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1 Introduction 

 

1. Aim and scope  

 

Worries about covering the syllabus seem to be a common concern of history teachers in 

many countries, at least at secondary school level. Many become rather discouraged after 

making futile attempts to do so, but even more disheartening is the negative image of history 

teaching many former students hold as a consequence of these very efforts. Although there are 

obviously many ways to teach history, the traditional approach seems to place an 

overwhelming emphasis on factual knowledge where each lesson has a Sisyphean aspect 

about it and lecturing reigns supreme (Bouhon, 2009; Grant, 2018; Reisman & Enumah, 

2020; Sigurgeirsson et al., 2018; Wansink et al., 2016; Wiggins, 2015 ). Nevertheless, many 

history teachers and scholars maintain a different view where historical skills are to the fore. 

Historical knowledge and historical skills are certainly not mutually exclusive (see Counsell, 

2000), since the skills gain their value by being put to use on historical content, thereby 

increasing the possibility of a deeper understanding of historical knowledge. It can be quite a 

challenge for teachers to pay conscious attention to these elements, in addition to everything 

else requiring their consideration within the classroom. The fact of the matter is that many 

questions concerning the approaches to history teaching still remain unanswered.  

 In this dissertation, the focus is on what teachers in upper secondary schools do when 

teaching historical thinking and reasoning (HTR), i.e. what kind of teacher behaviour 

enhances student skills of HTR. This may range from asking historical questions and 

problematizing to giving explicit instructions on HTR strategies. Since the main elements of 

HTR have already received considerable attention from the perspective of domain specific 

educational theories, we wanted to bring those theories into the classroom to find out if it is 

possible to establish whether the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning occurs in a 

lesson. Another point of interest is to know how teachers can develop their own ability to 

teach HTR. This leads directly to considering to what extent HTR is taught. It is influenced by 

several factors, among them the official curriculum teachers are expected to follow. There are 

also indications that teacher beliefs, i.e. teachers´ (tacit) inferences about teaching and 

learning, students and subject matter (Kagan, 1992), play an important role when it comes to 

teacher behaviour. One of the questions concerning the teaching of HTR is if it is related to 

specific teacher beliefs that promote it.  
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The difficulties of translating theory into practice are well known and there are indications 

that even teachers who are interested in teaching HTR and fairly convinced of its value find it 

hard to implement (c.f. Barton & Levstik, 2003; Reisman, 2012). Teachers may be familiar 

with the basic concepts of HTR, such as its approach towards historical knowledge as a 

construct that is influenced by time, place and people. This has been covered quite extensively 

by the literature of the last three decades and increasingly so in the past few years. 

Nevertheless, how to operationalize these basic concepts is challenging for many and some 

teachers are even not fully aware of what takes place in their own teaching (Voet & De 

Wever, 2016; Wansink et al., 2016; Wilson, 2001). We wondered how teachers could be 

supported when they wanted to teach historical thinking and reasoning and needed assistance 

to overcome these challenges. We concluded that it was necessary to map out how HTR 

manifests itself in the actual classroom behaviour of teachers. Moreover, teachers needed 

support when analyzing their own practices from this point of view. Consequently, we 

acknowledged the need for a domain-specific observation instrument that would suit both 

purposes.  

The overall aim of this dissertation is to operationalize the teaching of historical thinking and 

reasoning into observable behaviour to see if and to what extent it takes place in the 

classroom. Moreover, it aims to enable teachers to enhance their teaching of HTR, either 

during their initial training or as a part of their professional development. The dissertation 

intends to make a substantial contribution to the international research community in the field 

of history teaching as it constructs and validates an observation instrument for teaching HTR. 

This might enable a description of how and to what extent HTR is taught and can be used in 

either teacher training or professional development. A unique aspect of the dissertation is an 

investigation of the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning at upper secondary level in 

Iceland. Very little empirical research on history teaching in Iceland has taken place so far 

(Gestsdóttir, 2013), so the research should offer an unprecedented insight into the field. This 

is of particular value to teacher educators and history educators in the country, who up until 

now have not had any concrete information regarding history teaching in the classroom to 

build on. 

The research questions were as follows: 

1. How can the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning be operationalized and 

observed in upper secondary education? 
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2. To what extent do Icelandic history teachers teach historical thinking and reasoning at 

the upper secondary level? 

3. Which beliefs about goals and strategies of teaching history play a role in teachers' 

inclinations towards teaching historical thinking and reasoning? 

4. How can the use of an observation instrument enhance the professional growth of 

history student teachers and history teachers in the teaching of historical thinking and 

reasoning? 

 

2. Theoretical framework 

 

In this theoretical framework, four aspects of the research will be elaborated upon. Firstly, we 

will examine the construct historical thinking and reasoning, which is the foundation of the 

whole research. Secondly, domain-specific observation instruments and their use in initial 

teacher training and professional development will be discussed. Thirdly, we examine teacher 

beliefs and the part they play in the choices teachers make about their teaching and, finally, 

the Icelandic context of the research is explained. 

 

2.1 Historical thinking and reasoning 

 

Historical thinking and reasoning (HTR) belongs under the umbrella of higher order thinking 

skills and deeper learning, recently often referred to as 21st century skills (e.g. Pellegrino & 

Hilton, 2012). These skills are supposed to push students further intellectually, beyond the 

consumption and regurgitation of facts, often associated with ‘traditional’ history teaching 

(Bouhon, 2009; Grant, 2018; Huijgen et al., 2017; VanSledright, 2002). According to the 

advocates of HTR, it is essential to understand that historical knowledge is a construct 

dependent on evidence-based interpretation (Chapman, 2011; Maggioni et al., 2006). The 

main strategic skills required of students of HTR are usually considered to be being capable of  

(a) establishing historical significance, (b) undertaking the critical use of historical sources, 

(c) taking historical perspectives, (d) recognizing continuity and change, (e) considering cause 

and consequence and (f) understanding the ethical dimension of historical interpretations 

(Chapman, 2011; Levstik, 2008; Lévesque, 2008; Monte-Sano, 2011a; Reisman 2012; Seixas 

& Morton, 2013; Stoel et al., 2017; Stradling, 2003; Van Boxtel and Van Drie, 2013). In the 

words of Peter Seixas: “History takes shape from efforts to work with these problems. 
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Students’ abilities to think historically can be defined in terms of their competence in 

negotiating productive solutions to them.” (Seixas, 2017b, p. 597). An emphasis is put on 

using second order concepts, contextualization and asking historical questions (Chapman, 

2011; Huijgen et al., 2019; Lee & Shemilt, 2004; Logtenberg et al., 2011; Seixas & Morton, 

2013; Van Boxtel & Van Drie, 2018; Van Drie & Van Boxtel, 2008). These HTR skills have 

gained importance in the discourse on history education, as the number of researchers who 

have written about it shows. In some Western countries, models or frameworks have been 

developed to facilitate the teaching of history in line with these skills, e.g. in Canada (Seixas 

& Morton, 2013; Seixas, 2008), in Britain (Dawson, 1989; Lee & Ashby, 2000), in Germany 

(Körber, 2015) and in the Netherlands (Van Boxtel & Van Drie, 2018; Van Drie & Van 

Boxtel, 2008). Here, these models will be built upon to identify aspects of teaching behaviour 

that incorporate the teaching of HTR.  

 

It is accepted that various teaching approaches come into play: it can either be demonstrated 

by the teacher herself or included in assignments, since engaging students actively in tasks 

and discussions that require historical thinking and reasoning is important for promoting HTR 

in the classroom (Barton & Levstik, 2003; Havekes et al., 2010; Van Drie & Van Boxtel, 

2011). There is certainly considerable knowledge of historical thinking and effective 

pedagogy for teaching particular aspects of HTR. However, this knowledge is fragmented, it 

is neither brought together nor defined in terms of teacher behaviour. It is important to 

operationalize the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning in terms of teacher behaviour 

as it can help teachers at various stages in their professional life to connect their classroom 

strategies to theory. In this dissertation we aim to provide evidence-based information of what 

teachers actually do in history lessons when teaching the skills that are mapped out above. For 

that purpose, an observation instrument was developed. 

 

2.2 Observation and its use in initial teacher training and professional development  

 

Traditionally, observation of teaching has been used to evaluate student teachers and serve 

administrative purposes by grading their classroom performance (Kohut et al., 2007; O’Leary, 

2012). Most observation instruments are designed for classroom practices in general, such as 

classroom management, clear instructions and other elements of well-organized teaching. 

Many of them are directed at student teachers or newly qualified teachers. Nevertheless, they 
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can be powerful tools that allow teachers to take a closer look at their own teaching 

throughout their professional life. In that way, the agency is the teacher’s own and the 

observation is an element of professional development (Eteläpelto et al., 2013). Many studies 

indicate the positive effects of observation on professional development during teacher 

training and throughout a teacher’s professional life, as the literature review of Gaudin and 

Chaliès (2015) bears out. Three models of peer observation have been described: an 

evaluation model, a development model and a peer review model where colleagues reflect 

together on their teaching (Gosling, 2002). All these may help enhance a teacher’s 

professional growth. Professional growth is marked by changes in e.g. teacher knowledge and 

beliefs, as well as professional experimentation (Clarke & Hollingsworth, 2002; Korthagen, 

2017). Teachers are learners who change gradually through their professional activity and 

whose learning and consequent teaching behaviour is likely to be affected by conscious 

reflection. Observations of one’s own teaching or the teaching of a peer can be an important 

foundation for such reflection. 

 

Few observation instruments are domain specific and suited to the upper secondary level and 

fewer still focus on higher order thinking skills (c.f. Ofsted, 2018). One instrument belonging 

to history teaching is FAT-HC (Framework for Analyzing the Teaching of Historical 

Contextualization), which focuses on historical contextualization (Huijgen et al., 2017). 

Observations, and video viewing in particular, have been used without specific instruments, 

e.g. to assess a student teacher´s pedagogical content knowledge (Waldis et al., 2019), to 

enhance a teacher’s understanding and facilitation of historical discussions (Reisman & 

Enumah, 2020) and to describe quality history teaching (Gautchi, 2015). Observations can 

result in concrete examples of effective teaching strategies, which contribute to teachers' 

pedagogical content knowledge and challenge teachers to develop their own teaching. Post-

observation dialogues can be a dynamic occasion to identify strengths, opportunities for 

action and targets for development (Hennissen et al., 2008). A domain-specific observation 

instrument might provide a constructive framework for such a dialogue, concerning the 

teaching of HTR.  

 

Next to the potential such an instrument has for professionalization, it might serve researchers 

who are interested in how teachers teach HTR and to what extent. Questions connected to 

these factors and their relations to student outcomes have mainly been addressed in case 

studies or small-scale studies, using different theoretical models. An instrument focusing on 
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HTR might also allow for large-scale research in which the teaching of HTR can be related to 

other variables, such as learning outcomes, characteristics of the curriculum, teacher 

education etc.   

 

2.3 Teacher beliefs 

 

Teacher beliefs – i.e. teachers´ (tacit) inferences about teaching and learning, students and 

subject matter (Kagan, 1992) – are an important agent in shaping what takes place in the 

classroom. Using the TALIS Database of OECD, researchers discerned a direct link between 

teacher beliefs about the nature of teaching and learning through classroom practices, and 

classroom level environment and student learning and student outcomes (OECD, 2009). Some 

even prioritize the importance of teacher beliefs more than other factors in educational 

research (Pajares, 1992). Similar to teacher beliefs in general, the beliefs of history teachers 

tend to split into two different directions, one adhering to the direct inference of facts from 

sources and the other subscribing to the impossibility of reproducing the past with historical 

accounts (McCrum, 2013). In constructivist and socio-constructivist theory, the socially 

constructed nature of knowledge is emphasized. Learning is described in terms of knowledge 

construction as an active and even individual process, as opposed to acquiring fixed 

knowledge. These ideas have very much in common with the notion of history as a process of 

interpretation in which historical narratives can be constructed in different ways and change 

over time. In general, more research has been directed towards the beliefs of student or novice 

history teachers (c.f. Aypay, 2011; Chan & Elliott, 2002; McCrum, 2013; VanSledright & 

Reddy, 2014; Virta, 2002). Experienced history teachers have gained less attention (Tuithof, 

2017; Voet & De Wever, 2016; Yilmaz, 2008a), which is why we wanted to focus particularly 

on that group. An important question is if certain teacher beliefs can be linked to the teaching 

of HTR. At any rate, it must be taken into account that the connection between beliefs and 

practices is complex and teacher beliefs are not necessarily reflected in actual teacher 

behaviour. This has been made evident e.g. in research on the teaching of interpretational 

history (Wansink et al., 2016), historical contextualization (Huijgen et al., 2019) and inquiry-

based learning (Voet & De Wever, 2016). 
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2.4 The context of the study: History teaching in Iceland 

 

Parts of the studies described in this paper were conducted in the context of history teaching 

in Iceland. As the first major study of history teaching in the country it will give valuable 

information on how history is taught in a school environment where teachers enjoy 

considerable freedom of choice. The upper secondary school in Iceland is highly 

decentralized. History teachers are relatively free when it comes to teaching approaches, how 

much time they devote to particular issues and even the content of their lessons. The national 

curriculum guide, the document that obviously has considerable impact on teaching, does not 

make any specific demands concerning any of these. All teaching at every school level is to 

be based on six fundamental pillars of education: literacy, sustainability, democracy and 

human rights, equality, health and welfare and creativity (The Icelandic national curriculum 

guide for upper secondary schools, 2012). Beyond that, individual schools and teachers at the 

upper secondary level almost have a carte blanche. Since historical thinking and reasoning is 

nowhere mentioned in the national curriculum guide, it should prove interesting to investigate 

if Icelandic history teachers nevertheless give it consideration in their teaching. Furthermore, 

it should be noteworthy to see how Icelandic teachers might develop their competencies of 

teaching HTR if they so wish. 

In this context, it is necessary to briefly explain the Icelandic school system. The first ten 

years, for pupils aged 6 – 16, are compulsory. No formal distinction is made between primary 

education and lower secondary. At the upper secondary level, pupils can choose to enrol in a 

grammar school, a comprehensive school or a vocational school. During the course of this 

research, the duration of the upper secondary school was shortened from four years to three 

years (the average age of students being 16-19). After matriculation, students can apply for 

university courses. All the teachers participating in this study work in either grammar or 

comprehensive schools, the former being a more traditional institution where students follow 

the set schedule of their year, while the latter offers a more flexible form of schooling where 

students of various ages and abilities can influence the composition of their schedule from one 

semester to another. Teachers at upper secondary level already have a degree in their subject 

before they complete a one or two year course in pedagogy, depending on whether they hold a 

bachelor or a master’s degree. The pedagogy course is very generic, as student history 

teachers belong to a larger group of teachers in various social studies subjects.  
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3. Overview of the dissertation 

 

Four studies were conducted, each addressing one of the research questions. In chapter 2 we 

describe the development of the observation instrument Teach-HTR. The literature on 

historical thinking and reasoning was reviewed to operationalize the main components of its 

teaching and learning. A group of international experts evaluated the first draft of the 

instrument, which was subsequently revised. When we had designed a usable instrument, 

further revision took place after the conducting of pilots in two countries. The observation 

instrument contains 33 items, divided into seven categories. Its internal consistency was 

evaluated using Cronbach's alpha and the inter-rater reliability by using intraclass correlation 

coefficients (ICCs) and percentage of agreement. To facilitate the use of the instrument it is 

supplemented by several examples of teacher behaviour for each of the items. 

Chapter 3 describes the results of an observational study that took place in Iceland. Fifty-four 

lessons of 27 history teachers were videotaped and consequently analyzed by the instrument 

Teach-HTR to investigate if and to what extent the teaching of historical thinking and 

reasoning takes place.  

In chapter 4 teacher beliefs are spotlighted to see if the teaching of historical thinking and 

reasoning goes hand in hand with particular teacher beliefs. A qualitative study was 

conducted where eight of the history teachers whose lessons were analyzed in the previous 

study were interviewed. The aim was to discern their beliefs about the nature of history, their 

goals and their beliefs about effective pedagogy when teaching history. The interviews were 

coded accordingly and the teachers were divided into three groups according to their teaching 

of HTR.  

Chapter 5 is devoted to the question if the observation instrument Teach-HTR can be used by 

pre-service and in-service history teachers to promote their professional growth on teaching 

HTR. Two case studies were conducted. In the first one, three experienced teachers in Iceland 

participated in a professional development program where they used the instrument to 

increase their capability to teach HTR. After analysis of their lessons, they selected two 

elements of HTR to focus on in two lessons each. Observations and interviews were used to 

discern eventual change and professional growth. In the second case study we collaborated 

with a teacher educator in The Netherlands. Seven master´s students of his used it when 

preparing a lesson on HTR and to reflect upon each other’s lessons. Pre- and post-
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measurements were used to discern change in their knowledge or attitude towards teaching 

HTR. The Interconnected Model of Professional Growth (Clarke & Hollingsworth, 2002) was 

used to describe change in different domains, such as the personal domain and the domain of 

practice.  

Chapter 6 summarizes the main outcomes of the studies and discusses implications for 

practice, both regarding the initial training of history teachers and their professional 

development. Possibilities for further research are also considered. 

The chapters of the dissertation have been written as independent articles. Consequently, 

some parts of them may overlap. The dissertation is written in British English, except for 

Chapter 5 which has been submitted to an American journal. 

  



554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir
Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021 PDF page: 16PDF page: 16PDF page: 16PDF page: 16

 

16 

 



554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir
Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021 PDF page: 17PDF page: 17PDF page: 17PDF page: 17

     Teaching historical thinking and reasoning: construction of an observation instrument 

 
 

17 

 

2 Teaching historical thinking and reasoning: construction of an 

observation instrument1 
 

1. 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 (Barton & Levstik, 2004; VanSledright, 

2011; Wineburg & Wilson, 2001). 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 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 

 
1 This chapter has been published as: Gestsdóttir, S. M., Van Boxtel, C. & Van Drie, J. (2018). Teaching 

historical thinking and reasoning: Construction of an observation instrument. British Educational Research 

Journal, 44(6), 960-981. https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3471 

https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3471
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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. 

 

1.1 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, 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 
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early 1970s (Dawson, 1989). Several other models have been developed to facilitate an 

understanding of what historical thinking incorporates, for example in Germany (Körber, 

2015). In Germany, the FUER ” (Förderung 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 (Havekes et al., 2012; Lee, 2005; VanSledright, 2011). 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. 

1.2 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 
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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 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. 

 

2. 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 
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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.  

2.1 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. 

2.2 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 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 Hyrkäs 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. 
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2.3 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 1). 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 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 
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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. 

 

2.4 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 
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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). 

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. 

3. Results 

 

3.1 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 
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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. Chapman, 2011; Maggioni et al., 

2006). 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.’ 

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 Monte-Sano, 2011a; 

Reisman, 2012; Wineburg, 1991). 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. Levesque, 2008; Seixas & Morton, 2013; Wiley & Voss, 1999). An 

example is when the teacher asks: ‘What does the presence of a skeleton in this painting tell 
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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. Chapman, 2011; Lee & Shemilt, 2004; Seixas & Morton, 2013; Stradling, 

2003; Van Hover et al., 2012). 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?’). 

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 
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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.) 

3.2 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 differently than we do 
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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. Appendix 1 shows the items of 

the instrument that was piloted in Iceland and the Netherlands. 

3.3 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. 
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Table 1  

Intra-Class Correlation Coefficients (ICC's) for the rating of ten lessons in upper secondary 

education in Iceland by two coders  

 

Categories % agreement ICC 

1. The teacher communicates learning objectives that focus 

on  historical thinking and reasoning goals 

70 .23 

2. The teacher demonstrates historical thinking or reasoning 70 .51 

3. The teacher uses historical sources to support historical 

thinking and reasoning 

80 .59 

4. The teacher makes clear that there are multiple 

perspectives and interpretations 

60 .36 

5. The teacher provides explicit instructions on historical 

thinking and reasoning strategies 

90 * 

6. The teacher engages students in historical thinking and 

reasoning by individual or group assignments  

70 .72 

7. The teacher engages students in historical thinking and 

reasoning by a whole class discussion  

80 * 

* ICC could not be calculated 

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 2 

Scores on a 4 point Likert scale for 10 lessons observed in Iceland on the seven categories of 

the observation instrument*   

 

Lesson Objectives Demon-

strating 

Using 

sources 

Multiple 

persp. 

Explicit 

instruction 

Assign-

ments 

Whole 

class 

discussion 

Mean 

1 2 3 2 3 1 1 1 1.86 

2 1 3 1 2 1 2 1 1.57 

3 1 4 1 2 1 1 1 1.57 

4 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1.43 

5 1 3 2 1 2 1 1 1.57 

6 2 3 3 1 1 1 1 2.14 

7 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1.29 

8 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1.14 

9 3 2 3 2 1 4 4 2.71 

10 2 3 1 2 1 1 3 1.86 

Mean 1.60 2.80 1.60 1.70 1.10 1.40 1.50  

* We used the scores of the first coder. 

 

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 
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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. 

3.4 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 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, 
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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. 

Table 3  

Intra-Class Correlation Coefficients (ICC's) for the rating of ten lessons in upper secondary 

education in the Netherlands by two coders 

Categories % agreement ICC 

1. The teacher communicates learning objectives that focus 

on historical thinking and reasoning goals 

50 .77 

2. The teacher demonstrates historical thinking or reasoning 70 .83 

3. The teacher uses historical sources to support historical 

thinking and reasoning 

60 .80 

4. The teacher makes clear that there are multiple 

perspectives and interpretations 

10 .27 

5. The teacher provides explicit instructions on historical 

thinking and reasoning strategies 

70 .85 

6. The teacher engages students in  historical thinking and 

reasoning by individual or group assignments  

70 .86 

7. The teacher engages students in historical thinking and 

reasoning by a whole class discussion  

40 .55 

 

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 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 
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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 
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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. 

 

Table 4  

Scores on a 4 point Likert scale for 10 lessons observed in the Netherlands on the seven 

categories of the observation instrument 

 
Lesson Objectives Demon-

strating 

Using 

sources 

Multiple

persp. 

Explicit 

instruction 

Assign-

ments 

Whole 

class 

discussion 

Mean 

1 1 1 3 1 3 3 2 1.86 

2 1 4 2 1 1 2 2 1.86 

3 3 4 4 3 2 3 2 3.14 

4 1 4 3 2 1 1 1 1.86 

5 1 4 3 2 2 3 3 2.43 

6 2 3 3 2 2 2 3 2.14 

7 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 3.86 

8 4 3 4 2 3 4 3 3.42 

9 4 2 1 2 1 2 2 2.00 

10 1 2 2 2 2 4 3 2.14 

Mean 2.20 3.10 2.90 2.00 2.10 2.80 2.50  

* We used the scores of the first coder. 

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 
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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 look 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 is 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, together we work this out, it goes 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 what we often discussed, didn't we? They started to believe in God 

  differently, religion continues to be very important. 
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  … 

Teacher It is important that you understand exactly what has been said, that it goes step 

  by step. That they didn't wake up on July 4th and think, let's make up  

  something completely new. It took two hundred years, maybe more, these are 

  the characteristic features that already started before and then, at this point, 

  that's all coming together. Try to do it in a nuanced way.  

 

4. 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 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 Teach-HTR 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 
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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 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). 
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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. 
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3 Teaching historical thinking and reasoning in upper secondary 

schools in Iceland: results of an observation study2 
 

 

1. Introduction  

 

This descriptive, observational study aims to gather information about history lessons on the 

upper secondary level in Iceland to see if and how students’ historical thinking and reasoning 

are being enhanced. Higher order thinking and reasoning  are important aims in many curricula 

and are recently emphasized in discussions about 21st century skills (Ananiadou & Claro, 2009; 

Pellegrino & Hilton, 2012). The subject specific literature of history is no exception; within it 

there is also an increasing focus on historical thinking and reasoning (e.g. Van Boxtel & Van 

Drie, 2018). However, little is known about to what extent teachers teach for these higher order 

thinking skills in their daily practice. No country can claim one ‘national’ way of teaching. 

Rather, there may be a variety within a country, in the teaching practices of individual teachers, 

between teachers, between teachers of different subjects and between teachers of the same 

subject in different countries (Clarke et al., 2007).  

There are diverse views on the dominant factors that shape teacher’s practices and whether 

national cultures or global cultural dynamics play a bigger role (LeTendre et al., 2001). 

However, general lesson patterns seem to be institutionalised and hence familiar to teachers 

from different nations. The authors of an extensive observational study, based on the 1999 Third 

International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) video archives, recommend the use of 

a close-up lense that focuses on details of lessons to enable a reliable national comparison of 

teaching (Givvin et al., 2005). Ours is a descriptive study that aims to provide important 

indicators for professional development that can be of use in teacher training and 

professionalization. Moreover, concentrating on teacher behaviour can grant clues to other 

important issues, such as the implementation of the formal curriculum.  

In Iceland, hardly any research concerning the teaching of history at upper secondary school 

level has been available until now and in fact any information on history teaching is scarce 

 
2 This chapter has been published as: Gestsdóttir, S.M., Van Drie, J. and Van Boxtel, C. (2019) Teaching 

historical thinking and reasoning in upper secondary schools in Iceland: Results of an observation study. 

Nordidactica. Journal of Humanities and Social Science Education, (2), 90-113. 
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(Gestsdóttir, 2013). Moreover, when it comes to teaching practices, all data is self-reported. 

The present study, made with the participation of almost half of all history teachers on upper 

secondary level, adds considerably to the literature on history teaching in the country. By using 

an observation instrument, Teach-HTR, the focus is on teacher’s promotion of historical 

thinking and reasoning. In the literature on history education an increasing attention is given to 

historical thinking and reasoning and how it can be promoted in the classroom. Historical 

thinking is conceptualized as the ability to establish historical significance, use primary source 

evidence, identify continuity and change, analyze cause and consequence, take historical 

perspectives, and understand the ethical dimension of historical interpretations (Körber, 2015; 

Lee & Ashby, 2000; Seixas, 2008; VanSledright, 2011; Wineburg & Wilson, 2001). Historical 

reasoning can be described as a set of historical thinking activities that is used to construct or 

evaluate a reasoning about aspects of continuity and change, causes and consequences of 

historical phenomena and similarities and differences (Van Boxtel & Van Drie, 2018; Van Drie 

& Van Boxtel, 2008). 

In a previous study, we operationalized the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning (HTR) 

in terms of observable teacher behaviour (Gestsdóttir et al., 2018). The observation instrument 

Teach-HTR is primarily intended as a tool for professional development. It consists of 33 items, 

grouped in seven categories (see Appendix 1). The development of the instrument opens up 

possibilities for research that have until now been challenging. In this study we used the 

instrument to describe teaching practices in history education on upper secondary level in 

Iceland, notably teacher’s promotion of historical thinking and reasoning. 

 

2. Teaching historical thinking and reasoning 

 

Different components that fall under the category of historical thinking and reasoning have 

become increasingly important topics in the research on history education (Ercikan & Seixas, 

2015). In a previous article we introduced seven dimensions with indicators that act as 

behavioural markers that can be used to investigate how a teacher supports students' HTR 

(Gestsdóttir et al., 2018). So only a brief overview of the dimensions will be given here. The 

development of historical thinking and reasoning ability requires the understanding that history 

is always interpretation rather than a fixed body of knowledge (e.g. Chapman, 2011; Maggioni 

et al., 2006). It includes strategic knowledge of how to do things in history, second-order 
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concepts, the nature of historical knowledge and deeper understanding of some historical 

phenomena. We consider the communication of such objectives to students as an important 

dimension of the teaching of HTR. A second dimension that we identified is the extent to which 

teachers demonstrate HTR themselves by asking historical questions, contextualizing events or 

the acts of people in the past, explaining historical phenomena, discerning aspects of change 

and continuity, comparing historical phenomena or periods or assigning historical significance. 

Several scholars have conceptualized these activities as HTR activities (e.g.  Chapman, 2011; 

Lee & Shemilt, 2004; Seixas & Morton, 2013; Van Boxtel & Van Drie, 2018; Van Drie & Van 

Boxtel, 2008; Van Hover et al., 2012). Furthermore, we considered looking at history from the 

different viewpoints of various historical actors, from different dimensions (e.g. economic or 

political), from different national or political viewpoints, or from a viewpoint that has changed 

through time as an important aspect of the teaching of HTR (see Stradling, 2003; Wansink et 

al., 2016). Critical engagement with historical sources in the classroom is also considered a key 

component of HTR (Monte-Sano, 2011a; Reisman, 2012; Wiley & Voss, 1999; Wineburg, 

1991). Instead of using documents, pictures or objects merely to illustrate the content, a teacher 

can also use sources to support HTR. This means sourcing, putting sources in context, close 

reading and comparison of information from different sources. Providing explicit instructions 

on HTR strategies (e.g. how to identify aspects of change and continuity or how to corroborate 

information) is also an important component when teaching students these skills (Nokes et al., 

2007; Stoel et al., 2017; Van Boxtel & Van Drie, 2018). Finally, the doing history approach (a 

term often used for active learning of history) emphasizes that students should be actively 

engaged in HTR (e.g. Barton & Levstik, 2003). Teachers can encourage this by providing 

learning tasks and activities or whole class discussion in which students can apply historical 

knowledge and strategies (e.g. Havekes et al., 2010; Van Drie & Van Boxtel, 2011). These will 

enable the students themselves to try out the components mentioned above.  

Studies that investigate the effects of instructional approaches on certain aspects of historical 

reasoning are available (e.g. De La Paz, 2005; Leinhardt, 1997; Logtenberg et al., 2011; Nokes 

et al., 2007; Reisman, 2012; Stoel et al., 2017). However, in fact little is known about how 

teachers do this in their daily teaching. There are indications that history teachers tend to refrain 

from approaches that enhance higher order thinking and instead aim at the consumption and 

reproduction of facts found in textbooks or conveyed by teacher lectures (e.g. Bouhon, 2009; 

Huijgen et al., 2017; VanSledright, 2002; VanSledright, 2011). This study should add to the 
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knowledge base about teaching practices regarding historical thinking and reasoning, not least 

as it is based on observation, rather than self-reporting data or a case study. 

 

3. History teaching in Iceland 

 

To date, hardly any research is available concerning the teaching of history at upper secondary 

school level in Iceland and no discussion on historical thinking and reasoning has taken place 

yet. In the Icelandic school system compulsory schooling for those aged 6-16, referred to as 

primary education, was followed by four years of upper secondary school which most often 

concludes with matriculation. Since this study took place, the upper secondary level has been 

reduced to three years (16 – 19 years old students). Here we will provide a brief overview of 

the curriculum, the structure of teacher training and the materials available to history teachers.  

 

3.1 Curriculum 

 

Despite the lack of research on history teaching on upper secondary level, the development of 

the school subject in Iceland has been documented and small-scale studies give indications of 

history teachers’ views on specific issues, such as the teaching of world history (Arnfinnsdóttir, 

2016; Friðjónsson, 2013; Gestsdóttir, 2001; Þráinsson, 2015). The current national curriculum 

guide from 2011 (English version 2012) does not include any goals specific to history. The last 

time guidelines for history were put forward was in the national curriculum guide of 1999 where 

the focus was mainly on knowledge. However, among the final aims of history teaching at the 

time (11 – 17 items, depending on the line students followed) two may be seen as related to 

HTR: students should be trained in evaluating the relevance and reliability of sources and they 

should realise the relevance and relativity of historical narrative. Neither of these is explicitly 

referred to as historical thinking. In fact the only specifically historical term used is historical 

consciousness: “History education endeavours to interpret the past, understand the present and 

meet and shape the future. This has been called historical consciousness.”3 (Aðalnámskrá 

framhaldsskóla, samfélagsgreinar, 1999). The emphasis on historical consciousness and the 

emphasis on historical thinking can be considered as two different traditions of history 

education, the former put forward by German scholars in the 1970s and 1980s and the latter 

 
3 „Í sögunámi er leitast við að túlka fortíð, skilja nútíð og mæta og móta framtíð. Þetta hefur verið kallað 
söguvitund.“ 
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often linked to the British Schools Council History Project in the 1970s  (Seixas, 2017a). 

Although the conceptualization of historical consciousness in the curriculum guide originates 

in the work of German scholars, an elaboration of the implications for teaching history is 

lacking. We conclude that neither the historical consciousness nor the historical thinking strand 

is prevalent in the current national curriculum guide of 2011. Furthermore, the guide does not 

discuss content beyond the three core subjects: Icelandic, mathematics and foreign languages. 

A part from that, all schoolwork is based on six fundamental pillars of education: literacy, 

sustainability, democracy and human rights, equality, health and welfare and creativity. On 

primary and lower secondary level (age 6 – 16), history is part of the subject social sciences 

(along with geography, sociology, religious studies, life skills and philosophy, and ethics). Each 

school can form their own combination of the subject, as long as students meet the competence 

criteria at the end of year 4, 7 and 10, given by the curriculum. None the less, it is obvious that 

many of the items of the competence criteria at the end of year 10 relate directly to history 

education and in fact to aspects of historical thinking, such as critical thinking, understanding 

of historical evidence and the ability to give explanations. Among other things, the pupils 

should be able to  

• show their knowledge and critical view of periods, events, people, cultural bonds and 

courses of development during various periods that are referred to in social discourse, 

• understand the role of source material, perspectives and evaluation in history and shared 

memories,  

• explain with examples how history appears in texts, objects, traditions and memories 

(The Icelandic national curriculum guide for compulsory schools, 2014).  

As only Icelandic and mathematics are subject to centralized examination, there is no systematic 

verification of whether these objectives have been met. 

In a similar fashion, each upper secondary school is responsible for their courses where all the 

fundamental pillars should feature. No systematic external control is in place.  The sequence of 

courses is placed on qualification levels one to four and key competences of each level are 

universally discussed. In the national curriculum guide, all the fundamental pillars are linked to 

critical thinking, especially the one of democracy and human rights: “Education for democracy 

and human rights is based on critical thinking and reflection on the basic values of society.” 

(The Icelandic national curriculum guide for upper secondary school, 2012). In brief, history 

teachers are neither required to nor do they receive instructions on how to aim at historical 

thinking and reasoning. However, they are expected to build their teaching largely on critical 
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thinking which may be seen as a broadening of that term and certainly one of the prerequisites 

for a healthy democracy. This is in line with the ideas of scholars who see strong links between 

history education and education for democracy (see e.g. Barton & Levstik, 2004).  

In recent discussion of national curricula, different trends have been advocated and defended. 

In The Netherlands and in Denmark, history teaching is linked to a canon with clearly defined 

knowledge goals (Haas, 2012; Wilschut, 2009). Strong emphasis on national history and the 

nation state is dominant in many countries (Van der Leeuw-Roord, 2009). Elsewhere, like in 

England, the development of historical skills is in the forefront although some researchers warn 

against the polarization of skills and factual knowledge (Counsell, 2000; Lee & Howson, 2009). 

The Icelandic national curriculum seems to follow neither of these tendencies, thereby giving 

schools and teachers much freedom to design their approach, based on a rather general ideology.     

 

3.2 Teacher education and professional development 

 

When it comes to the education of history teachers on upper secondary level, they have 

completed either a bachelor or a masters degree in history before embarking on the programme 

of studies for the teaching diploma, offered by two universities. When attending the two years 

course at the University of Iceland School of Education (or one year course, if they have 

completed a masters degree) the historians belong to a group of approximately 30 student 

teachers of various background in social studies. Sometimes there are no historians among the 

students, sometimes only one or two. Consequently, the emphasis of the programme is very 

generic. The same goes for the teaching programme at the University of Akureyri, and, like at 

the University of Iceland, the teacher educator may have a background in any social subject.   

These circumstances do no provide opportunities for digging deep into pedagogical issues that 

belong specifically to the teaching of history, any more than any other subject. The absence of 

subject specific pedagogy in the teacher training programme is bound to lead to a lack of 

practical tools and teaching methods about how to teach e.g. interpretational history (Wansink 

et al., 2016) or how to conduct historical inquiries (Voet & De Wever, 2017). Professional 

development available to history teachers through the History Teacher’s Association of Iceland 

tends to focus on topical knowledge, rather than pedagogy. 

3.3 Teaching materials 
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Having mapped out the external circumstances of Icelandic history teachers and their basic 

education, it is worth taking a look at teaching materials available to them. Lack of diverse and 

up to date-material has been a long-standing complaint of history teachers (Gestsdóttir, 2001). 

In basic courses, the choice stands between two sets of textbooks published in the early 2000. 

In most other courses, teachers provide the materials themselves by various means. If sources 

are presented in the textbooks, they usually have the sole purpose of illustrating the content. 

However, if accompanying teaching materials are available, these will include primary sources, 

mainly in written form, and some suggestions of how to use them. Here is the main connection 

to historical thinking and reasoning. No direct attention is given to multiperspectivity or other 

aspects of historical thinking strategies but since it is certainly a vital factor in historical work, 

teachers will probably rely more on their education as historians than as teachers when it comes 

to this. Icelandic history teachers are neither trained to nor required to pay attention to those 

approaches. Until now, nothing is known about their pedagogical teaching practices. The latest 

study on teaching practices in Icelandic upper secondary schools in general reveals much 

emphasis on teacher centred strategies and little creative input of students (Sigurgeirsson et al., 

2018). Given the open curriculum, generic trends in teacher education and limits of teaching 

materials available it is interesting to know if and how teachers approach historical thinking 

and reasoning. 

 

4. Aim of the study and method 

 

4.1 Aim of the study 

 

The aim of this descriptive study is to gather information about history lessons on the upper 

secondary level in Iceland to see if students’ historical thinking and reasoning are being 

enhanced. As historians, the history teachers are familiar with historical thinking and 

reasoning. However, it might be expected to be hardly present since it is neither explicitly 

mentioned in the curriculum nor does the teacher training or teaching materials focus on it, as 

has already been demonstrated.  
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The research question is: To what extent do Icelandic history teachers teach historical thinking 

and reasoning at the upper secondary level?  

 

4.2 Participants  

Twenty seven history teachers, i.e. almost half of all history teachers on upper secondary level 

in Iceland, participated in the study. They worked in twelve schools, see Table 1. 

 

Table 1 

Participating schools and teachers (n = 27) and the number of videotaped  lessons (n = 54) 

Schools Total number 

of teachers observed 

 M   F  Videotaped  

lessons  
School 1 1  1     2 

School 2 1  1     2 

School 3 1  1     2 

School 4 3  3     6 

School 5 2  2     4 

School 6 4  3   1  8 

School 7 2     2  4 

School 8 3  3     6 

School 9 3  3     6 

School 10 5  4   1  10 

School 11 1  1     2 

School 12 1     1  2 

Total 27  22   5  54 
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History is a part of the curricula of approximately 30 schools on upper secondary level in 

Iceland. The number of students in each school ranges from 100 – 2.200, as a whole 

approximately 22.000 in the autumn semester 2014 when the research was conducted (Svar 

mennta- og menningarmálaráðherra við fyrirspurn frá Oddnýju G. Harðardóttur um fjölda 

nemenda í framhaldsskólum, þskj. 533, 235. mál, 2014). 1.042 students were present when 

the lessons were videotaped. The selection of schools and teachers is supposed to reflect their 

dispersion in the country. 14 teachers from five schools are in the capital, Reykjavík, and 13 

teachers from seven schools are located outside the city. The data on eight teachers comes 

from a larger study on upper secondary school practices in Iceland where several schools 

were randomly sampled from stratified groups.4 The schools where the other 19 teachers work 

were chosen from the professional network of the first author. 36 history teachers worked in 

the twelve schools in question. Nine of them declined but the others allowed two of their 

lessons to be videotaped. 

The number of history teachers on that school level may vary from one semester to another but 

usually it is just over 60, about 24% of them female. Of the 27 teachers who participated, 19% 

were female which is in relative accordance with the gender balance of the profession in 

Iceland. Their period of employment ranged from one to 44 years, the average being 15,6 years. 

Their chronological age ranged from 29 to 66, the average being 46,5. This is also in line with 

the average age of teachers on upper secondary level, 49,8 years (Jakobsson, 2016). All of these 

teachers hold a degree in history (ten of them an M.A. degree, the others a B.A. degree) and 

have then added one or two years of pedagogical studies. 

 

4.3 Data collection 

 

Two lessons from each teacher, chosen in consultation with them, were observed in September 

– November 2014. No attention was given to the sequence of lessons; 40% of them were with 

the same group of students twice, 18% were observed on the same day. Since the organization 

 
4 Upper secondary school practices in Iceland. The research project received a grant from the University of 
Iceland Research Fund 2013–2015 and from the NordForsk-funded Nordic Centre of Excellence: Justice through 
education in the Nordic countries 2013–2018. Nine upper secondary schools in Iceland were randomly sampled 
from stratified groups of a population of 31 schools. Subcategories were made of academic, comprehensive 
and vocational schools, small and large schools, established and newly founded schools, and with regard to 
geographical location.  
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of courses differs from one school to another and these lessons took place with different age 

groups the variety of topics was large, ranging from the history of Iraq through Icelandic middle 

ages and the abolition of slavery to the cold war. Moreover, many of the teachers were using 

their own teaching materials. All participants agreed to the use of the observations for research 

purposes. In the first instance, none of the teachers were informed about the exact focus of the 

study, they were only asked for permission to videotape a regular history lesson.  The first 

lesson was videotaped one month after the school year had begun, the last one three months 

into the school year. In Iceland, the duration of lessons varies from one school to another, the 

most common being 60 minutes but ranging from 40 to 100 minutes. The lessons were filmed 

on a small camera. The first author was present during the lessons. 

 

4.4 Data analysis 

 

The videotapes of the 54 lessons were analysed by using the observation instrument Teach-

HTR (Gestsdóttir et al., 2018). It detects 33 components of teacher behaviour that is expected 

to be characteristic of historical thinking and reasoning. Seven categories of teaching HTR are 

scored on a 4 point Likert scale, using more concrete indicators for each category that can be 

checked as observed or not observed. Five of those categories focus on the teacher, either 

communicating learning objectives related to the development of student’s HTR ability, 

demonstrating HTR without explaining it explicitly or giving instructions on how to do it, using 

historical sources to support HTR, making clear that there are multiple perspectives and 

interpretations or providing explicit instructions on HTR strategies. The last two categories look 

at the teacher actively engaging students in historical thinking and reasoning, either by engaging 

them in assignments or whole class discussion that require HTR. The items within each 

category were scored whether they were observed or not, which supported the coding for the 

category as a whole. Each category was scored on a 4-point scale, reaching from 1 to 4 (1 if 

none of the items in the category were observed and increasing gradually according to the 

number of items observed or how much time the teacher dedicated to them). 

Two raters (the first author and an assistant that was trained on a sample of 5 lessons) rated a 

randomly chosen set of 10 lessons to determine interrater agreement. For each of the seven 

items, we calculated the percentage of complete agreement (the same score), the percentage of 

cases in which the two raters attributed adjacent scores (e.g. rater 1 scored a 2 and rater 2 scored 

a 3) and the percentage of cases in which the scores differed more than 1 point. We reached 

excellent agreement for the categories 'using historical sources' (80% same; 10% adjacent, 10% 
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different), 'explicit instruction' (90% same, 10% adjacent) and 'engaging in whole class 

discussion that asks for HTR' (80% same, 20% different). We reached good agreement for 

'communicating learning objectives related to HTR' (70% same, 20% adjacent, 10% different), 

'demonstrating HTR' (70% same, 30% adjacent) and 'engaging in individual or group tasks that 

ask for HTR' (70% same, 20% adjacent, 10% different). We reached fair agreement for the 

category 'providing multiple perspectives or interpretations' (60% same, 30% agreement, 10% 

different). 

The scale with 7 categories reached an internal consistency of .81 (Cronbach's alpha).  

 

5. Research results 

 

Rating of 54 history lessons in Icelandic upper secondary schools revealed the difference 

between lessons where HTR is promoted and lessons where it is more or less absent.  Table 2 

gives an overview of the main categories of the observation instrument, the mean score, 

standard deviation and range on a 4-point scale.  

Overall, the scores are rather low. The second category, demonstration of historical thinking 

and reasoning, is the most prominent one, with 2.76 on a 4-point scale. The scores go down to 

1.11 for the fifth category, providing explicit instructions on HTR strategies or the nature of 

historical knowledge. A closer look reveals in what percentage of the 54 lessons each of the 

seven categories were observed (a score above 1) (Figure 1).  
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Table 2 

Mean scores, standard deviations and range for the seven categories of the 

observation instrument Teach-HTR (N=54 lessons) 

Main categories of the observation instrument 

Teach-HTR 

Mean 

score 

Standard 

deviation 

Range 

1. The teacher communicates learning objectives 

related to the development of student’s historical 

thinking and reasoning ability 

1.44 0.63 1-3 

2. The teacher herself/himself demonstrates 

historical thinking or reasoning without explaining 

explicitly what he is doing or giving instructions on 

how to  

2.76 0.73 1-4 

3. The teacher uses historical sources to support 

historical thinking and reasoning 

1.61 0.83 1-4 

4. The teacher makes clear that there are multiple 

perspectives and interpretations 

1.54 0.69 1-3 

5. The teacher provides explicit instructions on 

historical thinking and reasoning strategies / the 

nature of historical knowledge 

1.11 0.42 1-3 

6. The teacher engages students in individual or 

group assignments that ask for historical thinking 

and reasoning 

2.44 1.24 1-4 

7. The teacher engages students in a whole class 

discussion that requires historical thinking and 

reasoning 

1.44 0.82 1-4 

 

The instrument brings forward certain variations in teacher behaviour. The categories that get 

the highest scores will be looked at first, moving to the ones with the lowest score, giving 

examples to illustrate the teaching behaviour in question.  

 

5.1 Demonstration of historical thinking and reasoning. 

 

The category most observed in the history lessons is the second one, The teacher demonstrates 

HTR without explaining it explicitly, in 93% of the lessons. The behaviour most observed is 
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when the teacher explains historical phenomena, causes and consequences and provides 

historical context/contextualizes events or actions of people in the past. An example is a lesson 

where this category scored 4. The teacher asks a historical question (“There are 60 million fewer 

women than men in China, does that have any particular consequences?”), compares historical 

phenomena or periods (“I looked at some statistics for India and …”), provides historical 

context (“this is at the same time that Gorbachev is taking off in the Soviet Union and there is 

a certain discourse, even in the West, that reaches China”), discerns aspects of change and 

continuity (“Despite setbacks, there is a considerable population increase during the 50s and 

the 60s, one-child policy is implemented in 1979 and it is a success, the rate of population 

growth has gone from 1,9% , which is a lot, in 1950 to 0,7% in 2010”) and explains historical 

phenomena (“Have you heard about 1989, the protest at The Gate of Heavenly Peace?”).   

However, not all the items in this category were equally present. In only two lessons did the 

teacher make clear that contemporary standards should be avoided when looking at the actions 

of people in the past and in only four lessons did the teacher assign historical significance. Both 

may indicate a sort of meta-thinking that is absent according to these results.  

 

Figure 1  

Percentage of lessons (total N = 54) where the subcategories of the Teaching Historical 

Thinking and Reasoning Observation Instrument were observed 
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5.2 Student’s engagement in historical thinking and reasoning 

 

The category that has to do with student’s engagement in historical thinking and reasoning, was 

observed in 67% of the lessons. The most present item in this category is when the teacher 

engages students in individual or group assignments that ask for a number of HTR activities. It 

can be stated in general that whether students were comparing Stalin’s and Mao’s communism 

or investigating the roots of the Islamic State their assignments nearly always asked for 

explanation or comparison of historical phenomena or concepts, had them discerning aspects 

of change and continuity or identifying multiple perspectives or interpretations. In these cases 

textbooks were rarely used, teachers provided or guided the students towards other sources. An 

example is when the teacher gave the students a text by Alexander Falconbridge from 1788 

about the condition of slaves, followed by empathy-oriented questions. Another teacher asked 

the students to investigate a historical movie or documentaries and give arguments to support 

their evaluation.    

 

5.3 Teacher’s use of sources and using multiple perspectives 

 

The third highest scoring category is teacher’s use of sources. Some kind of sources are present 

in most history lessons but the observation instrument distinguishes between the use of 

historical documents, pictures or objects merely to illustrate the content, which most teachers 

find necessary, and the use of sources to support HTR, observed in 43% of the lessons. Most 

often it had to do with contextualisation and investigation or close reading of sources. An 

example is when the teacher used multiple photos of the skeleton of Richard III and compared 

his skull with contemporary portraits. In none of the lessons did the teacher refer to the role of 

sources as evidence in interpretation so this item was not observed at all.  

The 4th category, Using multiple perspectives, had a similar score. It was observed in 41% of 

the lessons. An example is when the teacher discussed the withdrawal of Russia from World 

War 1 and explained different reactions to it.  

 

5.4 Less observed categories 

 

The 7th category, where the teacher engages students in a whole class discussion, was observed 

in 26% of the lessons. In other words, HTR activities are rarely followed up by debriefing where 
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these activities may be deepened. Then there are categories that are hardly visible at all. These 

are the fifth and first ones. The items in the fifth category have to do with the teacher giving 

explicit instructions on HTR strategies. They were observed in 7% of the lessons, i.e. in only 

four lessons (and one of them, the teacher provides explicit instructions on how to compare 

historical phenomena and/or periods, was actually not observed at all). The first category, 

Communicating goals related to historical thinking and reasoning, was also observed in 7% of 

the lessons.   

 

5.5 Lesson examples 

 

There were only few lessons that were rich in HTR and several indicators were observed. In 

general, a lesson where few indicators were observed might look like this particular one about 

Icelandic society in previous times: all categories scored 1 on a 4-point scale except the second 

one, the teacher demonstrating historical thinking and reasoning, which scored 3. In this lesson 

the teacher gave a 50 minutes lecture. He explained several phenomena and contextualized 

events and actions of people in the past. In other words, the teacher provided historical context 

and explained historical phenomena. Some drawings or photos were used as illustrations and 

students rarely participated.  

What does a high-scoring lesson look like? In this particular lesson on the Vietnam war all but 

the first two categories (teacher communicating goals related to HTR or demonstrating it) score 

either 3 or 4 on a 4-point scale. In this example the teacher used sources to support HTR and, 

when giving the assignment to the students, he pointed out that they would probably find 

sources that supported more than one ‘right’ view, thereby making it clear that there are multiple 

perspectives. He gave explicit instructions on HTR when he guided the students towards 

different ways to evaluate the movie and other sources and discussed various methods used to 

promote certain views. Moreover, he engaged students in HTR activities and a whole-class 

discussion in which students were stimulated to think and reason historically. During this 

lesson, the students were watching an American film that takes place during the Vietnam war 

in the 60’s (The Green Berets, 1968). Simultaneously, they worked on an assignment. The 

teacher stopped the film a few times to conduct a discussion where the students were provoked 

to think and reason historically to activate prior knowledge or deepen a particular topic. 

Example 1 which is an excerpt from the lesson shows the use of sources: the teacher 
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demonstrates close reading of a source, sourcing (in this case, looking into the purpose of the 

source), contextualisation and evaluation of the usefulness or reliability of the source in relation 

to a specific question.  

 

Example 1  

A lesson that illustrates teacher‘s use of sources   

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Teacher  Well, according to this film, how is life in the American army in   

 Vietnam?  

Students 1 & 2 (answer simultaneously with a very positive verdict, although their exact 

  words are difficult to distinguish). 

 

Teacher It´s like going camping, it’s like … 

Student 1 People are having a barbecue and all! 

Teacher  It is like going to summer camp, easy summer camp, having a great time with

  the boys. … And the Northern-Vietnamese are invisible, they are like ghosts. 

  They appear and commit horrendous human rights violations, they kill women 

  and children and torture people and then the American soldiers come and cure 

  people and help little children.  …  

Student 1 Did they make this movie to convince more people to come and join in the

  war? 

Teacher  Yes, because doubts concerning the participation of the United States in the 

  war were becoming prevalent. John Wayne said as much when he was 

  making the movie: „I am making a movie to support our guys in Vietnam“, 

  that’s the purpose of the film, and they said in the introduction that the US 

  army supported the making of this movie, didn‘t they? They provided  

  helicopters and various equipment.  

Student 3 Yes. 

Teacher  And the vegetation, does it look like Vietnam?  
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Student 3  E-e [denying]. 

Teacher  You see, this is filmed in Virginia, on the eastern coast of the United States, 

  and not only, this is actually filmed on an army base. The Americans simply 

  provided a giant army base and they were allowed to build their set there. 

  And when the film was done, the army used it [explains]. This is a good 

  example of the cooperation of the United States army and Hollywood.  

  (Discusses the situation today, a student contributes a more recent example of 

  this cooperation). 

Teacher But all this is a very obvious propaganda, isn‘t it, we can easily see through 

  this, can‘t we? This is so obvious, in fact it is comical.  

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

6. Discussion and conclusion 

 

The use of the observation instrument Teach-HTR opens up new research possibilities. It 

enables an analysis of history lessons that is not based upon self-report but a more valid 

perception of teacher behaviour. Until now, most studies in history education focus on students' 

thinking about historical phenomena and on describing (the effects of) instructional approaches 

(e.g. Nokes et al., 2007; Reisman, 2012; Stoel et al., 2017), whereas hardly any studies 

concentrate on what history teachers actually do in their daily work. Here we described teaching 

practices of teachers in Iceland. Since this is an observation study, it adds to the case studies on 

teaching practices in history education.  

Rating of 54 history lessons of almost half of all history teachers on upper secondary level in 

Iceland shows the strengths of history teaching, as well as the weaker points when a teacher 

aims at building up the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning. It is clear that nearly all 

history lessons included teacher’s demonstration of historical thinking and reasoning, mainly 

by explaining historical phenomena, causes and consequences, and providing historical context. 

Teachers also engaged students in individual or group assignments that asked for various HTR 

activities. These are all examples of teacher behaviour that are very much associated with 

history teaching in general. On the other hand, in the lessons observed teachers rarely 

communicated learning objectives related to the development of student’s historical thinking 
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and reasoning, and explicit teaching of historical thinking and reasoning was also sporadic, 

even coincidental.  

The research question of this study was: To what extent do Icelandic history teachers teach 

historical thinking and reasoning at the upper secondary level? It is now apparent that some 

form of HTR is present in nearly all history lessons. However, it does not seem to be built upon 

in a strategic manner and certain areas are almost completely left out. The vocabulary of HTR 

is not deliberately used, which indicates that teachers may be drawing more from their 

education as historians than as history teachers when moving in this field. It is regrettable since 

the variety of student’s assignments demonstrate teacher’s readiness to explore and advance 

student’s higher order skills, i.e. reinforce themselves as history teachers. To follow up the 

activities by making it explicit that they are encouraging HTR would not take much extra effort 

but doing it constructively requires the teacher’s familiarity not only with the appropriate 

procedures but also the appropriate language (Van Boxtel & Van Drie, 2017). The same goes 

for the use of sources. The shift from the very common use of sources to illustrate the content 

towards a critical evaluation of sources and using sources to support an argument is not 

necessarily a major one, as long as teachers are aware of what they are doing. This lack of 

communicating HTR goals and explicit teaching or explanation of those strategies may be a 

result of the fact that no mention is made of it in the formal curriculum. More familiarity with 

the literature and the practice of historical thinking and reasoning might facilitate the process. 

Simultaneously, it would encourage further development of critical thinking skills who are 

linked to all six fundamental pillars of education, according to the national curriculum guide.  

Our finding that in the observed lessons, the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning was 

only partly integrated into the history lessons resemble the findings of other researchers who 

also concluded that historical thinking and reasoning is only paid a limited attention (e.g. 

Bouhon, 2009; Huijgen et al., 2017; VanSledright, 2011). One of the explanations for the 

absence or scarcity of certain categories of the instrument may be the fact that neither the 

national curriculum guide nor the initial education of history teachers in Iceland accentuate any 

of the components of HTR, beyond critical assessment of sources, which certainly is the basis 

for any work on history whatsoever. In fact, it might be that in class, teachers rely more on their 

training as historians than their teacher training. They may promote historical thinking without 

realizing it, even without having the vocabulary to discuss it. A clarification of these issues is 

beyond the scope of our research but the connection between teaching of HTR and curriculum 

requirements is an interesting topic for further research. 
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However, this also highlights the limitations of the observation instrument Teach-HTR. When 

observing a single lesson or a couple of lessons as in this study, one may miss either the 

beginning of a sequence of lessons or the conclusion of them. E.g., this may be the reason for 

such few occasions where the teacher communicated learning objectives at all, let alone those 

related to HTR. Some researchers have drawn attention to “the significance of the location of 

the lesson within the instructional (topic) sequence” (Clarke et al., 2007, p. 283). Since this 

variable was not included in this study, important aspects of lesson organisation, such as the 

communication of learning goals, may be left out. When only two lessons per teacher are 

observed it obviously gives a limited scope of topics. It may well be the case that some topics 

are better suited for teaching HTR than others, as has been suggested regarding the teaching of 

interpretation (Wansink et al., 2016). A more widespread period of observation would be 

necessary to determine if this is the case. Although some form of HTR is present in nearly all 

history lessons the instrument does not reveal if it is done consciously or coincidentally. Further 

research is needed to determine what lies behind teacher behaviour drawn out by the instrument. 

Finally, it is worth mentioning that it would be interesting to investigate with a larger sample 

of lessons and teachers how the different categories of the instrument relate to each other to see 

if a substantial score in one category entails a similar score in another one. It might be the case, 

for example, that teachers who demonstrate HTR, use sources to support HTR and provide 

multiple perspectives do not necessarily actively engage students in HTR through assignments, 

group work or discussion. We found that in the majority of the observed lessons, teachers 

actively engaged students in HTR by using assignments, although we do not know how much 

time of the total lesson teachers used such student-centred teaching approach. This finding 

seems to be different from the findings of a recent study of Reichenberg (2018) who found that 

social studies teachers in Sweden – more than math and language teachers – tended to prefer 

teacher-centred practices and did not spend much time on assignments, group work and 

discussion.     

It should be kept in mind that assessment of teacher behaviour is not the goal as Teach-HTR is 

intended to be an instrument for professional development and basis for discussion about one’s 

own teaching. The suitability of the instrument for that is evident. This study shows that it could 

be used to provide suggestions for professional development of history teachers in Iceland, as 

well as for the initial training of history teachers. With the help of the literature it should be 

possible to design a program that helps teachers focus on basic components of historical 

thinking and reasoning and specific behaviour, discourse and activities that bring it forward. 
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This study supports previous findings that none of this is completely foreign to teacher’s way 

of working but they need constructive support to be able to implement it. This is in line with 

the findings of other research, for instance Barton and Levstik (2003) on the doing history 

approach in general, Voet and De Wever (2017) on inquiry learning, Wansink et al. (2016) on 

teaching history as interpretation and Huijgen et al. (2017) on teaching historical 

contextualization. Despite good intentions or even the impression that one’s teaching clearly 

reflects one’s intentions, the opposite may actually be the case. Yet, it is not obvious where to 

find the platform in Iceland where such matters may be addressed. The community of history 

educators in the country is small and renewal takes place at a very slow pace. In the initial 

teacher education there is hardly any space provided for issues specific to history education, 

since history students form only a small part of the student group. It would probably be more 

logical to address it on earlier stages of their education, when they are still working on their 

history degree. Furthermore, teachers would have to be supported by the national curriculum 

guide, which calls for important change to the document, bringing in ideas and goals that are 

specific to history education. 

The analysis of the Icelandic history lessons also draws out interesting topics for further 

research on history education. How do teachers determine their teaching approaches? Where 

do their motives come from and what influences their teacher behaviour? We believe that 

research on how teachers in one country teach historical thinking and reasoning is relevant on 

an international level. The items of the instrument Teach-HTR are detailed and domain-specific, 

both of which are necessary preconditions to a significant comparison of history teaching 

between nations (Givvin et al., 2005; LeTendre et al., 2001). Such a comparison might give 

clues regarding the effect of teacher training and curricula on history teaching and other 

interesting outcomes. When we can grasp how and to what extent teachers teach historical 

thinking and reasoning it will also be possible to investigate how this affects student’s ability 

to think and reason historically. 
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4 Teaching historical thinking and reasoning: teacher beliefs5 
 

 

1. Introduction 

 

Historical thinking and reasoning have been considered an important component in history 

teaching in many countries for some decades (e.g. Dawson, 1989; Lévesque and Clark, 2018; 

Seixas, 2008; Trautwein et al., 2017; Van Drie and Van Boxtel, 2008). It emphasizes an 

active building of historical knowledge and understanding in a constructivist manner, where 

students need to be capable of establishing historical significance, use primary sources, 

discern change and continuity, investigate cause and consequence, take historical 

perspectives, and fathom the ethical dimension of historical interpretations (Seixas and 

Morton, 2013). Historical thinking and reasoning is certainly not a prominent part of the 

curriculum in all countries and many factors may influence whether it is present in the 

classroom. This study aims to shed light on the relation between the beliefs of a group of 

experienced history teachers and the extent and way in which they taught historical thinking 

and reasoning. It is a part of a larger study where lessons of 27 history teachers in Icelandic 

upper secondary schools (almost half of all Icelandic history teachers) have been analyzed to 

gain an idea about the extent and they ways in which the teachers focused on historical 

thinking and reasoning (Gestsdóttir et al., 2019). To this end an observation instrument was 

developed, the Teach-HTR, that operationalizes the teaching of historical thinking and 

reasoning (HTR) in observable teacher behaviour (Gestsdóttir et al., 2018). Although visible 

in most lessons, the fostering of HTR was not very prevalent. In order to better understand the 

difference between those who did and those who did not promote HTR, it is necessary to 

know more about their beliefs. It is important to study the teaching of experienced history 

teachers and bring out factors that shape their beliefs, not least since the large majority of 

research is addressed to preservice or novice teachers outside the field of history education. 

Bringing teacher beliefs into the picture should aid the development of successful 

professionalization programmes. Little research exists in which teacher beliefs are related to 

actual teaching practices observed in the classroom (instead of self-reported practices). Our 

main research question is: Which beliefs about goals and strategies of teaching history might 

 
5 This chapter is in press as: Gestsdóttir, S. M., Van Drie, J. & Van Boxtel, C. (2021). Teaching historical 

thinking and reasoning: teacher beliefs. History Education Research Journal. 
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play a role in teachers' inclinations towards teaching historical thinking and reasoning? We 

conducted a mixed methods study where we supplemented an already existing empirical data, 

i.e. lessons analysis based on observations, with interviews. Eight teachers were interviewed 

on their beliefs and we related this to their instructional practices. Based upon theories about 

the relevance of beliefs in the adoption of teaching such higher order skills we expect to find 

differences in the beliefs of teachers who teach HTR and those who do it to a lesser extent. 

We assume them to be related to beliefs about the nature of history, the goals of history 

teaching and the way students learn history.  

 

2. Theoretical framework 

 

2.1 Teacher beliefs 

 

Different types of beliefs are discussed in literature, both about the nature and construction of 

knowledge in particular subjects and beliefs about the teaching of a particular subject (e.g. 

Buehl and Alexander, 2005).  It is generally acknowledged that teachers’ beliefs and 

knowledge of their subject shape the nature of their teaching and teaching routines (Kagan, 

1992; Voet and De Wever, 2016; Yilmaz, 2008). Some even claim that teacher beliefs can be 

“the single most important construct in educational research” (Pajares, 1992: 329). 

Particularly relevant for this study are teacher beliefs about why history should be taught and 

how this should be done. In McCrum’s study, based on interviews with 11 history student-

teachers, a distinction was drawn between modernist perspectives on history with an 

“emphasis on an empiricist historical methodology of the objective inference of facts from 

sources”, and postmodern perspectives where “the past is always mediated and it is not 

possible for the actuality of the past to be re-presented in historical accounts.” (McCrum, 

2013: 74). This is in line with the interpretative nature of history, which is very prevalent in 

literature on historical thinking and reasoning.  

Tuithof (2017) identified eight subject-related goals of Dutch history teachers. These are a) 

cultural stock-in-trade, b) historical reasoning, c) an overview over time, d) take a different 

perspective, e) entertainment, f) moral lessons, g) to explain current affairs and h) as a 

preparation for academic or scientific thinking. However, historical thinking and reasoning 

are often related to other goals and are not always considered an aim in themselves. First, the 
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development of a student’s HTR contributes to a better understanding of the past (e.g., Van 

Boxtel and Van Drie, 2013). Second, it is closely related to general skills, such as critical 

thinking and literacy (e.g., Maggioni et al., 2004; Reisman, 2012; Wineburg, 1991). Third, 

many authors connect HTR to citizenship (e.g., Barton and Levstik, 2004; Körber, 2015). 

The teaching behaviour we focus on is based on the literature on HTR. With regard to how 

history should be taught there are indications that the pedagogy advocated by those who wish 

to nurture historical thinking and reasoning centres on inquiry-based learning (Grant, 2018; 

Reisman, 2012; Wiley and Voss, 1996), working with sources (Reisman, 2012; Van 

Nieuwenhuyse et al., 2017) and investigation of different perspectives and interpretations 

(Chapman, 2011; Stradling, 2003). Explicit instruction (Nokes, 2007; Van Boxtel and Van 

Drie, 2018) is also prominent. Either it can include the explanations of the teacher or it can be 

embedded in meaningful tasks or inquiry, such as how to explain historical phenomena, 

critically assess the reliability of historical sources and more. Inquiry-based tasks are usually 

directed at answering authentic historical questions, assuming that the past can be interpreted 

in various ways (Van Boxtel et al., in press). They can be combined with explicit instruction 

on meaningful tasks (Reisman, 2012) to form a guided inquiry learning. 

With experience, teachers gradually form their views of how the subject should be taught, 

based on their beliefs about the nature of their subject and teaching in general. This is related 

to what Shulman called pedagogical content knowledge (Shulman, 1986). Some authors 

categorize teachers according to their teaching strategies. In Sweden, Nygren interviewed  

seven experienced history teachers and subsequently described their strategies as “1) 

multiperspectivity, where different points of view and interpretations of history are central; 2) 

narrative history, where through both major and minor stories, a chronological structure and 

animation of the subject of history are strived after; 3) social scientific history, which uses 

history to explain contemporary society through making comparisons and seeking general 

patterns; and 4) an eclectic strategy, which strives after varieties of an individualized teaching 

of history by allowing students to make their way into history in diverse ways” (Nygren, 

2009: 3). This classification may be a useful tool when looking at teacher beliefs and 

practices. The first three categories certainly reflect well-known beliefs about the aims of 

history or its nature, such as interpretational history, providing a chronological overview or 

explaining the present; however, in the study in question, teaching strategies were related to 

teacher knowledge rather than teacher beliefs. 
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In this study, we make a distinction between teacher beliefs and teacher knowledge, focusing 

on the former in the sense that Pajares’ extensive overview (1992) revealed: that beliefs “play 

a critical role in defining behaviour and organizing knowledge and information” (p. 325). 

Quite some work has been done on the beliefs of student or novice history teachers (e.g. 

Aypay, 2011; Chan and Elliott, 2002; McCrum, 2013; VanSledright and Reddy, 2014; Virta, 

2002). Less research has been done on experienced history teachers (Voet and De Wever, 

2016; Tuithof, 2019; Yilmaz, 2008). There are indications that there is a gap/discrepancy 

between their beliefs and their actions. Research suggests that different beliefs of the nature of 

history as inclined towards either more factual or interpretative, shape teachers’ teaching 

approaches. Some of these approaches are more related to the teaching of HTR, such as 

guiding students in inquiry-based learning, working with sources and exploring different 

perspectives and interpretations. The importance of explicit instruction on strategies has also 

been underlined. 

 

2.2 The difference between teacher beliefs and teacher behaviour 

 

The connection between beliefs and behaviour has been established by studies such as the 

study of Buehl and Alexander (2005), who alleged that “more sophisticated belief profiles” 

were followed by “higher levels of motivation and task performance” (p. 697). Nevertheless, 

many studies have shown how confusing teachers may find it to follow their orientation when 

it comes to actual classroom practice. Wansink et al. (2016) described how student teachers 

who wanted to teach interpretational history did in fact teach much more factual history than 

they would have preferred. There was a clear conflict between their intentions and their 

practice that may partly be put down to their inexperience, although many other factors come 

into play, such as the requirements of the curriculum. Huijgen, Holthuis, Van Boxtel and Van 

de Grift (2019) discovered that in the observed lessons of Dutch history teachers, teachers 

emphasized historical contextualization to a much smaller extent than could have been 

expected with regard to e.g. the national curriculum and concluded that teachers needed help 

to enact their intentions. Voet and De Wever (2016) discovered a disconnect between the 

ideas Belgian history teachers held about inquiry-based learning and their teaching practices. 

Some of these could be related to contextual influences, such as availability of instructional 

materials, curriculum demands, the teachers’perception of their students’ abilities or even 

their own experiences as students. VanSledright and Limón (2006) reported on several studies 
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in the United States that showed the same picture, whether restricted to novice teachers or not. 

They mentioned the demands of broad curricula and simplistic assessments among the 

elements that push teachers towards teaching methods that are not necessarily their most 

preferred. In our previous study of history lessons in Iceland, teachers rarely demonstrated 

behaviour that could be considered as indicators of the teaching of HTR (Gestsdóttir et al., 

2019). Nevertheless, they may hold beliefs in which HTR is important. It may be presumed 

that the explanations other studies have found for the discrepancy between beliefs and 

practices apply as well to Icelandic history teachers and the teaching of HTR. These may be a 

curriculum that does not require the teaching of HTR, lack of experience (in the case of 

novice teachers) and a deficiency of knowledge or skills concerning implementation. 

 

2.3 Icelandic context  

 

Teachers at the very decentralized upper secondary school level in Iceland enjoy considerable 

autonomy in their work (c.f. Ingvarsdóttir, 2018). The current national curriculum guide does 

not specify any goals for history teaching apart from the ones that apply to all subjects at all 

school levels: they should be based on six fundamental pillars of education, i.e. literacy, 

sustainability, democracy and human rights, equality, health and welfare, and creativity. Each 

school is responsible for including these pillars in their courses. The courses are placed on 

four different qualification levels where key competences are defined. The content of courses 

and the number of credit units in history students should complete is left to the discretion of 

each school, as there are no centralized exams or other form of external control (The Icelandic 

National Curriculum Guide, 2014). During initial teacher education there is little opportunity 

to focus on domain specific training, since prospective history teachers belong to a larger 

group of students from various social subjects and pedagogy has to be taught in a generic 

way. Finally, it is worth mentioning that the choice of teaching materials is very restricted. 

For the basic courses that most schools offer there are two sets of textbooks available, both 

published in the early 2000s; beyond that, the choice is extremely limited. Teachers are 

expected to provide much of their materials themselves. The purpose of teaching history in 

schools is not discussed and to date, not much is known about actual teaching practices in 

history at the upper secondary level. The first comprehensive study of upper secondary 

schools in Iceland indicates that approximately half of all lessons in general are based on 

lectures, videos etc., i.e. teacher-centred, although they may be interactive to a certain degree. 
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This also applies to lessons in history, philosophy and ethics, all of which were grouped 

together in the study (Sigurgeirsson et al., 2018). 

 

3. Aims and method  

 

3.1 Aim of the study 

 

We use mixed methods where the data from interviews is combined with the results of 

observation data, gathered in a previous study, to examine the relationship between history 

teachers’ views of their subject and how they approach it in the classroom and their teaching 

of HTR in the classroom. 

The research question is: Which beliefs about goals and strategies of teaching history play a 

role in teachers’ inclinations towards teaching historical thinking and reasoning? We expect 

that teachers are more inclined towards teaching HTR if the following applies to them: a) they 

hold nuanced beliefs about the nature of history, b) they emphasize critical or academic 

thinking in their goals when teaching history and c) their beliefs about effective pedagogy 

lead them to the conclusion that students learn best through guided inquiry. 

 

3.2 Participants  

 

Eight teachers participated in the present study. They come from a larger group of history 

teachers (N = 27) who participated in a previous study. The teachers come from seven schools 

of whom four were visited in a larger study on upper secondary school practices in Iceland 

where several schools were randomly sampled from stratified groups6 and the remaining three 

schools belong to the professional network of the first author. We used purposive sampling 

(Palys, 2008), based on the analysis of videotaped lessons with Teach-HTR, to include a 

 
6 Upper secondary school practices in Iceland. The research project received a grant from the University of 

Iceland Research Fund 2013–2015 and from the NordForsk-funded Nordic Centre of Excellence: Justice through 

education in the Nordic countries 2013–2018. Nine upper secondary schools in Iceland were randomly sampled 

from stratified groups of a population of 31 schools. Subcategories were made of academic, comprehensive and 

vocational schools, small and large schools, established and newly founded schools, and with regard to 

geographical location. 
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variety of teaching practices with regard to historical thinking and reasoning. Teachers were 

not informed about the exact focus of the study, beyond the studying of history teaching, and 

no attention was given to the content of the lessons. Details about education, age, experience 

and professional development are provided in Table 1.  

Two lessons of each teacher, chosen in cooperation with them, were videotaped, four of them 

with the same group of students twice and two were observed on the same day. All 

participants indicated afterwards that these lessons were fairly typical of their teaching. Both 

teachers and students gave their written consent to the use of the videos for research purposes. 

The observation instrument consisted of seven categories and for each category there were 

several behavioural indicators. The categories are: communicating objectives related to HTR, 

demonstrating HTR, the use of sources to support HTR, presenting multiple perspectives and 

interpretations, explicit instruction on HTR strategies, engaging students in individual or 

group tasks that require HTR, and engaging students in a whole-class discussion that asks for 

HTR (for more information about the instrument see Gestsdóttir et al., 2018).  

We took a global rating approach - making summative judgments about the degree to which a 

teacher demonstrated the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning in a particular lesson. 

Therefore, the unit of analysis was a complete lesson. The observation instrument Teach-HTR 

was used in a previous research to analyze the lessons and to assign scores on a Likert scale of 

1-4 to each category, using more concrete indicators that could be checked as observed or not 

observed. 

When it comes to the observed lessons of the eight participants in the current study it is 

possible to distinguish between three groups (pseudonyms were assigned). The differentiation 

is based on if and how the teachers engaged students in HTR, either through individual or 

group assignments that asked for such activities, or through whole class discussions that 

required the same (Table 1; Gestsdóttir et al., 2019). The first two, Asger and Erik, did this 

actively; Dag, Gunnar and Thor did so to a moderate extent and Nanna, Ragnar and Saga did 

not actively engage students in HTR (see Appendix 2 for a detailed analysis).  
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Table 1 

Participants 

Teacher Education Gender Age Teaching 

experience 

Participation in 

PD* 

Asger BA hist. M 30 4 Regularly 

Erik BA pol. sc. M 51 24 Regularly 

Dag BA hist. and pol. sc. M 32 5 Regularly 

Gunnar MA hist. M 54 8 Regularly 

Thor MA hist. M 41 3 Never 

Nanna MA hist. and 

archaeology 

F 57 12 Never 

Ragnar BA hist. M 55 20 Occasionally 

Saga BA hist. F 35 8 Occasionally 

*Professional Development 

 

3.3 Data and instruments 

 

Semi-structured interviews (Leech, 2002) were conducted in October 2015 by the first author. 

A video of one lesson was sent to the teachers in advance, as well as the Teach-HTR analysis 

of that lesson which also included a short summary of the lesson. The purpose was to provide 

the opportunity to discuss particular fragments of the lesson. The participants received a brief 

questionnaire that asked about their reasons for becoming a teacher and about their 

participation in formal and informal professional development during the last five years.  

The interviews lasted 40 – 53 minutes, on average 45 minutes. All interviews took place at the 

respective schools, except one via Skype. The questions focused on the teachers’ view of 

history teaching in general (e.g. “Why teach history?”), their personal goals for history 

teaching (e.g. “What do you aim at in your teaching?”), how they planned their teaching 

activities (e.g. “Do you plan your teaching activities for each lesson or for longer units?”) and 

if they thought students struggled with some particular elements of learning history.  

Furthermore, teachers’ professional identity was investigated by asking what had shaped their 

beliefs on history teaching, if they felt those beliefs had changed since they started their 

teaching career, and if they thought history teaching required some special approaches.    
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The analyses of the lessons by the observation instrument Teach-HTR were discussed in 

detail, as well as a couple of videotaped examples selected by the interviewer to sharpen some 

questions (e.g. “What is your aim when you address this group like that rather than providing 

them with the answer?”; “What is your aim with using this particular photograph?”). 

 

3.4 Data analysis  

 

The aim of the data analysis was to gain an insight into teachers’ beliefs about history, their 

goals and how they approach such in the classroom. The interviews were transcribed and 

analyzed by the first author. A coding scheme was developed, based on both deductive and 

inductive coding strategies (Miles and Huberman, 1994). The coding scheme was discussed 

among all three authors. From the outset, the focus was clear and the answers to several 

questions were to reflect a) the participant’s goals with teaching history (why teach history? 

See Table 2) and b) their ideas about the teaching of history (how to teach history). The 

transcripts were divided into segments representing answers to these main questions. 

Categorization was developed from the literature, but also emerged during the analysis of the 

interviews and in close cooperation with all three authors. The categorizing of goals was 

based on Tuithof’s work (2017): cultural stock-in-trade, historical reasoning, overview over 

time, different perspective, entertainment, moral lesson, to explain current affairs and 

preparation for academic or scientific thinking. We added the category general skills to cover 

goals such as training students in group work or note-taking, and combined historical skills, 

such as working with sources, with the category historical reasoning. Teachers’ ideas about 

the teaching of history were grouped in nine, using a bottom up approach according to what 

they discussed in the interviews: project work with uncertain outcome, lectures, combination 

of lectures and students’ tasks, working with sources, tasks that require recall, whole class 

discussion, visual material, on-site learning and having visitors to class. Furthermore, using 

this categorization and the interview data, the classification of Nygren was used to 

characterize teachers’ ideas:  the categories were multiperspectivity, narrative history, social 

scientific history and an eclectic strategy (Nygren, 2009). 
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4. Results  

 

In this section we first discuss teachers’ beliefs about history and their goals, and second how 

they approach such in the classroom. Outcomes of the interviews are related to the 

observation data. 

 

4.1 Teachers’ beliefs about history and their goals 

 

The results of the analysis of the participants’ lessons are appended to this paper (Appendix 

2). Table 2 presents the goals of the teachers that emerged in the interviews. When asked 

about the raison d'être of history as a school subject, seven out of eight teachers mentioned 

being able to explain current affairs. They talked about skills, as history gives students a firm 

basis to stand on in society as critical thinkers, it also gives them the necessary tools to form a 

grounded opinion on controversial issues and possibly even realize that the causes or 

explanations for current situations are not always the expected ones.  

Asger and Erik, who were considered to teach HTR to a large extent, explicitly verbalized 

goals related to the teaching of HTR (historical reasoning and skills and different 

perspectives). Asger stressed the importance of understanding change and continuity. He 

struck a moral note when he expressed his opinion that students needed to understand how 

comfortable their life is, compared with the life of previous generations or their 

contemporaries in other countries. He put history in a key position in the school system when 

saying it was crucial “to understand why everything is as it is.” Asger said students needed to 

learn procedures, e.g. to read academic texts as a preparation for further studies and added 

that “content is the least important factor.” Erik wanted students to be able to deal critically 

with information, to make comparisons and understand the influence of the past, rather than 

adopting concrete items of historical knowledge. He said he was finally able to put a finger on 

his aims as a history teacher when reading Barton and Levstik’s book, Teaching History for 

the Common Good. He did not hesitate to reduce the reading materials or topics in favour of 

digging deeper and emphasizing what really is of value to people living in a democratic 

society. During the observed lessons given by Erik, his students were working in groups on 

projects and Erik’s interaction with them consisted mainly of urging them to be critical 

thinkers. One of the groups wanted to base their project on the research question “What are 



554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir
Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021 PDF page: 69PDF page: 69PDF page: 69PDF page: 69

Teaching historical thinking and reasoning: teacher beliefs  

 

69 

 

the goals of these three terrorist organisations?” Erik asked them not to use the concept 

“terrorism” unless it had been justified by their investigation and put several questions about 

the term to the group. Both Asger and Erik mentioned several items that figure in the 

observation instrument Teach-HTR, such as asking historical questions and problematizing, 

discerning aspects of change and continuity, comparing historical phenomena and periods and 

using information from sources as evidence in an interpretation. 

Dag, Gunnar and Thor were considered to promote HTR to a moderate extent, as can be seen 

in Table 2. Dag did not mention any HTR goals when interviewed, but in the lessons observed 

his students were working on tasks where they needed to include the different perspectives of 

historical actors during World War II. Thor contemplated that history might be useful to teach 

critical reading of sources, but added that it was a skill difficult to teach. In one of his lessons 

observed he engaged students in a written task that demanded some historical thinking. 

Gunnar discussed the vital role history plays in the very being of the Icelandic nation and the 

existence of the Icelandic language, thereby being the only teacher alluding to nationalistic 

views. He added that people could not be critically thinking and enlightened without historical 

knowledge. Gunnar referred to general skills when he said that students needed to practise 

their note-taking more than discussions or group work, which he felt they were quite good at 

already. However, he engaged his students in whole class discussions where they had to 

define concepts and compare them. These three teachers mentioned only a couple of items 

that are included in the instrument Teach-HTR, mainly regarding the use of historical sources 

to support HTR and assigning historical significance to persons, events or developments. 

Nanna, Ragnar and Saga are the three teachers who hardly promoted HTR at all, despite 

Nanna’s remark about the importance of seeing things from the perspective of people in the 

past. They wanted students primarily to gain historical knowledge and their lessons confirmed 

their emphasis on transmitting it through lectures that in the case of Nanna and Ragnar did not 

require any student participation. Nanna constantly felt the pressure of telling the students as 

much as possible: “There’s a lot of interesting stuff I haven’t told you yet – what time is it? 

Let’s do two more slides before we finish today.” She claimed it was not possible to provide 

students with proper cultural and historical literacy by picking out pieces of history that fitted 

the present: “We need to teach everything as it was and doing so includes Christianity.” In 

fact, Nanna was the only one who mentioned theology and religious history by referring to the 

need for familiarity with both when studying art history. Ragnar underlined the practical 

purpose of learning history: knowing one’s society, understanding democracy and human 
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rights and being familiar with the development of both through time. Saga claimed that 

history should be taught in schools mainly because it is interesting and a good way to kindle 

students’ interest in studying and acquiring knowledge: “There’s something wrong with you if 

you cannot find something of interest in history, right?” Ragnar’s ideas about the 

development of democracy and human rights are the only instance where items of the 

instrument Teach-HTR are referred to (discerning aspects of change and continuity), besides 

Nanna making clear that contemporary standards should be avoided when looking at the 

actions of people in the past. All three advocated the goal of historical knowledge (in Table 2 

referred to as overview over time) and both Nanna and Saga mentioned the aim of preparing 

their students for academic or scientific thinking. 

 

Table 2 

Goals of history teaching according to the interviews with the teachers 

Teachers   Cultural 

stock-in 
trade 

HR and skills 

(e.g. change 
and  

continuity, 

source work) 

Overview 

over time 

Different 

persp. 

Enter- 

tainment 

Moral  

lessons 

To  

explain  
current 

affairs 

Preparation for  

academic or 
scientif. 

thinking 

General 

skills 

Promoting HTR  

to a large ext. 

 

         

Asger  X    X X X X 

Erik  X    X X   

          

Promoting HTR  

to a moderate 

ext. 
 

         

Dag X      X   

Gunnar  X X    X  X 
Thor  X X    X X  

   X       

Promoting HTR  
to a little ext. 

 

         

Nanna X  X X X   X  
Ragnar X  X    X   

Saga X  X  X  X X  

 

Nanna is a clear example of a teacher whose teaching of HTR mainly consisted of items that 

in the observation instrument Teach-HTR belong to the category “The teacher herself/himself 

demonstrates historical thinking or reasoning activities without explaining explicitly what 

she/he is doing or giving instructions on how to do it.” Nanna’s goals with history teaching 

are to provide her students with a cultural stock-in-trade and increase their cultural literacy by 

transferring historical knowledge to them in an entertaining fashion. By this, she intends to 

prepare them for academic or scientific training later on. Nanna was the only one of the eight 
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teachers who did not share the goal of teaching history to explain current affairs. On the 

contrary, she linked it with becoming familiar not only with the historical past, but also with 

art and religion. Her view of history becomes clear from her statement: “We need to teach 

everything as it was and doing so includes Christianity.” She promotes empathy when she 

warns her students against presentism and urges them to look at historical events and 

situations from the point of view of those who experienced it firsthand. When interviewed, 

Nanna discussed her worries about the decrease of obligatory history courses at her school 

and an increasing tendency to pick out fragments of history to teach. She described how she 

strived to keep up with new knowledge in the field to be able to bring it to her students and 

the very positive feedback she gets from them. Nanna has a very warm and caring relationship 

with her students and it is for their benefit that she puts an enormous amount of work into 

preparing the material she presents to them. She feels like a successful teacher whose 

profession brings her a lot of joy and fulfilment. 

 

4.2 Teaching approaches and beliefs of how to teach history 

 

The difference between the three groups of teachers becomes more salient when their beliefs 

about how to teach history are investigated. The lessons of those that promoted HTR the most, 

Asger and Erik, are clearly more student-centred than those of the others. They engaged 

students in tasks that were open-ended, i.e. students were working with sources to build up 

their own historical knowledge and skills. Erik described how he in fact struggled with this 

approach: “[Keeping a diary helped me discover] that I was taking too much control, we did 

everything on my terms so I tried to back out of it a bit and you just have to control yourself 

because the teacher who wants to have complete control is always there within me and he 

appears sometimes and I have to make sure to suppress him …” The teachers demonstrated 

HTR when they were moving between groups of students, e.g. asking historical questions or 

problematizing. Asger and Erik can be said to use eclectic instructional strategies, according 

to Nygren’s categorization, i.e. giving the students the opportunity to approach history in 

various ways (Nygren, 2009).  

Erik was particularly clear about his beliefs. When interviewed, he explicitly rejected the idea 

of striving to cover a vast amount of historical knowledge and claimed that it was much more 

beneficial for the students to dig deeper into certain topics. This would provide them with the 
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necessary skills to participate in a democratic society, i.e. the skills required by the National 

curriculum guide. He referred to his own upbringing in a relatively socially deprived 

neighbourhood and how he felt that school had missed the opportunity to respond to it. Erik 

said history teaching needed to be open, to dare to present students with open-ended tasks and 

lean more towards constructivism. Similarly, Asger described how he was willing to discard 

previous organization of a course if he felt that the group of students could be pushed towards 

more creative assignments. His own memories from school very much focused on the (rare) 

occasions when the class had “done something different.”  

Dag, Gunnar and Thor promoted HTR to a moderate extent. Dags’ lessons were similar to 

Asgers’ and Eriks’ in that his students worked mainly on HTR assignments, but his beliefs 

had much more in common with the beliefs of those who promoted HTR to a lesser extent. It 

is therefore difficult to place him according to Nygren’s categorization. Gunnar engaged 

students less in HTR tasks than Asger and Erik but even so, his lessons were more student-

centred than not and he took care that his own direct contribution never exceeded a quarter of 

the lessons. He frequently drew comparisons between the 18th and 19th centuries and the 

present; in particular he strived to take examples from the upcoming elections for Scottish 

independence to explain the nationalism of previous centuries. His instructional strategies 

may be placed within social scientific history, i.e. making use of history to promote an 

understanding of the present (Nygren, 2009). Thor explicitly mentioned a specific historical 

skill he wanted to promote, i.e. referring to sources to support an argument and making a 

correct list of references (the latter being more a general skill than an HTR skill). However, 

his instructional strategies were mainly teacher-centred, only engaging students in a task that 

asked for HTR up to a point, and can be classified as narrative history (Nygren, 2009). Thor’ s 

and Dag’ s beliefs were not very pronounced, they wanted to create a good atmosphere in 

their lessons and claimed to be content if their students gained some historical knowledge and 

skills along the way. Gunnar was absolutely firm about the important role of historical 

knowledge: “In a society where the citizens are expected to contribute to political discourse 

… where they are expected to be critical as well as enlightened, they cannot take a stand on 

current controversial issues without some historical knowledge.” When discussing whether 

teaching history required some special approaches, all three answered in rather unspecified 

terms that could in fact apply to teaching in general. They did not seem convinced that it was 

so (“not sure”, “not necessarily”) and consequently steered the conversation more towards 
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what had worked well for them as teachers in general. They tended rather to look at how 

history could serve other aims.  

Narrative history would apply to the instructional strategies of Nanna, Ragnar and Saga who 

stayed mainly within category 2 (demonstration of HTR). In contrast to Asger and Erik, this 

took place ex cathedra, when they were giving lectures. Their lessons were teacher-centred, 

especially those of Nanna and Ragnar, who did not require any participation of their students 

when they lectured (even though they welcomed it when it happened.) They regarded placing 

an emphasis on visual material, such as photos and documentaries, as a necessary element of a 

good lecture and tended to engage students mainly in tasks with a fixed outcome.  

Nanna claimed that it was necessary to make history exciting and the best way to spark 

students’ interest was to visualise it and weave a number of images, documentaries and 

movies into a good teacher lecture.  

All of the teachers were perceptive of students’ needs and had opinions on how to meet them. 

Their ideas did not bear out a clear difference concerning their promotion of HTR as is shown 

by the variety of their thoughts on if history students struggled with something in particular. 

Asger, Gunnar and Nanna mentioned the problem of understanding concepts, for example 

monarchy, independence, monopoly and democracy. Two of them blamed this partly on 

students’ poor reading comprehension skills and limited vocabulary. Thor said students 

struggled with remembering dates and that he did not expect them to learn any. Erik was the 

only one who mentioned any difficulties for students that related to HTR when he described 

how challenging it is for students to understand continuity and change over time, especially if 

mainly demonstrated by using diagrams etc. He preferred “luring” students towards 

investigating, e.g. social history, by using personal examples. Dag and Saga complained about 

superficiality, either of courses that are supposed to cover vast amounts of time and topics or 

of students’ work. 

When asked if they felt their teaching had changed since they started teaching, the response 

was quite varied. This is not surprising, given the fact that the range of teaching experience 

was three to 24 years (on average 10.6 years). The replies show how teachers become 

professionals by becoming more confident in their daily practices, but the responses do not 

shed light on the development of history teachers per se. The comments of five of the teachers 

(Erik, Dag, Gunnar, Ragnar and Thor) implied that their teaching had become more student-

centred. Ragnar said: “I think I can safely say that I have changed and when I began teaching 
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it was much more direct teaching, me preaching more or less all the time. Maybe the students 

did e.g. one presentation and then it was back to my preaching, using marathon slideshows. 

This has diminished considerably.” When asked why, he referred to this approach being 

considered old fashioned, as well as the student group having changed and being less 

receptive to lecturing. However, he and Thor still considered favouring a teacher-centred 

approach. The opposite applied to Asger, who did not really feel he had changed as a teacher 

during his four years in the classroom. From the beginning of his career, Asger had practised 

the democratic approach of giving his students a choice of topics at the start of term. 

Therefore, he never fully knew in advance what topics he would be teaching and was ready to 

reconsider all his plans if the group of students was thus inclined and he felt he could push 

them further.  

 

5. Conclusion and discussion  

 

This study provided an insight into how beliefs about goals and strategies of history teaching 

may play a role in teachers’ inclinations towards teaching historical thinking and reasoning. 

Teacher beliefs are implicit to a certain degree. Here, single interviews were used to elicit 

these beliefs. Other ways are possible, e.g. reflections based on a combination of interviews 

and e.g. a storyline instrument for self-expression of teachers (c.f. Wansink, 2016). When the 

analysis of lessons with the observation instrument Teach-HTR is compared with the 

interviews with the eight participants, clear patterns emerge. As we divided the teachers into 

three groups according to the emphasis they put on teaching HTR (actively engaging students 

in HTR to a large, moderate or a very little extent), several strands appeared.  

 

We expected that teachers were more inclined towards teaching HTR if their beliefs about the 

nature of history were more nuanced. The teaching approaches of Asger and Erik, the two 

teachers who were considered to promote HTR to a large extent, were based on a belief in the 

interpretational nature of history. Moreover, they were the only ones who discussed the moral 

lessons that history could provide, as well as historical reasoning and skills. The latter they 

shared with Gunnar and Thor, two of those who promoted HTR to a moderate degree. In other 

words, they accentuated different elements from the other teachers. Furthermore, we expected 

teachers to be more inclined towards teaching HTR if their teaching goals emphasized critical 

or academic teaching. The beliefs and goals of the teachers promoting HTR to a moderate or 
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very little extent, Nanna, Ragnar and Saga, were different from those of the others. Their 

goals hinged on giving an overview over time, i.e. historical knowledge, and providing 

students with a cultural stock-in-trade. Although Nanna and Saga saw the studying of history 

as a preparation for academic or scientific thinking (a factor also mentioned by Asger), they 

did not emphasize critical thinking, such as a critical use of sources, to the same degree as 

those who taught more HTR. We also expected that teachers were more inclined towards 

teaching HTR if their beliefs about effective pedagogy lead them to the conclusion that 

students learn best through guided inquiry. Here we observed a salient difference between the 

three groups of teachers. Those who promoted HTR less were inclined to lecture, which is in 

fact where they mainly demonstrated HTR in the lessons observed, or to combine lectures 

with students’ tasks. The tasks, though varied, mainly asked for recall. This group of teachers 

shared the modernist perspective of history (McCrum, 2013). On the other hand, Asger and 

Erik favoured project work with an uncertain outcome and working with sources. They gave 

their students considerable freedom on how to approach their tasks and pushed them towards 

finding their own results. Dag was the third teacher to whom this also applied, whereas all the 

other teachers mentioned lecturing or a combination of lectures and students’ tasks. In 

general, the teaching of the first four teachers, Asger, Erik, Dag and Gunnar, was more 

student-centred and inquiry-based than the teaching of the others. They seem to share the 

postmodern perspective of history as described by McCrum (2013). Participation in 

professional development may possibly be added to these common features as all four did it 

on a regular basis, in contrast to the others who participated only occasionally or not at all. 

Another study points towards a connection between profound reflection on history teaching 

and the teaching of historical thinking (Voet and De Wever, 2016). However, more research is 

needed to see if links can be established between regular PD and the teaching of HTR. It is 

worth mentioning that student- or teacher-oriented approaches have no bearing on teachers’ 

disposition towards their students; other elements of teacher beliefs beyond the scope of this 

study come into play concerning general interaction with students.  

 

However, there was no pronounced difference between the three groups of teachers when 

asked if history teaching required some special approaches. The comment of one teacher that 

“it varied from one group to another” shows the commendable ability of an experienced 

teacher to adapt their teaching to different students, but reveals that history teaching per se 

may not have been given much thought. None of the teachers delved deep into the 

construction of historical knowledge and they mostly discussed teaching strategies and other 
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pedagogical issues in very general terms, with the notable exception of Erik, who was 

working towards a degree in educational studies at the time. In other words, they lack the 

necessary language that would enable them to participate in the history educator’s community 

of practice (Van Boxtel and Van Drie, 2017). “Their responses clearly indicated that they did 

not perceive the relevancy of intellectual and conceptual foundations of history as a discipline 

for their profession and professional development” is one of Yilmaz’ inferences after 

interviewing 12 US history teachers (Yilmaz, 2008: 167). This applies to the Icelandic 

teachers as well. Voet and De Wever reach similar conclusions when describing different 

teacher beliefs; only three out of 22 participants in their interview study “talked about 

familiarizing students with the constructed nature of history” (Voet and De Wever, 2016: 61) 

and there were indications that those who give a lot of thought to history as a subject tend to 

lean more towards historical reasoning skills (Voet and De Wever, 2016). This finding is 

supported by the Icelandic sample. 

 

The teaching of historical thinking and reasoning in Icelandic upper secondary schools is 

weak. Analysis of the large sample of 54 history lessons showed the mean scores ranging 

from 1.11 – 2.76 out of four for the seven categories of the observation instrument Teach-

HTR (Gestsdóttir et al., 2019). The interviews with the eight teachers in the present study 

support this result. It seems apparent that the conditions of Icelandic history teachers are not 

very helpful when it comes to the kind of metacognition required of skilful teachers of HTR. 

Neither their initial nor in-service training makes any such requirements of them, initial 

training being very generic and the in-service training offered to history teachers is mainly 

topical rather than pedagogical. The National curriculum guide and available teaching 

materials neither offer an incentive nor help to those who might want to develop their 

professional expertise. The autonomy and lack of external control, while entailing unusual 

freedom, also deprives teachers of any constructive support.  

 

Certain limitations of the study must be acknowledged. Our approach consisted of selecting 

teachers who differed in the degree to which they taught HTR according to the observation 

instrument Teach-HTR. We then sought patterns in beliefs across teachers. Another and more 

hermeneutic approach would have been to analyze each teacher in depth, combining results 

from the interview and the observations, taking more into account the specific context and 

dynamics in the classroom. A more qualitative interpretative analysis might have cast a light 

on how teacher beliefs are interconnected to the planning of lessons and even student 
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learning. A different structure of the interviews and the preceding questionnaire could have 

served this purpose.  

 

In fact, limited attention is paid to student behaviour in the observation instrument, only 

through the categories focusing on engaging students in HTR through assignments and whole-

class discussion.  We see our attention to teacher behaviour as a strength of the instrument 

used. Future research might illuminate the links between teacher beliefs, teacher behaviour 

and student learning. 

 

This study has several implications for teacher education programs and professional 

development. It takes a closer look than has been available until now at the relationship 

between the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning and the beliefs of experienced 

teachers. It seems apparent that certain beliefs relate more than others to teaching historical 

thinking and reasoning. Despite focusing on a certain way of teaching HTR, the observation 

instrument Teach-HTR has space for different kinds of teaching practices. It also incorporates 

more teacher-centred ways of instruction, such as giving historical overview and knowledge 

through lecturing. It might be of use in a professional development program where HTR 

theories on the understanding and application of historical knowledge are used to push 

students towards higher order thinking skills. It could also be used in initial teacher training to 

assist student teachers who wish to pay attention to their beliefs regarding the teaching of 

HTR in order to organize their teaching in accordance with their intentions. 
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5 Teacher professional growth on teaching historical thinking and 

reasoning. Two case studies on the use of an observation 

instrument7 
 

1. Introduction 

 

The training of history teachers is a multifaceted process and is, in fact, a life-long enterprise. 

As teachers develop professionally, they build up their pedagogical content knowledge 

(PCK), i.e., their knowledge of how to teach their subject (Shulman, 1986). In regard to the 

PCK of history teachers, an understanding of historical thinking and reasoning and how to 

teach it is of importance. Despite historical thinking and reasoning (HTR) having received 

growing attention in the literature on history teaching during the past two decades, less is 

known about how teachers can learn to teach it. In this study, we investigated the role of an 

observation instrument on teaching HTR in fostering teachers’ capability to teach historical 

reasoning in the classroom. Earlier, we developed and tested an observation instrument, i.e., 

Teach-HTR, which recognizes the teacher behavior that promotes historical thinking and 

reasoning (Gestsdóttir et al., 2018). To avoid discouraging possible users of Teach-HTR by 

only presenting conceptual information, examples of teacher behavior are provided for each 

of the 33 items of the instrument to explicitly show what teaching HTR may include. A 

possible way of using this instrument may be in the initial training of history teachers/newly 

qualified teachers and in the continuous professional development of teachers who wish to 

become more competent in teaching historical thinking and reasoning.  

Regarding professional development, observing teaching behavior and discussing 

observations are examples of active learning, which is needed for professional development 

(Imants & Van Veen, 2010). Observation instruments are meant to support both student 

teachers and experienced teachers. This is particularly appropriate when they aim at teaching 

higher order skills such as HTR, since the research has shown that teaching HTR is a 

challenge, even for experienced teachers (e.g., Barak et al., 2007). Observations can result in 

concrete examples of effective teaching strategies, which contribute to teachers' pedagogical 

content knowledge and challenge teachers to develop their own teaching methods. The aim of 

this study was to investigate how Teach-HTR can be used to enhance the professional growth 

 
7 This chapter has been submitted as Gestsdóttir, S.M., Van Drie, J. & Van Boxtel, C. Teacher professional 

growth on teaching historical thinking and reasoning. Two case studies on the use of an observation instrument. 
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of history student teachers and history teachers in the teaching of HTR. For this purpose, we 

conducted two case studies, i.e., one focusing on professional development and the other on 

teacher training. There are several ways of investigating the growth of teachers or student 

teachers. We use the Interconnected Model of Professional Growth (Clarke & Hollingsworth, 

2002) to examine the changes in their beliefs, knowledge and practices.  

 

2. Theoretical framework 

 

2.1 Teaching historical thinking and reasoning 

 

Moving away from what may be labeled as “traditional” history teaching, which focuses on 

students being able to recall historical facts, is a challenging task for many teachers. Even 

those who see the value of investigating how historical knowledge is built and how different 

perspectives in time and space add to it find it difficult to enact it in their classrooms (Barton 

& Levstik, 2004; Grant, 2018; Reisman, 2012). Teaching HTR is a complex task, as our 

analysis of history lessons on whether and how historical thinking and reasoning is being 

taught confirms (Gestsdóttir et al., 2019; Gestsdóttir et al., in press). The interpretative nature 

of history calls upon higher order thinking skills. Students need to be able to take multiple 

historical perspectives into account, make use of primary sources, establish historical 

significance, discern continuity and change and other factors that regard history as a man-

made product rather than a fixed historical truth (cf. Chapman, 2011; Lee & Shemilt, 2004; 

Seixas & Morton, 2013; Stradling, 2003; Van Boxtel & Van Drie, 2018; Van Drie & Van 

Boxtel, 2008). In addition to being quite demanding for the students, fostering these ambitious 

goals by active teaching methods is not in line with the emphasis on teacher centered teaching 

and lecturing, which seems to be the preferred approach of many history teachers, according 

to various evidence (Bouhon, 2009; Reisman & Enumah, 2020; Sigurgeirsson et al., 2018; 

Wansink et al., 2016; Wiggins, 2015). More knowledge is needed on how teachers can be 

supported in teaching HTR during their initial training and their continuous development. The 

international information on both fields is sparse and leaves room for conjecture (Van Hover 

& Hicks, 2018).    

 

 

 



554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir
Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021 PDF page: 81PDF page: 81PDF page: 81PDF page: 81

Teacher professional growth on teaching historical thinking and reasoning 

 

 

81 

 

2.2 The Interconnected Model of Professional Growth  

 

Changing teaching practices towards more of an emphasis on teaching HTR requires 

professional growth. In their Interconnected Model of Professional Growth, Clarke and 

Hollingsworth (2002) describe professional growth as changes to any of the following four 

domains: “the personal domain (teacher knowledge, beliefs and attitudes), the domain of 

practice (professional experimentation), the domain of consequences (salient outcomes), and 

the external domain (sources of information, stimulus or support).” (Clarke & Hollingsworth, 

2002, p. 950). As all the domains are interconnected, changes that occur in any of them may 

influence the others, through reflection and enactment. Hence, the model can not only 

facilitate the investigation of change in (student) teacher knowledge, beliefs and attitudes 

towards teaching historical thinking and reasoning but also address potential sources for this 

change (from information sources, enactment/trying out new methods in the classroom or 

reflection). In this study, we are mainly concerned with the personal domain but related to the 

domain of practice and the external domain.  

The elements ascribed to the personal domain are often collectively known as pedagogical 

content knowledge (PCK). A widely used definition of PCK, adding to Shulman’s 

conceptualization of pedagogical content knowledge, discerns five components (Magnusson 

et al., 1999). They are as follows: a) orientation towards teaching, b) knowledge and beliefs 

about the curriculum, c) knowledge and beliefs about students’ understanding, d) knowledge 

and beliefs about assessment and e) knowledge and beliefs about instructional strategies 

(Magnusson et al., 1999). A number of studies have taken a closer look at the PCK of history 

teachers, notably, Tuithof et al. (2019), whose literature review revealed that most studies 

focus on instructional strategies, followed by teaching orientation. Instructional strategies 

were also the focus in Monte-Sano’s (2011b) case study, where the aim was to teach novice 

teachers how to teach interpretative and evidence-based thinking. She concludes that a strong 

disciplinary understanding of history speeds up the development of a teacher’s PCK. Teachers 

who approached history as an interpretative and evidentiary discipline were more likely to 

attend to those attributes of student learning. The PCK element regarding student 

understanding is particularly challenging for less experienced teachers; Waldis, Nitsche and 

Wyss (2019) discovered a lack of PCK for more than 200 preservice history teachers who 

“commented largely on generic teaching strategies while hardly noticing student learning.” (p. 

112). A study of Reisman and Fogo (2016) showed that even if the history curriculum 



554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir
Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021 PDF page: 82PDF page: 82PDF page: 82PDF page: 82

Chapter 5 

82 

 

contains educative features, the quality of the instruction is constrained by the teacher’s 

limited subject matter knowledge and PCK. It seems fair to conclude that to be able to teach 

HTR, teachers need assistance to develop their PCK. An observation instrument can be of 

assistance in this respect. Contrary to most observation instruments, Teach-HTR is domain 

specific. It can, therefore, contribute to professional growth as a source of information on 

what the teaching of HTR looks like. Using it to analyze lessons provides information on 

what teachers already do in that respect and where there is space for improvement, as well as 

suggesting instructional behavior in line with the teaching of HTR. By applying the 

Interconnected Model of Professional Growth, which has been used in several studies of 

professional development (Bijsterbosch et al., 2019; Schipper et al., 2017), we wanted to 

explore how the observation instrument can contribute to the pedagogical content knowledge 

and instructional behavior of history teachers.  

 

2.3 The use of observation in teacher education and professionalization 

 

The long-standing tradition of classroom observation in teacher training has usually been 

aimed at evaluating the performance of teacher candidates, however a complicated task that 

may be (Darling-Hammond, 2006; Darling-Hammond et al., 2012; Gestsdóttir et al., 2018). 

Gosling (2002) described the following three models of peer observation of teaching: 

evaluation model, development model, and finally, a peer review model whose purpose is 

“engagement in discussion about teaching; self and mutual reflection” (p. 5). A large number 

of studies that fit these three models report on the use of observation (in particular, the use of 

video viewing), both in teacher training and professional development. In an extensive 

literature review, Gaudin and Chaliès (2015) discerned the positive effects of video viewing 

on teacher motivation and cognition, and a study of mathematics teacher’s participation in 

video club meetings where they observed and discussed recordings from each other’s 

classrooms showed positive impacts on their instructional practices (Sherin & Van Es, 2009). 

Observation plays a key role in the widely used Lesson Study approach, where colleagues 

design lesson plans collaboratively and observe each other’s teaching before amending their 

plans (Lewis et al., 2006). In fact, peer observation of teaching is recognized at all school 

levels as an important factor in professional development, as the study of Drew et al. (2017) 

bears out. They reviewed the observation instruments in use in Australian universities for 

various purposes, among them, to enable reflective practice. Few domain specific instruments 
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are in use but among the ones in use is the observation of the mathematical quality of 

instruction and aims at the professionalization of math teachers (Learning Mathematics for 

Teaching Project, 2011).  

Directing the view towards observation and history teaching, there are studies that report on 

the use of observation for specific purposes in either the initial training or professionalization 

of teachers. An example is the investigation of how teachers promote historical 

contextualization (Huijgen et al., 2019). Reisman and Enumah (2020) performed a case study 

where they investigated whether the use of classroom video to identify opportunities for 

student discourse could enhance teacher understanding and facilitation of historical 

discussions based on documents. They detected a positive relationship between the two skills, 

identifying the aforementioned opportunities and the capability to enact such discussions. 

Video viewing was used in a study to assess the PCK of preservice teachers (Waldis et al., 

2019) and when describing quality history teaching (Gautchi, 2015).  

The literature on video viewing in initial or in-service teacher training describes several 

objectives in its use, as follows: “(a) show examples of good teaching practices, (b) show 

characteristic professional situations, (c) analyze the diversity of classroom practices from 

different perspectives, (d) stimulate personal reflection, (e) guide/coach teaching, and (f) 

evaluate competencies” (Gaudin & Chaliès, 2015, p. 47). These objectives can be linked to 

the personal domain and the domain of practice of the Interconnected Model of Professional 

Growth. 

The observation instrument, i.e., Teach-HTR is an external source that informs teachers about 

HTR (what it is in terms of concrete activities, e.g., contextualizing, identifying causes and 

consequences and sourcing) and about instructional strategies (e.g., communicating objectives 

and demonstrating HTR). Therefore, it may contribute to a) the teachers‘ knowledge about 

HTR and the teaching of it, as well as beliefs about the importance of teaching HTR, b) 

professional experimentation/enactment of the teaching of HTR, c) reflecting on their own 

teaching strategies/their own teaching of HTR and d) reflecting on the students‘ ability to 

engage in HTR/the development of this ability. Thus, the instrument brings together the 

external domain, the domain of practice and the personal domain of the Interconnected Model 

of Professional Growth. 
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2.4 Aims and research question 

 

The aim of this study is to investigate whether the observation instrument Teach-HTR can be 

used by preservice and in-service history teachers to promote their professional growth 

regarding teaching HTR. Our research question is as follows: How can the use of an 

observation instrument enhance the professional growth of history student teachers and 

history teachers in the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning? 

 

2.5 Method 

 

To answer our research question, two case studies were conducted. The first case study 

focused on the professional development of experienced teachers in Iceland. The second case 

study was conducted in the context of teacher education. Due to the small number of student 

teachers in history education in Iceland, this study was conducted in the Netherlands. The data 

were analyzed according to the Interconnected Model of Professional Growth (Clarke & 

Hollingsworth, 2002). Furthermore, hindrances to professional growth are also examined. 

Both studies are exploratory qualitative ones (Miles & Huberman, 1994), meant to gather 

information and indications of to how using the observation instrument Teach-HTR enhances 

the professional growth of history student teachers and history teachers in the teaching of 

historical thinking and reasoning. 

 

3. The use of Teach-HTR in a professional development program 

 

The first case study focuses on experienced teachers and the possibility of using the Teach-

HTR observation instrument to enhance their professional growth in the teaching of HTR. 

 

 

3.1 Participants 

 

Four female teachers in two upper secondary schools in Iceland were asked to participate in 

the study. Two of them, i.e., Signý and Helga (pseudonyms were assigned), belonged to a 

sample from a larger study when the Teach-HTR instrument was tested (Gestsdóttir et al., 

2019), the other two, i.e., Ása and her colleague, belonged to the professional network of the 
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first author. During the process, Ása’s colleague had to step down and could not be replaced 

by another history teacher. A colleague from another social subject helped by observing Ása’s 

first round of teaching and performing a semistructured interview afterwards. All the 

participants agreed to the use of any materials of the study for research purposes. Table 1 

shows an overview of their backgrounds and the categories of Teach-HTR they chose to focus 

on during the PD. It is worth mentioning that Icelandic upper secondary school teachers enjoy 

considerable autonomy and the national curriculum guide does not make specific 

requirements regarding either the content or approach in history teaching. Historical thinking 

and reasoning is neither addressed in the initial teacher training nor in published teaching 

materials (Gestsdóttir et al., 2019).  

 

Table 1 

Participants and their selected categories of the Teach-HTR observation instrument  

 

Teacher School Education Teaching 

Experience  

Years 

Selected Categories of Teach-HTR 

Ása A MA 2 Multiple perspectives (4) 

Whole class discussion (7) 

 

Signý B M.Ed 32 Multiple perspectives (4) 

Using sources to support HTR (3) 

 

Helga B BA 15 Using sources to support HTR (3) 

Whole class discussion (7) 

 

 

3.2 Professional development program 

 

Figure 1 provides an overview of the PDP. It is based on design principles that can be found 

in the literature. In their review, Van Veen, Zwart and Meirink (2012) argued that an effective 

PD should be strongly linked to the daily practices, content and pedagogical content 

knowledge of the teachers, be active and inquiry-based, include collegial learning, should last 

for a considerable amount of time (which cannot be determined more precisely) and be in line 

with school policy and national policy. Our program includes these elements. The lessons of 

the teachers were analyzed in advance and they were given the opportunity to select which 
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categories of HTR they wanted to develop further; thus, our PDP work is embedded and 

directly related to each teachers’ practices, lesson content and PCK. After the categories had 

been selected and HTR in general was discussed in the first interview, we provided the 

teachers with the appropriate reading materials. Having teachers working closely together in 

dyads doing student-related work includes collegial learning (Desimone, 2009; Van Veen et 

al., 2012). The PD stretched over two semesters, with 10 months between the first interview 

with the teachers and the final interview in the following school year. The teachers’ 

participation in this research is in line with school policy and national policy (Desimone, 

2009; Van Veen et al., 2012) since upper secondary school teachers in Iceland are supposed to 

dedicate 80 hours per year to professional development (Kjarasamningur Kennarasambands 

Íslands og fjármála- og efnahagsráðherra f.h. ríkissjóðs, 2014). An essential feature of an 

effective PDP is when the teacher’s role is that of an active learner, which is contrary to the 

traditional passive participation in PDP (Imants & Van Veen, 2010). Active learning 

emphasizes the teacher’s agency in regard to determining their working and learning goals 

and may include observing or being observed, as our PD entails, followed by a dialogue 

where the teachers can actively reflect on their practices. Our program requires such 

communication after each lesson. Effective peer observation and the ensuing discussion are 

key factors in identifying certain classroom practices and opportunities for teaching and 

learning that may gradually develop towards more complex and sophisticated teaching 

strategies (Drew & al, 2017; Reisman & Enumah, 2020; Sherin & Van Es, 2009). Active 

learning also provides opportunities to try out new teaching practices, which is the backbone 

of our PDP (Borko, 2004; Desimone, 2009; Garet et al., 2001; Imants & Van Veen, 2010; 

Ingvarson et al., 2005). Promoting the agency of the teachers was our aim when we asked the 

teachers to set clear goals for themselves based on the analysis of two of their lessons. The 

Teach-HTR observation instrument is goal-oriented. Hence, the program shares some 

elements with the Peer Assisted Teaching Program used in higher education in Australia, 

where peers collaborate to set development goals and design strategies to reach them 

(Carbone et al., 2015; Drew et al., 2017). 
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Figure 1 

An overview of the professional development program 

 

Pre-intervention Preparation 

stage 

(January) 

 

Round 1 

(May) 

Round 2 

(October) 

Post-

intervention 

(October) 

 

Two lessons of 

the teacher 

analysed by the 

first researcher, 

using Teach-

HTR, to map out 

their teaching of 

HTR. 

↓ 

Results of the 

analysis and HTR 

in general 

discussed in an 

interview with 

the researcher. 

Goals within two 

categories of 

Teach-HTR 

selected. 

↓ 

The researcher 

provides 

preparative 

reading materials 

that fit the 

selected 

categories. 

 

Lesson plan 

designed, 

focusing on one 

category of 

Teach-HTR. 

↓ 

A lesson taught, 

observed by a 

peer. 

↓ 

The two teachers 

discuss the lesson 

in a semi-

structured 

interview that is 

recorded and 

shared with the 

researcher. 

↓ 

Lesson plan 

revised. 

↓ 

Lesson repeated, 

observed by the 

researcher. 

Lesson plan 

designed, 

focusing on the 

other selected 

category of 

Teach-HTR. 

↓ 

A lesson taught, 

observed by a 

peer. 

↓ 

The two teachers 

discuss the lesson 

in a semi-

structured 

interview that is 

recorded and 

shared with the 

researcher. 

↓ 

Lesson plan 

revised. 

↓ 

Lesson repeated, 

observed by the 

researcher. 

The researcher 

does a final 

retrospective 

interview with 

the teacher, based 

on the 

observations. 

 

 

 



554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir
Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021 PDF page: 88PDF page: 88PDF page: 88PDF page: 88

Chapter 5 

88 

 

3.3 Data collection and instruments  

 

The following data was collected: First, the first author observed two lessons of each teacher 

with Teach-HTR. Based upon these observations, the teachers chose two categories of the 

instrument they wanted to develop further. This choice was discussed in an interview. Third, 

the teachers made lesson plans for the developed lessons. Fourth, peer interviews were 

conducted after teaching. After the first round of teaching, the colleagues interviewed each 

other, using the guidelines provided by the researcher. The recorded interviews were then 

shared with the researcher. Fifth, the lesson plans for the second round of teaching in the 

following school year were developed. Sixth, observations with Teach-HTR of this second 

lesson were performed. The first author observed and analyzed the second round of teaching. 

Finally, the researcher conducted a semistructured interview with each teacher to search for 

indications of professional growth or change in their PCK. Among other things, they were 

asked what they had learned from their item of choice, what had contributed the most to their 

learning or professional growth and about their views of the teaching of HTR.  

 

3.4 Data analysis  

 

The interviews were coded according to the Interconnected Model of Professional Growth to 

detect indications of change in the four domains (Clarke & Hollingsworth, 2002). Comments 

about how the observation instrument supported either their reflection on the teaching of HTR 

or their enactment of it were searched for. The comments regarding the knowledge, beliefs 

and attitudes about teaching and learning were assigned to the personal domain, for example 

“this deepens my understanding of using different perspectives.” The comments regarding 

sources of information, stimulus or support, be it the instrument or reading materials, were 

coded as change in the external domain, for example when one teacher referred to the 

instrument as “a present given to me … which makes it easier to teach historical thinking …” 

The changes to the domains of practice and of consequences, i.e., salient outcomes, were also 

discerned, for example when a teacher described the whole class discussion: “Different 

discussion, deeper discussion. And the students become, they are surprised because obviously 

they are not used to this in their lessons.” 
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The outcomes of the coding for one interview were discussed with an experienced researcher 

who was not involved in the study. Instances of disagreement were few and agreement about 

the final coding was reached. In the lesson plans, we searched for HTR competences in the 

lesson goals, such as one teacher’s goal to engage students in a whole class discussion that 

required HTR, and checked whether the teacher or student activities or assignments were 

connected to HTR activities or teacher behavior that is included in our observation 

instrument. One teacher’s intention to use primary sources from World War 1 is an example 

that is linked to category 3 of the instrument. Statements from the interviews and lesson plans 

are used to illustrate the results. 

 

4. Results 

 

Here, we describe the indications of the professional growth of Ása, Signý and Helga. It is 

necessary to mention here that Helga’s position differed from the positions of the others. 

Early in the program, it became apparent that despite several conversations with the 

researcher while planning the first lesson, she misunderstood several aspects of the project. 

This is known from other studies on professional development (e.g., Reisman & Enumah, 

2020). Until the end of the project, she was unable to follow the steps of the intervention and 

was solely concerned with the overall structure of her courses or lesson content, i.e., the 

choice of sources, but none of the sourcing activities. Her partner, Signý, did not seem to 

realize this and although the interview protocol was followed after the first lesson, questions 

were either left unanswered or misunderstood (e.g., when it came to the contextualization of 

sources, they discussed the context of the activity as a whole; the evaluation of sources was 

understood as the evaluation of the students’ performance). Helga did not share her lesson 

plans in advance, so opportunities to steer them towards teaching HTR were missed. Hence, 

her lessons, as well as the final interview, did not provide much information about her 

professional growth related to the teaching of HTR. The emphasis of the results section will 

therefore be more on Ása and Signý. Table 2 shows the changes that occurred in the teaching 

of the selected categories of Teach-HTR.  
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Table 2  

Results of the analysis by Teach-HTR of all the lessons of each participants, pre- and post-

intervention. Only the selected categories are shown 

                     Ása                                          Signý                                      Helga 

 L1 

pre 

L2 

pre 

L1 

post 

L2 

post 

 L1 

pre 

L2 

pre 

L1 

post 

L2 

post 

 L1 

pre 

L2 

pre 

L1 

post 

L2 

post 

               

3. The teacher 

uses historical 

sources  

to support 

HTR. 

 

      

2 

 

3 

 

1 

 

4 

  

1 

 

1 

 

1 

 

1 

4. The teacher 

makes clear 

that there  

are multiple 

perspectives 

and 

interpretations. 

 

 

1 

 

2 

 

4 

 

3 

  

2 

 

2 

 

3 

 

1 

     

7. The teacher 

engages 

students in a  

whole class 

discussion that 

requires HTR. 

 

 

1 

 

2 

 

1 

 

4 

       

3 

 

1 

 

1 

 

1 

 

4.1 Change in the personal domain 

 

With regard to the personal domain, we detected changes in the teacher’s knowledge of 

instructional strategies to enhance students’ HTR (whole class discussion, activities that 

enhance HTR, e.g., using primary sources), their beliefs about the importance of HTR 

(connecting learning objectives directly to HTR) and how students can learn it.  

Ása and Signý both declared that by using the Teach-HTR instrument they had gained 

knowledge of and adopted new instructional strategies. Ása said that the intervention had 

added considerably to her professional development and deepened her approach to HTR. She 

reported how she had gained knowledge about the use of whole class discussions as a way to 

promote HTR and how the instrument had enhanced her ability to use it as such. Of the three 
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teachers, Ása was most receptive to the PD program and experienced definite professional 

growth. 

Signý started from the idea that she was already quite able to teach HTR. She did not perceive 

the PD program as beneficial to her knowledge of or ability to teach HTR. She nevertheless 

conceded that it was good to be reminded of including HTR and that it was in fact quite 

complicated, stating the following: “Even though I feel I’m always doing it [teaching HTR] I 

may have learned that I am not – this may be not as easy as one thinks.” In fact, the 

instrument provided new ideas regarding how to use (primary) sources to teach HTR, which 

she had found challenging before. Both Ása and Signý used sources, asked historical 

questions, provided arguments and counter arguments and contextualized. These instructional 

strategies, all accentuated during the PD program, are parts of the observation instrument. 

Signý frequently referred to her knowledge of student understanding and how they learned, 

e.g., where, in her lesson plans, she was prepared for the problem of students not being able to 

use prior knowledge to contextualize. As a less experienced teacher, Ása seemed to have 

added considerably to her knowledge of student learning, and she used the instrument when 

preparing lessons that focused on HTR produced tasks that affected the students differently 

from history teaching that emphasizes factual knowledge. 

Even though Helga certainly reported professional growth during the PDP and was even 

planning further studies at the end of it, this growth was more generic and applied to content, 

rather than the teaching of HTR. She felt inspired and expressed a will “to shake it all up 

somehow, go deeper into this line of thinking …”  

 

4.2 Change in the domain of practice and the domain of consequences  

 

Tangible changes took place in the domain of practice as Signý and Ása changed their 

teaching approach; Signý used assignments with sources to teach HTR and Ása conducted 

whole class discussions and promoted multiperspectivity. Ása wanted to strengthen the role 

multiperspectivity plays in historical interpretation. In her first round of lessons, where the 

topic was the interwar period in Germany, she used indications and examples of teacher 

behavior from the instrument to design an assignment which reached deeper than her previous 

attempts to demonstrate multiperspectivity. Likewise, prior to the PD program, Ása had 

struggled with instigating class discussions. Now, she conducted successful whole class 
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discussions that asked for HTR, where the topic was two disputed criminal cases from the 

70’s in Iceland and Northern-Ireland. She used elements of teacher and student behavior that 

were described in the instrument to ask students repeatedly for historical argumentation and to 

compare the different aspects of the two cases, contextualizing and emphasizing the 

importance of avoiding presentism. Signý also experienced changes. In her second round of 

teaching, she focused on working with historical sources to support HTR. She managed to use 

several elements of the instrument, such as to source, investigate, compare information from 

different sources and use information from sources as evidence in an interpretation. In Signý‘s 

first round of teaching she focused on multiperspectivity but she struggled to differentiate the 

concept from the content and her scores on the Likert scale went from 2 to 3. As 

demonstrated, Helga rarely showed behavior that could be coded by the instrument. 

Changes could also be discerned in the domain of consequences (salient outcomes). Ása and 

Signý both designed new and different assignments and experienced positive reactions from 

their students when teaching HTR. This came as a surprise to Signý, despite her long 

experience, as the following quote demonstrates: “The students are enthusiastic, more 

enthusiastic than I expected, to investigate sources, contextualize them and investigate, put 

them in the context of what we are doing. As if, yes, if the learning material makes more 

sense to them.” In particular, Ása mentioned that students who had struggled in a previous 

history course where factual details were emphasized felt differently now when using another 

approach: “He thought this was fantastic, he loved doing history that way. He asks for lessons 

like this, discussions are his strong side.” Ása pressed her students to base their remarks on 

evidence and felt that their capability to do so was stronger than before. When she used the 

Teach-HTR instrument and attempted to address historical topics in a different manner, she 

felt her students were surprised and reacted positively, because it was different from the 

teaching they were used to. Both Ása and Signý were under the impression that the student’s 

understanding of the historical circumstances under discussion had increased, although 

evaluating it systematically was beyond the remit of the PDP.  

 

4.3 Relevant sources of growth  

 

In a final interview, both Ása and Signý reported that the observation instrument had added 

the most to their professional growth in teaching HTR during the PD program and put it on a 
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par with the positive reactions of their students. Ása described how the instrument had helped 

her to operationalize her teaching of HTR and increased her confidence in that respect, stating 

the following: “I see the instrument as a fantastic present that I have been given, you see, it 

helps me deepen and makes it easier for me to teach exactly historical thinking, the categories 

I selected.” Both teachers also pointed out the positive impact of the examples that 

accompany the instrument and the reading materials. The apparently increased motivation of 

the students seemed to reinforce Ása’s determination to further develop her teaching of HTR 

and Signý spoke even more strongly on that point. Both teachers experienced a considerable 

reinforcement of their beliefs regarding the importance and possibility of enhancing the 

student’s HTR and expressed intentions to change their teaching approaches accordingly.  

 

4.4 Possible hindrances to growth 

 

The analysis by the instrument revealed some hindrances to growth. Signý’s certainty that she 

was already familiar with teaching HTR seemed to reduce her use of opportunities to add to 

her skills. In the final interview, she denied having adding much new to her knowledge of 

how to teach HTR, despite on the same occasion describing the positive reaction of her 

students to different types of assignments. Her conceptualization of HTR seemed focused on 

source work and general skills and using the instrument did not seem to stimulate her growth 

of understanding its nuances. In the interviews, as well as in the lesson plans, she seemed to 

find it complicated to distinguish between the historical content of the lessons and elements of 

HTR (an example from a lesson plan is as follows: Which aspect of historical thinking are 

you teaching today? Answer: The war in former Yugoslavia 1991 – 1999). Her familiarity 

with the terminology did not help her identify how her colleague, Helga, struggled with 

teaching HTR. Helga’s hindrance might be that when it came to HTR, her understanding of 

history as a discipline was not prominent enough to incorporate this new way of thinking of it. 

Teaching history was always discussed in very generic terms, without any references to 

domain specific elements. An example was her first round of lessons, which was devoted to 

using sources to support HTR. She used evidence from a variety of sources, but only for their 

content and not for reasoning. No regard was given to their provenance and no attempt was 

made to accomplish any of the six activities described in the Teach-HTR instrument.  
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5. Conclusion 

 

From this case study, it can be concluded that the Teach-HTR instrument influenced the 

knowledge and beliefs of experienced teachers regarding the teaching of HTR. The instrument 

enabled both Ása and Signý to employ different instructional strategies, which consequently 

changed their beliefs about student learning. It enhanced Ása’s confidence towards teaching 

HTR and Signý realized that the aims of her school’s history courses did not include HTR. 

When applying the Interconnected Model of Professional Growth, reflective links between the 

domains appear. In the personal domain, the teachers gained knowledge about instructional 

strategies and various approaches to the teaching of selected elements of HTR. They built 

their beliefs about student learning on new ideas as they experimented with assignments and 

whole class discussions (domain of practice). When presenting new and different 

assignments, they experienced positive responses from the students, which indicated student 

learning (domain of consequences), consequently reflected in the personal domain. Regarding 

the external domain, the most important resources for professional growth were the 

instrument, seeing the (positive) responses of their students and the reading materials. Both 

teachers confirmed that the instrument’s framework of the teaching of HTR was helpful when 

it came to actual practice, and Ása felt that the PDP had provided her with tools for more 

creative teaching than before. However, Signý seemed to have a different conceptualization of 

historical thinking and reasoning compared to the conceptualizations underlying the 

instrument. Her ideas focused on using historical sources, primarily to enhance an in depth 

exploration of content. During the PDP she had little opportunity to engage in discussions 

about particular HTR strategies because she collaborated with Helga who focused less on 

aspects of teaching HTR. Furthermore, the case of Helga suggests that the amount of 

disciplinary understanding of history and its constructive nature might affect the outcome of 

this PDP. 

 

6. The use of Teach-HTR in initial teacher training  

 

We also wanted to explore whether the instrument could be used in initial teacher training, as 

student teachers differ considerably from experienced teachers in regard to pedagogical 

content knowledge, a prerequisite for teaching HTR (Achinstein & Fogo, 2015; Harris & 

Bain, 2011).  



554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir
Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021 PDF page: 95PDF page: 95PDF page: 95PDF page: 95

Teacher professional growth on teaching historical thinking and reasoning 

 

 

95 

 

 

6.1 Participants  

 

A teacher educator and seven Master’s students in history teaching at a Dutch university were 

asked to participate in the study. The teacher educator decided how the instrument could be 

integrated in a course on subject specific pedagogy (Dutch: vakdidactiek) at the final stages of 

the training program. Since the teaching of historical thinking is required in the Dutch 

curriculum, students had already devoted at least six lessons to it in their coursework before 

the study, as well as touching upon it in previous courses. 

 

6.2 Procedure 

 

Each student designed and taught one lesson focusing on HTR, which was observed by 

another student. The students used the Teach-HTR instrument to analyze each other’s lessons. 

Pre- and postquestionnaires were used to investigate student’s ideas of HTR and their 

perception of their ability to teach it before and after the intervention. The students also had 

group discussions with their course teacher. An overview of the program is shown in Figure 2. 

 

Figure 2 

An overview of the training program 

Pre-

measurement 

(January) 

Teaching 

(Jan-Feb) 

 

Observing 

(Jan-Feb) 

Discussing 

(March) 

Post-

measurement 

(March) 

A questionnaire 

that measures 

task value, self 

efficacy and 

feelings of 

competence for 

teaching HTR. 

Students explain 

what they can do 

to teach HTR. 

Designing 

of a lesson 

plan to 

teach HTR 

↓ 

One lesson 

taught, 

observed by 

a peer. 

Observation of 

a student 

colleague, 

teaching HTR. 

↓ 

Analysis of the 

lesson, using 

Teach-HTR. 

Lessons and 

observations 

discussed in a 

course meeting 

with teacher. 

 

A questionnaire 

that measures 

task value, self 

efficacy and 

feelings of 

competence for 

teaching HTR. 

Students describe 

what they have 

learned. 
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6.3 Data collection and instruments 

 

The intervention lasted from January to March 2020. All the data were collected by the 

university teacher and were sent to the researchers. The task value, i.e., the value that they 

attach to learning how to teach HTR and how interesting it is, was measured using a 

questionnaire with the following three items: a) I think I will be able to use what I learned 

about the teaching of HTR in my lessons, b) I enjoy teach historical thinking and reasoning in 

my lessons and c) understanding how to teach historical thinking and reasoning is very 

important to me. These items were adapted from a longer list of items measuring task value in 

the manual for the use of the motivated strategies for learning questionnaire (MSLQ) (Pintrich 

et al., 1991) and were measured on a 7-point Likert scale. The student teacher’s perceived 

competence for teaching HTR was measured (inspired by Voet’s and De Wever’s (2016) 

questionnaire on inquiry-based learning in history) with one general item, as follows: I expect 

to do well on the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning. The students responded to this 

statement on a 7-points Likert scale. This was followed by eight questions, each of which 

referred to a category in the observation instrument, e.g., “At the moment, to what extent do 

you feel able to formulate learning objectives that focus on historical thinking and 

reasoning?” and “At the moment, to what extent do you feel able to make clear that there are 

multiple perspectives and interpretations?” These were measured on a 5-points Likert scale. In 

addition, the students explained in their own words what they could do, as teachers, to 

enhance students’ HTR. Furthermore, the lesson plans designed by the student-teachers and 

peer-observations were analyzed. The procedure was discussed with their teacher in a course 

meeting. Finally, a postmeasurement questionnaire was given, consisting of a modified 

version of the previous questionnaire and several questions in a Learner Report-format (e.g., 

“From the Teach-HTR instrument I learned …”, “It was a challenge for me to …”, see 

Appendix 3). This format is useful when identifying educational objectives that are difficult to 

measure (Janssen & Rijlaarsdam, 1996; Van Kesteren, 1993). As we have only one lesson 

plan from each student, we are only able to describe what they did, rather than identify 

change. The individual students were discussed with the teacher educator for further 

clarification. After the program, there was a final retrospective interview with the teacher 

educator. In this interview, the teacher educator described and reflected on the course meeting 

in which the use of the observation instrument was discussed. Furthermore, the interviewer 
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asked some clarification questions about the lesson plans of individual students. Table 3 

shows the instruments that were used for the data collection and their connection with the 

Interconnected Model of Professional Growth (Clarke & Hollingsworth, 2002).  

 

Table 3  

Data collection  

Data What is being measured 

 

Premeasurement students 

• Questions about task value 

• Questions about feelings of competence 

• Students explained in their own words 

what they, as teachers, could do to 

enhance students’ HTR abilities (teacher 

behavior and elements of HTR) 

Postmeasurement students 

• Questions about task value 

• Questions about feelings of competence 

Final interview with the teacher educator 

 

Personal domain (knowledge and beliefs) 

 

Lesson plan 

Reflection on the teaching of the lesson 

Observation of a peer’s lesson 

Postobservation discussion with a peer 

 

 

Domain of practice (professional 

experimentation) 

 

Postmeasurement students 

• Learner Report 

Final interview with the teacher educator 

 

Sources of growth 

 

6.4 Data analysis 

 

For the closed questions measuring task value, self-efficacy, and feelings of competence, 

mean scores were calculated. The open questions were coded according to the Interconnected 

Model of Professional Growth (Clarke & Hollingsworth, 2002). The question about how they 
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could enhance the students’ HTR was coded by items present in the Teach-HTR instrument, 

to determine which aspects or components of HTR were addressed. An example is one 

student’s explanation of how he might contextualize new historical knowledge and help 

pupils use argumentation appropriate to the time period being studied. In addition, they were 

coded to identify types of teaching behavior. The learner report-questions in the 

postquestionnaire were analyzed to discern the main hindrances and sources of growth, such 

as a student saying he learned the most from observing the lesson of a peer and using the 

instrument. As in the first case, the lesson plans were analyzed, searching for elements of the 

instrument in the lesson goals, as well as in the teacher and student activities. Peer lesson 

observations, followed by written reports of post-observation discussion were used to get a 

clearer idea of the lessons the students designed and how they enacted them. 

 

7. Results 

 

In this chapter, we will discuss the general results of all the students before taking a closer 

look at two of them, Joke and Jan (pseudonyms were assigned). They were chosen because 

initially, Joke was considerably less confident than Jan, so it was interesting to compare the 

effects of the intervention on their development as history teachers. The results regarding the 

domain of consequences (salient outcomes) were not a formal part of the program, but 

indications could be derived from the description of the observed lessons. 

 

7.1 Change in the personal domain 

 

The questionnaires presented information on the students’ beliefs, knowledge and attitude, 

i.e., the personal domain. The value the students gave to learning about HTR stayed the same 

in the pre- and postmeasurement, i.e., 5.9 out of 7 points. Their feelings of competence 

towards teaching HTR increased slightly, i.e., from 3.9 to 4. The scores of all students’ 

responses are presented in Table 4. Another element of the personal domain, i.e., teacher 

knowledge, appeared in the prequestionnaire where the students described their knowledge of 

HTR and its teaching. They were asked to list as many things as possible that they, as 

teachers, were able to do to enhance students’ HTR abilities. They mentioned 0-4 items of 

HTR that they could teach (av. 2.3) and 2-4 types of teacher behavior (av. 3.1).  
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Both Joke and Jan were of the opinion that it was important for them to learn how to teach 

HTR, assigning 6 (Joke) and 7 (Jan) points to the statement, similar to the rest of the students. 

This task value statement received the highest score. Joke and Jan gave the same responses to 

how important it was to them to understand how to teach HTR and its usefulness. Their 

answers differed when it came to how much they enjoyed teaching HTR in their lessons. Joke 

was more positive than Jan (6 points vs. his 5 points) and more interested in learning to teach 

HTR (same score). However, she was less confident regarding being able to use what she 

learned about the teaching of HTR (5 points vs. his 7 points). The postquestionnaire revealed 

that all Joke’s scores increased, signifying a change in the personal domain, except for one 

that stayed the same (I think I will be able to use what I learned about the teaching of HTR in 

my lessons). In the postquestionnaire, Joke assigned 7 points to both how much she enjoyed 

teaching HTR and to the importance of understanding how to teach HTR. Jan’s response to 

how much he enjoyed teaching HTR stayed the same (5 points) in the pre- and 

postquestionnaires. His view of the importance of understanding how to teach HTR decreased 

from 7 points to 5.  

 

Regarding teacher knowledge, Joke mentioned working on historical empathy, causal 

reasoning and contextualization and referred to three types of teacher behavior, as follows: 

working with sources, assignments and explicit teaching of cause and consequences. Jan 

described causal reasoning, change and continuity, historical perspectives and the evaluation 

of sources. He linked them to four types of teacher behavior, as follows: lecturing/asking 

questions, assignments, working with sources and providing explicit instruction on skills. He 

also expressed the view that explicit attention was neither required to cover HTR nor is it 

complex, since HTR is a natural part of historical narratives.  

Joke felt an increased ability to provide explicit instruction on HTR skills and engage students 

in HTR through individual and group tasks (from 2 (unable) to 4 (able)). Moreover, she now 

felt completely able to use historical sources to support HTR. Nevertheless, her confidence 

towards formulating learning objectives that focus on HTR and engaging students in HTR by 

a whole class discussion diminished from 4 to 3. Jan’s perception of his ability to teach HTR 

was very pronounced. In the prequestionnaire, he was the only student who felt completely 

able (5 points) to carry out all the items in question. He was also the only student whose 

confidence diminished according to the postquestionnaire. In the analysis of his lesson, he 

received the highest score (4 out of 4) in 5 out of 7 categories of the instrument. However, his 
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reflections after the observation of his lesson show that although he was content with how he 

taught HTR, he was aware that he might have paid more attention to the pupils’ difficulty 

with it. In the words of Jan himself: “The final discussion mainly revealed that historical 

thinking is receiving excellent attention, but that there is an important point for improvement. 

The point is that students do not at all or hardly understand how to tackle a question that 

requires HTR. But otherwise HTR receives plenty of explicit attention …” 

 

Table 4 

Average scores of student teachers’ answers in pre- and post-questionnaires 

 Value  

(3 items, points out of 7) 

Feelings of competence  

(8 items, points out of 5) 

 Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest 

Student 1 Joke  5.3 6.3 3.4             3.9 

Student 2 Jan 6.3 5.0 5.0 4.0 

Student 3 5.3 5.3 3.8 N/A 

Student 4 5.7 7.0 3.4 3.8 

Student 5 5.7 4.7 3.8 4.4 

Student 6 7.0 6.0 4.0 4.4 

Student 7 6.0 7.0 4.0 4.0 

 

Average 

 

5.9 

 

5.9 

 

3.9 

 

4.0 

 

7.2 Change in the domain of practice  

 

Professional experimentation belongs to the domain of practice. The results described in this 

chapter are based on only one lesson of each student, and since change per se can hardly be 

investigated, we focus on the teacher behavior that may have been instigated by the Teach-

HTR observation instrument. We also use the learner reports to discern possible change. In 

most cases, these were the students’ first steps towards teaching HTR, which all but one took 

on. The following remarks are based on the lesson plans of six students. All the included 

items that form a part of the instrument in their lesson plans are as follows: four of them 

included HTR in their lesson goals (i.e., multiperspectivity or sourcing strategies) and they all 
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planned to engage their pupils in activities that asked for various elements of HTR, to various 

degrees (category 6 of the observation instrument). All but one planned to demonstrate HTR 

(category 2), the most common feature of history lessons (Gestsdóttir et al., 2019). Thus, their 

lessons seem to justify the increased confidence the students had towards teaching HTR. The 

peer observations revealed even more elements of HTR, but these are not included here, as the 

students were not specifically trained in using the instrument that way. According to the 

learner reports, the students added many elements to their teaching during the intervention, 

such as giving explicit instruction on how to think and reason historically (Jan) or how to 

work with sources to enhance HTR (student no 7).  

 

As already mentioned, Joke’s confidence towards formulating learning objectives that focus 

on HTR and engaging students in HTR through whole-class discussions had somewhat 

diminished during the intervention. Joke chose a lesson on social and political issues of the 

18th and 19th century, including a student assignment that focused on the historical 

significance of events and circumstances by using the diamond nine approach (Chapman, 

2003). Part of the assignment was ‘Name the event you have put at the top of the diamond. 

Explain why you consider this event the most significant one.‘ According to the observation 

of her peer, Joke managed to include many elements of HTR in the lesson, in fact, so 

thoroughly that the observer marked 3 or 4 (out of 4) points for six of the seven categories of 

the Teach-HTR instrument. The whole class discussion scored 2 points. The observation of 

Jan’s lesson produced similar results, although he mainly demonstrated HTR and engaged his 

students in an assignment and whole class discussion that asked for HTR. For example, Jan 

asked his students to assess the trustworthiness and representativeness of sources about 

enlightened absolutism. An observation of his lesson by another student includes the 

following remarks: “Around 45:00 the same about an assignment on the use of historical 

sources. Everything is discussed, the teacher gives explicit instruction about each reasoning 

step. Here the teacher also shows how to deal with a historical source. The same goes for 

arguing about sources. Here the teacher again shows very nicely how a student can deal with 

the source. The teacher encourages students to make up questions at the source and to 

formulate an argument.” 
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7.3 Change in the external domain, relevant sources of growth 

 

We were particularly interested in observing how the Teach-HTR instrument could lead to 

changes in the external domain, i.e., as a source of information, stimulus or support, and if it 

was a source of growth. The teacher educator, who already had experience using other 

observation instruments, confirmed that Teach-HTR was useful and could easily be integrated 

in teacher education. For him, it was important to know which challenges students faced when 

it came to the teaching of HTR, and he found the instrument helpful in this respect, stating the 

following: “I saw students reflect more on historical thinking after we had discussed their own 

classroom observations … They thought it was very helpful and useful.” The students 

appreciated the instrument’s concrete description of teacher behavior, how it provided insight 

into HTR skills and could be used as a checklist when lessons were designed. In the learner 

reports, the students elaborated on what they had learned from the instrument, and student no 

6 stated the following: “From the instrument Teach-HTR I learned how different aspects of 

HTR can be observed and what concrete behavior to look for when trying to observe or 

indeed teach HTR,”; student no 5 added the following: “With these behavioral descriptions, 

you can take a more specific look at what you want to achieve in class and how to evoke this 

student behavior.” All the students saw the instrument as a source of growth according to the 

learner reports. Three students said they had learned the most from observing another 

student’s lesson using the instrument. Other sources of growth were the group sessions with 

their teacher and the reading materials.  

Joke learned from the instrument how to consider other ways of including HTR in the lessons 

and how to use such an instrument when preparing a lesson. She felt she had learned the most 

from observing another teacher and the discussions with her peers and the course teacher. In 

his learner report Jan stated the following: “From the instrument Teach-HTR, I learned to 

include explicit instruction in my teaching of HTR. First, I just presented the students with 

questions concerning the different types of reasoning. Now, I’ve learned to explicitly instruct 

students how to think and reason historically.” He learned the most from reading about HTR 

and comparing it with the requirements of the national curriculum. Other students described 

their basic learning as “how to incorporate HTR even more into your lessons” or “how you as 

a teacher can demonstrate HTR” and said that the observation instrument provided overview 

and support. 
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7.4 Possible hindrances to growth 

 

In the group discussion about Teach-HTR, the students mentioned that the instrument focused 

too much on teacher behavior, rather than to what extent the students engaged in HTR. Its 

basic structure, i.e., being teacher centered, was perceived as a drawback by some students. 

Despite the instrument being considered very concrete when it came to teacher behavior and 

the students said they learned much from observations using it, some found it somewhat 

abstract and asked for more examples. However, the main challenges the students faced did 

not have to do with the instrument but rather with the complexity of teaching HTR. This was 

corroborated by the reflections of their teacher. Both Joke and Jan said that their main 

challenge was including several items of HTR in the same lesson. Joke seemed almost 

apologetic that one category of the instrument was not observed in her lesson, and her peer 

consoled her in her notes (“This is okay. You simply cannot cover source analysis every 

lesson.”) Other students added that various sides of each HTR component could easily be 

overlooked in the hustle and bustle of classroom teaching.  

 

8. Conclusion 

 

The instrument added to the students’ professional growth according to the Interconnected 

Model of Professional Growth when used in conjunction with peer observation and 

discussion. The teacher educator confirmed the usefulness of Teach-HTR and the role it 

played in supporting his students’ teaching of HTR. In general, the students already valued 

teaching HTR and were positively disposed towards learning how to teach HTR. The 

instrument added to their knowledge of actual teaching behavior related to HTR (personal 

domain), although some students would have liked more concrete examples related to the 

categories of the instrument. The interaction between the personal domain and the domain of 

practice is visible. Before the intervention, the students could address several different types 

of teacher behavior in this context (usually 3-4), but fewer actual elements of HTR (0-4). 

According to the observations of their lessons, this number increased, as many items of the 

instrument were taught. Six of the students managed to prepare an assignment that asked for 

HTR, in addition to demonstrating it themselves (all but one). Joke taught HTR to a 

considerable extent in her lesson, according to the observation and analysis by her peer, and 

earned her growing confidence. Jan also emphasized HTR to a considerable extent in his 
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lesson. Nevertheless, he presents an interesting exception in that his confidence diminished 

during the intervention. In the prequestionnaire, his marks were the highest of all the students 

and he had quite clear ideas of the teaching of HTR. Since the domain of consequences lies 

beyond the scope of this study, it is only guesswork that he may have undergone some type of 

a reality check when he designed and taught a lesson devoted to HTR and realized how 

challenging it is to teach HTR.  

 

9. Conclusion and discussion  

 

Applying the Interconnected Model of Professional Growth (Clarke & Hollingsworth, 2002) 

adds to the answer to our research question, i.e., How can the use of an observation 

instrument enhance the professional growth of history student teachers and history teachers in 

the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning? Both case studies described above add to 

the literature on how to teach historical thinking and reasoning. They confirm the utility of the 

Teach-HTR observation instrument in enhancing professional growth although there are a 

number of concerns. 

Teach-HTR clearly influenced the personal domain (knowledge, beliefs and attitudes) of both 

the experienced and student teachers by drawing out some elements of the teaching of HTR, 

which then inspired their teaching practices. The instrument’s influences on the domain of 

practice manifested itself in new approaches and assignments in the case of the experienced 

teachers and in HTR centered assignments and teacher discussion in the case of the student 

teachers. It stimulated experimentation and initiated change. The instrument also contributed 

to the domain of consequences (salient outcomes) regarding the design of assignments in both 

cases and enhanced the motivation of students, according to the experienced teachers. As a 

source of information, stimulus and support, it evidently belongs to the external domain. The 

student teachers found it helpful in providing concrete examples of teacher behavior related to 

the teaching of HTR, and the experienced teachers found support when sharpening their focus 

on teaching particular elements of HTR. Several student teachers were positive about 

observing another student‘s lesson using the instrument. In both case studies, the teachers and 

student teachers were not extensively trained in how to use the instrument. Such a training 

might add to the quality of the peer discussions.     
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The instrument was used to promote professional growth in different ways in the two cases. In 

the first case, the teachers participated in an approach that had already been developed by the 

researchers. In the second case, no particular approach was prescribed because the aim was to 

see how a teacher educator could integrate the use of the instrument in their regular practice. 

The students received coaching and strived to incorporate several items of HTR in their 

lessons, whereas the teachers had specifically chosen one element of HTR to focus on. We do 

not know what the results would have been if the student teachers had also focused on one 

category of choice in their lesson. More research is necessary to clarify how both approaches 

may be supportive, possibly in different ways. The instrument does not simply provide means 

and tools for teaching HTR but supports the beliefs of teachers and student teachers in the 

value of teaching HTR, which is of crucial importance (McCrum, 2013; Pajares, 1992). The 

complex interaction between beliefs and enactment is reciprocal in the sense that it is hardly 

beneficial to teach without realizing what lies beneath. Aided by some of the literature that the 

instrument is based on and peer reflections, particularly appreciated by the student teachers, it 

provided a solid footing for teaching HTR. However, as one of the experienced teachers used 

a limited conceptualization of HTR and some of the student teachers needed more concrete 

examples, it would be advisable to pay more attention to discussing the categories, the 

underlying literature and concrete examples to develop a rich understanding. Furthermore, 

peer observation and therewith post-observation discussion need to be carefully prepared, e.g. 

by training, if they are to provide reliable information. 

The limitations of the current study must be acknowledged. The number of experienced 

teachers who participated was very small and unforeseen problems (one teacher had to end 

their participation and another one did not adhere to the form of the intervention) led to even 

less data than anticipated. When analyzing the student teachers’ data, many questions arose 

and it would have been better to include interviews in this second case study as well as in the 

first to be able to probe deeper and gain a better understanding of their motives and actions. 

It can be concluded that an observation instrument such as Teach-HTR can easily be 

integrated in either teacher training or PDP. Thus, it can support those who are taking their 

first steps, as well as those who wish to take an honest look at their own teaching, especially if 

they belong to a learning community that offers the possibility of mutual reflection, which is 

an important element of professional change (Korthagen, 2017). It would be interesting to use 

the instrument with a larger group of teachers or student teachers over a prolonged period of 



554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir
Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021 PDF page: 106PDF page: 106PDF page: 106PDF page: 106

Chapter 5 

106 

 

time to gain more knowledge of how professional change occurs when teachers wish to 

emphasize the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning. 
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6 General conclusions and discussion 
 

1. Introduction 

 

Knowing what actually goes on in history classes is of interest, even to a researcher who has 

more than a fair inkling. However, it should come as no surprise that a lot goes on in any 

given lesson and the opportunities for exploration are varied and many. It is therefore 

imperative to narrow the focus to draw out the desired information. In this dissertation we 

examined the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning (HTR). They are among the skills 

that have been prominent in discussions on history teaching for the past decades. Our aim was 

to operationalize the elements of HTR in terms of teacher behaviour. These elements are 

already well documented in the literature (e.g. Chapman, 2011; Lee & Shemilt, 2004; 

Maggioni et al., 2006; Monte-Sano, 2011a; Seixas & Morton, 2013; Van Boxtel & Van Drie, 

2018), but apparently are problematic for teachers to enact (c.f. Barton & Levstik, 2003; 

Reisman, 2012). We wanted to see how this operationalization of teaching HTR and the 

observation instrument based on it could be used in initial teacher training or professional 

development programs to solve this issue. The studies we made to this avail were guided by 

the following research questions: 

1. How can the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning be operationalized and 

observed in upper secondary education? 

2. To what extent do Icelandic history teachers teach historical thinking and reasoning at 

the upper secondary level? 

3. Which beliefs about goals and strategies of teaching history play a role in Icelandic 

teachers' inclinations towards teaching historical thinking and reasoning? 

4. How can the use of an observation instrument enhance the professional growth of 

history student teachers and history teachers in the teaching of historical thinking and 

reasoning? 

The outcome of each study is discussed in relation to the relevant research question, before 

concluding with a general discussion and implications for practice and further research. 
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2. Main findings  

 

RQ1: How can the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning be operationalized and 

observed in upper secondary education? 

In our first study we made a literature review to identify which teaching behaviours are 

characteristic of a teaching approach that stimulates HTR. The purpose was to develop an 

observation instrument where these elements were operationalized so that they could be 

observed in the classroom. When the first version of the instrument and examples of teacher 

behaviour had been drafted we sought the assistance of a group of 11 experts in history 

teaching from eight countries. Based on their identification of strengths and weaknesses of the 

instrument and suggestions for more examples of behaviour, it was further developed. The 

final instrument contained seven categories that had to be scored on a Likert scale of 1-4. To 

support this evaluation for each HTR category, we included behavioural indicators (in total 33 

items) that could be checked. The categories are 1) the teacher communicates learning 

objectives related to the development of students´ HTR ability, 2) the teacher demonstrates 

HTR, 3) the teacher uses historical sources to support HTR, 4) the teacher makes clear that 

there are multiple perspectives and interpretations, 5) the teacher provides explicit instructions 

on HTR strategies, 6) the teacher engages students in assignments that ask for HTR and 7) the 

teacher engages students in a whole class discussion that requires HTR.  

After gaining an overview of the literature and the experts´ review, the third step in the 

development of the instrument was to assess its inter-rater reliability and internal consistency 

by using 10 videotaped history lessons in Iceland as a pilot.  A percentage of complete 

agreement between two coders (the first author and a trained student from a master’s program 

in history teaching) was calculated. It ranged from 60% to 90%. When the coders disagreed, 

the first coder had assigned a higher score (observed more items of the instrument) than the 

second coder in almost all cases. This may be due to her longer teacher and observation 

experience, as well as her expertise in the field of historical thinking and reasoning. Intraclass 

correlation coefficients (ICC; Hallgren, 2012) were also calculated for each of the categories 

above. The first category, ‘communicating learning objectives that focus on HTR’, and the 

fourth one, ‘making clear that there are multiple perspectives and interpretations’, showed 

poor agreement (.23 and .36). Apart from that, the ICC ranged between 0.51 and .72 (good 
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agreement) (Cicchetti, 1994). We also assessed the internal consistency for the seven 

categories combined. Using the codes of the first coder, Cronbach’s alpha was .61. We 

considered .70 to be an acceptable reliability coefficient. A strong point was that the results of 

the observations made it possible to distinguish between lessons where the teaching of HTR 

was hardly visible and those where it was prominent. 

The results of the first pilot led to the decision to conduct another one. The fourth step in the 

development of the instrument was to analyze 10 history lessons in the Netherlands in a 

second pilot. The coders were two experienced teacher trainers with research experience, as 

this group of teachers is expected to use the instrument more than others in the future. With 

the exception of the category ‘making clear that there are multiple perspectives and 

interpretations’ that showed poor agreement (.27), the ICC ranged from .55 to .86.  Using the 

codes of the first coder to calculate Cronbach’s coefficient alpha, the scale with the seven 

categories reached an internal consistency of .82, which is sufficient.  

Altogether, the instrument was able to distinguish between lessons where HTR was promoted 

to a considerable extent and those where it could hardly be observed. In both pilots it 

appeared difficult to reach sufficient inter rater reliability for the category ‘making clear that 

there are multiple perspectives or interpretations’. This may be because different perspectives 

are not necessarily explicitly explained, or because quite some time may pass between the 

presentation of a first perspective and a second one. In the first pilot, an experienced teacher 

trainer observed more items than a student teacher, whereas the observations of two 

experienced teacher trainers in the second pilot were more consistent. Relatively low levels of 

inter-observer agreement is common in observation instruments (see e.g. Strong et al., 2011), 

which would be problematic if the purpose were to assess the quality of teaching. However, 

we do not intend this instrument to be used to evaluate teaching but rather to serve as a tool 

for those wishing to emphasize HTR in their teaching and who are looking for support. 

Although more research is needed on the validity and reliability of the instrument to enable 

more nuanced conclusions and comparison, e.g. of different groups of teachers, these findings 

were nevertheless promising and may offer various research possibilities. For example, they 

can be linked to the teaching context, such as requirements of national curricula or the norms 

and practices in teacher education.  
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RQ2: To what extent do Icelandic history teachers teach historical thinking and reasoning at 

the upper secondary level? 

The second study focused on history teaching at the upper secondary school level in Iceland. 

Contrary to most studies in history education that focus on students and how different 

instructional approaches affect them, this study focused on teacher behaviour. It was a 

descriptive, observational study where the instrument Teach-HTR was used to investigate if 

and how historical thinking and reasoning were being taught at that school level. Until now, 

very little research on history teaching in the country as a whole has been done and most 

studies use self-reported data. It was therefore of particular value to conduct this study in 

Iceland where the instrument was used on a larger scale for the first time, while 

simultaneously beginning the process of mapping out the landscape of history teaching.  

The national context is of importance. In Iceland the upper secondary school is highly 

decentralized. Assessment is organized within each school and no centralized exams take 

place. The national curriculum guide (2012) makes no specific requirements of history 

teachers beyond teaching their subject – as well as all other subjects – and basing it on six 

fundamental pillars of education: literacy, sustainability, democracy and human rights, 

equality, health and welfare and creativity. Teacher education programmes are rather generic, 

due to the fact that the handful of student teachers in history education each year belong to a 

larger group of future teachers of various social subjects. Many teachers provide their own 

materials by different means. Nothing has been known about pedagogical teaching practices 

until now, but a recent study on teaching practices in upper secondary schools in general 

shows a considerable emphasis on teacher-centred strategies and little creative input from 

students (Sigurgeirsson et al., 2018). 

All history teachers in a selection of upper secondary schools were contacted and asked if 

they would allow filming of their lessons. The participants in this study were those who 

replied positively: 27 teachers from 12 schools both in the capital and rural areas. This was 

almost half of all history teachers at the upper secondary level in the country. Five of them 

were female, which is an almost accurate reflection of  the gender balance within the 

profession. Two lessons of each teacher (N=54) were filmed on a small camera and analyzed 

with the instrument Teach-HTR. The teachers had not seen the instrument and were unaware 

of what was being observed. When selecting lessons, no regard was given to lesson content or 

the sequence of lessons. The seven categories of the instrument were coded on a Likert scale 

from 1 to 4.  
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Category 1, ‘communicating learning objectives related to the development of students´ HTR 

ability’, and category 5, ‘providing explicit instructions on HTR strategies’, were only visible 

in 7% of the lessons. The category with the highest score was category 2 of the instrument, 

‘the teacher herself/himself demonstrates HTR without explaining it explicitly or giving 

instructions on how to do it’. It was observed in 93% of the lessons and scored 2.76 on 

average. This category includes behaviour such as problematizing and asking historical 

questions, providing historical context and comparing historical phenomena and periods, all 

very common in the lessons observed. In 67% of the lessons, the teacher engaged students in 

individual or group assignments that asked for HTR and the category (no 6) scored 2.44. ‘The 

teacher using historical sources to support HTR’ (category 3) scored 1.61 and ‘making clear 

that there are multiple perspectives and interpretations’ (category 4) scored 1.54. They were 

observed in 43% and 41% of the lessons. Lessons where the score was either particularly high 

or low were described in more detail. 

The results relate to both history teaching in Iceland and the practical use of the observation 

instrument Teach-HTR. The findings answer our research question by showing that some 

form of HTR is present in almost all history lessons, although sometimes rather superficially. 

In many cases, the scores for the categories observed were rather low, meaning that they may 

have been touched upon but not consciously developed in the lesson. Some categories were 

hardly observed at all, notably categories 1 and 5. In other words, in the lessons of the 

Icelandic history teachers the teaching of HTR was only observed to a limited extent, mostly 

confined to elements that many would expect in regular history lessons, such as the teacher 

providing context or explaining historical phenomena, whereas HTR was hardly at all 

discussed or explained explicitly. This may have to do with the fact that no emphasis at all is 

placed on HTR in either teacher training or curriculum. It is also possible that some topics are 

better suited to the teaching of HTR than others. While the sample was relatively small it does 

nevertheless provide clear indications of the situation regarding the teaching of HTR at upper 

secondary level in Iceland. 

 

RQ3: Which beliefs about goals and strategies of teaching history play a role in teachers' 

inclinations towards teaching historical thinking and reasoning? 

In the third study, we wanted to explore the different ways of teaching HTR and the 

relationship between teacher beliefs, an accepted influencing factor according to the literature, 
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and teaching practices. Eight teachers from the group of 27 Icelandic history teachers that 

participated in the previous study were interviewed, following an analysis of their lessons that 

showed that they taught HTR to different degrees. The aim was to investigate their teacher 

beliefs about the nature of history, the goals of history teaching and the way students learn 

history. We expected their teaching behaviour to reflect variations in their beliefs and wanted 

to explore if certain beliefs could be linked to the teaching of HTR. Besides knowledge of 

their subject, teacher beliefs are considered to be one of the most important factors shaping 

teachers´ routines (Pajares, 1992; Voet & De Wever, 2016; Yilmaz, 2008b). The connection 

between beliefs and behaviour has been established by several studies (c.f. Buehl and 

Alexander, 2005). Nonetheless, it has also been revealed how problematic it may be for 

teachers to follow their orientation when it comes to classroom practices (Huijgen et al., 2019; 

VanSledright & Limón, 2006; Voet & De Wever, 2016; Wansink et al., 2016). This may be 

due to various reasons, such as the requirements of the curriculum, availability of teaching 

materials, time allocated to history teaching or the teacher’s perception of students’ abilities. 

Different goals of history teachers have been identified, e.g. in the Netherlands (Tuithof, 

2017), as well as different strategies (e.g. Nygren, 2009).   

This was a qualitative multiple case study where purposive sampling (Palys, 2008) was used 

to select the eight participants. The analysis of their lessons by the observation instrument 

Teach-HTR indicated that they taught HTR to a various degree. The teachers came from 

seven schools and their teaching experience ranged from three to 24 years, the average being 

10.6 years. Before the interview, they received the results of the analysis of two of their 

lessons, based on the observation instrument Teach-HTR, as described in the second study. 

Furthermore, they received some video fragments of their own lessons that were used to 

stimulate the discussion. All teachers implied that the two lessons that had been videotaped 

and analyzed were fairly typical of their teaching. They also answered a brief questionnaire 

concerning their reasons for becoming a teacher and their participation in professional 

development. Semi-structured interviews, 45 minutes long on average, were conducted, 

focusing on the teachers’ view of history teaching in general and their personal goals in that 

respect. In order to gain information on their professional identity they were asked what had 

shaped their beliefs about history teaching and if those beliefs had changed during their 

career.  

Based on the data from the lessons and the interviews, the teachers were divided into three 

groups, according to the extent to which they promoted HTR in the observed lessons: to a 
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large, moderate or little extent. The goals of the two teachers in the first group who taught 

HTR to a large extent differed from those of the others. They were not concerned with giving 

an overview over time like all the others, they wanted history to present moral lessons and 

they emphasized historical reasoning and skills. The third group, which consisted of three 

teachers, did not actively teach HTR and emphasized the role of history teaching in providing 

students with a cultural stock-in-trade. Their instructional strategies could be classified as 

narrative and based on lecturing, whereas the strategies of the teachers in the first group were 

more student-centred and project based. In other words, a considerable difference in their 

strategies was visible, as well as in their goals with teaching history. In between were the two 

teachers in the second group who taught HTR to a moderate extent. 

As an answer to the research question, in this study we found that the beliefs of the teachers 

who placed an emphasis on teaching HTR were strongly linked to their view of the nature of 

history as interpretational, providing an opportunity to enhance students´ critical thinking by 

giving them open-ended assignments that call for source-based inquiry. Their beliefs also 

favoured the promotion of skills which they considered more important than giving an 

historical overview. The results of the study suggest that it is important, both in initial teacher 

education and in professional development programs, to pay attention to the role of teacher 

beliefs and the interconnection between those beliefs and teaching practices. 

 

RQ4: How can using the observation instrument Teach-HTR enhance history student 

teacher’s and history teacher’s professional growth in the teaching of historical thinking and 

reasoning? 

In our closing study, we wanted to investigate the role the instrument Teach-HTR might play 

in either initial teacher training or in the professional development of experienced teachers as 

a tool to enhance professional growth. Since we started developing it, it had been our goal to 

explore its usability in these fields. We decided to use The Interconnected Model of 

Professional Growth (Clarke & Hollingsworth, 2002) to discern eventual change to any of the 

four domains: “the personal domain (teacher knowledge, beliefs and attitudes), the domain of 

practice (professional experimentation), the domain of consequences (salient outcomes), and 

the external domain (sources of information, stimulus or support).” (Clarke & Hollingsworth, 

2002, p. 950). Just as all these domains may influence each other, the personal domain is also 

related to a teacher’s pedagogical content knowledge (PCK), which is often described as 
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comprising of five components: orientation towards teaching, knowledge and beliefs about 

the curriculum, knowledge and beliefs about students’ understanding, knowledge and beliefs 

about assessment and knowledge and beliefs about instructional strategies (Magnusson et al., 

1999).  

To answer the research question, we conducted two case studies. In the first study, three 

history teachers in Iceland participated in a professional development program, based on 

principles investigated in other studies (e.g. Desimone, 2009). These include a strong link to 

daily practices and the teachers being active learners. Their teaching experience was two, 15 

and 32 years. Our point of departure was an analysis by Teach-HTR of two lessons of each 

teacher. They chose two categories of the instrument to focus on and used it besides relevant 

reading materials to prepare lessons where they taught the selected elements of HTR. A peer 

observed the first lesson and discussed it with the teacher. Following the discussion, the 

teachers modified their lesson plans and repeated the teaching of the HTR element, observed 

by the researcher. The intervention was concluded with a retrospective interview. The 

program stretched over ten months, from one school year to another. There were distinct 

changes in the personal domain of two of the teachers. The participants managed to use the 

instrument to add to their knowledge and their attitude towards instructional strategies and 

even their beliefs changed. This became apparent in the domain of practice where they 

experimented with new or modified strategies and gained their reward by more motivated 

students (domain of consequences). These teachers indicated that the instrument, as well as 

the reading materials, served as a source of growth (external domain). The third teacher 

interpreted HTR in a rather limited way and did not experience personal growth regarding its 

teaching during the program.  

In the second case study, a teacher educator in the Netherlands decided himself how to use the 

instrument with seven master’s students in history teaching. They prepared and taught a 

lesson, supported by the instrument, and used it when observing a lesson by their peer. Pre- 

and post-questionnaires were used to gain knowledge of the students’ ideas about HTR and 

their perception of their ability to teach it (task value and self-efficacy; Pintrich et al., 1991). 

The intervention lasted three months and the student teachers received coaching from their 

course teacher. Based on the pre- and post-measurements and the lesson observed by a peer, it 

is possible to discern a slight change in the personal domain, whereas the value they 

associated with teaching HTR stayed the same, having been quite prominent from the 

beginning. Their lesson plans and observation of their lessons showed that all but one were 
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able to include HTR in their lessons, most often engaging students in assignments that require 

HTR (category 6 of the instrument) or the students themselves demonstrating HTR (category 

2). It turned out that one student became less confident of his ability to teach HTR after the 

intervention. In a group discussion with their course teacher, as well as in the post-

questionnaire, the students expressed their positive views of the usefulness of the instrument, 

enhancing both their understanding of HTR and providing guidelines of how it could be 

taught. Nevertheless, some of them called for more examples of teacher behaviour. 

The instrument added to the professional growth of participants in both studies. It stimulated 

change in the personal domain and contributed to their knowledge, beliefs and attitudes 

towards teaching HTR. This was linked to change in the domain of practice where new 

assignments were designed, discussions conducted with HTR in mind, learning processes 

explicitly explained and more. The domain of consequences (salient outcomes) was beyond 

the scope of the study, however the teachers reported an increased motivation of their students 

and more challenging assignments. Thus, the observation instrument Teach-HTR seems 

promising to serve as a source or stimulant of professional growth at various stages in a 

history teacher’s career. 

 

3. Conclusion and discussion 

 

There is a considerable amount of literature on historical thinking and reasoning, what it 

entails and why it should be taught in schools (c.f. Luis & Rapanta, 2020). Its theoretical 

foundation has been laid, consisting of various aspects and approaches which share a common 

emphasis of understanding how historical knowledge is constructed from fragments of 

historical evidence. Some of the literature even considers how HTR can be taught, but for 

many teachers it is profoundly difficult to translate theory into practice (e.g. Reisman, 2012; 

VanSledright & Limón, 2006; Voet & De Wever, 2016; Wansink et al., 2016). Building upon 

this rich foundation, we wanted to address this point and to shed  further light on what 

teachers can do to include the teaching of HTR in their work, in other words to operationalize 

the teaching of HTR into observable teacher behaviour. What follows is a summary of what 

we have learned regarding the instrument itself, the relations between teacher beliefs and the 

teaching of HTR, the teaching of HTR in Iceland and the use of the instrument Teach-HTR in 

professional development and initial teacher training, i.e. its implications for practice.  
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3.1 The observation instrument Teach-HTR 

 

The observation instrument Teach-HTR complements the extant literature on historical 

thinking by bringing together insights and knowledge that is rather fragmented and not easily 

accessible to teachers. There are several studies on teaching historical thinking strategies, 

such as reading like a historian (Wineburg et al., 2013), contextualizing (Huijgen et al., 2019) 

and causal reasoning (Stoel et al., 2015). The instrument combines many of these, being 

strongly connected to the existing body of scientific knowledge about components or aspects 

of historical thinking and recommendations for pedagogies to develop students´ HTR. By 

bringing these together in one instrument and operationalizing many of the issues that have 

been under discussion in the last two or three decades, it provides an entrance for teachers and 

student teachers to the literature on HTR components (e.g. The Big Six Historical Thinking 

Concepts by Seixas and Morton (2013) or the three types of reasoning as discerned by Van 

Boxtel and Van Drie (2018)). This makes the use of observation results useful for 

professionalization where teachers can be provided with the literature relevant to the 

particular category of the instrument they choose to focus on, as we did in our last study. A 

literature list could even be regularly updated and included in the instrument. Such an update 

would strengthen the link to current research at any given time. Since the original design of 

Teach-HTR, researchers have elaborated upon the ethical dimension of HTR (c.f. Milligan et. 

al., 2018; Seixas & Morton, 2013), which is not included in it. Examples of ethical arguments 

might easily be added to the indicators relating to categories that are already there, such as 

how to formulate arguments (Category 5, the teacher provides explicit instructions on HTR 

strategies) or Category 6, engaging students in activities that ask for HTR. Some scholars find 

the teaching of HTR important because it enhances disciplinary thinking. Others call for a 

connection with broader aims, such as citizenship (c.f. Barton & Levstik, 2004; Thorp & 

Persson, 2020; Van Straaten et al., 2015). These issues would be interesting to explore further 

and connect the relevant literature to the instrument, particularly because some of the 

Icelandic teachers in our study clearly connected the teaching of HTR with e.g. critical 

thinking skills and other aims that are related to citizenship education. Since they were not 

very familiar with the literature on HTR, it was intriguing to see that they made this 

connection nevertheless.  
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The instrument has undergone development from the initial stages of the first study until the 

final stages of the fourth one. We began with a literature review, acquired expert opinion of 

geographical variety and did two pilots before we used it to analyze a considerable amount of 

history lessons. Nevertheless, the employment of the instrument in the final study by our two 

target groups, student teachers and experienced teachers, brought new insights and ideas for 

further development. We address these issues and others that came up during the process of 

the whole set of studies.  

The first one refers to student learning of HTR. Initially, we set off from the point of focusing 

on teacher behaviour and what a teacher does to enhance a student’s understanding of HTR. 

Even though two categories of the seven that comprise the instrument include students, either 

doing assignments that require HTR or participating in a whole class discussion that calls for 

it, the focus continues to stay on how the teacher manages these lesson components. They do 

not cover the extent to which students are really engaged in HTR or the quality of it. In 

practice, teachers tend to view their actions in the classroom in relation to student learning. It 

is therefore not surprising that many of those who have seen or used the instrument suggest 

more emphasis on the receiving end, i.e. how students learn HTR. It would further strengthen 

the connection to the literature on HTR if it was considered from the two angles of teaching 

and learning. However, as a matter of course, an observation instrument has to be relatively 

short and precise. Bringing students more into it calls for a different approach, such as 

specific rounds of observations (c.f. CLASS). We are not aware of instruments that gauge 

student learning while simultaneously observing teacher behaviour. While it would be an 

interesting project to design an instrument directed at student learning, we consider the focus 

on teacher behaviour to be a strong side of Teach-HTR. 

Second, the number of lessons observed is bound to play a role. In the articles, questions are 

raised, e.g. concerning the varying suitability of topics for the teaching of HTR. A larger 

sample of lessons would most lightly have shown if this were the case, indicating which 

topics offer opportunities for HTR and the eventual reasons for that.  

Third, it is indisputable that careful training is necessary if more than one observer is going to 

use the instrument to compare the teaching of different individuals or groups of teachers. The 

same applies if the intention is to link it to student outcomes or teacher characteristics, such as 

education, years of experience, beliefs about history etc. Even though each category of the 

instrument is grounded in the literature, observers’ ideas of what they are looking for may 
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differ. This was salient in our second study, where observers, both in Iceland and in the 

Netherlands, struggled with the category of the teacher demonstrating multi-perspectivity. It is 

a difficult construct to define and operationalize and we can look into more recent literature to 

seek assistance. It has recently been discussed in more depth, e.g. by Kropman et al. (2018) 

and Wansink et al. (2018). When looking for multi-perspectivity, brief examples of teacher 

behaviour are not applicable. Observers need to contemplate the whole context of a lesson to 

be able to discern it. Perhaps this issue might be addressed more explicitly when training 

observers for the use of Teach-HTR.  

The fourth point is related to the previous one. The group of experts that reviewed the first 

drafts of Teach-HTR highlighted the difference between the teacher bringing in multiple 

perspectives and different interpretations. The latter is included in one sub-item of category 4, 

‘the teacher makes clear that there are multiple perspectives and interpretations.’ 

Nevertheless, as the backbone of historical research, the role of interpretations deserves more 

attention. A clearer distinction between multi-perspectivity and interpretations might help 

observers to identify either or both. 

Fifth, the experts also requested more examples which were subsequently included in the 

design of the instrument. Practical experience emphasizes the importance of a larger number 

of clear and descriptive examples that further facilitate the use of the instrument.  

Sixth, deeper insight is needed into the extent to which the instrument is applicable in 

different national contexts. The results of our studies in two countries are quite promising, 

despite circumstances of history teaching being very different when it comes to national 

curricula, teacher education, teaching materials and evaluation. However, more examples of 

the instrument´s use in different contexts are necessary. This includes contexts where history 

is not taught as an independent subject but integrated in social studies, as well as when 

students work on projects or use inquiry-based approaches.  

These are some of the considerations we did not look into because they were beyond the 

scope of our studies. Altogether, the use of the instrument Teach-HTR adds details and 

nuances to what has already been established regarding the teaching of HTR. The instrument 

demonstrates the difference between lessons where it is prominent and where it is not, it 

highlights if and to what extent HTR is being taught and how it can be enhanced and offers 

various research possibilities. It can be used to get an idea of the teaching of HTR in a 

particular country, age group or by a particular group of teachers, and as an instrument for 
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teacher education and professionalization. On the other hand, it cannot be used to assess the 

teaching of individual teachers since the characteristics of a good teacher are far too 

complicated to be within the realm of an observation instrument.  

 

3.2 Teacher beliefs and the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning 

 

The dynamics of teachers’ beliefs have already been mapped out, as well as their relevance 

when it comes to teacher behaviour and routines (Buehl and Alexander, 2005; Pajares, 1992). 

Our studies confirm the role of teacher beliefs, e.g. when teachers contemplate the nature of 

history or why it should be taught (McCrum, 2013). We mainly focused on teacher beliefs 

regarding how to teach history to find out if particular beliefs played a role in teachers´ 

inclinations towards teaching HTR. Our third study, where we investigated the relation 

between teacher beliefs and the teaching of HTR, suggested a relationship between student-

centred teaching approaches that included open-ended and inquiry-based assignments and 

views of history as a construct that required HTR skills. It is important to note that teacher 

beliefs can change as indicated by our fourth and last study on professionalization, where 

teachers gained new insights into their students´ ability to engage in HTR when they changed 

their teaching approaches. This revelation may be strongly linked to the Icelandic context 

where teachers are not used to framing their teaching within the bounds of HTR, but reason 

more e.g. from the point of critical thinking and citizenship. They may even be unaware that 

they are teaching HTR. The connection between a disciplinary activity (teaching HTR) and 

broader objectives (enhancing critical thinking and citizenship) offers interesting possibilities 

for further research on the goals of history teachers (Thorp & Persson, 2020; Van Straaten et 

al., 2015; McGrew et al., 2018).  

However, certain limitations must be acknowledged. The third and fourth studies were on a 

small scale and despite giving strong indications of the connection between particular teacher 

beliefs and the teaching of HTR, both at early and later stages in a history teacher’s 

professional life, generalizations must be made very carefully. Other studies have drawn 

attention to the discrepancy between teacher beliefs and what they do in the classroom (c.f. 

Huijgen et al., 2019; VanSledright & Limón, 2006; Voet & De Wever, 2016; Wansink et al., 

2016), so inferences need to be carefully supported.   
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3.3 The teaching of historical thinking and reasoning in Iceland 

 

This dissertation includes the first indications of classroom practices in history lessons at 

upper secondary school level in Iceland. Previously, the development of the discipline had 

been documented (Friðjónsson, 2013), as well as classroom practices in upper secondary 

schools in general (Sigurgeirsson et al., 2018), but the lens has never been focused on history 

lessons in particular before. Studying history lessons in Iceland highlighted the importance of 

national context when investigating teaching practices. Neither the national curriculum guide 

nor the initial education of history teachers pays attention to HTR. It is therefore interesting to 

see how teachers approach it, if they do so at all. Questions related to the connection between 

curriculum guides and teaching practices are relevant for history education in other countries 

(in Sweden, see e.g. Samuelsson & Wendell, 2016). Our studies show that the teaching of 

HTR is present in one form or another in almost all history lessons at upper secondary level, 

often in close connection to the teaching of critical thinking. However, it is limited and some 

elements of it were hardly visible. Teachers differ considerably in their approaches: some 

demonstrate HTR, others engage students in HTR activities and our last study showed that 

some teachers struggle considerably with it. Since teacher education is organized across 

school subjects and there is little space for disciplinary approach, attention should be paid to 

HTR at earlier stages, i.e. in history courses leading to a bachelor’s degree. Teach-HTR could 

support the first steps towards operationalizing HTR processes that are already familiar to 

everybody with a background in history education. Attempts of this nature should be relevant 

for teacher educators in other countries where students are a part of a larger group and there is 

limited scope for subject specific pedagogy. It would also be interesting to investigate history 

lessons at lower secondary level to discern if the situation is similar or different where the 

teachers have a different educational background from those teaching in upper secondary 

schools. Research conclusions could provide guidance for both initial teacher education and 

continuous professional development. 
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3.4 The use of Teach-HTR in professionalization and teacher education in history: 

implications for practice 

 

In our studies, we used the observation instrument in various ways. It was used to analyze 

lessons and describe teacher behaviour, it shed a light on the connection between teacher 

beliefs and teaching practices related to HTR and it was used in both professional 

development and teacher training. We wish to emphasize the necessity of understanding HTR 

to be able to teach it, made very salient in our last study on professionalization. The 

instrument Teach-HTR should not be considered a toolbox for teachers or student teachers 

who lack prior knowledge on HTR, as we saw in the case of the Icelandic teacher in our 

fourth study who misunderstood the concept and did not experience personal growth. Rather 

it has to be used in connection with selected literature on various elements of HTR, depending 

on the choice of individual teachers. Thus, it can serve as a framework for reflection, 

especially a mutual one where peers discuss their teaching in a learning community.  

The aforementioned national context plays an especially vital role when it comes to initial 

training, practices and professionalization of history teachers. It has to be underlined that 

whether or not to teach HTR is not solely based on a teacher’s choice or personal inclinations. 

Several factors may encourage or restrain such efforts, i.e. the curriculum or a teacher’s 

access to relevant materials and support. According to our studies, Teach-HTR can provide 

materials and support, especially if accompanied by a regularly updated list of reading 

materials. Other issues need to be addressed as well, such as whether assignments given by 

the teacher are appropriate for the student group in question. This is not taken into account in 

the instrument and could be a part of including more varied ways of teaching. Again, the time 

factor is a limitation. If the last study had stretched over a longer period of time, it would have 

given insights into eventual long-term effects of both the intervention the student teachers 

participated in and the professional development program. This calls for further investigation 

in a long-term research. The small number of participants in both cases may inhibit 

generalizations, as do the limited ways we used to measure professional growth. It was 

problematic to define why no professional growth was visible in one of the teachers in our 

study. It is possible that in order to profit from an intervention that develops higher order 

skills, such as HTR, she needed to hold the view of history that it has more to offer than an 

accumulation of knowledge. The absence of such a view may be considered a hindrance of 

professional growth in this context. Similar conclusions have been reached in other studies 
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(e.g. Reisman & Enumah, 2020). To further investigate this, researchers should also carefully 

map out teacher beliefs about the nature and construction of historical knowledge. 

The articles depict how teachers teach HTR. This is of significance for teacher education and 

the development of professionalization. The instrument has several implications for teacher 

educators and student teachers. Teacher educators can integrate it in assignments in their 

courses for multiple purposes, following or combined with theoretical discussion of HTR. 

Student teachers can be required to use it to observe the lessons of either experienced teachers 

or their peers, looking for indications of HTR, and to discuss HTR with peers, mentors or 

course teachers. More importantly, it can be used when student teachers prepare lessons 

where they concentrate on a particular element of HTR since it provides them with examples 

of actual practice that may easily be linked to theory. The categories and items of the 

instrument may serve as reminders of how to integrate HTR in their teaching, by explaining it 

in the lesson goals, teaching it explicitly etc. It might be recommended that teachers focus on 

particular categories or indicators and so avoid the impossible task of having to address all the 

elements of the instrument in one lesson. 

The implications for experienced teachers are also varied. If they wish to enhance their 

teaching of HTR, teachers can use it to investigate and/or modify their own practices. This 

can happen by various means: they may start by using the instrument as a self-report to reflect 

upon the teaching practices they consider themselves to follow; they can analyze video 

recordings of their lessons or collaborate with a peer, doing mutual observations and 

reflecting on their lessons together. As a collaborative activity within one school, this could 

be quite advantageous. It enables teachers to identify their strengths, as well as their 

weaknesses, and discover where there is room for improvement. The instrument can also be 

the linchpin in a professional development program, as a resource of ideas and ways to teach 

HTR. As such, it can support the professional growth of both student teachers and 

experienced teachers.  

 

4. Final words 

 

During the course of writing this dissertation, images from hundreds of lessons I have visited 

and observed through the years have regularly come to mind. It is my conviction that it is a 

privilege to be a history teacher, to have the opportunity to welcome young people to a rich 
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and prismatic world they may enjoy in various forms for the rest of their lives. This can 

certainly be achieved by different means and approaches, one of which has been investigated 

here. Paying attention to the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning is a rewarding task 

for any history teacher who wishes to ignite that spark. Hopefully, our studies and the 

observation instrument Teach-HTR can support such endeavours.  
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 

Categories and items of the Teach-HTR instrument 

 

A: Teacher’s instruction of historical thinking and reasoning 
1. The teacher communicates learning objectives related to the 
development of students’ historical thinking and reasoning ability 

 
    1    2    3    4 

☐1. Communicates objectives that focus on strategic knowledge (how to do things in 
history, e.g. investigating sources), second-order concepts (e.g. cause, change, 
evidence) or the nature of historical knowledge (in history knowledge is constructed, it 
is often insecure and not fixed) 

☐ 2. Communicates objectives that focus on deeper understanding of some historical 
phenomena (e.g. causes and consequences, changes, significance) 
 

☐ Communicates goals, but not focused on historical thinking or reasoning 

☐ Does not communicate any goals at all 

2. The teacher herself/himself demonstrates historical thinking or 
reasoning without explaining explicitly what he is doing or giving 
instructions on how to do it 

 
    1    2    3    4 

☐ 3. Asks historical questions, problematizes 

☐ 4. Provides historical context (e.g. time, place, developments)/contextualizes 
events or actions of people in the past 

☐ 5. Makes clear that contemporary standards should be avoided when looking at the 
actions of people in the past 

☐ 6. Explains historical phenomena, causes and consequences 

☐ 7. Discerns aspects of change and continuity  

☐ 8. Compares historical phenomena and/or periods (e.g. a comparison with the 
present) 

☐ 9. Assigns historical significance to persons, events or developments 
 

☐ Does not do any of this 

3. The teacher uses historical sources to support historical thinking and 
reasoning 

 
    1    2    3    4 

☐ 10. Sources 

☐ 11. Contextualizes 

☐ 12. Investigating/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 sources 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 
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4. The teacher makes clear that there are multiple perspectives and 
interpretations 

     
    1    2    3    4 

☐ 16. Presents different historical interpretations such as explanations, 
interpretations of change and historical significance, sometimes through time 

☐ 17. Presents and explores perspectives of different historical actors on 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 
 

☐ Does not present multiple perspectives or interpretations 
 

5. The teacher provides explicit instructions on historical thinking and 
reasoning strategies / the nature of historical knowledge 

  
   1    2    3    4 

☐ 21. That it is important to contextualize events or actions of people in the past/take 
a historical perspective / how to contextualize 

☐ 22. How to explain historical phenomena, types of causes and consequences 

☐ 23. How to identify/describe processes of change and continuity  

☐ 24. How to compare historical phenomena and/or periods 

☐ 25. How to evaluate and use historical sources as evidence 

☐ 26. How to assign historical significance to a person, event or development 

☐ 27. That there are multiple perspectives and interpretations 

☐ 28. How to formulate arguments (pro and contra) and/or use evidence to support 
viewpoints 

 

☐ The teacher does not do any of this 

B: Actively engaging students in historical thinking and reasoning 
6. The teacher engages students in individual or group assignments 
that ask for historical thinking and reasoning 

    
   1    2    3    4 

☐ 29. Assignments that ask for historical thinking and reasoning activities: asking 
historical questions, constructing a historical context, explain, compare or connect 
historical phenomena or concepts, discern aspects of change and continuity, assign 
historical significance, identify/compare perspectives and interpretations 

☐ 30. Assignments that ask for the evaluation or analysis of historical sources 

☐ 31. Assignments that ask for argumentation: supporting claims about the past or 
sources with arguments 
 

☐ Assignment(s) do not ask for any of the above 

☐ Students do not engage in assignments  

7. The teacher engages students in a whole class discussion (that is 
conversation between students and teachers with the participation of 
more than one student) that requires historical thinking and reasoning 
(not simply asking for factual information). 

 
   1    2    3    4 
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☐ 32. In which they are provoked to think/reason historically in order to activate prior 
knowledge or to deepen a particular topic 

☐ 33. In which the teacher debriefs assignments and requires students to verbalize 
(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 
Overall impression of the lesson:  

 

Did the students work individually or in groups?  

 

Other remarks (for example how much time was spent on the indicators above):  

 
 

 

  



554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir
Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021 PDF page: 142PDF page: 142PDF page: 142PDF page: 142

 

1
4

2
 

 A
p

p
en

d
ix

 2
 

R
es

u
lt

s 
o

f 
a

n
a

ly
si

s 
b
y 

T
ea

ch
-H

T
R

 o
f 

th
e 

tw
o
 l

es
so

n
s 

o
f 

th
e 

p
a
rt

ic
ip

a
n
ts

 

 

T
ea

ch
er

 
1

. 
T

h
e 

te
ac

h
er

 

co
m

m
u

n
ic

at
es

 

le
ar

n
in

g
 o

b
je

ct
iv

es
 

re
la

te
d

 t
o

 H
T

R
 

2
. 

T
h

e 
te

ac
h

er
 

h
er

se
lf

/h
im

se
lf

 

d
em

o
n

st
ra

te
s 

H
T

R
 

3
. 

T
h

e 
te

ac
h

er
 u

se
s 

h
is

to
ri

ca
l 

so
u

rc
es

 

to
 s

u
p

p
o

rt
 H

T
R

 

4
. 

T
h

e 
te

ac
h

er
 

m
ak

es
 c

le
ar

 t
h

at
 

th
er

e 
ar

e 
m

u
lt

ip
le

 

p
er

sp
ec

ti
v

es
 a

n
d

 

in
te

rp
re

ta
ti

o
n

s 

5
. 

T
h

e 
te

ac
h

er
 

p
ro

v
id

es
 e

x
p

li
ci

t 

in
st

ru
ct

io
n

s 
o

n
 

H
T

R
 s

tr
at

eg
ie

s 

6
. 

T
h

e 
te

ac
h

er
 

en
g

ag
es

 s
tu

d
en

ts
 i

n
 

as
si

g
n

m
en

ts
 t

h
at

 a
sk

 

fo
r 

H
T

R
 

7
. 

T
h

e 
te

ac
h

er
 

en
g

ag
es

 s
tu

d
en

ts
 i

n
 a

 

w
h

o
le

 c
la

ss
 

d
is

cu
ss

io
n
 t

h
at

 a
sk

 

fo
r 

H
T

R
 

P
ro

m
o

ti
n

g
 H

T
R

 t
o
 a

 

la
rg

e 
ex

te
n

t 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

A
sg

er
 1

 
2

 
2

 
1

 
1

 
1

 
4

 
1

 

A
sg

er
 2

 
1

 
1

 
1

 
1

 
1

 
4

 
1

 

E
ri

k
 1

 
1

 
3

 
1

 
2

 
1

 
4

 
1

 

E
ri

k
 2

 
1

 
3

 
1

 
2

 
1

 
4

 
1

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

P
ro

m
o

ti
n

g
 H

T
R

 t
o
 a

 

m
o

d
er

at
e 

ex
te

n
t 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

D
ag

 1
 

2
 

3
 

3
 

1
 

1
 

3
 

1
 

D
ag

 2
 

2
 

2
 

1
 

1
 

1
 

4
 

1
 

G
u

n
n

ar
 1

 
3

 
3

 
1

 
2

 
1

 
2

 
3

 

G
u

n
n

ar
 2

 
1

 
3

 
1

 
1

 
1

 
2

 
1

 

T
h

o
r 

1
 

2
 

3
 

2
 

2
 

1
 

1
 

1
 

T
h

o
r 

2
 

2
 

3
 

1
 

2
 

1
 

3
 

1
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

P
ro

m
o

ti
n

g
 H

T
R

 t
o
 a

 

li
tt

le
 e

x
te

n
t 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

N
an

n
a 

1
 

1
 

2
 

2
 

1
 

1
 

2
 

1
 



554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir
Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021 PDF page: 143PDF page: 143PDF page: 143PDF page: 143

 
 

 

1
4

3
 

 N
an

n
a 

2
 

2
 

3
 

3
 

1
 

1
 

1
 

1
 

R
ag

n
ar

 1
 

1
 

3
 

2
 

1
 

1
 

1
 

1
 

R
ag

n
ar

 2
 

1
 

3
 

2
 

1
 

1
 

2
 

2
 

S
ag

a 
1
 

1
 

3
 

1
 

2
 

1
 

2
 

1
 

S
ag

a 
2
 

1
 

3
 

1
 

3
 

1
 

1
 

2
 

N
O

T
E

: 
E

ac
h

 o
f 

th
e 

ca
te

g
o

ri
es

 o
f 

th
e 

in
st

ru
m

en
t 

w
as

 s
co

re
d

 o
n

 a
 L

ik
er

t 
sc

al
e 

fr
o

m
 1

 (
n
o

t 
at

 a
ll

 o
b

se
rv

ed
) 

to
 4

 (
o

b
se

rv
ed

 t
o

 a
 l

ar
g

e 
ex

te
n

t.
) 

 



554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir
Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021 PDF page: 144PDF page: 144PDF page: 144PDF page: 144

 

144 

 

Appendix 3 

Post-test students: Teaching historical thinking and reasoning 

 

Name: ___________________________________________________________ 

 

 

1. I think I will be able to use what I learned about the teaching of HTR in my lessons  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not at all          Very true 

true of me          of me 

 

 

2. I like to teach historical thinking and reasoning in my lessons  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not at all          Very true 

true of me          of me 

 

 

3. Understanding how to teach historical thinking and reasoning is very important to me  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not at all          Very true 

true of me          of me 

 

 

4. I expect to do well on the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Not at all          Very true 

true of me          of me 

 

 

 

Please finish these sentences (in Dutch or English): 

 

From the instrument Teach-HTR I learned … 

It was a challenge for me to … 



554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir
Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021 PDF page: 145PDF page: 145PDF page: 145PDF page: 145

  

 

145 

 

I learned the most from (e.g. the instrument, the examples, the reading materials, observing 

a lesson, revising lesson plans, collaboration with fellow students, discussions …) … 

The basic content of what I have learned is … 

 

At the moment, to what extent do you feel able to: 

 

Teach historical thinking and reasoning?  

 1      2             3    4   5 

Completely unable          Completely able 

 

 

Formulate learning objectives that focus on historical thinking and reasoning? 

 1      2             3    4   5 

Completely unable          Completely able 

 

 

Demonstrate (components of) historical thinking and reasoning (e.g. when explaining a topic)? 

 1      2             3    4   5 

Completely unable          Completely able 

 

 

Use historical sources (documents, images and objects) to support historical thinking and reasoning? 

 1      2             3    4   5 

Completely unable          Completely able 

 

 

Make clear that there are multiple perspectives and interpretations? 

 1      2             3    4   5 

Completely unable          Completely able 

 

 

Provide explicit instruction on historical thinking and reasoning strategies? 

 1      2             3    4   5 

Completely unable          Completely able 

 



554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir
Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021 PDF page: 146PDF page: 146PDF page: 146PDF page: 146

 

146 

 

 

Engage students in historical thinking and reasoning by individual and group tasks? 

 1      2             3    4   5 

Completely unable          Completely able 

 

 

Engage students in historical thinking and reasoning by a whole-class discussion?  

 1      2             3    4   5 

Completely unable          Completely able 

 



554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir
Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021 PDF page: 147PDF page: 147PDF page: 147PDF page: 147

 
 

147 

 

Ágrip 

Að horfa á sögukennslu: Söguleg hugsun og rökleiðsla í kennslustofu 

framhaldsskólans 

 

Í þessari doktorsritgerð er fjallað um það sem kennarar gera þegar þeir kenna sögulega hugsun 

og rökleiðslu (e. historical thinking and reasoning, hér eftir HTR til að halda tryggð við þá 

skammstöfun sem tíðkast í fræðunum og nafn greiningartækisins sem hér er fjallað um), með 

öðrum orðum hvaða kennarahegðun stuðlar að því að nemendur tileinki sér færni í sögulegri 

hugsun og rökleiðslu. Þetta kann að vera allt frá því að spyrja sögulegra spurninga til þess að 

leiðbeina nemendum ítarlega um leiðir við HTR. Töluvert hefur verið fjallað um HTR í 

fræðunum síðustu áratugina. Höfundur vildi fara með þá vitneskju inn í kennslustofuna til að 

rannsaka hvort mögulegt væri að staðfesta hvort þar væri verið að kenna HTR. Einnig er 

áhugavert að kanna hvernig kennarar geta eflt færni sína í kennslu HTR. Það leiðir að 

spurningunni að hversu miklu marki HTR er kennd í tiltekinni kennslustund. Margt hefur 

áhrif þar á, svo sem sú námskrá sem kennurum er gert að fylgja. Einnig eru vísbendingar um 

að sannfæring kennara, það er (þöglar) hugmyndir kennara um nám og kennslu, nemendur og 

faggrein (Kagan, 1992) skipti miklu máli þegar kemur að kennarahegðun. Þá má spyrja hvort 

kennsla HTR tengist ákveðinni sannfæringu kennara sem stuðli þá að henni. 

Tenging fræða og framkvæmdar hefur löngum reynst snúin. Ýmislegt bendir til þess að 

jafnvel kennarar sem hallast að gildi HTR og hafa áhuga á að kenna hana eigi í erfiðleikum 

með að gera hana hluta af kennslu sinni (sjá t.d. Barton og Levstik, 2003; Reisman, 2012; 

VanSledright og Limón, 2006; Voet og De Wever, 2016; Wansink o.fl., 2016). Kennarar 

kunna að vera vel heima í grunnatriðum HTR, svo sem að líta á sögulega þekkingu sem 

manngerða, og að hún lúti áhrifum staðar, stundar og fólks á hverjum tíma. Um þessi atriði 

hefur verið ítarlega fjallað um langa hríð. Engu að síður vefst fyrir mörgum hvernig á að 

koma þessu að í raun og sumir kennarar gera sér ekki meira en svo grein fyrir því hvað fer 

fram í kennslu þeirra sjálfra (Voet og De Wever, 2016; Wansink o.fl., 2016; Wilson, 2001). 

Höfundur velti fyrir sér hvernig hægt væri að styðja kennara sem vildu kenna HTR en þyrftu 

aðstoð við að yfirvinna þessar hindranir. Niðurstaðan varð sú að nauðsynlegt væri að 

kortleggja hvernig kennsla HTR birtist í kennarahegðun. Enn fremur þyrftu kennarar stuðning 

þegar þeir vildu skoða eigin kennslu frá þessari hlið. Í kjölfarið var talin þörf á greiningartæki 

sem gæti þjónað báðum þessum markmiðum.  

https://o.fl/
https://o.fl/
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Meginmarkmið þessa doktorsverkefnis er að fjalla um kennslu sögulegrar hugsunar og 

rökleiðslu sem ákveðna kennarahegðun. Hægt er að horfa á hana til að sjá hvort og að hversu 

miklu marki slík kennsla fer fram í tiltekinni kennslustund. Einnig er markmiðið að gera 

kennurum kleift að efla hana, hvort sem er í grunnmenntun sinni eða fagþróun síðar. 

Verkefninu er ætlað að vera umtalsvert framlag til alþjóðlegra rannsókna á sviði sögukennslu 

með því að hanna og sannreyna greiningartæki fyrir kennslu HTR. Það kann að nýtast til að 

lýsa því hvort og að hversu miklu marki HTR er kennd og má nota bæði í kennaramenntun og 

við fagþróun kennara. Rannsókn á sögukennslu á framhaldsskólastigi á Íslandi er sérstakur 

þáttur þessa verkefnis. Sögukennsla á Íslandi hefur afar lítið verið rannsökuð (Gestsdóttir, 

2013) og er þessu verkefni ætlað að varpa mikilvægu ljósi á hana. Það skiptir sérlega miklu 

máli fyrir þá sem sinna kennaramenntun og sögukennslu í landinu en hafa til þessa ekki haft 

áreiðanlegar upplýsingar um það sem fram fer í kennslustofunni til að styðjast við. 

Rannsóknirnar sem gerðar voru í þessu skyni byggðu á eftirfarandi rannsóknarspurningum:  

1. Hvernig er hægt að raungera og greina kennslu sögulegrar hugsunar og rökleiðslu í 

framhaldsskólum?  

2. Að hvaða marki kenna íslenskir sögukennarar í framhaldsskólum sögulega hugsun og 

rökleiðslu? 

3. Hvernig sannfæring um markmið og leiðir í sögukennslu skiptir máli varðandi 

tilhneigingu íslenskra sögukennara til að kenna sögulega hugsun og rökleiðslu? 

4. Hvernig getur notkun greiningartækis eflt faglegan þroska kennaranema í sögu og 

sögukennara, hvað varðar kennslu sögulegrar hugsunar og rökleiðslu? 

Hverri rannsóknarspurningu var svarað í tímaritsgrein. Hér verða niðurstöður ræddar í 

samhengi við hverja spurningu. Niðurstöður allra rannsóknanna og gildi þeirra fyrir vettvang, 

sem og hugmyndir um breytingar á greiningartækinu og frekari rannsóknarmöguleika, eru 

ræddar í ítarlegum niðurstöðukafla verkefnisins.  
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Helstu niðurstöður 

Rannsóknarspurning 1: Hvernig er hægt að greina kennslu sögulegrar hugsunar og 

rökleiðslu í framhaldsskólum? 

Fyrsta rannsóknin hófst með því að fræðileg skrif um HTR voru kortlögð með það fyrir 

augum að sjá hvaða kennarahegðun einkenndi kennslu sem stuðlar að henni. Markmiðið var 

að þróa greiningartæki þar sem sú hegðun væri kortlögð til að hægt væri að greina hana í 

kennslu. Þegar fyrsta útgáfa greiningartækisins Teach-HTR var tilbúin, ásamt dæmum um 

kennarahegðun, voru ellefu sérfræðingar í sögukennslu frá átta löndum fengnir til að fara yfir 

það. Eftir að tillit hafði verið tekið til athugasemda þeirra beindist greiningartækið að sjö 

flokkum í kennslu HTR sem metnir voru á fjögurra punkta Likert-kvarða. Í hverjum flokki 

voru nokkur atriði sem hægt var að merkja við (samtals 33). Flokkarnir sjö eru 1) kennari 

setur námsmarkmið sem efla færni nemenda í HTR, 2) kennari sýnir HTR í verki, 3) kennari 

notar sögulegar heimildir til að styðja við HTR, 4) kennari dregur skýrt fram að um 

margvísleg sjónarhorn og túlkanir er að ræða, 5) kennari veitir skilmerkilega leiðsögn um 

leiðir við HTR, 6) kennari leggur verkefni fyrir nemendur sem krefjast HTR, og 7) kennari 

fær nemendur í bekkjarumræður sem krefjast HTR.  

Þriðji og fjórði liður í þróun greiningartækisins voru prófanir þar sem það var notað til að 

greina upptökur af tíu kennslustundum á Íslandi og öðrum tíu í Hollandi. Tilgangurinn var að 

meta innbyrðis áreiðanleika þess, innri fylgni og fleira. Einnig var áreiðanleikastuðullinn 

Cronbachs-alfa mældur og reyndist hann .61 í fyrri prófun en .82 í þeirri seinni. 

Með greiningartækinu Teach-HTR reyndist fært að greina á milli kennslustunda þar sem 

töluverð kennsla í sögulegri hugsun og rökleiðslu fór fram og þar sem hennar gætti lítið sem 

ekkert. Í báðum prófunum reyndist vanda bundið að ná samræmi fyrir flokkinn „kennari 

dregur skýrt fram að um margvísleg sjónarhorn og túlkanir er að ræða.“ Þetta kann að vera 

vegna þess að ólík sjónarhorn eru ekki alltaf skilmerkilega útskýrð, eða vegna þess að 

töluverður tími getur liðið frá því að einu sjónarhorni er beitt þangað til annað er notað. 

Algengt er að samræmi á milli greinenda mælist lágt þegar um greiningartæki af þessu tagi er 

að ræða (sjá t.d. Strong o.fl., 2011). Hér kemur það ekki að sök þar sem markmið tækisins er 

ekki að mæla gæði kennslu. Því er ætlað að nýtast kennurum sem vilja leggja áherslu á 

kennslu HTR og vantar stuðning við það.  

 

https://o.fl/
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Rannsóknarspurning 2: Að hvaða marki kenna íslenskir sögukennarar í framhaldsskólum 

sögulega hugsun og rökleiðslu? 

Önnur rannsóknin beindi sjónum að sögukennslu í íslenskum framhaldsskólum. Kennarar og 

hegðun þeirra voru í brennidepli, öfugt við flestar sögukennslurannsóknir sem líta fremur til 

nemenda og hvaða áhrif margvísleg kennsla hefur á nám þeirra. Greiningartækið Teach-HTR 

var notað til að skoða hvort og hvernig söguleg hugsun og rökleiðsla væru kennd. Til þessa 

hefur sögukennsla í landinu lítið verið rannsökuð og það litla sem til er byggir einkum á 

upplýsingum sem kennarar sjálfir veita. Það var því sérlega dýrmætt að geta notað 

greiningartækið í fyrsta sinn á fjölda kennslustunda, jafnframt því að hefja kortlagningu 

sögukennslu á Íslandi.  

Mikilvægt er að huga að samhengi kennslunnar í hverju landi. Tiltölulega lítillar miðstýringar 

gætir í íslenska framhaldsskólakerfinu og kennarar njóta töluverðs frelsis og sjálfræðis þegar 

kemur að því að velja viðfangsefni og kennsluaðferðir (sjá t.d. Ingvarsdóttir, 2018). Ekkert 

samræmt námsmat fer fram á framhaldsskólastiginu heldur er námsmat skipulagt í hverjum 

skóla fyrir sig. Kennaramenntun byggir á almennum grunni, fremur en fagmiðuðum, þar sem 

þeir fáu sem mennta sig til sögukennslu ár hvert tilheyra stærri hópi verðandi 

samfélagsgreinakennara. Sögukennarar eiga fárra kosta völ þegar kemur að vönduðu og 

nútímalegu námsefni eins og sjá má af þeirri staðreynd að í grunnáföngum í sögu stendur 

valið á milli tveggja kennslubóka sem komu út laust eftir 2000. Fjöldi kennara finnur sínar 

leiðir við að útbúa eigið námsefni. Fram til þessa hefur ekkert verið vitað um kennsluhætti 

sögukennara en nýleg rannsókn á starfsháttum framhaldsskóla sýnir mikla áherslu á 

kennaramiðaðar kennsluaðferðir þar sem skapandi hugsunar nemenda er lítið krafist 

(Sigurgeirsson o.fl., 2018).  

Þátttakendur í þessari rannsókn voru 27 kennarar í 12 framhaldsskólum, þ.e. um helmingur 

starfandi framhaldsskólakennara í sögu á landinu. Fimm þeirra voru konur og endurspeglar 

það nokkurn veginn kynjahlutföll stéttarinnar. Tvær kennslustundir hjá hverjum kennara 

(N=54) voru teknar upp og greindar með greiningartækinu Teach-HTR. Kennarar höfðu ekki 

séð tækið og vissu ekki eftir hverju var verið að leita. Sjö flokkum greiningartækisins voru 

gefin stig á Likert-kvarða frá 1 til 4.  

Flokkur 1, „kennari setur námsmarkmið sem efla færni nemenda í HTR“, og flokkur 5, 

„kennari veitir skilmerkilega leiðsögn um leiðir við HTR“, greindust aðeins í 7% 

kennslustunda. Sá flokkur sem mældist hæstur var flokkur 2, „kennari sýnir HTR.“ Hann sást 

https://o.fl/


554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir554708-L-bw-Gestsdottir
Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021Processed on: 26-1-2021 PDF page: 151PDF page: 151PDF page: 151PDF page: 151

 
 

151 

 

í 93% kennslustunda og fékk að meðaltali 2.76 stig. Í þessum flokki eru atriði á borð við þau 

að kennari spyrji sögulegra spurninga, leggi upp sögulegt samhengi og beri saman söguleg 

fyrirbæri og tímabil. Í 67% kennslustunda fékk kennari nemendur í bekkjarumræður sem 

kröfðust HTR og flokkurinn, sem er nr. 6, fékk 2.44 stig. „Kennari notar sögulegar heimildir 

til að styðja HTR“ (flokkur 3) og „ dregur skýrt fram að um margvísleg sjónarhorn og túlkanir 

er að ræða“ (flokkur 4) fengu 1.54. Þeir greindust í 43% og 41% kennslustunda. 

Kennslustundum sem fóru sérlega hátt eða lágt á Likert-kvarða er nánar lýst í viðkomandi 

grein.  

Niðurstöðurnar varða bæði sögukennslu á Íslandi og hagnýtt gildi greiningartækisins Teach-

HTR. Þær veita svar við rannsóknarspurningu okkar með því að sýna að einhverskonar 

kennsla sögulegrar hugsunar og rökleiðslu fer fram í nánast öllum sögutímum þó að stundum 

sé hún einungis á yfirborðinu. Oft fengu flokkar mjög fá stig sem gefur til kynna að þeirra 

hafi gætt í kennslustundinni en ekki verið farið dýpra í þá sálma. Sumir flokkar sáust varla, 

einkum nr. 1 og 5. Með öðrum orðum, kennslu sögulegrar hugsunar og rökleiðslu gætir 

einungis að vissu marki í íslenskum sögutímum og birtist þá einkum í þáttum sem vænta má í 

flestum slíkum kennslustundum, svo sem að kennari útskýri söguleg fyrirbæri eða setji þau í 

sögulegt samhengi. HTR var varla rædd né leiðir til hennar útskýrðar. Þetta kann að orsakast 

af því að hvorki í kennaramenntun né námskrá er áhersla lögð á sögulega hugsun og 

rökleiðslu. Einnig má vera að sum viðfangsefni henti betur til kennslu HTR en önnur. Úrtak 

kennslustunda er ekki stórt en það gefur skýrar vísbendingar um  hvernig kennslu sögulegrar 

hugsunar og rökleiðslu er háttað í íslenskum framhaldsskólum.  

 

Rannsóknarspurning 3: Hvernig sannfæring um markmið og leiðir í sögukennslu skiptir máli 

varðandi tilhneigingu íslenskra sögukennara til að kenna sögulega hugsun og rökleiðslu? 

Í þriðju rannsókninni var ætlunin að skoða ólíkar leiðir við kennslu sögulegrar hugsunar og 

rökleiðslu, ekki síst í tengslum við sannfæringu kennara en hún er viðurkenndur áhrifavaldur 

samkvæmt fræðunum. Tekin voru viðtöl við átta kennara úr hópi þeirra 27 sem tóku þátt í 

fyrri rannsókn, en greining á kennslustundum þeirra hafði sýnt að þeir kenndu HTR í 

mismiklum mæli. Markmiðið var að kanna sannfæringu þeirra hvað varðaði eðli 

sagnfræðinnar, tilgang sögukennslu og það hvernig nemendur lærðu best sögu. Gert var ráð 

fyrir að kennsla þeirra endurspeglaði ólíka sannfæringu og því áhugavert að reyna að greina 

hvort ákveðin sannfæring tengdist kennslu HTR. Auk faglegrar þekkingar er sannfæring 
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kennara talin hafa einna mest áhrif á það hvernig kennarar skipuleggja vinnu sína (Pajares, 

1992; Voet & De Wever, 2016; Yilmaz, 2008b). Margar rannsóknir hafa sýnt fram á tengsl 

sannfæringar og kennarahegðunar (sjá t.d. Buehl og Alexander, 2005). Jafnframt hefur komið 

fram hversu snúið það getur reynst kennurum að fylgja afstöðu sinni þegar kemur að starfinu í 

skólastofunni (Huijgen o.fl., 2019; VanSledright og Limón, 2006; Voet og De Wever, 2016; 

Wansink o.fl., 2016). Margt kann að hafa áhrif þar á, svo sem kröfur námskrár, aðgengi að 

kennslugögnum, hversu mikill tími er ætlaður sögukennslu eða hugmyndir kennara um getu 

nemenda.  

Rannsóknin var eigindleg tilviksrannsókn þar sem átta manna úrtak var valið sérstaklega 

(Palys, 2008). Greining á kennslustundum þeirra benti til þess að þessir kennarar kenndu HTR 

í mismiklum mæli. Áður en viðtal var tekið fengu þeir niðurstöður greiningar með Teach-

HTR á tveimur kennslustundum sem voru hluti af fyrri rannsókn. Ennfremur fengu þeir 

myndbrot úr kennslustundunum sem notuð voru til að örva samræðurnar. Þeir svöruðu einnig 

skriflega fáeinum spurningum sem vörðuðu ástæður þess að þeir lögðu fyrir sig kennslu og 

þátttöku þeirra í fagþróun. Tekin voru hálf-stöðluð viðtöl (e. semi-structured interviews) þar 

sem sjónum var beint að viðhorfum kennara til sögukennslu almennt og persónulegum 

markmiðum þeirra í því sambandi. Þeir voru einnig spurðir hvað hefði haft áhrif á 

sannfæringu þeirra varðandi sögukennslu og hvort sú sannfæring hefði breyst á 

kennsluferlinum. Þessu var ætlað að varpa ljósi á faglega sjálfsmynd þeirra.  

Kennurum var skipt í þrjá hópa eftir því í hversu miklum mæli þeir kenndu HTR. Markmið 

kennaranna tveggja í fyrsta hópnum, sem kenndu HTR í miklum mæli, reyndust ólík hinna. 

Þeim var ekki umhugað um að veita nemendum tímayfirlit eins og öllum hinum fannst 

mikilvægt, þeir lögðu áherslu á siðferðilegan boðskap sögunnar og færni í sögulegri hugsun 

og rökleiðslu. Kennararnir þrír í þriðja hópnum, þeir sem kenndu HTR í litlum mæli, gerðu 

það ekki á virkan hátt. Þeir lögðu áherslu á það markmið sögukennslu að veita nemendum 

menningarlegan grunn. Kennsluaðferðir þeirra byggðu á frásögn kennara, einkum í formi 

fyrirlestra, en aðferðir kennararanna í fyrsta hópnum voru bæði nemendamiðaðri og 

verkefnamiðaðri. Með öðrum orðum mátti greina töluverðan mun á aðferðum, jafnt og 

markmiðum þessara kennara með sögukennslu. Á milli þessara tveggja hópa voru svo 

kennararnir þrír sem lögðu miðlungsáherslu á kennslu HTR.  

Þessi rannsókn leiddi í ljós það svar við rannsóknarspurningunni að sannfæring þeirra kennara 

sem lögðu mikla áherslu á kennslu HTR tengdist mjög viðhorfi þeirra til eðlis sögunnar. Að 

þeirra mati byggir hún á túlkunum og veitir tækifæri til að efla gagnrýna hugsun nemenda 
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með því að leggja fyrir þá verkefni sem hafa ekki ákveðna útkomu og krefjast fjölbreyttrar 

heimildavinnu. Sannfæring þeirra laut einnig að því að mikilvægara væri að efla færni 

nemenda í ákveðnum efnum en að veita þeim sögulegt yfirlit. Niðurstöður rannsóknarinnar 

styðja mikilvægi þess að huga að sannfæringu kennara, bæði í kennaramenntun og þegar 

fagþróun kennara er skipulögð, sem og tengslum hennar við kennsluhætti. 

 

Rannsóknarspurning 4: Hvernig getur notkun greiningartækis eflt faglegan þroska 

kennaranema í sögu og sögukennara, hvað varðar kennslu sögulegrar hugsunar og 

rökleiðslu? 

Í fjórðu og síðustu rannsókn þessa doktorsverkefnis var ákveðið að rannsaka hvaða hlutverki 

greiningartækið Teach-HTR getur gegnt við eflingu faglegs þroska (e. professional growth), 

hvort sem er í grunnmenntun kennara eða fagþróun reyndra kennara. Frá upphafi hafði verið 

stefnt að notkun þess á þeim sviðum. Ákveðið var að nota The Interconnected Model of 

Professional Growth (Clarke og Hollingsworth, 2002) til að greina hugsanlegar breytingar á 

einhverju þessara fjögurra sviða: „the personal domain (teacher knowledge, beliefs and 

attitudes), the domain of practice (professional experimentation), the domain of consequences 

(salient outcomes), and the external domain (sources of information, stimulus or support).” 

(Sama heimild, bls. 950). Rétt eins og öll sviðin tengjast innbyrðis og geta haft áhrif hvert á 

annað, tengist persónulega sviðið einnig þekkingu kennara á kennslufræði námsgreinar (e. 

pedagogical content knowledge, PCK; Magnusson o.fl., 1999).    

Framkvæmdar voru tvær tilviksrannsóknir. Í fyrri rannsókninni tóku þrír íslenskir 

sögukennarar þátt í fagþróun sem tók mið af grundvallaratriðum sem dregin hafa verið fram í 

öðrum rannsóknum (sjá t.d. Desimone, 2009). Þar á meðal voru rík tengsl við daglegt starf 

kennara og mikil áhersla á virkni þeirra og frumkvæði. Sem fyrr var byggt á greiningu tveggja 

kennslustunda hjá hverjum kennara með greiningartækinu Teach-HTR. Hver kennari valdi tvo 

flokka tækisins til að vinna með. Kennarar studdust við atriðin sem fylgja þessum flokkum, 

meðfylgjandi dæmi og lesefni sem tilheyrði hverjum flokki við að undirbúa tvær 

kennslustundir þar sem þeir kenndu þá þætti sögulegrar hugsunar og rökleiðslu sem þeir 

höfðu valið. Félagi þeirra horfði á fyrri kennslustundina og ræddi við kennarann að henni 

lokinni. Í kjölfarið endurskoðaði kennari kennsluáætlun sína og endurtók kennslu þessa þáttar 

HTR, að þessu sinni í viðurvist rannsakanda. Loks tók rannsakandi viðtal við kennara þar sem 

horft var yfir farinn veg. Fagþróunin stóð yfir í tíu mánuði og náði frá einu skólaári til annars. 
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Greinilegar breytingar áttu sér stað á persónulega sviðinu hjá tveimur kennaranna. 

Þátttakendur notuðu greiningartækið til að auka þekkingu sína. Viðhorf þeirra til 

kennsluaðferða breyttist og jafnvel mátti greina breytingar á sannfæringu þeirra. Þetta birtist á 

athafnasviðinu (e. domain of practice) þar sem þeir gerðu tilraunir með nýjar eða breyttar 

kennsluaðferðir og var umbunað með áhugasamari nemendum (afleiðingasviðið, e. domain of 

consequences). Að mati kennara nýttist greiningartækið, sem og lesefnið, við eflingu þroska 

(ytra sviðið, e. external domain).  

Seinni rannsóknin fór fram í Hollandi. Þar hafði kennari sem sinnir kennaramenntun 

sjálfdæmi um hvernig greiningartækið yrði notað með sjö meistaranemum í sögukennslu. Þeir 

notuðu tækið við undirbúning og kennslu einnar kennslustundar sem félagi þeirra horfði á. 

Einnig notuðu þeir tækið til að greina kennslustund félaga síns. Nemarnir svöruðu 

spurningalistum á undan og eftir, bæði til að veita yfirsýn yfir hugmyndir þeirra um HTR og 

hvernig þeir mátu getu sína til að kenna hana (e. task value and self-efficacy; Pintrich o.fl, 

1991). Prógramið stóð yfir í þrjá mánuði og fengu kennaranemarnir þjálfun í kennslu HTR hjá 

kennara sínum. Greina mátti nokkra breytingu á persónulega sviðinu hjá nemunum. 

Hugmyndir þeirra um gildi þess að kenna HTR, sem þeir töldu mikið frá byrjun, breyttust 

ekki. Í hópsamræðum með háskólakennara að prógrami loknu, sem og í spurningalistanum 

sem þá var lagður fyrir, kom í ljós að nemendur töldu greiningartækið afar gagnlegt, bæði til 

að auka skilning þeirra á því hvað felst í að kenna HTR og til aðstoðar við framkvæmd slíkrar 

kennslu.  

Svarið við rannsóknarspurningunni er að greiningartækið efldi faglegan þroska þátttakenda í 

báðum rannsóknum. Með framlagi sínu til þekkingar, sannfæringar og viðhorfa til kennslu 

HTR örvaði það breytingar á persónulega sviðinu. Kennarar útbjuggu ný verkefni, stýrðu 

bekkjarumræðum á grundvelli HTR, útskýrðu lærdómsferli skilmerkilegar og fleira. 

Afleiðingasviðið var að mestu utan þessara rannsókna. Kennararnir lýstu þó auknum áhuga 

nemenda og að útbúin hefðu verið verkefni sem reyndu meira á þá. Greiningartækið Teach-

HTR virðist því lofa góðu sem grunnur að eða framlag til faglegs þroska sögukennara á 

ýmsum stigum starfsferilsins. 

Umræður 

Eins og fram hefur komið er ríkulegt efni til um sögulega hugsun og rökleiðslu, hvað í henni 

felst og hvers vegna ætti að kenna hana (sjá t.d. Luis og Rapanta, 2020). Fræðilegur grunnur 

hefur sannarlega verið lagður en í þessu doktorsverkefni var ætlunin að varpa ljósi á það hvað 
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kennarar geta gert til að gera kennslu HTR að þætti í sögukennslu sinni. Því var nauðsynlegt 

að tengja saman kenningar og  kennarahegðun og hanna greiningartækið Teach-HTR. Að 

lokum verða hér dregin saman nokkur atriði sem varða greiningartækið sjálft, tengsl 

sannfæringar kennara og kennslu HTR, kennslu HTR í íslenskum framhaldsskólum og loks 

hvernig greiningartækið getur nýst í kennaramenntun og fagþróun kennara.  

 

Greiningartækið Teach-HTR 

Greiningartækið Teach-HTR bætir töluverðu við það sem þegar hefur verið skrifað um 

sögulega hugsun með því að draga saman nokkuð brotakennda þekkingu sem almennir 

kennarar kunna að eiga erfitt með að nálgast. Ýmsar rannsóknir fjalla um afmarkaða þætti í 

kennslu HTR, svo sem verkefni Stanford-háskóla um heimildanotkun, (Reading like a 

historian, Wineburg o.fl., 2013), sögulegt samhengi (Huijgen o.fl., 2019) og orsakasamhengi 

(Stoel o.fl., 2015). Tækið sameinar það sem þar er helst að finna og tengir niðurstöður 

rannsókna á helstu þáttum HTR við kennslufræði sem styður kennara í að þróa hæfni 

nemenda í þeim efnum. Með því að draga þessar niðurstöður saman í eitt greiningartæki og 

tengja margt af því sem verið hefur til umræðu í fræðunum síðustu tvo til þrjá áratugi við 

tiltekna kennarahegðun greiðir það leið kennara og kennaranema að því sem skrifað hefur 

verið um ýmsa þætti HTR (sjá t.d. The big six historical thinking concepts eftir Seixas og 

Morton (2013) og það sem Van Boxtel og Van Drie hafa skrifað um þrjá þætti rökleiðslu 

(2018)). Þannig nýtist tækið vel í fagþróun þar sem hægt er að vísa kennurum á lesefni sem 

hæfir þeim þætti tækisins sem þeir kjósa að vinna með, eins og gert var í lokarannsókn þessa 

doktorsverkefnis. Jafnvel mætti hugsa sér að listi yfir lesefni sem væri uppfærður reglulega 

yrði hluti af greiningartækinu. Það myndi efla tengsl þess við rannsóknir á hverjum tíma.  

Þróun greiningartækisins hefur staðið yfir frá því í upphafi fyrstu rannsóknar til lokastiga 

þeirrar fjórðu og síðustu. Ferlið hófst með fræðilegu yfirliti, þá var leitað eftir áliti 

sérfræðinga frá átta löndum og loks var tækið prófað tvisvar, bæði á Íslandi og í Hollandi, 

áður en því var beitt til að greina umtalsverðan fjölda kennslustunda. Engu að síður bætti 

síðasta rannsóknin ýmsu við. Þar notuðu tækið þeir tveir hópar sem hafðir höfðu verið í huga 

frá upphafi, þ.e. kennaranemar og reyndir kennarar. Hér verður vikið að þeim atriðum sem þá 

komu fram, sem og í fyrri rannsóknum.  

Hið fyrsta lýtur að því hvort og hvernig nemendur læra sögulega hugsun og rökleiðslu. Frá 

upphafi var markmiðið að einblína á kennara og það sem þeir gera til að efla skilning 
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nemenda á HTR. Þó að tveir af fjórum flokkum greiningartækisins snúi sérstaklega að 

nemendum (sjá viðhengi 1) eru kennararnir engu að síður í brennidepli. Þar er ekki gerð 

tilraun til að greina að hversu miklu marki nemendur eru í raun að fást við HTR né gæði 

þeirrar vinnu. Í raun meta kennarar gjarnan það sem þeir gera í kennslustofunni í ljósi náms 

nemenda. Því er ekki að undra að mörg þeirra sem hafa séð eða notað greiningartækið leggja 

til að meiri áhersla sé lögð á þessa hlið, þ.e. hvernig nemendur læra HTR. Vissulega myndi 

það styrkja tengslin við fræðin ef HTR væri skoðað bæði frá hlið kennslu og náms. Samt er 

það svo að greiningartæki þurfa einfaldlega að vera tiltölulega stutt og nákvæm. Nálgunin 

yrði önnur ef nemendahliðin væri tekin með í reikninginn, svo sem að taka stöðuna með 

ákveðnu millibili (sjá t.d. CLASS). Höfundi er ekki kunnugt um greiningartæki sem meta nám 

nemenda á sama tíma og fylgst er með kennarahegðun. Það væri áhugavert að þróa tæki sem 

liti til nemenda á þennan hátt en engu að síður er það ein af sterkustu hliðum Teach-HTR að 

það skuli einblína á kennarahegðun. 

Í öðru lagi hlýtur fjöldi kennslustunda að skipta máli. Í greinunum sem skrifaðar voru í þessu 

doktorsverkefni er ýmissa spurninga spurt, svo sem hvort ólík viðfangsefni henti misvel til 

kennslu HTR. Stærra úrtak kennslustunda gæti varpað ljósi á hvort sú er raunin, hver þau 

viðfangsefni eru og hverjar kunna að vera ástæður þess.  

Í þriðja lagi fer ekki á milli mála að vandaða þjálfun þarf ef fleiri en einn rannsakandi ætla að 

nota tækið, t.d. til að bera saman kennslu nokkurra kennara eða kennarahópa. Hið sama á við 

ef ætlunin er að tengja niðurstöðurnar við frammistöðu nemenda eða ákveðna þætti hjá 

kennurum, svo sem menntun, starfsreynslu, sannfæringu um sögu o.fl. Þó að allir flokkar 

greiningartækisins séu byggðir á fræðilegum grunni kunna hugmyndir notenda um það sem 

leitað er eftir að vera breytilegar. Þetta kom skýrt fram í annarri rannsókninni þar sem 

greinendur, bæði á Íslandi og í Hollandi, áttu í erfiðleikum með flokkinn sem lýtur að því að 

kennari bendi á margvísleg sjónarhorn. Flókið er að skilgreina þessa þætti og hvernig þeir 

birtast í framkvæmd og væri hægt að leita aðstoðar í nýlegum skrifum um þetta efni, t.d. hjá 

Wansink o.fl., 2018.  

Fjórða atriðið tengist þessu. Sérfræðingarnir sem mátu fyrstu drög Teach-HTR drógu fram 

muninn á því þegar kennari bendir á mörg sjónarhorn og þegar bent er á ólíkar túlkanir. 

Hvorutveggja fellur vissulega undir fjórða flokk greiningartækisins. Þáttur túlkana á þó skilið 

meiri athygli enda grundvallaratriði í sagnfræðirannsóknum. Skýrari greinarmunur á þessu 

tvennu gæti hjálpað athugendum að bera kennsl á hvorutveggja. 
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Í fimmta lagi óskuðu sérfræðingarnir eftir fleiri dæmum um kennarahegðun til að láta fylgja 

greiningartækinu og var brugðist við því. Notkun tækisins hefur dregið fram þörfina fyrir enn 

fleiri skýr og lýsandi dæmi.  

Í sjötta lagi má nefna að frekari innsýn þarf til að átta sig á notkun greiningartækisins í ólíkum 

löndum. Niðurstöður framangreindra rannsókna í tveimur löndum lofa góðu, þrátt fyrir að 

aðstæður séu mjög ólíkar hvað varðar aðalnámskrár, kennaramenntun, kennslugögn og 

námsmat. Engu að síður er þörf fyrir dæmi um notkun þess í fleiri löndum. Til dæmis væri 

áhugavert að sjá hvernig það nýtist þar sem saga er ekki kennd sem sjálfstæð námsgrein 

heldur samþætt öðrum samfélagsgreinum. Einnig væri áhugavert að sjá því beitt á fleiri 

kennslustundir sem eru alfarið verkefnamiðaðar. 

Þessi atriði eru meðal þeirra sem ekki var gefinn gaumur að þar sem þau voru utan við 

markmið rannsóknanna í þessu verkefni. Að öllu samanlögðu bætir greiningartækið Teach-

HTR fjölmörgu við það sem þegar er vitað um kennslu sögulegrar hugsunar og rökleiðslu. 

Það dregur fram muninn á kennslustundum þar sem hún fer fram í ríkum mæli og þar sem 

hennar gætir vart, það greinir í hversu miklum mæli hún er kennd og það nýtist til að efla þá 

kennslu enn frekar. Einnig felur greiningartækið í sér fjölmarga rannsóknarmöguleika. Það má 

nota til að kortleggja kennslu HTR í tilteknu landi, innan tiltekins aldurshóps eða 

kennarahóps, og það nýtist bæði í kennaramenntun og fagþróun kennara. Hins vegar hentar 

það ekki til að meta kennslu einstakra kennara því að það sem einkennir góðan kennara er allt 

of flókið til að greiningartæki nái utan um það. 

 

Sannfæring kennara og kennsla sögulegrar hugsunar og rökleiðslu 

Sannfæring kennara hefur töluvert verið rannsökuð, sem og þáttur hennar í því sem kennarar 

gera (Buehl og Alexander, 2005; Pajares, 1992). Framangreindar rannsóknir staðfesta þýðingu 

hennar, t.d. þegar kennarar ræða eðli sögunnar eða hvers vegna eigi að kenna hana. Þriðja 

rannsókn þessa doktorsverkefnis leiddi í ljós tengsl nemendamiðaðra kennsluaðferða sem fólu 

í sér verkefni án fyrirfram ákveðinnar útkomu og þess viðhorfs að saga byggðist á 

færniþáttum HTR. Mikilvægt er að benda á að sannfæring kennara getur breyst, eins og kom í 

ljós í fjórðu rannsókninni þar sem kennarar fengu nýja sýn á getu nemenda sinna til að 

tileinka sér HTR í kjölfar þess að þeir gerðu breytingar á kennslu sinni. Þetta kann að markast 

af kringumstæðum á Íslandi þar sem kennarar eru ekki vanir að skipuleggja kennslu sína út frá 

HTR en beita fremur hugmyndafræði gagnrýninnar hugsunar og borgaravitundar. Þeim kann 
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jafnvel að sjást yfir að þeir séu að kenna HTR. Tengsl greinabundinna athafna (kennslu HTR) 

og víðtækari markmiða (að efla gagnrýna hugsun og borgaravitund) bjóða áhugaverða 

möguleika á að rannsaka markmið sögukennara frekar (Thorp og Persson, 2020; Van Straaten 

o.fl., 2015; Wineburg og McGrew, 2017).  

 

Kennsla sögulegrar hugsunar og rökleiðslu á Íslandi 

Í þessu doktorsverkefni birtast fyrstu rannsóknir á kennslustundum í sögu í íslenskum 

framhaldsskólum. Áður hefur verið fjallað um þróun kennslugreinarinnar (Friðjónsson, 2013) 

og kennsluhætti á framhaldsskólastigi almennt (Sigurgeirsson o.fl., 2018) en sjónum hefur 

aldrei áður verið beint sérstaklega að sögukennslu. Berlega kemur í ljós hversu miklu máli 

samhengi í hverju landi skiptir. Þar sem hvorki er gefinn gaumur að HTR í aðalnámskrá né í 

kennaramenntun var áhugavert að sjá hvort og hvernig kennarar nálguðust kennslu hennar. 

Spurningar sem varða námskrár og kennsluhætti hafa einnig gildi fyrir sögukennslu í öðrum 

löndum (sjá t.d. Samuelsson og Wendell (2016) varðandi Svíþjóð). Í ljós kom að kennsla 

HTR fer fram í einhverri mynd í nánast öllum kennslustundum í framhaldsskólum, oft 

nátengd kennslu gagnrýninnar hugsunar. Kennarar eiga þó í erfiðleikum með hana. Þar sem 

kennslufræðileg menntun framhaldsskólakennara er á almennum nótum, fremur en 

greinabundnum, vegna þess hversu fáir úr hverri grein safnast saman til að öðlast hana, þarf 

að huga að HTR fyrr, þ.e. í sagnfræðináminu sjálfu. Greiningartækið gæti stutt fyrstu skrefin í 

að draga fram hvernig HTR birtist, en allir sem hafa menntun í sagnfræði þekkja til hennar. 

Þetta hefur gildi fyrir þá sem standa að kennaramenntun í löndum þar sem væntanlegir 

sögukennarar eru hluti af stærri hópi og lítið rými er fyrir greinabundna kennslufræði. Einnig 

væri áhugavert að rannsaka sögukennslu á unglingastigi til að sjá hvort staðan er svipuð, eða 

hvort ólík menntun kennara á því skólastigi hefur áhrif. Niðurstöður slíkra rannsókna kæmu 

að gagni við skipulag kennaramenntunar.   

 

Notkun Teach-HTR í fagþróun kennara og kennaramenntun: hagnýtar ábendingar 

Aðstæður í hverju landi skipta sérlega miklu máli þegar kemur að kennaramenntun, 

starfsháttum og fagþróun kennara. Rétt er að taka fram að það hvort kennarar leggja áherslu á 

kennslu sögulegrar hugsunar og rökleiðslu er ekki einungis háð vilja þeirra og áhugasviði 

heldur jafnvel enn frekar aðgengi þeirra að viðeigandi kennsluefni og stuðningi. Samkvæmt 
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þeim rannsóknum sem hér er fjallað um felst styrkur greiningartækisins Teach-HTR mjög í 

því að bjóða það efni og stuðning, ekki síst ef uppfærður lesefnislisti yrði hluti þess. Huga 

þarf að fleiri atriðum, svo sem hvort verkefni sem kennarar leggja fyrir hæfa nemendahópnum 

o.fl. Þetta er utan ramma greiningartækisins nú en því mætti breyta og láta það þá taka til 

fjölbreyttari kennslu. Rannsóknir sem ná yfir lengri tíma eru einnig nauðsynlegar, ekki síst til 

að greina hvort einhver langtímaáhrif hafi orðið af fagþróuninni sem skipulögð var fyrir 

kennara og því sem kennaranemar notuðu tækið við. Smæð úrtaksins í báðum tilvikum kemur 

í veg fyrir miklar alhæfingar og einnig voru fáar leiðir notaðar til að meta faglegan þroska. 

Engu að síður gerir greiningartækið betur kleift en áður að rannsaka kennslu HTR og 

auðveldar vinnu með hana í kennaramenntun og fagþróun kennara.   

Í rannsóknunum sem greint er frá í þessu verkefni var tækið notað á margvíslegan hátt. Það 

var notað til að greina kennslustundir og lýsa kennarahegðun, það varpaði ljósi á tengsl 

kennarahegðunar og sannfæringar kennara varðandi kennslu HTR og það var notað bæði í 

kennaramenntun og fagþróun kennara. Nauðsynlegt er að leggja áherslu á mikilvægi þess að 

skilja HTR til að geta kennt hana. Greiningartækið Teach-HTR er ekki verkfærakista fyrir 

kennara eða kennaranema sem hafa litla þekkingu á HTR fyrir. Það þarf að nota ásamt 

viðeigandi lesefni um ólíka þætti HTR, í samræmi við val þeirra kennara sem í hlut eiga. 

Þannig nýtist tækið sem rammi um ígrundun, ekki síst sameiginlega ígrundun þar sem 

jafningjar ræða kennslu sína í lærdómssamfélagi. 

Greinarnar draga upp mynd af því hvernig kennarar kenna HTR. Þetta skiptir máli fyrir 

kennaramenntun og fagþróun kennara. Þau sem standa að kennaramenntun geta notað 

greiningartækið í verkefnum í margvíslegu skyni, ásamt eða í kjölfar fræðilegra umræðna um 

HTR. Bjóða má kennaranemum að nota það til að horfa á kennslustundir hver annars eða 

reyndra kennara til að greina kennslu HTR, en einnig geta þeir notað það til að ræða HTR við 

samnemendur, leiðsagnarkennara eða háskólakennara. Enn fremur geta kennaranemar notað 

tækið til að undirbúa kennslustundir þar sem áhersla er lögð á ákveðinn þátt HTR þar sem 

tækið sér fyrir raunverulegum dæmum um kennarahegðun sem auðvelt er að tengja 

fræðunum. Flokkar tækisins og atriði hjálpa þeim sem nota það við að koma HTR að í 

kennslu sinni, með því að útskýra hana þegar markmið kennslustundarinnar eru rædd, ræða 

opinskátt um leiðir í kennslu HTR o.fl. 

Reyndir kennarar geta einnig haft margvísleg not af greiningartækinu. Ef þeir vilja auka 

kennslu í HTR geta þeir notað tækið til að skoða kennslu sína og breyta henni ef svo ber 

undir. Ýmsar leiðir eru færar í þessu: Þeir geta byrjað á að nota tækið til að ígrunda eigin 
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kennslu og þá kennsluhætti sem þeir telja sig aðhyllast; þeir geta greint upptökur af eigin 

kennslu eða haft samstarf við félaga þar sem kennarar horfa á kennslu hver annars og ígrunda 

kennslustundirnar í sameiningu. Mikill ávinningur gæti verið af slíku samstarfi innan skóla. 

Tækið gerir kennurum kleift að koma auga á styrkleika sína, sem og hvar hægt er að gera 

betur. Það getur einnig verið hryggjarstykkið í fagþróun kennara, bæði sem uppspretta 

hugmynda og leiða við kennslu HTR. Sem slíkt getur það stutt faglegan þroska jafnt 

kennaranema sem reyndra kennara. 
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Summary  

Observing history teaching: Historical thinking and reasoning in the  

upper secondary classroom 

 

The overall aim of this dissertation was to operationalize the teaching of historical thinking 

and reasoning (HTR) into observable behaviour to see if and to what extent it takes place in 

the classroom. The main elements of HTR are already well documented in the literature (e.g. 

Chapman, 2011; Lee & Shemilt, 2004; Maggioni et al., 2006; Monte-Sano, 2011a; Seixas & 

Morton, 2013; Van Boxtel & Van Drie, 2018) but apparently problematic for teachers to enact 

(c.f. Barton & Levstik, 2003; Reisman, 2012). Moreover, the dissertation aimed to enable 

teachers to enhance their teaching of HTR, either during their initial training or as a part of 

their professional development. It intended to make a substantial contribution to the 

international research community in the field of history teaching as it constructed and 

validated an observation instrument for teaching HTR. This might enable a description of how 

and to what extent HTR is taught and could be used in either teacher training or professional 

development. A unique aspect of the dissertation was an investigation of the teaching of 

historical thinking and reasoning at upper secondary level in Iceland. Four studies were made 

to meet our aims, each guided by a specific research question. The outcome of each study is 

discussed in relation to the relevant question, before contemplating the main findings in 

general, as well as implications for practice and further research.  

RQ1: How can the teaching of historical thinking and reasoning be operationalized and 

observed in upper secondary education? 

In our first study we made a literature review to identify which teaching behaviours are 

characteristic of a teaching approach that stimulates HTR. The purpose was to develop an 

observation instrument where these elements were operationalized so that they could be 

observed in the classroom. When the first version of the instrument and examples of teacher 

behaviour had been drafted we sought the assistance of a group of 11 experts in history 

teaching from eight countries. Based on their identification of strengths and weaknesses of the 

instrument and suggestions for more examples of behaviour, it was further developed. The 

final instrument contained seven categories that had to be scored on a Likert scale of 1-4. To 

support this evaluation for each HTR category, we included behavioural indicators (in total 33 

items) that could be checked. The categories are 1) the teacher communicates learning 
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objectives related to the development of students´ HTR ability, 2) the teacher demonstrates 

HTR, 3) the teacher uses historical sources to support HTR, 4) the teacher makes clear that 

there are multiple perspectives and interpretations, 5) the teacher provides explicit instructions 

on HTR strategies, 6) the teacher engages students in assignments that ask for HTR and 7) the 

teacher engages students in a whole class discussion that requires HTR.  

After gaining an overview of the literature and the experts´ review, the third step in the 

development of the instrument was to assess its inter-rater reliability and internal consistency 

by using 10 videotaped history lessons in Iceland as a pilot.  A percentage of complete 

agreement between two coders (the first author and a trained student from a master’s program 

in history teaching) was calculated. It ranged from 60% to 90%. When the coders disagreed, 

the first coder had assigned a higher score (observed more items of the instrument) than the 

second coder in almost all cases. This may be due to her longer teacher and observation 

experience, as well as her expertise in the field of historical thinking and reasoning. Intraclass 

correlation coefficients (ICC; Hallgren, 2012) were also calculated for each of the categories 

above. The first category, ‘communicating learning objectives that focus on HTR’, and the 

fourth one, ‘making clear that there are multiple perspectives and interpretations’, showed 

poor agreement (.23 and .36). Apart from that, the ICC ranged between 0.51 and .72 (good 

agreement) (Cicchetti, 1994). We also assessed the internal consistency for the seven 

categories combined. Using the codes of the first coder, Cronbach’s alpha was .61. We 

considered .70 to be an acceptable reliability coefficient. A strong point was that the results of 

the observations made it possible to distinguish between lessons where the teaching of HTR 

was hardly visible and those where it was prominent. 

The results of the first pilot led to the decision to conduct another one. The fourth step in the 

development of the instrument was to analyze 10 history lessons in the Netherlands in a 

second pilot. The coders were two experienced teacher trainers with research experience, as 

this group of teachers is expected to use the instrument more than others in the future. With 

the exception of the category ‘making clear that there are multiple perspectives and 

interpretations’ that showed poor agreement (.27), the ICC ranged from .55 to .86.  Using the 

codes of the first coder to calculate Cronbach’s coefficient alpha, the scale with the seven 

categories reached an internal consistency of .82, which is sufficient.  

Altogether, the instrument was able to distinguish between lessons where HTR was promoted 

to a considerable extent and those where it could hardly be observed. In both pilots it 

appeared difficult to reach sufficient inter rater reliability for the category ‘making clear that 
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there are multiple perspectives or interpretations’. This may be because different perspectives 

are not necessarily explicitly explained, or because quite some time may pass between the 

presentation of a first perspective and a second one. In the first pilot, an experienced teacher 

trainer observed more items than a student teacher, whereas the observations of two 

experienced teacher trainers in the second pilot were more consistent. Relatively low levels of 

inter-observer agreement is common in observation instruments (see e.g. Strong et al., 2011), 

which would be problematic if the purpose were to assess the quality of teaching. However, 

we do not intend this instrument to be used to evaluate teaching but rather to serve as a tool 

for those wishing to emphasize HTR in their teaching and who are looking for support. 

Although more research is needed on the validity and reliability of the instrument to enable 

more nuanced conclusions and comparison, e.g. of different groups of teachers, these findings 

were nevertheless promising and may offer various research possibilities. For example, they 

can be linked to the teaching context, such as requirements of national curricula or the norms 

and practices in teacher education.  

 

RQ2: To what extent do Icelandic history teachers teach historical thinking and reasoning at 

the upper secondary level? 

The second study focused on history teaching at the upper secondary school level in Iceland. 

Contrary to most studies in history education that focus on students and how different 

instructional approaches affect them, this study focused on teacher behaviour. It was a 

descriptive, observational study where the instrument Teach-HTR was used to investigate if 

and how historical thinking and reasoning were being taught at that school level. Until now, 

very little research on history teaching in the country as a whole has been done and most 

studies use self-reported data. It was therefore of particular value to conduct this study in 

Iceland where the instrument was used on a larger scale for the first time, while 

simultaneously beginning the process of mapping out the landscape of history teaching.  

The national context is of importance. In Iceland the upper secondary school is highly 

decentralized. Assessment is organized within each school and no centralized exams take 

place. The national curriculum guide (2012) makes no specific requirements of history 

teachers beyond teaching their subject – as well as all other subjects – and basing it on six 

fundamental pillars of education: literacy, sustainability, democracy and human rights, 

equality, health and welfare and creativity. Teacher education programmes are rather generic, 
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due to the fact that the handful of student teachers in history education each year belong to a 

larger group of future teachers of various social subjects. Many teachers provide their own 

materials by different means. Nothing has been known about pedagogical teaching practices 

until now, but a recent study on teaching practices in upper secondary schools in general 

shows a considerable emphasis on teacher-centred strategies and little creative input from 

students (Sigurgeirsson et al., 2018). 

All history teachers in a selection of upper secondary schools were contacted and asked if 

they would allow filming of their lessons. The participants in this study were those who 

replied positively: 27 teachers from 12 schools both in the capital and rural areas. This was 

almost half of all history teachers at the upper secondary level in the country. Five of them 

were female, which is an almost accurate reflection of  the gender balance within the 

profession. Two lessons of each teacher (N=54) were filmed on a small camera and analyzed 

with the instrument Teach-HTR. The teachers had not seen the instrument and were unaware 

of what was being observed. When selecting lessons, no regard was given to lesson content or 

the sequence of lessons. The seven categories of the instrument were coded on a Likert scale 

from 1 to 4.  

Category 1, ‘communicating learning objectives related to the development of students´ HTR 

ability’, and category 5, ‘providing explicit instructions on HTR strategies’, were only visible 

in 7% of the lessons. The category with the highest score was category 2 of the instrument, 

‘the teacher herself/himself demonstrates HTR without explaining it explicitly or giving 

instructions on how to do it’. It was observed in 93% of the lessons and scored 2.76 on 

average. This category includes behaviour such as problematizing and asking historical 

questions, providing historical context and comparing historical phenomena and periods, all 

very common in the lessons observed. In 67% of the lessons, the teacher engaged students in 

individual or group assignments that asked for HTR and the category (no 6) scored 2.44. ‘The 

teacher using historical sources to support HTR’ (category 3) scored 1.61 and ‘making clear 

that there are multiple perspectives and interpretations’ (category 4) scored 1.54. They were 

observed in 43% and 41% of the lessons. Lessons where the score was either particularly high 

or low were described in more detail. 

The results relate to both history teaching in Iceland and the practical use of the observation 

instrument Teach-HTR. The findings answer our research question by showing that some 

form of HTR is present in almost all history lessons, although sometimes rather superficially. 

In many cases, the scores for the categories observed were rather low, meaning that they may 
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have been touched upon but not consciously developed in the lesson. Some categories were 

hardly observed at all, notably categories 1 and 5. In other words, in the lessons of the 

Icelandic history teachers the teaching of HTR was only observed to a limited extent, mostly 

confined to elements that many would expect in regular history lessons, such as the teacher 

providing context or explaining historical phenomena, whereas HTR was hardly at all 

discussed or explained explicitly. This may have to do with the fact that no emphasis at all is 

placed on HTR in either teacher training or curriculum. It is also possible that some topics are 

better suited to the teaching of HTR than others. While the sample was relatively small it does 

nevertheless provide clear indications of the situation regarding the teaching of HTR at upper 

secondary level in Iceland. 

 

RQ3: Which beliefs about goals and strategies of teaching history play a role in teachers' 

inclinations towards teaching historical thinking and reasoning? 

In the third study, we wanted to explore the different ways of teaching HTR and the 

relationship between teacher beliefs, an accepted influencing factor according to the literature, 

and teaching practices. Eight teachers from the group of 27 Icelandic history teachers that 

participated in the previous study were interviewed, following an analysis of their lessons that 

showed that they taught HTR to different degrees. The aim was to investigate their teacher 

beliefs about the nature of history, the goals of history teaching and the way students learn 

history. We expected their teaching behaviour to reflect variations in their beliefs and wanted 

to explore if certain beliefs could be linked to the teaching of HTR. Besides knowledge of 

their subject, teacher beliefs are considered to be one of the most important factors shaping 

teachers´ routines (Pajares, 1992; Voet & De Wever, 2016; Yilmaz, 2008b). The connection 

between beliefs and behaviour has been established by several studies (c.f. Buehl and 

Alexander, 2005). Nonetheless, it has also been revealed how problematic it may be for 

teachers to follow their orientation when it comes to classroom practices (Huijgen et al., 2019; 

VanSledright & Limón, 2006; Voet & De Wever, 2016; Wansink et al., 2016). This may be 

due to various reasons, such as the requirements of the curriculum, availability of teaching 

materials, time allocated to history teaching or the teacher’s perception of students’ abilities. 

Different goals of history teachers have been identified, e.g. in the Netherlands (Tuithof, 

2017), as well as different strategies (e.g. Nygren, 2009).   
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This was a qualitative multiple case study where purposive sampling (Palys, 2008) was used 

to select the eight participants. The analysis of their lessons by the observation instrument 

Teach-HTR indicated that they taught HTR to a various degree. The teachers came from 

seven schools and their teaching experience ranged from three to 24 years, the average being 

10.6 years. Before the interview, they received the results of the analysis of two of their 

lessons, based on the observation instrument Teach-HTR, as described in the second study. 

Furthermore, they received some video fragments of their own lessons that were used to 

stimulate the discussion. All teachers implied that the two lessons that had been videotaped 

and analyzed were fairly typical of their teaching. They also answered a brief questionnaire 

concerning their reasons for becoming a teacher and their participation in professional 

development. Semi-structured interviews, 45 minutes long on average, were conducted, 

focusing on the teachers’ view of history teaching in general and their personal goals in that 

respect. In order to gain information on their professional identity they were asked what had 

shaped their beliefs about history teaching and if those beliefs had changed during their 

career.  

Based on the data from the lessons and the interviews, the teachers were divided into three 

groups, according to the extent to which they promoted HTR in the observed lessons: to a 

large, moderate or little extent. The goals of the two teachers in the first group who taught 

HTR to a large extent differed from those of the others. They were not concerned with giving 

an overview over time like all the others, they wanted history to present moral lessons and 

they emphasized historical reasoning and skills. The third group, which consisted of three 

teachers, did not actively teach HTR and emphasized the role of history teaching in providing 

students with a cultural stock-in-trade. Their instructional strategies could be classified as 

narrative and based on lecturing, whereas the strategies of the teachers in the first group were 

more student-centred and project based. In other words, a considerable difference in their 

strategies was visible, as well as in their goals with teaching history. In between were the two 

teachers in the second group who taught HTR to a moderate extent. 

As an answer to the research question, in this study we found that the beliefs of the teachers 

who placed an emphasis on teaching HTR were strongly linked to their view of the nature of 

history as interpretational, providing an opportunity to enhance students´ critical thinking by 

giving them open-ended assignments that call for source-based inquiry. Their beliefs also 

favoured the promotion of skills which they considered more important than giving an 

historical overview. The results of the study suggest that it is important, both in initial teacher 
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education and in professional development programs, to pay attention to the role of teacher 

beliefs and the interconnection between those beliefs and teaching practices. 

 

RQ4: How can using the observation instrument Teach-HTR enhance history student 

teacher’s and history teacher’s professional growth in the teaching of historical thinking and 

reasoning? 

In our closing study, we wanted to investigate the role the instrument Teach-HTR might play 

in either initial teacher training or in the professional development of experienced teachers as 

a tool to enhance professional growth. Since we started developing it, it had been our goal to 

explore its usability in these fields. We decided to use The Interconnected Model of 

Professional Growth (Clarke & Hollingsworth, 2002) to discern eventual change to any of the 

four domains: “the personal domain (teacher knowledge, beliefs and attitudes), the domain of 

practice (professional experimentation), the domain of consequences (salient outcomes), and 

the external domain (sources of information, stimulus or support).” (Clarke & Hollingsworth, 

2002, p. 950). Just as all these domains may influence each other, the personal domain is also 

related to a teacher’s pedagogical content knowledge (PCK), which is often described as 

comprising of five components: orientation towards teaching, knowledge and beliefs about 

the curriculum, knowledge and beliefs about students’ understanding, knowledge and beliefs 

about assessment and knowledge and beliefs about instructional strategies (Magnusson et al., 

1999).  

To answer the research question, we conducted two case studies. In the first study, three 

history teachers in Iceland participated in a professional development program, based on 

principles investigated in other studies (e.g. Desimone, 2009). These include a strong link to 

daily practices and the teachers being active learners. Their teaching experience was two, 15 

and 32 years. Our point of departure was an analysis by Teach-HTR of two lessons of each 

teacher. They chose two categories of the instrument to focus on and used it besides relevant 

reading materials to prepare lessons where they taught the selected elements of HTR. A peer 

observed the first lesson and discussed it with the teacher. Following the discussion, the 

teachers modified their lesson plans and repeated the teaching of the HTR element, observed 

by the researcher. The intervention was concluded with a retrospective interview. The 

program stretched over ten months, from one school year to another. There were distinct 

changes in the personal domain of two of the teachers. The participants managed to use the 
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instrument to add to their knowledge and their attitude towards instructional strategies and 

even their beliefs changed. This became apparent in the domain of practice where they 

experimented with new or modified strategies and gained their reward by more motivated 

students (domain of consequences). These teachers indicated that the instrument, as well as 

the reading materials, served as a source of growth (external domain) whereas the third 

teacher struggled with the interpretation of HTR and did not experience personal growth 

regarding its teaching during the program. 

In the second case study, a teacher educator in the Netherlands decided himself how to use the 

instrument with seven master’s students in history teaching. They prepared and taught a 

lesson, supported by the instrument, and used it when observing a lesson by their peer. Pre- 

and post-questionnaires were used to gain knowledge of the students’ ideas about HTR and 

their perception of their ability to teach it (task value and self-efficacy; Pintrich et al., 1991). 

The intervention lasted three months and the student teachers received coaching from their 

course teacher. Based on the pre- and post-measurements and the lesson observed by a peer, it 

is possible to discern a slight change in the personal domain, whereas the value they 

associated with teaching HTR stayed the same, having been quite prominent from the 

beginning. Their lesson plans and observation of their lessons showed that all but one were 

able to include HTR in their lessons, most often engaging students in assignments that require 

HTR (category 6 of the instrument) or the students themselves demonstrating HTR (category 

2). It turned out that one student became less confident of his ability to teach HTR after the 

intervention. In a group discussion with their course teacher, as well as in the post-

questionnaire, the students expressed their positive views of the usefulness of the instrument, 

enhancing both their understanding of HTR and providing guidelines of how it could be 

taught. Nevertheless, some of them expressed a wish for more concrete examples of teacher 

behaviour. 

The instrument added to the professional growth of participants in both studies. It stimulated 

change in the personal domain and contributed to their knowledge, beliefs and attitudes 

towards teaching HTR. This was linked to change in the domain of practice where new 

assignments were designed, discussions conducted with HTR in mind, learning processes 

explicitly explained and more. The domain of consequences (salient outcomes) was beyond 

the scope of the study, however the teachers reported an increased motivation of their students 

and more challenging assignments. Thus, the observation instrument Teach-HTR seems 
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promising to serve as a source or stimulant of professional growth at various stages in a 

history teacher’s career. 

 

Conclusion and discussion  

The following words summarize what we have learned regarding the instrument itself, the 

relations between teacher beliefs and the teaching of HTR, the teaching of HTR in Iceland 

and the use of  the instrument Teach-HTR in professional development and initial teacher 

training, i.e. implications for practice. 

The observation instrument Teach-HTR complements the extant literature on historical 

thinking by bringing together insights and knowledge that is rather fragmented and not easily 

accessible to teachers. It combines many studies on HTR strategies, being strongly connected 

to the existing body of scientific knowledge about components or aspects of historical 

thinking and recommendations for pedagogies to develop students HTR. By bringing this 

together in one instrument and operationalizing many of the issues that have been under 

discussion in the last two or three decades, it provides an entrance for teachers and student 

teachers to the literature on HTR components (e.g. The big six historical thinking concepts by 

Seixas and Morton (2013) or the three types of reasoning as discerned by Van Boxtel and Van 

Drie (2018)). This is useful for professionalization where teachers can be provided with the 

literature relevant to the particular category of the instrument they choose to focus on, as we 

did in our last study. A literature list could even be regularly updated and included in the 

instrument. Such an update would strengthen the link to current research at any given time. 

The instrument has undergone development from the first stages of the first study until the last 

stages of the fourth one. The first issue to be addressed regards suggestions of many of those 

who have seen or used the instrument and call for more emphasis on the receiving end, i.e. 

how students learn HTR. However, as a matter of course, an observation instrument has to be 

relatively short and precise. We are not aware of instruments that gauge student’s learning 

while simultaneously observing teacher behaviour. While it would be an interesting project to 

design an instrument directed at student’s learning, we consider the focus on teacher 

behaviour to be a strong side of Teach-HTR. Another issue that we discussed is the number of 

lessons observed and how it may affect the outcome of the observation. Third, it is also 

beyond dispute that careful training is necessary if more than one observer are going to use 

the instrument to compare the teaching of different individuals or groups of teachers. Further 
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research is needed to investigate its reliability and validity. Fourth, the role of interpretation 

deserves more attention. Fifth, the examples that are included in the instrument should be 

further developed to facilitate its use, also paying attention to ethical arguments since this 

dimension of HTR has recently gained more attention. Sixth, deeper insight is needed into the 

extent to which the instrument is applicable in different national contexts, e.g. where history is 

not taught as an independent subject but integrated in social studies. 

Regarding teacher beliefs, we mainly focused on those related to teacher’s ideas of how to 

teach history, to find out if particular beliefs played a role in teacher’s inclinations towards 

teaching HTR. Our third study suggested a relationship between student-centred teaching 

approaches that included open-ended and inquiry-based assignments and views of history as a 

construct that required HTR skills. It is important to note that teacher beliefs can change as 

indicated by our fourth and last study on professionalization, where the teachers gained new 

insights into their student’s ability to engage in HTR when they changed their teaching 

approaches. This revelation may be strongly linked to the Icelandic context where teachers are 

not used to framing their teaching within the bounds of HTR but reason more e.g. from the 

point of critical thinking and citizenship.  

It was interesting to see that in Iceland, the teaching of HTR was present in one form or 

another in almost all history lessons on upper secondary level, often in close connection to the 

teaching of critical thinking. However, it was limited and some elements of it were hardly 

visible. Since teacher education is organized across school subjects and there is little space for 

disciplinary approach, attention should be paid to HTR at earlier stages, i.e. in history courses 

leading to a bachelor’s degree. Teach-HTR could support the first steps towards 

operationalizing HTR processes that are already familiar to everybody with a background in 

history education. Attempts of this nature should be relevant for teacher educators in other 

countries where students are a part of a larger group and there is little space for subject 

specific pedagogy. It would also be interesting to investigate history lessons on lower 

secondary level to see if the situation is similar or different where the teachers have a different 

educational background from those who teach in upper secondary schools. Research 

conclusions could provide guidance for initial teacher education. 

The results of our studies have several implications for practice, both regarding teacher 

education and professionalization of history teachers. In our studies, we used the observation 

instrument in various ways: to analyse lessons and describe teacher behaviour, to shed a light 

on the connection between teacher beliefs and teaching practices related to HTR and in both 
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professional development and teacher training. We wish to emphasize the necessity of 

understanding HTR to be able to teach it. The instrument Teach-HTR should not be 

considered a toolbox for teachers or student teachers who lack prior knowledge on HTR. 

Rather than that, it has to be used in connection with selected literature on various elements of 

HTR, depending on the choice of individual teachers. Thus, it can serve as a framework for 

reflection, especially mutual one where peers discuss their teaching in a learning community. 

Teacher educators can integrate the instrument in assignments in their courses for multiple 

purposes, following or combined with theoretical discussion of HTR, as we discuss further in 

the final chapter of the dissertation. 

The implications for experienced teachers are also varied. If they wish to enhance their 

teaching of HTR, teachers can use it to investigate and/or modify their own practices. This 

can happen by various means: they may start by using the instrument as a self-report to reflect 

upon the teaching practices they consider themselves to follow; they can analyse video 

recordings of their lessons or collaborate with a peer, doing mutual observations and 

reflecting on their lessons together. As a collaborative activity within one school, this could 

be very felicitous. It enables teachers to identify their strengths, as well as their weaknesses, 

and discover where there is room for improvement. The instrument can also be the linchpin in 

a professional development program, as a resource of ideas and ways to teach HTR. As such, 

it can support the professional growth of both student teachers and experienced teachers.  
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Samenvatting  
 

Geschiedenisonderwijs observeren: Historisch denken en redeneren in de 

bovenbouw van het voortgezet onderwijs 

 

Het overkoepelende doel van deze dissertatie is het operationaliseren van het onderwijzen van 

historisch denken en redeneren (HDR) in observeerbaar gedrag, om daarmee zicht te krijgen 

op de mate waarin en hoe het in lessen voor komt. De elementen van HDR worden in de 

literatuur uitgebreid beschreven (e.g. Chapman, 2011; Lee & Shemilt, 2004; Maggioni et al., 

2006; Monte-Sano, 2011a; Seixas & Morton, 2013; Van Boxtel & Van Drie, 2018), maar het 

blijkt dat docenten het lastig vinden om het te onderwijzen (c.f. Barton & Levstik, 2003; 

Reisman, 2012). Daarnaast is een belangrijk doel om docenten te helpen het onderwijzen van 

HDR te verbeteren. Dit onderzoek beoogt een bijdrage te leveren aan internationaal 

onderzoek naar geschiedenisonderwijs door het construeren en valideren van een observatie-

instrument voor het onderwijzen van HDR. Met dit instrument kan onderzocht worden in 

welke mate HDR onderwezen wordt. Het kan gebruikt worden in zowel lerarenopleidingen 

als in verdere professionaliseringsprogramma’s. Een bijzonder onderdeel van deze dissertatie 

is een onderzoek naar het onderwijzen van historisch denken en redeneren in de bovenbouw 

van het voortgezet onderwijs in IJsland. Er zijn vier studies uitgevoerd, elk vanuit een 

specifieke onderzoeksvraag die aansluit bij voornoemde doelen. Hierna worden eerst de 

uitkomsten van elke afzonderlijke studie bediscussieerd in relatie tot de onderzoeksvraag. 

Vervolgens zullen de algemene resultaten beschouwd worden, waarna implicaties voor de 

praktijk en vervolgonderzoek besproken zullen worden.  

 

Onderzoeksvraag 1: Hoe kan het onderwijzen van historisch denken en redeneren 

geoperationaliseerd worden en geobserveerd in de bovenbouw van het voortgezet onderwijs?  

In de eerste studie is een literatuurreview uitgevoerd naar docentgedrag dat kenmerkend is 

voor het bevorderen van HDR. Het doel was om een observatie-instrument te ontwikkelen 

waarin deze elementen worden geoperationaliseerd zodat ze in de les geobserveerd kunnen 

worden. Nadat een eerste versie van het instrument met voorbeelden van docentgedrag 

ontwikkeld was, is het instrument voorgelegd aan een groep van 11 experts in 

geschiedenisonderwijs uit acht landen. Het instrument is verder ontwikkeld op basis van hun 

identificatie van sterke en zwakke punten en hun suggesties voor meer voorbeelden van 
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docentgedrag. Het uiteindelijke instrument bevat zeven categorieën die gescoord worden op 

een Likert schaal van 1 tot 4. Om deze scoring te ondersteunen zijn voor elke HDR categorie 

gedragsindicatoren (in totaal 33 items) toegevoegd. De categorieën zijn 1) de docent 

communiceert lesdoelen die gericht zijn op HDR, 2) de docent demonstreert zelf HDR, 3) de 

docent gebruikt historische bronnen om HDR te ondersteunen, 4) de docent maakt duidelijk 

dat er meer perspectieven en interpretaties zijn, 5) de docent geeft expliciete uitleg over HDR 

strategieën / de aard van historische kennis, 6) de docent stimuleert HDR met opdrachten, 7) 

de docent stimuleert HDR in een onderwijsleergesprek of klassikale bespreking.  

 

Na de literatuurreview en de beoordeling van de experts, werd als derde stap in de 

ontwikkeling van het instrument de interbeoordelaarsbetrouwbaarheid en de interne 

consistentie geëvalueerd. Hiertoe werden 10 opgenomen geschiedenislessen in IJsland als 

pilot geobserveerd. De mate van overeenstemming werd berekend tussen 2 observatoren (de 

eerste auteur en een getrainde student uit een master programma voor geschiedenisdocent). 

Deze varieerde van 60% tot 90%. Wanneer de observatoren het niet met elkaar eens waren, 

had in bijna alle gevallen de eerste observator een hogere score toegewezen (meer items van 

het instrument geobserveerd) dan de tweede observator. Dit kan verklaard worden door haar 

langere ervaring als docent en observator, als ook met haar expertise met betrekking tot HDR. 

Daarnaast zijn er intraclass correlatie coëfficiënten (ICC, Hallgren, 2012) voor elk van de 

bovengenoemde categorieën berekend. De eerste categorie, ‘de docent communiceert 

lesdoelen gericht op HDR’ en de vierde categorie ‘de docent maakt duidelijk dat er meerdere 

perspectieven en interpretaties zijn’ hadden een lage overeenstemming (.23 en .36). Voor de 

overige categorieën varieerde de ICC tussen .51 en .72 (goede overeenstemming) (Cicchetti, 

1994). We hebben ook de interne consistentie voor de gecombineerde zeven categorieën 

berekend. Gebruikmakend van de codes van de eerste observator was Cronbach’s alpha .61. 

We beschouwen .70 als een acceptabele betrouwbaarheidsscore. Een sterk punt was dat de 

resultaten van de observaties het mogelijk maakte om een onderscheid te maken tussen lessen 

waarin het onderwijzen van HDR nauwelijks zichtbaar was en lessen waarin het prominent 

aanwezig was.  

 

De uitkomsten van deze eerste pilot waren aanleiding voor een tweede pilotstudie. De vierde 

stap in de ontwikkeling van het observatie-instrument was de analyse van 10 

geschiedenislessen in Nederland. De observatoren waren twee ervaren vakdidactici met 

onderzoekservaring, omdat we verwachten dat deze groep het instrument vaker gaat 
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gebruiken. Met uitzondering van de categorie ‘de docent maakt duidelijk dat er meerdere 

perspectieven en interpretaties zijn’ waar een lage overeenstemming voor was (.27), varieerde 

de ICC van .55 tot .86. Cronbach’s alpha werd berekend aan de hand van de observaties van 

de eerste observator. De schaal met de zeven categorieën bereikte een interne consistentie van 

.82, wat voldoende is.  

 

Samengevat, het instrument maakt het mogelijk om onderscheid te maken tussen lessen 

waarin HDR bevorderd wordt en lessen waarin HDR nauwelijks bevorderd wordt. In beide 

pilots bleek het moeilijk om een acceptabele interbeoordelaarsbetrouwbaarheid te bereiken in 

de scoring van de categorie ‘de docent maakt duidelijk dat er meerdere perspectieven en 

interpretaties zijn’. Een mogelijke verklaring hiervoor is dat verschillende perspectieven niet 

expliciet uitgelegd worden of dat er redelijk wat tijd tussen de presentatie van het eerste en 

tweede perspectief kan zitten. In de eerste pilot observeerde een ervaren vakdidacticus meer 

items dan een docent in opleiding, terwijl in de tweede pilot de observaties tussen de twee 

vakdidactici meer consistent waren. Een relatief lage interbeoordelaarsovereenstemming is 

gewoon bij observatie-instrumenten (e.g. Strong et al., 2011). Dit zou een probleem vormen 

als het doel van de observatie zou zijn om het docentgedrag te beoordelen. Het is echter niet 

het doel van dit instrument om de docent te beoordelen. Het instrument dient als hulpmiddel 

voor hen die aandacht aan HDR in hun lessen willen geven en daarvoor ondersteuning 

zoeken. Ondanks dat er meer onderzoek nodig is naar de validiteit en betrouwbaarheid van het 

instrument om meer genuanceerde conclusies en vergelijkingen te kunnen maken 

(bijvoorbeeld tussen verschillende groepen docenten), zijn onze bevindingen veelbelovend en 

biedt het veel mogelijkheden voor onderzoek. Zo kunnen uitkomsten uit observaties 

gerelateerd worden aan de onderwijscontext, zoals de eisen gesteld in nationale curricula of 

de normen en praktijken in lerarenopleidingen.  

 

Onderzoeksvraag 2: In welke mate onderwijzen geschiedenisdocenten in IJsland historisch 

denken en redeneren in de bovenbouw van het voortgezet onderwijs? 

De tweede studie richtte zich op het onderwijzen van geschiedenis in de bovenbouw van het 

voortgezet onderwijs in IJsland. In tegenstelling tot de meeste studies over 

geschiedenisonderwijs richtte dit onderzoek zich niet op leerlingen en hoe verschillende 

onderwijsaanpakken hun leren beïnvloedt, maar lag de focus op docentgedrag. Deze studie 

was een beschrijvende observatie-studie waarbij het instrument werd gebruikt om te 

onderzoeken hoe HDR wordt onderwezen op dat schoolniveau. Tot nu toe is er erg weinig 
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onderzoek gedaan naar geschiedenisonderwijs in IJsland en de meeste studies gebruikten 

zelfgerapporteerde gegevens. Het was daarom van speciaal belang om deze studie, waarin het 

instrument voor het eerst op grote schaal werd gebruikt, in IJsland uit te voeren, terwijl 

tegelijkertijd een begin werd gemaakt met het in kaart brengen van het landschap van 

geschiedenisonderwijs. 

De nationale context is van belang. In IJsland is de bovenbouw van het voortgezet onderwijs 

in hoge mate gedecentraliseerd. Toetsing is georganiseerd op schoolniveau en er worden geen 

centrale examens afgenomen. De handleiding voor het nationale curriculum (2012) stelt geen 

specifieke eisen voor geschiedenisdocenten, behalve hun vak onderwijzen – als ook andere 

vakken – en dit baseren op zes fundamentele pijlers van onderwijs: taalvaardigheid, 

duurzaamheid, democratie en mensenrechten, gelijkheid, gezondheid en welvaart en 

creativiteit. Programma’s voor het opleiden van docenten zijn redelijk algemeen, ook doordat 

het kleine aantal docenten in opleiding voor geschiedenis gegroepeerd wordt samen met 

andere mens- en maatschappijvakken. Veel docenten maken op verschillende manieren hun 

eigen lesmaterialen. Tot nu is er nauwelijks iets bekend over vakdidactische 

onderwijspraktijken, maar een recente studie naar algemene onderwijspraktijken in de 

bovenbouw liet zien dat er veel gebruik gemaakt wordt van docentgestuurde wijzen van 

lesgeven en dat er weinig creatieve input van leerlingen is (Sigurgeirsson et al., 2018). 

Alle geschiedenisdocenten binnen een selectie van scholen werden benaderd en gevraagd of 

hun lessen gefilmd mochten worden. Deelnemers van deze studie zijn de docenten die op deze 

vraag positief antwoordden: 27 docenten van 12 scholen, zowel in de hoofdstad als het 

omringende platteland. Vijf van deze docenten was vrouw, wat overeenkomt met de 

verhouding mannelijke en vrouwelijk docenten geschiedenis in IJsland. Van elke docent 

werden twee lessen gefilmd (N =54) met een kleine videocamera en geanalyseerd met het 

eerder ontwikkelde observatie-instrument Teach-HTR (Teaching Historical Thinking and 

Reasoning). De docenten hadden het observatie-instrument niet gezien en waren niet bekend 

met de focus van de observaties. Bij de selectie van lessen is niet gekeken naar de lesinhoud 

of volgorde van lessen. De zeven categorieën van het instrument werden gecodeerd op een 4-

punts Likert schaal.  

 

Categorie 1, ‘de docent communiceert lesdoelen die gericht zijn op HDR’) en categorie 5 ‘de 

docent geeft expliciete uitleg over HDR strategieën / de aard van historische kennis’ waren 

slechts zichtbaar in 7% van de lessen. De categorie met de hoogste score was categorie 2 ‘de 

docent demonstreert zelf HDR’ (zonder expliciete uitleg of instructie hoe het te doen). Deze 
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categorie werd in 93% van de lessen geobserveerd en scoorde gemiddeld 2,76. Deze categorie 

bevat gedrag zoals het problematiseren en stellen van historisch vragen, het geven van 

historische context en vergelijken van historische verschijnselen en perioden. Al deze 

aspecten werden regelmatig geobserveerd in de lessen. In 67% van de lessen werden 

individuele of groepsopdrachten gegeven die vroegen om HDR. Deze categorie (6) scoorde 

gemiddeld 2,44. ‘De docent gebruikt historisch bronnen om HDR te ondersteunen (categorie 

3) scoorde 1,61 en ‘de docent maakt duidelijk dat er meerder perspectieven en interpretaties 

zijn’ (categorie 4) scoorde 1,54. Deze werden geobserveerd in respectievelijk 43 en 41% van 

de lessen. Lessen die heel hoog of heel laag op HTR scoorden werden in detail beschreven.  

 

De bevindingen zeggen iets over het geschiedenisonderwijs in IJsland en over het praktisch 

gebruik van het observatie-instrument Teach-HTR. De bevindingen geven antwoord op onze 

onderzoeksvraag door te laten zien dat in bijna alle geschiedenislessen enige vorm van het 

onderwijzen van HDR zichtbaar was, al was het soms vrij oppervlakkig. In veel gevallen 

waren de scores voor de verschillende categorieën nogal laag, wat betekent dat ze wel 

aangestipt werden, maar niet bewust uitgewerkt werden in de les. Sommige categorieën 

werden nauwelijks geobserveerd, met name categorie 1 en 5. Met andere woorden, in de 

lessen van IJslandse geschiedenisdocenten werd het onderwijzen van HDR in beperkte mate 

geobserveerd en was het meestal beperkt tot elementen die men in reguliere 

geschiedenislessen zou verwachten, zoals dat de docent een historisch context schetst, of 

historische verschijnselen verklaart, terwijl HDR nauwelijks besproken of expliciet uitgelegd 

werd. Dit kan te maken hebben met het feit dat er in het curriculum en in de lerarenopleiding 

geen aandacht gegeven wordt aan HDR. Het is ook mogelijk dat het onderwijzen van HDR 

niet bij alle historische onderwerpen even goed past. Hoewel het aantal geobserveerde lessen 

relatief klein was, gaf deze studie toch een duidelijk beeld van de situatie ten aanzien van het 

onderwijzen van HDR in de bovenbouw van het voortgezet geschiedenisonderwijs in IJsland. 

 

Onderzoeksvraag 3: Welke opvattingen over doelen en strategieën voor het onderwijzen van 

geschiedenis spelen een rol bij de geneigdheid van docenten om historisch denken en 

redeneren te onderwijzen? 

In de derde studie werd verkend hoe de verschillende manieren waarop HDR onderwezen 

wordt verband houdt met opvattingen van docenten. Volgens de literatuur worden opvattingen 

van docenten als een belangrijke factor beschouwd. Acht docenten van de groep van 27 

IJslandse geschiedenisdocenten uit de vorige studie, werden hiertoe geïnterviewd. Uit de 
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analyse van hun lessen bleek dat zij HDR in verschillende mate onderwezen. Het doel was om 

zicht te krijgen op hun opvattingen over de aard van geschiedenis, de doelen van 

geschiedenisonderwijs en de manieren waarop leerlingen geschiedenis leren. Daarbij werd er 

vanuit gegaan dat de wijze van lesgeven samenhang vertoont met opvattingen. In de studie 

werd verkend of het onderwijzen van HDR gerelateerd kan worden aan opvattingen. Naast 

kennis van het schoolvak, worden opvattingen beschouwd als een van de belangrijkste 

factoren die docentgedrag beïnvloeden (Pajares, 1992; Voet & De Wever, 2016; Yilmaz, 

2008b). Het verband tussen opvattingen en gedrag is aangetoond in diverse studies (c.f. Buehl 

& Alexander, 2005). Maar eerder onderzoek liet ook zien hoe moeilijk het kan zijn voor 

docenten om hun opvattingen terug te laten komen in hun lespraktijk (Huijgen et al., 2019; 

VanSledright & Limón, 2006; Voet & De Wever, 2016; Wansink et al., 2016). Dit heeft met 

verschillende aspecten te maken, zoals eisen vanuit het curriculum, beschikbaarheid van 

lesmaterialen, aantal lesuren geschiedenis, of beelden van de docent over de mogelijkheden 

van leerlingen. Verschillende doelen van geschiedenisdocenten zijn inmiddels beschreven, 

bijvoorbeeld in Nederland (Tuithof, 2017), net als verschillende strategieën (e.g., Nygren, 

2009). 

 

Deze studie betrof een kwalitatieve meervoudige casestudie, waarbij doelgerichte selectie 

(Palys, 2008) werd gebruikt om acht deelnemers te selecteren. De analyse van de lessen met 

het observatie-instrument Teach-HTR liet zien dat deze docenten in verschillende mate HDR 

onderwezen. De acht docenten kwamen van zeven scholen en hun onderwijservaring 

varieerde van drie tot 24 jaar, met een gemiddelde van 10,6 jaar. Voorafgaand aan het 

interview, ontvingen ze de uitkomsten van de analyse van twee of drie van hun lessen, 

gebaseerd op het observatie-instrument Teach-HTR en zoals beschreven in de tweede studie. 

Verder ontvingen ze enkele video-fragmenten van hun lessen die gebruikt werden om het 

gesprek te stimuleren. Alle docenten gaven aan dat de opgenomen en geanalyseerde lessen 

hun normale manier van lesgeven weerspiegelden. Ze vulden ook een korte vragenlijst in met 

vragen betreffende hun motivatie om docent te worden en hun activiteiten in het kader van 

hun professionele ontwikkeling. Er werden semi-gestructureerde interviews afgenomen van 

ongeveer 45 minuten. De focus van de interviews lag op de opvattingen over 

geschiedenisonderwijs in het algemeen en hun persoonlijke doelen. Om informatie te 

verkrijgen over hoe hun professionele identiteit tot stand is gekomen, werd gevraagd hoe hun 

opvattingen over geschiedenisonderwijs vorm hadden  gekregen en of deze opvattingen 

veranderd waren gedurende hun loopbaan.  
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Op basis van de observaties van de lessen, zijn de docenten verdeeld in drie groepen 

afhankelijk van de mate waarin zij HDR bevorderden; in grote mate, beperkt, of in mindere 

mate. De doelen van de twee docenten uit de groep die HDR in grote mate bevorderden 

verschilden van die van andere docenten. Zij waren niet gefocust op het geven van een 

historisch overzicht, zoals de anderen, maar richtten de aandacht op morele lessen die geleerd 

kunnen worden uit het verleden en benadrukten HDR. De derde groep (drie docenten), 

stimuleerde HDR niet op actieve wijze en benadrukte de rol van geschiedenis als 

cultuuroverdracht. Hun instructiestrategieën bestonden uit het overdragen van narratieven en 

het geven van uitleg, terwijl de docenten uit de eerste groep meer leerlinggericht waren en 

projectmatig werkten. Met andere woorden, er was een aanzienlijk verschil zichtbaar in hun 

instructiestrategieën, als ook in hun doelen met geschiedenisonderwijs. Tussen deze twee 

groepen in zat de groep bestaande uit twee docenten die HDR in beperkte mate onderwezen.  

 

In antwoord op de onderzoeksvraag vonden we in deze studie dat de opvattingen van de 

docenten die HDR stimuleerden sterk gerelateerd waren aan hun opvatting van geschiedenis 

als interpretatie en dat ze mogelijkheden creëerden om het kritisch denken van leerlingen te 

ontlokken door het aanbieden van open opdrachten en bronnenonderzoek. In hun opvattingen 

was het belangrijker om de ontwikkeling van vaardigheden te bevorderden dan om historische 

overzichtskennis te geven. De uitkomsten van deze studie laten zien dat het belangrijk is om 

zowel in de initiële lerarenopleiding als in professionaliseringsprogramma’s aandacht te 

hebben voor de rol van opvattingen en de connectie tussen opvattingen en wijze van 

onderwijzen. 

 

Onderzoeksvraag 4: Hoe kan het observatie-instrument Teach-HTR de professionele groei in 

het onderwijzen van historisch denken en redeneren van docenten in opleiding en docenten 

geschiedenis bevorderen? 

De afsluitende studie richtte zich op de mogelijke bijdrage van het observatie-instrument 

Teach-HTR aan professionele groei, zowel in de initiële lerarenopleiding als in 

professionaliseringsprogramma’s. Dat was immers het oorspronkelijke doel waarvoor het 

instrument ontwikkeld was. Er is voor dit onderzoek gebruik gemaakt van het ‘Interconnected 

Model of Professional Growth’ (Clarke & Hollingsworth, 2002) om eventuele veranderingen 

te onderscheiden in de volgende vier domeinen: het persoonlijke domein (kennis, opvattingen 

en houdingen), het praktische domein (professioneel experimenteren), het domein van de 
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gevolgen (opvallende uitkomsten) en het externe domain (bronnen van informatie, stimulans 

of ondersteuning (Clarke & Hollingsworth, 2002, p. 950). Zoals al deze domeinen elkaar 

kunnen beïnvloeden, is het persoonlijke domein ook gerelateerd aan de pedagogische content 

knowledge (PCK) van docenten. PCK wordt wel beschreven als bestaande uit vijf 

componenten: opvattingen over lesgeven, kennis en opvattingen over het curriculum, kennis 

en opvattingen over het leren van leerlingen, kennis en opvattingen over toetsing en kennis en 

opvattingen over instructiestrategieën (Magnusson et al., 1999). 

 

Om de onderzoeksvraag te beantwoorden zijn twee casestudies uitgevoerd. Bij de eerste 

studie namen drie geschiedenisdocenten uit IJsland deel aan een programma voor 

professionele ontwikkeling. Dit programma was ontwikkeld op basis van principes uit andere 

studies (e.g., Desimone, 2009), waaronder een sterke link naar de dagelijkse lespraktijk en de 

docenten als actief lerenden. De docenten hadden, twee, 15 en 32 jaar leservaring. Startpunt 

van het programma was een analyse met behulp van Teach-HTR van twee lessen van elke 

docent. De docenten kozen vanuit het instrument twee categorieën waarop ze zich wilden 

ontwikkelen en gebruikten daarnaast relevante literatuur om lessen te ontwerpen gericht op de 

gekozen categorieën. Een collega-docent observeerde de eerste les en besprak dit met de 

docent. Naar aanleiding van dit gesprek, paste de docent het lesplan aan en voerde het 

opnieuw uit. Dit keer observeerde de onderzoeker. Hierna volgde een retrospectief interview. 

Het programma strekte zich uit over 10 maanden (een schooljaar). Er werden een aantal 

veranderingen in het persoonlijke domein van twee docenten waargenomen. De deelnemers 

gebruikten het instrument om hun kennis te verrijken en hun opvattingen over het 

onderwijzen van geschiedenis veranderden. Dit werd zichtbaar in het praktische domein, waar 

ze experimenteerden met nieuwe of aangepaste strategieën en beloond werden met meer 

gemotiveerde leerlingen (domein van de gevolgen). Deze docenten gaven aan dat het 

instrument, als ook de literatuur, functioneerde als een bron voor groei (externe domein). De 

derde docent had moeite met de interpretatie van HDR en ervaarde geen persoonlijke groei 

tijdens het programma. 

 

In de tweede casestudie heeft een lerarenopleider in Nederland het instrument gebruikt bij een 

groep van zeven masterstudenten in opleiding voor docent geschiedenis. De lerarenopleider 

heeft zelf besloten hoe hij het instrument wilde inzetten. De studenten bereidden een les voor 

met behulp van het instrument en voerden de les uit. Een medestudent observeerde de les aan 

de hand van het instrument. Vooraf en achteraf hebben studenten een vragenlijst ingevuld 
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over hun ideeën over HDR en hun inschatting over hoe vaardig ze zijn om het te onderwijzen 

(‘task value’ en ‘self-efficacy’; Pintrich et al., 1991). De interventie strekte zich uit over drie 

maanden en de studenten werden door hun lerarenopleider begeleid. Gebaseerd op de 

vragenlijsten en de geobserveerde les door een medestudent, was het mogelijk om een lichte 

verandering in het persoonlijke domein te onderscheiden. De waarde die ze toekenden aan het 

onderwijzen van HDR bleef hetzelfde; dit was bij de voormeting al hoog. De lesplannen en 

lesobservaties lieten zien dat alle studenten op een na, in staat waren om HDR in hun lessen in 

te bouwen. Dit gebeurde meestal door leerlingen te laten werken aan opdrachten die HDR 

vereisten (categorie 6 van het instrument) of doordat de docenten in opleiding zelf HDR 

demonstreerden (categorie 2). Een student werd na de interventie minder zelfverzekerd over 

zijn vaardigheid om HDR te onderwijzen. Uit een groepsgesprek met de lerarenopleider, 

alsook uit de vragenlijst na afloop van de interventie, bleek dat de studenten positief waren 

over de bruikbaarheid van het instrument. Het vergrootte hun begrip van HDR en bood 

aanknopingspunten om het te onderwijzen. Echter, sommigen gaven aan dat ze behoefte 

hadden aan meer concrete voorbeelden van docentgedrag. 

 

Het instrument droeg in beide studies bij aan de professionele groei van de deelnemers. Het 

stimuleerde een verandering in hun persoonlijke domein en droeg bij aan hun kennis, 

opvattingen en houdingen ten opzichte van het onderwijzen van HDR. Dit was gerelateerd 

aan een verandering in het praktische domein: er werden bijvoorbeeld nieuwe opdrachten 

ontwikkeld, onderwijsleergesprekken gericht op HDR gevoerd en er werd expliciete uitleg 

gegeven. Het domein van de gevolgen (opvallende uitkomsten) lag buiten de focus van deze 

studie, maar docenten rapporteerden wel dat de motivatie van hun leerlingen toenam en dat ze 

meer uitdagende opdrachten gebruikten. Dus, het observatie-instrument Teach-HTR lijkt een 

veelbelovend instrument te zijn wat kan dienen als bron of stimulans voor professionele groei 

tijdens diverse momenten in de loopbaan van geschiedenisdocenten. 

 

Conclusies en discussie 

Hieronder wordt samengevat wat we geleerd hebben over het instrument zelf, de relatie met 

opvattingen van docenten en het onderwijzen van HDR, het onderwijzen van HDR in IJsland 

en het gebruik van het instrument Teach-HTR voor professionele ontwikkeling en binnen de 

initiële lerarenopleiding, dat wil zeggen implicaties voor de praktijk. 
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De meerwaarde van het observatie-instrument Teach-HTR is dat het inzichten en kennis uit de 

onderzoeksliteratuur over historisch redeneren bijeenbrengt. Deze kennis is gefragmenteerd 

en niet makkelijk toegankelijk voor docenten. Het instrument combineert veel onderzoek naar 

HDR-strategieën, en is sterk verbonden met bestaande wetenschappelijke kennis over 

componenten of aspecten van historisch denken en didactische aanbevelingen om HDR bij 

leerlingen te ontwikkelen. Door dit in een instrument bijeen te brengen en veel punten 

waarover in de laatste twintig tot dertig jaar over is gediscussieerd te operationaliseren, biedt 

het instrument docenten en docenten in opleiding toegang tot de literatuur over de 

componenten van HDR (bijvoorbeeld The big six historical thinking concepts van Seixas en 

Morton (2013) of de drie typen redeneren zoals Van Boxtel en Van Drie (2018) 

onderscheiden). Dit kan goed gebruikt worden voor professionalisering, als docenten 

relevante literatuur kunnen bestuderen gerelateerd aan de specifieke categorie van het 

instrument waar ze zich op willen richten, zoals in de laatste studie is gedaan. Een 

literatuurlijst zou aan het instrument gekoppeld kunnen worden, die regelmatige aangevuld 

wordt. Deze update zou de link met actueel onderzoek versterken.  

 

Het instrument heeft zich vanaf de eerste stappen uit de eerste studie tot aan de laatste stappen 

in de vierde studie verder ontwikkeld. Een eerste aandachtspunt heeft te maken met het meer 

aandacht schenken aan hoe leerlingen HDR leren. Dit punt werd door velen die het instrument 

gezien hebben of er mee gewerkt hebben genoemd. Maar, qua bruikbaarheid moet een 

observatie-instrument relatief kort en precies zijn. We zijn niet bekend met observatie-

instrumenten die zich zowel op het leren van leerlingen als op het gelijktijdig observeren van 

docentgedrag richten. Hoewel het interessant kan zijn om een instrument te ontwikkelen 

gericht op het leren van leerlingen, zien we de focus op docentgedrag als een sterke kant van 

Teach-HTR. Een ander aandachtspunt is het aantal lessen dat geobserveerd is en hoe dit de 

uitkomsten van de observaties kan hebben beïnvloed. Ten derde is het buiten twijfel dat er 

zorgvuldige training nodig is als er meerdere observanten ingezet worden, bijvoorbeeld als 

verschillende docenten of groepen docenten vergeleken gaan worden. Er is verder onderzoek 

naar de betrouwbaarheid en validiteit van het instrument nodig. Ten vierde verdient de rol van 

interpretatie meer aandacht. Ten vijfde, de voorbeelden die bij het instrument zijn opgenomen 

dienen verder ontwikkeld te worden om de bruikbaarheid te vergroten. Hierbij dient ook 

aandacht te zijn voor ethische argumenten, omdat deze dimensie van HDR recent meer 

aandacht krijgt. Ten zesde is er dieper inzicht nodig in de mate waarin het instrument 
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toepasbaar is in verschillende nationale contexten, zoals daar waar geschiedenis geen 

zelfstandig schoolvak is maar geïntegreerd is in mens en maatschappij of ‘social studies’.   

 

Ten aanzien van opvattingen van docenten, hebben we ons vooral gericht op ideeën van 

docenten over hoe geschiedenis te onderwijzen, om zo uit te zoeken of bepaalde opvattingen 

een rol spelen in de neiging van docenten om HDR al dan niet te onderwijzen. De derde 

studie wijst op een verband tussen leerlinggerichte onderwijsbenaderingen met open en 

onderzoeksopdrachten en opvattingen van geschiedenis als interpretatie waarvoor HDR 

vaardigheden nodig zijn. Het is belangrijk om te vermelden dat opvattingen van docenten 

kunnen veranderen, zoals blijkt uit onze vierde en laatste studie over professionalisering, waar 

de docenten nieuwe inzichten opdeden over het vermogen van hun leerlingen om historisch te 

kunnen redeneren door veranderingen in de manier van onderwijzen. Deze bevindingen zijn 

sterk gerelateerd aan de IJslandse context waar docenten niet gewend zijn om hun onderwijs 

vorm te geven vanuit de doelen van HDR, maar meer vanuit bijvoorbeeld kritisch denken en 

burgerschap. 

 

Het was interessant om te zien dat in IJsland het onderwijzen van HDR in een of andere vorm 

in bijna alle geobserveerde lessen in de bovenbouw van het voortgezet onderwijs aanwezig 

was, vaak in nauw verband met het onderwijzen van kritisch denken. Maar, het was wel 

beperkt aanwezig en sommige elementen van HDR werden nauwelijks waargenomen. Omdat 

de lerarenopleiding is georganiseerd over de verschillende schoolvakken heen en er weinig 

ruimte is voor een vakspecifieke benadering, is het belangrijk om in een vroeg stadium 

aandacht aan HDR te besteden, bijvoorbeeld in geschiedenismodules als onderdeel van de 

bachelor. Teach-HTR kan de eerste stappen naar het operationaliseren van HDR  – 

activiteiten waarmee docenten die opgeleid zijn als historicus al wel mee bekend zijn – en van 

het onderwijzen van HDR ondersteunen. Pogingen van deze aard zijn relevant voor 

lerarenopleiders in andere landen waar studenten deel uit maken van een grotere groep en er 

weinig ruimte is voor vakspecifieke didactiek. Het zou ook interessant zijn om onderzoek te 

doen naar de onderbouw van het voortgezet onderwijs om te kijken of de situatie daar al dan 

niet verschilt van die in de bovenbouw, ook gezien de andere onderwijsachtergrond van de 

docenten. Conclusies uit dergelijk onderzoek kunnen handvatten geven voor de initiële 

lerarenopleiding. 
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De uitkomsten van de studies hebben implicaties voor de praktijk, zowel voor de 

lerarenopleiding als voor professionalisering van geschiedenisdocenten. In de studies is het 

observatie-instrument op verschillende manieren gebruikt: om lessen te analyseren en 

docentgedrag te beschrijven, om zicht te krijgen op de relatie tussen opvattingen van docenten 

en de praktijk van het lesgeven gerelateerd aan HDR en ten behoeve van professionele 

ontwikkeling en de lerarenopleiding. We willen benadrukken dat voor het onderwijzen van 

HDR het voorwaardelijk is om HDR te begrijpen. Het instrument Teach-HTR dient niet te 

worden gezien als een toolbox voor docenten of leraren-in-opleiding die geen kennis hebben 

van HDR. Het moet juist gebruikt worden in relatie tot geselecteerde literatuur over de 

verschillende elementen van HDR, afhankelijk van de keuze van individuele docenten. Het 

kan dus functioneren als een raamwerk voor reflectie, vooral als  hierover met mededocenten 

gediscussieerd wordt in een leergemeenschap. Lerarenopleiders kunnen het instrument op 

meerdere manieren inzetten bij opdrachten, gevolgd door of gecombineerd met een 

theoretische bespreking van HDR, zoals in  in het laatste hoofdstuk van deze dissertatie werd 

beschreven.  

 

De implicaties voor ervaren docenten zijn divers. Als zij hun onderwijs in HDR willen 

verbeteren, kunnen docenten het instrument gebruiken om hun onderwijspraktijk te 

onderzoeken en aan te passen. Dit kan op verschillende manieren: ze kunnen beginnen met 

het instrument zelf in te vullen als een zelf-rapportage en reflecteren op hun eigen lespraktijk, 

ze kunnen video-opnames van lessen analyseren, alleen of door samen met een collega 

elkaars lessen te observeren en hierop te reflecteren. Een dergelijke samenwerking binnen een 

school kan een  vruchtbare activiteit zijn. Het geeft docenten de mogelijkheid om zicht te 

krijgen op hun kracht, als ook op hun beperkingen en ze kunnen ontdekken waar ruimte is 

voor verbetering. Het instrument kan ook de kern vormen van een 

professionaliseringsprogramma, als een bron voor ideeën en manieren om HDR te 

onderwijzen. Op die manier, kan het de professionele groei van zowel docenten in opleiding 

als ervaren docenten bevorderen.  
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