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CHAPTER 1
GENERAL INTRODUCTION
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
This dissertation brings together two areas of research, that while important in
their own separate domains, are in critical need of being studied together. In this
thesis, we study tertiary students’ historical reasoning within the context of a
Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) class. In order to approach
teaching historical reasoning in this context, this dissertation explores the use of
a cognitive apprenticeship model.
Historical reasoning has been studied from different perspectives.
Wineburg (1991) identified aspects of historical reasoning, namely sourcing,
historical contextualization and corroboration, as a set of heuristics that
historians use when reconstructing a historical event from sources. Others have
focused on students’ reasoning about and with sources in order to make written
claims about the past (Monte-Sano, 2010; Nokes & De La Paz, 2018). Van Drie
and van Boxtel (2008, 2018) developed a framework of interconnected aspects
important when reasoning in the context of the discipline of history. In their
framework of historical reasoning they define historical reasoning in terms of
reaching justifiable conclusions about processes of continuity and change, causes
and consequences, and differences and similarities between historical phenomena
or periods. In their recent conception of historical reasoning, van Boxtel and van
Drie (2018) emphasize two aspects that play an important role in the studies of
this dissertation: the role of reading and writing, and the importance of students’
epistemic beliefs about history. Reading and writing proficiency plays an
important role because students construct a written historical argument (using
7
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substantive and metahistorical concepts) based upon evidence from historical
documents and other historical sources. Students’ epistemic beliefs about the
nature of knowledge and knowing may also play an important role when students
decide how or whether to construct such arguments (Nokes & De La Paz, 2018).
Instructional methods of promoting such historical reasoning are an
important area of research. Explicit instruction, especially a cognitive
apprenticeship approach has shown promise for adolescents (De La Paz et al.,
2017; Stoel et al., 2017). Importantly, not all aspects of historical reasoning
respond similarly to instruction. While some aspects, such as sourcing, appear to
respond well (Britt & Aglinskas, 2002), others such as historical contextualization,
seem to be more resistant (Nokes et al., 2007) and require further study.
Instructional design may need to consider how to support students’ reading and
writing so that it does not become a barrier to students’ reasoning (Nokes, 2011).
These aspects of historical reasoning are well-studied among secondary school
students in their L1s and among those who speak an L2 proficiently. Less is
known, however, about the performance of students in the tertiary context and
among L2 students.
In this dissertation we focus on one particular setting, that of the tertiary
Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) context. CLIL is an approach
to teaching in which a student learns another language, often English, and
content at the same time (Dalton-Puffer, 2011). CLIL classes may take many
different forms depending on the level of the students and the needs of the
context (Coyle et al., 2010). This is an important context to study since CLIL is
one method used in the European Union to foster the goal of learning additional
languages (Eurydice, 2006). The use of CLIL in Europe is widespread and CLIL
programs can now be found in the vast majority of European countries
(Eurydice, 2017), including in history classes (Dallinger et al., 2016; Lorenzo,
2017; Oattes et al., 2018).
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Using a CLIL approach to learn a content area through another language
appears to be beneficial to students in terms of their language development. In a
review of CLIL research in Europe, Pérez-Cañado (2012) concludes that students
in CLIL programs benefit in terms of the development of their language
proficiency in the L2, particularly in comparison to their peers in traditional
language classes. Students in a CLIL history class, for example, made
comparatively larger gains in listening than their non-CLIL peers (Dallinger et al.,
2016). The evidence for how well students learn content knowledge within a
discipline is less clear (Dalton-Puffer, 2011). In her review, Pérez-Cañado (2012)
concludes that learning in a CLIL setting is not detrimental to learning course
content. However, students in the CLIL history class needed additional
instructional time to make similar gains in content knowledge (Dallinger et al.,
2016) and primary school students in science performed slightly better in an L1
than in a CLIL class (Fernández-Sanjurjo et al., 2019). In another CLIL history
class, however, year 9 CLIL students outperformed their non-CLIL peers on a
content knowledge assessment, demonstrating that learning in an L2 did not
harm the content knowledge of the CLIL students, and may have even helped
(Oattes et al., 2020). Given these inconsistent findings, additional research that
focuses on how well students in CLIL settings learn discplinary knowledge and
ways of reasoning, and how to apply it within a discipline is important (Cenoz,
Genesee, & Gorter, 2013).
Studying disciplinary literacy, such as the genre of argumentative writing
in history, may be a good way to explore the link between the acquisition and
application of content knowledge and language in CLIL pedagogy (DaltonPuffer, 2011; Meyer et al., 2015). In the discipline of history, significant work
exists on the types of language students use when writing (Miller et al., 2014;
Myskow & Ono, 2018). When writing historical narrative, for example, students
are able to use a variety of cognitive discourse functions (Lorenzo, 2017). While
this line of research is critical in understanding the types of language that students
9
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produce, calls for research into the content side of the CLIL context (e.g., Cenoz
et al., 2013) make it clear that further research is necessary. One focus of this
research may be on students’ acquisition of the substantive knowledge of history.
In this dissertation, in contrast, we focus on the skills of reasoning about history
in writing.
This dissertation makes a contribution to the literature by adding a
detailed description of the historical reasoning and epistemic beliefs of
undergraduate L2 students, and exploring how students respond to a cognitive
apprenticeship model of instruction. The studies in this dissertation take place
within a CLIL context, which also provides evidence regarding how to help
students in this context improve their historical reasoning and writing. Since this
dissertation focuses on L2 students, it takes into consideration the role of
students’ reading and writing proficiency in English.

AIM AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS
In this dissertation we set out to study the historical reasoning of a population of
L2 undergraduate students in the context of a cognitive apprenticeship-based
CLIL historical reasoning course, and how to foster the written historical
reasoning of these students. To reach this goal, we first conducted two
descriptive studies that explored the performance of students when reasoning
about the reliability of primary sources and when engaged in written historical
reasoning. Separately, we compared the epistemic beliefs of students and their
written historical reasoning. Following this exploration, we conducted a quasiexperimental study to test our approach towards fostering written historical
reasoning, particularly historical contextualization.

10
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS
The main research question we address in this dissertation is as follows: How do
undergraduate students in a cognitive apprenticeship-based CLIL historical
reasoning course reason about history in writing and what fosters the written
historical reasoning of these students?
This research question is further divided into sub-questions which are
organized around the four studies included in the subsequent chapters. The first
study addresses research question 1 (RQ1): To what extent do undergraduate L2
students make claims supported by arguments when reasoning about the
reliability of a historical source orally and in writing? What difficulties can be
attributed to language proficiency?
The second study addresses research question 2 (RQ2): Does historical
reasoning in L2 students’ writing improve over the duration of a CLIL historical
reasoning course and is the level and improvement in historical reasoning
influenced by reading and writing proficiency?
The third study addresses research question 3 (RQ3): How do students
with different epistemic beliefs reason historically when writing a historical
argument?
The fourth study includes the following two questions: How do
undergraduate students perform on aspects of historical reasoning (claim,
evidence, sourcing, corroboration and historical contextualization) in their
document-based writing before and after participating in a course with explicit
instruction in historical reasoning (RQ4)? What is the effect of explicit instruction
in historical contextualization during a historical reasoning course on
undergraduate students’ document-based writing (RQ5)?

11
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
WRITTEN HISTORICAL REASONING
This dissertation makes use of the historical reasoning framework put
forth by van Drie and van Boxtel (2008, 2018). Van Drie and van Boxtel (2008)’s
multi-part framework proposes that when students reason historically, it is often
to answer a historical question, such as analyzing similarities and differences between
the political systems used at different points in Roman history. These questions
may include those of continuity and change, causes and consequence as well as
similarities and differences. Argumentation is often a feature of such answers since
questions in history may be ill-defined problems. In order to construct the
argument, students use information from sources as evidence and the language of
history when including substantive concepts. As a means of constructing the
argument, students may engage in the use of metahistorical concepts and strategies.
Examples of metahistorical concepts are historical evidence, and continuity and
change. Strategies include procedural knowledge, such as the heuristics of
corroboration and sourcing or analyzing the process of change in terms of tempo
and impact. Finally, students must construct the historical context by considering
the chronology, geography and social characteristics of the time period. These six
interrelated components can be used as a means of studying students’ oral and
written historical reasoning, and is the approach used in this dissertation.
Within van Drie and van Boxtel’s (2008, 2018) framework, this
dissertation focuses mostly closely on written historical reasoning. Specifically,
this dissertation investigates the aspects of written historical reasoning found in
source-based writing. When students engage in source-based writing they may
make an argument to address a historical question based on evidence from
multiple sources, typically both primary and secondary. Source-based writing is
used to evaluate students’ performance in historical reasoning in both classroom
and research contexts (McCarthy Young & Leinhardt, 1998; Monte-Sano, 2010).

12
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Because it has the potential to tap students’ historical reasoning, it is an
appropriate way of both developing competency in and assessing historical
reasoning (Nokes & De La Paz, 2018).
Monte-Sano (2010) has outlined several characteristics of written
historical reasoning that she identified in her analysis of high school students’
source-based writing. First, it is important that students’ source-based writing
includes evidence that is both factually and interpretively accurate. Inaccuracy in, for
example, the chronology of events in the late Roman Republic or Augustus’ role
in these events can affect the overall quality of the students’ argument. In
addition, the evidence should be persuasive both in its amount and the significance
of the chosen evidence. As a part of considering which evidence to use, students
should consider the author by using a sourcing heuristic. The student should also
corroborate by considering evidence from multiple different sources and how or
whether it fits in supporting a claim. Finally, the student should situate the
evidence within its historical context and interpret primary sources from the context
in which they were written. These characteristics overlap with the heuristics
identified by Wineburg (1991) and the historical reasoning components in the
framework put forth by van Drie and van Boxtel (2008).

TEACHING HISTORICAL REASONING THROUGH COGNITIVE APPRENTICESHIP
This dissertation makes use of a cognitive apprenticeship model of instruction.
Cognitive apprenticeship is a model of explicit teaching in which the student is
slowly apprenticed into academic tasks, such as historical writing (Collins et al.,
1991). Within their framework, the method for the cognitive apprenticeship
model includes six parts. The teacher should first model expert behavior in order
to make the thought process visible. For example, the teacher may think aloud
while composing writing or reflecting on a complete essay. As a part of this
model, the teacher also supports the student by scaffolding the task and coaching the
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student through the task. As students learn, they should articulate their
“knowledge, reasoning, or problem-solving processes” (pg. 14) and reflect on their
performance in comparison to that of an expert. Finally, students should explore
by creating their own problems and questions.
Explicit instruction is a well-studied model and has been found to be an
effective means of instruction when teaching historical reasoning and writing (De
La Paz et al., 2017; Reisman, 2012a; Stoel et al., 2017). Importantly for the
context of this dissertation, L2 learners also benefit from explicit instruction
(Goo et al., 2015; Norris & Ortega, 2000).

POTENTIAL FACTORS AFFECTING SOURCE-BASED WRITING
Van Boxtel and van Drie (2018) identified several factors that shape the quality
of students’ historical reasoning, including students’ interest in history,
substantive knowledge, knowledge of the procedural aspects of historical
analysis and argumentation, reading and writing proficiency and epistemic
beliefs about history. In this study we pay attention to two factors that are
considered particularly important for source-based writing in an L2, the role of
reading and writing in history as well as epistemic beliefs.
The Role of Reading and Writing in History (in an L2)
Since the studies in this dissertation took place in the context of a CLIL
classroom, the complexity of reading and writing about history are important
aspects to consider when teaching historical reasoning. When reading, students
must confront the complex grammar and vocabulary commonly used in history.
History textbooks, for example, are written in an abstract manner (Schleppegrell
& de Oliveira, 2006), which is exemplified by their use of structures such as
nominalization (Martin, 1991). Furthermore, the discipline makes use of
substantive concepts, such as democracy, which are both abstract and not easily
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defined (van Drie & van Boxtel, 2008). In addition to the challenge of reading
textbooks, students must also be able to both comprehend and interpret primary
sources, which are challenging partly because of the vocabulary, structure and
historical context needed to understand them (Wineburg & Martin, 2009). Nokes
(2011) concludes that the resulting high cognitive load can be a barrier for
students when reasoning about sources in history and should be considered when
designing instruction.
Source-based writing in history, the particular focus of writing in this
dissertation, can also be challenging because of the complexity of appropriately
integrating multiple sources into a coherent argument. One aspect of such
integration is paraphrasing the information that the student has chosen as
evidence. This can be problematic when students have difficulty in understanding
the sources and may lead some to stay closer to the original sources when writing
(Cumming et al., 2016). When integrating sources into their writing, some L2
students copy strings of words, possibly because of comprehension or languagerelated difficulties (Li & Casanave, 2012; McDonough et al., 2014). This can be
problematic in an interpretive discipline such as history, and should also be a
factor in instruction. Studies of other aspects of students’ historical writing in an
L2 have demonstrated that students are able to use features of historical writing
(Lorenzo, 2017; Miller et al., 2014). Students’ performance in these studies,
however, has been uneven.
Epistemic Beliefs in History
Students’ epistemic beliefs are an important consideration when teaching and
measuring historical reasoning (Maggioni et al., 2009; Stoel et al., 2017). One
theoretical approach to students epistemic beliefs is the four stage model
proposed by Kuhn and colleagues (Kuhn, 2001; Kuhn et al., 2000). In this model,
students progress from the objective-dominant Realist and Absolutist stages,
through the subjective-focused Multiplist stage. The Realist and Absolutist stages
15
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are marked by the belief that reality is objective and can be directly known. Those
who ascribe to Absolutists beliefs may hold that critical thinking is possible, but
use it as means of determining truth. At the next stage, Multiplist, students lose
their belief in an objective reality, and replace it with the belief that reality is
subjective. Because reality is from a knower and not an objective reality, critical
thinking is no longer necessary and all opinions are equally valid. Finally, students
may progress to the Evaluativist stage in which these objective and subjective
dimensions are balanced. At this point, critical thinking again becomes relevant
because it can be used to test the validity of claims.
Following the work of King and Kitchener (2002) and Kuhn and
Weinstock (2002), Maggioni et al (2009) developed a three stage model of
epistemic beliefs specific to the discipline of history. These stages include the
copier stance, which is dominated by beliefs about the objective nature of history.
A second stage, the borrower, is characteristic of a belief that history is subjective.
Finally, the criterialist is a stance in which disciplinary tools and criteria are used to
develop and support claims about the past.
Progressing through epistemic stages is a complex process. King and
Kitchener (2002) report that significant change can take up to a year and occurs
as more of a ‘wave’ than a steady stepwise progression. This wavelike progression
may explain why students can simultaneously hold beliefs in more than one stage.
Epistemic beliefs are important to consider when describing students’
historical reasoning and planning instruction because they can affect
performance (Kuhn, 2001). Students’ beliefs about the nature of knowledge and
knowing may affect how well students comprehend multiple texts (Maggioni et
al., 2010) or an author’s viewpoint (Barzilai & Eshet-Alkalai, 2015). Students’
beliefs may also affect how they make claims, and the types of knowledge they
believe are important in justifying such claims (Greene & Yu, 2014). Because of
the nature of history as a discipline that prizes written source-based
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argumentation, these are important considerations that may mediate students’
performance.

METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS
SETTING AND PARTICIPANTS
This series of studies took place at a small English-medium university in Istanbul
Turkey. The university enrolls around 4000 undergraduate students and 1000
graduate students. Approximately half of all undergraduate students major in
engineering. While all undergraduate students must pass a series of history
courses as part of a liberal arts-style approach, the university does not offer an
undergraduate degree in history.
The university administers an English proficiency exam to incoming
undergraduate students. Those who do not pass the exam must take coursework
in the university’s intensive English preparation program. Most students spend
one to two semesters in the program. Students are around 18-19 years old while
in the program. At the time of data collection, regulations from Turkey’s Higher
Education Council stipulated that all students be capable of completing the
intensive English program in one calendar year regardless of initial English
proficiency, and limited how long a student may study in the program. The exit
of the intensive English program is a B2 level according to the Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR).
The studies in this dissertation were conducted with students in the
intensive English program at the B2 level who were enrolled in a CLIL historical
reasoning course. This course is a standard part of the B2 level course program
and serves as a bridge between the intensive English program and the Englishmedium university.
Students in Turkish schools closely follow the Turkish Ministry of
National Education curriculum which includes three years of required courses in
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history at the secondary school level (T. C. Milli Eğitim Bakanlığı, 2018b). History
in Turkish secondary schools is largely taught through a transmission mode and
all textbooks must be approved by the Turkish Ministry of Nation Education
(Yildirim, 2006). Historical skills such as the use of chronology and interpretation
are nominally a part of the curriculum (Avaroğulları & Demir, 2015). An analysis
of teacher-developed high school history tests in Turkey, however, showed that
the assesssments focused on factual recall (Demircioglu, 2009).
English as a foreign language is a mandatory subject for all four years of
Turkish secondary schools (Kirkgöz, 2009). The most recently published
curriculum requires four hours of classes weekly and outlines the skills and topics
taught at each grade level (T. C. Milli Eğitim Bakanlığı, 2018a).
The features of students’ native language, Turkish in the case of this
dissertation, may have an impact on reading and writing in English. There are
limited structural similarities between English and Turkish, however, structural
differences exist. Many Turkish words are formed through agglutination, in
which meaning is built by adding a series of suffixes (Durgunoglu, 2006). This
type of language requires careful reading to extract the full meaning. Additionally,
sentence order, prepositions and certain verb tenses are used in fundamentally
different ways in English than in Turkish. When writing in English, Turkish
students commonly make errors in these areas (Abushihab, 2014; Köroğlu, 2014).

HISTORICAL REASONING COURSE
The studies in this dissertation are conducted within the context of an existing
historical reasoning course that was originally designed by the author of this
dissertation. This course serves as a bridge between the intensive English
program and the English-medium faculties. It was put into place to help students
better adapt to the types of reading, writing, and reasoning expected of them in
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first year required history courses. A broad outline of the course is provided
below, and is further explained in subsequent chapters.
The course has two primary goals that drive the instructional choices.
The first goal is focused on developing students’ proficiency in historical
reasoning, especially written historical reasoning. The second goal is developing
student’s English reading and writing proficiency, particularly in the context of
source-based argumentative writing in the field of history.
This CLIL course uses a cognitive apprenticeship model to teach students
about written historical reasoning. Specifically, the course introduces students to
the concepts of argumentation (focusing on claim and evidence), historical
contextualization, and the heuristics sourcing and corroboration. Using principles
of the cognitive apprenticeship approach, instructors first model an aspect of
historical reasoning. For example, when students first learned about the concept
of claim and evidence, they were presented with a set of criteria for writing claims
and model claims. Next students engage in guided practice, such as by analyzing
the quality of sample claims based on the criteria. Finally, students practice
independently by writing their own source-based essay with a claim. Students had
multiple opportunities throughout the course to practice and receive feedback on
each element of written historical reasoning. Since the course took place in a
CLIL context, we also included explicit instruction in the language commonly
used in source-based writing in history, including sample language models of the
aspects of historical reasoning featured in the course.
The topic chosen for this course was the late Roman Republic and early
Empire. In particular, we focused on gladiators, and how the topic of gladiators
could be used as a window into the socioeconomics, politics, and cultural values
of the period we chose. We considered two factors in the choice of topic. First,
since the historical reasoning course served as a bridge between the intensive
English preparation program and required undergraduate history courses, we
chose a topic that would be revisited during the following semester. Second, we
19
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chose a topic that was ‘other’ enough for students to be able to critically reason
about, a consideration important in this particular context. Another lesser, but
still important consideration was that gladiators was the topic of a popular
television show at the time we began piloting the course, and therefore, highly
engaging for students.

METHODOLOGY
Scholars have both described and experimentally tested students’ performance in
historical reasoning. Qualitative studies describing features of students’ reasoning
have made use of approaches such as think aloud protocols (Wineburg, 1991)
and textual analysis (Monte-Sano, 2010). Quantitative and mixed methodfocused studies have added measures of students’ content knowledge and
historical reasoning skills (Reisman, 2012a). Experimental and quasiexperimental studies that test the effectiveness of pedagogical approaches are
common (De La Paz et al., 2017; Nokes et al., 2007; Reisman, 2012a; Stoel et al.,
2017; Van Boxtel & Van Drie, 2012).
The studies in this dissertation focus on the study of historical reasoning
in the context of writing. Because of this specific focus, the studies in this
dissertation focus primarily on the analysis of students’ written work, building on
the work in written historical reasoning of Monte-Sano (2010) and van Drie, et
al. (2015).
Because of the different approaches used in these studies, several types
of data are used in order to address the research questions. The studies in this
dissertation first describe how students perform in aspects of historical reasoning,
particularly in consideration of their English proficiency and epistemic beliefs in
history. Based on these descriptions, we test the effectiveness of an intervention.
To address RQ1, we use a qualitative approach. Students’ think aloud
transcripts and their written answer to the task completed in the think aloud were
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collected. Students source-based writing was also collected. The collections of
these different types of data allow for the comparison of students’ source
evaluation in different modes.
RQ2 is addressed through the administration of a measure of students’
English proficiency in reading and writing. This is combined with students’
source-based writing. This data allows us to measure the proficiency of students’
written historical reasoning, and the extent to which their English proficiency
appears to play a role.
RQ3 addresses students epistemic beliefs in history and their connection
to students’ written historical reasoning. Students’ epistemic beliefs in history
were measured through the use of a discipline-specific survey and a task-based
interview. These measures are compared to students’ source-based writing to
understand the potential influence of epistemic beliefs on written historical
reasoning.
RQ4, which questions the written historical reasoning of students before
and after a CLIL historical reasoning course with a cognitive apprenticeship
approach, uses students’ source-based writing as the main source of data.
The final question, RQ5, investigates the effectiveness of an instructional
approach though the use of a quasi-experimental intervention study. This study
makes use of students’ source-based writing, a pre-course measure of interest in
history and a post-course measure of students’ content knowledge. The
combination of these different data sources allows the study to better investigate
potential factors on students’ performance.

ORGANIZATION OF THE THESIS
Evaluating historical sources for reliability, an aspect of sourcing, is a key feature
of historical reasoning. While well-studied among proficient and L1 students, the
performance of L2 students and the role of their English proficiency is not as
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well understood. In chapter 2, we examine the oral and written historical
reasoning of undergraduate L2 students when evaluating historical sources for
reliability and writing with historical sources. This study first examines students’
oral sourcing through think aloud protocols. Using these think alouds, the study
describes students’ overall sourcing proficiency and the different arguments
students use when assessing reliability. Next, students’ oral answer is compared
to their written answer of the same question. Finally, we trace the use of the same
historical sources in their source-based writing. Based on these analyses, we
identify difficulties that students encounter and the pedagogical implications for
teaching source evaluation.
In a study of undergraduate L2 students participating in the cognitive
apprenticeship-based CLIL historical reasoning course, chapter 3 examined
students’ changing performance on historical reasoning and how this was
affected by their English reading and writing proficiency. Students engaged in
written historical reasoning when answering a historical question by using sources
and heuristics such as historical contextualization and corroboration. The course
was designed based on principles likely to enhance historical reasoning and
second language acquisition, and included an overt focus on language form. A
latent growth curve analysis was used to investigate the effect of students’ English
language proficiency on their source-based writing and the changes in their
reasoning over the duration of the course.
Chapter 4 is a descriptive study focusing on epistemic beliefs in history.
This study investigates undergraduate students’ epistemic beliefs in history and
explores the relationship between students’ beliefs and their performance in
written historical reasoning in the context of a historical reasoning course. We
measured students’ expressed epistemic beliefs in history through a disciplinespecific survey, which we compared with students’ performance when writing a
source-based historical argument. A subset of students also participated in a task-

22

CHAPTER 1
based interview to investigate more tacit epistemic beliefs related to the secondorder concept, accounts.
Chapter 5 builds on the lessons learned about students’ written historical
reasoning to focus our explicit instruction more closely on historical
contextualization, an area that was profoundly challenging for students. This
study investigates the historical reasoning of undergraduate L2 students as
measured in their argumentative document-based writing. The study focuses
specifically on students’ performance in written historical contextualization
before and after participating in a historical reasoning course. The CLIL course
was designed using a cognitive apprenticeship model and was based on principles
likely to facilitate students’ written historical reasoning. Conducted as a quasiexperimental study, students in an experimental condition received explicit
instruction in historical contextualization, while those in the control group
participated in a version of the course without a focus on historical
contextualization.
In chapter 6, we discuss the main findings of each study, general
conclusions that we are able to draw, methodological considerations, and
implications for teaching written historical reasoning to students learning in an
L2. This chapter also considers the strengths and weaknesses of the studies and
potential areas of future research.

23
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CHAPTER 2
UNDERGRADUATE L2 STUDENTS’ PERFORMANCE WHEN EVALUATING
HISTORICAL SOURCES FOR RELIABILITY
Evaluating historical sources for reliability, an aspect of sourcing, is a key feature of historical
reasoning. While well-studied among proficient and L1 students, the performance of L2 students
and the role of their English proficiency is not as well understood. This study examines the oral
and written historical reasoning of undergraduate L2 students when evaluating historical sources
for reliability and writing with historical sources. In an analysis of think aloud protocols and
written answers, we find that students are able to reason historically, albeit in a quite shallow
manner. We identify the use of historical contextualization and forming a complete answer as
two areas of difficulty and the co-existing role that language proficiency appears to play in some
students’ performance. A comparison of students’ written and oral answers demonstrates that
while most students score similarly in both modes, written answers are generally less rich in detail.
Finally, we trace students’ use of the same historical sources in document-based question essays.
We find that while students consistently use the historical sources as evidence, they rarely consider
reliability.

Published as: Sendur, K.A., van Boxtel, C. & van Drie, J.P. (2021). Undergraduate L2 students’
performance when evaluating historical sources for reliability. English for Specific Purposes, 61, 1731. Doi: http://10.1016/j.esp.2020.08.004
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INTRODUCTION
In sourcing, a key feature of historical reasoning, a reader considers who has
created the source and the implications of that creator on the intended meaning
(Monte-Sano, 2010; Van Drie & Van Boxtel, 2008; Wineburg, 1991). One of the
purposes of sourcing is to make a claim of reliability. Students’ evaluation of
sources has been studied in many areas, such as climate change, media literacy
and citizenship (Barzilai & Zohar, 2012; Bråten et al., 2009; McGrew et al., 2017;
Walraven et al., 2009), This work focuses specifically on sourcing by
undergraduate L2 students within the discipline of history since sourcing is a key
component of reasoning in history (Van Drie & Van Boxtel, 2008; Wineburg,
1991).
History is an appropriate discipline for those learning an L2 because there
is ample opportunity for speaking (Lo, 2014) and writing (Monte-Sano, 2010).
Empirical studies of sourcing in history conducted using oral language and
writing have informed our understanding of students’ performance and the
difficulties they face in each of these areas (Monte-Sano, 2008; Wineburg, 1991).
Research that explicitly connects school history writing produced after an internal
thought process, however, is needed in order to understand how students
translate their thoughts into writing, and what they choose to include or exclude
in their final written answers. Such research can have significant implications for
instruction, particularly for those teaching English for Academic Purposes
(EAP), since it can inform the types of information and language necessary to
formulate a successful answer.
Language proficiency, particularly the language needed for EAP, is
important when evaluating historical sources, and may pose a significant
challenge for those reading and writing in a non-native language. Nokes (2011)
identifies text comprehension as a major barrier to historical reasoning for some
students. While there is some research that addresses historical reasoning and
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struggling readers (De La Paz, 2005; Reisman, 2012a), much of the research on
sourcing involves students with high levels of English proficiency (Wineburg,
1991) or where the proficiency level is not noted (Britt & Aglinskas, 2002). Thus,
research that focuses on the growing population of L2 students is important.
While recent studies investigate the writing patterns of undergraduate L2 writers
and instructional approaches in the discipline of history (e.g. Miller et al., 2014;
Mitchell & Pessoa, 2017; Myskow & Ono, 2018), studies that closely examine the
sourcing performance and difficulties of L2 students are needed to understand
how they compare to those with higher levels of English proficiency.
This study aims to provide insight into how undergraduate L2 students
reason when evaluating the reliability of English-language historical sources. The
study also investigates differences between participants’ oral and written answers
to a sourcing task as well as the use of the same sources in an essay. Finally, this
study looks into the language-related difficulties that L2 students encounter when
reading historical sources. This research was conducted with native-Turkish
speaking undergraduate students studying in an EAP program at an Englishmedium university in Istanbul, Turkey.

EVALUATING SOURCES FOR RELIABILITY IN HISTORY
Sourcing is a complex but well-studied aspect of historical reasoning. In his
landmark think aloud study, Wineburg (1991) first identified sourcing as a
heuristic that historians, but not students, regularly use when evaluating the
reliability of historical sources. Considering the authorship of a source helps a
reader place it within its genre and historical context. In contrast, Wineburg
(1991) found that a lack of sourcing led to issues in meaning making for at least
some students.
Similar to Wineburg’s (1991) findings, research focusing on writing also
demonstrates that students do not consistently consider sourcing. Monte-Sano
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(2010) found that when writing a document-based question (DBQ) essay, some
high school students acknowledged their sources, however students did not
demonstrate more advanced concepts of sourcing, such as acknowledging the
potential bias of the author. Nokes (2017) classified eighth grade students for the
use and quality of sourcing when writing an argumentative DBQ-style essay and
a related reliability task. He found that few used a sourcing heuristic to strengthen
the quality of the essay. However, when asked directly to evaluate the usefulness
and trustworthiness of sources, more were able to do so. Similarly, Britt and
Aglinskas (2002) found that more students in their study used sourcing after
instruction.
When they do consider the source, students make many different types
of arguments about the extent of reliability, many of which focus on the author’s
background (Rouet et al., 1996). First, students note the author’s position,
including the level of expertise (Barzilai & Zohar, 2012; Britt & Aglinskas, 2002)
and job (Britt & Aglinskas, 2002). Second, access to information in view of the
nature of the author’s participation was also used (Britt & Aglinskas, 2002). A
third important factor is the author’s purpose, or motivation, in writing the
source (Britt & Aglinskas, 2002). The author’s perspective, or bias, was also
considered by some students in Barzilai and Zohar’s (2012) study. Finally,
students considered characteristics beyond the author’s background, such as
when it was produced (Britt & Aglinskas, 2002). Students use this background
information as the basis for their argument about the extent of the author’s
reliability.
These studies demonstrate that, in contrast to professionals, students do
not tend to spontaneously make use of a sourcing heuristic when reading and
writing about historical sources. When they do reason about the reliability of a
historical text, students are capable of making several different types of
arguments. They are not, however, always successful in their attempts. One
reason for the lack of any, or at least sophisticated, sourcing in students’ written
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work may be accounted for by Felton and Herko’s (2004) finding that while
students are capable of oral argumentation, they struggle when translating those
arguments into writing. Or it may be possible that students have learned the
mechanics of sourcing before understanding how and why it is important, similar
to the findings of Lee and Ashby (2000). In combination with common student
misconceptions of what is expected from history writing tasks, such as those
outlined by Greene (1994), students may also not see the value of adding sourcing
as a part of their writing. While studies of sourcing in both written and oral
language have made great contributions to the literature, there is insufficient
research that explores the different types of difficulties that students experience
and the role of students’ language proficiency in those difficulties.

READING AND WRITING ABOUT HISTORY IN AN L2
Textbooks are a heavily utilized resource in many history classrooms (Cohen,
2005; Yildirim, 2006). Reading these textbooks, however, is challenging to
students because of the grammatical structures common to history textbooks,
such as nominalization and reasoning within the clause (Martin, 1991), and the
abstract nature of historical writing (Schleppegrell & de Oliveira, 2006). The
diverse genres and language of historical sources, such as those in ancient
monuments, biographies and poetry may cause even greater difficulty. Wineburg
and Martin (2009) argue that primary sources are difficult for many students to
read because of issues such as “archaic phrasing and obscure terminology, and a
context foreign at best” (p. 212).
While history as a discipline is built on interpretation, this interpretation
is often difficult to discern in history textbooks, which tend to present history as
fact (Unsworth, 1999). In a recent study, Myskow (2018) found that both high
school and university textbooks rarely include judgement of historical actors, a
key factor in sourcing. These features of history textbooks may affect students’
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writing as well, by masking the need to include such features in their own texts.
Teachers may be able to partially overcome this, as Miller et al. (2016) identified
the combination of an argumentative prompt and sources without an overt
argument resulted in more argumentative writing. Similarly, instruction and
writing tasks focused on interpretation seem to show greater gains in
argumentation and historical reasoning than those with a focus on summary and
recall of facts (Monte-Sano, 2008).
L2 students’ concept of themselves as writers may also play a role in how
deeply they engage with sources. Wette (2017) found that most citations of L2
students in her study were used in a manner in which students seemed to defer
to the sources as authorities. As students gain confidence and competence in
source-based writing, however, their approach to sources may change. In their
longitudinal study, Thompson et al. (2013) found that some students started to
more critically evaluate their sources towards the end of the academic year and
incorporate more of their own ideas.
Several recent studies have investigated writing in history in an L2
context. At the secondary level, Lorenzo (2017) identified different cognitive
discourse functions, including evaluation, that students in a Content and
Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) history class were able to include in their
narrative writing. Others have looked at writing patterns in the discipline of
history. Miller et al. (2014) found that undergraduate L2 students with better
essays interpreted source texts in ways that contributed to the overall argument,
while students who wrote essays with lower scores undermined their argument
by, for example, contradicting their own argument with contradictory statements.
In a corpus study of students in a university-level CLIL history class, Myskow
and Ono (2018) describe patterns of evidence students use to support their
evaluations of a historical figure. Two patterns that include the combination of
circumstances, activities, and transformations are identified as more successful
than those who do not include circumstances.
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Llinares and Whittaker (2007) have investigated the differences in oral
and written language by L2 students in the domain of history. In this study,
younger students showed few differences between oral and written production.
A later study compared oral and written production in CLIL and L1 history
classes (Llinares & Whittaker, 2010). In both speaking and writing, L2 students
incorporated less advanced levels of the category circumstances, such as
chronology and location. In contrast, L1 students included more advanced
notions, including causation and manner, in their writing.
These studies have examined the complexity and challenges of reading
and writing in history. While the studies above have shown that L2 students are
able to write using diverse history genres, these studies have not explored in depth
how students evaluate the reliability of the historical sources they use. L1 students
tend not to consider the reliability of historical sources unless prompted to do
so. When prompted, students are able to produce different types of arguments
to evaluate the historical source. It is important to know if L2 students reason
similarly. It is also important to further explore the difficulties that students
encounter in order to help plan instruction that can challenge their
misconceptions and provide the appropriate support to students.
This study uses a multiple modality approach by combining an analysis
of undergraduate L2 students’ oral and written sourcing when evaluating the
reliability of a historical source. We later trace students’ reasoning from the
sourcing task to their DBQ essays. By studying students’ sourcing in different
modalities, we are able to explore the quality of students’ sourcing, difficulties
students encounter in a given mode, and how their sourcing differs in oral and
written modes.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS
The present study addresses the following research questions:

31

UNDERGRADUATE L2 STUDENTS’ PERFORMANCE WHEN EVALUATING SOURCES FOR
RELIABILITY
1. To what extent do undergraduate L2 students make claims supported
by arguments when reasoning about the reliability of a historical source?
2. What difficulties do they encounter that can be attributed to language
proficiency?
3. What differences are there between L2 students’ reasoning about
aspects of reliability during the think aloud sessions and their reasoning
in writing
a. when explicitly asked to make claims about reliability?
b. when asked to use the sources to answer a historical question?
In this study, we would expect that undergraduate L2 students would be
able to make claims of reliability supported by arguments when prompted to do
so.

However,

students

may

experience

language-related

difficulties

comprehending the vocabulary and structures unique to historical sources at the
level necessary to draw appropriate oral and written conclusions about the
reliability of the source, especially as instructor support is removed.

METHOD
PARTICIPANTS
Eleven undergraduate Turkish students at a small private English-medium
university in Istanbul participated in this study. All students enrolled in a
historical reasoning course were invited to participate. Students who volunteered
and could fit interviews into their study schedule participated. (See Table 1 for
participants’ backgrounds.) At the time of data collection, participants were
studying at the B2 level according to Common European Framework of
Reference for Languages (CEFR) in an intensive English program. Each
student’s primary instructor informally assessed the participating student as
strong or weak within the B2 level based on the instructor’s experience working
with students at the B2 level in the university. Students at the university typically
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spend one to two semesters in the program before beginning undergraduate
coursework. Almost half of the students at the university major in engineering.
History is not offered as a major for undergraduate students.
Table 1
Characteristics of Participants
Student

Gender

Intended Faculty

English level

Instructor

S1

M

Engineering and Science

Strong

A

S2

M

Engineering and Science

Strong

B

S3

F

Engineering and Science

Strong

B

S4

M

Management

Strong

C

S5

F

Arts and Social Sciences

Weak

C

S6

M

Engineering and Science

Strong

C

S7

F

Management

Weak

D

S8

F

Engineering and Science

Strong

E

S9

F

Management

Strong

C

S10

M

Engineering and Science

Strong

C

S11

M

Engineering and Science

Weak

C

Note. Relative English proficiency within the B2 level was assessed by each student’s instructor.

DATA COLLECTION
Students S1 through S6 participated in the fall 2016 semester and the remaining
five students participated in the spring 2017 semester. All participants were
simultaneously enrolled in a historical reasoning course as a part of an intensive
English program. The course was taught by five different instructors using highly
scripted lesson plans over 28 hours in the fall semester and 32 hours in the spring
semester.
In the course, students were introduced to the following concepts of
historical reasoning: argumentation, historical contextualization, and source
evaluation and corroboration heuristics. During the course, students were
explicitly taught how to evaluate a source, including which aspects of the source’s
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background to consider when making an assessment of reliability. The course
was structured using a CLIL model (Coyle et al., 2010) in which students learned
about the history of gladiators in the late Roman Republic and early Empire.
Because of the difficulty of reading in history, course instructors supported
students’ reading comprehension through explicit instruction in text annotation.
Specifically, students learned to note main ideas and identify questions. Students’
reading comprehension was also supported through the use of graphic organizers
when reading historical sources, and vocabulary assistance with disciplinespecific and general academic terms.

MATERIALS AND DATA SOURCES
There are three sources of data for this study. We collected students’ written
answers to three Source Evaluations (SE) as well as the transcript of their oral
answer to the same task. We also collected three DBQ per student.
Source evaluation tasks
As a part of the historical reasoning course, students completed three SE tasks
modeled after Wineburg et al.’s (2012) Historical Assessment of Thinking to
assess their proficiency in evaluating the reliability of an historical source. This
task type has been validated by Smith et al. (2019). The tasks were developed by
the first author and the first SE was validated by two post-doctoral researchers
teaching in a first year history survey course. (See Table 2 for an outline of SE
timing and sources.) To validate the task we met individually with the two postdoctoral researchers. We asked them to read the task and think out loud while
answering the question to determine if the question and answer choices were
clear, easy to understand, and historically appropriate. We also presented our
answer key and discussed which answers could be considered accurate and
reasonable given the information available to students. We did not make any
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changes to the task based on the think aloud, but we did add an additional correct
answer to the answer key based on our discussion with the postdoctoral
researchers. We used the feedback from this validation to inform our design of
the other two tasks.
Table 2
Overview of Source Evaluation Tasks
Source Evaluation 1
(SE1)
Lesson 3

Source Evaluation 2
(SE2)
Lesson 4

Source Evaluation 3
(SE3)
Following the course
quiz (S1-S6);
Lesson 8 (S7-S11)

Roman history
lesson focus

Socioeconomics

Politics

Culture and Values

Primary Source

The Deified Augustus by
Suetonius
(biography)

Deeds of the Divine
Augustus by Augustus
(monument)

Satire 6 by Juvenal
(poem)

163 words

125 words

118 words

Flesch-Kincaid Grade
Level: 8.8

Flesch-Kincaid Grade
Level: 10.1

Flesch-Kincaid Grade
Level: 7.3

SE task facts

Fact 1: proximity
Fact 2: position
Fact 3: perspective

Fact 1: historical
context and position
Fact 2: corroboration
Fact 3: purpose

Fact 1: proximity
Fact 2: purpose
Fact 3: perspective

In-class support
before think
aloud

Instructor-led class
discussion of the text
and sourcing
questions.

Reading
comprehension
support provided by
the instructor during
the lesson.

None

When the SE was
completed

Sample answer
modeled by the
instructor
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Each SE took place in the middle of one of the following modules in the
historical reasoning course: socioeconomics, politics, or culture and values. For
example, SE2, which is an account of the accomplishments of the first Roman
emperor, Augustus, took place within the context of the Roman politics unit so
students had necessary background information to help them complete the SE.
The first two tasks were a part of the course during both semesters. The third
task was used in the course during the spring semester; during the fall semester it
was only used for this study.
Three excerpts of historical sources from the Roman Empire were used
for the SEs, and are available in Appendix A. Based on principles from Wineburg
and Martin (2009), we modified all primary sources in the historical reasoning
course by shortening them, simplifying the presentation by including white space
around the primary source, and simplifying the vocabulary and structure. A short
biography of the author was placed in a box above the excerpt of the historical
source. Three additional facts about the author or source were provided below
the excerpt. For the task, students explained in writing “which 1 of the 3 facts
above might cause you to question the reliability of the (author’s) account” as a
source for the unit under study.
The facts for each task were chosen based on the nature of the source
and the historical content studied in the course since students were instructed to
evaluate the reliability of the source within the context of the unit under study.
As noted in Table 2, several types of facts were chosen. For example, Seutonius’
social class was included as fact 3 in SE1 because it could have affected his
perspective of Augustus, and as a part of the unit students had studied Roman
social classes. Proximity denoted when an author lived, position indicated the job
held by the author and purpose pointed to why the author may have written the
source.
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Any of the facts could have been conceivably chosen for a given SE if
supported with an appropriate argument, although some facts required less
interpretation than others.
Thinking-aloud
Students who participated in this study completed each of the three SEs as a
think aloud and provided their written answers. When students were scheduled
to complete the SE task as a part of their historical reasoning course, participants
were pulled out of class to complete the SE task as a think aloud individually with
a trained research assistant or the first author. Prior to the first think aloud,
participants completed a training session with the first author or a historical
reasoning course instructor during which they practiced thinking aloud with
another historical source from the course. Students were instructed to say
whatever came to mind as they worked through the SE task. Procedures similar
to Van Someren et al. (1994) were followed. Students could respond in English
or Turkish.
During the think aloud collection, students could ask vocabulary and
procedural questions, an analysis of which is presented later. Students individually
wrote their answers to each SE during the think aloud session. Our analysis
makes use of both students’ written answer and think aloud transcript. In the case
of S1 and S2, we only used the dictated final answer of SE2 that was included in
the transcription of the think aloud protocol because S1 lost his written answer
and S2 changed his written answer after leaving the think aloud. The written
answer and transcript are used for all other students and SEs.
Document-based questions
After concluding each unit in the historical reasoning course, students wrote a
DBQ essay. See Table 3 for essay prompts. For each DBQ, students were given
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a word count (as a range), a list of sources from the course that could be useful
(including the source from the related SE task), and the aspects of historical
reasoning they should incorporate into their writing.
Table 3
DBQ Prompts and Word Count Requirements
Task prompt

Word count

DBQ1

DBQ2

Describe Rome’s social
hierarchy and explain
one way it affected
people’s lives.
120-150 words

Why did
sponsor
shows?

DBQ3
politicians
gladiator

250-300 words

How
did
Roman
society view gladiators?
Explain two views.
250-300 words

DATA ANALYSIS
All think aloud sessions were audio-recorded, transcribed into c-units and
translated, if necessary. A c-unit has been defined by Loban (1976) as “each
individual predication with all of its modifiers” (p. 9). Within each transcript all
argument chains, consisting of one or more claims and all related arguments, were
identified.
We prepared a coding scheme with two distinct levels to analyze students’
responses to the SE tasks: Argument and Claim. See Appendix B for the coding
scheme. At the Argument level we developed a coding scheme to identify the
reasoning that students used when deciding which fact caused them to question
the reliability of the source. The Claim level assesses each argument chain as a
whole, including the claim of reliability and all arguments that led to the claim.
In order to develop the Argument level of the coding scheme, we first
conducted an extensive literature review focusing on sourcing aspects such as the
author’s purpose, perspective, position and proximity (Barzilai & Zohar, 2012;
Bråten et al., 2009; Britt & Aglinskas, 2002; Nokes, 2017; Nokes et al., 2007;
Wineburg, 1991). We also considered each task and what type of an answer each
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fact might trigger. Based on this analysis, we added two aspects of historical
reasoning: historical contextualization and corroboration (Van Drie & Van
Boxtel, 2008; Wineburg, 1991). When contextualizing, students may consider
when and where the source was written as well as the social conditions of the
time period. Corroboration entails comparing the source with other sources to
identify similarities and differences. In coding the transcripts we encountered
arguments that did not fit into the categories derived from the literature, such as
Exaggeration and Quantify Truth. Students who note exaggeration typically call
attention to the effect it might have on the account whereas those who quantify
truth may believe that an event that had not been wholly corroborated by other
sources must be fabricated. As a result, we added several categories to the
argument level so that each argument could be placed in only one category.
The Claim level was developed to describe the overall quality of the entire
argument chain. Building on the work of Nokes (2017), this level of coding was
used to account for the variety of quality in student work. For example, this level
of coding discriminates between a student who employs historical reasoning at
the argument level to develop a sound claim versus a student who twists historical
reasoning at the argument level to further an incorrect or ahistorical claim. The
categories were created mainly inductively after discussing the coding scheme,
model answers and students’ answers.
After determining the coding scheme, the first and second authors
discussed differences in coding and clarified the coding scheme. Differences were
primarily in determining surface versus elaborate claims, which were resolved by
more clearly defining the two concepts. Two rounds of 40 and 50 randomly
determined claims, 50% and 63% of the sample respectively, were coded.
Agreement was established as .80 (Cohen’s Kappa) during the second round of
coding. The same authors also coded 36 arguments, 28% of the sample. After
coding a second round of 65 randomly determined arguments, 51% of the
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sample, agreement was determined as .75 (Cohen’s Kappa), and the remaining
argument chains were coded by the first author.
Based on the coding scheme described above, we assessed each student’s
final answer to each oral SE task. A student’s answer received one Claim score
to describe the overall quality of the answer. Each different argument a student
used to determine their final answer was also noted using the Argument part of
the coding scheme. In total, each student’s oral SE task received one Claim score
and at least one Argument score.
Students’ written answers were coded at the Claim level of the coding
scheme. The first and second authors independently coded all written answers
with agreement at .63 (Cohen’s Kappa). Differences were resolved through
discussion.
To identify language difficulties, we identified all language-related
questions and evidence of language-related difficulties, particularly reading
comprehension errors, in students’ transcripts.
We analyzed the written and oral answers to each SE task to identify
differences in the two modes. First, each students’ written answer to the SE task
was matched to the corresponding part of the think aloud transcript. Then the
answers were compared to identify similarities and differences between the two
modes. S1 and S2’s SE2 were excluded from this analysis since their written
answers were missing.
Students 7-11 DBQs were analyzed to determine if claims or arguments
from the SE task also appeared in their writing. Their writing was analyzed
because they completed all three SE tasks during the historical reasoning course.
The analysis identified if historical sources were used in the DBQs, if reliability
was considered in the DBQ and if so, how it compared to the oral and written
answers of the SE task.
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RESULTS
REASONING ABOUT RELIABILITY
To address RQ1 regarding students’ ability to reason about reliability, in this
section we discuss students’ arguments and claims of reliability while thinking
aloud based on the students’ final answer to each SE. For this analysis we first
identified each student’s final answer to a given SE by consulting the written
answer. Except in two cases noted in the methods section, this determination
was used to identify the corresponding part of the think aloud which forms the
basis of this analysis. See Table 4 for the claims and arguments made by students,
and Appendix B for further examples of each category.
The vast majority of all claims in the think aloud transcripts were based
on historical reasoning, but many were what we considered to be surface-level
claims. In SE1, S6 questions the reliability of Suetonius because “there was a long
time gap between the period he lived in and the period he wrote in, the period
he lived in and the period he researched in, I believe that it is unreliable” (oral
excerpt 3.1). This can be considered surface level because it does not explain why
the time gap leads to a loss of reliability. In contrast, another student added that
“because of that (time gap) he (Suetonius) can't see lively and it is maybe some
sources can change after he died and he can't reach the success ones” (oral
excerpt 3.2, S4, SEI). This additional reasoning about how the time gap
potentially affected Suetonius’ sources can be considered more elaborate.
When broken down into the stages Coffin (2006) uses to classify history
genres, the most proficient answers appear to have three required stages: 1) an
orientation of the author or source’s background relevant to the other stages, 2) an
evaluation that explains how the source or author’s background may affect the
reliability of the source, and 3) a deduction stage during which the student makes
the assessment of reliability. Less proficient answers typically omit the evaluation
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stage. These stages do not follow a required order and are found in differing
orders in students’ responses.
With the exception of S1, no student had more than one ahistorical claim
as a final answer. Ahistorical claims were based on the students’ personal
conception of history, such as the belief that an event that had not been wholly
corroborated by other sources must therefore be fabricated (AA Quantify truth).
These claims were not supported by historical evidence. Students made a few
claims coded as Historical Claim Incorrect, two of which occurred during a
fundamental language misunderstanding during SE3.
Table 4
Claims and Arguments Used by 11 Students in the Oral SE Tasks (Percentages and
Frequencies)
Ahistorical claim
Historical claim incorrect
Historical claim surface
Historical claim elaborate

SE1

SE2

SE3

18% (2)
9% (1)
55% (6)
18% (2)

18% (2)
9% (1)
36% (4)
36% (4)

9% (1)
18% (2)
36% (4)
36% (4)

HA Corroboration
HA Proximity
25% (6)
7% (2)
HA Historical context
13% (3)
14% (4)
HA Position
8% (2)
15% (3)
3% (1)
HA Perspective
21% (5)
15% (3)
34% (10)
HA Omitting information
8% (2)
5% (1)
3% (1)
HA Exaggeration
4% (1)
15% (3)
HA Purpose
8% (2)
30% (6)
31% (9)
AA Personal opinion
13% (3)
10% (2)
3% (1)
AA Quantify truth
10% (2)
AA Logical fallacy
3% (1)
Note. Claims and arguments for each SE task based on students’ final answers. HA= historical
argument, AA=ahistorical argument. Each student made one claim and at least one argument.

In general, students used arguments triggered by the facts in the SEs.
Accordingly, S7 decides to question Augustus’ account of his actions because “he
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was emperor so he couldn’t be very reliable” (oral excerpt 3.3, SE2). However,
additional arguments, notably Omitting Information and Exaggeration, were
used although they were not triggered by the SE. S5 uses this approach in
completing the same task: “I think Augustus asked the senate to write this text
on the bronze pillars and put it put it up the Rome and the Roman empire because
like the Augustus is the emperor and he might say do what I say…I don’t think
someone writes bad things about himself or her herself and put it all around the
country” (oral excerpt 3.4, SE2). In this case, S5 shows a more proficient level of
source evaluation by indicating how Augustus’ position as emperor might lead
him to be able to omit unflattering information in the source (HA Omitting
Information). Students who used these arguments to reason about the
background information wrote claims scored as Historical Claim Elaborate. This
seems to indicate that students with the highest levels of performance developed
claims containing interpretation based on relevant arguments.

DIFFICULTIES
This section addresses RQ2, and the role that reading comprehension-related
language difficulties may have played in students’ difficulties in historical
reasoning. To understand why students were not able to formulate more
elaborate claims, we conducted a further analysis of students’ think aloud
transcripts, which points to two potential problems.
Difficulties in contextualization
In all three SEs, some students failed to account for relevant historical context.
At its most extreme, as in the case of S1 below, the interpretation is in direct
contrast to stated historical context. In this example, S1 has misidentified both
the author’s audience as gladiators and the purpose as giving gladiators hope.
When he eventually realized that his planned answer was illogical because it
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contradicted the information in the SE task, he seemed to question the veracity
of the background information rather than revise his answer to account for the
available evidence.
Just now I have a doubt about the second [Juvenal’s satires were probably
intended for a rich male audience.] also. I said before Juvenal was intended to…
no I will prefer second information. I’m changing because I don’t want to be
opposed to my previous argument. I said these texts were to give hope to
gladiators the low rank people but male. But in second (fact) it says for a rich
male audience. It won’t be logical to write for rich male audience. And three.
Yes, in this text just in this text it’s criticizing women. Criticizing is not just you
know negative. It can also be positive. So it’s a positive criticizing (oral excerpt
3.5, S1, SE3).

In his final answer, S1 claims that Juvenal has written the Satire to “give
hope to gladiators.” This answer demonstrates a difficulty in historical
contextualization because his reasoning is in direct contrast to what he has
learned about the relative importance of rich males and gladiators in the Roman
social hierarchy.
Other

students

overlooked

historical

context,

leading

to

overgeneralizations or an interpretation unlikely given the context. In this case,
students may have correctly identified features of the author, such as perspective.
When the historical source was not placed into its historical context, however,
the student twisted the interpretation to fit a more modern interpretation. In the
following example, S8 questions the reliability of Juvenal because the student
believes that the author is jealous that women are sexually attracted to gladiators,
an unlikely interpretation for someone living in Juvenal’s Rome.
So, I would say third one [Juvenal wrote an entire satire criticizing women and
their behavior.] makes me questioning the reliability of Juvenal…Because he
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wants to be a gladiator or may be that attraction from women. And, because
they he criticize them, he couldn't attract them so he criticize women. And, he
wrote Satire about women and their behavior (oral excerpt 3.6, S8, SE3).

This

answer

also

demonstrates

S8’s

difficulty

in

historical

contextualization because while the interpretation is reasonable given a modern
understanding of relationships between men and women, it is an unlikely
interpretation for ancient Romans. In addition, S8 has not taken into account that
the author has written a satire criticizing women for other behaviors. The
resulting interpretation focusing on the author’s jealousy of women and
gladiators would not hold up as an explanation for what else the author had
written.
Difficulties in forming a complete answer
Another problem seen across SEs was an incomplete answer. Students in many
cases were able to identify relevant features of the author’s background, but did
not explain why they questioned the reliability or how features of the author’s
background may have affected what the author wrote. One form of the problem
included not directly answering the question. In the following excerpt, for
example, S3 accurately notes the similarities in socioeconomic status between the
author and the senator referenced in the text, and posits a purpose.
I think it is the second one [Juvenal’s satires were probably intended for a rich
male audience.] 'cause I feel he is rich. He has power. He don’t like to lose a
man who has power lose his wife. It makes him afraid…Questioned reliability
of Juvenal’s account because he is a rich man and he has um same view with the
senator. He may also afraid lose his wife or something for a gladiator (oral
excerpt 3.7, SE3).
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S3’s answer above is incomplete, however, because the student does not
explain her reasoning by alluding to why the features cause her to question the
reliability nor speculate how the source might be affected.
In contrast, S6 (below) also points out relevant features of the author’s
background, notably the author’s purpose, and explains how Juvenal’s purpose
might affect what he has omitted from his account.
I think fact 3 [Juvenal wrote an entire satire criticizing women and their
behavior.] cause me to question to the reliability of the Juvenal’s account
because his purpose is to criticize corruption in the Roman his..society. So he
doesn’t think the women’s the people in the Roman society act what they do.
He doesn’t agree with what Romans doing what Roman society is doing. And
he doesn’t he clearly he doesn’t agree with the idea that gladiators are desirable.
So his purpose is to criticize this and that’s why he’s mentioning this like it’s a
very very bad thing and he’s saying only the bad parts of it. So I think Juvenal is
not reliable because of this (oral excerpt 3.8, SE3).

S6‘s answer above is complete because it includes an assessment of
reliability, relevant background information and goes a critical step forward in
also reasoning about how the author’s purpose might affect what is written. This
reasoning is generally the missing component in claims scored as a Historical
Claim Surface.

THE ROLE OF LANGUAGE
This section also addresses RQ2 by reporting on the role of language in students’
comprehension of the historical sources based on the types of language-related
questions and misunderstandings in the think aloud transcripts.
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Language questions
All think aloud protocols were analyzed to identify student-specified language
difficulties.

Seven students made a total of 17 requests for definitions,

translations, or a request for a word form during SE2 and SE3. Of these, S1 asked
five of the questions during SE3. According to a profile of the requested words,
approximately half were from the 2000 most frequently used words in English,
such as ‘improve,’ and the other half were discipline-specific words not found on
a word list, such as ‘corruption’ (Cobb, n.d.; Heatley et al., 2002). One word,
‘significance,’ was from the academic word list. No word was requested twice,
and a definition or translation was sufficient. In addition to these requests, one
student commented twice on the difficulty of writing.
Language-related difficulties
During the analysis, we identified six transcripts featuring a fundamental
misunderstanding of some major concept in the historical source that appear to
be related to language, such as a misidentification of the audience or the author’s
purpose. In four cases the student was not aware of the misunderstanding and in
two further cases the student was unable to successfully repair the
misunderstanding, in all cases leading to a flawed interpretation.
Two misunderstandings took place in SE2 and four during SE3. This
corresponds to a decrease in the amount of support from instructors, as noted in
Table 2. Of the four students who had misunderstandings in SE3, three involved
a misunderstanding of the intended audience.
S9 is an example of a case in which the student seems unaware of the
misunderstanding. In this case, the student has misunderstood that the author,
Juvenal, is praising the female character when in reality Juvenal is criticizing her.
Okay here the writers says about the gladiator's wife. He praised him her very
much. The question said that which of the three facts above might cause you
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question the reliability of this account. So not this one. I think author's satire
were probably intending for a rich male audience is causes me to question the
reliability because the writer talk about only the woman Eppia who is the
senator's wife. In that time there weren't only rich male audience. There were
also normal women. There were also citizens and woman praised her because
she thinks her children and country. But every woman, but not only…It looks
dumb…But like every woman…I can’t seem to do this (oral excerpt 3.9, S9,
SE3).

In the final part of the excerpt above, S9 appears confused at Juvenal’s
praise for this lone aristocratic woman, Eppia. As she does not realize her
misunderstanding that Juvenal is actually criticizing Eppia’s behavior, S9’s answer
is illogical. S9’s answer shows how an inaccurate understanding of one aspect of
the source can lead to a completely flawed interpretation.
Inaccurate comprehension of the historical sources may hinder students’
ability to reason historically about the historical sources as these language-related
difficulties seem to have been a factor or at least a co-occurrence in the two
problems discussed in the previous section: discounting historical context and
not formulating a complete answer. All of the students who had major
comprehension errors in SE3 also had an error in at least one of the other two
categories. Of the students without major comprehension errors, only two had
errors in the other two categories.

COMPARISON OF ORAL AND WRITTEN SE TASKS
This section addresses RQ3 by reporting how students comment on reliability in
oral and written modes. In this section, we first present a comparison of students’
oral and written answers to the SE task. Next, we trace the use of the sourcing
information from the SE task to students’ DBQ essays written using the same
historical sources.
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Similar to the oral answers, students’ written answers with a Historical
Claim Elaborate score typically included an orientation stage with relevant
background information about the source or author, a deduction stage with an
assessment of reliability, and an evaluation stage with reasoning that explained a
potential effect on the source or a detailed explanation of the assessment, as in
the following written answer:
His [Juvenal’s] purpose is to criticize this behaviors and he is clearly not agree
with the idea that gladiators were desirable. So he is only talking about the bad
sides of this. That is why Juvenal is not reliable (written answer 3.10, S6, SE3).

In this example, S6 indicates Juvenal’s purpose, reasoning about the
potential effect of omitted information on Juvenal’s account, and assesses
reliability. In contrast, Historical Claim Surface scores typically omit the
reasoning about how the author’s background may affect the reliability of the
source.
When comparing the oral and written scores, there was a difference in
nine of the 31 scores. Five written scores were lower than the oral score. While
not a significant number, it is somewhat concerning that four of these scores
were of the only ten Historical Claim Elaborate scores given during the think
aloud. In these four cases, the oral answer contains an explicit argument outlining
how the information might be affected by the author’s background, which is
missing from the written answer. This omission is the primary reason that these
written scores are lower than the oral scores.
One such instance occurs in S5’s answer to SE3. In the following
transcript, she speculated as to the author’s actual motivation and the financial
relationship between the author and a possible patron, whereas none of this
speculation is included in the written answer.
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Think Aloud Transcript (excerpt)
We really don't know who he is. Maybe he
might needs some money and he might be
writer and some rich men just says write
this and I am gonna give you money.
Maybe, I don't know. It's like this it's made
for maybe for just for rich males and
maybe like making woman feel bad about
theirselves, like who is thinking about
leaving the leaving their husband. So like it
says you are leaving your children. You are
leaving your country. You are leaving your
husband or something. So I think it's for
rich males for like staying to make their
women stay with them. So it might not be
reliable and I don't know. (oral excerpt
3.11, S5, SE3)

Written Answer (complete)
This might be written with a rich man’s
opinion to make their wives’ feel guilty
if they were thinking about prefer a
gladiator. Saying that they were leaving
their children and sisters behind might
make them feel guilty. (written answer
3.12, S5, SE3)

The lack of this reasoning step resulted is a lower written than oral score
for S5. S3 provides a further such example of a lower written score. In the oral
answer, the student makes the point that Augustus might make “himself seems
more better” because he wants to be remembered. While the purpose, being
remembered, is present in the written answer, the reason she decides not to trust
him, because he might make himself seem better, is omitted.
Think Aloud Transcript (excerpt)
But the third one Augustus asked the
senate to write this text on bronze pillars
and put it up in Rome, and around the
Roman Empire. When I read it, I can see
Augustus wanted to remembered by his
people. He want to remembered by I'm
with what he did. And I feel he has a little
ego…So I feel it's not reliability
enough…Augustus asked the senate to
write this so from that I can understand he
want to remembered by his people with

Written Answer (complete)
Augustus asked the senate to write this
so from that I can understand he wants
to be remembered by his people with
what he did when he was alive. He is
trying to say he built the empire with
those bronze pillars. So I don’t think this
text is reliability. (written answer 3.14,
S3,SE2)
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what he did when he was alive. I think
with that he want to say I made this Rome
I made this city I and I made this Roman
Empire. So he trying to say this so I feel
he is talking about himself and his making
himself seems more better so I think it is
not reliable. (oral excerpt 3.13, S3, SE2)

The other differences between written and oral scores were four written
scores that were better than the oral scores. In three of these cases, ahistorical
reasoning or inaccurate historical contextualization in the oral answer was
omitted from the written answer.

THE USE OF SOURCE EVALUATION IN STUDENTS’ DBQ WRITING
As a part of RQ3, the DBQs of S7-S11 were analyzed to determine if aspects of
their sourcing from the SEs also appeared in their DBQ writing. See Appendix
C for a complete DBQ. All five students cited at least one historical source as
evidence in each of the three DBQs. In most cases, the historical source from
the SE task was used. Although students consistently used historical sources as
evidence, there are only four total instances across all fifteen DBQ essays that
include an assessment of an SE source. In two of these four cases, the student’s
assessment of reliability openly questions the reliability of the source used as
evidence for the DBQ. For example, S7 questions the reliability of her source
Juvenal because “he was not objective because of the exaggeration and he
criticize only from one perspective (DBQ excerpt 3.15, SE3).” This negative
assessment undermines her argument by calling into question the accuracy of one
of her sources.
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
In this study, we examined L2 students reasoning about the reliability of historical
sources during an EAP course. As expected based on RQ1, most students were
able to make claims of reliability about historical sources when prompted by the
SE task. While studies have been conducted with those proficient in English
(Britt & Aglinskas, 2002; Wineburg, 1991), this study adds to the literature on
how L2 students evaluate the reliability of historical sources and demonstrates
that these undergraduate L2 students can assess the reliability of historical sources
in topics outside of their planned area of study. It also shows, however, that their
analysis is not well elaborated and is prone to misunderstandings.
Previous studies (Barzilai & Zohar, 2012; Britt & Aglinskas, 2002; Rouet
et al., 1996) identified different types of arguments used by students to evaluate
reliability. The present study adds the ahistorical reasoning-based arguments,
logical fallacy and quantifying truth. Identifying students’ ahistorical reasoning is
important so that teachers can effectively predict and plan their instruction to
challenge such misconceptions.
In response to RQ2, we expected students to have language-related
difficulties when reading and assessing the reliability of historical sources. We
found that some, but not all, students struggled with reading comprehension,
especially as instructor support was removed. SE3, which was completed without
support, appears to have presented the most challenge for students and may best
illustrate what these students were able to complete independently. As a part of
this analysis, we also identified two areas of difficulty that appear to co-occur
with language-related difficulties: the misuse of contextualization and forming a
complete answer. The finding regarding contextualization is similar to other
studies with L2 students in both written and oral production (Llinares &
Whittaker, 2010; Myskow & Ono, 2018). Further studies comparing how

52

CHAPTER 2
students reason about sourcing in an L2 versus an L1 may shed further light on
the extent of the effect of L2 proficiency on their reasoning.
RQ3 examines students’ oral and written answers to the SEs. A
comparison of students’ oral and written answers offers some support for Felton
and Herko’s (2004) conclusion that students have difficulty translating oral
language into a written answer. While a think aloud is not a dialogue, the oral
nature of the task seems to have led students in our study to benefit in similar
ways, resulting in richer claims in the think aloud than in the corresponding
written answer, even when the score did not change. However, students’
reasoning in this small scale study is generally superficial in both the oral and the
written answer. A subsequent study in which more students score highly during
the think aloud component may give a better indication of the extent that
translation is an issue for these students.
This study also demonstrates that when writing DBQs, students were
able to use the sources from the SEs. Few students, however, included an
assessment of reliability in their writing, similar to studies by others (Monte-Sano,
2010; Nokes, 2017). Half of the assessments undermined the students’ arguments
by calling the reliability of a cited source into question. This is similar to that
found in the writing patterns of lower scoring essays in the study by Miller et al.
(2014). It is possible that since students are required to consider the reliability of
the source in their DBQ and the SE focuses on negative aspects of reliability,
that students include these assessments without realizing that they have damaged
their own argument in the process.
Beyond the evaluation of historical sources, this study demonstrates that
students need instruction to help them identify what aspects of their thought
process to include in a written answer, as well as how to meaningfully incorporate
sourcing into a DBQ. Teachers may, for example, provide specific criteria for
what should be included in a successful answer. Based on the results of this study,
that may include three stages: 1) an assessment of reliability, 2) pertinent
53

UNDERGRADUATE L2 STUDENTS’ PERFORMANCE WHEN EVALUATING SOURCES FOR
RELIABILITY
background information about the author or source and 3) an explanation of how
the background information has resulted in the assessment of reliability. While
this level of explicit instruction may be useful for novices in general, it is
particularly the case for those struggling with combining the complexity of
historical reasoning, reading comprehension, writing and language in the context
of an EAP course.
Teachers will need to carefully consider the goals of a course or activity
when deciding on support levels for students, particularly those learning in a nonnative language. If historical reasoning is a primary goal, then it will be important
to continue to provide language support and check comprehension for students
who struggle to read historical sources. Instructors can help students cope with
reading comprehension of historical sources by pre-teaching vocabulary,
selecting simple sources, and modifying difficult sources for vocabulary and
structure (Nokes, 2011; Wineburg & Martin, 2009). If, in contrast, language
drives the course, then instructors will need to consider how to ensure a
reasonable interpretation of the historical sources. In language-focused EAP
courses, teachers may also choose structures to highlight or explicitly teach. In
this course, causative language to help explain the reasons for a student’s
evaluation or graded language to temper the student’s claim may be appropriate
in helping students produce an answer using the criteria described above and
further develop their English for Academic Purposes.
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HISTORICAL REASONING IN AN UNDERGRADUATE CLIL COURSE:
STUDENTS’ PROGRESSION AND THE ROLE OF LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY
In a study of undergraduate L2 students participating in a Content and Language Integrated
Learning historical reasoning course, we examined students’ changing performance on historical
reasoning and how this was affected by their English reading and writing proficiency. Students
engaged in written historical reasoning when answering a historical question by using sources and
heuristics such as historical contextualization and corroboration. The course was designed based
on principles likely to enhance historical reasoning and second language acquisition, and included
an overt focus on language form. We found that students were able to reason historically at an
emerging level of proficiency. The markers of historical reasoning present in their writing were
neither significantly flawed nor highly proficient. A latent growth curve analysis was used to
investigate the effect of students’ English language proficiency on their source-based writing and
the changes in their reasoning over the duration of the course. We found that students’ English
proficiency level did not predict either their reasoning or changes in their performance during the
course. Students at differing levels of English proficiency improved similarly.
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INTRODUCTION
The European Union has identified multilingualism as an educational goal
(Eurydice, 2006). One way of achieving this goal is through Content and
Language Integrated Learning (CLIL), in which students learn content through
an L2 (Coyle et al., 2010). CLIL is offered in secondary schools in many European
Union countries, particularly in the social sciences and sciences (Dallinger et al.,
2016; Eurydice, 2006; Lorenzo, 2017) and can also be found in universities
(Myskow & Ono, 2018).
The complexity of writing in history, particularly in an L2, may necessitate
an explicit focus on language form and production, so students can fulfill the
expectations of genres often used in history. Writing in history typically involves
integrating multiple sources to construct an interpretation supported by the
available evidence (Monte-Sano, 2010). Furthermore, it involves markers of
historical reasoning, such as the use of historical contextualization (Van Drie &
Van Boxtel, 2008). The language of historical reasoning, however, is challenging.
The text structure, such as the use of nominalization, and archaic vocabulary in
historical writing makes reading challenging (Berkeley et al., 2016; Martin, 1991;
Wineburg & Martin, 2009), while source-based writing can be difficult because of
the demands when citing (Shi, 2012) and integrating multiple sources (Cumming
et al., 2016).
History education researchers have investigated middle and high school
students’ historical writing (De La Paz, 2005; Monte-Sano, 2010). Cognitive
apprenticeship and explicit instruction are promising instructional approaches for
teaching historical reasoning and writing at the middle (De La Paz et al., 2017)
and secondary levels (Monte-Sano, 2008; Stoel et al., 2017). However, much of
the research on students’ writing from history education focuses on L1 students,
and less is known about how L2 students perform with similar tasks and whether
cognitive apprenticeship is an appropriate model for L2 students as well. This is
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important to investigate since the complexity of writing in history may be likely
to pose a challenge, particularly for students writing in an L2.
L2 students’ history writing has also been studied from a language
perspective. Studies have explored markers of historical literacy in students’
writing (Lorenzo, 2017), as well as university students’ biographical (Myskow &
Ono, 2018) and argumentative writing (Mitchell & Pessoa, 2017). These studies
provide insight into L2 students’ use of language to write about history. Studies
from the perspective of history education are also needed to better understand
L2 students’ performance and inform research into instructional approaches that
promote both content and the academic language needed in a successful bilingual
education program.
This descriptive study focuses on undergraduate Turkish students’
performance when composing source-based writing in English during a CLIL
historical reasoning course. We investigate changes in students’ historical
reasoning over the duration of the course and if performance is influenced by
language proficiency.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
HISTORICAL REASONING IN SOURCE-BASED WRITING TASKS
History is an interpretative discipline rooted in evidence. Historical writing serves
multiple functions, such as the novel interpretation of evidence or a response to
others’ interpretations (Nokes & De La Paz, 2018). In their writing, historians
construct an argument based on their interpretation of available evidence (Carr,
1990; Stanford, 1986/1995). When considering which evidence to use and how
to frame it, historians employ sourcing, contextualization and corroboration
heuristics (Wineburg, 1991).
Coffin identified three genres in secondary school history writing:
recording, explaining and argument (2006). Argumentation, the most cognitively
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complex of these genres, is typically seen as the most privileged. In history
education, students often use argumentation in the context of source-based
writing.
In history, when students write a source-based argument they (may)
engage in historical reasoning. Van Drie and Van Boxtel (2008, p. 89) define
historical reasoning “an activity in which a person organizes information about
the past in order to describe, compare, and/or explain historical phenomena.”
Researchers have investigated individual components of historical reasoning in
students’ writing, primarily in students’ L1s. We focus on the following
components featured prominently in the historical reasoning course under study:
the use of evidence from sources, historical contextualization, and heuristics such
as sourcing, and corroboration.
Students’ conceptions of evidence in history differ, varying from those
approach sources as verifiable information to others who understand that
evidence must be contextualized (Lee & Shemilt, 2003). When writing, some
students are able to use accurate and persuasive evidence, but other struggle with
forming a correct interpretation, possibly because of problems when reading
sources (Monte-Sano, 2010). In a comparison of eighth and eleventh grade
student, older more competent writers included more sources than younger
poorer writers (De La Paz et al., 2012). Writers with higher scores used more
argumentative strategies in the writing, such as the use of examples. Nokes et al.
(2007) reported that while many students used sources as evidence when writing,
there was little change after instruction.
In historical contextualization, the writer considers when and where the
source was produced (Wineburg, 1991). This appears to be a lesser-used heuristic
in student writing, and not as prone to improvement compared to other features
of historical reasoning. When writing, some students were able to incorporate
information to help the reader better understand the historical time period
(Monte-Sano, 2010). Others, however, included inaccurate evidence or an
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interpretation contrary to the writer’s intent. De la Paz et al (2012) also found that
better writers were able to use contextualization, in contrast to poorer writers.
Van Drie et al. (2015) found that students in general scored low on
contextualization in writing an argumentative text. The use of contextualization
across all intervention groups in another study was so low as to prevent analysis
(Nokes et al., 2007).
When reasoning about history, historians consider who has created the
source, which may take the form of assessments of reliability or usefulness
(Wineburg, 1991). Some high school students’ historical writing included limited
levels of sourcing, including references to authors or documents (Monte-Sano,
2010). Others failed to note information about the source; none assessed
reliability. The quantity and quality of sourcing in eighth grade students’ writing
varied greatly (Nokes, 2017). While most students do not spontaneously include
sourcing in their essays, high school and university students can include more
source-related information with instruction (Britt & Aglinskas, 2002).
Historians corroborate by comparing multiple sources for similarities and
differences (Wineburg, 1991). Students can corroborate to some extent. High
school students used evidence from multiple documents to support a claim
(Monte-Sano, 2010). While students used corroboration less than sourcing,
students in Nokes et al’s (2007) study trained in a corroboration heuristic using
multiple texts scored higher on the corroboration posttest than those who studied
textbooks. Better writers in de la Paz et al’s (2012) study also used corroboration
in their writing.
These studies demonstrate that (primarily L1) students from middle
school to university can use features of historical reasoning in their writing. Some
features, such as historical contextualization, appear to develop less with
instruction. Nokes and de la Paz (2018) conclude that writing in history benefits
students in terms of knowledge transformation, the development of content
knowledge and literacy skills.
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THE POTENTIAL ROLE OF READING AND WRITING PROFICIENCY IN SOURCE-BASED
WRITING
Reading sources may be challenging because of the abstract nature of historical
writing. While history textbooks are not overly technical, features such as
nominalization make comprehension challenging (Martin, 1991). Texts in history
can also make interpretation difficult for students, for example, by hiding the
author’s interpretation (Unsworth, 1999). In addition to its abstract nature,
organizational structures and genres in textbook writing also prove challenging.
When history is presented as a list of facts, students find it difficult to understand
how information forms a coherent narrative (Schleppegrell et al., 2004).
Textbooks tend to include multiple genres, particularly recording and explaining
genres, increasing the variety students encounter (Coffin, 2006). The diversity of
genres and linguistic features in primary sources provides an even more significant
challenge than secondary sources.
Source-based writing is a cognitively demanding task, but the role of
language proficiency is not entirely clear. Some features of students’ writing may
be independent of language, such as the evidence students choose (Keck, 2014)
and overall text quality in source-based argumentative writing (van Weijen et al.,
2019). This has implications for bilingual education if source-based writing
instruction in an L2 can impact similar writing tasks in an L1. Students’
proficiency may depend partly on their prior knowledge in the discipline and their
experience in writing (Cumming et al., 2016). Novice L1 and L2 undergraduate
writers both paraphrased more extensively when writing a summary than
experienced L1 and L2 students (Keck, 2014).
It is possible that writing may be affected by students’ L2 proficiency.
When focusing on features such as grammar uses up working memory, the overall
message can be affected (Schoonen et al., 2009; Weigle, 2002). Language
proficiency may also affect how students write with sources. L2 students may be
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more likely to stay close to the original text, possibly because of difficulty in
comprehension (Cumming et al., 2018; van Weijen et al., 2019). This can be
problematic in history, in which original interpretation is valued. Despite these
challenges, recent studies have shown that L2 students at the secondary and
university level can produce writing with features of historical reasoning, such as
the use of evidence and elements of historical contextualization (Lorenzo, 2017;
Miller et al., 2014; Myskow & Ono, 2018).
Instruction appears to influence students’ historical reasoning, but there
have been inconsistent findings regarding the role of students’ reading and writing
proficiency. All students, including the small percentage of L2 students, showed
improvement from one disciplinary writing intervention, but proficient readers
benefitted more (De La Paz et al., 2017). In contrast, students in another writingfocused study improved their historical reasoning after instruction, but there was
no difference between students with high and low writing proficiency scores (Van
Drie et al., 2015) or between students with differing levels of reading proficiency
(De La Paz et al., 2014). In a reading-focused intervention, all students improved,
particularly struggling readers (Reisman, 2012a).
Given the complexity of reading and writing with historical sources, and
the conflicting findings regarding the influence of reading and writing proficiency
on students’ historical reasoning, it is important to consider the potential
influence of students’ reading and writing proficiency when studying how
students write about history with sources.

CLIL IN THE HISTORY CLASSROOM
Because of its focus on writing, interpretation and argumentation, history is wellsuited for CLIL. With additional instructional time, students in a CLIL history
class were able to make similar gains in content knowledge, and comparatively
larger gains in listening compared to their non-CLIL peers (Dallinger et al., 2016).
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Humanities courses, such as history, also tend to involve more speaking
opportunities for students (Lo, 2014), building both content and language skills.
Because of the complexity of reading and writing in history, however, a CLIL
history course may need an explicit focus on language.
In their 4Cs Framework, Coyle et al. (2010) emphasize the integration of
content and communication together with cognition and culture as principles for teaching
a CLIL course. Based on Westhoff’s (2004) formulation of best practices in
second language acquisition, de Graaff et al. (2007) developed an observational
tool for CLIL teachers that focuses on the use of meaningful and comprehensible
input, an overt focus on language form, pushed output and strategic learning.
While these works consider language an important aspect of CLIL pedagogy, de
Graaff et al. (2007) found that teachers rarely focused on language form. In other
studies as well, CLIL teachers also had a greater emphasis on content than
language (Morton, 2010; Oattes et al., 2018). It would therefore be valuable to
study how students progress in their historical reasoning in a CLIL course with a
more overt focus on language.
Written historical reasoning in history education is well-studied among
various age groups, but has rarely focused on L2 students or CLIL contexts.
When included, like in Nokes et al (2007) and de la Paz et al (2012), the percentage
of the population is often low and proficiency levels are not included. It is
therefore difficult to draw conclusions about the impact of language proficiency
on students’ written historical reasoning, and whether instruction works similarly.
Language may be a factor in L2 students’ historical reasoning and writing, though.
In an earlier study (in press) of undergraduate L2 students, we found that when
language interfered with reading comprehension of a primary source, their
reasoning also had errors. We therefore believe it would be valuable to investigate
the written historical reasoning of L2 students, whether their historical reasoning
changes with instruction and the role of language proficiency.
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS
Our research question is: Does historical reasoning in L2 students’ writing
improve over the duration of a CLIL historical reasoning course and is the level
and improvement in historical reasoning influenced by reading and writing
proficiency?
We would expect students’ historical reasoning to improve over the
duration of the course. Students at higher levels of English proficiency may
demonstrate higher levels of historical reasoning and more change in their writing
than those at lower levels.

METHODOLOGY
PARTICIPANTS
Sixty-three non-native English speaking undergraduate students in a preuniversity intensive English program at a small English-medium university in
Istanbul, Turkey participated in this study. Eight students were excluded because
of an incomplete dataset or because they did not complete the course. See Table
1 for student demographics. Most students complete one to two semesters of
intensive English before beginning undergraduate coursework, and are around 18
to 19 years old. Approximately 45% of students major in engineering. Students
were at the B2 level of the Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages. Data collection took place during a CLIL historical reasoning course
that serves as a bridge between the intensive English program and a series of
required history courses.
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Table 1
Student Gender and Intended Area of Study (N=55)
Gender
Male

Female

35

20

Intended Area of Study
Arts and Social Engineering
Sciences
5
46

Management
4

Note. The university does not offer an undergraduate degree in history.

HISTORICAL REASONING COURSE
This CLIL course had the dual purposes of teaching historical reasoning and
English. Over eight weeks, (four hours weekly, 32 hours total), students were
incrementally introduced to the historical reasoning components source
evaluation, argumentation, corroboration and historical contextualization (Van
Drie & Van Boxtel, 2008; Wineburg, 1991). Argumentation focused on claim and
evidence as features of disciplinary writing (Monte-Sano, 2010). See Appendix D
for a lesson overview. Students learned historical reasoning through explicit
instruction using a cognitive apprenticeship model (Britt & Aglinskas, 2002;
Collins et al., 1991; De La Paz et al., 2017; Stoel et al., 2017). Cognitive
apprenticeship is a model of explicit teaching in which students learn from expert
models with substantial support in the form of coaching and scaffolding, which
is withdrawn as students demonstrate competent performance (Collins et al.,
1991).
Students studied gladiators during the late Roman Republic and early
Empire. Units included socioeconomic class, politics and cultural values. During
the lessons, students read and discussed sources produced during the Roman
Empire (primary sources) and recent textbook and journal articles (secondary
sources) about gladiators and their time. Students wrote a document-based
question (DBQ) using the provided sources after each unit. In a DBQ, students
answer a historical question using a set of sources, typically both primary and
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secondary. This genre is used in history classes as well as in history education
research (McCarthy Young & Leinhardt, 1998; Monte-Sano, 2010).
The course focused on language identified as best practices in CLIL
(Coyle et al., 2010; de Graaff et al., 2007; Westhoff, 2004). To help focus on
meaning, secondary source readings were modified, and students were taught to
annotate them to improve comprehension and identify questions. Primary
sources were modified using Wineburg and Martin (2009, p. 214)’s guidelines.
Specifically, we shortened sources, simplified the presentation with white space
around the primary source, and simplified the vocabulary and structure to a level
appropriate for B2 learners. When reading primary sources, students completed a
graphic organizer and a series of guiding questions intended to promote
comprehension and the following aspects of historical reasoning: source
evaluation, historical contextualization and corroboration. For example, before
reading an excerpt of Suetonius, students completed a matrix that scaffolded the
process of source evaluation. Next, students labelled an amphitheater diagram to
illustrate where different socioeconomic classes sat during gladiator games, and
identified background information necessary to help them contextualize the
primary source. Later, students discussed the extent of corroboration between
primary sources. To facilitate English production, classes were conducted in
English with frequent opportunities for speaking, writing and feedback on
language production.
A focus on form included two aspects: the concept of an argument as a
genre in history (Morton, 2010) and language for writing an argument. When
learning to write an argument, for example, students learned about claims using a
set of criteria. First, they practiced distinguishing between claims and statements
using the criteria, and later revised their own claims based on the same criteria.
Students also learned about grammatical aspects helpful in argumentation, such
as citation language and connectors to help structure the argument (Coffin, 2006;
Lorenzo, 2017). In our instruction we distinguished between writing about
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primary and secondary sources. For example, when writing about artifacts such
as portraits of gladiators, students learned to first describe features of the art, and
then use hedging language to make a tentative interpretation of its significance.
Finally, we also provided language models for aspects of historical reasoning,
including claim, evidence, corroboration, source evaluation and historical
contextualization. For example, “this evidence seems to suggest that…”
The course was designed by the first author, but was taught by six
instructors from the intensive English program. Instructors must meet minimum
education and experience requirements, and use a highly standardized curriculum.
Since CLIL courses are typically taught by content specialists, the English
language instructors used highly scripted lesson plans to ensure that the course
was carried out as intended. The course coordinator tracked instructor’s weekly
self-reports and reported that all required lesson components were completed as
expected. Extensive support materials were available to instructors, including
annotated sample DBQ answers.

DATA SOURCES AND ANALYSIS
ASSESSMENT OF READING AND WRITING PROFICIENCY IN ENGLISH
Students’ proficiency in reading and writing in English was assessed with an
integrated task completed during the first historical reasoning lesson but before
instruction took place. This task type is increasingly used to measure reading and
writing proficiency, partly because it is more representative of how university
students read and write (Leki & Carson, 1997; Weigle et al., 2013) and because it
is an appropriate measure of both reading and writing (Shin & Ewert, 2015;
Weigle, 2004; Weigle et al., 2013). The task was closely based on a previously
validated reading and writing proficiency test for university-level L2 students
(Weigle, 2004; Weigle et al., 2013). The task, on adolescent competency in digital
literacy, was developed by the first author. Question types were identical to those
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in Weigle (2004)’s study. Students’ English instructors evaluated the reading
passages and questions to ensure they were an appropriate measure of reading
and writing for B2 level students. Students completed two separate tasks: a
reading comprehension task based on two readings and a writing task that
required the use of the information in both readings using a question similar in
structure to those in the course.
The tasks were assessed using the rubrics in Weigle’s study (2004). The
writing rubric was slightly simplified in consultation with an English language
instructor because of the brevity of the tasks. Students’ answers were scored as in
Weigle’s (2004) study. Each answer set was scored by two trained raters using the
rubrics and a set of scored samples with scoring explanations. The sample scores
were determined by the first author and an English language instructor. If the
scores were more than 1 point apart, a third rater was used. Interrater agreement
within 1 point was 98% for reading, 86% for writing (rhetoric) and 91% for
writing (language). The final reported score is the average of the two closest raters’
scores.
One reading score and two writing scores are reported: rhetoric and
language. The rhetoric score is the average of the content and organization scores
from Weigle’s (2004) rubric. The language score is the average of the rubric’s
accuracy, and range and complexity scores.

DOCUMENT-BASED QUESTION WRITING
Students completed an in-class DBQ after finishing each of the three units. See
Table 2 for the questions and Appendix E for an example of a primary source.
All DBQ questions fell within the explaining genre (Coffin, 2006), which can be
used to explain complex causes and consequences. Students could consult the
sources and language models while writing. Students had 50 minutes to write each
essay with 10-20 minutes of required planning. Instructors provided feedback on
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the historical reasoning and academic English of the first drafts of DBQ1 and
DBQ2 using a simplified version of the analytical rubric (described below). After
this, students completed a final draft, which was also assessed using the rubric.
No feedback was given for DBQ3. We analyzed the first drafts of each DBQ.
Table 2
Document-based Questions, Available Sources, and Timing
Document-based Question
prompt
DBQ1: Describe Rome’s social
hierarchy and explain one way it
affected people’s lives.

Assigned essay
length
120-150 words

Available Sources

250-300 words

3 primary sources
3 secondary

Lesson 5

250-300 words

6 primary sources
3 secondary sources

Post-Lesson 8

DBQ2: Why did rich Romans
sponsor gladiator games?
DBQ3: How did Roman society
view gladiators? Explain two
views.

2 primary sources
3 secondary sources

When the essay was
completed
Lesson 3

HISTORICAL REASONING ANALYTICAL RUBRIC
A 5-point analytical rubric was developed to assess the extent to which students
incorporated the following features of historical reasoning in their writing: claim,
evidence, source evaluation, historical contextualization and corroboration. In
this rubric, a score of 1 or less indicates that students either did not include these
features or that there were significant errors. A 2 indicates an attempt with minor
errors or of limited support. Scores in the 3 to 4 bands indicate appropriate
historical reasoning, with those scoring a 4 showing greater proficiency. See
Appendix F for the rubric. These features were a part of the course and are
consistent with features of argumentation and historical reasoning found in
student writing in history (Monte-Sano, 2010; Van Drie & Van Boxtel, 2008). An
analytical rubric was chosen over a holistic rubric since students’ historical
reasoning abilities develop separately (Lee et al., 2001; Monte-Sano, 2010). An
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analytical rubric better conveys differences in students’ abilities and tracks
changes over the three DBQs.
We developed the rubric by first consulting how others have measured
historical reasoning and argumentation in student writing (Monte-Sano & De La
Paz, 2012; Nokes, 2017; Van Drie et al., 2015). Using a structure similar to MonteSano and De La Paz (2012), we added the categories of claim and corroboration
based on the aforementioned literature, and adapted the features within categories
to correspond to how we taught students historical argumentation. The first and
second authors then scored a random sample of students essays with differing
levels of performance in historical reasoning, after which they discussed
differences in scoring and amended the rubric to both conform to the literature
and the sample dataset.
The first and second authors coded two rounds of nine students’ three
DBQs, 27 essays per round, each round of which was approximately 15% of the
total sample. The primary difference in coding was determining the extent of the
claim. During the second round, Pearson’s r was determined as between .74 and
.95 for the five categories. Evidence and source evaluation corresponded to the
lowest and highest correlations, respectively. The first author coded the remaining
essays.
To analyze the progression students made between DBQ1 and DBQ3, we
used paired samples t-tests. To analyze the role of language proficiency on
historical reasoning and progression throughout the course, a latent growth curve
analysis was conducted (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2012). We fitted an intercept
slope model on the DBQ scores (DBQ1, DBQ2, and DBQ3) with Reading,
Writing Rhetoric, and Writing Language as indicators of a single latent covariate
(predictor of both intercepts and slopes), interpreted as proficiency in English.
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RESULTS
First we present the extent to which students include features of historical
reasoning in their DBQs and whether these change during the course. We provide
further analysis of students’ performance for the historical reasoning component
source evaluation, since in a previous study (in press) sourcing remained at an
emerging level of proficiency, with some students including sourcing that
undermined their argument. We therefore wanted to investigate how the quality
of students’ sourcing changed over three DBQs. Finally, we analyze the role of
students’ language proficiency on their historical reasoning and progression
throughout the course.

HISTORICAL REASONING IN STUDENTS’ DBQ WRITING
In DBQ1, mean scores fall below 2 and in DBQ2 and DBQ3, mean scores fall
below 3. See Table 3 for students’ scores and Appendix G for a sample DBQ.
There is individual variation between scores. Claim was the highest score in
DBQ1; source evaluation and historical contextualization were either absent or
flawed. Students made progress in both source evaluation and historical
contextualization, and there was less of a difference with the other categories in
DBQ3. However, these two categories remained the lowest-scoring features in
DBQ3. DBQ1 scores in claim, evidence and corroboration began as flawed or
with emerging proficiency, but DBQ3 scores approached appropriate historical
reasoning. There were statistically significant differences between students
reasoning in DBQ1 and DBQ3 in all areas we measured.
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Table 3
Results of t-test and Descriptive Statistics for Aspects of Historical Reasoning in Students’
Document-based (DBQ) Writing (N=55)
DBQ1

DBQ2

DBQ3

DBQ1-DBQ3

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

t

Claim

1.85

1.16

2.33

1.14

2.51

1.23

-3.31 *

Evidence

1.51

.54

2.49

.77

2.58

.90

-8.29 *

Source Evaluation

.87

1.32

1.18

1.35

2.11

1.20

-5.66 *

Historical
Contextualization

.64

1.04

1.93

1.12

2.38

1.23

-8.89 *

Corroboration

1.35

1.34

1.84

1.34

2.78

1.41

-5.98 *

Total

6.22

2.67

9.76

3.01

12.36

4.01

-11.88 *

Note: For each DBQ, df=54, * p < .01

USE OF SOURCE EVALUATION ACROSS DBQS
Figure 1 shows a small number of students included an evaluation of a primary
source in DBQ1. In contrast, most students scored a 2 or 3 in DBQ3; few scored
a 4. In most of the 2 scores, students included information about the source as
well as an evaluation of reliability based on the information, which is in line with
our definition of proficient sourcing. As in our previous study, although these
students assessed the source as unreliable they continued to use the source as
evidence, thereby undermining their argument. For example: “Politicians spent
their money to gladiator games. So they may probably want to show positive
effects of gladiators. For this reason this source (Cicero) may not be reliable
(Student 6).” The number of students who included this type of an evaluation
rose both in numbers and proportion over the course. In DBQ1, only two
students included this type of an assessment, but in DBQ3 17 of 22 students with
a score of 2 included a negative assessment. This type of an assessment seems to
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indicate that students are taking the first steps towards a more proficient source
evaluation.
Figure 1
Frequency of Scores 0-4 for the Historical Reasoning Characteristic, Source Evaluation, for
Each DBQ (N=55)

ENGLISH PROFICIENCY
Table 4 shows that students scored relatively poorly on both reading and writing.
The test was scored on each aspect from 1 (low) to 5 (high). In this assessment, a
score of 2 or 3 indicates that students are able to partially or minimally fulfill the
criteria for the assigned tasks, but with errors. The difference between students is
low, indicating that students were at similar levels. This is expected since all
students had been placed at the B2 level.
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Table 4
Means and Standard Deviations for Students’ Reading and Writing Proficiency Assessment
(N=55)
Mean (SD)
Reading

2.75 (.98)

Writing: Rhetoric

2.33 (.89)

Writing: Language

2.68 (.70)

The results of the latent growth curve analysis on students’ historical
reasoning are provided. As, initially, the variance in the slope was estimated
negative, we fixed this variance to 0. We thus assumed, eventually, that individuals
have different initial scores possibly due to differences in English proficiency, but
show the same increase in DBQ score. Because the variance in the slope was 0,
the covariance between intercept and slope was also fixed to 0. This adapted
model fit the data well (χ2 = 16.4524967, df = 12, P = 0.17). The parameter
estimates and their significance are presented in Figure 2.

73

HISTORICAL REASONING IN AN UNDERGRADUATE CLIL COURSE

Figure 2
A Graphical Representation of the Intercept-slope Model Fitted on the Three DBQ Scores.
Fixed Parameters in Parentheses. Significant Effect are Denoted with an Asterisk (*)

From Figure 2, one can obtain that English Proficiency did not have any
significant effect on historical reasoning (intercepts) or the growth herein (slope).
Therefore, we concluded that English Proficiency could be left out the model, so
we ended up with a standard intercept slope model. This model demonstrated
good fit as well (χ2 = 0.881, df = 3, P = 0.83). According to this model, the initial
historical reasoning score was estimated as 6.308 on average (CI95 =
[5.638, 6.979] ) and increased with 3.156 points (CI95 = [2.636, 3.675]) over every
new assessment. This increase turned out to be significant (t = 11.900, p < .001).
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
We examined the extent to which undergraduate L2 students are able to use
historical reasoning in their writing and whether students’ reasoning changes over
the duration of a CLIL historical reasoning course that explicitly integrates
language and content knowledge. We also investigated the relationship between
students’ historical reasoning in a DBQ task and their level of English proficiency.
As expected, we found that undergraduate L2 students are able to include
features of historical reasoning when writing DBQs with primary and secondary
sources. These findings support studies with students in middle and secondary
school contexts (De La Paz et al., 2017; Monte-Sano, 2010), the secondary school
CLIL context (Lorenzo, 2017) and add undergraduate L2 students to the literature
on historical reasoning and writing. While students made significant gains in all
areas, there is room for improvement in their historical reasoning. Students
struggled particularly with source evaluation and historical contextualization,
similar to that found by others (Nokes, 2017; Nokes et al., 2007). These findings
demonstrate that students appear to need significant practice in these areas in
order to use them in disciplinarily-appropriate ways.
Students made early gains in claim and evidence, and then less progress
later in the course. In contrast, students showed stronger gains in corroboration,
source evaluation and historical contextualization between DBQ2 and DBQ3.
This may stem from the order of teaching, as claim and evidence were taught first,
giving students more opportunities to practice. The individual primary sources
may have played a role in students’ historical reasoning as well, but the
improvement in students’ scores combined with the decrease in instructor
support make this less likely. It is also possible that since these are features of
both general argumentative and history-related writing, that they were easier for
students. This is at least partly supported by students’ higher scores in these areas
in DBQ1. In contrast, domain-specific features may have posed a greater
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challenge for these students. It is also possible that students needed additional
instructional time, similar to that found by Dallinger et al. (2016).
We found that English proficiency has no predictive value on students’
historical reasoning in their writing or on students’ progress in the course.
Students at differing levels of English proficiency benefitted from the course
similarly. This is similar to others who did not find a difference between those
with different levels of writing (Van Drie et al., 2015) or reading proficiency (De
La Paz et al., 2014), but in contrast to a study in which struggling readers
particularly benefited (Reisman, 2012a). We propose three primary reasons for
this finding. First, as B2 level students, their English proficiency was relatively
similar. Studies with diverse levels of English proficiency may have resulted in
different findings. Secondly, we focused on scoring historical reasoning, which
may also have affected the extent to which English proficiency influenced
students’ scores.
Most importantly, our instructional decisions may have enabled students
at different levels of English proficiency to make similar gains in historical
reasoning. The use of a cognitive apprenticeship model has been effective when
teaching historical reasoning and writing to diverse groups of learners, including
L2 students, (De La Paz et al., 2017), and may also have been effective for our
students. In our instruction, we focused on meaning through modified readings
and graphic organizers, and engaged students in speaking and writing. Notably,
we included an explicit focus on form to help students write arguments and used
English language specialists as CLIL instructors. While there may have been
variations between these instructors, our scripted instruction makes this less likely.
This seems to indicate that the combination of the cognitive apprenticeship and
CLIL models may show promise as an instructional approach for L2 students.
In sum, this descriptive study demonstrates that undergraduate L2
students can reason historically when writing, and that their reasoning improves
during a CLIL course. This is an important contribution given the lack of studies
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that focus on content in the CLIL context (Cenoz et al., 2013). Our finding that
students’ English proficiency does not predict historical reasoning scores seems
to indicate that our instructional choices, notably a cognitive apprenticeship and
CLIL model, may enable students with different levels of English proficiency to
benefit similarly from the course, and should be considered as an instructional
approach for CLIL history courses.
The descriptive nature of this study limits the conclusions we can draw
about the impact of the instructional model. Future research in which different
approaches are compared could provide further insight into how this model
affects L2 students’ historical reasoning and writing.
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EPISTEMIC BELIEFS AND WRITTEN HISTORICAL REASONING:
EXPLORING THEIR RELATIONSHIP
In this descriptive study, we investigated undergraduate students’ epistemic beliefs in history and
explored the relationship between students’ beliefs and their performance in written historical
reasoning in the context of a historical reasoning course. We measured students’ expressed
epistemic beliefs in history through a discipline-specific survey, which we compared with
students’ performance when writing a source-based historical argument. A subset of students also
participated in a task-based interview to investigate more tacit epistemic beliefs related to the
second-order concept, account. We found a significant correlation between students’
performance in source-based argumentative writing and their epistemic beliefs regarding
historical methodology. Most students’ interview answers corresponded to their epistemic beliefs
as indicated in the survey, but there was less correspondence between students’ interviews and
writing. This study demonstrates the usefulness of the epistemic beliefs survey and provides
evidence that students’ conceptions of the second-order concept, accounts, may be related to
their epistemic beliefs.

Sendur, K. A., van Drie, J. P., and van Boxtel, C. (submitted). Epistemic beliefs and written
historical reasoning: Exploring their relationship. Manuscript submitted for publication.
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INTRODUCTION
There is growing interest in epistemic beliefs and how these relate to learning in
different domains. Muis et al. (2006) have concluded that epistemic beliefs have
both domain-general and domain-specific aspects. In the discipline of history, the
focus of this study, this domain-specificity has been studied in different ways,
including how students respond to discrepant accounts (Barzilai & Weinstock,
2015).
The quality of written historical reasoning, such as the composition of
source-based argumentative writing, may be affected by the writer’s epistemic
beliefs. One potential role that epistemic beliefs may play is in how students
justify knowledge claims. Greene and Yu (2014) found that history students who
prized declarative knowledge justified knowledge claims based on the veracity of
declarative knowledge. Another potential effect may be in students’ aims. In a
study comparing history professors and university students thinking aloud about
how to approach writing tasks in history, the professors approached the tasks
from an interpretative lens that was missing from many of the students,
particularly in report writing (Greene, 1994). There is, however, a lack of
empirical studies directly comparing epistemic beliefs and writing. Further study
of epistemic beliefs (within disciplines) is important because these beliefs can
affect intellectual performance (Kuhn, 2001). The level of the student’s beliefs,
for example, may affect how they view the construction of knowledge (Maggioni
et al., 2010). Without more nuanced beliefs, the use of heuristics in history, such
as sourcing, may be little more than boxes to check when completing an
assignment.
Previous studies of historical reasoning and writing have alluded to the
importance of epistemic thinking, but not directly measured their role (see Stoel
et al., 2017 for an exception). Reisman (2012a) discusses the potential impact of
epistemic beliefs on students’ historical thinking, but is unable to draw a stronger
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conclusion without a direct measure. Similarly, Monte-Sano (2008) notes that
students’ writing appear to be affected by the teachers’ epistemic beliefs. Without
measuring students’ beliefs, however, it is difficult to draw conclusions about the
extent to which epistemic beliefs play a role. We therefore believe that it would
be valuable to investigate the relationship of students’ epistemic beliefs to their
argumentative source-based historical writing.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
THE ROLE OF EPISTEMIC BELIEFS IN HISTORY
Epistemic beliefs have been described from multiple perspective, including
developmental models (e.g. Kuhn, 2001) and independent dimensions (e.g. Hofer
& Pintrich, 1997). In this study we build upon the developmental model of Kuhn
and colleagues (Kuhn, 2001; Kuhn et al., 2000; Kuhn & Weinstock, 2002). In this
model, the primary difference between the different levels of beliefs is how the
person reconciles the objective versus subjective aspects of knowledge. At the
lowest level, realists see claims as a copy of an objective reality, rendering critical
thinking unnecessary. Those with absolutist beliefs hold that knowledge is
objective and is generated outside of the person. Critical thinking can be utilized
to determine truth. The third level, multiplist, is composed of those who believe
that knowledge is an opinion constructed by the knower, and that there are not
methods for determining whether one opinion is better than another. At the
highest level are evaluativists, who are able to coordinate these objective and
subjective positions. At this level, a person is able to use criteria to evaluate the
status of knowledge.
In history, domain-specific epistemic beliefs may play a role in how
students utilize second order concepts, such as evidence and historical accounts.
Maggioni et al. (2009) explore this idea when they mapped progression in the
second order concept of evidence onto models of developmental domain-general
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epistemic beliefs. They concluded that there were similarities between Lee and
Shemilt (2003)’s progression model of evidence and the models of epistemic
beliefs put forth by Kuhn and Weinstock (2002) and King and Kitchener (2002).
Lee and Ashby (2000)’s accounts progression model may also be linked to
students’ history-specific epistemic beliefs.
In the domain of history, people make judgements about claims in rival
accounts. Lee and Ashby (2000)’s accounts progression model describes how
students move from understanding these accounts as factual representations of
the past to understanding them as judgements made by authors. This, in turn,
affects how students discriminate between discrepant accounts. In levels one
through three of their model, students see historical accounts as direct
representations of the past. At level one students equate accounts with the past,
similar to a realist in Kuhn and Weinstock (2002)’s model. At level three, however,
students allow for differences between accounts, but attribute them to “gaps in
information or mistakes” (pg. 212). Level three, “the past as determining stories,”
closely resemble the absolutist in Kuhn and Weinstock’s (2002) model since these
students hold that accounts are fixed and certain. Based on Kuhn and
Weinstock’s (2002) model, it would be reasonable to expect students at this level
to use critical thinking in the discipline of history (historical methodology) as a
means of verifying truth.
In levels four through six, students transition to viewing the author as
taking an active role in creating the account. Students at level four begin to see
the authorial role in accounts, but view them as “reported in a more or less biased
way” (pg. 212). This could be interpreted as conforming partly to the multiplist
stance, as students view the author as a creator of knowledge, but flawed by
authorial distortion. The accounts progression model does not go so far as to
claim that students define accounts as opinions only. At level six, the highest
level, students view accounts as judgements “(re-)constructed in answer to
questions in accordance with criteria” (pg. 212). This closely resembles the
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evaluativist position as the student reconcile the objective and subjective
dimensions of the historical account. Based on Kuhn and Weinstock’s (2002)
model, students may use historical methodology as a means to discriminate
between rival accounts. Given these similarities, there does seem to be a link
between students’ domain-specific epistemic beliefs and the second order
concept, accounts. Measuring students’ epistemic beliefs and performance when
using accounts may provide further evidence of the possible role of epistemic
beliefs in evaluating accounts.

MEASURING EPISTEMIC BELIEFS
Measurement is an enduring challenge in epistemic beliefs. One challenge is that
within a discipline, and potentially within a task, epistemic beliefs (and stances
such as relativism) may be situated and contextual (Chinn et al., 2011; Chinn et
al., 2014; Sandoval, 2014). Another challenge is that tacit beliefs may be difficult
to measure (Chinn et al., 2011; Sandoval, 2005). One method of exploring
epistemic beliefs in the discipline of history may be to examine the relationship
between expressed and tacit epistemic beliefs, as well as academic performance.
Mixed-methods studies have been proposed as an appropriate way of examining
the complex and context-specific nature of epistemic beliefs (Chinn et al., 2011;
Mason, 2016).
Likert scale surveys have been used as a cost-effective method of
identifying expressed epistemic beliefs since they can be administered to large
groups of participants relatively easily. Such surveys have taken the form of both
domain-general (Schommer, 1990) and domain-specific epistemic beliefs
(Maggioni et al., 2009; Stoel et al., 2017). The use of Likert scale surveys has been
questioned (Greene & Yu, 2014; Hofer, 2016). Hofer (2016) concludes that such
scales may be appropriate for measuring very naïve beliefs, but that it may be
difficult to distinguish between multiplist and evaluativist beliefs.
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In this study, we administered the three-scale survey recently introduced
by Stoel et al. (2017) to measure expressed epistemic beliefs in history. This
survey was based on the model developed by Kuhn et al. (2000) and Maggioni
(2010)’s Beliefs About History Questionnaire. First, the Nature of knowing-objective
subscale measures whether students believe that the past cannot be known
because it is gone and therefor claims cannot be tested, for example, “When
eyewitnesses do not agree with each other, it is impossible to know what
happened.” In this view, history can only be known through “true” unbiased
sources. The second scale, Nature of knowledge-objective, contains items that
correspond to beliefs that history is certain and is a representation of history as
it occurred (as opposed to an interpretation of the past). Students rated
statements including, “When something is written in your textbook, you can be
nearly certain it is true.” A third scale, Historical methodology, measures the extent
to which students believe that there are criteria and procedures that can be used
in history in order to produce knowledge. One item stated, “In history you must
learn to deal with conflicting evidence.” Due to issues surrounding surveys of
epistemic beliefs, additional measures may be useful in triangulating the data.
Tasks that capture epistemic beliefs in action, such as measurements of the
second order concept accounts, may be one option.
The evaluation of students’ source-based historical writing may be an
appropriate measure of academic performance that can be compared to their
epistemic beliefs. Maggioni et al. (2010) conclude that students’ epistemic beliefs
align with how well they are able to approach and comprehend multiple texts.
Similarly, Barzilai and Eshet-Alkalai (2015) found that epistemic beliefs affected
comprehension of the author’s viewpoint, and in turn the use of multiple sources
in a written argumentative task. Epistemic beliefs did not seem to directly affect
the use of multiple sources. Therefore, it may be valuable to explore how students
perform in different aspects of written historical reasoning. The heuristic
sourcing, for example, may be employed for different reasons by students with a
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more objective versus subjective stance. Greene and Yu (2014) found that history
students who prized declarative knowledge, justified knowledge claims based on
the veracity of that knowledge. Therefore, students with more naïve epistemic
beliefs may use sourcing to determine truth, while those at higher levels may use
the same heuristic to contextualize an author.
This study explores epistemic beliefs in a historical reasoning course with
L2 undergraduate students. We combine a survey of students’ expressed
epistemic beliefs in history, a discrepant accounts task that examines tacit
epistemic beliefs, and students’ performance in written historical reasoning.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS
In this study, we address the following research question: How do students with
different epistemic beliefs reason historically when writing a historical argument?
We would expect that students with more nuanced epistemic beliefs would
display more advanced historical reasoning in their writing than those with naïve
beliefs. From a methodological perspective, we would be interested in
investigating whether there is a stronger relationship between the performance
on the discrepant accounts interview and the writing than the survey and the
writing because of the situated nature of the discrepant accounts and writing
tasks.

METHODOLOGY
PARTICIPANTS
The data for this study is a subset of a larger study on historical writing in English
as an L2. 62 undergraduate students at a small private English-medium university
in Istanbul, Turkey participated. See Appendix H for demographics. All students
were enrolled in a Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) historical
reasoning course as a part of a pre-university intensive English program.
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Participants were non-native English speakers at the B2 level according to the
Common European Framework of Reference for Languages, the highest level in
the program. Most students are 18 to 19 years old during the program.

HISTORICAL REASONING COURSE
Students participated in a seven week course (four hours weekly, 28 hours total)
that introduced historical reasoning and argumentation using a cognitive
apprenticeship model (Collins et al., 1991). In the course, historical reasoning
focused on argumentation (claim and evidence), historical contextualization and
the heuristics source evaluation and corroboration (Van Drie & Van Boxtel,
2008; Wineburg, 1991). In this model, students were first introduced to a
component of historical reasoning through an expert performance. Afterwards,
students completed highly scaffolded activities before independent performance.
When learning about source evaluation, for example, students first viewed an
expert analysis of a primary source while taking notes using a graphic organizer.
Later, students worked together to similarly analyze other primary sources with
the assistance of their instructor. Finally, small groups of students independently
analyzed primary sources. A similar pattern of instruction was used for each
aspect of historical reasoning studied in the course. The topic of this course was
the use of gladiators in the late Roman Republic and early Empire, which was
chosen partly because it would be studied in a subsequent required history course.
During each unit students read primary and secondary sources in order
to answer a central historical question (Monte-Sano, 2010). To facilitate L2
students’ reading comprehension, sources were excerpted, simplified and
presented based on recommendation by Wineburg and Martin (2009). Students
used graphic organizers and guiding questions that targeted the historical
reasoning concept evidence, and the heuristics, source evaluation and
corroboration. Prior to reading a primary source, students identified relevant
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aspects of the author’s background, such as the purpose in writing. Based on their
notes and the central historical question, the students discussed potential ways
these aspects may have influenced the author’s account. While reading, students
used guiding questions to address the central historical question. After reading,
students also considered previously read primary sources, and the extent to which
the sources corroborated in answering the question.
Students wrote four document-based question (DBQ) essays during the
course using each unit’s primary and secondary sources. All four questions were
expositions, a one-sided argument (Coffin, 2006), and each was closely aligned
with one of the central historical questions. To promote their written historical
reasoning in an L2, students studied aspects of language common to historical
writing, such as hedging. Students also used sentence stems for aspects of
historical reasoning, such as source evaluation.
Throughout the course, students were challenged to integrate what they
had learned about history as a discipline focused on the interpretation of the past
with methodological components of historical reasoning. For example, in the
first lesson, students discussed who writes about history, their varying purposes,
along with the different types of sources available to writers. By introducing
students to the concept of history as interpretation and the limits of the historical
record, we hoped to problematize the idea of history as truth, which is, in the
experience of the teachers, a commonly articulated position among students. As
a part of this lesson, we introduced methodological aspects of historical reasoning
used by historians.
The course was designed by the first author, and taught by twelve English
language instructors using highly scripted lesson plans. Instructors had zero to
six semesters experience teaching the course. Before beginning, instructors
participated in a training that introduced the curriculum. Extensive support
material, including grading rubrics, sample essays and activity keys were provided.
The course coordinator tracked lesson completion and helped ensure
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standardized instruction and grading. All lessons were carried out according to
plan.

DATA SOURCES AND ANALYSIS
There were three data sources for this study: 1) a survey of students’ epistemic
beliefs, 2) students’ Document-based Question (DBQ) essays, and 3) a discrepant
accounts interview.

EPISTEMIC BELIEFS SURVEY
Participants completed the epistemic beliefs survey developed by Stoel et al.
(2017). The survey consisted of 16 questions measured on a six-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). The survey is divided into
three subscales, as described above.
The survey was electronically administered following the last lesson under
the supervision of an instructor or research assistant. The survey was presented
in simplified English and students could consult a Turkish translation. Survey
administrators could clarify vocabulary, but not help students choose an answer.
The original English version of the survey was first simplified by the first
author in consultation with one of the survey’s authors and another postdoctoral
researcher in history proficient in Dutch, English and Turkish. Two native
Turkish-speaking English language instructors translated the survey into Turkish.
Each translation was discussed with the same survey author to ensure fidelity to
the original meaning.
Cronbach’s alpha for the Nature of historical knowing-objective scale was
.64. The Nature of historical knowledge-objective scale had an alpha of .63.
Historical methodology was .92. A Kolmogorov-Smirnov test showed that the
scores for the Nature of knowing-objective Scale (D(62) = .14, p < .05 and the
Historical methodology Scale (D(62) = .22, p < .05, were significantly non-
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normal. The Nature of knowledge-objective Scale (D(62) = .10, p = .10, and the
DBQ total score, D(62) = .09, p = .20 were normally distributed. Therefore, we
conducted the non-parametric Spearman’s correlation coefficient.

DOCUMENT-BASED QUESTION
As a part of the course, students wrote four DBQs, as described above. We
analyzed the final DBQ, which was completed after instruction finished. Students
answered the following question: “It is believed that many gladiators were
volunteers. To what extent would it be desirable and/or undesirable for a free
man to volunteer to become a gladiator?” Students had 50 minutes plus a required
10 minute planning time to write the essay using the primary and secondary
sources studied in the course. The word limit was 250-300 words.
These essays were scored on a five-point analytical rubric (submitted) and
in Appendix F. Cohen’s Kappa from the larger dataset (This subset is 44% of the
entire dataset) ranged from .66 to .82 with the claim and source evaluation
categories receiving the lowest and highest scores, respectively.

DISCREPANT ACCOUNTS INTERVIEW
Following the course, students were invited to participate in interviews to further
investigate their epistemic beliefs in history. Ten students (five female, five male)
who volunteered and gave consent participated. Interviews were conducted by
the first author and trained research assistants in English or Turkish, based on
the student’s preference. All interviews were audio recorded, transcribed and
translated, if necessary.
In the interview, the students completed a task from Project Chata in
which they read two competing accounts of the end of the Roman Empire (Lee,
2001; Lee & Ashby, 2000). All students were familiar with the topic since it is a
topic in their high school curriculum. After reading the accounts, interviewers
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first confirmed students’ accurate comprehension of the two accounts. Students
then answered the questions from the Project Chata task. See Appendix I for the
questions and examples of student answers.
Lee’s (2001) description of his framework for the task contains eight
subcategories subsumed into three main approaches to the task. The three major
categories include: 1) students who approach the task from a factual-based
perspective, 2) students who approach the task from the perspective that there
are multiple (factual-based) pasts, and 3) students who used a criterial approach. The
unit of analysis was the answer to the five questions as a whole.
The first and second author independently coded all student answers
using the eight-subcategory framework. We report students’ placement into one
of the three main categories. Initial agreement was 60%, and all differences were
resolved through discussion. As a result, each student’s answer was placed into
one category. The category the student was placed into was the student’s
predominant stance since most student displayed evidence of more than one
stance within an interview (Barzilai & Eshet-Alkalai, 2015; King & Kitchener,
2002).

RESULTS
In this section we first describe the epistemic beliefs of students as measured by
the survey after completing the historical reasoning course and DBQ. Next, we
investigate correlations between students’ beliefs and their written historical
reasoning. Finally, we explore the beliefs of a subset of students in the discrepant
accounts interview in comparison to their survey results and written historical
reasoning.
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EPISTEMIC BELIEFS SURVEY
Students (N=62) scored a mean of 3.85(SD=.80) in the Nature of knowingobjective, which indicates that they partly disagreed to partly agreed that it is only
possible to know about the past through unbiased sources, and a mean of
3.08(SD=.80) in the Nature of knowledge-objective, which indicates that they
partly disagreed that knowledge in history is certain and fixed. Students scored a
mean of 5.18(SD=.99) on the Historical methodology scale, which indicates that
most students agreed that knowledge in history is bound by disciplinary methods
and criteria.

DOCUMENT-BASED QUESTIONS
Students scored a mean of 12.26(SD=3.10) on the DBQ out of 20. See Appendix
H for subscores. This mean score indicates that students demonstrated an
emerging level of proficiency in written historical reasoning.
Next, we investigated whether there was a correlation between students’
written historical reasoning as measured by the DBQ and their epistemic beliefs
as measured by the epistemic beliefs survey. There was not a significant
correlation between students’ epistemic beliefs in the Nature of knowingobjective Scale and the DBQ score, rs = .09 p > .05 or between the Nature of
historical knowledge-objective Scale and the DBQ score, rs = -.04 p > .05. There
was a significant correlation between students’ beliefs in the Historical
methodology Scale and the DBQ score, rs = .46, p < .01. We also examined each
DBQ subscore for the Historical Methodology Scale and found significant
correlations for the subscores Evidence, rs =.39, p < .01, Source Evaluation, rs
=.33, p < .01, and Corroboration, rs =.29, p < .05. We concluded that students’
epistemic beliefs regarding historical methodology, as measured by the survey
correlate with their written historical reasoning, as measured by the DBQ.
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DISCREPANT ACCOUNTS INTERVIEW
An analysis of the ten students who participated in the discrepant accounts
interview showed that three were classified as using a factual approach to the
task, as shown in Table 1 (column Discrepant Accounts Approach), below. These
students used historical methodology to assess the veracity of the accounts. Seven
students used a criterial approach to determine the fall of the Roman Empire.

TRIANGULATING DATA: EPISTEMIC STANCE AND INTERVIEW
In this section we further explore these ten students’ epistemic beliefs by
triangulating their performance in the discrepant accounts interview, the
epistemic beliefs survey and the DBQ. Based on the Nature of knowledgeobjective and Historical methodology survey scales, we identified four potential
epistemic stances that correspond with the level of agreement with these two
scales. We did not include the Nature of knowing-objective Scale when
identifying stances since it did not add substantially to the analysis and the stances
identified in the literature correspond well to the two utilized scales (Maggioni et
al., 2009; Stoel et al., 2017). We tentatively placed students into an epistemic
stance corresponding to their survey responses, as shown in Figure 1. The
students who completed the discrepant accounts interview fell into two of the
epistemic stances: criterial and procedural objectivist.

92

CHAPTER 4
Figure 1
Epistemic Stances Based on the Nature of Knowledge-objective and Historical Methodology
Scales From the Epistemic Beliefs Survey

Nature of
knowledge:
knowledge is
objective and
certain

Historical Methodology
Procedures can be used to ascertain historical
knowledge
Procedural
Criterial stance: Historical
objectivist stance:
methodology/criteria can
Historical method can
be used to determine the
be used to correctly
quality of claims about the
identify the truth
past, but these are open for
debate
Copier stance:
History is a reflection
of the past

Subjectivist stance: There
are no criteria to determine
the quality of claims about
the past; validity cannot be
determined

Nature of
knowledge:
knowledge is
subjective and
uncertain

Historical Methodology
Procedures cannot be used or are unnecessary to
ascertain historical knowledge

We categorized six students who had high agreement with the Historical
methodology scale and low agreement with the Nature of knowledge-objective
scale as criterial, in line with Lee (2001)’s terminology. We expected that these
students would approach the discrepant accounts interview using historical
methodology and/or criteria to determine the quality of claims about the past,
but would also hold these claims as uncertain, similar to an evaluativist (Kuhn &
Weinstock, 2002). We thus expected that they would use a criterial approach in
the interview.
The second group of four students indicated strong agreement with the
Historical methodology scale and also strong agreement with the Nature of
knowledge-objective scale. We classified these students as procedural objectivists.
Similar to the criterial group, we would expect that these students would value
the use of historical methods. Unlike the criterial stance, however, we expected
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these students to believe that historical methodology could be used to determine
an objective truth, similar to an absolutist (Kuhn & Weinstock, 2002). Because
of their epistemic beliefs, we expected these students would use a factual
approach in the discrepant accounts interview.
Table 1
Scores for the Epistemological Beliefs survey, Discrepant Accounts Interview and DBQ for a
Subset of Students (n=10)
Student

Epistemological
Beliefs
Survey
Nature of Historical
knowledge- methodology
objective
S1
2.20
5.50
S2
3.60
5.83
S3
4.20
6.00
S4
3.20
5.83
S5
4.00
5.33
S6
3.20
6.00
S7
2.20
5.67
S8
3.60
5.50
S9
1.80
4.50
S10
2.60
6.00
Note: DBQ scores can range from 0 to 20.

Epistemic Stance

Discrepant
Accounts
Approach

DBQ
Total
Score

Criterial
Procedural objectivist
Procedural objectivist
Criterial
Procedural objectivist
Criterial
Criterial
Procedural objectivist
Criterial
Criterial

Criterial
Criterial
Factual
Criterial
Factual
Criterial
Criterial
Factual
Criterial
Criterial

10
14
17
16
10
14
11
13
15
9

There appears to be a positive relationship between the epistemic stance
as determined by the survey results and the discrepant accounts interview
approach. With the exception of one student, S2, all students’ discrepant
accounts interview approach aligned with our expectations based on the survey
results. S2 was classified as a procedural objectivist based on the survey, but used
a criterial approach in the interview.
Students categorized as criterial by the survey scored highly on the
interview and used both interpretive criteria, such as their definition of the
concept of an empire, and historical methodology, like source evaluation, to
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analyze the discrepant accounts. S4, for example, noted the interpretive criteria
used by the authors of the accounts and further noted the possibility of additional
interpretive criteria:
Both of them looked from different perspectives. One of them looked from
more economic perspective. One of them looked from more military
perspective. This question is about that every issue can be interpreted from
different perspectives. (S4, interview excerpt).

These students also noted the importance of historical methodology.
While some students simply noted that “historians have their own methods” (S9,
interview excerpt), others explained the way they used historical methodology
and interpretive decisions together:
We can find sources that would support these two stories and we can make a
comparison among those sources. We need to judge these sources in terms of
their authors, contents for reliability. Then we need to research whether we can
take Byzantium as the Roman Empire. That is how we can decide (S6, interview
excerpt).

In contrast, students (except S2) categorized as procedural objectivists
focused on historical methodology. Particularly when asked to decide how the
Empire ended, these students used historical methodology as the sole criteria for
determining the fall, as in the following excerpt:
We can look to writer's life story and the time period he lived. (So) we can
decide it's wrong or right. (Based on) his relationships, purpose and perspective.
And time period. Maybe he saw this event. And he might lived it (S3, interview
excerpt).

95

EPISTEMIC BELIEFS AND WRITTEN HISTORICAL REASONING
This focus is possibly because they saw the accounts themselves as the source of
knowledge, and sought to evaluate the veracity of the accounts using this
methodology, similar to the students in Greene and Yu (2014)’s study.

TRIANGULATING DATA: EPISTEMIC STANCE AND WRITING
In this section we present four cases that illustrate how students with differing
epistemic stances perform on the DBQ. In the first two cases, the student’s
epistemic stance aligns with their expected performance on the DBQ, while in
the second two cases it does not.
S4 is illustrative of a student with a criterial stance that aligns with his
strong DBQ performance. In his interview, he focused on how historians can
approach a historical question from multiple perspectives (see above). He also
connected these perspectives to historical methodology:
Since we cannot observe the history directly, we search issues from historical
sources. The sources that we use, people that we consult, our way of thinking,
how we reconcile the ideas and the reliability of sources would influence the
outcome (interview excerpt).

S4 approaches his DBQ similarly. In his DBQ, he first considers the evidence of
inherent danger and social penalties for gladiators. However, in the following
excerpt he ultimately reconciles this evidence with multiple sources advocating
for advantageous aspects of becoming a gladiator to argue that it was a reasonable
risk for those in lower (but not upper) socioeconomic classes.
According to Kyle, gladiators’ life conditions were harsh but better than poor
Romans considering housing, medical attention and food opportunities. This
is supported by Dunkle who agrees a career as a gladiator would attract free
men because of the chance gladiators might become famous and wealthy which
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would buy their freedom (Dunkle 2002). Use of this evidence demonstrates
that being a gladiator is a reasonable risk to get a better life for a free man.
(DBQ excerpt).

S4’s use of the methodology indicative of historical reasoning, such as
corroboration, combined with his argumentative approach result in a high score
on his DBQ.
Next, we examine the case of S3, a student classified as a procedural
objectivist, whose DBQ performance and epistemic stance also align. S3 received
the highest DBQ score among the interviewed students. In her interview, S3
focused on the methodology associated with historical reasoning, as expected
given her stance. When determining the date of the fall of Rome, for example,
she mentioned both source evaluation and corroboration, noting “And if a two
or three, four, texts are the same, dates are the same, I think it's might be true.
But we can't decide, we can't decide just by looking at one.” Unlike students
classified as criterial, however, her use of historical methodology was to find the
objective truth. Interestingly, she displayed a deep distrust of primary sources
“because his (Augustus) writing about himself and he might not be true about
himself.”
This student, in turn, wrote a DBQ demonstrating good control of the
methodology of historical reasoning including well-formulated source evaluation,
evidence from multiple sources, historical contextualization, and a claim. One
aspect of her essay that was striking was that she included all of the evidence.
This is evident in her expansive (but not entirely accurate) claim:
Volunteering for being a gladiator is desirable because they will have citizen
rights, will live better than many people and will be an object of female
adoration. Also volunteering is undesirable for the reasons that gladiators will
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be unhealthy and people from the upper class see them in the group of shames
and they separate them (DBQ excerpt).

The lack of selection in her claim and evidence may point to a lack of criteria,
which is unsurprising given her epistemic stance.
The case of S1, categorized as a criterial stance, demonstrates that in some
cases, the epistemic beliefs of the student do not result in a DBQ with high quality
written historical reasoning. In his interview, S1 focused on his criteria for
defining an empire, which he explained as “when I think the concept of the
empire, the thing that comes my mind is that people from various nations live all
together.” He uses this criteria as a means of evaluating his level of agreement
with the two accounts. In his answer, however, he is troubled by the uncertainty
of history, which he attributes partially to the reliability of his sources, concluding,
“but in the end of the day the history may change in accordance with new
resources. The thing that we know as true may be disproved. That's why we can't
be precise.”
Unlike the criterial approach in his interview, S1s DBQ reads more as a
compilation of evidence than an interpretation. Notably, S1’s DBQ does not
indicate the use of any criteria to guide his answer. S1 does carry one feature of
his interview to his DBQ: his concern about the reliability of his sources. This is
visible in the extensive source evaluations he includes for each of his sources, one
of which follows:
A similar point is made by Cicero, who was a rich politician in the Roman
Republic…Cicero witnessed the gladiator games and lived at the end of
Republic. However, he probably sponsored the games so he might exaggerated
the bravery of gladiators. Probably he was a partly reliable source (DBQ
excerpt).
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The end result is a DBQ that demonstrates some emerging markers of written
historical reasoning, but that does not match the criterial stance of his survey or
discrepant accounts interview.
Finally, we profile S5, a student classified as a procedural objectivist who
performed poorly on the DBQ. In her interview, S5 argued that there is a single
objective history, but that it is difficult or impossible to ascertain because sources
can be “made up” to fulfill a purpose. While distrustful of the sources, she still
maintained that the best way to find the truth was “maybe from people who lived
in those times could tell the real story like they could call eye witnesses.”
Similar to S1, S5’s DBQ read as a compilation of evidence and poorly
formulated methodological aspects of historical reasoning that did not come
together to form a coherent argument, and was in fact, at some points at odds
with the available evidence. The strongest aspect of the essay was her use of
source evaluation:
Suetonius was useful as a source for gladiators’ importance because he could
have accessed to information that Emperor Augusts wrote and was in charge
of Roman libraries which makes him a reliable source (DBQ excerpt).

Her use of sourcing, while reasonable, was offset from the evidence she used
from the same source, rendering it less effective. The resulting DBQ made poor
use of historical methodology, which is at odds with her epistemic stance.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
In this study, we investigated how students with different epistemic beliefs, as
measured by a domain-specific survey and a discrepant accounts interview reason
historically when writing a historical argument, as measured by a DBQ.
In the epistemic beliefs survey, students indicated that they partly
disagreed to partly agreed that it is only possible to know about the past through
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unbiased sources. They partly disagreed that history is fixed and certain, and
agreed that knowledge in history is bound by disciplinary methods and criteria.
These expressed beliefs demonstrate a somewhat nuanced view of history as a
discipline. Since there is evidence of a relationship between epistemic beliefs and
academic performance in general (Kuhn, 2001) and how students approach
multiple sources in history specifically (Maggioni et al., 2010), we would expect
that students’ beliefs in this study would also show a similar relationship. This
hypothesis was partially confirmed. Students’ DBQ scores were positively
correlated with the belief that history is bound by disciplinary methods and
criteria, but not with the other scales. Since writing was assessed for the
application of historical reasoning (i.e., disciplinary methods and criteria), this
relationship is not unexpected.
A subset of students participated in a discrepant accounts interview,
which explored tacit epistemic beliefs associated with the second order concept
accounts. Students’ epistemic stance, as identified by the survey, largely
corresponded to their approach in the discrepant accounts interview. This
relationship supports the idea that the survey is a reasonable measure of students’
epistemic beliefs in history. This is an important contribution since the use of
surveys to measure epistemic beliefs is seen as problematic (Hofer, 2016). It also
provides evidence that beliefs about the second order concept accounts described
by Lee and Ashby (2000) are associated with epistemic beliefs, similar to findings
related to the second order concept evidence (Maggioni et al., 2010; Maggioni et
al., 2009).
We also compared these students’ epistemic stance with their DBQ
performance, expecting that there would be a relationship between the two.
Illustrations of students whose DBQ performance did and did not align with
their epistemic stance demonstrate that this expectation is partially confirmed.
Two potential reasons that students’ beliefs and DBQ performance might not
consistently align may be that these students view the DBQ task as non100
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argumentative (Greene, 1994) or that these L2 students have difficulty when
writing from sources (Cumming et al., 2016). The number of students who
participated in interviews, was also small and students clustered in two epistemic
stances. Studies with a larger and more diverse epistemic stances are needed.
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HISTORICAL CONTEXTUALIZATION IN STUDENTS’ WRITING
In this study, we investigated the historical reasoning of undergraduate L2 students as measured
in their argumentative document-based writing. The study focused specifically on students’
performance in written historical contextualization before and after participating in a historical
reasoning course. The Content and Language Integrated Learning course was designed using a
cognitive apprenticeship model and was based on principles likely to facilitate students’ written
historical reasoning. Conducted as a quasi-experimental study, students in an experimental
condition received explicit instruction in historical contextualization and other features of
historical reasoning, while those in the control group participated in a version of the course
without a focus on historical contextualization. Students in both the experimental and control
groups significantly improved in all of the areas of historical reasoning that we measured. There
was not a significant difference between the groups in the area of historical contextualization, but
a further qualitative analysis demonstrated traces of the instructional approach in students’
writing. Unexpectedly, students in the experimental group were significantly better than the
control group in terms of writing claims. Possible explanations for this finding are discussed.

Sendur, K. A., van Drie, J., & van Boxtel, C. (submitted). Historical contextualization in students’
writing. Manuscript submitted for publication.

103

HISTORICAL CONTEXTUALIZATION IN STUDENTS’ WRITING

INTRODUCTION
Historical reasoning is an important goal of history education. When reasoning
historically, a student “organizes information about the past in order to describe,
compare, and/or explain historical phenomena” (Van Drie & Van Boxtel, 2008,
p. 89). Because of its importance, instruction in historical reasoning is of great
interest to the history education community. Studies have investigated different
methods of instruction, such as cognitive apprenticeship and direct instruction
(De La Paz et al., 2017; Monte-Sano, 2008), as well as the use of heuristics and
different ways of presenting information (Nokes et al., 2007). With instruction,
students can learn to demonstrate components of historical reasoning, for
example, make written claims and support them with evidence (De La Paz et al.,
2017), use and evaluate the reliability of sources (Sendur et al., 2021) (Britt &
Aglinskas, 2002; Reisman, 2012a), and corroborate with multiple sources (Nokes
et al., 2007). Many of these same studies, however, also demonstrate that learning
to reason in history is difficult for students and that not all students perform well.
Studies focusing on historical reasoning among L2 learners, the focus of this
study, are not common.
Historical contextualization is one particular component of historical
reasoning that remains difficult for students in history classes (Monte-Sano, 2010;
Reisman, 2012a; Van Drie et al., 2015). Historical contextualization is the
reconstruction of the chronology, geography, and social features of the time
period in order to situate a source or historical phenomenon (Van Drie & Van
Boxtel, 2008; Wineburg, 1991). We also found this difficulty in a previous study
(Sendur, et al., 2020). One reason for such difficulty may be that many students
view the past through a present lens and therefore may experience difficulty in
interpreting history from the context of the past (Grant, 2018). It may also stem
from the belief of the past as inherently deficient and change in history as
inherently progressive (Lee, 2005). Alternatively, students may lack (well
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organized) knowledge about historical developments, phenomena, and
chronology (Van Boxtel & Van Drie, 2012). Not enough is known, however,
about how students contextualize because of the lack of recent research in this
area (Reisman & McGrew, 2018). As a key concept in historical reasoning,
historical contextualization warrants further research. In the current study, we
focus on the content and procedural knowledge needed for historical
contextualization when writing a historical argument. This work has the potential
to provide insight into how to promote historical contextualization in writing.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
HISTORICAL REASONING
Students’ historical reasoning can be studied from the perspective of the
framework proposed by van Drie and van Boxtel (2008, 2018). The framework
consists of six interrelated aspects that conform to the notions of reasoning in
the discipline of history that can be used as a way to study students’ oral and
written historical reasoning. First, in history students answer historical questions
about continuity and change, causes and consequence as well as similarities and
differences. Students may, for example, analyze the causes of the fall of the
Roman Republic. Because questions in history can be considered ill-defined
problems, answering such questions often involves argumentation, for example, by
making claims. Students reason with information from sources when answering
the historical question by using the sources as evidence in their argument. These
arguments also make use of substantive concepts, such as patricians and the Roman
Empire. When students reason they must also construct the historical context by
considering the chronology, geography and social characteristics of the time
period they are studying. Finally, in the construction of the argument, students
also make use of meta-concepts and related heuristics, such as understanding what
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counts as historical evidence, corroboration and considering the usefulness and
reliability of the source for the particular question they are answering.

HISTORICAL CONTEXTUALIZATION
Historical contextualization is one aspect of historical reasoning (Van Drie & Van
Boxtel, 2008). Historians contextualize by reconstructing the chronological,
geographical, and social characteristics of the source, person, event or
phenomenon under study (Van Boxtel & Van Drie, 2012; Van Drie & Van
Boxtel, 2008; Wineburg, 1991, 1998). Contextualization enables historians to
develop an interpretation of a unique event or period that accounts for the
general characteristics of the time period being studied (Carr, 1990). By
contextualizing, a historian can help make sense of actions by those in the past
that may appear counterintuitive to our modern understanding, but were rational
to those in the past. For example, when explaining why free Romans volunteered
to become gladiators despite the risk of death, it is necessary to understand the
implications of living in a militaristic society with limits on those who can
participate in the military.
In a study of two historians, Wineburg (1998) identified six aspects that
were used to reconstruct the historical context when reading historical
documents: 1) spatio-temporal, the chronology and geography of the event, 2)
social-rhetorical, comments about the social demands of the event, 3)
biographical comments about the life of the person being studied, 4)
historiographic comments about other historians’ writing, 5) linguistic,
comments about the historical meaning of words, and 6) analogical references to
different periods of history. One historian was able to use his specialized
knowledge of the period to create a context, demonstrating the importance of
deep content knowledge in historical interpretation. Even without extensive
knowledge of the historical period, however, the other historian was able to use
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his knowledge of other historical periods and procedural knowledge of
contextualization to interrogate the sources and create a context through which
to interpret the period. This study demonstrates the importance of both content
and procedural knowledge in the act of contextualization.

STUDENTS’ PERFORMANCE IN HISTORICAL CONTEXTUALIZATION
Historical contextualization appears to be an aspect of historical reasoning that
is challenging for students in the context of history classes. One reason that
historical contextualization is difficult is because of a tendency towards
presentism. Students commonly believe that people in the past shared the same
beliefs and values as those in the present (Lee, 2011; Shemilt, 1984). Similarly,
Reisman and Wineburg (2008) note that in many cases, students approach history
with a background rooted in popular culture and preconceived notions of the
past, leaving them ill-equipped to understand history. This tendency towards
presentism is even found in those intending to become history teachers
(Wineburg & Fournier, 1994). These beliefs may make it difficult for students to
see the importance of historical contextualization.
Another potential reason for students’ difficulty is that contextualization
requires students to possess and also use a sufficient amount of well-organized
historical background knowledge. In a study focusing on students’ performance
in historical perspective taking, Huijgen, van Boxtel, et al. (2017) used a fictional
case study to determine how students decided why an historical actor would
behave in a certain manner. They found that students who considered more
background knowledge, particularly at least three different types, performed
better in a measure of historical perspective taking. Similarly, students who were
more successful in dating a primary source used better organized and more
extensive historical background knowledge than students who were not as
successful (Van Boxtel & Van Drie, 2012). When given training that focused on
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building students’ network of background knowledge and chronological
landmarks, a subsequent group of students outperformed those who were not
given this type of training. These studies demonstrate that in order to perform
contextualization successfully, students need to possess both sufficient and
sufficiently well-organized background knowledge.
Written historical contextualization may also be challenging because of
the complexity of choosing and effectively integrating relevant background
information into a historical essay. When evaluating students’ writing for
contextualization, studies look for both the inclusion of accurate information
about the historical period, such as chronology, location, cultural values, and
historical events, as well as its use to situate, strengthen or explain the argument
(Monte-Sano, 2010; Monte-Sano & De La Paz, 2012; Nokes et al., 2007; van
Boxtel & van Drie, 2013; Van Drie et al., 2015). Such contextualization may take
the form of causation by using the background to explain why a certain event or
phenomenon may have taken place (Monte-Sano, 2010; Nokes et al., 2007). For
example, when writing about Julius Caesar’s decision to sponsor extravagant
gladiator games as part of his campaign for political office, students should
include both information about the role of a candidate’s personal fortune in the
Roman political system at the time, as well as explain why Julius Caesar’s decision
was logical. Students who fail to contextualize may either not include background
information or their use of the background information may include factual or
interpretive errors (Monte-Sano, 2010).
Studies of students’ historical writing have shown that there is wide
variation in their use of historical contextualization, and that many students do
not include contextualization in their writing, possibly because of a lack of
awareness of how and why to include it in their writing. One study reported that
older and better writers more frequently demonstrated the use of
contextualization than younger and poorer writers (De La Paz et al., 2012),
whereas another study found that students were able to include elements of
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contextualization across different writing tasks (Monte-Sano & De La Paz, 2012).
In Monte-Sano (2010)’s study, some students incorporated contextualization, but
others constructed an inaccurate historical context or one with a flawed
interpretation. In the L2 tertiary context, the inclusion of the “circumstances
surrounding the historical actor’s actions” as evidence led to better essays
(Myskow & Ono, 2018, p. 64). In another study of historical reasoning and L2
students’ writing, contextualization was seldom used (Sendur et al., 2020). Nokes
et al. (2007) found that high school students so rarely used contextualization in
their essays that it could not be analyzed as a part of their intervention on the use
of heuristics as a learning tool. Other studies (e.g., De La Paz et al., 2014; Van
Drie et al., 2015) also mention the use or promotion of contextualization in
writing, but do not separately report students’ proficiency, making their
performance in contextualization unclear. This wide variety in performance, and
particularly the lack of contextualization in much of student writing, makes
studies that investigate contextualization and approaches towards promoting it
in student writing critical.

TEACHING HISTORICAL CONTEXTUALIZATION IN WRITING
In this study we approach teaching written historical reasoning in general and
written historical contextualization specifically through a Content and Language
Integrated Learning (CLIL) model. CLIL is a pedagogical model that
simultaneously teaches language and content (Coyle et al., 2010). CLIL is widely
used in the European context, including in history classes (Eurydice, 2006).
Extensive research in CLIL has found that it has language-related benefits for
students without significantly affecting the acquisition of content knowledge
(Pérez-Cañado, 2012). In one case, students in a CLIL history context required
additional class time to make content gains similar to their peers (Dallinger et al.,
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2016), but in another case they outperformed their non-CLIL peers in terms of
content knowledge (Oattes et al., 2020).
In both teaching and research contexts, the document-based question
(DBQ) is commonly used when assessing students’ historical writing (McCarthy
Young & Leinhardt, 1998; Monte-Sano, 2010). In this study we focus on
students’ written historical contextualization in an argumentative DBQ writing
task. In a DBQ, a student composes an answer to a historical question through
the analysis of multiple sources, often both primary and secondary. DBQ essays,
particularly those that are argumentative in nature (Greene, 1994; Monte-Sano &
De La Paz, 2012), provide the conditions for students to demonstrate written
historical reasoning, including contextualization. Nokes and De La Paz (2018)
conclude that such writing may be one of the best ways to assess students’
historical reasoning.
Studies have investigated how to best promote students’ historical writing
using approaches such as text models (Van Drie et al., 2015) and class discussion
(van Boxtel & van Drie, 2013). Explicit instruction and cognitive apprenticeship
have been shown to be particularly effective in helping students compose essays
with features of historical reasoning (De La Paz et al., 2014; De La Paz et al.,
2017; Monte-Sano, 2011; Nokes et al., 2007). Explicit instruction is effective in
an L2 context as well (Goo et al., 2015; Norris & Ortega, 2000). Studies focusing
on contextualization as a part of written historical reasoning, however, are not
common. The few studies that include explicit instruction in historical
contextualization and writing have had mixed results, with the students in Nokes
et al’s (2007) study failing to include contextualization after instruction, whereas
student in De La Paz et al’s (2017) study improved in their written historical
reasoning (contextualization was included as a part of the measure). Given the
difficulty that students have in incorporating contextualization in their historical
writing, studies that integrate both the active use of background knowledge and
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instruction in procedural aspects of how to include contextualization into
students’ writing are important.
Huijgen, van de Grift, et al. (2017, p. 163) propose four strategies when
teaching historical contextualization: “(1) Reconstructing the historical context,
(2) fostering historical empathy, (3) performing historical contextualization to
explain the past, and (4) raising awareness of present-oriented perspectives when
examining the past.” Using these strategies, the authors (2018) designed a
historical contextualization intervention study using a combination of a case
study, the reconstruction of the historical context, and a historical empathy task.
After eight lessons using this approach, students in the intervention group made
significant progress in historical contextualization in comparison to a control
group. Reisman and Wineburg (2008, p. 203) advocate three strategies to help
students learn to contextualize when reading historical sources: “(1) providing
background knowledge, (2) asking guiding questions, and (3) explicitly modeling
contextualized thinking.” In a later study (Reisman, 2012a, 2012b), however,
students’ contextualization did not improve even with explicit strategy instruction
in which the teacher modelled contextualization and students completed graphic
organizers that included contextualization questions. This finding led the author
to speculate that the complexity of the skill or the lack of practice may have
played a role. With students’ difficulty in historical contextualization, particularly
in writing, and the lack of consistent findings regarding a pedagogical approach,
it is important to test the effectiveness of different pedagogical approaches that
both utilize and depart from the proposed strategies.

DESIGN APPROACH
In this quasi-experimental intervention study, we adopt aspects of teaching
historical contextualization from Reisman and Wineburg (2008) and Huijgen, van
de Grift, et al. (2017). We use a cognitive apprenticeship model since it has been
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shown to be effective in history education (De La Paz et al., 2014; De La Paz et
al., 2017). We also integrate writing instruction through the use of text models
and focused language practice in order to help students better grasp the genre
and language of argumentative writing in history. We investigate the effect of a
historical reasoning curriculum based on these principles on students’ historical
reasoning and writing when taught with an increased emphasis on incorporating
historical contextualization into DBQ writing as compared to a control group
that does not include a historical contextualization focus. We also conduct a
separate qualitative analysis of students’ historical contextualization by
investigating the different ways in which contextualization is incorporated in their
writing.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS
1. How do undergraduate students perform on aspects of historical
reasoning (claim, evidence, sourcing, corroboration and historical
contextualization) in their document-based writing before and after
participating in a course with explicit instruction in historical reasoning?
2. What is the effect of explicit instruction in historical contextualization
during a historical reasoning course on undergraduate students’
document-based writing?
For our first research question, prior to the course, we would expect that
students in this course would perform poorly in historical contextualization as
measured in a written source-based argument. We would expect that students in
both groups would improve on the different elements of their historical
reasoning as measured by their document-based writing. We would expect similar
improvements for both groups in the areas of claim, supporting a claim with
evidence, sourcing and corroboration. For the second question, we would expect
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that students in the experimental condition would score higher on historical
contextualization than those in the control group.

METHOD
PARTICIPANTS AND CONTEXT
This study was conducted at a small private English-medium university in
Istanbul, Turkey during the 2017 fall semester. Undergraduate students typically
spend one to two semesters studying English in a pre-university intensive English
preparation program before beginning their undergraduate studies. Close to half
of these students choose a major in engineering. While all undergraduate students
take a series of required history courses, the university does not offer an
undergraduate degree in history.
140 students in the intensive English preparation program participated in
this study while enrolled in a historical reasoning course taught as a part of the
program. See Table 1 for an overview of the students. All students are non-native
English speakers who had been placed at the B2 level according to the Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR), which is the highest
level of English taught in the program. English language instructors in the
program must meet minimum education and experience requirements, and teach
using a highly standardized curriculum.
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Table 1
Student Demographics and Intended Area of Study
Experimental
60 students
34 male
26 female

Control
80 students
41 male
39 female

Intended program of study

Intended program of study

41 Engineering and natural sciences
7 Business
12 Arts and social sciences

65 Engineering and natural sciences
10 Business
5 Arts and social sciences

Eleven English language instructors teaching the historical reasoning
course in thirteen intact classes took part in this study. Instructors had taught the
historical reasoning course between zero and six semesters prior to the study
(Experimental instructors had zero to three semesters experience; Control
instructors had zero to six semesters of experience). Four instructors with a
variety of experience were invited at the recommendation of the course
coordinator and accepted to teach in the experimental condition. The remaining
instructors were assigned to the control condition. On the basis of their
instructor, five of the thirteen classes (n= 60 students) were assigned to the
experimental condition and eight classes (n= 80 students) were assigned to the
control condition (one instructor in each condition taught two classes each).
All instructors were aware that different conditions existed, but only
instructors in the experimental condition were aware of the focus of the
intervention. Experimental lesson plans were kept in a location inaccessible to
control condition instructors, and experimental condition instructors were
specifically told not to discuss their lesson plans with anyone teaching in the
control condition.
A historical reasoning course prepared by the first author for the English
preparation program was used for the study. Detailed lesson plans and answer
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keys were prepared for each condition. The lessons specified goals, activities and
the pacing of each lesson. In the event that lesson components ran longer than
expected, activities central to the study were highlighted as required activities for
a given lesson. The course coordinator kept track of the progress of each class
and ensured that all required lesson components were completed.
All instructors participated in a training with the first author that outlined
the curriculum, focusing on aspects of the curriculum that applied to both
conditions. Instructors in the experimental condition participated in a separate
training with the first author regarding aspects of the curriculum specific to the
experimental condition. All instructors also participated in weekly meetings with
the course coordinator to clarify questions regarding the content or lesson plans,
as well as to review answer keys and sample essays, as needed.

HISTORICAL REASONING COURSE
Students in both conditions completed similar versions of a 28-hour historical
reasoning course that took place for four hours weekly for seven weeks. We first
explain the course aspects that were common to both conditions, and then
itemize differences between the two conditions. The course used the topic of
gladiators in late Republican Rome and the early Empire to introduce students to
aspects of historical reasoning and the language of historical argumentation. This
topic was chosen partially because it would be studied the following semester in
one of the required history courses. Students were made aware of this link
between courses so that it would be motivating for students to learn about the
topic. Gladiators was also chosen because it was the subject of a recent popular
television show.
After an introduction to historical reasoning and Roman gladiators in
weeks one and two, respectively, the following four weeks were divided into three
units: Roman socioeconomics, Roman politics in the late Republic and early

115

HISTORICAL CONTEXTUALIZATION IN STUDENTS’ WRITING
Empire, and Roman cultural values. The final week consisted of a comprehensive
course review.
In terms of historical reasoning, all student received explicit instruction
in sourcing and corroboration using a cognitive apprenticeship approach (Collins
et al., 1991). Instructors first modelled the concepts. Instruction was then
scaffolded so that students were given significant assistance, which was
withdrawn as students demonstrated competence. Students were given multiple
opportunities to practice each element in the course. For example, when students
were first introduced to the concept of sourcing, they listened to a think aloud of
the first author analyzing a primary source and took guided notes using a graphic
organizer. In subsequent weeks, students worked in small groups and as a class
to analyze other primary sources using the same type of graphic organizer. After
practicing sourcing, students individually demonstrated their performance in a
short assessment based on the Historical Assessment of Thinking (Wineburg et
al., 2012).
Instruction in writing a document-based historical argument focused on
the use of a claim and evidence to address a historical question (Monte-Sano,
2010). For the purposes of this intervention, student were taught to write an
exposition, a one-sided argument (Coffin, 2006). Similar to sourcing and
corroboration, students learned through a cognitive apprenticeship model. When
students first learned about writing a claim, for example, they used a set of criteria
introduced by the instructor to assess the quality of several sample claims, as well
as write their own. Later in the course, they worked in small groups to develop a
claim based on a small set of primary and secondary sources. Students
independently wrote a DBQ essay after the conclusion of the following units
using the associated primary and secondary sources: socioeconomics and politics.
Students were provided with sample DBQ answers as models of
argumentative writing in history.

As a guided practice in historical

argumentation, students analyzed these text models. Text models have promise
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as a pedagogical method of demonstrating the features of a genre in both L1 and
L2 student writing (Graham & Perin, 2007; Hillocks Jr, 1986; Hirvela, 2016;
Hyland, 2007), including in history (Van Drie et al., 2015). Because students may
place too much trust in the text models, Hirvela (2016) recommends examining
models of both successful and unsuccessful texts. Therefore, when working with
text models, students had two primary tasks: 1) identify features of an argument
and historical reasoning, and 2) revise text models with missing or erroneous
components. The first task focused primarily on passive recognition of textual
features while the second was intended to help students practice text production.
For example, in the first text model, students were asked the following: “The
claim should account for all of the evidence. What major aspect did this essay
forget to account for?”
Students in both conditions used the same set of readings, including
primary sources, secondary sources and background information necessary for
historical contextualization. Based on the recommendations of Reisman and
Wineburg (2008), we included a timeline noting major events and figures studied
in the course and sufficient background information about gladiators and Roman
history to provide “some familiarity with key developments” (pg. 203). Primary
and secondary sources were simplified by course instructors to match students’
B2 reading level. Primary sources were excerpted and simplified based on
principles by Wineburg and Martin (2009). Secondary sources were chosen or
modified to limit the amount of argumentation to encourage students to develop
their own arguments rather than using others’ arguments (Miller et al., 2016). A
one-page summary of highly relevant historical background information was
included as the first page of a lesson when a new topic was introduced. The text
was written in a neutral textbook style, each subtopic was given a separate
heading, and keywords were bolded.
The course was structured as a Content and Language Integrated
Learning (CLIL) model integrating both content and language (Coyle et al., 2010).
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We integrated language into the course in terms of a focus on both meaning and
form, as well as frequent opportunities to engage in written and oral production
(de Graaff et al., 2007; Westhoff, 2004). To help students cope with reading
comprehension, students read modified sources, annotated their readings, and
completed graphic organizers for each primary source. Frequent oral and written
output was built into the course in order to build fluency. The course also
included an overt focus on language forms useful in historical argumentation,
such as modals and citation language (Coffin, 2006; De Oliveira, 2011).
Additionally, all students received focused language practice with language
models for sourcing, corroboration, and explaining the significance of evidence.
For example, when introducing corroboration, students were given the language
stem, “[Evidence from Author 1]. A similar point is made by [Author 2], who…”
Students used the language stems first to write about points of corroboration
they had identified between two texts in that lesson, and later in their DBQ
writing.

EXPERIMENTAL CONDITION
Students in the experimental condition received explicit instruction in historical
contextualization used in historical reasoning and writing. The instruction
focused on two aspects outlined in the literature: 1) engaging students with the
background knowledge they could use to contextualize (Huijgen, van de Grift, et
al., 2017; Huijgen et al., 2018; Reisman & Wineburg, 2008) and 2) supporting
their procedural knowledge of writing so that they could incorporate
contextualization into their arguments (Graham & Perin, 2007; Hillocks Jr, 1986;
Hirvela, 2016; Hyland, 2007; Van Drie et al., 2015).
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Engaging students with background knowledge
Two types of activities were used to help students engage with the background
knowledge needed to contextualize: case studies and quote sorting. These
activities supported students’ contextualization by building the background
knowledge students needed in order to contextualize and to helping students see
the value of using historical context to ground their claims about the past.
Three discussion-oriented case studies were designed to give students a
reason to engage with the historical background information in order to make a
well-grounded claim. In a task similar to Huijgen et al. (2018), students completed
a series of case studies of fictional historical actors corresponding to each of the
three topics: socioeconomics, politics and cultural values. See Figure 1 for a
sample case study. The use of both teacher and student-led discussions can help
students make gains in reasoning, argumentation, content knowledge and writing
(Kuhn et al., 1997; Reznitskaya et al., 2001; Van Drie & Van de Ven, 2017;
Wegerif et al., 1999).
The activity took place in two parts. First, students answered a set of
guiding questions about the provided historical background. The purpose of
these questions was to act as a guided practice in creating a historical context and
situating the character from the case study in the past. Second, students
attempted to decide how the person would have acted in the situation given the
historical context. In two of the three case studies, the historical background
information could have supported multiple answers, requiring students to form
claims well-supported by the historical context in order to argue their position.
This second part was designed as an independent practice with the instructor
facilitating (and fact-checking) a student-led discussion.

119

HISTORICAL CONTEXTUALIZATION IN STUDENTS’ WRITING
Figure 1
Case Study for the Unit Roman Politics in the Late Republic and Early Empire
Late Republican Politics Case Study
It is 65 BCE and Julius Caesar is planning to run for praetor in a couple of years. One of your
friends is planning to run against him. You heard that Julius Caesar is planning to spend an
extravagant amount of money to sponsor gladiator games in honor of his father, and also offer
a public feast. Spending that amount of money will make voters forget your friend’s name.
There is no way he can win. What should he do?
1.
2.
3.

Don’t worry that Julius Caesar’s games are more expensive than your friend’s. He
has better ideas for policy. Voters will know the better candidate.
Sponsor a new law banning so many gladiators in Rome. It’s dangerous to have so
many gladiators in the city.
Borrow money so your friends can offer even better games.

Guiding Questions
1. What would you, as a modern person, want to do?
2. Julius Caesar lived during the late Republic. Briefly describe the state of politics
during this time.
3. How does sponsoring gladiator games help a person get elected?
4. Julius Caesar is running for praetor. Who does he need to convince to vote for him?
Are his plans likely to be effective?
5. Does Julius Caesar belong to a political party? How important do plans for governing
seem to be when deciding whom to vote for?
6. Why might people in Rome consider it dangerous for one person to own many
gladiators?
7. What should the person running against Julius Caesar do? Why?

To help students further engage with the historical background
knowledge, students in the experimental condition also completed one quotesorting activity. During this activity, students sorted unattributed quotes about
politics from primary sources into either the Roman Republic or Empire based
on evidence in the quote. For example, in the following simplified excerpt from
Dio Cassius, the student would need to be able to note that politicians were using
gladiators as a personal army, and search the historical background to determine
that this was indicative of the late Roman Republic.
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Milo (a politician) caused many disturbances, and at last he collected some
gladiators and others who agreed with him and fought with Clodius (another
politician), so that bloodshed occurred throughout practically the whole city
(Loeb edition translation by E. Cary, 39.8).

This activity took place during a lesson on politics, and was specifically
designed to help students consider the differences in the political systems during
the two time periods because students in a previous version of this course
sometimes confused the features of the two systems.
Supporting students’ writing
Students engaged in two types of activities that supported integrating historical
contextualization into their writing: text models and focused language practice.
These activities supported students contextualization by teaching students the
procedural knowledge needed in order to integrate contextualization into their
writing, and the value of such an endeavor. When engaged in these activities, we
emphasized the importance of including relevant background information with
the goal of helping the reader understand the argument. We also focused on
noting a connection between the background information and evidence as a part
of the explanation.
Using a series of guiding questions, all students evaluated text models for
argument structure and features of historical reasoning, including sourcing and
corroboration, as described above. Students in the experimental condition also
evaluated the text models for the use of historical contextualization.

For

example, in one text model students decided which information to include as
historical contextualization and where to place it in the essay. See Figure 2 for an
excerpt of another text model and guiding questions students used after writing
their first DBQ. The original activity included three sample paragraphs and was
designed as a guided practice to help students see the importance of historical
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contextualization in situating and strengthening the argument by comparing
paragraphs with and without effective historical contextualization.
Figure 2
An Excerpt From a Text Model and Guiding Questions Activity Used with Students in the
Experimental and Control Conditions
Experimental Condition Questions
1.

2.

3.

Control Condition Questions

Compare the paragraphs to the argument 1. Compare the paragraphs to the
structure requirements on page 24 in your
argument structure requirements on
course book.
page 24 in your textpack. Evaluate to
a. Find 2 examples of evidence
what extent each paragraph has the
that is relevant, specific and
following:
significant.
a. Evidence that is relevant,
b. Find 1 example that explains the
specific and significant.
importance of the evidence or
b. An explanation of the
links the evidence back to the
importance of the evidence
claim
c. A link between the evidence
c. Find 1 example of an evaluation
and the claim
of the usefulness of the source.
d. Corroboration between
Identify the historical context (if any) in
sources.
each of the paragraphs. Historical
e. An evaluation of the
context may include information about:
usefulness of the source
a. Time period
b. Location
c. Socioeconomic class
d. Politics
e. Culture and values
Evaluate the use of the historical context.
Which paragraph has a) historical context
that helps explain the argument, b)
irrelevant historical context and c) no
historical context?
Common Text Model

Paragraph 1
The upper classes benefitted from their social class in unimportant ways, such as seating at
gladiator games. For example, Livy (34) details that senators were given separate seating for a
gladiator show. Suetonius likewise describes Augustus’ law that assigned seats based on social
class (Aug. 44). In both instances, the seats assigned to the upper classes were better than
those given to the lower classes.

Focused language practice was used for all students to help them with the
types of language structures used when writing historical arguments. Students in
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the experimental condition also practiced the language related to historical
contextualization, such as language related to chronology. For example, in one
activity students constructed a timeline of major events concerning gladiator
games in the Roman Republic and Empire, and then used language models to
describe their duration (i.e., for at least 500 years) and sequence (i.e., before the
Empire began) in a guided practice.
Students also practiced with language models that demonstrated how to
note the importance of or connection between the historical background
information and the evidence. For example, as a part of the quote sorting activity
described above, students explained their answer using relevant historical
background information. They then noted the importance or connection
between the quote and related historical background information to Roman
politics using language stems such as “this demonstrates…” and “it is reasonable
to conclude that…”

CONTROL CONDITION
Students in the control condition did not receive any explicit instruction related
to the use of historical contextualization in historical reasoning or writing.
Students in both conditions had an identical number of course hours, used the
same primary and secondary sources, and completed the same assessments. All
students had historical background information and language models for
historical contextualization in their coursebook, but students in the control
classes did not complete activities that engaged with those aspects.
Three of the seven lessons were identical with no differences between
conditions. Four four-hour lessons, corresponding to the weeks on
socioeconomics, politics, and cultural values, contained differences during part,
but not all of the lesson. See Figure 3 for the timing of a partial sample lesson,
which demonstrates how timing was balanced between the two conditions. In
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some cases, students in each condition used the same (or similar) materials for
different purposes. In this case, the time for each activity was the same. This is
the case in the text models, such as the one in Figure 2 and described above. In
other cases, the experimental condition students had an additional activity, such
as the case study shown in Figure 1 and reflected in Figure 3. These activities
were also planned for a specific amount of time. To compensate for the amount
of time spent in the case study, the control condition completed a more extended
version of another task common to both groups.
Figure 3
Lesson Component Timing for a Partial Sample Lesson About Politics in the Late Roman
Republic
Experimental Condition
35 minutes: Text model task (experimental
condition questions) (See Figure 2)
15 minutes: Review homework (common task)
15 minutes: Case Study (experimental
condition) (See Figure 1)
20 minutes: Guided source evaluation

15 minutes: Writing about source evaluation
5 minutes: Wrap up discussion (common
question)
Total Time: 105 minutes

Control Condition
35 minutes: Text model task (control condition
questions) (See Figure 2)
15 minutes: Review homework (common task)

30 minutes: Guided source evaluation (control
condition extended discussion component)
20 minutes: Writing about source evaluation
5 minutes: Wrap up discussion (common
question)
Total Time: 105 minutes

DATA SOURCES AND ANALYSIS
Pre-test and post-test document-based question
In addition to the two DBQs noted above, students completed a pre-test and
post-test DBQ. The pre-test DBQ was used to assess their initial historical
reasoning and writing. The pre-test was completed during lesson 2 after students
had been introduced to the topic of gladiators and the concept of historical
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reasoning and writing, but before beginning detailed instruction. After
completing the course, students completed a post-test DBQ to assess their
historical reasoning and writing. See Table 2 for an overview of the pre and posttest questions. Both tasks used a similar question structure that was designed to
solicit a claim and an argumentative response. Students answered each question
based on course content, which was designed to allow students the possibility of
including each aspect of historical reasoning addressed in the course. For
example, all primary sources included a head note including background
information about the author that could be used in sourcing. Between the two
assessments, students participated in the experimental or control versions of the
historical reasoning course.
Table 2
Pre-test and Post-test Questions, Sources, and Word Count Requirements
Pre-test
To what extent is “The Gladiator”
film clip historically accurate?

Post-test
It is believed that many gladiators
were volunteers. To what extent
would it be desirable and/or
undesirable for a free man to
volunteer to become a gladiator?

Word Count
Sources

120-150 words
1 Primary Source
4 Secondary Sources

250-300 words
5 Primary Sources
2 Secondary Sources

When
completed

During Lesson 2

Following Lesson 7

Question

Analysis of historical reasoning in writing
Student responses to the two writing tasks were scored using a five point
analytical rubric from a previous study (Sendur et al., 2020). See Appendix F for
the rubric. Building on the works of Monte-Sano and De La Paz (2012) and
Nokes (2017) the rubric measured the following aspects of historical reasoning
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and writing taught in the course: claim, evidence, source evaluation, historical
contextualization and corroboration. For each category, students were scored
based on the highest level they achieved. Students scoring in the 3 to 4 point
range for a given feature of historical reasoning demonstrate competence in
historical reasoning, while those scoring a 2 show lower levels of performance.
Scores in the 0 to 1 point ranges indicate a lack of historical reasoning or
significant errors.
The pre-test was scored by a trained research assistant unfamiliar with the
study and the first author. The research assistant was trained in three one-hour
sessions during which the first author provided sample scored essays with written
explanations for the scoring decisions. The research assistant practiced scoring
subsequent sample essays under the guidance of the first author and later
independently. After resolving scoring discrepancies, the first author and the
research assistant scored a set of 20 student essays. Cohen’s Kappa ranged from
.64 to 1.0 with the claim and source evaluation categories receiving the lowest
and highest Kappa, respectively. Cohen’s Kappa was not calculated for the
category historical contextualization because in the randomly chosen data set
both authors had 100% agreement and all essays received the same score. The
first author scored the remainder of the essays.
The first and second author coded a round of 21 students responses to
the post-test. Cohen’s Kappa ranged from .66 to .82 with the claim and source
evaluation categories receiving the lowest and highest correlations, respectively.
The first author scored the remainder of the essays.
Measure of historical knowledge
Students completed a short closed-book/notes assessment of their historical
knowledge immediately after handing in the post-test. The measure assessed
students’ factual knowledge of the main concepts in Roman history that were
available in the coursebook and could have been potentially useful in the post126
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test. Questions consisted of multiple choice, fill in the blank and ordering
concepts. For example, students were asked “Which of these values and jobs
describe the ideal Roman man? Circle 3” and “Which social class had the least
legal rights?” Students answers’ were scored out of 13, with one point for each
correct answer.
Individual interest in history survey
Before beginning the historical reasoning course, students completed an 8question survey to measure their individual interest in history. The survey, used
by Stoel et al. (2017), is an adaptation of a survey to measure interest in
mathematics (Linnenbrink-Garcia et al., 2010; Pintrich et al., 1993). The survey
measures interest with a 6-point Likert scale from strongly disagree to strong
agree. Sample items include “History is practical for me to know” and “I like
history.” Cronbach’s alpha for the survey was .92 (n=128). Note that a small
number of students had an incomplete dataset for this measure or the
measurement of historical knowledge. The number of students is reflected in the
results.
Exploring historical contextualization
We also prepared students’ post-tests for a further analysis of their written
historical contextualization. First, we counted each instance of historical
contextualization, as defined by the rubric above. Using each of these incidences
of historical contextualization (excluding geography and chronology), we next
specified where each was located with respect to the relevant part of the
argument. For example, consider a student includes information about the
importance of militarism in Roman society to support the argument that people
volunteered as gladiators to obtain military-like glory. In this case, we identified
where the historical contextualization (the importance of militarism) was located
with respect to the argument it supported (people volunteered as gladiators for
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military-like glory). Chronology and location were excluded from the analysis
because students used them as brief notations, such as ‘during the Republic’ that
provided little aid in understanding the argument.
Since students in the experimental group were taught to include historical
contextualization in order to help the reader understand the argument, the
location can serve as a proxy for the extent to which contextualization may aid in
understanding. Contextualization in close proximity to the related argument is
more likely to be useful in aiding understanding. Using an iterative process, we
identified six different locations that students used to integrate contextualization,
as described later in Table 5.
Finally, we determined if a connection between the contextualization and
evidence was explicitly noted and/or a conclusion was drawn on the basis of the
historical contextualization, and if so, what language was used. We examined this
aspect since it was included as an aspect of instruction.

RESULTS
In this section, in response to the first research question, we report on the extent
to which students include features of historical reasoning before and after the
course. To address the second research question, we present results comparing
the performance of students in the experimental and control groups for the
feature, historical contextualization. We also compare students’ individual
interest in history. Finally, we provide a separate analysis of students’ claims and
historical contextualization to explore the nature of students’ performance in the
experimental and control conditions.

HISTORICAL REASONING IN STUDENTS’ DBQ WRITING
We conducted Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests to see whether the distribution of the
pre- and post-test scores deviated from a normal distribution. The pre- and post-
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test scores for all categories of the document-based writing rubric and the total
scores were significantly non-normal (D(140) = 0.09 to 0.54, p < .05).
Because the scores were not normally distributed, we conducted a nonparametric Mann-Whitney test to test if the experimental group differed from the
control group on the pre-test. The total score on the pre-test in the experimental
group (Mdn = 5.00) did not differ significantly from the total score on the pretest in the control group (Mdn = 4.00), U = 1999.50, z = -1.71, ns, r = -.14. There
were also no significant differences for the five subcategories of the rubric.
We first investigated how students performed before the course. As
expected, students performed poorly in written historical contextualization in a
DBQ prior to the course. See Table 3 for descriptive statistics for each category.
To test our hypothesis that in both conditions students would improve their essay
score, we conducted a Wilcoxon test. In the experimental condition, the total
score for the post-test (Mdn = 13.0) was significantly higher than the total score
for the pre-test (Mdn = 5.0), T = 1, p < .05, r = -.61 Also in the control condition,
the total score for the post-test (Mdn = 12.0) was significantly higher than the
total score for the pre-test (Mdn = 4.0), T = 1, p < .05, r = - .61. Thus, in both
conditions there is a large positive change in the total essay score. Further analysis
showed that in both conditions students scored significantly higher on the posttest compared to the pre-test with respect to all five aspects of the rubric (claim,
evidence, source evaluation, historical contextualization and corroboration).
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Table 3
Medians and Ranges for Pre and Post-test by Condition (Experimental n=60, Control n=80)

Claim
Evidence
Source Evaluation
Historical
Contextualization
Corroboration
Total Score

Experimental
Pre-test
Post-test
Mdn (Range) Mdn (Range)
3.00 (0-4)
3.00 (0-4)
2.00 (0-4)
2.00 (1-4)
0.00 (0-2)
3.00 (0-4)
0.00 (0-2)
3.00 (0-4)

Control
Pre-test
Post-test
Mdn (Range) Mdn (Range)
1.00 (0-4)
2.00 (0-4)
2.00 (0-4)
2.50 (1-4)
0.00 (0-1)
3.00 (0-4)
0.00 (0-3)
3.00 (0-4)

0.00 (0-4)
5.00 (5-20)

0.00 (0-4)
4.00 (0-10)

3.00 (0-4)
13.00 (0-11)

3.00 (0-4)
12.00 (4-19)

Our second hypothesis was that students in the experimental condition
with explicit instruction on historical contextualization would outperform
students in the control condition on using historical contextualization in their
post-test essay. To test this hypothesis, we conducted a Mann-Whitney test. The
historical contextualization score in the experimental group (Mdn = 3.00) did,
however, not differ significantly from the score of the control group (Mdn =
3.00), U = 2146.50, z = -1.11, ns, r = .09. We explored whether the experimental
and the control condition differed on other categories of the rubric and on the
total score for the essay. We only found a significant difference for the
subcategory Claim. Students in the experimental condition (Mdn = 3.00) scored
significantly higher on this aspect than students in the control condition (Mdn =
2.00), U = 1704.50, z = -3.08, p < 0.01, r = .26. This is a small to medium effect.
Because we conducted tests for several dependent variables, we might increase
the chance of making a Type 1 error, and we disregard the possible relations
between the dependent variables. Although a MANOVA assumes normally
distributed variables, we conducted a MANOVA to check whether the
conditions differed along the combination of variables. Pillai's trace showed that
the experimental and control group differed significantly with respect to the five
subcategories of the rubric, F(5,134) -2.53, p < .05. Separate univariate ANOVAs
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on the five subcategories of the rubric only revealed a significant effect of the
intervention on Claim (F(1, 138) = 8.88, p < .05).
To summarize, explicit instruction on historical contextualization during
the historical reasoning course did not result in better contextualization in the
essays, but had a significant effect on the quality of the claims students made.
Students who received the explicit instruction on historical contextualization
made better claims.

INDIVIDUAL INTEREST IN HISTORY
We used a survey of individual interest in history, as described in the
methodology. We conducted Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests to see whether the
distribution of the survey of individual interest in history scores deviated from a
normal distribution. The scores were significantly non-normal (D(128) = 0.10, p
< .05) so we conducted a non-parametric Mann-Whitney test to test if the
experimental group differed from the control group in terms of individual
interest in history. The score in the experimental group (Mdn =3.81) did not differ
significantly from the score in the control group (Mdn = 4.38), U = 1716.50, z =
-1.502, ns. We can conclude students did not have different levels of interest in
history.

ADDITIONAL QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS’ CLAIMS
Since the significant difference between the two conditions for claim was
unexpected, we explored the nature of the differences between the two
conditions. In our rubric, students who wrote a claim that was both arguable and
directly answered the question scored in the 3 to 4 range. For example, “Being
an gladiator can be desirable or undesirable depending on which social class
individual belongs to. For lower class it is highly desirable while for upper class
it is not desirable at all (Student 76, post-test).” Those who wrote a statement
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that was not arguable and without a direct answer scored in the 1 to 2 range. For
example, “There are some positive and negative effects of being a gladiator
(Student 23, post-test).” In both bands (3/4 and 1/2), students who accounted
for much or all of the evidence scored higher than those whose answer only
considered a subset of the evidence. Few students omitted a claim (a score of 0).
In exploring students’ claims, we noted whether the claim included a
specific or vague controlling idea detailing how the student would develop the
essay. For example, we distinguished between the specific controlling idea
“Volunteering to become a gladiator is very desirable for a free man. Better living
conditions, female adoration and fame make the life of a gladiator very desirable
(Student 68, post-test)” versus the more vague controlling idea “It was very
undesirable for a freeman to volunteer to become a gladiator. Because in the
future there are many consequences waiting for them (Student 25, post-test).”
Additionally, we noted any conditions placed on the claim, such as a time period
or specific segment of society for which the claim held.
Within any given scoring band, students’ answers in both conditions were
very similar in terms of the presence or lack of a controlling idea or condition.
However, approximately 75% of students in the intervention group formulated
a claim as opposed to only 44% in the control group. The students in the control
group were more likely to write a descriptive statement instead of a claim. This
formulation appears to form the basis of the difference between the two
conditions.

EXPLORING ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATIONS
In this section, we conduct an analysis that explores potential reasons for these
unexpected findings. First, we use the recommendation by O'Neill (2012) to
consider whether the design was a factor in these findings. Later, following the
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model of Barron (2003), we introduce hypotheses that could account for and
explain these unexpected findings.
This intervention meets the five criteria O'Neill (2012) proposes to help
explain and learn from intervention designs that return unexpected results. Based
on this analysis, we conclude that the intervention had a high likelihood of
success. O'Neill (2012)’s first criteria is that studies clearly state that they failed
to achieve their goals, which we have presented earlier in the results section. We
address the second criteria outlining the theoretical basis for why the study should
have worked in our description of the course in which we note that we employ a
cognitive apprenticeship model, a model which has been shown to be effective
in teaching written historical reasoning, including to L2 students (De La Paz et
al., 2017). We also use established literature in designing historical
contextualization-focused instruction (Huijgen, van de Grift, et al., 2017; Huijgen
et al., 2018; Reisman & Wineburg, 2008). Third, our study does not notably
depart from the aforementioned literature.
Fourth, the intervention was well implemented, and therefore, had a
strong likelihood of success. Our scripted lessons and support for instructors, as
described in the methodology, have been effective in this class previously (Sendur
et al., 2020), and result in high fidelity to the curriculum. Finally, we have
provided significant detail for others to also try to explain why the intervention
was unsuccessful. To meet this goal we have included details of our curricular
approach in the methodology, including activities in the experimental and control
conditions, and example of student work.
Based on the previous section, we conclude that our intervention had a
good likelihood of success. Therefore, in this section we explore other reasons
that could account for the nonsignificant findings. First, we explore whether
there are differences between the two groups that could have accounted for the
findings.
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We first considered whether students’ background knowledge about
Roman history was sufficient since a sufficient level of background knowledge is
necessary when contextualizing (Reisman & Wineburg, 2008). To test this, we
collected a measure of knowledge in history as described in the methodology. We
also considered whether the students’ background knowledge differed by
condition since both background and procedural knowledge are necessary in
order to integrate historical contextualization into writing. If students in the
control condition have greater background knowledge, it could have
compensated for their lack of procedural knowledge. Therefore, our first
hypothesis is as follows:
Alternative Hypothesis 1A: Students in both conditions have insufficient
background knowledge needed to contextualize.
Alternative Hypothesis 1B: Students in the control group had greater levels
of background knowledge needed for contextualization.
We conducted Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests to see whether the
distribution of the measure of historical knowledge scores deviated from a
normal distribution. The scores for individual questions and the total scores were
significantly non-normal (D(138) = 0.46 to 0.84, p < .05). Because the scores
were not normally distributed, we conducted a non-parametric Mann-Whitney
test to test if the experimental group differed from the control group on the
measure of historical knowledge. The total score in the experimental group (Mdn
=11.00) did not differ significantly from the total score on the post-test in the
control group (Mdn = 11.75), U = 2167.50, z = -.752, ns. There were also no
significant differences for the individual questions.
Students in both groups scored relatively highly on the measure and the
questions were designed to test knowledge potentially useful in the post-test.
Therefore, we conclude that students had sufficient knowledge to contextualize.
Furthermore, students in both groups had similar knowledge of Roman history
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that they could use to contextualize in the post-test. We thus reject Alternative
Hypothesis 1A/B.
Since students had sufficient background knowledge, we next considered
whether the way we measured historical contextualization was a consideration in
our nonsignificant findings or whether the intervention was ineffective in
promoting written historical contextualization. The original analytical rubric
builds on the works of Monte-Sano and De La Paz (2012) and Nokes (2017).
Based on the results of these previous studies, we would have expected the rubric
to be sensitive enough to measure written historical contextualization. It is
possible, however, that an aspect is missing from the rubric that did not allow us
to capture how students integrated historical contextualization into their writing
in this study. We also would have expected the study design to be successful given
its use of established literature and effective implantation, however, it may have
been ineffective for these students.
In this series of hypotheses we explore aspects of our instruction and
whether students’ in both groups performed similarly. If students performed
similarly across all aspects, it is likely that the intervention was ineffective in
promoting written historical contextualization. However, if students perform
differently, then it is also possible that the analytical rubric is not sensitive enough
to capture students contextualization and should be updated based on the
findings of this analysis.
First, in our intervention we emphasized the importance of including
relevant historical contextualization with the goal of helping the reader
understand the argument. Therefore, we would expect different amounts of
contextualization in the groups if the rubric is a factor.
Alternative Hypothesis 2: Students in the control and experimental group
used different amounts of historical contextualization in their essay.
To test this hypothesis, we counted each instance of historical
contextualization, as described in the methodology. See Table 4 for an overview
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of total instances of historical contextualization. We conducted KolmogorovSmirnov tests to see whether the distribution of the instances of historical
contextualization deviated from a normal distribution. The distribution was
significantly non-normal (D(140) = 0.25, p < .05) so we conducted a nonparametric Mann-Whitney test to test if the experimental group differed from the
control group. The number of instances in the experimental group (Mdn =1.00)
did not differ significantly from the number in the control group (Mdn = 1.00),
U = 2350.00, z = -.222, ns. We concluded that students in both groups used a
similar number of instances of contextualization in their writing, and reject
Alternative Hypothesis 2.
Table 4
Total Instances of Historical Contextualization by Condition (Experimental n=60, Control
n=80)
Type of historical contextualization

Experimental

Control

Socioeconomic, political, cultural

56

69

Chronological and geographical

23

35

Total contextualization

79

104

Since students in both groups included similar amounts of
contextualization in their writing, we continued to investigate whether other
aspects of their contextualization were the same. For our next hypothesis, we
examined where students incorporated historical contextualization within the
context of their essay. This is important procedural knowledge for students since
the placement of the contextualization can be used to help clarify its relevance to
the argument, as we illustrate below. For this analysis we identified the location
of each instance of historical contextualization, excluding geographical and
chronological information, as described in the methodology and below in Table
5.
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Table 5
Frequencies and Percentages of the Different Locations of Historical Contextualization (HC)
Within Student Post-tests (Experimental n=60, Control n=80)
HC Integration
Introduction: HC is included in the beginning of the essay
or in the claim, and before beginning the argument.

Experimental
7 (13%)

Control
6 (9%)

Beginning: HC is integrated at the beginning of the
argument, and the related argument follows immediately
after the HC.

20 (36%)

26 (38%)

Integrated: HC is integrated into an argument, with
elements of the same argument both before and after the
HC.

20 (36%)

24 (35%)

End: The HC is the final part of the argument.

8 (14%)

4 (6%)

Conclusion: The HC is at the end of the essay and not
used as a part of the preceding argument.
Offset: The HC may be relevant to an argument, but is not
located adjacent to the pertinent argument.

0 (0%)

2 (3%)

1 (2%)

7 (10%)

Instruction in the experimental condition focused on including relevant
historical contextualization in a manner likely to help the reader understand the
argument. When analyzing text models, for example, students discussed possible
locations within the model for locating historical contextualization. If the rubric
is a factor, then we would expect to see differences in the patterns of
contextualization between the groups.
Alternative Hypothesis 3: Students in the control and experimental group
used historical contextualization in different places in their essay that was not
captured by the original rubric.
In examining the location of students’ historical contextualization, we
found that when it was placed at the beginning of an argument, it was most likely
to receive the highest score. Integrating the contextualization into the argument
was also effective, but more evenly spread among score bands. About one third
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of students in both conditions integrated contextualization in the beginning or
middle of the argument. For example, in the following excerpt, Student 6 noted
Roman militaristic values (italicized below) and their role in motivating people to
become gladiators in the context of an argument for why free men might want
to volunteer to become gladiators:
Rome had a militaristic society that believed virtus and gloria. Especially man would to show
virtus in battle, then they gained gloria by winning victory of battle. Therefore, free man
want to become a gladiator for virtus and gloria. Dunkle states that life of free
gladiators took on new meaning. They fought for its courage and achievement.
Therefore, they had a honor as well or Roman soldiers (post-test).

While seen less frequently, historical contextualization in the introduction
of the essay sometimes received a high score, especially when it was used to limit
the claim, or provide background information that could situate a later argument.
For example, one student used historical contextualization to explain the
significance of the social status of freeman, the subject of his essay.
Back in the Ancient Roman society it was desirable for freeman to volunteer to
become a gladiator. Since social hierarchy is an important part of Roman society,
freedman were slaves who had either bought their freedom or been granted it,
their right were limited. Freedman may grow his wealth, but most of them were
poor (Student 19, post-test).

Contextualization offset from the corresponding argument was less
effective in students’ writing, because it was more difficult to understand the
relationship between the contextualization and the argument. Offset
contextualization is counter to the instruction that students in the experimental
group received. 10% of the control group contextualization was offset, while only
2% in the experimental group was offset. In the following example, Student 135
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commented on the importance of militarism. However, while accurate, the
contextualization was not related to the argument about reasons for becoming a
gladiator in which it was situated:
Some free man in Rome volunteered to become a gladiator and treated as a
slave, even though they had citizen rights, because it was desirable for them.
Rome was a militaristic society. Men were supposed to show his manliness and
courage, especially in battle. According to Dunkle (2002) in ancient Rome,
number of jobs was limited as a result for some becoming a gladiator seemed
positive alternative (post-test).

Based on this analysis, it is likely that the placement of the
contextualization matters, and there do appear to be some differences in
students’ responses on the basis of the condition. This qualitative analysis does
not statistically test this hypothesis, and it may be a future area of research.
For our final hypothesis, we examined whether students noted a
connection between the historical contextualization and the evidence or drew a
conclusion pertinent to their argument. We examine this aspect because, as a part
of the experimental condition, students learned to note a connection or
conclusion as a part of the explanation and should therefore be present in their
writing if the intervention had an effect.
Alternative Hypothesis 4: Students in the control and experimental group
noted a connection between the historical contextualization and/or drew a
pertinent conclusion to a different extent that was not captured by the original
rubric.
For this analysis, we counted whether and how students noted a
connection or drew a conclusion, as described in the methodology. See Table 6
for a list of words and phrases students used to signal a connection or conclusion.
For example, one student (Student 55, post-test) used the signal phrase ‘because
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of this’ to drawn an explicit connection between the social status of gladiators
and the implications on their lives: “At these times, different groups had different
legal rights. Slaves were accepted as they were under property. Because of this,
gladiators had no right to control their bodies even when they are beaten,
wounded or killed.” Of all instances of historical contextualization, 61% of those
in the experimental condition included an explicit connection or conclusion, but
only 43% of those in the control condition did so. This also appears to show
there may be a difference between conditions.
Table 6
Signal Words and Phrases Used to Indicate Significance of Historical Contextualization
As a result
Because (of)
For this reason
From this perspective
It is reasonable to conclude
Like…also…
Since
So
So from this information
So it can be said that
So…because of
That is why
That leads to the fact
The reason (that is) why
Therefore
This (statement) shows that
Thus
Which shows/demonstrates/means
This is (might be) one of the reasons
Other: significance explained in a sentence and without signal words

PROPOSING A NEW HISTORICAL CONTEXTUALIZATION RUBRIC
The original analytical rubric building on the works of Monte-Sano and De La
Paz (2012) and Nokes (2017) could have been expected to be sensitive enough
to measure written historical contextualization. This qualitative analysis, however,
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leads us to conclude that two further components should be included. First, we
propose that the location of the contextualization should be proximate to the
argument, particularly at the beginning of the argument. Monte-Sano and De La
Paz (2012, p. 286) note that one option for proficient contextualization is
“integrates context and evidence in an explanation or conclusion.” While this can
be reasonably understood as requiring proximity, we believe that proximity
should be explicitly required since we found students with offset
contextualization in our dataset. Second, we propose that an explicit connection
between the historical contextualization and the evidence, or a conclusion should
be required. This draws on the importance that Monte-Sano (2010) places on
causality in contextualization and complements the category used in Monte-Sano
and De La Paz (2012, p. 286). We therefore propose the following revisions to
the rubric, as outlined in Figure 4.
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Figure 4
Proposed Historical Contextualization Rubric
Score
4

3

2

1

0

Historical Contextualization
(Original)
Provides accurate and relevant historical
context (temporal, spatial or social
features) as support for the claim,
evidence or source.
The HC is elaborate and used to situate
and/or further the claim
or the HC is less elaborate & explicitly
used to situate and/or further the claim.
Provides accurate and relevant historical
context.
It may be used to implicitly situate
&/or further the argument.
Provides historical context that is of
limited support for the argument
&/or has minor inaccuracies.
It is not used to situate &/or further
the argument/argument
&/or there are errors.
Provides historical context that is
historically inaccurate
&/or largely irrelevant.
Does not note historical context.

Historical Contextualization
(Proposed)
Historical context (temporal, spatial or
social features) is accurate and relevant.
The HC is elaborate enough to support
and/or situate the argument.
HC is proximate to the related
argument.
A connection/conclusion between the
HC and the evidence is explicitly noted.
HC is accurate and relevant.
The HC is elaborate enough to support
and/or situate the argument.
HC is proximate to the related
argument.
HC may have minor inaccuracies
and/or be a limited relevance and/or is
not elaborate enough to support and/or
situate the argument.
HC is proximate to the related
argument.
HC is historically inaccurate
and/or largely irrelevant
and/or the location of the HC is offset
from the related argument
Does not note historical context.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
In this study, we investigated the written historical reasoning of students in an
historical reasoning course taught using a cognitive apprenticeship model. We
compared the performance of students who received explicit instruction in
historical contextualization with the performance of students who did not. At
the beginning of the course, students in both groups had similarly low levels of
performance in written historical reasoning in a DBQ. In line with other studies
(Nokes et al., 2007; Reisman, 2012a), historical contextualization was one of the
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lowest scoring components of historical reasoning. After completing the course,
we found that students in both groups made significant progress in their written
historical reasoning in all areas that we studied, which confirmed our first
hypothesis. This increase in performance is similar to that found in an earlier
version of this course (Sendur et al., 2020) and supports studies that have found
that cognitive apprenticeship is an effective model for teaching historical
argumentation and writing (De La Paz et al., 2014; De La Paz et al., 2017).
Contrary to our second hypothesis, students in the experimental group
did not perform significantly better in historical contextualization than those in
the control group despite receiving explicit instruction. All students, including
those in both the experimental and control groups, significantly improved their
historical contextualization. Historical contextualization, however, was among
the low scoring aspects of written historical reasoning in both conditions before
the intervention. This is in line with the finding by others (Nokes et al., 2007;
Reisman, 2012a). This finding highlights the difficulty of historical
contextualization for students, and the importance of testing alternatives for
teaching it.
We identify three potential explanations for the lack of a significant
finding in terms of historical contextualization: 1) the extent of the
contextualization instruction, 2) the nature of the case study, and 3) the manner
of assessment. First, the duration of the instruction may be one possible
explanation for the lack of a significant different between the experimental and
control conditions. In our intervention, a part of each of four four-hour lessons
was devoted to historical contextualization, split between engaging students with
the background information and supporting students’ procedural knowledge
necessary for writing. Huijgen et al. (2018), on the other hand, were able to
devote eight full lessons to instruction. Students may need significantly more
practice individual aspects of historical reasoning before they are able to
contextualize better. However, shorter interventions focusing on different
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aspects of historical reasoning using an explicit instruction approach have also
shown a positive effect (Britt & Aglinskas, 2002; Van Drie et al., 2015)
demonstrating that this intervention was likely of a sufficient length.
Second, the case studies focused on engaging with the historical
background information and did not include a writing component. Instruction
regarding incorporating historical contextualization into writing was limited to
text models and focused language practice, and not explicitly linked to the case
studies. It is possible that students were unable to transfer the skills from the
case study to their own writing. As writing assignments were focused on a
historical question and not a fictional character, it might also have been difficult
for students to see the relationship between the case and the writing assignment.
Third, historical contextualization was assessed through students’ DBQ writing,
and centered on the construction of the historical context and the use of
historical background information to explain the past. It is possible that other
assessments, such as students’ case study answers or assessments that do not
conflate writing and historical contextualization may show different results. It is
also possible that the historical contextualization category of our analytical rubric
was not sensitive enough to detect the differences in students’ writing. The newly
proposed rubric should be evaluated in a further study to determine whether it is
more sensitive in measuring written historical contextualization.
Surprisingly, students in the experimental group performed significantly
better when writing claims than those in the control group. Specifically, they
wrote claims that were more arguable and directly addressed the writing prompt,
which conforms to the instruction students received. In contrast, students in the
control group tended to write non-arguable restatements of the topic. This
difference is particularly surprising since students received identical instruction
for writing claims. It is possible that some aspects of the historical
contextualization instruction present in the experimental group helped students
better make use of the existing claim writing instruction.
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Oral dialogue has been shown to help student make gains in reasoning,
argumentation, content knowledge and writing (Kuhn et al., 1997; Reznitskaya
et al., 2001; Van Drie & Van de Ven, 2017; Wegerif et al., 1999) while explicit
instruction is also an effective pedagogy for reasoning and argumentative writing
in history (De La Paz et al., 2017; Stoel et al., 2017). We propose that the dialogic
nature of the case study combined with an explicit focus on argumentation may
have enabled students to better grasp the point of argumentation and develop
procedural knowledge needed to make claims more indicative of argumentation,
a position supported by Reznitskaya and Gregory (2013).
In the case studies, students engaged in dialogue with their peers and
instructor to decide how they believed a historical figure would have acted in a
given situation. In a guided practice, students used a series of guiding questions
that both grounded them in the historical context and opened up multiple
possible interpretations. As a part of an independent practice student-led
discussion, the instructor’s role was to facilitate the discussion and hold students
to high standards of argumentation. These case studies demonstrated that
multiple conclusions could be supported by evidence (while other conclusions
were unsupportable) and necessitated argumentation to reach a conclusion. The
reciprocal roles of proposing and evaluating each others’ claims during the
independent practice may have enabled students to develop the procedural
knowledge, language and content knowledge necessary to formulate a claim
indicative of argumentation (Reznitskaya & Gregory, 2013). Further research that
compares students’ dialogue and writing, as well as investigates the combination
of oral dialogue and cognitive apprenticeship is warranted to investigate this
possibility.
This study contributes to our understanding of how students incorporate
historical contextualization within the context of an argument and the language
they use to denote a connection or draw a conclusion, an area of interest to those
studying L2 writing in history (Myskow & Ono, 2018). In our qualitative analysis,
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we identified six different locations within an argument where students included
contextualization, and the variety of language that students used to indicate a
connection or conclusion. We found that students in the experimental group
more frequently explicitly noted a connection or conclusion than those in the
control group, and included fewer instances of contextualization offset from the
argument. This analysis has practical implications for instruction, as including
contextualization at certain points of the argument received higher scores than
others. The wide range of language that students used to demonstrate a
connection shows that students may be able to use their current knowledge of
language to note this in their writing.
This study has several limits. First, while instructors in both conditions
had a similarly wide variety of experience, due to the constraints of the course we
were not able to randomly assign students and teachers to a condition. Second,
due to course constraints, the pretest and posttest used the same style of question,
but the number of available sources and required essay length differed. Further
studies should consider using a counter balanced essay approach to minimize this
effect, such as that used by De La Paz et al. (2014).
In conclusion, this study demonstrates that a cognitive apprenticeship
model works well with L2 undergraduate students learning about historical
reasoning. Further studies should investigate other ways of assessing students’
use of historical contextualization and further explore methods of teaching
historical contextualization.
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SUMMARY, GENERAL CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION
This dissertation had two primary aims. The first aim was to study the historical
reasoning of a population of L2 undergraduate students in the context of a CLIL
historical reasoning course. The second aim was to foster the written historical
reasoning of these students by investigating the use of a cognitive apprenticeship
approach in the context of a CLIL classroom. In this chapter, the main findings
of this dissertation are first reported. Next, we draw conclusions based on the
findings about students’ written and oral historical reasoning and important
factors that may influence these findings. Finally, we explore the methodological
considerations and implications for practice resulting from this dissertation.

MAIN FINDINGS
RQ1: To what extent do undergraduate L2 students make claims supported by
arguments when reasoning about the reliability of a historical source orally and
in writing? What difficulties can be attributed to language proficiency?
In chapter two, we investigated the oral and written historical reasoning
of undergraduate L2 students when evaluating primary sources in order to use
arguments to make evidence-based claims about the source’s reliability. We also
investigated their subsequent writing with the same primary sources. Eleven
undergraduate students studying in the intensive English program took part in
this study by participating in three think aloud source evaluation tasks of primary
sources modelled on the Historical Assessment of Thinking (Wineburg et al.,
2012) and used in the historical reasoning course. We also collected their written
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answers to the same task and three Document-based Questions (DBQ), each of
which had one of the primary sources as a source text.
Based on an analysis of the think aloud protocols and written answers to
the source evaluation tasks, we concluded that students were able to use historical
reasoning (as opposed to ahistorical reasoning) to make claims about the
reliability of primary sources supported by arguments at an emerging level of
proficiency. This is in line with our expectations for RQ1. Students who
demonstrated the most proficient sourcing included an answer with three stages:
1) an orientation from the author or source’s background that could be used as
evidence in the other stages, 2) an evaluation that explains or justifies how the
source or author’s background may affect the reliability of the source, and 3) a
deduction stage during which the student makes the claim of reliability.
The students in this study appeared to have two sources of difficulty that
may have influenced the quality of their oral sourcing. These difficulties may stem
in part from reading comprehension-related language difficulties, particularly as
instructor support was withdrawn. All of the students who had major
comprehension errors in the third source evaluation task also demonstrated at
least one of the following two difficulties. First, students had difficulty in forming
a complete answer when they omitted the evaluation stage of their answer. These
answers demonstrated an emerging level of reasoning because while they
correctly noted important aspects of the author’s background and a claim of
reliability, their answer lacked reasoning that would explain the connection
between the two. The second difficulty was that some students did not take the
historical context into account, resulting in interpretation errors. These two issues
point to difficulty in interpretation that may result from errors in reading
comprehension, a finding similar to Monte-Sano (2010).
A comparison of students’ written and oral answers to the source
evaluation tasks demonstrated that while most students scored similarly in both
modes, written answers were generally less rich in detail. Notably, four of the ten
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students with a highly proficient oral answer, as described above, had a lower
score in their written answer. Separately, while students consistently used
historical sources as evidence in their DBQ writing, they rarely considered
reliability.
In response to RQ1, we concluded that these L2 students were able to
make evidence-based claims about the reliability of primary sources at an
emerging level of proficiency when prompted by the source evaluation task.
These findings are in line with studies involving students proficient in English
(Britt & Aglinskas, 2002; Wineburg, 1991). Students’ interpretation is not wellelaborated, however, and prone to misunderstanding. Similar to Monte-Sano
(2010)’s finding, we conclude that difficulties associated with reading
comprehension may play a role in the depth and accuracy of students’
interpretation. L2 students may benefit from both instructor support and the
modification of the primary sources (Wineburg & Martin, 2009) to ensure
stronger reading comprehension. We also found that while students used primary
sources as evidence when writing source-based essays, they rarely included an
evaluation of reliability, which is in line with what others have found (MonteSano, 2010; Nokes, 2017). Those evaluations that were included sometimes
undermined the argument of the student. Explicit instruction in the stages of a
complete source evaluation may assist students in formulating better answers.
RQ2: Does historical reasoning in L2 students’ writing improve over the duration
of a CLIL historical reasoning course and is the level and improvement in
historical reasoning influenced by reading and writing proficiency?
In chapter three, we studied a cohort of students in the cognitive
apprenticeship-based CLIL historical reasoning course. The purpose of this study
was to conduct a broader exploration into students’ written historical reasoning
as a whole and the role of students’ English proficiency in their progression in
the course. Fifty-five undergraduate L2 students at the B2 level (CEFR)
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participated in this descriptive study of students’ source-based writing. Prior to
instruction, we measured students’ English proficiency through a short integrated
reading and writing assessment based closely on one by Weigle and colleagues
(Weigle, 2004; Weigle et al., 2013).
We also collected three DBQs written by students at different points in
the course, which were analyzed using an analytical rubric designed for this study.
This rubric, which was most influenced by the work of Monte-Sano and De La
Paz (2012), measures the features of historical reasoning taught in the course:
claim,

evidence,

source

evaluation,

historical

contextualization

and

corroboration.
Students initially demonstrated weak historical reasoning, as shown in
their first DBQ scores. Source evaluation and historical contextualization in
particular were either absent or flawed in the initial DBQ and continued as the
lowest scoring features in the final DBQ. Students’ scores, however, increased
significantly between the first and third DBQs in all areas that were studied. The
features claim, evidence and corroboration most closely approximated
appropriate historical reasoning in the final DBQ. From these results we
conclude that the L2 students in this course were able to incorporate features of
historical reasoning in their source-based writing and that their written historical
reasoning improved during the course, which is in line with our expectations for
RQ2.
In terms of English language proficiency, we found that students had
relatively low scores in both reading and writing, indicative of their B2 level of
English proficiency. Students were able to partially or minimally fulfill the criteria
for the assigned tasks, but there were errors. We used a latent growth curve
analysis to investigate the effect of students’ English language proficiency on their
source-based writing and the changes in their reasoning over the duration of the
course. An important finding related to RQ2 is that students’ reading and writing
proficiency in English did not predict either their reasoning or changes in their
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performance during the course. These findings are similar to those who have not
found a difference based on reading (De La Paz et al., 2014) or writing proficiency
(Van Drie et al., 2015). This is, however, in contrast to Reisman (2012a) who
found that struggling readers benefitted more. The result was that students at
differing levels of English proficiency improved similarly, which supports the
notion that a cognitive apprenticeship approach is also effective in the L2 CLIL
context.
RQ3: How do students with different epistemic beliefs reason historically when
writing a historical argument?
The descriptive study in chapter four explored an aspect that may affect
students’ written historical reasoning; their epistemic beliefs about history. This
study addressed RQ3 by investigating undergraduate students’ epistemic beliefs
in history and exploring the relationship between students’ beliefs and their
performance in written historical reasoning after completing a historical
reasoning course. Sixty-two students at the B2 CEFR level who were enrolled in
the cognitive apprenticeship-based CLIL historical reasoning course participated
in this study.
Since epistemic beliefs may be highly contextual and difficult to measure
(Chin et al., 2011), this study employed a mixed-methods approach (Mason,
2016). Students’ expressed epistemic beliefs in history were measured through a
discipline-specific survey (Stoel et al., 2017). These beliefs in history were then
compared to students’ performance when writing a source-based historical
argument. Students’ written historical reasoning was assessed using the same fivepart rubric developed to address RQ2. A subset of ten students participated in a
task-based interview to investigate more tacit epistemic beliefs related to the
second-order concept, account.
The main findings of this study indicate that there was a significant
positive
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argumentative writing and their epistemic beliefs regarding historical
methodology, but not for the nature of knowing or nature of knowledge survey
scales. Students who believed that criteria and procedures can be used to produce
knowledge in the discipline of history scored higher in their source-based writing.
This finding partially confirms the hypothesis for RQ3 that students with more
nuanced epistemic beliefs in history would perform better in source-based
writing. From this we can conclude, in response to RQ3, that students’ epistemic
beliefs regarding historical methodology correlated positively with their written
historical reasoning.
Most students’ task-based interview answers corresponded to their
epistemic beliefs as indicated in the survey, but there was less correspondence
between students’ interviews and writing. These finding point to the conclusions
that this discipline-specific survey may be an appropriate measure of epistemic
beliefs about methodology in history and that the students’ understanding of the
second-order concept accounts may be related to students’ epistemic beliefs in
history.
RQ4: How do undergraduate students perform on aspects of historical reasoning
(claim, evidence, sourcing, corroboration and historical contextualization) in their
document-based writing before and after participating in a course with explicit
instruction in historical reasoning?
RQ5: What is the effect of explicit instruction in historical contextualization
during a historical reasoning course on undergraduate students’ document-based
writing?
In the first two studies, we found that historical contextualization
appeared to be an area of difficulty for students in this historical reasoning course.
This difficulty is line with other studies in which historical contextualization has
been both challenging for students and less likely to improve after instruction
(Nokes et al., 2007; Reisman, 2012a). Therefore, in this final study we designed
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and tested an intervention intended to promote students’ written historical
contextualization in their DBQ writing. This intervention took place in the
context of the type of historical reasoning course described in chapter two, three
and four. The study was conducted as a quasi-experimental study with 140
students (Nexp=60, Ncont=80).
Students in both conditions participated in the CLIL cognitive
apprenticeship-based historical reasoning course. Students in the control
condition participated in a version without a focus on historical contextualization,
whereas students in the experimental condition received explicit instruction in
historical contextualization. In the experimental condition, instructors provided
explicit instruction in the background knowledge needed to contextualize
through the use of discussion-based case studies and a quote sorting activity.
Students learned about the procedural knowledge necessary to incorporate the
contextualization into source-based writing by analyzing text models and
practicing with language models.
The main findings of this study indicate that students in both the control
and experimental conditions significantly improved their written historical
reasoning in all of the areas that were studied. This is in line with our expectations
for RQ4 and the results of chapter three. In contrast to our expectations for RQ5,
however, students in the experimental condition scored significantly higher than
those in the control condition in the category of claim, but not historical
contextualization. This was particularly unexpected since students in both
conditions received the same explicit instruction for the category claim, but only
students in the experimental condition received explicit instruction in historical
contextualization. The finding that students in the experimental condition wrote
better claims may point to the effectiveness of student-led dialogue during the
case studies as a component of independent practice in this model. This
possibility, however, requires further study and should be tested against other
alternatives.
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A subsequent analysis of students’ historical contextualization showed
that students in both conditions had similar levels of relevant background
knowledge and included similar amounts of historical contextualization in the
writing. However, students in the experimental condition were less likely to
include historical contextualization in a location offset from the related argument,
a use contrary to the instruction students in the experimental condition received.
In line with instruction, they were more likely to include an explicit connection
to the argument or draw a conclusion based on the contextualization. These
differences suggest the possibility that the rubric used to analyze students’ writing
was not sufficiently sensitive to detect historical contextualization in terms of
historical background information explicitly used to support an argument, and a
revised rubric has been proposed.
This study provides further evidence that a cognitive apprenticeship
model is effective in teaching written historical reasoning to undergraduate L2
students. This study also demonstrates the importance and difficulty of
promoting written historical contextualization. By analyzing the nature of
students’ written historical contextualization, this dissertation takes a step
forward in identifying specific procedural knowledge that can be a part of future
interventions.

A BIRDS EYE VIEW OF WRITTEN HISTORICAL REASONING
This dissertation provides a comprehensive picture of the historical reasoning of
a population of undergraduate L2 students. The context of this dissertation,
namely studying written historical reasoning among a population of L2 students
in a CLIL course using a cognitive apprenticeship model, presents a highly
complex challenge. By combining several studies that focus on different aspects
of students’ reasoning and the potential influence of other factors, we are able to
partially overcome this limitation in order to tease out the different contributing
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factors and gain a clearer understanding of students’ overall historical reasoning.
As a result of this approach, this dissertation is able to draw conclusions about
students’ written historical reasoning and factors that may affect it, including
students’ epistemic beliefs in history and the effect of their proficiency in reading
and writing.
Since historical reasoning is not well-studied among L2 students in
general or in a CLIL setting specifically, this dissertation provides important
insight into students’ performance. The focus on language afforded by the CLIL
context also adds a useful perspective to the study of written historical reasoning.
Literacy and the skillful use of language are important considerations when
writing in history. The focus on the language used when writing in a CLIL context
and the explicit teaching of that language allows for the detailed exploration of
this aspect of historical reasoning.

STUDENTS’ PERFORMANCE IN HISTORICAL REASONING AND WRITING
One major contribution of this dissertation is a clearer picture of L2 students’
performance in written historical reasoning in the context of a historical
reasoning course. Studies of middle school and high school students’ written
historical reasoning, particularly among a largely L1 population, have found that
students are able to produce writing with features of historical reasoning
(McCarthy Young & Leinhardt, 1998; Monte-Sano, 2010; Nokes, 2017; van Drie
et al., 2015). This dissertation adds the findings of an undergraduate L2
population to these studies. In response to the main research question, as well as
RQ1, RQ2 and RQ4, we can conclude that students in this particular context are
able to demonstrate historical reasoning in their source-based writing at an
emerging level of proficiency after completing the historical reasoning course.
This level of proficiency denotes that students were neither highly proficient nor
did they make serious errors in their reasoning. Students’ performance was
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consistent across the studies, which increases our confidence in such a finding.
Since much of the existing research in history education has been conducted in a
students’ L1, this is an important contribution to the literature.
Across the studies in this dissertation, students’ performance in different
features of historical reasoning was uneven. Students’ initial proficiency was
higher in two aspects of source-based argumentative writing: claim and the use
of evidence. Specifically, students began with higher claim and evidence scores
than for the scores in other aspects of written historical reasoning. While the
concepts of claim and evidence have disciplinary characteristics in history, they
are also featured in more domain-general writing. The higher initial scores in
claim and evidence may perhaps be partly explained by aspects of their domaingeneral nature, whereas students may have been challenged by the more domainspecific aspects of sourcing, corroboration, and historical contextualization. In
contrast, students began with lower scores in the heuristics corroboration and
sourcing, as well as in historical contextualization. The lower initial scores in
sourcing are consistent with the findings of others (Monte-Sano, 2010; Nokes,
2017) in which students rarely included information about the source into their
writing, and even more rarely considered the reliability of the source before
instruction. Students’ performance in sourcing improved over the duration of the
historical reasoning course. This finding is also consistent with those who have
noted instruction-based improvements in sourcing (Britt & Aglinskas, 2002;
Nokes et al., 2007; Reisman, 2012a).
Another major conclusion from this dissertation is that students
demonstrated significant change in each area of written historical reasoning
studied in chapters three and five. These findings point to the conclusion, in
response to RQ2 and RQ4, that students’ overall written historical reasoning
improves during the historical reasoning course. These findings are consistent
with the improvement seen after instruction in the written historical reasoning of
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middle and high school students (De La Paz, 2005; De La Paz et al., 2017; van
Drie et al., 2015).
This dissertation adds to the literature by investigating reasons for
students’ difficulty when making argument-based claims about the reliability of
historical sources (RQ1). The findings of this dissertation point to the use of
historical contextualization and the formation of a complete answer as some of
the difficulties these L2 students may have experienced when making claims
about the reliability of a primary source. Students’ lack of a complete answer
when evaluating a source’s reliability may indicate that students need additional
procedural knowledge in order to formulate a complete answer. As a part of the
study of students’ sourcing, we identified the components of a complete answer.
Future research may investigate whether explicit instruction in formulating this
complete answer results in higher proficiency both in a source evaluation task
and in the context of source-based writing.
Historical contextualization was similarly challenging for students in the
historical reasoning course, which is line with other studies (Nokes et al., 2007;
Reisman, 2012a). These findings add L2 students’ performance in historical
contextualization to the literature and underscore the challenge in effectively
teaching written historical contextualization, which appears to be more resistant
to improvement than other aspects of written historical reasoning. This
dissertation takes a step forward by providing a detailed analysis of the ways in
which students incorporate historical contextualization into their writing.
Specifically, we noted the placement of the historical contextualization with
respect to the related argument and the use of language to explicitly connect the
contextualization to the argument as important aspects of historical
contextualization. We subsequently added these aspects to the analytical rubric
developed for this dissertation. Using this analysis of students’ historical
contextualization, it may be possible to develop additional explicit instruction to
teach students the procedural knowledge needed to effectively include historical
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contextualization in their writing. Testing this possibility will be an important area
of future research.
While students’ written historical contextualization improved relative to
their starting proficiency, explicit instruction in historical contextualization
focusing on building both content and procedural knowledge did not result in
more proficient historical contextualization in comparison to those who did not
receive explicit instruction. These findings are similar to others who found no
change after instruction (Nokes et al., 2007; Reisman, 2012a) and provide further
evidence that historical contextualization is particularly difficult to improve even
with instruction. These findings also demonstrate the importance of future
research in this area. In Chapter 5, we found that students in both conditions
ended the course with similar levels of background knowledge. Research may
consider the effect of increased background knowledge on students’ written
historical contextualization as opposed to increased knowledge of the procedural
knowledge needed to contextualize. Such research may help distinguish the
relative importance of these two aspects of historical contextualization.
Similar to our findings of sourcing and historical contextualization,
students began with low scores in the area of corroboration. In both chapters
three and five, students demonstrated improvement in corroboration after
instruction. This finding is consistent with Nokes et al. (2007), who found an
effect for corroboration, but contrary to Reisman (2012a), who did not. Students
studied in this dissertation improved more in corroboration than they did in
either source evaluation or historical contextualization. The finding relative to
source evaluation is contrary to Nokes et al. (2007) who found greater
improvement in source evaluation than corroboration. These findings lead us to
conclude in response to RQ2 and RQ4 that students can corroborate in written
historical reasoning and that corroboration improves with instruction. Future
research may investigate the reasons behind the relative difference in students’
improvement. One possibility is that students were more familiar with the
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concept of corroboration since it involves the skill of comparison, a concept
generally included in the intensive English course. It is also possible that the
corroboration language in the form of sentence stems that instructors provided
were particularly useful. Further analysis of the use of the provided language in
student’ writing may provide insight into this aspect.
In addition to the conclusions detailed above, there may be additional
factors that play a role in students’ performance in the written historical
reasoning. Two of these factors, epistemic beliefs in history and the role of
English proficiency, featured prominently in the studies that comprise this
dissertation and are discussed separately.

EPISTEMIC BELIEFS IN HISTORY
Epistemic beliefs in the discipline of history may have an effect on students’
performance in written historical reasoning. Argumentative written historical
reasoning often includes the use of multiple sources to make an evidence-based
claim about historical phenomena (van Drie & van Boxtel, 2008). Maggioni et
al. (2010) found that epistemic beliefs played a role in the comprehension of
multiple sources, while epistemic beliefs seems to have had an indirect effect on
the use of multiple sources in students’ writing (Barzilai & Eshet-Alkalai, 2015).
The lack of a direct relationship between epistemic beliefs and source use in
writing shows how complex this relationship is and the uncertainty of the exact
role of epistemic beliefs in source-based writing. This uncertainty is compounded
by a lack of research that directly measures this relationship (see, for example
Reisman, 2012a).
The studies in this dissertation also demonstrate the complexity of the
relationship between epistemic beliefs in history and written historical reasoning.
One main conclusion of this dissertation in response to RQ3 is that there is a
clear and significant positive relationship between students’ epistemic beliefs in
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history regarding historical methodology, as measured by Stoel et al.’s (2017)
survey, and students’ historical source-based writing. This finding is important
because it supports the idea that epistemic beliefs affect students’ performance,
similar to Kuhn (2001) and indirectly found by Barzilai and Eshet-Alkalai (2015).
However, the null finding of a relationship between students’ beliefs regarding
the nature of knowledge and the nature of knowing leave significant questions
about the extent to which epistemic beliefs are key.
A discrepant accounts task was used to examine students’ approach when
distinguishing between historical accounts, as well as to examine whether a
student’s epistemic stance (based on the historical methodology and nature of
knowledge survey scales) appeared to play a role in students’ approach. The
findings of this study provide evidence of a relationship between the epistemic
stance and students’ understanding of the second order concept, accounts, as
students’ stance largely corresponded to their approach in the task. This is an
important contribution because it shows that there is a likely epistemic element
when discriminating between historical accounts, a key second order concept in
history. This adds to Maggioni et al.’s (2009) findings about evidence, another
second order concept. It also clarifies the importance of considering how to
promote epistemic beliefs when designing historical reasoning curriculum since
it likely plays a role in students’ approach in aspects of historical reasoning.
While students’ approach when discriminating between historical
accounts appears to be related to epistemic beliefs in history, that element does
not manifest itself in students’ writing. There is not a clear relationship between
students’ epistemic stance and their source-based writing. This is a surprising
finding since epistemic beliefs related to historical methodology, which was half
of the basis for the stance, did correlate with students’ writing and students who
completed the discrepant accounts task partly to strongly agreed that historical
methodology can be used in history in order to produce knowledge. This
surprising finding suggests that beliefs about the nature of knowledge in history
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have an important but unexplained role in students’ source-based writing. One
possible explanation is that students may find it difficult to transfer their beliefs
to their writing, resulting in a mismatch between their beliefs and writing. This
can also be complicated by students’ conceptions about the nature of a text and
how their beliefs may be reflected in their writing. Future research should further
explore this aspect of students’ epistemic beliefs.

THE ROLE OF READING AND WRITING PROFICIENCY IN ENGLISH
Students’ proficiency in reading and writing may also play a role in their written
historical reasoning. Reading proficiency may affect students’ comprehension
and interpretation of primary and secondary sources. While the language of
history textbooks is not overly technical, reading textbooks in history is
complicated by abstract grammatical and organizational patterns (Martin, 1991).
Primary sources, which are located in a different context and often make use of
unfamiliar vocabulary and structures, are even more challenging (Wineburg &
Martin, 2009). Based on the findings of chapter 2, we also conclude that reading,
particularly primary sources, is a challenge that can affect students’
comprehension and interpretation. This challenge was particularly apparent as
instructor support was withdrawn over the duration of the course.
Comprehension errors, such as misidentifying the intended audience in a primary
source, increased as support was withdrawn. These comprehension errors
typically resulted in interpretation errors or in the student being unable to make
an interpretation.
Composing source-based writing in history is a complex process that
makes use of skills such as correctly integrating sources and constructing an
interpretation. Students’ experience and proficiency in such writing may pose a
challenge. Keck (2014) found that novice L1 and L2 writers paraphrased more
extensively than experienced writers whereas L2 students in other studies stayed
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close to the original texts (Cumming et al., 2018; van Weijen et al., 2019). These
studies imply that interpretation may be negatively affected by students’
proficiency in writing. In contrast, however, the findings of this dissertation
indicate that students were able to progress similarly in their written historical
reasoning regardless of writing proficiency. Students with different levels of
writing proficiency progressed similarly in the course. Students in these studies
were all at the B2 CEFR level, which limits the conclusions that can be drawn
about the effect of writing proficiency. Future research should investigate
whether this effect holds for students at different CEFR levels.

THE ROLE OF A COGNITIVE APPRENTICESHIP MODEL IN A CLIL CONTEXT
A major finding of this dissertation is that a cognitive apprenticeship model
appears to be an effective method of instruction for the L2 students in these
studies. Each of the studies that comprise this dissertation employ a cognitive
apprenticeship model of instruction (Collins et al., 1991). In this model,
instructors combine explicit instruction in historical reasoning with explicit
instruction in the language of historical argumentative writing. Others have found
that explicit instruction, and particularly the cognitive apprenticeship model, are
effective in promoting historical reasoning among middle and high school
students (De La Paz et al., 2014; De La Paz et al., 2017; Monte-Sano, 2011; Nokes
et al., 2007; Stoel et al., 2017). The findings in this dissertation add L2
undergraduate students to the literature.
The studies in this dissertation also made use of a CLIL approach by
combining teaching historical reasoning with the language needed when reading
sources in history and composing source-based writing. CLIL is an approach that
can be used to simultaneously teach content and language (Coyle et al., 2010).
CLIL history courses can be found in secondary schools (Dallinger et al., 2016;
Oattes et al., 2020) and at the university level (Myskow & Ono, 2018). Studies of
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CLIL classrooms indicate that CLIL appears to be an effective instructional
approach in terms of language, although the impact on content knowledge is
more complicated (Dalton-Puffer, 2011; Pérez-Cañado, 2012). Studies of CLIL
history classes have commonly focused on the use of language or the acquisition
of content knowledge (Dallinger et al., 2016; Miller et al., 2014; Myskow & Ono,
2018). This dissertation makes a contribution to the CLIL literature by focusing
on the promotion of written historical reasoning. The studies in this dissertation
provide evidence that a CLIL approach works well for the students in this
historical reasoning course. Students demonstrated evidence of written historical
reasoning that improved over the duration of the course.
Based on the results of the studies in this dissertation, we conclude that
a cognitive apprenticeship model can be effectively used in a CLIL context.
Cognitive apprenticeship has been successfully used in several contexts, such as
science writing (Kolikant et al., 2006) and history education (De La Paz et al.,
2017). Using cognitive apprenticeship in a CLIL context structures the explicit
instruction of language and procedural aspects of writing that may be critical for
advancing the written historical reasoning of novice L2 writers. The combination
of a CLIL and cognitive apprenticeship model may be a particularly effective
approach towards teaching written historical reasoning in a tertiary L2 population
and should be further explored through studies that compare alternative
approaches. Studies may also investigate if the combination of cognitive
apprenticeship and CLIL works in other disciplines or for other learning goals.
One unexpected finding from this dissertation was that students in the
experimental condition of the quasi-experimental intervention study in Chapter
5 wrote significantly better claims after the intervention than students in the
control group. This finding is unexpected since claims were not the focus of the
intervention. One possible reason for students’ performance was the additional
independent practice, an aspect of the cognitive apprenticeship approach, that
the case studies afforded students. This independent practice may have been
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enhanced because of the dialogic nature of the case study, a position supported
by Reznitskaya et al. (2009). This unexpected finding merits further study,
particularly to determine if the approach used in this activity can be modified to
further enhance students’ historical contextualization as well.
The final level of emerging proficiency demonstrated by students will be
an important area of future research. In particular, future studies should
investigate how to promote written historical reasoning in such a way that
students are able to push past an emerging level to more proficient historical
reasoning. The results of the intervention study in chapter five suggest that an
increased focus on procedural knowledge may be a promising area to pursue
while the findings of chapter two point to the importance of sufficient instructor
support in overcoming difficulties in comprehension and answer formation. Both
of these chapters also point towards the further study of a cognitive
apprenticeship model in teaching written historical reasoning. Such studies will
help overcome one limitation of this study, namely the complexity of studying
several aspects of historical reasoning simultaneously.

METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS
The studies in this dissertation raise interesting methodological questions. In
these studies, we measured written historical reasoning, including claim, the use
of evidence, source evaluation, historical contextualization and corroboration
using a five-part analytical rubric. This rubric was strongly influenced by the
existing literature of written historical reasoning (Monte-Sano & De La Paz, 2012;
Nokes, 2017; van Drie et al., 2015). Despite its strong basis in the literature, the
results in chapter five make it clear that the historical contextualization feature of
the rubric did not completely capture students’ performance. It appears that the
following aspects should be added to the rubric: the location of the historical
contextualization within the context of the argument and a conclusion based on
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the historical contextualization. Adding these features may result in more
accurately capturing students’ reasoning. On the basis of these results, we have
revised the rubric to include these features. See Appendix J for the final rubric.
Future research should test the extent to which this newly proposed rubric
captures students’ historical reasoning as compared to the previous version of
the rubric or other methods of measuring written historical reasoning.
In chapter four, we measured students’ epistemic beliefs and written
historical reasoning. Based on our results, we conclude that there is likely to be a
relationship between students’ epistemic beliefs in history in terms of historical
methodology, as measured by the survey, and historical reasoning performance,
as measured by students’ performance on their source-based writing. There also
appears to be a relationship between students’ epistemic stance and their
approach to the interview task. These findings lend some support to the idea that
Stoel et al. (2017)’s survey may be a valid measure of students’ epistemic beliefs
about historical methodology. It also gives a useful comparison point when
triangulating other data. One limitation of this study is that the Cronbach’s alpha
for the nature of knowledge and nature of knowing scales was lower than desired.
A second limitation is that the study took place with a small number of students.
Survey results from a larger group of students or with a higher Cronbach’s alpha
may provide further insight into the role of these aspects of students’ epistemic
beliefs in their written historical reasoning.
In addition to the survey, this dissertation also introduces the possibility
of using the second-order concept, accounts, to measure students’ epistemic
beliefs in history. Most of the students in the small subset of chapter four had an
approach to this accounts-based task that corresponded to their epistemic beliefs
as measured by the survey. This raises the possibility that there is an epistemic
component of students’ approach when reading historical accounts. This
possibility merits further research in how (and whether) to use second-order
concepts to measure students’ epistemic beliefs in history. It also raises the
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question of whether other second-order concepts tap students’ tacit or explicit
epistemic beliefs in history.
While the context of this course allows for a detailed analysis of multiple
aspects of historical reasoning, its nature also limits the conclusions that can be
drawn for a broader population. This study investigates students at a single
university in one historical reasoning course taken at the beginning of students’
undergraduate career. Because students take the course after placement at the B2
CEFR level, students’ language proficiency is similar. Studies with more diverse
participants or in other settings are also needed for comparison and to investigate
the broader applicability of these findings.

IMPLICATION FOR PRACTICE
The studies in this dissertation were conducted in the context of an existing
historical reasoning course for undergraduate L2 students. This context enables
the findings of this dissertation to have immediate and concrete implications for
future practice. These implications can and have been applied to the context in
which the dissertation took place. The findings of this study can also be applied
in other relevant contexts, such as in CLIL history classrooms and those in which
L2 students are present. Design principles for such courses based on the
implications for practice are outlined in Table 1.
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Table 1
Design Principles for a CLIL/Cognitive Apprenticeship Approach
Consider the overall goals for the course when balancing the need for language versus
content/reasoning instruction.
Courses emphasizing language should build in lessons that 1) build students’
receptive skills in deciphering primary and secondary sources, 2) develop students’
productive skills in the procedural aspects of writing about history and 3) introduce
aspects of language needed for the specific features of the course
Courses that emphasize historical reasoning should 1) modify sources based on
Wineburg and Martin (2009)’s principles to promote comprehension and 2) scaffold
students’ reasoning through graphic organizers, annotation prompts and other
means.
Regardless of the course goals, explicit instruction should include text/answer
models and language stems to apprentice students into the expectations of written
historical reasoning.
In both types of courses, use explicit instruction when introducing new concepts and skills.
When students demonstrate proficiency, ownership of that (aspect of an) academic task should
be gradually transferred to students along an adaptable continuum that reflects the complexity
of the task and the proficiency of students. The role of the instructor should turn to
facilitating/fact checking students’ work.
Assess student work using a criterion-referenced method such as an analytical rubric. A rubric
can be used to both assess students’ work and provide meaningful information on the
expectations of writing in history.
Consider the effect of students’ epistemic beliefs in history on their reasoning and writing.
Instructors may consider explicitly discussing students’ epistemic beliefs about the nature of
historical knowledge and methodology to challenge their assumptions.

One implication for practice is the importance of considering the goals
for similar types of courses in order to enact the most appropriate instructional
decisions. In the course under study, there were two overarching goals. The first
goal focused on developing students’ proficiency in historical reasoning. We
accomplished this partially by using a cognitive apprenticeship model of
instruction (Collins et al., 1991). Cognitive apprenticeship had previously been
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found to be effective in promoting historical reasoning in (primarily L1) students
(De La Paz et al., 2017), which gave us confidence that it had promise for L2
students as well.
Cognitive apprenticeship was a promising instructional method for these
L2 students because it enabled instructors to provide the level of support needed
to help students progress in their historical reasoning. Initially modeling historical
reasoning before providing guided and independent practice structured the
difficulty of instructors’ expectations for students and allowed students to
practice one aspect of historical reasoning before combining it with others.
Courses that include the goal of promoting historical reasoning in L2 students
should similarly consider the instructional method.
One important finding from this dissertation that may impact future
practice is that a cognitive apprenticeship approach worked well in this L2
context, specifically the context of a CLIL classroom. The CLIL context allowed
instructors to include a strong language focus that supported students’ reading
comprehension and the procedural aspects of their written historical reasoning.
The combination of cognitive apprenticeship and CLIL enabled us to meet both
of the two overarching goals. This instructional model should be considered for
future CLIL courses that include historical reasoning as an instructional goal.
The goal of building students’ historical reasoning affected the sources
used in the course and the types of scaffolding provided to students to help them
cope with these sources. Textual primary sources used in the course were
simplified according to Wineburg and Martin’s (2009) recommendations.
Namely, we shortened the sources, simplified the vocabulary and structure, and
included white space around the sources. Secondary sources were also simplified
in order to be accessible to students at a B2 CEFR level. We chose to simplify
authentic texts in order to maintain a strong focus on historical reasoning. We
also scaffolded students’ interpretation of sources through the regular use of
graphic organizers and annotation prompts. These instructional materials
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enabled students to cope with the challenge of source interpretation and was an
intentional instructional decision made in order to attain the goal of teaching
historical reasoning. There is, however, a necessary tradeoff. By focusing on
historical reasoning, we were more limited in the extent to which we could focus
on building students’ English language proficiency. When designing future
interventions, it will be important to consider this balance in order to align the
instructional design with course goals.
The second major course goal was developing student’s English reading
and writing proficiency and procedural knowledge in terms of argumentative
writing in the field of history. One way we approached this goal was by including
form-focused instruction. The aspects of language we included were identified in
the literature as important in writing about history (Coffin, 2006). For example,
students learned about the purpose and mechanics of using hedging language
when constructing a historical interpretation. Teaching hedging also helped
explain concepts in historical reasoning. Students were instructed to use hedging
when writing an interpretation because interpretations in history are tentative.
Courses that promote historical reasoning will similarly need to determine the
aspects of language to teach. We also used language models, both sentence stems
and text models, to teach the language of written historical reasoning. Sentence
stems were included for each aspect of historical reasoning, and were directly
applicable in students’ writing. Students’ use of these sentence stems was seen
extensively in their writing, which gives us confidence that they were an effective
method of instruction.
As a part of the studies in this dissertation, we identified two additional
aspects of language that can be immediately utilized in instruction. In chapter 2
we identified the components of a proficient source evaluation answer. Proficient
answers contained an orientation of the author’s background, an evaluation
explaining how the background may affect reliability, and an assessment, or
deduction, of reliability. These components can be used to explicitly teach
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students how to write a proficient answer, which was implemented in a
subsequent iteration of the historical reasoning class. After participating in a
professional development seminar with the author of this dissertation, instructors
used explicit instruction and language models to introduce the elements of a
proficient source evaluation. Anecdotal feedback from instructors indicates that
the approach was highly successful and resulted in changes to students’ written
sourcing. Future research may more formally investigate this approach.
Another aspect of language that can be taught is noted in chapter 5. In
this chapter, we described how students included historical contextualization in
their writing. Specifically, we explored the placement of the historical
contextualization with respect to the argument, and which locations resulted in
higher historical contextualization scores with the analytical rubric. This finding
can be used to teach students where within the context of the argument to place
their historical contextualization. This may be most effective in a text model
activity since it allows students to compare different options. The same can also
be applied to the second aspect of language identified in chapter five, the explicit
notation of a connection between the historical contextualization and the
argument.
In addition to its use as a research tool, the analytical rubric developed
for this dissertation also has implications for teaching. A simplified version of the
rubric was prepared for the historical reasoning course and is in use in the current
iteration of the historical reasoning course as both an instructional tool and an
assessment method. In the simplified version, the possible number of scoring
bands was reduced from five to three, the language was simplified and a
language/paraphrasing category was added. This simplified rubric is currently
used by instructors to grade and provide feedback to students on each draft of
their writing. This use of the rubric supports both instructors and students by
clearly identifying and describing expectations for students’ written historical
reasoning.
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The findings related to students’ epistemic beliefs in history also have
practical implications for instruction. Epistemic beliefs in history regarding
historical methodology appear to play a role in students’ performance.
Instructors, therefore, may need to consider students’ beliefs when planning
instruction. Explicit discussion of epistemic beliefs may be beneficial in
advancing students’ beliefs (Stoel et al., 2017). One option we have explored is
the use of the epistemic beliefs survey as a learning tool to raise awareness of and
encourage reflection among students regarding their own beliefs. This was
implemented in a recent iteration of the historical reasoning course. In this
iteration students completed a shortened pre-course version of the survey.
Students then discussed and reflected on their answers during the course. While
this iteration was cut short due to the COVID pandemic, we anticipate exploring
this option in the future and testing its effectiveness.
The inherent limits in terms of time and resources necessitate that
multiple overarching goals may not be able to be dominant. Therefore, it will be
incumbent upon the those designing instruction to carefully consider the goals
of any course in order to determine the appropriate weight to give to each.
In conclusion, the combined studies in this dissertation contribute to the
literature by providing a rich descriptive picture of the written historical reasoning
of undergraduate L2 students. In addition to considering students’ written
historical reasoning, this dissertation also makes a contribution by examining
students’ epistemic beliefs in history, as well as the role of reading and writing
proficiency on students’ performance. By testing the use of a cognitive
apprenticeship model in a CLIL setting, this dissertation demonstrates that the
combined approach can be successfully used with the students in this context.
While the conclusions of these studies are limited by their context, they make a
step forward in better understanding how to promote written historical reasoning
among undergraduate L2 students.
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APPENDIX A
Source Evaluation Tasks
Source Evaluation 1
Directions: Use the text, source information, and your knowledge of history to answer the
questions that follow.
Source: “The Divine Augustus” was written by Suetonius. It is a biography that he wrote
about the first Roman emperor, Augustus. He also wrote biographies of other Roman
emperors.
Augustus stopped the disorderly and disrespectful way of viewing games by passing special laws.
He did this because he was angry that people insulted a senator by not offering him a seat at the
games in Puteoli. As a result of this insult, the senate decreed that the first row of seats should be
reserved for senators at all public shows. In Rome, Augustus would not allow the representatives
of the free and allied nations (parts of the Roman Empire) to sit in the front because he was told
that even former slaves could become representatives. He separated soldiers from civilians. He
assigned separate seats to the married common men. He assigned a section of seats to boys and
assigned the seats nearby to their tutors. And he decreed that no one wearing a dark cloak should
sit in the middle (they had to sit in the upper seats). He would not allow women to view the
gladiators, except from the upper seats (Suetonius, Augustus 44, trans. 1998).
Additional facts related to Suetonius:
1. Suetonius lived between approximately 71-135 CE. The emperor Augustus died in 14
CE.
2. Suetonius was in charge of Roman libraries and archives for Emperor Hadrian, and
had access to letters that Emperor Augustus wrote.
3. Suetonius was from a wealthy Roman equestrian family. Equestrians were generally
not involved in politics.
Question: Which 1 of the 3 facts above might cause you to question the reliability of Suetonius’
account?
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Source Evaluation 2
Directions: Use the text, source information, and your knowledge of history to answer the
questions that follow.
Source: “Deeds of the Divine Augustus” was written by the first Roman emperor, Augustus.
In this text he lists his achievements and the money he spent on Rome and Romans.
Three times I gave shows of gladiators under my name and five times under the name of my sons
and grandsons; in these shows about 10,000 men fought. Twice I furnished under my name
spectacles of athletes gathered from everywhere, and three times under my grandson's name. I
celebrated games under my name four times, and furthermore in the place of other magistrates
twenty-three times. As master of the college I celebrated the secular games for the college of the
Fifteen, with my colleague Marcus Agrippa, when Gaius Furnius and Gaius Silanus were consuls.
Consul for the thirteenth time, I celebrated the first games of Mars. After that the senate made a
decree and a law saying that consuls should celebrate the games of Mars (Augustus, Deeds of the
Divine Augustus 22, trans. 1998).
Additional facts related to Augustus:
1. Augustus wrote new rules about where people could sit during gladiator shows.
2. Other primary sources attest (also say) that at least 7 of these 8 gladiator shows took
place.
3. Augustus asked the senate to write this text on bronze pillars and put it up in Rome
and around the Roman Empire.
Question: Which 1 of the 3 facts above might cause you to question the reliability of Augustus’
account?
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Source Evaluation 3
Directions: Use the text, source information, and your knowledge of history to answer the
questions that follow.
Source: “Satire” was written by Juvenal. Juvenal used satire to criticize corruption in Roman
society and the behaviors of people he didn’t agree with.
What beauty set Eppia (a senator’s wife) on fire? What youth captured her? What did she see
that made her endure being called a gladiator’s woman? For her darling Sergius (the gladiator)
had already begun to shave (because he was middle aged), and to hope for retirement soon because
of a wounded arm. Moreover, there were many deformities on his face; for instance there was a
huge wart on the middle of his nose, which was rubbed by his helmet, and a bitter liquid dripped
continually from one eye. But he was a gladiator…She preferred this to her children and her
country. That woman preferred this to her sister and her husband. The sword is what they love
(Juvenal, Satire 6.102-112, as cited in Futrell, 2006).
Additional facts related to Juvenal:
1. Juvenal lived between approximately 60-127 CE.
2. Juvenal’s satires were probably intended for a rich male audience.
3. Juvenal wrote an entire satire criticizing women and their behavior.
Question: Which 1 of the 3 facts above might cause you to question the reliability of Juvenal’s
account?
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APPENDIX B
Coding Scheme
Claim
Code as Uncertainty when the student
declines to or cannot make a claim of reliability
because of some uncertainty.
Code as Claim when the student makes a
claim of reliability regarding the source or
author, but doesn’t support the claim with any
arguments. In this context, a claim is 1) any
statement in which the student determines
whether the given primary source is reliable or
not reliable based on one or more ‘additional
facts’ read in the source evaluation task or 2)
any statement in which the student determines
whether an ‘additional fact’ in the source
evaluation task causes the student to question
the reliability of the primary source. The claim
must either specifically refer to reliability or
can be reasonably inferred to refer to reliability.
Code as Ahistorical Claim (AC) when the
student makes a claim regarding the reliability
of the source or author based on ahistorical
arguments.
Code as Historical Claim Incorrect (HCI)
when the student makes a claim of reliability
regarding the source or author and bases the
claim of reliability on historical reasoning, but
at least half of the basis is incorrect or the claim
is illogical. A basis is incorrect if available
evidence provided to the students contradicts
it.
Code as Historical Claim Surface (HCS)
when the student makes a claim of reliability
regarding the source or author and the claim is
reasonable, but is not elaborated upon, the
elaboration is shallow, and/or partly incorrect.

Example
“We don’t have the time that Satire was
written. So first one is…I’m not very sure.”
(S2, SE3)
“I think first one is not unreliable too much.”
(S3, SE3)

“Other primary sources also say that at least
seven these gladiator shows took place.
Majority thinks that it have to most of this
seven. It’s out of eight so it’s nearly 95%
true.” (S2, SE2)
“It’s not (fact) one. He (Augustus) wrote
new…We don’t know his new rules.” (S2,
SE2)

“Augustus asked the senate to write these
texts on bronze pillars and put it up in Rome
and around the roman empire. I think this is
unreliable because he want to show his power
to the public. And he wrote his text on
bronze pillars because he wanted to show
everyone his text. And he also put it up Rome
and around the Roman Empire be it is also

186

APPENDIXES

Code as Historical Claim Elaborate(HCE)
when the student makes a claim of reliability
regarding the source or author and the claim is
reasonable, correct and well elaborated. A
well-elaborated claim contains substantive
details explaining or speculating about the
claim, author or source.

Arguments
Code
as
Historical
Argument
Corroboration when the student justifies a
claim based on corroborating information in
multiple sources.
Code as Historical Argument Purpose
when the student justifies a claim based on the
author’s stated or implied purpose and/or the
author’s stated or potential audience.
Code as Historical Argument Position
when the student justifies a claim based on the
author’s
“occupation,
profession
or
credentials” or access to information due to
the author’s position.
Code as Historical Argument Perspective
when the student justifies a claim based on the
author’s perspective, including the author’s
socioeconomic class, gender, or view of
others.
Code as Historical Argument Proximity
when the student justifies a claim based on the
author’s temporal or geographical proximity
to the topic.
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he want to show everyone because he put it
in public place.” (S10, SE2)
“I think fact 3 eh cause me to question the
reliability of the Juvenal’s account because his
purpose is to criticize corruption in the
Roman society. So he doesn’t think the
women’s the people in the Roman society
act, what they do. He doesn’t agree with
what Romans doing and clearly he doesn’t
agree with the idea that gladiators are
desirable. So his purpose is to criticize this
and that’s why he’s mentioning this like it’s a
very very bad thing and he’s saying only the
bad parts of it. So I think Juvenal is not
reliable because of this.” (S6, SE3)

Example
“I think this is reliable too because the text
and other primary sources say the same
thing.” (S10, SE2)
“I think this is unreliable because he want to
show his power to the public.” (S10, SE2)

“He was in charge of Roma libraries…This is
reliable because he had access to his
(Augustus’) letters.”

“So he doesn’t think the women’s the people
in the Roman society act, what they do. He
doesn’t agree with what Romans doing and
clearly he doesn’t agree with the idea that
gladiators are desirable.” (S6, SE3)
“According to it the writer lived in a period
much later than Augustus, so these writings
were written after an 80-90 year period. So if
you ask me this gap in periods might have
affected the reliability of the writings.” (S3,
SE1)

APPENDIXES
Code as Historical Argument Historical
Context when the student justifies a claim
based on the period’s temporal, spatial or
social context.
Code
as
Historical
Argument
Exaggeration when the student justifies a
claim based on exaggeration in the source.
The argument may be specified or speculative.
Code as Historical Argument Omitting
Information when the student justifies a
claim based on intentionally omitted
information from the source. The argument
may be specified or speculative.
Code as Ahistorical Argument Quantify
truth when the student justifies a claim based
on an amount of truth.
Code as Ahistorical Argument Personal
Opinion when the student justifies a claim
based on the student’s own opinion which is
not supported by the available evidence.
Code as Ahistorical Argument Logical
Fallacy when the student justifies a claim
based on a previously determined argument.
The claim is not altered when faced with
conflicting information.

“In that time there weren't only rich male
audience, there were also normal women.”
(S9, SE3)
“And in the text he talk about how he is rich
and powerful. He praise himself and I am
guessing he probably add extra information
about himself in text.” (S8, SE2)
“…and he’s saying only the bad parts of it.”
(S6, SE3)

“It’s out of eight so it’s nearly 95% true.” (S2,
SE2)
“All politicians are liars.” (S6, SE2)

“I’m changing because I don’t want to be
opposed to my previous argument.” (S1, SE3)
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APPENDIX C
Sample DBQ3 from S7
In the Roman society, there were various views about gladiators. The society give very attention
to shows. They seem as a career of chance to get fame and wealth. However the society seem
them as the lowest status. Dunkle argues that being a gladiator could seem as a attractive career.
Gladiators would fight 2 or 3 times per a year and also, they would have some opportunities to
getting a fame and wealth. Chances that they gain with this career ensure to buy their freedom. In
addition, the volunteer gladiators could want to get military glory and achieve the adoration of
public (Dunkle). Besides the public adoration, in the Satire of Juvenal describes female adoration
to gladiators. Career as a gladiator seem womens in Roman society preferred them to their
aristocrat or politician husbands. The reason for this statement, women being love to their swords
and wounds. Juvenal’s Satire is unreliable because he was not objective because of his
exaggerations. He criticizes only from one perspective. In the text graffiti by anonymous gave an
example Eppia who was the senator’s wife to this.
Second view from Roman society, as a career gladiators seem as slave and prisoners of
war (Dunkle). The legal status of them seem as the lowest status in Roman society both the Empire
and Republic. They had no citizen rights in society differ from free man. In the text written by
Galen, being a gladiator explained as an unhealthy career. Describes that gladiators seem as stupid
as animal. Due to their wounds they lost their minds and their motor system. Gladiators have no
condition, also they lose their feeling in their body. Because of their deformation, the limbs that
they have become dislocated (Galen). In the text written by Galen seem as reliable because of he
lived during the late second century CE. In addition to his reliability, he was a doctor who worked
for a gladiator school. Therefore he was access to information completely. However he tried to
convince people to not become a gladiator. Therefore, this source was not objective.
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APPENDIX D
Overview of Historical Reasoning Course Lessons
Lesson
1

Content Focus
Introduction to
gladiators and
Roman history

Reading/Writing Focus
Reading: Annotation

2

Socioeconomic
status

Reading: Annotation
Writing: Claims and
evidence
Writing: In-class pre-DBQ
writing

3

Socioeconomic
status

4

Politics

5

Politics

6

Culture and
values

Reading: Argument
structure
Writing: Claims and
evidence
Writing: In-class DBQ1
Reading: Argument
structure
Writing: Claims and
evidence
Writing: Claims and
evidence
Writing: Argument
structure
Writing: In-class DBQ2
Reading: Argument
structure

7

Culture and
values

8

Review

Writing: Argument
structure (synthesis of
multiple sources)
Writing: Argument
structure (synthesis of
multiple sources)
Writing: In-class DBQ3
completed post-Lesson 8

Historical Reasoning Focus
Introduction to historical
reasoning
• What is history
• How do we know about
history
• Who/why writes history
• Why is history
important
Introduction to primary source
analysis
• Source evaluation
• Historical
contextualization
• Corroboration
Guided primary source analysis
• Source evaluation
• Historical
contextualization
Guided primary source analysis
• Source evaluation
• Historical
contextualization
Guided primary source analysis
• Corroboration

Independent primary source
analysis
• Source evaluation
• Historical
contextualization
• Corroboration
Independent primary source
analysis (continued from Lesson
6)
Independent primary source
analysis
• Source evaluation
• Historical
contextualization
• Corroboration

190

APPENDIXES

APPENDIX E
Primary Source Excerpt
Note: This primary source excerpt was available for students to use in DBQ1.
Augustus stopped the disorderly and disrespectful way of viewing games by
passing special laws. He did this because he was angry that people insulted a
senator by not offering him a seat at the games in Puteoli. As a result of this insult,
the senate decreed that the first row of seats should be reserved for senators at all
public shows. In Rome, Augustus would not allow the representatives of the free
and allied nations (parts of the Roman Empire) to sit in the front because he was
told that even former slaves could become representatives. He separated soldiers
from civilians. He assigned separate seats to the married common men. He
assigned a section of seats to boys and assigned the seats nearby to their tutors.
And he decreed that no one wearing a dark cloak should sit in the middle (they
had to sit in the upper seats). He would not allow women to view the gladiators,
except from the upper seats (Suetonius, Augustus 44, trans. 1998).
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APPENDIX F
Historical Reasoning Rubric (Original)
Claim

Use of Evidence

Source Evaluation

4

Presents a clear and
accurate
claim
that
adequately addresses the
question.

The evidence is accurate,
relevant and sufficient to
support the claim & the
evidence is accurately
explained at least once &
explicitly linked to the
claim at least once.

Refers to at least 1 author
by name or title & notes
relevant feature(s) of the
primary source (PS).
Indicates potential effect
of the feature on the
information&/or explains
the effect &/or uses the
feature to further the
argument. (at least 2/3)

3

Presents a clear and
accurate
claim
that
partially addresses the
question.

The evidence is accurate,
relevant and sufficient to
support the claim.
The evidence may be
accurately explained at
least once or explicitly
linked to the claim at least
once.

Refers to at least 1 author
by name or title & notes
relevant feature(s) of the
PS.
Indicates potential effect
of the feature on the
information or explains
the effect or uses the
feature to further the
argument. (1/3)

Historical
Contextualization
Provides accurate and
relevant historical context
(HC) (temporal, spatial or
social features) as support
for the claim, evidence or
source.
The HC is elaborate and
used to situate and/or
further the claim or the
HC is less elaborate &
explicitly used to situate
and/or further the claim.
Provides accurate and
relevant historical context
It may be used to
implicitly situate &/or
further the argument.

Corroboration
Uses multiple sources to
support the same point at
least once & explicitly
indicates an appropriate
link between the sources
& explains the link by
noting how they are
similar

Uses multiple sources to
support the same point at
least once & explicitly
indicates an appropriate
link between the sources
& notes that they are
similar
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2

Accurately restates the
question or topic without
directly stating a claim.
May contain minor errors.

The
evidence
is
insufficient and may
contain irrelevant or
inaccurate information.
The evidence is explained
&/or explicitly linked to
the main idea at least
once. The explanation or
link may be inaccurate.

1

The main idea is difficult
to discern, implied or
marginally addresses the
questions
&/or
is
inconsistent with the
evidence in the sources
&/or the language makes
the intended meaning
somewhat unclear
There is no main idea or
the main idea is copypasted from the sources
or the language makes the
main
idea
incomprehensible.

The
evidence
is
insufficient and may
contain irrelevant or
inaccurate information.
The evidence is not
explained & not explicitly
linked to the claim &/or
the evidence is primarily
copy-pasted.
There is no evidence
&/or the evidence is
primarily irrelevant

0
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Refers to at least 1 author
by name or title & notes
relevant feature(s) of the
PS.
There may be an attempt
to note the effect or use it
to further the argument. If
included,
the
interpretation undermines
the
argument or has
errors.
Refers to at least 1 author
by name or title & notes
irrelevant or inaccurate
feature(s) of the PS.
There may be an attempt
to note the effect or use it
to further the argument.
The interpretation may
have errors.
Notes the author without
any attempt to assess
reliability or fails to note
the author or title.

Provides
historical
context that is of limited
support for the argument
&/or
has
minor
inaccuracies.
It is not used to situate
&/or
further
the
argument/argument
&/or there are errors.

Uses multiple sources to
support the same point at
least once & explicitly
indicates an inappropriate
or unclear link between
the sources

Provides
historical
context that is historically
inaccurate &/or largely
irrelevant.

Uses multiple sources to
support the same point at
least once & treats sources
separately without explicit
corroboration (can look
list-like).

Does not note historical
context.

Uses one source for
support when multiple are
available.
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APPENDIX G
Sample Student DBQ3 from Student 37
In Roman society, there are two views for gladiators. The low class people such
as slaves and freedman saw gladiators attractive and strong. On the other hand,
politicians saw them a tool for becoming popular in politics. According to
Dunkle, in “The Gladiator” people who became a gladiator take a new meaning
for their life. They lived in a military discipline like a soldier. Gladiators had better
living conditions than low class people. For instance, there were house, food and
medical attention for them. On the other hand, in “The Roman Arena” by Brown,
in late Republic time gladiators were used by politicians to gain political power.
For example, Julius Caesar had had more popularity due to giving a show which
included 320 gladiator. This is supported by Augustus who was the first roman
emperor. He details that he gave shows under his name and his sons and
grandsons name. In these shows, about 10,000 men fought. As master of college
he celebrated the secular games with his colleagues. Consul for the thirteenth
time, he celebrated the first games of Mars. Augustus was the first Roman
emperor and in his text he listed his achievement and his wealth. He might have
bragged himself and it makes the source unreliable. However, he organized the
games, lived at these times and he was the emperor, therefore he may know
information about gladiators. Hence, the source can be reliable. Because of these,
the source is a mixed source. During both Republic and Empire times, gladiator
shows were very popular. Roman liked fightings, bloods and killing, thus they
enjoyed with watching gladiatorial combats. Moreover, politicians may have
thought that giving gladiator shows is an effective way to show own money and
gain political power.
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APPENDIX H
Additional Tables
Table H1
Student Gender and Intended Area of Study (N=62)
Male
32

Gender
Female
30

Arts and Social
Sciences
4

Intended Area of Study
Science and
Management
Engineering
52
6

Table H2
Descriptive Statistics for the DBQ Subscales (N=62)
Claim
Evidence
Source Evaluation
Historical Contextualization
Corroboration
Total Score

Mean (SD)
2.23 (1.12)
2.58 (.93)
2.32 (1.24)
2.44 (1.24)
2.69 (1.30)
12.26 (3.10)

Note: Subscores could range between 0-4, while the total score could range between 0-20.
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APPENDIX I
Discrepant Accounts Task
The questions from the Project Chata task (Lee, 2001; Lee & Ashby, 2000)
include: 1) You just read two different explanations of why the Roman Empire
fell. What might this difference mean? a) No one knows when it ended, b) It’s
just a matter of opinion when it ended, c) There was no one single time when it
ended, and d) One of the stories must be wrong about when it ended. They were
also asked: 2) Is your choice what you really thought? 3) How could we decide
when the Empire ended? 4) Are these two dates the only possible times for the
end of the Empire? And 5) Do the differences between the stories matter?
Table C1. Main Categories, Subcategories and Sample Student Answers for the Fall of Rome
Task
Main Category
Factual

Subcategory
1. Semantics only
2.
3.
4.

One story is wrong,
the end is known
The end is
unknowable
The end is knowable,
but contingently
unknown

Multiple Past

5.

The end is multiple

Criterial

6.

The end is criterial
(implicit criterion)

Student Answers (excerpt)
No participants in this study took this
approach.
No participants in this study took this
approach.
No participants in this study took this
approach.
I am not sure about how can we decide (which
account is right) because maybe two of them
are wrong. Maybe one is true but maybe from
people who lived in those times could tell the
real story like they could call eye witnesses
maybe but I don't think we can be 100% sure
about the story (S5).
No participants in this study took this
approach.
I don’t think there is another option (for an
ending date). We should examine it
actually…(We could find out because)
historians have their own methods. It can be
looked whether different historians say
different things. It was exist in the
establishment of Ottoman Empire. Some was
saying it is 1299. One historians I don’t
remember the name was saying it is 1302. But,

196

APPENDIXES
only he says that. According to what he says it
I don't know. I don't know the topic that
much, so I don't know (S9).
7. The end is criterial
When I think the concept of the empire, the
(one explicit
thing that comes my mind is that people from
criterion)
various nations live all together. In the first
story the West ended. The Roman Empire was
shown as it ended but many people from
different nations and different cultures remain
living together in Eastern Empire. That's why
I thought the idea of living together with
different nations should be disappeared to talk
about the collapse of an empire (S1).
8. The end is criterial
So, in my opinion, I think when the capital was
(alternative criteria)
captured with when the people of the
Empire...Not the Emperor, because the
people of the Empire… they… when you
capture the city, the nation's when it ended…
not the emperor because the nation can
improve the culture, and continue, and can
teach the subsequent generations to live on.
Because you can take the emperor, but the
nation will keep going, nation will choose
another emperor, it can change… but if you
change the nation, it's another empire...(S7).
Note: Main category and subcategory titles are from (Lee, 2001; Lee & Ashby, 2000). Student
answers are from this study’s participants
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APPENDIX J
Historical Reasoning Rubric (Final)
Claim

Use of Evidence

Source Evaluation

4

Presents a clear and
accurate
claim
that
adequately addresses the
question.

The evidence is accurate,
relevant and sufficient to
support the claim & the
evidence is accurately
explained at least once &
explicitly linked to the
claim at least once.

Refers to at least 1 author by
name or title & notes
relevant feature(s) of the
primary source (PS).
Indicates potential effect of
the
feature
on
the
information&/or explains
the effect &/or uses the
feature to further the
argument. (at least 2/3)

3

Presents a clear and
accurate
claim
that
partially addresses the
question.

2

Accurately restates the
question or topic without

The evidence is accurate,
relevant and sufficient to
support the claim.
The evidence may be
accurately explained at
least once or explicitly
linked to the claim at least
once.
The
evidence
is
insufficient and may

Refers to at least 1 author by
name or title & notes
relevant feature(s) of the PS.
Indicates potential effect of
the
feature
on
the
information or explains the
effect or uses the feature to
further the argument. (1/3)
Refers to at least 1 author by
name or title & notes
relevant feature(s) of the PS.

Historical
Contextualization
Historical context
(temporal, spatial or social
features) is accurate and
relevant.
The HC is elaborate enough
to support and/or situate
the argument.
HC is proximate to the
related argument.
A connection/conclusion
between the HC and the
evidence is explicitly noted.
HC is accurate and relevant.
The HC is elaborate enough
to support and/or situate
the argument.
HC is proximate to the
related argument.

Corroboration

HC may have minor
inaccuracies and/or be a
limited relevance and/or is

Uses multiple sources to
support the same point at
least once & explicitly

Uses multiple sources to
support the same point at
least once & explicitly
indicates an appropriate
link between the sources
& explains the link by
noting how they are
similar

Uses multiple sources to
support the same point at
least once & explicitly
indicates an appropriate
link between the sources
& notes that they are
similar
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directly stating a claim.
May contain minor errors.

1

0
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The main idea is difficult
to discern, implied or
marginally addresses the
questions
&/or
is
inconsistent with the
evidence in the sources
&/or the language makes
the intended meaning
somewhat unclear
There is no main idea or
the main idea is copypasted from the sources or
the language makes the
main
idea
incomprehensible.

contain irrelevant or
inaccurate information.
The evidence is explained
&/or explicitly linked to
the main idea at least once.
The explanation or link
may be inaccurate.
The
evidence
is
insufficient and may
contain irrelevant or
inaccurate information.
The evidence is not
explained & not explicitly
linked to the claim &/or
the evidence is primarily
copy-pasted.
There is no evidence &/or
the evidence is primarily
irrelevant

There may be an attempt to
note the effect or use it to
further the argument. If
included, the interpretation
undermines
the
argument or has errors.

not elaborate enough to
support and/or situate the
argument.
HC is proximate to the
related argument.

indicates an inappropriate
or unclear link between
the sources

Refers to at least 1 author by
name or title & notes
irrelevant or inaccurate
feature(s) of the PS.
There may be an attempt to
note the effect or use it to
further the argument. The
interpretation may have
errors.
Notes the author without
any attempt to assess
reliability or fails to note the
author or title.

HC is historically inaccurate
and/or largely irrelevant
and/or the location of the
HC is offset from the related
argument

Uses multiple sources to
support the same point at
least once & treats sources
separately without explicit
corroboration (can look
list-like).

Does not note historical
context.

Uses one source for
support when multiple are
available.
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SUMMARY
PROMOTING WRITTEN HISTORICAL REASONING AMONG
UNDERGRADUATE L2 STUDENTS

CHAPTER 1: GENERAL INTRODUCTION
This dissertation set out to study the written historical reasoning of L2
undergraduate students in a historical reasoning course. The specific context of
this course was a CLIL setting using a cognitive apprenticeship approach.
Cognitive apprenticeship is a form of explicit teaching in which teachers first
model expert behavior and provide scaffolding for students as they practice
before gradually transferring responsibility to students (Collins et al., 1999). The
overall purpose of this dissertation was to describe different aspects of students’
historical reasoning and study how to promote their written historical reasoning.
Teaching the procedural aspects of written historical reasoning was a noted focus.
This dissertation addresses the following research question: How do
undergraduate students in a cognitive apprenticeship-based CLIL historical
reasoning course reason about history in writing and what fosters the written
historical reasoning of these students?
In this dissertation, we studied students’ written historical reasoning using
the framework of van Drie and van Boxtel (2008, 2018) and informed by MonteSano (2010)’s work on written historical reasoning among high school students.
Much work on written historical reasoning among middle and high school
students exists, particularly in students’ L1 (Nokes & De La Paz, 2018). This
dissertation adds tertiary L2 students to the literature.
This dissertation takes into consideration two additional factors when
describing and promoting written historical reasoning. First, this dissertation
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considers the impact of students’ proficiency in reading and writing in English.
Reading in history can be challenging because of the structure and vocabulary
inherent in textbook writing and primary sources (Martin, 1991; Wineburg &
Martin, 2009). Argumentative writing in history typically requires the
interpretation and integration of multiple sources. Novice writers, particularly in
an L2 may be challenged by this feature of the genre (Cumming et al., 2016). This
is an important factor since it may play a role in written historical reasoning
(Nokes, 2011; van Boxtel & van Drie, 2018) and is considered in this dissertation.
The second additional factor is the potential role of epistemic beliefs in
history on written historical reasoning, an aspect noted in van Boxtel and van
Drie’s (2018) model. This dissertation uses the four-part model of epistemic
beliefs introduced by Kuhn and colleagues (Kuhn, 2001; Kuhn et al., 2000).
Epistemic beliefs can have an impact on academic performance (Kuhn, 2001)
and are therefore considered in this dissertation.
The series of studies in this dissertation were conducted with
undergraduate L2 students studying in an intensive English program prior to
beginning undergraduate courses. Students participated in these studies while
enrolled in a historical reasoning course designed by the author of this
dissertation. The course incrementally introduced students to concepts in
historical reasoning while also introducing them to the procedural knowledge
needed to incorporate their historical reasoning into their writing. The course
served as a bridge to a series of required undergraduate history courses by
apprenticing students into the reasoning and writing expected of them.
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CHAPTER 2: UNDERGRADUATE L2 STUDENTS’ PERFORMANCE WHEN
EVALUATING HISTORICAL SOURCES FOR RELIABILITY
RQ1: To what extent do undergraduate L2 students make claims supported by
arguments when reasoning about the reliability of a historical source orally and
in writing? What difficulties can be attributed to language proficiency?
Evaluating primary sources for reliability, an aspect of sourcing, is an
important heuristic in historical reasoning (van Drie & van Boxtel, 2008;
Wineburg, 1991). The act of reading and reasoning about these sources, however,
is complicated by their language and the context in which they are written
(Wineburg & Martin, 2009). When reasoning about and writing with primary
sources, students tend not to use a sourcing heuristic (Monte-Sano, 2010;
Wineburg, 1991). While sourcing is well-studied among proficient and L1
students, the performance of L2 students and the role of their English proficiency
is not as well understood.
This study examines the oral and written historical reasoning of
undergraduate L2 students when evaluating primary sources for reliability and
later writing with the same primary sources. Eleven undergraduate students
studying in the intensive English program took part in this study by participating
in three think aloud source evaluation tasks of primary sources modelled on the
Historical Assessment of Thinking (Wineburg et al., 2012) and used in the
historical reasoning course. We also collected their written answers to the same
task and three DBQs, each of which had one of the primary sources as a source
text.
We analyzed students’ oral sourcing using a coding scheme that
accounted for both the different types of arguments students used to assess the
reliability and the overall quality of the students’ claim about the primary source’s
reliability. We also compared students’ oral sourcing to their written answer after
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assessing the written answers at the claim level only. Finally, we traced students’
use of sourcing in their DBQs.
In an analysis of the think aloud protocols and written answers to the
source evaluation tasks, as expected, we found that students are able to use
historical reasoning (as opposed to ahistorical reasoning) to reason about primary
sources at an emerging level of proficiency. Students who demonstrated the most
proficient sourcing included an answer with three stages: 1) an orientation of the
author or source’s background relevant to the other stages, 2) an evaluation that
explains how the source or author’s background may affect the reliability of the
source, and 3) a deduction stage during which the student makes the assessment of
reliability.
The students in our study appeared to have two sources of difficulty that
may have influenced the quality of their oral sourcing. First, students had
difficulty in forming a complete answer when they omitted the evaluation stage of
their answer. These answers demonstrated an emerging level of reasoning
because while they correctly noted important aspects of the author’s background
and an assessment of reliability, their answer lacked reasoning that would explain
the connection between the two. The second difficulty was that some students
did not take the historical context into account, resulting in interpretation errors.
These difficulties may stem in part from reading comprehension-related language
difficulties, particularly as instructor support was withdrawn. All of the students
who had major comprehension errors in the third source evaluation task also
demonstrated at least one of the two difficulties described above.
Next, we compared students’ written and oral answers to the source
evaluation task, demonstrating that while most students scored similarly in both
modes, written answers were generally less rich in detail. Notably, four of the ten
students with a highly proficient oral answer, as described above, had a lower
score in their written answer. Finally, we traced students’ use of the same primary
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sources in their DBQ essays. We found that while students consistently used the
historical sources as evidence, they rarely considered reliability.
From this study, we concluded that these L2 students are able to assess
the reliability of primary sources at an emerging level of proficiency when
prompted by the source evaluation task. These findings are in line with studies
involving students proficient in English (Britt & Aglinskas, 2002; Wineburg,
1991). Students’ interpretation is not well-elaborated, however, and prone to
misunderstanding. L2 students may benefit from both instructor support and the
modification of the primary sources (Wineburg & Martin, 2009) to ensure
stronger reading comprehension. We also found that while students use primary
sources as evidence when writing source-based essays, they rarely include an
evaluation of reliability, which is in line with what others have found (MonteSano, 2010; Nokes, 2017). Those evaluations that are included sometimes
undermine the argument of the student. Explicit instruction in the stages of a
complete source evaluation may assist students in formulating better answers.

CHAPTER 3: HISTORICAL REASONING IN AN UNDERGRADUATE CLIL COURSE:
STUDENTS’ PROGRESSION AND THE ROLE OF LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY
RQ2: Does historical reasoning in L2 students’ writing improve over the duration
of a CLIL historical reasoning course and is the level and improvement in
historical reasoning influenced by reading and writing proficiency?
In this chapter we studied a cohort of students in the CLIL historical
reasoning course with the purpose of conducting a broader exploration into
students’ written historical reasoning as a whole and the role of students’ English
proficiency in their progression in the course. Studies (of largely L1 students)
have shown that students are able to include features of historical reasoning in
their source-based writing (Monte-Sano, 2010; Nokes, 2017; Nokes et al., 2007).
A cognitive apprenticeship model of teaching appears to be particularly effective

205

SUMMARY
in helping students advance such written historical reasoning (De La Paz et al.,
2017). These same studies demonstrate, however, that students’ performance is
often uneven and some aspects (especially historical contextualization) present a
substantial challenge. In the population of L2 students included in this study, it
is possible that English proficiency may also play a role in students’ written
historical reasoning due to the complexity of reading and writing about history
(e.g.) (Cumming et al., 2018; Martin, 1991).
Fifty-five undergraduate L2 students at the B2 level (CEFR) participated
in this descriptive study of students’ source-based writing. Prior to instruction,
we measured students’ English proficiency through a short integrated reading
and writing assessment based closely on one by Weigle and colleagues (Weigle,
2004; Weigle et al., 2013). This assessment was chosen because it adheres closely
to the reading and writing expected of students in the course, and would therefore
provide relevant information.
We also collected three DBQs written by students at different points in
the course, which we analyzed using an analytical rubric designed for this study.
This rubric, which is most influenced by the work of Monte-Sano and De La Paz
(2012), measures the features of historical reasoning taught in the course: claim,
evidence, source evaluation, historical contextualization and corroboration.
Students initially demonstrated weak historical reasoning, as shown in
their first DBQ scores. Source evaluation and historical contextualization in
particular were either absent or flawed in the initial DBQ and continued as the
lowest scoring features in the final DBQ. Students’ scores, however, increased
significantly between the first and third DBQs in all areas that we studied. The
features claim, evidence and corroboration most closely approximated
appropriate historical reasoning in the final DBQ. From these results we
conclude that the L2 students in this course are able to incorporate features of
historical reasoning in their source-based writing and that their written historical
reasoning improves during the course, which is in line with our expectations.
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In terms of English language proficiency, we found that students had
relatively low scores in both reading and writing, indicative of their B2 level of
English proficiency. Students were able to partially or minimally fulfill the criteria
for the assigned tasks, but there were errors. We used a latent growth curve
analysis to investigate the effect of students’ English language proficiency on their
source-based writing and the changes in their reasoning over the duration of the
course. An important finding of this study is that students’ English proficiency
level did not predict either their reasoning or changes in their performance during
the course. The result was that students at differing levels of English proficiency
improved similarly, which supports the notion that a cognitive apprenticeship
approach is also effective in the L2 CLIL context.

CHAPTER 4: THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EPISTEMIC BELIEFS IN HISTORY AND
WRITTEN HISTORICAL REASONING
RQ3: How do students with different epistemic beliefs reason historically when
writing a historical argument?
This descriptive study explored an aspect that may affect students’ written
historical reasoning, their epistemic beliefs about history. Epistemic beliefs may
play a role in students’ historical reasoning by affecting how students approach
multiple sources (Maggioni et al., 2010) and justify knowledge (Greene & Yu,
2014), making it an important consideration when designing instruction. A lack
of research that directly measures this role (see, for example Reisman, 2012a)
makes it difficult to draw conclusions.
This study investigated undergraduate students’ epistemic beliefs in
history and explored the relationship between students’ beliefs and their
performance in written historical reasoning after completing a historical
reasoning course. Sixty-two students at the B2 CEFR level who were enrolled in
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the cognitive apprenticeship-based historical reasoning course participated in this
study.
Since epistemic beliefs may be highly contextual and difficult to measure
(Chinn et al., 2011), this study adhered to the recommendation to employ a
mixed-methods approach (Mason, 2016). Students’ expressed epistemic beliefs
in history were measured through a discipline-specific survey (Stoel et al., 2017).
The survey measured three aspects of students’ beliefs: beliefs about the nature
of knowing, those regarding the nature of knowledge, and beliefs about historical
methodology. Students’ epistemic beliefs in history, as measured by the survey,
were then compared to their performance when writing a source-based historical
argument. Students’ written historical reasoning was assessed using the same fivepart rubric developed for the study described in chapter three. A subset of ten
students participated in a task-based interview to investigate more tacit epistemic
beliefs related to the second-order concept, account.
The results of this study indicate that there was a significant positive
correlation between students’ performance in source-based argumentative
writing and their epistemic beliefs regarding historical methodology, but not for
the nature of knowledge and nature of knowing survey scales. This finding
partially confirms the hypothesis that students with more nuanced epistemic
beliefs in history would perform better in source-based writing.
Most students’ task-based interview answers corresponded to their
epistemic beliefs as indicated in the survey, but there was less correspondence
between students’ interviews and writing. This finding point to the conclusions
that this discipline-specific survey may be an appropriate measure of epistemic
beliefs and history and that the second-order concept accounts may be related to
epistemic beliefs.
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CHAPTER 5: HISTORICAL CONTEXTUALIZATION IN STUDENTS’ WRITING
RQ4: How do undergraduate students perform on aspects of historical reasoning
(claim, evidence, sourcing, corroboration and historical contextualization) in their
document-based writing before and after participating in a course with explicit
instruction in historical reasoning?
RQ5: What is the effect of explicit instruction in historical contextualization
during a historical reasoning course on undergraduate students’ document-based
writing?
In the first two studies, we found that historical contextualization
appeared to be an area of difficulty for students in this historical reasoning course.
This difficulty is line with other studies in which historical contextualization has
been both challenging for students and less likely to improve after instruction
(Nokes et al., 2007; Reisman, 2012a). Therefore, in this final study we designed
and tested an intervention intended to promote students’ written historical
contextualization in their source-based writing. This intervention took place in
the context of the historical reasoning course described in chapters two, three,
and four. The study was conducted as a quasi-experimental study with 140
students (Nexp=60, Ncont=80).
Students in both conditions participated in the cognitive apprenticeshipbased historical reasoning course. Students in the control condition participated
in a version without a focus on historical contextualization, whereas students in
the experimental condition received explicit instruction in historical
contextualization. In the experimental condition, instructors provided explicit
instruction in the background knowledge needed to contextualize through the
use of discussion-based case studies and a quote sorting activity. Students learned
about the procedural knowledge necessary to incorporate the contextualization
into source-based writing by analyzing text models and practicing with language
models.
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Our results indicate that students in both the control and experimental
conditions significantly improved their written historical reasoning in all of the
areas that were studied. This is in line with our expectations and the results of the
study in chapter 3. In contrast to our expectations, however, students in the
experimental condition scored significantly higher than those in the control
condition in the category of claim, but not historical contextualization. This is
particularly unexpected since students in both conditions received the same
explicit instruction for the category claim, but only students in the experimental
condition received explicit instruction in historical contextualization.
A subsequent analysis of students’ historical contextualization showed
that students in both conditions had similar levels of relevant background
knowledge and included similar amounts of historical contextualization in the
writing. However, students in the experimental condition were less likely to
include historical contextualization in a location offset from the related argument,
a use contrary to the instruction students in the experimental condition received.
In line with instruction, they were more likely to include an explicit connection
to the argument or draw a conclusion based on the contextualization. These
differences suggest the possibility that the rubric used to analyze students’ writing
is not sufficiently sensitive to detect historical contextualization, and a revised
rubric has been proposed.
This study provides further evidence that a cognitive apprenticeship
model is effective in teaching historical reasoning to undergraduate L2 students.
The finding that students in the experimental condition wrote better claims may
point to the effectiveness of student-led dialogue as a component of independent
practice in this model. This possibility, however, requires further study. This
study also demonstrates the importance and difficulty of promoting written
historical contextualization. By analyzing the nature of students’ written historical
contextualization, this dissertation takes a step forward in identifying specific
procedural knowledge that can be a part of future interventions.
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CHAPTER 6: GENERAL CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION
This dissertation had two primary aims: studying the historical reasoning of a
population of L2 undergraduate students in the context of a CLIL historical
reasoning course and fostering the written historical reasoning of these students
by investigating the use of a cognitive apprenticeship approach. In order to study
this complex context, we used a series of descriptive studies to explicate students’
performance in written historical reasoning and the difficulties they experienced.
These studies culminated in a quasi-experimental study that tested this
pedagogical approach. As a part of the dissertation, we produced an analytical
rubric that can be used to measure written historical reasoning in both research
and classroom contexts.
Based on these studies, this dissertation draws several conclusions about
the written historical reasoning of L2 undergraduate students in a CLIL context.
First, we can conclude that students in this particular context are able to
demonstrate historical reasoning in their source-based writing at an emerging
level of proficiency after completing the historical reasoning course. The finding
that students can reason historically in writing is consistent with others
(McCarthy Young & Leinhardt, 1998; Monte-Sano, 2010; Nokes, 2017; van Drie
et al., 2015). Students’ performance in different aspects of historical reasoning
was uneven. Claim and the use of evidence started with higher scores compared
to the features sourcing, corroboration and contextualization. Another
conclusion from this dissertation is that students demonstrated significant change
in each area of written historical reasoning. These findings are consistent with
others who have studied middle and high school students’ historical reasoning
(De La Paz, 2005; De La Paz et al., 2017; van Drie et al., 2015).
Based on the results of chapter four, we conclude that students’ epistemic
beliefs in history regarding the use of historical methodology is related to
students’ written historical reasoning. We did not, however, find a similar
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relationship between students’ writing and their beliefs about the nature of
knowing and knowledge in history. These findings somewhat support those of
Kuhn (2001) and (indirectly) Barzilai and Eshet-Alkalai (2015) but raise questions
about the nature of the relationship.
This dissertation also draws conclusions about the role of students’
reading and writing proficiency in English in historical reasoning. Wineburg and
Martin (2009) note that primary source comprehension can be complicated by
the unfamiliar vocabulary, structures and context. Similarly, in chapter two we
found that comprehension errors when reading primary sources often resulted in
interpretation errors. Importantly, in chapter three we concluded that students at
differing levels of reading and writing proficiency (albeit all at a B2 CEFR level)
were able to proceed similarly in the course.
A final major conclusion was that the cognitive apprenticeship model of
instruction appears to have worked well with this group of L2 students. This
conclusion furthers the research that has been conducted with explicit
instruction, particularly cognitive apprenticeship, in the middle and high school
contexts (De La Paz et al., 2014; De La Paz et al., 2017; Monte-Sano, 2011;
Nokes et al., 2007). This is a major contribution to the literature since it
successfully combines the use of a CLIL context with cognitive apprenticeship.
These findings are limited since the studies were conducted at a single
university during one historical reasoning course. Research that compares the
CLIL/cognitive apprenticeship combination with other approaches, along with
students of more diverse language proficiencies and backgrounds is needed to
create more generalizable conclusions.
This dissertation adds several implications for practice that can, and have
been, adopted. Since resources are not infinite, the goals of any historical
reasoning course must be at the forefront of instructional decisions. If language
is a primary goal, then form-focused instruction and explicit instruction in the
language of procedural aspects of writing may play a central role. In contrast, if
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historical reasoning is dominant, then sources may need to be modified or
appropriately scaffolded in order to ensure an appropriate interpretation.
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SAMENVATTING
BEVORDEREN VAN SCHRIFTELIJK HISTORISCH REDENEREN IN DE
TWEEDE TAAL BIJ BACHELOR STUDENTEN

HOOFDSTUK 1: ALGEMENE INTRODUCTIE
Dit promotieonderzoek is opgezet om het schriftelijk historisch redeneren van
bachelor studenten in een tweede taal tijdens een cursus historisch redeneren te
bestuderen. Deze cursus werd gegeven in een CLIL-context (Content and
Language Integrated Learning, waarbij inhoud en taal geïntegreerd worden
aangeboden), waarin ook een ‘cognitive apprenticeship’ aanpak gebruikt werd.
‘Cognitive apprenticeship’ is een vorm van expliciet onderwijs, waarbij docenten
eerst expertgedrag modelleren, vervolgens ondersteuning bieden als studenten
zelf oefenen, om zo uiteindelijk de verantwoordelijkheid geleidelijk naar de
studenten over te dragen (Collins et al., 1999). Het overkoepelende doel van dit
onderzoek was om verschillende aspecten van het historisch redeneren van
studenten te beschrijven en om te onderzoeken hoe het historisch redeneren in
geschreven tekst verbeterd kan worden. Het onderwijzen van procedurele
aspecten van schriftelijk historisch redeneren was daarbij een belangrijke focus.
In dit proefschrift staat de volgende onderzoeksvraag centraal: Hoe redeneren
bachelor studenten binnen een cursus historisch redeneren gebaseerd op een
‘cognitive apprenticeship’- CLIL benadering over geschiedenis en wat bevordert
het schriftelijk historisch redeneren van deze studenten?
In dit onderzoek hebben we het schriftelijk historisch redeneren van
studenten bestudeerd. We hebben daarvoor gebruik gemaakt van het raamwerk
van Van Drie en Van Boxtel (2008; 2018) en van Monte-Sano’s werk (2010) over
schriftelijk historisch redeneren bij leerlingen in het voortgezet onderwijs. Er is
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veel onderzoek gedaan naar schriftelijk historisch redeneren bij leerlingen in het
voortgezet onderwijs, vooral in de eerste taal van de leerling (Nokes & De La
Paz, 2018). Dit onderzoek voegt daaraan toe dat doordat het gaat om tweedetaalverwervers en het gericht is op het hoger onderwijs.
Daarnaast worden in de onderzoeken in dit proefschrift twee andere
elementen meegenomen in het beschrijven en het bevorderen van schriftelijk
historisch redeneren. Ten eerste, de invloed van de lees- en schrijfvaardigheid in
de tweede taal, in dit geval het Engels. Lezen bij geschiedenis kan uitdagend zijn
vanwege de structuur en het vocabulaire dat gebruikt wordt in schoolboeken
geschiedenis en in primaire bronnen (Martin, 1991; Wineburg & Martin, 2009).
Het schrijven van argumentatieve teksten bij geschiedenis behelst de interpretatie
en integratie van meerdere historische bronnen. Beginnende schrijvers, vooral in
een tweede taal, kunnen bij dit tekstgenre moeilijkheden ondervinden (Cumming
et al., 2016). Omdat deze factor een belangrijke rol kan spelen in het schriftelijk
historisch redeneren (Nokes, 2011; van Boxtel & van Drie, 2018), nemen we deze
factor mee.
Het tweede element dat dit proefschrift toevoegt aan de bestaande
literatuur is de mogelijke rol van epistemologische opvattingen over geschiedenis
bij het schriftelijk historisch redeneren. Dit aspect wordt ook genoemd in het
raamwerk voor historisch redeneren van Van Boxtel en Van Drie (2018). In dit
proefschrift maken we gebruik van het vierdelig model van epistemologische
opvattingen, zoals geïntroduceerd door Kuhn en collega’s (Kuhn, 2001; Kuhn et
al. 2000). Epistemologische opvattingen kunnen van invloed zijn op de
leerprestaties (Kuhn, 2001) en worden daarom in dit onderzoek meegenomen.
De verschillende studies in dit proefschrift zijn uitgevoerd met Turkse
bachelor studenten met Engels als tweede taal (T2), die deelnamen aan een
Engels taalprogramma voorafgaand aan de start van hun bachelor. Studenten
namen binnen dit programma deel aan een cursus historisch redeneren, die
ontworpen was door de auteur van dit proefschrift. In de cursus worden
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belangrijke concepten van historisch redeneren stapsgewijs geïntroduceerd,
terwijl er daarnaast aandacht is voor de procedurele kennis die nodig is om
historisch redeneren te verwerken in teksten. De cursus functioneert als een brug
naar een reeks van verplichte bachelor cursussen over geschiedenis. Studenten
ontwikkelen redeneer- en schrijfvaardigheden die voor deze cursussen van belang
zijn.

HOOFDSTUK 2: PRESTATIES VAN TWEEDE TAAL BACHELOR STUDENTEN IN HET
EVALUEREN VAN HISTORISCHE BRONNEN OP BETROUWBAARHEID

Onderzoeksvraag 1: In hoeverre onderbouwen T2-studenten hun beweringen met
argumenten als ze mondeling en schriftelijk redeneren over de betrouwbaarheid
van een historische bron? Welke verschillen kunnen worden toegeschreven aan
taalvaardigheid?
Het evalueren van primaire bronnen op betrouwbaarheid, een aspect van
bronevaluatie is een belangrijke heuristiek bij historisch redeneren (van Drie &
van Boxtel, 2008; Wineburg, 1991). Het lezen en redeneren over bronnen is
complex vanwege de taal en de context waarin de bron geschreven is (Wineburg
& Martin, 2009). Als studenten redeneren en schrijven met primaire bronnen,
hebben ze de neiging om de heuristiek bronevaluatie niet te gebruiken (MonteSano, 2010; Wineburg, 1991). Het beoordelen van bronnen op betrouwbaarheid
is goed onderzocht bij leerlingen die dit in hun eerste taal doen. Er is nog weinig
kennis over hoe tweede-taalverwervers dit doen en wat daarbij de rol is van hun
taalvaardigheid in de tweede taal, het Engels.
In deze studie onderzochten we het mondeling en schriftelijk historisch
redeneren van T2 bachelor studenten, als zij primaire bronnen op
betrouwbaarheid evalueren en vervolgens een tekst schrijven op basis van deze
bronnen. Aan deze studie namen elf bachelor studenten deel, die een intensief
taalprogramma Engels volgden. Ze maakten hardop denkend drie taken gericht
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op de evaluatie van primaire bronnen. Deze taken werden gebaseerd op het
format ‘Historical Assessment of Thinking (Wineburg et al., 2012) en waren
onderdeel van de cursus historisch redeneren. We verzamelden ook hun
schriftelijk antwoorden op deze drie taken en de antwoorden op drie ‘DocumentBased Questions’ (DBQ’s), waarin steeds één van de primaire bronnen gebruikt
werd.
We analyseerden de mondelinge bronevaluatie van studenten met behulp
van een codeerschema waarin zowel aandacht was voor verschillende typen
argumenten die gebruikt konden worden om de betrouwbaarheid te bepalen, als
voor de algemene kwaliteit van de argumentatie ten aanzien van de
betrouwbaarheid van de primaire bron. We hebben de mondelinge bronevaluatie
vergeleken met hun schriftelijke antwoorden. De schriftelijke antwoorden
werden beoordeeld op de kwaliteit van de argumentatie. Tot slot hebben we
gekeken hoe studenten bronevaluatie gebruikten in hun DBQ’s.
Bij een analyse van de hardopdenkprotocollen en schriftelijke
antwoorden op de bronevaluatietaken vonden we, zoals verwacht, dat studenten
in staat waren om historisch te redereneren (in tegenstelling tot ahistorisch
redeneren) over primaire bronnen op een beginnend niveau. De antwoorden van
studenten die bronevaluatie lieten zien op het hoogste niveau, omvatten drie
fasen: 1) een oriëntatie op de achtergrond van de auteur of de bron zelf die relevant
is voor de andere fasen, 2) een evaluatie waarin uitgelegd wordt hoe de bron of de
achtergrond van de auteur de betrouwbaarheid van de bron beïnvloedt, en 3) een
fase van deductie, waarin de student een oordeel geeft over de betrouwbaarheid.
De studenten in onze studie bleken tegen twee moeilijkheden aan te
lopen die mogelijk van invloed waren op de kwaliteit van hun mondelinge
bronevaluatie. Ten eerste hadden studenten moeite om een volledig antwoord te
geven wanneer ze de evaluatiefase van hun antwoord hadden overgeslagen. Deze
antwoorden toonden een beginnend niveau van redeneren;

217

SAMENVATTING
de belangrijke aspecten van de achtergrond van de auteur werden correct
benoemd en er werd een oordeel over de betrouwbaarheid van de bron gegeven,
maar in het antwoord ontbrak een redenering waarin het verband tussen deze
twee elementen werd gelegd. De tweede moeilijkheid was dat sommige studenten
geen rekening hielden met de historische context, wat leidde tot
interpretatiefouten. Deze problemen kunnen gedeeltelijk voortkomen uit
taalproblemen die met begrijpend lezen te maken hebben, vooral omdat de taak
zonder ondersteuning van een docent gemaakt werd. Alle studenten die grote
fouten maakten bij het begrijpen van de tekst bij de derde bronevaluatietaak,
lieten ook ten minste één van de twee hierboven beschreven moeilijkheden zien.
Vervolgens hebben we de schriftelijke en mondelinge antwoorden van de
studenten op de bronevaluatietaak vergeleken. Hieruit bleek dat de meeste
studenten in beide gevallen ongeveer gelijk scoorden, maar dat de schriftelijke
antwoorden over het algemeen minder rijk aan details waren. Vier van de tien
studenten die hoog scoorden bij hun mondelinge antwoord, zoals hierboven
beschreven, hadden een lagere score in hun schriftelijke antwoord. Ten slotte
hebben we getraceerd hoe studenten de primaire bronnen in hun DBQ-teksten
gebruikten. We ontdekten dat hoewel studenten consequent de historische
bronnen als bewijs gebruikten, ze zelden iets schreven over de betrouwbaarheid
van de bron.
Uit dit onderzoek kunnen we concluderen dat deze T2-studenten als ze
werken aan een bronevaluatietaak in staat zijn om de betrouwbaarheid van
primaire bronnen te beoordelen op beginnend vaardigheidsniveau. Deze
bevinding is in overeenstemming met onderzoeken onder studenten die
bekwaam zijn in het Engels (Britt & Aglinskas, 2002; Wineburg, 1991). De
interpretatie van de studenten was echter niet goed uitgewerkt en bevatte soms
onjuist geïnterpreteerde onderdelen. T2-studenten zouden baat kunnen hebben
bij ondersteuning door docenten en het aanpassen van de primaire bronnen
(Wineburg & Martin, 2009), om ervoor te zorgen dat de tekst goed begrepen
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wordt. We vonden ook dat hoewel studenten primaire bronnen als bewijs
gebruikten bij het schrijven van een op bronnen gebaseerde tekst, deze zelden
een evaluatie van de betrouwbaarheid bevatte. Dit is in overeenstemming met
wat anderen hebben gevonden (Monte-Sano, 2010; Nokes, 2017). Soms werden
wel evaluaties van bronnen gegeven, maar deze ondermijnden het argument dat
de student probeerde te maken. Expliciete instructie tijdens de verschillende
fasen van een complete evaluatie van bronnen, zou studenten kunnen helpen bij
het formuleren van betere antwoorden.

HOOFDSTUK 3: HISTORISCH REDENEREN IN EEN BACHELOR CLIL-CURSUS:
VOORUITGANG VAN STUDENTEN EN DE ROL VAN TAALVAARDIGHEID

Onderzoeksvraag 2: Verbetert het historisch redeneren in het schrijven van T2studenten gedurende een CLIL-cursus historisch redeneren en wordt het niveau
en de verbetering in historisch redeneren beïnvloed door lees- en
schrijfvaardigheid?
In dit hoofdstuk hebben we een cohort studenten bestudeerd in een
CLIL cursus historisch redeneren met als doel een bredere verkenning van het
schriftelijk historisch redeneren als geheel en zicht krijgen op de invloed van de
Engels taalvaardigheid van de studenten op hun voortgang in de cursus. Studies
(grotendeels van T1-studenten) hebben aangetoond dat studenten in staat zijn
om elementen van historisch redeneren te verwerken bij het schrijven van een op
bronnen gebaseerde tekst (Monte-Sano, 2010; Nokes, 2017; Nokes et al., 2007).
De ‘cognitive apprenticeship’ aanpak lijkt bijzonder effectief te zijn om studenten
te helpen om vooruitgang te boeken in het schriftelijk historisch redeneren (De
La Paz et al., 2017). Dezelfde onderzoeken tonen echter aan dat de prestaties van
studenten vaak ongelijk zijn en dat sommige aspecten (vooral historisch
contextualiseren) een ware uitdaging voor studenten zijn. In de populatie van T2studenten in deze studie is het mogelijk dat de taalvaardigheid Engels ook een rol
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speelt bij het schriftelijk historisch redeneren vanwege de complexiteit van lezen
en schrijven bij geschiedenis (bijv. Cumming et al., 2018; Martin, 1991).
Vijfenvijftig bachelor T2-studenten op B2-niveau (CEFR) namen aan
deze beschrijvende studie naar schrijven op basis van historische bronnen deel.
Voorafgaand aan de instructie, hebben we de taalvaardigheid Engels van de
studenten gemeten door middel van een korte, geïntegreerde lees- en schrijftaak.
Deze taak is gebaseerd op een taak van Weigle en collega's (Weigle, 2004; Weigle
et al., 2013). We hebben voor deze taak gekozen omdat deze taak nauw aansluit
bij het lezen en schrijven dat van studenten in de cursus verwacht wordt.
We hebben ook drie DBQ's verzameld die door studenten op
verschillende momenten in de cursus gemaakt zijn. Deze hebben we geanalyseerd
met behulp van een analytische rubric, die voor deze studie ontworpen is. Deze
rubric, gebaseerd op het werk van Monte-Sano en De La Paz (2012), meet de
aspecten van historisch redeneren die in de cursus worden onderwezen:
bewering, bewijs, bronevaluatie, historisch contextualiseren en corroboratie (het
vergelijken van verschillende bronnen met als doel te kijken of ze vergelijkbare
informatie geven).
Studenten vertoonden aanvankelijk een lage kwaliteit historisch
redeneren, zoals blijkt uit hun eerste DBQ-scores. Met name bronevaluatie en
historisch contextualiseren waren ofwel afwezig of gebrekkig in de eerste DBQ
en bij de laatste DBQ scoorden de studenten op deze twee elementen het laagst.
Echter, de scores van de studenten werden tussen de eerste en derde DBQ
significant beter, op alle elementen van de analyse. De elementen bewering,
bewijs en vergelijking bronnen kwamen in de laatste DBQ het meest in de buurt
van adequaat historisch redeneren. Op basis van deze resultaten concludeerden
we dat de T2-studenten in deze cursus in staat zijn om aspecten van historisch
redeneren te gebruiken in op bronnen gebaseerde schrijfopdrachten en dat hun
schriftelijk historisch redeneren verbetert gedurende de cursus. Deze uitkomsten
zijn in lijn met onze verwachtingen vooraf.
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Ten aanzien van de rol van de taalvaardigheid Engels vonden we dat de
studenten relatief lage scores hadden op zowel lezen als schrijven, wat
overeenkomt met hun B2-niveau van kennis van het Engels. Studenten konden
gedeeltelijk aan de criteria voldoen voor de toegewezen taken, maar er werden
fouten gemaakt. Een latente groeicurve-analyse is gebruikt om zicht te krijgen op
het effect van de Engelse taalvaardigheid op het schrijven op basis van bronnen
en op de veranderingen in redeneren gedurende de cursus. Een belangrijke
bevinding is dat de beheersing van de Engelse taal van studenten geen voorspeller
was voor de kwaliteit van historisch redeneren of de veranderingen in prestaties
gedurende de cursus. Studenten met verschillende niveaus van Engelse
taalvaardigheid verbeterden op dezelfde manier, wat het idee ondersteunt dat de
‘cognitive apprenticeship’ aanpak ook effectief is in een T2 CLIL-context.

HOOFDSTUK 4: DE RELATIE TUSSEN EPISTEMOLOGISCHE OPVATTINGEN OVER
GESCHIEDENIS EN GESCHREVEN HISTORISCH REDENEREN

Onderzoeksvraag 3: Hoe ziet het historisch redeneren van studenten met
verschillende epistemologische opvattingen eruit wanneer ze een argumentatieve
tekst schrijven?
In dit beschrijvende onderzoek werd een factor onderzocht die van
invloed kan zijn op het schriftelijk historisch redeneren van studenten, namelijk
hun epistemologische opvattingen over geschiedenis. Epistemologische
opvattingen kunnen een rol spelen in het historisch redeneren van studenten,
omdat ze invloed kunnen hebben op de omgang met meerdere bronnen
(Maggioni et al., 2010) en het rechtvaardigen van kennis (Greene & Yu, 2014).
Daarom zijn deze opvattingen ook belangrijk voor het ontwerpen van onderwijs.
Omdat er geen onderzoek is waarin deze rol direct wordt gemeten (zie
bijvoorbeeld Reisman, 2012a) is het moeilijk om conclusies te trekken.
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In deze studie onderzochten we de epistemologische opvattingen over
geschiedenis van bachelor studenten en de relatie tussen die opvattingen en hun
prestaties in schriftelijk historisch redeneren na het voltooien van een cursus
historisch redeneren. Aan deze studie namen tweeënzestig studenten (B2 CEFRniveau) deel, die waren ingeschreven voor de cursus historisch redeneren.
Omdat epistemologische opvattingen contextueel bepaald zijn en
moeilijk te meten (Chinn et al., 2011), volgden we in deze studie de aanbeveling
om een ‘mixed-method’ benadering te gebruiken (Mason, 2016). De
epistemologische opvattingen over geschiedenis werden gemeten door middel
van een discipline-specifieke vragenlijst (Stoel et al., 2017). In de vragenlijst
werden drie aspecten gemeten: opvattingen over de aard van kennisconstructie
bij geschiedenis, over de aard van historische kennis, en over de historische
methode (er zijn criteria en procedures om tot historische kennis te komen). De
epistemologische opvattingen over geschiedenis van studenten zoals gemeten
door de vragenlijst, werden vervolgens vergeleken met hun prestaties bij een op
bronnen gebaseerde argumentatieve schrijftaak. Het historisch redeneren van
studenten werd beoordeeld met behulp van dezelfde vijfdelige rubric die
ontwikkeld was voor de studie beschreven in hoofdstuk 3. Ten slotte nam een
subset van tien studenten deel aan een taakgebaseerd interview, met als doel de
meer impliciete epistemologische opvattingen te onderzoeken die gerelateerd zijn
aan het tweede orde concept ‘historisch verslag’ (‘account’).
De resultaten van deze studie geven aan dat er een significant positief
verband was tussen de prestaties van studenten in hun schriftelijk historisch
redeneren en hun epistemologische opvattingen met betrekking tot de historische
methode, maar niet voor de aard van historische kennis en de aard van
kennisconstructie. Deze bevinding bevestigt gedeeltelijk de hypothese dat
studenten met meer genuanceerde epistemologische opvattingen over
geschiedenis beter zouden presteren bij het schrijven op basis van bronnen.
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De antwoorden die studenten gaven in het taakgebaseerde interview
kwamen voor de meesten van hen overeen met de epistemologische opvattingen
zoals die uit de vragenlijst naar voren kwamen. Maar, er bleek minder
overeenstemming tussen de interviews en het historisch redeneren in de
schrijftaak te zijn. Deze bevinding brengt ons tot de conclusie dat de disciplinespecifieke vragenlijst een geschikt instrument kan zijn om epistemologische
opvattingen over geschiedenis te meten en dat begrip van het tweede-orde
concept ‘account’ gerelateerd is aan epistemologische opvattingen.

HOOFDSTUK 5: HISTORISCH CONTEXTUALISEREN IN HET SCHRIJVEN VAN
STUDENTEN

Onderzoeksvraag 4: Hoe presteren bachelor studenten op aspecten van historisch
redeneren (bewering, bewijs, bronevaluatie, corroboratie en historisch
contextualiseren) in een op bronnen gebaseerde schrijftaak voor en na deelname
aan een cursus met expliciete instructie in historisch redeneren?
Onderzoeksvraag 5: Wat is het effect van expliciete instructie in historisch
contextualiseren tijdens een cursus historisch redeneren op het schrijven van een
op bronnen gebaseerde tekst?
In de eerste twee studies ontdekten we dat historisch contextualiseren
voor studenten in deze cursus historisch redeneren lastig was. Ook andere studies
laten zien dat historisch contextualiseren uitdagend is voor studenten en dat deze
vaardigheid minder snel lijkt te verbeteren na instructie (Nokes et al., 2007;
Reisman, 2012a). Daarom hebben we in deze laatste studie een interventie
ontwikkeld en getest om historisch contextualiseren in een op bronnen
gebaseerde schrijftaak te verbeteren. Deze interventie vond plaats in het kader
van de cursus historisch redeneren, beschreven in de hoofdstukken 2, 3 en 4. De
studie werd uitgevoerd als een quasi-experimenteel onderzoek met 140 studenten
(Nexp = 60, Ncont = 80).
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Studenten in beide condities namen deel aan de cursus historisch
redeneren, gebaseerd op een ‘cognitive apprenticeship’ aanpak. Studenten in de
controleconditie deden mee aan een versie zonder focus op historisch
contextualiseren, terwijl studenten in de experimentele conditie expliciete
instructie over historisch contextualiseren ontvingen. In de experimentele
conditie gaven docenten expliciete instructie over de achtergrondkennis die nodig
is om te contextualiseren door middel van discussie over concrete casussen en
een activiteit voor het sorteren van citaten. Studenten leerden over de
procedurele kennis die nodig is om historische context te verwerken in een op
bronnen gebaseerde tekst, door middel van het bestuderen van tekstmodellen en
het oefenen met taalmodellen.
De resultaten gaven aan dat studenten in zowel de controle als de
experimentele conditie aanzienlijke verbetering vertoonden in het schriftelijk
historisch redeneren, op alle onderzochte elementen. Dit kwam overeen met
onze verwachtingen en ook met de resultaten van de studie in hoofdstuk 3.
Echter, in tegenstelling tot onze verwachtingen, scoorden studenten in de
experimentele conditie, in vergelijking met de controle conditie, significant hoger
op de categorie bewering, maar niet op de categorie historisch contextualiseren.
Dit was vooral onverwacht omdat studenten in beide condities dezelfde expliciete
instructie ontvingen over de categorie bewering en alleen studenten in de
experimentele

conditie expliciete instructie ontvingen over historisch

contextualiseren.
Een aanvullende analyse naar het contextualiseren van studenten liet zien
dat studenten in beide condities vergelijkbare niveaus van relevante
achtergrondkennis hadden. Ook vonden we vergelijkbare hoeveelheden
historische context in de teksten. In de experimentele conditie bleken studenten
echter minder geneigd om deze historische context los van het betreffende
argument te plaatsen. De relatie met het argument was ook een aspect dat in de
instructie naar voren kwam. In overeenstemming met deze instructie, maakten ze
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vaker een expliciete verbinding met het argument of trokken een conclusie op
basis van de contextualisatie. Deze verschillen lijken er op te wijzen dat de rubric
die gebruikt werd om de teksten van de studenten te analyseren niet gevoelig
genoeg was om historisch contextualiseren goed te detecteren. Daarom stellen
we een aangepaste versie van de rubric voor.
Deze studie liet zien dat een ‘cognitive apprenticeship’ aanpak effectief is
voor het onderwijzen van historisch redeneren aan bachelor T2-studenten. De
bevinding dat studenten in de experimentele conditie betere beweringen
schreven, zou kunnen wijzen op de effectiviteit van dialoog tussen studenten als
onderdeel van het zelfstandig oefenen binnen deze conditie. Dit vereist echter
nader onderzoek. Deze studie liet ook het belang en de moeilijkheid van het
bevorderen van historisch contextualiseren in teksten zien. Door een nadere
analyse van het contextualiseren in teksten van studenten, kon in deze studie
specifieke procedurele kennis geïdentificeerd worden die onderdeel kan zijn van
toekomstige interventies.

HOOFDSTUK 6: ALGEMENE CONCLUSIES EN DISCUSSIE
Dit proefschrift kende twee hoofddoelen: het bestuderen van het historisch
redeneren van T2 bachelor studenten in de context van een CLIL-cursus
historisch redeneren en het bevorderen van het schriftelijk historisch redeneren
van deze studenten door het gebruik van een ‘cognitive apprenticeship’ aanpak.
Om deze complexe context te bestuderen, hebben we gebruik gemaakt van een
reeks beschrijvende onderzoeken om zicht te krijgen op de prestaties in
geschreven historisch redeneren, als ook op de moeilijkheden die zij daarbij
ondervonden. Deze onderzoeken mondden uit in een quasi-experimenteel
onderzoek waarin deze didactische benadering getest werd. Als onderdeel van
het onderzoek is een rubric ontwikkeld die kan worden gebruikt om geschreven
historisch redeneren meten, zowel in onderzoek als in onderwijscontexten.
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Op basis van de studies beschreven in dit proefschrift kunnen
verschillende conclusies getrokken worden ten aanzien van het schriftelijk
historisch redeneren in een CLIL-context van T2 bachelor studenten. Ten eerste
kunnen we concluderen dat deze specifieke groep studenten na het voltooien van
de cursus historisch redeneren op een beginnend niveau historisch redeneren in
een op bronnen gebaseerde schrijftaak. Deze bevinding is consistent met wat
anderen gevonden hebben (McCarthy Young & Leinhardt, 1998; Monte-Sano,
2010; Nokes, 2017; van Drie et al., 2015). De prestaties van de studenten op de
verschillende aspecten van historisch redeneren waren echter verschillend.
Leerlingen scoorden hoger op het formuleren van bewering het gebruik van
bewijs dan op bronevaluatie, corroboratie en historisch contextualiseren. Een
andere conclusie van dit proefschrift is dat studenten een significante verbetering
lieten zien op elk aspect van historisch redeneren. Deze bevindingen zijn
consistent met onderzoeken waarin het historisch redeneren van leerlingen in het
voortgezet onderwijs is bestudeerd (De La Paz, 2005; De La Paz et al., 2017; van
Drie et al., 2015).
Op basis van de resultaten van hoofdstuk 4 concluderen we dat de
epistemologische opvattingen over geschiedenis van studenten, en met name
opvattingen over het gebruik van de historische methode, gerelateerd zijn aan de
kwaliteit van het historisch redeneren in geschreven teksten. We hebben echter
geen vergelijkbare relatie gevonden tussen het historisch redeneren in teksten en
opvattingen over de aard van kennisconstructie en historische kennis. Deze
bevindingen ondersteunen enigszins de resultaten gevonden door Kuhn (2001)
en (indirect) Barzilai en Eshet-Alkalai (2015), maar roepen ook vragen op over
de aard van de relatie.
Op basis van het onderzoek kunnen we ook conclusies trekken over de
rol van de lees- en schrijfvaardigheid in het Engels bij historisch redeneren.
Wineburg en Martin (2009) merkten op dat het begrijpen van primaire bronnen
gecompliceerd wordt door onbekende woorden, structuren en context. Zo
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ontdekten we in hoofdstuk 2 dat fouten in het begrijpen van primaire bronnen
vaak resulteerden in interpretatiefouten. Belangrijk is dat we in hoofdstuk 3
concludeerden dat studenten met verschillende niveaus van lees- en
schrijfvaardigheid (zij het allemaal op een B2 ERK-niveau) op een zelfde wijze
vooruit gingen tijdens de cursus.
Een laatste belangrijke conclusie is dat de ‘cognitive apprenticeship’
aanpak binnen de cursus goed gewerkt heeft bij deze groep T2-studenten. Deze
conclusie is een waardevolle aanvulling op het onderzoek dat is uitgevoerd met
expliciet instructie, met name met de ‘cognitive apprenticeship’ aanpak in het
voortgezet onderwijs (De La Paz et al., 2014; De La Paz et al., 2017; Monte-Sano,
2011; Nokes et al., 2007). Onze bevindingen zijn tevens een belangrijke bijdrage
aan de literatuur, omdat de combinatie van een CLIL-context met de ‘cognitive
apprenticeship’ aanpak succesvol bleek.
De beperking van deze bevindingen is dat de onderzoeken bij één enkele
universiteit zijn uitgevoerd en bij één cursus historisch redeneren. Om meer
generaliseerbare conclusies te kunnen trekken is meer onderzoek nodig dat de
combinatie CLIL en ‘cognitive apprenticeship’ vergelijkt met andere
benaderingen en bij studenten met meer uiteenlopende taalvaardigheid en
achtergronden.
Vanuit dit proefschrift kunnen een aantal implicaties voor de
onderwijspraktijk benoemd worden, waarvan sommige al in de praktijk gebracht
zijn. Omdat tijd en middelen beperkt zijn, moeten bij beslissingen over de
inrichting van het onderwijs de doelen van de historisch redeneren cursus voorop
staan. Als taal een primair doel is, dan kunnen instructie gericht op vorm en
expliciete instructie gericht op de taal van de procedurele aspecten van het
schrijven een centrale rol spelen. Als het doel van historisch redeneren het meest
belangrijk is, dan dienen bronnen aangepast te worden of dient er passende
ondersteuning geboden te worden om een juiste interpretatie van de bronnen te
bewerkstelligen.
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