Summary of Teacher Interviews – the History Curriculum
MHinton p.9 I constructed the history syllabus in about half an hour.  I just sat down and divided English history into chunks and we taught English history in these chunks through …
They were periods…. We started off, I can’t think why we did the second of these things, but we started off by doing the history of the school and then for some reason the Siege of Troy…. I think I had to fill a little hole at the beginning of the course and I decided that would do it.  And then we just went through the periods sequentially…. I think we used CP Hill as the textbook.  That was the standard textbook of the time.  I knew CP Hill, he was a great man actually, and his textbooks were excellent and I think that was the standard textbook we used. I had to decide all the way through. … for O level … it was nineteenth and twentieth centuries.  We just did the earlier centuries the first years and the later centuries at the end.  

EHinde p.6  You sort of began … with the Stone Age.  A lot of them [secondary modern school pupils] would have left any time during their fourth year, they would have left at fifteen and some would have stayed on for an extra year…. From the point of view of teaching, I think I taught a bit of everything.  Certainly I’m quite sure I did the Stone Age, the Greeks, the Romans [laughs], up to the Norman Conquest in the first year and then you did, oh not much on the medieval period to be fair, but probably then the Tudors and the Stuarts and so on.  And in the last year you tried to do what you could to get them up to the present day.  

PADawson p. 7 I had to decide, yes, what to teach.  And one of my colleagues was in the department and it was his – history was his second subject.  He was teaching history from 1964 backwards and was very proud of that, because you just did your own thing.  There was no check on anything. I just decided well right start at Stonehenge, because that was the way I’d – I think basically you had to use in a way the ideas you’d had when you were taught, but not the way I was taught.  I went into secondary modern rather than grammar school because I did not want to teach the children the way I had been taught.

And in the grammar school you would have had to because of the exams?

Yes, exactly.  You had more freedom in the secondary moderns.

EHoulder p. 7 … I think it would be pre-historic and Roman and Saxon the first year, medieval the second, Tudor, Stuarts and 18th century the third, and the final year, as it was in those days, brought us up to the beginning of the First World War.  First World War wasn’t really considered history then, simply because most people could… a lot of people could remember it.  And in fact, some of the people I was teaching with were veterans of the First World War in my early days, so they considered it current affairs.  (Laughing)  Well, I consider the Second World War current affairs, really.  I think it should be taught as a separate subject, that period, personally.

JDClare p. 6 We started with the Saxons and Vikings in Year 7, what we called the first year, and we basically staggered on to Tudors and Stuartsish by the end of Year 9, what we called the third year…. And there was this dreadful mess of children coming from different schools, not knowing anything about any history before the Tudors. And of course, many children then would drop history in year… What was Year 4 in those days, is Year 10 now, they’d drop history, knowing nothing of history after the Fire of London. 

And what did you do for O level? 

We started with the Glorious Revolution, and we made our way up to the middle of the 19th century, Peel and all that, that was it. … We did spend a little while on the agricultural revolution and the industrial revolution, but it was a minor part, the main thing was the political things. I remember many happy lessons [said ironically] on the seven reasons Walpole came to power, and the nine reasons Walpole stayed in power, and the eight reasons Walpole fell from power, ‘go home and learn those, we’re having a test on it tomorrow’. 

Integrated Humanities in the 1970s
MHinton p.17 They said the children [in large comprehensive schools] will get lost, no-one will know them and so on.  So what I wanted to do was to produce teaching situations where the children met the same teachers frequently.  So in the first two years we had what we called humanities.  We parcelled up RE, history and geography into humanities, had a head of humanities and that meant that we had to provide resources for the staff and that’s where we started using resources as opposed to textbooks, and the resources were mostly worksheets of course…. And we used visual aids to some extent.  But it was a co-operate effort and people had to teach to material which their colleagues provided.  They hated it, a lot of them.

If anything they relied on [the worksheets] too much because I was asking geographers to teach history and historians to teach geography and all of them to teach RE, and that was a terrible, terrible thing to do.  But they were a very … obedient lot I suppose I can say.  

EHinde p.13 We played with the idea of the linkage between subjects, but I didn’t get directly involved because I was deputy head.  I got involved in a residential where we tried to integrate things together…. We went down to Romney Marsh and that did work very well: science, history and geography, in other words.  But there was an attempt by three of the staff; the history teacher, the geography teacher –… I think it was the RE teacher … to do some joint work… but the geographer took the lead and… in fact their subject outweighed the others and it happened pretty well everywhere, I gather.… It was moderately successful, but it had a geography bias and it became more of a geography project with a bit of history tacked on.  [laughs]  And I suspect that’s what happened, basically, in a lot of places.  

JHite p.6 .  I remember we had social studies in Years 1 and 2 – 11 to 12 year olds, first two years.  And that was great because it was taught as teamwork. So … you had lead lessons, so someone came in and gave a presentation to say about four groups and then you went off for two weeks developing ideas from a common task sheet, work booklet.  So that was very handy obviously, coming in as a new teacher, with resources sort of there, and I found that worked extremely well.  And it also – because I was teaching that covered geography, RE and history, so I had to teach things that I …hadn’t got much of a background in, but because of the structure it was fine.  And the students enjoyed that.  And you taught that to your tutor group – … so you taught them for a lot. 
p.7 I remember we did Sumerian civilisation, so it was largely I suppose what they had done at primary school, but sort of starting from scratch, so looking at the origins of religion … you looked at myths at the time and that lead on to that and then you did Crusades.  So there was some really – things were largely chronological but relating it to the geography and the RE.  So I thought it was a very well designed course.  

Integrated Humanities after the National Curriculum
JEdgar p.15 What we did was we kicked off our units of work with an integrated study. So for instance we had an old gunpowder mill at the end of the field, just in some overgrown bushes that nobody… It’s been all restored now, one of the about the three major gun producing places in Elizabethan England. So that was ideal because we could actually draw together our geography, which was our local map work and all the rest of it. There were some quarries that were now lakes so we could bring in the whole idea of looking at nature and... I don’t know how we managed to get RS in it, we managed to get RS in it somehow, some creative way. But the geography and the history, for instance in that project, were really easy to marry up. There was an integrated unit like that that kicked off each of the core units then they went back, they spent maybe a couple of weeks doing that and then they went off and did their geography and their history specifically. 

Encountering SHP in the 1970s 
JDClare pp.9-10 And the concept of history being based on sources was a radical, exciting idea for me, and then the idea that we might give sources to children and that they may study them and do them for themselves, and how do you teach them how to do this? … Well, my life as a history teacher was changed by Denis Shemilt, I went home a different man….  I only remember one thing he said, and somebody said… , “How can you put these sources before children when they are so difficult to understand and to read?” and he said, “bowdlerise”…. It was fabulous. And so I then began to change.
CHinton p. 5 After a couple of years of teaching at C. W. [school] I was certainly looking for new ways to teach history.  I think my head of department and deputy head of history, who like me was interested in new ways of approaching history, alerted me to a three-day course on SHP in Leeds during one Easter holiday 1976, ’77, something like that. … When I came back I advocated that we went for SHP….  First of all it was a course which had an underpinning rationale for each of the units, which I hadn’t seen before.  Secondly, we could do new topics each term or every other term, instead of teaching the same old thing for a whole two years.  Thirdly, there were interesting new ways of accessing students without just relying on the end of course exam. Fourthly, there was the opportunity that instead of all being history teachers in our own rooms working in an isolated manner, we could build a course as a team and share the resourcing of it.  And fifthly, there was a great opportunity for the students to be more active in lessons with the possibility of getting out of the classroom on things like local visits and also for a lot of students to see more relevance to their course.
The Influence of SHP on history teaching
JDClare p. 11 We saw our job as history teachers as being merely to convey this accepted body of doctrine to the children, so that they may learn it and then pass it on in their turn. And what schools history project made me realise was, in fact, that history is… That’s not what teaching history’s about at all. Teaching history is about teaching people how to look at the things of the past and make sense of them and make your own sense of them, and come up with your own ideas about it. And at the risk of being political, all those important people, many of them are very clear what they want history to do, but that’s what they want it to do, they want history to do something, and the last thing they want history to do is for children to be coming out with ideas different to the ones that they… They see history as a tool to perpetuate some kind of ideology that they think is necessary to perpetuate, and my view of history became, now what you do is you lay the tools out on the table and then you get the children to investigate them. 

CHinton p. 6 When I came to my second school as head of history, I always remember standing up before the year nines, of which there was about 400, and talking about this new history course and talking to them about some amazing new invention called coursework and they were … the amount of choice was remarkable from this new course because it was so different to what was going on in other subjects.
p.14 The basic options: [were] social and economic history at GCSE or political history and I suppose the social and economic did give you the chance to do topics … which kids really like, like public health.  Whereas if you’re doing the political history you’re going from one Prime Minister after the other aren’t you?  So I think social and economic, looking back, is dry and dull in parts, but it was less dry and dull in parts than potentially political history could be. … Boys like wars, girls not so much…. they do like to know about events they’ve heard about.  So when we do a run through the twentieth century in year nine I find they’re highly motivated by First World War, atomic bomb, Pearl Harbour, all those sort of topics.

JEdgar pp.9-10 I had basically control over the lower school syllabus in the pre-national curriculum days and so I could do what I wanted with it, so basically I just put all the resources that I could find and anything else and experimented with doing source-based history.… We had a whole range of different things. I don’t know if you remember the suitcase mystery booklets that came out, so we had those that we incorporated into Year 7 into … what we call a ‘What is history?’ unit, whatever it is these days. And then basically I was dictated by the resources. … The Tudors featured in there quite a lot and then the Civil War. There was quite a bit on the Tudors and the Civil War, only purely because that’s what we had [in terms of] resources, and it was bits of textbooks … that I could use as source-based material, and obviously, you know, we were coming into the range of where we could actually use video. I mean, we did have a video player so there were lots of programmes and things that we could use as well…. I think it probably ran roughly chronologically yes, I think I tried to keep a rough sort of chronology. I remember there being Saxons or something in Year 7 with the ‘What is history?’ thing and then … I think Year 8 was probably that Tudor and Stuart bit and then probably in Year 9 we went on to do looking at 20th century. We did something on the First World War, we did a bit in-depth project on the First World War in the 3rd year. I don’t think we did World War Two, can’t remember doing that. So … I think the resources were the guiding … what we went with. 
GCSE
RSnow p.10 [I] remember … doing the social and economic course for GCSE.  And I found that really repetitive, you know, agrarian revolution, transport revolution, industrial revolution, and then the trade unions.  Now, these are subjects that do interest me.  I’m quite happy going round industrial museums.  But teaching it to children… I didn’t think there was, you know, they didn’t always get inspired by it, I felt.

 LTurner: I used to do social and economic in Buckinghamshire and it was nowhere near [the industrial regions].  (Laughing) But we did do enclosure and of course we related it to local enclosures in Buckinghamshire, which made it much more interesting because we had the original documents, and I think that was the secret, really.

RSnow: And also, the Modern World syllabuses were quite hard.  They really felt a lot harder, the exam, what they had to cover.  You know, you had to cover all the syllabus and you were sort of doing things like right up to Cuban Missile [Crisis] and UN in the Congo.
RSnow p.19 I was just one step ahead of the kids at times.  You know, today the feedback from exam papers is very good and in those days, it wasn’t.  I’m not sure I always gave the best advice about how to tackle questions, for example, in retrospect, because of lack of training. 

… Head of department would have gone, he wasn’t a great feedbacker of information, and that made it quite difficult.

LTurner: And I didn’t mind doing the coursework.  It was just the volume of it.  We did quite a lot and we all had to mark it.  Then that was unpaid work, really, and it took a long time because we had to mark the whole year group if you did one.  We still have done it this year, you know, and it all takes time.
A level history
JHite p. 11 when I first started teaching A Level history I think the format was just four essays in three hours on say British and European on an outline paper.  And then at its peak you had such a variety, you had sources, you had coursework, you had individual studies, which I thought was great.  And now it seems to me to be going downwards again in terms of the cutting … of the individual study.  And the other great change, which again was partly inspired by I suppose SHP looking exactly at what are you trying to do in history, as opposed to just conveying understanding – testing understanding of knowledge – was … the greater focus on assessment objectives.  Which I agree with in theory, but I think now it’s gone so far, that we’ve abandoned the essay, virtually…. it’s been cut down so much and I think … the danger at A Level certainly is that it’s just cut up into these narrow and not totally logical assessment objectives and you have to focus on those, the whole examination and certainly all the material from the exam boards and the marking schemes are focused on these narrow assessment objectives…. And I think that is really harming the understanding.  
p.12 I inherited 18th Century British History, so that bit I was just teaching for survival, really.  And therefore it wasn’t immediately apparent the range of stimulating material on Walpole, but [I] survived until the American War of Independence…. it was just a four hour – four question, essay question papers.  …

Then we did have a – there was a special paper – I think that was in the Cambridge Board where you specialise in Britain 1815 to 51.  Where you had sources as part of the exam, so that was a major innovation for A Level and greatly to be welcomed, obviously.  So that did naturally allow you to reconcile what you’d like to do as … a teacher with what you need to do for the exam, and that’s obviously the best combination of the two combined.  I also remember teaching totalitarian regimes, JMB option. Which was again largely sort of source based, with essays, although sadly there wasn’t a comparative question on the regimes in the version we taught.  It was just looking at the regimes in isolation which I thought was a missed opportunity.

The AEB 673 course
p.13 It was parallel rather than inspired by SHP but there was the same approach … where you had some sources … with just a brief introduction to the context and … students were assessed on their ability and on the sources without [being] given credit for any knowledge, which I think did actually work well and the evidence seems to suggest that a whole range of students could actually use those sources well…. And I felt that at A Level, that although I fully applauded the use of sources, I felt that that was a bit false and not necessary … because obviously no historian analyses sources in isolation from their context and therefore although I think it was legitimate of SHP to … test the thinking skills of the students, I think at the more Advanced level that wasn’t that successful.  On the other hand, … the great thing about the AEB was the personal study – which was very stimulating. … And the experience was … that a whole range of students could – so those students who might not do that well on an exam, timed exam essay questions – could actually put a lot into their studies….  

p. 15 I thought that it was great for a student … to be able to choose something totally outside anything they were doing, that they were particularly interested in. Say like particularly … ancient history, something like that, for their A Level [personal study] and that’s now been lost unless you do a course which has that aspect to it.    
JEdgar p.8 We were teaching the American and Russian A level and I think it was AEB but I couldn’t swear to that, not that it probably makes a lot of difference but… My head of department taught the American history and I taught the Russian history so we just split them between us so we both had an upper and a lower sixth as we went through. Then at CSE and… This makes me sound really old, doesn’t it? At CSE and O level [laughter] we were teaching social and economic, and again I can’t remember the board but my guess it is was probably the same, it was probably AEB, but again I wouldn’t swear to that. 

SBishop p.17 With the new A-level we think there’s actually a lot more content…. That again is a huge jump for the students who, if they’ve been doing history yes they’re quite used to it, but it’s still a big jump for them… If anything, there’s more emphasis now on more active learning in the sixth form than perhaps what there was, but it was still there when I started teaching. … [The teaching style] depends on your topic.  Do you want to get knowledge across to them or skills?  So if it’s knowledge it might be spider diagrams, ranking the … content, getting an idea of significance and reasons for that, or it might be, you know, pair work in terms of source evaluation, it could be silent essays and then going through them afterwards with each other trying to work out how they could be improved.  So you know, a variety of tasks. For A-level at the moment we do the experience of warfare, which looks at the Boer, the Crimea and the First World War.  And that’s a skills based unit.  We also do a unit on the Norman Conquest, and in year 13 we do the English Civil Wars and the historical enquiry unit. … It’s mainly around conflict and change, and unfortunately the choice really went around the British history unit.  There wasn’t much offered by the exam board that we chose.  So it’s one of the issues I do have with the new history A-level courses is I think there was an opportunity for a very wide selection of topics, and there has been, but at some places it could have been wider…. There’s more reluctance of students to work outside the lessons, unless you have specifically set a task.  And even if you’ve specifically set reading, a lot of students find it very difficult to accept that is a valid task…. I think the problem is because they don’t do the level of reading we expect in any other subject, I really do feel that.  You know, I imagine if they did English they’d read a lot, but in a lot of the subjects there is just one textbook; we expect them to read widely…. We order in any texts students need.  We’ll provide them with photocopies of various selections of authors.  They definitely get a lot, which might put some of them off perhaps.
The Contemporary Curriculum
RSnow p. 14 For some reason, they always seem to love the American Indians, the Native Americans, … which is completely different.  And I think they like them and it’s not a generation of cowboy film watchers like we were…. It’s very new to them, which I thought when I first taught it they were aware of it, but nowadays it’s completely alien, you know.  They just don’t watch the cowboy films…. It’s different values. … Why are you allowed so many wives? Why do they abandon children?... There are lots of issues there …, you know, are they savages?

DHughff pp. 4-5 Always loved teaching the 20th Century.  I think it’s more relevant; it’s also the one I’ve got the most experience of at university.  My subject knowledge was there….  And it’s why I still do enjoy teaching year nine….  I found - the hardest one that I actually found to teach and I still do is the Industrial Revolution.  I find any aspects of that exceptionally difficult, especially being in Hartlepool where there’s not many things left of the Industrial Revolution…. there’s no visible signs of the steelworks, it’s a B&Q.  Of the docks, it’s Jackson’s Landing, it’s shops.  It’s very hard for the kids to see that…. I did coal mining with year eight a couple of weeks back and “where was your nearest coal mine?”  Don’t know.  I had to give so obvious clues that it was Blackhall [a short drive from Hartlepool].  And it’s frightening that in an area like Hartlepool there’s nothing left; there’s literally nothing left of its industrial past, nothing.

SBishop p. 12 We do timelines and overviews and we do in-depth studies and … we try and show them where they are in the sense of history.  But I think it’s one of the benefits of approaching it in a chronological way.  The children themselves actually do understand.  But there are times that you do need to break away, for instance we’re doing the Slave Trade at the moment in year 8 but after half term we will move into Civil Rights in the USA, so there’s actually a break from the chronology, but that’s because this is a very interesting topic that has to be finished, you know, for it to make sense….  It will then be the beginning of year 9 which will be the start of the First World War.  So there is a jump there, but it’s a necessary one, you know.

So you’re actually missing out the 19th century?

We do that in year 8, … just before the Slave Trade.  The two run parallel….  If you go down a chronological approach, it’s very difficult to have it purely chronological, you do have to adapt it, but the children do know when things happened relative to each other.
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