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ABSTRACT	
This	study	considers	the	questions,	“How	do	teacher	candidates	conceptualize	the	relationship	
among	 historians,	 history	 teachers,	 and	 history	 students?”	 and	 “How	 is	 this	 understanding	
revealed	in	candidates’	representation	of	the	work	they	do	in	classrooms	as	history	teachers?”	
Using	 a	 case	 study	 approach,	 researchers	 gathered	 data	 from	 fifteen	 teacher	 candidates	 in	 a	
teacher	preparation	program	in	the	Midwestern	United	States.	The	data	consisted	of	participants’	
responses	 to	 three	 questions	 (What	 do	 historians	 do?	What	 do	 history	 teachers	 do?	What	 do	
history	students	do?)	and	their	selections	of	and	rationale	 for	 including	artifacts	 in	a	portfolio	
designed	 to	 showcase	 “who	 they	 are”	 as	 history	 teachers	 as	 represented	 by	 their	 developing	
pedagogical	content	knowledge	in	history.	The	researchers’	findings	reveal	a	discrepancy	exists	
between	 teacher	 candidates’	 emerging	 beliefs	 about	 their	 responsibilities	 as	 teachers	 and	 the	
work	 that	 they	 chose	 to	highlight	 after	having	 completed	 clinical	 experiences.	 Specifically,	 the	
findings	suggest	a	critical	disconnect	exists	between	what	teacher	candidates	are	taught	about	
teaching	history,	what	they	believe	about	teaching	history,	and	the	opportunities	that	they	have	
in	 clinical	 experiences	 to	 enact	 these	 ideas.	 This	 research	 highlights	 the	 central	 yet	 often	
unexamined	 role	of	 emerging	 teachers’	 epistemic	understandings	 in	 shaping	opportunities	 for	
pedagogical	reform	in	history.		
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Introduction	

Americans	 often	base	 their	 understanding	of	 the	practice	 of	 teaching	on	 the	 experiences	 they	
encountered	as	students	(Cuban	&	Tyack,	1995;	VanSledright,	2011).	Having	studied	history,	to	
varying	extents,	in	elementary	and	secondary	schools,	many	Americans	believe	that	they	know	
and	understand	what	history	is,	and	the	majority	consider	it	an	“assemblage	of	names,	dates,	and	
events”	(Burkholder	&	Schaffer,	2021).	Yet,	historians	and	history	educators	argue	vehemently	
that	as	a	discipline,	history	represents	a	way	of	thinking	and	a	way	of	knowing	(Fischer,	2013;	
Gagnon,	1989;	Wineburg,	2001).	As	they	enter	universities,	teacher	candidates	often	encounter	
competing	 epistemological	 models	 as	 they	 engage,	 as	 historians,	 in	 the	 formal	 study	 of	 the	
discipline	 while	 also	 preparing	 for	 a	 teaching	 career	 in	 classrooms	 that	 rarely	 reflect	 the	
disciplinary	approach	to	studying	the	past.			
History	 educators	 often	 advocate	 for	 and	 implement	 discipline-based	 approaches	 to	 the	

teaching	of	history.	But	studies	frequently	report	that	little	has	changed	in	American	classrooms	
when	 it	 comes	 to	history	 teaching	 and	 learning.	To	make	 significant	 and	 lasting	 changes	with	
respect	to	history	teaching,	researchers	must	pay	more	attention	to	the	evolving	epistemic	stances	
of	 teacher	candidates	 that	 frame	the	possibilities	and	 limits	 for	classroom	learning.	This	study	
investigates	the	relationship	between	teacher	candidates’	understanding	of	history	and	history	
teachers	 (Yilmaz,	 2008)	 and	 their	 intended	 practices	 pertaining	 to	 planning,	 teaching,	 and	
assessment.	 The	 research	 draws	 from	 theoretical	 frameworks	 pertaining	 to	 beliefs	 about	 the	
nature	of	history	as	a	discipline	and	about	the	teaching	of	history	(McCrum,	2013;	McDiarmid,	
1994),	 and	 it	 is	 situated	 in	 research	 that	 studies	 the	 relationship	 between	 these	 two	 types	 of	
beliefs	and	the	ways	that	context	influences	beginning	teachers’	actions	(Voet	&	De	Wever,	2016).	
The	 two	 questions	 guiding	 this	 work	 seek	 to	 connect	 beginning	 teachers’	 epistemological	
understandings	of	the	practice	of	doing	history	and	how	they	represent	their	understanding	of	
teaching	history:	

Research	 Question	 1:	 How	 do	 teacher	 candidates	 conceptualize	 the	 relationship	 among	
historians,	history	teachers,	and	history	students?	

Research	Question	2:	How	is	this	understanding	revealed	in	candidates’	representation	of	the	
work	they	do	in	classrooms	as	history	teachers?	

Previous	Research	

Student	 learning	and	classroom	culture	are	 shaped	by	 countless	decisions	 that	 teachers	make	
before,	during,	 and	after	direct	 instruction,	and	 these	decisions	 reflect	 the	 important	 role	 that	
teacher	 beliefs	 play	 in	 pedagogical	 decision	 making	 (Stoel	 et	 al.,	 2022).	 While	 research	
increasingly	explores	the	epistemic	stances	of	students	and	teachers	and	places	such	ideas	on	a	
developmental	 framework	 (Stoel	 et	 al.,	 2022),	 the	 disciplinary	 understandings	 of	 teacher	
candidates	is	an	under	examined	fulcrum	of	history	education	as	such	ideas	play	a	role	in	both	
“mediating	the	curriculum”	and	shaping	the	professional	identity	and	roles	of	emerging	teachers	
(McCrum,	2013,	p.	79).	A	key	ingredient	in	reimagining	the	teaching	of	history	is	reforming	history	
teacher	 education	 to	make	 these	 beliefs	 visible	 and	 subject	 to	 interventions	 that	 ensure	 that	
teachers’	 decisions	 reflect	 a	 disciplinary	 approach	 or	 what	 Jay	 refers	 to	 as	 the	 “signature	
intellectual	processes”	of	historians	(2022).	The	most	recent	research	(Wilke	et	al.,	2022)	suggests	
the	nuanced	 roles	 of	 educational	 context	 and	 teacher	 education,	 a	 complex	 set	 of	 experiences	
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where	 students	 transition	 from	 secondary	 students	 to	 professional	 teachers,	 are	 the	 most	
important	ingredients	in	understanding	the	persistent	gap	between	theory	and	practice.	
The	disciplinary	approach	to	history	education	in	the	United	States	struggled	to	take	hold	until	

the	 cognitive	 revolution	 in	 education	 led	 to	 the	 Amherst	 Project	 in	 the	 1960s	 and	 Shulman’s	
articulation	 of	 pedagogical	 content	 knowledge	 in	 the	1980s.	 (American	Historical	Association,	
1898;	Brown,	1996;	Bruner,	1961;	Hughes	&	Brown,	2023;	Shulman,	1986;	VanSledright,	2011;	
Wilson	 &	 Wineburg,	 1988;	 Wineburg,	 1998).	 However,	 much	 of	 the	 subsequent	 scholarship	
perceived	 the	 epistemological	 stances	 of	 history	 teachers	 as	 an	 assumed	 and	 relatively	 stable	
ingredient	in	the	learning	process.	Instead,	scholars	often	prioritized	the	complex	role	of	historical	
consciousness	among	students	who	find	their	experiences	with	the	past,	both	 individually	and	
collectively,	 shaped	by	 the	historical	profession,	 classroom	 instruction,	 and	 collective	memory	
(Lévesque,	2008;	Rusen,	2005;	Seixas,	2004;	Taylor,	2019).	For	many	such	scholars,	curriculum	
reform	meant	teachers	creating	meaningful,	intentional,	and	assessed	opportunities	for	students	
to	 embrace	 the	 disciplinary	methods	 and	 concepts	 of	 historians	 (Bain,	 2000;	 Chapman,	 2017;	
Lavelle,	2004;	Lee,	2004;	Lee	&	Ashby,	2000;	Stearns	et	al.,	2000).	As	Seixas	(2004)	explained,	
such	 efforts	 meant	 that	 historians’	 practices,	 rather	 than	 the	 specific	 scholarship	 historians	
produced,	 became	 the	 standard	 for	 evaluating	 history	 education.	 This	 emphasis	 resulted	 in	 a	
growing	number	of	studies	assessing	student	thinking	and	often	emphasizing	the	challenges	of	
teaching	historical	thinking	to	students	(Bain,	2000;	Letourneau	&	Moisan,	2004;	Monte-Sano	et	
al.,	2014;	Reisman,	2012;	van	Boxtel	&	van	Drie,	2013;	Wineburg	et	al.,	2011).		
In	contrast,	this	research	on	teacher	candidates,	a	unique	type	of	student	of	history,	intersects	

with	 studies	 that	 emphasize	 the	 historical	 thinking	 of	 teachers	 and	 how	 their	 perceptions	 of	
history	as	a	discipline	inform	their	emerging	practices	and,	in	turn,	classroom	learning	(Fehn	&	
Koeppen,	1998;	Bohan	&	Davis,	1998;	Hartzler-Miller,	2001;	Maggioni	et	al.,	2009;	Monte-Sano	&	
Cochran,	2009;	Seixas,	1998;	VanSledright	&	Maggioni,	2016;	Yeager	&	Wilson,	1997).	Often	this	
line	of	inquiry	has	sought	to	better	understand	the	limits	of	educational	reform	as	scholars	such	
as	Barton	and	Levstik	(2004)	have	explored	the	intractable	“gap	between	promise	and	practice.”	
Many	 history	 teachers,	 even	 those	 who	 have	 demonstrated	 excellent	 disciplinary	 knowledge,	
deliver	classroom	instruction	shaped	far	more	by	issues	such	as	classroom	management,	real	or	
perceived	 curriculum	 mandates,	 and	 their	 specific	 educational	 context	 than	 the	 provocative	
research	on	historical	 inquiry	(Chapman	et	al.,	2018;	Cuban,	2016;	Van	Hover	&	Yeager,	2007;	
Watras,	2004).		
This	study	falls	squarely	into	what	McDiarmid	and	Vinten-Johanson	(2000)	referred	to	as	the	

“perennial	puzzle”	of	history	 teacher	education.	 In	 this	vein,	 researchers	have	emphasized	 the	
need	 to	 better	 understand	 the	 varied	 cognitive	 frameworks	 of	 teacher	 candidates	 (Chapman,	
2017;	Chapman	et	 al.,	 2018;	 Lévesque,	 2014;	Pollock,	 2014;	 Sears,	 2014;	Wilson	&	Wineburg,	
1988;	Yeager	&	Davis,	1995).	For	Fragnoli	(2005),	individual	reflection	is	a	key	part	of	this	process	
as	teacher	candidates	must	identify	the	contradictions	between	“their	theories	and	practice”	as	
they	“negotiate	their	preexisting	conceptions”	with	the	evolution	of	history	education.	However,	
others	 such	 Barton	 and	 Levstik	 (2004),	 who	 stress	 the	 sociocultural	 context	 of	 teaching,	
encourage	scholarly	research	centered	on	the	actual	classroom	behavior	rather	than	the	thinking	
of	 teacher	 candidates.	 From	 this	 perspective,	 the	 evidence	 suggests	 that	 teacher	 candidates	
struggle	to	embrace	historical	 inquiry	as	their	“internal	discourse,”	especially	when	it	conflicts	
with	 their	 preconceptions	 about	 teaching	 and	 learning	 or	 their	 specific	 classroom	 goals	
formulated	well	before	higher	education	(James,	2008;	Van	Hover	&	Yeager,	2007;	Virta,	2002).	
Not	 surprisingly,	 such	 conclusions	 have	 fueled	 increased	 commentary	 about	 the	 need	 to	

reimagine	history	teacher	education.	VanSledright	(2011)	argued	that	95%	of	teacher	candidates’	
learning	as	apprentices	stems	from	problematic	observations	of	practicing	teachers,	as	opposed	
to	teacher	education	faculty,	and	VanSledright	(2011),	McDiarmid	and	Vinten-Johansen	(2000),	
and	Von	Heyking	(2014)	call	for	increased	collaboration	between	historians	and	history	teacher	
educators.	Moreover,	the	implication	of	this	research	and	the	arguments	of	others	is	the	need	for	
a	different	kind	of	teacher	education,	what	Sears	(2014)	contends	includes	“boundary	practices”	
that	 involve	 specific	 kinds	 of	 transformative,	 longitudinal,	 and	 collective	 professional	
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development	where	emerging	teachers	confront,	revise,	and	develop	their	cognitive	frames	for	
teaching	history.	The	purpose	of	this	study	is	to	contribute	to	research	in	the	realm	of	boundary	
practices.			 	

Research	Design	and	Methodology	

This	 research	 used	 a	 case	 study	 design	 bound	by	 definition	 and	 context	 (Yinn,	 2003;	Miles	&	
Huberman,	1994).	It	centered	on	two	questions:		

RQ1:	How	do	teacher	candidates	conceptualize	the	relationship	among	historians,	history	
teachers,	and	history	students?	

RQ2:	How	is	this	understanding	revealed	in	candidates’	representation	of	the	work	they	
do	in	classrooms	as	history	teachers?		

Participants	and	Context	

Participants	 included	 fifteen	 undergraduate	 social	 studies	 teaching	 majors	 at	 a	 large	 public	
university	in	the	Midwestern	United	States.	The	eleven	male	and	four	female	participants	took	
part	in	the	study	during	two	consecutive	semesters	of	their	undergraduate	teacher	preparation	
program.	 During	 each	 of	 these	 two	 semesters,	 participants	 enrolled	 in	 a	 class	 that	 focused	
specifically	on	methods	of	teaching	history/social	studies.	The	first	class	emphasized	teaching	at	
the	middle	school	level	(Content	Methods	I),	and	the	second	class	focused	on	teaching	at	the	high	
school	level	(Content	Methods	II).	One	of	the	authors	of	this	chapter	was	the	instructor	of	both	
courses.	While	 enrolled	 in	 Content	Methods	 II,	 candidates	 also	 took	 two	 courses	 designed	 to	
provide	 them	with	 extensive	 field	 experiences	 in	middle	 schools	 and	high	 schools.	 These	 two	
courses	were	taught	by	faculty	other	than	the	researchers.	

Data	Collection	

The	researchers	collected	data	in	two	sets	(see	Table	1).	Data	Set	1	corresponded	to	RQ1	and	
consisted	of	participants’	written	responses	to	three	questions:	1)	What	do	historians	do?	2)	What	
do	 history	 teachers	 do?	 3)What	 do	 history	 students	 do?	During	 the	 first	week	 of	 the	 Content	
Methods	I	course,	participants	were	given	10-15	minutes	to	respond,	in	writing,	to	these	three	
questions.	The	researchers	limited	participants’	response	time	in	order	to	capture	participants’	
frames	of	 reference,	 rather	 than	gathering	responses	 they	might	have	composed	 if	 engaged	 in	
significant	reading	and	conversations	with	peers.	
At	the	onset	of	the	study,	the	researchers	assigned	participants	random	numbers.	For	Data	Set	

1,	researchers	first	organized	participants’	responses	to	the	three	questions	by	question	(listing	
the	responses	of	all	15	participants	to	question	1,	then	to	question	2,	then	to	question	3)	and	then	
by	 individual	 (listing	 the	 responses	 of	 each	 individual	 to	 all	 three	 questions	 to	 check	 for	 a	
relationship	 among	 responses	 by	 individual).	 For	 question	 1,	 “What	 do	 historians	 do?”	
researchers	engaged	in	descriptive	and	pattern	coding	(Miles	&	Huberman,	1994).	They	read	the	
participants’	 responses	 closely	 and	 highlighted	 common	words	 and/or	 themes	 that	 emerged.	
Through	discussion,	they	achieved	consensus	and	determined	that	use	of	a	word	or	expression	of	
an	idea	by	two	or	more	candidates	would	be	noted.	They	recorded	these	responses	in	Table	2.		
The	researchers	initially	followed	a	similar	approach	when	analyzing	candidates’	responses	to	

question	2.	However,	 identifying	clear	patterns	(beyond	a	general	emphasis	on	“teaching”	and	
“history”)	that	could	be	categorized	by	close	reading	and	pattern	coding	alone	proved	challenging.	
Therefore,	researchers	decided	to	utilize	an	existing	 framework	to	help	them	code	candidates’	
responses.	Because	the	emphasis	in	question	2	was	on	the	work	of	teachers	(“What	do	history	
teachers	do?”)	and	a	purpose	of	 this	research	was	 to	determine	 the	extent	 to	which	 there	 is	a	
relationship	 between	 candidates’	 understanding	 of	 disciplinary	 practices	 and	 the	 work	 of	
teachers,	 the	 researchers	 decided	 to	 draw	upon	 “Teaching	Practices	 for	Historical	 Inquiry”	 as	
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articulated	in	a	Delphi	survey	led	by	Fogo	(2014).	Using	the	nine	practices	identified	by	the	Delphi	
survey	experts,	the	researchers	coded	participants’	responses	based	on	the	extent	to	which	they	
aligned	 with	 descriptions	 of	 the	 practice.	 Again,	 consensus	 was	 achieved	 through	 discussion.	
These	outcomes	appear	in	Table	3.	
For	question	3	(“What	do	history	students	do?”),	researchers	utilized	methods	similar	to	those	

incorporated	when	analyzing	participants’	response	to	question	1.	While	a	clear	response	to	the	
question	was	simply	that	students	“learn,”	close	reading	and	pattern	coding	prevailed	without	the	
need	of	 an	 additional	 framework.	After	discussion	 and	 consensus,	 four	 categories	 emerged	 as	
depicted	in	Table	4.	Three	of	the	categories	also	aligned	with	“Teaching	Practices	for	Historical	
Inquiry”	 in	 the	 Delphi	 survey.	 Therefore,	 for	 both	 question	 2	 and	 question	 3,	 the	 Teaching	
Practices	in	the	Delphi	survey	played	a	role	in	the	data	displays	that	emerged.	
Data	Set	2	consisted	of	a	portion	of	a	portfolio	that	participants	submitted	in	the	final	weeks	of	

enrollment	in	Content	Methods	II	and	the	two	field	experience	courses.	The	teacher	candidates	
were	instructed	to	organize	their	portfolio	around	four	areas	pertaining	to	pedagogical	content	
knowledge	(PCK)	in	history	as	articulated	in	Monte-Sano	and	Budano’s	(2013)	synthesis	of	history	
education	literature:	1)	representing	disciplinary	practices;	2)	transforming	sources	for	student	
use;	3)	considering	and	responding	to	student	thinking;	and	4)	framing	the	past	for	understanding.	
Candidates	were	to	include	seven	artifacts	in	the	portfolio,	and	they	were	required	to	include	at	
least	 one	 artifact	 in	 each	 of	 the	 four	 categories.	 In	 addition	 to	 including	 artifacts,	 teacher	
candidates	were	required	to	write	a	paragraph	for	each	artifact,	explaining	why	they	believed	the	
artifact	met	 the	 criteria	 for	 the	 portfolio	 and	describing	 how	 it	 represented	 “who	 they	 are	 as	
teachers,”	and	how	it	related	to	their	developing	PCK	in	history.	An	artifact	was	defined	as	any	
assignment	or	materials	created	 in	upper-level	coursework	or	 field	experiences	 in	 the	 teacher	
preparation	program.	This	structured	 flexibility	compelled	 teacher	candidates	 to	address	each	
area	of	PCK	in	history	while	providing	them	with	the	opportunity	to	highlight	artifacts	that	most	
interested	them	or	that	they	felt	best	represented	their	development	as	history	teachers.	In	this	
study,	the	researchers	focused	on	artifacts	candidates	submitted	in	two	specific	areas:	considering	
and	responding	to	student	thinking	and	framing	the	past	for	understanding.	

Table	1	

Summary	–	Research	Questions	and	Data	Set	Descriptions	

Research	 Question:	 How	 do	 teacher	 candidates	
conceptualize	 the	 relationship	 among	 historians,	 history	
teachers,	and	history	students?	
	
	
Data	Set	1	(3	Questions)	
Question	1:	What	do	historians	do?	
Question	2:	What	do	history	teachers	do?	
Question	3:	What	do	history	students	do?	

Research	Question:	How	is	this	understanding	revealed	
in	 candidates’	 representation	 of	 the	 work	 they	 do	 in	
classrooms	as	history	teachers?	
	
	
Data	Set	2	(Portfolio	with	Four	Categories)	
Emphasis:	Considering	and	responding	to	student	thinking	
Emphasis:	Framing	the	past	for	understanding	

Data	Analysis	

The	researchers	analyzed	participants’	 responses	 for	 the	purposes	of	 this	 study	only	after	 the	
candidates	had	completed	their	coursework	in	its	entirety.	In	Data	Set	1,	question	1	elicited	the	
most	 detailed	 and	 descriptive	 responses	 from	 participants.	 Table	 2	 depicts	 participants’	
responses,	by	candidate,	to	the	question,	“What	do	historians	do?”	To	demonstrate	the	coding,	an	
example	response	from	Candidate	10	follows	Table	2.	
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Table	2	

(Question	1)	What	do	historians	do?	

Coding	for	
Question	1	

C1	 C2	 C3	 C4	 C5	 C6	 C7	 C8	 C9	 C10	 C11	 C12	 C13	 C14	 C15	 Total	
Number	of	
References	
Across	
Candidates	

Primary	sources	 x	 	 	 x	 x	 	 	 x	 x	 x	 	 	 x	 x	 	 8	

Understand	 	 x	 	 x	 	 	 x	 	 x	 	 	 x	 x	 	 x	 7	

Present	 	 x	 	 	 x	 x	 	 	 x	 	 x	 x	 	 	 x	 7	

Analysis	 x	 	 x	 x	 x	 	 	 	 x	 	 	 	 	 	 	 5	

Narrative	 	 	 	 x	 	 x	 x	 	 	 x	 	 	 x	 	 	 5	

Secondary	
Sources	

	 	 	 	 x	 	 	 x	 	 x	 	 	 x	 	 	 4	

Question	 	 	 x	 	 x	 	 x	 	 	 	 	 	 x	 	 	 4	

Communicate	to	
the	public	

	 	 x	 x	 	 x	 	 	 x	 	 	 	 	 	 	 4	

Evidence	 x	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 x	 	 2	

Gather	
information	

	 	 	 	 	 x	 	 x	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 2	

Explain	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 x	 x	 	 	 	 	 	 2	

Notes.	C=Candidate,	followed	by	their	assigned	number	
	
C10:	Historians	use	primary	and	secondary	sources	in	order	to	create	a	narrative	about	the	past.	They	can	use	these	
narratives	to	further	explains	[sic]	other	events,	artifacts	or	anything	else	from	the	past.	

	
Based	on	the	information	in	Table	2,	candidates	believe	historians’	work	focuses	on	providing	

the	 public	 with	 an	 understanding	 of	 the	 past.	 Historians	 engage	 in	 this	 process	 by	 analyzing	
primary	and	secondary	sources,	creating	narratives,	and	asking	questions	to	help	the	public	link	
the	past	to	the	present.	Candidates	did	not	emphasize	particular	disciplinary	concepts	or	provide	
specific	information	about	historical	narratives.	Perhaps,	given	the	broad	nature	of	the	question,	
teacher	candidates	answered	the	question	with	a	response	that	was	equally	broad	in	nature.		
When	responding	to	question	2	in	Data	Set	1,	participants	used	words	abundantly,	but	deriving	

meaning	from	their	words	alone	or	seeing	patterns	proved	challenging.	“History,”	“historians,”	or	
“historical”	appeared	frequently	(77	times)	 in	their	collective	responses,	and	five	of	 the	fifteen	
participants	 referenced	 preparing	 students	 for	 “citizenship”	 as	 the	 role	 of	 the	 history	 teacher	
(none	of	the	participants	who	referenced	citizens	or	citizenship	explained	their	understanding	of	
this	concept).	The	researchers	therefore	turned	to	the	aforementioned	Delphi	survey	to	be	used	
as	a	lens	through	which	to	read	the	responses	to	question	2.	Within	the	context	of	this	framework,	
the	 researchers	were	 able	 to	 derive	meaning	 from	 the	 participants’	 statements,	 and	 patterns	
emerged.	Because	the	researchers	were	drawing	from	a	specific	framework	in	their	analysis	of	
responses	 to	 question	 2,	 they	 agreed	 to	 record	 even	 one	 reference	 of	 a	 teaching	 practice	 by	
participants.	The	responses	are	recorded	in	Table	3,	with	Candidate	10	highlighted	as	an	example.	
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Table	3	

(Question	2)	What	do	history	teachers	do?	

Coding	for														
Question	2	

C1	 C2	 C3	 C4	 C5	 C6	 C7	 C8	 C9	 C10	 C11	 C12	 C13	 C14	 C15	 Total	
Number	of	
References	
Across	
Candidates	

Use	historical	
questions	

	 	 	 	 x	 	 x	 	 	 	 x	 	 x	 	 	 4	

Select	&	adapt	
historical	sources	

x	 	 	 	 	 	 x	 x	 x	 x	 x	 x	 	 x	 	 8*	

Explain	&	connect	
historical	content	

	 x	 x	 x	 	 x	 x	 x	 x	 x	 	 x	 x	 x	 x	 12**	

Model	&	support	
historical	reading	
skills	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 0	

Employ	historical	
evidence	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 x	 	 	 	 	 1	

Use	historical	
concepts	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 0	

Facilitate	discussion	
on	historical	topics	

	 	 	 	 x	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 1	

Model	&	support	
historical	writing	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 0	

Assess	student	
thinking	about	
history	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 0	

Notes.	C=Candidate,	followed	by	their	assigned	number	
*	Participants	only	referenced	selecting	sources,	not	adapting	sources.	
**	Participants	often	focused	on	describing,	understanding,	relating,	or	giving	content.	

C10:	History	teachers	use	sources	and	narratives	to	explain	to	students	past	events	and	create	understanding	with	
these.	They	should	also	teach	the	students	how	past	events	can	be	applied	to	current	and	future	events.	

Table	4	

(Question	3)	What	do	history	students	do?	

Coding	for	
Question	3	

C1	 C2	 C3	 C4	 C5	 C6	 C7	 C8	 C9	 C10	 C11	 C12	 C13	 C14	 C15*	 Total	Number	
of	References	
Across	
Candidates	

Learn/connect
/	absorb	
content	

x	 x	 x	 x	 	 x	 x	 x	 x	 x	 	 x	 x	 	 	 11	

Question	 	 	 	 	 x	 	 x	 	 	 	 x	 	 x	 x	 	 5	

Use	
documents/	
sources	

x	 x	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 2	

Engage	in	
citizenship	

	 	 	 x	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 x	 	 2	

Notes.	C=Candidate,	followed	by	their	assigned	number	
*C15	emphasized	paying	attention	and	being	respectful	of	others.	

C10:	History	students	learn	from	teachers	in	order	to	form	their	own	opinions	on	current	and	past	events.	
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Table	5	

Coded	responses	to	Questions	1,	2,	and	3,	by	candidate	

Candidate	(C)	 Coding	Question	1	 Coding	Question	2	 Coding	Question	3	 Connected	Understanding	

C1	 Primary	source;	
analysis;	evidence	

Select	and	adapt	
historical	sources;	
explain	and	connect	
historical	content	

Understand/connect/absorb	
content;	use	
documents/sources	

All	three	actors	use	primary	
sources	to	understand	the	
past.	

C2	 Understand;	present	 Explain	and	connect	
historical	content	

Understand/connect/absorb	
content;	use	
documents/sources	

We	study	the	past	to	explain	
the	present	and	learn	from	
mistakes.	

C3	 Analysis;	questions	
public	

Explain	and	connect	
historical	content	

Understand/connect/absorb	
content	

Historians	know	a	lot	and	
teachers	select	what	to	show	
students	from	this	
knowledge;	students	write	
about	how	the	present	comes	
from	the	past.	

C4	 Primary	source;	
understand;	analysis;	
narrative;	public	

Explain	and	connect	
historical	content	

Understand/connect/absorb	
content;	engage	in	citizenship	

Historians	make	sense	of	the	
past;	teachers	connect	
students	to	historians;	
students	learn	and	apply	it.	

C5	 Primary	source;	
present;	analysis;	
secondary	source;	
questions	

Use	historical	
questions;	facilitate	
discussion	on	
historical	topics	

Question	 Questions	are	important	and	
so	is	using	sources.	

C6	 Present;	narrative;	
public;	gather	
information	

Explain	and	connect	
historical	content	

Understand/connect/absorb	
content	

Historians	determine	the	
value	of	the	past,	teachers	
present	it,	and	students	draw	
conclusions.	

C7	 Understand;	narrative;	
questions	

Use	historical	
questions;	select	and	
adapt	historical	
sources	

Understand/connect/absorb	
content;	question	

Historians	ask	and	answer	
questions,	teachers	filter	and	
teach,	students	ask	and	
answer	questions.	

C8	 Primary	source;	
secondary	source;	
gather	information	

Select	and	adapt	
historical	sources;	
explain	and	connect	
historical	content	

Understand/connect/absorb	
content	

Historians	compile	
information,	teachers	teach	
it,	students	consume	it.	

C9	 Primary	source;	
understand;	present;	
analysis;	public;	explain	

Select	and	adapt	
historical	sources;	
explain	and	connect	
historical	content	

Understand/connect/absorb	
content	

All	understand	the	content	so	
we	can	take	the	information	
and	use	it	in	the	present.	

C10	 Primary	source;	
narrative;	secondary	
source;	explain	

Select	and	adapt	
historical	sources	

Understand/connect/absorb	
content	

Narratives	are	developed	
from	sources,	teachers	
explain	them,	and	students	
learn	them.	

C11	 Present	 Use	historical	
questions;	employ	
historical	evidence;	
select	and	adapt	
historical	sources	

Question	 Historians	pay	attention	to	
context,	teachers	bring	
sources	to	students,	students	
ask	questions.	

C12	 Understand;	present	 Select	and	adapt	
historical	sources;	
explain	and	connect	
historical	content	

Understand/connect/absorb	
content	

Historians	investigate	the	
past	so	we	can	understand	
the	present,	teachers	make	it	
consumable	for	students,	and	
students	understand.	

C13	 Primary	source;	
understand;	narrative;	
secondary	source;	
questions	

Use	historical	
questions;	explain	
and	connect	
historical	content	

Understand/connect/absorb	
content;	question	

Historians	understand	the	
past	through	sources,	
teachers	present	it	and	
encourage	questions,	
students	absorb	information	
and	ask	questions.	

C14	 Primary	source;	
evidence	

Select	and	adapt	
historical	sources;	
explain	and	connect	
historical	content	

Question;	engage	in	
citizenship	

Historians	create	accounts,	
teachers	use	sources	to	build	
citizens,	students	take	the	
skills	and	use	sources	to	
become	citizens.	

C15	 Understand;	present	 Explain	and	connect	
historical	content	

n/a	[response	addressed	
being	respectful]	

All	actors	understand	others	
through	diverse	perspectives	
and	respect.	

Notes.	C=Candidate,	followed	by	their	assigned	number	
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While	a	clear	common	theme	for	Question	3	was	that	history	students	“learn,”	close	reading	
and	 pattern	 coding	 revealed	 four	 areas	 that	 served	 as	 participants’	 points	 of	 focus	 (as	 with	
question	 1,	 two	 or	 more	 explicit	 references	 to	 a	 concept	 by	 participants	 overall	 deemed	 the	
concept	significant	enough	to	appear	on	Table	4).	Candidate	10’s	responses	once	again	provide	an	
example.	
While	it	is	tempting	and	potentially	illustrative	to	draw	conclusions	based	on	the	number	of	

references	candidates	made	to	concepts/ideas,	given	the	small	data	set,	a	frequency	study	can	be	
misleading.	 Therefore,	 Table	 5	 illustrates	 the	 coded	 responses	 of	 each	 teacher	 candidate	
individually,	across	the	three	questions.	
Potential	connections	among	participants’	responses	to	the	three	questions	make	sense	given	

that	the	teacher	candidates	were	asked	to	respond	to	all	three	questions	in	the	same	sitting,	and	
examining	candidates’	responses	to	determine	if	a	relationship	exists	aligns	with	the	first	question	
that	drove	the	purpose	of	this	study	(“How	do	teacher	candidates	conceptualize	the	relationship	
among	 historians,	 history	 teachers,	 and	 history	 students?”).	 For	 example,	 Candidate	 10	
emphasized	 historians’	 use	 of	 sources	 when	 constructing	 explanatory	 narratives,	 and	 this	
individual	connected	sources	and	narratives	to	teachers’	explanations	for	students	as	well.	For	
Candidate	10,	the	task	of	students	was	to	learn	from	their	teachers	in	order	to	form	their	own	
opinions	 about	 both	 the	 past	 and	 the	 present.	 This	 individual	 connected	 the	 three	 “actors”	 -	
historians,	teachers,	and	students	-	in	the	history	classroom.	Other	candidates’	understanding	of	
the	relationship	among	the	three	“actors”	is	documented	in	Table	5	as	well,	with	the	researchers’	
summaries	included	in	the	column	on	the	far	right	side.	Making	sense	of	and/or	explaining	content	
was	a	clear	point	of	focus	of	most	of	the	teacher	candidates.		
Next,	the	researchers	wanted	to	investigate	if	there	would	be	a	connection	between	candidates’	

understanding	of	 the	 relationship	 among	 the	 “actors”	 in	 the	history	 classroom	and	how	 these	
candidates	would	represent	their	work	as	teachers	(RQ2:	How	is	this	understanding	revealed	in	
candidates’	representation	of	the	work	they	do	in	classrooms	as	history	teachers?).	To	that	end,	
researchers	analyzed	a	portfolio	that	candidates	created	after	extensive	field	experiences.	Their	
selections	constitute	the	body	of	evidence	in	Data	Set	2.	
It	is	important	to	note	that	the	researchers	did	not	assess	the	quality	of	the	artifacts	included	

in	the	portfolio,	nor	did	they	observe	the	candidates’	teaching	practices;	rather,	they	focused	only	
on	the	description	of	the	artifacts	and	the	rationale	candidates	provided	for	including	the	artifacts.	
Drawing	from	Fragnoli’s	(2005)	emphasis	on	reflection,	the	researchers’	focus	remained	on	what	
the	 candidates	 thought	 they	were	 conveying	 about	 their	 own	 beliefs	 as	 history	 teachers.	 The	
researchers	did	note	if	the	artifact	failed	to	meet	the	criteria	of	the	portfolio	category.	
Because	of	teacher	candidates’	emphasis	on	“understanding	content”	as	a	primary	contribution	

made	by	historians	and	history	teachers	and	as	an	action	taken	by	history	students	(Data	Set	1),	
researchers	decided	 to	 focus	on	artifacts	 submitted	 in	categories	3	and	4	of	 the	portfolio.	The	
researchers	 selected	 category	 3	 (considering	 and	 responding	 to	 student	 thinking)	 because	
participants	 identified	 understanding	 content	 as	 a	 key	 responsibility	 of	 history	 students.	 The	
researchers	wondered	how	the	 teacher	candidates	would	select	and	explain	artifacts	 in	which	
they	were	assessing	their	students’	historical	understandings.	The	researchers	selected	category	
4	in	the	portfolio	(framing	the	past	for	understanding)	because	it	aligned	most	closely	with	the	
candidates’	emphasis	on	content	understanding	as	represented	in	responses	to	questions	1,	2,	and	
3	in	Data	Set	1.		
Table	 6	 summarizes	 the	 artifacts	 participants	 selected	 for	 category	 3	 (addressing	 student	

thinking)	in	the	portfolio.	Ten	of	the	fifteen	participants	selected	the	same	artifact—an	assignment	
from	the	Content	Methods	I	class.	In	this	task,	candidates	traveled	to	a	local	middle	school	and	
engaged	an	assigned	student	in	a	“think	aloud”	activity	with	primary	sources	(Wineburg,	2001).	
The	candidates	were	asked	to	instruct	their	student	to	read	a	primary	source	out	loud	and	to	stop	
and	explain	their	thinking.	Candidates	took	detailed	notes	and	then	wrote	an	essay	in	which	they	
analyzed	the	thinking	of	the	student.	This	assessment	took	place	in	the	first	four	weeks	of	Content	
Methods	I.	Although	the	original	assignment	called	for	candidates	to	provide	an	analysis	of	student	
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thinking,	 only	 six	 of	 the	 ten	 candidates	 called	 attention	 to	 their	 original	 analysis	 of	 student	
thinking	when	writing	the	rationale	for	including	the	artifact	in	the	portfolio.	For	an	example	of	a	
candidate	calling	attention	to	a	student’s	thinking,	see	Table	6.	
Of	 the	 other	 five	 participants,	 two	 selected	 artifacts	 that	were	 assessments	 they	 designed.	

While	these	assessments	provided	purposeful	opportunities	for	students	to	engage	in	disciplinary	
thinking,	the	assignments	had	never	been	administered	to	students;	they	were	part	of	lesson	plans	
that	were	never	taught.	Therefore,	the	candidates	were	unable	to	write	reflections	that	included	
what	 they	 learned	 about	 their	 students’	 learning.	 The	 artifacts	 selected	 by	 the	 other	 three	
participants	 focused	 on	 note-taking,	 a	 discredited	 “learning	 style”	 self-assessment,	 and	 an	
assessment	that	focused	on	general	literacy	categories.	Based	on	the	participants’	descriptions,	it	
was	not	clear	if	these	assessments	had	been	used	with	students;	no	analysis	of	student	thinking	
accompanied	these	artifacts	in	the	portfolio.		

Table	6	

Considering	and	Responding	to	Student	Thinking	

Artifact	 C1	 C2	 C3	 C4	 C5	 C6	 C7	 C8	 C9	 C10	 C11	 C12	 C13	 C14	 C15	

Think-Aloud	
from	Content	
Methods	I	

Y	 	 	 	 Y	 N	 	 Y	 N	 N	 	 N	 Y	 Y	 Y	

Reading	Sources	
to	Promote	
Disciplinary	
Thinking	

	 	 N	 	 	 	 N	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

General	
Instructional	
Strategies	

	 N	 	 N	 	 	 	 	 	 	 N	 	 	 	 	

Notes.	C=Candidate,	followed	by	their	assigned	number	
Y=Candidate	offered	an	analysis	of	student	thinking;	N=no	analysis	of	student	thinking	included	in	portfolio	

C8:	I	chose	to	include	this	artifact	because	as	he	was	struggling	to	make	sense	of	the	significance	of	those	differences,	I	
was	able	to	use	his	ideas	to	point	him	in	a	direction	where	he	was	able	to	gain	the	information	he	needed	to	make	a	full	
interpretation	of	the	story	being	told	by	the	two	sources.	I	was	able	to	assess	his	knowledge	and	ideas	about	the	historical	
circumstances	displayed	within	the	documents,	and	help	to	eventually	direct	his	thinking	toward	the	conclusions	that	I	
was	looking	for	in	the	activity.	This	type	of	exercise	in	close	reading	displays	something	that	is	commonly	done	in	history	
classes,	and	is	a	crucial	skill	required	to	practice	historical	inquiry.	
	
When	 addressing	 framing	 the	 past	 for	 understanding	 (portfolio	 category	 4),	 twelve	 of	 the	

fifteen	participants	included	artifacts	that	related	to	this	category.	Artifacts	submitted	by	the	other	
three	participants	were	not	considered	in	this	analysis	because	they	did	not	meet	criteria	in	the	
category.	The	artifacts	that	met	the	criteria	consisted	of	unit	plans	or	series	of	linked	lesson	plans,	
and	in	the	rationales	that	participants	wrote	to	explain	why	they	selected	these	artifacts	for	this	
category,	all	twelve	focused	on	specific	concepts	that	relate	to	the	discipline	of	history.	Table	7	
depicts	 the	 ideas	expressed	by	 the	participants	 in	portfolio	 category	4	and	draws	attention	 to	
Candidate	1’s	response	as	an	example.	
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Table	7	

Framing	the	Past	for	Understanding	

Disciplinary	
Concept/	
Practice	

C1	 C2	 C3	 C4	 C5	 C6	 C7	 C8	 C9	 C10	 C11	 C12	 C13	 C14	 C15	 Total	
Number	of	
References	
Across	
Candidates*	

Cause	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 5	

Building	
Narratives	

	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 5	

Historical	
Significance	

	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 3	

Chronology	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 1	

Not	
Applicable	

	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	

Notes.	C=Candidate,	followed	by	their	assigned	number	
*Total	number	of	concepts	referenced	=	14	because	2	candidates	identified	2	concepts	each.	

C1:	[F]raming	history	in	this	manner,	help[s]	to	build	the	understanding	of	history	as	a	cause	and	effect	story,	where	a	wide	variety	of	
coexisting	movements	and	contexts	have	influence	upon	one	another	in	a	variety	of	ways.	

Results	

The	 researchers’	 findings	 reveal	 a	 discrepancy	 exists	 between	 teacher	 candidates’	 emerging	
beliefs	about	their	responsibilities	as	teachers	and	the	work	that	they	selected	to	highlight	their	
professional	 identity	 after	 having	 completed	 clinical	 experiences.	 When	 asked	 what	 history	
teachers	 do,	 no	 candidate	 identified	 assessing	 students’	 thinking	 about	 history	 as	 a	 task	 of	 a	
history	teacher	(Table	3).	Their	apparent	disconnection	from	this	aspect	of	pedagogical	content	
knowledge	 in	history,	 as	documented	 in	 the	 selections	 they	made	 for	 their	portfolio	 (Table	6)	
changed	very	little	from	the	time	when	they	responded	to	the	questions	that	constitute	Data	Set	1	
and	when	they	submitted	artifacts	for	Data	Set	2.	They	emphasized	multiple	times	that	history	
teachers	should	explain	content	to	students	(Table	5),	but	their	portfolios	suggest	they	either	did	
not	consider	or	did	not	have	examples	of	how	they	would	evaluate	the	success	of	this	endeavor.	
Specifically,	the	findings	suggest	that	beginning	teachers’	epistemic	understandings	of	teaching	
history	might	not	include	thinking	about	their	students	in	substantive	ways.	As	importantly,	the	
findings	demonstrate	that	these	candidates’	had	likely	not	integrated	disciplinary	thinking	into	
their	classroom	teaching.	Their	portfolio	examples,	which	did	focus	on	disciplinary	thinking,	came	
from	 assignments	 they	 created	 specifically	 for	 a	 university-based	 class,	 not	 materials	 they	
prepared	for	use	with	their	own	students	in	field	experiences.	
When	 demonstrating	 their	 ability	 to	 consider	 and	 respond	 to	 student	 thinking	 specifically	

(Data	 Set	 2,	 portfolio	 category	 3),	 twelve	 of	 the	 teacher	 candidates	 selected	 artifacts	 that	
accurately	 reflected	 the	 requirements	 of	 the	 portfolio.	 The	 artifact	 selected	 by	 ten	 of	 these	
candidates	was	highly	directed	by	the	course	instructor	and	was	designed	as	an	introduction	to	
learning	about	and	from	student	learning;	but	only	six	of	these	ten	candidates	wrote	rationales	
that	demonstrated	that	they	understood	how	to	consider	and	respond	to	student	thinking.	In	a	
portfolio	designed	to	allow	candidates	to	showcase	their	best	work	as	history	teachers,	candidates	
selected	an	example	 from	 the	 first	weeks	 in	 their	 teaching	methods	 course	 sequence,	 and	 the	
example	they	selected	was	an	assignment	the	instructor	intended	to	be	a	starting	point	for	their	
learning—not	 an	 assignment	 that	 represented	 their	 best	 work	 as	 teachers.	 In	 addition,	 the	
candidates	had	all	completed	the	assignment	satisfactorily,	but	when	asked	to	reflect	on	why	their	
previous	work	demonstrated	their	ability	to	respond	to	student	thinking,	four	of	the	candidates	
merely	described	the	assignment;	 they	did	not	 link	their	work	to	 learning	about	how	students	
think—even	though	the	original	assignment	had	set	that	goal	as	the	purpose.	Furthermore,	this	
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example	represented	a	single	interaction	with	students,	and	it	broke	away	from	what	many	of	the	
candidates	themselves	had	identified	as	the	role	of	teachers	and	the	role	of	students	in	the	history	
classroom	(Data	Set	1,	questions	2	and	3):	understanding	content.		
It	is	significant	that	the	teacher	candidates	in	this	program	experienced	16	weeks	of	clinical	

experiences	 and	 daily	 interactions	 with	 students,	 but	 when	 asked	 to	 identify	 artifacts	 that	
represent	how	they	consider	and	respond	to	student	thinking,	twelve	of	the	fifteen	candidates	did	
not	pull	examples	from	their	work	with	students	in	extended	clinical	experiences.	Furthermore,	
the	examples	of	three	candidates	in	no	way	reflected	assessments	designed	to	engage	students	in	
disciplinary	thinking	in	history	or	to	promote	students’	understanding	of	content	in	a	clear	way.	
Candidates’	beliefs	about	their	students	and	other	contextual	factors	potentially	played	a	role	in	
their	decisions	(Van	Hover	&	Yeager,	2003),	but	we	can	tentatively	conclude	that	there	is	missing	
piece	in	clinical	experiences	that	did	not	provide	space	for	candidates	to	believe	that	they	were	
engaged,	in	significant	and	notable	ways,	in	considering	their	students’	thinking,	especially	as	it	
relates	to	the	discipline	of	history.	
Based	on	findings	in	Data	Set	1,	the	researchers	also	focused	on	teacher	candidates’	depiction	

of	how	they	frame	the	past	for	understanding	(Data	Set	2).	Analysis	of	artifacts	from	Data	Set	2	
indicates	that	teacher	candidates	can	articulate	their	own	disciplinary	understandings	and	can	
design	 lesson	 plans	 that	 incorporate	 disciplinary	 concepts	 into	 their	 framing	 of	 history.	 They	
incorporated	such	concepts	as	cause,	historical	significance,	and	chronology,	and	they	emphasized	
the	 role	 that	narrative	 construction	plays	 in	history	as	a	discipline.	 Importantly,	 for	 all	 fifteen	
candidates	 the	 lesson	plans	 included	 in	 their	portfolios	 in	 this	 category	were	never	used	with	
students.	 Even	 though	 candidates	worked	 in	 classrooms	 and	 taught	multiple	 lessons	 over	 the	
course	of	their	field	experience,	the	artifacts	represented	candidates’	ideas	about	framing	history,	
but	they	did	not	demonstrate	how	candidates	incorporated	these	ideas	in	practice.	
These	 findings	 relate	 to	 research	 that	 addresses	 the	 importance	 of	 context	with	 respect	 to	

teachers’	 beliefs	 about	 the	 teaching	 of	 history	 (McCrum,	 2013;	 Voet	 &	 De	Wever,	 2016).	 The	
participants	believed	that	building	their	students’	content	understanding	was	important,	and	they	
demonstrated	 that	 they	were	capable	of	drawing	 from	discipline-specific	 ideas	when	planning	
lessons	 for	students.	But	 they	chose	not	 to	demonstrate	how	they	enacted	 these	beliefs	 in	 the	
context	of	working	with	students.	This	begs	the	question:	Did	they?	When	examining	the	artifacts	
participants	included	in	their	portfolio,	researchers	noted	that	of	the	total	artifacts	submitted	by	
all	fifteen	teacher	candidates,	49.5%	of	the	artifacts	came	from	candidates’	clinical	experiences.	
Even	 though	 the	 portfolio	 was	 presented	 to	 teacher	 candidates	 as	 their	 opportunity	 to	
demonstrate	“who	they	are”	as	teachers,	only	half	of	the	items	they	collected	as	a	whole	came	from	
potential	interactions	with	students.	When	researchers	considered	portfolio	artifact	selection	by	
individual,	no	one	candidate	selected	more	than	four	artifacts	from	their	field	experiences,	and	
four	candidates	included	only	one	or	zero	artifacts	that	demonstrated	their	work	in	classrooms.	
Candidates	understood	that	their	portfolios	were	meant	to	highlight	their	developing	expertise	as	
history	teachers,	but	a	significant	number	of	candidates	selected	artifacts	that	reflected	only	their	
planning	and	their	thinking	while	in	a	university	classroom;	the	artifacts	did	not	demonstrate	a	
key	 aspect	 of	 teaching—interactions	with	 actual	 students.	 It	 is	 possible	 that	 candidates	were	
observing	and	working	with	mentor	teachers	whose	practices	did	not	frontload	student	learning	
(VanSledright,	2011)	and	that	other	contextual	factors	(McCrum,	2013;	Voet	&	De	Wever,	2016)	
restricted	their	ability	to	emphasize	student	learning.		

Discussion	and	Conclusions		

The	findings	suggest	a	critical	disconnect	exists	between	what	teacher	candidates	are	taught	
about	teaching	history,	what	they	believe	about	teaching	history,	and	the	opportunities	that	they	
have	in	clinical	experiences	to	enact	these	beliefs.	This	research	highlights	the	central	yet	often	
unexamined	 role	of	 emerging	 teachers’	 epistemic	understandings	 in	 shaping	opportunities	 for	
significant	pedagogical	reform	in	history.	
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Based	on	their	responses	to	RQ1,	participants	believe	that	knowing	content	is	most	important	
in	“doing”	history	and	that	content	knowledge	develops	through	the	study	of	primary	sources.	
Their	responses	also	indicate	that	the	candidates	did	not	think	about	paying	attention	to	student	
learning	 as	 an	 obligation	 of	 history	 teachers.	 In	 their	 responses	 to	 the	 three	 questions	 asked	
initially,	candidates	made	it	clear	that	history	teachers	were	supposed	to	use	primary	sources	to	
assist	 them	 in	 conveying	 content	 to	 students,	 but	 then	 it	 was	 unclear	 what	 students	 were	
supposed	to	do	with	this	knowledge	other	than	“understand”	it.	
Participants	in	this	study	mainly	identified	understanding	and/or	explaining	historical	content	

as	 a	 key	 task	 of	 historians,	 history	 teachers,	 and	 history	 students.	 But	 when	 asked	 to	 select	
artifacts	that	best	represented	“who	they	are”	as	history	teachers,	they	did	not	include	materials	
that	related	to	a	focus	on	content	knowledge.	And,	importantly,	they	did	not	include	materials	that	
demonstrated	their	 interaction	with	students	 in	any	way.	Instead,	they	focused	on	disciplinary	
understandings.	Perhaps	candidates’	beliefs	had	shifted,	after	having	taken	two	teaching	methods	
courses	that	emphasized	discipline-based	teaching.	Or,	perhaps	simply	the	requirements	of	their	
portfolio	led	students	toward	this	focus	on	disciplinary	understandings.	But,	when	they	spent	16	
weeks	in	clinical	experiences	working	daily	with	students,	they	apparently	could	neither	provide	
evidence	 of	 working	 with	 students	 to	 build	 their	 disciplinary	 understandings	 nor	 provide	
evidence	of	having	emphasized	building	students’	understanding	of	content.	Their	artifacts	that	
focused	 on	 attending	 to	 students’	 ideas	 about	 history	 (Data	 Set	 2,	 Category	 3)	 and	 framing	
students’	historical	understandings	(Data	Set	2,	Category	4)	came	mainly	from	assignments	they	
completed	in	a	university	classroom.	There	did	not	seem	to	be	a	space	in	their	clinical	experiences	
to	demonstrate	any	part	of	their	beliefs	as	history	teachers	with	respect	to	these	two	aspects	of	
pedagogical	content	knowledge.	Or,	perhaps	they	did	not	receive	explicit	support	for	engaging	in	
these	practices	and	therefore,	they	simply	did	not	do	so.	Regardless,	while	the	candidates	might	
have	intended	to	teach	in	a	disciplinary	fashion	or	to	teach	by	emphasizing	content	acquisition	
through	the	use	of	primary	sources,	they	did	not	provide	evidence	of	having	enacted	their	own	
beliefs.	
This	study,	of	course,	has	limitations.	First,	while	the	task	of	answering	three	key	questions	

about	the	roles	of	historians,	history	teachers,	and	history	students	provided	a	potentially	honest	
response	 from	 candidates,	 the	 methodology	 (requiring	 candidates	 to	 respond	 without	
preparation	and	in	a	specific	amount	of	time)	precluded	opportunities	for	clarification,	probing,	
and	follow-up	evidence.	Second,	the	use	of	a	portfolio	that	was	created	as	a	class	assignment	is	a	
limiting	 factor	because	of	 the	possibility	 that	 candidates	 selected	artifacts	 they	 thought	would	
please	 the	 instructor,	 that	 they	 had	 discussed	 and	 confirmed	with	 peers,	 or	 that	were	 simply	
readily	available.	And,	while	engaging	teacher	candidates	in	purposeful	reflection	(Fragnoli,	2005)	
was	 a	 key	 purpose	 of	 this	 study,	 the	 use	 of	 evidence	 from	a	 portfolio	meant	 to	 represent	 the	
thinking	of	teacher	candidates	did	not	enable	the	researchers	to	ask	candidates	questions	about	
why	they	did	not	provide	artifacts	 that	 linked	clearly	 to	 their	classroom	behavior	(Barton	and	
Levstik,	2004)	in	clinical	experiences.	Finally,	focusing	on	a	small	amount	of	evidence	from	fifteen	
candidates	 in	a	case	study	 limits	 the	generalizability	of	 the	outcomes,	and	achieving	 interrater	
reliability	through	discussion	also	limits	reproducibility.	Nevertheless,	our	findings	contribute	to	
research	 pertaining	 to	 the	 epistemic	 stances	 of	 teacher	 candidates	 because	 this	 work	 has	
highlighted	 the	 need	 to	 investigate	 thoroughly	 the	 opportunities	 that	 do	 or	 do	 not	 exist	 for	
candidates	to	learn	to	enact	their	beliefs	during	clinical	experiences.	These	outcomes	align	with	
previous	findings	relating	to	the	important	role	that	context	plays	(Voet	&	De	Wever,	2016)	with	
respect	to	teachers’	beliefs.	
Our	 emphasis	 on	 considering	 opportunities	 for	 candidates	 to	 interact	 purposefully	 with	

students,	 in	the	context	of	clinical	experiences,	 is	significant	and	calls	attention	to	the	need	for	
further	examination	of	the	epistemic	stances	of	teacher	candidates	in	order	to	enact	meaningful	
pedagogical	reform	in	history	teacher	education.	The	researchers	operated	under	the	assumption	
that	 teacher	 candidates	would	 think	 about	 their	 students’	 thinking,	 especially	when	 explicitly	
tasked	with	doing	so	in	order	to	meet	the	requirements	of	a	portfolio.	This	study	indicates	that	
this	clearly	was	not	the	case	and	that	candidates	needed	explicit	support	and	guidance.	Twenty	
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years	 ago,	 Van	Hover	 and	Yeager	 (2003)	 called	 for	 extended	mentoring	 for	 beginning	 history	
teachers.	 This	 research	 confirms	 that	 extended	 mentoring,	 beginning	 in	 clinical	 experiences,	
would	 indeed	 be	 beneficial.	 In	 addition,	 further	 study	 of	 the	 evolving	 epistemic	 stances	 of	
emerging	 teachers,	 in	 the	 context	 of	 clinical	 experiences,	 is	 central	 to	 creating	 and	 sustaining	
meaningful	pedagogical	reform	in	history	education.		
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