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This article focuses on the validation of two data collection instruments, one is

the History Class Observation Tool (HCOT) and the other is focus groups with

students, trainee teachers and tutors from secondary school classrooms. Themain

objective of the study is to obtain evidence of validity of the two instruments to

be used in research on the design, validation, implementation, and evaluation

of training units. All this in order to improve the teaching-learning process of

historical thinking skills in high school students with the aim of forming critical

citizens. The initial set of 32 observable behaviours was reviewed by 9 judges, who

rated each on a scale of 0 (strongly disagree) to 3 (strongly agree) in terms of

appropriateness, importance, clarity of wording, and observability. As can be seen

from the results, both instruments according to the agreement indices suggest

that the items, overall, can be considered suitable and important, and observable

in the case of the observation instrument, as well as having clarity of wording

appropriate to the objectives of both, with high confidence on the part of the

experts. If we compare it with similar studies that we have discussed previously, we

can see how this validation process has been quite rigorous and novel following

some guidelines set previously in certain studies.
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Introduction

This article is part of the research “The teaching and learning of historical competences

in baccalaureate: a challenge to achieve a critical and democratic citizenship” based on

the design, validation, implementation, and evaluation of training units to improve the

teaching-learning process of historical thinking skills in baccalaureate students aimed at the

formation of critical citizens. The aim of this article is therefore to obtain evidence of the

content validity of two data collection instruments, namely, the History Class Observation
Tool (HCOT) and the focus groups with students, trainee teachers, and tutors in secondary

school classrooms.

The development and implementation of observation instruments can be very useful

to effectively design training programmes and evaluate classroom interventions. However,

most of these instruments focus on teachers’ generic competences rather than subject-

specific competences. Therefore, some researchers have highlighted the importance

of designing specific observation instruments in research on teacher education and

competences (Desimone, 2009; Schoenfeld, 2013). However, to date, there are no validated

and reliable observation instruments for analyzing teaching-learning processes in history.

This is unfortunate, especially because, as Sáiz Serrano and Gómez Carrasco (2016) and Van

Boxtel et al. (2020) warn, current teacher education programmes may not meet the needs of

history teachers to achieve the objectives set out in the curricula. Observational instruments

that assess the teaching strategies of history teachers could allow the identification of specific
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needs and thus facilitate the design of teacher education plans

and/or programmes, which is an important and novel contribution

to the field of history teacher education.

As Huijgen et al. (2017) point out, the use of standardized

observation instruments in history education research is an under-

addressed topic, and, in particular, instruments for observing

strategies for developing historical thinking in the classroom

are not available. Since the 1970s, increasing attention to the

assessment of teachers’ generic competencies has led to the

development of a variety of observation instruments that are

widely used to assess primary and secondary education, such

as the Stallings Observe System (Stallings and Kaskowitz, 1974),

the Framework for Teaching (Danielson, 1996), the International
System for Teacher Observation and Feedback (Teddlie et al., 2006),
the International Comparative Analysis of Learning and Teaching

(Van de Grift, 2007), and the Classroom Assessment Scoring System
(Pianta et al., 2008, 2011), among others. Although some recently

developed observation instruments focus on more specific teaching

competences, such as classroom conversation (Mercer, 2010),

project-based learning (Stearns et al., 2012), and learning and

instructional reform (Sawada et al., 2002), only a few observation

instruments focus on teachers’ strategies in specific subjects, such

as reading in English (Gertsen et al., 2005), content and language

integrated learning (De Graaff et al., 2007), English language arts

(Grossman et al., 2010), and mathematics teaching (Matsumura

et al., 2008; Hill et al., 2012; Schoenfeld, 2013).

In terms of observation instruments used in history, we can

first highlight the pioneering work of Nokes (2010), which focused

on history teachers’ literacy-related decisions about the types of

texts they used and how students were taught to learn with these

texts. In this study, two observation instruments were created: one

to record the type of texts teachers used and one to record the

activities and instruction they provided. To create the text log

sheet, a group of experienced secondary school history teachers

generated a list of common types of resources they might use in

class, listing each as a row. To create the activity record sheet, the

same group followed the same procedure with a list of common

activities in history classrooms. Both forms provided space for

adding texts or unplanned teaching activities. On both recording

sheets, the 90-min class session was divided into six columns

representing 15-min time units. Detailed instructions for the use

of the recording sheets were drawn up, along with a description of

what could and could not be ticked in a certain box. Moreover, it

was analyzed in four phases. First, the frequency of use of various

texts and didactic activities was calculated. In the second phase

of the analysis, differences between teachers were investigated.

Third, an analysis was carried out to see how each teacher used

each type of text. Fourth, based on the frequency counts, teachers

were placed on a spectrum showing the proportion of instruction

on historical narrative and the amount of instructional time on

historical processes (Nokes, 2010).

But a key observational instrument more closely related

to historical thinking was created by Van Hover et al. (2012)

and called the Protocol for Assessing the Teaching of History

(PATH). This instrument provides a lens through which to observe

secondary history teaching with the aim of providing a means for

structured and focused observation with the goal of improving

instruction, although it was not intended to provide guidelines on

how to teach and learn history. PATH initiates the conversation

about how to capture and explore specific teaching behaviors.

In terms of validation, history educators (in the United States

and the United Kingdom) and measurement experts reviewed the

dimensions and provided critical comments and suggestions. At

the same time, the authors watched hundreds of hours of videos

of history teaching in secondary schools (Van Hover et al., 2012).

It is based on the Classroom Assessment Scoring System-

Secondary (CLASS-S) (Pianta et al., 2008, 2011), an instrument

developed to assess classroom quality. CLASS-S focuses on

student-teacher interactions as the primary mechanism for student

learning, and PATH uses the same structure and scoring/coding

approach. Prior to using the tool, PATH coders are trained on each

dimension of a rubric through a detailed manual that describes

the specific teaching behaviors that make up each dimension.

The high inference instrument is scored on a 7-point rating

scale based on alignment with the anchor descriptions at Low

(1, 2), Medium (3, 4, 5), and High (6, 7). In addition, to

develop the discipline-specific dimensions, they first conducted

an extensive review of the literature on history teaching, looking

for work that could help identify observable teacher and student

behaviors that contribute to student learning (Van Hover et al.,

2012).

Six separate dimensions emerged from this literature review.

Lesson components: Assesses the structure and flow of the

history lesson, paying attention to objectives, assessment, and

appropriate instructional approaches. In addition, it assesses

attention to an overarching concept or framing a historical

question. Comprehension: Assesses whether students understand

the framework, key concepts, and content of the story and

whether they are able to express this knowledge in different

ways. Narrative: Assesses the structure and flow of a narrative

and whether students understand chronology, context, cause

and effect, and how narratives are constructed. Narrative is

defined as any contemporary verbal or written account (could

include texts, lectures, websites, or films). Interpretation:

Assesses the level of attention paid to the fluid and controversial

nature of the story, as well as consideration of (if appropriate

to the lesson objectives) agency, meaning, diverse points

of view, and recognition of perspective. Sources: Assesses

the selection, accessibility, purpose, and level of analysis of

historical sources used in the classroom and whether there is

an opportunity for meaningful historical research. Historical

practices: Assesses whether general instructional practices (writing,

discussion, and simulations) are implemented in ways that are

authentic and appropriate to the discipline (Van Hover et al.,

2012).

Gestsdóttir et al. (2018) underline the fact that the PATH

is still under development and, despite the importance of the

definition of the six dimensions, none of them is adequate for

providing an overview of teacher behavior that reinforces students’

historical thinking and reasoning. Therefore, there is a clear need

for a more comprehensive instrument that continues to focus on

the specific components of history teaching. They developed and

evaluated the Teach-HTR (Historical Thinking and Reasoning)

observation instrument in four phases: (1) literature review,
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(2) expert consultation, (3) first pilot of the instrument, and (4)

second pilot of the instrument. This instrument examines lessons

with high and low scores to explore the potential of the instrument

to give teachers feedback on what they are already doing and where

there is room for development (Gestsdóttir et al., 2018).

They define seven categories: Communicating goals related to

historical thinking and reasoning; Demonstrating historical thinking
and reasoning; Using sources to support historical thinking and
reasoning; Presenting multiple perspectives and interpretations;
Explicit instructions on historical thinking and reasoning strategies;
Engaging students in individual or group tasks that require historical
thinking and reasoning; and Engaging students in a whole-
class discussion that asks for historical thinking and reasoning

(Gestsdóttir et al., 2018).

Another key instrument is that of Huijgen et al. (2017),

from which we have taken some categories for the observation

instrument we have taken. They developed and tested a

domain-specific observation instrument focusing on historical

contextualization called the Framework for Analyzing the Teaching
of Historical Contextualization (FAT-HC). Their instrument was

based on four teaching strategies for historical contextualization.

The first strategy is the reconstruction of the historical context.

Students must have knowledge of the historical context, including

knowledge of chronology and space, and of socio-economic,

socio-cultural, and socio-political developments before they can

successfully carry out historical contextualization. The second

strategy is to enhance historical empathy, e.g., by selecting a

historical agent relevant to the topic under study, focusing on the

role and position of the historical agent in society, and promoting

students’ affective connections with the historical agent. The third

strategy is to enhance the use of knowledge of the historical

context. Students not only have to reconstruct a historical context

but should also use it, for example, to determine causes and

consequences, compare historical phenomena, and understand

different perspectives on phenomena. The last strategy is to

enhance the awareness of present-oriented perspectives among

pupils when they examine the past. Without awareness of the

differences between the past and the present, students are not able

to compare, explain, or evaluate the past (Huijgen et al., 2019).

They modeled their instrument on Van de Grift (2007, 2009)

International Comparative Analysis of Learning and Teaching

(ICALT) observation instrument, resulting in a total list of 45 items

in the first version of the FAT-HC. The aim of the study was to

develop a reliable observation instrument and a scoring design to

assess how history teachers promote historical contextualization

in classrooms. Using expert panels, they found positive indicators

of the content validity of the instrument, and by analyzing

generality theory, they found indicators that the instrument is

unidimensional, as it showed that a large proportion of the variance

of the instrument was explained by differences between observed

teachers and a small proportion of the variance was explained

by differences in lessons and observers. They also organized two

expert roundtables to ensure the face and content validity of

the instrument. Finally, they trained 10 history students in the

use of the observation instrument and observed a videotaped

history lesson using the instrument, calculating Cronbach’s alpha

for their observation scores to explore the internal consistency of

the instrument (Huijgen et al., 2017).

Finally, it is worth noting the more recent work of Oattes

et al. (2022), who used three instruments to collect data. First, a

quantitative Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) checklist was

used to record the frequency and quality with which particular

PCK items were used, supplemented by qualitative data software to

analyze fourteen key items from twelve paired lessons to distinguish

differences and similarities in the language of instruction. They

highlight that, for a quantitative analysis of history teachers’

application of PCK, existing models of observation of teaching

behavior are general education-oriented and appeared to be either

too pedagogical-didactic in general (Van de Grift, 2007), too

language-oriented (De Graaff et al., 2007), or too intellectually

demanding for the younger learners involved. They concretised

them to analyze the classroom teaching of history teachers using

PCK using Monte-Sano and Budano’s (2013) Framing History.

Finally, they used the Protocol for the Assessment of Teaching

History (PATH), designed by Van Hover et al. (2012), with the

six categories it includes with the aim of improving instruction.

In addition, for the quantitative part, the assessment scores of

the 24 observed classes were analyzed using the SPSS software to

calculate descriptive statistics, quantifying the differences between

the applications of the PCK categories (Oattes et al., 2022).

In contrast to the instruments outlined earlier, the observation

instrument we present here focuses on a unique but very

important competence for history teachers, namely the fostering of

historical thinking skills, which are embedded in history curricula

worldwide (Van Drie and van Boxtel, 2008; Seixas and Morton,

2013). In previous studies, we have analyzed the impact of a

training programme in the Geography and History specialization

of the Master’s Degree in Teacher Education on the motivation,

satisfaction, and perception of learning of history students (Gómez

Carrasco et al., 2020, 2021), and we have analyzed the teaching

approaches of history teachers in Spain and their relationship with

their views on the use of digital resources in a classroom (Gómez

Carrasco et al., 2022). The data obtained through the observation

instrument that we will design will allow us to complement these

previous works, based on self-reported measures, with a micro-

analytical perspective that provides greater richness and detail of

what really happens in the classroom. Moreover, the combination

of both techniques (systematic observation/self-report) will allow

us to analyze the relationship between teachers’ beliefs and their

practices for the development of historical thinking skills, opening

up a promising line of research as suggested byHuijgen et al. (2019).

Objective

The aim of this article is to obtain evidence of the content

validity of two data collection instruments, namely, the History

Class Observation Tool (HCOT) and the focus groups with students,

trainee teachers, and tutors in secondary school classrooms. These

instruments will be used in the research “The teaching and learning

of historical competences in baccalaureate: a challenge to achieve a

critical and democratic citizenship” based on the design, validation,

implementation, and evaluation of training units to improve the

teaching-learning process of historical thinking competences in

baccalaureate students aimed at the formation of critical citizens.

It is evaluative research with a mixed explanatory approach, a
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quasi-experimental design with an experimental group and a

control group, and the use of quantitative and qualitative methods

and observation.

Methods

Research design

The initial set of 32 observable behaviors was reviewed by nine

judges, who rated each on a scale of 0 (strongly disagree) to 3

(strongly agree) in terms of appropriateness, importance, clarity of

wording, and observability. Similarly, the 41 questions posed for the

focus groups were rated in terms of appropriateness, importance,

and clarity of wording on a scale of agreement between 0 (do not

agree at all) and 3 (strongly agree) by 8 expert judges. To analyze the

agreement among the judges, Bangdiwala’s weighted coefficients of

agreement (BWN ) (Bangdiwala, 1987) were calculated. Bangdiwala’s

BWN agreement index allows a graphical representation of the degree

of agreement and provides a measure of the strength of agreement.

In this representation, the black squares show observed agreement,

while the gray areas represent partial agreement. The white area of

each rectangle is the graphical representation of disagreement. Data

were analyzed using the R software v. 4.0.4 (R Core Team, 2021).

Instruments

First, the History Class Observation Tool (HCOT) is composed

of three dimensions, namely, Teaching Discourse (Verbal),

Teaching Materials, and Student Activity. The first dimension,

Teaching Discourse, is subdivided into five categories, namely,

Exploration and Activation of Prior Knowledge; Contextualization;

Interpretation; Historical Thinking; and Teaching Methods,

Strategies, and Techniques. This gives a total of 38 items

(see Annexes).

The focus groups consisted of interviews with students, trainee

teachers, and secondary school tutors, with a total of 16, 9, and 16

questions, respectively (see Annexes).

These instruments will be used in the four phases of the

project: pre-observation of the classroom (I), design of training

units (II), implementation of training units (III), and evaluation of

results (IV). Validation of these instruments would be essential to

ensure that the data collected are accurate and reliable. One way

to validate the instruments would be through review by experts

in the field and pilot testing on a small group of participants

to assess the effectiveness and relevance of the questions and

observation procedures.

Results

Inter-judge agreement systematic history
classroom observation instrument and
focus groups

Table 1 shows Bangdiwala’s strict (BN) and weighted or partial

agreement (BWN) coefficients (Bangdiwala, 1987; Friendly and

Meyer, 2016) obtained for both the observation instrument and the

focus groups. The BN coefficients (on the values of the matching

matrix that is subjected to the concordance analysis) are calculated

using the formula:

BN =

∑
n2ii∑

ni+n+i
= BN

=
área de los cuadrados negros

área total de los cuadrados de cada categoría

To account for partial agreement (BWN), since this is an ordinal

rating scale, a weighted contribution of the off-diagonal cells is

included as a function of the steps (separation) from the main

diagonal. These partial agreements are included in the graph as

squares of a lighter shade (gray squares) than the strict agreement

(black squares). So a pattern of weights (weights w1, w2, ..., wb),

according to the formula proposed by Fleiss and Cohen (1973),

is applied to the shaded areas separated by b steps from the

diagonal. Thus, the following formula is used to calculate the partial

agreement coefficient (BWN):

BN = 1−

∑
[ni+n+i − n2ii −

∑
wbAbi]∑

ni+n+i

Where wb represents the weighting as a function of distance

from the diagonal and Abi represents the area of the shaded

areas with a separation b from the diagonal. As shown

in Figure 1, the weighted Bangdiwala concordance coefficients

(Bangdiwala, 1987) obtained were BWN = 0.94 (appropriateness);

BWN = 0.94 (importance); BWN = 0.92 (clarity of wording);

and BWN = 0.88 (observability). To interpret the agreement

coefficients, Muñoz and Bangdiwala (1997) propose the following

criteria: values below 0.09 indicate a poor level of agreement;

between 0.09 and 0.25, poor agreement; between 0.25 and 0.49,

moderate agreement; between 0.49 and 0.801, good agreement;

and above 0.801, excellent agreement. The results obtained,

according to this interpretation, suggest an excellent level

of agreement, so that the items, overall, can be considered

adequate, important, and observable. Moreover, the clarity of

the wording, in the opinion of the experts, is adequate for

observing the effectiveness of a formative programme for teaching

history at the baccalaureate level based on epistemological and

methodological changes.

To complete the analysis, we also calculated the coefficients of

agreement AC2 (Table 1) proposed by Gwet (2008) to overcome the

limitations and paradoxes of Cohen’s Kappa coefficient (Cicchetti

and Feinstein, 1990; Feinstien and Cicchetti, 1990), especially in

situations where the degree of agreement is high. In this case,

AC2 was used, as it allows for partial agreement in the case

of ordinal data. The AC2 agreement indices obtained can be

considered excellent for all the variables examined according to

the criteria proposed by Muñoz and Bangdiwala (1997), or taking

into consideration the proposal by Gwet (2021) to interpret the

values obtained by calculating the probability of belonging to each

of the intervals (Interval Membership Probability), the results of

which are shown in Tables 2, 3, the cumulative probabilities for the

AC2 agreement coefficient using the reference scale proposed by

Muñoz and Bangdiwala (1997). Based on these results, the level of
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TABLE 1 Bangdiwala’s stringent (BN) and weighted (BW
N ) agreement coe�cients.

Coe�cient Suitability Importance Clarity Observability

Observation instrument BN 0.835 0.801 0.856 0.736

BW
N 0.942 0.944 0.918 0.880

AC2 0.950 0.946 0.943 0.843

Focus groups BN 0.798 0.777 0.646 –

BW
N 0.907 0.924 0.838 –

AC2 0.881 0.897 0.849 –

FIGURE 1

Results of the Bangdiwala judges agreement analysis—observation instrument.

agreement obtained for the behaviors covered by the observation

instrument can be considered excellent with a confidence of over

95% for all the variables analyzed. As far as the focus groups

are concerned, agreement can be considered excellent for the

appropriateness and relevance of the items asked, with more than

95% confidence, and good or better with 100% confidence for the

clarity of the wording of the items.

Next, the responses of the same set of judges on their

assessment of the questions posed to the focus groups were

analyzed. In this case, as can be seen in Figure 2, the weighted

Bangdiwala agreement coefficients (Bangdiwala, 1987) obtained

were: BWN = 0.91 (appropriateness); BWN = 0.92 (importance);

BWN = 0.84 (clarity of wording). These indices of agreement

suggest that the items, overall, can be considered suitable and

important, and also that the clarity of the wording, in the

opinion of the experts, is adequate to pose the questions

proposed in the focus groups with the aim of identifying

changes and permanence in teaching practices, in the role of

the students, and in the learning of historical competences

within the group, and to identify the role of the school
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TABLE 2 Cumulative probabilities of membership in benchmark ranges—observation instrument.

Suitability Importance Clarity Observability

Agreement
values

Interpretation 0.950
(SE = 0.011)

0.946
(SE = 0.012)

0.943
(SE = 0.012)

0.842
(SE = 0.022)

95% CI
(0.927–0.974)

95% CI
(0.922–0.970)

95% CI
(0.919–0.969)

95% CI
(0.786–0.900)

(0.81–1) Excellent 0.999 0.999 0.999 0.970

(0.49–0.81) Good 1 1 1 1

(0.25–0.49) Moderate 1 1 1 1

(0.09–0.25) Scarce 1 1 1 1

(0.01–0.09) Poor 1 1 1 1

TABLE 3 Cumulative probabilities of membership in benchmark ranges—focus groups.

Suitability Importance Clarity

Agreement values Interpretation 0.881
(SE = 0.024)

0.897
(SE = 0.018)

0.849
(SE = 0.026)

95% CI (0.832–0.930) 95% CI (0.860–0.934) 95% CI (0.797–0.903)

(0.81–1) Excellent 0.998 0.999 0.933

(0.49–0.81) Good 0.999 1 1

(0.25–0.49) Moderate 1 1 1

(0.09–0.25) Scarce 1 1 1

(0.01–0.09) Poor 1 1 1

context, the students, and the teaching staff in the results of

the experimentation.

Subsequently, the Content Validity Ratio (CVR) (Lawshe, 1975)
was calculated for each of the behaviors included in the observation

instrument and for each of the focus group questions, for each

of the variables analyzed (appropriateness, importance, clarity of

wording, and observability), and the Content Validity Index (CVI)

(Lawshe, 1975) for the set of items.

This is an indicator of inter-judge agreement that can take

values between −1 (total disagreement) and +1 (total agreement),

so that the CVR value is negative if agreement occurs with less than

half of the judges; CVR is zero if there is exactly half agreement

among the expert judges; and CVR is positive if more than half

of the judges agree on the item rating. For the interpretation of

the results with nine judges, Ayre and Scally (2014) propose the

critical value of CVR = 0.778 (p = 0.020), which assumes that at

least eight of the nine judges agree on the item rating and exceeds

the probability of agreement by chance effect at a 95% confidence

level (α = 0.05), while for eight judges, the critical value of CVR

proposed by these authors is 0.750 (p= 0.035).

For the calculation of the CVR values, the ratings of the judges

who selected options 2 (quite a lot) and 3 (a lot) were grouped

together, and the ratios were calculated using the formula proposed

by Lawshe (1975):

RVC =
ne − (N2 )

(N2 )

where ne is equal to the number of judges who consider the

item to be quite or very adequate, important, clear, or observable,

and N is the total number of judges. Finally, the Content Validity

Index (CVI) was obtained by calculating the average content

validity (CVR) of each of the items in each of the variables

considered globally.

With regard to the behaviors present in the observation

instrument, the RVC values ranged from 0.78 to 1 for the

four variables considered (appropriateness, importance, clarity of

wording, and observability), so that all exceeded the critical RVC

value proposed by Ayre and Scally (2014) of 0.778 for nine judges.

The overall CVI for the set of behaviors was 0.96 (appropriateness),

0.97 (importance), 0.93 (clarity), and 0.93 (observability).

Regarding the questions posed for the focus groups, the RVC

values for all items exceeded the critical value of 0.750 (p = 0.035),

except for item 14 of the focus group of active teachers in suitability

(RVC = 0.5) and clarity (RVC = 0.5) (14. Why do you think that

these practices are not reproduced on a daily basis in the classroom?

They are not useful/lack of training/school culture/lack of time

associated with excessive content, class hours, ratios, bureaucracy,

time to prepare classes...?); item 16 of the focus group for students

in suitability (RVC = 0.5) (16.5) (16. Do you think that this way of

working with history helps us to be better citizens?); item 6 of the

focus group of in-service teachers on clarity (RVC 0.5) (6. Do you

consider that thismethodology brings about changes in the richness

of student learning?What kind of changes?); and item 8 of the focus

group of in-service teachers on clarity (RVC 0.25) (8. In what way

could you have acted to achieve better results in order to achieve

better results in the development of historical competences by the
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FIGURE 2

Results of the Bangdiwala judges agreement analysis—focus groups.

students?). The CVI values for the set of items proposed for the

focus groups were 0.93 (appropriateness), 0.96 (importance) and

0.84 (clarity).

In light of these results, the judges’ qualitative assessments of

the items noted that did not pass the content validity ratio threshold

were reviewed. With regard to the clarity of the wording of item 8

of the in-service teacher focus group, an error in the wording was

identified and corrected (“to achieve better results to achieve better

results”). Four of the eight judges identified this error and pointed

it out in their comments.

In relation to item 6 of the focus group of active teachers

in clarity (6. Do you think that this methodology brings changes

in the richness of student learning? What kind of changes?),

the experts pointed out that it would be convenient to explain

what is considered “richness” (e.g., j4—“I find the expression

‘richness of learning’ abstract and somewhat confusing”; j1—

“What is considered as richness?”). Regarding item 16 of the

student focus group (16. Do you think that this way of working

with history helps you to be a better citizen?), the judges

expressed the possibility that students may have difficulties in

understanding the meaning of the question (e.g., j1—“In what

sense?”; j8—it would be convenient to “Ask about what they

consider to be ‘good’ or ‘better’ citizens”. j2—“Formulation

somewhat misleading because of the comparison between better

and worse”; j5—“I would speak of ‘citizens’ and include at

the end the question ‘Why?’ I consider it essential that they

explain the causes in order to check what they understand by

citizenship and what aspects they focus on, as there may be

wide divergences”).

Why do you think that these practices are not reproduced

on a day-to-day basis in the classroom? They are not useful/lack

of training/school culture/lack of time associated with excessive

content, class hours, ratios, bureaucracy, time to prepare classes

...? The experts considered that it would be appropriate to ask

two different questions (e.g., j1—“Question too broad. It would be

convenient to divide it in order to cover everything in the answers;

otherwise, it is possible that some aspects are left out”; j3—“I would

ask two different questions”) or that it is a “biased” question (e.g.,
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j7—“It is a biased question: it conditions that they see that they

do not apply, there will be some who apply some strategies in

this respect, or at least that they identify themselves and have had

experiences in this respect”). Therefore, it seems appropriate to

revise the wording.

Discussion and conclusion

As can be seen from the results, both instruments, according

to the agreement indices, suggest that the items, overall, can

be considered suitable, important, and observable in the case of

the observation instrument, as well as having clarity of wording

appropriate to the objectives of both, with high confidence on

the part of the experts. Regarding the behaviors present in

the observation instrument, the RVC values ranged between

0.78 and 1 for the four variables considered (appropriateness,

importance, clarity of wording, and observability). About the

questions posed for the focus groups, the RVC values for all the

items exceeded the critical value of 0.750 (p = 0.035), except for

those indicated above, which would be the lines of improvement of

the research.

If we compare it with similar studies that we have discussed

previously, we can see how this validation process has been quite

rigorous and novel, following some guidelines set previously in

certain studies. It should be noted that, due to the specificity of

history education, the use of observation instruments has been

infrequent and underestimated (Van Hover et al., 2012). However,

this trend is beginning to change, as we can see an evolution from a

purely qualitative observational approach to amixed approach such

as ours, although the evolution is not chronological.

Similarities can be found in work such as that of van Hover,

Hicks, and Cotton (PATH), which used history educators and

measurement experts to review the dimensions, providing critical

comments and suggestions, while also using the resource of viewing

hundreds of hours of videos of history teaching in secondary

schools (Van Hover et al., 2012). Also noteworthy is the Teach-

HTR observation instrument by Gestsdóttir et al. (2018), who

reviewed literature, consulted experts, and conducted two pilots

of the instrument for validation. Huijgen et al.’s instrument in the

FAT-HC, a major reference for the development of our observation

instrument, took this a step further by using expert panels to

find positive indicators of the content validity of the instrument,

as well as analyzing the theory of generality to have indicators

that the instrument is unidimensional. They also organized two

expert roundtables to ensure the face and content validity of the

instrument, and, finally, they trained 10 History students in the use

of the observation instrument and observed a videotaped History

class using it, calculating Cronbach’s alpha for their observation

scores in order to explore the internal consistency of the instrument

(Huijgen et al., 2017).

The final objective is to design, validate, implement, and

evaluate the effectiveness of training units to improve the teaching-

learning process of historical thinking skills in Baccalaureate

students in order to train critical citizens. It should be remembered

that historical thinking is a didactic approach that aims to teach

students to think historically by deploying different strategies and

skills to analyze and respond to different historical questions

and to understand the past in a more complex way. To learn

about history, we must resort to the use of skills focused

on reflection, analysis, argumentation, and interpretation of

the past. Such skills are not innate; therefore, they must be

acquired and developed in the classroom (Chapman, 2011;

Gómez Carrasco et al., 2014). Seixas and Morton (2013) state

that historical thinking is a creative process developed by

historians to generate new historical narratives through the

analysis of sources from the past. These competences and

strategies are related to the search for, selection, and treatment

of historical sources, empathy, multi-causal explanation, and

historical perspective (Peck and Seixas, 2008; Seixas and Morton,

2013).

The importance of teaching historical thinking in the classroom

lies in the fact that historical thinking does not develop naturally

but needs explicit teaching (Wineburg, 2001). The central core

of this theoretical approach is occupied by a small group of

methodological concepts that identify the historian’s own ways of

working. These concepts are variable and do not form a closed

and invariable list, but each author attaches greater importance to

certain aspects. Some of the historian’s most characteristic ways

of working include the use of sources and evidence, changes and

continuities, empathy and historical contextualization, causes and

consequences, and narratives and interpretations. These concepts

of historical thinking play a transcendental role in the assessment

framework of historical competences (Santiesteban Fernández,

2010; Gómez Carrasco et al., 2017).

Understanding history involves understanding these categories

and processes of historical thought. The assessment model for

Geography and History should encourage students to reflect on

historical content. It is necessary to establish a cognitive model for

learning history in order to correctly assess historical knowledge

(Carretero and López, 2009; Carretero and Van Alphen, 2014).

This cognitive model that we are going to develop must have

appropriate techniques and instruments for assessing first- and

second-order historical content and skills (Domínguez Castillo,

2015). This requires the collaboration of various social and human

disciplines, such as history, art, geography, and literature.

In terms of identifying teaching models, it is worth highlighting

the line of research developed by Trigwell and Prosser (2004) based

on interviews with teachers and a questionnaire called the

Approaches to Teaching Inventory (ATI) (Trigwell et al., 2005).

They identified four different conceptions of teaching and three

methodologies, establishing five approaches that can be grouped

into three broad models or ways of teaching. In the first model,

the role of the teacher is greater, since the importance lies in

the transmission of content, students assume a passive role,

limiting themselves to receiving and memorizing the knowledge

transmitted by teachers, thus establishing a unidirectional

relationship without considering their experience, previous

knowledge, characteristics, or context. The most commonly

used methodological strategy is the master class, and the main

resources used are the textbook and class notes. In addition, a

final examination of the learning contents is usually established

(Galvis, 2007; Castejón et al., 2009; Hernández et al., 2012;

Guerrero-Romera et al., 2022).
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On the other hand, there is learner-centered teaching, which

differs from the previous one in that the teacher’s intention is

to provoke conceptual change and intellectual growth in the

learner. Thus, the teacher acts as a guide, guiding students in the

process of constructing their own knowledge, encouraging their

conceptions, and providing them with opportunities to interact,

debate, investigate, and reflect. The aim of this model is for

students to learn content by questioning and reflecting on it.

The strategies employed are active and inquiry-based. In contrast

to the previous model, which encouraged competitiveness and

individualism, this approach favors interaction and cooperation

between the individuals involved in the teaching and learning

process and prioritizes continuous assessment (Vermunt and

Verloop, 1999; Kember and Kwan, 2000; Trigwell et al., 2005;

Henze and van Driel, 2011). Finally, there is a third, intermediate

model based on teacher-student interaction, although it should be

noted that there is a hierarchical relationship between the different

approaches, with each including elements of the previous one

(Guerrero-Romera et al., 2022).

To conclude, this proposal represents a significant

improvement compared to the traditional methods used in

social science teaching, as it seeks to develop essential skills for

critical thinking and citizenship training, and its effectiveness is

also evaluated through rigorous methods and a scientific approach.

To develop the competences associated with historical thinking,

the introduction of the historian’s method and techniques and

historical awareness are key elements (Domínguez Castillo, 2015).

This requires a methodological change in the approach to social

sciences classes with the use of a greater variety of techniques

beyond the mere expository master class. All of this is to encourage

a critical spirit and autonomous learning, and therefore the

formation of critical and independent citizens who know how to

judge for themselves the vicissitudes that civic life in a democracy

demands of them.

There is still an overuse of textbooks and the expository strategy

by teachers who teach history (Sobejano and Torres, 2009; Valls

and López, 2011; López and Valls, 2012; Carretero and Van Alphen,

2014; Colomer et al., 2018). However, more and more teachers

in Spain are in favor of a teaching model in which the student

acquires a greater role through the implementation of innovative

resources (heritage, written and oral sources, new technologies)

and educational strategies that encourage the active participation

of students in the teaching and learning process (project-based

learning, gamification, and flipped classroom) (Olmos, 2017;

Gómez et al., 2018; Gómez Carrasco et al., 2020; Sánchez et al.,

2020). Therefore, it is important to be aware of developments in the

incorporation of competency-based social sciences teaching and a

learner-centered model at all levels of education. For this reason, it

is necessary to analyze the teaching profiles of history, geography,

and art history teachers by means of observation instruments that

make it possible to describe and analyze their classroom practices

(Guerrero-Romera et al., 2022).
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