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Teaching historical thinking and reasoning:
Construction of an observation instrument
S
usanna Margret Gestsd
ottir* , Carla van Boxtel
Jannet van Drie

and

University of Amsterdam, The Netherlands
For some years, historical thinking and reasoning (HTR) have been important educational goals for
upper secondary education in many countries. Nevertheless, teachers are often unsure of how to
realise these ideas in the classroom. This article reports on the development of the domain-specific
observation instrument Teach-HTR. It is intended for the further professional development of
experienced history teachers who wish to foster historical thinking and reasoning, as well as to assist
those who are doing their initial teacher training. The observation instrument was developed in several phases. A literature review was conducted to operationalise the dimensions of learning and
teaching involved in historical thinking and reasoning. The content validity of this first version was
evaluated by experts using a content validity rating form and subsequently revised. The final instrument consists of seven categories of teaching historical reasoning and 33 items. The instrument was
piloted in 10 history lessons in Iceland and subsequently in 10 lessons in the Netherlands. Interrater reliability was evaluated using intraclass correlation coefficients (ICCs) and percentage of
agreement. The internal consistency was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha. In the second pilot, the
instrument showed acceptable inter-rater reliability and internal consistency. The outcomes of the
two pilots are described, and examples are given of lessons with high and low scores. The instrument can help identify concrete examples of teaching historical thinking and reasoning and points
for development, which makes it a promising instrument for professional development.
Keywords: historical thinking and reasoning; history teaching; observation instrument;
professional development

Introduction
History teachers differ a great deal in their goals and teaching practices. Several
researchers of history teaching have described at length the different approaches of
dyads of (imaginary or real) teachers who at first sight seem direct opposites (Wineburg & Wilson, 2001; Barton & Levstik, 2004; VanSledright, 2011). Some of these
teachers can be described as using a ‘doing history’ approach, which encourages historical thinking and reasoning (HTR). Active teaching approaches that foster historical thinking and reasoning skills, such as the ability to understand that history is a
construct in which many perspectives play a role, have been recommended in the literature for some years. Nevertheless, many scholars also state that few history teachers adopt the ‘doing history’ approach, despite acknowledging its value and showing a
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willingness to implement it (e.g. Reisman, 2012). Among the variables that may be
influencing teachers are their understanding of the construction of historical knowledge, the goals teachers aim for and curriculum requirements. Many teachers find it
difficult to operationalise ideas from the literature and envisage ‘what it looks like in
the classroom’. Recent research in Belgium shows that although history teachers may
be favourably inclined towards inquiry-based learning, they may misunderstand what
this entails in regard to students’ work (Voet & De Wever, 2016, 2017). A study by
Wansink et al. (2016) showed that student teachers focus more on teaching
historical facts and less on teaching interpretational history than the authors would
have preferred.
Reflecting upon one’s own teaching practices is a valuable activity in the context of
professional development, and observation instruments can facilitate this. Classroom
observation instruments can be useful tools to facilitate the transition from theory to
practice, supporting professional development, either as part of initial teacher training
or in-service training. A domain-specific observation instrument may help teachers
answer the question of to what extent and in which ways they teach historical thinking
and reasoning. Teacher trainers can use it when observing trainees and the trainees
themselves can use the instrument when observing history teachers. Experienced
teachers can use the instrument as the basis for discussing their practices and developing them in order to enhance learning outcomes. Observation instruments can play a
major role in teacher-led research and are recommended as one of the elements that
can strengthen the links between external and internal research to maximise the transformation of evidence for practice (Nelson & O’Beirne, 2014).
This article is based on the following research question: Which teaching behaviours
are characteristic of a teaching approach that stimulates historical thinking and reasoning, and how can it be observed in the classroom? We describe the development of
Teach-HTR, an instrument that is specifically made for observing history lessons at
the secondary level, focusing on historical thinking and reasoning. It is meant as a tool
for the further professional development of experienced history teachers who wish to
foster HTR, as well as to assist those who are doing their initial teacher training.
Teaching historical thinking and reasoning
What does historical thinking and reasoning consist of? In Canada, Seixas and
coworkers ran the Benchmarks of Historical Thinking Project from 2006 to 2014,
which was designed to foster a new way to conduct history education that is in line
with recent international research on history learning. The project is based on six closely interrelated historical thinking concepts. To think historically, students need to
be able to establish historical significance, use primary source evidence, identify continuity and change, analyse cause and consequence, take historical perspectives and
understand the ethical dimension of historical interpretations (Seixas, 2008; Seixas &
Morton, 2013). In the Netherlands, van Drie and van Boxtel (2008) presented a
framework for the analysis of historical reasoning in the classroom in which they distinguished types of reasoning (about continuity and change, causes and consequences, differences and similarities) and several components that can be described
in terms of concrete activities expressed in speech or writing (van Drie & van Boxtel,
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2008; van Boxtel & van Drie, 2018): asking historical questions, using historical
sources, contextualisation, argumentation, using substantive concepts and using
meta-concepts (second-order concepts). In Britain, a similar shift from substantive
history ‘to a concern with students’ second-order ideas’ has also taken place since the
early 1990s (Lee & Ashby, 2000), with its origins, in fact, stretching as far back as the
beginning of the Schools Council History Project of the early 1970s (Dawson, 1989).
Several other models have been developed to facilitate an understanding of what historical thinking incorporates, for example in Germany (K€
orber, 2015). In Germany,
the FUER (F€
orderung und Entwicklung reflektierten Geschichtsbewusstseins) group
developed a model of historical thinking competencies, such as the ability to identify
and analyse historical questions and the ability to reconstruct and deconstruct historical narratives, conceptual competencies and competencies of historical orientation
(Trautwein et al., 2017). The aforementioned ‘doing history’ approach should not be
conceived of as the opposite of ‘knowing history’. The two approaches seem to thrive
in close collaboration, as has been supported by research in cognitive psychology
(Kirschner et al., 2006). Reasoning about change and continuity, or causes and consequences, requires the use of substantive historical concepts (van Boxtel & van Drie,
2018). The distinction between historical knowledge and skills has been referred to as
‘a distracting dichotomy’ in Britain (Counsell, 2000, 2011) and a balanced combination of the two approaches is recommended (Lee, 2005; VanSledright, 2011;
Havekes et al., 2012). The strong links between the elements put forward by all of the
above make it possible to envisage what a specific teacher behaviour looks like in the
classroom, whether the teacher engages students in specific tasks or not.
Domain-specific observation instruments
Observation-based research on history teaching in upper secondary schools is scarce.
However, there is a considerable amount of observation-based research focusing on
general classroom practices, mainly at primary level. In addition, for upper secondary
education, the focus has mainly been on student teachers or teachers who are relative
novices, and less on the professional development of experienced teachers. An observation instrument could be helpful for experienced teachers especially, as it helps
them to reflect on their regular teaching practices.
Thus, although many classroom observation tools are available, few are suited to
the upper secondary level and only two are specifically made for the observation of
history lessons: Protocol for Assessing the Teaching of History (PATH; van Hover
et al., 2012) and Framework for Analysing the Teaching of Historical Contextualization (FAT-HC; Huijgen et al., 2017). Van Hover et al. (2012) used the basis of
CLASS (Classroom Assessment Scoring System) to develop PATH. CLASS is used
to observe and assess the qualities of interactions among teachers and children, focusing on interactional processes (CLASS, 2014). The authors of PATH call for a validated research-based observation instrument specially developed for history teaching
at the secondary level. Although they stress the fact that their instrument is still being
developed, they have defined six separate dimensions of history teaching they wish to
take a closer look at: lesson components, narrative, interpretation, sources, historical
practices and comprehension. Within these dimensions, there are individual items
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that apply to historical thinking and reasoning, but overall, this is beyond the scope of
the instrument. Each of them is broken down into several items in an attempt to identify as precisely as possible the activities of both teachers and students. The quality of
those items is then evaluated as low, middle/moderate or high on a seven-point scale,
where 1–2 are low, 3–5 are middle and 6–7 are high (La Paro et al., 2004). Furthermore, an instrument for the observation of a special component of history teaching is
being developed—that is FAT-HC (Huijgen et al., 2017). Contextualisation is an
important part of historical thinking and reasoning, and the instrument aims to
increase the understanding of history teachers’ subject-specific competencies so that
teacher education can better be tailored to teachers’ specific needs. FAT-HC utilises
a four-point Likert scale to score the items. Although these domain-specific instruments are important, neither of them is suited to providing an overview of teacher
behaviour that strengthens students’ historical thinking and reasoning. Thus, the
need for a broader instrument that still focuses on domain-specific components of
history education is evident.
Research questions and method
The research question is: How can the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning
be operationalised and observed in upper secondary education? At this school level,
students are usually older than 15 years of age, and most teachers hold a Master’s
degree in history before adding a teaching diploma. Both conditions enhance the likelihood of students being taught to think and to reason historically. We developed and
evaluated an observation instrument in four phases: (1) literature review, (2) consultation of experts, (3) first pilot of the instrument and (4) second pilot of the instrument. The content validity was evaluated by experts using a content validity rating
form. Inter-rater reliability was evaluated using intraclass correlation coefficients
(ICCs) and percentage of agreement. Internal consistency was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha. Furthermore, we looked at lessons with a high and a low score in order
to explore the potential for the instrument to give teachers feedback about what they
are already doing and the points at which there is room for development. In this section, we discuss the methods used; in the results section, we elaborate upon the outcomes of each of the steps taken.
Literature review
First, we conducted a literature review to identify concrete teaching behaviours and
activities that students are engaged in when learning historical thinking and reasoning. The cases we found in the literature were used to define items and to organise
these items into meaningful categories.
Consultation of experts
Second, the categories and items were first discussed with a group of 13 Dutch history
educators and PhD students in history education, and three videotaped lessons of history teachers in upper secondary education in Iceland were used to improve the first
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964

S. M. Gestsdottir et al.

version of the instrument. From these lessons, we derived examples for each item that
were included in the user instructions for the instrument. Then, the instrument (including the instructions with examples for each item) was validated by asking 11
experts to assess the clarity and importance of the instrument’s categories, items and
examples (see also Hyrk€as et al., 2003). The experts were researchers, teacher educators and teachers within the domain of history, and some of them led the field of
research on historical thinking and reasoning. The experts came from eight different
countries: Belgium, Canada, Finland, Germany, Iceland, the Netherlands, the UK
and the USA. They were asked about the importance of each category and item of the
instrument (on a four-point scale from ‘not at all important’ to ‘very important’), as
well as the clarity of each item (from ‘not at all clear’ to ‘very clear’) and the accompanying examples. The experts could also make other remarks, such as suggestions for
other aspects to be included in the instrument or the reformulation of the items and
the accompanying examples. These steps resulted in some revisions of the formulation of the items in the observation instrument. Moreover, new examples were
included in the instruction.
First pilot of the instrument
Third, in this first pilot, the inter-rater reliability and internal consistency of the
instrument were assessed using a set of 10 videotaped history lessons in Iceland. We
compared the observed lessons to investigate whether the instrument was helpful in
discerning, among the lessons, those in which teachers show behaviour that is
believed to enhance the historical thinking and reasoning of students and those that
include less of these kinds of teaching behaviours. Data were collected from September to November 2014 in 12 Icelandic upper secondary schools. The 10 videotaped
lessons were of four male and four female history teachers, randomly chosen from a
larger sample of videotaped lessons of 27 teachers in Iceland. Their ages range
between 32 and 60, with an average of 45.5. Teaching experience ranged from 4 to
34 years, with an average of 17 years. The length of the lessons varies from 40 to
50 minutes. The video data enable coding by a second coder (Waldis & Wyss, 2012).
Two coders (the first author and a student who was participating in a Master’s programme for history teaching at a university in Iceland) met for training. Five lessons
(also chosen from the larger sample) were then coded separately and discussed carefully before proceeding towards the 10 that were used to assess inter-rater reliability.
Each coder scored each of the seven categories of the observation instrument on a
Likert scale of 1–4. To support this evaluation, the coder checked the behaviours
observed. For example, the behavioural indicators of ‘demonstrating historical thinking or reasoning’ (category 2) are asking historical questions, providing historical context, making clear that contemporary standards should be avoided, explaining,
discerning change and continuity, comparing and assigning historical significance
(subitems 3–9, see Appendix). A category is scored 1 (not at all) when none of the
behavioural indicators is observed. For each category, the instructions provided
guidelines for scoring. For example, for the categories ‘the use of historical sources’
and ‘the provision of explicit instruction of HTR strategies’, a score of 2 (a little)
means that only one of the behavioural indicators is observed. A score of 3 (to some
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extent) is chosen when the coder observes more indicators. A score of 4 (to a large
extent) is chosen when the coder observes a high number of (different) behavioural
indicators or considerable attention is paid to some indicators. In the case of category
7, it is difficult to determine the score (1–4) on the basis of how many different indicators are present. For this category, we focused on the amount of attention being paid
to the indicator(s). For example, a score of 4 is given for the category ‘engaging students in whole-class discussion’ (category 7), when the teacher engages students in a
comprehensive whole-class discussion in which students are very much provoked to
think/reason historically.
We used percentage agreement to calculate inter-rater agreement for the seven categories. Because a low incidence of the behaviour of interest can result in an artificially inflated percentage agreement, we also calculated ICCs for each category. We
applied a two-way random model with absolute agreement and looked at the ICCs
for single measures (Hallgren, 2012). We wanted the inter-rater reliability to be characterised by absolute agreement in the ratings, instead of coders providing scores that
are similar in rank order. We looked at the ICC for ‘single measures’ because this
ICC reflects the reliability of the ratings provided by a single coder, instead of the
average of multiple coders. We considered <0.40 to indicate poor agreement, 0.41–
0.59 to indicate fair agreement, 0.60–0.74 to indicate good agreement and 0.75–1.00
to indicate excellent agreement (Cicchetti, 1994). To assess the internal consistency
for the seven categories, we used Cronbach’s alpha. We considered 0.70 to be an
acceptable reliability coefficient. Although, when training or coaching teachers, a
mean score for the seven categories of the instrument is not very useful, internal consistency informs us about the suitability of the instrument for comparing lessons or
teachers or for relating the teaching of HTR to teacher characteristics and learning
outcomes.
Second pilot of the instrument
Fourth, the instrument was used to analyse 10 history lessons of eight history
teachers in upper secondary education in the Netherlands. The observations in
the first pilot were used to add some examples to the instruction document. We
decided to add the rating of an extra sample of lessons in another country
because it appeared from the first pilot that a substantial number of items of the
instrument were not observed in the 10 previous ones in Iceland, and the interrater reliability was rather low for some categories. The 10 lessons that were used
in the second pilot were given in April to June 2016 by experienced history
teachers in the Netherlands. They were recruited using the network of the second
and third authors. These teachers participated in previous studies on historical
thinking and reasoning and/or in professionalisation workshops on historical
thinking and reasoning. They were expected to show a larger variety of behaviours included in the observation instrument. The teachers involved were seven
male history teachers and one female history teacher from seven different schools
spread over the Netherlands in both rural and urban areas. One of the observed
teachers also works as a teacher trainer. The age of the teachers ranged from 39
to 64 (mean 49.9) and they had 3–37 years of teaching experience (mean 19.4).
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The length of the lessons was 45–50 minutes. For this second set of videotaped
lessons, we decided to follow the rating of two teacher trainers, as they will probably use the instrument more than any other group of teachers. In addition to
student teachers (who can observe teachers during their internship), the instrument is meant to be used by teacher trainers who can discuss the results with
student teachers or experienced teachers in the context of training or further professional development. The coders in this pilot were experienced teacher trainers
with a range from some to extensive research experience. They used one videotaped lesson to discuss their coding. This lesson was not part of the sample of
lessons that were used to determine internal consistency and inter-rater reliability.
We calculated ICCs for the seven main categories and Cronbach’s alpha following the same procedure as in the first pilot. In this pilot, we also calculated the
ICC for the scale as a whole.
Results
Literature review: Definition of categories and items
The literature review produced the main elements of HTR as perceived by experts in
the field of history teaching. This led to an instrument consisting of six categories and
an initial set of 32 items. The categories of the instrument are in line with common lesson components, such as a specification of lesson goals, the presentation of new material through instruction or explanations and the activation of students through
individual seatwork, group work or whole-class discussions. Some lessons will be more
teacher-centred, while others might be more student-centred. In both types of lessons,
teachers can aim at the development of historical thinking and reasoning skills. Our
initial instrument included one category for ‘actively engaging students in historical
thinking and reasoning’. After the expert meeting, we split this category in two: one
focusing on individual and group tasks and one focusing on whole-class discussion.
Below, we will describe how the seven categories are grounded in the literature.
Communicating objectives related to historical thinking and reasoning. Historical thinking and reasoning requires an understanding of second-order concepts (e.g. cause,
change or evidence) and knowledge of how, for example, to explain or critically assess
historical sources (e.g. Lee, 2005; Nokes et al., 2007; Stoel et al., 2015). It also
requires the understanding that history is always interpretation (e.g. Maggioni et al.,
2006; Chapman, 2011). Historical thinking and reasoning not only contribute to a
deep understanding of historical phenomena; in order to develop historical reasoning,
students must deeply understand historical facts, concepts and chronologies (van
Boxtel & van Drie, 2013). When teachers teach historical thinking and reasoning,
they can aim at developing this knowledge and understanding and informing students
about their particular goals. The items that are part of this category reflect these goals.
For example: ‘In this lesson we will look at how to critically assess sources. We will work
with a format of how you can evaluate sources.’
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Demonstration of historical thinking and reasoning. Based upon the historical thinking
concepts of Seixas and Morton (2013) and the components of historical reasoning of
van Boxtel and van Drie (van Drie & van Boxtel, 2008; van Boxtel & van Drie, 2013,
2018), we identified several ways in which teachers can demonstrate thinking and reasoning themselves when they explain new content or give instructions. Teachers can
ask historical questions, contextualise, take a historical perspective, explain historical
phenomena, discern aspects of change and continuity, compare historical phenomena
or periods or assign historical significance. The items in this category include these
activities. Historical thinking and reasoning related to the use of historical sources is a
separate category, since it is a vast and well-researched field in itself (see below). An
example is when the teacher says: ‘Why did so many people die during this period?’ (asks
historical questions) or ‘Although many things changed, it was still the nobility who had
the power’ (discerns aspects of continuity and change).
The use of sources to support historical thinking and reasoning. Using historical sources is
an important component of doing history. The items within this category do not refer
to the use of sources as illustrations but describe activities, such as sourcing, contextualisation, close reading and comparison of information from different sources (see
Wineburg, 1991; Monte-Sano, 2011; Reisman, 2012). The teacher can evaluate the
usefulness of a source in relation to a specific question and refer to the role of sources
as evidence in an interpretation or argument (e.g. Wiley & Voss, 1999; Levesque,
2008; Seixas & Morton, 2013). An example is when the teacher asks: ‘What does the
presence of a skeleton in this painting tell us?’ (close reading of sources) or ‘Does her letter
shed light on the conditions of the emigrants?’ (evaluates the usefulness/reliability of a
source).
Presenting multiple perspectives and interpretations. In history, there are always multiple
perspectives. The items in this category include different types of multi-perspectivity,
for example, at the level of historical agents (e.g. how they perceived a particular
event), different dimensions of society (e.g. economic or political), scale (e.g. local or
global) and historical interpretations (e.g. Stradling, 2003; Lee & Shemilt, 2004;
Chapman, 2011; van Hover et al., 2012; Seixas & Morton, 2013). An example of presenting the perspectives of different historical actors is: ‘This negative account comes
from their neighbours and enemies who were not impressed by their endeavours.’
Explicit instructions on historical thinking and reasoning strategies. Explicit instruction is
one of the strategies that is advocated when aiming at the development of generic and
domain-specific strategies (see Bain, 2000; Nokes et al., 2007; Reisman, 2012; Stoel
et al., 2017). The teacher can, for example, give explicit instruction on how to explain
historical phenomena, evaluate historical sources or assign historical significance.
The teacher can also make a remark about the nature of history or the construction of
historical knowledge. An example is when the teacher provides instruction about how
to explain (‘Remember that we always need to search for multiple causes and think about
different types of causes that may play a role. Can you think of an economic cause?’) or how
to assign historical significance (‘Okay but we talked about the five criteria for establishing
historical significance. What were they again?’).
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Engaging students in individual or group tasks that require historical thinking and reasoning. The ‘doing history’ approach emphasises that students should be actively
engaged in historical thinking and reasoning (e.g. Barton & Levstik, 2003). This asks
for learning tasks and activities in which students can apply historical knowledge and
strategies (e.g. Nokes et al., 2007; Havekes et al., 2010; Reisman, 2012; Seixas &
Morton, 2013; van Boxtel & van Drie, 2013). An example is an assignment that asks
for historical thinking and reasoning activities, such as historical contextualisation:
students have to draw on previous knowledge and use sources to figure out why it was
particularly serious in the seventeenth century for a married woman to get pregnant
by another man. Tasks may also engage students in the evaluation and analysis of historical sources and/or argumentation. For example, an assignment that asks students
to defend the stance that Columbus was not the discoverer of America using historical
evidence.
Engaging students in a whole-class discussion that asks for historical thinking and reasoning. In the instrument, we make a distinction between individual or group tasks that
engage students in historical thinking and reasoning and whole-class discussions that
aim at prior knowledge activation, a deeper understanding of a particular topic or a
debriefing of individual or group tasks that require historical thinking and reasoning
(van Drie & van Boxtel, 2011; Havekes et al., 2017). An example is when several students working on modern China discussed the success of the one-child policy. Teacher: ‘Would you conclude, from this information [pointing at a graph], that the one-child
policy was successful?’ Student 1: ‘They did what they were trying to do but the cost of it. . .’
Student 2: ‘I think it was more a sort of contraception, rather than anything else.’ Student
3: ‘Isn’t it more about the development of the country as a whole?’ Teacher: ‘As a whole?’
Student 3: ‘People are having more education.’ (Whole-class discussion in which students are provoked to think/reason historically in order to deepen a particular topic.)
Results of expert consultation
The consultation of international experts resulted in some refinement of the examples
of teacher behaviour as well as a stronger emphasis on how teachers demonstrate certain elements of HTR. The experts provided detailed comments and made many suggestions for improvement. In general, they considered all categories and items to be
important, either ‘somewhat important’ but almost always ‘very important’. Only
once did an expert consider a category ‘not at all important’ whereas all the others
ticked ‘very important’, and twice an expert considered a category ‘not too important’
while all the others considered it ‘somewhat’ or ‘very important’. In some cases,
experts asked for simpler coding (e.g. by splitting up items or making them more concrete). They also stressed the need for more elaborate examples to enhance the clarity
of the items in question. This resulted in considerable clarification as repetitions
between categories were abolished, and also increased the consistency in the vocabulary as certain concepts were highlighted and others cleared away. Because the category ‘actively engaging students in historical thinking and reasoning’ contained a
broad variety of ways to actively engage students, we split it in two. Examples of items
that were added are ‘The teacher makes it clear that people in the past thought
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differently than we do now’ (category: demonstrates HTR) and ‘The teacher provides
explicit instructions on how to contextualise the events or actions of people in the
past/take a historical perspective’ (category: explicit instruction). Several accompanying examples were changed, and a number of new ones added according to the suggestions of the experts. The Appendix shows the items of the instrument that was
piloted in Iceland and the Netherlands.
Results of the first pilot
Table 1 shows the percentages of agreement between the two coders, which ranged
from 60% to 90%. The ICCs range between 0.23 and 0.72 (see Table 1). Good
agreement (ICC = 0.72) was reached for the category ‘engaging students in individual or group tasks that ask for HTR’. There was fair agreement (ICC = 0.59) for ‘the
use of historical sources’. In one case, the first coder observed three items in this category, whereas the second coder observed that the teacher used sources only to illustrate content. Fair agreement (ICC = 0.51) was also reached on ‘demonstration of
HTR’. In two lessons, the first coder observed more items that were part of this category than the second coder. There was poor agreement (ICC = 0.36) on providing
multiple perspectives or interpretations. The coders, for example, disagreed on
whether the behaviour ‘presents and explores perspectives of different historical
actors’. This might have to do with the difficulty of making a distinction between
mentioning several historical actors and making clear the different perspectives of these
actors. Poor agreement (ICC = 0.23) was also reached about the communication of
objectives that focus on historical thinking and reasoning. It appeared difficult to
make a distinction between a teacher communicating what the lesson is about and
communicating objectives that focus on a deeper understanding of the topic. For the
categories ‘explicit instruction’ and ‘engaging students in a whole-class discussion
that asks for HTR’, no ICC could be calculated, as it was only scored once by one
coder. For 9 out of 10 lessons, the two coders agreed that there was no explicit
instruction on HTR strategies. In 8 lessons, the coders agreed that they did not
observe a whole-class discussion in which students were engaged in HTR. When
there was a difference between the two coders, in almost all cases, the first coder
assigned a higher score than the second coder. The fact that the first author is an
expert on teaching historical thinking and reasoning and has more teaching and
observation experience might have accounted for this finding. She probably identified
more easily than the student teacher certain behaviours that can be considered the
teaching of HTR.
Using the scores of the first coder, Table 2 shows the coding of the 10 lessons.
Although we have to take into account that for some categories we did not reach sufficient inter-rater reliability, the table shows that the categories that operationalised the
teaching of historical thinking and reasoning were hardly observed in this sample of
10 lessons.
We computed the internal consistency of the scale with seven categories (using the
codes of the first coder) using Cronbach’s coefficient alpha. The scale reached an
internal consistency of 0.61.
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Table 1.

Intraclass correlation coefficients for the rating of 10 lessons in upper secondary
education in Iceland by two coders

Categories
1. The teacher communicates learning objectives that focus on historical
thinking and reasoning goals
2. The teacher demonstrates historical thinking or reasoning
3. The teacher uses historical sources to support historical thinking and
reasoning
4. The teacher makes clear that there are multiple perspectives and
interpretations
5. The teacher provides explicit instructions on historical thinking and
reasoning strategies
6. The teacher engages students in historical thinking and reasoning by
individual or group assignments
7. The teacher engages students in historical thinking and reasoning by a
whole-class discussion

Agreement
(%)

ICC

70

0.23

70
80

0.51
0.59

60

0.36

90

*

70

0.72

80

*

*ICC could not be calculated.

In the lesson with only one HTR category observed (lesson 8), the teacher
was discussing political science in a wide historical context. In the lesson with
the highest mean score (lesson 9), the teacher demonstrated historical thinking
and reasoning, used sources to support historical thinking and reasoning and
made clear that there are multiple perspectives, as well as actively engaging students in a group assignment that asked for historical thinking and reasoning.
The class had been working on World War I, and in this lesson all the threads
were being tied together as they conducted a role play on the Treaty of Versailles. She had already provided several sources, both texts and photographs, to
contextualise and enable the students to see different national perspectives (e.g.
to differentiate between the views of the leaders of the USA, Britain and France
towards the defeated Germany—category 4). She encouraged a close reading of
the sources instead of giving the students the answers they were looking for
(e.g. when a student from the group representing the UK wondered why they
should be compliant towards Denmark—category 3) and put historical questions
to the students (e.g. why were some of the participants angry?—category 2).
Apart from that, the teacher stayed outside the process, leaving the students to
make their own corrections in response to questions that the teacher posed as
she circulated. The students themselves had to, for example, correct incidents
of presentism, such as when someone referred to what would happen later on
in World War II.
Results of the second pilot
Because, in the first pilot, we experienced that in some lessons a large number of
items were not observed and it appeared difficult to reach substantial agreement on
some categories, we conducted a second pilot. The observations in the first pilot were
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2
1
1
2
1
2
1
1
3
2
1.60

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Mean

3
3
4
2
3
3
3
2
2
3
2.80

Demonstrating

*We used the scores of the first coder.

Objectives
2
1
1
1
2
3
1
1
3
1
1.60

Using sources
3
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
2
2
1.70

Multiple perspectives
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1.10

Explicit instruction
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
4
1
1.40

Assignments

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
4
3
1.50

Whole-class discussion

Scores on a four-point Likert scale for 10 lessons observed in Iceland on the seven categories of the observation instrument*

Lesson

Table 2.

1.86
1.57
1.57
1.43
1.57
2.14
1.29
1.14
2.71
1.86

Mean
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Table 3.

Intraclass correlation coefficients for the rating of 10 lessons in upper secondary
education in the Netherlands by two coders

Categories
1. The teacher communicates learning objectives that focus on historical
thinking and reasoning goals
2. The teacher demonstrates historical thinking or reasoning
3. The teacher uses historical sources to support historical thinking and
reasoning
4. The teacher makes clear that there are multiple perspectives and
interpretations
5. The teacher provides explicit instructions on historical thinking and
reasoning strategies
6. The teacher engages students in historical thinking and reasoning by
individual or group assignments
7. The teacher engages students in historical thinking and reasoning by a
whole-class discussion

Agreement
(%)

ICC

50

0.77

70
60

0.83
0.80

10

0.27

70

0.85

70

0.86

40

0.55

used to add some examples and more elaborate directions for coding to the instructions document. The coders in this pilot were experienced teacher trainers with a
range from some to extensive research experience. Table 3 shows the percentages of
agreement and the ICCs for the seven categories of the instrument. In this pilot, all
33 subitems were observed. The percentage of agreement ranged from 10% for ‘making clear that there are multiple perspectives’ to 70% for several categories. Good
agreement (ICC = 0.70) was reached for the total score (mean score of the seven categories). Table 3 shows that excellent agreement was reached for the categories ‘communicating learning objectives’ (ICC = 0.77), ‘demonstrating HTR’ (ICC = 0.83),
‘using historical sources’ (ICC = 0.80), ‘explicit instruction’ (ICC = 0.85) and ‘engaging students in individual or group tasks that ask for HTR’ (ICC = 0.86). Fair
agreement (ICC = 0.55) was reached for ‘engaging students in a whole-class discussion that asks for HTR’. Poor agreement (ICC = 0.27) was reached for ‘making clear
that there are multiple perspectives’.
We inspected the differences between the coders for the category about multiple
perspectives. In five lessons, coder 2 observed more items belonging to the category
than the other coder. In two lessons, for example, coder 2 observed ‘presents two or
more perspectives: economic/political/sociocultural’, whereas the other coder did not
observe this behaviour. In two other lessons, coder 2 observed ‘presents different historical interpretations, for example, of causes and consequences, change and historical significance or shows that interpretations change through time’, whereas the other
coder did not.
In some cases, the two coders evaluated the whole-class discussion differently.
In three lessons, one of the coders assigned a score of 2, whereas the other
assigned a score of 3. In these cases, it appeared difficult to make a distinction
between more or less comprehensive whole-class discussions in which students
are engaged in HTR.
The coding in the second pilot also raised some questions about the co-occurrence
of categories of the instrument. In some cases, two categories were observed during
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the same classroom activity. For example, during a whole-class discussion, the teacher compared past and present phenomena and thus also ‘demonstrated historical
thinking and reasoning’. When debriefing an assignment in which the students had to
describe a process of change, the teacher also provided explicit instruction on how to
identify historical change. When a coder is only focusing on the category ‘whole-class
discussion’, the items belonging to other categories can easily be missed. Therefore,
we made this clear in the users’ instructions. Furthermore, we decided to include
extra instruction on coding of the subcategory ‘explicit teaching’. Explicit instruction
is not necessarily a comprehensive instruction that takes a substantial part of the lesson, but can also consist of only a few utterances. For example, when discussing an
assignment about processes of change, the teacher can remark that it is important to
note that changes are often long-term processes that take more than 100 years.
We computed the internal consistency of the scale with seven categories (using the
codes of the first coder) using Cronbach’s coefficient alpha. The scale reached an
internal consistency of 0.82. Deleting the category about making clear that there are
multiple perspectives (because of its low inter-rater agreement) resulted in an alpha
of 0.79, which can be considered sufficient.
Using the codes of the first coder, for each of the 10 lessons in the Netherlands, we
calculated the mean score for the seven categories (see Table 4).
Table 4 shows that in lessons 2, 4 and 9, the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning, as operationalised in the instrument, was hardly observed (a mean score of 2
or lower). Two of these lessons were characterised by a teacher-centred approach,
while the third was more student-centred. In lesson 4, for example, the teacher taught
about the relations between China and Europe during the Middle Ages. He mainly
lectured, although he also asked his students many questions. However, there was no
real whole-class discussion because the students were not encouraged to respond to
each other or to elaborate their answers. His instruction was very rich in terms of
demonstrating historical thinking and reasoning (category 2). He asked historical
questions, identified aspects of change and continuity (e.g. China closing its doors to
the outside world after a long period of international trade), discussed causes and
consequences (e.g. why there was less trade) and explained the significance of historical developments and events (e.g. the fact that there is still quite a large Muslim community in China going back to the Middle Ages when Arab traders brought Islam to
China).
In two lessons (lessons 7 and 8), a considerable amount of teaching of historical
thinking and reasoning was observed (a mean score above 3). Lesson 7 was from an
experienced history teacher who also worked as a teacher trainer. The teacher gave
students three historical documents from different countries (Declaration of Independence, 1776; Bill of Rights, 1688; Act of Abjuration, 1581), which the students had
to compare, looking at what was meant by ‘the people’ and ‘freedom’. Furthermore,
they had to explain what these sources had to do with the Enlightenment and whether
the Declaration of Independence could be considered a democratic revolution. In the
second half of the lesson, the teacher guided a whole-class discussion to debrief the
assignment. Several students actively participated in this discussion, and together
they collaboratively reasoned about how the thinking about freedom and equality had
changed through time. The fragment below shows part of this whole-class discussion.
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1
1
3
1
1
2
4
4
4
1
2.20

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Mean

1
4
4
4
4
3
4
3
2
2
3.10

Demonstrating

*We used the scores of the first coder.

Objectives

Lesson
3
2
4
3
3
3
4
4
1
2
2.90

Using sources
1
1
3
2
2
2
3
2
2
2
2.00

Multiple
perspectives
3
1
2
1
2
2
4
3
1
2
2.10

Explicit
instruction
3
2
3
1
3
2
4
4
2
4
2.80

Assignments

2
2
2
1
3
3
4
3
2
3
2.50

Whole-class
discussion

1.86
1.86
3.14
1.86
2.43
2.14
3.86
3.42
2.00
2.14

Mean

Table 4. Scores on a four-point Likert scale for 10 lessons observed in the Netherlands on the seven categories of the observation instrument*
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Together with the students, the teacher identified consequences of the Enlightenment
and aspects of change and continuity. The teacher closed the lesson by providing
explicit instruction about how to answer a question about whether something can be
considered revolutionary or not. He emphasised the importance of using historical
concepts (e.g. estates, absolutism, not in the example) and seeing an event as part of a
long-term process:
Example 1. A teacher engages students in a whole-class discussion that asks for
historical thinking and reasoning.
Teacher Vala says that, and I can already say that she describes very well a consequence of
Enlightenment thinking. Because we’re looking at equal opportunities for people, the
qualities of people, and the second thing you told us, the last sentence, what were you
saying again?
Vala
That people got more equal opportunities.
Teacher And that, as a result of that, people got more equal opportunities, it was a consequence
of Enlightenment thinking. Karl?
Karl
That’s correct, because in the source, the source tells that subjects, people are more
equal, so to say, there were less social inequalities, and then people were considered
people instead of subjects.
Teacher Okay.
Karl
During the Enlightenment, previously they didn’t do that, previously they were more,
they defended social classes and when the Enlightenment came, they became an estate,
and everyone has to be equal.
Teacher Okay, we’re working this out together. It’s going very well.
Einar
You can say that in the past it was very strict, there really were estates, they stayed
within these estates, and you can notice that little by little it went further, people
descended from how do you call it, they were going to believe less in God and thought
more about themselves and they saw more and more (incomprehensible)
Teacher That’s something we’ve often discussed, haven’t we? They started to believe in God
differently, religion continues to be very important.
...
Teacher It is important that you understand exactly what has been said, that it’s happening step
by step. That they didn’t wake up on July 4th and think, let’s make up something
completely new. It took 200 years, maybe more, these are the characteristic features that
have already started to emerge and then at this point, they’re all coming together. Try
to do it in a nuanced way.

Conclusion and discussion
Historical thinking and reasoning is an important goal in secondary history education.
However, teaching historical thinking and reasoning is quite challenging for teachers.
An observation instrument might be helpful to advance teachers’ professional development in this respect, but thus far, no such instrument for the teaching of historical
thinking and reasoning has been available. The purpose of this study was to discover
which teaching behaviours are characteristic of a teaching approach that stimulates
historical thinking and reasoning and to determine how it can be observed in the
classroom. Based on the literature, this study and feedback from experts using a content validity rating form, we developed the Teach-HTR observation instrument consisting of seven categories and 33 items. After the first pilots, the instrument is
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promising regarding inter-rater reliability, which was evaluated using the ICCs and
internal consistency, which was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha. Relatively low
levels of inter-observer agreement have been found in several studies on observation
instruments (e.g. Strong et al., 2011). Therefore, using observation instruments to
assess the quality of teachers or schools is problematic. Since the instrument TeachHTR is not intended for the assessment of the quality of teachers but for the professional development of experienced history teachers or for teacher trainees, moderate
agreement is sufficient. Even so, at the levels of the seven individual items, the interrater reliability for the category ‘making clear that there are multiple perspectives’
appeared insufficient. This category might be more difficult to observe because it represents very different types of multi-perspectivity (e.g. perspectives of historical actors
and perspectives of historians) and because the perspectives can be present without
being verbalised explicitly, or a second perspective might be introduced much later.
More extensive training of the raters, and better examples in the manual, may result
in a sufficient level of inter-rater reliability. The training needs to be very carefully
conducted, as the authors of other observation instruments have concluded as well
(e.g. van Hover et al., 2012). More research is needed to improve this part of the
instrument.
Despite these specific difficulties, Teach-HTR immediately revealed a considerable
difference between lessons. It was very easy to spot the lessons in which historical
thinking and reasoning were promoted and those in which this was hardly visible. We
found differences in the way and the extent to which history teachers showed the
behaviour that we defined as teaching HTR. In some lessons we found, for example,
that teachers were demonstrating historical thinking and reasoning and used historical sources when lecturing but hardly actively engaged students in HTR. Although
several studies found positive effects of explicit teaching of HTR strategies (e.g.
Nokes et al., 2007; Reisman, 2012; Stoel et al., 2017), in the lessons that we
observed, hardly any teacher demonstrated this behaviour. These findings show that
the instrument has the potential to identify (student) teachers’ strengths and room for
development. The identification of concrete examples of teaching HTR can help
teachers to further develop their ability to teach HTR and integrate it into more lessons, should they so wish.
The instrument in its current form can be a practical tool in the context of professional development or initial teacher training to discuss with students/teachers examples of teaching HTR and to evaluate particular lessons. Using the results of
observations with Teach-HTR as a basis for discussion with experienced history
teachers has already been attempted in several interviews by the first author. It turned
out that teachers were not too keen on watching a whole lesson, but going back to
specific instances of the teaching of HTR or missed opportunities during the lesson
helped them to reflect on their behaviour. In future research, we want to investigate
this potential. The observations might be used, for example, in post-observation conferences with students or experienced teachers or in the context of lesson study in
which history teachers design and implement lessons that aim at the development of
students’ HTR abilities (e.g. Halvorsen & Kesler Lund, 2013). A recent study in the
UK with secondary school teachers showed that only observing or being observed did
not result in better English and maths scores (Worth et al., 2017). However, in this
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study, there were no requirements for post-observation discussions to take place.
Opportunities for practice with possibilities for feedback and the availability of materials and resources are mentioned as important characteristics of effective professional
development programmes (van Veen et al., 2012).
We want to emphasise that the instrument is not meant to assess teachers’
ability to teach historical thinking and reasoning. More research would be necessary to determine how many lessons need to be observed in order to draw
valid conclusions about the teaching of an individual teacher or to investigate
how the teaching of HTR correlates with teacher beliefs or student performance
and interest in history. Our samples were small—10 history lessons in Iceland
and another 10 in the Netherlands. However, it is easy to envisage that in
future research Teach-HTR might also be usable to make comparisons between
countries. National curricula might influence if and how teachers promote historical thinking and reasoning. Such requirements are hardly present in the Icelandic curriculum, which may explain why several items of the instrument were
not observed at all in the 10 lessons that the two observers coded. Building
upon the promising results of this study, we hope to further develop the
Teach-HTR observation instrument as a useful tool for teachers who want to
improve their teaching of historical thinking and reasoning.
References
Bain, R. B. (2000) Into the breach: Using research and theory to shape history instruction, in:
P. Stearns, P. Seixas & S. Wineburg (Eds) Knowing, teaching & learning history: National and
international perspectives (New York, New York University Press), 331–353.
Barton, K. & Levstik, L. S. (2003) Why don’t more history teachers engage students in interpretation?, Social Education, 67(6), 358–361.
Barton, K. & Levstik, L. S. (2004) Teaching history for the common good (Mahwah, NJ, Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates).
Chapman, A. (2011) Historical interpretations, in: I. Davies (Ed) Debates in history teaching (New
York, Routledge), 96–108.
Cicchetti, D. V. (1994) Guidelines, criteria, and rules of thumb for evaluating normed and standardized assessment instruments in psychology, Psychological Assessment, 6(4), 284–290.
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.6.4.284.
CLASS (2014) Ongoing development and dissemination of the Classroom Assessment Scoring
System (University of Virginia, Curry School of Education). http://curry.virginia.edu/researc
h/centers/castl/project/class-ongoing-development
Counsell, C. (2000) Historical knowledge and historical skills. A distracting dichotomy, in:
J. Arthur & R. Phillips (Eds) Issues in history teaching (London, Routledge), 54–71.
Counsell, C. (2011) What do we want students to do with historical change and continuity?, in:
I. Davies (Ed) Debates in history teaching (London, Routledge), 109–123.
Dawson, I. (1989) The schools history project: A study in curriculum development, The History
Teacher, 22(3), 221–238. https://doi.org/10.2307/492862.
Hallgren, K. A. (2012) Computing inter-rater reliability, for observational data: An overview and
tutorial, Tutorials in Quantitative Methods for Psychology, 8(1), 23–34. https://doi.org/10.20982/
tqmp.08.1.p023
Halvorsen, A. & Kesler Lund, A. (2013) Lesson study and history education, The Social Studies,
104(3), 123–129. https://doi.org/10.1080/00377996.2012.698326.
Havekes, H., de Vries, J. & Aardema, A. (2010) Active historical thinking: Designing learning activities to stimulate domain specific thinking, Teaching History, 139, 52–59.
© 2018 British Educational Research Association

978

S. M. Gestsdottir et al.

Havekes, H., Coppen, P., Luttenberg, J. & van Boxtel, C. (2012) Knowing and doing history: A
conceptual framework and pedagogy for teaching historical contextualisation, International
Journal of Historical Learning, Teaching and Research, 11(1), 72–93.
Havekes, H., van Boxtel, C., Coppen, P.-A. & Luttenberg, J. (2017) Stimulating historical thinking
in a classroom discussion: The role of the teacher, Historical Encounters: A Journal of Historical
Consciousness, Historical Cultures, and History Education, 4(2), 71–93.
Huijgen, T., van de Grift, W., van Boxtel, C. & Holthuis, P. (2017) Teaching historical contextualization: The construction of a reliable observation instrument, European Journal of Psychology of
Education, 32(2), 159–181. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10212-016-0295-8.
Hyrk€as, K., Appelqvist-Schmidlechner, K. & Oksa, L. (2003) Validating an instrument for clinical
supervision using an expert panel, International Journal of Nursing Studies, 40, 619–625.
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0020-7489(03)00036-1.
Kirschner, P., Sweller, J. & Clark, R. E. (2006) Why minimal guidance during instruction does not
work: An analysis of the failure of constructivist, discovery, problem-based, experiential, and
inquiry-based teaching, Educational Psychologist, 41(2), 75–86. https://doi.org/10.1207/
s15326985ep4102_1.
K€
orber, A. (2015) Historical consciousness, historical competencies – and beyond? Some conceptual development within German history didactics. Available online at: urn:nbn:de:0111-pedocs-108118 (accessed 16 December 2015).
La Paro, K. M., Pianta, R. C. & Stuhlman, M. (2004) The classroom assessment scoring system:
Findings from the prekindergarten year, The Elementary School Journal, 104(5), 409–426.
https://doi.org/10.1086/499760.
Lee, P. (2005) Putting principles into practice: Understanding history, in: S. Donovan & J. Bransford (Eds) How students learn: History, mathematics and science in the classroom (Washington,
D.C., National Academies Press), 31–78.
Lee, P. & Ashby, R. (2000) Progression in historical understanding among students aged 7–14, in:
P. N. Stearns, P. Seixas & S. Wineburg (Eds) Knowing, teaching and learning history (New York,
New York University Press), 199–222.
Lee, P. & Shemilt, D. (2004) ‘I just wish we could go back in the past and find out what really happened’: Progression in understanding about historical accounts, Teaching History, 117, 25–31.
Levesque, S. (2008) Thinking historically. Educating students for the twenty-first century (Toronto,
University of Toronto Press).
Maggioni, L., Riconscente, M. M. & Alexander, P. A. (2006) Perceptions of knowledge and beliefs
among undergraduate students in Italy and in the United States, Learning and Instruction, 16,
467–491. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2006.09.006.
Monte-Sano, C. (2011) Beyond reading comprehension and summary: Learning to read and write
in history by focusing on evidence, perspective, and interpretation, Curriculum Inquiry, 41(2),
212–249. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-873x.2011.00547.x.
Nelson, J. & O’Beirne, C. (2014) Using evidence in the classroom: What works and why? (Slough,
NFER).
Nokes, J. D., Dole, J. A. & Hacker, D. J. (2007) Teaching high school students to use heuristics
while reading historical texts, Journal of Educational Psychology, 99(3), 492–504. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0022-0663.99.3.492.
Reisman, A. (2012) Reading like a historian: A document-based history curriculum intervention in
urban high schools, Cognition and Instruction, 30(1), 86–112. https://doi.org/10.1080/
07370008.2011.634081.
Seixas, P. (2008, April) ‘Scaling up’ the benchmarks of historical thinking. A report on the
Vancouver meetings, February 14–15, 2008 (University of British Columbia). Available online
at: http://historicalthinking.ca/sites/default/files/files/docs/Scaling%20Up%20Meeting%20Re
port.pdf (accessed 28 July 2015).
Seixas, P. & Morton, T. (2013) The big six historical thinking concepts (Toronto, Nelson Education).
Stoel, G. L., van Drie, J. P. & van Boxtel, C. A. M. (2015) Teaching towards historical expertise,
Developing a pedagogy for fostering causal reasoning in history, Journal of Curriculum Studies, 47(1),
49–76. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220272.2014.968212.
© 2018 British Educational Research Association

Teaching historical thinking and reasoning

979

Stoel, G. L., van Drie, J. P. & van Boxtel, C. A. M. (2017) The effects of explicit teaching of strategies, second-order concepts, and epistemological underpinnings on students’ ability to reason
causally in history, Journal of Educational Psychology, 109(3), 321–337. https://doi.org/10.1037/
edu0000143.
Stradling, R. (2003) Multiperspectivity in history teaching: A guide for teachers (Strasbourg, Council of
Europe).
€ (2011) Do we know a successful teacher when we see
Strong, M., Gargani, J. & Hacifazlioglu, O.
one?, Experiments in the identification of effective teachers, Journal of Teacher Education, 62(4),
367–382. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487110390221.
Trautwein, U., Bertram, C., vonBorries, B., Brauch, N., Hirsch, M., Klausmeier, K. et al. (2017)
Kompetenzen historischen Denkens erfassen. Konzeption, Operationalisierung und Befunde
des Projekts ‘Historical Thinking – Competencies in History’ (HiTCH) (M€
unster, Waxmann).
van Boxtel, C. & van Drie, J. (2013) Historical reasoning in the classroom: What does it look like
and how can we enhance it?, Teaching History, 150, 44–52.
van Boxtel, C. & vanDrie, J. (2018) Historical reasoning: Conceptualizations and educational applications, in: S. Metzger, L. Harris (Eds) International handbook of history teaching and learning
(Hoboken, NJ, Wiley), 149–176. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119100812
van Drie, J. & van Boxtel, C. (2008) Historical reasoning: Towards a framework for analysing students’ reasoning about the past, Educational Psychology Review, 20, 87–110. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10648-007-9056-1.
van Drie, J. & van Boxtel, C. (2011) In essence I’m only reflecting: Teaching strategies for fostering
historical reasoning through whole-class discussion, International Journal of Learning, Thinking
and Research, 10(1), 55–66.
van Hover, S., Hicks, D. & Cotton, S. (2012) ‘Can you make “historiography” sound more
friendly?’: Towards the construction of a reliable and validated history teaching observation
instrument, The History Teacher, 45(4), 603–612.
van Veen, K., Zwart, R. & Meirink, J. (2012) What makes teacher professional development effective? A literature review, in: M. Kooy & K. van Veen (Eds) Teacher learning that matters: International perspectives (New York, Routledge), 3–21.
VanSledright, B. A. (2011) The challenge of rethinking history education. On practices, theories, and policy (New York, Routledge).
Voet, M. & De Wever, B. (2016) History teachers’ conceptions of inquiry-based learning, beliefs
about the nature of history, and their relation to the classroom context, Teaching and Teacher
Education, 55, 57–67. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2015.12.008.
Voet, M. & De Wever, B. (2017) History teachers’ knowledge of inquiry methods: An analysis of
cognitive processes used during a historical inquiry, Journal of Teacher Education, 68(3), 312–
329. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487117697637.
Waldis, M. & Wyss, C. (2012, April) Classroom videos as a tool for reflection and professional
development in history education. Paper presented at the 2012 Annual Meeting of the American
Educational Research Association.
Wansink, B. G.-J., Akkerman, S. & Wubbels, T. (2016) The certainty paradox of student history
teachers: Balancing between historical facts and interpretation, Teaching and Teacher Education,
56, 94–105. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2016.02.005.
Wiley, J. & Voss, J. F. (1999) Constructing arguments from multiple sources: Tasks that promote
understanding and not just memory for text, Journal of Educational Psychology, 2(91), 301–311.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.91.2.301.
Wineburg, S. (1991) Historical problem-solving, A study of the cognitive processes used in the evaluation of documentary and pictorial evidence, Journal of Educational Psychology, 83(1), 73–87.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.83.1.73.
Wineburg, S. & Wilson, S. M. (2001) Models of wisdom in the teaching of history, in: S. Wineburg
(Ed.) Historical thinking and other unnatural acts. Charting the future of teaching the past (Philadelphia, PA, Temple University Press), 155–172.
Worth, J., Sizmur, J., Walker, M., Bradshaw, S. & Styles, B. (2017) Teacher observation. Evaluation
report and executive summary (London, The Education Endowment Foundation).
© 2018 British Educational Research Association

980

S. M. Gestsdottir et al.

Appendix
Categories and items of the Teach-HTR instrument
1. The teacher communicates learning objectives that focus on historical
thinking and reasoning goals. The teacher communicates learning objectives
that focus on
1. knowledge about historical thinking and reasoning strategies (e.g. how to ask
questions, examine sources, construct an argument), second-order concepts
(e.g. cause, change, evidence) and/or the nature of historical knowledge (e.g. in
history knowledge is constructed, it is often insecure and not fixed)
2. a deeper understanding of some historical phenomena (e.g. causes and consequences, changes, significance).
The teacher communicates learning objectives that do not focus on historical
thinking and reasoning.
The teacher does not communicate learning objectives.
2. The teacher demonstrates (components of) historical thinking and reasoning (without an explanation or explicit instruction). The teacher
3. asks historical questions, problematises
4. provides historical context (e.g. time, place, developments, societal characteristics/contextualises events, objects or actions of people in the past)
5. makes clear that people in the past thought differently than we do now
6. makes causal connections (identifies causes and/or consequences)
7. discerns/describes aspects of change and/or continuity
8. compares historical phenomena and/or periods (e.g. a comparison with the present)
9. assigns historical significance to persons, places, events or developments.
The teacher does not do any of this.
3. The teacher uses historical sources to support historical thinking and reasoning. The teacher
10. sources (e.g. who wrote the document?)
11. contextualises
12. does a close reading of sources
13. compares information from different sources
14. evaluates the usefulness/reliability of sources in relation to a specific question
15. uses information from a source as evidence in an interpretation/to support a claim
uses historical documents, pictures and/or objects merely to illustrate the content
makes no use of historical documents, pictures and/or objects
4. The teacher makes clear that there are multiple perspectives and interpretations. The teacher
16. presents different historical interpretations, for example, of causes/consequences, changes, historical significance or shows that interpretations change
through time
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17. presents and explores the perspectives of different historical actors regarding
the same event/in the same period
18. presents two or more perspectives: local/regional/national/global
19. presents two or more perspectives: economic/political/sociocultural
20. makes clear that the perspective presented is only one of many or changes
through time.
The teacher does not present multiple perspectives or interpretations.
5. The teacher provides explicit instruction on historical thinking and reasoning strategies. The teacher gives explicit instructions on how to
21. contextualise the events or actions of people in the past/take a historical perspective
22. explain historical phenomena
23. identify/describe processes of change and continuity
24. compare historical phenomena and/or periods
25. evaluate and use historical sources as evidence
26. assign historical significance to a person, place, event or development
27. identify multiple perspectives and interpretations
28. formulate arguments (pro and contra) and/or use evidence to support viewpoints.
The teacher does not do any of this.
6. The teacher engages students in historical thinking and reasoning by individual or group tasks. Assignments that require
29. asking historical questions, constructing a historical context, explaining, comparing or connecting historical phenomena or concepts, describing aspects of
change and continuity, assigning historical significance and describing/comparing multiple perspectives and interpretations
30. the evaluation of historical sources
31. argumentation: supporting claims about the past or sources with arguments.
Tasks do not ask for any of the above.
Students do not engage in tasks.
7. The teacher engages students in historical thinking and reasoning by a
whole-class discussion. A whole-class discussion
32. in which students are provoked to think/reason historically in order to activate
prior knowledge and/or to deepen a particular topic
33. in which the teacher debriefs tasks and requires students to verbalise (and compare or evaluate) their historical thinking and reasoning.
The whole-class discussion does not ask for any of the above.
Students do not engage in a whole-class discussion.
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