¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ¢ƘƻǊƻǳƎƘƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ LƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ tŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ {ǘǳŘŜƴǘ /ƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎƛŜǎ 

    
Thoroughness of 
implementation 

 Perception of Student 
Competencies 

 

Grade Unit Group N Mean (SD) 95% CI  Mean (SD) 95% CI 

K History of Me Pre 27 1.23 (1.10) [0.79, 1.67]  1.46 (1.15) [0.98, 1.93] 

  Post 67 2.64 (1.07) [2.38, 2.90]  2.97 (1.04) [2.71, 3.24] 

 Children long ago Pre 39 1.49 (1.23) [1.09, 1.89]  1.77 (1.27) [1.36, 2.19] 

  Post 24 3.33 (0.92)  [2.94, 3.72]  3.46 (0.76) [3.14, 3.78] 

1 1
st
 grade history Pre 28 1.49 (1.11) [1.05, 1.92]  1.80 (1.24) [1.32,2.28] 

  Post 57 2.80 (1.05) [2.52, 3.08]  3.08 (0.93) [2.84, 3.33] 

 Community history Pre 42 0.67 (0.95) [0.37, 0.97]  1.25 (1.43) [0.81, 1.70] 

  Post 19 1.96 (1.12) [1.42, 2.50]  2.81 (1.20) [2.23, 3.39] 

2 Immigration Pre 28 0.75 (1.00) [0.36, 1.14]  0.41 (0.61) [0.17, 0.64] 

  Post 66 2.74 (1.19) [2.45, 3.03]  3.07 (0.95) [2.84, 3.30] 

 Environmental history Pre 42 0.84 (0.92) [0.56, 1.13]  0.81 (1.10) [0.47, 1.16] 

  Post 28 2.75 (0.91) [2.40, 3.11]   2.71 (0.96) [2.34, 3.08] 

3 Slavery and segregation Pre 33 0.60 (0.74) [0.34, 0.87]  0.40 (0.75) [0.13,0.66] 

  Post 56 2.68 (1.01) [2.41, 2.95]  2.65 (1.09) [2.36, 2.94] 

 Industrialization Pre 46 0.52 (0.68) [0.32, 0.73]  0.58 (0.80) [0.35, 0.82] 

  Post 20 2.35 (1.15) [1.82, 2.89]  2.70 (1.25) [2.11, 3.28] 

4 Great Depression Pre 29 0.42 (0.57) [0.20, 0.64]  0.53 (0.73) [0.25,0.81] 

  Post 50 2.69 (1.18) [2.35, 3.02]  2.92 (0.86) [2.68, 3.17] 

 Progressive Era  Pre 41 0.38 (0.60) [0.19, 0.57]  0.64 (0.86) [0.37, 0.92] 

  Post 18 2.90 (1.04) [2.38, 3.41]  2.97 (0.91) [2.52, 3.43] 

5 Columbian Exchange Pre 22 0.99 (1.20) [0.46, 1.53]  1.32 (1.33) [0.73, 1.91] 

  Post 47 2.21 (1.14) [1.87, 2.54)  2.58 (1.13) [2.25, 2.92] 

Note: All items were on a 0-4 scale. The number of items in item clusters (k) varies by grade 

level and unit. For Thoroughness cluster, k=4-10 and for Student Competencies cluster, k=11-20. 

Thoroughness items were based on the lessons within each unit and items ranged from 
quite specific to a particular unit topic (ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ά¢ƘŜ 5ǳǎǘ .ƻǿƭέ ŦƻǊ DǊŀŘŜ п ƻǊ ά9ȄǇƭŀƛƴ 
what the 13th !ƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ŀōƻǳǘέ ŦƻǊ DǊŀŘŜ о), to more general historical ideas (άIƻǿ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ 
documents to learn about historȅέ ƻǊ άIƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƻǾŜǊǎƛŜǎέ). Results show that for all grades 
and units, after participating in the BHH-CR project, teachers taught history topics that they had 
not taught or taught to a lesser extent before taking part in the BHH-CR project. Pre and post 



BHH-CR Final Report  U.I. Center for Evaluation and Assessment 

 

 22 

95% confidence intervals for thoroughness item clusters are non-overlapping for all grades and 
units.   

LǘŜƳǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎƛŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 
ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ .II ǳƴƛǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŀƴƎŜŘ ƛƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎƛǘȅ ŦǊƻƳ ƛǘŜƳǎ ƭƛƪŜ άDescribe what it was like to be a 
ΨǎŜǘǘƭŜǊΩ,έ άLŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ŀƛƳǎ ƻŦ /ƻƭǳƳōǳǎΩ ǾƻȅŀƎŜΣέ and άMigrant experiences in 
California,έ ǘƻ ƳƻǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊƛŎ ƛǘŜƳǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎΣ άAnalyze photographs for historical informationέ and 
ά¢ŀƭƪ ŀōƻǳǘ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ǘƻǿƴ.έ For all grades and all units, teachers who had 
taught the BHH units rated their students as more competent at the historical skills and content 
knowledge than they had rated their students before participating in the project. Differences 
ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǇǊŜ ŀƴŘ Ǉƻǎǘ ƳŜŀƴǎ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴs of student competencies were significant 
for all grades and units as evidenced by non-overlapping 95% confidence intervals.   

Teachers who had completed at least one teaching cycle of a unit were also asked to 
rate how beneficial for their students the BHH units were. Respondents rated each BHH activity 
ƻƴ ŀ ǎŎŀƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ άмέ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ άbƻǘ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀƭέ ǘƻ άрέ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ά±ŜǊȅ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀƭΦέ  ¢ŀōƭŜ 10 
reports the findings for this item for all grades and units. 
 
Table 10. 
 
Grand Means with Confidence Intervals (CIs) and Standard Deviations of Item Clusters of 

¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ tŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ .ŜƴŜŦƛǘ ƻŦ .II !ŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ 

    Perceived Benefit of BHH Activities 

Grade Unit N k Mean (SD) 95% CI 

K History of Me 67 10 4.29 (0.80) [4.06, 4.52] 

 Children long ago 24 6 4.61 (0.66) [4.32, 4.89] 

1 1
st
 grade history 57 7 4.46 (0.76) [4.26, 4.66] 

 Community history 19 4 4.24 (0.96) [3.77, 4.70] 

2 Immigration 66 9 4.33 (0.96) [4.10, 4.57] 

 Environmental history 28 8 4.32 (0.80) [4.01, 4.63] 

3 Slavery and segregation 56 8 4.30 (1.00) [4.03, 4.57] 

 Industrialization 20 9 4.08 (1.04) [3.59, 4.56] 

4 Great Depression 50 9 3.97 (0.77) [3.75, 4.19] 

 Progressive Era 18 8 4.51 (0.74) [4.14, 4.88] 

5 Columbian Exchange 47 9 3.42 (1.15) [2.92, 3.91] 

Note: All items were on a 1-5 scale from мҐάbƻǘ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀƭέ ǘƻ рҐά±ŜǊȅ .ŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀƭέΦ 

Teachers from all grades rated the BHH units as quite beneficial with nine of the eleven 
units rated as at least a four on the five-point scale. Only the 5thgrade Columbian Exchange and 
4th grade Great Depression units received mean usefulness ratings below a 4.  

Teachers were also asked what they thought were the most important student 
knowledge and skill outcomes from learning with the BHH curriculum. Since teachers were only 
asked this question on the last survey where response rates were somewhat low and 
inconsistent across grade levels, rather than providing frequencies, we looked at responses that 
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occurred across grade levels or across a cluster of grade levels, and then at responses that were 
more idiosyncratic to a particular grade level. 

The most common responses to occur across multiple grade levels were the skills that 
are part of the BHH paradigm. Two responses occurred at most or all six grade levels; analysis of 
primary sources (photos and documents) and use of timelines. These ideas tended to be 
expressed in different ways at different grade levels. For example,  a kindergarten teacher said 
ǘƘŀǘΣ άtƛŎǘǳǊŜǎΣŀǊǘƛŦŀŎǘǎΣ ƭŜǘǘŜǊǎΣ ŀŘŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎΣέ ŀƴŘ ŀ мst grade teacher said, 
ά[ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǇƘƻǘƻǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΣέ ǿƘƛƭŜ ŀ рth grade 
ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǎŀƛŘΣ ά¢ƘŜȅ ƭƻǾŜŘ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇƘƻǘƻ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀ ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜ ǎƪƛƭƭ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ 
ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜ ǘƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŀǊŜŀǎΦέ Teachers of kindergarten to 4th grade students said 
that learning to use timelines and put things in historical context was important to students.  

The use of maps was mentioned as important by kindergarten through 2nd grade 
teachers. Reading and responding to reading were mentioned primarily by 3rd and 4th grade 
teachers. Using the specific SOCC process was mentioned only by 4th and 5th grade teachers, but 
a similar concept were mentioned by 2nd through 5th grade teachers; searching for and verifying 
information. One 3rd ƎǊŀŘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǎŀƛŘΣ άI think one important skill my students learned is that 
ƛŦ ǿŜ ŀǎƪ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ǎŜŀǊŎƘ Ψǘƛƭ ǿŜ ŦƛƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƴƻǘ ǎŜŀǊŎƘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 
ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜΣέ ŀƴŘ ŀ пth ƎǊŀŘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǎŀƛŘΣ ά9ǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ-centered and they investigate 
and research ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘƻǊƻǳƎƘƭȅΦέ 

At each grade level, teachers mentioned students attaining deeper content knowledge 
in their BHH areas; personal histories for kindergarten and 1st grade, immigration for 2nd grade, 
civil rights in 3rd grade, the Great Depression in 4th grade, and the Columbian Exchange in 5th 
grade.  

Students learning empathy for people of different historical times and becoming aware 
of Ƙƻǿ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ was mentioned by teachers of 2nd through 5th graders.  A 4th 
grade teacher sŀƛŘΣ ά¢ƘŜ ŜƳǇŀǘƘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ 
ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΦ Lǘ ƘŀǎƴΩǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ōŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǿΦ tŜƻǇƭŜ ŦŀŎŜ ŀŘǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΣ ŀŘŀǇǘΣ ƭŜŀǊƴΣ ŀƴŘ 
survive. People can and Řƻ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜΣέ ŀƴŘ ŀ оrd grade teacher said, ά¢ƻ ǳƴŘerstand that 
people are not always treated as they should be, and that we should stand up for what we feel 
ƛǎ ǊƛƎƘǘΦέ 

Two ideas that occurred most often in the responses by teachers of younger grades 
werethat students learned the vocabulary of history, e.g., the word history itself, the concepts of 
άpast and presentέ, and learned about the concept of change over time. An important concept 
mentioned only by 5th grade teachers was the importance of understanding point of view and 
bias. One 5th grade teacher sŀƛŘΣ άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀƴƭȅȊŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƛǎ ŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΦ 
It is entirely too easy to teach history as a set of facts to be memorized. It is quite another to 
encourage students to ask pertinent questions about the reasons certain historical events took 
place, or to wonder about the perspective theȅ ŀǊŜ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ǘŀǳƎƘǘΦέ 

Other important outcomes that occurred across several grades were that students saw 
connections across subjects and to their own lives and that they  gained excitement and interest 
in learning history. One 5th ƎǊŀŘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǎŀƛŘΣ ά¢ƘŜ ŘŜǎƛǊŜ ǘƻ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ ƳƻǊŜΦ bƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ 
asking questions, but feeling comfortable and competent enough to try and find the anwer. To 
ƭƻƻƪ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǊƳ ƛǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƻƻƪ ŘŜŜǇŜǊ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿƘȅΦέ 
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4.4   In what ways does using ǘƘŜ .II ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘes to 
teaching history? 

 Teacher implementation surveys also asked teachers to reflect on their own use in 
teaching of the tools for exploring history suggested by the BHH paradigm anŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 
ability to use the same skills as learners.  The six key skills of the BHH paradigm for teaching and 
learning history are: 

¶ Constructing timelines to show important events and how they relate to each other 

¶ Using maps to illustrate an important concept 

¶ Interpreting primary source documents to add to understanding of history 

¶ Reading for background knowledge to provide a context for new learning 

¶ Synthesizing various sources to create a narrative 

¶ Using the "Stop and Source" process (for Grades K-2) or SOCC process (for Grades 3-5) 
 

Teachers were asked to rate the usefulness of these six skills as part of their teaching on  
a scale from 0-4, ǿƛǘƘ άлέ = άbƻǘ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ǳǎŜŦǳƭέ ŀƴŘ άпέ = ά±ŜǊȅ ǳǎŜŦǳƭέΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ 
rate their perception of the extent to which students were able to use the six skills 
ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘƭȅ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ǿƛǘƘ άлέ = ά!ǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƪƛƭƭέΣ άмέ Ґάhƴƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ 
ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊέΣ άнέ Ґ ά!ǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴέΣ άоέҐ ά²ƛǘƘ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ 
ƻǊ ƛƴ ŀ ǎƳŀƭƭ ƎǊƻǳǇέΣ ŀƴŘ άпέ Ґ άLƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘƭȅΦέ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ƛǘŜƳǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άfirst unitέ 
surveys only because the historical skill usage is not specific to a particular unit. Means for items 
clusters are reported in Table 11.  
 
Table 11. 

Grand Means with Confidence Intervals (CIs) and Standard Deviations of Item Clusters of 

¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ¦ǎŜŦǳƭƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ .II tŀǊŀŘƛƎƳ ŦƻǊ ¢ŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ [ŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ {ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ LƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ {ƪƛƭƭ ¦ǎŜ 

   
Usefulness of BHH 

Paradigm for Teaching 
 [ŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ {ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 

Independent Skill Use 
 

Grade Group N Mean (SD) 95% CI  Mean (SD) 95% CI  

K Pre 27 1.78 (1.34) [1.25, 2.30]  0.87 (0.92) [0.51, 1.23]  

 Post 67 2.66 (1.02) [2.41, 2.91]  1.97 (1.14) [1.69,2.25]  

1 Pre 28 2.13 (1.23) [1.65, 2.60]  1.61 (1.08) [1.19, 2.02]  

 Post 57 2.99 (0.95) [2.73,3.24]  1.92 (1.10) [1.63,2.21]  

2 Pre 28 2.66 (1.19) [2.19, 3.12]  1.89 (1.20) [1.43, 2.36]  

 Post 66 3.09 (1.01) [2.84, 3.34]  2.42 (1.03) [2.16, 2.67]  

3 Pre 33 2.89 (1.10) [2.50, 3.28]  1.65 (1.09) [1.26, 2.03]  

 Post 56 3.12 (1.05) [2.84, 3.40]  2.52 (0.95) [2.27, 2.78]  

4 Pre 29 2.84 (0.92) [2.49, 3.19]  1.90 (1.08) [1.49, 2.31]  

 Post 50 3.24 (0.93) [2.98, 3.50]  2.64 (0.94) [2.37, 2.91]  

5 Pre 22 2.96 (1.11) [2.47, 3.46]  2.53 (1.11) [2.04, 3.02]  

 Post 47 2.96 (0.96) [2.69, 3.24]  2.39 (1.15) [2.06, 2.73]  

      Note: All items were on a 0-4 scale. For all item clusters, for all grades, k=6.  
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 Kindergarten through 4th grade teachers rated the usefulness of the BHH paradigm skills 
higher after they had taught the BHH curriculum than before, although only the Kindergarten 
and 1st ƎǊŀŘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƳŜŀƴ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ had non-overlapping pre and post 95% confidence 
intervals.  Fifth grade ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ratings of the usefulness of the BHH skills in teaching were the 
same at pre and post survey administrations.   

Kindergarten through 4th grade teachers rated their students as more able to use the 
skills independently after learning with the BHH curriculum than they did before, with significant 
differences (reflected in non-overlapping 95% confidence intervals) between pre and post 
surveys for Kindergarten, 3rd, and 4th grade means. Fifth grade teachersΩ ratings of their 
ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ǿere the same at pre and post survey administrations. 

At a later date, additional analysis will be done to examine whether specific skills were 
perceived as being more useful ǘƘŀƴ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 
capacity to use skills independently was different for specific skills. 

Survey respondents to the last survey conducted at the end of year 4 were also asked a 
series of questions designed to learn more about the potential sustainability of the BHH 
curriculum in the classrooms after the end of the BHH project funding. Teachers were asked 
about the likelihood of teaching each of the two BHH units (one for 5th grade) and about the 
likelihood of their continuing to use the six aspects of the BHH paradigm as part of their 
instruction. Respondents used a scale of 1-с ǿƛǘƘ άмέ Ґ ά±ŜǊȅ ¦ƴƭƛƪŜƭȅέ ŀƴŘ άсέҐέ±ŜǊȅ [ƛƪŜƭȅέΦ 
Table 12 reports the results for all grades.  

 
Table 12. 

Grand Means with Confidence Intervals (CIs) and Standard Deviations of Item Clusters of 

¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ [ƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ǘƻ /ƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ¢ŜŀŎƘ ¦ǎƛƴƎ .II /ƻƴǘŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ BHH Skill Paradigm 

  
 Likelihood of continuing to  

teach using BHH 

Grade N k Mean (SD) 95% CI 

K 30 8 5.45 (1.02) [5.07, 5.83] 

1 22 8 4.83 (1.40) [4.21, 5.45] 

2 25 8 5.46 (0.90) [5.09, 5.83] 

3 14 8 5.78 (0.52) [5.48, 6.00] 

4 19 8 5.07 (1.40) [4.39, 5.74] 

5 23 7 4.64 (1.28) [4.08, 5.19] 

 Note: All items were on a 1-6 scale with мҐάVery Unlikelyέ ǘƻ сҐάVery Likelyέ.  

Teachers of all grades rated the likelihood of using the BHH units and skills paradigm as 
ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ά{ƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅέΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƭƭ ōǳǘ мst and 5th ƎǊŀŘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ά[ƛƪŜƭȅέ ƻǊ ŀōƻǾŜΦ  
While teachers rated all skills as likely to be used in the future, the elements of the BHH 
paradigm that were most likely to be used across grade levels were timelines, maps, and reading 
for background knowledge. Third grade teachers rated their likelihood of using all six elements 
highly likely with a mean of 5.70 across those items. 
 ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ƛƴ /ƻƘƻǊǘ н ŀƴŘ о ǿƘƻ ǿŜǊŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŜƴŘ 
were also asked two open-ended questions about any perceived obstacles to continuing to 
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teach using the BHH curriculum and the kinds of support they would find necessary to continue 
to teach the curriculum.  

On that final survey, ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛǘŜƳΣ άWhat obstacles or barriers do you 
see in continuing to teach history using the BHH curriculum and/or methods?  Responses were 
provided by 76 of the 147 survey respondents for a response rate of 52%.  

The most common response to this question, given by 45 of the 76 who responded to 
this item (59%), was concern about a lack of time. While most respondents cited time in general 
as the obstacle to continued teaching of the BHH curriculum, for 11 of these respondents (14%) 
the lack of time for BHH was a result of other subjects taking precedence over BHH. One 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ǎŀƛŘΣ άL ǘǊƛŜŘ ǘƻ Ŧƛǘ ƛǘ in our curriculum, but there were times that other curriculum 
ǘƻƻƪ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅΦέ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜŘΣ άLǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǎǉǳŜŜȊŜŘ ƻǳǘ ƛŦ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ ƛǎ ŀŘŘŜŘ 
ǘƻ ƻǳǊ ȅŜŀǊΦέ ¢ǿƻ 2nd  grade teachers cited the addition of Spanish to their curriculum as 
additional competition for teaching time and another respondent said that they, άaŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ 
Ŏǳǘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƻ ŀŘŘ ƳƻǊŜ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ ƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǊŜŀǎΦέ {ƛȄ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ όу҈ύ 
said that it was difficult to find adequate time to do the BHH curriculum well because of the 
depth of the curriculum and student and teacher interest in the topics. One respondent 
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜŘΣ ά¢ƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ƻōǎǘŀŎƭŜ L ǎŜŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ 
want to look in deeper, gathering more background knoǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ƘŀǾŜ 
ǘƛƳŜ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƘŀǘέ ŀƴŘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǘƛƳŜ ŦƻǊ άƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴκŜƴƎŀƎƛƴƎ 
ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ .IIΦέ 

Another obstacle to continuing to teach the BHH curriculum named by 10 respondents 
(13%) was a need for additional resources. This response occurred most often among teachers 
of the younger grades with 8 of the 10 responses coming from kindergarten or 1st grade 
teachers. The resources they said were needed included more artifacts, globes, maps, and 
books. One kƛƴŘŜǊƎŀǊǘŜƴ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜŘΣ ά²Ŝ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀǊǘƛŦŀŎǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ƭƻƴƎ ŀƎƻ ǘƘŀǘ 
can be checked out and passed around the buildings to show kids concrete evidence of long 
ŀƎƻΦέ 

Two respondents (3%) noted that teacher mobility was an obstacle to teaching the BHH 
ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜΦ hƴŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜŘΣ ά¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊ Ƴƻōƛƭƛǘȅ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ώǎŎƘƻƻƭϐ 
ŎƭƻǎǳǊŜǎ Ƴŀȅ ƛƳǇŜŘŜ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ŀǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ .II ƛǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘΩǎ ! [h¢ ǘƻ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ 
to complete another series of trainings due to being assigned to another gǊŀŘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭΦέ  

Two respondents (3%) said that an obstacle to teaching BHH was the unclear alignment 
of the BHH curriculum with other existing curriculum. One of these respondents questioned the 
connection of the BHH curriculum with the Iowa Core Curriculum ŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ 
Student Learning Expectations and a 5th grade teacher said it was not clear how BHH fit with 
ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ ό{ƻŎƛŀƭ {ǘǳŘƛŜǎ !ƭƛǾŜύ ŀŘŘƛƴƎΣ άL ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴŦǳǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ .II 
addition ς ǘƘǳǎ Ƴȅ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜΣ ǘƻƻΦέ 

Three respondents (3%) said that the difficulty of the curriculum was a barrier. A 2nd  
grade teacher said ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ άǾŜǊȅ ƘŀǊŘ ŦƻǊ т ŀƴŘ у ȅŜŀǊ ƻƭŘǎ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘΣέ ŀ рth 
grade teacher said the documents and pictures were too difficult for 5th grade students, and a 
3rd grade teacher said that, άǘƘŜ ƪƛŘǎ ƭƻǾŜ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎΣ ōǳǘΧŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎΣ ǎƻƳŜ ƪƛŘǎΧƴŜŜŘ 
ƳƻǊŜ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜΦέ 

¢ǿƻ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ .II ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ άǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅέ ŀƴŘ ǘǿƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
respondents (all 5th grade teachers) said that the curriculum did not keep studentsΩ interest, 
ǿƛǘƘ ƻƴŜ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ ǿŀǎ άǘƻƻ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ŦƻǊ Ǿƛǎǳŀƭ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΦέ hǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ 
regarding potential obstacles to teaching BHH made by single respondents included the need 
for: district support, more background knowledge, and more time for collaboration with grade 
level peers. One respondent mentioned important BHH curricular assets, but also said that there 
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ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ ǎŀȅƛƴƎΣ άLŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜǎ ƻǳǊ ŜƴǘƛǊŜ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳΣ L ǎŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǎ ŀ 
major barrier to using it. This is great for expanding ideas and pushing normal limits of thinking, 
ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ŀǎ ŀ ǎǘŀƴŘ-ŀƭƻƴŜΦέ hƴŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ 
was a barrier for them. Six respondents (8%) did not foresee any obstacles in continuing to teach 
the BHH curriculum. 

¢ƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƛǘŜƳ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΣ άWhat support would you most need in order 
to continue to teach the BHH curriculum?έ aŀƴȅ Ǌesponses echoed concerns about potential 
obstacles and fell into four major categories: resources, collaboration and preparation time, 
curriculum revisions and support, and district support. Responses were given by 62 of the 137 
survey respondents for a response rate of 45%. Nine teachers (15%) said that they believed that 
they had the support they needed.  

The most common response, given by 21 respondents (33% of those who responded) 
concerned a need for additional resources. This comment occurred across all grades, but was 
most predominant in the lower grades where they named needing more historical  artifacts to 
share with students, more high quality and age-appropriate literature to accompany the units, 
and more online resources.  

The second most common response, given by 16 respondents (26%), was that they 
needed more time, especially for peer collaboration, but also for unit preparation and adapting 
lesson plans to fit individual needs or interests. hƴŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǎŀƛŘΣ ά[I] Always love the support of 
teachers sharing their ideas in using BHH; ǿƘŀǘ ǿƻǊƪŜŘΣ ǿƘŀǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘΦέ  

Thirteen teachers (21%) said they needed support related to the curriculum itself. 
Eleven of those teachers suggested various changes to the curriculum; most of those suggested 
ŀ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀƴ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ƛǘ ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ǘƻ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ƻǊ άƳƻǊŜ ǘŜacher 
ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅέΣ ŀƴŘ ǘǿƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƻƻ ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ ǿas too difficult for students. Two 
teachers were concerned about needing ongoing BHH professional development; one because 
they were changing grades and needing to learn new content, and the other for reinforcing the 
SOCC process.  

Three teachers (5%) said that they needed district support in order to continue to teach 
the BHH curriculum. They emphasized the need to ensure that district learning expectations 
align with the curriculum and that ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ άǘŀƪŜ ǎƻƳŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ΨƻŦŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀǘŜΩ ǎƻ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ǘŜŀŎƘ 
ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ ƴƻǘ ǉǳŀƴǘƛǘȅΦέ 

Complete survey findings reporting individual item results for scaled items on all surveys 
are included as Appendix E to this report. 
 

4.5  Do students learn history content and historical thinking skills as a result of the BHH 
curriculum? 

 
 As discussed in the previous section, tŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ 
demonstrate content knowledge and perform skills related to the BHH curriculum are one way 
ǘƻ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǊƴ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜȄǇƻǎǳǊŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
BHH curriculum. A more direct way was used to measure the content knowledge and skill use of 
3rd, 4th, and 5th grade students.  All BHH-CR teacher participants who taught 3rd -5th grades were 
asked to collect two types of assessments from all students, as pre and post tests administered 
before and after instruction. Since the BHH-CR project ended up serving more teachers than 
originally proposed, it was decided to concentrate resources on analysis of the 3rd and 4th grade 
student data.  Fifth grade pre and post assessments were collected, but were not analyzed at 
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this time because the unit was new and would require more time to build rubrics and validate 
the new assessments designed to accompany the Columbian Exchange unit. 
 
Student Assessment Results 
 
 Written narrative assessments and photo analysis assessments concerning the four BHH 
content areas implemented in 3rd and 4th grades were collected from students as two direct 
means of examining student learning outcomes that occurred as a result of the BHH-CR  project. 
Narrative assessments asked students to construct narratives using seven key words (for 3rd 
Grade Industrialization there were six words) from the content area they were studying.   
Resulting narratives were scored with 0, 1, or 2, points possible for each key word used, so the 
maximum score possible on all narrative assessments was 14 (12 for the 3rd Grade 
Industrialization assessment).  
 Photo analysis assessments asked students to examine a photo taken during the era of 
the history content for each unit and answer the following questions: 

¶ What do you think is happening in the photo?   

¶ Who do you think the people in the photo are? 

¶ When do you think the photo was taken? 

¶ Where do you think the photo was taken? 

¶ Why do you think someone took this photograph? 

¶ After you look at the photo, what questions do you still have about the photo that you 
would like to learn the answers to? 

For this analysis, we loƻƪŜŘ ŀǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ά²ƘŀǘέΣ ά²ƘƻέΣ ά²ƘŜƴέ ŀƴŘ ά²ƘŜǊŜέ 
questions. Resulting analyses were scored with 0, 1, or 2, points possible for each of the four 
questions, so the maximum score possible on all photo analysis assessments was eight. 
EstimatŜǎ ƻŦ ǊŜƭƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ōƻǘƘ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǇƘƻǘƻ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ /ǊƻƴōŀŎƘΩǎ 
alpha were obtained during earlier use of the same assessments as part of the BHH2 project and 
are available on the CEA website. 

For the BHH-CR project, comparison data was collected from the classrooms of the teachers 
who were registered for the project during the year prior to their participation. The effects of 
experiencing instruction in the BHH curriculum and paradigm on student performance on the 
narrative and photo analysis measures are summarized in Tables 13 and 14. Data are reported 
at the student level.  Future research will include analyses of classroom level data. 
 Table 13 and14 present the important differences between treatment students on 
narrative and photo analysis assessment pre and posttests, and between treatment and 
comparison students. Table 13 shows means for 3rd grade narrative pre and posttest 
performance (out of a possible 14 points, 12 points for the 3rd Grade Industrialization narrative 
assessment) along with standard deviations, and 95% confidence intervals for each test and 
treatment condition. The table also reports the means for 3rd grade students photo analysis pre 
and posttest performance (out of a possible 8 points) along with standard deviations, and 95% 
confidence intervals. Table 14 shows the same findings for 4th grade students.  Group means 
with non-overlapping intervals indicate 95% likelihood that the difference between the two 
means is significant.
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Table 13. 

Means with Confidence Intervals and Standard Deviations of 3rd Grade Student Scores on Narrative and Photo Analysis Assessments 

Assessment 

Segregation and Slavery 

Comparison (N=108)  Treatment (N=442) 

Pre Post  Pre Post 

Mean (SD) 95% CI Mean (SD) 95% CI  Mean (SD) 95% CI Mean (SD) 95% CI 

Narratives 0.86 (1.05) [0.66, 1.06] 0.89 (1.05) [0.69, 1.09]  0.86 (1.28) [0.74, 0.98] 4.98 (3.79) [4.62, 5.33] 

Photo Analysis 0.93 (1.82) [0.58, 1.27] 0.87 (1.79) [0.53, 1.21]  0.62 (1.57) [0.47, 0.77] 3.75 (2.78) [3.49, 4.01] 

  

 Industrialization 

 Comparison (N=140)  Treatment (N=120) 

 Pre Post  Pre Post 

Assessment Mean (SD) 95% CI Mean (SD) 95% CI  Mean (SD) 95% CI Mean (SD) 95% CI 

Narratives 0.91 (1.26) [0.70, 1.12] 0.85 (1.20) [0.65, 1.05]  0.78 (1.21) [0.56, 0.99] 3.31 (2.68) [2.82, 3.79] 

Photo Analysis 2.36 (2.48) [2.05, 3.03] 3.14 (2.52) [2.72, 3.56]  2.54 (2.69) [2.05, 3.03] 4.87 (2.33) [4.45, 5.29] 
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 As shown in Figures 1 -4, 3rd grade students who received instruction using the BHH-CR 
Industrialization and the Segregation and Slavery units (treatment condition) on average scored 
significantly higher on narrative and photo analysis posttests than they did on pretests for both 
units indicating that growth in historical content knowledge and ability to construct narratives 
and analyze historical photographs occurred over the course of the project. Furthermore, 
students in treatment schools scored higher on the posttests than did comparison school 
students over the same school year, indicating that the content knowledge and skills were not 
something that children of the same grade typically learned during the school year. Treatment 
students and comparison students did not differ on pretest scores and comparison student 
scores did not increase significantly from pretest to posttest indicating that there was no pretest 
effect. !ƭƭ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƳŜŀƴ ǇǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǎǘǘŜǎǘ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ 
significant as illustrated by non-overlapping 95% confidence intervals and, using the same 
criteria, all differences between ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƳŜŀƴ ǇƻǎǘǘŜǎǘ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ 
also statistically significant. Values for means, standard deviations, and 95% confidence intervals 
are reported in Table 13. 
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Figure 1.  

Means and Confidence Intervals for 3rd Grade Slavery and Segregation Narrative Assessments 

 

Figure 2.  

Means and Confidence Intervals for 3rd Grade Slavery and Segregation Photo Analysis 

Assessments 
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Figure 3.  

Means and Confidence Intervals for 3rd Grade Industrialization Narrative Assessments 

 

 

Figure 4.  

Means and Confidence Intervals for 3rd Grade Industrialization Photo Analysis Assessments 

 

 Figures 5-8 show findings for 4th grade students on Great Depression and Progressive 
Era assessments. For 4th grade treatment students, there were significant gains between pre and 
post tests on all tests, treatment posttest means were greater than comparison posttest means, 
and there was no mean gain for comparison students. Pre test means were not different 
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between comparison and treatment students. Table 14 reports the values of means, standard 
deviations, and 95% confidence intervals for all 4th grade assessments.  

The largest mean gains pretest to posttest occurred on 4th grade Great Depression unit 
assessments, with mean gains of 5.07 points on the narrative tests and 4.21 points on the photo 
analyses. The magnitude of the gains on the Industrialization tests were statistically significant, 
as indicated by non-overlapping 95% confidence intervals, however observed gains were smaller 
than on the other tests. Industrialization test results were also less robust during the BHH2 
project, but still demonstrated statistically significant differences between groups, and between 
pretest and posttest for treatment students . Near the start of the BHH-CR project, the 
Industrialization curriculum also underwent revisions that decreased emphasis on topics that 
three of the six narrative stimulus words targeted, however pretest assessment data had 
already been collected so it was too late to modify the assessment for evaluation purposes.  
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Table 14. 

Means with Confidence Intervals and Standard Deviations of 4th Grade Student Scores on Narrative and Photo Analysis Assessments 

Assessment 

Great Depression 

Comparison (N=133)  Treatment (N=300) 

Pre Post  Pre Post 

Mean (SD) 95% CI Mean (SD) 95% CI  Mean (SD) 95% CI Mean (SD) 95% CI 

Narratives 1.02 (1.30) [0.79, 1.24] 0.97 (1.33) [0.74, 1.20]  1.10 (1.52) [0.92, 1.27] 6.17 (3.55) [5.77, 6.58] 

Photo Analysis 0.42 (1.34) [0.19, 0.65] 0.52 (1.51) [0.26, 0.78]  0.83 (1.75) [0.63, 1.03] 5.04 (2.36) [4.77, 5.30] 

  

 Progressive Era 

 Comparison (n=169)  Treatment (N=105) 

 Pre Post  Pre Post 

Assessment Mean (SD) 95% CI Mean (SD) 95% CI  Mean (SD) 95% CI Mean (SD) 95% CI 

Narratives 1.18 (1.29) [0.99, 1.38] 1.18 (1.34) [0.98, 1.39]  1.33 (1.68) [1.01, 1.66] 4.69 (2.70) [4.16,5.21] 

Photo Analysis 2.02 (2.65) [5.24, 6.27] 2.32 (2.87) [1.89, 2.76]  2.68 (2.92) [2.11, 3.24] 5.75 (2.65) [5.24, 6.27] 
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Figure 5.  

Means and Confidence Intervals for 4th Grade Great Depression Narrative Assessments 

 

Figure 6.  

Means and Confidence Intervals for 4th Grade Great Depression Photo Analysis Assessments 
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Figure 7.  

Means and Confidence Intervals for 4th Grade Progressive Era Narrative Assessments 

 

Figure 8.  

Means and Confidence Intervals for 4th Grade Progressive Era Photo Analysis Assessments 
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5. Conclusions 

 
During the four years of the BHH-CR project, there were five main project objectives:  

¶ Enroll three cohorts of elementary teachers from the CCSD and CRCSD in the project  

¶ Provide teacher professional development workshops to all participants on two BHH 
grade level curricular units (one for 5th grade) and the BHH paradigm for history 
instruction  

¶ Increase teacher content knowledge and ability to teach history using the BHH paradigm 
for history instruction 

¶ Increase student content knowledge in history and ability to use BHH paradigm skills for 
learning history 

¶ Promote ongoing use of the BHH curricula and paradigm in two school districts including 
one large school district  

 
The BHH-CR project accomplished all of these goals and has contributed to the body of 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǊƴ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎe 
historical thinking skills. Summer professional development workshops and ongoing professional 
development support provided during the academic years of the project gave over 300 K-5 
teachers the confidence and knowledge to teach 11 new history units to students in the Cedar 
Rapids and College Community school districts. The BHH curricula and paradigm for teaching 
and learning history have been adopted by both districts, and teachers expressed confidence 
and excitement in continuing to teach using the BHH approach. 
 Teacher surveys documented implementation of the history units in the K-5 classrooms.  
BHH-CR teachers believed that their students had learned new historical content and acquired 
skills to facilitate future history learning. In the BHH-CR schools, there was more history 
instruction than there had been prior to the project and students learned U.S. history content 
they had now been exposed to in the past. Participating teachers demonstrated that their 
students were able not only to learn historical content, could also acquire historical thinking 
skills that would help them understand history. While some units and some grade levels 
accepted the changes in curriculum more enthusiastically than others, teachers across grade 
levels strongly agreed that the BHH curriculum and methods are beneficial for their students. As 
the curriculum invites teachers to supplement and modify their instruction to reflect their own 
knowledge and interests, the curriculm as implemented will continue to evolve. Although 
teacher content knowledge assessments were not analyzed due to very limited return rates on 
posttests, teacher content knowledge can certainly be inferred by the extent to which students 
learned content from their instruction. 
 Evaluation activities documented student outcomes (for 3rd and 4th grade students) 
through two types of assessments completed by students; written narrative assessments using 
key words from each curricular unit, and photo analysis assessments using photographs from 
historical eras addressed in each curricular unit.  As a result of exposure to the BHH curricular 
units, students in BHH-CR schools showed strong improvement in their ability to construct 
historical narratives and to use photographs to learn and display their command of historical 
content knowledge and skills. In addition to demonstrating increased knowledge and ability to 
use historical thinking skills over time, students in treatment schools outperformed their 
comparison group peers on all measures. {ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ Ǝŀƛƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ uniform across 
all measures, in most cases mirroring earlier evaluations of the BHH II project.  
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 The BHH-CR intervention was successful in providing professional development in 
teaching history to elementary teachers, implementing history instruction in elementary 
classrooms, demonstrating the capacity to scale up the intervention, and improving the 
historical content knowledge and ability to think historically of elementary school children. 
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Appendix A:  BHH-CR 2009 Workshop Survey



 

 

Bringing History Home Summer 2009 Workshop Survey 
 
[This survey was conducted as an online survey.  The text below shows the questions asked and the 
items types and scales, but is not as the survey appeared to participants.] 
 
General Survey Directions:  This survey gives you the opportunity to provide feedback about the BHH 
Summer 2009 Workshop you have completed. The information you provide will be very useful in 
evaluating the value of the workshop for you and in suggesting ways that future professional 
development activities for this project and others can be improved.  Your answers are confidential 
and will be grouped with all the other responses to be analyzed so that no one will know how you 
responded. If you have questions about what you should do, or questions about any of the items, 
please contact Julie Kearney at julie-kearney@uiowa.edu  for clarification. Thank you! 
 
Please enter your birthdate below in the format of MM/DD/YYYY.  Your birthdate will be used only to link your data 
throughout the project and will never be used to identify you in any way. 
 ______________ 

I attended the Bringing History Home workshop on: 

___Thursday-Friday (July 30-31)   

___Monday-Tuesday (August 3-4)   

 
Section 1 Directions.  Indicate the degree of confidence you feel about whether you could do each of the following before 
and after your participation in the BHH Summer 2009 Workshop.  Using the scale above each item ranging from 0% (not 
at all confident) to 100% (completely confident), indicate your confidence on each scale by selecting one value.  
Remember to answer as you really feel, with your best estimate of your confidence. For each item, please select one 
answer ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ Ψ.ŜŦƻǊŜΩ ǎŎŀƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ ŦƻǊ Ψ!ŦǘŜǊΩ scale.  LŦ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣ ƻǊ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜ ǘƻ 
ȅƻǳΣ ǇƭŜŀǎŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘ άb!έ.  
 

     Not at all confident                                               Completely confident 

  0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%  90% 100% 

Help students learn to think like historians         

Help students learn to use primary sources to construct their understanding of history 

Collaborate with other teachers, BHH project mentors, and project staff to improve my history instruction  

Help students learn to analyze historical images     

Help students learn to analyze historical documents      

Use internet resources to locate relevant historical primary sources 

Provide instruction that encourages students to investigate historical evidence 

Align my history instruction with my current literacy strategies to enhance literacy learning  

Use timeline construction to enhance students' understanding of history 

mailto:julie-kearney@uiowa.edu
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Use map construction to enhance students' understanding of history 

Help students learn to synthesize information learned from multiple sources  

Section 2 Directions:  For the following list of events or presentations from the BHH 2009 Summer Workshop, please 
indicate how engaged you were as a learner, using the scale on the right.  Select the option that best describes your 
learning engagement for that session, using the following scale.  LŦ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣ ƻǊ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŀǘǘŜƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
specific presentation, please ǎŜƭŜŎǘ άb!έΦ   

 
How engaged were you as a learner for each of the following sessions? 

 

DAY 1: 

Non-
Learner 

Semi-
Attentive 

Engaged 
Recipient 

Active 
Cooperator 

Advanced 
Synthesizer & 
Integrator 

NA 

     

Exploring the Nature of History in the Elementary Setting        

Exploring the BHH Website and Other Internet History Resources        

Exploring History through Written Document Analysis        

Exploring History through Photo Analysis 

DAY 2: 

Timeline Construction in the BHH units        

Historical Mapping in the BHH units        

Aligning Literacy Strategies with the BHH Curriculum        

Assessing Student Learning in History        

Grade Level Unit Preparation Time 

 

Section 3 Directions:  For each statement below, indicate how strongly you agree or disagree by selecting one response for each item.  

If you don't know or have no opinion, please select "No opinion".  We want your candid opinions so please answer as you honestly feel 

at the time.  You may comment in your own words about any item or issue by writing in the box below. 

Strongly 
Agree   

Moderately 
agree    

Slightly agree   Slightly 
disagree    

Moderately 
disagree    

Strongly 
Disagree    

  No 
Opinion 

 

There was enough time for my questions and comments. 

My prior knowledge and opinions were respected. 

The refreshments and breaks met my needs. 

I know and understand the goals of the project.  

Working on aligning my literacy goals with the BHH curriculum was beneficial to me. 
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The opportunity to work with mentor teachers was beneficial to me. 

I wanted more time to work with my grade level group. 

I am confident I have the knowledge and skill to teach history effectively to my students next year. 

It was helpful for me to hear how history instructƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ƎǊŀŘŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ōǳƛƭŘ ŀ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ 

learning.  

I have a different understanding of what it means to teach history than I did before the workshop. 

I have a different understanding of what it means to learn history than I did before the workshop.  

I am looking forward to learning more about history. 

As a result of the workshop, I understand more about the processes that historians use to study history. 

All in all, the workshop activities were enjoyable.  

All in all, the workshop was very beneficial to me.  

All in all, my time was used efficiently and effectively on important topics and activities. 

Additional comments: 

Section 4 Directions: Please respond in your own words to each of the following questions using the spaces below. 

 
Consider everything about the BHH 2009 Summer Workshop and all aspects of your experience there.  What has been 

most valuable to you? 

What has been least valuable to you?  How could the workshop have been improved? 

During the 2009-10 school year, what can the BHH project staff and/or mentors do to help you be as successful as you can 

be in teaching history in your classroom? 

What kinds of student outcomes do you expect to see as a result of your teaching history using the BHH curriculum?  

[Please be as specific as possible.  Include both immediate and long-term outcomes.] 

Before the workshop, I defined history as: 

Now I define history as: 

What potential barriers or obstacles to your success in teaching history (if any) are of concern to you? 

Is there anyǘƘƛƴƎ ŜƭǎŜ ȅƻǳΩŘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ .II ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ summer workshop, teaching history in 

general, or the evaluation? 

 

Section 5 (Demographics) Directions:     For the next two items, please select the answer that best describes 

you, and then fill in the blanks below. 

 

Grade(s) you currently teach (please select all that apply): 
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K  1  2  3  4  5  OTHER 

(If you selected other please specify___________________) 

District:   Cedar Rapids _____  College Community _______ 

Total number of years of teaching experience:  _____ 

Areas that you are certified to teach: 

Describe your previous preparation to teach history before this project began (including college courses or majors/minors 

and any previous professional development in teaching history). 

Describe your previous experience teaching history before this project began. 

When you have completed the survey, please click 'Submit" below.   

Thank you very much for providing this feedback!  

 

For questions or comments about this survey, to request a copy of the results, or for permission to use it for other 

applications, contact: 

Don Yarbrough, Director, Center for Evaluation and Assessment, University of Iowa, College of Education, S210 LC, Iowa 

City, IA 52242, 319-335-5567, d-yarbrough@uiowa.edu 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Appendix B:  Expanded Program or Project Model  

(Modified Version Used as Observation Framework) 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
Figure 1: Expanded Program/Project Models (EPMs) for Programs, Projects & Subprojects 

Prior Situation & Context Focus for the Program/Project            Ą 

1. Context &  
Environment of the 
program/project 

2. Purposes that the P/P might 
serve, including Needs, 
Problems, Areas for Growth  

3. Targeted Users of the P/P, Including Process 
and Instrumental Users, and Other 
Beneficiaries, Including Staff    

 
4.  Diagnostic Theory (part of the inclusive Program Theory) informing how the problem and needs that the P/P will 
address are determined.  This theory resides in/with the P/P designers, staff & stakeholders and is based on 
scholarship, practice wisdom & beliefs (see also Causal Hypothesis) 

 

     |  

    \ /  
Intervention Focus             Ą 

                           Planning                                                           Implementation 

5.  Solutions & 
Strategies For 
the P/P to 
Implement 
 

6. Process 
Goals & 
Objectives for 
Planning the 
P/P  

7. Outcome and 
Impact Goals & 
Objectives for 
Planning the 
P/P 

8. Resources & 
Inputs Actually 
Used in the P/P 

9. Activities, 
Methods & 
Procedures 
Actually Used in 
the P/P 

10.  Outputs 
of the P/P 

 
11.  Program theory informing the P/P impact model (Impact Theory & Intervention Hypothesis).  Based on 
scholarship, practice wisdom & beliefs  
 
12. Program theory informing the evaluation P/P service delivery, administration & management (Process theory, 
organizational and service delivery plans). Based on scholarship, practice wisdom & beliefs  

 

     |  

    \ /  
Post Implementation Situation & Results  Focus             Ą 

 

13. Post P/P Context & 
Environment for the 
evaluation.  How has it 
changed?  

14. Outcomes of the P/P 15. Impacts of the P/P 16. Costs & 
Efficiencies.  
What are they 
and how could 
they be best 
managed? 

 
17.  Program theory explaining causal conclusions required in arguing that the P/P did or did not meet its 
purposes as they are understood at the end of the P/P.  (Impact theory and intervention hypothesis).  Based 
on scholarship, practice wisdom & beliefs  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
[Copyright:  Don Yarbrough.  All rights reserved.] 
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Description of BHH-CR Summer Workshops 2009 

 Workshop notes are in two sections; the first section consists of notes for the first two day workshop 
conducted on July 30-31, 2009.  They are detailed notes of the activities of the two days.  The second section 
includes detailed notes from the second workshop, a replication of the first workshop conducted on August 3-
4, 2009.  The second set of notes is organized using a modified version of an expanded program model that 
describes the program elements of: Context, Environment, and Participants; Needs and Problems Addressed; 
Resources, Activities and Procedures; and Immediate and Longer Terms Outcomes Perceived by Observer.  
Because the workshops were conceived as replications, the program elements are the same for both 
workshops. 
 

July 30, 2009  
Prairie Ridge Elementary School, Cedar Rapids, IA 
Observer:  Melissa Chapman 

 
8:00 A.M.  
Registration, teachers grab bagels, coffee, juice, etc. 
Room set-up:  There are tables for each grade level, sometimes two tables per grade level (there are two 
Kindergarten tables).  At the front of the room there is a large whiteboard on the left, a long table in the 
middle, and then a paper easel on the right.  Further right of the easel there are chairs where the mentor 
teachers sit (one per grade).  Besides participants, others in the room include Elise Fillpot (project director), 
Kim Heckart, Bruce Fehn, and Cath Denial (project staff members). 
 
8:20 A.M. 
Kim convenes the large group for the first time and provides an introduction and brief history of the BHH 
projects.  She then introduced Elise, who named each of the mentor teachers, Bruce Fehn, Cath Denial, and I.  I 
gave an introduction to the CEA, the evaluation, and the data that would be collected for the project, including 
the survey Julie will send out the Wednesday following the professional development (PD).   
 
8:35 A.M. 
Cath began her presentation by asking participants to ask her any questions they would like, which is what she 
does with her college students.  There was a period of silence before Bruce Fehn asked what her favorite 
history topics were.  Cath reported she particularly enjoyed social justice issues, including American Indians, 
ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƪŜΦ  ²ƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΣ ǎƘŜ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘΣ άL ōŜŎŀƳŜ ŀ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ LΩƳ 
ƴƻǘ ƎƻƻŘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀƴ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊΦέ  [ŀǳƎƘǘŜǊ ŜǊǳǇǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΦ  
 
Cath then transitioned into a task for the teachers, which involved primary source documents from the 
American Revolution.  Teachers were to write a story about what the pictures were telling them, and they 
were to write it as a narrative versus a point-by-point description of the pictures.  She gave the teachers 
approximately 15-20 minutes to work as a table.  I joined one of the kindergarten tables.  The teachers 
nominated a recorder and all contributed to the story.  Some prior knowledge was used, including the 
!ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ DƛǊƭ άCŜƭƛŎƛǘȅΦέ  !ǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘŜŘ ŀ ǎǘƻǊȅΣ ǘƘŜȅ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǿǊƛǘŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǎ ŀ ƧƻǳǊƴŀƭ 
entry by a young girl.   
 
Just before 9 A.M., the kindergarten group I am sitting with was done.  Kim was talking with a 1st grade table 
and Cath was at the 4th grade table.  About ten minutes later, Cath came by our Kindergarten table and 
encouraged the teachers to pay closer attention to the details on the photo, including titles and dates.  The 
teachers continued to examine the pictures for a couple of minutes, until Cath reconvened the large group.  
 
Cath reminded teachers that it was okay if the stories were different.  The 2nd grade table immediately 
volunteered to read first, and the teacher who read the story aloud did so quite enthusiastically.  The pattern 
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of sharing went counterclockwise, without any intervening from Cath.  The content of most of the stories 
seemed to go beyond the pictures, with teachers inserting prior knowledge into the narratives.  For example, 
the other kindergarten table mentioned the 4th of July. 
 
Once each group had read their narrative aloud, Cath asked the large group to note the differences between 
the narratives.  One teacher suggested there were various points of view.  A second teacher noted the use of 
prior knowledge in constructing the narratives, including the 4th of July reference and a reference to the Sons 
of the Revolution.  Cath agreed and highlighted the importance of being aware of this prior knowledge when 
looking at pictures. 
 
Next, a 1st grade teacher mentioned that not all groups had the same pictures.  For example, they were the 
only group to have letters between John and Abigail Adams.  Cath rhetorically asked the large group why she 
would distribute different pictures to the groups.  She then explained that historians rely on the evidence they 
have, leading some perspectives to be lost, including that of women, the illiterate, or other marginalized 
groups.  As an example, she explained how only 15% of documents are kept at the National Archives while the 
other 85% is thrown away.  She said there is a group of historians that determines what is kept and what is 
discarded.  
 
Then Cath brought up the fact that one group mentioned African Americans in their narrative, and questioned 
why this was the case.  One of the kindergarten groups had a picture of the Boston Massacre, which they 
handed around.  Cath explained how there were two pictures by Paul Revere of the Boston Massacre which 
were slightly different.  The copy that showed African Americans fighting was released by an anti-slavery group 
just prior to the Civil Rights era to make the case that these men have fought and died for America, and 
deserve to have equal rights.  
 
Cath continued the large group conversation by asking what else was different between the narratives.  One 
teacher mentioned the order of events.  Cath explained how historians go between primary and secondary 
source documents, and that the construction of history is a dynamic process.  Another teacher asked who 
decides what documents to keep, which led to a more detailed discussion of the role and training of archivists.  
One participant suggested this could be a teachable issǳŜΣ ǎƛƴŎŜ ƻǊŘƛƴŀǊȅ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ŀǎ 
part of history the teachers should encourage this and encourage students to think of themselves as part of 
history.   
 
Next, Cath asked the groups if there was anything they had a question about in the pictures.  A group that had 
a political cartoon from Royal American Magazine did have a question.  Cath went through the picture, and 
went through her process of making meaning of a picture.  For example, she suggested one could look for the 
most powerful person in the picture (the tallest, highest person) and for the least powerful person.  She went 
through this picture and asked participants questions about each person in the picture.  The picture showed a 
man with a wig (wealthy, upper-class person who ōŜƴŜŦƛǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ .ǊƛǘƛǎƘ ǊǳƭŜύ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ǳǇ ŀ ǿƻƳŀƴΩǎ ǎƪƛǊǘΣ 
with a judge (the rule of law) holding the woman down, and another man from the Boston elite pouring tea 
down her throat.  Also included was Brittania, which Cath explained was a figure like the American Statue of 
Liberty, looking away from the scene, and some comical men on the side who represented neglect by France 
and Spain. 
 
Finally, Cath summarized the purpose of the activity and explained this was the process historians engaged in 
all the tƛƳŜΦ  {ƘŜ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴŜ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƴŜŜŘ ŀ tƘΦ5Φ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŀƴΣ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƻƳ 
were historians.  She ended around 9:40 a.m. and left for another engagement.  The teachers were all sitting 
up, looking forward for the duration of CathΩǎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǿŜƴǘ ƻƴ ŀ ǘŜƴ ƳƛƴǳǘŜ ōǊŜŀƪ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ 
leaders set materials on each of the tables.   
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Just before 10:00, Kim introduced the next activity, analyzing written evidence.  Elise then took over, and after 
briefly recognizing Regina for all the work she had been doing behind the scenes, started the next activity.  The 
first topic was pieces of evidence and determining how close those documents are to the source.  Elise 
explained that the narratives the groups just wrote were secondary sources and the photos were primary 
sources, but that she did not like to get too caught up in this distinction.  She found it more useful to think of 
sources as how close or far away they are to the event, and the perspective(s) or goal(s) of the source (what 
might have been the motivations of the painter or photographer). 
 
hƴŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ǇƭŀŎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŀōƭŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǎƘŜŜǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ άр ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ǘƻƻƭǎΣέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘΥ  

1. Stories 

2. Primary Source Analysis (written and images)  

3. Time-lining (establish and reinforce chronology)  

4. Mapping historic information  

o To analyze as evidence 

o Visual organizer, geographic evidence, perspective 

5. Synthesis of sources (e.g., written narrative or other)  

 
Elise explained the BHH units that are online are adaptive, that this is an ongoing process of modifications for 
various classrooms and purposes, versus a scripted curriculum. 
 
Many of the documents had a lot of verbiage, and Elise encouraged teachers not to get too overwhelmed at 
this PD, but explained that by the end of the project thesŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜŎƻƳŜ άǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ȅƻǳǊ ŦƛōŜǊΦέ  {ƘŜ 
ƴŜȄǘ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ άǎǘƻǇ ŀƴŘ ǎƻǳǊŎŜΣέ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ŀ ƴŜǿŜǊ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ .II 
project.  Stop and source means look for the author(s), look for the date, and then determine what type of 
document you are working with (a law, a letter, etc.).   
 
9ƭƛǎŜ ǘƘŜƴ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǿƘȅ άǎǘƻǇ ŀƴŘ ǎƻǳǊŎŜέ ǿŀǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΦ  hƴŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ 
of taking perspectives into account, and another added that determining the motive of the author(s) who 
created the document was essential.  Elise agreed and asked teachers to imagine their classroom is in Britain in 
1790 ς how might the narratives be different?  One teacher suggested those students might say the Americans 
were traitors.  EliǎŜ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƛǎ ŀ Ŏƻƭƭƛǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΣέ ŀǎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ƭŜŦǘ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ 
try to make sense of it.   
 
10:10 A.M. 
Elise introduced the next activity, which she explained was for the teachers to experience, not specifically an 
activity they would use with students.  Grade levels each received different, but related documents:  

o Kindergarten:  Newspaper article about the NY orphans who headed to the Midwest on the orphan 

train 

o 1st grade:  A different article about the orphan train 

o 2nd grade:  Immigrant Ships Transcribers Guild (online ς list of U.S. immigrants by ship)  

o 3rd grade:  Court case, Green et al. vs. County School Board of New Kent County 
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o 4th grade:  a letter to President and Eleanor Roosevelt 

o 5th grade:  a letter from a soldier 

 
Elise explained that teachers were to take a document analysis worksheet and dive into the evidence.  After 
individual teachers completed the worksheet, they were to discuss as a group.  Finally, they were to write one 
or two questions the group had about the larger context of the document, or something within the document 
(what else do you want to know?).   
 
Generally, teachers spent the first ten minutes working individually, after which conversations started to occur 
between two or three people at a table.  Elise, and the mentor teachers, went around the room to answer 
questions and provide direction as necessary.   
 
Around 10:45 A.M. Elise reconvened the entire group.  She asked each group to discuss their document with 
the entire group, starting with the kindergarten tables.  As the first kindergarten table started to describe the 
document, Elise reminded them to stop and source.  The newspaper article was about New York orphans 
finding homes.  The date was 1911 and the location was Oskaloosa, KS.  ThŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘΣ όмύ 
what happened to those children not placed? And (2) is there any kind of background or criminal check for 
those interested in adopting?  
 
¢ƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƪƛƴŘŜǊƎŀǊǘŜƴ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƘŀŘ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΣ Ǉƭǳǎ όмύ ǿƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ άǿŜǎǘŜǊƴ ƘƻƳŜǎΚέ ŀƴŘ όнύ ǿƘŀǘ 
happened to the parents?  Elise suggested creating some categories to organize the questions into social, 
economic, cultural, and legal-type questions.  She also told the teachers they would have a chance to research 
their questions online. 
 
The 1st grade group had three articles about the same New York orphans, which were written around the turn 
of the nineteenth century.  These teachers noted the article mostly talked about women and that there were 
only six girls of the 26 children mentioned in the article.  The teachers wondered why the orphans were 
ŎƻƳƛƴƎ ǘƻ DǊƛƴƴŜƭƭ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ǿŜǊŜ ŦƻǊ άŘƛǎǇƻǎƛƴƎΩ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ƛŦ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ Ŧƛǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 
the adoptive family and the child.   
 
Elise suggested the better questions the teachers ask, the more you can ask.  A teacher asked if they should let 
ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ 9ƭƛǎŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜŘΣ άLǘ ŘŜǇŜƴŘǎέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ 
children to the sources.  Kim then provided an example from her own classroom.  She used to tell students, 
ά¸ƻǳ ŀǊŜ ŜȄŀŎǘƭȅ ǊƛƎƘǘΣέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ǘƻ ά¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎέ ƻǊ ά²ƻǿΣ L ǘƘƛƴƪ L ǊŜŀŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ŀ ōƻƻƪΦ  
[ŜǘΩǎ ƭƻƻƪ ƛǘ ǳǇΦέ  {ƘŜ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƛƭƭ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ 
go find the answer.  She added that it was okay if she did not know an answer.  One of the mentor teachers 
ŀŘŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ ƘŀŘ ǎƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƳŀŘŜ ŀ άǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ōƻȄΣέ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƪƛŘǎ ǿǊƛǘŜ ŀƴŘ ƭŜŀǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
questions. They can research these questions at the library, share the answer with the class, and add 
information to the timeline.  
 
Next, the 2nd ƎǊŀŘŜ ǘŀōƭŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿƻǊƪ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎƘƛǇΩǎ ƳŀƴƛŦŜǎǘ ƭƛǎǘǎΦ  ¢ƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΣ 
including:   

o There were 4-year olds listed with an occupation of merchant - would like more information about 

this.   

o Some children were traveling by themselves, and some were traveling with only one parent.  They 

would like to explore some of the personal stories of these immigrants.   
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o What is a flag stressor (occupation)?  

o On some ships there was a large gender imbalance (ex. Only 10 or 12 men listed on the entire ship.)   

o They found it interesting there was a column on the manifest that indicated whether each passenger 

could read.  

 
The 3rd grade table had a 1957 court report from a case in Virginia dealing with similar issues as Brown vs. 
Board of Education, which took place in 1954.  These teachers wondered what happened after the court case, 
and they wanted more information about Charles Green, who was the first listed sponsor on the lawsuit.  Elise 
suggested it may be good to ask questions about the larger context, to more into desegregation.  One teacher 
ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ŀ ōƻƻƪ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘŜŀƭǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ Lƻǿŀ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ /ƘƻƛŎŜ ƭƛǎǘΣ ǘƛǘƭŜŘ A Teacher for 
Today. 
 
The 4th ƎǊŀŘŜ ǘŀōƭŜ ƘŀŘ ŀ мфрс ƭŜǘǘŜǊ ǘƻ tǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘ wƻƻǎŜǾŜƭǘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ άaǎΦ hΦaΦέ  ¢ƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘΥ  όмύ ²Ƙȅ ǿŀǎ ƛǘ ǎŜƴǘ ǘƻ tǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 9ƭŜŀƴƻǊ wƻƻǎŜǾŜƭǘΚ  όнύ ¢ƘŜȅ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǎƘŜ ǿǊƻǘŜ ά5ŜŀǊ CǊƛŜƴŘǎΣέ 
which was interesting, and (3) When did women get the right to vote?  This was followed by a conversation on 
the reading levels of some primary source documents being too advanced for many or most of the students.  
Elise reminded teachers they would not necessarily give students the document as is, and would probably at 
ƭŜŀǎǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŜȄŎŜǊǇǘΦ  {ƘŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƻƭŘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ ǿƛƭƭ ŀŘŀǇǘ ŀ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ 
have time.     
 
The 5th grade teachers had a letter from a soldier.  The teachers wondered whether there was really a friendly 
exchange between the soldiers and the Native Americans.  At least one teacher thought the intention might 
have been to spread small pox to the Native Americans.  Elise asked the teachers to anticipate what questions 
the students might have, particularly since they would have less prior knowledge to contextualize the 
document.   
 
11:20 A.M. 
Mentors each explained how they implement document analysis into their classrooms, starting with 
kindergarten on up to 5th grade.   
 
The kindergarten tŜŀŎƘŜǊ ƳŜƴǘƻǊ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŜȅ Řƻ ŀ άƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ ƳŜΣέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŀ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ 
(letters, invitations, etc.).  They write a letter to someone as well and talk about why people send letters, 
authorship, and the like.   
 
The 1st grade mentor reported thŜȅ Řƻ ŀ άƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΣέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŎŀǊŘǎ όƘƻǿ Řƻ 
you feel when you get a report card?  What information is on a report card) and other school documents 
(lunch menus, open house letter, and snowy day letter).   
 
The 2nd grade mentor explained how they had a community focus, including a history of communities in the 
area.  They use the ships manifest as a large group and discuss the immigration records.   
 
The focus of the 3rd grade mentor is on slavery and desegregation.  This teacher reported use of documents 
such as the Emancipation Proclamation as a large group.  At this point, a teacher asked if the mentor used 
KWLs (she does).   
 
The 4th grade mentor then explained that she used letters, first in a whole group setting, then in small groups 
(if there is time), and finally as individual activities. 
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Next, the teacher participants asked the mentors and project leaders questions.  The first question focused on 
how teachers select the content and questions to ask.  Elise responded.  The sequence of unit topics follows 
this general pattern:  

o K-1st grade:  Children during other times 

o 2nd grade:  Immigration, plus an environmental unit because this is the time science is brought in and it 

fits with the Industrial Revolution 

o 3rd grade:  Industrialization, segregation  

o 4th grade:  Great Depression, Progressive Era 

 
Elise explained the point was that these topics all feed together.  There was some other discussion on whether 
mentor teachers had done field trips and modifications for various grade levels.   
 
11:45 A.M. 
The entire group moved into the computer lab, which had theater-style seating with a large screen in front.  
Teachers either paired up or sat at individual computers throughout the room.  All computers were at the BHH 
homepage.  Elise went through the BHH website, which was projected onto the front screen, with participants.  
She went through the curriculum and resources page, and then through some of the general resources (ex., 
Library of Congress link). 
 
Noon ς Lunch for approximately 30 minutes.  As teachers finish lunch, they are to get on the computers (in the 
lab or on a personal computer) to research the questions their group generated about the primary source 
documents from the morning activity.  
 
12:50 P.M. 
I joined a 1st grade group in the main room.  The five teachers were working on two computers to answer 
questions about their primary source documents (newspaper articles about the orphan train).  During the 
searches, the teachers generated more questions about why there were so many orphans, related to issues 
regarding the economy and immigration.  There was some discussion about a dot.com site and whether it was 
a good source.  The teachers determined it was, since it was a non-profit organization, possibly a museum, 
about the orphan train.  Another teacher found stories of individual orphans in the Grinnell Herald from 1899 
and 1904.  This led other teachers to conduct a Google search for other names, and one teacher found the 
story of an orphan that was in a primary source document from Elise.  Another teacher found information on 
when they left NYC and how long the children were on the train.  Approximately ten minutes after 1:00, the 
teachers started to move onto lesson planning using these documents. 
 
I moved to the 4th grade table, where there were three teachers at one computer and another two teachers at 
individual computers.  The group of three was working on answering their questions about the primary source 
document (letter to President Roosevelt) and the other two teachers were working on benchmarks and using 
the BHH website.  I continued to move around the large room and the computer lab.  There were 
approximately 12 teachers in the lab, along with Bruce Fane, some mentor teachers, and Kim.   
 
1:25 p.m. 
All participants were back in the large room and Elise moderated the large group sharing.  Each group, starting 
with 5th grade, was asked to repeat what primary source document the group had, what questions the group 
had, and then the answers to those questions.  As the teachers shared, Elise would ask questions, such as 
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άƘƻǿ Ŏŀƴ ǿŜ ǘŀƭƪ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōǊƻŀŘ ǎŜƴǎŜέΚ  {ƘŜ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ƳŀƪŜ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ǘƻ 
larger contextual issues.   
 
During this sharing, there was a 20-minute discussion on how teachers might think about addressing 
segregation and difficult questions that might arise.  The general consensus from Elise and Kim was that it was 
important to address these issues; they did not want the teachers to ignore potentially difficult questions.  This 
might be especially difficult when there are only a few (or even one) African American student in the class.  
Elise suggested it may be helpful to focus on the contributions and achievement of those in the African-
American community.   
 
Kim chimed in to share her teaching experiences, particularly the fact that students come with many different 
perspectives and experiences.  She had an African American student in Washington, IA who had zero notion of 
the history of segregation.  She had another student in Cedar Rapids who had not only knowledge of 
segregation but experiences of discrimination.  These two students experienced these lessons in a completely 
ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƳŀƴƴŜǊΦ  {ƘŜ Ƙŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƘŀŘ ŀ /ŀǳŎŀǎƛŀƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǿƘƻΣ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ŀ ƭŜǎǎƻƴΣ ǘƻƭŘ ƘƛƳΣ άƳȅ ŘŀŘ ƛǎ ǇǊŜƧǳŘƛŎŜΦέ  
She responded by explaining to him that it was his choice how he would be, given what he had learned.   
 
Bruce added there could also be a focus on the many groups who have been discriminated against throughout 
history.  For example, the Irish or the Chinese have been through some similar experiences and were 
characterized in similar ways.  This could be a lesson in how skin color is a construction ς the Irish were once 
ά.ƭŀŎƪΦέ   
 
Kim added the definition of prejudice she uses is from the American Girl books Addy, and it is focused on how 
prejudice is judging others by outside appearances.  She told a story of an incident where the boys did not 
want the girls to play basketball with them because the girls were not as good.  Although the boys did not 
ŎƻƳŜ ƻǳǘ ŀƴŘ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƘŜ ƎƛǊƭǎ ǘƻ ǇƭŀȅΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ Ǉŀǎǎ ǘƘŜ ƎƛǊƭǎ ǘƘŜ ōŀƭƭΦ  YƛƳΩǎ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ƘŀŘ Ƨǳǎǘ 
finished a discussion of the 15th Amendment, where African American men could legally vote though various 
obstacles were presented, including literacy tests and a real threat of violence against those who tried to vote.  
A girl in the class made the connection between that situation and the basketball incident, and Kim led a 
discussion with the class on what they would do to resolve this.  The end solution was that the boys would 
spend one recess teaching the girls how to play basketball, and the next recess they would all play basketball 
together.   
 
Next, the 3rd grade teachers reported their findings, and included a discussion of how they might connect this 
to the larger context.  Then the 2nd grade group reported they found the definition of a flag stressor (someone 
who weaves and makes linen, lace, and other materials).  They also found that some 14- and 15-year olds were 
listed as a spinster, which prompted more research.  They found that spinster, in this context, was a prostitute.  
Finally, the kindergarten and 1st grade tables reported findings from their searches about the orphan trains.   
 
Elise finished this activity by asking teachers if they enjoyed the process.  There was a lot of heads nodding and 
words of agreement, indicating the teachers did enjoy the process.  Kim then talked about how she only has 
her kids searching for information on specific websites, which she has reviewed prior to letting the students 
search.  She emphasized that she would never allow her students to search websites like the teachers did this 
afternoon.  One teacher asked if Kim discusses Internet safety with parents; Kim does discuss this at open 
house and the media specialists also addresses this issue.   
 
2:25 P.M. 
Five minute break 
 
2:30 P.M. 
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Kim reconvened the large group and explained there were two things left to discuss for the day ς photo 
analysis and time-lining.  She started with photo analysis by giving teachers two tools to use ς the 5 Ws (what, 
where, when, who, why) and a modified KWL.   
 
K ς What we think we know 
W ς What we want to know 
L ς Where can we learn it 
 
Kim then described different ways to do a KWL.  The first example focused on Jim Crow laws.  She puts 
students in groups of 3-4 and gives a different picture to each group.  The students take turns being the 
recorder within the group as they complete the group KWL.  Then each group shares with the large group and 
Kim puts ŜŀŎƘ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ Y²[ ƻƴ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜ ǇŀǇŜǊΦ  {ƘŜ ƘŀŘ ŀƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ ōǊƻǳƎƘǘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƻƳΦ  
Kim also talked about how she used photo analysis to build background knowledge, as an assessment, and 
how she uses it with PWIM.  Kim viewed photo analysis as an opportunity for students to be detectives, similar 
to I-Spy.   
 
She then had the teachers do a photo analysis with a large photo that was posted at the front of the room.  
Teachers were to work within their groups and then they would do a PWIM as a large group.  She passed out a 
small handout to each table and teachers in each group discussed and described the photo.  Kim went around 
the room as teachers worked to answer questions and support the group work.   
 
Around 3:10, Kim checked in with the groups and then reconvened the whole group.  She started by asking the 
teachers to source:  Who drew this?  One teacher indicated it was John Gast, which she found by doing a 
ƎƻƻƎƭŜ ǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŦƻǊ ά²ŜǎǘŜǊƴ 9ȄǇŀƴǎƛƻƴ ǇŀƛƴǘƛƴƎǎΦέ  ¢ƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ƘŀŘ ŀƭǎƻ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ Řone in 1872 and that it 
ǿŀǎ ǘƛǘƭŜŘ άaŀƴƛŦŜǎǘ 5ŜǎǘƛƴȅΦέ   
 
YƛƳ ǘƘŜƴ ŀǎƪŜŘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƴȅ άǿƘƻǎέ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜΦ  wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘΥ  ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΣ 
cowboys, Pony Express, Native Americans, train engineers, animals, an angel/lady in white, firemen.  Kim 
suggested that when teachers do this in their own classrooms they use a kooshball so that only one student 
can talk at a time.  She then asked the teachers to list objects in the picture, which included the Mississippi 
River, telegraph, log cabin, stage coach, train, ship, and a covered wagon.  Kim said she always asks her 
students to use photos to determine when it was from and then to put this on the timeline.  She wants the 
focus to be on context and using knowledge to interpret the picture versus getting hung up on dates.  
 
Another modification she suggested was the cover up parts of the photo, slowing uncovering them to give the 
students more information.  At the end the students can create a story about the photo.  She also asked the 
teachers what was missing from the photo, including Chinese people, children, and women. 
 
Next, the mentor teachers talked about how they use photo analysis.  The kindergarten teacher mentor mixes 
ƛǘ ǿŀǎ άYƛƴƎκvǳŜŜƴ ŦƻǊ ŀ 5ŀȅΦέ  {ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōǊƻǳƎƘǘ ƛƴ ǇƘƻǘƻǎ of themselves and she asks questions about 
which picture is older, and what information the students can get from the photos.  She uses this activity to 
work on sentence structure.   
 
The 1st grade mentor has the children bring in five pictures and she asks the students questions:  when was the 
picture taken?  Who is in it?  How were you feeling?  What are you doing?  She then leads this activity into 
books that they use for photo analysis.  They do a lot of comparing and contrasting. 
 
The 2nd grade mentor used a KWL, but with a focus on generating questions.  She establishes with the class 
that it is okay to disagree.  The 3rd grade mentor instructed similar to what Kim had already described.  She 
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added that she laminates the photos and makes multiple copies because the kids want to touch and hold the 
photo themselves.  She added that sharing out as a whole group was a vital piece of this activity.   
 
The 4th grade mentor starts with the 20s and 30s in a compare/contrast activity.  Then they move into hobos, 
Hoovervilles, and the Great Depression.  She also lets students know that it is okay to guess while doing photo 
analysis.  The teachers asked a few questions about where Kim got the photos she used. 
 
Next, Kim discussed how to source with the students.  She has an icon for each source (photograph, book, 
ŘƛŀǊȅΣ ƭŜǘǘŜǊΣ ŀǊǘƛŦŀŎǘύ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ άǎƻǳǊŎŜ ŀǎ ȅƻǳ Ǝƻέ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ǳƴƛǘΦ  ¢ƘŜƴΣ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǘΣ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ǎŜŜ 
all of the connections, somewhat like a bibliography.  One of the 4th grade teachers wondered if students could 
keep track of sources in individual notebooks.  Kim thought this might be appropriate in 4th and 5th grades.   
 
Just before 4:00, Elise closed for the day and told teachers they would discuss timelines the following morning.  
In addition, teachers would learn about geographic processes and addressing literacy in the BHH units.  Finally, 
teachers would have a chance to work on their units for the upcoming year.   
 

July 31, 2009  
Prairie Ridge Elementary School, Cedar Rapids, IA 
Observer:  Melissa Chapman 
 
8:00 A.M.  
Breakfast, registration, and conversations occurred.  The social studies coordinator for the CR school district 
came up to me and introduced herself.  We spoke briefly and I reminded her that she would usually be talking 
with Julie for this project.   
 
8:17 A.M. 
Elise started for the day and reviewed the activities for the day.  
 
8:20 A.M. 
Kim began to discuss timelines and explains she starts by reading an immigration book ς not the entire book 
ōǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ άŎƻŀǘƘŀƴƎŜǊέ ŦƻǊ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜƭƛƴŜΦ  ¢ƘŜ оǊŘ ƎǊŀŘŜ ǘƛƳŜƭƛƴŜ ŦǊƻƳ YƛƳΩǎ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ ƭŀǎǘ 
year was posted on one of the walls of the main room.  Kim explained that she keeps her timeline in the 
hallway, versus in her classroom, and that the teachers could figure out what works best for their own 
ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǇƘƻǘƻ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭƭ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƻƴ YƛƳΩǎ ǘƛƳŜƭƛƴŜΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŜƴǘǊȅ ƛǎ 
άƭƻƴƎΣ ƭƻƴƎ ŀƎƻΣέ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ƭŀƴŘ ŦƻǊƳ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎΦ  {ƘŜ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜŘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ 
grades, to discuss the concept of time frequently.  For example, you might say this was so long ago even your 
ƎǊŀƴŘǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ ǘƘƛǎΦ  {ƘŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜ-emphasized the numbers in the timeline with math 
activities, and used color pictures from a book (ǊŜŀŘ ŜŀǊƭȅ ƻƴύ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ƘŜǊ άŎƻŀǘƘŀƴƎŜǊǎέ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ 
timeline.  For example, there is a picture for when the Native Americans came to North America, when African 
Americans arrived, and then when the explorers arrived ς then the other events they discuss throughout the 
units are added around these events.   
 
She then explained that students were able to add things to the timeline.  In fact, last year a student added 
.ŀǊŀŎƪ hōŀƳŀΦ  ²ƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ ŀŘŘ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǘƻ άǿŀƭƪ ŀƴŘ ǘŀƭƪέ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜƭƛƴŜ ŜŀŎƘ ǘƛƳŜΤ students also 
Řƻ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘ ŎƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎΦ  YƛƳ ŀƭǎƻ Ǉǳǘǎ ǘƘŜ ƪƛŘǎΩ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜƭƛƴŜΦ 
 
!ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘƛƴƎ ŀŘŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜƭƛƴŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ȅŜŀǊ ƛǎ ŀ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ŀ άƘŜǊƻΣέ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǇƛŎƪ ǘƻ 
study further for a project.  Once students have selected a hero, they read two sources to find information on 
their accomplishments and what the world would be like without them.  In art, they draw the upper part of 
ǘƘŜƛǊ ƘŜǊƻΩǎ ōƻŘȅ ŀƴŘ ŀŘŘ ŀ άǇǳǎƘ ƳŜέ ōǳǘǘƻƴΦ  ¢ƘŜƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǿǊƛǘŜ ŀƴŘ ƳŜƳorize a speech, and present.  The 
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Ŏƭŀǎǎ ƘŀŘ ŀ άIŜǊƻ ²ŀȄ aǳǎŜǳƳέ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΦ  {ƻƳŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ 
witnessed other teachers at their school doing something similar to this. 
 
8:35 
The mentor teachers each described how they used timelines.  The kindergarten mentor aimed to teach 
ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ƳƻǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ŎƘǊƻƴƻƭƻƎȅ ōȅ ǇǳǘǘƛƴƎ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ōƛǊǘƘŘŀǘŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜƭƛƴŜΦ  {ƘŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŀǎƪǎ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ǘƻ 
ōǊƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ȅŜŀǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƭƛŦǘΦ  ²ƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘ ƛǎ ƪƛƴƎκǉǳŜŜƴ Ŧor a day, that child does a 
gallery walk to show and talk to the rest of the class about each object.  This teacher also incorporates the 
school day and has magazine clippings for each part of the school day.  Her timeline is posted in the classroom.   
 
The 1st grade mentor teacher focuses on a school timeline.  She uses math to introduce the timeline and then 
puts pictures to represent each part of the school day, sequenced accordingly.  Eventually they might extend 
from the school day to the school week.   
 
The 2nd grade mentor explained her process is similar to the 3rd grade (as explained by Kim), and that her 2nd 
graders are typically quite interested to view the 3rd graders timeline.  This mentor had also posted her 
timeline in the room for the teacher participants to view and she went through the timeline as she described 
her process.  She had children draw pictures for the timeline, versus using magazine clipping or copies of 
pictures.  She also did timeline walk and talks, and had the children do this as well.  A piece unique to this 
grade was the addition of an environmental piece.  They read a book, A River Ran Wild, and then make a large 
timeline of various environmental events.   
 
¢ƘŜ оǊŘ ƎǊŀŘŜ ƳŜƴǘƻǊ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƳǳŎƘ ǘƻ ŀŘŘ ǘƻ YƛƳΩǎ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ǇǊŜsentation.  The 4th grade mentor shared 
with the group she had initially used clothespins to hang the timeline, but that it fell by January.  She posts her 
timeline in the classroom and includes inventions, presidents, and the link.  She also suggested some teachers 
may want to do a timeline as an entire grade (versus by classroom).   
 
This led to a discussion and questions from the teachers.  The 2nd grade teacher mentor recommended having 
the timeline in the room at first, so that it is not out of sight, out of mind.  She also suggested trying to keep 
ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜƭƛƴŜ ƭƻǿΣ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ŜȅŜ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ǎƻ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ǊŜŀŘ ƛǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘΦ   
 
One teacher asked whether there was or should be criteria for children to put things on the timeline.  Kim said 
in her class it has to be somehow tied to what the class was learning about.  She also repeated that it was not 
about the date, but rather about children using evidence to figure out where to place things on the timeline.  
Elise added that in student interviews, timelines have come up as an interesting piece, particularly how 
children connect with, internalize, and interact with history.  A teacher suggested children could use a 
ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ǾŜǊǘƛŎŀƭ ǘƛƳŜƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ƭƛŦŜΦ  
 
8:55 a.m. 
Kim asked if there were any further questions or discussion on timelines.  Since there were no questions, she 
moved on to mapping.  She explained that each unit had a different twist and referenced a map up on the wall.  
She started with a blank map and did an I-Spy piece where she would give students clues for each state until 
they correctly identified each state.  She did not give a larger explanation of the activity until the end ς for 
example, she might explain after the I-Spy piece that she used different colors for the Northern and Southern 
states (separated by the Mason Dixon line); states that were blank were not states at this time period.  Often 
students can figure this broader context out with little direction from Kim.  The class used this map for the 
segregation unit.   
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They constructed another map for the Industrialization unit.  Kim started by reading the book, Ten Mile Day, 
which highlighted cities like Lowell, Massachusetts and Chicago, Illinois.  They put pictures on the map of 
cotton, sugarcane and plantations. 
 
Next, the mentors explained how they implemented mapping.  For the kindergarten mentor, the goal was to 
get the children to recognize how to use maps.  She starts with a large map with the states labeled, and then 
takes pictures of the children and puts them on the map where they are born.  Similar to other history 
activities, she integrated this with the king/queen for the day.  She also did a school map and used it to explain 
to people how to get around the classroom.   
 
The 1st grade mentor talked a lot with her students about maps as a physical representation and how maps 
can be useful (e.g. helping you to get around in an unfamiliar place).  Her class made a map of the playground 
and a map of their own town.  The 2nd grade mentor used maps for landforms and natural resources. They 
also used a world map for immigration, and the students placed a string on the map to where their ancestors 
came from.  Finally, she also sends a parent letter home and asks for a photo of something the kids did that 
summer.  In the classroom, they map out where the summer activity took place, which was meaningful to the 
kids.   
 
Lƴ ǘƘŜ пǘƘ ƎǊŀŘŜ ƳŜƴǘƻǊΩǎ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƪƛŘǎ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ǳǇ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŀǊŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜƴǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǳƳƳŜǊΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ 
then maps this, either on the overhead or sometimes on paper.  She has also done maps for landforms, 
regions, and the Great Depression (showed Rt. 66 to illustrate how various people traveled).  In 5th grade, Kim 
explained maps had been used for the Native American unit, the Revolutionary War, and the explorers.   
 
9:12 a.m. 
Next, Kim began to discuss literacy strategies, using the overhead projector.  She started with the slavery and 
segregation to illustrate the close connection between literacy and the BHH strategies.  She displayed a slide 
ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŀŘ άƘƛ{¢hw¸Σέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ŘƛŘ ŀƴ ƻǾŜǊǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ƭƛǘŜǊŀŎȅ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ǎƘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŎƻǾŜǊ όǊŜŀŘƛƴƎΣ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎΣ 
oral speaking, vocabulary, comprehension).  She went through each literacy area, starting with vocabulary. 
 
For each unit, she uses vocabulary lists with definitions.  All of this information is on the BHH website.  She 
does a review of the story each day, a retell, and uses the vocabulary.  As she does this, she has found the kids 
will start to use the vocabulary themselves.  Sometimes she also does a share-pair.  She has also heard of a 
teacher who stuck each vocabulary word to a Popsicle stick, which she would pull out to review.   
 
Next, Kim discussed comprehension.  She went through background knowledge, visualizing, questioning, 
determining importance, and synthesizing.  Next, she discussed written language, for which the Prairie 
ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǳǎŜ άwƛƎƘǘ ¢ƻƻƭǎΦέ  CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ ǎƘŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƻǊŀƭ ǎǇŜŀƪƛƴƎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǿŀƭƪƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
timeline.   
 
Then Kim explained that she uses a pretest at the beginning of a unit.  She showed a transparency of the 
ǇǊŜǘŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ǿŜƴǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ƻƴŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǇǊŜǘŜǎǘΦ  bŜȄǘΣ ǎƘŜ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǘŜǎǘ ŦƻǊ ƛƳŀƎŜ 
ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƎŀƛƴ ǎƘŜ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ƻƴŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǇǊŜǘŜǎǘΦ  {ƘŜ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ how these pretests addressed both skill 
ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ Ŏŀƴ ƎƭŜŀƴ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǎŎƻƴŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎΦ  ! 
teacher asked if she discussed the pretest with her students; Kim tells the students they will see this test again 
but does not discuss it further.  
 
Next, she went through a unit, which was in a different order than what was on the website.  First, she read a 
book, What is the U.S. Constitution?  She did not read the entire book; instead she used this to transition into 
making the classroom rules.  Her goal was to have students make a connection between the constitution, as 
the rules of the United States, parallel in purpose to the rules of the classroom.  She provides each student 
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with a note card and the students write down a rule.  Then they place the rules into categories, such as school, 
home, United States, state, and the like.  As the class decides on a set of classroom rules, all the children sign 
it, just as the founding fathers signed the constitution.  A teacher asked Kim about appropriate books to read, 
which led to a discussion about a number of possible books the teachers could use.   
 
Then Kim returned to the description of her unit.  She then read the book, Coming to America, which is about 
immigration.  Children construct an individual timeline, which is ready to be folded up and put into a baggie 
ǿƛǘƘ ŜŀŎƘ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƴŀƳŜΦ  YƛƳ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜǊ ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘȅ ƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜ άǊŜŀŘȅ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǊƴΣ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŀŘȅ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ǊŜŀŘȅΣέ 
and she tells her kids this on the first day of school.   
 
Kim moved on to the KWL chart, and displayed a small version of what she modeled yesterday.  She does a 
KWL for slavery, segregation/Jim Crow, and Civil Rights.  She mentioned other books she uses and also 
displayed a graphic organizer she uses with her kids called number notes.   
 
Name:  ___________________________   Number Notes 
  
 Topic:  ___(slavery)_____ 
 
 1 ___(Africa)____ (Big idea) 
  2 ____________ (tell me more)  
  2 ____________ (tell me more)  
  2 ____________ (tell me more)  
 
[the big idea/tell me more points are repeated two times]  
 
9:50 a.m. 
The number notes were used to help students begin to form and organize their ideas for the student 
ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜǎΦ  YƛƳ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ŀ мǎǘ ŘǊŀŦǘ ƻŦ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ŀ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜΣ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ that next this child 
would edit the narrative with a partner, then edit it with Kim, and finally would put this in Chapter 1 of their 
book.  She showed a few examples of books and told the teachers she got the books at barebooks.com.  She 
emphasized the cƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǇƻǿŜǊŦǳƭ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎƘƛǇ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ōƻƻƪ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜ όƛƴ 
multiple chapters), a timeline, glossary, and table of contents.  A typical book might be organized as:   
 Chapter 1:  Slavery 
 Chapter 2:  Lincoln 
 Chapter 3:  Segregation 
 Chapter 4:  Famous African American that stood up against segregation (do this with paired reading)  
 ¢ƘŜƴ ŀ άtŜŀƪ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ tŀǎǘέΥ  ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜǎ 
 ¢ƘŜƴ ŀƴ ά!ōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ !ǳǘƘƻǊέ  
 
As Kim continued to discuss the book, she answered questions about how she prioritizes her time between the 
various activities, how and when sourcing takes place, and how her room is organized.   
 
10:05  
Break 
 
10:25 
The group reconvened.  During the break some of the teachers asked Kim questions, and others looked at the 
timelines and other materials posted around the room.  
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YƛƳ ƳƻǾŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ н ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ōƻƻƪǎΦ  {ƘŜ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŜȅ ǎǘŀǊǘ ōȅ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ¢ƻƴȅ WƻƘƴǎǘƻƴΩǎ 
book, The Wagon, which makes reference to the 13th Amendment and the Emancipation Proclamation.  Then 
they conduct a mapping activity.  Children use the same number notes sheet as they did for Chapter 1, but on 
this second version Kim added lines for a topic sentence and a closing sentence (for Chapter 1 the students 
chose from sentences Kim had generated).   
 
For Chapter 3, the content includes segregation, Jim Crow laws, and the 15th Amendment.  Activities include 
photo analysis, read-ŀƭƻǳŘǎ όƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ōƻƻƪ tŀǇŀΩǎ aŀǊƪύΣ ŀƴŘ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǇŜǊǎǳŀǎƛǾŜ ƭŜǘǘŜǊ ǘƻ tǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘ 
Johnson about why there should be laws against poll taxes, literacy tests, and the like.   
 
The focus of Chapter 4 begins with a discussion about how African Americans stood up against segregation.  
Kim did a synopsis of a book they read, White Socks Only, which is a fictional story but shows how even kids 
could stand up for what they believe in.  Then, during guided reading groups, the kids write a paragraph about 
how African Americans stood up against segregation; for this activity the higher ability students get a lesser-
known African American.  Next, they create a mind map, which is a synthesizing activity.  She put up a 
transparency of a mind map (similar to a concept map), and shared that websites like wordle.com allow kids to 
type in words and then draw pictures around those words.  The key to this activity, according to Kim, was the 
ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ǇƛŜŎŜΦ  {ƘŜ Ƙŀǎ ǘǿƻ ƻǊ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƪƛŘǎ ŀ Řŀȅ άǎƘŀǊŜ ƻǳǘέ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀǎǎΦ   
 
She mentioned one more synthesizing option in the form of Photostory, which can be downloaded free.  When 
Kim has used Photostory, she put all of the images in a folder on her desktop.  Kids could then import photos 
into the program, title it (if they want), and then record their own voice.  The end product is a narrative to the 
pictures, as displayed with the Photostory program.  Each of her students last year did two Photostories, and 
Kim spent about 10-15 minutes with each child to create these stories.   
 
Finally, Kim conducts the posttests with her students.  She put up a transparency that displayed the posttest of 
the same student for which she had earlier show a pretest.  She mentioned this was an average student.   
 
10:53 A.M. 
Elise started talking about the assessments for reporting purposes.  The goal is to determine the extent that 
students are developing a chronological sense of history.  The two formats for assessment include the image 
with the 5 Ws and the content knowledge assessment.  She made one last note about the importance of 
sourcing before she had me hand out the consent information sheets.  I re-introduced myself and provided a 
brief into to the purpose of the consent forms.  I also mentioned the web survey that would be sent the 
Wednesday following the PD and told teachers to provide me with an alternative email address if they were 
not able to access their school email.  No teachers provided me with another email address.  There were no 
questions about the consent form. 
 
11:10 A.M. 
Kim went through the rubrics, which were primarily for grades 3-5.  Elise clarified that teachers could use these 
rubrics if they would like, and that this is separate from the CEA assessments.   
 
11:17 A.M. 
Kim sent the grade-level groups off with their mentors to engage in lesson planning.  I went with the 3rd grade 
ƎǊƻǳǇΣ ǿƘƻ ƳŜǘ ƛƴ YƛƳΩǎ ǊƻƻƳ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ оǊŘ ƎǊŀŘŜ mentor, Nichole.  The teachers each received a number of 
books, including the Addy series.  Nichole also passed out a set of papers that was laminated and bound with a 
metal ring ς this was the unit with all photos and in the order that Kim and the other 3rd grade teachers at 
Ridge followed.  The teachers all expressed appreciation for all of the materials.  There were also conversations 
ŀōƻǳǘ Ƙƻǿ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜŘ YƛƳΩǎ ǊƻƻƳ ǿŀǎ ς ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ŜǾŜƴ ǇŀǇŜǊǎ ƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŘŜǎƪΣ ǊŜŀŘȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ Řŀȅ 
of school!  
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Nichole and the teachers discussed what might be the most useful way for them to spend their working time.  
They decided that Nichole would go through each of the lessons in each unit, even though Kim had provided a 
good amount of detail.  This format alloǿŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀǎƪ bƛŎƘƻƭŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŦǊƻƳ άLǎ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ȅƻǳǊ 
ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳΚέ ǘƻ ά5ƻ ȅƻǳ ƭŀƳƛƴŀǘŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇƘƻǘƻǎΚέ 
 
Some time was also spent discussing the Addy books, which the teachers at Prairie Ridge start at the beginning 
of the school year.  One teacher wondered if the boys were okay reading these books, since they are part of 
the American Girl series.  Nichole said that she tells her students that they will read the first book and then 
take a class vote about whether they want to continue to read these.  So far, after reading the first book, the 
kids decide to continue reading the series.   
 
For a number of the materials, such as the rule cards, one of the teachers would work on typing up the list and 
then would email it to the rest of the group.  It was an extremely collaborative working environment. 
 
Most of the teachers in this room were from the Prairie district.  Three Cedar Rapids teachers, from three 
different buildings, were working to come up with a plan for how to incorporate BHH into their already large 
social studies curriculum.  These teachers already had five units to cover and would need to add two units.  
These teachers decided to work in another room with Elise. 
 
The 3rd grade Prairie teachers worked together until 12:15, when we broke for lunch.   
 
12:55 P.M. 
I joined the third grade teachers from Cedar Rapids, who were working in a room with Elise and the social 
studies coordinator.  Soon after I joined their group, Elise left to work with the 5th grade teachers.  The three 
teachers and coordinator discussed how to balance history, as well as how to make sure all subject areas 
received enough time.  They decided it was important to provide other teachers, particularly brand new 
teachers, with guidelines, specific cut-off dates by trimesters, and the like, since this is the format for math and 
reading.   
 
1:15 P.M. 
I found six of the 2nd grade teachers working in a classroom, looking at ship manifests and talking about what 
to print and what information is provided in the manifests.  One teacher left to look for more printer paper.  
About five minutes later the mentor came in with some paper materials, such as worksheets, and discussed 
how to use that information.  This group was also collegial and much collaboration was taking place.  For 
example, some teachers were looking for specific books and videos and would share this information with the 
group.  
 
1:35 P.M. 
I walked around the school, looking for the teachers in the earlier grades, but I think they are dispersed into 
the computer labs (some may have also left early ς Elise mentioned some teachers had to leave).  I joined Elise 
and the 5th grade teachers in the main room.  The 4th grade teachers were also working in here, along with 
the 4th grade mentor.  Elise and the 5th grade teachers were discussing when to address voting and how to 
break up and organize other BHH units.  They discussed reorganizing the units on voting and on the 
Revolutionary War.  The teachers told Elise they would keep her informed on how things went in their 
classrooms.  Elise also mentioned to these teachers that Cath would meet with them on Tuesday to give them 
some additional background knowledge.   
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Next, they discussed how these teachers could collaborate through the next year and what these teachers will 
do next summer.  It was suggested they might be mentors for some of the Cedar Rapids teachers, even though 
they would have only taught this for one year.   
 
1:55 P.M. 
I went back into the 3rd grade room, where they were still discussing the units in detail.  One of the Cedar 
Rapids teachers had rejoined this group and was taking a lot of notes.  Nichole mentioned to the teachers they 
could get background knowledge on the BHH website, which she had found helpful in the past.  They discussed 
a number of books that the Ridge teachers used, and some teachers in the room were trying to find out of 
print books on Amazon and eBay.  I stayed in this room until 2:30, when these teachers broke up to construct 
materials for their lessons.  Nichole went to go make copies of a few things that were not in the packet. 
 
Around 3:00, the remaining teachers were working on their materials, engaged in lesson planning, or were 
talking in small groups.  There were still a number of teachers in the computer lab.  Around 3:20 I touched base 
with Elise, who mentioned the only thing that would take place was the completion of forms for AEA credit.  I 
left around 3:30 p.m. 
 
 
Monday August 3, 2009 
Day 1 of second replication of workshop 
 
BHH-CR Summer 2009 Workshop ς Overall view 

¶ Context, Environment, and Participants 

The workshop was conducted at Prairie Ridge Elementary School in their multi-purpose room.  It was a large 
pleasant room with a wall of windows along one side.  The participants were asked to sit at tables by grade 
level.  There was one table for each grade level.  There were approximately 38 participants.  Others present 
included: grade level mentors from Prairie Ridge School, Kim Heckart (lead mentor), Elise Fillpot (project 
director), Cath Denial and Konrad Hamilton (both from Knox College), Cheryl Muhlenbach (Iowa Department of 
Education Social Studies Curriculum Director), Regina Helm (grant assistant), and myself.   On each of the two 
workshop days, there was breakfast (bagels, donuts, fruit, juice, coffee) available when participants arrive and 
lunch was served at midday (sandwiches one day, pizza the next, and dessert).  There was also candy, sodas, 
and bottled water available all day.  Participants were mostly from the College Community School District and 
about one teacher per grade level from the Cedar Rapids Community School District.  The College Community 
district includes four different elementary schools and an intermediate center where the 5th grade is housed, 
so many of the teachers know each other.  This session was the second of two presentations of the same 
workshop ς the first workshop was held on the previous Thursday and Friday.  Participants were allowed to 
choose the workshop they wanted to attend.  Some teachers opted to come with their grade level team, but 
others attended on their own. 
 

¶ Needs and Problems Addressed 

The workshop was intended to serve as an introduction to the BHH paradigm for teaching history and a 
specific introduction to one of the two grade level units that teachers will be teaching in their classrooms over 
the next few years.  The College Community district has adopted the BHH curriculum as their history 
curriculum for the next few years. 
 
Sessions 
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The day began with introductions by Elise Fillpot, project director and Kim Heckart, lead mentor.  They 
introduced themselves, then introduced Cheryl Muhlenbach, State of Iowa Department of Education Social 
Studies Curriculum Director, and then introduced the first speaker, Cath Denial, Assistant Professor of History 
at Knox College in Galesburg, IL.  Denial has worked with the BHH project pretty much since its inception, first 
as a history graduate student at the University of Iowa and then continuing after taking her position at Knox 
College. 
 
Exploring the Nature of History   

¶ Context, environment, and participants 

The context, environment, and participants were as described above. 
 

¶ Needs and Problems Addressed 

The first session was intended to provide the participants with an introductory look at using primary source 
documents as a way to talk about history.   
 

¶ Resources, Activities and Procedures 

/ŀǘƘ 5Ŝƴƛŀƭ ƎŀǾŜ ŀ ōǊƛŜŦ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƘŜǊ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ .II ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΣ άL 
ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ Řƻ ȅƻǳǊ ƧƻōΦ  L ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǘǊŜƳŜƴŘƻǳǎ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ŦƻǊ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ŀƭƭ Řƻ ŜǾŜǊȅ ŘŀȅΦέ  {ƘŜ ƎŀǾŜ ŜŀŎƘ 
grade level group a set of handouts, consisting of primary source documents (written and images) about 
events around the time of the US Revolutionary War.  She asked each group to look at the documents, put 
them in chronological order, and then write the story of what is happening in the whole packet.  She asked 
them to appoint someone from their group to write, and be ready to share their story when they were done.  
The groups took 10-15 minutes to look at their documents.  There was a lot of talking and laughing during this 
time.   
 
After about 15 minutes, she asked the groups to share their stories.  Each table shared their story, often 
ƭŀǳƎƘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ǎǳǊŜ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƳŜŀƴǘ όǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ a political cartoon).  At 
first all teachers appear attentive, but after a few tables have presented, some people seem less interested, 
talking among themselves. 
 
!ŦǘŜǊ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŦƛƴƛǎƘŜŘΣ 5Ŝƴƛŀƭ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƘŜƳΣ ά²Ƙȅ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘΚέ  hƴŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǎŀƛŘΣ άhǳǊ 
ǇǊƛƻǊ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǿŀǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘέ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ 5Ŝƴƛŀƭ ŀƎǊŜŜŘΣ ǎŀȅƛƴƎΣ ά¸ŜǎΣ ǇǊƛƻǊ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ Ƙƻǿ ȅƻǳ ƭƻƻƪŜŘ 
ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΦέ  !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǎǘȅƭŜǎ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ 
and another that the interpretations they made of the images changed their story.  Another teacher said that 
the way that you organized the documents, how you made sense of them affected the story.  One person said 
that they had decided that one of the images was George Washington in his youth which no one else had, and 
that colored how they told their story.   
 
5Ŝƴƛŀƭ ŀǎƪŜŘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƭƭ ƘŀŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǎƻ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŜ ǎŀƛŘΣ ά²Ƙȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ 
L Řƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƻ ȅƻǳΚέ  {ƘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊŜŘ ƘŜǊ ƻǿƴ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ by suggesting that she did that as an illustration of how 
historians come across evidence when constructing a historical account.  She said that the story you end up 
telling depends on where you are and what you find.  It also depends on what documents were kept.  So many 
stories of that time do not include women or African Americans because far fewer documents were kept that 
were produced by those people at that time.  It also depends on how the documents are archived.  She said 
that in the past, things cǊŜŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǿƻƳŜƴΣ άƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŜȄƛǎǘŜŘέ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŦƛƭŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƴŀƳŜǎΣ ōǳǘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ 
names of their husbands or fathers.  Also at that time, many women and African American people were 
illiterate, so they did not even have the capacity to leave documents behind.  One of the groups had a letter 
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from Abigail Adams and they were the only group that mentioned anything to do with women.  Two groups 
had drawings of the Boston Massacre, one with an African American in it, one without, which she said was 
often noticed by people doing this activity, but today was not mentioned. 
 
She reiterated that this is the kind of thing that historians do on a daily basis; they are looking into the lives 
and times of others, trying to find ways to access as much information as they can about a particular time or 
ŜǾŜƴǘ ƻǊ ǇƭŀŎŜΦ  {ƘŜ ǎŀƛŘΣ ά¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ƎƻŘ ƻŦ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ǇǳƪƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀƎŜέ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ς there is no one 
answer to the question of what happened.  She said that the reason that each of their groups told a slightly 
different story was because of differences in documents and in who was looking through the evidence.   
 
She asked if they had any questions about particular images.  A couple teachers asked about a political 
cartoon.  Denial said that at the time there were prŜǘǘȅ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ άǊǳƭŜǎέ ŀōƻǳǘ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ 
people would understand the point of the illustration, like that whatever was most important was the highest 
in the illustration.  So, for example, the illustration that they were looking at had an image of the King of 
England high up in the corner of the image.   She said that once you understood that, it helped you understand 
that this was not an American document, but a British one and that knowing the point of view was very helpful 
in interpreting the image.  She explained further that this image would have been a British propaganda 
document.  At the request of the teachers, she explained some of the other things in this image, including the 
ǘŀǊ ŀƴŘ ŦŜŀǘƘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘΣ ǘƘŜ άǳƎƭȅέ !ƳŜǊƛŎan faces as opposed to the attractive British faces, the 
fact that the Americans are making the British sign the document in the image.  She said that almost all the 
documents we have are from the American point of view.  In another image, drawn by Paul Revere, he depicts 
America as a naked, vulnerable Native woman that is being disrespected.  There is another woman in the 
image who represents Britannia ς she is embarrassed and is looking the other way.  The British army is 
depicted as being ineffective. 
 

¶ Immediate Outcomes Perceived by Observer 

Teachers appear to be interested in looking at the images.  During group time, some teachers were more 
involved than others ς ƛǘΩǎ ƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ ǘŜƭƭ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǉǳƛŜǘŜǊ ƻƴŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƻǊ Ƨǳǎǘ ǉǳƛŜǘΦ  ! ŎƻǳǇƭŜ 
teŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ƭƛƪŜΣ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴŀǊȅ ǿŀǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǿƘŀǘ L ƭŜŀǊƴŜŘ ƛƴ рth 
ƎǊŀŘŜΗ  ¢ƘŜ ŦƛŦǘƘ ƎǊŀŘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴŜǎ ǿƘƻ ƪƴƻǿ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎΦέ  aŀƴȅ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŎǳǊƛƻǳǎ 
about the topic and about the strategy of using images. 
 

¶ Intermediate/Long-term Outcomes 

Not clear what teachers have taken from the presentation so far. 
 
Five BHH Tools 

¶ Context, environment, and participants 

Same as above. 
 

¶ Needs and Problems Addressed 

This session is intended to be introduction to the pedagogical tools and the historical learning tools used by the 
BHH project. 
 

¶ Resources, Activities and Procedures 
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The session started with everyone looking at a list of the BHH tools that Fillpot said are not unique to this 
project, but distilled and combined from other sources.  They received a handout with the list of tools.  They 
are:   
 

¶ Reading for Historical Context 

¶ Primary Source Analysis 

¶ Timelines 

¶ Mapping Historic Information 

¶ Synthesis of Sources into a Narrative 

 
Denial said that for the first of these, in BHH they use picture books for learning background knowledge.  
Primary sources are ones that are produced at the time the event happens, and in BHH they use images, 
written documents, and other physical artifacts of the time studied, such as tools, etc.  
 
Denial asked them to think about the analysis of written documents.  She asked if their account (earlier in the 
day) would have looked the same if they had also had a written account from a British soldier?  Teachers said 
no and one asked if, in Britain today, they consider the revolution very important.  Denial (who is of British 
ƻǊƛƎƛƴύ ǎŀƛŘΣ άbƻΣ ǿŜ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǘŀƭƪ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ Ψ.ǊƛǘƛǎƘ ŜƳǇƛǊŜΩ ς we skip over the revolution, because we do not 
believe it is particularly important.  People tend ǘƻ ǘŜŀŎƘ ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ǘƘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŜǎΦέ 
 
{ƘŜ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƻŘŀȅ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ άǘƘŜƛǊ ƭŜǾŜƭέΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻƳƻǊǊƻǿ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ Ƙƻǿ ȅƻǳ 
Ŏŀƴ Řƻ ƛǘ ŀƭƭ ŀǘ ȅƻǳǊ ƪƛŘǎΩ ƭŜǾŜƭΦ  {ƘŜ ƘŀƴŘŜŘ ƻǳǘ ŎƻǇƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎΣ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŘƻŎument for each 
grade level.  I was seated with the 4th ƎǊŀŘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǿƘƻ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀ ŎƻǇȅ ƻŦ ŀ ƭŜǘǘŜǊ ƳŀǊƪŜŘ ά9ȄŎŜǊǇǘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ 
ƭŜǘǘŜǊ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ōȅ ŀ ƳŀǊǊƛŜŘ ǿƻƳŀƴ ǘƻ CǊŀƴƪƭƛƴ ŀƴŘ 9ƭŜŀƴƻǊ wƻƻǎŜǾŜƭǘΦέ  9ŀŎƘ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǿŀǎ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
document along with the BHH format for document analysis.  They worked in their grade level groups for 
about 20 minutes.  My group (and most of the other groups) started off quietly, reading their handouts and 
then became more animated talking about and trying to understand their document.  Some groups were going 
through the BHH handout item-by-item, others seemed to be jumping around more talking about whatever 
captured their interest. 
 
¢ƘŜƛǊ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘŀǎƪ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ά{ǘƻǇ ŀƴŘ {ƻǳǊŎŜέΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŀǊŜ ōǊƛŜŦ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ƻƴŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ from each 
group of teachers shared about their source when asked to share what they had learned and the questions 
they had about their source.  

http://www.bringinghistoryhome.org/assets/bringinghistoryhome/document%20analysis%20guide%
202009.pdf 
 
Kindergarten:  Newspaper article, 1911, Oskaloosa Independent  

www.kancoll.org/articles/orphans/or_news2.htm  άbŜǿ ¸ƻǊƪ hǊǇƘŀƴǎ !ƭƭ CƛƴŘ IƻƳŜǎέ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ 
about where and with whom orphans were placed.  Questions:  What legal measures were taken to 
make sure they were orphans?  Where were they from? Why were they sent where they were? 

1st Grade:  Three newspaper articles from the Grinnell Herald 1893-99 also about finding homes for unwanted 
children.  Questions:  Why was there a need for children?  Were they used as servants?  Whey were 
there so many children?  What happened to the orphans not placed? 

2nd Grade:  Press Release from the EPA about Love Canal toxic waste dump, 1980.  Questions:  What were the 
penalties?  What were the health hazards?  What brought awareness?  How many people were 

http://www.kancoll.org/articles/orphans/or_news2.htm
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ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘΚ  hƴŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǎŀƛŘ ǎƘŜ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ōƛƎ άƻǳǊ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƛǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ǇƻƛǎƻƴŜŘέ 
incident.  Another said she had memories of seeing pictures with fencing, abandoned homes.  Denial 
said that these emotional memories are important ς you have to think about what students may 
remember when teaching history. 

3rd Grade:  Court report from May 27, 1968 Supreme Court Decision regarding New Kent County, VA school 
board (in reference to Brown vs. Board of Education) regarding freedom of choice in schools for 
students in grades 2-7.  Questions:  Who was writing the plan?  Was it just to comply with plan?  Did 
they lose federal funding?  Why only for certain grades?  What was the African American perspective 
on this?  Were there differences in the schools?  [Fillpot said that these were great questions for 
understanding how questions push knowledge.  Questions are not weakness or stupidity.  Asking 
questions means that you are engaged.] 

4th Grade:  Excerpt of letter to Roosevelt, Jan.24, 1936.  Questions:  They wanted some background knowledge 
about the questioner.  Who is this person?  Was this an open letter?  Did it actually go to the 
ǇǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘΚ  ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ά¢ƻǿƴǎŜƴŘ tƭŀƴέ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǘǘŜǊΚ  ²ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ Ǉƭŀƴέ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ 
ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻΣ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǿ ά{ƻŎƛŀƭ {ŜŎǳǊƛǘȅέΚ 

5th Grade:  A 1763 Journal entry by a Native American to small pox hospital.  The journal referred to donated 
άōƭŀƴƪŜǘǎέΦ  vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΥ  ¢ƘŜǊŜ are parts of the journal which are bracketed ς were they originally 
ƛƭƭŜƎƛōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜΩǎ ŎƻƴƧŜŎǘǳǊŜǎΚ   

 
Fillpot asked the fourth grade group why they were wondering whether this was an open letter to a 
newspaper or an actual letter.  She askŜŘ ƛŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ Řƻ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ŦƻǊ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǘǘŜǊΦ  
ά!ƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƳƛƎƘǘ ȅƻǳ ŀǎƪ ƛŦ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŀƴ ƻǇŜƴ ƭŜǘǘŜǊΚ  ²ŀǎ ƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǊŜŀƭ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΚ  ²Ƙƻ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ 
really trying to address?  Would the public have known who the letter writeǊ ǿŀǎΚέ  {ƘŜ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ 9ƭŜŀƴƻǊ ƘŀŘ 
a real presence with the common people and that is probably why the letter was written not only to FDR, but 
also to Eleanor.  She also said that it provided an outlet for women to write to her.  Denial put in that all letters 
on file were written with initials, not names.   
 
They then talked about corroboration.  If you have a theory on these kinds of research topics, how can you use 
evidence to learn more?  Where else are things related to this topic found?   
 
Fillpot and Denial said that they would all go to the computer lab and they could use either their own laptops 
or computers there to do some explorations.   
 
They all went to the lab and are seated at computers.  Nearly all of the participants had access to computers ς 
a few people share with someone else.  Fillpot asked them to start by going to BHH website.  She did a brief 
introduction to the website and asked them to make sure to let her know if they, now or anytime, have 
problems with the website or any of the links from the site.  She reminded them that there are two units for 
each grade, but that they would only be prepping for one this year.  She did a walk-through of different facets 
of the website,   www.bringinghistoryhome.org    
 
Denial also talked about select history websites where they might find additional sources for any of their units, 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ άǘƘŜ .ƛƎ оέΥ ǘƘŜ {ƳƛǘƘǎƻƴƛŀƴΣ ǘƘŜ [ƛōǊŀǊȅ ƻŦ /ƻƴƎǊŜǎǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ !ǊŎƘƛǾŜǎ ǎƛǘŜǎΦ  ¢ƘŜȅ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ 
there is no expectation that they will find their own resources and that is why sources are already provided 
όŀŘŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ άƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ Lives ς ŘŀǳƎƘǘŜǊǎ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƳŀǊǊƛŜŘΣ о ȅŜŀǊ ƻƭŘǎΣ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŀǘΗέύΦ  ¢ƘŜȅ 
talked a little about other general history websites and teachers asked a few specific questions about finding 
websites for certain topics. 
 
Denial said that she had ten short reminders about deciding whether the information you get from a website is 
good information ς things to help you decide if a website is trustworthy. 

http://www.bringinghistoryhome.org/
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1. 9ǾŀƭǳŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǿŜō ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎΥ ΦŜŘǳΣ ΦŀŎΦǳƪΣ ƳŜŀƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘΩǎ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ -- ΦŎƻƳΩǎ ǿƛƭƭ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜ 

advertising which could compromise the integrity of the information 

2. Access:  Does the website require fancy software?  This means it is not accessible by everyone.  Is 

there a mission statement? 

3. Author:  It should be more than just an email address otherwise it again indicates a digital divide ς a 

άǎƴŀƛƭ-Ƴŀƛƭέ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ  

4. Date:  When was it produced?  Updated?   There are constant changes in historical scholarship. 

5. Funding:  Who funds the site?  Are there glaring advertisements?  Is the information free? 

6. !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎΥ  {ƘŜ ǘŀƭƪŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ά.ƻō ǘƘŜ .ǳǘǘƻƴ aŀƴέ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ǿƘƻ Ƙŀǎ ŀƴ ŜƭŀōƻǊŀǘŜ 

site on the Civil War with no known credentials for anything he says. 

7. Links:  Does it provide links offsite?  Should help you learn more information, not limit you. 

8. Digital Divide ς Again, are there too many software needs to use the site? 

9. Functioning:  Are tƘŜǊŜ ōǊƻƪŜƴ ƭƛƴƪǎΚ  LƳŀƎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƭƻŀŘΚ   

10. /ƻǊǊƻōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΥ  5ƻŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ȅƻǳ ŦƛƴŘ ŜƭǎŜǿƘŜǊŜΚ  {ƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ 

be the only place you find something. 

 
Denial asked them to spend a little time trying to answer their questions about their sources from their earlier 
ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜΦ  {ƘŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǎǳǊŜ ǘƻ ά{ǘƻǇ ŀƴŘ {ƻǳǊŎŜέ ς verify and keep track of where they get their 
information.  The teachers could work alone, as a group, or in pairs.    They worked until noon when they broke 
for lunch. 
 

¶ Immediate Outcomes Perceived by Observer 

Teachers become more familiar with working with documents, using the internet to access their BHH units, 
using the internet to do research, and thinking about the trustworthiness of websites.  They also learned some 
content knowledge about their grade level topics.  They also appear to be interested in generating questions to 
drive research. 
 

¶ Intermediate/Long-term Outcomes 

Teachers may be more cautious when using sources on the internet and teach their students to be more 
cautious.  Teachers will use questions as a way to drive research. 
 
The teachers took a 45-minute break for lunch.  Lunch was served in the same room as the workshop and 
teachers sat in informal groups in the room to eat. 
 
Sharing of Findings from Document Exploration  (continuation of morning) 
 

¶ Resources, Activities and Procedures 

One presenter from each group shared their findings.  Others from the group often added to the discussion. 
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5th grade:  They learned that the blankets donated to the Delaware Indians may have been an attempt to 

intentionally spread small pox and the British had antibodies so were not vulnerable.  They had also 
researched who the people referred to in the document were. Denial mentioned two books about the 
spread of small box among Natives, The Ghost Map and The Speckled Monster. 

4th grade (two groups):  They had done research on the Townsend plan and the social security act.  They had 
found the whole documents.  They were very interested in the idea that Townsend had recommended 
that people get $230 a month that they had to spend in 30 days.  They also had found the 1935 social 
security act and were particularly interested that teachers were among the jobs excluded from social 
security coverage and that when it was first instituted, while 14% of eligible whites received social 
security, fewer than 1% of eligible blacks did. 

  
 Denial asked them where they had found their information and one had used the Social Security Office 

website and the other had found documents on Wikipedia.  She spoke briefly on the four steps for 
analyzing ς source, contextualize, corroborate, and comprehend.  Someone asked about modifying 
documents to make them easier for students to understand.  Fillpot and Denial said that you have to 
be very careful because you can drastically change the document and you have to realize the 
limitations that you create if you choose what should be included or how it is simplified.   

 
 Fillpot also asked them to take the idea of a letter to Eleanor Roosevelt and expand it to talk about 

ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛŘŜŀǎ ƛƴƘŜǊŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴΣ ŜΦƎΦ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǊŜŦƻǊƳΦ 
3rd grade:  This group looked at segregation in Virginia schools.  The issues were desegregation and freedom of 

choice.   They argued that as long as there was freedom of choice, that they did not have to integrate, 
but they it was decided that unless they could prove that this policy was leading to integration, they 
had to get rid of freedom of choice as their policy.  They had found interviews of people involved at 
black schools and white schools. 

 
 Denial asked them to contextualize their findings.  She said that Brown vs. the Board of Education was 

14 years prior to this, but in 1968 with the Martin Luther King, Jr. assassination and the Johnson Civil 
wƛƎƘǘǎ !ŎǘΣ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΦ  CƛƭƭǇƻǘ ƛƴǎŜǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōǊƛƴƎ ƻƴ ŀ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦΣ ά!ǊŜ ǿŜ ŀƴ 
ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƴƻǿΚέ  {ƘŜ ǎŀƛŘ ȅƻǳ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǿŀǊȅ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƭŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άƛǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘ 
in 1968, so it still is in practice now.  These kinds of court cases did not mean that integration 
ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘΦ  !ƴŘ ƛƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōǳǊōŀƴ ƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƴŜƎŀǘŜŘ ŀƴȅ ǊŜŀƭ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΦέ 

 
 A longer discussion ensued about iconic dates like 1968 for civil rights and that we often do it to make 

ƛǘ ǘŀƴƎƛōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ǎƛƳǇƭƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ ǎǘƻǊȅΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳǳƳ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ς 
άǘƘŜ ŘŜǾƛƭ ƛǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎέΦ   ¢Ǌȅ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ƻǳǘǿŀǊŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ōƛƎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎΣ ŀƴŘ 
making connections to other things happening at the time.   

 
2nd grade:  The second grade group reported that they had found several sources on the Love Canal.  One was 

a woman who had filed the first lawsuit.  Fillpot asked them about the connections they might make to 
larger issues, suggesting the Clean Air Act/Clean Water Acts as documents to help in this.  They talked 
about having students talk about responsibility and the role of government in regulatory responsibility. 
They also talked about the environment and economics as problems that are shared across 
demographic lines.  They suggested talking about activism, such as clean-up efforts and how citizens 
play a role. 

 
1st grade:  They had found some secondary and primary sources about the orphans at the time in history of 

their newspaper articles.  They found a personal account that said that the train stopped in Iowa City 
with the orphans and they were transferred to the stage coach and travel on to there.  They said they 
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were unable to find any attempt to follow up on the children once they got off the train because 
people at the time thought there were too many children to possibly follow up on them. 

 
Kindergarten:  They said they had found similar sources to the first grade sources. 
 
At times during the sharing and presenter-led discussions of their findings, it was difficult to hear what they 
were saying because there were many sidebar conversations occurring.  Participants appeared to be mostly 
ǳƴƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ ǘƻǇƛŎǎ ƻǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ Ƴŀƴȅ ŜƴƎŀƎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƴƻƴ-related conversations, especially when 
they had already presented. 
 
Fillpot talked about developing criteria for talking about whether things that occurred in history were good or 
bad.  For example, when talking about industrialization, even with third graders, they can understand that it 
may have been good for some people and bad for some people.   
 

¶ Immediate Outcomes Perceived by Observer 

The teachers who presented their findings appeared to gain knowledge and confidence about sharing their 
findings.  They learned some ideas about taking the details of what they were finding and lead discussion 
toward the general issues that might be addressed. 
 

¶ Intermediate/Long-term Outcomes 

Teachers may be more able to take discussion beyond the simple details revealed during research and take on 
larger issues.   
 

Mentor explanation of document analysis 

¶ Context, Environment, and Participants 

The context, environment, and participants were the same as in previous sessions. 
 

¶ Needs and Problems Addressed 

This session appeared to address the need of participants to 1) work with peer mentors and 2) hear examples 
about how the BHH approach to document analysis works in the classroom. 
 

¶ Resources, Activities and Procedures 

This session was led by Kim Heckart (the lead mentor) and by grade level mentors from each grade.  Heckart 
began the session by saying that this session would be about what document analysis looks like in the 
ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳΦ  {ƘŜ ǎŀƛŘΣ άhŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǿŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ǎŜƴŘ ǘƘŜƳ ƻǳǘ ƻƴǘƻ DƻƻƎƭŜΦέ  {ƘŜ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻǊ 
the lower grades they would use books from the library for research and for the upper grades they would do 
structured document analysis.  She said that in 3rd grade (the grade she teaches), instead of using the NARA or 
BHH document analysis worksheet, they would use the strategy of answering the who, what, when, where, 
and why questions about the document and work from there. 
 
The mentors stood in front of the room and went from Kindergarten to fifth grade giving an example of 
document analysis that they do as part of their BHH unit.   
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K:  She said that they do whole group document analysis of letters as part of their History of Me unit.  They use 
ŀ ƳƻŘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ άYƛƴƎέ ŀƴŘ άvǳŜŜƴέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿŜŜƪ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƪƛŘǎ ōǊƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ōŀƎ ƻŦ ŀǊǘƛŦŀŎǘǎ 
including a letter and they talk about the purposes of letters. 

1st grade:  First grade does My History at School unit and one of their goals is to learn the concept of history.  
They look at lots of documents having to do with the school, e.g. school newsletters, menus, early 
dismissal notes.  They discuss the purpose of each of these and make personal connections concerning 
the impact of the documents. 

2nd ƎǊŀŘŜΥ  ¢ƘŜ LƳƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǳƴƛǘ ŀƴŀƭȅȊŜǎ ŀ ǎƘƛǇΩǎ ƳŀƴƛŦŜǎǘΦ  ¢ƘŜȅ ŀƭǎƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ άŎƭŀǎǎ ƳŀƴƛŦŜǎǘέ ǘƻ 
illustrate what a manifest is and the kinds of information you can learn from them. 

3rd grade:  Segregation/Slavery unit looks at the US constitution as a large group and in particular analyzes the 
13th, 15th and 19th amendment and talks about their impacts.  They also look at the Emancipation 
Proclamation. 

4th grade:  During the Depression unit, they look at letters to Mrs. Roosevelt and talk about who wrote them 
and why.  They also look at some political cartoons. 

5th grade: They look at journals from the pre-Columbian exchange.   
 
Fillpot emphasized that the BHH website has everything that you need for document analysis ς both document 
analysis tools and the documents themselves.   
 

¶ Immediate Outcomes Perceived by Observer 

Participants gained knowledge of the types of documents they can use with the age group of the children they 
teach.  They also had their first opportunity to hear from their mentors and feel more at ease about 
approaching document analysis appropriate for the students they teach. 
 

¶ Intermediate/Long-term Outcomes 

Participants may begin relationships with peer mentors that will be important to them during their teaching.   
 

Image analysis 
¶ Context, Environment, and Participants 

The context, environment, and participants were the same as in previous sessions. 
 

¶ Needs and Problems Addressed 

This session was addressed at familiarizing participants with doing large group image analysis. 
 

¶ Resources, Activities and Procedures 

Denial passed out copies of an image to each table of the painting shown below.   She said they would do small 
group and then large group analyses.  She reminded them to Stop and Source and that the image, American 
Progress, is by John Gast and was painted in 1872. 
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IŜŎƪŀǊǘ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ŘƻŜǎ ƛǎ ŀǎƪ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ άǘŀƪŜ ƛƴǾŜƴǘƻǊȅέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƳŀƎŜΦ  {ƘŜ ǎŀȅǎ 
ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƴŜǾŜǊ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǿǊƻƴƎΦ  .ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ƪƴƻǿ 
what everything is in an image, you need to leave students with comfort that they can speculate on what 
things might be without being corrected. 
 
5Ŝƴƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ IŜŎƪŀǊǘ ǿƻǊƪŜŘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ƻƴ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƛƴǇǳǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƳŀƎŜΦ   ¢ƘŜȅ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ 
start by listing the people they saw in the image. 
 
People Places Objects hōƧŜŎǘǎ όŎƻƴǘΩŘύ 
Person riding horse 
(pony express rider 
is attaching 
meaning) 

Mountain Stagecoach Deer 

Native American Body of water Plow Dog/wolf 
Angel-like woman Prairie Train Buffalo 
Farmers Farmland Covered wagon Sunny skies 
Soldier City (on far right) Power/telegraph 

lines 
Oxen 

Guy with a covered 
wagon 

Indian village Bridge Dust storm 

People in the stage 
coach 

Homestead Ships Saddle 

Explorers ς 
mountain men 

Log cabin Travois Sails on boats 

  Storm clouds Rifle 
  Cabin Teepee 
  Book Bow and arrow 
  Star on her head Tomahawk 
  Fence bones 
²ƘŜƴ ŀ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǎŀƛŘ άǘǊŀƛƴέΣ 5Ŝƴƛŀƭ ǇƻƛƴǘŜŘ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŜŜƛƴƎ ǘǊŀƛƴǎ ƻŦ ŀ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǘȅǇŜ Ƴŀȅ ƘŜƭǇ ŘŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳŀƎŜΣ 
ǘƻƻΦ  {ƘŜ ŀǎƪŜŘΣ ά²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘΚέ  ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŎƘƛƳŜŘ ƛƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǿŜǎǘǿŀǊŘ ŜȄǇŀƴǎƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ 
positive and negative of westward expansion, modernization, bringing light to a bad world, unconquered, 
ǳƴŎƛǾƛƭƛȊŜŘΣ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅΦ  5Ŝƴƛŀƭ ǎŀƛŘΣ ά{ƻ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ŘƻƛƴƎ ƴƻǿ ƛǎ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ 
ǎŜŜƛƴƎΦ  ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇƻǿŜǊŦǳƭΣ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ŀǎǇŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƳŀƎŜΚέ  hƴŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ǎŀƛŘΣ άaŀƴƛŦŜǎǘ 5ŜǎǘƛƴȅέΦ    
5Ŝƴƛŀƭ ŀǎƪŜŘΣ ά²Ƙŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŜŀƴΚ !ƴŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƛǘ ŎƻƳŜ ŦǊƻƳΚ  !ƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
ƛƳŀƎŜΣ ǿƘȅ Řƻ ǿŜ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǎƘŜ ƛǎ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΚέ 
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Teachers offered the following:  White, angelic, floating, supernatural, attractive, she has a book (meaning 
ǎƘŜΩǎ ǎƳŀǊǘύΣ ƎƻƭŘ ǎǘŀǊ ƻƴ ŦƻǊŜƘŜŀŘΦ  hǘƘŜǊ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƳŀƎŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎΥ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƎƘǘΣ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǎǘΣ 
dawn a new day, clarity on the right side of the image, technology, telegraph wire.  Bad things noticed were:  
ŘŀǊƪƴŜǎǎΣ ǎǘƻǊƳκŘǳǎǘ όƳŀȅōŜ ƴƻǘ ōŀŘΣ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿύΣ ǎŎŀǊȅΣ ŦŜŀǊΣ LƴŘƛŀƴǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǿŜŀǇƻƴǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
middle appear to be settlers, they are bigger, more clear, more powerful.  Someone pointed out that the fence 
sets up boundaries and ownership. 
 
Denial said that someone from outside the US might see the light/dark aspect, but might not necessarily 
attribute any meaning to things like the pony express rider, telegraph wires, etc. 
She also pointed out that this image was created after the Civil War ς during the war, it would have been less 
ǇǊƻōŀōƭŜΦ  {ƘŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΣ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ΨǘƘŜ ǿŜǎǘΩ ǘƻ ǿƘƻƳΚέ  ! ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ŀƴǎǿŜǊŜŘΣ άtŜƻǇƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǎǘΦέ  
5Ŝƴƛŀƭ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŜǾŜƴ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ ŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ άǘƘŜ ǿŜǎǘέ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǎƻƳŜ ōƛŀǎΦ  ¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎsion of 
ǿƘŀǘ άǘƘŜ ǿŜǎǘέ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ aŜȄƛŎƻΣ bŜǿ hǊƭŜŀƴǎΣ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ǎŜǘǘƭŜǊǎΣ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǎŜǘǘƭŜǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ 
the north, the French. 
 
Denial asked what or who that existed in the US at this time was missing from the image.  Teachers answered ς 
Chinese, Hispanic, Native Americans.   Denial asked if this image could have been a spoof, expressing 
skepticism rather than optimism.  She said, for example, that Mark Twain was very sarcastic about these kinds 
of ideals.  But some people definitely believed in the manifest destiny idea. 
 

¶ Immediate Outcomes Perceived by Observer 

Teachers learned some techniques for image analysis and some ideas about how to use it in a classroom.  
Teachers may have also learned some content knowledge about the idea of manifest destiny.   
 

¶ Intermediate/Long-term Outcomes 

Teachers may feel more comfortable carrying out class discussion concerning images. 
 

Image analysis ς mentor reports 
¶ Context, Environment, and Participants 

The context, environment, and participants were the same as in previous sessions. 
 

¶ Needs and Problems Addressed 

This session was addressed at familiarizing participants with doing image analysis with their students. 
 

¶ Resources, Activities and Procedures 

Heckart said that for image analysis with 3rd graders she typically uses the KWL format rather than the image 
analysis worksheet.  She added that the students become very accustomed to it and never worry about 
whether they are right or wrong in what they suggest when they try to come up with what they know.  She 
added that they use this as part of their PWIM strategies in Prairie (and CR does too).  She says they start by 
ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άYέ ǇŀǊǘΣ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƪƴƻǿ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƘƻǘƻΦ  {ƘŜ ǎŀȅǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ ŦƛƴŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǇƘƻǘƻǎ ƘŜƭǇǎ 
students understand that although they ŀǊŜ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άǎǘƻǊȅέ ƻŦ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǊŜŀƭΦ   
 
The other grade level mentors each gave a brief idea of how they use image analysis. 
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K:  As part of the King and Queen of the week, they bring photos to help tell their stories and the kids examine 
each ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ǇƘƻǘƻǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜŎƻƳŜ άŘŜǘŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέ ǘƻ ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ƻǳǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇƘƻǘƻǎΦ 

1st grade:  They talk about how photos are historic evidence and they work on their questioning strategies to 
ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ƻǳǘ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƘƻǘƻǎΦ  ¢ƘŜȅ ŀƭǎƻ ǘŀƭƪ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎǎ when looking at photos that are 
part of their personal history. 

2nd grade:  During the immigration unit, they look at photos from Ellis Island (first as a whole group, then in 
smaller groups) using either the KWL or the 5Ws process, they do read-alouds about some of the 
pictures, and they take the time to share their analyses. 

3rd grade:  They also do their analyses in large group then small.  She said that the sharing is important for their 
age group.  She said that kids start bringing in their own pictures they want to analyze and that she is 
noticing that kids are coming in remembering their analysis from previous years.   

4th ƎǊŀŘŜΥ  {ƘŜ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǇƘƻǘƻ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƘŜǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŦŀǾƻǊƛǘŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƭƻǘǎ 
of great photos for the Depression unit.  They also typically do photo analyses in large group and then 
small groups.   

5th ƎǊŀŘŜΥ   ¢ƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŘƻƴŜ ƛƳŀƎŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀǿƛƴƎǎ ƛƴ WŀƴŜ ¸ƻƭŜƴΩǎ ōƻƻƪΣ Encounter.  One thing they do 
is to break the images down into quadrants so that they really examine each part carefully. 

 

¶ Immediate Outcomes Perceived by Observer 

Teachers learned ideas about using photographs or other images with their student populations and had more 
opportunity to hear more from their mentors.  
 

¶ Intermediate/Long-term Outcomes 

Teachers may feel more comfortable and competent at carrying out class discussion concerning images. 
 
After this they talked briefly about the Historical Source icons that are available on the BHH webpage for use 
with the BHH units. 
 
 
Tuesday, August 4, 2009 
Day 2 of second replication of summer workshop 
 
Day 2 began with the project director, Elise Fillpot providing participants with information about necessary 
registration for recertification and/or graduate credit. 
 
 
Timelining  

¶ Context, Environment, and Participants 

The context, environment and participants were the same as the day before. 
 

¶ Needs and Problems Addressed 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŦƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƛƳŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŀǎ ŀ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ 
teaching and learning about history.  
 

¶ Resources, Activities and Procedures 

Lead mentor, Kim Heckart began this session by saying that she had used timelines before she started using 
the BHH curriculum, but had always used it in relation to a specific time or topic.  She now uses timelines as a 
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permanent fixture in the classroom to which she and her students are constantly adding events and dates and 
discussing the connections between events across time. 
 
She said that with 3rd graders she still does not start with numbers for the actual dates.  She uses the concepts 
ƻŦ άƭƻƴƎΣ ƭƻƴƎ ŀƎƻέ ŀƴŘ άƭƻƴƎ ŀƎƻέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ ŀǎ άǿƘŜƴ ƴƻ ƻƴŜ ŀƭƛǾŜ ǘƻŘŀȅ Ŏŀƴ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ ƛǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ 
are no stories about it ς ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƛƴƻǎŀǳǊǎέ ŀƴŘ άƴƻ ƻƴŜ ŀƭƛǾŜ ǘƻŘŀȅ Ŏŀƴ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ ƛǘΣ but there are 
ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƭƛƪŜέΣ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅΦ  
 
She said she starts with reading aloud of the book Coming to America.   She said she became familiar with this 
book after teaching the 2nd grade immigration unit, but it is a good fit with learning to timeline.   They use the 
images in the book and other time appropriate photos along the timeline and then use a photo of their class as 
the image for the present.  She has her students do drawings of events on note cards and then they can add 
those to the timeline if they want to put the event on the timeline.  They use it not only for things they learn in 
social studies, but across the curriculum.  For example, one student did a note card on the invention of the 
paper clip that they talked about in math class.  Often when they are doing image analysis, they refer to the 
timeline to help them figure out when the image might have been taken and what else they know about that 
time. 
 
{ƘŜ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ƘŜǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƻ ƘŜǊΣ ά¢ƛƳŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ like a chapter book.  If you started with 
/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ оΣ ȅƻǳ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘ ƛƴ /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ нΦέ 
 
The grade level mentors talked about and showed examples of how they have used timelines in their 
classrooms. 
 
K:  In kindergarten, they do timelines of the chronological events in their own lives ς άŀƭƭ ŦƛǾŜ ȅŜŀǊǎέΦ  ¢ƘŜȅ ǎǘŀǊǘ 

with when they were born, talk about infants, babies, toddlers, etc.  The teacher models it first with 
her own life story.  Later they also do timelines of their day at school. 

1: They start by talking about long, long ago and long ago.  They do timelines about what school was like long 
ŀƎƻ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǘΩǎ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻŘŀȅΦ  ¢ƘŜȅ ŀƭǎƻ Řƻ ŀ ǘƛƳŜƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ Řŀȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǿŜŜƪΦ  ¢ƘŜƴ 
they read it back to each other as a narrative of their day and week. 

2:  They use their timeline all year.  They also use note cards with events that they come across.   The students 
are very motivated because they like to put their note cards on the time line.  Sometimes they may do 
a special time line about something they are studying because the kids like to do them.  For example, 
someone had done a report about Dale Earnhart and they were very interested in him, so they did a 
timeline on him.  The teacher said that the students are constantly making connections using the time 
line.  She mentioned a book (River Runs Wild) for which they create a timeline and do story retelling 
using the time line. 

3:  The third grade teacher said that in her room the timeline is always available for students to refer to.  She 
emphasized to put it in a place that they really can use it ς low enough for them to read the cards and 
dates.  She said that she allows her students to use the timeline even during assessments because she 
ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜ ƳŜƳƻǊƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ of dates, but wants them to be able to reinforce their sense 
of the time. 

4:  The fourth grade teacher said that they have tried different ways to display their timelines, from hanging 
them from clothesline to putting it in the hallway.  Kids still love the timelining activities, even in 4th 
grade.  She says they continue to make connections all the time.  Her students make their own 
timeline to go with the BHH units. 

5th:  The fifth grade teacher said that at the beginning of the year, she has her students do their own personal 
timelines as a getting to know you activity and then they use timelines all year.  She said that her 
students still like to make the note cards, too. 
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¶ Immediate Outcomes Perceived by Observer 

As in previous mentor sessions, teachers gain knowledge about how the strategies actually work for grade 
school students.  They also learn more about the developmental progression from grade to grade.   
 

¶ Intermediate/Long-term Outcomes 

Again as in previous sessions, teachers may feel more comfortable and competent in using the strategies after 
ŜȄǇƻǎǳǊŜ ǘƻ ƳŜƴǘƻǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƛŘŜŀǎ ŦƻǊ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎΦ 
 
Mapping 

¶ Context, Environment, and Participants 

Same as previous sessions. 
 

¶ Needs and Problems Addressed 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ƭearn more about using maps in conjunction with their history 
teaching. 
 

¶ Resources, Activities and Procedures 

Heckart started this session by talking about what she has done to use this strategy (mapping) with third grade 
classes.  They do some activities tƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƻ Řƻ ǿƛǘƘ ōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŀǇǎΦ  ¢ƘŜȅ Ǉƭŀȅ ŀƴ άL 
{Ǉȅέ ƎŀƳŜ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ƻŦ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άƛǎ ŀ ǇŜƴƛƴǎǳƭŀέ ŀƴŘ Ƙǳƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΦ  ²ƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ 
working on the BHH slavery and segregation unit they do individual maps of slave states and union states, and 
states that did not secede.  They draw in the Mason-Dixon line. They talk about why because of the gold rush, 
California, Nevada, and Oregon were important and recognized as states at about that time even though they 
were separate by many other states.  They also combine mapping with photo analysis to add on cotton states 
when they talk about the economy of the civil war.  They use the same maps to add on their information about 
the industrialization later in the year when they do the other BHH unit.   
 
The other mentors shared ways in which they have used mapping at each grade level. 
K:  They do one large may and map where they were born.  They identify the city where they were born and 

then put a string out to a picture of themselves to show who was born in that city.  They also use the 
US map that is on the playground and the world map for their ELL kids.  They also make a classroom 
map together. 

1:  In first grade, they talk about maps as physical representations.  They talk about scale, and why it is useful 
to have smaller physical representations of large areas.  They do a map of their school by walking 
around the school to plot distances, and find directions.  They also do individual maps of their 
classroom and the playground. 

2:  They build on what they have learned in the Social Studies Alive curriculum about communities and 
landforms by adding things to the maps to represent the different natural resources they learn about 
in their environmental unit.   She is contemplating doing some mapping with her immigration unit 
although she has not before.   

оΥ  ¢ƘŜ ǘƘƛǊŘ ƎǊŀŘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǎŀƛŘ ǎƘŜ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƳǳŎƘ ǘƻ ŀŘŘ ǘƻ ǿƘŀǘ IŜŎƪŀǊǘ ƘŀŘ ǎŀƛŘ ŜȄŎŜǇǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƭǎƻ Řƻ 
some mapping of the Underground Railroad. 

4:  The 4th grade usually does a regions unit for social studies so they already do a lot of mapping.  They 
coordinate the Great Depression unit with the southwest region.  They also do some vacation mapping 
ŀƴŘ Ǉƭŀȅ άƳȅǎǘŜǊȅ ǎǘŀǘŜǎέ ƎŀƳŜΦ 
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5:  They have done mapping of Native Americans in the US.  They talk a lot about how the region that Natives 
lived in play a huge role in their lives, homes, shelters, etc.  They have used world maps to show 
European exploration and then go back to the US map for revolution and colonies. 

 

¶ Immediate Outcomes Perceived by Observer 

This session again added perspective on how experienced BHH teachers can use the BHH strategies with grade 
school students.  They also learn more about the developmental progression from grade to grade.   
 

¶ Intermediate/Long-term Outcomes 

Teachers may feel more comfortable and competent in using the mapping strategies after exposure to mentor 
ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƛŘŜŀǎ ŦƻǊ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƳŀǇǎΦ 
 
Aligning BHH and literacy strategies 
 

¶ Context, Environment, and Participants 

Same as for previous sessions. 
 

¶ Needs and Problems Addressed 

This session was addressed at understanding how teaching the BHH unit can help teachers achieve their 
literacy goals and use literacy strategies in the context of the BHH curriculum. 
 

¶ Resources, Activities and Procedures 

Heckart led this session.  She started out by saying that in recent years, social studies has received less 
attention because it is not tested in the way that reading and mathematics are.  She said that she finds the 
BHH curriculum to be a very good way to achieve both their literacy goals and teach social studies content.  
{ƘŜ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ ǎǘŀǊǘǎ ƻǳǘ ōȅ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άƘƛǎǘƻǊȅέ ŀƴŘ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ƛǘ ƻǳǘ ŀǎ Ƙƛ{¢hw¸ ς pointing out that 
history has the word story in it.  She says that the BHH units give plenty of ways to do reading, writing, oral 
speaking, listening, and learning vocabulary words.   
 
She said for building vocabulary, she uses the Tier 3 words on the website and puts vocabulary words on 
popsicle sticks for students to study.  They start ŜŀŎƘ Řŀȅ ōȅ ǘŜƭƭƛƴƎ ŀ ǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅΩǾŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜŘ ǎƻ ŦŀǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
unit.  She models it for them and then they do pair-share and they also draw sticks with the vocabulary words 
to share their definitions with the class. 
 
She continued to talk about literacy strategies that are used in their district.  I had to leave the room because 
of a phone call, but I talked to Heckart after the session and she said she had done the same presentation on 
the previous Friday and this is described in the notes for 7/31/09. 
 
After I returned to the room, Fillpot did a brief session on using a rubric with assessments.  She shared an 
example of a 5-Ǉƻƛƴǘ ŀƴŀƭȅǘƛŎŀƭ ǊǳōǊƛŎ ŦƻǊ ǳǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǇƘƻǘƻ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ р ²Ωǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΦ   
 
During this session, several people had their computers open and were off-task, reading email or surfing the 
web, but most people seemed to be attending.   
 
Fillpot announced that for the short time before lunch, they would be meeting in their grade level groups and 
going through their units.  Each group would meet in the classroom of their grade level mentor.  The groups 
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ōǊƻƪŜ ƻŦŦ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǊƪŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƘŀƭŦ ƘƻǳǊΣ ƘŀŘ ƭǳƴŎƘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ŀŦǘŜǊ ƭǳƴŎƘ  ǘƘŜȅ ǊŜǘǳǊƴŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƳŜƴǘƻǊǎΩ 
classrooms and worked on getting ready for their units until it was time to reconvene at 3:30, finish any paper 
work and take the AEA evaluation survey. 
 
I walked around the school spending a few minutes in each of the grade level groups.  All groups were sorting 
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǘ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎΣ ƭƛǎǘŜƴƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƳŜƴǘƻǊ άǿŀƭƪ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘέ ŜŀŎƘ activity, deciding when to do the 
units and how to best coordinate them with other curriculum, and/or reading and discussing the materials.  
 
I made the rounds several times before and after lunch and all groups seemed to be engaged in their 
materials. 
 
They met briefly back in the main room at 3:30, completed their surveys, and left by about 4 PM. 
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Notes from BHH-CR Summer 2010 Workshop (Cohort 1 ï second year workshop)  

(JK observer) 
 

BHH-CR Summer 2010 Workshop ï Overall view 

¶ Context, Environment, and Participants 

The workshop was conducted at the same place as the first year workshops, Prairie Ridge Elementary School, in 

their multi-purpose room.  It was a large pleasant room with a wall of windows along one side.  The participants 

were asked to sit at tables by grade level.  There was one table for each grade level.  There were approximately 

40 participants.  Others present included: grade level mentors from Prairie Ridge School, Kim Heckart (lead 

mentor), Elise Fillpot (project director), Cath Denial and Konrad Hamilton (both from Knox College), Regina 

Helm (grant assistant), and myself.   On each of the two workshop days, there was breakfast (bagels, donuts, 

fruit, juice, coffee) available when participants arrive and lunch was served at midday (sandwiches one day, 

pizza the next, and dessert).  There was also candy, sodas, and bottled water available all day.  Participants were 

mostly from the College Community School District and about one teacher per grade level from the Cedar 

Rapids Community School District.  The College Community district includes four different elementary schools 

and an intermediate center where the 5
th
 grade is housed, so many of the teachers know each other.  There were 

no fifth grade teachers at this session of the workshop.  This session was the first of two presentations of the 

same workshop ï the second workshop was held on the following Thursday and Friday.  Participants were 

allowed to choose the workshop they wanted to attend.  Some teachers opted to come with their grade level 

team, but others attended on their own. 

 

¶ Needs and Problems Addressed 

The workshop was intended to serve as an expansion of the BHH paradigm for teaching history, time for 

reflection on the first year and how teachers can improve their teaching of the first BHH unit, and a specific 

introduction to the second of the two grade level units that teachers will be teaching in their classrooms over the 

next few years.  Both the College Community and the Cedar Rapids districts have adopted the BHH curriculum 

as their history curriculum for the next few years. 

 

Monday July 26, 2010 

Day 1 of first workshop 

 

Sessions 

 

The day began with introductions by Elise Fillpot, project director and Kim Heckart, lead mentor.  They 

introduced themselves, the grade level mentors, and the evaluator.  She had the dayôs agenda written on a flip 

chart and walked through it quickly, saying that they would first be looking back at the first unit 

implementation, then work on making connections between the BHH curriculum and other subjects, then look at 

using the new Predict and Infer model, and then begin work on preparing the new units.  She said that before 

they moved on to the new units, they would first spend some time reflecting on the first unit.  She asked them to 

work in grade level groups, talk about their unit implementation using the mentor and a set of questions to guide 

their discussion.  The questions were:   

¶ To what extent were you able to implement the unit? 

¶ What affected the thoroughness of implementation?  Time for implementation?  Time for planning? 

Missing resources? 

¶ Brainstorm solutions 

¶ How would you briefly characterize your student learning outcomes from the unit? 

¶ What was successful in the unit implementations?  Your favorite part of the unit? 
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¶ What was not successful?  Your least favorite part of the unit? 

¶ How did the implementations differ between your individual classrooms, i.e. how did your individual 

styles, activities or emphasis affect the lessons? 

¶ How did you change or adapt the lessons?  Why? 

¶ What will you do differently next time you teach the unit?   

¶ What parts of the curriculum did the students enjoy?  Were there activities they didnôt enjoy and if so, 

why? 

¶ What was BHHôs most important impact on your students and classes? 

 

Reflections on the First Unit Implementations 

¶ Context, environment, and participants 

The context, environment, and participants were as described above.  The participants worked in grade level 

groups first.  These varied in size from five to ten teachers plus a teacher mentor who facilitated each group. 

 

¶ Needs and Problems Addressed 

The first session was intended to provide the participants with a chance to talk with peers about the unit they had 

already taught and to brainstorm solutions to any problems that may have occurred.  

 

¶ Resources, Activities and Procedures 

During this session, I sat with the third grade teachers who had two facilitators, Kim Heckart and another third 

grade mentor.  The mentor asked the teachers to start by thinking about what affected the thoroughness with 

which they taught the BHH curriculum.  One teacher said she didnôt know if she made enough use of her 

timeline.  She asked if others did theirs in their room or the hallway.  The mentor said that she found it easier to 

have it in her room and uses it more than if it was in the hallway.  Another teacher said that they are more 

accountable as teachers to keeping in central as an organizer if it is there all the time.  Some said they canôt do it 

in the hallway, but others said that doing it in the hallway was good because students saw other classroomsô 

work and they asked about other things put on the timeline.  Another teacher said sometimes they have several 

classes out in the hall at once and that makes it seem like an occasion to work on the timeline.  Some teachers 

said that they have kids make cards to put on timeline, but if there are repetitions of the same thing they donôt 

put it on the main one ï just on their own.  One teacher asked the mentor if they save their timelines from year 

to year ï she said she doesnôt save the items.  Some people use the photos they do in photo analysis as their 

illustrations for timelines.   

 

One teacher said that the timelines were really important for keeping students thoughts on history.  Another 

teacher said that communication among teachers who were teaching the unit was really important ï they were 

doing the unit at different times, but it was still helpful to keep in touch. 

 

One teacher said that writing in the Barebooks (blank books in which they synthesized their knowledge about 

the historical topic) really took a long time.  The teachers discussed the different ways in which teachers had 

done their Barebooks.  Some had written the text for the books as a class and then had each child illustrate their 

own books.  A few teachers said that their ñhigher kidsò had done their own text.  Another teacher said they had 

decided which ñbig ideasò needed to be included in the books, but each student included them as they wanted.    

One of the teachers asked if they also did Barebooks for the second unit.  The mentor said that she usually does 

one Barebook and one PowerPoint or PhotoStory presentation for the second unit.  Kim said she has her 
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students do two Barebooks.   Some teachers said that they tried to get their Barebooks done by the first 

conferences which was a lot to do.  A teacher asked about PhotoStory software and Kim said that it is not a Mac 

program so you need to do it in the lab or on the netbooks. 

 

The mentor asked the teachers if they had all the resources they needed to do the units.   One teacher said that 

she was missing a lot of the books, but that she had heard she could get them from a teacher who had retired.   

 

One teacher said she had not really done the photo analysis thoroughly.  The mentor said that she had found that 

photo analysis requires a lot of modeling.  Kim said she had videoed her kids doing a photo analysis this past 

year and perhaps, in addition to modeling it themselves, they could show their kids that video so that they could 

see other kids doing it.  Kim said that during the video the kids also did a really good job of working together so 

it is a good example of that too.  She said that they would be putting the video on the BHH website soon.  Kim 

and the third grade mentor also said that connecting the photo analysis with the time line is a good way to 

practice photo analysis skills.   

   

The mentor asked if the teachers thought their kids learned a lot from the BHH curriculum.  There were several 

ñyesò responses to this.  One of the teacher said that one of the things the kids really liked and learned a lot from 

was the Addy books.  She said that when she first mentioned them the boys did not want to listen, but after the 

first one they were begging for them. Several teachers said that they cry when they read the books ï one said she 

also cries when she reads Pink and Say.  One teacher asked if there are other American Girl books that might go 

with the second unit, the industrialization unit.  Kim said the Samantha books are the right era, but that she is a 

rich girl so it does not tell about the problems of industrialization.  She said there is a Dear America book that is 

good.   

 

A new teacher asked if the BHH curriculum was the entire social studies curriculum for Prairie district and the 

teachers told her there were also some things they covered concerning mapping, cardinal directions, and globes 

and that it was all in the standards and benchmarks.   

 

The mentor asked the teachers if there was a particular centerpoint for the unit.  Several teachers said that the 

Addy books were central for them, with one adding, ñReally any of the books ï they were great books.ò  

Another said that starting off talking about Africa was important for them.  One teacher said the kids loved this 

unit and said she had heard them talking about it during other parts of the day ï sometimes arguing whether 

certain states were ñslave or freeò and about other things they had heard or read.    Another said that students 

frequently referred back to the maps they had made.   

 

When asked about their favorite parts of the unit, most teachers said the books and several teachers said that 

their favorite part was how engaged their students were in the unit.  One teacher said that her kids loved doing 

the Barebooks and were very interested writers.  One teacher said that the Barebooks construction was one place 

where she had to learn to ñrelease controlò because she realized that she really had an idea of how they ñshould 

be doneò but the kids also wanted control.   

 

The mentor asked them what was their least favorite or least successful part for them.  One teacher said that it 

was hard to dig up some of the books or to find books on their own to replace some of the books they couldnôt 

find.  Another teacher said it really helps to do the unit with someone else ï to bounce off ideas and to clarify 

tasks.  One teacher asked how others had fit it in with their science curriculum ï some said they alternated units 

doing the unit each day, and some said they did each on alternate days.  Another teacher said that because the 

high level of literacy components present in the units, she also worked on it during literacy time.  Several 

teachers said that having packets of materials really helps.  One teacher said that she got done with the teaching 

of the unit, but still allowed students to work on their Barebooks.  A teacher asked if others had ketp everyone 

on the same chapter of the Barebooks or allowed them to move on as individuals  and most said they kept on the 

same chapter.  Kim said that once the students have done their number notes, they know the material really well 

and can move back and forth at their own pace.  The mentor said that her kids have always been really excited 
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about the content ï ñeven the low kids really know the contentò ï adding that with some kids with IEPs they 

type the content up that they say orally for them and then glue it in to the Barebook. 

 

The mentor asked if they had adpared the unit or changed it in any way?  One teacher said she  

spend a lot more time on the Africa aspect than had been in the unit.  The mentor asked if there are things they 

would do different next time.  Things mentioned were that they would spend more time on the timeline, do more 

modeling of the photo analysis, and do more as a whole group.    One teacher asked what other accomodations 

teachers made for their IEP students.  One said that their IEP students did the unit with their paras, one said they 

do it with taking turns with para, and one said she has them use the photo analysis photos instead of drawings so 

that they can still make their whole book.   At that time, the mentor mentioned that she has the students illustrate 

their books as they go rather than doing it when they are all done with the words because the kids are more 

excited about it. 

 

The mentor asked what they thought was the most important impact on students.  The responses were:   

¶ Realizing how history changes 

¶ Realizing what history is 

¶ Talking about how things were so unfair 

¶ Gained knowledge about the issues that they will carry with them 

¶ Gained empathy 

¶ They were really engaged ï went home and talked with parents about it 

¶ Used so much good literature 

¶ Made so many good connections 

 

The mentor asked how they thought that they differed in their teaching styles.  One teacher just said that it was 

good for teachers with all different styles because they could put their own selves into it.  Another said it made 

them closer to the kids because the ñkids see you cryò about the sadness of the events in history portrayed in the 

books.  One teacher said that she felt that the parents could be even more involved.  As an aside one teacher said 

that they had been thinking that their trip to the Amanas will be really meaningful with the industrialization unit. 

 

The discussion among the third grade teachers was very animated and positive with all teachers participating 

and sharing. 

 

Elise called the teachers together and asked them to share as a grade level a few important things from their 

discussion, with the particular goal of letting the grade above them know what they thought they could expect 

from their kids this year in terms of prior knowledge so that teachers would be able to activate that knowledge. 

 

One teacher from each grade typically presented their discussion. 

Kindergarten:  The teacher said it was an overall success as implemented by most of the teachers.  She said they 

did not need to have a dedicated social studies time because it fit across the curriculum with elements of math, 

socialization, literacy, etc.  She said they did a lot of discussion and modeling and that they will be extending the 

unit next year.  Elise asked what first grade teachers should expect to see in their students.   The teacher said that 

the history of me is very focused on learning the vocabulary of history, including the words history, artifacts, 

change over time.  She said that they understand that as you get older you gain skills, abilities, change physically 

and personally.  They also learned the difference between a question and a statement. 
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Elise said that they were going to be changing the name of the unit from ñhistory of meò to the ñhistory of usò 

because they were experiencing increased numbers of children who had no pictures or artifacts from when they 

were younger due somewhat to the floods in Cedar Rapids, but also from displaced people and refugees.   One 

teacher said that this past year they had 28 students, seven of whom were ELL students who did not have 

anything like pictures or childhood toys.  She said that one child, who was from the Congo, had everyone 

interested when he said that when he was a baby ñmy mommy wore me ï or the animals would eat meò.  Most 

teachers said they had children draw pictures instead. 

 

First Grade:  The group reported that they had very positive experiences their first year of teaching the BHH 

curriculum, although because of people changing grade levels and new teachers, only three of the group had 

taught the first grade curriculum last year.  They said that their students were highly interested in the topics and 

that they had fully implemented the unit.  One teacher said that her students had particularly enjoyed having 

ñguest speakersò ï mostly grandparents who would come and talk about the ñolden daysò.  She said they had 

extended the unit throughout the year, using their timeline all year long.  They said that some of the skills that 

their second grade teachers might expect students to have were photo analysis skills and asking questions about 

images and ideas.  One teacher suggested that they take pictures at school and use those for their photo analyses 

ï that teacher said she had done the unit at the beginning of the year, but referred back to it all year long.  Elise 

interjected that she knew that one of the teachers had done a really wonderful adaptation ï she had her own 

mother come to class and talk and the students loved it.  They talked about some of the vocabulary of history 

that they had learned from her such as ñhankyò and ñouthouseò.   

 

Elise asked if there were any other skills that second grade teachers should look for and one of the teachers 

reiterated that the students did a nice job with photo analyses and were prepared to thinking about the ñ5 Wsò ï 

who, what, when, where, and why, when looking and new photographs.  They also think of time mostly as 

ñtoday, yesterday, and long agoò, and are pretty good about attempting to place things in order in a sensible 

way. 

 

Second Grade: The group spokesperson said that their unit was Immigration and that the kids liked learning 

about real history, long ago.  She said that they had a lot of ELL students who were immigrants themselves or 

their parents were.  She said that they also did lots of photo analysis. 

 

She said that she thought that third grade teachers should be able to expect that the students will make lots of 

connections by timelining things that they learn about.  She thinks that developmentally they are able to 

understand more about time and that they are able to move away from personal history into other peopleôs 

history.  One teacher said that they read a lot of Magic Tree House books and that the kids were always very 

interested in trying to place the events of the stories along the timeline.  They do lots of integrating their 

literature onto the timeline to help them understand the context of the books they are reading.  They also are 

very aware of current events having to do with immigration. 

 

Elise said that she team taught part of the immigration unit with one of the teachers and it was a great 

experience.  She said that in doing the unit, she was even more aware of how teachers decide aspects of the units 

that they really love teaching and other parts that they want to re-envision how they will do it next time.   

 

They talked about problems when using mixed level groups for document analysis and for the reenactment ï 

with one child in each group who needed help, the teachers found themselves tearing around from group to 

group trying to help, and the kids who were able and excited about the topic found it difficult to wait to talk 

about more complex ideas.   They decided that it was okay sometimes to use more homogenous groupings when 

it came to this point to allow the higher students time together and to allow teachers to spend more time with the 

struggling students.  This allowed the lower students to have more time to do the decoding and then, they too, 

could have time to do real analysis.   One teacher said that analyzing the shipôs manifest was definitely not their 

favorite activity.  Elise said that they were working on getting some new documents to go with this unit. 
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Teachers said that the children enjoyed watching An American Tale and that they had watched parts of it again 

when the children really understood some of the things happening regarding immigration.  Another teacher said 

that the unit really brought community and families together and another said that going through the 

immigration simulation really excited kids ï they will remember it later.   

 

Elise said that the second grade immigration perhaps has the most intensive mapping section of any of the units. 

 

Third Grade: The group spokesperson said that the third grade had completed the Slavery and Segregation unit.  

One teacher said that she had trouble with the photo analysis during the first year of using it, but that it was 

getting easier.  She said that the teachers are becoming more comfortable with it and the kids seem to learn even 

if the teacher is still struggling!  She said that for the teachers in her building it had been very helpful to share 

ideas and experiences with the other third grade teachers and even to do some team teaching.   She said she 

thought it would be ñan awesome lesson to do as a lesson studyò.  They said that they had put their timeline in 

the hallway and that had been very helpful as students would ñfeed offò of what other students had done.  

Another teacher said that they made so many connections during the unit and that they had a very high level of 

engagement throughout the unit and she had never had so many parents say that their children had talked about 

it at home.  They said that the literature used with this unit is great and that students also showed great empathy 

when talking about the harsh conditions in slavery and that they also talked about personal problems with anti-

bullying ideas, etc.    Elise said that although this would be their last BHH workshop, it would be great if they 

could get together informally to share like this after their second units ï particularly to talk about activating prior 

knowledge.  The third grade mentor said that since her school has been doing BHH for several years, she can 

already see that the students come in with so many skills, that they donôt do as much explicit teaching of the 

skills ï for the students ñit is second nature to do photo analysis.ò 

 

Fourth Grade:  The fourth grade spokesperson said that the most positive things about the BHH unit was seeing 

the connections that the students make.  The mentor said that some were making connections to the current 

situation because some of the students had parents who were unemployed.  They said they used some new books 

they had found including a good one about an Okie camp.  There was also an American Girl DVD about the 

depression that was good.  One teacher said their principal had come into the room several times and was 

amazed at the level of engagement of the students.  One of the things that kids really picked up on was the 

pockets turned out as a silent plea for help, meaning you had no money.  One teacher said that their students had 

always gone to the Hoover Museum, but this was the first year that they had really enjoyed and gotten a lot out 

of the experience ï theyôd had to struggle to move them along through the museum.   

 

Elise said that the 4
th
 grade curriculum is really the pinnacle of cumulative learning from previous BHH units ï 

fifth grade goes back to exploration era.    She suggested that teachers go online and look more into the units 

from the years before and after their unit.  One teacher said that the kidsô experiences going through the flood in 

Cedar Rapids really helped them see how something like the dust bowl could have such a huge impact on 

peopleôs everyday lives.  Elise agreed saying that they learned about the droughts and about floods and how 

tiling may have contributed to the flooding ï kids learn that something that change is often thought of as 

progress, but may be just change ï and that sometimes change is bad.  The mentor from the second grade unit 

said that the kids really learn that during the environmental unit, and the first grade mentor added that they talk 

about some of the things that make change good and bad ï e.g. cars go faster, but are more dangerous.   Another 

teacher said that the 4
th
 grade students definitely think that the Roaring 20s were nothing but happy times ï ñItôs 

more complex than that.ò  Elise said, ñYes, we simplify it too much.ò  Another teacher asked which unit the 4
th
 

grade teachers who had taught before did first and the mentor replied that she did the Progressive Era unit first.  

Second grade said they do their environmental unit before the immigration unit. 

 

A first grade teacher said, ñWe are always revisiting things and lots of times the kids will say, ñThatôs history 

now!ò 

 

¶ Immediate Outcomes Perceived by Observer 
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All the teacher groups were in animated conversation during the group times.  The excitement expressed by the 

third grade teachers appeared to be echoes by the other groups.    They indicated their appreciation for the time 

just to talk about the units with their grade level groups.  The question of what teachers in grade older than their 

own should be looking for in students activated their thinking about the student outcomes and their goals for 

their studentsô knowledge and skills. 

 

¶ Intermediate/Long-term Outcomes 

Teachers will have more knowledge of what kinds of skills and knowledge they should expect of their incoming 

students and will be able to respect and add to prior knowledge and skills.  They also are reminded of what they 

are trying to help their students learn.  They also reinforced relationships with colleagues and peers and made 

plans to do more sharing and helping each other teach. 

 

Predict and Infer Model 

¶ Context, environment, and participants 

Same as previous.  

 

¶ Needs and Problems Addressed 

The Predict and Infer Model was designed by Kim Heckart, the lead mentor for the project.  It has been used in 

her classroom and some of the other mentor teachersô classrooms as a literacy tool for use with the BHH 

curriculum materials.   

 

¶ Resources, Activities and Procedures 

Kim started the session by saying that she thought the Predict and Infer model could be useful at all grade levels, 

but that at the K-1 levels, you probably could stick with the Predict part of the model by teaching them what 

predictions are and then using the ñBooks as Hooksò idea to get children interested in what youôre going to be 

learning.  

 

She said she would give an example of one way she has used the model for her history teaching.  She said she 

wanted to teach a unit on womenôs suffrage, so she came up with an essential question to start off.  The question 

was, ñWhat did women do to get the right to vote?ò  To begin the unit, she used 8 relevant photos, one map, and 

two documents having to do with that time.  The items used were: 

1. A poster for a ñMass meetingò of a group that was against women being allowed to vote 

2. The 19
th
 Amendment 

3. Photo of women making a flag with only the stars for states who allowed women to vote 

4. Photo of protest for womenôs suffrage 

5. Photo of protests with men present 

6. Photo of suffragists all wearing white 

7. Photo of women in parade with state signs 

8. Photo of Colorado ratifying the 19
th
 amendment 

9. Photo of Susan B. Anthony 

10. Photo of women taken to jail for ñobstructing trafficò 
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11. Map of the states which had ratified 

 

She said she started out by giving an item to each of 11 small groups.  Each group would analyze their item for 

about 10-15 minutes, then the groups would pass the item to another group, until they had analyzed all the items.  

Then the teacher would put all the items onto a poster and asks the students to ñpredictò what the picture means.  

She said she defines predict to them as ñguess about what is in the photoò at a time when they donôt know.  She 

said she defines infer as ñtake background knowledge and the authorôs clues to understandò.  She tells them that 

they will read a book that will give them some background knowledge to help them understand the items.  She 

gave several suggestions for books she might have used for this prompt ï a Susan B. Anthony biography, The 

Ballot Box Battle, by Emily Arnold McCully (about Elizabeth Cady Stanton), or A Time For Courage: The 

Suffragette Diary of Kathleen Bowen (one of the Dear America series). When reading the book to students, she 

stops periodically at four to eight times to allow the students to write a free response to the reading.  A teacher 

asks if she provides any structure for how they must respond to the book. She said that at first she provides them 

with some stems for their responses, such as, ñI thinké.ò or ñI wonderéò but later no structure.  Kim said that 

she feels doing this kind of responding holds students accountable for paying attention and formulating ideas 

from what they hear.  She also has the students, if they choose, write things on post-its that they consider to be 

ñcluesò in the book about the photos, etc., that they had examined.  She said they discuss that these are not yet 

inferences but things that may help them make inferences.  When they are done, they go back and make 

inferences about the photos and documents, using their new background knowledge to help them make sense of 

what they are examining.  She showed a video of her class going through the process.  During the video, some 

of the teachers got restless, with some sidebar conversations, and one teacher saying audibly, ñOkay, we get it.ò   

Kim talked about one child who had studied the industrialization unit asking if the photos were taken by 

ñsomeone who was like the Lewis Hines for womenôs suffrage.ò    She suggested that when the teachers are 

choosing images and documents to do this kind of activity, they consider making sure that they have chosen 

items that represent multiple perspectives.   She also said that this activity actually took several weeks because 

they read several books as a whole group.  She said she has also done this using a ñbook groupò format where 

groups read different books. 

 

Another suggestion was to have ñthinkmarksò that are bookmarks with places to write and keep track of what 

you are thinking as you are reading a book. 

 

Elise added a couple points related to this activity.  First, she said that current research says that children fail to 

connect images to their accounts or they fail to allow them to inform their accounts.  This model addresses that 

problem by explicitly asking children to connect historic evidence with the accounts they read and create.  

Second, she said that you have to remind children to think about authorship and photographers perspectives ï 

what are the limits implicit in that authorôs or photographerôs perspectives?  

 

¶ Immediate Outcomes Perceived by Observer 

Teachers have a new tool for practicing literacy skills while using the BHH curriculum and expanding their 

historical knowledge and skills. 

 

¶ Intermediate/Long-term Outcomes 

Teachers may choose to use this pedagogical tool to enhance student learning outcomes.  Students may become 

more critical readers and make connections between evidence and background knowledge. 

 

LUNCH BREAK (Participants took a half-hour lunch break.  Lunch was served in the adjacent hallway and 

teachers ate in the same room as the workshop.) 

 

Predict and Infer Planning and Formative Assessment Ideas  
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¶ Context, environment, and participants 

Same as above except the participants were immediately asked to split into grade level groups and they could go 

classrooms or the computer lab to work.   

 

¶ Needs and Problems Addressed 

This workshop time was intended to allow participants time to immediately plan a Predict and Infer activity for 

use in their classroom. 

 

¶ Resources, Activities and Procedures 

The first hour of this session was used for breakout grade level groups to plan a Predict and Infer activity from 

the unit they had taught the previous year.    Each group worked with their grade level mentor.  In addition to 

thinking about the predict and infer activity, they were asked to help new teachers become familiar with the first 

unit and talk about how they had used other literacy strategies with their first BHH unit. 

 

During the breakout session, I went with the fourth grade group.   They started by talking about whether they 

wanted to think about a topic or question first or think about a book that they would use and then come up with a 

question.  One of the teachers said they thought they should think of a particularly hard aspect of the unit and try 

to make them more effective by using this strategy.  Several teachers agreed that the stock market was one of the 

more difficult aspects of the Great Depression unit, partly because they didnôt really understand it all 

themselves.  None of the teachers thought that the unit had any books that would be really good for that topic.   

 

They decided it might be easier to start with a good book and go from there.  They looked through the books and 

talked about some of the ones they might want to use.  The ones they mentioned were:  Out of the Dust; Leahôs 

Pony; Bud, not Buddy; Children of the Dust Bowl; and Rudy Rides the Rails.  Most of the teachers were familiar 

with most of the books, but some were books that teachers had found during the year that teachers had found on 

their own.  They talked about where to go with the emphasis for the activity.  One said maybe ñthe dirty 

thirtiesò, another said differentiating between Okie camps and Hoovervilles.  One of the teachers was still 

googling ñstock market books for childrenò ï she found a listing for a book called Six Days in October and went 

to the library to see if they had the book.  Another person said maybe they should for this time go ahead and do 

something they were comfortable with so that they could use the activity in a comfortable setting for the first 

time.  Several people suggested that penny auctions were something that they didnôt know about before, but 

with which they were now fairly comfortable.  Kim had come into the room during this time and said she 

thought it was a great idea to do something with which they were comfortable for their first Predict and Infer 

activity.    

 

They decided to start with a picture book and then look for images to go with it.  Kim asked whether they had an 

overall essential question for the unit.  One of the teachers suggested ñHow would your life be different if you 

were living through the Great Depression?ò  Someone said that if they did a predict and infer activity that was 

centered around penny auctions, it would still lead back to something that would help answer the overall 

question ï kids would see it as a piece of the overall puzzle.   

 

They worked on finding documents and photos for the activity.  Teachers worked on their own or with one or 

two others, searching for images or documents or sharing ideas for what to look for.  Some of the things they 

found that they decided to use were photos of penny auctions and an ad for penny auctions.  At one point, they 

had a discussion of whether using images from books that werenôt actual photographs was allowable and 

decided it wasnôt for this purpose.  Someone said that a good document might be if they could find the law that 

made it illegal to have mortgage default auctions at that time and several teachers started searching for the law.  

[Eventually they asked Cath Denial to help them with that search and she found it for them.]  
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They talked about problems with individual photos and document ï would they be a good image or throw kids 

off for some reason?  e.g. a poster for the auction does not give the exact date ï it just says July 30.  One teacher 

said, ñNo, thatôs better because they have to infer that it was during the depression from the contentò.  They 

talked about getting pictures of the old farm machinery that might have been auctioned off and whether an old 

penny from that time would be a good artifact.  Would it prompt enough discussion? 

 

One of the teachers asked the mentor to make sure that they did a different topic for their predict and infer at the 

other workshop so that they could share theirs with each other. 

 

Some of the other things they found were a 1930s farm photo, a photo of a truck and a car with a familyôs 

belongings packed on top.  They were trying to find pictures of a ñweedpatchò or refugee camp, but were only 

finding with no citations.  

 

They were still deciding on the books they would read.  One teacher said they could just read a chapter from a 

longer book too, like Children of the Dust Bowl.  This books tells about the Arvin camps, also known as 

weedpatch camps.  As they were getting ready to go back to the large group, several teachers agreed that the 

time was great ñbecause we NEVER have enough time during the year to do this kind of thing.ò   

 

They met back together in a big group to talk about their development of predict and infer activities. 

 

Elise said they would ñjust take temperatureò on where everyone was on their predict and infer activities. 

 

The second grade teachers said they had come up with a variation of the activity because that many things were 

a lot for second graders to think about at once.  They decided to have three images and three documents and ask 

the students to try to pair them up and then tell why they create the pair which would require them to make 

inferences from the documents.  They could also do the activity in writing if they wanted the students to do 

more writing.   

 

Some teachers said that they got stuck trying to generate essential questions and decided that they would work 

with mini questions or enabling questions.   Some mentioned starting with an engaging book from which to 

build the activity ï Elise said she liked that idea because you know which ideas will arise in the book and which 

issues the children will be likely to explore. 

 

They also discussed using this type of activity as a formative assessment.   One teacher said you could have the 

students put the photos in an order and justify the order or describe cause and effect.  Some teachers said that 

they have three or four things that they are doing with their students ñon the flyò to check understanding and the 

do a more formal assessment.  Kim pointed out that the BHH website in the blogs and news section has some 

ideas for assessments and that there is a youtube link to some of the things she has done in her class and to 

photos.  They also talked students who have done PhotoStory projects as a culminating assessment ï Kim 

mentioned that PhotoStory is a free download and very user friendly way for kids to deal with images.  A 

teacher showed a PhotoStory on slavery that she had her students do.  The one she showed had photos and the 

kids had written a script to go with it. 

 

They spent a few minutes in small groups discussing the types of formative assessments they had used.  Some 

listed by the fourth grade teachers included:  the great depression game, quizzes, photo analysis, timeline 

construction, matching (looking for connections), mind maps, comparing letters to Hoover with letters to 

Roosevelt, creating newspaper headlines for soup lines and penny auctions, adding dialogue buttons to 

photographs, analyzing political cartoons, and doing vocabulary presentations. 

 

¶ Immediate Outcomes Perceived by Observer 
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Most grade levels appear to have a Predict and Infer activity ready to do with their students.  Teachers also 

continued to build on their camaraderie and capacity to work together.  Teachers also may have gained new 

ideas for formative assessments of studentsô learning.  

 

¶ Intermediate/Long-term Outcomes 

Students will be exposed to new ways of learning literacy skills. 

 

END OF DAY ONE 

 

Tuesday July 27, 2010 

Day 2 of first workshop 

 

¶ Context, environment, and participants 

Same as previous day, except teachers are working in grade level groups nearly all day (8-2:30) on preparing 

their new units.  

 

¶ Needs and Problems Addressed 

The second day is intended to serve the needs of teachers to familiarize themselves with the new unit with the 

help of their mentor teachers and project staff.  They receive all the materials and then do a walk-through of the 

unit with the mentor.  After that they plan timing and schedules, look for any necessary additional materials, and 

have time to read books and prep materials. 

 

This workshop day was not observed since independent grade level work on BHH preparation has been 

observed and described many other times in the past. 
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BHH-CR Summer 2010 Workshop (Cohort 2 ï First year workshop) 

 
NOTE: This workshop was not observed by CEA because it was a replication of the 2009 Summer 
Workshops. The agenda for the workshop is below. 
 

Bringing History Home  Ö  June 16-17, 2010 

 
 
Elise  
 

1.  Welcome and First Activity   
     s  What is Bringing History Home?   
     s  Workshop Overview   

 
 
 
Cath 

2. The Nature of History   
Entire class analyzes a Revolutionary period linograph, and explores how the classôs 
collective prior knowledge of the pictureôs historic context determines how it interprets 
the source.   
In groups, teachers write brief history narratives based on sets of documents they are 
provided.  The sets include mostly duplicate documents, but each set also includes at 
least one document unique to it.  When teachers share their narratives, the entire class 
discusses why the narratives differ: variations in teachersô prior knowledge, what they 
chose to emphasize, and differing document sets. 
 

 
Cath & 
Elise 

3.  Exploring the BHH Website and History Resources on the Internet   
 

 
 
Elise & Cath 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mentors 

4.  Written Document analysis  
Class analyzes a document using NARA format questions. 
 
Grade-level groups analyze documents related to their BHH units using the KWL or 
NARA guides, generate questions and research online for additional 
evidence/information. 
 
Teachers identify how the BHH document analysis lessons align with their current 
literacy strategies and/or enhance literacy learning.   
 
Class discussion: How can we help students reflect on their use of document analysis 
to construct their own understandings of history?  
s BHH Mentors: What does Document Analysis look like in the various grade levels? 

 
 
Kim &  
Cath 
 
 
 
 
Mentors 

5.  Photo Analysis    
Grade-level groups analyze suffragist headquarters photo using SCCC guides, and 
generate questions raised by the photo.   
 
Class discussion of analysis ï Pwim demonstration.  
 
Kim shows video of studentsô analysis of image. 
s  BHH Mentors: What does Photo Analysis look like in the various grade levels? 

 
 

 6.  Historical Mapping in the BHH units 
s Mapping historical events ï maps as visual organizers 
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Kim 
 
Mentors 

s  BHH Mentors: What does Document Analysis look like in the various grade levels? 

  
Reflection 
 

Day Two 

 
 
Elise & 
Kim 
 
Mentors 

1.  Timeline Construction in the BHH Units 
 
s  Timeline activities  
s   BHH Mentors: What does Timelining look like in the various grades? 

 
Kim 

2.  Literacy Strategies Aligned with BHH    
 

 
 
Mentors 

3.  Unit Prep   
s  Grade-level groups prepare their BHH units for   implementation. 
 

 
Elise & 

Kim 

4.  Assessing Student Learning in History  
 

 
Elise 

5.  Reflection & Conclusion 
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Appendix D: Complete Workshop Results from BHH-CR Summer 
Workshops 2009-11
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Bringing History Home ï CR: Summer 2009 Workshop Survey 
Results 

 
The TAH Bringing History Home ïCedar Rapids Project conducted two two-day professional 

development workshops on July 30-31, 2009 and August 3-4, 2009.  All workshop participants were 

asked to complete a survey concerning their perceptions of the workshop they had completed.  The 

survey was administered as an online survey using the WebSurveyor software. CEA sent all 

participants an email with the url to access the survey on August 5, 2009.  Seventy-nine of the 83 

participants completed the survey for an overall response rate of 95%.  Participants were asked to 

complete the survey within one week.    Those who had not completed the workshop received a 

reminder on August 13 and again on August 19, 2009.  The survey consisted of several quantitative 

sections, seven open-ended items, and a short demographic section.  Participants were informed that 

their responses and comments would be reported anonymously.  

 
Findings from the quantitative scaling of confidence in specific abilities  

 

The directions for this quantitative section of the participant survey were as follows:   

 
Indicate the degree of confidence you feel about whether you could do each of the following before 

and after your participation in the BHH Summer 2009 Workshop.  Using the scale above each 

item ranging from 0% (not at all confident) to 100% (completely confident), indicate your confidence 

on each scale by selecting one value.  Remember to answer as you really feel, with your best estimate 

of your confidence. For each item, please select one answer for the óBeforeô scale and one for 

óAfterô scale.  If you donôt have an opinion, or if the question is not applicable to you, please select 

ñNAò. 

 

In other words, participants used this retrospective pre-post scale to reflect on their 

confidence in their ability before as compared to after participating with regard to eleven 

skills related to teaching history. The scale was as follows: 
 

 

                Not at all               Completely 

                Confident                                                   Confident 

 

BEFORE:  0%  10   20   30   40    50   60   70   80    90   100%      NA 

 

AFTER:      0%  10   20   30   40    50   60   70   80    90   100%      NA 

 

 
Table 1 shows the results on these items.  On all items participants said that they were more 

confident after attending the BHH Summer Workshop.  All mean differences from before to 

after were at least 35% increase in confidence, with a grand mean difference for all items of 

47.76%.  The largest gains in confidence were in teachersô perceived ability to ñHelp 

students learn to analyze historical imagesò (51% increase) and  ñHelp students learn to 

analyze historical documentsò (49% increase).    
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Table 1.  Participantsô self-reported confidence ratings about their ability and skills before 

and after participating in the BHH Summer 2009 Workshop             

  

N 
Before/ 
after 

Before After  

Mean SD Mean SD 

Confidence in ability to  % % % % 

1. Help students learn to think like historians  

 

79/76 34.68 0.25 80.78 0.14 

2. Help students learn to use primary sources to 

construct their understanding of history 

78/74 34.10 0.26 82.03 0.13 

3. Collaborate with other teachers, BHH project 

mentors, and project staff to improve my history 

instruction 

77/75 47.01 0.31 89.73 0.11 

4. Help students learn to analyze historical images   

 

76/74 29.74 0.26 80.68 0.15 

5. Help students learn to analyze historical 

documents      

78/76 28.72 0.26 78.03 0.15 

6. Use internet resources to locate relevant historical 

primary sources 

78/76 42.82 0.29 78.42 0.17 

7. Provide instruction that encourages students to 

investigate historical evidence 

78/75 35.00 0.27 80.27 0.15 

8. Align my history instruction with my current 

literacy strategies to enhance literacy learning  

77/75 47.14 0.29 82.80 0.15 

9. Use timeline construction to enhance students' 

understanding of history 

79/76 39.75 0.29 86.84 0.13 

10. Use map construction to enhance students' 

understanding of history 

77/75 42.34 0.28 81.47 0.14 

11. Help students learn to synthesize information 

learned from multiple sources  

76/75 42.24 0.25 77.33 0.16 

 
Findings from the quantitative scaling of engagement in workshop activities  

 

The second section of the survey asked participants to rate their level of engagement in the activities 

that took place during the BHH Summer Workshop.  On a five point scale with a maximum value of 4 

points, the level of engagement ranged from 2.62-3.40 so that for most activities participants 

considered their level of engagement to be about that of an ñActive cooperator.ò  The two sessions for 

which the participants rated their engagement the highest were the session in which they were working 

in grade level teams to prepare for their units (Mean=3.40) and during the time they spent learning to 
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explore history through photo analysis (Mean=3.17).  They were least engaged during the session on 

assessing outcomes in history learning (Mean=2.62)  and during the first session of the workshop, on 

exploring the nature of history in the elementary setting  (Mean=2.64).  Table 2 shows the full results 

on these nine items. 
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Table 2.  Participantsô self-reported level of engagement in the activities of the BHH Summer 2009 

Workshop             
 Frequencies 

 
How engaged were you as a learner for each of 
the following sessions? 
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DAY 1: 0 1 2 3 4 NR 

Exploring the Nature of History in the Elementary 

Setting  
         Mean=2.64  SD=0.86 

 6 29 29 13  

Exploring the BHH Website and Other Internet History 

Resources 
         Mean=2.82  SD=0.82 

 6 16 42 14  

Exploring History through Written Document Analysis 
         Mean=2.94  SD=0.85 

 3 21 31 22  

Exploring History through Photo Analysis 
         Mean=3.17  SD=0.76 

 2 11 37 28  

DAY 2:       

Timeline Construction in the BHH units 
         Mean=2.97  SD=0.82 

 2 21 32 23  

Historical Mapping in the BHH units 
         Mean=2.79  SD=0.92 

 6 24 27 20  

Aligning Literacy Strategies with the BHH Curriculum 
         Mean=2.79  SD=0.99 

1 6 24 25 23  

Assessing Student Learning in History 
         Mean=2.62  SD=0.90 

1 6 28 30 13  

Grade Level Unit Preparation Time 
         Mean=3.40  SD=0.69 

  9 29 40  

 
Findings from the quantitative scaling of general workshop questions   

 

Participants were also asked to rate their agreement with 16 general statements concerning the 

workshop they had attended.  All items were on a 6-point Likert-type scale.  Participants continued to 

rate their experience as being very positive with the mean response for all items, except one, rated 

greater than five.   The only item with a mean below 5 (4.52) was the one asking them to rate their 

agreement with the statement, ñI wanted more time to work with my grade level group.ò  Since the 

previous section showed that the time spent working in their grade level group was the time when they 

felt most engaged, it is not surprising that some people wanted to spend more time as a group.  Since 

all items were rated highly, there were not particular areas of strength or weakness; all of the workshop 

was positively perceived by the participants.
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Table 3.  Participantsô perceptions of different aspects of the BH Summer 2009 Workshop 

 
Strongly 

Agree 

Moderately 

Agree 

Slightly 

Agree 

Slightly 

Disagree 

Moderately 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 
No 

 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 

There was enough time for my 

questions and comments. 
          Mean=5.77 SD=0.68 

 

 

66 

(83.54) 

 

11 

(13.92) 

 

1 

(1.27) 

 

1 

(1.27) 

   

My prior knowledge and opinions 

were respected. 
         Mean=5.68 SD=0.73 

 

59 

(75.64) 

16 

(20.51) 

2 

(2.56) 

1 

(1.28) 
   

The refreshments and breaks met 

my needs. 
         Mean=5.74 SD=0.85 

67 

(87.01) 

6 

(7.79) 

1 

(1.30) 

1 

(1.30) 

1 

(1.30) 

1 

(1.30) 

 

I know and understand the goals of 

the project. 
         Mean=5.68 SD=0.73 

 

59 

(75.64) 

16 

(20.51) 

2 

(2.56) 
  

1 

(1.28) 
 

Working on aligning my literacy 

goals with the BHH curriculum was 

beneficial to me.     Mean=5.49 

SD=0.90 

 

51 

(66.23) 

18 

(23.38) 

5 

(6.49) 

2 

(2.60) 
 

1 

(1.30) 
 

The opportunity to work with 

mentor teachers was beneficial to 

me. 
          Mean=5.49 SD=1.06 

 

58 

(73.42) 

11 

(13.92) 

6 

(7.59) 
 

3 

(3.80) 

1 

(1.27) 
 

I wanted more time to work with 

my grade level group. 
         Mean=4.52 SD=1.31 

 

19 

(26.03) 

23 

(31.51) 

17 

(23.29) 

7 

(9.59) 

5 

(6.85) 

2 

(2.74) 

 

I am confident I have the 

knowledge and skill to teach history 

effectively to my students next year. 
          Mean=5.23  SD=0.86 

 

33 

(41.77) 

35 

(44.30) 

9 

(11.39) 

1 

(1.27) 
 

1 

(1.27) 
 

It was helpful for me to hear how 

history instruction in the early 

grades can build a foundation for 

studentsô future learning.  
         Mean=5.53 SD=0.84 

 

53 

(67.09) 

19 

(24.05) 

5 

(6.33) 

1 

(1.27) 
 

1 

(1.27) 
 

I have a different understanding of 

what it means to teach history than I 

did before the workshop. 
         Mean=5.46 SD=0.90 

 

48 

(60.76) 

25 

(31.65) 

3 

(3.80) 

1 

(1.27) 

1 

(1.27) 

1 

(1.27) 
 

I have a different understanding of 

what it means to learn history than I 

did before the workshop. 
         Mean=5.41 SD=0.93 

 

46 

(58.97) 

24 

(30.77) 

5 

(6.41) 

1 

(1.28) 

1 

(1.28) 

1 

(1.28) 
 

I am looking forward to learning 

more about history. 
         Mean=5.73 SD=0.64 

 

62 

(79.49) 

13 

(16.67) 

2 

(2.56) 
 

1 

(1.28) 
  

As a result of the workshop, I 49 20 5 1 1 1  
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understand more about the 

processes that historians use to 

study history. 
         Mean=5.45 SD=0.94 

 

(63.64) (25.97) (6.49) (1.30) (1.30) (1.30) 

All in all, the workshop activities 

were enjoyable. 
         Mean=5.49 SD=0.86 

 

51 

(64.56) 

20 

(25.32) 

6 

(7.59) 

1 

(1.27) 
 

1 

(1.27) 
 

All in all, the workshop was very 

beneficial to me. 
         Mean=5.60 SD=0.84 

 

58 

(74.36) 

13 

(16.67) 

5 

(6.41) 

1 

(1.28) 
 

1 

(1.28) 
 

All in all, my time was used 

efficiently and effectively on 

important topics and activities. 
         Mean=5.37 SD=1.03 

50 

(64.10) 

15 

(19.23) 

7 

(8.97) 

5 

(6.41) 
 

1 

(1.28) 
 

 

 

Findings from the open-ended items concerning participantsô perceptions of the workshop   

 

 Participants in the BHH 2009 Summer Workshop were asked to respond to several open-ended 

items concerning their experience at the workshop.  The first item asked them what they found to be 

the most valuable aspect of the summer workshop.  Seventy-six of the 79 participants who completed 

the online survey responded to this item for a response rate of 96%.  All responses were read and 

categories were created that emerged from the responses.  The categories that emerged were, 

Workshop Activities, Mentors, Historiography, History Pedagogy, Team Work Time, Resources, and 

Other.  Within each category, more specific sub-categories were derived and the responses were coded 

using these categories and sub-categories.  Table 4 shows the categories and the more specific sub-

categories within each of the larger categories and the number of responses within each category.  

Many participants provided more than one response so the total number of responses does not add to 

76. 

 

Table 4.  Participantsô perceptions of the most valuable aspects of summer workshop 

Category  Freq 

Mentors and staff  

 Mentor explanation/demonstration of how theyôve used unit 34 

 Cath 2 

 Everyone was helpful and flexible 1 

 Working with Elise and Cath 1 

Workshop Activities  

 Doing document analysis (as adult learners) 7 

 Doing image analysis (as adult learners) 6 

 Time to examine new unit materials 6 

 Searching online for resources 4 

 Time spent on doing things that were relevant to my grade level 3 

 Timelines 3 

 Finding books for unit 2 

 Focusing on one unit at a time 2 

Team Time  

 Working with team on aligning with current curriculum 22 

History Pedagogy   
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 Five strategies for teaching history 5 

 Ideas about integrating history and literacy 3 

 Learning new ways to teach history where children are active learners 2 

 Learning how to help students make inferences from photos and 

documents 

2 

 Using photos with young children 1 

Resources  

 Providing materials necessary to teach unit 8 

 Receiving lessons that are immediately ready to use 3 

Understanding more about historiography  

 Learning about historiansô processes 2 

 Realizing impact of different viewpoints in history 1 

 Realizing that history can be interesting when taught this way 1 

Other  

 Everything 3 

 Seeing connection across the grade levels 3 

 Understanding that I can learn along with my students 1 

 Connecting BHH to own standards 1 

 

 The most frequent response concerning the most valuable aspect was being able to work with 

the grade level mentors.  Thirty-four of the 79 teachers (43%) said that the mentorsô support was 

valuable to them in understanding how the units will work in actual classrooms.  One teacher said, 

ñThe mentor teachers with all their expert advice on what really worked and what to expect from the 

students was most valuable to me.  I could picture how I would do the same thing in my classroom.ò  

Another teacher said, ñI appreciated speaking with the kindergarten teachers that have been successful 

in implementing this in their school day.  Often kindergarten is so different from the other grades that 

it is hard to imagine how it will work well.ò  

 Many teachers (33, 42%) also said that taking part in the workshop activities was valuable.  

Thirteen teachers (16%) mentioned that the way they experienced the document analysis or the photo 

analysis as adult learners was valuable to them.  One teacher said, ñI loved doing the document and 

photo analysis to gain a better understanding of what to do, how to researchéò   

 Quite a few teachers (22, 27%) said that the time that they had during the workshop to work 

with their grade level teams was very valuable to them.  One teacher said, ñWorking with other 

teachers on our curriculum to see how the BHH units align and mesh with what we already teach.ò  

Another teacher said, ñThe most valuable aspects were the time to work with my team and explore 

online and school resources available to us.ò 

 Another valuable aspect mentioned by 13 teachers (16%) were the parts of the workshop that 

concerned learning more tools for teaching history.   Several teachers (5) mentioned specifically the 

learning the five strategies of the BHH curriculum, and several also mentioned achieving literacy goals 

through history teaching and helping children be active learners of history.  One teacher said, ñThe 

new perspective I have for teaching and learning history in the elementary setting.  Adding to my 

toolbox the most effective strategies to teach a deep understanding of history and integrate history and 

literacy so that they are one in the same.ò 

 Eleven teachers (14%) appreciated the resources and the fact that the lessons are tested and 

ready to teach.  One person said, ñLessons and projects I can take back and immediately teach my 

students.  Also the materials that I need are provided ï thatôs fantastic!ò  Four teachers mentioned 

gaining a new understanding and appreciation for learning what historians do and learning more about 

historiography.  One teacher said, ñLearning about the different processes historian use was the most 

valuable because those are the strategies I will use with my students.ò  
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 The second item to which teachers responded, asked them what the least valuable aspect of the 

workshop was for them and how the workshop could be improved.  Sixty-five of the 79 people who 

completed the survey replied to this question for a response rate of 82%.  Of those who responded, 

rather than describing something they found to be less valuable, 15 (23%) said that everything was 

valuable and another two people mentioned something, but then said that it was hard to think of 

anything that was not valuable.   

 Forty-two people mentioned things that they found less valuable about the workshop.  These 

responses were categorized and then coded using those categories.  The most commonly mentioned 

idea was that discussions were too long (9, 14% of those responding).  A typical comment was, ñA lot 

of talking.  I wish it were more engaging with us working and planning how it would look in our own 

classroom.ò  Another seven people (11%) said the first day, in general, was not valuable to them.  Four 

people (6%) mentioned each of the following, as being less valuable to them:  Listening to what other 

grades were doing, listening to third grade examples, and sharing of ideas after document and photo 

analysis tasks.  There were several things that people said too much time was spent on, with one or two 

people mentioning, too much time on: internet, ñsit timeò, reading strategies, document analysis, going 

through grade level packets ñpage by pageò,  

¶ Training was too geared toward older grades 

¶ Sessions started too slow in the AM 

¶ Lack of alignment of 1
st
 grade units with ICC 

¶ Hard to make use of prep time because of long time until planning to teach unit 

¶ Not enough time on internet  

¶ Too much time on segregation ï made ñuncomfortableò 

 Twenty-four people provided ideas for improvement of the workshop.  The most common idea 

was to provide more time for grade level work (6, 9%).  Four people (6%) suggested that there be 

separate workshops for lower and upper grades.  Three people suggested that it would be helpful to 

have demonstrations of real-life applications, e.g. a video of a mentor teacher in classroom or 

demonstration of teaching an activity from unit.   Another two people said they would have liked to 

have had more time to examine units on their own.  Other ideas suggested by single teachers included: 

¶ More information on using internet with students 

¶ More information on adapting units for non-readers 

¶ Information on Iowa history 

¶ More guidance on looking for and selecting resources 

¶ More time to talk at tables  

¶ See units first and then go through strategies  

¶ More analysis practice 

¶ More time to develop math/science connections 
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As can be seen by looking at the last two sections, there was a fair amount of divergence in opinions, 

with, for example, some people thinking theyôd spent too much time on the internet, some not enough; 

some finding the photo and document analysis the most valuable, some the least.   

 Participants were also asked to provide feedback on the kinds of support they would like during 

the school year in order to be as successful as possible.  Seventy-one people responded to this item for 

a response rate of 90%.   The most common response, given by more than half of the people who 

responded (37), was that the project staff and mentors should be available by email or phone to answer 

questions.  Other support that teachers wanted was for staff and mentors to provide more resources and 

lesson plans (7), continue to send new ideas (6), and create a forum for viewing other teachersô ideas 

(5). 

Teachers also suggested getting together again to discuss the units (4) or to watch someone model the 

lesson plans (4).  Three teachers asked that communication originate from the staff, suggesting that 

they ñcheck in on usò to make sure things were going well.  Other ideas for staff support included 

(given by one or two people): regular emails with tips for teaching, class sets of images to use, the 

opportunity to watch mentors teach, more information on assessing studentsô use of strategies, help in 

reflecting on their own teaching, more background knowledge resources, a new unit that aligns with 

the ICC, and reassurance and patience. 

 Participants were asked to describe the types of outcomes that they expected to see as a result 

of their teaching using the BHH curriculum.  Seventy-one people responded to this question for a 

response rate of 90%.  Many people provided more than one response so the total adds to more than 

71.  More than half of the people who responded (52%) said that they expected the students to become 

more interested in and excited about learning history.  One teacher said, ñI hope students will become 

excited about learning about the past and want to continue learning more after the unit is finished.ò  

Many of the teachers mentioned that they thought their students would have new or improved skills for 

learning after the BHH curriculum.  The skills they mentioned included (with the number of teachers 

responding in parentheses): 

¶ Critical thinking (9) 

¶ Photo and document analysis (8) 

¶ Understanding of personal history (7) 

¶ Understanding of time (7) 

¶ Questioning (6) 

¶ Research and sourcing skills (5) 

¶ Transfer of skills (4) 

¶ Independent learners (4) 

¶ Understanding of importance of details (depth) (3) 

¶ Understanding of sequence and cause/effect (3) 

¶ Understanding of history as ñstoryò(3) 

¶ Non-fiction reading (3) 
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Fifteen teachers (21%) said that their students would have a better understanding of what history is and 

what it means to do history.  One teacher said, ñThey will become historians and know what that 

actually means.ò  Another ten teachers (14%) said that they expect that students will see connections 

between history and other areas they study and five teachers (7%) said they thought their students 

would understand more about how history has an impact on their lives today.  Seven teachers (10%) 

said they believed their students would gain an appreciation for history.  Three teachers said their 

students would gain history content knowledge.  Other outcomes mentioned by single teachers 

included: a better sense of the ñbig pictureò, knowledge of key vocabulary words, and improved 

technology skills. 

 Teachers were asked if they thought there were any barriers or obstacles to their success in 

teaching the BHH curriculum.  Of the 70 participants who responded to this item (response rate=89%),   

13 (19%) said that they did not see any obstacles to their success.   Nearly half of the teachers who 

responded (33, 47%) said that time was the number one obstacle to their success in teaching history.  

One person said, ñTime. Time to plan. Time to implement.  Time to evaluate. Time to reflect.ò  

Another said, ñTime is always the one factor over which we have limited control.ò 

 Some teachers (10, 14%) cited their perceived lack of background knowledge as an obstacle to 

their success in teaching history.  One teacher said, ñI wish that I had more background knowledge 

about the Depression.  I think that would make me a much more effective teacher.ò   Four teachers said 

their lack of familiarity with the unit would make teaching difficult.  Three teachers expressed concern 

about fitting the BHH units in with their other curriculum in social studies and/or their district 

standards.  Three teachers also said they did not have the materials and resources to teach the unit.  

Three teachers who are the only teachers in their building planning to teach BHH said that they were 

unsure that they could implement the units on their own.  Two teachers said they were concerned about 

the relevance of the unit for students the age of the students (kindergarten) and two were worried about 

parents not providing the support necessary by bringing in artifacts for students doing personal 

histories.  Other barriers to success mentioned by single respondents included:  adapting for ELLs, 

adapting for non-readers, lack of confidence in teaching, short on space of timelines and maps, student 

absences make it difficult, their own previous lack of interest in teaching, and ñpersonal opinionsò that 

students have on the particular topic. 

 Teachers were also asked if they had any other comments about the workshop, project, or 

anything else.  Thirty-six people gave additional comments.  Nearly all comments were positive 

statements about the workshop, presenters, and/or curriculum.  One person said that they were 

disappointed not to get all the books mentioned, one confused that the unit online did not completely 

match with the one presented by the mentor, and one mentioned that the workshop was somewhat 

more suited to the older grades.  A few of the typical positive comments included: 

 ñIt was a valuable experience.  The activities were hands-on and engaging.  The students share 

ownership so they connect with the concepts taught.ò 

 

 ñThe speakers were very knowledgeable.  You could feel their passion for history, that is 

inspiring.ò 

 

 ñOutstanding information, and itôs so nice to see a teacher leader whose passion continues.ò 

 

 ñI loved this workshop and am looking forward to trying the things I learned.  I have never 

enjoyed teaching history and now I am anxious to do it.  That is definitely a change for me.ò 
 

Participant Demographics 
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 The survey also included several items concerning participant demographics.  The first was the 

grade level taught.  Table 5 shows the frequency of teachers who teach each grade.  A few teachers 

teach both fourth and fifth grade, so the total does not add to 79.  The other category includes special 

education teachers and administrators who are not assigned to a particular grade.    
 

Table 5.  Grade Level taught during 2009-10 by participating teachers. 
Grade Level Taught Frequency 

K 13 

1 15 

2 13 

3 16 

4 14 

5 8 

Other 3 

 

 There was large variation in the teaching experience of the participating teachers with a mean 

15.58 taught (SD=10.55), a median of 12 years, and a range of 1-40 years of teaching experience.  

Table 6 shows the number of years taught by participating teachers. 

 

Table 6.  Years of Teaching Experience of participating teachers 
Teaching experience 

(yrs) 

Frequency 

1-5 14 

6-10 21 

11-15 9 

16-20 11 

21-30 14 

31+ 10 

 

Table 7 shows the areas in which participants said they are certified to teach. 

 

Table 7.  Certification and endorsements of participating teachers  
Certificate or Endorsement in: Frequency 

Elementary, K-9, K-6 70 

Reading  28 

Early Childhood 16 

Eng/LA 11 

Special Ed 8 

Social Studies 8 

MA  7 

ELL 3 

Math 3 

Principal 2 

Gifted and Talented 2 

Other: [including on each in Speech Communication/Theater, 

Technology, K-12, Spanish, Library Media, Music, Autism, Coaching,  

Science, Resource, At-Risk, Physical Education 

13 

 

 Teachers were asked to describe their previous preparation to teach history (including college 

courses or professional development).  Nearly all the teachers (94%) said they had very little 

preparation to teach history, many mentioning only social studies methods classes during college or 

one or two college courses in social studies content.  A few people said they had been exposed to 

Social Studies Alive materials and/or to Nystrom social studies materials (5%) during professional 

development, but no one had extensive coursework in history or a history major.  
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 Teachers were also asked to describe their previous experiences in teaching history.  Most 

teachers said their experience was very limited, with many saying that they had primarily taught social 

studies.  Of those that had taught history, most said they had taught limited lessons on traditional topics 

on holidays, famous Americans, presidents and exploration.  A couple teachers said they had done a 

pilgrim simulation that they enjoyed and thought was a good experience for the students.  A few 

teachers said they have taught local or state history units.   
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Bringing History Home ï CR: Summer 2010 Workshop Survey Results 

 
 During the summer of 2010, the TAH Bringing History Home ïCedar Rapids Project 

conducted six two-day professional development workshops.  Four workshops were the first 

workshops (in a two year sequence) for the second cohort of teachers (teachers from the Cedar Rapids 

Community School District (CRCSD)) and two workshops were the second workshops for the first 

cohort (College Community School District teachers (CCSD) and CRCSD lead teachers.  All 

workshop participants were asked to complete a survey concerning their perceptions of the workshop 

they had completed.  The surveys were administered as online surveys using the WebSurveyor 

software.  CEA sent all participants emails with the url to access the survey within three days of 

workshop completion.  Sixty-five of the 66 participants in the first cohort workshops completed the 

survey for an overall response rate of 98% and 222 of the 224 second cohort participants for a response 

rate of 99%.  Participants were asked to complete the survey within two weeks of receiving the survey 

link.  Those who had not completed the workshop received up to two reminders in the two months 

after completion of the survey.  Both surveys consisted of several quantitative sections, a few open-

ended items, and a short demographic section.  Participants were informed that responses and 

comments were confidential and would be reported anonymously.  

 
Findings from the quantitative scaling of confidence in specific abilities  

 

 The directions for this quantitative section of the participant survey were as follows:   

 
Indicate the degree of confidence you feel about whether you could do each of the following before 

and after your participation in the BHH Summer 2010 Workshop.  Using the scale above each 

item ranging from 0% (not at all confident) to 100% (completely confident), indicate your confidence 

on each scale by selecting one value.  Remember to answer as you really feel, with your best estimate 

of your confidence. For each item, please select one answer for the óBeforeô scale and one for 

óAfterô scale.  If you donôt have an opinion, or if the question is not applicable to you, please select 

ñNAò. 

 

In other words, participants used this retrospective pre-post scale to reflect on their confidence in their 

ability before as compared to after participating with regard to eleven skills related to teaching 

history. The scale was as follows: 
 

 

                Not at all               Completely 

                Confident                                                   Confident 

 

BEFORE:  0%  10   20   30   40    50   60   70   80    90   100%      NA 

 

AFTER:      0%  10   20   30   40    50   60   70   80    90   100%      NA 

 

 

Tables 1 and 2 report the results of these items from the two cohorts at their respective summer 

2010 workshops.  Table 1 reports that on all items, Cohort 1 participants rated themselves as more 

confident after attending the 2010 BHH Workshop than they were before.  Mean differences from 

before to after participating in the second year workshop ranged from 16% more confident to 43% 

more confident after attending the workshop, with a grand mean difference of 27%.   The item on 

which the smallest growth in confidence was seen was in participantsô confidence concerning 

integrating science into their history teaching.  The largest gains were seen in teachersô confidence in 
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using the ñPredict and Infer Paradigmò (43%) and in integrating math with their history curriculum 

(33%). 

 

Table 1.  Cohort 1 participantsô self-reported confidence ratings about their ability 

and skills before and after participating in the BHH Summer 2010 Workshop 

  

N 

Before/ 

after 

Before After  

Mean SD Mean SD 

Confidence in my ability to  % % % % 

1. Activate students' prior knowledge about history 

learned through BHH 

63/60 48.25 25.11 81.00 17.92 

2. Activate students' prior knowledge about history 

learned from other school experiences or life 

experience     

63/60 55.40 25.06 82.17 18.96 

3. Create new ways for integrating literacy skills 

into my history teaching 

64/61 61.09 22.11 87.70 12.30 

4. Collaborate with other teachers, BHH project 

mentors, and project staff to improve my history 

instruction 

63/60 65.56 23.88 91.00 9.69 

5. Create new ways to integrate science learning 

into my history teaching   

60/56 44.50 27.09 60.54 29.13 

6. Create new ways to integrate mathematics 

learning into my history teaching 

60/56 47.33 26.99 81.96 29.93 

7. Use the "Predict and Infer" paradigm in my 

history teaching 

62/59 36.94 30.05 79.66 20.92 

8. Provide instruction that encourages students to 

investigate historical evidence 

64/61 54.22 24.35 83.93 13.94 

9. Align my history instruction with my current 

literacy strategies to enhance literacy learning  

64/62 62.50 24.69 85.65 13.86 

10. Design assessments that tap my students' ability 

to analyze historical documents 

64/61 53.90 24.34 77.05 19.00 

11. Design assessments that tap my students' ability 

to analyze historical images 

65/61 52.00 23.13 79.18 16.26 

12. Design assessments that tap my students' ability 

to construct a timeline 

64/61 60.31 24.81 84.26 15.11 

13. Design assessments that tap my students' ability 

to construct maps to facilitate their history 

63/60 51.59 25.48 72.50 24.95 
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understanding 

 

Table 2 reports that on all items Cohort 2 participants also rated themselves as more confident 

after attending the BHH Summer 2010 Workshop than they were before.   Mean gains were greater 

than the Cohort 1 participants in their second year, but were comparable to first cohort gains during 

their first workshop (see complete results in CEA 2009-10 report, grand mean difference of 48%).  All 

mean differences from before to after for second cohort participants showed at least a 35% increase in 

confidence, with a grand mean difference for all items of 47%.  The largest gains in confidence were in 

teachersô perceived ability to ñHelp students learn to analyze historical imagesò (58% increase) and 

ñHelp students learn to analyze historical documentsò (54% increase).     

 
Table 2.  Cohort 2 participantsô self-reported confidence ratings about their ability 

and skills before and after participating in the BHH Summer 2010 Workshop 

  

N 

Before/ 

after 

Before After  

Mean SD Mean SD 

Confidence in ability to  % % % % 

12. Help students learn to think like historians  

 

219/216 35.07 24.20 80.13 13.55 

13. Help students learn to use primary sources to 

construct their understanding of history 

216/215 31.99 25.35 80.79 14.07 

14. Collaborate with other teachers, BHH project 

mentors, and project staff to improve my history 

instruction 

216/218 41.16 27.87 87.38 12.66 

15. Help students learn to analyze historical images   

 

214/215 25.33 24.24 83.72 12.11 

16. Help students learn to analyze historical 

documents      

213/212 25.07 25.47 79.20 14.53 

17. Use internet resources to locate 

relevant historical primary sources 

215/215 39.86 29.23 79.16 16.41 

18. Provide instruction that encourages students to 

investigate historical evidence 

217/217 31.94 26.06 79.91 15.49 

19. Align my history instruction with my current 

literacy strategies to enhance literacy learning  

216/218 36.85 27.37 78.11 16.70 

20. Use timeline construction to enhance students' 

understanding of history 

217/217 37.70 26.06 87.19 12.54 

21. Use map construction to enhance students' 

understanding of history 

217/216 40.14 27.14 83.06 13.71 
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22. Help students learn to synthesize information 

learned from multiple sources  

214/211 34.07 26.57 76.40 15.59 

 
 

Findings from the quantitative scaling of engagement in workshop activities  

 

 The second section of the surveys asked participants to rate their level of engagement in the 

activities that took place during the BHH Summer 2010 Workshop.  Tables 3 and 4 report results for 

the first and second cohort, respectively. 

 Table 3 reports the results for the first cohort participants with a low variability in perceived 

engagement rated from 2.67-3.32 on a 4 point scale.  For all activities, most participants rated their 

level of engagement to be about that of an ñActive cooperatorò (grand mean=2.90).  Participants 

tended to rate their Day 2 engagement higher than their Day 1 engagement, with the exception of the 

session on using the Predict and Infer paradigm where they also rated their engagement relatively 

high.  Cohort 1 participants were least engaged during the two sessions that dealt with looking at the 

curriculum across grade levels for the purposes of activating prior knowledge (mean=2.70) and for the 

purpose of understanding the alignment of the BHH curriculum across grades (2.67). 

  

Table 3.  Cohort 1 participantsô self-reported level of engagement in the activities of the BHH 

Summer 2010 Workshop 
 Frequencies 

 
How engaged were you as a learner for each of 
the following sessions? 
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DAY 1: 0 1 2 3 4 

Reflection on 2009-10 Implementation of First Unit 

(Grade Level Groups)          Mean=2.88 SD=0.79 N=63 

 2 17 30 14 

Sharing of Grade Level Reflections with Whole Group          
Mean=2.73 SD=0.91 N=64 

 4 25 19 16 

Discussion on Activating Student Prior Knowledge of 

Previous BHH Units          Mean=2.70 SD=0.83 N=64 

1 2 22 29 10 

Making New Connections across the Curriculum in 

2010-11          Mean=2.86 SD=0.96 N=63 

1 3 19 21 19 

The "Predict and Infer Model": Demonstration          
Mean=2.73 SD=0.91 N=62 

1 3 21 24 13 

Designing a "Predict and Infer" Activity for Your Class 

Mean=3.01 SD=0.93 N=60 
1 3 10 26 20 

Designing Assessments for the First Units Using the 

BHH Processes  Mean=2.88 SD=0.97 N=59 

2 2 13 26 16 

DAY 2:      

Grade Level Work Time: Background reading          
Mean=3.13 SD=0.80 N=62 

1 1 7 33 20 

Grade Level Work Time: Prepping the new unit          
Mean=3.32 SD=0.62 N=65 

  5 34 26 

Grade Level Work Time: Designing assessments for the 

new unit          Mean=2.89 SD=0.89 N=62 

2 1 13 32 14 
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Grade Level Work Time: Identifying new connections 

across the curriculum          Mean=3.02 SD=0.84 N=62 

1 3 6 36 16 

Exploring BHH units alignment across grades 
Mean=2.67 SD=0.88 N=63 

1 5 17 31 9 

Making new connections to prior knowledge  
Mean=2.95 SD=0.82 N=64 

1 2 11 35 19 

 
 For the second cohort, on a five point scale with a maximum value of 4 points, there was also 

little variability with mean engagement ranging from 2.57-3.14.  Again, for all activities, most second 

cohort participants rated their level of engagement to be about that of an ñActive cooperatorò (grand 

mean=2.84).  The two sessions for which the participants rated their engagement the highest were the 

session in which they were working in grade level teams to prepare for their units (mean=3.06) and 

during the time they spent learning to explore history through photo analysis (mean=3.14).  They were 

least engaged during the session on exploring history in the elementary setting (mean=2.57) and 

assessing student learning in history (Mean=2.69).  Table 4 reports the full results on these nine items.   

 

Table 4.  Cohort 2 participantsô self-reported level of engagement in the activities of the BHH 

Summer 2010 Workshop 
 Frequencies 

 
How engaged were you as a learner for each of 
the following sessions? 
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DAY 1: 0 1 2 3 4 

Exploring the Nature of History in the Elementary 

Setting  
         Mean=2.57  SD=0.77    N=220 

 15 86 96 23 

Exploring the BHH Website and Other Internet History 

Resources 
         Mean=2.74  SD=0.76    N=217 

 11 65 110 31 

Exploring History through Written Document Analysis 
         Mean=2.86  SD=0.82     N=222 

2 10 50 114 46 

Exploring History through Photo Analysis 
         Mean=3.14  SD=0.82     N=222 

 3 34 115 70 

Historical Mapping in the BHH units 
         Mean=2.80  SD=0.75     N=216 

 7 72 103 34 

DAY 2:      

Timeline Construction in the BHH units 
         Mean=2.88  SD=0.74     N=220 

 2 68 104 46 

Aligning Literacy Strategies with the BHH Curriculum 
         Mean=2.78  SD=0.81     N=217 

2 9 61 108 37 

Grade Level Unit Preparation Time 
         Mean=3.06  SD=0.75     N=221 

 7 35 116 63 

Assessing Student Learning in History 
         Mean=2.69  SD=0.77     N=216 

 9 79 97 31 

 

 
Findings from the quantitative scaling of general workshop questions   
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 All workshop participants were also asked to rate their agreement with 10 or 16 (respectively) 

general statements concerning the workshop they had attended.  All items were on a 6-point Likert-

type scale.   

 Both cohorts continued to rate their experience as being very positive with the mean response 

for all items, except one (on both surveys), rated greater than five.   For both cohorts, the only item 

with a mean below 5 (4.18, 4.30 respectively) was the item asking them to rate their agreement with 

the statement, ñI wanted more time to work with my grade level group.ò  Since for both cohorts the 

time spent working in their grade level group was one of the times when they felt most engaged, it is 

not surprising that some people wanted to spend more time as a group.  Since all items were rated 

highly, with grand means of 5.40 and 5.36 respectively, there were no particular areas of strength or 

weakness; all aspects of both workshops were positively perceived by the participants. 

 

Table 5.  Cohort 1 Participantsô perceptions of different aspects of the BHH Summer 2010 

Workshop 

 
Strongly 

Agree 

Moderately 

Agree 

Slightly 

Agree 

Slightly 

Disagree 

Moderately 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

No 

opinion 

N= 65, except where noted 

Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 

Freq 

(percent) 

There was enough time for my 

questions and comments. 
          Mean=5.69 SD=0.93 

 

54 

(83.08) 

8 

(12.31) 

1 

(1.54) 

2 

(3.08) 
   

My prior knowledge and opinions 

were respected. 
         Mean=5.66. SD=0.96 

 

53 

(81.54) 

8 

(12.31) 

2 

(3.08) 
  

2 

(3.08) 
 

The refreshments and breaks met 

my needs. 
         Mean=5.72 SD=1.01 

53 

(89.23) 

4 

(6.15) 
  

1 

(1.54) 

2 

(3.08) 
 

The opportunity to work with 

mentor teachers was beneficial to 

me. 
          Mean=5.66 SD=1.09 

 

56 

(86.15) 

5 

(7.69) 

1 

(1.54) 
  

3 

(4.62) 
 

I wanted more time to work with 

my grade level group. 
         Mean=4.18 SD=1.66 
N=57 

16 

(28.07) 

12 

(21.05) 

11 

(19.30) 

9 

(15.79) 

2 

(3.51) 

7 

(12.28) 
 

I am confident I have the 

knowledge and skill to teach history 

effectively to my students next year. 
          Mean=5.17 SD=1.21 

 

31 

(47.69) 

26 

(40.00) 

3 

(4.62) 

1 

(1.54) 

1 

(1.54) 

3 

(4.62) 
 

I am looking forward to learning 

more about history. 
         Mean=5.58 SD=1.01 

 

50 

(76.92) 

10 

(15.38) 

2 

(3.08) 

1 

(1.54) 
 

2 

(3.08) 
 

All in all, the workshop activities 

were enjoyable. 
         Mean=5.51 SD=1.00 

 

44 

(67.69) 

17 

(26.15) 

1 

(1.54) 

1 

(1.54) 
 

2 

(3.08) 
 

All in all, the workshop was very 

beneficial to me. 
         Mean=5.45 SD=1.10 

 

44 

(67.69) 

15 

(23.08) 

2 

(3.08) 

1 

(1.54) 

1 

(1.54) 

2 

(3.08) 
 

All in all, my time was used 

efficiently and effectively on 
44 

(67.69) 

13 

(20.00) 

3 

(4.62) 

2 

(3.08) 
 

3 

(4.62) 
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important topics and activities. 
         Mean=5.38 SD=1.21 

 

 

Table 6.  Cohort 2 Participantsô perceptions of different aspects of the BHH Summer 2010 

Workshop 

 
Strongly 

Agree 

Moderately 

Agree 

Slightly 

Agree 

Slightly 

Disagree 

Moderately 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

No 

opinion 

N=222, except where noted 

Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 

Freq 
(percent) 

There was enough time for my 

questions and comments. 
          Mean=5.53 SD=0.94 

 

151 

(68.02) 

55 

(24.77) 

10 

(4.50) 

 

 

 

 

 

6 

(2.70)  

My prior knowledge and opinions 

were respected. 
         Mean=5.52 SD=0.99 

N=221 

153 

(68.92) 

53 

(23.87) 

7 

(3.15) 

1 

(0.45) 
 

7 

(3.15) 

1 

(0.45) 

The refreshments and breaks met 

my needs. 
         Mean=5.72 SD=0.97 

195 

(87.84) 

17 

(7.66) 
 

2 

(0.90) 

1 

(0.45) 

7 

(3.15) 
 

I know and understand the goals of 

the project. 
         Mean=5.48 SD=0.95 

 

142 

(63.96) 

63 

(28.38) 

9 

(4.05) 

2 

(0.90) 

1 

(0.45) 

5 

(2.25) 
 

Working on aligning my literacy 

goals with the BHH curriculum was 

beneficial to me.      
          Mean=5.11 SD=1.18 

N=218 

105 

(47.30) 

65 

(29.28) 

32 

(14.41) 

4 

(1.80) 

6 

(2.70) 

6 

(2.70) 
 

The opportunity to work with 

mentor teachers was beneficial to 

me. 
          Mean=5.55 SD=0.99 

N=221 

157 

(71.04) 

51 

(23.08) 

5 

(2.26 
 

1 

(0.45) 

7 

(3.17) 
 

I wanted more time to work with 

my grade level group. 
         Mean=4.30 SD=1.42 

N=220 

49 

(22.07) 

63 

(28.38) 

55 

(24.77) 

24 

(10.81) 

16 

(7.21) 

13 

(5.86) 

2 

(0.90) 

I am confident I have the 

knowledge and skill to teach history 

effectively to my students next year. 
          Mean=5.09 SD=0.91 

N=221 

69 

(31.22) 

122 

(55.20) 

20 

(9.05) 

5 

(2.26) 

1 

(0.45) 

4 

(1.81) 
 

It was helpful for me to hear how 

history instruction in the early 

grades can build a foundation for 

studentsô future learning.  
         Mean=5.45 SD=1.03 

 

149 

(67.12) 

46 

(20.72) 

17 

(7.66) 

2 

(0.90) 

 

 

3 

(1.35) 

 

 

5 

(2.25) 
 

I have a different understanding of 

what it means to teach history than I 

did before the workshop. 
         Mean=5.49 SD=0.97 

N=220 

144 

(64.86) 

59 

(26.58) 

9 

(4.05) 

2 

(0.90) 
 

6 

(2.70) 

2 

(0.90) 

I have a different understanding of 

what it means to learn history than I 

did before the workshop. 
         Mean=5.48 SD=0.96 

142 

(64.25) 

61 

(27.60) 

10 

(4.52) 

1 

(0.90) 
 

6 

(2.71) 

1 

(0.45) 
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N=220 

I am looking forward to learning 

more about history. 
         Mean=5.58 SD=0.94 

N=219 

160 

(73.06) 

47 

(21.46) 

4 

(1.83) 

2 

(0.91) 
 

6 

(2.74) 
 

As a result of the workshop, I 

understand more about the 

processes that historians use to 

study history. 
         Mean=5.40 SD=0.99 

N=220 

130 

(59.09) 

69 

(31.36) 

12 

(5.45) 

2 

(0.91) 

2 

(0.91) 

5 

(2.27) 
 

All in all, the workshop activities 

were enjoyable. 
         Mean=5.38 SD=0.97 

 

126 

(56.76) 

75 

(33.78) 

12 

(5.41) 

3 

(1.35) 

1 

(0.45) 

5 

(2.25) 
 

All in all, the workshop was very 

beneficial to me. 
         Mean=5.48 SD=0.92 

N=218 

138 

(63.30) 

65 

(29.82) 

8 

(3.67) 

2 

(0.92) 
 

5 

(2.29) 
 

All in all, my time was used 

efficiently and effectively on 

important topics and activities. 
         Mean=5.23 SD=1.04 

N=219 

109 

(49.77) 

76 

(34.70) 

22 

(10.05) 

5 

(2.28) 

2 

(0.91) 

5 

(2.28) 
 

 

 

Findings from the open-ended items concerning participantsô perceptions of the workshop   

 Participants in the BHH 2010 Summer Workshops were asked to respond to several open-

ended items concerning their experiences at the workshop.  For all open-ended items, All responses 

were read and coded with categories that emerged from the responses. 

 

Most Valuable Aspects of Workshop  

 

Cohort 1   
 The first item asked what they found to be the most valuable aspect of the summer workshop.  

Of the 65 Cohort 1 survey respondents, 60 responded to this item for a response rate of 92%.  The most 

common response, provided by 34 people (57%), was that they valued the grade level collaboration 

and work time.  One teacher said, ñThe work time with my grade level group was most beneficial to 

me.  I feel like we got a lot accomplished and I learned a lot by working with them and my mentorò 

and another teacher said, ñTime to work with my teammate without the time constraints we have 

during the school year.ò  Table 7 reports the results for this item mentioned by more than 5% of the 

first cohort. 

 

Table 7. Most valuable aspects of Summer 2010 Workshop (Cohort 1) 

Response Categories Frequency Percent 

Grade level collaboration and work time 34 57% 

Mentors 25 42% 

Outlines for new units from mentors 10 17% 

Learning history content 9 15% 

Refresher on year one unit 3 5% 

Learning Predict and Infer model 3 5% 

 

Another workshop aspect mentioned as beneficial by more than a third of the respondents (25, 

42%) was working with the mentors.  One teacher commented, ñThey are fantastic mentors and are 
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always willing to go the extra mile while having fun too!ò and another teacher said, ñThe most 

valuable aspect was to meet with our mentor and discuss how she implemented BHH into her 

classroom.  I enjoyed seeing the materials she used and the activities used during instruction.ò 

Ten participants (17%) mentioned specifically the items that the mentors brought along to share 

with them, including detailed outlines of the units, actual student examples, and imelines.  Nine 

respondents (15%) said that they valued learning new historical content.  One teacher said, ñI am 

teaching second grade for the first time this year.  Learning about Ellis Island and the stories of 

different immigrants was very interesting and valuable to me.ò 

Three people (5%) said that going through last yearôs unit as a group was very valuable to 

them, and three people said that learning the Predict and Infer method was valuable.  Other valuable 

workshop aspects mentioned by one or two respondents were:  working with the project director, 

having time for being both learners and teachers, receiving new unit literature, working on addressing 

literacy skills through history, working with the historian, exploring the BHH website, integrating 

maps and timelines, learning pedagogy for teaching with multiple sources, watching the videos, 

receiving units that are ready to teach, and the value that BHH places on history.   

 

Cohort 2 

For the Cohort 2 workshops, 208 of the 222 participants who completed the survey responded 

to this item for a response rate of 94%.  All responses were read and coded with categories and sub-

categories that were used to organize teachersô responses to last yearôs workshop (that the 2010 

workshops replicated) and any additional categories that emerged from the 2010 responses.  Table 8 

reports the categories and the more specific sub-categories within each of the larger categories and the 

number of responses within each category.  Many participants provided more than one response so the 

total number of responses does not add to 214.  

 

Table 8.  Most valuable aspects of 2010 Summer Workshop (Cohort 2) 

Response Categories  Frequenc

y 

Percent 

Mentors and Staff   

 Working with mentor, seeing mentor examples 94 45% 

 Working with historian  (Cath) 3 1% 

Workshop Activities   

 Learning as adult learner 26 13% 

 Viewing actual student work 4 2% 

 Viewing video of photo analysis 3 1% 

 Exploring BHH website 2 <1% 

 Learning project goals 2 <1% 

Team/Peer work time   

 Working with peers 24 12% 

History Pedagogy   

 Photo analysis 24 12% 

 Timelines 22 11% 

 Document analysis 18 9% 

 BHH pedagogy 18 9% 

 Mapping 16 8% 

 Learning how BHH fits in with other content  15 8% 

 Literacy strategies in BHH 11 5% 

 Learning BHH skills (in general) 4 2% 

 Teaching thinking and inquiry 4 2% 
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 Addressing individual learning differences 3 1% 

Resources   

 Materials, resources 9 4% 

 Receiving clear, new curriculum 3 1% 

 New childrenôs literature 2 <1% 

History and historiography   

 Excitement to learn more history 3 1% 

 New understanding of what it means to learn 

history 

2 <1% 

 Understanding that young children can learn 

history 

1 <1% 

 Using original documents instead of text 1 <1% 

Other   

 Seeing grade level progressions 11 5% 

 Being in bldg where BHH is already used 1 <1% 

 Right amount of time for workshop 1 <1% 

 Positive nature of workshop 1 <1% 

             

 The most frequent response concerning the most valuable workshop aspect was being able to 

work with the grade level mentors.  Nearly half (45%) of the cohort 2 teachers said that the mentorsô 

support was valuable to them in understanding how the units will work in actual classrooms.  One 

teacher said, ñTalking with our grade level mentor was very helpful (just hearing how she implements 

the information into her already busy schedule) and it made me feel that this was something I could 

easily include into my beginning of the year teaching routine.ò Other typical comments included, ñThe 

work time with the mentors was the most valuable.  The College Community staff was amazingò and 

ñThe time spent with the teacher mentors was incredibly valuable.  Hearing how they have gone about 

the process, in what order, and what extra resources and processes that they have brought in helped me 

to fell much more confident about going forth with this unit for the upcoming school year.ò 

 Quite a few cohort 2 teachers commented on learning the various aspects of the BHH 

pedagogical skills as being the most valuable.  Teachers often mentioned one or two different skills as 

being particularly important to them.  One teacher said, ñI loved the opportunity to use the skills to 

analyze the photos and documents.  This was very engaging and informative.  The discussions proved 

exactly why this program is so valuable and important for students to engage in.ò  About 8% of the 

teachers found it valuable to learn how to incorporate the BHH into the curriculum in other subject 

areas, and 5% commented on the value of the information concerning practice of literacy strategies as 

part of the BHH curriculum.  Two comments from teachers were, ñSeeing how all this can be 

integrated throughout my school day and not just as a separate areasò and ñI love the wealth of literacy 

resources that can be tied into the learning about history.ò   

 Quite a few cohort 2 teachers also mentioned in particular that they enjoyed the opportunity to 

learn the skills as adult learners, with 13% of the respondents making this comment.  One teacher said, 

ñI loved being able to experience learning history using the same format that we will use with our 

students.  It was an effective way to inspire my enthusiasm for learning and teaching.ò 

 Approximately 12% of the respondents mentioned the time to work with their grade level peers 

as valuable time for preparing their units and exchanging ideas with one teacher saying it was great to 

work ñcollaboratively with other teachers from our district.ò  

 About 5% of the cohort 2 respondents also expressed interest in the opportunity to hear about 

the progression of the BHH curriculum across the grade levels with one teacher commenting, ñTo see 

that there is a great history curriculum available to us that is vertically aligned across K-5 and that it 

builds on one another so that weôre all teaching what is relevant!ò 
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 Some teachers mentioned that it changed their own ideas about learning history, teaching 

history, and the ways in which students learn history.  One teacher said,  

 

There is a huge shift in my thinking about what engaged me as a learner and how that can 

impact my students and the students at my school.  The processes that we learned about will 

impact how I teach/support teachers in reading, writing ï across all areas.  In addition, I am 

especially encouraged about how much importance is placed on getting students to engage 

with each other and to talk /process their learning as they try to figure out our history.  I see 

so many implications that will positively impact efforts to integrate curriculum. 

 

Less Valuable Aspects of Workshop  

 

Cohort  1 

 Workshop participants attending July 2010 cohort 1 workshops were also asked to comment on 

workshop aspects they found less valuable and how the workshop could be improved.  Fifty of the 65 

participants responded to this item for a response rate of 77%.  The most common answer, given by 14 

people (28% of those who responded) was that it was all good or had no ideas of how to improve.   

Only one other response was repeated by more than a couple of people.  Six people (12%) said that 

units were not really ready to go ï too much was needed to prepare before they could teach.   A typical 

comment related to that was, ñWe will have lots of work to do to be ready to teach the unit ï it is not 

completely ready to stand up and teach.ò 

Several responses dealt with the books for the lessons.  Four people (8%) said that the book 

lists were out of date which made it difficult to use lesson plans.  One teacher said, ñFirst grade had no 

materials (trade books) or any other materials.  We had to spend our time searching for books instead 

of doing the work.  Obviously, you knew the lessons were based on books that were out of print before 

that week.ò  Another person pointed out that since the mentors talked about the books they had used 

(some of which were out-of-print), the time was not well-used. 

Two people said that, in general, they did not have enough books or were upset to have to buy 

their own books, and another person said that there were not enough books at their studentsô reading 

levels.  Two people said that the photos should have been given to them rather than having to use 

workshop time to print photos. 

Several people said that some of the sharing time went on too long with two people saying that 

the reflections on last year went on too long, two teachers saying the reflections on last year were not 

at all useful for new teachers (unless they had been given an overview of the unit first), and two people 

saying that multi-grade sharing was not useful for them.  Three people said they needed more content 

knowledge, with one asking specifically for background knowledge reading before the workshops and 

another asking for more time with the historian. 

There were a variety of other areas for improvement mentioned by single respondents: 

¶ Kindergarten units need to have more substance 

¶ Add local history connections 

¶ Workshops should have more sessions that specifically target younger grades 

¶ 5
th
 grade teachers did not get to see Predict and Infer session 

¶ Teachers should receive materials prior to workshop 

¶ Too much information was specific to Prairie (not CR) teachers 
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¶ Formative assessment session was not helpful 

¶ Staff should send workshop reminders by email with list of items to bring to workshop 

¶ Workshops should have alternatives for teachers who had already taught both units 

¶ Provide more examples for Predict and Infer 

¶ Provide more pedagogy suggestions 

¶ Shorten workshop  to 1-1½ days 

¶ Provide more structure for Day Two 

¶ Provide time to develop new assessments 

¶ Ask second year teachers to bring student artifacts from first unit to ñshow competency at first 

unitò 

¶ Provide more time to ñwalk throughò lessons 

¶ Schedule another one-day meeting for next summer to process second unit 

 

 One individual had several specific comments not mentioned by others.   The respondent said, 

ñThere hasn't been the feeling that we come into these units with historical teaching knowledge of our 

own.  Ideas that we bring up or questions that we have aren't valued as they should be.  There are 

errors in the information that is shared with student lessons and instruction, but there is no feeling that 

it would be safe to share them.ò   

 

Cohort 2 

Cohort 2 participants were also asked which aspects of the workshop were less valuable to 

them and how the workshop could be improved.  Of the 222 participants, 165 provided a response, for 

a response rate of 74%.  The most common response was a positive response, that nothing was less 

valuable or that it was all good with 31 people (19% of those responding) providing this response.  

Most of the positive responses were general (e.g. ñIt was all valuableò or ñI canôt think of anythingò), 

but a few were more specific, with two people saying they wished the workshop was longer (ñA lot of 

important information crammed into two daysò) and one person commented, ñOn day one I thought 

possibly analyzing many pieces got to be a little long, but at the end, I saw how everything came 

together!ò   

Responses were categorized and the categories on which more than two people made 

comments are (with the frequency of response in parentheses): 

¶ Nothing less valuable ï all good (31) 

¶ Primary source analysis time (21) 

¶ Too oriented toward 3
rd

 -5
th
 grades (13)  

¶ Too much grade level time (12) 
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¶ Wanted more grade level work time (less whole group time) (11) 

¶ Too much internet time (10) 

¶ Needed more structure for grade level time (9) 

¶ Literacy alignment with CR is different than Prairie, needed specific (8) 

¶ First day in general (7) 

¶ Listening to other grade levels (7) 

¶ Background on project, opening (5) 

¶ Wanted more history content (5) 

¶ Too much down time on Day 2 (4) 

¶ Some discussions went too long (4) 

¶ Workshop too long (4) 

¶ Not enough internet time (3) 

¶ Computer skills needed, also more help in searching (3) 

¶ Literacy ï already know (2) 

¶ Needed more help with actually doing photo/doc analysis with students (2) 

 

The most common actual criticism was that too much time was spent on the adult learning 

primary source analysis, mentioned by 21 people (12%), with the document and photo analysis 

specified as less valuable by eight and four of those respondents, respectively.   Some of the people 

who made these comments identified themselves as teachers of younger grades, saying ñNot as much 

adult learner activities especially for younger grade teachers that donôt even use the same process.ò   

These comments are consistent with the third most common element mentioned as least valuable by 13 

participants (8%), that the workshop was too geared toward the older grade level teachers.  A typical 

comment among this group was, ñI think as a first grade teacher, it was frustrating at times because 

there were so many lessons to be used by older students and sometimes the lessons seemed like there 

might not be a way to use them with my students.ò  Two people also said that they would have 

preferred that during the primary source analysis time they were given specific instruction on how to 

do the analyses with young children as opposed to how to do the analyses as adult learners. 

The third and fourth most common responses were in conflict with each other with 12 

participants saying that there was too much grade level time and 11 participants saying they wanted 

more grade level work time.  This was also reflected in the responses to the most valuable question 

with some people finding the grade level time the most valuable and others finding the analysis time 

most valuable.  Eleven participants said they thought that the grade level time would be more valuable 

if there had been ñmore directionò, but did not indicate what structure they thought would be helpful.  

This appeared to be echoed by four participants who said there was ñtoo much down timeò on Day 2.  
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Twelve participants said that they found the first day in general to be less helpful with five 

participants indicating that in particular, the background information on the project was not helpful to 

them.  Ten participants thought that too much time was spent on the internet, whereas three people 

disagreed, saying that they needed more time on the internet, and three people said they needed 

additional help with computer skills necessary to carry out activities.  

Ten participants referred to the literacy alignment time as being less valuable with eight 

participants saying it was not valuable because they did not talk about aligning it specifically with the 

Cedar Rapids literacy program and two saying they already knew how to do this on their own.  Seven 

participants said that listening to other grade levels talk about their units was not valuable to them, with 

one person saying, ñHearing every grade level talk.  Or move along quick and synthesize once, not six 

times.ò   

Five participants said they would have liked more history content taught, with one person 

saying, ñI wish I could have heard more from the college professor ï she was fabulousé a very 

valuable resourceò, with an additional person saying they wished their mentor would have had more 

content knowledge.  Four people each said that the workshop in general was too long or that some of 

the discussions were allowed to go on too long.  Other things mentioned by two people each were: 

uncomfortable chairs, no access to regular curriculum materials, workshop was too early in the 

summer, didnôt like the 5
th
 grade unit, didnôt need the website quality discussion, wanted to move 

around more, needed more individual work time, instructional coaches needed to be able to work with 

more than one grade level, wanted more time at tables for discussion, and need to learn how CRCSD 

will put the BHH goals on student report cards. 

Aspects mentioned as less valuable by single participants were: expectations not clearly stated, 

didnôt like videos, wanted more videos, notebooks were not user friendly, should have had notebooks 

right away, should have had building teams attend together, too many sidebar conversations, couldnôt 

save images on flash drives, needed all BHH resources at workshop, should have also started second 

unit, too much material to teach, lack of specific student benchmarks, need more books, and workshop 

was too much lecture. 

 

Support needed to be successful 

 

Cohort 1 

 First cohort participants were also asked to indicate what they would like from project staff in 

order to be successful in teaching the BHH units during 2010-11.  Fifty of the 65 participants 

responded to this item for a response rate of 77%.  The most common response, given by 15 people 

(30% of those responding), was to be available by email, with several participants indicating they 

already had confidence in receiving this support by making comments such as, ñMaking themselves 

available which last year they did a fantastic job of answering emails.ò   Another eight people (16%) 

said that having email contact with the mentors was particularly important to them, again with several 

people mentioning that they knew they could count on their mentor.  One teacher commented, ñI have 

no doubt that our mentor will continue to be a wonderful support.ò Thirteen people (26%) said they 

would appreciate receiving updates about new resources, websites, or things that worked well for 

others.   

 Eight participants (16%) asked that project staff make sure that they had the books for their 

unit, with particular emphasis on, a) purchasing books because their own resources were too limited, 

and b) replacing out-of-print books with other books. 

 Three teachers (6%) asked that BHH staff encourage the district to provide the teachers with 

collaboration time during the school year to work together on their unit development.  Two teachers 

(4%) said that, in general, they would like support from the staff.  Single teachers asked for:  answers 
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to history questions, time to reflect, maps printed out, ñactual lesson plansò, for pre- post tests near to 

the time of the unit, more pedagogy ideas, a printed timeline to go with unit, and ñcheck on me.ò  

 

Cohort 2 

 Cohort 2 participants were also asked to provide feedback on the kinds of support they would 

like during the school year in order to be as successful as possible.   A total of 184 participants 

responded to this item for a response rate of 83%.   Six people said they did not anticipate needing any 

additional help and five said they werenôt sure what they needed yet.  Nearly all of those who 

responded to this item (162 of 184, 88%) mentioned some kind of communication need.  The most 

common response, given by more than half of the people who responded (98, 53%), was that the 

project staff and mentors should be available by email or phone to answer questions.  Quite a few of 

those who asked that staff and mentors be available indicated that they were confident that their 

questions would be asked, some saying that they had already received emails from their mentors.  

Respondents often added the word ñtimelyò to their responses, emphasizing the import of quick 

replies.  Other communication needs were that mentors/staff should (followed by frequency of 

response in parentheses) provide good examples and new ideas by email (34), initiate ongoing contact 

or ñcheck in on usò (12), remind teachers about important strategies (8), share new photos and 

documents (4), do accountability checks (3), share new assessment ideas (2) and send ideas for 

interesting dates to add to timelines (1). 

 Another category of responses were those that asked for additional instruction and/or classroom 

observations.  Twenty people asked for additional instruction in some form (frequencies in 

parentheses, if greater than 1):   

¶ additional teamwork time or peer coaching time (one requested paid time) (6) 

¶ opportunities to observe mentor classrooms in action (5) 

¶ follow-up classes during the year (4) 

¶ mentor visits to participants school for observation and support (2) 

¶ help with computer skills  

¶ help in building questioning skills  

¶ special session for instructional coaches  

 Five people said they would like to have help in alignment with issues, with four saying that 

they need to align the Cedar Rapidsô Student Learning Expectations (SLEs) with the BHH curriculum 

and one wanting help in aligning BHH with the McMillan reading program.   Four people asked for 

help with resources, with two saying they hoped the staff would make sure they got all their books and 

supplies and two asking for copies to be made of all photos.   

 A few people said they had specific curricular requests.  Three fifth grade teachers responded 

with curriculum questions with individuals asking for additional ñrich literatureò for the unit, 

expansion of the unit, and help in applying strategies to other existing 5
th
 grade history curriculum.  A 

first grade teacher asked that the first grade curriculum have ñmore meatò to it, suggesting that first 

graders are ready to tackle more demanding history content, and a kindergarten teacher asked for more 

photos to be included in that unit.  One person requested that the units come with specific day-to-day 

plans and one said that sometime during the year, theyôd like to get an advance peek into the second 
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unit.  One person said, ñIôd like to see Day 1 taught from a Cedar Rapids employee, where we are 

NOT allowed to make it part of our reading curriculum!ò 

 

Expected student learning outcomes (asked of Cohort 2 only) 

 

Cohort 2  

 Cohort 2 participants were asked to describe student outcomes they expected to see as a result 

of their teaching using the BHH curriculum.  Of the 222 survey respondents, 197 responded to this 

question for a response rate of 89%.  Many people provided more than one response so the total adds 

to more than 197.  Approximately half of the people who responded (105, 53%) said that they expected 

students to become more interested in and excited about learning history.  One teacher said, ñI expect 

that because I am more excited now about history, my students will be also.  They will learn in a fun 

and meaningful way.ò  Quite a few teachers (35, 18%) also said that their students will find history 

more meaningful now.  Many of the teachers mentioned that students would have new or improved 

knowledge and skills for learning after using the BHH curriculum.  The skills and knowledge they 

mentioned included (with frequencies in parentheses): 

¶ Photo/document/artifact analysis (35) 

¶ Understanding of time (35) 

¶ Understanding of personal history (25) 

¶ Content knowledge (Grade level specific) (16) 

¶ Understanding the impact of the past on how we live now and on the future (15) 

¶ More confidence in independent learning skills (15) 

¶ Questioning skills/questioning texts (14) 

¶ Improvement in map skills (12) 

¶ Literacy improvement (research, reading, and writing skills) (12) 

¶ Accumulation of BHH strategies/knowledge over time (11) 

¶ Understanding of sequence and cause/effect (10) 

¶ Thinking ñlike historiansò 

¶ Better schema of events in US history (9) 

¶ Critical thinking/higher level thinking skills (8) 

¶ Ability to synthesize, use multiple sources, and summarize (7) 

¶ Ability to work cooperatively (5) 

¶ New history vocabulary (5) 
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¶ Increased empathy (2) 

¶ Increased student achievement (2) 

¶ Fewer behavior problems (1) 

 

Perceived barriers to success (asked of Cohort 2 only) 

 

Cohort 2 

 Cohort 2 teachers were asked if there were any barriers or obstacles to their success in teaching 

the BHH curriculum.  Of the 180 participants who responded to this item (response rate=81%), 14 

(8%) said that they did not see any obstacles to their success.  Half of the teachers who responded (91, 

51%) said that having enough time during the day to teach the curriculum was the number one obstacle 

to their success in teaching history.  Many of those indicated that their districtôs emphasis on reading, 

math, and assessments was the reason that there would not be enough time to add another subject to 

the school day.  A typical comment was, ñTime to fit it all in.  Our district is so strict on getting our 

core curriculum taught, I just want to make sure I can teach this with integrity and urgency like Iôm 

expected to teach everything else.ò   

 Some teachers (16, 9%) cited their lack of background knowledge as an obstacle to their 

success in teaching history.   Fifteen teachers (8%) said that they had concerns about their ability to 

integrate the BHH curriculum with their reading curriculum ï a strategy that would make fitting it into 

their day more possible.  One teacher said, ñWith our reading curriculum, I am concerned it will be 

very difficult to take a cross-curricular approach to BHH.ò  Fifteen teachers also said that they did not 

have the time to plan their instruction in this unit.    

 Another 15 teachers said that a mismatch between the BHH curriculum and their districtôs 

SLEs for social studies would be a potential barrier.  One teacher commented, ñI am not sure how they 

align with our SLEs (for example, a few activities are listed next to an SLE that talks about Iowa 

changing over historyébut the activity is about the dust bowl).  I think that some of the ways the unit 

is connected to our SLEs is a stretchò, and another teacher said, ñThe BHH doesnôt align with our 

districtôs student learning expectations, and until they do, Iôm going to be accountable to the parents 

for what is on the report card.ò 

 Thirteen teachers said that they were concerned about finding additional resources and/or 

additional literature to carry out the BHH units.  Nine teachers said that they donôt have the physical 

space in their classroom for the timelines and maps and seven teachers of younger students were 

worried about parent support and students being able to supply the contents for their personal history.  

One teacher said, ñFor the students who donôt bring in timeline items and picturesé that I make up a 

bag and not hurt anyoneôs feelings or make anyone feel left out.ò  Five teachers said that they were not 

certain that their studentsô academic abilities were up to the BHH demands.   

 Four teachers were concerned about a lack of administrative support, four were worried about 

supplies for creating timelines and maps, and another four mentioned student behavior problems as a 

barrier to teaching the BHH curriculum.   

 Other potential obstacles mentioned by three or fewer teachers included: lack of student 

background knowledge, varying degrees of readiness among special education students, changing 

studentsô opinions on history, working with team members who have not yet attended the professional 

development (hard to do alone), lack of computer skills, teaching two grade levels, availability of 

computers/internet for student research, studentsô perceptions of certain historical events, large class 

size, ELL issues, lack of confidence, own feelings about learning history, resistance to change from 

other team members, transitioning to other social studies curriculum (History Alive!), thinking that the 
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materials were not culturally diverse, memory of training not fresh enough, and being able to engage 

all students in learning.  

 

Additional Comments 

 

Cohort 1 

 Cohort 1 teachers were given the opportunity to offer additional comments.  Of the 65 survey 

respondents, 37 provided comments for a response rate of 57%.   Most comments were positive with 

30 positive remarks, mostly about the BHH project in general.  Some typical responses included: 

 

 ñI think the BHH project is a wonderful way to teach history!  Fun, exciting, and something 

kids can UNDERSTAND and relate to, beginning with Kindergarten, and continuing through 

the grades.  I love it!  It is laid out beautifully.ò 

 

 ñIt was a fantastic workshop.   I enjoyed seeing the progression from kindergarten to 5
th
 grade.   

Perhaps there could be a pamphlet that students could take home to share with their parents 

about the BHH project.ò 

 

 ñGreat use of collaboration and excitement from the mentors and other instructors! 

 

 ñI feel fortunate that I have been able to learn ways to teach my students strategies for 

examining texts and improving their metacognitive abilities across subject areas.ò 

 

 ñI wish we could get 6-12 on board at Prairie. It is a wonderful opportunity to all teach BHH.ò 

 

 ñThe kids LOVE it!! :)  It makes sense!!ò 

 

 Respondentsô negative comments (5) centered on the lack of books and other resources as 

mentioned in the suggestions for improvement section.  A typical comment from that group was: 

 

 ñI feel that materials, pictures should be printed off for people to have.  I know they are on the 

web site but many teachers will not take the time to print them off themselves.ò 

 

Two people said that they needed more work time and did not yet feel prepared to teach, and one 

person said that their grade level group did too much ñoff-task talkingò and it was too distracting to 

benefit from the whole group sessions since they had to sit in grade level groups. 

 

Cohort 2 

 Second cohort teachers were also asked if they had other comments about the workshop, 

project, or anything else.  Ninety-seven people gave additional comments.  Nearly all (81) comments 

were positive statements about the project, presenters, mentors, curriculum, food, and/or facilities.  A 

few of the typical positive comments included: 

 

 ñI was very impressed with the presenters and the materials.  Everyone was prepared, 

knowledgeable, and helpful.ò 

 

 ñThe quality of the presenters was top rate.  Their passion towards history and BHH was 

evident.ò 
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 ñIôm excited to get started and thatôs pretty neat for an old-timer!ò 

 

 ñIôm very excited about this program and its importance in terms of developing critical thinking 

skills and reasoning in students.  I love that BHH allows history to be presented as exciting and 

fluid, which it is.ò 

 

 ñThank you to the wonderful teachers who have done this training many, many times but were 

fresh and enthusiastic for us.  I enjoyed the training and learned a lot!ò 

 

 ñIt was a very interesting two days.  It does make me want to delve into history more!ò 

 

 ñIt was the best in-service I have attended in the CRCSD!ò 

 

 Nine people made negative comments.  The main topics addressed by those who commented 

negatively were that they thought that more time should have been spent going through specific 

aspects of the unit, including formative and summative assessment, and establishing specific learning 

expectations ( mentioned by three people), that the presenters werenôt always professional, with one 

saying they were ñlacking energyò and another saying there were ñlots of óumsô by all presentersò, that 

the workshop could have been done in one day, that the agenda should have been referred to more 

often, and that the food choice was not good for people with diet restrictions.   

 Five people made comments that were neither negative nor positive.  These comments included 

two from people who are hoping for revisions in SLEs to better match the BHH curriculum, one who 

suggested having participants at tables be given a chance to introduce themselves, and two who 

commented on grade level specific curriculum, one saying that the 5
th
 grade unit was not as interesting 

as the others, and another asking for more ñmeatò to the kindergarten curriculum.   

 

[Complete redacted responses to all questions are included in the appendix to this report.] 

 
 

Participant Demographics 

 Workshop surveys for both cohorts also included several items concerning participant 

demographics.  The first was the grade level taught they were planning to teach during the 2010-11 

school year.  Table 9 shows the frequency of teachers who will teach each grade level.  The other 

category includes special education teachers, behavior development teachers, instructional coaches, 

and administrators who are not assigned to a particular grade.    

 
Table 9.  Grade Level planning to teach during 2010-2011, by cohort 

Grade Level  Frequency 

Cohort 1 Cohort 2 

K 10 28 

1 13 36 

2 11 30 

2/3 - 2 

3 14 36 

3/4 - 1 

4 18 25 

4/5 2 10 

5 5 25 

Other 2 29 
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 Among both cohorts there was large variation in the teaching experience of the participating 

teachers with a first cohort mean of 14.99 years taught (SD=9.78), and a second cohort mean of 13.94 

(SD=8.16), medians of 11 and 12 years (respectively), and a range of 1-40 years of teaching 

experience for Cohort 1 and 1-38 years for Cohort 2.  Table 10 reports the number of years taught by 

participating teachers. 

 

Table 10.  Teaching Experience of participating teachers 

Teaching 

experience 

(yrs) 

Frequency 

Cohort 1 Cohort 2 

1-5 10 31 

6-10 14 50 

11-15 14 48 

16-20 11 37 

21-30 10 36 

31+ 6 9 

 

Table 11 reports the areas in which participants who responded said they are certified to teach. 

 

Table 11.  Certification and endorsements of participating teachers 

Certificate or Endorsement in: Frequency Frequency 

Elementary, K-9, K-6 70 218 

Reading  28 71 

Early Childhood 16 27 

Eng/LA 11 29 

Special Ed 8 17 

Social Studies 8 29 

MA  7 5 

ELL 3 3 

Math 3 8 

Principal 2 2 

Gifted and Talented 2 3 

Other: [including on each in Speech 

Communication/Theater, Technology, 

K-12, Spanish, Library, Media, At-Risk, 

Music, Coaching,  Science, Resource, 

Guidance counseling, Home and Family, 

Family and Consumer Science, Health, 

Instructional Strategist, Art, LD, BD, 

French, Mild and Moderate 

13 36 

 

 Second cohort teachers were asked to describe their previous preparation to teach history 

(including college courses or professional development).  About three quarter of the 208 teachers who 

responded to this item (160, 77%) said they had very little preparation to teach history, with 78 

mentioning only social studies methods classes during college, and 48 mentioning one or two high 

school or college courses in social studies content.  A few people (15) said they had been exposed to 

History Alive materials or other social studies professional development courses.  Three respondents 

were history majors in college, 10 were history or social studies majors, and 11 had social studies 
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concentration.  Six teachers said they learned from reading about history on their own because of 

personal interest in history, two said they learned from trips to historical places, and two from doing 

district committee work in the social sciences.   

 Second cohort teachers were also asked to describe their previous experiences in teaching 

history.  Most teachers said their experience was limited to teaching the Cedar Rapids curriculum, with 

many saying that they had primarily taught social studies, often involving geography.  Quite a few 

teachers described their teaching of history as ñlimitedò or ñincidentalò and some said they taught 

ñwhat was in the textbook.ò  Of those that had taught history, many said they had taught limited 

lessons on either Cedar Rapids or Iowa history, traditional topics on holidays, famous Americans, 

presidents, black history month, and a few had taught personal histories.   A few teachers said they had 

taught the History Alive! curriculum.   A few teachers said they had more experience but described it in 

vague terms such as, ñI have taught history my whole careerò and ñtaught 4
th
 grade history and 6

th
 

grade history (years ago).ò 
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Bringing History Home ï CR: Summer 2011 Workshops Survey Results 

 
 During the summer of 2011, the Teaching American History Bringing History Home Cedar 

Rapids Project (BHH-CR) conducted six two-day and four one-day professional development 

workshops.  A new cohort of teachers (Cohort 3) from the Cedar Rapids Community School District 

(CRCSD) attended one of two two-day workshops, the first of a two-year sequence.  Cohort 2 teachers 

(who were in the second year of BHH-CR sequence) attended one of four two-day workshops for 2
nd

 

through 5
th
 grade teachers, or one of four one-day workshops for kindergarten and 1

st
 grade teachers.  

All workshop participants were asked to complete a survey concerning their perceptions of the 

workshop they had completed.  The surveys were administered as online surveys using the Qualtrics 

software.  The University of Iowa Center for Evaluation and Assessment sent all participants an email 

with the url to access the survey within one week of workshop completion.  One hundred twenty-seven 

of the 180 participants in the Cohort 2 workshops completed the survey for an overall response rate of 

71% and 86 of the 115 Cohort 3 participants for a response rate of 75%.  Participants were asked to 

complete the survey within two weeks of receiving the survey link.  Those who had not completed the 

workshop received up to two reminders in the two months after completion of the survey.  Both 

surveys consisted of several quantitative sections, a few open-ended items, and a short demographic 

section.  Participants were informed that responses and comments were confidential and would be 

reported anonymously.  

 
Findings from the quantitative scaling of confidence in specific abilities  

 

 The directions for this quantitative section of the participant survey were as follows:   

 
Indicate the degree of confidence you feel about whether you could do each of the following before and after 

your participation in the BHH Summer 2011 Workshop.  Using the scale above each item ranging from 0% 

(not at all confident) to 100% (completely confident), indicate your confidence on each scale by selecting one 

value.  Remember to answer as you really feel, with your best estimate of your confidence. For each item, 

please select one answer for the óBeforeô scale and one for óAfterô scale.  If you donôt have an opinion, or if 

the question is not applicable to you, please select ñNAò. 

 

In other words, participants used this retrospective pre-post scale to reflect on their confidence in their 

ability before as compared to after participating with regard to eleven skills related to teaching 

history. The scale was as follows: 
 

 

                Not at all               Completely 

                Confident                                                   Confident 

 

BEFORE:  0%  10   20   30   40    50   60   70   80    90   100%      NA 

 

AFTER:      0%  10   20   30   40    50   60   70   80    90   100%      NA 

 

 

Tables 1 and 2 report the results of these items from the two cohorts at their respective summer 2011 

workshops.  Table 1 reports that on all items, Cohort 2 participants rated themselves as more confident 

of their abilities to teach history after attending the 2011 BHH Workshop than they were before.  Mean 

differences from before to after participating in the second year workshop ranged from 20% more 
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confident to 37% more confident after attending the workshop, with a grand mean difference of 26%.   

The items on which the smallest growth in confidence was seen were in participantsô confidence 

concerning integrating science and math into their history teaching.  The largest gains were seen in 

teachersô confidence in using the SOCC method to analyze history sources (37%) and in providing 

instruction that encourages students to investigate historical evidence. 

 

Table 1.  Cohort 2 participantsô self-reported confidence ratings about their ability 

and skills before and after participating in the BHH Summer 2011 Workshop 

  

N 

Before/ 

after 

Before After  

Mean SD Mean SD 

Confidence in my ability to  % % % % 

14. Activate students' prior knowledge about history 

learned through BHH 

123/124 63.27 24.84 83.15 13.40 

15. Activate students' prior knowledge about history 

learned from other school experiences or life 

experience     

124/125 59.11 22.63 82.64 14.04 

16. Integrate literacy skills into my history teaching 

 

123/120 62.11 22.41 84.75 13.72 

17. Collaborate with other teachers, BHH project 

mentors, and project staff to improve my history 

instruction 

124/126 63.15 24.27 86.59 14.48 

18. Align my history instruction with my current 

literacy strategies to enhance literacy learning 

124/124 56.69 23.01 80.65 16.01 

19. Integrate science learning into my history 

teaching   

117/118 42.99 23.50 62.71 23.63 

20. Integrate mathematics learning into my history 

teaching 

120/120 44.58 23.63 64.00 21.59 

21. Use the SOCC method to analyze history 

sources in my teaching 

112/113 34.91 27.01 72.30 20.00 

22. Provide instruction that encourages students to 

investigate historical evidence 

122/122 48.77 24.72 80.00 14.32 

23. Design assessments that tap my students' ability 

to analyze historical images 

119/121 45.71 25.93 76.53 17.83 

24. Design assessments that tap my students' ability 

to analyze historical documents 

115/117 44.61 26.83 74.87 17.89 

25. Design assessments that tap my students' ability 124/125 57.50 25.59 85.92 13.39 
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to construct a timeline 

26. Design assessments that tap my students' ability 

to construct maps to facilitate their history 

understanding 

116/116 51.12 24.13 78.88 17.18 

 

Table 2 reports that on all items Cohort 2 participants also rated themselves as more confident of their 

abilities after attending the BHH Summer 2011 Workshop than they were before.   Mean gains were 

greater than the Cohort 2 participants in their second year, but somewhat smaller than first and second 

cohort gains during their first workshops.  All mean differences from before to after for third cohort 

participants showed at least a 27% increase in confidence, with a grand mean difference for all items of 

39%.  The largest gains in confidence were in teachersô perceived ability to ñHelp students learn to 

analyze historical imagesò (58% increase) and ñHelp students learn to analyze historical documentsò 

(54% increase).  The smallest gain (but still 27%) was in teachersô confidence to ñUse internet 

resources to locate relevant historical primary sources.ò   Their rating of their confidence before the 

workshops on that item was already relatively high at 50% confident.  

 
Table 2.  Cohort 3 participantsô self-reported confidence ratings about their ability 

and skills before and after participating in the BHH Summer 2011 Workshop 

  

N 

Before/ 

after 

Before After  

Mean SD Mean SD 

Confidence in ability to  % % % % 

2. Help students learn to think like historians  

 

86/86 35.00 22.89 78.49 15.30 

3. Help students learn to use primary sources to 

construct their understanding of history 

83/84 36.87 24.34 78.33 15.82 

4. Collaborate with other teachers, BHH project 

mentors, and project staff to improve my history 

instruction 

83/86 47.11 26.67 82.79 12.33 

5. Help students learn to analyze historical images   

 

86/86 30.47 23.41 78.60 14.48 

6. Help students learn to analyze historical 

documents      

84/83 30.24 23.08 74.58 16.77 

7. Use internet resources to locate 

relevant historical primary sources 

86/85 50.35 26.10 77.17 14.61 

8. Provide instruction that encourages students to 

investigate historical evidence 

86/86 35.23 24.86 76.05 14.74 

9. Align my history instruction with my current 

literacy strategies to enhance literacy learning  

85/85 42.71 26.34 78.71 16.53 
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10. Use timeline construction to enhance students' 

understanding of history 

85/85 39.29 26.04 83.18 13.56 

11. Use map construction to enhance students' 

understanding of history 

82/83 42.07 26.52 78.31 15.76 

12. Help students learn to synthesize information 

learned from multiple sources  

86/84 39.65 25.91 73.45 14.60 

 
Findings from the quantitative scaling of engagement in workshop activities  

 

 The second section of the surveys asked participants to rate their level of engagement in the 

activities that took place during the BHH Summer 2011 Workshop.  Tables 3 and 4 report results for 

the second and third cohort, respectively. 

 Table 3 reports the results for the second cohort participants with a low variability in mean 

perceived engagement rated from 2.66-3.20 on a 4 point scale.  For all activities, most participants 

rated their level of engagement to be about that of an ñActive cooperatorò (grand mean=2.89).  

Participants tended to rate their independent and group work time higher than their time in 

presentations.   

 

Table 3.  Cohort 2 participantsô self-reported level of engagement in the activities of the BHH 

Summer 2011 Workshop 
 Frequencies 

 
How engaged were you as a learner for each of 
the following sessions?  
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DAY 1: 0 1 2 3 4 

Reflection on First Year (2010-11) Implementation of 

First Unit (Grade Level Groups)           
Mean=2.74 SD=0.82 N=126 

 10 

(7.87) 

33 

(25.98) 

63 

(49.61) 

20 

(15.75) 

Sharing of Grade Level Reflections with Whole Group 
         Mean=2.73 SD=0.86 N=125 

 11 

(8.66) 

34 

(25.77) 

58 

(45.67) 

22 

(17.32) 

Literacy Connections with BHH (Beth)           
Mean=2.72 SD=0.79 N=123 

 4 

(3.15) 

48 

(37.80) 

49 

(38.58) 

22 

(17.32) 

SOCC Presentation (Elise)           
Mean=2.67 SD=0.83 N=107 

 6 

(3.15) 

42 

(33.60) 

40 

(32.00) 

19 

(15.20) 

SOCC Presentation (Kim)           
Mean=2.66 SD=0.89 N=107 

2 

(1.57) 

4 

(3.15) 

42 

(33.07) 

39 

(30.71) 

20 

(15.75) 

Introducing the New Units   

Mean=3.08 SD=0.73 N=124 
  28 

(22.05) 

58 

(45.67) 

38 

(29.62) 

Grade Level Unit Preparation Time   

Mean=3.20 SD=0.72 N=114 
  20 

(15.87) 

51 

(40.48) 

43 

(34.13) 

DAY 2:      

Grade Level Unit Preparation Time   

Mean=3.14 SD=0.90 N=86 

1 

(0.81) 

4 

(3.25) 

11 

(8.94) 

36 

(29.27) 

34 

(27.64) 

Sharing New Unit Preparation  4 11 35 30 
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Mean=3.14 SD=0.84 N=80 (3.25) (8.94) (28.46) (24.39) 

 
 For the third cohort, there was slightly more variability on their ratings of engagement with 

mean engagement ranging from 2.00-3.10 on a five point scale with a maximum value of 4 points.  For 

about half of the sessions, third cohort participants mean level of engagement was about that of an 

ñActive cooperatorò and for the other half of the sessions, the mean level of engagement was closer to 

an ñEngaged Recipientò, with a grand mean for all sessions of 2.49.  The two sessions for which the 

participants rated their engagement the highest were the session in which they were working in grade 

level teams to prepare for their units (mean=3.10) and during the time they spent learning to align their 

literacy strategies with the BHH curriculum (mean=3.72).  They were least engaged during the session 

on nature of history (mean=2.00).  Table 4 reports the full results on these nine items.   

 

Table 4.  Cohort 3 participantsô self-reported level of engagement in the activities of the BHH 

Summer 2011 Workshop 
 Frequencies 

 
How engaged were you as a learner for each of 
the following sessions? 
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DAY 1: 0 1 2 3 4 

The Nature of History  
         Mean=2.00  SD=0.88    N=85 

1 

(1.18) 

28 

(32.94) 

28 

(32.94) 

26 

(30.59) 

2 

(2.35) 

Exploring the BHH Website and History Resources on 

the Internet 
         Mean=2.27  SD=1.01     N=65          

3 

(3.53) 

11 

(12.94) 

22 

(25.88) 

23 

(27.06) 

6 

(7.06) 

Exploring History through Written Document Analysis 
         Mean=2.48  SD=0.84     N=86 

1 

(1.16) 

11 

(12.79 

25 

(29.07) 

44 

(51.16) 

5 

(5.81) 

Exploring History through Photo Analysis 
Mean=2.64  SD=0.88     N=86 

1 

(1.16) 

10 

(11.63) 

18 

(20.93) 

47 

(54.65) 

10 

(11.63) 

Historical Mapping  
Mean=2.34  SD=0.87     N=85          

2 

(2.33) 

11 

(12.79) 

33 

(28.37) 

34 

(39.53) 

5 

(5.81) 

Timeline Construction  
Mean=2.54 SD=0.79     N=83            

 7 

(8.14) 

32 

(37.21) 

36 

(41.86) 

8 

(9.30) 

Assessing Student Learning  
Mean=2.31 SD=0.84     N=80            

          

 14  

(16.28) 

32 

(37.21) 

29 

(33.72) 

5 

(5.81) 

DAY 2:      

Literacy Strategies Aligned with BHH  
         Mean=2.72  SD=0.91     N=82 

 8 

(9.41) 

24 

(28.24) 

33 

(38.82) 

17 

(20.00) 

Grade Level Unit Preparation Time 
         Mean=3.10 SD=0.82     N=84 

1 

(1.18) 

2 

(2.35) 

12 

(14.12) 

41 

(48.24) 

28 

(32.94) 

Review and Question Time 
Mean=2.54  SD=0.90     N=84 

1 

(1.18) 

8 

(9.41) 

31 

(36.47) 

32 

(37.65) 

12 

(14.12) 

 

 
Findings from the quantitative scaling of general workshop questions   
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 All Cohort 2 and Cohort 3 workshop participants were also asked to rate their agreement with 

10 or 16 (respectively) general statements concerning the workshop they had attended.  All items were 

on a 6-point Likert-type scale, from Strongly Agree (6) to Strongly Disagree (1).   

 Both cohorts continued to rate their experience as being very positive with the mean response 

for most items greater than 5.  For both cohorts, the item with the lowest mean (4.00, 4.47 

respectively) was the item asking them to rate their agreement with the statement, ñI wanted more time 

to work with my grade level group.ò  Since all items were rated highly, with grand means of 5.39 and 

5.19 respectively, there were no particular areas of strength or weakness, all aspects of both workshops 

were positively perceived by the participants.  There appeared to be a few individuals in Cohort 3 

whose experience does not seem to have been as positive as the majority of their peers, with a few 

consistently negative ratings. 

 

Table 5.  Cohort 2 Participantsô perceptions of different aspects of the BHH Summer 2011 

Workshop 

 
Strongly 

Agree 

Moderately 

Agree 

Slightly 

Agree 

Slightly 

Disagree 

Moderately 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

No 

opinion 

N=127 unless otherwise noted 

Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 

Freq 

(percent) 

There was enough time for my 

questions and comments. 
          Mean=5.69 SD=0.64  

N=126 

 

95 

(74.80) 

26 

(20.47) 

3 

(2.36) 

1 

(0.79) 

1 

(0.79) 
 

1 

(0.79) 

My prior knowledge and opinions 

were respected. 
         Mean=5.69 SD=0.60  

N=126 

93 

(73.23) 

29 

(22.83) 

3 

(2.36) 
 

1 

(0.79) 
 

1 

(0.79) 

The refreshments and breaks met 

my needs. 
         Mean=5.64 SD=0.88  

101 

(79.53) 

17 

(13.39) 

3 

(2.36) 

3 

(2.36) 

2 

(1.57) 

1 

(0.79) 
 

The opportunity to work with 

mentor teachers was beneficial to 

me. 
Mean=5.72 SD=0.70 

103 

(81.10) 

17 

(13.39) 

5 

(3.94) 

1 

(0.79) 
 

1 

(0.79) 
 

I wanted more time to work with 

my grade level group. 
         Mean=4.00 SD=0.1.55 

 N=115 
 

25 

(19.69) 

20 

(15.75) 

32 

(25.20) 

18 

(14.17) 

9 

(7.09) 

11 

(8.66) 

12 

(9.45) 

I am confident I have the 

knowledge and skill to teach history 

effectively to my students next year. 
          Mean=5.32 SD=0.79 

 

57 

(44.88) 

59 

(46.46) 

9 

(7.09) 
 

1 

(0.79) 

1 

(0.79) 
 

I am looking forward to learning 

more about history. 
         Mean=5.69 SD=0.53 

 

92 

(72.44) 

31 

(24.41) 

4 

(3.15) 
    

All in all, the workshop activities 

were enjoyable. 
         Mean=5.49 SD=0.73 

 

77 

(60.63) 

38 

(29.92) 

9 

(7.09) 

3 

(2.36) 
   

All in all, the workshop was very 

beneficial to me. 
         Mean=5.48 SD=0.75  

N=126 

 

75 

(59.52) 

41 

(32.54) 

7 

(5.56) 

2 

(1.59) 

1 

(0.79) 
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All in all, my time was used 

efficiently and effectively on 

important topics and activities. 
         Mean=5.21 SD=1.09 

64 

(50.39) 

44 

(34.65) 

9 

(7.09) 

3 

(2.36) 

6 

(4.72) 

1 

(0.79) 
 

 

 

Table 6.  Cohort 3 Participantsô perceptions of different aspects of the BHH Summer 

2011Workshop 

 
Strongly 

Agree 

Moderately 

Agree 

Slightly 

Agree 

Slightly 

Disagree 

Moderately 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

No 

opinion 

 

Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 
Freq 

(percent) 

Freq 

(percent) 

There was enough time for my 

questions and comments. 
          Mean=5.43 SD=0.86 N=83 

 

49 

(56.98) 

25 

(29.07) 

7 

(8.14) 

1 

(1.16) 
 

1 

(1.16) 

3 

(3.49) 

My prior knowledge and opinions 

were respected. 
         Mean=4.89 SD=1.45 N=83 

 

38 

(44.19) 

 

25 

(29.07) 

6 

(6.98) 

5 

(5.81) 

5 

(5.81) 

4 

(4.65) 

3 

(3.49) 

The refreshments and breaks met 

my needs. 
         Mean=5.44 SD=1.22 N=86 

64 

(74.42) 

12 

(13.95) 

2 

(2.33) 

3 

(3.49) 

2 

(2.33) 

3 

(3.49) 
 

I know and understand the goals of 

the project. 
         Mean=5.31 SD=0.83 N=85 

 

40 

(46.51) 

36 

(41.86) 

7 

(8.14) 

1 

(1.16) 
 

1 

(1.16) 
 

Working on aligning my literacy 

goals with the BHH curriculum was 

beneficial to me.      
          Mean=5.32 SD=0.95 N=81 

44 

(51.76) 

25 

(29.41) 

9 

(10.59) 

1 

(1.18) 

1 

(1.18) 

1 

(1.18) 

4 

(4.71) 

The opportunity to work with 

mentor teachers was beneficial to 

me. 
          Mean=5.67 SD=0.82 N=85 

67 

(77.91) 

13 

(15.12) 

3 

(3.49) 
 

1 

(1.16) 

1 

(1.16) 

1 

(1.16) 

I wanted more time to work with 

my grade level group. 
         Mean=4.47 SD=1.50 N=79 

24 

(27.91) 

22 

(25.58) 

15 

(17.44) 

9 

(10.47) 

3 

(3.49) 

6 

(6.98) 

7 

(8.14) 

I am confident I have the 

knowledge and skill to teach history 

effectively to my students next year. 
          Mean=5.12 SD=0.63 N=85 

 

21 

(24.42) 

54 

(62.79) 

9 

(10.47) 

1 

(1.16) 
  

1 

(1.16) 

It was helpful for me to hear how 

history instruction in the early 

grades can build a foundation for 

studentsô future learning.  
         Mean=5.12 SD=0.85 N=83 

 

30 

(34.88) 

37 

(43.02) 

13 

(15.12) 

2 

(2.33) 

1 

(1.16) 
 

3 

(3.49) 

I have a different understanding of 

what it means to teach history than I 

did before the workshop. 
         Mean=5.37 SD=0.71 N=81 

 

38 

(44.19) 

37 

(43.02) 

5 

(5.81) 
 

1 

(1.16) 
 

5 

(5.81) 

I have a different understanding of 

what it means to learn history than I 

did before the workshop. 
         Mean=5.38 SD=0.68 N=80 

 

39 

(45.35) 

32 

(37.21) 

9 

(10.47) 
   

6 

(6.98) 
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I am looking forward to learning 

more about history. 
         Mean=5.45 SD=0.65 N=83 

 

44 

(51.16) 

32 

(27.21) 

7 

(8.14) 
   

3 

(3.49) 

As a result of the workshop, I 

understand more about the 

processes that historians use to 

study history. 
         Mean=5.36 SD=0.67 N=84 

 

39 

(45.35) 

36 

(41.86) 

9 

(10.47) 
   

2 

(2.33) 

All in all, the workshop activities 

were enjoyable. 
         Mean=4.89 SD=1.25 N=84 

 

30 

(35.29) 

35 

(41.18) 

8 

(9.41) 

4 

(4.71) 

5 

(5.88) 

2 

(2.35) 

1 

(1.18) 

All in all, the workshop was very 

beneficial to me. 
         Mean=5.14 SD=0.93 N=84 

 

33 

(38.37) 

38 

(44.19) 

7 

(8.14) 

4 

(4.65) 

2 

(2.33) 
 

2 

(2.33) 

All in all, my time was used 

efficiently and effectively on 

important topics and activities. 
         Mean=4.80 SD=1.30 N=85 

28 

(32.56) 

35 

(40.70) 

9 

(10.47) 

6 

(6.98) 

4 

(4.65) 

3 

(3.49) 

1 

(1.16) 

 

At the end of this section, participants were given the opportunity to supply additional comments.   

 

Cohort 2   
 Forty-four of the 127 participants supplied additional comments for a response rate of 34%.  

Categories of responses emerged from the data and all responses were coded using those categories.  

The categories for which there was more than one response are listed in order of frequency below with 

the response frequency in parentheses: 

¶ Grade level planning time (10) 

¶ Mentors were great (9) 

¶ Scheduling: Workshop could be shortened to one day [or to half-day for K-1] (8)  

¶ Well-organized workshop ï appreciate hard work in planning (5) 

¶ Excited to teach history (5) 

¶ Too much videos (also hard to hear) (3) 

¶ Conduct workshops in CR for access to network drive on computers (3) 

¶ More confident about teaching history (2) 

¶ Lead mentor and her videos are effective (2) 

¶ Excited about connections to BHH curriculum and opportunities for skill transfer (2) 

¶ Change format of Day 1 ï too much sitting ï need hands-on activities and more breaks (2) 

 

 The following comments were made by individual participants:   Great to have so many grade 

level teachers at the same time, project director is a great leader, whole group presentation ñlost meò, 

computer lab time was not beneficial, materials from mentors and in curriculum didnôt match 

(confusing), there should be a schedule for implementation (ñmess last yearò), mentor took too much 

of work time, coaches should get all grade level materials, getting a CD of unit was nice,  getting hard 

copies of materials was good, and losing electricity made it a poor use of time.  Several of the people 

who said that the grade level work time was appreciated added that they could have used it even more 

effectively if they knew ahead of time how much time they would have to work and if grade level 

teams from the same schools all came together.  Quite a few respondents commented on several 
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aspects of the workshops, so the responses do not add to 44.  One such response was, ñI really enjoyed 

the second half of day 1 and all of day 2 when we worked with our mentors and then also worked with 

our grade level teams.   The second grade material was very organized and presented very well during 

our break out session.  I felt great leaving and already having history planned out for the year!ò 

 

Cohort 3   
 Of the 86 Cohort 3 participants, 27 supplied additional comments for a response rate of 31%.  

Comments were quite varied.  Eight participants gave general positive comments concerning their 

appreciation of the workshop and/or their excitement about teaching using the new curriculum.  One 

person said, ñWonderful experience, amazing energy from staff.  Thank you so very much!ò and 

another person said, ñI am so excited about how I am going to be teaching history!  I already went out 

to the Half Price Bookstore to purchase books to support lessons!ò Six respondents said that the 

mentors were a great help to them. Three people said that the staff members were great and an 

additional two mentioned the professor from Knox in particular.  One person said that the binders were 

well-organized and very helpful.  Two people commented on the food with one saying it was great and 

another saying that the salad and fruit options were good, but lasagna was too heavy for lunch. 

 There were also some more negative comments.  Seven people said that Day 2 of the workshop 

was much more useful than the first day, and eight people said that Day 1 was too repetitive, some of 

them wording their criticism quite strongly including one respondent who said, ñI believe the day one 

activities could be condensed into a morning session.  We donôt need to hear everything 4 timesò and 

another saying, ñI understood the picture analysis the first time we did it and we did not need to hear 

about it repeatedly and from every grade level.ò  Seven workshops participants commented that they 

felt that the two main presenters did not treat them with respect.  Two of these comments were 

tempered by positive sentiments including the response, ñI found the instructors to be knowledgeable 

and helpful overall, but somewhat condescending at times.  I think that put a few people off.ò  Two of 

these respondents indicated that they felt they werenôt treated like professionals, however, several 

responses also exposed that they may not have been acting completely professionally, with one person 

commenting, ñPeople were getting in trouble for using their phones and showing up late for classò and 

another saying, ñI mean, people are giving up two days of their summer to be there ï itôs not like this is 

going to be the highlight of their summer.ò   

 Three people said that the workshop should have been only a one-day workshop, three people 

thought that there was too much down time on the second day, and two people said that there was too 

much use of videos during of the workshop.   Individual respondents also made the following 

comments:  would prefer mentors from their own district, special education teacher needed a way to 

become familiar with curriculum from multiple grade levels, need stronger mentors, and day one 

sessions would be more useful if they were separated by grade level groups (K-2 and 3-5).   

 It should be noted that all except one of the negative comments came from the June section (the 

first section) of the workshop.  Project staff had reported frustration that some of the June participants 

were difficult to engage and appeared disinterested on those days.  The evaluator sent the comments 

from June section participants to the project staff before the August workshop and they made some 

changes to the agenda in response to the comments.  It should also be kept in mind that the most 

strongly negative comments came from seven participants which is fewer than 10% of the total 

participants. 

 

Findings from the Qualitative Items 

 

 Participants were also asked several open-ended questions regarding their experiences during 

the BHH ïCR professional development workshops.  The online survey format gave respondents as 

much space to type their answer as they wanted.   
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Most Valuable Aspects of Workshop  

 

Cohort 2  
 Cohort 2 participants were asked to respond to this question: ñConsider everything about the 

BHH 2011 Summer Workshop and all aspects of your experience there.  What has been most valuable 

to you?ò  Nearly all (118, 93%) of the 127 survey respondents supplied a response to this question.   

Table 7 reports the response categories given by more than 3% of the respondents. 

 

Table 7. Most valuable aspects of Summer 2011 Workshop (Cohort 2) 

Response Categories Frequency Percent 

Grade level collaboration and work time 47 39% 

Working with mentors 47 39% 

Outlines for new units from mentors 16 14% 

The BHH history curriculum itself  11 9% 

Integration and alignment of BHH with literacy 

goals 

6 5% 

Working with history professor 4 3% 

Hearing about other grade level units 4 3% 

Working on SOCC process 4 3% 

 

The time to work with grade level peers and to work with mentors were named as the most valuable 

aspects of the workshop, each named by more than a third of the respondents.  A typical comment 

concerning the grade level time was, ñTo me, the most valuable time was sharing and listening to other 

teachers in my grade level and realizing that what I did and the experiences my kids had were very 

similar to those in other schools.ò  There were many strongly positive comments regarding the 

mentors, including one person who said, ñHaving the opportunity to converse with mentor teachers.  

She was very helpful and so excited about BHH that I now feel the same way!ò  Another eleven 

respondents said the most valuable aspect was the wonderful curriculum itself.  One teacher said, 

ñDuring the Year 2 inservice, I continually found myself making connections between the two BHH 

units I teach, and feel that the students will be doing the same by the time we get to the second unit.  

The use of timelines, maps, and photo/document analysis help all students in the quest of becoming 

critical thinkers of history.ò   

 Other valuable aspects mentioned by teachers were (with frequencies in parentheses): 

¶ District timeline for teaching (3) 

¶ Flip charts for units (3) 

¶ Online materials for 5
th
 grade (3) 

¶ Developmentally appropriate curriculum (3) 

¶ The BHH staff (3) 

¶ Reviewing first unit (2) 

¶ CRCSD work on alignment and on SLEs (2) 

¶ Website (2) 

Aspects mentioned by individuals as being valuable were:  training as an adult learner, capacity for 

support teachers to attend different grade level sessions, building own history content knowledge, 

practice and review for history skills, and knowing that you can change and individualize the 

curriculum to make it yours. 
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Cohort 3   
 Cohort 3 participants were also asked to respond to this question: ñConsider everything about 

the BHH 2011 Summer Workshop and all aspects of your experience there.  What has been most 

valuable to you?ò  Of the 86 participants in Cohort 3 (who had completed their first BHH professional 

development experience), 78 responded to this item for a response rate of 91%.  Table 8 details the 

categories of their responses. [Categories from previous first year workshops were used, with new 

categories added as they arose.] 

 

Table 8.  Most valuable aspects of 2011 Summer Workshop (Cohort 3) 

Response Categories  Frequenc

y 

Percent 

Mentors and Staff   

 Working with mentor, seeing mentor examples 45 58% 

Workshop Activities   

 Viewing actual student work 7 9% 

 Learning as adult learner 4 5% 

 Exploring BHH website 2 3% 

Team/Peer work time   

 Working with peers 12 15% 

History Pedagogy   

 Timelines 7 9% 

 Photo analysis 6 8% 

 Literacy strategies in BHH 4 5% 

 Document analysis 3 4% 

 Mapping 2 3% 

 Learning how BHH fits in with other content  2 3% 

 SOCC 2 3% 

 Learning BHH skills (in general) 1 1% 

 Teaching critical thinking and inquiry 1 1% 

 Learning  to use personal experiences as history 1 1% 

Resources   

 Receiving clear, new curriculum 3 4% 

 Materials, resources 1 1% 

History and historiography   

 New understanding of what it means to 

teach/learn history 

4 5% 

Other   

 Seeing grade level progressions 2 3% 

 Small group setting 2 3% 

 Becoming more comfortable with history 1 1% 

 Personal planning time 1 1% 

 

 

 The most common response from the third cohort as to the most valuable aspect of the 

workshop was the opportunity to work with their grade level mentors with more than half (58%) of the 

respondents providing that response.  Typical comments included, ñThe most valuable experience was 

working with the cooperating teacher.  She was very helpful, providing insight and experienceò and 

ñThe opportunity to meet with other grade level teachers who had already taught the units and had 

great ideas and suggestions of how to best implement the program.ò   Respondents from the third 
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cohort also highly valued the time to work with their grade level peers to get ready to teach, with 15% 

naming time with their teams or peers as one of the most valuable aspects.  In general, the time on Day 

Two was deemed to be most valuable for most participants.  Some respondents (9%) also valued the 

experience of actually seeing student work from mentorôs classrooms.  Some of the Day One aspects 

that were also named as valuable included several elements of the BHH pedagogy, particularly 

timelines and photo analysis, mentioned by 9% and 8% of the respondents, respectively.   Several 

respondents (5%) also mentioned that gaining a new understanding of what it means to teach students 

how to learn history was valuable for them. 

 

Less Valuable Aspects of Workshop and Suggestions for Improvement 

 

Cohort  2 

 Participants in the Cohort 2 Summer Workshop were asked to respond to the question, ñWhat 

has been least valuable to you? How could the workshop have been improved?ò  Ninety-six 

participants supplied a response to this item for a response rate of 76%.   The single most frequent 

response, given by 25 people (26%), was that ñnothingò was least valuable or that it was all 

worthwhile with one person saying, ñI enjoyed every second!ò and another saying, ñI canôt really 

pinpoint anything that wasnôt valuable.  The workshop kept my attention which can sometimes be hard 

to do!ò  The most common criticism was that the workshop was too long (13, 14%), although some 

people thought the first day could be cut shorter and some thought the second day, some didnôt 

designate what could be cut, and one person said they needed more time.   

 Specific aspects of the workshop that people thought were less valuable included (with 

frequencies in parentheses): 

¶ Sharing across grade levels (10) 

¶ Too much whole group worked geared for 3
rd

 -5
th
 grade levels (5)  

¶ Review of last yearôs unit (5) 

¶ Sharing with grade level at large group session (2) 

¶ Computer time (since not able to access district resources) (2) 

¶ District time (disorganized, not enough information provided) (2) 

¶ Too much lecture format (2) 

Other less valuable aspects mentioned by individuals were: section on integrating the Treasures 

literature unit, whole group time with mentor, lack of realistic timeline for implementation, too much 

time on photo analysis, repetition of information from last year, last hour of second day (doing forms, 

etc.), and power outage.  Some typical comments included: 

 ñListening to other grade levels reflect on everything- could have been shorter and more 

concise.ò 

  

 ñToo much whole group presentation time is geared toward 3-5 teachers. I wish there were 

completely separate days for k-2 and 3-5.ò 

  

 ñOur biggest problem was being unable to access an online connection which would allow us 

to search for images and other resources. It would have been beneficial to be able to access the Cedar 

Rapids server and our own H drives.ò 

 

 Some respondents also addressed the ways in which they thought the workshops could be 

improved in the future.  The most common suggestion for improvement, given by 13 people (14%), 

was to offer the workshops at a Cedar Rapids school where participants could access their own 
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computer drive and some teachers would have access to their classrooms.  Other suggestions for 

improvement were (with the response frequency in parentheses):  

¶ More time for grade level work (6) 

¶ Provide more structure for grade level work time (4) 

¶ Require each schoolôs grade level teams to attend the same workshop to optimize use of 

planning time (4) 

¶ Provide more examples within each unit (2) 

¶ Do separate sessions for K-2 and 3-5 (2) 

¶ Have videos of teachers teaching curriculum available for all grade levels (2) 

Additional suggestions for improvement from individual teachers were: provide laminated set of 

photographs for each unit and classroom; schedule workshops closer to start of the school year; have a 

separate section for special education teachers; and help for instructional coaches to gain the most from 

their time at several grade levels, and provide them with all the materials for all grades. 

 

Cohort  3 

 Cohort 3 participants were also asked what aspects of the workshop were less valuable for them 

and how the workshop could be improved.  There were 68 responses to this item for a response rate of 

79%.   Statements of what was least valuable and how the workshop could be improved were analyzed 

separately.  The responses to this item were quite diverse with no one response occurring for more than 

10 people and with conflicting responses, that is, some people listed as least valuable what others had 

listed as most valuable.  For example, one person said, ñI know that some people complained about 

having to hear about the other grades while in the large group, but I think itôs good to know what other 

grades are doing, so you know prior knowledge of the kids and what they will learn next.ò  Nine 

people said that the workshop was all good for them ï that nothing was less valuable.  The responses 

mentioned by more than one person are listed below (with frequency in parentheses): 

¶ Day 2 ï too much unstructured time (11) 

¶ Day 1 (10) 

¶ Too many examples of things (8) 

¶ Too much time on classroom videos (7) 

¶ ñLectureò on participants not wanting to be there (5) 

¶ Too much time on SOCC (3) 

¶ Too much oral presentation on Day 1 (3) 

¶ Workshop was too long in general (2) 

¶ Felt belittled for not knowing history (2) 

A typical comment from those saying that Day 1 was the least valuable was, ñSitting and listening all 

day the first day about stuff that did not apply at all to my studentsò and from those who mentioned 

Day 2 as least valuable, ñThe last day was unproductive.  I didnôt do much because we already did this 

at my school with team members who had already taken the class.ò   

 Other comments made by single respondents were:  both the presenter and the curriculum are 

ñtoo politicalò; not enough ñmove around timeò; too much on internet quality; stories to go with photo 

analysis got too silly; having a keynote presenter with no elementary teaching experience; too many 

mentor examples; need more engaging presenters; too much group time on internet; too much 

introduction to the project; Day 1 was good for them as learners, but not as teachers; and the power 

problem (happened at only one session). 

 Suggestions for improvement were also varied, and not everyone gave suggestions for 

improvement.  No suggestion was given by more than four people; four people suggested changing the 
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timing of the workshop with two people suggesting that they make it a one day workshop (do ñDay 1ò 

in the morning and ñDay 2ò in the afternoon), and two respondents suggesting that they do two days, 

but learn both units in the two days.  Three people suggested more independent work time in the 

computer lab.  Two people suggested that the workshop include more time where participants are 

separated by grade levels. Two respondents said that it would have been a lot better if they had 

attended as a whole building team.  Individuals suggested each of the following:  give participants 

more breaks, give more move around time, more time on direct pedagogy, more about teaching 

children about good internet use, more about how to pace unit, more time in grade level teams, conduct 

workshop in a place where they can get to their district network drive, have stronger mentors, tell more 

about expectations ahead of time so they know what to bring to the workshop, make it possible for 

teachers who teach more than one grade to go to multiple grade sessions, and go through the reading 

units more thoroughly. 

 

Support needed to be successful 

 

Cohort 2 

 Cohort 2 participants were asked ñDuring the 2011-12 school year, what can the BHH project 

staff and or mentors do to help you be as successful as you can be in teaching history?ò  Of the 127 

Cohort 2 respondents, 92 responded to this item for a response rate of 72%.  The most common 

response, given by 36 (39% of those who responded) was for mentors and staff to be available by 

email or phone for questions.  Quite a few of those who responded said ñcontinueò to be available, 

indicating that in the first year they felt that the staff and mentors were available to answer questions or 

ñbounce ideas offò.  Responses were categorized as follows (with frequencies in parentheses): 

¶ Mentor and staff availability for questions via phone and/or email (36) 

¶ Receive emails telling about additional resources (21) 

¶ Regular ñcheck insò via email just with reminders and news 7) 

¶ ñRefresherò sessions, with one person specifying after school and another asking for grade 

level sessions (6) 

¶ Make sure that the buildings and classrooms had all the materials that they need to teach (3)   

¶ Opportunity to observe another teacher teaching a BHH unit (2)  [One of the instructional 

coaches offered to ñcover classesò for teachers if they would like to do peer observations. ] 

¶ Create a folder in the district network drive for people to share documents or create a joint blog 

for teachers to write about their experiences teaching BHH (2)    

¶ Something they know BHH canôt help them with ï time!    (2) 

 Other requests for support given by individuals included:  provide evaluation assessments 

before school starts, send internet links for photos (other docs), suggest more book titles, staff visits to 

classrooms to model strategies with students, suggestions for music to go with units, help create new 

assessments, provide a ñrealisticò timeline for unit, open a ñBHH storeò with materials, create 

vocabulary lists for each unit, help find ñold Cedar Rapidsò photos, organize a study group, have staff 

come to observe teaching, provide curriculum in a sequential manner, and three 4
th
 grade specific 

suggestions; more hands on activities (like the Great Depression simulation), add a womenôs suffrage 

lesson to Progressive Era unit, and distribute teacher created materials to go with 4
th
 grade units. 

  

Cohort 3 

 Sixty-eight of the 86 respondents provided an answer to this question for a response rate of 

79%.  As with Cohort 2, the most common response, given by 24 people (35%) was that they wanted 

to be able to ask questions and receive answers from staff and mentors via email.   
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¶ Mentor and staff availability for questions via phone and/or email (24) 

¶ Send new ideas that people had during the school year or additional ideas for activities and 

resources to go with their units (11) 

¶ Meet again with other BHH teachers during the school year (3)   

¶ Make sure that the materials are all ready for participants (2) 

¶ Keep the BHH website up to date (2) 

¶ Send tips or reminders frequently during the year (2) 

¶ Provide pay for substitute teachers so teachers can watch other people teach BHH (2) 

¶ Provide pictures or videos of teachers teaching BHH (2).   

Individual teachers mentioned: helping Cedar Rapids set up a place on their network drive for sharing 

files, arrange for peer coaching, provide more guidance in pacing the lessons, provide more books to 

go with units, do a review at the beginning of the school year, be a sounding board for ideas, and give 

advice on student alternatives for internet searches.  A few teachers made other comments about 

necessary support, including one teacher who said they wanted support from the mentors, but not staff; 

one who said staff and mentors should ñbe helpful and not talk at teachersò; and one who said that they 

would work more with their building teammates.   

  

Expected student learning outcomes (asked of Cohort 3 only) 

  

 Cohort 3 participants were asked to describe student outcomes they expected to see as a result 

of their teaching using the BHH curriculum.  Of the 86 survey respondents, 67 responded to this 

question for a response rate of 78%.  Many people provided more than one response, with several 

teachers mentioning as many as six student outcomes they expected to see.  More than half of the 

people who responded (36, 54%) said that they expected students to become more interested in, 

engaged in, and excited about learning history.  One teacher said, ñExcitement about history!  Itôs 

never been my favorite subject to learn/teach, but with BHH itôs presented in a fantastic format that 

makes it exciting for teachers to use and teach their students.ò  Another teacher said, ñI also hope to 

spark an interest in children about history, so they realize itôs not just a bunch of names and dates to 

memorize.ò Quite a few teachers (30, 45%) also said that their students will understand what it means 

to do history and be a historian, and they will appreciate the importance of history more now.   One 

teacher said, ñI think students will learn more what it means to be a historianò and another said that 

students would have ña deeper understanding for historical importance and connections between 

history and other content areas.ò Many of the teachers mentioned that students would have new or 

improved knowledge and skills for learning after using the BHH curriculum.  The skills and 

knowledge they mentioned included (with frequencies in parentheses, if greater than one): 

¶ Timeline comprehension and skills (18) 

¶ Stop and source/question sources (8) 

¶ History content knowledge (Grade level specific) (7) 

¶ Critical thinking/higher level thinking skills (6) 

¶ Understanding of change over time (5) 

¶ New history vocabulary (4) 

¶ Literacy skills (reading, writing, research) (4) 

¶ Improved discussion skills and articulate reasoned opinions (3) 

¶ Improvement in map skills (2)  

¶ Ability to synthesize (2) 
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¶ Improvement in math skills 

¶ Improvement in standardized test scores 

¶ More aware of details in reading 

¶ Better collaborators 

¶ Better internet users 

 

 Four teachers said they thought that students would take more ownership for their own learning 

and four said they thought their students would learn to love history, and one teacher thought that 

learning with BHH would foster studentôs love of learning.  

 

Ways in which the workshop helped non-classroom teachers (asked of Cohort 3 only) 

 

 Teachers were asked to respond to the following question ONLY if they were not regular 

classroom teachers.  Fourteen people responded to the item, although in the demographic section, only 

eight teachers listed themselves as ñotherò.  Four responses were omitted from this summary because 

they sounded like they were from classroom teachers.  The other ten responses were coded into six 

categories that emerged from the data (with frequencies in parentheses after each response).  [Some 

respondents gave more than one response, so total is greater than ten.]  Respondents felt like they 

could support the regular classroom teachers in their buildings because they had increased their 

knowledge of: 

¶ The BHH curriculum across the grades (7) 

¶ The BHH pedagogy for teaching history (3) 

¶ Ways to support the reading and writing in the BHH curriculum (3) 

¶ Ways to support students in learning to find quality websites (2) 

¶ Ways to successfully integrate history into other curricular areas (1) 

One respondent said that the workshop helped them learn ways to use the BHH history curriculum for 

home school enrichment. 

 

 Other comments 

 

Cohort 2  

 Participants were also asked if they had any other comments they would like to make regarding 

the project, curriculum, evaluation, or anything else.  Forty-three of the 127 Cohort 2 respondents 

supplied an answer to this item for a response rate of 34%.  Three of the respondents made comments 

on how things could be done differently with one saying they think that, considering the literacy 

emphasis, there are too many  video segments associated with the units.  The same respondent added, 

ñHistory is still in my mind not as important as reading, writing, or math, but if the curriculum were 

full of rich literature I would value it more.ò Another participant just expressed the wish that the 

workshop be held at the beginning of the school year instead of during the summer.  Another person 

said they thought the Cedar Rapids report cards needed to be better aligned with the BHH curriculum. 

 The remainder of the responses were strong positive comments concerning the project, the 

workshops and the project staff.  Some were quite general, for example, ñFabulous job! Keep up the 

good work!ò, GREAT JOB!!!!!!ò, ñIt truly was great!ò   A few examples of the more specific 

comments made in this section are listed below: 

 

This program is wonderful and much needed in our core curriculum today. I am so glad my 

own children will have the opportunity to learn history through BHH. The summer workshop 
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was wonderful and I appreciate the time to work and prepare with my teammate and others at 

my grade level. THANKS!  
 
I appreciate how willing the teachers were to offer their units by putting them on flash drives so 

that we could use their work. I know how much time that takes and appreciate their willingness 

to share.  

 

It was really nice getting together after one year of implementation to review what the 

expectations are and reflect on what went well and what we can do to improve our teaching.  

 

At the beginning of this I didn't think kindergarten could do much with history, but I was 

wrong!  Thanks for these units.  Looking forward to having more than just one history unit to 

teach next year. 

 

I am truly amazed by the way BHH keeps my students engaged in learning about history. 

 

I appreciate the time it took for the presenters to prepare for the workshop and I appreciate the 

time we had to work the second day of the workshop. 

 

Awesome units!  Can't wait to teach it.  Wish we had more time in the year to investigate 

history! 

 

I loved this workshop, and I feel BHH has provided the best social studies curriculum I have 

taught in 25 years of teaching.  The kids LOVED Slavery/Segregation last year and I am 

positive they will feel the same way about Industrialization.  I had never had a class so 

interested in history, and many students were reading historical fiction and non-fiction for their 

own personal reading.  My [friend] teaches in Des Moines and I have bragged this project up 

to him and encouraged him to look into it.  Also, my son goes to [another school] and I so wish 

he was receiving the same instruction! 

 

 

Cohort 3 

 Participants were also asked if they had any other comments they would like to make regarding 

the project, curriculum, evaluation, or anything else.  From the Cohort 3 participants, 24 respondents 

provided an answer to this question for a response rate of 28%.  Responses were first categorized as to 

whether they were generally positive, negative or neutral.  There were three negative responses with 

two different concerns represented in their responses.  Three people said that they felt that the 

presenter was rude to them, saying that they were treated like children or ñbelittledé for not being 

peppy or participating as much as she thought I should.ò  Two of the same people criticized the format 

of the first day, saying it needed ñmore brain-friendly adult learning strategiesò.   However, one of the 

same respondents also said that Day 2 provided, ñsome of the best ideas and curriculum Iôve ever 

seen.ò   

 Five respondents gave suggestions for improvement without expressing strong negative or 

positive reactions with three saying that Day 1 could have been condensed into one day, one saying 

that they would have liked to have been allowed to do both units in one summer instead of one each 

summer, and one person saying that they would have liked to have had mentors from their own district.    

 The remainder of the comments were positive in nature with eight people making a general 

comment concerning the workshop such as, they ñenjoyed itò or it was great or interesting.  Three 

people said that the workshop was meaningful, relevant, and exciting to them, and three people said 
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that the mentors were great with one person saying that their ñenthusiasm was contagiousò and that 

their work is ñvaluable and greatly appreciated.ò  Two people said that the food was great.  Individual 

respondents made the following comments:  collaborative work will be good for students, the 

workshop caused them to look at history in a new way, they feel more confident in teaching history, 

the curriculum was ñready to useò, the facilities were great, the professor from Knox was great 

(ñamazed and intriguedécould have listened to her all day!ò), it was a safe atmosphere for learning 

(ñno one was made to feel like they were not capable of teaching or using this curriculumò), and the 

curriculum has good ties to literature.    One person also said, ñThe second day felt more useful, but I 

donôt think I would have felt that way without having the first day together and gaining that 

background knowledge.ò 

 

 

Participant Demographics 

 

 Workshop surveys for both cohorts also included several items concerning participant 

demographics.  The first item asked participants the grade level taught they were planning to teach 

during the 2011-12 school year.  Table 9 shows the frequency of teachers who will teach each grade 

level.  The other category includes special education teachers, behavior development teachers, 

instructional coaches, and administrators who are not assigned to a particular grade.    

 
Table 9.  Grade Level planning to teach during 2011-2012, by cohort 

Grade Level  Frequency 

Cohort 2 Cohort 3 

K 20 17 

1 14 17 

2 22 10 

3 17 12 

4 15 10 

4/5 5 1 

5 19 11 

Other 14 8 

 
 Among both cohorts there was large variation in the teaching experience of the participating 

teachers with a second cohort mean of 15.03 years taught (SD=7.50), and a third cohort mean of 11.34 

(SD=9.23), medians of 13 and 8 years (respectively), and a range of 2-34 years of teaching experience 

for Cohort 2 and 0-39 years for Cohort 3.  Table 10 reports the number of years taught by participating 

teachers. 

 

Table 10.  Teaching Experience of participating teachers 

Teaching 

experience 

(yrs) 

Frequency 

 

Cohort 2 

 

Cohort 3 

0-5 13 31 

6-10 27 14 

11-15 32 15 

16-20 20 12 

21-30 28 11 

31+ 5 4 
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Table 11 reports the areas in which third cohort participants who responded said they are certified to 

teach (second cohort results were reported last year). 

 

Table 11.  Certification and endorsements of Cohort 3 participating teachers 

Certificate or Endorsement in: Frequency 

Elementary, K-9, K-6 76 

Reading  35 

Early Childhood 18 

Social Studies 12 

Special Ed 8 

Math 7 

Eng/LA 6 

LD 4 

Mild and Moderate 3 

Other: [including one or two each in Art, BD, 

Coaching, ESL, Instructional Strategist, 

Music, Physical Education, 

Principal/Administrator, Science, US history]  

18 

 

 Cohort 3 teachers were asked to describe their previous preparation to teach history (including 

college courses or professional development).  Most teachers listed very limited formal exposure to 

history and 14 teachers said they had no preparation at all.  Twenty-eight respondents said the only 

relevant course work they had completed were social studies methods classes during college, and 18 

mentioned one or two college courses in social studies or history content, including world history, 

western civilization, European history, and political science.   Some teachers (11) said they had been 

exposed to History Alive materials, Iowa unit, or other districtwide social studies professional 

development courses.  Nine teachers said they had social studies endorsements or concentration, one 

had a history endorsement, and one said they had a social studies minor.   One teacher said they 

learned from reading about history on their own and two said they had worked on history with other 

teachers in their schools. 

 Third cohort teachers were also asked to describe their previous experiences in teaching 

history.  About one-third of the teachers (25) said their experience teaching history was limited to 

teaching the Cedar Rapids curriculum and 18 said they had little or no experience teaching history.  Of 

those who had taught history, many said their experience was limited to lessons on either Cedar Rapids 

or Iowa history, traditional topics on holidays, and a few had taught personal histories. Six teachers 

said they had taught the History Alive! curriculum.   
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Results of Bringing History Home-Cedar Rapids Kindergarten Teacher Survey 
History of Me Unit 
Treatment and Comparison 
 
Section I.  For each of the first group of items below, thinking back to your teaching in the past year, please 
indicate whether, and if so, how thoroughly you have covered the listed topics in your classroom this year.  The 
topics may or may not be things that you have taught or that you think are developmentally appropriate, 
important, or interesting for kindergarteners to learn about.  Please donôt think that these are things you should 
be doing; we are only gathering descriptive information.  Please just answer as accurately as you can how 
thoroughly you have taught the following. 
 

 
Not at all  

0 

Only   
slightly  

1 

Moderately 
well 

2 

 
Thoroughly 

3 

Very 
thoroughly 

4 

No 
response 

nr 

1. 
 

Activity 1:  What the word ñhistoryò means and 
how people have their own individual histories 

0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 6 20 16 24  

  MEAN =2.88 SD=1.02 
    

      

  Comparison  6 17 3 1 0  

  MEAN =0.96 SD=0.70 
    

      

 
2. Activity 2:  How children grow and change in size 

over time  
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 0 8 19 39  

  MEAN =3.47 SD=0.71 
    

      

  Comparison  3 1 11 8 4  

  MEAN =2.33 SD=1.14 
    

      

 
3. Activity 3:  How to use a photograph to tell a story 

 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  1 13 18 19 15  

  MEAN =2.52 SD=1.10 
    

      

  Comparison  3 6 11 6 1  

  MEAN = 1.85 SD=1.03 
    

      

 
4.   Activity 4:  How to use documents to learn about 

history (e.g. letters or birth certificates) 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  3 25 17 14 7  

  MEAN =1.95 SD=1.10 
    

      

  Comparison  21 5 1 0 0  

  MEAN = 0.26 SD=0.53 
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5.   Activity 5:  How to use artifacts (e.g. childhood 

toys, clothes) to tell a personal history 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 2 10 29 25  

  MEAN =3.17 SD=0.80 
    

      

  Comparison  11 12 3 1 0  

  MEAN =0.78 SD=0.80 
    

      

 
6.   Activity 6:  How different families sometimes eat 

certain foods for special occasions 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 17 16 22 11  

  MEAN =2.41 SD=1.05 
    

      

  Comparison  1 6 13 4 3  

  MEAN = 2.07 SD=1.00 
    

      

 
7.  Activity 7:  How young children sleep in different 

kinds of beds and use different means of 
transportation than they will when they are older  

0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 11 22 19 14  

  MEAN =2.55 SD=1.01 
    

      

  Comparison  8 7 9 1 2  

  MEAN = 2.17 SD=1.17 
    

      

 
8. Activity 8:  How tastes change over time, e.g., 

how the music children enjoy is sometimes 
different than music that teenagers or their 
parents enjoy 

0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  1 16 19 24 5  

  MEAN =2.25 SD=0.97 
    

      

  Comparison  11 10 5 1 0  

  MEAN = 0.85 SD=0.86 
    

      

 
9. Activity 9:  How maps represent the physical world 

 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  1 18 18 23 6  

  MEAN =2.23 SD=1.00 
    

      

  Comparison  2 12 10 3 0  

  MEAN =1.52 SD=0.80 
    

      

 
10. Activity 10:  How a timeline represents 

chronological time changes 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 4 15 24 23  

  MEAN =3.00 SD=0.91 
    

      

  Comparison  18 8 1 0 0  

  MEAN = 0.37 SD=0.56 
    

      

Section II.  For each of the next group of items, please indicate how competent you believe your class was at 
the conclusion of the BHH History of Me curriculum unit at performing the BHH content or process goals listed 
below. 
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None are able 

to do this 
competently 

1 

 
Only a few are 
able to do this 
competently 

2 

 
At least 1/3 are 
able to do this 
competently 

3 

 
At least 2/3 are 
able to do this 
competently 

4 

 
All or nearly 

all can do this 
competently 

5 

 
No 

 response 
 

nr 

 

11. Describe the meaning of the word ñhistoryò  
 

0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  1 3 15 22 25  

  MEAN =3.05 SD=0.97 
    

      

  Comparison  6 17 2 1 0  

  MEAN =0.92 SD=0.69 
    

      

 
12. Understand historical methodology terms such as, 

ñexamineò, ñartifactò, ñdocumentò or ñsourceò 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  3 11 19 27 6  

  MEAN =2.33 SD=0.70 
    

      

  Comparison  18 9 0 0 0  

  MEAN = 0.33 SD=0.48 
    

      

 
13. Tell something about their own histories using 

pictures or artifacts 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 1 1 9 55  

  MEAN =3.79 SD=1.01 
    

      

  Comparison  1 16 5 4 1  

  MEAN =1.55 SD=0.93 
    

      

 
14. Describe how human bodies change over time 

(growth) 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 0 2 15 49  

  MEAN =3.71 SD=0.52 
    

      

  Comparison  3 5 7 9 3  

  MEAN =2.15 SD=1.20 
    

      

 
15. Tell where they were born 

 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 3 8 31 24  

  MEAN =3.15 SD=0.81 
    

      

  Comparison  2 12 6 5 2  

  MEAN =1.74 SD=1.10 
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16. Show where they were born on a map or 

recognize the state of Iowa or the US by its shape 
on a map 

0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  2 11 25 17 10  

  MEAN = 2.34 SD=1.06 
    

      

  Comparison  6 12 6 3 0  

  MEAN = 1.22 SD=0.93 
    

      

 
17.  Identify things in a photo that tell something about 

the place, time, and history of the photo 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  2 7 18 22 16  

  MEAN =2.66 SD=1.06 
    

      

  Comparison  7 11 5 3 1  

  MEAN =1.26 SD=1.10 
    

      

 
18.   Tell one or more reasons why someone might 

write a letter 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  1 7 12 31 15  

  MEAN =2.79 SD=0.97 
    

      

  Comparison  0 9 10 6 2  

  MEAN = 2.04 SD=0.94 
    

      

 
19. Describe what we might know about people if we 

could examine a toy that they played with 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  1 9 22 27 7  

  MEAN =2.45 SD=0.91 
    

      

  Comparison  15 9 2 1 0  

  MEAN =0.59 SD=0.80 
    

      

 
20. Describe how the toys that people play with 

change as people grow older 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  1 2 9 19 35  

  MEAN =3.29 SD=0.92 
    

      

  Comparison  7 9 4 7 0  

  MEAN =1.41 SD=1.15 
    

      

 
21. Describe what we might know about people if we 

knew what their favorite foods were. 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  5 10 16 26 8 1 

  MEAN =2.34 SD=1.12 
    

      

  Comparison  12 13 2 0 0 0 

  MEAN = 0.63 SD=0.63 
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22. After looking at specific kinds of furniture from 

different historical periods, for example, a crib, a 
cradle, a bed, describe differences in who might 
use it. 

0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  2 7 10 26 21  

  MEAN =2.86 SD=1.08 
    

      

  Comparison  10 9 4 4 0  

  MEAN = 1.07 SD=1.07 
    

      

 
23. Describe different kinds of transportation that 

children and adults use 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 0 6 21 39  

  MEAN =3.50 SD=0.66 
    

      

  Comparison  0 8 3 12 4  

  MEAN =2.44 SD=1.09 
    

      

 
24. Describe how music that young children like might 

be different from music that adults like 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 6 13 27 18 1 

  MEAN =2.89 SD=0.93 
    

      

  Comparison  7 11 6 2 0 0 

  MEAN =1.12 SD=0.91 
    

      

 
25. Indicate whether or not a picture was taken from a 

birds-eye view 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  7 20 14 17 7 1 

  MEAN =1.96 SD=1.20 
    

      

  Comparison  13 8 4 0 0 1 

  MEAN = 0.64 SD=0.76 
    

      

 
26. Identify a map as being a map of their room, 

classroom, school or their home 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  1 6 13 4 4  

  MEAN =2.82 SD=0.93 
    

      

  Comparison  0 6 13 4 4  

  MEAN =2.22 SD=0.97 
    

      

 
27.   Put pictures of themselves and other artifacts that 

they had when they were babies, toddlers, and 
kindergartners in sequence 

0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 0 4 11 51  

  MEAN =3.71 SD=0.58 
    

      

  Comparison  1 9 7 6 4  

  MEAN =2.11 SD=1.15 
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28. Indicate which comes first, second, and last for 

their sequence of pictures and artifacts 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 0 4 19 43  

  MEAN =3.59 SD=0.61 
    

      

  Comparison  0 8 9 5 5  

  MEAN =2.26 SD=1.10 
    

      

 
29.  Indicate which comes before and after for the 

sequence of pictures and artifacts 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 0 9 23 34  

  MEAN =3.38 SD=0.72 
    

      

  Comparison  1 10 8 3 4  

  MEAN =1.96 SD=1.15 
    

      

 
Section III.  For each of the next group of items, please indicate on a scale of 1 to 5 how beneficial you believe 
each of the following BHH units was for your students. 
 
Not at all 
beneficial  

1 

 
 
2 

 
 
3 

 
 
4 

Very 
Beneficial 

5 

No 
response 

nr 
 

30. 
 

Activity 1:  What the word ñhistoryò means and 
how individual people have their own individual 
histories 

1 2 3 4 5 nr 

  Treatment only  0 2 6 12 44 1 

  MEAN =4.53 SD=0.80 
    

      

 
31. Activity 2:  How children grow and change in size 

over time  
1 2 3 4 5 nr 

  Treatment only   0 0 4 14 48  

  MEAN =4.67 SD=0.59 
    

      

 
32. Activity 3:  How to use a photograph to tell a story 

 
1 2 3 4 5 nr 

  Treatment only  0 4 6 27 28  

  MEAN =4.22 SD=0.86 
    

      

 
33. Activity 4:  How to use documents to learn about 

history (e.g. letters or birth certificates) 
1 2 3 4 5 nr 

  Treatment  0 6 17 25 18  

  MEAN =3.83 SD=0.94 
    

      

 
34. Activity 5:  How to use artifacts (e.g. childhood 

toys, clothes) to tell a personal history 
1 2 3 4 5 nr 

  Treatment only  0 0 4 19 43  

  MEAN =4.60 SD=0.61 
    

      

 
 
35. Activity 6:  How different families sometimes eat 

certain foods for special occasions 
1 2 3 4 5 nr 
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  Treatment only  0 4 19 18 24 1 

  MEAN =3.95 SD=0.96 
    

      

 
36.   Activity 7:  How young children sleep in different 

kinds of beds and use different means of 
transportation than they will when they are older 

1 2 3 4 5 nr 

  Treatment only  0 5 15 25 21 0 

  MEAN =3.94 SD=0.93 
    

      

 
37. Activity 8:  How tastes change over time, e.g., 

how the music children enjoy is sometimes 
different than music that teenagers or their 
parents enjoy 

1 2 3 4 5 nr 

  Treatment only  0 2 16 22 24 2 

  MEAN =4.06 SD=0.87 
    

      

 
38. Activity 9:  How maps represent the physical world 

 
1 2 3 4 5 nr 

  Treatment only  0 0 4 28 34  

  MEAN =4.45 SD=0.61 
    

      

 
39. Activity 10:  How a timeline represents 

chronological time changes 
1 2 3 4 5 nr 

  Treatment only  0 0 4 14 47  

  MEAN =4.66 SD=0.59 
    

      

 
Section IV: Please indicate how much you rely on the following techniques as part of your pedagogical and 
instructional activities when teaching the Bringing History Home curriculum: 

 
Not at all 

useful 
0 

Only  
slightly 
useful 

1 

 
Moderately 

useful 
2 

 
 

Useful 
3 

 
Very  

useful 
4 

 
No 

Response 
nr 

40. Constructing timelines to show important events 
and how they relate to each other 

0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 2 9 24 31  

  MEAN = 3.27 SD=0.81 
    

      

  Comparison  7 9 6 1 2 2 

  MEAN =1.28 SD=1.17 
    

      

 
41. Using maps to illustrate an important concept 0 1 2 3 4 nr 
  Treatment  0 3 14 33 16  

  MEAN =2.94 SD=0.80 
    

      

  Comparison  1 5 9 4 5 3 

  MEAN =2.29 SD=1.16 
    

      

 
42. Interpreting primary source documents to add to 

your understanding of history 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  2 11 20 22 9 2 

  MEAN =2.93 SD=1.03 
    

      

  Comparison  5 9 6 2 1 4 

  MEAN =1.35 SD=1.07       
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43. Reading for background knowledge to provide a 

context for new learning 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 1 10 32 21 2 

  MEAN =3.14 SD=0.73 
    

      

  Comparison  1 1 6 6 13 1 

  MEAN =3.07 SD=1.13 
    

      

 
44. Synthesizing various sources to create a narrative 0 1 2 3 4 nr 
  Treatment  2 9 22 24 3 5 

  MEAN =2.28 SD=0.90 
    

      

  Comparison  4 7 4 1 2 8 

  MEAN =1.44 SD=1.25 
    

      

 
45. Using the "Stop and Source" process 0 1 2 3 4 nr 
  Treatment  5 17 21 12 1 10 

  MEAN =1.76 SD=0.95 
    

      

  Comparison  8 7 3 1 0 8 

  MEAN= 0.84 SD=0.90 
    

      

 
     
Section V.  Please think about the following six skills and about your students' abilities to use the skills for 
learning history.  For each skill, please rate the level of independence at which you think most of your students 
are able to perform that skill. 
 
Most children in my classroom are able to perform the following skills: 
 

 
 
 

Independently 
4 

 
With a partner 
or in a small 

group 
3 

 
As part of a 
whole class 
discussion 

2 

Only with 
direct 

assistance 
from teacher 

1 

 
Are not able to 

perform this 
skill  

0 

 
 
 

No Response 
nr 

 

46. Construct timelines to show important events and 
how they relate to each other 

4 3 2 1 0 nr 

  Treatment  10 16 26 6 7 0 

  MEAN =2.25 SD=1.16 
    

      

  Comparison  2 1 3 7 12 2 

  MEAN=0.96 SD=1.24 
    

      

 

47. Use maps to illustrate an important concept 4 3 2 1 0 nr 
  Treatment  4 13 31 13 3  

  MEAN =2.03 SD=0.93 
    

      

  Comparison  0 2 6 13 6  

  MEAN=1.15 SD=0.86 
    

      

 

48. Interpret primary source documents to add to your 
understanding of history 

4 3 2 1 0 nr 

  Treatment  5 11 32 12 4 1 

  MEAN =2.02 SD=0.96 
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  Comparison  0 0 3 8 12 3 

  MEAN=0.61 SD=0.72 
    

      

 

49. Read for background knowledge to provide a 
context for new learning 

4 3 2 1 0 nr 

  Treatment  6 10 25 16 6 2 

  MEAN =1.90 SD=1.09 
    

      

  Comparison  0 1 11 10 7 1 

  MEAN=1.35 SD=0.80 
    

      

 

50. Synthesize various sources to create a narrative 4 3 2 1 0 nr 
  Treatment  9 8 21 13 10 3 

  MEAN =1.89 SD=1.27 
    

      

  Comparison  0 0 3 7 10 7 

  MEAN=0.65 SD=0.75 
    

      

 

51. Use the "Stop and Source" process 4 3 2 1 0 nr 
  Treatment  9 8 18 11 16 2 

  MEAN =1.73 SD=1.37 
    

      

  Comparison  0 0 0 4 14 9 

  MEAN=0.22 SD=0.43 
    

      

 
Looking ahead to next year after the BHH project is finished, how likely is it that you will use the following as part 
of your history curriculum and instruction: 
 

 
Very Unlikely 

1 

 
Unlikely 

2 

Somewhat 
Unlikely 

3 

Somewhat 
Likely 

4 

 
Likely 

5 

 
Very Likely 

6 

 
 

 

52. The BHH Kindergarten History of Me unit 1 2 3 4 5 6 
  Treatment final year only  1 0 0 1 9 18 

  MEAN =5.45 SD=1.02 
    

      

 

53. The BHH Kindergarten Children Long Ago Unit 1 2 3 4 5 6 
  Treatment final year only  1 1 0 1 9 17 

  MEAN =5.31 SD=1.20 
    

      

 

54. Timelines 1 2 3 4 5 6 
  Treatment only  1 0 0 1 10 16 

  MEAN =5.39 SD=1.03 
    

      

 

55. Maps 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Treatment final year only 1 0 0 2 14 12 

  MEAN =5.21 SD=1.01 
    

      

 

56. Primary source documents 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Treatment final year only 1 5 4 11 7 1 

  MEAN =3.72 SD=1.22 
    

      

 

57. Reading for background knowledge 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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 Treatment final year only 1 2 1 11 7 7 

  MEAN =4.45 SD=1.30 
    

      

 

58. Creating narratives 1 2 3 4 5 6 
  Treatment final year only 1 5 6 11 3 3 

  MEAN =3.66 SD=1.29 
    

      

 

59. The ñStop and Sourceò Process 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Treatment final year only 1 8 6 9 4 1 

  MEAN =3.34 SD=1.23 
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Results of Bringing History Home ï Cedar Rapids First Grade Teacher Survey  
My First Grade History 
Treatment and Comparison 
 
Section I.  For each of the first group of items below, thinking back to your teaching in the past year, please 
indicate whether, and if so, how thoroughly you have covered the listed topics in your classroom this year.  The 
topics may or may not be things that you have taught or that you think are developmentally appropriate, 
important, or interesting for first graders to learn about.  Please donôt think that these are things you should be 
doing; we are only gathering descriptive information.  Please just answer as accurately as you can how 
thoroughly you have taught the following. 

 
 

Not at all  
0 

Only   
slightly  

1 

Moderately 
well 

2 

 
Thoroughly 

3 

Very 
thoroughly 

4 

No 
response 

nr 

1. 
 

Activity 1:  What the word ñhistoryò means 
 

0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 3 11 18 25  

  MEAN =3.14  SD=3.27 
    

      

  Comparison  5 14 7 1 1  

  MEAN =1.25 SD=0.93 
    

      

 
2. Activity 2:  How a timeline can be used to show the activities in a 

school day or week 

0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 2 9 17 28  

  MEAN =3.27  SD=0.86 
    

      

  Comparison  2 9 11 5 1  

  MEAN =1.79 SD=0.96 
    

      

 
3. Activity 3:  How common documents can help tell a story (e.g., 

report cards, school lunch menus) 

0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 6 19 18 14  

  MEAN =2.70  SD=0.96 
    

      

  Comparison  6 10 7 2 3  

  MEAN =1.50 SD=1.23 
    

      

 
4.   Activity 4:  How to use photographs to learn about a personôs 

history 

0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 5 13 20 19  

  MEAN =2.93  SD=0.96 
    

      

  Comparison  7 9 5 4 2  

  MEAN =1.44 SD=1.25 
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5.   Activity 5:  How other artifacts can be used to tell about history 

(e.g. clothes, toys, games) 

0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 6 16 22 12  

  MEAN =2.71  SD=0.93 
    

      

  Comparison  5 13 5 5 0  

  MEAN = 1.36 SD=0.99 
    

      

 
6.   Activity 6:  How maps are used to represent the physical world 

 

0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  1 3 12 20 21  

  MEAN =3.00  SD=0.98 
    

      

  Comparison  0 4 16 4 4  

  MEAN =2.29 SD=0.90 
    

      

 
7.  Activity 7:  How to create and use a mind map to synthesize 

different things students have learned about history 

0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  6 17 16 13 4 1 

  MEAN =1.85  SD=1.12 
    

      

  Comparison  15 6 5 2 0 0 

  MEAN =0.79 SD=0.99 
    

      

 
 
Section II.  For each of the next group of items, please indicate how competent you believe your class was at 
the conclusion of the BHH My History at School curriculum unit at performing the BHH content or process goals 
listed below 
 

 
None are able 

to do this 
competently 

1 

 
Only a few are 
able to do this 
competently 

2 

At least 1/3 
are able to do 

this 
competently 

3 

At least 2/3 
are able to do 

this 
competently 

4 

 
All or nearly 

all can do this 
competently 

5 

 
No 

 response 
 

nr 

  8. 
 

Describe the meaning of the word ñhistoryò.  0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  0 0 8 27 22  

  MEAN =3.25  SD=0.69 
    

      

  Comparison  6 15 5 2 0  

  MEAN 1=07. SD=0.83 
    

      

 
9. Understand historical methodology terms such as, ñexamineò, 

ñartifactò or ñsourceò. 
0 1 2 3 4 nr 

  Treatment  1 12 21 20 3  

  MEAN =2.21  SD=0.90 
    

      

  Comparison  12 12 4 0 0  

  MEAN =0.71 SD=0.71 
    

      




