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 Cognitive activation is one of the central quality characteristics of teaching. 
Studies which analyzed cognitive activation in science instruction and its 
influence on the achievement and the interest of students, took most of the 
times place in higher grades. Since scientific thinking can be taught at a very 
early stage and, in particular, experimental situations should be designed 
cognitively activating so that they can be optimally used as learning 
opportunities. Therefore, this study examined cognitive activation in 
experimental situations. For this purpose, we video recorded five lessons in 
primary schools as well as five lessons in kindergartens in Germany. The 
results showed that in the investigated experimental situations, only a few 
cognitively activating measures were implemented by the kindergarten 
educators and the primary school teachers. It is noticeable that the category 
Challenging questions was used most frequently while the category 
Instructional dialogue was by far the rarest in the videos. 
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Introduction 
 
There are many different definitions of the construct of cognitive activation. These range from more concrete 
ones like Klieme, Lipowsky, Rakoczy and Ratzka (2006) described cognitive activation as setting challenging 
tasks, practicing content-related discourse, and activating prior knowledge. Lipowsky et al. (2009) define three 
key elements of cognitive activation: cognitive level of students‟ activities, conceptual instruction and 
thoughtful discourse. Kunter and Voss (2011) see cognitive activation as the guiding of learner's goal-oriented 
cognitive activities and the creation of cognitive conflicts. A fairly general definition is formulated by Neumann, 
Kauertz and Fischer (2012) who describe cognitive activation as an accumulation of all features of instructional 
quality, which cognitively activate students. When considering the various definitions and descriptions of 
cognitive activation, recurring aspects emerge. On the one hand it includes cognitive challenging questions or 
tasks, on the other hand prior knowledge should be activated and cognitive conflicts generated.  
 
Furthermore, the discourse should be thoughtful and content-related. Studies which analyzed cognitive 
activation in science instruction and its influence on the achievement and the interest of students, took most of 
the times place in fifth grade onwards (e.g. Förtsch, Werner, von Kotzebue, & Neuhaus, 2016; Klieme, 
Schümer, & Knoll, 2001; Vogelsang & Reinhold, 2013). Only few studies took place in primary school 
(Ewerhardy, Kleickmann, & Möller, 2012; Fauth, Decristan, Rieser, Klieme, & Büttner, 2014). So far, to our 
knowledge, there is no study investigating cognitive activation in kindergarten and no study that compares 
cognitive activation in kindergarten and primary school. Since scientific thinking and experimentation can be 
promoted early on and a cognitively activating design of experimental situations can have a positive effect on 
students' learning, the study reported here focuses on these aspects (Minner, Levy, & Century, 2010; Möller, 
2004). In the kindergarten the first encounter with guided scientific experiments can take place, which can 
trigger an enthusiasm for them.  
 
In addition, the course of a scientific experiment can be demonstrated and practiced already in kindergarten with 
very simple experiments. This can then be deepened in primary school and opened for free experimentation in 
individual cases. Furthermore, the enthusiasm created in kindergarten can lead to an individual interest in 
scientific experimentation in primary school. Therefore, the aim of our study is to close the research gap in the 
elementary and primary areas and to analyze the cognitive activation when doing experiments. On this purpose 
we video recorded and analyzed each five experimental situations from kindergarten and from primary school. 
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Theoretical Background 
 
Measuring Cognitive Activation in Instruction 
 
Because it is not possible to directly observe and measure whether learners are cognitively activated, various 
indicators are needed to capture this construct (Lipowsky, 2015). Studies often take two different approaches to 
measure the construct of cognitive activation (Förtsch, Werner, Dorfner, von Kotzebue, & Neuhaus, 2017). On 
the one hand, teaching can be indirectly analyzed by examining the material and the tasks that the teacher uses 
in class (Krauss et al., 2013). On the other hand, the lessons can also be analyzed directly, for example, by video 
recordings of the lessons and evaluation using a coding manual or an observation protocol of the lessons 
(Förtsch et al., 2017). For both options certain indicators are needed. These indicators can be found in teaching 
activities, which have a high potential for cognitive activation. Among these are: setting challenging tasks, 
provoking cognitive conflicts, point out differences in content-related ideas, concepts, interpretations and 
solutions, linking with prior knowledge, thoughtful discourse, encourage learners to present or explain their 
thoughts and ideas (Brophy, 2000; Förtsch et al., 2016; Klieme et al., 2001; Lipowsky et al., 2009; Lipowsky, 
2015).  
 
 
Cognitive Activation and its Impact on Student Achievement and Interest 
 
Studies on cognitive activation in instruction often investigate the influence of pedagogical content knowledge 
(PCK) on cognitive activation in class and what impact it has on student achievement or interest. In studies such 
as TIMSS and the project Instructional Quality and Mathematical Understanding in Different Cultures, a 
positive correlation was found between cognitive activation in class and student achievement (Klieme et al., 
2001; Rakoczy et al., 2007). A positive correlation between PCK and cognitive activation in class was shown in 
the QuiP Project and in the study by Vogelsang and Reinhold (2013) in the context of video studies from 
physics lessons. The COACTIV study was able to determine the complete path of action from the teacher (PCK) 
through cognitive activation in class to student achievement. However, the COACTIV study did not include a 
video recording of the lessons, but an analysis of the teacher's tasks. All these studies took place in mathematics 
or physics classes. Recent studies by Förtsch et al., (2016) in the ProwiN study were also able to show the 
complete path of action in biology lessons by means of a video study. Thus, the PCK of the biology teacher has 
a positive influence on the cognitively activating design of instruction and the degree of cognitive activation in 
class has a positive influence on the interest and achievement of the students. 
 
Fauth et al. (2014) have conducted one of the few studies in primary schools in which the students should, 
among other things, rate the cognitive activation by their teacher. It was found that cognitive activation has an 
influence on the development of interest but not on student achievement. The latter result is surprising, but 
could also be based on the knowledge test, which only referred to the current unit (Fauth et al., 2014). Other 
studies showed a positive influence of cognitive activation on student achievement. However, these studies 
related to long-term effects or took place among students from fifth grade onwards (Baumert et al., 2010; 
Förtsch et al., 2016; Fraser & Fisher, 1982). Ewerhardy and colleagues could show that constructivist teaching 
had a positive impact on the conceptual understanding in science of fourth graders. Under constructivist 
teaching they count consisting of encouragement of conceptual change, communication and negotiation of 
meanings, structuring, embedding in naturalistic and meaningful contexts (Ewerhardy et al., 2012). These 
aspects can also be found in descriptions of cognitively activating teaching. 
 
 
Early Science Education: Experimenting in Elementary & Primary Education 
 
An early promotion of scientific thinking can be implemented under certain circumstances (Möller, 2004). 
Recent research findings show that children between the ages of three and five are already able to deal with 
topics from sciences from a developmental psychology perspective (Gopnik, 2012). They already have 
differentiated thought patterns and are capable of establishing if-then relationships (Sandoval, Sodian, Koerber, 
& Wong, 2014). This means that they are already capable of causal and deductive thinking (Gopnik, 2012). 
These fundamentals enable children to understand scientific interrelationships. For example, the Bavarian 
Education Plan describes problem-solving skills as a competence that can be acquired as early as kindergarten 
age. This can be implemented, for example, by questions within the framework of experiments (Bayerisches 
Staatsministerium für Arbeit und Sozialordnung, Familie und Frauen & Staatsinstitut für Frühpädagogik, 2016). 
Children in elementary and primary education already have everyday experience in the natural sciences and thus 
an idea of concepts and phenomena (Carey, 2000). Since these often do not correspond to scientific facts, 
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scientific teaching or learning, situations are often associated with a conceptual change (Carey, 2000). One aim 
of science teaching in primary schools is therefore to incorporate the pupils' ideas into their lessons (Mikelskis-
Seifert, & Wiebel, 2011). This goal also applies to scientific learning situations in kindergarten (GDSU, 2013). 
Another goal is to familiarize children with the first scientific concepts and working methods (Mikelskis-Seifert 
& Wiebel, 2011). A typical example of this is experiments that play a central role in the natural sciences. 
According to Hardy, Jonen, Möller and Stern (2006), a lesson in which the children can at least partially 
experiment themselves can only work if supporting and structuring measures are implemented. If this is 
fulfilled, cognitively activating instruction is already possible in primary school (Möller, 2016). Experimental 
situations can also be used in kindergarten to cognitively activate the children (Steffensky, Lankes, Carstensen, 
& Nölke, 2012). However, structuring and supporting measures are also necessary here in order not to 
overburden the children (Steffensky et al., 2012). In independent, albeit guided, experimentation, students are 
cognitively activated. Hartinger, Grygier, Tretter and Ziegler (2013) also see in the process of experimenting 
essential characteristics of cognitively activating science teaching: Learners think about how they can review a 
question, they consider whether their approach is suitable for this purpose and relate their results to the initial 
question. In addition, meta-studies show that action processes (such as experiments) are more effective if they 
are accompanied by cognitively activating instruction (Labudde & Möller, 2012; Minner et al., 2010). 
Accordingly, cognitive activation by teachers in experimental situations is important for such learning situations 
to be effective. 
 
 
Aims and Research Questions 
 
Based on this state of research, the aim of this study is to video-record and to investigate cognitive activation in 
experimental situations from kindergarten and primary school. The foundation for interest in the natural sciences 
and experimentation is probably laid at a young age and the cognitive activation of these situations in particular 
seems to have a high potential. Therefore, these experimental situations regarding cognitive activation should be 
systematically recorded and analyzed. Since there are only a few studies and rating systems for the analysis of 
cognitive activation in the elementary and primary spheres we aim to develop an objective, reliable and valid 
rating manual to record cognitive activation for these spheres. This is an important prerequisite for our analyses. 
Most of the existing manuals are for higher grades so it will be interesting if these specific pedagogical practices 
will also be shown in kindergarten and in primary school. 
 
Experimental situations can be cognitively activating under certain conditions (Hartinger et al., 2013; Leisen, 
2006; Lipowsky, 2015; Möller, 2009). Our approach for this study was to examine whether and how this 
behavior is also implemented by the teachers and educators in the videotaped experimental situations. 
Therefore, we used a mixed method approach with quantitative (RQ1, RQ2) and qualitative (RQ3) research 
questions: 

RQ1: How do kindergarten educators and primary school teachers design experimental situations 
regarding cognitive activation? 
RQ2: How do kindergarten educators and primary school teachers differ from each other concerning the 
design of experimental situations regarding cognitive activation? 
RQ3: What are examples for higher cognitively activating and less cognitively activating experimental 
situations in kindergarten and primary school? 

 
 
Method 
 
Sample and Research Design 
 

In the period of July 2017 to April 2018 we videotaped five lessons in primary schools as well as five lessons in 
kindergartens in Germany in which experiments were conducted. We analyzed the videotaped lessons of five 
kindergarten educators (four of them female) and five primary school teachers (three of them female) who 
participated in the study on a voluntary basis. The age of the primary school teachers ranged from 26 to 47 years 
(M=31.50, SD=10.34) and the years in the teaching profession ranged from 1 to 21 years (M=6.25, SD=9.85). 
The age of the five kindergarten educators ranged from 25 to 37 years (M=30.50, SD=5.20) and the years in the 
teaching profession ranged from 1 to 15 years (M=9.50, SD=6.46). The five primary school teachers stated they 
had attended a total of 63.75 hours of teacher training in the last two years, 3.25 hours of them in scientific 
topics. Kindergarten teachers stated they had attended a total of 26.25 hours of teacher training in the last two 
years, 1.67 hours of them in scientific topics. Only one primary school teacher studied a natural science subject 
(chemistry). 
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The average duration of the videos from the experimental situations in kindergarten was 45.04 minutes 
(SD=14.95) and the children were between 4 and 6 years old. The topics of the learning situations were ever 
twice electricity and swimming and sinking and once body parts. The average length of videos from primary 
schools was 63.84 minutes (SD=3.76). The experimental situations took place in third and fourth class. In four 
of the five lessons, the topic water was taught. Only in one lesson the topic electricity was taught (see Table 1). 
The lessons were videotaped with two cameras. One of the two cameras served as a teacher's camera, the second 
as an overview camera (Seidel, Prenzel, & Kobarg, 2005). The resulting videos were then integrated into the 
Video-graph program (Rimmele, 2003) and were transcribed.  
 

Table 1. Duration and Topic of Recorded Videos (K= Kindergarten, P= Primary school) 
video/ 
person  

duration [min] topic 

K1 68.70 Electric circuit 
K2 45.75 Electric circuit 
K3 37.97 Swimming and sinking 
K4 28.22 Body parts 
K5 44.55 Swimming and sinking 
P1 67.48 What dissolves in water? 
P2 64.77 How to separate solutions/salt production  
P3 57.45 Filter water/groundwater 
P4 64.72 Why is groundwater cleaner than rainwater? 
P5 64.78 Conductors and insulators: make the light bulb glow. 

 

 

Rating Manual 
 
In order to analyze the videos for evidence of cognitive activation, a rating manual was newly developed from 
biology, mathematics and physics instruction for high school as well as for primary school (Förtsch, Werner, 
Dorfner, von Kotzebue, & Neuhaus, 2018; Ewerhardy, 2010; Lotz, Lipowsky, & Faust, 2013; Möller, 2016; 
Rakoczy & Pauli, 2006; Vehmeyer, 2009; Vogelsang & Reinhold, 2013). The newly developed cognitive 
activation rating manual consisted of 23 items, which were grouped in three main categories with each two or 
three subcategories (see Table 2).  
 

Table 2. Categories and Subcategories of the Construct Cognitive Activation 
Categories Subcategories 
A Challenging questions A1 Challenging phenomena at the beginning 

A2 The questioning of the students is supported 
A3 The teacher asks cognitive activating questions  

B Prior knowledge / ideas, in-
depth learning opportunities and 
cognitive conflicts 

B1 The prior knowledge and the ideas of the learners are explored 
B2 In-depth learning opportunities 
B3 Cognitive conflicts are generated 

C Instructional dialogue C1 Discuss ideas together 
C2 Discussion of errors  

 
These subcategories address different facets of cognitively activating instruction as described in current 
literature. Every item describes a specific pedagogical practice that a teacher could undertake to cognitively 
activate their students. The theoretical backgrounds of every construct as well as examples for every item are 
given in the rating manual. 
 
As a first step, we piloted the rating manual with a different sample of four primary school lessons with the 
topic “swimming and sinking” from the platform ViU: Early Science in order to verify if cognitive activation 
could be measured objectively using our adapted rating manual activation in experimental situations of 
kindergarten and in primary school. Next, all videos were coded by two independent raters who were trained for 
this task. The raters were research assistants with teacher training in the natural sciences. Before the items were 
rated the overall impression of each of the eight subcategories were rated. Each item and the overall impression 
are rated using a four-point Likert scale (1=does not apply 2=rather not apply, 3=rather apply, 4=apply). Each 
rating refers to the entire learning situation, i.e. the video, as an analysis unit. Due to some discrepancies 
between the raters during the piloting some items were changed. As the ICC values showed substantial inter-
rater agreement, we assumed that we were able to measure cognitive activation objectively and rated all ten 
videos of the study. For the analysis, each video of the lessons was viewed twice. In the first round the overall 
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impression and in the second viewing the items were rated. Because of the small sample, all ten videos (100%) 
were coded by two independent raters. The Intra-class correlation (ICC) was calculated to determine the 
observer's conformity. ICC values of .70 are counted as good reliability (Döring & Bortz, 2016). The rating 
manual showed a good reliability (Cronbach´s Alpha=.87). The categories (A) Challenging questions and (B) 
Prior knowledge / ideas; in-depth learning opportunities and cognitive conflicts showed also good reliability 
only the category (C) Instructional dialogue a lower reliability (see Table 3).  
 

Table 3. Interrater Reliability of the Construct and the Categories 
 N 

(items) 
ICC Cronbach‟s  

Alpha 
Total 23 .80 .870 

A) Challenging questions/ Demands 8 .71 .776 
B) Prior knowledge/ideas; in-depth learning 
opportunities and cognitive conflicts 

7 .80 .753 

C) Instructional dialogue 6 .75 .528 
 
In a further step we calculated the correlation between the mean of the individual items and the overall 
impression of each subcategory in order to assess the construct validity of the rating system (see Table 4). These 
correlations mostly show significant values with a high to medium correlation (Cleff, 2015). Subcategory A2 
(The questioning of the students is supported) and C1 (Discuss ideas together) did not find any significant 
correlation. The Cronbach‟s alpha values of A1: Challenging questions and B2: Deeper learning opportunities 
are above .80, which can be considered satisfactory (Döring & Bortz, 2016). All other values are below this 
limit, which may be due to the width of the construct. Similar to a knowledge test, it is difficult to test reliability 
here (Lienert & Raatz, 1998). Although Cronbach's alpha values between .50 and .60 are most of the times 
considered poor or low, we have included subscales with a value of at least .50 in the analysis. We have made 
this decision on the one hand in order to take into account the broadness and diversity of the construct cognitive 
activation. On the other hand, in knowledge tests Cronbach's alpha values up to .60 are even described as 
acceptable, since the subject areas are more heterogeneous because they are more multi-faceted than in clearly 
definable personality traits (Hossiep & Schulte, 2008). 
 

Table 4. Correlations and Cronbach‟s Alpha Values 
 A1 A2 A3 B1 B2 B3 C1 C2 

Overall 
impression 

.80** .62 .80** .76* .86** .84** .55 .65* 

Cronbach‟s 
Alpha 

.87 0 .61 .57 .81 .61 .46 .53 

**p < .01; *p < .05  
 

 

Analysis 
 
Concerning our first research question, we were interested in how teachers design experimental situations 
regarding our construct of cognitive activation. Therefore, we analysed the descriptive data of all eight 
subcategories. To answer our second research question, we examined all three categories as well as the six left 
subcategories and calculated t-tests using SPSS to analyse if the differences between the two groups are 
significant. In the qualitative segment of this study, to answer our third research question, we aimed to highlight 
one typical successful or one less successful example of each of the six left subcategories. Therefore, we 
analysed all ten recorded lessons with videos and transcripts. 
 
 
Results  
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 
In order to answer our first research question, we have first of all calculated the descriptive statistics for each 
subscale of the construct cognitive activation (see Table 5). For the sake of completeness, the values of 
subscales A2 and C1 are also presented here, although the Cronbach‟s alpha values were too low. 
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Table 5. Descriptive Statistics of the Subcategories of Cognitive Activation 

Subcategories Example item N 

(items) 

M SD Min Max 

A Challenging questions 

A1 Challenging phenomena 

at the beginning  

The teacher introduces challenging 

or fascinating problems/tasks at 

the beginning of the lesson. 

4 2.93 0.73 1.5 4.0 

A2 The questioning of the 

students is supported 

The teacher offers the students 

time and opportunities to ask their 

own questions. 

2 2.25 0.43 1.5 3.0 

A3 The teacher asks 

cognitive activating 

questions 

The questions asked by the teacher 

require more than just yes/no 

answers and do not just ask for 

memorized knowledge. The 

questions cannot be answered 

spontaneously and make the 

learners think. 

2 2.60 0.74 1.5 3.5 

B Prior knowledge/ideas, in-depth learning opportunities and cognitive conflicts 

B1 The prior knowledge 

and the ideas of the learners 

are explored 

The teacher asks for the 

assumptions or encourages the 

kids to express their suspicions 

3 2.57 0.52 1.67 3.33 

B2 In-depth learning 

opportunities 

The teacher tries to understand the 

thinking of the learners by asking 

how they came up with specific 

answers and/or by asking to justify 

their answers. 

3 2.47 0.55 1.67 3.33 

B3 Cognitive conflicts are 

generated 

The teacher confronts the learner 

with facts, observations or 

phenomena that contradict 

learners' expectations and/or alert 

learners to inconsistencies. 

2 1.75 0.54 1.0 3.00 

C Instructional dialogue 

C1 Discuss ideas together The teacher encourages the 

exchange among the learners by 

asking them to relate their 

contributions to each other and/or 

to discuss their own 

assumptions/explanations. 

3 1.63 0.46 1.0 2.67 

C2 Discussing errors The teacher picks up mistakes of 

the learners and uses them in the 

further course of the lesson. 

3 1.40 0.31 1.0 2.0 

 
It is striking that the subcategory A1 (Challenging phenomena at the beginning) is best fulfilled with a mean of 
2.93 by kindergarten educators and primary school teachers. At a similar intermediate level, cognitive activating 
questions are asked A3 (M=2.60) as well as the prior knowledge explored B1 and in-depth learning 
opportunities offered B2 (M=2.47). A little less often, the kids are supported in asking their own questions A2 
(M=2.25). In contrast, cognitive conflicts are rarely generated B3 (M=1.75) and hardly any ideas are discussed 
together C1 (M=1.63). It is also noticeable that hardly any student errors are discussed in class C2 (M=1.40).  
 
 
Differences between Primary School Teachers and Kindergarten Educators  
 
So far, the results from the video analysis for the primary school teachers and kindergarten educators were 
considered together. In the following, to answer our second research question, differences between the two 
groups are shown. Due to the very low Cronbach‟s alpha values as well as the lacking significant correlation to 
the overall impression the two subscales “The questioning of the students is supported” (A2) and “Discuss ideas 
together” (C1) are not included in the overview in Figure 1 and are no longer taken into account in the further 
presentation of the results. 
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Figure 1. Comparison of the Mean Values 

 
At first glance on the bar chart it is noticeable that primary school teachers are more likely to use cognitive-
activating measures than the kindergarten educators. This is evident both in the whole construct of cognitive 
activation (MP=2.41, SD=0.35 and MK=2.10, SD=0.13) as well as in all three categories. However, there is no 
significant difference for the whole construct between primary school teachers and kindergarten educators 
(t(5.17)=-1.89; p=0.12). When analyzing the three categories of both groups the children were most frequently 
cognitively activated by challenging questions (A, MK=2.55, SD=0.40; MP=2.98, SD=0.61). The analysis of the 
subcategories showed that challenging questions at the beginning (A1) were the best implemented subcategory 
in primary school (A1, MP=3.35, SD=0.45) but much rarer implemented in kindergarten (A1, MK=2.50, 
SD=0.73). The differences between primary school teachers and kindergarten educators were almost significant 
in the subcategory A1 (t(8)=-2.21, p =0.06). While challenging questions at the beginning was most frequently 
implemented by the primary school teachers, kindergarten educators most frequently implemented cognitively 
activating questions (A3, MK=2.60, SD=0.82). Primary teachers had the same mean score in this subcategory 
(A3, MP=2.60, SD=0.82). 
 
Compared to category A, category B: Activating of prior knowledge, in-depth learning opportunities and 
cognitive conflicts took place less often (B, MP=2.31, SD=0.45; MK=2.10, SD=0.06). No significant differences 
(t(8)=-1.05; p=0.33) between primary school teachers and kindergarten educators were found. The analysis of 
the subcategories has shown that both activated their students relatively often through exploring their prior 
knowledge (B1, MP=2.40, SD=0.65; MK=2.40, SD=0.74) or in-depth learning (B2, MP=2.73, SD=0.55; 
MK=2.20, SD=0.45). Cognitive conflicts were rarely provoked by both (B3, MP=1.80, SD=0.76; MK=1.70, 
SD=0.27). Discussing errors was hardly found in the videos of the kindergarten and the primary school (C2, 
MK=1.20, SD=0.18; MP=1.60, SD=0.28). For both groups it was the subcategory with the lowest mean score. 
However, primary school teacher discussed errors significant more often (t(8)=-2.26; p=0.03). To sum up, the 
differences in the means are quite similar for category A and C and less for B (A: 0.43; B: 0.21; C: 0.4, see 
Figure 1). The order in which the categories of cognitive activation of primary school teachers and kindergarten 
educators are used is the same. To further analyze the differences between these two groups, we took a closer 
look at the subcategories. For all subcategories, primary school teachers were able to produce more or the same 
number of cognitive activating teaching situations. It turns out that there are hardly any differences in A3, low 
differences in B3, stronger differences in B1 and B2 and big differences in A1 and C2. The two groups of 
people show for category A (challenging questions) and B (prior knowledge, in-depth learning opportunities and 
cognitive conflicts) no significant differences while for C2 (discussing errors) the differences are significant. 
 
 
Higher Cognitively Activating and Less Cognitively Activating Examples in Experimental Situations  
 
In order to answer our third research question and therefore to gain a deeper insight into the individual 
subcategories of the videotaped cognitive activation in the experimental situations, quotes for successful and 
less successful examples are presented and discussed below. For each subcategory either a successful or a less 
successful is described. 

1 1,5 2 2,5 3 3,5 4

C2: Discussing errors

B: Prior knowledge, in-depth learning
opportunities and cognitive conflicts

A: Challenging questions

Cognitive Activation

kindergarten educators primary school teachers
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Subcategory A1: Challenging Phenomena at the Beginning 
 
Subcategory A1 covers the extent to which the teacher begins the lesson with questions, problems or 
phenomena that are exciting, fascinating or inexplicable to the learner, thus challenge him or her to think. This 
can be done, for example, by the teacher describing a problem at the beginning with the help of an experiment 
and using this as a motivating starting point for the teaching topic. A further option is that the teacher allows the 
learner to set their own questions at the beginning of the lesson. It also aims to record the extent to which 
challenging questions and problems that have been raised are followed up in the course of the lesson (e.g. 
Ewerhardy, 2010).  
 
For the according subcategory A1 the entry into teaching by the primary school teacher P4 is a successful 
example. At the beginning of the lesson of P4, the children should describe the aggregate states of water as 
repetition on the earlier instructions. This happens in partner work and together with the teacher at the 
blackboard. In particular, the transition between the states of aggregation and the difference between 
evaporation and vaporization are discussed. Then the teacher hangs two pictures of two girls on the blackboard 
and asks the students who they see in the pictures. The students know who the two girls are. This is followed by 
a listening exercise. The students hear a story in which one of these two girls thinks they should rather drink 
groundwater, because it is cleaner than rainwater. Afterwards the teacher summarizes the story with the students 
at the blackboard: 

P4: That's right. Now I have to swap the two again quickly and then I'll show you what they said. Poly 
pop said: No, let it go, you cannot drink it, the water is too dirty. And what did Luna reply to that? Chris. 
Chris: Can you wash water? 
P4: Exactly, what do you say, can you wash water? 
Chris: No. 
P4: And what does Poly Pop say and what kind of tip does she give to Luna, Mandy? 
Mandy: She could drink groundwater. 
P4: Mhm, just take groundwater. Huh? So, Luna has only question marks on her face. Huh? Should I 
drink groundwater? What kind of question could she face? Steven. 
Steven: If she does not know what groundwater is, what is groundwater? 
P4: What is groundwater? This is a good question. Maybe she already knows, Poly Pop has already 
explained a lot. Dylan. 
Dylan: Maybe, where is groundwater? 
P4: Where is groundwater? Also, a good question. Do you already know where groundwater is, Megan? 
Megan: Hmm, under the ground. 
P4: Ok. Caren. 
Caren: Why is groundwater cleaner than the normal water in the gutter? 
P4: Mhm. Jamie. 
Jamie: Where does the groundwater come from? 
P4: Mhm. 
Charly: How am I supposed to get that out? 

 
In the further course of the lesson, the children carry out experiments on the topic of filtering water. They try to 
reconstruct the soil layers of the earth with cups and different materials such as stones, sand and gravel and filter 
muddy water through these cups. They want to find out if groundwater is cleaner than rainwater. Before the 
experiments begin, the children make assumptions about the question of the lesson: Why is groundwater cleaner 
than rainwater? The teacher goes through the class while the children carry out the experiments independently in 
group work with instructions on worksheets and supports the children if necessary. This introduction has been 
successful in terms of cognitive activation because it raises a challenging problem that is followed up in the 
course of the lesson and worked towards a solution. The problem is a challenging learning opportunity that 
makes students think and reflect.  
 
 
Subcategory A3: The Teacher Asks Cognitive Activating Questions  
 
This subcategory is intended to record the extent to which teachers use challenging questions to make learners 
think and reflect. The focus of the assessment is on the teacher's instructions. These questions require 
cognitively demanding activities such as comparing or analyzing different solutions and ideas (Förtsch et al., 
2018). A negative example of this subcategory can be seen in the lesson of K3. At the beginning of the learning 
situation, the educator asks which of the children was in a swimming course and in which they swam in. Next, 
K3 wants to know if the kids had any help with swimming:  
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K3: But now I have a question, Sven. How did you swim in the water at swimming school? Did you have 
any help, or did you just jump in?  
Sven: No. 
K3: No, did you have any help?  
Sven: No. 

Then, they start to test whether different objects swim or sink. However, the question of the educator is not dealt 
with further. Thus, it is a yes-or-no-question that does not require cognitively demanding activity from the 
children.  
 
 
Subcategory B1: The Prior Knowledge and the Ideas of the Learners are Explored 
 
Subcategory B1 covers the extent to which the teacher explores the prior knowledge and ideas of learners. Prior 
knowledge here includes pre-concepts, i.e. ideas that children bring with them into the classroom. For example, 
by asking specific questions about learners' and assumptions about a problem presented, it is possible to find out 
the students‟ ideas (Ewerhardy, 2010; Rakoczy & Pauli, 2006). An example in which the prior knowledge and 
the ideas of the pupils were often tried to explore comes from P3 on the topic of water filtration/groundwater. 
Here, many shorter questions are asked to activate and find out the prior knowledge. Here are three examples:  

P3: Maybe you already know something about water? Do you remember our mind maps, which we often 
do, what could be written about water?  
P3: You used the term filter. What does filter actually mean?  
P3: We recently had it on the topic of snow, winter and ice. Think about it, I think they even called it that. 
Which can be problematic also for the groundwater it was said. 

 
 
Subcategory B2: In-Depth Learning Opportunities 
 
The aim of subcategory B2 is to record the extent to which the teacher endeavors to understand the learner's way 
of thinking. In addition, it is recorded whether and how the teacher tries to find out what the learners have 
understood in the course of the lesson. The teacher should encourage reflection on own experiences and 
references to things and situations (Lotz et al., 2013; Möller, 2016). A good example of this shows P4. The 
description of the lesson can be found on in the example of subcategory A1. At the end of the lesson, P4 wants 
to summarize with the children what they have found out in the experiments: 

P4: Now we want to think about everything and talk about it again, ok? What did you have to do first? 
Cali.  
Cali: First of all, you had to fill the water into the cup, then you had to put stones, sticks and earth into 
it.  
P4: I see. And what did we get then? Julia.  
Julia: Dirty water.  
P4: All dirty water, iih. Who said to me, Tim said to me, iih the water is very dirty. Yeah, well, what did 
you do then? Tim.  
Tim: So, then you put in those plastic cups with holes first, so at the bottom stones, in the middle sand 
and at the top humus and then we have the dirty water. 
P4: Stop. Thanks, for now. Sand, uh, humus, sand and stones. Why just like that?  

By asking, the teacher makes sure that the children have understood why they set up the cups in this order 
(readjusting the layers of soil), or whether they have simply run the experiments as a cookbook. 
 
 
Subcategory B3: Cognitive Conflicts are Generated 
 
The subcategory B3 determines whether the teacher tries to make clear to the students‟ possible discrepancies in 
their own ideas. For this purpose, the teacher can draw the students' attention to disagreements within their 
ideas, for example through provocative theses or by contrasting contradictory ideas of different students. These 
measures serve to create dissatisfaction with the existing ideas among the learners (Ewerhardy, 2010; 
Vehmeyer, 2009). A successful example can be found in the lesson of P1: At the end of the experimental unit 
(topic: which substances dissolve in water?), the collected results were summarized together on the blackboard. 
For this purpose, the teacher painted three containers on the blackboard, where they depict the dissolution 
process in water at particle level: Salt and water, oil and water and in the last container oil, water and soap. Then 
a student arranges water particles, oil particles and soap particles. The teacher then orders these again, but 
deliberately wrongly:  
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P1: I'll order it.  
Jenny: That's not possible P1.  
P1: What does not fit? Not happy, Jenny? Very well, explain why.  

The teacher deliberately misplaced the particles on the blackboard to test the students to see if they understood. 
This deliberate mistake is a good way to confront the students with a cognitive conflict, that is a contradiction 
with what they have just learned. 
 
 
Subcategory C2: Discussion Errors 
 
The subcategory C2 covers the handling of errors or erroneous ideas in a way that promotes learning. This is 
done, among other things, by teaching learners that detours are important to reach the goal, including by picking 
up on learners' mistakes and continuing to work with them (Ewerhardy, 2010). An example in need of 
improvement can be found in the lesson of primary school teacher P2. At the beginning of the lesson P2 asks for 
the prior knowledge of the children. Here a student starts telling about positive and negative particles: 

Tom: There are negative particles, atoms.  
P2: Mhm, mhm.  
Tom: They only connect to negative particles.  
P2: Again, again. 
Tom: No. No.  
P2: Negative? 
Tom: Negative? 
P2: No. 
Tom: None at all? 
P2: No, negative to... 
Tom: ...positive. 
P2: Positive, exactly, mhm. 

Tom obviously did not understand why positive and negative particles combine and why negative particles repel 
each other. However, this error is not dealt with further, but it is only clarified by repeated inquires that positive 
and negative particles combine. 
 
 
Discussion  
 
In our study, we analyzed the cognitive activation in experimental situations from kindergarten and primary 
school. For this purpose, we newly developed a rating manual based on current literature and manuals, which 
are often for secondary school and were used in mathematics and physic instruction. Therefore, we adapted it 
for experimental situations from kindergarten and primary school. Herewith we could measure the construct 
cognitive activation objectively and as whole construct also reliable. However, in some cases, only a low 
reliability of the categories and subcategories was shown. One possible reason for this may have been the small 
number of items. However, in order to cover the construct of cognitive activation in its breadth of content, we 
have also included scales with lower Cronbach's alpha values in the analyses. By directly observing the 
instruction, we assumed that we could validly measure the construct of cognitive activation (Waldis, Grob, 
Pauli, & Reusser, 2010). Furthermore, Praetorius, Lenske and Helmke (2012) showed that ratings of trained 
raters who use indicators and examples to justify their decisions could be even more valid. Since, on the one 
hand, our raters were trained on another video sample and, on the other hand, our rating manual is based on 
current literature, we assume that we validly measured cognitive activation in our videotaped instructions 
(Förtsch et al., 2017).  
 
Our first research question was to find out how kindergarten educators and primary school teachers design 
experimental situations regarding cognitive activation. The results showed that in the investigated experimental 
situations, only a few cognitively activating measures were implemented by the teachers or the educators. 
However, cognitive-stimulating education is likely to be positively associated with student learning and it is 
therefore desirable to implement it (e.g. Kunter & Voss, 2011). At the same time, however, these findings are 
consistent with other studies showing that the potential for learning opportunities in which learners are 
cognitively activated is not exhausted (Förtsch et al., 2017; Seidel, 2014). However, intervention studies 
indicate that the goal of providing cognitively stimulating learning situations could well be realized (Seidel, 
2014). We analyzed cognitively activating measures in the three categories. It is noticeable that the category 
Challenging questions (A) was used most frequently. The category Prior knowledge/ideas, in-depth learning 
opportunities and cognitive conflicts (B) was the second most widely used, but cognitive conflicts were rarely 
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attempted to generate. The category Instructional dialogue (C) was by far the rarest in the videos. Both mistakes 
and ideas were hardly discussed together. However, dealing with children's mistakes is important because they 
can learn from such situations (Oser & Spychiger, 2005). In addition, it should be noted that in the analyzed 
learning situations often no or only very few errors occurred. In these cases, there were no mistakes that teachers 
or educators should have responded to. Here, in addition to the four-point Likert scale, the grading system 
would offer a grading with non-existent, in order to be able to look more closely at the error situations. On the 
other hand, the small number of errors could also be an indicator that the learners were cognitively challenged 
rather little and therefore made fewer mistakes. This would also be in line with the findings of the study that 
generally rather few cognitive activating measures were used. 
 
In the next step, to answer our second research question, we analyzed how the actions of kindergarten educators 
and primary school teachers differ during experimental situations regarding cognitive activation. In all areas 
examined, the primary school teachers showed the same number or more cognitive activating measures. While 
we found little difference in some subcategories, such as A3 (cognitive activating questions), the differences 
were clear for others, especially for A1 (challenging phenomena at the beginning) and C2 (discussing errors). 
The rarest subcategory was found in both C2. While kindergarten educators have most often asked cognitive 
activation questions (A3), primary school teachers have confronted their students with challenging phenomena 
at the beginning (A1). The comparatively lower values of the educators could have been due to the different 
training. Training as an educator at a technical college is broader than, as the study of the primary school 
teaching profession (Verbeek, 2016). Accordingly, it is understandable that educators may acquire less technical 
and didactic knowledge in science than primary teachers. The training of educators focuses on other areas 
(KMK, 2018). In kindergarten, the basis for further learning is laid (Grasedieck, 2010). Still, cognitively 
demanding learning situations are possible both in kindergarten and primary school (Grasedieck, 2010; Möller, 
2016). Nevertheless, it does not come as a surprise that there are different requirements for experimental 
situations in the kindergarten than for lessons in third and fourth grade and thus also for the respective teachers. 
Educators should support the children more to pursue their own ideas and rather not act as a knowledge 
facilitator (Zimmermann, 2013). All in all, learning in kindergarten must be more playful in order to be effective 
(e.g. Leuchter & Möller, 2014). 
 
Our third research question was to identify typical examples for higher cognitively activating and less 
cognitively activating experimental situations in kindergarten and primary school. Therefore, we presented for 
each subcategory one successful or one less successful example in order to illustrate what lies behind the 
categories. These examples can be used to train (preservice) kindergarten educators and primary school teachers 
concrete ways how to cognitively activate during experimental situations. In addition, the videos could be used 
in training courses, since the use of videos in the training of teachers has great potential (Krammer & Reusser, 
2005). These materials can be used to encourage educators and teachers to overthink their own instruction 
(Förtsch et al., 2017). Through this assistance, the key features of cognitive activation in the classroom could be 
better implemented. 
 
 
Conclusions 
 
Limitations 
 
The rating manual is designed to a typical course of instruction and is therefore not necessarily suitable for the 
course in a kindergarten. In kindergarten the day is not divided into lessons but is more open. Individual 
activities, such as experiments, can extend over longer phases. Due to the relatively small sample, our study is 
not representative of German kindergarten educators and primary school teachers. Furthermore, we analyzed 
only a particular group of pre-selected educators and teachers as they participated voluntarily in the study. 
Additionally, we videotaped only each one experimental situation, consequently our results should not be 
generalized but could only serve as valuable hints (Praetorius, Pauli, Reusser, Rakoczy, & Klieme, 2014). Since 
it is a partly newly developed coding manual, it should be validated by experts in the field of science didactics 
for kindergartens and primary schools in the next step. Since the content in the experimental situations are 
heterogeneous (see Table 1), as well as the background and teaching experience of the educators and teachers, 
the results of this study should be viewed with some reservation. Nevertheless, the results show first tendencies 
in dealing with cognitive activation in experimental situations from the primary and elementary level. These 
results could provide significant ideas for teacher trainers as well as in-service and future teachers to refine their 
practice in terms of cognitive activation. 
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Implications 
 
Due to the moderate use of cognitively activating measures in the videotaped experimental situations, it can be 
assumed that teachers and educators are not sufficiently prepared for the task of offering demanding scientific 
learning situations. In order to implement demanding scientific learning situations in primary and elementary 
education, the cognitively stimulating measures of primary school teachers and educators must be improved. 
The acquisition of this knowledge should already be more strongly and obligatorily integrated within the 
framework of studies or training. A further possibility to support the in-service teachers and educators is to offer 
further training (KMK, 2014). The examination of our sample showed that at present only a small proportion of 
further training in the natural sciences is provided. Teachers often do not focus on the subject or on scientific 
topics. Here it would help to implement compulsory further training in scientific topics. Involving universities 
more in the organization of further training courses could also help to meet the demand for challenging material 
lessons and challenging learning situations in kindergartens now and in the future (GDSU, 2013). The results of 
this study can give some important hints over the topics which should be implemented in the (further) trainings. 
Furthermore, the examples and the rating manual can be used to guide educators and teachers to reflect on their 
own teaching. 
 
 
References 
 
Baumert, J., Kunter, M., Blum, W., Brunner, M., Voss, T., Jordan, A., … Tsai, Y.-M. (2010). Teachers‟ 

mathematical knowledge, cognitive activation in the classroom, and student progress. American 
Educational Research Journal, 47(1), 133–180. doi:10.3102/0002831209345157 

Bayerisches Staatsministerium für Arbeit und Sozialordnung, Familie und Frauen & Staatsinstitut für 
Frühpädagogik. (2016). Der Bayerische Bildungs- und Erziehungsplan für Kinder in Tageseinrichtungen 
bis zur Einschulung [The Bavarian education and upbringing plan for children in day care facilities until 
they start school]. Berlin: Cornelsen. Retrieved from 
https://www.ifp.bayern.de/imperia/md/content/stmas/ifp/bildungsplan.pdf 

Brophy, J. (2000). Teaching. Educational Practices Series-1. International Bureau of Education, Geneva 
(Switzerland). International Academy of Education, Brüssel:  

Carey, S. (2000). Science education as conceptual change. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 21, 
13–19. 

Cleff, T. (2015). Deskriptive Statistik und Explorative Datenanalyse. Eine computergestützte Einführung mit 
Excel, SPSS und STATA [Descriptive Statistics and Explorative Data Analysis. A computer-based 
introduction with Excel, SPSS and STATA]. Wiesbaden: Gabler Verlag; Imprint. 

Döring, N., & Bortz, J. (2016). Forschungsmethoden und Evaluation in den Sozial- und Humanwissenschaften 
[Research methods and evaluation in the social and human sciences]. Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer. 

Ewerhardy, A. (2010). Zusammenhänge zwischen Verständnisorientierung von naturwissenschaftsbezogenem 
Sachunterricht und Fortschritten im Verständnis naturwissenschaftlicher Konzepte bei Lernenden der 
Grundschule [Correlations between understanding orientation of science-related teaching and progress in 
understanding scientific concepts among primary school learners] (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from 
https://d-nb.info/1141383918/34. WWU, Münster. 

Ewerhardy, A., Kleickmann, T., & Möller, K. (2012). Fördert ein konstruktivistisch orientierter 
naturwissenschaftlicher Sachunterricht mit strukturierenden Anteilen das konzeptuelle Verständnis bei 
den Lernenden? [Does a constructivist-oriented science lesson with structuring elements promote 
conceptual understanding among learners?]. Zeitschrift für Grundschulforschung. Bildung im Elementar- 
und Primarbereich, 5, 76–88.  

Fauth, B., Decristan, J., Rieser, S., Klieme, E., & Büttner, G. (2014). Student ratings of teaching quality in 
primary school: Dimensions and prediction of student outcomes. Learning and Instruction, 29, 1-9. 

Förtsch, C., Werner, S., Dorfner, T., von Kotzebue, L., & Neuhaus, B. J. (2017). Effects of cognitive activation 
in biology lessons on students‟ situational interest and achievement. Research in Science Education, 
47(3), 559–578. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-016-9517-y. 

Förtsch, C., Werner, S., Dorfner, T., von Kotzebue, L., & Neuhaus, B. J. (2018). Analysebogen Biologie 2: 
Kognitive Aktivierung [Analysis Sheet Biology 2: Cognitive Activation]. In C. M. Schlegel (Eds.), 
Schulpraktika begleiten. (M49). Stuttgart: Raabe. 

Förtsch, C., Werner, S., von Kotzebue, L., & Neuhaus, B. J. (2016). Effects of biology teachers‟ professional 
knowledge and cognitive activation on students‟ achievement. International Journal of Science 
Education, 38, 2642–2666. https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2016.1257170. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-016-9517-y


296        

 

Von Kotzebue, Müller, Haslbeck, Neuhaus & Lankes 

Fraser, B. J., & Fisher, D. L. (1982). Predicting students‟ outcomes from their perceptions of classroom 
psychosocial environment. American Educational Research Journal, 19, 498 -518. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/00028312019004498 

Gesellschaft für Didaktik des Sachunterrichts (GDSU). (2013). Perspektivrahmen Sachunterricht [Perspective 
framework of Sachunterricht]. Bad Heilbrunn: Klinkhardt. 

Gopnik, A. (2012). Scientific thinking in young children: Theoretical advances, empirical research, and policy 
implications. Science, 337(6102), 1623-1627. 

Grasedieck, D. (2010). Lernen im Kindergarten und in der Grundschule [Learning in kindergarten and primary 
school]. Neue Didaktik, 1, 5–15.  

Hardy, I., Jonen, A., Möller, K., & Stern, E. (2006). Effects of Instructional Support within Constructivist 
Learning Environments for Elementary School Students‟ Understanding of “Floating and Sinking”. 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 98(2), 307-326. doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.98.2.307. 

Hartinger, A., Grygier, P., Tretter, T., & Ziegler, F. (2013). Lernumgebungen zum naturwissenschaftlichen 
Experimentieren [Learning environments for scientific experimentation]. Kiel: IPN Leibniz-Institut für 
die Pädagogik der Naturwissenschaften an der Universität Kiel. 

Hossiep, R., & Schulte, M. (2008). BOWIT - Bochumer Wissenstest [BOWIT - Bochum knowledge test]. 
Göttingen: Hogrefe. 

Klieme, E., Lipowsky, F., Rakoczy, K., & Ratzka, N. (2006). Qualitätsdimension und Wirksamkeit von 
Mathematikunterricht: Theoretische Grundlagen und ausgewählte Ergebnisse des Projekts „Pythagoras‟ 
[Quality Dimension and Effectiveness of Mathematics Teaching: Theoretical Foundations and Selected 
Results of the Project „Pythagoras']. In M. Prenzel & L. Allolio-Näcke (Eds.), Untersuchungen zur 
Bildungsqualität von Schule. Abschlussbericht des DFG-Schwerpunktprogramms (pp. 127–146). 
Münster: Waxmann. 

Klieme, E., Schümer, G., & Knoll, S. (2001). Mathematikunterricht in der Sekundarstufe I: „Aufgabenkultur“ 
und Unterrichtsgestaltung [Teaching mathematics in lower secondary schools: „task culture" and lesson 
planning]. In Bundesministerium für Bildung und Forschung (BMBF). (Eds.), TIMSS – Impulse für 
Schule und Unterricht. Forschungsbefunde, Reforminitiativen, Praxisberichte und Video-Dokumente 
(S. 43–57). München: Medienhaus Biering. 

Krammer, K., & Reusser, K. (2005). Unterrichtsvideos als Medium der Aus- und Weiterbildung von 
Lehrpersonen [Teaching videos as a medium for the training and further education of teachers]. Beiträge 
zur Lehrerinnen- und Lehrerbildung, 23, 35–50.  

Krauss, S., Blum, W., Brunner, M., Neubrand, M., Baumert, J., Kunter, M., … Elsner, J. (2013). Mathematics 
teachers‟ domain-specific professional knowledge: Conceptualization and test construction in 
COACTIV. In M. Kunter, J. Baumert, W. Blum, U. Klusmann, S. Krauss, & M. Neubrand (Eds.), 
Cognitive activation in the mathematics classroom and professional competence of teachers: Results 
from the COACTIV project (pp. 147–174). New York, NY: Springer. 

Kultusministerkonferenz (KMK). (2014). Standards für die Lehrerbildung: Bildungswissenschaften. Beschluss 
der Kultusministerkonferenz vom 16.12.2004 i. d. F. vom 12.06.2014 [Standards for teacher training: 
Education. Resolution of the Conference of Ministers of Education and Cultural Affairs of 16. 12. 2004 
in the version of 12. 06. 2014]. Retrieved from 
https://www.kmk.org/fileadmin/veroeffentlichungen_beschluesse/2004/2004_12_16-Standards-
Lehrerbildung-Bildungswissenschaften.pdf 

Kultusministerkonferenz (KMK). (2018). Rahmenvereinbarung über Fachschulen. Beschluss der 
Kultusministerkonferenz vom 07.11.2002 i.d.F. vom 23.02.2018 [Framework agreement on technical 
schools. Resolution of the Conference of Education Ministers of 07. 11. 2002 in the version of 23. 02. 
2018]. Retrieved from 
https://www.kmk.org/fileadmin/Dateien/veroeffentlichungen_beschluesse/2002/2002_11_07-RV-
Fachschulen.pdf 

Kunter, M., & Voss, T. (2011). Das Modell der Unterrichtsqualität in COACTIV: Eine multikriteriale Analyse 
[The model of teaching quality in COACTIV: a multi-criteria analysis]. In M. Kunter, J. Baumert, U. 
Klusmann & M. Neubrand (Eds.), Professionelle Kompetenz von Lehrkräften - Ergebnisse des 
Forschungsprogramms COACTIV. Münster: Waxmann.  

Labudde, P., & Möller, K. (2012). Stichwort: Naturwissenschaftlicher Unterricht [Keyword: Science education]. 
Zeitschrift für Erziehungswissenschaft, 15, 11–36. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11618-012-0257-0 

Leisen, J. (2006). Aufgabenkultur im mathematisch-naturwissenschaftlichen Unterricht [Task culture in 
mathematics and science teaching]. MNU, 59, 260–266.  

Leuchter, M., & Möller, K. (2014). Frühe naturwissenschaftliche Bildung. [Early science education]. In R. 
Braches-Chyrek, C. Röhner, H. Sünker & M. Hopf (Eds.), Handbuch Frühe Kindheit (pp. 671–680). 
Opladen: Barbara Budrich.  

Lienert, G., & Raatz, U. (1998). Testaufbau und Testanalyse. [Test setup and test analysis]. Weinheim: Beltz  

http://www.uni-muenster.de/imperia/md/content/didaktik_des_sachunterrichts/dokumente/literaturmoeller/article.pdf
http://www.uni-muenster.de/imperia/md/content/didaktik_des_sachunterrichts/dokumente/literaturmoeller/article.pdf
https://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.98.2.307


297 
 

 

Int J Res Educ Sci 

Lipowsky, F. (2015). Unterricht. [Class]. In J. Möller & E. Wild (Eds.), Pädagogische Psychologie. Berlin: 
Springer. 

Lipowsky, F., Rakoczy, K., Pauli, C., Drollinger-Vetter, B., Klieme, E., & Reusser, K. (2009). Quality of 
geometry instruction and its short-term impact on students‟ understanding of the Pythagorean Theorem. 
Learning and Instruction, 19(6), 527–537. doi:10.1016/j.learninstruc.2008.11.001 

Lotz, M., Lipowsky, F., & Faust, G. (2013). Technischer Bericht zu den PERLE-Videostudien. [Technical 
report on the PERLE video studies]. In F. Lipowsky & G. Faust (Eds.), Dokumentation der 
Erhebungsinstrumente des Projekts "Persönlichkeits- und Lernentwicklung von Grundschulkindern" 
(PERLE) - Teil 3. Frankfurt am Main: GFPF.  

Mikelskis-Seifert, S., & Wiebel, K. (2011). Anschlussfähige naturwissenschaftliche Kompetenzen erwerben 
durch Experimentieren [Acquire scientific skills through experimentation]. Kiel: IPN. 

Minner, D. D., Levy, A. J., & Century, J. (2010). Inquiry-based science instruction-what is it and does it matter? 
Results from a research synthesis years 1984 to 2002. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 47, 474–
496. https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.20347 

Möller, K. (2004). Naturwissenschaftliches Lernen in der Grundschule - Welche Kompetenzen brauchen 
Grundschullehrkräfte? [Science learning in primary school - What competences do primary school 
teachers need?]. In H. Merkens (Eds.), Lehrerbildung: IGLU und die Folgen (pp. 65–84). Opladen: 
Leske + Budrich.  

Möller, K. (2009). Was lernen Kinder über Naturwissenschaften im Elementar- und Primarbereich? - Einige 
kritische Bemerkungen [What do children learn about natural sciences in elementary and primary 
education? - Some critical remarks]. In R. Lauterbach, H. Giest & B. Marquardt-Mau (Eds.), Lernen und 
kindliche Entwicklung. Elementarbildung und Sachunterricht (pp. 165–172). Bad Heilbrunn: Klinkhardt.  

Möller, K. (2016). Bedingungen und Effekte qualitätsvollen Unterrichts - ein Beitrag aus fachdidaktischer 
Perspektive [Conditions and effects of quality teaching - a contribution from a pedagogical content 
perspective]. In N. McElvany, W. Bos, H. G. Holtappels, M. M. Gebauer & F. Schwabe (Eds.), 
Bedingungen und Effekte guten Unterrichts (pp. 43–64). Münster: Waxmann. 

Neumann, K., Kauertz, A., & Fischer, H. E. (2012). Quality of instruction in science education. In B. J. Fraser, 
K. Tobin, & C. J. McRobbie (Eds.), Second international handbook of science education (pp. 247–258). 
Berlin: Springer. 

Oser, F., & Spychiger, M. (2005). Lernen ist schmerzhaft. Zur Theorie des Negativen Wissens und zur Praxis 
der Fehlerkultur [Learning is painful. On the theory of negative knowledge and the practice of error 
culture]. Weinheim: Beltz. 

Praetorius, A.-K., Lenske, G., & Helmke, A. (2012). Observer ratings of instructional quality: Do they fulfill 
what they promise? Learning and Instruction, 22(6), 387–400. 
https://doi:10.1016/j.learninstruc.2012.03.002 

Praetorius, A.-K., Pauli, C., Reusser, K., Rakoczy, K., & Klieme, E. (2014). One lesson is all you need? 
Stability of instructional quality across lessons. Learning and Instruction, 31, 2–12. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2013.12.002 

Rakoczy, K., Klieme, E., Drollinger-Vetter, B., Lipowsky, F., Pauli, C., & Reusser, K. (2007). Structure as a 
quality feature in mathematics instruction. In M. Prenzel (Ed.), Studies on the educational quality of 
schools: the final report on the DFG priority programme (pp. 101–120). Münster: Waxmann. 

Rakoczy, K., & Pauli, C. (2006). Hochinferentes Rating: Beurteilung der Qualität unterrichtlicher Prozesse 
[Highly inferior rating: Assessment of the quality of teaching processes]. In E. Klieme, C. Pauli & K. 
Reusser (Eds.), Dokumentation der Erhebungs- und Auswertungsinstrumente zur schweizerisch-
deutschen Videostudie „Unterrichtsqualität, Lernverhalten und mathematisches Verständnis“. 
Materialien zur Bildungsforschung (pp. 206–233). Frankfurt am Main: GFPF. 

Rimmele, R. (2003). Videograph. Multimedia Player zur Kodierung von Videos. Videograph [Multimedia 
Player for encoding videos]. Kiel: Institut für die Pädagogik der Naturwissenschaften (IPN). 

Sandoval, W. A., Sodian, B., Koerber, S., & Wong, J. (2014). Developing children's early competencies to 
engage with science. Educational Psychologist, 49(2), 139-152. 

Seidel, T. (2014). Lehrerhandeln im Unterricht [Teacher acting in the classroom]. In E. Terhart, H. Bennewitz & 
M. Rothland (Eds.), Handbuch der Forschung zum Lehrerberuf (pp. 781–806). Waxmann.  

Seidel, T., Prenzel, M., & Kobarg, M. (2005). How to run a video study. Technical report of the IPN video 
study. Münster: Waxmann. 

Steffensky, M., Lankes, E.-M., Carstensen, C. H., & Nölke, C. (2012). Alltagssituationen und Experimente: 
Was sind geeignete naturwissenschaftliche Lerngelegenheiten für Kindergartenkinder? [Everyday 
situations and experiments: What are appropriate science learning opportunities for kindergarten 
children?]. Zeitschrift für Erziehungswissenschaft, 15, 37–54. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11618-012-0262-3 

Vehmeyer, J. K. (2009). Kognitiv anregende Verhaltensweisen von Lehrkräften im naturwissenschaftlichen 
Sachunterricht - Konzeptualisierung und Erfassung. [Cognitive-stimulating behaviors of teachers in 



298        

 

Von Kotzebue, Müller, Haslbeck, Neuhaus & Lankes 

science education - conceptualization and assessment]. (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from https://d-
nb.info/1008087823/34. WWU Münster, Münster. 

Verbeek, V. (2016). Modellierung, Messung und Analyse berufsrelevanter überfachlicher Kompetenzen in der 
fachschulischen Erzieherausbildung [Modelling, measurement and analysis of occupation-relevant 
interdisciplinary competences in technical school teacher training]. (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved 
from https://d-nb.info/1114735027/34. Universität des Saarlandes, Saarbrücken. 

Vogelsang, C., & Reinhold, P. (2013). Gemessene Kompetenz und Unterrichtsqualität:  b erprüfung der 
Validität eine Kompetenztests mit Hilfe der Unterrichtsvideografie [Measured competence and teaching 
quality: Verification of the validity of a competence test with the help of teaching videography]. In U. 
Riegel & K. Macha (Eds.), Videobasierte Kompetenzforschung in den Fachdidaktiken (pp. 319–334). 
Münster: Waxmann. 

Waldis, M., Grob, U., Pauli, C., & Reusser, K. (2010). Der Einfluss der Unterrichtsgestaltung auf Fachinteresse 
und Mathematikleistung [The influence of class design on subject interest and mathematics 
achievement]. In K. Reusser, C. Pauli, & M. Waldis (Eds.), Unterrichtsgestaltung und 
Unterrichtsqualität. Ergebnisse einer internationalen und schweizerischen Videostudie zum 
Mathematikunterricht (pp. 209–251). Münster: Waxmann. 

Zimmermann, M. (2013). Ein Fortbildungskonzept zur frühen naturwissenschaftlichen Bildung für Erzieher – 
Methoden, Begleitforschung und Forschungsergebnisse [A training concept for early scientific education 
for educators - methods, accompanying research and research results]. In M. R. Textor (Eds.), 
Kindergartenpädagogik: Online-Handbuch. Retrieved from 
https://www.kindergartenpaedagogik.de/images/PDF/2259.pdf 

 
 

Author Information 
Ass.-Prof. Dr. Lena von Kotzebue 
Didactics of Bio- and Geosciences 
School of Education 
University of Salzburg  
Hellbrunner Straße 34, 5020 Salzburg 
Austria 
Contact e-mail: lena.vonkotzebue@sbg.ac.at 

Laura Müller 
Chair of School Pedagogy 
TUM School of Education 
Technical University of Munich 
Arcisstr. 21, 80333 Munich 
Germany 
 

 
Heidi Haslbeck 
Chair of School Pedagogy 
TUM School of Education 
Technical University of Munich 
Arcisstr. 21, 80333 Munich 
Germany 
 
Prof. Dr. Eva-Maria Lankes 
Chair of School Pedagogy 
TUM School of Education 
Technical University of Munich 
Arcisstr. 21, 80333 Munich 
Germany 

 
Prof. Dr. Birgit J. Neuhaus  
Biological Education 
Faculty of Biology 
LMU Munich 
Winzererstr. 45, 80797 Munich 
Germany 
 
 
 
 
 

 

https://www.kindergartenpaedagogik.de/images/PDF/2259.pdf
mailto:lena.vonkotzebue@sbg.ac.at

