Notes on Teacher Training 1960s to present day
Teacher Training in the 1940s and ‘50s
1. Forecasts of shortages of teachers after the Second World War led to the formation of a number of Emergency Training Colleges in addition to those existing ones, which were able to expand to accommodate post-war expectations. The ETCs ran one-year training courses which were very popular.  The scheme ended in 1951 having produced more than 23,000 male and nearly 12,000 female teachers – the highest proportion of these were in the secondary modern schools (Gosden, pp.285-9). 

2. The McNair Report of 1944 recommended that all teacher training should be under the supervision of universities, whether in their own education departments or in training colleges. Most of them set up university ‘institutes’ of education within 14 geographical divisions called ‘Area Training Organisations’ – by 1948, these were operational across the country (Gosden, pp.291-2). 

3. The Institute of Education had traditionally collaborated with the other London colleges to provide an undergraduate training course which consisted of a major subject (pursued as a separate undergraduate course) plus education (taken in the Institute) for a Teaching Certificate (2 years). They also offered a one-year course for graduates, usually those entering grammar school teaching (now called a PGCE – postgraduate certificate in education). From the late 1940s, all professors and readers at the IoE were also required to pursue research and cultivate higher degree students which contributed to the growth of education as an academic research focus. 
4. The immediate post-war period saw a big expansion of teacher training – for instance, Leicester University was permitted to re-open its Education Department during the 1945-6 session with central funding from the Ministry of Education. They recruited students for both 1-year (postgraduate) and 4-year courses (undergraduate). Many of the first students after the War were ex-service personnel who had already graduated – Leicester and Bristol were the only universities to assess the 1-year course without using a written examination.
5. Leicester therefore built up a reputation as a ‘progressive’ institution. J.W. Tibble, the Professor of Education, had pioneered the use of ‘unstructured group teaching’ at University College, Exeter. Although Tibble appointed mainly people who agreed with progressive ideas about child psychology (including Brian Simon), he also appointed Geoffrey Bantock, who had a traditionalist and right-wing view. 
6. The course at Leicester focused on ‘subject method’ with a whole term in teaching practice and 2 days a week in school in the other terms. Subject disciplines were sidelined in favour of ‘history of education’, ‘educational philosophy’ and child development. ‘They held “self-discovery groups” … encouraging students to criticise the education course and the methods of teaching employed by the staff.’ (School of Education, p.8)
7. The development of history teacher training at the IoE was associated from 1948 to the 1960s with W. Hedley Burston, described by Richard Aldrich as ‘a traditionalist with experience in independent schools and a background in philosophy and economics’. Peter Lee speaks affectionately about Burston, who recruited him from his first teaching post in a boys’ grammar school to join the IoE. 

Extract from Lee’s interview:

Now at the Institute I bumped into Burston of course, and Burston was a very difficult character to get on with, I mean he was hated by a lot of people and indeed by a lot of the students, though it was never a straightforward hatred, it was always also … there was also a degree of respect and uncomfortableness in what they were complaining about because he made them do things which they thought were of no relevance to teaching whatsoever.  He worked through WH Walsh’s ‘Introduction to the Philosophy of History’.  That was what you got before you entered a school and of course they couldn’t, most of them, a lot of them could see absolutely no sense in this, whereas I just thoroughly enjoyed it because I thought this was going to be a nonsense, a nonsense course with hints and tips and I was really pleased to discover that there was some real bite to it and it all seemed to be very important.  Though Burston, I mean the problem was that he hadn’t really found a sensible way of relating it to teaching in ways that most students could see the point of. That was always the problem. (p.3).
8. In progressive departments, such as Leicester and the IoE, students could feel frustrated at the lack of structure and practical advice on teaching history (School of Education pp.10-11) Patricia Dawson was extremely critical of her training at the IoE in 1963-4 because it was focused on philosophy rather than practical advice.
Extract from Patricia Dawson’s interview:

I knew you got more money if you’d done a postgraduate certificate, and I suppose that was the big influence because you knew you were better qualified and it was extra money at the end of the day…. I just felt it was all lectures all the time and I really wanted to be out there in the classroom, learning on the job.  And we used to beg the lecturer to maybe do a demonstration lesson for us, but we never got a demonstration lesson, if it’s possible for that to happen, because you all teach differently anyway.  And I remember a Friday morning, we had three consecutive hours of lectures; history of education from 9 – 10, philosophy of education from half-past ten say to half-eleven, and I can’t remember what the third lecture was.  But people were bored to tears; they were leaving and walking out (p.4).  
Michael Hinton reacted negatively to his postgraduate course at the IoE in 1948-9, but then adopted many of the ideas:

They were a sort of cutting edge for history teaching in those days with ideas about projects and visual aids and history activities and I got myself quite unpopular by opposing all that while I was there…. but as soon as I went into teaching I borrowed the ideas wholesale and did everything that they’d suggested one should do. (pp.2-3)

9. The Institute was not the only place where students found the training not as they expected. 

Extract from David Burrell’s interview:

The other point that I remembered vividly …was the abysmal nature of my PGCE course. I did that at Cambridge as well—1958 to `59. And, I wouldn’t say that it came near to dissuading me from going into teaching, but it didn’t do much to encourage me to do so…I think there was a two-fold problem. One…the PGCE course was boring, to say the least. The lectures for the most part were boring …We spent long, long sessions thinking about how rats learned, and that sort of thing. I remember vividly one morning, a little woman lecturer came in and gave us an almost hour-long lecture on how to open the windows in a classroom in order to have the best…airflow and things. A lot of it seemed irrelevant. We did have some sessions on teaching history, which I think were conducted by a man called Dr. Harris—…they were quite good, because they were very focused. …They reflected the quite limited view that existed at the time, and the limited materials that existed. …But the rest of the course, which was three terms—first term in Cambridge, second term in school and third term teaching practice. Teaching practice was good, helpful, but very strenuous and very stressful. I did it at Owen’s Boys’ Grammar School in Islington. I was amazed to find when I got to Cambridge that you had to find your own placement for the second term, which in one way was good, because you could do it at home…. I got to Owen’s School Islington through my brother who was a curate in Islington at the time. The university also seemed to be opting out because during the term I was in Islington, not a single person from the university visited me. I had no support from the university whatever, which wouldn’t have been so bad, but the man who was supposed to be my supervisor in the school, …was ill most of the year…. I simply took over his timetable…. nobody ever observed me, there was nobody ever commented on what I was doing. The only indication I had at the end of the year was … that I’d got a C in the teaching practice, which was difficult to understand because nobody ever looked at me, so how would they know?  (pp.7-8)
10. Those attending undergraduate teacher training seem to have had a better experience than the post-graduate student teachers. Eric Houlder entered the City of Leeds Training College in 1959, having had two terms helping out in a local primary school as a sixth former.
Extract from Eric Houlder’s interview:
It was very good, I think.… there were probably about a third of us that had some experience and 90 percent of us, the men, had been in the forces…. It was excellent training, in a way.  We did history in some depth.  We did secondary subjects and everybody did English.  What I didn’t like, we did P.E. and games as well.  I was never thrilled with that. …School [teaching] practices, a lot of people dropped out after the first one…. two people who I knew who dropped out both went and joined the police in Kenya who were fighting the Mau Mau because they reckoned it would be easier than teaching.  I think they may have had a shock about that. …We had fieldwork, we went out on expeditions, and we were taught by some very nice people. (p.3)
Similarly, Evelyn Hinde spoke enthusiastically about her 3-year course:

I went to Stockwell.  And when I got there I was still thinking about doing English, but I took one look at the lecturers and changed my mind [laughs] and did history instead. …And I actually had decided that I loved English literature particularly, I was reasonably good on the language side, but I particularly loved literature and I decided I didn’t actually want to teach it, I would be happier teaching history. Well you got a very basic first six weeks of training where you were – I thought it was a waste of time – but you were encouraged to have a little go at different things before you decided what you wanted to specialise in.  And you were then expected to choose a main and two subsidiary subjects, basically.  And easy for me, in the end I chose history and I had English as a subsid. …I suppose for me it brought together more European history than I’d known previously, although I’d done a certain amount of course, doing history O level and A level, but …certainly more American history than I’d done before.  We happened to have a very good lecturer and she was also an extremely good teacher and so then, course, she would do demonstration lessons and obviously keep an eye on you when you went out on teaching practice.  Talk.  A certain amount of illustration: books, pictures, postcards.  Wasn’t … when she did a demonstration lesson it wasn’t usually filmstrips or things like that, so it was … she was a very lively person and very much able to take a group of children and say, now what do you think about that. Oh I went for secondary.  Now that was unusual.  There had been … nearly all teacher training colleges trained for infant or junior, but… they discovered that there was a great shortage of teachers, particularly for certain subjects in secondary schools and English and history, French, maths, so a number of training colleges were encouraged to set up a secondary group.  I think we were only about the second secondary group in 1955 that Stockwell had and it was pretty much a high-powered group.  (pp.2-3)
Expansion in the 1960s
11. In 1958, the Ministry of Education took the decision to add 12,000 teacher training places to supply the shortfall evident from the rising birth rate and because college training was to be increased from 2 to 3 years beginning in 1960. Of these new places, 3,000 were to be in new institutions (Bulmershe, p.2).  Bulmershe was proposed as a new mixed gender college in Berkshire to provide for 450 students training for primary and junior secondary level. The first intake of students was 1964 - only 29% of them male. 

12. In 1965, the DES sent a letter to colleges about the problem of over-sized classes – the existing 290,000 teacher workforce needed to rise to 340,000 to eliminate classes >30 pupils but with the projected rise in the school population for England and Wales from 7 m. to 9½m. by 1976, it would require a rise to 530,000 teachers. Bulmershe expanded from 500 to 800 students.
13. David Burrell taught at both Bulmershe (from 1966) and Sussex (from 1970):

And for the first time, I was working in an institution where the resources were available, the equipment was available…..At Bulmershe, most of the people—not all of them, some of them had been in teacher education before—but most of them were new. They’d come straight out of schools, and they were eager, committed, industrious, and they wanted to effect change. And it was a wonderful climate to be in. It was also the time when there was money. I look back now and I think, ‘How the hell did we manage to do all that?’ We could only do it because the local authority, not just in Berkshire but across the country, were putting a lot of money into it. So it was a wonderful place to be. I was recruited as a history specialist; the third in our department. (p. 19)

It was a concurrent course. So I had two responsibilities. One was to teach them history, …but the other thing was to prepare them for teaching history in school. I was also a supervisor of teaching practice, and even more challenging, was to be a supervisor of teaching practice of non-history students. Because they all had to do a second subject, so a lot of our…for some reason, history was very attractive to a lot of our PE students. Bulmershe had a big PE community, and a lot of them did history as the second subject. We had to design a college programme. John Fines designed it. I remember it well because it was called Leaping through History—leaping or jumping through history or something like that. What history do they know? What minimum history do they need to know in order to be able to teach in a primary school? That was fun, devising that programme. Then, of course, I had to go and supervise students teaching history in primary school, which was totally outside my experience. [Our Head of Department]…insisted that every member of staff taught in schools….So, for the first time in my career, I was challenged with teaching history to primary children, which was again a fascinating experience….Because I was only beginning to develop the skills of story telling, in particular, which I think you really need in the primary school…. One of the major principles … was, ‘You cannot expect trainees, or practising teachers, you cannot expect them to take on new ideas and introduce them into their own classroom unless you yourself have tested them out. (pp.22-23)

14. The Robbins Report of 1963 had proposed that by the mid-1970s a quarter of entrants to training colleges should take a 4-year Bachelor of Education honours degree. The Certificate was three years and the additional year would be ‘advanced’ work in education and in the main subject. The degrees from Bulmershe were controlled and awarded by the University of Reading and started in 1967 (Bulmershe, pp.11-14). The Bulmershe BEd. Degree course included 15 weeks of school experience and the 4th year took the student from an ordinary degree to honours level, but fewer than half of any intake stayed for the 4th year. 
15. By 1969-70, there were 326,000 teachers in England and Wales. Of these, 52,268 (16%) were trained graduates, 20,898 (6.4%) untrained graduates, 159,548 (48.9%) non-graduates (1-2 yr training) and 79,771 (24.5%) non-graduates (3 yr training) (Coombe Lodge Report, p.528). The one-year course was at this time voluntary for graduates, but for those graduating from 1974 onwards, it became compulsory to have the postgraduate qualification to be able to teach in state schools. (Gosden, p.307)

16. Another reorganisation took place in 1972 following the James Committee Report Teacher Education and Training. This recommended that teacher training colleges be merged with polytechnics or further education colleges (School of Education p.40). The training colleges were to become ‘colleges of education’ – if they remained separate from a university they had to apply for CNAA accreditation for their degrees.
17. The James Committee criticised the teaching of theory in training colleges at the expense of practical experience in schools, concluding ‘the essential is sometimes sacrificed to the desirable’ (James Report, p.67). Students often found it difficult to understand educational theory because they had no practical experience in which to locate it. The Committee believed that only with experience could teachers properly experience any benefit (James Report, p.68). The Committee therefore recommended the provision of major programmes of in-service education for serving teachers, as well as the opportunity for teachers to ‘top up’ their teaching certificate to gain a degree. Colleges were also to be allowed to offer a wider range of courses, e.g. for youth and community leaders, health professionals, etc. (Bulmershe, p.25). 
18. The sense of ‘ferment’ in the expanding colleges of education is palpable in Gareth Elwyn Jones’ recollection of his early career at Cardiff:

I …joined an expanding department of history which had jumped to eight by the time I started …It was responding to the 1960s bulge …and also to the fact that the teaching degree was coming in, of course the BEd, at that time, so they were expanding their staff. …I was in a group of relatively young, new history lecturers who were all interested in the theory of history teaching, because obviously we were now teaching teachers of history. …we were into things like the new ideas about history teaching that were circulating at the time.  John Fines, for example, … we didn’t quite coincide because he left Cardiff College of Education just before I went there, but … his reputation there was phenomenal.  But we were …now actively involved in supervising students in junior schools and actively involved in discussions all the time about children’s thinking and marrying really education theory of the time with ideas about history teaching.  So that was a very stimulating environment indeed. (pp. 2-3)
19. The more progressive colleges and departments started to place more emphasis on school experience and even the involvement of school staff in supervising and mentoring trainees (School of Education, p.41). Sussex University Education Department developed a pioneering course with much more input from school staff than was usual. 
Extract from Chris Culpin’s interview:

The Sussex PGCE was extremely good.  I chose it not having been to Sussex, because of its system, which is very like the current system but was very unusual at that time, of teaching for three days a week and being in the university for two days a week.  I was very lucky that the history PGCE tutor was Willy Lamont who helped to teach me to teach, and the monitoring system of a teacher tutor for those three days.  It all … I was extremely lucky in all cases.  I went to Thomas Bennett Comprehensive School in Crawley which was fantastic, I mean this was the cutting edge … it’s hard to imagine …just how adventurous a radical comprehensive school was at that time.  That’s 1968/69….  A lovely guy called John Townsend was my teacher tutor and I, by being at that same school from, well actually November, but from the autumn through to June meant that you had a consistency and a support which the kind of block teaching practice, which was the norm at that time, didn’t really give me. (pp. 1-2)

20. Not only did teachers in Sussex get involved in tutoring trainee teachers, but the role of tutor was itself an opportunity for in-service training, as David Burrell makes clear:

I set up a seminar programme, which included things like, the nature of history, the aims of history teaching in the school, what are the current projects which are going on? Schools Council, Nuffield, and that sort of thing…. What about the controversy about chronology against themes or topics or whatever? What do we know about how children learn history? Assessment in history—all those sort of things. You know, it was a programme which was complementary to what they were doing in schools and hopefully, giving them some ideas which they could then try out in schools.

…we used to run the university seminars in the evening between half past 5 and half past 7…. in the evening so the teacher tutors could come from the school and take part in the discussions. So we were actually saying to the teachers, you know, ‘You should be learning on the job as well.’ …. I think being a teacher tutor for some people was quite an eye-opener, because they were being forced … through the ideas that some of their trainees were bringing in to them to think about what they were doing themselves…. And in fact, several of the teachers did in fact become encouraged to take up part-time MA work, and things like that later on. (p. 42)

 The rationale for the teacher-tutor role and the course as a whole was explained by Willie Lamont in a paper from the early 1970s (Postgraduate Training and the History Department). The Sussex partnership scheme and the Oxford internship model were both seen as cutting edge at the time due to the involvement of practising teachers in the training (Robinson, p.52)
21. Undergraduate training seems to have changed less. Roberta Wood experienced good undergraduate history teaching during her primary school training at Redland College, Bristol from 1962-5, though unlike Culpin, the school experience was mixed.
Extract from Roberta Wood:

When I was at training college, we had a very good history tutor who taught us as a history specialist to enjoy history for its own sake.  We started off with the Beaker people and continued right up to the present day.  She, the only aid she gave us on teaching history was to say, ‘If you want a day in London, I shall speak to the Principal but organise it yourselves.  You will have to organise school trips when you become teachers’.  And so we had several days in London.  We then had education as a separate subject, and they were the ones that taught us how to go into schools and prepare our lessons, prepare our material and make wall displays and things like that.  I must admit I enjoyed the history teaching more than education. …when you went on teaching practice you had to do what the teacher wanted you to do. …Some people were very lucky and got good schools and they could go to town on their displays and everything like that, and in two cases I got very remote country schools who just wanted you to teach the children, keep them quiet…imagine a very old Victorian Church school classroom and there’s no room for display in places like that.  But you did the best you could, you went through it. (pp. 4-5)
Teacher Training from the 1970s to early-80s
22. The DES Circular 7/73 warned of dramatic cuts in the numbers of trainee teachers needed in the coming years, due to the then declining birth rate, although there would be expansion of other types of degrees. 

23. During the late 1970s and early 1980s, the numbers of trainees fell – Bulmershe’s BEd. intake in 1974 was 322, but by 1980, it had fallen to 105. Postgraduate numbers were also capped by the DES – whereas in 1972, Bulmershe had 150 PGCE students, in 1983, it had only 69. The balance of students changed, with many more part-time students and mature students doing in-service training rather than full-time 18-24 year olds.

24. Another important aspect relating to the wider development of history in schools was the matrix of relationships between HMIs, LEAs, LEA Advisors and colleges of education. Bulmershe developed a close association also with the Schools Council, becoming one of 4 SC regional curriculum centres to support the teaching of the humanities. These centres were funded to promote and co-ordinate national development projects involving schools, LEAs and LEA Advisors (Bulmershe, p.134-5). 

The expansion of in-service education was discussed by David Burrell. He joined Sussex University Education Department in 1970:

But I was appointed in the first place…to do in-service training. Including in-service training in history. I mean, my job was a co-ordinating job. It was to co-ordinate the work of people in the five colleges of education, and in the LEAs in the in-service field. Fascinating job. We also built up a resource centre for teachers in the university.
… Our most successful thing, because in a sense it was the easy thing to do, was to build up a resource centre and a laboratory for science teachers.  We had the same notion of doing the same sort of thing in the arts areas, but we never quite had the resources to do that. We built up quite a good school of education library, which was later incorporated in the university library. We developed things like boxes of books to send out to schools if they were doing particular projects and that sort of thing. And the school of education library also supported our trainee teachers who were going into school. (p. 37).
25. History education departments within colleges of education and universities  proved pivotal in the development of new history curricula and methods of teaching in schools in the 1970s and 80s – see notes on the development of the curriculum elsewhere.

26. Those learning to teach history in the 1970s and 80s recall a mix of experiences. For some, the training period was irrelevant, for others it was seminal.

John D. Clare recalled his training at Durham University in 1974:

I studied under a guy called Mel French, how to teach history, and Gordon Batho…. we fell out over dictated notes, because he was very hostile to dictated notes, and he once caught me in a lesson dictating some notes…. Mel French was obsessed, even in those days, with the fact that, ‘what’s the point of history, history is dying’. We were dealing, even in those days, with the fact that history was dying in the classroom, and children didn’t give it its proper importance, they didn’t reckon history, and how could we upgrade the subject? … And the idea of a graded worksheet as well, I remember that, we had to do our worksheets so that we started off with the easy questions but they got harder and harder as they went along. And then you were thrown into the classroom and left to cope.  (pp. 2-3)
27. Ian Dawson went to Leeds University for his training in 1973 where staff were promoting ideas for reviving history teaching in the classroom:

I did PGCE [in Leeds} and … there was this wonderful man called Bob Unwin who wanted to make history interesting in the classroom.  He’d got seventy-five ways of starting a lesson so that the children were enlivened and became drawn in.  And he was just wonderful at the idea of making history interesting and that you didn’t create, you didn’t just tell them things.  And he was actually one of the pioneers of the new range of history books that came out in the seventies. (p. 2)
28. The use of sources in history teaching was now included in some PGCE courses, as Andy Reid recalled from his course at Newcastle University in 1972:

The PGCE course was influential mainly in introducing me to local sources which had formed no part of what I’d done at Cambridge and that was just, you know, wasn’t a dimension at all.  We hardly ever looked at any primary evidence and when we did it certainly wasn’t local.  I found it utterly fascinating. (p. 2)
29. Chris McGovern recalled his awareness of new ideas about history teaching on his PGCE course at Birmingham in 1974: 

But when I went to Birmingham University, Postgraduate Certificate in Education, I think that the people who ran that course were themselves slightly confused about the direction they should take teacher training in, …because there was discussion in those days about taking history in new directions and the Schools Council History Project was just coming, just being trialled. (p. 2)  
30. The impact of comprehensive schooling and response of ‘new history’ are clearly linked in this extract from Chris Hinton. Chris did his training year at Goldsmiths College, London in 1975:

Most of the written projects I did at Goldsmiths were around new teaching ideas linked to comprehensivisation, such as mixed ability teaching and integrated humanities.  And also I became interested during my course at Goldsmith, under my tutors Martin Booth and David Killingray, in Bloom’s Taxonomy and Bruner’s thinking on breaking down concepts for young minds.  So that’s sort of how I got into teaching the initial ideas I had to underpin my teaching. (p. 2). 

31. In most colleges, teaching practice was more prominent as a feature of the training, which meant student teachers were called upon to reflect on the practical side of history teaching, but experiences could differ greatly depending on the school placement and the staff there. Scott Harrison did his PGCE in 1971 at C.F. Mott College, in Prescott near Liverpool:

Quite a lot of the courses seemed to be on the philosophy of this or that, but the most important things were the teaching experiences. Those I remember vividly teaching in a school—in two schools—in deprived parts of Liverpool, and encouraging the first young people I’d met in this context to be interested in history, when often there were other things on their minds…. the first school I was in … was Enfield Comprehensive at the time. It was a very strict school. It was an all boys school, and I don’t recall classroom management being a problem at all. The issues are really around making the sort of history that I was familiar with and interested in, accessible and interesting to these boys. I was, of course, helped, and I was teaching a curriculum that was provided for me. But one thing that the college did was urge us to spend ever such a lot of time on planning and preparation, far more that we could in the real world of teaching, and to try those resources out. I suppose that gave me an advantage in thinking about access, and…asking the sorts of questions that these children could handle.  (pp.3-4)

32. John Simkin went to Sussex to do his PGCE in 1974:

I would estimate about half the people on the course… were training, because they didn’t want to leave Sussex University, they didn’t want to leave Brighton.  They had such a great social life in Brighton … and so they could get another year by doing the PGCE.  And a lot of them did drop out by the end of the … you know, they never had the intention to become teachers.  And … one of the things they did at Sussex which I think was a really good idea, is … you spent the …first two weeks observing teachers teach, which was eye-opening for me.  I remember the first ever lesson I watched there was riots going on in the lesson.  It was an English teacher and she just had no control over these children and I thought, ‘couldn’t cope with this’.  It was like the education I’d received in Dagenham, you know, the behaviour of the children were no better, in fact… probably as bad.  But I went into the next lesson, it was also an English teacher and as it turned out, was actually the boyfriend of the first teacher.  And he had long flowing red hair, long red beard, wearing jeans, and he sat on the desk and he just talked to them and got their attention and then they had this debate about … I can’t remember what it was, it was a short story I think they were discussing.  And I realised that, you know, it was possible to do that and it was the contrast between these two lessons, that one person who couldn’t do it, had no idea, and she would never … be a successful teacher, and this chap had this magic.  And he is probably one of the best teachers I’ve ever seen teach and he was only the second teacher who I ever saw teach.  But you saw a wide variety of different styles then, in that period, so you got some sort of idea about, you know, how do you teach? (pp. 9-10)

Teaching practice could be disillusioning, as is shown from this extract by John Hite of his experience on the Sussex University PGCE course in 1977:

I found the university experience very stimulating and the school experience pretty shocking in many ways, in terms of the way that history was taught. I mean, it varied – all the teachers were very pleasant – but one in particular was very sort of cynical.  I always remember – because I was an idealistic teacher with all these new ideas, I wanted to be called John and open up opportunities for all children – and I remember being very bored in a lesson on social economic history and afterwards the teacher sort of said, “Well, you know, life is boring, so I’m preparing the children for life.”  And that stuck in my memory as an appalling sort of justification for what he was doing.  Other teachers were very inspiring, as individuals on the story telling, but the actual methods used in the school were very traditional, ‘talk and chalk’, sort of methods. (p. 3)
33. However, in some trainees’ eyes, the only value of the PGCE year was to gain practical experience in the classroom.
Alan Farmer went to City College, Sheffield to do his PGCE year in 1973. He already had two years’ teaching experience, one as a sixth former and the other as an ‘untrained’ graduate:

I’m not sure I learned a great deal from the teacher training because I think the teacher training [me] was a bit scared about me really because I don’t think he’d got any real experience in a comprehensive school or even a pretty tough school, whereas I’d obviously taught for the best part of a year and therefore had experiences that the poor chap who was supposed to be teaching me hadn’t got, so I think he was a bit in awe of me rather than me of him.  But all teacher training is, I mean it’s valuable because you meet other folk, not necessarily the people who are doing the training, you meet other people in your position, so you learn a lot from sharing experiences with them about their experience in school and you learn a lot about teaching in different schools. (pp. 3-4)
34. John Edgar did a 4-year BEd. degree from 1981-5 at Cheltenham College of Education combining history and teacher training. For him there was a conflict between the style of the undergraduate history course and new ideas about thinking skills in education theory:

The history part of the degree was pretty much the standard fare that students who were doing a joint honours degree would have followed …, basically what we did was we did the history element…, and then the other side of our degree was education studies and so we studied the philosophy and sociology, psychology and so forth of education, did teaching practice,…. And part of that was a set of experiences that were supposed to be about teaching … our main field, which was sort of a cross-over really because it was where people who were actually really history lecturers but had some background perhaps themselves in teaching in the dim and distant past, and remember their dim and distant past was the 1950s, taught us I think… probably how they were taught history. …And so I had a lecturer who had been at Oxford and had a very traditional history background, his tutor had been Elton and his idea of history had been then forged in the 1950s in maybe his first grammar school teaching experience and I don’t think it had changed much beyond that. … Towards the end of my degree HMI were just starting to look at publishing …[History in the Primary and Secondary Years, 1985] it’s a blue booklet on basically broadening history out and looking at a more skills-based approach. And obviously SHP by that time was in its infancy. …. And SHP definitely seemed to provide the answer to that in the sense that it said, ‘well let’s start unpicking at what history is about’. But his [the Oxford-educated tutor’s] response was less than positive when I came along. I can remember presenting a paper to a tutorial…, and I think… Well being held up to ridicule was probably a fairly accurate description of how he responded to it…. I suppose because the other side of what I was doing at college was looking at education and obviously that was very different because we were starting to look at how do children think and learn? And I suppose at this time I was just on the cusp of people moving away from a more behaviourist to a more cognitive-based approach… that sort of transference of knowledge doesn’t really sit very easily when you’re being taught about those sorts of theories of learning. So also I suppose part of me was also looking for, how do you sort of marry up those two, how do I make more sense of what I’m beginning to understand about maybe how children think and learn and relating that to my subject. And again, things like SHP probably started to tick quite a few of those boxes. (pp. 4-5)
Teacher training in history since the late 1980s
35. The early 1980s saw cuts throughout the universities sector, including in the training of teachers, but most departments and colleges of education diversified into further degrees, part-time courses and courses for other professional groups working in related areas.
36. In 1983, the DES White Paper, Teaching Quality set out major changes in the pattern of teacher training, reflecting the Thatcher government’s view that schools should play a bigger role in the training of teachers. This could be seen as a move back towards the ‘apprenticeship’ model of the earlier twentieth century (Robinson, pp.52-3). All teacher trainers were now required to have ‘recent and relevant’ experience of successful teaching, amounting to one term’s experience in every 5 years (School of Education, p.50). This was supervised by the new Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (CATE) from 1984. Colleges had to release staff so that they could update their teaching experience. Bulmershe did this by arranging for the secondment of 3 teachers each year to work in the College whilst their lecturers were in primary schools (by this stage, all of Bulmershe’s training was for the primary sector) (Bulmershe, p.142). 

37. In April 1987, the funding for in-service education which allowed LEAs control over what training serving teachers did was replaced by GRIST (Grant Related In-Service Training) requiring LEAs to bid to the DES for funds for specific initiatives (School of Education, p.51). Following the Education Reform Act of 1988, funding was transferred to schools for them to decide what training their staff needed.

38. Colleges reorganised their courses, especially the one-year postgraduate courses, to focus more closely on strategies in the classroom than theoretical child psychology, sociology, philosophy of education and history of education, which had been the core disciplines in many education departments (School of Education, p.55).

39. During the 1990s, a major re-organisation of teacher education took place. The Conservative Government wanted to change teacher training but were also concerned to maintain a supply of well-qualified teachers and to create greater accountability for the content and quality of the training (Furlong et al. p.3). New Right critics like Sheila Lawlor pointed to the superfluity of theoretical education courses when what teachers needed was practical experience in the classroom (Lawlor). 

40. DES Circular 9/92 required teacher training institutions to set up partnership schemes with schools with two-thirds of the students’ time spent in school rather than in college. On completion of training, student teachers were awarded the status of NQT (Newly Qualified Teacher); the new teacher had to complete one year of teaching in a state school in order to achieve QTS (Qualified Teacher Status). The probationary year in teaching had prior to this been overseen (in a very loose sense) by LEAs. Funds were transferred to schools to enable them to set aside staff time for mentoring and support of trainees and the Teacher Training Agency (TTA) was set up to oversee and approve initial teacher training (ITT) quality nationally (School of Education, p.56-7).  This meant that ITT could be delivered by schools, LEAs and other organisations outside the HE sector. The diversification of routes into teaching (and for mature candidates) was accelerated by the Labour Government from 1997 onwards, partly in response to shortages of secondary school teachers, especially in sciences and maths. 
41. From 2005, the TTA became the TDA (the Training and Development Agency for schools). It controls student teacher numbers and allocates them to training providers based on Ofsted inspection. The standards required of new teachers have been revised several times. ‘Never before has there been so much detailed prescription of what student teachers should be taught, should know, and should be able to demonstrate in terms of technical skills and competence.’ (Robinson, p.54). Many college education lecturers have criticised the ‘skills-based’ model as mechanistic and lacking in the reflective and creative approach good teachers should demonstrate, but Robinson defends the value of having explicit standards which provide a baseline on which newly qualified teachers can build. She also does not see why the development of ‘core technical teaching skills’ should preclude the use of creativity, imagination and personal influence in learning to teach (Robinson, p.55). 
42. Reflecting this shift away from theoretical approaches to teacher training, Simon Bishop who trained in 2001 found the practical experience in school more valuable than the theory in college:

I trained at Canterbury, Christchurch….The history PGCE there was excellent. The amount of time that was given to you by the person who actually ran the course, always there at the end of a phone, e-mail or even you know a face to face visit.  But that’s just very professionally well run course. …I personally feel there was too much theoretical.  The practical side of it was enough; I had two main placements, but it would be nice to spend more time in school … I think the actual theory of teaching at that stage in the career – it was good to have grounding in it, but I think sometimes it went far too much into depth.  It would have been much nicer to actually get more hands on experience in the classroom, at that stage within the career….And the person who mentored me at my first placement, he was an advanced skills teacher, so you know I had a lot of input from people on that….most of it I learnt from actually being in the school placements rather than being out of placement in the college….I think as teachers having that time to give to someone that you’re trying to train is difficult to give sometimes, so I was very appreciative of it. (pp. 3-4)
43. Whereas Sussex University struggled to find funding for its ‘teacher tutors’ in the 1960s and 70s, mentors in schools now receive money and time to allow them to support trainee teachers adequately. The following extracts are from an interview with trainee teachers just completing their PGCE courses at the Institute of Education. First they discussed the role of the Institute in their training and its value. One of the ‘problems’ is about when best for trainees to learn the theory of teaching – before or after their experience of a school….
Steve Loman: It’s so front-loaded, that you’re taught how to teach all at the beginning, pretty much.  We have our continual sessions as we go along, but the majority of [his tutor’s] teaching to us is at the beginning, when it doesn’t make any sense because we’ve got little experience.  So we’re being taught all the theory, but … we can’t use it as we’re learning it, so you don’t internalise it.  And it’s all theory, as far as you’re concerned at the beginning…. You don’t really use what you learn here until you’re confident, I found. (p. 32)
Katherine Tunnadine: I picked to do a PGCE rather than a GTP [a school-based training] because I wanted to be confident as a history teacher….  But because I’d done two years of TEFL [Teaching English as a Foreign Language] teaching before I started, and I was at a good school and I was trained really well, when I came here [the Institute], lots of this clicked….I felt quite comfortable with lots of the teaching aspects, but the stuff that I was learning all about the history teaching was new….But, for me, I was starting at a different point to someone that never stepped into a classroom before. …I didn’t have to get over getting into a classroom and standing in front of a class of kids.  The first time I did that, that was terrifying.  But because I’d done that before, for me the course has been really useful. (p. 34)
Ben Turner: We all teach in different ways.  So there isn’t one way that Alison or Arthur or Katharine [IoE tutors] can teach us that’s going to be successful for everyone.  So where I may enjoy the theory side of things and then putting it into practice, Candice may not get the theory and be more of a practical learner, and everyone learns in different ways. (p. 35)
Dan Burke: I have had a massive problem with the theory and I think…I’m a far more practical learner.  I do what I feel is natural and sensible in a classroom, as opposed to what I’ve learned here.  Because, in all honesty, a lot of the time I’m not entirely sure what they’re saying.  I’ve never really understood the theory.  And that’s been a problem for me. … With my second placement, I’ve come on in leaps and bounds with the way that I’m teaching, the way that I’m interacting, and that I’m doing things that are based from theory, because I’ve had the support to do that.  But especially in my first placement, I found it quite difficult. (pp. 35-6)
All of the trainees valued the support of the schools and none of them was placed in the position of filling a sick teacher’s shoes (as happened to one or two of the interviewees who trained in the 1960s and 70s). The use of two placements means that if one does not work too well, they still have another opportunity at a second school. The mentor takes a much more active role in training than in the 1960s-90s, with regular meetings and feedback on their lessons. However, the intensity and amount of support still varies, as does the way in which history departments in schools organise their work:

Ruth Blower: I have had two really, really excellent mentors [in schools], and especially my second mentor had been to the Institute herself, so had more of an understanding of what they were trying to get at….  So I always had the experience and the support there to revisit, implement, try again…. My first placement was very much the traditional, “We do the Tudors and we do the Stuarts …”, and nothing really had changed in terms of their topics.  But it was quite a challenging school, and they used excellent strategies, in terms of teaching practice and different methods.  So it was really good at learning things that we learned here.  But the curriculum was nothing that I wanted to do. …My second placement, …I had the opportunity… to teach according to a theme.  So I had to be thinking, “Okay, what kind of enquiry could I now put into a theme on conflict or where else could we develop it?” So I got the opportunity to develop things on the atomic bombs and we were doing Rwanda and topics that before I wouldn’t have a chance to experience.  So it was two very different history departments, but in both of them, they gave me free access to all materials, all resources and gave me an open opportunity. (pp. 36 and 38)

Katherine Tunnadine: My mentor was really good at discussing my needs, but getting me to look for good practice around the school, not necessarily just in the history area but it could be in English, it could be in science…. my mentor from the beginning said, “Here’s my mobile number, here’s my email.  If you need help, call me, ring me.  I’ll stay after school, we can plan this lesson.”  It was the first time he’d ever been a mentor, so he was really concerned about getting it right. …Both my mentors were very keen to being more like, “Try it.  It’s your placement here, you can try it now and it can go disastrously wrong, and it really doesn’t matter.  These are not your classes…. because if you mess it up next year, you’re going to have to spend weeks and weeks going back over it, whereas… I think … that’s why it was really good, because they didn’t make me stick to what they were teaching.  They were like, “Just do it, and if it’s wrong, it doesn’t matter.  It’s good.”  And I think that’s how you learn. 
 (pp. 37-8 and 42)
Dan Burke: My first placement, my mentor was a man of few words, which was quite difficult because I’m quite chatty.  So there was a bit of a connection that wasn’t really there.  With my second placement, I’ve come on in leaps and bounds with the way that I’m teaching, the way that I’m interacting, and that I’m doing things that are based from theory, because I’ve had the support to do that.  But especially in my first placement, I found it quite difficult. (p. 36)
Steve Loman: My first school, the materials were abysmal.  They didn’t even have Powerpoints.  They had Word documents that they’d just put on screen.  It had a p. in a textbook and a list of questions, and that’s what the teachers used.  And it was really uninspiring to work in, because you go there, you’re observed… on your first placement, you’re observed for three weeks or something.  There was nothing to observe there.  I couldn’t say, “Oh, brilliant idea.  I’m going to nick that or use it.”  There was nothing to steal, which left me quite uninspired there. (p. 39)
44. Since the start of the decade, routes into teacher as a career have diversified greatly. In addition to the PGCE course (the trainees above were all on the PGCE course), graduates can also qualify by working (paid or unpaid) in a school which is running initial teacher training (SCITT), usually within a consortium of schools. The Graduate Teacher Programme (GTP) provides a completely work-based route. The school employs the graduate on a salary as an unqualified teacher but training costs are met by the TDA (it has a limited number of places). The other major route for ‘top’ graduates, is Teach First. This two-year programme is focused on inner city schools and is designed to bring the best graduates into schools facing challenging circumstances and aims to groom the graduate in leadership skills with a view to their taking on promotion opportunities (e.g. head  of department or headship at a young age). Teach First requires an additional training commitment from the graduate by attending week-end sessions and summer schools on top of the normal school hours.  
45. Undergraduate training (for primary teaching) all now lead to degree status. The amount of teaching practice has been expanded to 2 terms (24 weeks) on the 3 year degree and 2½ terms (32 weeks) for the 4 year BEd course.
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