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ABSTRACT 

HISTORICAL REASONING AND EMPATHY: THE USE OF PRIMARY SOURCE 
HISTORICAL DOCUMENTS, HISTORICAL REASONING HEURISTICS, AND THE 

SUBSEQUENT DEVELOPMENT OF HISTORICAL EMPATHY 
 by Daniel Meier 

Doctor of Philosophy 

Temple University, August, 2009 

Major Advisor: Dr. Joseph DuCette 

 The purpose of this study was to determine if the use of primary source historical 

documents used in conjunction with the heuristics associated with historical reasoning 

(sourcing, corroboration, and contextualization) would lead to a subsequent development 

of historical empathy. Three intact groups (already formed history classes) from 

Northeast High School in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania were studied throughout a baseline 

and four trials for this study. One group was designated as the experimental condition and 

received primary source historical documents as well as scaffolding of the historical 

reasoning heuristics of sourcing, corroboration, and contextualization. The next group 

was designated as the comparison condition which received the primary source historical 

documents but no scaffolding on the aforementioned heuristics. The final group was 

designated as the control condition and received traditional textbook instruction 

throughout the four main trials of the study. Results showed that mean scores of the 

heuristics involved in historical reasoning as well as historical empathy increased 

simultaneously for the experimental as well as the comparison group throughout the 

study, with the experimental group showing the highest mean gains. However, whether 

training in the historical reasoning heuristics of sourcing, corroboration, and 
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contextualization lead to historical empathy cannot be conclusively proven from this 

current study.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                                                                                v 
 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I would like to acknowledge the efforts of my advisor Dr. DuCette who took me 

under his wing after my first advisor abruptly left Temple University. My dissertation 

committee of Dr. Christine Woyshner, Dr. Kenneth Thurman, Dr. Gregory Tucker, and 

Dr. Joan Shapiro also deserve a big “thank you” as without them I would not have made 

it to this juncture. I would also like to thank from the bottom of my heart my mother and 

father, Jeannie and Donald Meier, who provided me with the encouragement, funds, and 

ears for listening to me when I became frustrated. They have been a HUGE source of 

strength throughout this process. My partner, Gregory Mick, greatly deserves to be 

acknowledged for putting up with my stress, moods, and utter craziness throughout this 

whole endeavor with the patience of a saint. I would also be remiss if I did not mention 

Marcy Weisberg, Colleen McGrath, and William Legat, three extraordinary teachers at 

Northeast High School who allowed me into their classrooms for this study. I also am 

eternally grateful for the input of Lynn Keiner, English teacher extraordinaire who read 

parts of this dissertation and gave me her editorial advice. Lastly, I’d like to thank my 

little bundle of fur and joy, Ruby, who always knew when I was in need of a break. Her 

kind “bops” on my leg with her nose signaled that it was time to step away from the 

computer and enjoy a walk together. Without all of you I would not have made it to this 

point. Thank you for your kindness, patience, love, and understanding! 

 

 

 



                                                                                vi 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

                   Page 

ABSTRACT………………………………………………………………………….iii 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS…………………………………………………………..v 
LIST OF TABLES…………………………………………………………………..viii 
LIST OF FIGURES…………………………………………………………………..ix 
 
Chapter 

1. THE PROBLEM……………………………………………………………....1 

Introduction…………………………………………………………....1 

Statement of the Purpose……………………………………………....3 

Theoretical Perspective………………………………………………..3 

Research Question………………………………………………..........9 

Significance…………………………………………………………..10 

2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE………………………………………………...11 

Surface vs. Deep Learning…………………………………………....11 

Historical Reasoning………………………………………………….13 

Historical Empathy…………………………………………………...18 

Stages of Historical Empathy………………………………………...19 

Scaffolding and Historical Reasoning………………………………..25 

3. METHODS…………………………………………………………………...30 

Research Design……………………………………………………...30 

Sample………………………………………………………………..31 

Procedures…………………………………………………………....32 

Materials……………………………………………………………...40 

Instrumentation…………………………………………………….....41 



                                                                                vii 
 

4. RESULTS………………………………………………………………….....47 

Chapter Overview………………………………………………….....47 

Sample Description…………………………………………………...47 

Inter-Rater Reliability………………………………………………...49 

Analysis Related to the Major Research Question…………………...51 

5. DISCUSSION………………………………………………………………..62 

Delimitations and Limitations………………………………..............71 

REFERENCES.……………………………………………………………...........72 

APPENDIX  

A. CLASSROOM INSTRUCTIONS: EXPERIMENTAL GROUP....................81 
B.  CLASSROOM INSTRUCTIONS: COMPARISON GROUP ........................86 
C. HISTORICAL REASONING SCORING RUBRIC.......................................89 
D. HISTORICAL EMPATHY SCORING RUBRIC...........................................95 
E. SAMPLES OF STUDENT WORK.................................................................99 

 

 

 

 

 



                                                                                viii 
 

LIST OF TABLES 
 
 

Table Page 

1. Administration of treatments ............................................................................... 34 

2. Week number and corresponding topic ............................................................... 36 

3. Gender breakdown by group and frequency........................................................ 48 

4. Racial breakdown by group ................................................................................. 48 

5. Inter-rater reliability data..................................................................................... 50 

6. Means for sourcing .............................................................................................. 53 

7. ANOVA summary table ...................................................................................... 53 

8. Means for corroboration ...................................................................................... 55 

9. ANOVA summary table ...................................................................................... 55 

10. Means for contextualization ................................................................................ 57 

11. ANOVA Summary Table .................................................................................... 57 

12. Means for historical empathy .............................................................................. 59 

13. ANOVA summary table ...................................................................................... 59 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                                                                                ix 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 
 
 

Figure Page 

1.  Estimated marginal means for sourcing ............................................................... 54 

2.  Estimated marginal means for corroboration ....................................................... 56 

3.  Estimated marginal means for contextualization.................................................. 58 

4.  Estimated marginal means for historical empathy................................................ 60 

 



                                                                                1 
 

 
CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 
 

The Problem 
 

     Most history teachers would likely agree that one of the main obstacles in 

teaching history is stimulating the use of true historical reasoning skills among their 

students. According to Doppen (2000) part of this problem lies in the fact that many 

students have little idea how historical knowledge is constructed because they are 

ignorant of the basic heuristics, or problem solving strategies, used to create historical 

interpretations. For many students, historians take on a role akin to that of the prosecuting 

attorney while they assume the role of the patiently listening juror. When this occurs, the 

student’s understanding is more or less limited to which perspective the historical 

document proposes. 

 Another contributing variable that influences the way many history students think 

is the importance placed upon textbooks during instruction. “Textbooks, with their 

anonymous, authoritative style of writing, traditionally present history as a single 

unquestioned version of what happened rather than a discipline involving domain-

specific ways of thinking and problem solving” (De La Paz, 2005, p. 139). In addition to 

this, a preponderance of textbooks are written in a narrative fashion with simple 

chronologies of facts that to many make history seem to be no more than a series of 

stories to be captured in one’s memory for later recall on an exam. Textbook authors 

frequently neglect the consideration that historical events may likely be interpreted by 

more than the one perspective they present in their textbooks. Thus, because of the way 

the material is presented, many students never develop proper historical reasoning skills 
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and thereby are unable to demonstrate empathy for the cast of characters that played roles 

in these events of the past. Tally and Goldenberg (2005) state that even when primary 

sources or historical images are used, many teachers and/or textbook authors simply use 

them as illustrations of facts already established instead of an avenue towards reasoning 

about the past. “What gets overlooked in such cases is the often contradictory information 

images contain, the purposes they might have served for their creator, and the 

understandings that viewers might have brought to them” (p. 4). It should be noted here 

that the term primary source document refers to any document that was produced by an 

entity that was present at the time of the event in question. Primary source documents 

consist of (but are not limited to) the following items; diary entries, excerpts from 

autobiographies, depositions, newspaper reports, letter of protest, photographs, and 

paintings (Wineburg, 1991). It is important to note that when examining such items, the 

interpretation is largely left to the learner thereby further emphasizing the importance of 

learning the heuristics integral to historical reasoning. 

 Consequently, as most textbooks utilized in teaching history are written in this 

narrative and fact laden style and the use of primary source historical documents are often 

limited to the context of verifying what the textbook already states, the question still 

remains as to what effective strategies can be used to foster historical reasoning skills 

among learners so that they can begin thinking like true historians while at the same time 

gaining a sense of historical empathy? To many educators this has been a difficult 

question to answer. 
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Purpose of the Study 

The rationale behind this study is to show that with the utilization of proper skills 

(those believed to promote historical reasoning) the use of primary source historical 

documents can foster true historical empathy among learners. The aforementioned skills 

which learners are required to master in order to achieve historical reasoning include 

those of sourcing (i.e. from which perspective did the author compose the document), 

corroboration (i.e. reconciling what one already knows about an event in relation to the 

document(s) being studied as well as what different documents/authors may say about an 

event), including making inferences about possible meanings of the event, and 

contextualization, which involves the use of contextual knowledge of a situation, event, 

and/or time period so that one has the proper framework from which to work. These 

terms will be explained with greater detail in the following section of this chapter. 

  

Theoretical Perspective 

“The study of history depends largely on a student’s ability to reason about 

complex, often controversial issues using various types of texts and documents” (Mason 

& Perfetti, 1996, p. 478). However, the aforementioned quote is just the tip of the 

proverbial iceberg when attempting to define historical reasoning. De La Paz (2005) 

noted that for true historical reasoning to occur, a combination of methods used to 

analyze, evaluate, and interpret various sources needs to be used. For instance, the source 

or author of a text should be used in interpreting that particular text or document. 

According to De La Paz (2005), questions one may consider when utilizing the heuristic 

of sourcing include; was the author far enough removed from the event so as to not 
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exhibit bias? Did they have a clear opinion about the event and its’ subsequent 

outcome(s)? Was the source created by the author and for the author or by the author but 

for someone else? The answer to the latter question will more than likely have a great 

influence on how the event is interpreted. Next, comparisons as well as corroborations 

across documents should be made in order to help establish credibility of a source. 

Questions to consider while corroborating documents may include the following: do the 

documents hold essentially the same account of the event?; In what ways do the accounts 

of the event differ?; Do the perspectives/opinions of the various authors seem to differ?  

Tally and Goldenberg (2005) add the dimension of the learner’s prior knowledge to this 

corroboration process. Learners should not just simply corroborate between documents, 

but corroborate what was found in these documents with what knowledge they already 

possess. Finally, in order for true historical reasoning to occur the use of contextual 

knowledge of the situation or event being studied needs to be examined in order to 

evaluate the accuracy and reliability of the document or text being examined. De La Paz 

(2005) encourages those examining historical documents to question and perhaps 

research the time period in which the event in question occurred. One should take into 

consideration how cultural views and mores may have differed during the time period of 

the event thereby affecting the decisions made by the historical actors being examined. 

According to Barton and Levstik (2004), it needs to be clearly stated that while learning 

about history human beings are/were not the same in regards to cultural boundaries, 

preferences, and belief systems. For instance, if strange and erratic behavior were 

uncovered by the women of Salem, Massachusetts today, it is highly unlikely witchcraft 

would be suspected. 
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 Tally and Goldenberg (2005) take much the same stance as De La Paz in defining 

historical reasoning in that they also believe that an individual must also bring some prior 

knowledge of the event and/or time period (contextualization) to the table (in addition to 

sourcing and corroboration); however, they also believe it is important to speculate about 

causes, consequences, and possible meanings of the event. Thus, it is not surprising that 

Tally and Goldenberg seem to view problem solving in history as following a process not 

unlike that used in the sciences (i.e. the scientific method, where one defines a problem, 

forms some kind of a hypothesis, tests the hypothesis, and finally draws some kind of a 

conclusion). 

Tally and Goldenberg also note that students are often able to make personal 

connections to the event(s) being studied thereby experiencing a level of emotional 

engagement once they have mastered the techniques of sourcing, inferencing, 

corroboration, and speculating about the causes, consequences and meanings of an event. 

However, it should be noted the manner in which Tally and Goldenberg view 

corroboration appears to differ from that of De La Paz in that the former appear to view 

this particular concept as  “Comparing what is found to what one already knows, other 

documents, etc.” (p. 6), whereas the latter views corroboration as something to be 

performed across documents. Furthermore, it should be noted that Tally and Goldenberg 

appear to allude to the idea that this form of corroboration a learner undertakes 

(comparing what is found to the prior knowledge of the learner) is a substantial link (in 

addition to the other heuristics) to this emotional engagement. However, corroboration 

alone is not enough, but if used in conjunction with sourcing and contextualization the 

implication is that empathy will follow. Perhaps this difference in how corroboration is 
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viewed is why De La Paz makes no mention of these heuristics leading to historical 

empathy skills. 

Wineburg (1991) asserts that students have a difficult time exercising historical 

reasoning skills not because of the use of one-sided textbooks, but because history is not 

a well-structured domain in which the typical approach to problem solving can be used. 

Wineburg noted that outcomes are often known in history and unlike science or math in 

which there are preexisting templates, patterns, and moves which lend themselves to 

arriving at solutions to problems, “… historians may be said to dwell in an ‘explanation 

space’ in which they already possess the ‘solution’ but must reconstruct the goal and state 

of the world from it” (p. 74). Wineburg’s main query is: how does this reconstruction 

take place?  

 Wineburg found that when historians and high school students were asked to 

respond orally to both primary source historical documents as well as historical pictures 

the former were more likely when compared to the latter to use corroboration, sourcing, 

and contextualization. It must be noted that these heuristics (corroboration, sourcing, and 

contextualization) are the very same heuristics that Tally and Goldenberg (2005) also 

speak of and appear to fit the mold of those “… preexisting templates, patterns, and 

moves…” (p. 74) that Wineburg (1991) argues history is missing. Thus although Tally 

and Goldenberg advocate historical reasoning from a more traditional, scientific 

approach, Wineburg’s approach is more non-traditional. Also, in much the same fashion 

as De La Paz (2005), Wineburg makes no mention of these heuristics leading to historical 

empathy skills. It should be noted here that the word heuristic, rather than the word 

process was chosen to describe these strategies for historical reasoning because it 
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describes the educated guesses, intuitive judgments, and sometimes common sense that is 

used by historians while attempting to uncover clues from the past. Furthermore, 

according to Michalewicz and Fogel (2000), for heuristics to be most effective they 

cannot be too stringent. Simply stated, they must be flexible so as to be loosely applicable 

to various different situations. Thus, when sourcing, corroboration, and contextualization 

are used in a historical context they are never used in exactly the same manner in every 

situation. In fact, it would almost be impossible for these heuristics to be used the exact 

same way for every situation as each situation has its own unique cast of characters, 

circumstances, and interplay between those characters and circumstances. 

Previously it was noted by Tally and Goldenberg (2005) that if historical 

reasoning strategies are mastered, learners will likely be able to make personal 

connections to the event(s) being studied thereby causing them to experience a level of 

emotional as well as cognitive engagement with the topic being studied. Ogawa (2000) 

follows this same line of reasoning, but takes it a step further by saying that if a learner 

experiences this level of emotional engagement there is then a higher likelihood that s/he 

will then be able to take the perspective of people in the past.  

 Stern (1998) says this perspective taking and emotional engagement can best be 

described as historical empathy which is, “… an understanding of how and why people 

acted the way they did within the context of their times. While there may be a level of 

emotional involvement, it does not demand our sympathy, our acceptance, or our 

forgiveness for their choices…” (p. 48). However, what it does demand is recognition of 

how people in the past viewed their circumstances as well as the world in which they 

lived, evaluated their options and opinions, made decisions, and how their perceptions 
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were shaped by values, beliefs, and attitudes (Ogawa, 2000). In order to effectively focus 

upon those dimensions confronting this person in the past the idea is proposed that 

learners will need to be able to reason historically. This is where the aforementioned 

heuristics of sourcing, corroboration, and contextualization would come into play. 

 Dulberg (2002) seems to agree with this line of reasoning in that she states that 

historians and educators believe empathy (sometimes referred to as perspective taking) 

may be a byproduct of historical thinking in that there must be some level of mastery of 

historical reasoning skills for historical empathy to be exhibited. However, it is still not 

certain as to exactly how this capacity to empathize develops. What does appear to be 

known is that historical empathy (or perspective taking) appears to develop in stages, in 

much the same fashion that Jean Piaget theorized about the cognitive development of 

children. In a study conducted by Dulberg (2002) on a sample of fifth graders, it was 

theorized that there are three stages in the development of historical empathy of children. 

Those at Stage I needed concrete literal connections, or prompts, in order to get them to 

look at history from a different perspective. Those at Stage II needed to connect that 

concrete literal connection to personal experiences in order to view historical phenomena 

from another perspective. Finally, those at Stage III could make connections in a wide 

variety of ways. This group of learners used personal, imagined, and hypothetical 

instances to envision the past through the eyes of a character from that particular era. In 

addition to this, those at Stage III were also able to relate historical fiction to historical 

fact. According to Dulberg, Stage III learners were able to put themselves imaginatively 

in the position of someone else through the use of various different avenues. They gave 

evidence of being able to “leap” back through time. Furthermore, it is not surprising that 
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those at Stage I were unable to identify potential sources of bias, exhibit understanding of 

why different books pertaining to the same historical incident lacked congruency in their 

facts, and were unable to describe why people living during different time periods held 

different values. Those at Stage III did display these skills. Thus, according to Dulberg’s 

findings, it could possibly be inferred that for historical empathy to be truly exhibited, 

those skills pertinent to historical reasoning need also to be mastered. 

 Dulberg (2002) continues by explaining that it is not uncommon for learners at 

this particular age to potentially be at three different stages in their development of 

historical empathy. According to Gallagher and Reid (2002) between fifth and sixth 

grade is when children are on the cusp between Piaget’s concrete and the formal 

operational stages of development. Thus, it is not surprising that many fifth graders are 

not yet at Stage III in the development of historical empathy as this stage requires the 

reasoning skills of the formal operational stage. Other reasons for the gap between 

historical empathy skills include the student’s, “…particular family culture, individual 

language abilities, and past experience at each of the three levels” (Dulberg, 2002, p. 7).  

 

Research Question 

Does the use of sourcing, corroboration, and contextualization used in conjunction 

with primary source historical documents foster historical empathy in students? The 

literature suggests that if these heuristics are properly utilized in conjunction with such 

documents then historical empathy will follow. 
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Significance of the Study 

         Historical reasoning skills as well as historical empathy, both forms of critical 

thinking, are lacking in our students (De La Paz 2005, Doppen 2000, Dulberg 2002, 

Feretti et al. 2001, Kohlmeier 2005, O’Brien 1998, Ogawa 2000, Rouet et al. 1996, Tally 

& Goldenberg 2005, and VanSledright 2002). De La Paz (2005) as well as Tally and 

Goldenberg (2005) are in agreement that the use of the heuristics of sourcing, 

corroboration, and contextualization foster greater historical reasoning skills while 

Dulberg (2002), Barton and Levstik (2004), and Ashby and Lee (1984) agree that 

historical empathy develops in stages. However, as of this point in time studies merging 

the two concepts and showing the link between them appear to be largely absent. Thus, 

this study will attempt to fill that particular void. Furthermore, if this study yields such a 

link between historical reasoning and historical empathy, the door may be opened to 

educators as well as those in curriculum development to increase the base of materials 

which nurture individual thought thereby increasing the likelihood that learners may 

acquire and retain the skills for mastering this much deeper understanding of history.  
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 
Surface vs. Deep Learning 

As previously stated, most history teachers would likely agree that one of the 

main obstacles in teaching history is stimulating the use of true historical reasoning skills 

among their students. It would seem that what occurs in many history classrooms is a 

form of surface learning. According to Rhem (1997), surface learning often occurs when 

there is a large amount of course material to be covered. This fact can be verified if one 

examines the history curriculum of most public school systems in the nation. Rhem 

continues by asserting that the teaching of this large amount of course material, in turn, 

leads to a lack of opportunities; namely, the opportunity to pursue topics in depth and the 

opportunity to explore these topics with different teaching methods. In addition, 

Cunningham (2007) mentions that since many school districts are under the specter of 

standardized testing, curricular topics are often chosen not because of their importance or 

possible level of interest, but because of the fact that they appear on these tests. This fact 

can and often does produce anxiety for both students and teachers alike, thereby reducing 

the chances for a deeper understanding of content.  

Since many teachers are under unrealistic time constraints, it is no surprise that 

Doppen (2000) remarks that many students have little idea how historical knowledge is 

constructed. Doppen continues by stating that most students are ignorant of the basic 

heuristics used to create historical interpretations. In many cases, students are simply not 

given the opportunity to even learn these basic heuristics because they are simply passive 

learners. Many history classrooms still operate in a traditional manner with the teacher 

giving students the information while students are expected to do nothing more than 
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memorize that information. There is no requirement for them to question facts, make 

connections between events or people, or analyze the time periods in which historical 

events occurred. According to Cunningham (2007), this unbalanced manner in which 

history has been traditionally taught is due to the belief that history teachers with the 

strongest content knowledge will be the most effective teachers as they will be best 

equipped to dispense the most knowledge to their pupils. Of course, this value system 

often allows for the maximum in terms of information to be imparted by the instructor, 

but leaves little time for a student to construct meaning or to make connections between 

historical topics and eras. De La Paz (2005) continues by mentioning that under these 

circumstances students too often ignore contradictory information that may be imparted 

about a particular historical topic thereby never gaining a deep understanding of all 

factors that made the moment in history being studied important. 

 Another contributing variable to the surface learning many history students 

undergo is the importance placed upon textbooks during instruction. “Textbooks, with 

their anonymous, authoritative style of writing, traditionally present history as a single 

unquestioned version of what happened rather than a discipline involving domain-

specific ways of thinking and problem solving” (De La Paz, 2005, p. 139). Far too many 

textbooks are written in a narrative fashion with simple chronologies of facts. Many 

learners take this to mean that history is really no more than a collection of stories and 

facts that they need to memorize for recall when an exam is administered. Textbook 

authors frequently neglect the consideration that historical events may likely have more 

than the one perspective presented to them by their textbooks and that more than one 

event may have occurred simultaneously on the timeline of facts included in the table of 
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contents. Thus, because of the way the material is presented, many students never 

develop proper historical reasoning skills and thereby are unable to demonstrate empathy 

for the cast of characters that played roles in these events of the past. Furthermore, Tally 

and Goldenberg (2005) state that even when primary sources or historical images are 

used, many teachers and/or textbook authors do not use them to promote critical thinking 

about the topic at hand; rather they are used only as an avenue to support the “facts” that 

the textbook or teacher has already bestowed upon the learner. “What gets overlooked in 

such cases is the often contradictory information images contain, the purposes they might 

have served for their creator, and the understandings that viewers might have brought to 

them” (p. 4). 

 Since most textbooks which teachers utilize in teaching history are written in this 

narrative and fact laden style, and many teachers are reduced to dispensing factual 

information due to time constraints, the question still remains: what effective strategies 

can be used to foster historical reasoning skills among learners so that they can begin 

thinking like true historians while at the same time gaining a sense of historical empathy? 

In other words how can we foster deep learning among our students? 

 

Historical Reasoning 

“The study of history depends largely on a student’s ability to reason about 

complex, often controversial issues using various types of texts and documents” (Mason 

& Perfetti, 1996, p. 478). This is what Rhem (1997) refers to as deep learning. According 

to Rhem, for deep learning to occur, students need to be able to connect and integrate 

new concepts with prior learning and experiences as well as the experiences of others. If 
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one examines this definition of deep learning, it would appear that Rhem is describing 

some of the ingredients of what De La Paz (2005) calls historical reasoning. In order for 

true historical reasoning to occur, a combination of methods used to analyze, evaluate, 

and interpret various sources needs to be used. For instance, the source or author of a text 

should be used in interpreting that particular text or document (i.e. is/was the author far 

enough removed from the event so as to not exhibit bias?). Next, comparisons as well as 

corroborations across documents should be made in order to help establish credibility of a 

source. Finally, in order for true historical reasoning to occur the use of contextual 

knowledge of the situation or event being studied needs to be examined in order to 

evaluate the accuracy and reliability of the document or text being examined. For 

instance, if a learner is studying survival skills used by various people throughout history 

it is simply not enough to learn what constitutes survival skills and then evaluate the 

historical figure’s actions. According to Danks (1996) the learner needs to examine the 

circumstances in which the person in question was living. As an example, Danks uses 

Elie Wiesel. In his book, Night, the narrator (Wiesel himself) chronicles his nightmarish 

journey from living happily in a Transylvanian village to his deportation to Birkenau, 

then Auschwitz, and then finally to a work camp. In one passage of the book Wiesel 

witnesses his father being beaten, but says and does nothing. According to Danks, if 

someone is unfamiliar with the Holocaust and the horrible split- second decisions that 

had to be made by the victims, they may very well find Wiesel’s action (or inaction) to be 

reprehensible. Thus, contextual knowledge is of utmost importance if a learner is to 

achieve the deep learning to which Rhem (1997) refers. 
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 Tally and Goldenberg (2005) take much the same stance as De La Paz in defining 

historical reasoning in that they also believe that an individual must also bring some prior 

knowledge of the event and/or time period (contextualization) to the table (in addition to 

sourcing and corroboration); however, they also believe it is important to speculate about 

causes, consequences, and possible meanings of the event. Thus, it is not surprising that 

Tally and Goldenberg seem to view problem solving in history as following a process not 

unlike that used in the sciences (i.e. the scientific method, where one defines a problem, 

forms some kind of a hypothesis, tests the hypothesis, and finally draws some kind of a 

conclusion). Rhem (1997) substantiates what Tally and Goldenberg are stating by 

alluding to the fact that for deep learning to occur in regards to history the learner must 

speculate about the time period, lifestyles, as well as the cause and effect relationship 

between historical figures and their actions. Rhem states, “The learner needs to 

acknowledge that the situations a historical figure encountered as well as their subsequent 

action/actions did not occur in a vacuum” (p. 17). 

Tally and Goldenberg also note that  students are often able to make personal 

connections to the event(s) being studied thereby experiencing a level of emotional 

engagement once they have mastered the techniques of sourcing, inferencing, 

corroboration, and speculating about the causes, consequences and meanings of an event. 

Doppen (2000) agrees with this point in that if learners are exposed to more than one side 

of a particular historical event they tend to pay attention to more details of that event 

thereby showing evidence of relating on an emotional level to some of the cast of 

characters involved in the event.  
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It should be noted that the manner in which Tally and Goldenberg view 

corroboration appears to differ from that of De La Paz. The former appears to view this 

particular heuristic as “Comparing what is found to what one already knows, other 

documents, etc.” (p. 6), whereas the latter views it as something to be performed across 

documents. Furthermore, it should be noted that Tally and Goldenberg appear to allude to 

the idea that this form of corroboration a learner undertakes (comparing what is found to 

the prior knowledge of the learner) is a substantial link (in addition to the other 

heuristics) to the previously mentioned emotional engagement. Yeager (1998) found 

something similar in a study conducted among high school history students. The learners 

involved in this study were asked to infuse their own prior knowledge about the 

bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki with information given them from four different 

sources pertaining to the same subject. In a comparison between writing samples before 

and after the study, it was found that the students after the study had been conducted were 

more likely to voice their own perspectives as well as acknowledge why those acting at 

the time appeared to feel that acting as they did was the obvious choice to them. 

 In addition, it should also be noted at this point that the literature acknowledges 

corroboration alone is not enough to foster historical empathy; however, according to 

Foster and Yeager (1998), if corroboration is used in conjunction with sourcing and 

contextualization then it is assumed that empathy will follow. It should be noted that this 

difference in how corroboration is viewed may be a reason why De La Paz makes no 

mention of these heuristics leading to historical empathy skills. 

Wineburg (1991) asserts that students have a difficult time exercising historical 

reasoning skills not because of the use of one-sided textbooks, but because history is not 
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a well-structured domain in which the typical approach to problem solving can be used. 

Wineburg noted that outcomes are often known in history unlike science or math in 

which there are preexisting templates, patterns, and moves which lend themselves to 

arriving at solutions to problems. He states “… historians may be said to dwell in an 

‘explanation space’ in which they already possess the ‘solution’ but must reconstruct the 

goal and state of the world from it” (p. 74). Wineburg’s main query is, then, how does 

this reconstruction take place?  

 Wineburg found that when historians and high school students were asked to 

respond orally to both primary source historical documents as well as historical pictures 

the former were more likely when compared to the latter to use corroboration, sourcing, 

and contextualization. It should be noted that the aforementioned are the very same 

heuristics that Tally and Goldenberg (2005) also speak of and appear to fit the mold of 

those “… preexisting templates, patterns, and moves…” (Wineburg, 1991, p. 74) that 

Wineburg argues history is missing. Thus, although Tally and Goldenberg advocate 

historical reasoning from a more traditional, scientific approach, Wineburg’s approach is 

more non-traditional. Also, in much the same fashion as De La Paz (2005), Wineburg 

makes no mention of these heuristics leading to historical empathy skills. According to 

Foster and Yeager (1998) this is not all that unusual in that many researchers and 

educators do not attempt to even approach the subject of historical empathy because, “… 

it involves trying to escape one’s own attitudes and world views in order to understand 

those of the past”, and this is something many agree is extremely difficult to accomplish 

(p. 3). Wineburg (2001) even takes this a step further by mentioning that historical 

empathy is virtually impossible because we can never know what historical characters of 
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the past were thinking and feeling. All we can do as historians is attempt to make the past 

as familiar as possible to ourselves and realize that the people of the past more than likely 

did not have the same thoughts or motivations that we possess in today’s world. 

Cunningham (2006) seems to back up this assertion by saying that even if we do achieve 

success in having our students express how they might feel in a certain situation that 

feeling is still going to be much different from how it really was. 

 

Historical Empathy 

 What, then, is this elusive concept called historical empathy? Stern (1998), 

describes historical empathy as, “… an understanding of how and why people acted the 

way they did within the context of their times. While there may be a level of emotional 

involvement, it does not demand our sympathy, our acceptance, or our forgiveness for 

their choices…” (p. 48). However, what it does demand is our recognition of how people 

in the past viewed their circumstances as well as the world in which they lived, evaluated 

their options and opinions, made decisions, and how their perceptions were shaped by 

values, beliefs, and attitudes (Ogawa, 2000). Barton and Levstik (2004) state that, “Only 

by recognizing how the perspectives of people in the past may have differed from our 

own will we be able to make sense of their practices; furthermore, we must be willing to 

entertain the possibility that those perspectives made sense to them and were not the 

result of ignorance, stupidity, or delusion” (p. 207).  

This focus upon the feeling(s) and context(s) of the “historical other” implies a 

need to be able to reason historically; through the effective use of sourcing, 

corroboration, and contextualization there is a decent chance that the learner will gain the 
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insight to take the perspective of this “historical other” thereby exhibiting historical 

empathy skills. Barton and Levstik (2004) as well as Ogawa (2000) seem to be in 

agreement that history students need to be able to “flesh out” sources of bias between 

sources, check new information against what they may already know (whether it be 

factual or some preconceived notion), and have a feel for the events and actions being 

studied in terms of the values, attitudes, and beliefs prevalent during the era in question. 

Thus, by using the heuristics involved in historical reasoning learners are able to move 

away from merely exhibiting sympathy while studying an historical episode. According 

to Barton and Levstik (2004) this is important because, “Unlike empathy, sympathy 

suggests that all human beings are basically the same across time, cultural boundaries, 

and individual preferences, and that a single frame of reference – one’s own – represents 

an acceptable standard with which to measure the world” (p. 206). This clearly is not the 

case if one is to attain deep learning. Barton and Levstik conclude by implying that this 

empathy does not develop overnight, but rather increases in phases or stages. However, 

the specifics of these stages appear to have been left to others for clarification. 

  

Stages of Historical Empathy 

According to Dulberg (2002) many historians and educators agree that empathy 

(sometimes referred to as perspective taking) may be a byproduct of historical thinking in 

that there must be some level of mastery of historical reasoning skills for historical 

empathy to be exhibited. However, it is still not certain as to exactly how this capacity to 

empathize develops. What does appear to be known is that historical empathy (or 

perspective taking) appears to develop in stages, in much the same fashion that Jean 
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Piaget theorized about the cognitive development of children. In a study conducted by 

Dulberg (2002) on a sample of fifth graders, it was theorized that there are three stages in 

the development of historical empathy of children. Those at Stage I needed concrete 

literal connections, or prompts, in order to get them to look at history from a different 

perspective. Those at Stage II needed to connect that concrete literal connection to 

personal experiences in order to view historical phenomena from another perspective. 

Finally, those at Stage III could make connections in a wide variety of ways. Learners 

who have achieved Stage III used personal, imagined, and hypothetical instances to 

envision the past through the eyes of a character from that particular era. In addition to 

this, those at Stage III were also able to relate historical fiction to historical fact. An 

example of this would be a student relating excerpts of Harper Lee’s To Kill a 

Mockingbird to actual instances of racial injustice that occurred during this era.  

Dulberg continues by explaining that Stage III learners were able to put 

themselves imaginatively in the position of someone else through the use of various 

different avenues. They gave the evidence of being able to “leap” back through time. 

Furthermore, it is not surprising that those at Stage I were unable to identify potential 

sources of bias, exhibit understanding of why different books pertaining to the same 

historical incident lacked congruency in their facts, and were unable to describe why 

people living during different time periods held different values while those at Stage III 

did display these skills. A typical response by a learner at Stage I would more than likely 

include judgment of the values held by someone in the past. In addition to this, Dulberg 

also mentioned those at Stage I view the world in very “black and white” terms. Thus, 

since Dulberg concedes that those at Stage I do not discern sources of bias, corroborate 
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information, or demonstrate knowledge of particular time periods in which an event 

occurs, it could possibly be inferred that the skills necessary for successful historical 

reasoning are a prerequisite for historical empathy. 

 Dulberg (2002) continues by explaining that it is not uncommon for learners at 

this particular age to potentially be at three different stages in their development of 

historical empathy. According to Gallagher and Reid (2002) between fifth and sixth 

grade is when children are on the cusp between Piaget’s concrete and the formal 

operational stages of development. Thus, it is not surprising that many fifth graders are 

not yet at Stage III in the development of historical empathy as this stage requires the 

reasoning skills of the formal operational stage. Therefore, it is unreasonable to expect 

students of this age to be able to empathize in a historical sense as the cognitive 

capabilities simply may not yet be there. Other possible reasons for the gap between 

historical empathy skills include the student’s, “…particular family culture, individual 

language abilities, and past experience at each of the three levels” (Dulberg, 2002, p. 7). 

Each of these factors can play an integral role in facilitating the jump from Piaget’s 

concrete operational to formal operational stage as well.  

 Ashby and Lee (1984) also see empathy as a series of levels. However, in contrast 

to Dulberg, these particular levels span five different stages in empathetic understanding. 

The lowest, or first level is one in which the past is largely unintelligible by the learner. 

Those at this stage tend to see people of the past as mentally defective for not having 

chosen a better course of action. This level shares many similarities with Dulberg’s stage 

I. The second level is one in which learners understand people’s actions with reference to 

generalized stereotypes. However, the learner makes no effort to place the particular 
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actions into a specific historical context or to differentiate knowledge and beliefs of 

people of the past from those living in the present. Everyday empathy is the term used to 

describe Ashby and Lee’s third level. Those who have reached the level of everyday 

empathy are able to comprehend actions with reference to the specific situation in which 

people found themselves. However, these same learners are unable to distinguish 

between how we would see the situation in the present and how their contemporaries in 

the past saw it. These particular learners are likely to imagine how they themselves would 

have reacted in a given situation rather than how people at the time would have. In 

contrast, learners at stage four understand the situations in which people found 

themselves and recognize that they would not necessarily have seen the situation in the 

same light as we in the present would. Those who have achieved level four realize that 

we would in all likelihood view situations differently because we most likely do not share 

the same goals, values, and beliefs as those who lived in the past. Learners at level four 

have not yet reached stage five because they tend to focus very narrowly on specific 

situations (i.e. students may understand soldiers during the Civil War did not share the 

same values, beliefs, and goals as them thereby causing their actions to differ during a 

particular battle; however, they are unable to transfer many of these concepts to what 

society as a whole was like during the Civil War). Finally, those who have reached stage 

five are able to place actions within the broader context of other differences in belief, 

values, and material conditions within a historical society as a whole. They are able to 

examine and analyze the actions of key players and draw conclusions as to why others 

during that time period thought those actions were heroic, cowardly, immoral, justified, 

and/or unjustified; there is a definite realization that there may have been competing 
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beliefs during the time period in question. They are also able to answer such questions as, 

“Why did the values of that time period dictate that some people did X while others did 

Y?” 

 While Barton and Levstik (2004) are in general agreement with Ashby and Lee 

(1984) with regards to the idea that empathy develops in stages, they also believe that an 

important component is missing from the five levels discussed in the preceding 

paragraph. In order for learners to exhibit a true sense of empathy while studying the past 

they must also care with and about the people in the past. Nonetheless, while it is 

important to acknowledge that Barton and Levstik believe this component of caring is 

missing from the five levels, there are scholars who genuinely disagree with this position: 

   … scholars warn us – sternly and authoritatively –  
   that allowing contemporary cares and concerns to  
   creep into history is a disastrous and unforgivable sin. 
   “Presentism!” they cry, as they warn that seeing history 
   through our own eyes rather than those of people in 
   the past is an immature and unacademic endeavor. (p. 228) 
 
Barton and Levstik continue by stating that the other side of the debate argues that 

empathy without care is an oxymoron. According to those on this side of the fence why 

would anyone expend energy attempting to comprehend historical perspectives if they 

had no care or concern for the lives and experiences of people in the past? These 

particular scholars consider, “… emotional connection, in the form of care, a critical tool 

for making sense of the past” (p. 241). 

 How does one go about caring for and about those they are studying? Barton and 

Levstik (2004) have outlined four components of caring, the first being that of caring 

about. This is where learners makes decisions as to what they feel they would like to 

learn about; in fact, learners may even feel they need to learn about these particular 
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topics. The second component is caring that; “This is the basis for moral judgments 

about the past, our reactions to the consequences of historical events” (p. 241). The third 

component is caring for. This is quite possibly the most emotionally charged component; 

“… it refers to the desire to help people in the past, even though such assistance is 

impossible” (p. 241). Lastly, component four is caring to. This is where the learner shows 

willingness, “… to apply what has been learned in history to problems in the present” (p. 

242). 

 It is important to note here that research conducted in the area of emotional 

empathy shows a strong gender component where as the literature on historical empathy 

makes no such mention. According to Monahan (1989), “Generally females are more 

empathetic than males because of socialization experiences, early childhood 

identification, and sex-role identification – all shaped by cultural mores” (p. 2). It is 

believed that the quality and type of attachment as well as identification between the 

mother and daughter may be a large factor in this development of emotional empathy 

among females. Since this linkage between emotional empathy is widely known and 

discussed it is peculiar that no such linkage has been mentioned in the body of literature 

regarding historical empathy. This leads to the question of whether or not it is simply 

implied that since women tend to be more emotionally empathetic they will tend to also 

empathize more when the context is historical. 

 While most of the literature suggests that historical empathy seems to go hand in 

hand with historical reasoning the question still exists as to how to effectively teach these 

skills to our youth. As was previously mentioned, textbooks which are quite often written 

in an authoritative style more often than not tell our students what to think, not how to 
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think. This is not to imply that textbooks have no place in a history classroom, but rather 

serves as a stark reminder to the instructor that this should not be the sole means of 

reference in regards to a specific era in history. Therefore, a viable alternative is the use 

of primary source historical documents to tell the story of a particular era. Before 

proceeding further it may be helpful to specify what exactly is meant by primary source 

historical documents. According to Barton and Levstik (2004) primary sources include, 

but are not limited to newspaper articles, diary entries, official documents, pictures, 

advertisements, speeches, and autobiographies from a particular era. Biographies may 

also have some usefulness when studying a particular era in history; however, one must 

remember that this would be considered a secondary source as it was created by someone 

other than the person who lived during the particular era in question. 

 Obviously giving students a plethora of primary source historical documents and 

then telling them to use the heuristics of sourcing, corroboration, and contextualization in 

order to reason and empathize historically would more than likely be a recipe for disaster. 

The skills are not simply just going to “happen”. What strategies must be employed by 

history teachers so that their students will effectively master these skills? 

 

Scaffolding and Historical Reasoning 

 Ge and Land (2003) maintain one of the best methods students can use in order to 

solve a problem or carry out a task that would be beyond what they could accomplish 

independently is that of scaffolding. According to Hogan and Pressley (1997) there is one 

main assumption underlying the concept of scaffolding, that being:  

                                    … a cognitive distance between what learners know  
                                    and can do on their own, and what they are currently  
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                                    capable of doing with the assistance of a more knowledgeable   
                                    person. The Soviet psychologist Vygotsky called this  
                                    area of potential growth the learner’s zone of proximal  
                                   development (ZPD). (p. 77)  
 
 The interaction between the teacher and child within the child’s ZPD helps ensure the 

child’s success, extends the child’s competence into new concepts and territory, and as 

the child becomes more adept at whatever skill is being taught, this interaction can be 

removed  Thus, with new skills such as the heuristics involved with historical reasoning it 

would seem logical to use this type of teacher led incremental assistance. However, the 

question as to what type of incremental assistance one should use must be asked. 

  Ge and Land (2003) seem to answer this query by explaining that, “The notion of 

scaffolding has traditionally emphasized the role of dialogue and social interaction to 

foster comprehension-monitoring strategies. Included with this dialogue and social 

interaction are such strategies as modeling, prompting, and guided, student-generated 

questioning” (p. 21).  Saye and Brush (2002) appear to also follow this same line of 

reasoning; however, they add the cautionary idea that one must be careful to adapt 

scaffolding for disciplines involving complex social issues. Domains involving: 

Social problems are ill-structured, multilogical, and  
controversial. Conflicting perspectives and logics must 
be considered and various problem solutions are possible. 
Rather than formal problem solving, reasoning through 
a social issue is more like model building. A significant 

    element in building a model of a social situation is  
dialectical reasoning: the exploration of competing logics 
or points of view. (p. 78) 
 

Once these conflicting perspectives and logics are explored through this dialectical 

reasoning and model building then and only then can historical empathy and reasoning 

occur. Therefore, Saye and Brush (2002) state that the first thing a teacher can and should 
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do is encourage learners to persist with the exploration of the topic at hand in order to 

develop deep knowledge. Once a deeper knowledge of the topic is gained, then the 

learner will be able to entertain competing perspectives. They continue by mentioning 

that a large part of this process in obtaining deeper knowledge can be accomplished by 

the proper use of authentic historical resources, i.e. primary source documents. As these 

competing perspectives are being “entertained” and questioned by the learner the 

instructor can then begin the process of scaffolding the skills that will foster historical 

reasoning and empathy. 

 Brush and Saye (2006) have identified four types of scaffolding that could be 

incorporated into a classroom which utilize primary source documents in the study of 

history. The first of these types of scaffolding is “conceptual”, which includes guiding a 

learner about what knowledge to consider. The second type is “metacognitive”, which 

aids the learner in how to think regarding what they have thus far learned about a given 

topic. The third type is “procedural”, i.e. guidance on how to use and interpret available 

resources or historical tools, and lastly there is “strategic” or guidance pertaining to 

alternative approaches that could assist and affect decision making (p. 10). 

 With respect to the heuristics of sourcing, corroboration, and contextualization 

that Wineburg (1991) and Tally and Goldenberg (2005) so deeply analyzed, it would 

appear that the above methods of scaffolding that Brush and Saye discuss would be easily 

applicable. The conceptual type of scaffolding could be used with both sourcing and 

corroboration (is/was the author exhibiting biased behavior? How is document #1 the 

same/different as document #2? Are they both telling the same story or are there 

discrepancies?). The metacognitive type of scaffolding could easily be applied to all of 



                                                                                28 
 

the heuristics (What do I need to look for to find bias? What could differences across 

documents mean? Why does it matter that the historical figure in question acted as they 

did? Why might the times in which he/she lived have prompted them to act as they did?). 

The procedural type could also be applied to the contextualization heuristics in that the 

learner is going to need assistance in interpreting the documents in relation to the context 

of the time in which the document emanated. Lastly, the strategic type of scaffolding 

could be applied to the corroboration heuristic as well as possible signs of empathy. The 

learner is going to have to make strategic decisions pertaining to the validity of one 

document over another as well as evaluate decision making of the historical figures in 

regards to why they acted as they did. This type of scaffolding will also aid the learner in 

becoming skilled at drawing conclusion as to why others from that time period may have 

judged the actions of the character in question one way or another. Furthermore, the 

learner may also gain the insight to ask whether the figure could have possibly acted in 

another, possibly more beneficial way given the constraints of the time period. 

 In conclusion, it is important to note that most, if not all of the strategies outlined 

in this literature review could easily be considered cross curricular; this is of utmost 

importance given the fact that most school districts have proclaimed all teachers to be 

teachers of literacy. Thus, mastery of the heuristics considered necessary to reason and 

empathize historically would also likely promote higher levels of reasoning in both the 

language arts as well as the sciences, especially knowing that both subject areas rely quite 

heavily upon comparing documents and corroborating information. Furthermore, 

according to Yilmaz (2007), although inconclusive, the evidence exists to suggest that 

students who have skills in historical empathy have enhanced writing skills over those 
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who have not.  Learners who have mastered historical empathy were more likely to 

compose analyses of more depth with higher order questioning that draw in more sources. 

This should not be surprising considering the level of critical thinking that is necessary 

for historical empathy to occur. Moreover this range of skills will transcend the 

classroom and translate easily into the requirements of higher education as well as future 

careers. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODS 

 
Research Design 

 The research design for this study is a modified non-equivalent control group 

design. There were three intact groups (i.e. already formed history classes). Students in 

one class participated in the experimental instructional activity which was comprised of 

two components: (a) the use of primary sources and (b) the use of strategies to foster 

historical reasoning. The primary strategies that were used in the experimental group to 

foster these historical reasoning skills were illustrated through the use of scaffolding; i.e. 

students in the experimental group observed teacher-led modeling of the skills of 

sourcing, corroboration, and contextualization. According to Ge and Land (2003) one of 

the best methods students can use in order to solve a problem or carry out a task that 

would be beyond what they could accomplish independently is that of scaffolding. “The 

notion of scaffolding has traditionally emphasized the role of dialogue and social 

interaction to foster comprehension-monitoring strategies. Included with this dialogue 

and social interaction are such strategies as modeling, prompting, and guided, student-

generated questioning” (p. 21).  This modeling, prompting, and (guided) student-

generated questioning was used by the instructor to foster the skills of sourcing, 

corroboration, and contextualization among the learners involved in the experimental 

group of this study. 

 This instructional intervention occurred at four different intervals during a school 

semester. Students in the comparison class participated in a modified version of the 

experimental condition. Those receiving the modified treatment (the comparison group) 

received primary source documents, but were not be given scaffolding strategies about 
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how to reason with these documents.  A third class was designated as the control group. 

These students followed traditional methods of instruction, which revolved around the 

use of textbooks for the selected topics. 

 The independent variable in the study was the type of instructional strategy 

received by students in the class. There are three levels: (a) use of primary sources in the 

context of direct instruction on how to reason historically (i.e. sourcing corroboration, 

and contextualization), (b) use of primary sources but without guided instruction on 

historical reasoning, and (c) traditional textbook instruction. The dependent variables 

consisted of sourcing, corroboration, and contextualization, with the primary dependent 

variable being historical empathy. 

 

Sample 

 Participants for this study were comprised of students from three Advanced 

Placement United States History classes at Northeast High School in Philadelphia, 

Pennsylvania. The specific demographic information of students in each class was as 

follows; class 1 included 26 students. Of these nine were male. The racial composition of 

group one consisted of six Asian, nine Indo-Pakistani, seven Caucasian, one Middle 

Eastern, and three African American students. Class two included 23 students, of which 

five were male. The racial composition of class two consisted of four Asian, five Indo-

Pakistani, eight Caucasian, one Middle Eastern, and five African American. Class three 

consisted of 28 students, of which 14 were male. The racial composition of class three 

consisted of seven Asian, two Indo-Pakistani, 12 Caucasian, six African American, and 

one Hispanic 
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In regards to the entire school population, there are 3,539 students enrolled at 

Northeast High School. Of these students 1,843 (52%) are males. The racial composition 

is 1,154 (33%) White, 1,178 (33%) African American, 435 (12%) Hispanic, 201 (6%) 

Indo-Pakistani, 13 (.04%) Native American, 460 (13%) Asian American, 68 (2%) Middle 

Eastern and 30 (.93%) Pacific Islander. Forty-six percent of the student body population 

is eligible for government subsidized lunch. 

 

Procedures 

 The approval of the principal was obtained as well as any participating teachers. 

Three teachers (the senior researcher and two additional colleagues) from the Northeast 

High School Social Studies department were designated as instructors for the 

experimental, comparison, and control groups. Three Advanced Placement United States 

History sections were used for the experiment; these sections were randomly assigned to 

the treatment and were designated as number one, two, or three. Using a table of random 

numbers, the experimental group was determined by the value of the first digit in the 

sequence of random numbers that is a 1, 2, or 3. 

 In order to control for a potential threat to the validity of the design (experimental 

bias) it was important that the participating teachers did not know the name of the 

students associated with each group. Therefore an identification number was assigned to 

each student involved in the study. Furthermore, exposure to instructional materials was 

limited to classroom activities except for the homework assignment given at the end of 

the second day of instruction for each of the four predetermined intervals. For each 

student in the experimental and comparison groups there was (a) a typed homework 
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assignment that served as a baseline measure, (b) four workbooks that were completed in 

class (see Appendixes A and B for workbook scripts), and (c) four typed homework 

assignments. At the end of each of the four predetermined intervals the student submitted 

the typed homework assignment together with their workbook. This homework 

assignment served to assess whether the students exhibited historical empathy. Students 

in the control group did not submit the four workbooks. Students were required to include 

a typed cover page on each homework assignment. This cover page was used for the sole 

purpose of assigning each participating student a grade of either complete or incomplete 

for each homework assignment. This cover page was then returned to each student as 

proof of completion. The cover page included their name, the date of the assignment, and 

the class period. Students included the same information on the front of their workbooks. 

None of the student’s work was read until the final trial was concluded. At that time a 

colleague not involved in the study or with any of the students, collated the workbooks 

and assignments for each student and assigned an identification number to that student. 

The colleague removed each cover page from the workbook with the student’s name and 

wrote the assigned identification number as well as the date the assignment was 

completed on the student’s essay and workbook. This procedure was followed to preserve 

the anonymity of each of the participants. In addition, the previously mentioned colleague 

also served as a second rater involved in the study. This particular colleague assessed 

each of the group’s final essays using the same rubrics as the senior researcher. 

In order to control for experimenter bias the aforementioned colleagues who were 

involved in the experiment administered the baseline as well as experimental trials. Defer 
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to the following when interpreting Table 3.1 below; B=baseline, T1=topic 1, T2=topic 2, 

T3=topic 3, and T4=topic 4. 

 

Table 3.1. Administration of Treatments 

__________________________________________________________ 

 Experimental classroom (1) Modified (2) Control (3) 

__________________________________________________________ 

Experimenter                 B, T4        T2     T1, T3 

Colleague 1                T1, T3      B, T4        T2 

Colleague 2                   T2     T1, T3      B, T4 

__________________________________________________________ 

For example, the experimenter administered the baseline as well as topic number 4 to the 

classroom designated to receive the experimental treatment, while colleague number one 

administered trial numbers one and three to the same classroom. 

 The rationale for having the experimenter, colleague 1, and colleague 2 

administer the baseline as well as the fourth topic to the same classroom is one of 

consistency. Since the baseline topic required no scaffolding of the heuristics of sourcing, 

corroboration, and contextualization and the fourth topic also included no scaffolding, it 

was decided the same person should conduct each of these trials for the same respective 

condition. 

 At the beginning of the semester (before topic 1 was administered) baseline 

information was obtained from the students in all three conditions. The purpose of the 

baseline was to determine each student’s initial level of historical reasoning and the 
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extent to which they demonstrated empathy for the characters involved in a given 

historical episode. The topic for baseline measurement pertained to the Boston Massacre. 

Classroom discussion lead by the instructor was focused upon comparing and contrasting 

a British officer’s account of the event to that of various colonial accounts. This compare 

and contrast strategy is one that is often used in history classrooms. The instructor in all 

of the conditions did not use any of the experimental strategies in presenting this lesson 

which spanned two 55 minute classroom sessions. Students were given a workbook 

containing two primary documents pertaining to this topic. Students completed a written 

homework assignment that was read and scored after completing the study. The same 

procedure as previously described was followed to preserve the anonymity of all students 

for the baseline portion of this study. Typed assignments were expected to be 2-3 pages 

in length and were graded as completed or not completed for the purpose of a course 

grade. The experimental trials were administered at four predetermined intervals that 

were equally spaced throughout the semester. Topics involved in this study included the 

following (see Table 3.2 below):  
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Table 3.2. Week Number and Corresponding Topic 

_______________________________________________________ 

Week Number                   Topic    

_______________________________________________________                 

4                                        (Topic 1) The Salem Witchcraft trials 
8                                        (Topic 2) Sherman’s “March to the Sea” 
12                                      (Topic 3) The Scopes Trial 
16                                      (Topic 4) The Cuban Missile Crisis 
 
__________________________________________________________ 

For each topic, the experimental intervention consisted of two days of structured 

instruction and class activity plus a homework assignment. The first classroom period (55 

minutes) included an introduction of the topic and distribution of workbooks that 

contained two sets of primary source documents and three sets of in-class activities. The 

above mentioned topics were chosen as they are part of the approved American History 

curriculum. Furthermore, these topics offered strong “point/counterpoint” type primary 

source historical documents which typically elicit the interest of learners in a history 

classroom. 

The goal of the first classroom session was to familiarize students with the 

readings and the heuristic of sourcing. Each of the four trials, as well as the baseline 

measure, included two primary source documents pertaining to the given topic. The two 

readings were of complete opposite points of view in regards to that particular episode in 

history. Once the students finished familiarizing themselves with the documents the 

instructor selected one of the documents from the workbook and modeled the strategies 

students were to utilize while implementing the heuristic of sourcing. The structured 
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instruction consisted of a series of questions that when combined assisted students in 

reasoning about the source of the original documents. These questions included: 

• Who were the authors of the document?  

• From what perspectives were the documents written?  

• In what ways could the occupation/place in society of the person writing 

the document have influenced them?  

• Is one person’s account of the same event more valid than another 

person’s? Why do you think so?  

After the teacher-led modeling of sourcing skills, students were divided into small groups 

in which they utilized these skills on the remaining document. The instructor circulated 

the room in order to answer any queries the students may have had. 

 In order to provide additional scaffolding, the workbook contained the above listed 

questions and space for students to answer as they engaged in their small group 

discussions.  

The goal of the second classroom period (55 minutes) was for students to develop 

corroboration and contextualization skills. The structured instruction consisted of a series 

of questions that when combined assisted students in reasoning about the corroboration 

and context of the original documents.  One document was selected to model both 

corroboration and contextualization skills. Pre-determined questions designed to promote 

corroboration skills included:  

• How are different author’s accounts of the same event the same (and 

different)? Why might this be the case? 



                                                                                38 
 

• Why do you think details in one account are omitted from another account 

(or perhaps stated differently)?  

• How does information in these accounts coincide or differ from what you 

may have already learned about this event?  

Contextualization questions consisted of:  

• What prior knowledge of this era in history do you already possess which 

can help you in making sense of these documents?  

• What prior knowledge of this particular situation or event do you already 

possess?  

• After reading these documents do you feel as though what you already 

knew regarding this event was right or wrong? Why or why not?  

After the teacher-led modeling of corroboration and contextualization skills students were 

divided into small groups in which they utilized these skills on the remaining document. 

Once again, the instructor circulated the room to answer any queries the students may 

have had. In order to provide additional scaffolding, the workbook contained the above 

listed questions and space for students to answer as they engaged in their small group 

discussions. 

At the end of the second classroom session a general homework question was 

assigned to the students to assess whether the training in historical reasoning heuristics 

resulted in a demonstration of historical empathy skills. Each student was expected to 

complete a 2-3 page typewritten essay pertaining to the question; for example, if the 

previous classroom sessions pertained to the Salem Witchcraft Trials the question they 

were expected to answer is, “Discuss the chain of events leading up to the Salem 
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Witchcraft Trials (cite specific examples). Evaluate the outcome(s) of this chapter in 

American history.” 

Once the fourth predetermined topic was reached, the two days of scaffolding 

strategies were omitted for the experimental group. They were given the workbook with 

the scaffolding questions and the final homework assignment (2-3 page essay).  This 

omission of the scaffolding was to allow the students the opportunity to transfer what 

historical empathy skills they had learned to a new historical episode. 

The comparison trials were administered at four predetermined intervals that were 

equally spaced throughout the semester. Spacing as well as topics was the same as that of 

the experimental group. For each topic, the comparison condition consisted of two 

classroom periods of 55 minutes. The final homework question was also included in 

comparison trial participant’s workbooks; however, the scaffolding questions were 

omitted. 

Each of the two 55 minute class periods was devoted in their entirety to small 

group discussion regarding the primary source documents. Students employed the 

following strategies while examining the documents: making inferences, drawing 

conclusions based upon examining causes and effects, and comparison and contrast of 

characteristics between documents as well as in regards to other historical events. These 

strategies are typically used in many history classrooms while examining the past. At the 

end of the second class period each student was assigned the same homework question as 

the experimental group and expected to complete a 2-3 page essay on the topic. 

The control trials were administered at the same four predetermined intervals 

equally spaced throughout the semester as the experimental and comparison conditions. 
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However, the control group received textbook information regarding each of the topics. 

For each topic, the control condition consisted of one class period of 55 minutes in which 

the identical strategies as those used in the comparison trial were employed: making 

inferences and drawing conclusions based upon examining causes and effects and 

comparison and contrast in regards to the people involved in said event as well as to other 

historical events. However, in this case, students used textbook information rather than 

primary source historical documents to examine the particular historical events.  

At the end of this single class session, the control group was given the same 

homework question as the experimental and comparison groups. They were also expected 

to compose a 2-3 page essay on the topic. 

 

Materials 

 Written (see Appendixes A and B for workbook scripts) as well as verbal 

instructions were given to students on how to successfully use sourcing, corroboration, 

and contextualization while analyzing primary source documents. The teacher read these 

instructions together with the class to facilitate proper understanding. Students retained a 

copy of the written instructions for reference while completing the designated classroom 

activities and homework. 

 Primary source documents used included the following for the baseline study (the 

Boston Massacre): 

• A British Officer’s Description, Thomas Preston 

• Colonial Accounts: The Boston Gazette and Country Journal, George Robert 

Twelves Hewes 



                                                                                41 
 

Primary source documents used included the following for topic 1 (the Salem Witchcraft 

Trials): 

• The Case against George Burroughs, Ann Putnam et al. 

• Reconsidering the Verdict, Cotton Mather et al. 

Primary source documents used included the following for topic 2 (Sherman’s March): 

• Marching with Sherman’s Army, George Ward Nichols 

• A Southern Woman’s Wartime Journal, Pauline DeCaradeuc Heyward 

Primary source documents used included the following for topic 3 (the Scopes Trial): 

• In Defense of the Bible, William Jennings Bryan and Clarence Darrow 

• An Odd Eulogy for William Jennings Bryan, H.L. Mencken 

Primary source documents used included the following for topic 4 (the Cuban Missile 

Crisis): 

• Dobrynin Cable to the USSR Foreign Ministry, 27 October 1962, Ambassador A. 

Dobrynin 

• Memorandum for the Secretary of State from the Attorney General, Robert F. 

Kennedy 

 

Instrumentation 

 Student performance in Historical Reasoning and Historical Empathy skills was 

measured through the use of scoring rubrics (see Appendices C and D for Historical 

Reasoning and Historical Empathy scoring rubrics respectively). The numerals on each 

scoring rubric are 0-4 with a score of 0 representing no evidence of the respective 
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component being displayed and 4 representing the highest level of the component being 

achieved. 

 The rationale for assigning values of 0-4 for each of the scoring rubrics is that 

most rubrics used by the School District of Philadelphia are structured in this manner so 

as to easily assign a letter grade with each corresponding number value (i.e. 4=A, 3=B, 

2=C, 1=D, and 0=F).  

 The rationale for assigning the components of sourcing, corroboration, and 

contextualization to the historical reasoning rubric is due primarily to Wineburg’s (1991) 

research in which historians employed these heuristics while examining primary source 

historical documents. In order for a learner to obtain a score of 0 on the sourcing 

component of the historical reasoning scoring rubric no evidence whatsoever would be 

displayed of sourcing skills. The learner would make no reference to the author of the 

document, or to their point of view in writing the particular document. A score of 1 

would find the learner demonstrating little knowledge and insight about the source or 

author of a particular document. Simple references to or assertions about the author are 

made. However, once again, no references to point of view are made and no conclusions 

are drawn by the learner. Learners scoring a 2 would demonstrate limited knowledge and 

insight about a particular source or author. The learner would show some knowledge of 

bias, but they appear to struggle in so doing. The learner would also draw some simple 

conclusions. Those scoring a 3 would demonstrate knowledge and insight about a 

particular source or author. Furthermore, they would also display reasons to conclude or 

dismiss author bias. In addition to this, the learner would also give evidence to support 

conclusions made. Lastly, a 4 would be earned if the learner demonstrates a high degree 
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of knowledge and insight about a particular source or author. Those obtaining a 4 would 

consider many reasons to conclude or dismiss author bias. Under these circumstances the 

learner would also question the reliability of the document based upon who the author 

is/was (i.e. they would hypothesize about the author and reasons for/against possible 

bias). 

 A 0 on the corroboration component of the historical reasoning scoring rubric 

would demonstrate that the learner displayed no evidence of corroboration skills. The 

learner showed no evidence of checking key facts or statements between documents, nor 

did they reconcile the facts with prior knowledge. A score of 1 would indicate the there 

was some demonstration of skills regarding comparing and contrasting documents. 

However, prior knowledge was either too limited or the learner has not developed 

sufficient skills to reconcile documents with prior knowledge to a full extent. Those 

obtaining a 2 would demonstrate limited skills in comparing and contrasting documents 

as well as reconciling with prior knowledge of the event in question. The learner would 

also add explanations as evidence to show how the documents are similar or different. A 

score of three on this component would indicate that the learner displays skill in 

comparing and contrasting documents as well as reconciling document content with prior 

knowledge of the event as well as the time period in which the event takes place. Finally, 

a 4 would translate into a learner demonstrating a high degree of skill in comparing and 

contrasting documents as well as reconciling document content with prior knowledge as 

well as the perspectives of those who wrote the documents. Those scoring a 4 would 

likely “test” or compare the information from the documents against the perspectives or 

backgrounds of those who wrote them. A typical guide question for those who 
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demonstrate this higher level of thinking would be something along the lines of, “What 

about this person’s personal history or background may have prompted them to write this 

document in the manner in which it was written?” 

 In regards to the contextualization component of the historical reasoning scoring 

rubric a 0 would indicate that the learner shows no evidence of contextualization skills. 

Under these circumstances the learner would give either inaccurate or no attention to the 

when or the where some historical event occurred. A 1 would indicate little prior 

knowledge of the time period and location of where an event occurred. Those scoring a 1 

would more than likely give one or two facts pertaining to either the when or where of a 

historical episode, not both. A 2 would find the learner displaying limited prior 

knowledge of the time period and location of an event. In this case the learner would give 

one or two facts pertaining to both the when and where of a particular historical episode. 

Those scoring a 3 on this rubric would be able to place the particular event in question in 

chronological order in relation to another event of the same era. This qualifier would be 

in addition to giving attention to both the when and where of the particular episode. 

Lastly, those scoring a 4 would be able to accomplish the criteria for a score of 3, 

however, those obtaining a 4 would be able to place the event in question in 

chronological sequence with respect to more than one event from the same era, or with 

eras occurring either prior/post the era being studied. 

 The rationale for the historical empathy scoring rubric follows the same line of 

reasoning as the historical reasoning scoring rubric in regards to assigning values of 0-4. 

These values easily correspond to the School District of Philadelphia grading scale. In 

regards to qualifiers for each score the rater must look for evidence of a student’s ability 
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to take perspectives other than their own as well as the ability to recognize how others 

may have viewed their circumstances and made decisions within the context of their time 

period. In order to assess the latter the rater needs to look at how concrete or literal the 

student may be in interpreting a particular historical episode. Furthermore, the rater will 

need to examine the level of perspective taking the learner demonstrates. In this case 

perspective taking means how well the learner understands a particular person’s actions 

with regards to the context of the time period in which they lived. An additional 

component to this perspective taking is how well the learner is able to distinguish 

between how we may see a particular situation versus the historical figure in question. 

Thus, a score of 0 on the historical empathy rubric would indicate no evidence of 

perspective taking or understanding of the events in question. Furthermore, no prior 

knowledge would be demonstrated. This, more than likely would be combined with an 

emotional ambivalence towards the historical figures. 

 A score of 1 would demonstrate that the learner displays some (albeit little) ability 

in perspective taking. The learner would more than likely have limited prior knowledge 

of the time period in question, however they would understand what actions the historical 

figure participated in and when this participation took place. There may also be some 

attempts at “tapping” prior knowledge.  

 Those scoring 2 on the historical empathy rubric would be equivalent a 

demonstration of understanding specific to the situation. The learner is able to understand 

the actions of a historical figure with respect to that situation only. The learner is also 

able to imagine how they may have reacted in a given situation. However, there is no 
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distinguishing between how we see a situation versus how someone in the past may see 

it. Those scoring a 2 care that something happened and may form moral judgments. 

 Learners obtaining a score of a 3 may exhibit many of the characteristics of those 

scoring a 2. However, what sets a 3 apart from a 2 is that the learner more than likely will 

express a desire to help those involved in the situation at hand (i.e. a caring attitude is 

exhibited). Furthermore, the learner scoring a 3 will recognize that the historical figure’s 

personal beliefs, goals, and values were/are different from ours. 

 Lastly, those scoring a 4 demonstrate a high level of ability in perspective taking. 

The learner is able to recognize how others viewed their circumstances and made 

decisions within the context of their time period. The learner understands that the beliefs 

and values of the time period being studied are what people are socialized into as cultural 

groups. The learner is able to transfer this knowledge to multiple instances. In addition, 

the learner will demonstrate understanding that people of a particular time period may 

also hold a variety of beliefs, attitudes, and values, just as people do today. Those 

demonstrating this high level of empathy may attempt to apply what was learned about 

the past to some contemporary problem. 
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CHAPTER 4 
                                                               RESULTS 

 
Chapter Overview 

 
 This chapter will be presented in three parts. Part I presents descriptive data on 

the sample with separate tables describing the characteristics of the experimental and 

control groups. Part II addresses the issue of inter-rater reliability of the scoring rubric 

used to create the dependent variable. Finally, part III presents the analyses for the major 

research question.  

 

Sample Description 

 The sample for this study consisted of 77 students at Northeast High School in 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The demographics of the students who participated were as 

follows; 28 (36.4%) were male, while 49 (63.6%) were female. The racial composition of 

the sample consisted of 17 (22%) Asian, 15 (19.5%) Indo-Pakistani, 28 (36.4%) 

Caucasian, 2 (2.6%) Middle eastern, 14 (18.2%) African American, and 1 (1.3%) 

Hispanic. 

 Regarding the division of the sample into groups, group one was the experimental 

condition and consisted of 26 students, of which nine were male. The racial composition 

of group one consisted of six Asian, nine Indo-Pakistani, seven Caucasian, one Middle 

Eastern, and three African American students. Group two was the comparison condition 

and consisted of 23 students, of which five were male. The racial composition of group 

two consisted of four Asian, five Indo-Pakistani, eight Caucasian, one Middle eastern, 

and five African American. Group three was the control condition and consisted of 28 

students, of which 14 were male. The racial composition of group three consisted of 
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seven Asian, two Indo-Pakistani, 12 Caucasian, six African American, and one Hispanic 

(see Tables 4.1 and 4.2 below). 

 

Table 4.1. Gender Breakdown by Group (Percentage) and Frequency 

_______________________________________________________ 

 
Group   Male  Female  Frequency 

_______________________________________________________ 

1    34.6    65.4        26 

2    21.7    78.3        23 

3     50      50        28 

________________________________________________________ 

 

Table 4.2. Racial Breakdown by Group (Percentage) 

___________________________________________________________________ 

                                       Indo-                               Middle       African 
Group       Asian          Pakistani     Caucasian        Eastern      American     Hispanic 

___________________________________________________________________ 

    1 23.2 34.6 26.9 3.8 11.5    0 

    2 17.4 21.7 34.8 4.3 21.8    0 

    3    25   7.1 42.9    0 21.4 3.6 

School           13                   6                 33                    2                33                 12 

___________________________________________________________________ 
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 The sample reflected the overall school population in that most ethnic groups in 

the school were represented in the above classes which participated in the study. 

However, African American and Hispanic representation in each of the participating 

classes was lower than overall school representation and there were no students of Native 

American or Pacific Islander background represented. 

 

Inter-Rater Reliability 

 This study consisted of a baseline as well as four trials. The baseline and four 

trials were concluded with each subject completing an essay. In addition to the 

experimenter assessing each essay, a colleague who had no association with the study or 

its respective participants served as a second rater. Each essay was assessed using a 

rubric for the components of historical thinking as well as a separate rubric for historical 

empathy. The rubric for historical empathy measures the degree to which the learner 

demonstrates the ability to take on another person’s (in this case a historical figure) 

perspective. Someone who demonstrates proficiency in this trait will be able to take on 

this figure’s perspective with the understanding that belief systems as well as 

circumstances were different then from today.  The components of the historical thinking 

rubric consist of sourcing, corroboration, and contextualization. Proper sourcing requires 

that the source or author of a text should be analyzed in interpreting that particular text or 

document (i.e. is/was the author far enough removed from the event so as to not exhibit 

bias?). Corroboration includes making comparisons as well as corroborations across 

documents in order to help establish credibility of the source in question. Finally, 

contextualization involves the use of contextual knowledge of the situation or event being 
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studied in examining the accuracy and reliability of the document or text being 

scrutinized. Both rubrics used scores ranging from zero to four. The percent of agreement 

between the two raters on all components of historical thinking and historical empathy 

was at 87.17% , 82.75%, 79.58%, 80.28%, and 82.14% for the baseline, trial one, trial 

two, trial three, and trial four respectively (see Table 4.3 below).  

 

Table 4.3. Inter-Rater Reliability Data 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

                    Historical               

Trial       Sourcing         Corroboration           Contextualization         Empathy              Total 

        (S)      (Corr)    (Cont)   (E)       Agreement 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Baseline     65/11        68/8                  66/10             66/10          265/39 
        
                   85.52                89.47                            86.84                          86.84                87.17 
 
1                 61/10                59/12                            59/12                          56/15              235/49 
                     
                    85.9                 83.98                            83.09                          78.87                82.75 
 
2                 58/13               60/11                             54/17                          54/17              226/58 
                     
                   81.69               84.50                             76.06                          76.06               79.58 
 
3                   64/7                61/10                            54/17                           49/22             228/56 
                     
                   90.14                85.92                            76.06                           69.91               80.28 
 
4                   67/3                63/7                              52/18                          48/22              230/50 
                     
                    95.71               90.00                            74.29                          68.57                82.14 
 
Total          315/44             311/48                           285/74                        273/86          1184/252 
                     
                    87.74               86.63                            79.39                          76.04                82.62 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

                



                                                                                51 
 

Note. First number in each cell is the number of agreements; second number is the 

number of disagreements. The third number in each cell is the percentage of agreement. 

All combinations are highly significant (p= .000). In only one case was the disagreement 

greater than one category (e.g., 4-3; 3-2 etc). 

 It should be noted that in regards to the reliability data, there are a few areas 

where differences did occur. The percentage of agreement at the baseline trial is 

significantly higher than the percentages in trials one through four. Also, the percentage 

of agreement between raters for Historical Empathy (E) is significantly lower than for the 

Sourcing (S) and Corroboration (Corr) component of historical reasoning. Overall, 

however, the agreement between the two raters is well within acceptable limits. For all of 

the data reported in this chapter, the rating of the senior researcher was used where 

disagreements occurred. 

 

Analyses Related to the Major Research Question 

 The study involved three groups: Group 1 which received the experimental 

treatment of primary resource historical documents as well as scaffolding training on the 

heuristics of sourcing, corroboration, and contextualization; Group 2 which was the 

comparison group and received the primary source historical documents with no 

scaffolding training on the aforementioned heuristics; and Group 3 which was the control 

condition. This group received textbook information as well as traditional instruction 

methods of making inferences, comparison and contrast, and examining causes and 

effects on each of the topics used in the study. These same instructional tactics were used 

with the comparison group as well. 
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The study was designed as a five level, repeated measures ANOVA with level 1    

being the baseline. As suggested in most statistics books, this design can be analyzed two 

ways: as a complete repeated measures ANOVA, or as a repeated measures analysis of 

covariance (ANCOVA) with the baseline used as the covariate. Where there is 

equivalence among the groups at the baseline, either method is acceptable. However, 

when the groups differ at the baseline, then the ANCOVA procedure is mandated. In the 

analyses that follow, the major analysis will utilize the repeated measures ANOVA, with 

the one exception being the case where group differences were found at the baseline. 

 In examining the three groups which participated in the study, a multiple analysis 

of variance (MANOVA) on baseline data was conducted in order to ascertain whether 

each group was homogenous in regards to one another. The results of the MANOVA 

indicated a uniform starting point with the exception of the control group in relation to 

the dependent variable corroboration (Corr). As mentioned above, this situation requires 

the computation of an ANCOVA.  Upon analysis of the ANCOVA it was revealed that 

the possible differences in starting point with the variable (Corr) in the control group 

were not significant.  

The means for Sourcing by Group and Trials are presented in Table 4.4. The        

ANOVA summary table for these data is presented in Table 4.5 and a graph of these 

results is presented in Figure 4.1. 
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Table 4.4. Means for Sourcing 

_________________________________________________________________ 

Group Baseline T1 T2 T3 T4  

_________________________________________________________________ 

1    1.71 2.13                3.25                  3.42                  3.46 

2    1.95 1.86                2.71                  2.86                  3.00 

3    1.36 1.96                2.44                  2.00                  2.24 

_________________________________________________________________ 

 
Table 4.5. ANOVA Summary Table 

______________________________________________________________________ 

Source    df SS  Ms  F Sig. Partial Eta Squared 

______________________________________________________________________ 

Group    2 38.95  19.47  8.72 .000  .207 

Trials    4 86.29  21.57  54.49 .000  .449 

Group X Trials 8 17.77  2.22  5.61 .000  .143 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
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Figure 4.1. Estimated Marginal Means for Sourcing with trial 1 as baseline 

As demonstrated in Tables 4.4 and 4.5, there is a significant main effect for 

Group, a significant main effect for Trials, and a significant interaction. As demonstrated 

in Figure 4.1, the experimental group (Group 1) displays a consistent increase in mean 

scores throughout the duration of the experiment. The comparison group (Group 2) 

displays an increase in mean scores from trial 2 through 4, while the mean scores for the 

control group (Group 3) increase through trial 2, then decrease between trials 2 and 3 

before once again increasing on the last trial.  

           
           
    

 

Estimated Marginal Means for Sourcing 

     Trial 
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The means for Corroboration by Group and Trials are presented in Table 4.6 The        

ANOVA summary table for these data is presented in Table 4.7 and a graph of these 

results is presented in Figure 4.2. 

 

Table 4.6. Means for Corroboration 

__________________________________________________________________ 

Group Baseline T1 T2 T3 T4 

__________________________________________________________________ 

1    2.04              2.12                 3.08                  3.38                  3.50 

2    2.05              2.09                 2.67                  2.76                  3.00 

3    1.64              2.16                 2.32                  1.96                  2.52 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

Table 4.7. ANOVA Summary Table 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Source    df SS  Ms  F Sig. Partial Eta Squared 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Group     2     30.61           15.30          7.56       .001  .184 

Trials                  4     57.03           14.26         36.57      .000             .353 

Group X Trials   8    15.67            1.96          5.02       .000  .130 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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________________________________________________________________________ 

Figure 4.2.  Estimated Marginal Means for Corroboration with trial 1 as baseline 

As demonstrated in Tables 4.6 and 4.7, there is a significant main effect for 

Group, a significant main effect for Trials, and a significant interaction. As demonstrated 

in Figure 4.2, the experimental group (Group 1) shows the greatest consistent increase in 

mean scores for Corroboration from trials 1 through 4, while the comparison group 

(Group 2) also shows an increase (albeit not as dramatic) in mean scores during the same 

trials. The control group (Group 3) increases between the baseline and trial 2, then 

decreases on trial 3, before recovering again on trial 4.  

 
Estimated Marginal Means for Corroboration 
      
  

               Trial 
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The means for Contextualization by Group and Trials are presented in Table 4.8. 

The ANOVA summary table for these data is presented in Table 4.9 and a graph of these 

results is presented in Figure 4.3. 

 

Table 4.8. Means for Contextualization 

__________________________________________________________________ 

Group Baseline T1 T2 T3 T4 

__________________________________________________________________ 

1    1.20             1.75                  2.67                  2.54                  2.96 

2    1.67             1.76                  2.38                  1.95                  2.71 

3    1.56             1.96                  1.76                  1.16                  2.08 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

Table 4.9. ANOVA Summary Table 

______________________________________________________________________ 

Source    df SS  Ms  F Sig. Partial Eta Squared 

______________________________________________________________________ 

Group     2     17.98            8.99           3.47      .037  .094 

Trials                  4     50.81               12.70              27.76     .000  .293 

Group X Trials   8     29.51                3.69                8.06      .000  .194 

______________________________________________________________________ 
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________________________________________________________________________ 

Figure 4.3.  Estimated Marginal Means for Contextualization with trial 1 as baseline 

 As demonstrated in Tables 4.8 and 4.9, there is a significant main effect for 

Group, a significant main effect for Trials and a significant interaction. As demonstrated 

in Figure 4.3, the experimental group (Group 1) shows a consistent increase in mean 

scores for Contextualization with the exception of trial 3. In fact, all three groups showed 

a marked decrease in mean scores for trial 3 before rebounding on the final trial.  

The means for Historical Empathy by Group and Trials are presented in Table 

4.10. The ANOVA summary table for these data is presented in Table 4.11 and a graph 

of these results is presented in Figure 4.4. 

Estimated Marginal Means for 
Contextualization 

Trial 
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Table 4.10. Means for Historical Empathy 

__________________________________________________________________ 

Group  Baseline T1 T2 T3 T4 

__________________________________________________________________ 

1    1.29              1.50                 2.75                  2.88                  3.04 

2    1.67              1.76                 2.67                  2.05                  2.57 

3    1.44              1.84                 1.48                  0.88                  2.08 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

Table 4.11. ANOVA Summary Table 

______________________________________________________________________ 

Source    df SS  Ms  F Sig. Partial Eta Squared 

______________________________________________________________________ 

Group     2     38.20           19.10           8.25      .001            .198 

Trials                  4     54.76               13.69              27.91     .000                 .294 

Group X Trials   8     49.95                6.24              12.73      .000                 .275 

______________________________________________________________________ 
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________________________________________________________________________ 

Figure 4.4.  Estimated Marginal Means for Historical Empathy with trial 1 as baseline 

 As demonstrated in Tables 4.10 and 4.11, there is a significant main effect for 

Group, a significant main effect for Trials, and a significant interaction. As demonstrated 

in Figure 4.4, the experimental group (Group 1) shows a consistent increase in mean 

scores for Historical Empathy. The increase in mean scores appears most pronounced 

between trials 1 and 2. There is also a pronounced increase in mean scores for the 

comparison group between trials 1 and 2. However, while mean scores continue to 

increase in the subsequent trials for the experimental group, scores decrease for the 

comparison and control groups before recovering in the final trial. 

 
Estimated Marginal Means for Historical 
Empathy 

Trial 
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 F-values among the dependent variables were also significant (p< .01) when 

examined in isolation. Mean sourcing scores increased from the baseline trial through 

trial four for the experimental group. The same can also be said for corroboration, 

contextualization, and empathy scores for the experimental group. In the comparison 

group mean scores on the dependent variables increase from the baseline trial through 

trial two, then decrease from trial two through trial three, and then increase again between 

trials three and four. The mean scores for the control group increase between the baseline 

trial and trial one while remaining more or less level between trials one and two, and then 

significantly decrease between trials two and three before once again increasing between 

trials three and four. ANOVA tests with gender and race as additional between subject 

analyses indicated that neither had a significant effect on the four dependent variables. 

As demonstrated by the data collected there appears to have been a significant 

main effect for the experimental group in all trials across all dependent variables thereby 

indicating that the treatment administered in this study impacted the dependent variable 

of Historical Empathy. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 
 

 The results of this study indicate that the experimental group which received the 

scaffolding in sourcing, corroboration, and contextualization in conjunction with the use 

of primary source historical documents obtained the highest mean scores on all of the 

latter mentioned components as well as historical empathy. The comparison group, which 

received the primary source historical documents without any scaffolding, scored below 

the experimental group, while the control group, which received no primary source 

historical documents or scaffolding earned the lowest mean scores. 

 The differences in mean scores in all components, including empathy, are not 

statistically significant in the baseline as well as the first trial.  However, beginning with 

trial two, mean scores indicate a possibility that the treatment is having a positive effect 

on the experimental group as mean scores show a sharp increase in all components that 

were measured. It should also be noted that scores in the comparison group also showed a 

marked increase in this time period as well. The possible reasons for the increase in 

scores for the comparison group will be discussed later in this chapter. 

 While there was an increase in scores for the experimental as well as the 

comparison groups between trials one and two, scores decreased between trials two and 

three on the contextualization component for both groups as well as the historical 

empathy component for the comparison group. Scores also showed a marked decrease on 

all components during this same time period for the control group. The data indicate that 

the greatest decrease in mean scores appears to be between trial two and three on the 
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contextualization component. This trend is shared by the experimental, comparison, and 

control groups alike (see Figure 4.3).  

 Possible explanations for the general decrease in mean scores on the 

contextualization component between trials two and three include the difficulty level of 

the chosen reading as well as the time period in history it reflected. The senior researcher 

as well as colleagues involved in administering the baseline and four trials acknowledged 

that there were many subject comments regarding the difficulty level of the primary 

source documents pertaining to the Scopes Trial (trial 3). Furthermore, a large number of 

subjects indicated that they had never heard of this event much less possessed any 

background knowledge pertaining to the era in which this event occurred. This 

information was gained from the participants in a verbal manner after the aforementioned 

trial. In addition, the information provided by the textbook accounts used for the control 

group was very low on Bloom’s Taxonomy Scale in regards to requiring the use of 

critical thinking skills. Bloom’s Taxonomy of Educational Objectives is, “… a 

hierarchical construct divided into six increasingly complex levels” (Ellis, et al., 1991, p. 

127). These levels include knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis, 

and evaluation. The textbook information for the Scopes Trial was heavy in regards to 

levels one and two (knowledge and comprehension), but lacking in the levels which 

require higher order or critical thinking skills, namely application, analysis, synthesis, 

and evaluation. Furthermore, textbooks that contained ample information on the Scopes 

Trial were very difficult to find. 

 Mean scores decreased on the empathy component for the comparison as well as 

the control group during this particular trial in which the Scopes Trial was the topic. This 
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trend is logical if one looks at the scoring rubrics used for contextualization and historical 

empathy (see Appendices C and D respectively). Contextualization skills are required for 

a learner to display historical empathy. Prior knowledge about a particular period in 

history is essential to historical empathy because learners first must have knowledge and 

understanding of a particular time and place in history in order for them to take on a 

particular historical character’s perspective and empathize. If the learner is unable to 

properly contextualize about that particular period and location in which an event occurs, 

it is unlikely that the learner will be able to recognize how historical figures viewed their 

circumstances and made decisions within the context of that particular time period. 

Furthermore, if learners are unable to properly contextualize, it is unlikely that they will 

be able to acknowledge that the historical figures in question more than likely held a 

different set of beliefs, attitudes, and values from their own. These issues may help to 

explain why mean scores decreased for both of these components between trials two and 

three. 

The research hypothesis purports that if primary source historical documents 

regarding a particular historical event are utilized in conjunction with proper training in 

sourcing, corroboration, and contextualization, then subsequent development in historical 

empathy will occur. It is difficult to confirm this statistically as the data indicate that 

sourcing, corroboration, and contextualization more or less performed like historical 

empathy throughout the duration of the experiment. Had the hypothesis been confirmed 

in its entirety one would more than likely have seen increased scores for sourcing, 

corroboration, and contextualization before the increased scores for historical empathy 

occurred, not simultaneously as was the case with this study. The former reflects the 
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reasoning of Tally and Goldenberg (2005) who asserted that if historical reasoning 

strategies are mastered first, learners will then be able to make personal connections to 

the event(s) being studied. This, in turn, would cause them to experience a level of 

emotional as well as cognitive engagement with the topic being studied. In effect, the 

strategies of sourcing, corroboration, and contextualization should be mastered first and 

historical empathy will follow. 

 What explanations can be offered to explain the scores in sourcing, corroboration, 

and contextualization simultaneously increasing with historical empathy? Perhaps the 

current research which implies the link between the historical reasoning heuristics of 

sourcing, corroboration, and contextualization and historical empathy needs to be 

investigated further. Clearly, there is a link, but perhaps the link is not the simple cause 

and effect relationship implied by much of the research. The possibility exists that for a 

learner to truly empathize in a historical sense there is a need for the historical reasoning 

heuristics to be mastered simultaneously. There is already the possibility that 

contextualization and historical empathy are inextricably linked in a simultaneous manner 

(see Tables 4.8, 4.9, and Figure 4.3 as well as Tables 4.10, 4.11, and Figure 4.4); thus it 

follows that sourcing and corroboration may also follow this trend. However, this cannot 

be concluded from the current study. 

 Another consideration to be made is that of the primary source historical 

documents themselves. After analyzing the data it is clear that groups receiving the 

documents (the experimental and comparison groups) fared much better than the control 

group which relied entirely upon information from history textbooks. This leads to the 

question of whether the documents themselves also had a sizeable effect on the mean 
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scores of the participants. According to De La Paz (2005) textbooks have an anonymous 

and authoritative style to them which tends to present history as a single and 

unquestioned version of a particular occurrence or occurrences. This, in effect, aids in 

preventing the learner from utilizing the domain specific ways of thinking and problem 

solving which should be used when studying history. If the learner does not use these 

higher order thinking skills it is then very unlikely that they will exhibit historical 

empathy. Thus, it is not surprising that the control group which did not receive the 

primary source documents obtained the lowest mean scores throughout the study. 

Interestingly enough, the control group mean scores actually decreased below those of 

the baseline for contextualization as well as historical empathy on trial three. 

 In addition to the above query, the question could also be raised as to whether the 

use of primary source historical documents may prompt learners to use the heuristics 

involved with historical reasoning without them even being aware. When given primary 

source historical documents do we, in effect, source, corroborate, and contextualize 

automatically? This question should be asked in light of the fact that mean scores on all 

components increased for the comparison group in much the same manner as the 

experimental group albeit at a less dramatic rate. 

The scores the participants earned are also of importance when discussing the 

hypothesis outlined at the beginning of this study. If primary source documents were used 

in conjunction with the historical reasoning heuristics why did scores not increase more 

in regards to historical empathy if the treatment was truly effective. Mean scores 

increased to 3.46 for sourcing, 3.50 for corroboration, 2.96 for contextualization, and 

3.04 for historical empathy by the time the fourth trial was completed. Had additional 
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trials been conducted there is a distinct possibility scores would have increased even 

further, perhaps closer to the highest level, a four on each of the scoring rubrics (for 

examples of student work exhibiting each level on the aforementioned rubrics see 

Appendix E). It should be noted here that examples of student work obtaining scores of 

“0” were not included in Appendix E as they did not appear to be true scores of “0”. 

Those samples of work scoring a “0” appeared to be students who made very little effort 

in completing the assignments. In some of the cases where students obtained a “0” 

completely or partially blank essays were submitted, thus rendering them unfit to be 

scored.  

 Another factor which should be considered while discussing participant scores is 

the fact that the senior experimenter as well as those colleagues who assisted did not 

spend much time exploring the topics of each trial with the participants. According to 

Saye and Brush (2002), for scaffolding to have the maximum impact the instructor should 

spend ample time exploring the topic at hand in order to develop deeper knowledge 

before demonstrating the skills they wish their students to master. Once a deeper 

knowledge of the topic is gained, then the learner will be much more likely to learn those 

skills which the instructor is scaffolding because they will have a concrete idea as to what 

the situation is and why it is important that the skills they are leaning be applied to this 

situation. Unfortunately, under the circumstances of this study, the aforementioned was 

not effectively performed due to time constraints. 

 In regards to modifications for future studies pertaining to the fostering of 

historical empathy among learners, it is clear that more trials could and should definitely 

be run to obtain a clearer picture as to the interactions between the dependent variables 
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and the treatment. For example, had the current study been conducted for perhaps two or 

three additional trials there is the possibility that overall mean scores would have further 

increased, especially in light of the fact that the scaffolding of the heuristics appears to 

have benefitted the experimental group. Additionally, the removal of the teacher 

scaffolding of the historical reasoning heuristics upon the fourth trial may have been too 

soon thereby inhibiting the participants from making more progress in the area of 

historical empathy. 

 Future research is also recommended in making modifications to inter-rater 

reliability. As mentioned previously, there were some issues in regards to agreement of 

scores between the two raters. The percentage of agreement between the two raters was 

significantly higher with the baseline trial than trials one through four. Furthermore, the 

percentage of agreement between the raters for historical empathy was significantly 

lower than for the heuristics of sourcing, corroboration, and contextualization. The scores 

of the senior researcher were consistently higher than those of the second rater, thus 

leading one to question as to whether there may have been some bias on the part of the 

former. Future researchers may wish to spend more time with secondary raters 

ascertaining as to why particular scores among some of the study’s subjects were not in 

agreement. Another possibility would be to conduct more substantial training in regards 

to the utilization of rubrics that were a part of this study. In addition, future studies may 

also wish to exclude the senior researcher from actually participating in the data 

collection as well as the rating process so as to minimize possible sources of confirmation 

bias. 
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 The literature review portion of this paper discussed the fact that there has been 

shown to be a link between gender and emotional empathy. This particular study on 

historical empathy did not display any such link. However, this is not to imply that any 

such link does not exist. Therefore, this would also be an additional avenue for further 

research, as it appears that in all likelihood there may be a good chance that such a link 

does indeed exist, but simply was not revealed in this current study. 

 In answering the research hypothesis of whether primary source historical 

documents used in conjunction with the historical reasoning heuristics of sourcing, 

corroboration, and contextualization will foster historical empathy it is clear that further 

research is required. Those pursuing this hypothesis further may wish to focus upon a 

simultaneous link between the historical reasoning heuristics of sourcing, corroboration, 

contextualization, as well as historical empathy. The possibility of individual historical 

reasoning heuristics having more (or less) of an effect than the others on historical 

empathy may also be a possible topic of interest. Also, a focus on the primary source 

documents themselves may be an avenue to pursue especially in light of the fact that the 

comparison group also achieved significant increases in mean scores on all of the 

components of historical reasoning as well as historical empathy. 

 Implications of this study include the importance of the historical reasoning 

strategies themselves in regards to obtaining a deeper understanding of history as well as 

their relationship to historical empathy. The use of these strategies assists learners in 

realizing the significance of particular historical events. Too often history students learn 

about particular events without an idea as to why historians care about their importance. 

The use of the heuristics of sourcing, corroboration, and contextualization in conjunction 
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with primary source historical documents foster a deeper understanding of an event 

thereby leading to a higher probability that the learner may engage in the analysis of 

cause/effect relationships thereby realizing that historical events did not occur in a 

vacuum, but rather as part of a continuum in which previous events may have had an 

effect upon the event in question, and the event in question may have had an effect upon 

future events. Furthermore, if learners begin to empathize in a historical sense they may 

begin to understand the moral dimensions of historical interpretations: for instance, how 

do different interpretations of the past reflect different moral stances today regarding 

particular issues? Lastly, there is also the chance that if learners begin to empathize in a 

historical sense there could be some transference of these skills to everyday perspective 

taking and empathy, although this would be the subject of an entirely different study.  

 In summary, the literature implied a possible cause and effect relationship 

between the heuristics of historical reasoning and historical empathy. The study 

conducted and subsequently discussed in this paper found that this relationship may be 

less cause and effect, but more simultaneous in nature. Whether the heuristics involved in 

historical reasoning caused the increase in scores for historical empathy or these 

heuristics and historical empathy complemented each other is up for debate and no 

conclusions can be drawn without further research. Nonetheless, what cannot be denied is 

the importance of the use of primary source historical documents in conjunction with 

these heuristics involved in historical reasoning did have a positive impact upon historical 

empathy.  Ultimately, the utilization and achievement of these skills will aid learners in 

obtaining a deeper and more meaningful understanding of history thereby producing 
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students who are more likely to take those lessons learned from the past and use them in 

the making of more informed decisions today.  

 

Delimitations and Limitations of the Study 

 As this study was conducted in high school history classrooms the results 

obtained are more than likely to be generalized to other similar settings in which learners 

of a similar age group, or older are present. In addition, a similar procedure and analysis 

should be employed in an attempt to control for different teaching styles and classroom 

conditions as these factors could easily affect the validity of the study. Also, teacher 

awareness of the study as well as quality and clarity of the teacher are factors that should 

be taken into consideration for a study such as this. 

 In addition to the aforementioned, other possible threats to internal validity 

include but are not limited to: possible class schedule alterations, student absences, 

student roster modifications (mortality threat), subject characteristics threat, and possible 

distractions outside the classroom that are beyond the control of the teacher. Also, it 

should be noted that the learner’s prior knowledge of the chosen topics might also affect 

the outcome of results. Lastly, only using one school, rather than a cross section of 

schools could have an effect on validity. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

CLASSROOM INSTRUCTIONS: EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 
 

Day 1: 

 Each of you will receive a workbook with two primary source documents 

pertaining to the topic of (insert topic). Once you receive your workbook please write 

your name, the date of the class session, and period number on the cover of the 

workbook. Once you have completed the cover of your workbook please begin reading 

the two documents (the instructor will allow approximately 20 minutes for silent 

reading).  

 Has everyone completed reading the two documents about (topic)? Instructor 

should allot extra time if students have not completed reading.* Today we are going to 

learn about sourcing. Using the first document in your workbook let us examine it in the 

context of the following questions: 

• Who were the authors of the document?  

• From what perspectives were the documents written?  

• In what ways could the occupation/place in society of the person writing 

the document have influenced them?  

• Is one person’s account of the same event more valid than another 

person’s? Why do you think so?  

Discussion between the teacher and students should ensue with each of the above 

questions. If students give inappropriate responses, the teacher should guide students 

towards the correct response using questions such as, “Why do you think that is correct? 

What other response might make more sense?” In addition to the aforementioned 
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questions, the instructor should also ensure that students explain their responses with as 

much detail as possible (i.e. evidence from the sources, evidence from prior knowledge 

etc.). 

 Once the teacher led portion of the class is finished (approximately 15 minutes) 

the remaining class time (approximately 20 minutes) should be used as small group 

discussion utilizing the above scaffolding questions on the remaining primary source 

document.  

For the remaining 20 minutes of class, please move into groups of 3 or 4 students. 

While you are in your groups, please discuss the remaining document using the questions 

we used while we discussed the first document. Once you have completed discussing the 

second document in your groups, please bring in what you learned from the first 

document which we discussed as a class. The questions we discussed today are found in 

your workbooks directly following the two primary source documents. 

At the end of the class period, the teacher will collect the workbooks from each 

student. 

 

Day 2: 

 Today we are going to learn about corroboration and contextualization. Using the 

documents in your workbook let us examine it in the context of the following question 

which will help us corroborate evidence. The instructor should also review what it 

exactly means to corroborate information.  

• How are different author’s accounts of the same event the same (and 

different)? Why might this be the case? 
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The instructor will take approximately 5-10 minutes to discuss the two documents in 

terms of the above question. 

During the second half of class today, when you break out into the same discussion 

groups as yesterday, you will practice corroboration of the two documents using the 

remaining two questions. 

• Why do you think details in one account are omitted from another account 

(or perhaps stated differently)?  

• How does information in these accounts coincide or differ from what you 

may have already learned about this event?  

 Does anyone have any questions regarding corroboration? Next we are going to 

use the first document to contextualize. Once again, the instructor should review with 

students what it exactly means to contextualize. Using the following questions let us try 

to put this particular document in the context of what you may already know about this 

historical incident as well as in the context of the time in which it occurred. 

• What prior knowledge of this era in history do you already possess which 

can help you in making sense of these documents?  

• What prior knowledge of this particular situation or event do you already 

possess?  

• After reading these documents do you feel as though what you already 

knew regarding this event was right or wrong? Why or why not?  

Approximately 15 minutes should be used by the instructor to model the heuristic of 

contextualization. 
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Once the teacher led portion of the class is finished (approximately 25 minutes) 

the remaining class time (approximately 30 minutes) should be used as small group 

discussion utilizing the above scaffolding questions on the remaining primary source 

document.  

For the remaining 30 minutes of class, please move into groups of 3 or 4 students. 

While you are in your groups, please discuss the remaining document(s) utilizing the 

questions we used while we discussed the documents in class. Once again, make sure you 

bring in what was discussed as a class to help you in your small group discussions. The 

questions we discussed today are found in your workbooks directly following the two 

primary source documents. 

At the end of the second class period the instructor should direct the students’ 

attention to the last page of the workbook where the designated homework question is 

specified 
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Homework Question: 

Answer the following question(s) in a 2-3 page typewritten essay. It is extremely 

important that each of you remembers to include a typed cover page with your name, 

date of the assignment, and class period. 

 

What events led up to (insert topic)? Of the people involved, how did they contribute to 

this event and to what extent were their actions justified/unjustified? Be sure to explain 

your answers using evidence from the articles as well as any prior knowledge you hold of 

the event. 
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APPENDIX B 
 

CLASSROOM INSTRUCTIONS COMPARISON GROUP 
 
 

Each of you will receive a workbook with two primary source documents 

pertaining to the topic of (insert topic). Once you receive your workbook please write 

your name, the date of the class session, and period number on the cover of the 

workbook. Once you have completed the cover of your workbook please begin reading 

the two documents. The space below should be used for notes pertaining to the readings. 
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Now that you have completed the readings pertaining to (insert topic), please 

move into your discussion groups (3-4 people). Things to consider in your discussions are 

the following: What were the causes and effects of each event? What were the similarities 

and differences between each of the documents? What inferences are you able make 

between each of the documents? What conclusions are you able to draw after reading 

each document? 
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Homework Question: 

Answer the following question(s) in a 2-3 page typewritten essay. It is extremely 

important that each of you remembers to include a typed cover page with your name, 

date of the assignment, and class period. 

 

What events led up to (insert topic)? Of the people involved, how did they contribute to 

this event and to what extent were their actions justified/unjustified? Be sure to explain 

your answers using evidence from the articles as well as any prior knowledge you hold of 

the event. 
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APPENDIX C 
 

HISTORICAL REASONING SCORING RUBRIC 
 
 

Sourcing (i.e. evaluation of the source or author of a text in interpreting that particular 
text or document) 

Achievement Level Descriptor Qualifiers Examples 
0 No evidence of sourcing 

skills displayed 
Learner makes 
no reference to 
the author of 
the document 
nor their point 

of view in 
writing the 
document 

No statements 
or incorrect 
statements 

about a 
particular 
author are 

made. 

1 Little knowledge and 
insight about a particular 

source or author is 
displayed. Possible issues 

of bias are largely 
ignored. 

Learner makes 
simple 

references 
to/assertions 

about the 
author. No 

references to 
point of view 
are made. No 
conclusions 

made. 

The author is 
British, the 
author is a 

woman, etc.  

2 Learner displays limited 
knowledge and insight 

about a particular source 
or author. Learner 

struggles to identify 
possible issues of bias. 

Learner makes 
simple 

references 
to/assertions 

about the 
author and 

makes simple 
connections to 
point of view 

and bias. 
Conclusions 

are made. 

A colonist in 
Massachusetts 

made the 
speech; that is 
why they seem 

to have a 
negative tone in 
describing the 

Stamp Act. 

3 Learner displays 
knowledge and insight 

about a particular source 
or author. Learner 

displays some reasons to 
conclude/dismiss author 

bias. 

Learner’s 
reference to the 
author is even 
more in depth, 
thus leading to 

a stronger 
connection to 

Not only was 
the author a 
colonist, but 

they 
participated in 
other protests 

against the 
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bias and point 
of view (learner 
gives evidence 

to support 
conclusions). 

British, thus 
explaining the 

negative 
attitude 

towards the 
Stamp Act. 

4 Learner displays a high 
degree of knowledge and 
insight about a particular 
source or author. Learner 

has considered many 
reasons to 

conclude/dismiss author 
bias. 

In addition to 
an in depth 

analysis of the 
author and 

connections to 
the document’s 
point of view, 

the learner 
questions the 
reliability of 
the document 
based upon 

who the author 
is (learner 
makes a 

hypothesis 
about the 

author and 
possible bias). 

The author is a 
colonist and 
has protested 

against British 
policies 

numerous 
times. Thus, 
could it be 

possible the 
author is an 

activist? Is the 
Stamp Act 

really that bad, 
or would this 
person protest 

against 
anything 
British? 

 
 
 
Corroboration (i.e. comparisons across documents pertaining to the same topic in order 

to establish credibility of a source) 
Achievement Level Descriptor Qualifiers Examples 

0 No evidence of 
corroboration skills 

displayed 

Learner shows no 
evidence of 

checking key facts 
or statements 

between documents 
or reconciling them 

with prior 
knowledge. 

No restating of 
facts or 

incorrect 
paraphrasing of 

information 
from 

documents. 

1 Little skill is 
demonstrated in 
comparing and 

contrasting documents. 
Prior knowledge is 
either too limited or 

learner has not 

Learner restates key 
points of each 

document without 
comparison or 

contrast. 

Document 1 
says illegal 
immigration 

has never been 
a problem in 

the Southwest, 
but documents 
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developed skills to 
reconcile document 
content with prior 

knowledge. 

2 and 3 say it 
has definitely 

been a problem. 

2 Learner displays 
limited skill in 
comparing and 

contrasting documents 
as well as reconciling 

document content with 
prior knowledge of the 

event. 

Learner adds 
explanation to 

evidence as to how 
documents are 

similar or different. 
Learner adds 

comparison/contrast 
to an additional 

source or to prior 
knowledge. 

Document 1 
says illegal 
immigrants 
have never 

been a problem 
in the 

Southwest 
because of most 
people cross the 
border legally; 
documents 2 

and 3 say that it 
is a problem 
because for 

every 1 person 
who crosses 

legally 3 cross 
illegally. I 
remember 

hearing 
something on 

the news about 
it being a 

problem in 
Arizona. 

3 Learner displays skill 
in comparing and 

contrasting documents 
as well as reconciling 

document content with 
prior knowledge of the 
event as well as time 
period in which the 
event takes place. 

In depth 
comparison and 

contrast of 
documents as well 

as logical 
reconciliation of 
information from 
documents with 

prior knowledge of 
the event as well as 

time period. 

Document 1 
does say illegal 

immigration 
was not a 

problem, but it 
was written in 
1920 (an era in 
which people 
didn’t really 
worry about 

illegal 
immigration) 

whereas 
documents 2 
and 3 were 

written in the 
1980’s (an era 
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in which many 
people were 

worried about 
illegal border 
crossings) and 
said it was a 
problem. I 

know for a fact 
that the FBI 

raided several 
border 

communities in 
the mid 1980’s 

and found 
hundreds of 

illegal 
immigrants. 

4 Learner displays a high 
degree of skill in 
comparing and 

contrasting documents 
as well as reconciling 

document content with 
prior knowledge and 
the perspectives of 

those who wrote the 
documents. 

In addition to 
comparison and 
contrast across 
documents and 

reconciliation with 
prior knowledge, 
learner tests or 

compares 
information from 
documents based 

upon the 
perspectives of who 

wrote them. 

Document 1 
says illegal 

immigration is 
not a problem 

whereas 
documents 2 

and 3 say it is a 
huge problem. 
Document 1 

was written by 
a Mexican 
American 

during an era in 
which illegal 
immigration 
was not an 
issue, while 
document 2 

was written by 
David Duke, 

who is 
associated with 
racist causes, 

and document 3 
was written by 
a Republican in 
the Senate who 
is in favor of 
closing our 
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borders. Clearly 
each of these 
people would 
approach this 

issue differently 
as each has a 

different 
perspective on 

the issue. 
 
 

Contextualization (i.e. the use of contextual knowledge as well as prior knowledge of a 
time period in which the event being studied occurred) 

Achievement Level Descriptor Qualifiers Examples 
0 No evidence of 

contextualization skills 
(time period and location 

of a particular event) 
displayed. 

Learner gives 
no attention to 
the when and 
where some 

historical 
episode 

occurred. 

Learner either 
gives 

inaccurate 
information as 
to the when and 

where of a 
historical 
episode or 

gives none at 
all. 

1 Little prior knowledge of 
the time period and 

location of where an event 
occurred is displayed. 

Learner gives 
limited (one or 

two facts) 
attention to 

either the when 
or where some 

episode 
occurred (but 

not both). 

All men are 
created equal 

could not have 
referred to 

black men in 
1800 because 
they were still 
slaves then. 

2 Learner displays limited 
prior knowledge of the 

time period and location 
of where an event 

occurred. 

Learner gives 
limited (one or 

two facts) 
attention to 

both the when 
and the where 
some episode 

occurred. 

It makes sense 
that there 

weren’t any 
synagogues in 
Berlin in 1942 
as Hitler was in 

power. 

3 Learner displays prior 
knowledge about a time 
period and location of a 

particular event. 

In addition to 
the when and 

where of a 
particular 
event, the 

Hitler’s Final 
Solution to the 

Jewish 
“problem” in 
Europe during 
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learner is able 
to place this 

event in 
chronological 
sequence in 
relation to 

another event 
from the same 

era. 

the Third Reich 
was 

orchestrated 
after 

Kristallnacht, 
the first 

instance of 
government 
sanctioned 
violence 

against the 
Jews in 

Germany.  
4 Learner displays a high 

level of prior knowledge 
about a time period and 
location of a particular 

event. 

In addition to 
the when and 

where of a 
particular 
event, the 

learner is able 
to place this 

event in 
chronological 
sequence with 
respect to more 
than one event 
from the same 
era -or- with 

eras occurring 
either 

prior/post the 
era being 
studied. 

Hitler was able 
to easily take 

Austria and the 
Sudetenland of 
Czechoslovakia 

because 
Churchill 

sanctioned the 
policy of 

appeasement 
before these 

actions 
occurred, and 
military action 

against 
Germany had 
yet to occur. 
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APPENDIX D 
 

HISTORICAL EMPATHY SCORING RUBRIC 
 

“Empathy involves imagining the thoughts and feelings of other people from their own 
perspectives” (Barton & Levstik, 2004, p. 206). 

 
“Empathy without care sounds like an oxymoron, why would anyone expend energy 

trying to understand historical perspectives if they had no care or concern for the lives 
and experiences of the people in the past” (Barton & Levstik, 2004, p. 228). 

 
Achievement Level Descriptor Qualifiers Examples 

0 No evidence of 
perspective taking or 

understanding of events 
in question displayed. 
No prior knowledge of 

the time period in 
question. Emotional 
ambivalence towards 

historical figures 
displayed. 

Characters in 
historical 

episode being 
examined are 

considered 
mentally 

deficient for not 
having chosen a 
better course of 

action. No 
attempts made 
to understand 
why someone 
did what they 

did. No display 
of care or 
concern 

demonstrated 
for those 

involved in a 
particular 
historical 
episode. 

I don’t 
understand why 
Gandhi would 

do something so 
stupid as to 

stand there and 
not fight back 

while a member 
of the English 
army hits him 
with a night 
stick. Why 

should I care 
anyway if 

Gandhi and his 
people are 
continually 

abused, its not 
like the English 

gaining 
independence 

has anything to 
do with me. 

1 Little ability in 
perspective taking is 

displayed. Learner has 
extremely limited prior 
knowledge of the time 

period in question. 
Learner understands 

what the character did 
and when they did it. 
Learner appears to 

display interest in the 

Learner 
understands a 

particular 
person’s actions 
with respect to 

generalized 
stereotypes of 

the time period. 
However, no 

effort is made to 
place those 

I understand 
why they 

executed those 
particular 

women for 
witchcraft in 
Salem. They 
were acting 
strange and 

many of their 
actions went 
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topic at hand. Attempts 
at tapping prior 

knowledge are made. 

actions into a 
specified 
historical 

context or to 
differentiate 

knowledge and 
beliefs of those 
alive now from 

those of the 
past. Learner 

may make some 
attempts to 

reconcile what 
they have 

learned with 
what they may 
already know. 
Learner cares 

about what they 
are learning. 

against what 
their religion 
thought of as 

normal. I know 
they also used 
some strange 
tests to see if 

someone was a 
witch or not. 

2 Limited ability in 
perspective taking is 

displayed. 
Concrete/specific 

situation needed for 
perspective taking to 
occur. However, no 

reconciliation between 
context of the past with 

that of the present is 
made. Learner reacts to 
the consequences of the 

event being studied. 

Learner is able 
to understand 

actions of 
historical figure 
with respect to 

the specific 
situation at 

hand. Learner is 
able to imagine 
how they may 
have reacted in 

a given 
situation. 
However, 

learner does not 
distinguish 

between how 
we see a 

situation vs. 
how someone in 
the past may see 
it. Learner cares 
that something 
happened and 

may form moral 
judgments. 

Had I been 
accused of 
witchcraft I 
would have 
stood up for 

myself and said, 
“How dare you 
accuse me of 

this, you don’t 
know anything 

about me!” 
People who 

accuse others of 
things that are 

not true are bad 
people and there 

is never an 
excuse for such 

actions! 
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3 Learner demonstrates 
ability in perspective 
taking; however they 

focus only on the 
situation being 

examined. Some form of 
desire is expressed in 

regards to helping those 
involved in the situation 

at hand. 

Learner is able 
to recognize 

that someone in 
the past may not 

necessarily 
characterize the 
situation they 

are dealing with 
in the same way 
we may. They 
recognize that 
their beliefs, 
goals, and 

values were/are 
different from 
ours. Learner 

exhibits a caring 
for attitude 
towards the 
people in a 
particular 
historical 
episode. 

The people of 
Salem were a 

deeply religious 
group of people. 

They used 
religion to 

explain a lot of 
things in much 
the same way 
that we use 
science to 

explain things. 
Science wasn’t 
well developed 

back then so 
they used what 
they thought 
they knew in 

order to explain 
the bizarre 
behavior of 

some of their 
residents. I wish 

I could have 
explained to 
them that the 

people affected 
were not 

possessed, but 
rather they were 
suffering from a 

form of 
poisoning due 

to moldy bread. 
I could have 
maybe saved 
some lives. 

4 Learner demonstrates a 
high level of ability in 

perspective taking. 
Learner is easily able to 
recognize how others 

viewed their 
circumstances and made 

decisions within the 
context of their time 

Learner is able 
to place actions 
of a historical 
character into 
the context of 
their beliefs, 
values, and 

material 
conditions. 

The residents of 
Salem did not 

have science to 
explain various 
forms of illness. 
Thus they used 

religion to 
explain why 
some people 
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period. Learner 
understands that the 

beliefs and values are 
what people are 

socialized into as 
cultural groups. Learner 

is able to transfer this 
knowledge to multiple 
instances. Learner may 
also acknowledge that 
people in a given time 

period also held a variety 
of beliefs, attitudes, and 
values. Learner attempts 

to apply what was 
learned in the past to 
some problem in the 

present. 

Leaner does not 
judge the 
historical 

character for 
their actions as 

they may be 
attached to 
beliefs into 

which they were 
socialized. 

Learner realizes 
that competing 
beliefs during a 
particular time 

period may 
have resulted in 

conflict. 
Learner cares to 
apply what has 
been learned to 
other situations. 

acted different. 
Even today, we 

tend to 
“demonize” 
segments of 

society we may 
fear or not 
understand 

(homosexuals, 
Communists, 

Muslims, 
atheists). Each 

of these 
different groups 

holds unique 
beliefs which do 
cause problems 
when they clash 
in everyday life. 
Perhaps some of 

the lessons 
learned during 
the witch trials 
of Salem can be 
used to uncover 

our mistakes 
today and 

understand our 
differences, 

thereby easing 
human 

suffering. 
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APPENDIX E 

SAMPLES OF STUDENT WORK 

Student #25, Control Condition, Baseline Trial 

Score of “1” on all components of Historical Reasoning and Historical Empathy scoring 

rubrics 

 

 The Boston Massacre was a terrible event in history. One of the papers we read 

talked about the massacre from the viewpoint of a British officer while the other was 

from the viewpoint of a newspaper columnist who was a colonist...... The newspaper 

columnist says the British fired first and the British officer says the whole thing started 

because of the colonists. Also, the British officer says a few of them were harassed and 

beat up before the massacre. Everyone seemed a bit tense because the Revolutionary war 

was about to start. The British soldiers must’ve felt like it was open season on them. 

Personally, I see nothing wrong with defending yourself. 

 

Student #5, Experimental Condition, Trial 1 

Score of “2” on all components of Historical Reasoning and Historical Empathy scoring 

rubrics 

 In reading about the different accounts of the Salem Witchcraft Trials, Anne 

Putnam testifies against George Burroughs and accuses him of torture. It seems like 

everyone was accusing someone of witchcraft in the first document where in the second 

document everyone seems to come to their senses and Anne eventually retracts her 

accusations…… I think people wanted to do away with George Burroughs because he 
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wasn’t your normal, run of the mill preacher for that time period. He did some strange 

things with his congregation. To me it seems he was “railroaded”…… This is somewhat 

like when you hear of the FBI locking someone up on what they call “trumped up” 

charges…… It is absolutely terrible what happened to all of those accused of witchcraft. I 

understand that people were afraid of the power of the church, but what Anne did to 

George was wrong. She should have stood up for what is right. 

 

Student #19, Experimental Condition, Trial 2 

Score of “3” on all components of Historical Reasoning and Historical Empathy scoring 

rubrics 

 The story of Sherman’s March to the Sea was different depending upon whose 

version you listened to. For starters, I can almost be certain that people back then didn’t 

view things like we do today. What I mean is today the strategy of just burning 

someone’s property down would never be justified or tolerated. Its obvious back then we 

didn’t have people looking out for human rights (especially since we had slavery). I guess 

there were really no rules in war either…… I felt sorry for Pauline having to witness the 

pillaging and looting of her as well as her neighbor’s property. I wonder if the British 

were as ruthless with the colonists when they came through during the revolution (I have 

a feeling they were)…… I can totally understand why Pauline’s and Nichols accounts 

would differ. Its probably safe to assume that Pauline had slaves, a nice plantation house, 

and all she probably wanted to do was protect what was hers whereas the soldiers of 

Sherman’s army were northerners and felt their cause was just, therefore justifying 
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whatever they did in the name of keeping the nation together…… that was their ultimate 

goal, to stop secession. 

 

Student #11, Experimental Condition, Trial 4 

Score of “4” on all components of Historical Reasoning and Historical Empathy scoring 

rubrics 

 The authors of the memos (R. F. Kennedy and Dobrynin) each managed to get the 

key facts of what happened at the meeting correct. However, each portrayed themselves 

as the clear winner in their memos while portraying the other as the loser. I guess no one 

should be surprised that this would happen since they both wanted to look good for the 

people of their country…… It’s funny how Dobrynin in his document made it seem like 

RFK was giving up a lot by getting rid of the missiles in Turkey while RFK did not seem 

that bothered by it in his memo…… Had the Cuban Missile Crisis occurred today it 

seems to me that RFK and Dobrynin would have a tough time negotiating with our 24 

hour news cycle, the internet, blogs, etc. Information leaks out too easily and travels too 

fast. Back then it seems as though someone in negotiations would have an easier time 

keeping things under cover. I’m pretty certain that had this happened today information 

would have leaked out and RFK agreeing to dismantle the missiles in Turkey would have 

been unacceptable, I’m not even sure that I agree with what he did. However, it is clear 

that he had to do something to get those missiles out of Cuba…… I’m sure I would have 

done whatever I could to avoid a nuclear war. Our world leaders today should try to learn 

from how this whole thing was negotiated. Sometimes you have to give up something 

important in order to help the greater cause. 


