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ABSTRACT
PCK is seen as the transformation of content knowledge and ped
agogical knowledge into a different type of knowledge that is used 
to develop and carry out teaching strategies. To gain more insight 
into the extent to which PCK is content specific, the PCK about 
more topics or concepts should be compared. However, researchers 
have rarely compared teachers’ concrete PCK about more than one 
topic. To examine the content dependency of PCK, we captured the 
PCK of sixteen experienced Dutch history teachers about two his
torical contexts (i.e. topics) using interviews and Content 
Representation questionnaires. Analysis reveals that all history tea
chers’ PCK about the two contexts overlaps, although the degree of 
overlap differs. Teachers with relatively more overlap are driven by 
their overarching subject related goals and less by the historical 
context they teach. We discuss the significance of these outcomes 
for the role of teaching orientation as a part of PCK.
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Experienced history teachers know how to teach the content of an existing curriculum to 
facilitate the understanding of their students. They choose and develop examples, repre
sentations, assignments, strategies, and tests to explain content to a specific group of 
students. In 1986, Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) was introduced by Lee Shulman 
for that part of teacher knowledge that a teacher uses for the transformation from content 
knowledge to pedagogical products and teaching strategies. Ever since, researchers and 
teacher educators have intensively discussed the meaning of PCK. Although different 
definitions of PCK and its elements exist, there is general agreement on its content specific 
character (Gess-Newsome 2015; Kind 2009). However, most researchers have examined 
the PCK about one topic or substantive concept in a specific context. The PCK about one 
topic is generally understood not to be transferable to another topic and that makes PCK 
content specific (Loughran, Berry, and Mulhall 2006; Mavhunga 2016). To gain more 
insight into the extent to which PCK is content specific, the PCK about two or more topics 
or concepts should be compared. Thus far, to the best of our knowledge such studies are 
rare (Mavhunga 2016; Tuithof 2017.
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In the research project described in this article, we capture and compare the PCK of 
a group of 16 experienced Dutch history teachers1 from different schools and back
grounds about two different historical contexts in the Dutch history curriculum, namely 
(1) the clash between Greco-Roman culture and the Germanic cultures of North-West-Europe 
and (2) waging World Wars I and II. Historical contexts are an important part of the Dutch 
history curriculum and should be interpreted differently than contexts in other subjects. 
We shall explain this further in the following section. We aim to investigate the differences 
and similarities of the individual teachers’ PCK across the two historical contexts. To gain 
insight into the content dependency of PCK, we analyse the PCK between the teachers. 
A comparison of the PCK about two specific historical contexts can shed more light on the 
content dependency of PCK and, consequently, inform more general PCK debates. Our 
research produces practical insights for history teachers and teacher educators involved in 
teacher education for history teaching.

Theoretical framework

The Conceptualisation of PCK

In order to relate the content knowledge of teachers more specifically to the context of 
their teaching practice, Shulman proposed the concept of Pedagogical Content 
Knowledge as a specific and unique form of teacher knowledge. PCK is seen as the 
transformation of content knowledge to pedagogical products and teaching strategies 
(Shulman 1986, 1987; Verloop, Van Driel, and Meijer 2001). PCK gives a teacher “the 
flexibility to select a teaching method that does justice to the topic” (Gudmundsdottir 
and Shulman 1987, 69). Shulman’s emphasis on teachers’ PCK closely connects with older, 
European traditions on subject related pedagogy, which are referred to as “Fachdidaktik” 
in German, “didactique spéciale” in French, and “vakdidactiek” in Dutch (Depaepe, 
Verschaffel, and Kelchtermans 2013; Van Driel and Berry 2010). In these traditions, 
researchers also looked into subject related questions about learning and teaching with
out using the concept PCK (Van Driel and Berry 2010). The construct of PCK fits further in 
a constructivist paradigm. Not only PCK is a social construct that makes the complex 
nature of subject specific teacher knowledge comprehensible (Guba and Lincoln 1994). 
PCK development is also understood 2as an active and social process of knowledge 
construction.

Two key PCK elements in Shulman’s model are (1) instructional strategies and repre
sentations, i.e. the way in which the teacher transforms subject matter knowledge, and (2) 
knowledge of students’ understanding, i.e. the learning process and the content related 
problems of the students (Jung et al. 2011; Shulman 1987). Researchers have used these 
two key elements as starting points, subsequently adding new PCK elements.

A much cited model of the PCK of science teachers was developed by Magnusson, 
Krajcik, and Borko (1999) building on Shulman (1987), Grossman (1990), and Tamir (1988). 
This model contains five PCK elements. PCK element (1) knowledge of instructional 
strategies is connected to content knowledge and the way in which the teacher trans
forms the content into illustrations, examples, and teaching strategies. The PCK element 
(2) knowledge of students’ understanding covers the learning process and the problems of 
the students related to content knowledge. The element (3) knowledge of assessment 
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pertains to the knowledge that teachers use to establish what students have learned. The 
fourth element (4) contains the knowledge about the curriculum and corresponding 
curricular goals prescribed by the educational authorities and the knowledge that 
a teacher needs to implement and plan this curriculum. Element (5) teaching orientation 
represents “a general way of viewing or conceptualizing science teaching” (1999, 97) in 
the words of Magnusson and colleagues. They argue that this component is significant 
because “these knowledge and beliefs serve as a ‘conceptual map’ that guides instruc
tional decisions” (Magnusson, Krajcik, and Borko 1999, 97). The exact role of teaching 
orientation is still under discussion and connects with a general debate on the impact of 
teacher beliefs and goals on decisions in the classroom (Barton and Levstik 2003; Gess- 
Newsome 2015; Phipps and Borg 2009; Pajares 1992). For example, Pajares (1992) claimed 
based on his seminal review that teachers’ beliefs act as a filter through which teachers 
interpret new information and experience. More recently, several leading PCK researchers 
as described by Gess-Newsome (2015), also stressed that the straightforward impact of 
teaching orientations and beliefs is not at all clear and they should, therefore, only be seen 
as an amplifier or filter (Gess-Newsome 2015).

Although Shulman’s key elements and Magnusson’s model mentioned above have 
been widely cited and used (Evens, Elen, and Depaepe 2016; Gess-Newsome 2015), there 
is still debate about the specific role of content or subject matter knowledge in PCK itself. 
Shulman describes content knowledge as a source but not as part of PCK and PCK as an 
amalgam of content and pedagogical knowledge (Shulman 1987). Yet, based on her 
observations in history lessons, Turner-Bisset (1999) states that PCK and content knowl
edge cannot be separated. Reviewing various PCK models, Kind (2009) argues that the 
models that comprise Shulman’s key components and define PCK as separate and 
transformed knowledge have more explanatory power for teacher education and PCK 
development, when compared to models that integrate content knowledge in PCK. 
Separating content knowledge from PCK has the advantage that it explains why novices 
with a great deal of content knowledge hardly demonstrate PCK, as PCK requires trans
formation of this knowledge for which teaching experience is a condition (Kind 2009). 
Furthermore, in a more recent PCK conceptualisation of several leading PCK researchers 
as described by Gess-Newsome (2015), content knowledge is seen as a PCK source, but 
not as an integral part of PCK.

This leads to our definition of PCK. We follow the definition of the leading PCK 
researchers mentioned above as described by Gess-Newsome (2015). They make 
a distinction between (1) PCK as: “the knowledge of, reasoning behind, and planning 
for teaching a particular topic in a particular way for a particular purpose to particular 
students for enhanced student outcomes” and (2) PCK and skill as “the act of teaching 
a particular topic in a particular way for a particular purpose to particular students for 
enhanced student outcomes” (Gess-Newsome 2015, 36). We have limited our analysis 
of the PCK of history teachers to “the knowledge of, reasoning behind, and planning 
for teaching”, so the PCK that is used in designing a lesson of pedagogical strategy. 
This definition implies that PCK has a content dependent nature (Kind 2009; 
Loughran, Berry, and Mulhall 2006; Van Driel and Berry 2010). We will follow this 
line of reasoning in Shulman (1987), Kind (2009), and Gess-Newsome (2015) in 
separating content knowledge from PCK. Our research focuses on PCK as the trans
formation of content knowledge and pedagogical knowledge into a different type of 
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knowledge that is used to develop and carry out teaching strategies. Having content 
knowledge differs from having the knowledge to explain and transfer this knowledge 
to others. A history teacher needs content knowledge as a source in order to choose 
certain teaching materials, but in doing so, knowledge about instruction, the knowl
edge, beliefs, and interests of the students and the curriculum is also needed.

Research on history teachers’ PCK

The learning and teaching of history has been the subject of research in different 
countries among which the USA, Great Britain, Belgium and the Netherlands 
(Achinstein and Fogo 2015; Wilson 2001; Wineburg 1996; Van Drie and Van Riessen 
2010; Tuithof 2019). Wilson (2001) observed a surge in studies of good history 
teachers and teaching in the 1980s. Levesque and Clark state in their contribution 
to The International Handbook of History Teaching and Learning (2018) that the 
concept of historical thinking has become a “standard” in the theory and practice of 
history education across the Western world. Other researchers speak of historical 
reasoning (Van Boxtel and Van Drie 2018). We use the concept of historical reasoning 
and define it as follows: firstly, the evaluation and construction of a description of 
processes of change and continuity; secondly, an explanation of a historical phenom
enon; thirdly, a comparison of historical phenomena or periods (Van Drie and Van 
Boxtel 2008; Van Boxtel and Van Drie 2018).

Some of these studies are inspired by Shulman’s introduction of the concept of PCK 
in 1986. However, researchers rarely conceptualise PCK in empirical research on history 
teachers (Achinstein and Fogo 2015; Author, 2019). Cunningham reflected in 2007 on 
the importance of the concept PCK in the domain of history. She observed that research 
had mainly focused on how to learn and teach content knowledge (first-order knowl
edge) and related knowledge of disciplinary strategies (second-order knowledge and 
strategic knowledge) and not on a definition or description of PCK of history teachers 
(Cunningham 2007). Monte-Sano and Budano’s research (2013) is an exception. They 
identified four subject related PCK elements that are linked to historical reasoning. In 
their analysis of the literature, they refer to these PCK components: (1) representing 
history (the ways in which teachers communicate the nature and structure of historical 
knowledge to students); (2) transforming history (how teachers transform historical 
content in lessons and materials that target the development of historical understand
ing and thinking); (3) attending to students’ ideas about history (identifying and 
responding to students’ thinking about history, including misconceptions and prior 
knowledge); (4) framing history (selecting and arranging topics into a coherent story 
thereby framing a history curriculum that illustrates significance, connection, and inter
relationships) (Monte-Sano and Budano 2013, 174). They use these subject related 
components to analyse the PCK development of novice teachers. These components 
are related to Shulman (1987) and Magnusson and colleagues (1999) and they are 
tailored to the disciplinary nature of history.
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Our PCK framework

In previous research, we introduced a general framework to describe the PCK of experi
enced Dutch history teachers (see Figure 1) (Tuithof 2017). This framework describes the 
whole PCK of Dutch history teachers and including, but not limited to the PCK of historical 
reasoning. Magnusson’s model with five PCK elements (1999) served as the starting point 
for the development of this framework. We subsequently examined theory on PCK and 
history teachers and interviewed 16 experienced history teachers who also filled in 
questionnaires. Even though we used Magnusson’s PCK elements, our categories for the 
history teachers’ PCK differ, because we made our framework specific for the Dutch 
history curriculum and the nature of the subject history. For example, in our framework, 
the PCK element teaching orientation has two dimensions: (1) beliefs about the involve
ment of the students, and (2) subject related goals.

Our framework describes the five PCK elements separately although an important 
characteristic of PCK is how the different elements relate to one another, for example, 
how teachers understand student understanding in relation to specific content. The 
literature emphasises the role of teaching orientation in relation to the other elements 
and discusses its potential steering role. Grossman (1990) portrayed purposes for teaching 
subject matter as an overarching PCK element that influences the other PCK elements, but 
is simultaneously influenced by them (Grossman 1990). Magnusson and her colleagues 
introduced the term (5) teaching orientation as a central, steering PCK element 
(Friedrichsen and Dana 2003; Magnusson, Krajcik, and Borko 1999). Accordingly, Barton 
and Levstik (2003) state that studies on history teaching show that teachers with compar
able levels of knowledge teach in very different ways depending on their subject related 
goals. Recently, Gess-Newsome (2015) has questioned the straightforward impact of 

Figure 1. PCK Framework Dutch experienced history teachers specific for the curriculum in upper 
secondary education.
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teaching orientations and advocates that teaching orientations should only be seen as an 
amplifier or filter (Gess-Newsome 2015).

The research that exists on the PCK of history teachers is mainly qualitative and often 
based on a small group of participants (Author, 2017; Author, 2019). Because this kind of 
research is context specific, it is difficult to generate general conclusions regarding the 
PCK of history teachers. Descriptions of concrete PCK are rare in PCK research in general 
(Bertram and Loughran 2012; Shulman 2015; Author, 2019). This gap may be caused by 
the nature of PCK as complex tacit knowledge. It is, therefore, difficult to measure and 
capture (Bertram and Loughran 2012; Henze and Van Driel 2015; Van Driel, Verloop, and 
de Vos 1998). One rare example of a specific description of the PCK of history teachers can 
be found in Harris and Bain (2011). Their instrument is a card sorting task which asks 
history teachers to structure events from world history. This instrument is interesting 
because it compels the teachers to make their PCK (knowledge of instructional strategies) 
visible and enables a comparison between experienced and inexperienced world history 
teachers (Harris and Bain 2011).

The current study

We expect that history teachers’ PCK differs partly per historical context but also per 
teacher since PCK is assumed to be content dependent. To capitalise on content differ
ences, we purposefully choose two historical contexts from the Dutch history curriculum 
and tried to establish individual teachers’ PCK across these two contexts. The main 
research questions of this article are: Is there an overlap in history teachers’ PCK on two 
different historical contexts of the history curriculum? And how can we explain the (lack of) 
overlap? Our description of the history teachers’ PCK of two historical contexts generates 
insights for history teachers and teacher educators involved in teacher education for 
history teaching. We also expect that a description and comparison of the PCK on two 
different historical contexts will increase our knowledge about the relations between the 
five PCK elements and elucidate the ongoing debate about the role of teaching 
orientation.

Method

Participants

Henze and Van Driel (2015, 1210) describe PCK as flexible knowledge that “develops over 
time based on teachers’ experience of teaching a topic repeatedly”. Consequently, 
experienced teachers have more PCK than novices. Therefore, we wanted to describe 
the PCK of experienced history teachers in our research project. We invited teachers with 
a teaching degree for upper secondary education and at least five years of experience in 
teaching students who are preparing for the national exam. We placed a request on 
several Dutch websites and we sent emails to history teachers in our network. Eventually, 
we found nineteen teachers that met our inclusion criteria and that were prepared to 
participate in our research project. These nineteen selected teachers all have a master in 
History. The teachers work at different schools spread all over the country. The experience 
of the teachers differs from five to 35 years of experience in upper secondary education. 
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For anonymity, we use numbers in referring to the teachers. Two of them were 
approached several times, but appeared not to be able to complete all the instruments 
because of difficult personal circumstances. One teacher completed all the instruments, 
but failed to complete the member check, despite several reminders. All in all we analysed 
the data of sixteen history teachers. The teachers work at different secondary schools. 
Moreover, their teaching experience differs from five to 35 years in upper secondary 
education. See Table 1 for some characteristics of the teachers.

The Dutch curriculum

The sixteen teachers all work with an open national history curriculum which requires 
them to choose their own concrete examples and corresponding pedagogical strategies. 
The Dutch curriculum has a Western-European perspective. The intended goal of the 
curriculum is to teach the students to use a frame of reference in order to obtain a global 
historical overview and use this knowledge for historical reasoning (Klein 2010; Van der 
Kaap 2009). The curriculum sets goals connected to historical reasoning and describes 
a frame of reference consisting of ten eras with 49 corresponding “characteristic features” 
(in Dutch: kenmerkende aspecten). Three examples of these features, which are distin
guished for the tenth era (1950–2000), are: decolonisation which ended western hege
mony in the world; the unification of Europe; the development of multiform and 
multicultural societies. These so called characteristic features contextualise substantive 
concepts in a specific historical context. For the sake of clarity for an international 
audience we refer to them as historical contexts from now on.

Instruments

Harris and Bain (2011) used a card sorting task to make history teachers’ PCK of world 
history visible. The Content Representation-format (CoRe) of Loughran, Berry, and Mulhall 
(2006) is a more widely used instrument that captures PCK. As far as we know, this 
instrument has not been used in research projects examining history teachers yet. We 
have used the CoRe questionnaire to capture the PCK of the teachers on the two historical 

Table 1. The characteristics and overlap of the teachers in ascending order.
Teacher Percentage overlap between PCK about the two contexts Sex Birth year

3. 50 F 1965
9. 50 M 1953
11. 59 M 1953
16. 59 M 1977
18. 60 M 1959
5. 61 M 1980
15. 61 F 1972
4. 72 M 1969
6. 72 F 1962
12. 75 M 1981
13. 79 M 1970
10. 82 F 1970
2. 83 M 1967
14. 89 F 1969
7. 92 M 1971
19. 100 M 1957
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contexts mentioned above (Loughran, Berry, and Mulhall 2006). The teachers have also 
been interviewed in order to capture their general PCK about the curriculum in upper 
secondary education. In what follows, both instruments are explained.

The CoRe questionnaire
The CoRe questionnaire includes eight questions that encourage teachers to think about 
their pedagogical transformation of a topic (Bertram 2012; Hume and Berry 2011; Kind 
2009; Nilsson 2008), for example the instructional strategies they would use and the 
relevance of the topic to the student. In their study of the PCK of expert science teachers, 
Bertram and Loughran (2012) validate the CoRe questionnaire as a meaningful method for 
examining PCK. According to Henze, Van Driel, and Verloop (2008, 1340) this format is “a 
way to make teachers’ tacit knowledge explicit”. In the original design the participants 
were asked to think about their own concepts within a given topic (Loughran, Berry, and 
Mulhall 2006). We prescribed two historical contexts to enable comparisons across 
teachers.

We translated the CoRe questionnaire into Dutch (Table 2) and omitted question 3 
about knowledge beyond the curriculum because it was less relevant to the purposes of 
this study. The CoRe questionnaire was sent to the teachers by email. Teachers filled it in 
for the two historical contexts (1) the clash between Greco-Roman culture and the Germanic 
cultures of North-West-Europe and (2) waging World Wars I and II and then returned it. We 
asked the teachers to choose a preferred assignment or instructional strategy for each 
historical context. The advantage of the latter is that a concrete example was added to the 
teachers’ answers.

As explained above, the selected contexts in our study are two examples of the 
characteristic features of an era (1) The clash between Greco-Roman culture and the 
Germanic cultures of North-West-Europe and (2) waging World Wars I and II. The first 
historical context indicates the encounter of and exchange between the Romans and 
Germanic tribes in what is now roughly Germany, Holland, and England (58 BCE – ca. 350 
CE). It encompasses military conflicts, but also processes of cultural exchange (romanisa
tion, religious syncretism), as well as the first encounters with Christianity (the neighbour
ing Celts, who had a rather different culture than the Germans, are excluded). The second 
historical context (2) indicates the causes, courses, and aftermaths of both the First and 
Second World War in Europe (albeit in a rather unspecific way).

We have chosen the first historical context because it is a relatively new and small 
context in the Dutch curriculum. The second context (2) waging World Wars I and I has 
already been an important historical context for years. Generally, history teachers have 

Table 2. Co-Re instrument inspired by Loughran, Berry, and Mulhall (2006).
(1) What do you intend the students to learn about this concept?
(2) Why is it important for students to know this?
(3) Difficulties and limitations connected with this concept
(4) Knowledge about students’ thinking which influences your teaching of this concept
(5) Other factors that influence your idea of teaching
(6) Teaching procedures (and particular reasons for using these to engage with this concept)
(7) Specific ways of ascertaining students’ understanding or confusion around this concept (include likely range of 

responses)
(8) What pedagogical product have you been using to teach this concept?
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strong opinions about this context for several reasons: the period it denotes belongs to 
recent history; teachers’ parents lived through World War II; Dutch society as a whole still 
has strong opinions about these wars (Wansink, Akkerman, and Wubbels 2016). 
Considering the differences between the two historical contexts and the content depen
dency of PCK, we expect the history teachers to have different PCK about the two 
historical contexts.

The semi-structured interview
The semi-structured interviews were used to explore the general PCK and the context of 
the teachers. We asked the sixteen history teachers questions about the five PCK elements 
linked to the curriculum (the structure of the interview and some sample questions are 
given in Table 4). The interviews lasted 90 minutes on average after the teachers had filled 
in the CoRe questionnaire. As the transcripts of the interviews also contained irrelevant 
information, we made summaries regarding all the PCK elements (Achinstein and Fogo 
2015; following Pillen, Beijaard, and Den Brok 2013). Table 3 contains the categories that 
we used to make the summary of the interviews including representative quotes. The 
summaries were member checked by the teachers.

Analysis

We used the earlier mentioned PCK framework (Author, 2017) (Figure 1) to analyse the 
data gathered with the CoRe questionnaires. This framework describes the PCK of Dutch 

Table 3. The categories used to summarise interviews.
Structure                                                

(1) Teachers’ age
(2) Experience in upper secondary education/teacher training
(3) Characteristics of teachers’ students
(4) School characteristics
(5) Cooperation with colleagues
(6) Assessment
(7) Subject related goals of the teacher
(8) Instructional strategies
(9) Teachers’ opinion of the curriculum innovation and their own preparation

(10) Typical quotes from the interview

Table 4. The structure of the interview and examples of the interview questions.
Question Example PCK element

A. Structured questions about the 
context of the teacher

Which classes do you teach at the moment?

B. Semi-structured questions 
about PCK elements

What teaching strategies do you use in your 
lessons?

Mainly 1 instructional strategies, 
2 students’ understanding, and 
4 curriculum

C. Task with items of national 
exams

What are your goals for history education and 
in what way does this item relate to that 
goal?

5 teaching orientation, and 
3 assessment

D. Semi-structured questions 
about their opinion about the 
curriculum

What are the advantages and disadvantages 
of this curriculum?

2 students’ understanding, 
4 curriculum, and 
5 teaching orientation
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history teachers and uses the five PCK elements of Magnusson as a starting point. 
A process of theoretical matching combined with analysis of empirical data led to this 
framework (Goldkuhl and Cronholm 2010).

For our analysis of the answers provided by the history teachers in the CoRe ques
tionnaire, we first established whether the PCK elements and corresponding subcate
gories of our PCK framework were present in the answers about the two historical 
contexts (coding scheme in Appendix 1). To illustrate this step, we included the codes 
alongside the answers of three teachers (Appendix 2, 3, 4). Second, we established the 
similarities and differences between the coded answers of the history teachers about the 
two historical contexts. Third, we established which part of the answers on the two 
contexts per teacher was the same for both contexts, or in other words, which part of 
the PCK was the same. To be more exact, we calculated the percentage overlap of the 
codes per PCK element and the weighted average for the two historical contexts overall. 
Fourth, we sorted the teachers according to the degree of overlap in their PCK (see Table 
1). Finally, the summaries of the interviews were used for an explanation of the outcomes 
and differences between the teachers (Achinstein and Fogo 2015; Pillen, Beijaard, and 
Den Brok 2013).

Two research assistants coded all the CoRe questionnaires in the presence of the first 
author whom they consulted when in doubt. All the coding was subsequently verified 
by the first author who made a few small additions mainly regarding the fifth PCK 
element teaching orientation. We documented all these steps in a formative audit trail 
(Akkerman, Admiraal, Brekelmans, & Oost, 2008) about the data collection with 
a researcher in the field of PCK and history who is no author of this article (Leiden 
University, The Netherlands). He reconstructed our entire analytic procedure. He saw all 
the data sources and checked a selection of the data. Eventually, he evaluated our 
findings as grounded in the data and our analytic steps as sufficiently visible, compre
hensive, and acceptable.

Results

Overlap in teachers’ PCK

All teachers showed substantial overlap in their coded PCK on two historical contexts but 
the overlap between the two contexts per teacher differed (see Table 1). On the one hand, 
there were two teachers with only fifty percent overlap. They show many similarities 
between their PCK about the two historical contexts, but relatively little overlap and more 
differences between the PCK elements for the two contexts than the other teachers. On 
the other hand, one teacher has the same coded PCK for both historical contexts.

To illustrate our findings, we will describe three examples of teachers:

(1) Doris (teacher 3) is a teacher with less overlap between her PCK about the two 
historical contexts. Her PCK about the two contexts differs the most compared to 
the other teachers.

(2) Margie (teacher 15) is a teacher with average overlap between the PCK about the 
two historical contexts. She has more overlap than Doris but less than Anthony.
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(3) Anthony (teacher 19) has a total overlap between the PCK about the first 
and second context.

Doris
“I am and will always a be a teacher that likes to share stories and information. So I generally 
share stories and information, show images, give assignments, and discuss the outcomes.” 
Doris has twenty years of teaching experience in upper secondary education. She is the 
teacher whose PCK about the two contexts differs most (Table 1 and Appendix 2). Her PCK 
overlaps least and is related to the historical context in the strongest way. When answering 
the questions in the CoRe questionnaire, she partly chose other instructional strategies and 
goals for the two historical contexts. For the context (1) the clash between Greco-Roman 
culture and the Germanic cultures of North-West-Europe, she mentions goals that are related 
to content, historical reasoning, moral development, and explaining current affairs (see 
question 2 in Appendix 2). For the context waging World Wars I and II, she mentions only 
goals that are linked to moral development. For this historical context she chose explana
tion, debate, films, and some student involvement; yet, for the first context she chose 
teacher-guided discussion and explanation (see question 6 in Appendix 2). She describes 
her reasons for these choices for the context (2) waging World Wars I and II as follows: “I want 
to show my students in upper secondary how illogically people can behave in wartime, that 
not everything is black and white in wartime. They might think they won’t be capable of 
doing terrible things, but they will or at least they won’t be war heroes.”

In her interview, Doris said that she is used to explaining content enthusiastically with 
many examples, illustrations, and anecdotes. She prefers to explain the full content and, if 
there is time, students will process the subject matter knowledge in another way, for 
instance by using the assignments in the method. The majority of the lessons are used for 
explanation and teacher-guided discussion. She also wants to show students a variety of 
perspectives to encourage critical thinking and historical reasoning.

Adequately preparing the students for their national exam and providing them with 
clarity about the goals of the national exam is also important to her, as is shown by the 
historical dossier she handed in. The assignments in this historical dossier helped the 
students to develop a frame of reference, which is an important goal of this curriculum. 
Although Doris aims for variation in her instructional strategies, she wants to explain 
content first, preferably in a thorough way. In the CoRe questionnaire (question 4) she 
claims: “By telling students what to note down, I try to help students to structure the 
content effectively.” See Appendix 2 for her coded answers on the CoRe questionnaire.

Margie
Margie has fifteen years of experience in upper secondary education. She has fewer 
differences in her PCK about the two historical contexts than Doris. For the context (1) 
the clash between Greco-Roman culture and the Germanic cultures of North-West-Europe, 
she chose goals that are related to the subject related goal multi perspectivity: her 
students study different sources, film fragments, and a historical object. For the second 
context, this teacher has goals that are linked to historical reasoning. She uses several 
instructional strategies such as working with cartoons, films, and quizzes. She also links 
history to the present (see questions 6 and 7 in Appendix 3). Thus, Margie uses many 
different instructional strategies to motivate her students and she uses different strategies 
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for different historical contexts or concepts with only a limited number of goals. She 
mentioned fewer goals than Doris and there is more variety in the activities that she refers 
to in the CoRe questionnaire and the interview. Students, content, and her subject related 
goals are together determining her PCK.

Margie said in the interview that she wants her students to be motivated and to 
constantly process the subject matter knowledge. She is very concerned about the 
motivation and achievement of her students and tries to inspire them whenever she 
can. Her pedagogical repertoire is rich judging from the various varied pedagogical 
products she handed in. As she explains in her interview:

“We do a lot of different things: I add a small assignment, preferably with sources, so some 
skills, to process what they have heard. I do group assignments regularly, and once a month 
I do an assignment on the computer; they have to search some information or use a nice 
educational website. I use an educational paper about the Golden Age and let the students 
sort something out about a specific period of that age. And then they have to exchange, so 
yes, I try to variate. I also use film fragments, very often with an assignment.”

She thinks that content knowledge is important, but she also aims to teach historical 
reasoning. For each historical context or topic, she develops tasks (in cooperation with her 
colleagues) or she chooses sources, images, music, or film fragments that will help her 
students to learn about the topic at hand. See Appendix 3 for her coded answers on the 
CoRe questionnaire.

Anthony
Anthony has taught for fifteen years. There are no differences between the coding of the 
PCK of the two historical contexts except one extra subject related goal for the second 
context. The goal historical reasoning is driving this teacher’s PCK. His lessons and assign
ments all aim at historical reasoning and related goals such as overview over time, multi 
perspectivity, and academic preparation (see answer 1 in Appendix 4). He uses the same 
instructional strategies for different contexts. All historical contexts, concepts and topics in 
his lessons are related to historical reasoning. He explains this as follows “I have to teach 
historical reasoning. Most historical facts will be forgotten. However, I am able to teach them 
develop historical reasoning during their school years.” He designs many tasks for the 
students and gathers these tasks in a dossier, all from the perspective of historical reasoning.

In the interview, he explained that the students have to describe the characteristics of the 
different periods and extend and deepen this knowledge by working with sources and 
historical questions. He thinks that history as a subject is very important and says in the 
interview:

“Just because the historical second order concepts are used in daily life. That is not just in the 
domain of history, but for scientific education in general.” (. . .) “Because you need to under
stand historical development and I always say, guys, the essential part of history is this 
development.”

The instruction for the students is all on paper (including roadmaps), examples of which 
Anthony handed in. This teacher explains the content and coaches the students, but he 
does not have many plenary moments during the lessons, so the students largely work 
independently. Thus, Anthony has the same goal for different historical contexts and his 
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instructional strategies are connected with this subject related goal. See Appendix 4 for 
his coded answers on the CoRe questionnaire.

In the description of the three teachers, we observe a distinction between Doris whose 
PCK overlaps less and is more related to the specific historical context and Anthony whose 
PCK overlaps much more and is mainly driven by his subject related goals. Moreover, 
Margie seems to be driven by both historical contexts as her subject related goals.

Doris, Margie and Anthony’s PCK compared

We used the summaries of the interviews to explain the differences in overlap. In general 
the teachers with less overlap appear to relate their teaching choices more to a particular 
context than the teachers with more overlap. The three cases are exemplary for the whole 
group of teachers. Doris has the least overlap in her PCK and she refers in her CoRe more 
to the content of the specific contexts. Doris listed historical events and facts the students 
should memorise, without connecting this to the strategy of using substantive concepts. 
“In my opinion, students have to know a lot of facts.”

There are also teachers who relate their choices mainly to their subject related goals 
(such as historical reasoning or moral development). Anthony has the same goals for both 
historical contexts. He is constantly looking for ways to stimulate the historical thinking of 
his students in each and all historical contexts. He says “nowadays students may not take 
enough time to think independently, when so much preconceived information – con
structed by others – is readily available”. He relates his subject related goal to his 
instructional strategies: “My instructional strategies are generally in writing, because 
I prepare my students for university. Often, these require written assignments.”

There are also teachers that seem to be driven by the historical context and their 
subject related goals. Margie has a combined focus on content knowledge and historical 
reasoning. She explains her routine of teaching in the context of World War II. “I assess the 
knowledge, and then go from there. So, I discuss the Second World War in the 
Netherlands and not in Germany, as we did in the third year. We also pay attention to 
ways in which to come to terms with the past. More and more grey areas are becoming 
apparent. Not everything is clear cut.” Her CoRe in Appendix 3 shows another example of 
her teaching, an assignment with multi perspectivism as a goal, immersed with rich 
content knowledge about the specific historical context.

Conclusion and discussion

In this article, we have investigated the PCK of sixteen Dutch experienced history teachers 
about two historical contexts that are part of the Dutch history curriculum, namely (1) the 
clash between Greco-Roman culture and the Germanic cultures of North-West-Europe and (2) 
waging World Wars I and II. The questions that guided our research are: Is there an overlap 
in history teachers’ PCK on two different historical contexts of the history curriculum? And 
how can we explain the (lack of) overlap?

All sixteen history teachers showed substantial overlap in their PCK on two historical 
contexts, but the degree of overlap between the two contexts per teacher differed. We 
saw that teachers with relatively less overlap relate their choices more to the content and 
characteristics of the two historical contexts. Teachers with relatively more overlap are 
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driven by their overarching subject related goals (such as historical reasoning or moral 
development) and less by the historical context they teach. A number of teachers seem to 
be driven by both the historical contexts and their subject related goals.

This study contributes to the existing body of research on PCK in history and extends it 
with insight into the content dependency of history teachers’ PCK. Our conclusion that 
a number of the teachers seem to be driven by their overarching subject related goals 
matches with part of the existing literature in which teaching orientation is considered to 
steer teachers’ teaching strategies (Barton and Levstik 2003; Friedrichsen, Van Driel, and 
Abell 2011; Magnusson, Krajcik, and Borko 1999; Pajares 1992). We need to examine 
teaching orientation more closely in future research. Maybe teaching orientation does 
have the central, steering role in PCK as proposed by Magnusson, Krajcik, and Borko 
(1999). However, the history teachers mentioned several subject related goals in their 
interviews and CoRe questionnaires (see Table 6–8).

The work of Phipps and Borg (2009), who distinguish core and peripheral beliefs 
of language teachers without using the concept of PCK, could be important here. 
According to Phipps and Borg (2009), core beliefs are a more generic set of beliefs 
about learning which are more influential in shaping teachers’ instructional strategies 
than specific peripheral beliefs about language learning. The teachers in our research 
who are mainly driven by the historical contexts (or content) might have a core 
belief about the importance of content knowledge. It is possible that the more 
content driven teachers in our study are driven by a core belief about content and 
that their subject related goals are peripheral beliefs subordinate to this core belief. 
And it might also imply that the core beliefs of the goal driven teachers match with 
their subject related goals. We hypothesise that teachers have core beliefs that are 
central to their teaching orientation and steer their PCK (elements), but that they 
might also have several peripheral beliefs that are less clearly related to PCK (ele
ments). This hypothesis could be important in the debates regarding the role of 
teaching orientation.

Also these insights can be helpful for history teachers when reflecting on their goals and 
their classroom practice. For example, it could offer an explanation for their attitude or 
emotions when there are changes in the curriculum or in their school. Teacher educators 
could discuss the role of core and peripheral beliefs and its connection with PCK develop
ment with student teachers. The CoRe questionnaire as we have designed it could be used 
as an instrument for teachers and student teachers to discuss and describe their PCK.

When considering the limitations of our research project, we have to realise that it has 
been conducted in a specific context, namely in upper secondary education in the 
Netherlands. Furthermore, we analysed the data gathered among a limited number of 
experienced history teachers. It must also be taken into account that the instruments we 
used (the CoRe questionnaires and member checked interviews) produce self-reported 
data and, therefore, might not have captured tacit PCK. Also the chosen historical contexts 
cover a considerable part of the Dutch curriculum and that could have caused that the 
answers are not very detailed and concrete.

Our research project has a conceptual character. We showed the content dependable 
character of PCK from a new perspective, and also discussed the possible steering role of 
teaching orientation. However, because of the small scale and the specific context of our 
research, it would be interesting to employ the CoRe questionnaire and our conclusions 
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regarding the overlap of PCK in other domains and in large-scale research projects. Then the 
content dependable character of PCK could be further explored. This could show us which 
aspects or parts of PCK are more general and which are content specific. Subject related 
pedagogical research has been often viewed as a niche in the field of educational research 
as a whole. The use of the concept PCK and the CoRe questionnaire enables us to compare 
subject related pedagogical research in different domains and offer also general insights.

Notes

1. We started with 17 teachers, but one of them had to leave our research project because of 
health problems.

2. See http://histoforum.net/history/havovwo.htm for an overview of all the characteristic 
features.
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Appendices

Appendix 1 
Coding scheme

Components Definition Elaboration

PCK element 1. Knowledge of instructional strategies
Historical reasoning aims at: firstly, the 

evaluation and construction of a description 
of processes of change and continuity; 
secondly, an explanation of a historical 
phenomenon; thirdly, a comparison of 
historical phenomena or periods.

Most instructional strategies mentioned in the 
CoRe questionnaires are covered by 
components of historical reasoning. We use 
six components of historical reasoning as 
categories. We could not cover every 
strategy that the teachers mentioned, so 
three additional categories are added.

(1) Using 
substantive 
concepts

Description of the six components in relation to 
each other: 

Component (4) asking historical questions, is 
often the start of historical reasoning, but 
might also be the result of historical 
reasoning. Understanding and interpreting 
historical events and acts requires 
knowledge of their specific historical 
context. To describe, explain, or compare, 
one needs to situate the historical event, 
object, or source in a temporal, spatial, and 
social context. All of this is included in 
component (6) contextualisation. In the 
process of historical reasoning, (1) 
substantive and (2) methodological 
concepts are important. Statements about 
the past should be supported with 
arguments based on evidence. However, in 
history evidence is often incomplete or 
ambiguous. That is why (5) providing 
arguments and counter arguments is an 
important component for historical 
reasoning as is evaluating or (3) using the 
sources that provide the necessary historical 
information.

(2) Using 
methodological 
concepts

(3) Using sources
(4) Asking historical 

questions;
(5) Providing 

arguments and 
counter 
arguments

(6) Contextualising

(7) Strategies for 
the Dutch 
national exam

Strategies are aimed at preparing students for 
the national exam, such as teaching 
students how to interpret questions and 
sources and, of course, to formulate clear 
answers.

For example, teacher 2 said about this exam 
training: “and then it is very important for 
them to learn how to cite a source in the 
proper way”.

(8) Using current 
affairs

The teachers use the daily context of the 
students and media sources to motivate 
their students and connect historical 
situations to current affairs.

For example, teacher 10 mentioned that she is 
the kind of teacher “that asks many 
questions and uses current affairs (. . .) to 
keep them talking and thinking and also 
asking questions”. Teacher 3 likes to use 
recent archaeological findings in the school 
vicinity in her lessons: “Current affairs, for 
example, if an interesting boat in the vicinity 
is excavated.”

(9) Presenting 
content

Substantive concepts refer to historical 
phenomena, structures, persons, and 
periods (e.g., pharaoh, feudalism, Charles V, 
Enlightenment). Component (1) the use of 
substantive concepts occupies an important 
position in the curriculum innovation. Some 
of the teachers, however, report content 
related strategies without connecting these 
strategies explicitly to the use of substantive 
concepts.

Some of the teachers, for example teachers 3, 
5 and 18 listed historical events and facts 
the students should memorise, without 
connecting this to the strategy of using 
substantive concepts.

(Continued)
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(Continued).
Components Definition Elaboration

PCK element 2. Knowledge of students’ understanding
(1) Student 

problems
This refers to the problems that students 

encounter when preparing and learning for 
the national exam.

For example, teacher 19 said that nowadays 
“students may not take enough time to 
think independently, when so much 
preconceived information – constructed by 
others – is readily available”. He refers to 
general critical thinking skills; however, this 
could easily be related to historical 
reasoning also.

(2) Knowledge of 
students’ 
starting position

The prior knowledge of the students, their 
learning strategies, and the sources of their 
motivation.

For example, teacher 15 explained that, for 
instance in the context of World War II, 
students have ample prior knowledge from 
the third year: “I assess the knowledge, and 
then go from there. So, I discuss the Second 
World War in the Netherlands and not in 
Germany, as we did in the third year. We 
also pay attention to ways in which to come 
to terms with the past. More and more grey 
areas are becoming apparent. Not 
everything is clear cut.”

PCK element 3. Knowledge of assessment
(1) Summative 

assessment
Refers to the assessment of participants which 

focusses on the outcome of a programme.
The teachers in this research project (teachers 

2–7; 8–19) mainly use written tests for 
summative assessments.

(2) Formative 
assessment

The goal of formative assessment is to monitor 
student learning to produce ongoing 
feedback that can be used by instructors to 
improve their teaching and by students to 
improve their learning.

For example, the teachers in this research 
project use quizzes and teacher-guided 
discussions.

(3) The old national 
exam

Teachers’ opinions and beliefs about the old 
national exam.

Teacher 3 described the goals of the old exam 
and said: “In my opinion, students have to 
know a lot of facts.” Thus, she shows that 
she knows what to expect in the case of the 
old exam.

(4) The new 
national exam

Teachers’ opinions and beliefs about the old 
national exam.

Teacher 11 explained his position and 
insecurity regarding the new exam: “Yes, 
I have examined it and yes, there are many 
changes. I realise that. (. . .) Yes, sometimes 
I think that the only difference is that we are 
not assessing two themes anymore, as we 
used to, but that we have three themes to 
assess in the new national exam now. That’s 
it. But, I hope they will not have the size of 
the old exam themes, that’s impossible. 
These descriptions have to be smaller.”

PCK element 4. Knowledge of the curriculum
(1) Knowledge of 

the intended 
curriculum

Teachers know what the national curriculum 
and its goals entail, the so-called intended 
curriculum.

Teachers know how to implement the 
intended curriculum and what choices are 
made to create the implemented curriculum.

For example, teacher 12 explained how he 
deals with the intended curriculum and how 
he transforms it into an implemented 
curriculum: “But they have to learn the 
obligatory examples. Yes, these are the 
same examples I provide in my lessons. But 
I enjoy myself by giving facts and telling 
stories that I like personally. Only, then we 
already have to move on to another 
obligatory example. However, if I want to 
teach them about Constantijn, I will teach 
them about Constantijn! And I will relate 
him to an obligatory characteristic feature.”

(Continued)
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(Continued).
Components Definition Elaboration

PCK element 5. Teaching orientation
(a) Beliefs about 

the involvement 
of the students

(1) teacher-guided education with teacher 
guidance 

(2) teacher guided with interaction through 
teacher-guided discussion 

(3) student-guided education where the 
students guide their own learning

For example, teacher 2 uses many student- 
oriented strategies: “The students have to 
analyse some historical sources about 
philosophers and they must ask themselves 
which position this philosopher has with 
respect to a prince, government, or an 
individual, and what image he has of 
mankind? They have to find out for 
themselves. They may do it here or 
anywhere they want, I am flexible in that 
respect.” After this activity, teacher 2 uses 
a teacher-guided discussion to collect and 
discuss the opinions of the students.

(b) Subject related 
goals for the 
subject history

(1) Cultural stock-in-trade; knowledge about 
history as a desirable goal in itself. It is 
important for pupils to have an extensive 
knowledge of history. 

(2) Historical reasoning; historical reasoning 
aims at historical understanding. It concerns: 
(1) the evaluation or construction of 
a description of processes of change and 
continuity; (2) an explanation or a historical 
phenomenon; (3) a comparison of historical 
phenomena or periods. 

(3) An overview over time; students know the 
historical periods and important events and 
can place a historical development in time; 

(4) Take a different perspective; students are 
able to adopt perspectives that are different 
from their own, i.e. multi perspectivism. One 
could relate this concept to historical 
empathy. 

(5) Entertainment; history is interesting, 
entertaining, and a good way to spend your 
leisure time. 

(6) Moral lessons; history can teach students 
moral lessons. 

(7) To explain current affairs; students need the 
subject history to understand current affairs. 
They cannot understand the contemporary 
world without historical knowledge. 

(8) As a preparation for academic or scientific 
thinking; the subject history prepares 
students for academic or scientific thinking.

For example, teacher 19 describes how he 
relates his subject related goal to his 
instructional strategies: “My instructional 
strategies are generally in writing, because 
I prepare my students for university. Often, 
these require written assignments.”
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Appendix 2  

CoRe questionnaire historical context (1) the clash between Greco-Roman 
culture and the Germanic cultures of North-West-Europe and (2) waging World 
Wars I and II by Doris (see for the explanation of the codes Figure 1 and 
Table 5)

Question
Answer teacher Doris clash Greco-Roman 

and Germanic cultures Answer Doris waging World Wars I and II

1. What do you intend the 
students to learn about 
this concept?

See answer question 2 (5b1, 5b6, 5b7, 5b3) This is the most stupid characteristic feature 
(concept) of all 49 characteristic features 
(concept). How on earth can you combine 
two World Wars in one concept? The 
publishers of the school books don’t 
know what to do either. There are more 
differences than similarities between the 
two World Wars. Moreover, you have to 
deal with two other characteristic 
features, about mass destruction 
weapons and the involvement of civilians 
in the war. I want to show my students in 
upper secondary how illogically people 
can behave in wartime, that not 
everything is black-and-white in wartime. 
They might think they won’t be capable 
of doing terrible things, but they will or at 
least they won’t be war heroes. (4.1, 5b5, 
5b6)

2. Why is it important for 
students to know this?

Where the border was located, because in 
Utrecht we live on top of it and in the 
vicinity you can recognise the remnants. 

How the Romans won over the Germanic 
peoples. Life lesson, you catch more flies 
with honey than with vinegar. 

What we inherited from the Romans. The 
origins of your own culture. 

That the Dutch (people) left behind the 
prehistorical era. A lesson in being 
humble/humility. 

Migration of peoples. The foundations of 
contemporary Europe, from a linguistic 
perspective.(5b1, 5b6, 5b7, 5b3)

Because they judge everything so easily and 
think they are better people than they 
actually are. If they are conscious of the 
dangers, they could protect themselves 
against these dangers. Maybe, I am trying 
to prevent history repeating itself. (5b6)

3. What are difficulties 
and limitations 
connected with this 
concept?

I would like to share so much more than my 
teaching time allows. I would also like to 
show more film fragments (such as the 
Battle of the Teutoburg Forest). Apart 
from that, I do not have any other 
troubles. (5b1, 1.9)

That it is difficult to make choices. For 
example, I would like to show them a lot 
of films and documentaries. (1.3)

4. What knowledge about 
students thinking 
influences your 
teaching this concept?

By telling students what to note down, I try 
to help students to structure the content 
effectively. On and off I also try to 
visualise. Maps, images, and stories with 
examples. (1.7, 1.3, 2.2)

Because they will have already learned 
many things about this topic in their 
third year of secondary education and 
that’s why we don’t repeat a lot of factual 
knowledge. It is in their text book when 
they don’t remember it. In upper 
secondary education we try to help them 
to develop their own opinion and so we 
have discussions and use cooperative 
learning. Thinking and sharing in small 
groups is more safe than developing your 
own opinion in class discussions. (2.2, 
4.2, 1.6, 5a3)

(Continued)
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(Continued).

Question
Answer teacher Doris clash Greco-Roman 

and Germanic cultures Answer Doris waging World Wars I and II

5. What are other factors 
that influence your 
idea of teaching?

What the textbook brings up, or what 
a colleague may think is important for the 
general assessment. What the students 
bring up. Current affairs, for example if 
a beautiful boat is excavated in Leidsche 
Rijn. My own experiences, for example 
a visit to Trier. (3.1, 1.8, 5a3)

What the students bring up. They already 
know some facts, but they want to know 
the facts precisely and try to comprehend 
what can hardly be comprehended. My 
own experiences, for example the books 
and the films I like and visits to 
concentration camps, or to Normandy 
and so on. (5a3, 5a1, 4.2)

6. What are your teaching 
procedures (and 
particular reasons for 
using these to engage 
with this concept).

I am and will always a be a teacher that likes 
to share stories and information. So 
generally share stories and information, 
show images, give assignments, and 
discuss the outcomes. But this time I will 
show a fragment from the Dutch online 
platform designed by a history teacher, 
Joost van Oort, which covers the entire 
history curriculum. He gives a concise 
overview of the most important elements 
for this concept, this will help me to win 
time as the test week approaches. I can 
easily do this with a less complex concept 
like this one. Afterwards, they can work 
on this topic independently, this will give 
me time to walk around and assess 
whether they have understood the 
previous assignment sufficiently. Then 
the students can also work on their 
historical dossier, which covers all ten 
eras and needs to be submitted next 
Monday. (5a1, 1.9, 1.3, 5a3)

I have partly answered this in my answers 
above. Telling stories because the 
students like this, discussions in small 
groups, films and documentaries. To give 
them other, less black-and-white 
perspectives and images can influence 
their opinions in a way words could never 
do. I handed in some example 
assignments. (5a1,1.9,1.6,5a3,1.5)

7. What are your specific 
ways of ascertaining 
students 
understanding or 
confusion around this 
concept (include likely 
range of responses)?

By walking around and assessing whether 
the students are able to answer the 
knowledge- and higher-order-thinking 
questions. And by grading the historical 
dossier. (3.2, 3.1)

By walking around and having discussions 
with the students. And by grading their 
historical dossiers. (3.2, 3.1)

8. What pedagogical 
product have you been 
using to teach this 
concept?

I handed in an example of this historical 
dossier. (5a3, 1.5)

I handed in an example of this historical 
dossier. I don’t know if this is the most 
effective material to prepare the national 
exam, but we have other goals for this 
topic. I attach two formats (one about 
World War I and one about World War II) 
for the historical dossier. In this dossier 
we tried to cover some important facts. 
(5a3, 1.5)
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Appendix 3  

CoRe questionnaire historical context (1) the clash between Greco-Roman 
culture and the Germanic cultures of North-West-Europe and (2) waging World 
Wars I and II by Margie (see for the explanation of the codes Figure 1 and 
Table 5)

Question
Answer Margie Clash Greco-Roman and 

Germanic cultures Answer Margie waging World Wars I and II

1. What do you intend the 
students to learn about 
this concept?

I spend a lesson on images of Germans or so 
called Barbarians in films and discuss the 
writings of the Roman Tacitus as the 
source of our contemporary view. 

I use a film fragment of the film Gladiator 
and some written sources of Tacitus. The 
students have to write about their view 
based on the film and the sources by the 
Romans. Then I add another perspective 
in a lecture by showing beautifully 
crafted Germanic weapons. They had no 
backward culture! (5b2, 5b5, 5a1, 5a3)

Many things. Use lots of time to discuss 
propaganda and cartoons. The 
foundation has been laid in the third year 
of upper secondary education, preparing 
for higher vocational training. And in the 
fourth and fifth years, I use my teaching 
time to deepen understanding. (4.2, 5b5, 
5b2)

2. Why is it important for 
students to know this?

In this way historical skills can be practiced 
by using a characteristic feature 
(concept). (5b2, 5b5, 4.2)

I hope to make them more critical. (5b2)

3. What are difficulties 
and limitations 
connected with this 
concept?

None. None.

4. What knowledge about 
students thinking 
influences your 
teaching this concept?

This topic or characteristic feature is hard to 
imagine for my students. By showing 
them images of a battle, I pull them, so to 
speak, into this topic. (2.1, 2.2)

There is a lot of prior knowledge from the 
third year. I assess the knowledge, and 
then go from there. So, I discuss the 
Second World War in the Netherlands and 
not in Germany like we did in the 
third year. We also pay attention to 
coming to terms with the past. More and 
more grey areas are becoming apparent. 
Not everything is clear cut. Take the 
Dutch movie Zwartboek, with 
a malignant member of the resistance, 
a good German officer, and a Jewish girl 
who takes on the role of the heroine 
instead of the victim. (2.1, 5b5, 5b6)

5. What are other factors 
that influence your 
idea of teaching?

None. I often pay attention to current affairs in my 
classes. For example, I discuss issues 
linked to Geert Wilders [Dutch right-wing 
politician]. Are there any parallels 
between past and present? Are there any 
lessons to learn? (1.8, 1.2, 5b6)

6. What are your teaching 
procedures (and 
particular reasons for 
using these to engage 
with this concept).

I have attached an assignment. I think it is 
important to practice frequently with 
sources, and have noticed that visualising 
a certain situation helps students to 
memorise. That is why I often use film 
fragments in my lessons. (1.3)

I have attached several assignments. I think 
it is important to practice frequently with 
sources, and have noticed that visualising 
a certain situation helps students to 
memorise. That is why I often use film 
fragments in my lessons. I try to vary in 
different kinds of assignments, so that 
I can reach students with different styles 
of learning. (1.3, 5a1, 5a2, 5a3, 2.2)

7. What are your specific 
ways of ascertaining 
students 
understanding or 
confusion around this 
concept (include likely 
range of responses)?

By asking questions. (3.2 by 1.4) By asking questions. By doing a quiz, by 
doing a diagnostic test, etc. (3.2 by 1.4)

(Continued)
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Appendix 4  

CoRe questionnaire on both contexts by Anthony (see for the explanation of 
the codes Figure 1 and Table 5)

(Continued).

Question
Answer Margie Clash Greco-Roman and 

Germanic cultures Answer Margie waging World Wars I and II

8. What pedagogical 
product have you been 
using to teach this 
concept?

I handed in my assignment with the above 
mentioned sources. (5b5, 5b3, 1.2, 1.3)

See assignments. (1.3, 1.6, 5b7)

Question Answer Anthony

1. What do you intend the students to learn about this 
concept?

For concept 1. The way in which culture transfers. 
Students gain insight into how culture transfers. My 
main goal is to train students in historical thinking. The 
mechanism of development is linked to historical 
thinking. Apart from that, I want to demonstrate that 
cultural transfer between parties is always a reciprocal 
process. It is cross-cultural. Finally, I want to teach 
students that people are always driven by self-interest. 
In the case of cultural transfer, it is about what interest 
each party has in taking over another culture. (5b2, 
5b3, 5b5, 5b6) 

For concept 2. In this case historical thinking is leading in 
my teaching: development, motives, and interests. It is 
important to teach students about the connection 
between the two World Wars. Development is 
characteristic of historical events. At the same time, it is 
important to discuss consequences, primarily the 
Holocaust. This is where historical perspective taking 
and empathy become relevant. That is important. (5b2, 
5b3, 5b6, 5b5)

2. Why is it important for students to know this? I need to teach students historical thinking. The facts 
pertaining to the events are oftentimes forgotten. 
However, I can train students in historical thinking 
throughout their school years. The principle of 
historical development and being able to transport 
oneself mentally into the past and to stand in the shoes 
of historical people. So, to understand why people act 
the way they do. (5b2, 5b3, 5b5)

3. What are difficulties and limitations connected with this 
concept?

That my students may not take the time to think 
independently in our day and age, when so much 
preconceived information – constructed by others – is 
readily available. There will always be a hyperlink 
available to distract them. They are satisfied too easily 
by this preconceived information without wanting to 
know and understand themselves. (2.1)

4. What knowledge about students thinking influences 
your teaching this concept?

I do not only teach them about history. I also provide 
them with a learning strategy. I am a manager of 
knowledge in its broadest sense. It is my duty as 
teacher who prepares students for an academic 
education to convey academic skills. (1.7, 5b8)

5. What are other factors that influence your idea of 
teaching?

I do not have an opinion about this right now.

6. What are your teaching procedures (and particular 
reasons for using these to engage with this concept).

I use a historical dossier in which abovementioned 
historical skills play a prominent role. The dossier is also 
a good way to prepare for the exam. (1.2, 1.3, 1.5, 1.6, 
1.7 4.2, 5a3)

(Continued)
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(Continued).
Question Answer Anthony

7. What are your specific ways of ascertaining students 
understanding or confusion around this concept 
(include likely range of responses)?

By means of tests and practical assignments. This could 
probably be improved, but I always try to offer as much 
structure as possible by providing clearly written 
instructions. (3.1)

8. What pedagogical product have you been using to 
teach this concept?

My instructional strategies are generally in writing, 
because I prepare my students for university. Often, 
these require written assignments. I do not have an 
example of assignments linked to these concepts 
readily available, but will think about it. [In the 
meantime the products have been sent to the 
researcher] (5b2, 5b8)
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