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This essay came about because as a professor of economic history who lecturers on univeraty economics degree
schemes | had becomeincreasingly puzzled as to how little history my undergraduates seemed to know. Ina
typica tutoria not only did the sudents not know what the Protestant work ethic was they had never heard of the
Reformation, and one student offered the view that Martin Luther was an American civil rights leader. Then it
went down hill from there. What is a Protestant? Silence was the stern reply.

| was aware that ignorance of history by present day school children had for some time been the subject of
concern among many, induding the Prince of Wales. Surveys demondtrating the Stuation have multiplied, like this
one reported in 2001

The Gresat Fire of London took place in 1066, Hitler was Britain’s Prime Minister during the Second
World War and Henry VI had eight wives. These are just some of the howlersthat cameto lightina
survey designed to test the historical knowledge of secondary school youngsters. Almost a quarter of the
200 children aged 11 to 18 questioned by publisher Osprey placed the first world war in the wrong
century and 17 per cent linked Oliver Cromwell to the Battle of Hastings rather than the English Civil
War. Onein 200 youngsters thought the Romans ruled just 150 years ago, 6 per cent thought our current
Queen Elizabeth |1 was on the throne a the time of the Spanish Armada and nearly three-quarters were
unable to name Nelson's flagship, the Victory.*

So | decided to quantify the Situation more precisdly among my own students and for the last three years | have
gven the freshers (those educated in Britain) aquiz of five of the eesest history questions | could think of, and
what | consdered any well-educated (make that any) 18 year old should know. The results can be found in
Table 1, and show that on average not much more than one out of the five questions was answered correctly.
Almost twice as many students thought Nelson was in charge at the Béttle of Waterloo as named the Iron Duke,
while nine students thought it was Napoleon (or Napolian or Napoliun). Almost 90% of the students could not
name a sngle British prime miniger from the nineteenth century.

It could be argued that my quiz was only asking for isolated facts. But ignorance of these facts dso meansa
deeper lack of knowledge and understanding. Not knowing where the Boer war was fought, for example, means
you know little or nothing about the history of Britain's colonid past in southern Africa, and hence the origins of
apartheid or of present day Zimbabwe. Not being able to answer question 1, and particularly the wrong answers
offered, means alack of knowledge of who Nelson was, or the significance of arguably the most famous land
battle in history, or for that matter who or what was Napoleon or the French Revolution, let done the causes or
consequences of these figures and events. And, of course, alack of knowledge of the facts axiometicaly
precludes any anayss of them.

It could ds0 be suggested that mine was an unscientific questionnaire among asmal sample of younggers. Thisis
true; but my students are probably not untypica of smilar undergraduates on socia sciences courses, and
ggnificantly they are sudents (37% of whom came from fee-paying schools and a further 15% from sdective
schools) studying a one of the Russall group of universities, on courses where the entry requiremert isan A and
two Bsa A leve, which probably places them in the top 15% of their generation in terms of educationd
qudifications. Thisimpliesthat, al things being equa, 85% of my undergraduates age group know even less than
they do. In other words, we are looking a awhole generation that knows amost nothing about the history of
their (or anyone e<e's) country. And this collgpse in historical knowledge is ardatively new phenomenon. A
recent survey by the BBC found that while 71% of over 65 year olds knew the significance of the battle of the
Boyne only 18% of 16-24 year olds did s0.2






Table 1: Responses to an undergraduate questionnaire on history
knowledge (% correct)

Question 1 Question 2 Question 3 Question 4 Question 5
British general Monarch Brunel's 19th century Location of Total all
at Waterloo during profession Prime Minister Boer War questions
Armada
Whole group 165 345 405 115 30.6 26.7
N=284
GCSE students 199 4.7 424 176 444 332
(52.7% of N)
non GCSE students 128 26.3 383 46 150 194
Students with A 22 126 4.7 214 481 35.2
or A* at GCSE
(71.8% of
GCSE passes)
Students with
A or ASlevel 246 492 415 306 554 40.3
(22.9% of N)
Students from fee paying
or 212 34.8 333 7.6 24.2 24.2
selective schools
(52.7% of N)

Question 1 — Who was the general in charge of the British army at the battle of Waterloo?
Question 2 — Who was the reigning monarch when the Spanish Armada attacked Britain?
Question 3 — What was | sambard Kingdom Brunel’ s profession?

Question 4 — Name one prime minister of Britain in the 19" century?

Question 5 - In what country was the Boer War of 1899-1902 fought?



History teaches us that even so-caled primitive societies passed on by ord tradition the story of their peoples. In
Britain today we are even failing to do this. Why? This question sent me off on a quest, applying what skills| possess
as aprofessional historian, to find the answer. It quickly became clear the extent to which | had lost touch with things
gnce | sudied O and A leve history in the 1960s, and taught it mysdlf in the 1970s. | learned one surprising lesson
after another on my path to enlightenment.

Lesson 1: little history is now taught in schools

One obvious factor in my students ignorance is that not much history is now taught in schools. At primary leve,
history takes only 4% of curriculum time, and is often taught in blocks of weeks rather than consistently through the
year.? At secondary leve Britain is out of step with virtualy al other European countriesin not making history
compulsory up to the age of 16 (in some countriesit is 18).* When the Nationa Curriculum was introduced in Britain
in 1989 history was compulsory up to aged 16, but since 1995 it can be dropped at 14.> Even up to 14, history has
goparently to fight for time on the curriculum; and schools seem to be able to get away with teaching history only one
hour aweek for two years so that some children give up the subject a aged 13.° In 2006, 1,479 out of the 3,500
dtate secondary schools entered no candidates for GCSE history.”

But sudying too little history only explains some of the resultsin Table 1. Of the students taking part in my quiz over
haf hed taken GCSE history, compared with 32% of 16 year oldsin the UK generaly in 2007 (down from 39% in
1994).2 However, as you can see, Table 1 shows that although those students that had taken GCSE history
consistently scored higher in the quiz than those who had not, there was no huge digparity, incressing the correct
answer rate from 19% for non- GCSE students to 34% for those taking the exam. Even among the 72% of GCSE
students who obtained A and A* grades, over three-quarters of them couldn’t name Wellington, nor dmost 80% of
them a 19" century prime minister. Indeed, among the 23% of my students who had passed AS or A leve history
three quarters got question 1 and ahdf question 2 wrong. The star prizes went to two students who obtained an A*
at GCSE and an A grade at A levd in history. One, from afee paying school, got no answers correct and thought
Cromwell was a 19" century prime minister; the other got only one correct and he or she thought Queen Mary saw
off the Armada and the Boer War was fought in the Netherlands. The schools inspectorate, Ofsted, recently
reported that: * In schools where pupils demondirate high achievement, they have: a good knowledge of historicaly
sgnificant events, people, and concepts ; whereas in fact — no they don’t.® Incidentally, as can be seen from Table 1,
the 53% of my students that went to private or selective schools did dightly worse than the rest, so the issue is not
one of resources or class; the expensively educated students are just as ignorant of history asthe rest.

So the question remained — how wasiit that students who in theory had studied the subject for 13 years at school,
and who could emerge with the highest exam grades, didn’t know the basic facts of history?

L esson 2: classroom teachers must take some of the blame

It became clear to me very quickly that there is awell-defined history education establishment (HEE) which controls
the way higory istaught in Britain. It includes the government - the education department (whatever it calsitsdf this
week); a quango/watchdog - the Qudifications and Curriculum Authority (QCA); the schools inspectorate — Of sted;
the examination boards; the university teacher training departments, and findly, to their shame, the Historica
Association - a 100 year old body which clamsthat as ‘the voice for hitory’ it ‘amsto further the study, teaching
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and enjoyment of history at all levels: teacher and student, amateur and professiond’.° Largely saif-agppointed,
mutualy supportive and very sure of themsealves, the staff and members of these bodies al seemed (until very
recently at least) to follow a party line with gpparently no dissenting voices and with a clear preference for
communicaing in jargon.

One thing the members of this HEE tend to repest to themsalves (and anyone ese who will listen) over and over is
that, in the words of Sean Lang of the Historicd Association: ‘dl the evidence points to the strengths of the teaching
of hitory in our schools .** A QCA report notes: ‘the quality of history teaching in secondary schoolsis aredl
strength. Successive Ofsted reports for secondary history confirm the view that the overall quality and effectiveness
of history provison remain high. In arecent report, Ofsted states “in 80 per cent of lessons seen ... the teaching has
been judged good or better, meaning that history is one of the best taught subjects’. At A levd thisrisesto 91 per

cent’ .12

Table 2: History O level/GCSE

Annud % of dl Passes grades Passes grades A and
entry ubject A-Cas%of higory  A* as% of history

entries entries entry
1960 128,638 8.0 57.2 N/A
1970 162,514 7.3 57.5 N/A
1980 179,155 6.0 58.6 12.3
1990 195,680 57 52.0 115
2000 190,279 4.0 61.3 22.8
2007 205,200 4.4 67.2 29.3

Source: DES, Satistics of Education; DFES/IDCSF
website.

The HEE can point to the glittering improvement in exam results. As Table 2 shows, the passrate in GCSE history
(at grades C and above) has gone up from 52% in 1990 to 67% in 2007, and the top A-A* grades from 12% to
29%. At A level, Table 3 shows that, whereas up to 1980 consistently about 70% of students passed, by 2008
virtudly no onefailed, and those achieving A grades has gone up from 8% in 1980 to 25% today.

Now one hasto ask - since we know that our children are being taught hardly any history - how can these results
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come about?



Table 3: History A leve

Passes Passes
% of dl gradesA-Eas%of gradeA as%

Annud entry  subject entries entry of entry
1960 19,140 8.8 718 8.8
1970 40,983 9.3 70.6 8.4
1980 41,731 14 69.4 84
1992 42,302 6.3 79.2 12.8
2000 33,140 4.9 89.2 175
2008 42,110 5.7 98.9 24.6

Source: DES, Satistics of Education; DFES/IDCSF
website.

The reasons for the grade inflation, which seems to run throughout the exam system in dl subjects, is beyond the
scope of this essay (and needs addressing), but the probable explanation for the glowing Ofsted reports is thet the
ingpectors are seeing what they want to see, which gppearsto be: children playing games, role playing, drawing
pictures, engaging in group discussion, trying to imagine what it feds like, for example, to be amedieva pessant, or
studying arange of historical source materias - and accordingly rate the classes highly.™® The epitome of agood
lesson to Ofsted is a class on the topic: *Why didn’t the Romans overcome crime? where pupils work in groups and
then reported back to the class dressed as Romans asif addressing the Senate.!* The National Curriculum website,
promotes history via avideo of history teaching at Coplestone High School where pupilsrole play loca professond
people designing a monument for Thomas Clarkson, the anti- davery campaigner, which involves them getting out of
the classroom and, for example, interviewing alocal councillor. A pupil says hethinks: ‘It'salot better because if
you are learning it [history] outsde in the community you can see actudly what’s going on not just looking in a
textbook’ . The teacher says it makes the teaching more exciting and more exciting for the pupils.” What the QCA
considers the height of good history teaching is dso apparent on the ‘innovating with history’ section of ther
website.'® There, one teacher describes using a* brainometer’ to improve the verbal skills of the pupils when
investigating the Battle of Marston Moor as part of studying, ‘Why did Charles|ose the Civil Wars? Another
teacher dresses herself asa CIA man in dark glasses to announce to the class that JFK had been assassinated in
Dadllas, before showing them videos and source materid and inviting them to discover for themsalves who killed the
president.

So can higtory teachers be absolved from culpability in their pupils ignorance of history because they are only doing
what is expected of them? No, the classroom history teachers must take some of the blame. It seems clear that when
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it comes to the choice of subjects for sudy, which is, within limits, a matter under the control of the classroom
teacher, war, Hitler, or the American Wild West, for example, are being chosen to entertain the children rather than
for what would be important and useful to them to study. Teachers state candidly that ‘Kids find the Nazi period
interesting. A lot of things happen. Thereis plenty of violence' or ‘the problem with the Nazisis that they are sexy.
Evil isfascinating’.*” Thereis aso evidence that even within the topics studied pupils are not learning much. For
example, one respondent to my quiz who said they had studied the Tudors il did not know who was queen when
the Armada sailed. And, of dl the subjects pupils should know something about it is Hitler and the second world
war, whereas in one recent survey 73% of under 25 year olds did not know what D-day was, and in another survey
helf of 16-34 year olds were unaware that the Battle of Britain happened during the war.*

History teachers must know therefore, and presumably view with equanimity, that when the mgority of their charges
pass out of their hands they know almost asllittle history as when they came to them. And the mgority of classroom
teachers supported the policies that brought about this result. Some classroom history teachers did put up afight
againg the corruption of their subject in the 1980s and lost their jobs over it, but they received little or no support
from their colleagues™ A survey of history teachers commissioned by the QCA in 1999 found an overwhdming
mgjority was against theindlusion of atraditiona and mainly political British history course for GSCE.” Given the
choice between entertaining their pupils and educating them the decision of the classroom teachersisclear. History
teachers are foursguare behind the curriculum which may yet carry their subject down the road to oblivion

But with these cavests, if history teachers are only doing what they are trained to do, and if we accept the Ofsted
reports that they are making agood job of it, then the problem must lie mainly with whet they are being told to teach
and how they have been ingtructed to teach it.

My search continued.

Lesson 3: history isnow taught in topics

What quickly became clear isthat history as| was taught it in the 1950s and 1960s and till teach it at university
today — reatively comprehensive coverage lasting severd centuries taken in chronological order - has completely
disappeared in our schools. It has been replaced by the study of topics, narrow in subject matter and/or limited in
time period - the innovation of the advocates of the so caled *New Higtory’ which started to gain the upper hand in
the 1970s.

Higtory teaching by topic now startsin primary school where, typicdly, 5-11 year olds are taught for example the
Romans, the Tudors and either the Victorians or the post-1930 period; but not necessarily in that order. So ‘Britain
since 1930" can be followed by ‘Ancient Egypt’ 2* At 11- 14, pupils can be taught a bewildering array of topics.
The National Curriculum website suggests an gpparently random series of 22 topics, including titles (reported here
with ther origind deplorable grammar and punctuation) such as. ‘Images of an age what can we learn from portraits
1500-17507 ; or ‘ Snapshot 1900 what was British middle dass life like? > And inside topics you find other topics.
So that: ‘How and why did the Holocaust happen? includes the topic: “Why was Anne Frank forced to go into
hiding? And the topics continue through GCSE. Candidates taking the AQA History A (Schools History Project)
option, for example, would study medicine and public health from 10,000BC to the present day, the American West
1840-1895 and do two assignments on multicultural Britain and on loca higtory, and that would be the sum total of
their coverage of history in two years study.?



At A levd, under the new syllabusesintroduced in 2008, AQA exam board sudents at AS levd, for example, could
study: ‘Britain 1603-1642’, and ‘Britain 1629-42: the failure of absolutism’; and in the second year A2 levd.: *British
monarchy: the Crisis of State 1642-1689', and an assgnment on atheme stretching over 100 years where choosing
the 17" century would make sense. In other words, two years work entirely on the Stuart monarchy. Alternativey,
students could redly mix it up with topics such as. * The Crusading Movement and the Latin East, 1095-1204'; ‘A
Sixties Revolution? British Society, 1959-1975'; and ‘ The Emergence of a Great Power? Spain, 1492-1556" .

You don't have to think about it too long to redlise that teaching history by narrow topics has glaring weaknesses.
Frdly, if narrative higtory is ‘one damn thing after another’, history by topic is ‘one damn totaly unrelated thing after
another’. If 11-14 year old pupils are sudying ‘How and why did the Holocaust happen? one week, and ‘ From
Arigotle to the atom scientific discoveries that changed the world? the next, the scope for bewilderment and
confusion on their part is dearly considerable. ® Thisis awesknessthat may yet prove fatal. A year or so back,
Scottish academic higtorians, darmed that schools in Scotland were abandoning history teaching dtogether, argued
that the reason was ‘that over the past 20 years history has lost most of itsrigour and intellectua structure and ...
fails to engage children because of its fundamental incoherence’ 2

With the abandonment of traditiona history dso went dl hope of teaching an understanding of long-term change and
of the chronologica sweep of history, where one thing follows another with their causes and consequences.
Traditiond history taught where events and people (and indeed where the pupils studying the subject themselves)
fitted into what David Starkey has called the ‘ map of time'.*’ Traditiona history had a satisfying logic — it made
sense. In contrast to the confusion that topics bring, the chronology of say: the ancien regime, followed by the French
Revolution, followed by the rise and fal of Ngpoleon, followed by the forces of reaction gives asatisfying grasp of
the ebb and flow of history. Nor do teachers seem to be obliged to put their topicsin any chronologica context. If
it's not bang on the topic it's of no apparent interest. One of my sudentswho got an A a A leve sudying Hitler did
not know that Britain dso fought in the second world war and had never heard of the Battle of Britain. From the
point of view of understanding how history works studying atopic in splendid isolation is amost worthless. It
certainly makes little or no contribution to helping students understand the world they live in which should be one of
the great paybacks from studying history.

Interestingly the Americans had agood look a our history by topic and said - no thank you. They asked and
answered the following question:

Wheat is sacrificed when the historical overview is abandoned? Students are left without the historical sense
that comes only from afamiliarity with the broad sweep of history. Large gaps exist in a student's knowledge
of the cultural markers that glue society together and provide a common basis of experience, understanding
and communication. Without an "historica frame of reference,” we will have log, in the words of David
Lowenthd, the optimism that history is assmilable, "that the story of humanity had alength and aform within
which one could find on€'s bearings. With no such prop, students today are wholly at sea. History has no
shape, no pattern, no consensudly fixed guideposts ... Pagts scrutinized mainly in terms of fragmentary st
topics cannot be viewed in their higtoricd fullness, as many-sded, multifarious, often salf-contradictory
realms." ... The Nationd History Standards declare, "'Chronologica thinking is at the heart of historica
reasoning. Without aclear sense of higtorica time - time past, present, and future - students are bound to
see events as one great tangled mess."?®

Most importantly, that history is now taught by topic brings us closer to explaining the ignorance of my students since
it inevitably means yawning gaps in higorica knowledge. Even the most brilliant pupils who master dl the topics put



before them and get sraight Asin dl their exams are going to be ignorant of most of higtory. Gaining an unrivadled
madtery of, for example, ‘How did the medieva church affect peoples [sic] lives or “Mughd Indiaand the coming
of the British, 1526-1857 how did the Mugha Empireriseand fadl? ill dmogt inevitably means you don’t know
who Nelson was.

The problem is compounded by the scope for abuse of the system. Since each schoal is alowed to pick and choose
this dlows specidisation on certain topics over a prolonged period. The choice of topics might be because they are
easier to teach, easier to pass examsin, are uncontroversa or, more likely and most worryingly, thet they are smply
the most entertaining. Asthe head of an exam board said recently: ‘ Thisis the entertainment age and they [pupils]

are looking to be drawn in’ .° For these reasons some topics have become the choice of a high proportion of
schools across the country, and are studied year after year. Usudly, the topics named in thisregard are Hitler and
the Tudors, but asked to name two topics they had studied the respondents to my freshers' quiz revealed that (out of
the total of 371 topics mentioned) 32% were to do with war (or as one student put it ‘ Topic 1 —War, Topic 2 —
Another war’); while the Nazis (or Natzis) were 14% of topics mentioned and the Tudors 8%. If my students are
typicd, a any onetime you could wak into any history lesson in the country and you would have a better than onein
three chance that the topic being studied would be ether the first or second world war or the Nazis.

Indeed, with the skilful choice of topics a history teacher could teach nothing but the world wars and Hitler's
Germany from aged 11 to 18, which makes the fact that the vast mgjority of my undergraduates did not know who
the Duke of Wellington was, and a sgnificant number thought Napoleon headed the British army at the baitle of
Waterloo, entirdy explicable® Thisis confirmed by areport in the Sunday Telegraph that out of a party of 12
secondary school children interviewed in Trafdgar Square only one knew whose statue stood on the top of the
column. As one pupil put it: ‘At primary schoal, | learnt alot about the Second World War but since starting senior
school | redly haven't learnt anything new. WEe re doing the Second World War again so it’s unfair to ask me who
that is . ** This problem is now acknowledged even by somein the HEE. Lang, for example, pointed out that at one
examinations board it was possible a A levd to do five out of sx units on the Nazi period, and he feared that we will
reach the situation where al that the history teachers themsalves have done isthe Nazis, o in turn that’s what they
will teach.®

My next extraordinary discovery was that the advocates of teaching history by topic were well aware that it would
lead to an ignorance of history. But they had a smple answer — a knowledge of history was unimportant. In other
words, one eement in the reason for our children’ signorance of history is that the HEE actively condonesit.

If we apply the Great Man Theory of higtory to the degeneration of higtory teaching, responsihility rests largely with
oneman - the late John Fines - ateacher of history teachers and aleading architect of the New Higtory. Fines, in
fact, peddled a high-sounding line in sophistry, including a strange bundle of contradictions. For example, he had an
enthusiasm for story-tdling to children, while a the same time the whole thrust of his message was that ‘we waste
children’stime by telling them things . Fines was aso someone who from his writings clearly had avery wide
knowledge of history, yet he spent his career dedicated to seeing that the country’s pupils would not emulate him.
Writing in 1971, Fines argued that ‘knowledge is in effect froth on the surface of the mind’, only useful on a desert
idand where there were no libraries, or for quiz games™

Fines gained many disciples who enthusiastically took up the campaign againgt historica knowledge using equaly
gpecious arguments. One such is Alf Wilkinson of the Historical Association. 1t was probably true, Wilkinson said in
2005, that children knew less about history than their counterparts did in the 1960s and 1970s, but: ‘What does it
matter if they don’t know the dates of the battle of Trafagar if they know where to find the information?* Thisisa
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srange argument indeed, particularly coming from an educationdigt. Logicdly, it is an atack on the acquigtion of al
knowledge. Why do you need to know where France is when you can look it up in an atlas? Why do you need to
know how to change the fusein a plug when you canlook it up in aDIl'Y manud? Higtoricd knowledgeis no
different to any other type of knowledge, and arough rule of thumb isthat the more you have of it the better. People
don't have time to look everything up, and indeed (without sounding too much like Donald Rumsfeld) you have to
know you don't know something before you can to look it up. For example, in 1917 Britain gave secret support to
the Zionists for setting up a Jewish state® In 1953 the British and Americans conspired on behdf of the ail
companies to depose the democratically eected prime minister of Iran, ushering in a brutal autocracy.® These are
pieces of higtorica knowledge which help to make sense of Arab attitudes to Britain today, but if you did not know
them, as you read your morning paper, how or why would you look them up?

Ohbvioudy, we humans need to carry as much knowledge and understanding around in our heads as possible in
order to make sense of the world around us and operate effectively within it. History knowledge, to say the least, is
no exception. Indeed, wouldn't you expect history educationdigts to be arguing thet it has avitd role to play?
Instead, they are denying its importance. Y oung people need to know for example that the right to vote had to be
fought for. They might be more inclined to use it if they did. They need to know why, when, and how the welfare
state was set up, how and why the political parties were formed. We need aworking knowledge of history to read a
quaity newspaper, to better understand literature and the other arts, or, for example, why immigrants used to come
from the West Indies or Indiaor Pakistan but now come from eastern Europe. Indeed, those in charge of history
teaching should be shouting the loudest that there is no area of life - palitics, society, the economy, art, literature,
science, sport - whichis not enlightened, enriched and made more enjoyable and understandable by knowledge of
its history. Instead they are arguing that a knowledge of higtory is unimportant. On the contrary alack of historica
knowledge means that you are an ill-informed, poorly-educated citizen, which a the moment iswhat our education
systemisproducing - enthudadtically encouraged by the HEE.

Teaching history in narrow topics therefore explains my students' lack of historica knowledge. But why was history
teaching broken up into topics? What drove intelligent educators into the perverse position of condemning our
schoolchildren, and therefore in the long-run our society, to an ignorance of history?

| read on.

L esson 4. there was an apparent need to teach history ‘in depth’ and skillsin the use of primary sour ces

The reason that history had to be taught in topics was explained by Fines. ‘the superficia scamper through the whole
of higtory ... isawaste of time, away of making history boring and an avoidance of doing red history, where true
knowledge may be found: history in depth’; ‘ingtead of learning the matter of history, children should learn to use
historical skills and attitudes .*” He argued that “ history in school was to be as similar as possible to history ... asthe
best professonals practiced it'; “the more pupils go into depth, the more professond they become ... the pupil
acquires the expertise to “do history”’ . To Fines therefore: * Using source-materia and tackling the problems of
evidence give afeding of redlity which second-hand history can rardly give.’* Clearly then the perceived need for
study using primary sources to teach the skills of the professona historian to school children demanded the
abandonment of traditiond history and the innovation of the sudy ‘in depth’ of narrow discrete topics snce it would
not be possible to teach periods of hundreds of years of history via original sources - it would take too long.

The use of primary sources in school history teaching had been advocated by M. W. Kesatinge, an Oxford
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educationdist, as early as 1910, and again by F. C. Happold, in abook published in 1928, which contained most of
the d ements of what was to become the New History.*® But these idess gained little ground in their time, and the
gart of New Higtory’ s rise to dominance dates from a short Six page article by Mary Price entitled: ‘Higtory in
danger’, published in History (the journa of the Historical Association) in 1968.** Price argued that history teaching
wasin crigs and to avoid it going the way of classcsit had to move from teaching British to teaching world history,
and to embrace the use of primary sources to tir curiogty ‘as nothing else can’. Following hard on this article came
thefirg publication of Teaching History (another Historicd Association journd) in 1969, to disseminate the ideas
of the New History.* Then, in 1971 the Schools Counil for Curriculum and Development (a quango formed in
1964 to devise and encourage innovative methods of teaching) set up a project to study and revise the history
curriculum for 8-13 year olds. The following year came the Schools Council History Project for 13-16 year-olds,
Set up under the leadership of David Sylvester, alecturer in educeation a the University of Leeds, but in which Fines
hed a key role and which provided him with avehicle to put hisidess into practice.*® A new curriculum was drawn
up, apparently in response to what classroom teachers surveyed wanted, and within a decade or so the New
Higtory had virtually seen the complete overthrow of traditiond history teaching. By 1985, HMI was taking of the
importance of the ‘ progression in historical skills and stressed the importance of children working as historians . **
Findly, the ideas of the New History were ingtaled in history syllabuses when the GCSE was introduced in 1986,
and into the Nationa Curriculum in 1991.

The process of the overthrow of traditiona history teaching and the impaosition of the New History wasin fact an
object lesson generdly in theway we are governed. A sdlf-sdlected group pushed through arevolution in the
education of our children with virtudly no outside input into the process but with huge, possibly irreversible,
implications for our society and culture. Moreover, athough there was controversy at the time the basic terets of the
New History were exposed to very little serious scrutiny, let lone a sustained theoreticd critique, so it'sworth
making some obvious points here.

The whole concept of teaching school childrento do ‘red’ history just like ‘red’ hitorians, as Fines was fond of
phrasing it, was clearly based on a perverse view of what professond historians actudly do, possibly based onthe
fact that so few of the new HEE had ever written any history (Fines had a PhD but never published any of it).
Chrigtine Counsdll, senior lecturer in education a Cambridge University and an editor of Teaching History, argues
today (in the typicd prose of the HEE) that the * curriculum devel opers produced and researchers analysed new
cognitive domains that were deemed to be more closdy derivative of the practice of the academic disciplineitsel
In fact, they were doing nothing of the sort. What Fines and others did was to invent a strange travesty of what
historians do, which often amounted to activities such as painting, making posters, role playing, devisng board
games, acting out made up scenes from history and so on, usudly done as group activities.

f1 .45

The most controversd of these new activities involved the manufacture of a hitherto unknown skill of historians
which went under the name of ‘empathy’.*® The concept of empathy, which attempted to teach pupils ‘What might it
have been like to be someone | am not?, for example a Roman centurion or Martin Luther King, also emerged from
the Schools History Project, and was successfully promoted with evangdlical zedl.*” To Jenkins and Brickley:
‘Empathy is not an optiond extrato historical understanding — it is historical understanding’ . “® Empathy, they argued,
was amilar to where pupils are asked to imagine they are a snowflake; in history lessons thiswas to trandate into:
‘put yourself into the mind set of the medieva prince’ . Ambitious clams were dso made by John Sater, an
enthusiastic HMI, who wrote in 1988 that empathy would help us stop patronising the past, so that the ‘historian is
...reluctant to see the past as aberrant or irrationd’. In fact, Sater seemed to believe empathy could cure most of
society’sillssance it would dso ‘make us less likdy to patronize our fellow human beings , ‘ choke back mockery,
give condemnation second thoughts, halt prgjudice in its tracks, put the bresk on violence' .*° Another enthusiast,
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John Cairns, maintained that for pupils to reach a 9gnificant level of empathy they had to overcome ‘alack of sef-

other discrimination’.>

No other aspect of the New History held itsalf up to contempt more than empathy, and the view of history as
‘pretend you' re a Roman centurion’ was regularly pilloried in the popular press. More importantly, serious writers
like Ann Low-Beer were just as damning. Writing in 1989, she argued: * The teaching and examining of empethy is
based on little research or practica experience. The development of this idea within the Schools History Project has
never been made fully public, nor has it been subjected to outside review and criticism. Recent attempts at research
into how pupils develop the concept of empathy are peppered with warnings about the tentative and inconclusive
nature of the findings >

Empathy was evertudly laughed out of court, and disgppeared from the officid history curriculum in 1997, dthough
it istill dive and well in many current textbooks> In Chris Corin and Terry Fiehn's A level textbook, Communist
Russia under Lenin and Salin, for example, the supposedly advanced level history students are asked to pretend
they are a Russian peasant or a Communist party activist.>® In Hite and Hinton's, Weimar & Nazi Germany (see
Figure 1), pupils are required to assume the character of Hitler or Himmler or afictitious ‘ ordinary German’, and
explain ther fedings towards the SA and their reaction to the Night of the Long Knives. In BarbaraMervyn's, The
reign of Elizabeth: England 1558-1603, students have to make bdieve they are aforeign banker interviewing the
queen, or they are atabloid journalist.> It hardly needs saying that professional historians seldom fed the need to
empathise with their subjects. We are interested in motives, but while: *Why did Napoleoninvade Russa? isa
subject for history: ‘“How mugt it have felt to have been Napoleon during his retreat from Moscow? is aquestion for
historica fiction writers. And it should not go unremarked that the use of empathy in history teaching impliesto pupils
that history can be made up.

Unfortunately for the advocates of the New History, committed to doing school history like ‘red’ historians, when
academics are actudly doing hitory virtualy the only activities they undertake are reading and writing. Historians, a
least in their professiona capacity, not only do they not empathise with their dramatis personae, they aso do not
role play, paint posters or play board games. Neither is researching and writing history a group activity; it's amost
dwaysasolitary vigil in archives, libraries or a sudy. Even the idea that the only ‘red’ history isthe use and
interpretation of primary sourcesiswrong. Some professond historians make a good career and a useful
contribution never having come near a primary source. Theoretica or synthetic work can be as valuable as research
into the origina documents, and some of the most respected and influentia history books written in recent decades
use only secondary (what Fines disparages as second-hand) sources — Eric Hobsbawm’s Age of Revolution or
Paul Kennedy’s The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers come immediately to mind.

As amatter of fact the process of writing ‘red’ history usualy starts with aliterature review and reading al the
secondary sources before any primary materid istouched. In its bastardised form, school history seemsto start and
end with the primary sources. Today approximately 40% of GCSE examinaion marks and about a quarter of the
marksfor A leve are given for answering questions on sources, and apparently it is possble to gan maximum marks
inan A level sources exam question on the second world war “without necessarily knowing how the events of the

war unfolded, who was on whose side, or indeed who won’ .>®

School children can only play a being historians and to suggest that they are being taught to use primary historica
sources in ameaningful way is aridiculous conceit. How many among the most brilliant A level students know their
way around the Nationa Archives and could turn State Papers Domestic into a piece of history? A szegble
proportion of my firg year university undergraduates are unable to marshd evidence from basic textbooks and write
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a passable essay, never mind use primary sources. Y et fath in the wisdom of teaching skills and working with
primary sources in schools remains for the HEE undimmed. Sean Lang argued recently: * Pupils, even very young
pupils, can achieve tremendous results by working directly with archiva holdings and historical materias. Of course,
you cannot learn everything about Tudor life from looking at a probate, but you can learn an awful lot, and you can
certainly make avery good start’.*® But the falacy of Lang' s approach must have been pointed out to him because
he goes on: * Some will object that we are not in the business of raiang little higtorians. | think this makes the mistake
of equating higtorians with academic historians, and after dl most univergity history graduates are not going to pursue
post-graduate historical research, o you could say exactly the same of university courses . In fact, you can say
exactly the same about university history courses. Asagenerd rule they do not use primary sources and they are not
designed to produce professiona historians, so the question as to why we are attempting to train primary school
children in the professond higtorian’s skills remains. Researching and writing history and particularly wading through
what can often seem like an infinity of primary materid is not easy, is often an unrewarding dog and, unlessyou are a
gifted amateur, done well requires years of training and practice. As someone who has found it difficult enough to
teach PhD students the use of primary sources, the difficulty of doing the job in any meaningful way with, say, 14
year olds, just seems rishble.

Thisisnot to say that primary sources should not be used in teaching history as imulus materid. | can remember in
the 1970s going to the local County Record Office and photocopying 18" century parish registers and enclosure
maps and using them with my A level sudentsto very good effect to bring home to them the fundamentd origin of
demographic or agricultural history. This occasond exposure to primary sources fitted well into a traditiona
economic history course but it would have seemed an absurdity, and il

does, that it should become the purpose of history teaching, asit is with the New History.

Indeed, my parish registers and enclosure maps were photocopies of actual primary sources, but in the New History
way usudly pupils are fed pre-digested and pre-packaged snippets in textbooks, which even then are often
bowdlerized, or in the words of one textbook: ‘ adapted or abbreviated to make them accessible to al students,
while presarving the sense of the origind’ > Outrageously, many of the textbooks go one step further and smply
make the sources up. As can be seen from Figure 2, Byrom et al, in their textbook for 11 to 14 year olds, obvioudy
didn’'t have handy quotes from leading imperidists like Cecil Rhodes for their topic on empire so they Smply
invented them, or asthey say - ‘tried to imagine what they would tell usif they were to come back from the dead’ .
In A level textbookstoo alot of the sources are fabricated. Cartoons of characters with bubbles coming out of their
mouths (more suitable you might think for ingtructing kindergarten children than 18 year old adults) containing
speeches they never made are common practice, asin Figures 1 and 3. Again, Figure 4, from Hite and Hinton's,
Weimar & Nazi Germany, shows posters that purport to be origind but are somewhat suspicioudy written in
English.* At no time are the students informed of which ‘sources are real and which are made up, and again the
easy implicaion for them to make isthat history can smply be invented. That is to say, we have embraced the
nightmare world of the philosophy of post-modernism, where, as Beverley Southgate happily putsit: *historians roam
fredy over the past, mingling “fact” with “fiction™ .

The arguments againgt the New History don’t stop there. Source based history is aso easy to teach badly, because
among other things, as dready touched on, the scope for confusing the pupilsis high. But guesswhat? - confusion
among pupils was welcomed, even sought after, by Fines, who believed that learning history was an ‘ essentialy
messy and disorganised process'; ‘ messy, inchoate, dow, backwards and forwards, a constant struggle and never,
never clear’ .®* Contemporary history textbooks illustrate Fines' viewpoint to the full. Aswell researched, painstaking
and cleverly put together as most are, the pages of the textbooks for the 11-14 year olds, for GCSE and, most
lamentably, A leve students, are nonetheless a chaotic combination of: maps, diagrams, ‘timelines’, graphs, posters,
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cartoons, photographs, potted biographies of leading figures using bullet points, gobbets from origind documents
and newspapers, or from
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ACTIVITY

Choosa one of the following:

a) an associave of Rihm who escaped
thie death list

b) an associate of Papen

€) a Reichswehr general

d) a German Socialist in axile

e} Himmilar

) Hider

g) an ardinary German {you may
decide what type).

LUsing the sources and your ewn

knowledge, explain this individual’s

feelings before June 1934 about the 54

and his or her reaction eo the Might of

the Long Knives.

Figure 1

How significant was the NMight of the Long Knives?

The Night of the Long Knives marked a major shift in the development of Hitler's
dictatorship. In different ways, he had triumphed over both the Lell and the Right
He had tamed his radicals in the SA and won the support of the elite, most
crucially the army. The generals were conciliated by the weakening of the army’s
rival, the 5A, and & promise that they would retain a monopoly of armed force.
They hoped that with the SA weakened the army’s influence would increase.
Some generals proposed the army take an oath to tie Hitler and the army together,

S0, when Hindenburg died, all soldiers took a new oath of personal loyalty to their

Fiithrer, replacing the traditional oath of lovalty to the constitution (see page 171).
But the generals” plan backfired. As Kershaw has recentlv argued (in ffitfer,

p. 525), ‘Far from creating a dependence of Hitler on the army, the oath marked
the symbolic moment swwhere the army chained itself to the Fithrer” It was the 55,
not the army, which made the real gains, In July 1954 it became independent of
the SA, under Hitler's personal and direct commeand.

The greates! winner of all was undoubledly Hitler. He had gained the
aceeptance of the legalised murder of opponents. This served to intimidate
[uture opponents and to embaolden him. The traditional organs of the state had
acquiesced in (accepted) his actions. Most of the German people accepted the
view that as their Fithrer he would act only for the good of the nation, The Night
of the Long Knives showed that the new state was not to be a traditional
authoritarian one, but a new dictatorship, where the rule of law was 1o be
replaced by the dictates of one man = # man who, contrary to appearances in
1953, had a horrific vision of the future.

B 10D The significance of the Might of the Long Knives
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WHY WAS HITLER ABLE TO CONSOLIDATE HIS POSITION IN POWER? w=

Source: John Hite with ChrisHinton Weimar & Nazi Germany, London, John Murray, (2000).

16



‘real’ history books, and amodest amount of the authors own text, dl scattered around the pages asinsets or
windows. As can be seen in Figures 4, 5 and 6 the pages seem to take inspiration from the Beano or the Dally Star;
and note how similar they look whether aimed at 11 year olds, GCSE or A leve candidates.

There are also more practica objections to the New History. One of these is that in-depth sources-based history is
time consuming, which as | have said iswhy it has to be taught in topics® As the Tory party, History Practitioners
Advisory Team report argued recently: ‘the sheer amount of time source work takes up causes resentment because
it takes away from what young people want above al from history — to find out what actually happened .® Y et Fines
was happy to dlow for ‘aseemingly endless process of dow groping’ after truth among pupils, while he argued that
teachers must * alow the process of discovery to work itself out’.>* But are the weeks spent on the battle of Marston
Moor, or the nation of JFK, or designing a monument to Thomas Clarkson, noted above, judtified, both in
terms of what the students get out of it and the preparation time of the teacher? Moreover, and incredibly in view of
his support for their use, it is Sean Lang's opinion that: ‘By and large they [pupils] loathe sources’®

A yet more fundamenta problem istheat, even in the doubtful event that school children were to be successfully
taught to become proficient in the use of primary historica sources, what has been achieved? They are merdly
acquiring askill that 95% of them (at its most generous even dlowing for the popularity of genealogy) will probably
never use again. What is the point of teaching our children the skills of the professona historian? What benefit isthis
to society? Or if it isargued that history in depth teaches generic Kills, like literacy, communication, team work, the
detection of bias; or, just as often, how to paint a picture or act out arole - the obvious danger for higtory is that
many school subjects can do thesethings. It's

bad politics because history can no longer argue it is doing something unique. For example, in another current
textbook, which contains arange of suggested activities suitable for history classes, in atypicd case the sudents are
to be given brief extracts from the speeches of Hitler and Stain urging various sections of German and Soviet society
(such as the middle class) to support them. Based on the speeches, the students

are required to draw posters with coloured pens to appedl to these socia groups - in 25 minutes® A difficult task.
But assuming the students to be successful the ‘learning outcomes’ of the textbook state that they would be able to:
1) criticdly anadyse the main vaues of a movement or organisation; 2.) trandate ideas into visud form; and 3.)

evauate agroup’s gpped to different socid condituencies. The point isthat dl three skills could be equaly well
taught in virtudly any other arts or socid science lesson, induding citizenship. What the pupils are not learning is any
history. The New Higtory haslogt Sght of the subject’s (as my marketing colleagues would put it) *unique sdlling
propogition’, which isthe study of the past. No other discipline can claim to study past palitics, past society, the past
economy and so on, and thereby offer a distinctive understanding of the way the world works now.

Another problem is that dong with the teaching of sources has come arange of often invented historical concepts
and sKills, which would also appear to be out of line with the competencies that should be expected of school
children. The Nationa Curriculum (a poorly written, jargon ridden and often incoherent document) makes
pretentious demands on pupils that they would seem to have little hope of fulfilling. At Key Stage 3, for example,
11-14 year old pupils should, the Nationa Curriculum says, ‘begin to devise and refine their own questions to
Sructure an investigation, developing their own hypotheses and sdlecting and deploying evidence to reach and judtify
their own conclusions. Pupils can either use their acquired knowledge and understanding to suggest hypotheses, or
can suggest hypotheses at the start of the topic based on their own assumptions and vaues, which they then test
againd the evidence' . How many 11 year olds, a high proportion of them we are often told can barely read or write
are capable of formulating an historical hypothesis and testing it?’ But then much of the National Curriculum, as
regards history at least, makes little sense. For example, pupils, it says, need to understand the concept of
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‘Sgnificance, which it then tries to explain. * Statements about significance are interpretations that may be based on
contestable judgements
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The rulers

This map shows the British Empire in
1900. Around the edges you can read
about some of the people who helped to
make the Empire. These peaple really
existed but they never spoke these exact

| James McLeod (1836-1894)

“Iwesn paliceman. My father was a
British army officer but [ was raised
in Canada. I joined the Mounted

Police — the Mounties — in 1873,

way we treated the natives, ar
Indiane as we called them,
Im the United States of Amerien
thouzands of white scldiers wers
leilled in wars with the Indians,
In Canads it was different: hardly
a single Mountie was killed by an
Indian, We gave them good land 1o live
on, as well & tools and animals and teachers iF they
wanted them. Tam proud of the way the British
Empire treated the natives well in Canada ™™

William Beckford
(1709-1770)

I was a merchant.

I was born in Jamaica in
the West Indiss. My
family owned huge sugar
plantations there. We

| bought black slaves from
Afica and we 20ld the sugar cane
they grow: That is what the Empire was
all abeut: trade and riches! It helped ns
all: slaves became Christiane, worked
hard and were sure of & home and food,
Planters bocame rich. | was & millionaire,
I moved back to England and
increased my fortune by trading
fram London ”

Source: Jamie Byrom, Chrigtine Counsdll, Michad Riley and Paul Stephens Wood, Changing Minds: Britain

1500-1750, Harlow: Longman (1997).

We Maounties wore proud of Uhe |

Figure 2

words, We have researched their lives and
we have tried to 1IMAZINE what they
would tell us if they were to come back
from the dead. Some of their ideas and
actions seem shocking to us today.
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Cecil Rhodes (1853-1902)

“ was i businessman and politician. T left
England to live in southern Africa in 1870, [ made
4 fortune by mining for gold and diamonds. Bt

that was not enough for me: | wanted io change
history. We British were the best peaple in the
world =0 1 wamted ws £ control as much of the
world a5 possible! | made a mining deal

with an African chief, When his tribe
TGRS Up dgainst my men we croshed

therm snd teok their lands. From
1= that time on a new nation was
(8 | born, Tt was ealled Rhodesia.
1'was proud to have part of the
imighty British Empire named
after me.
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Figure 3

B 18A The views of the leading influences on what happened at the York Conference
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— ——— S, — B T
T am the keading Procesant & iR | e gusrantes e g er gy’

nekle and the efectiss ruler of Soodanc, /,/-:rdu will resrere Mary 1o the ook thrane A lat

lam also Mary's hatf-broder but | want ta 4 depenck an the reactions of France aad Spala Wb
prevant har reiboranien Lo e | happene, howsvar, | am darermingd o keap Englands morthern
Scotsh chrore. Y berder secure And the resz of che Privy Councl s years of
tha nesd to mainisin friesdly ralaticns wich the
Pravestant lords in Scotand,

William Cacil

PARE

WAS MARY, QUEEN OF SCOTS, A MAJOR THREAT?

—_ ——
| dhisliba the thoughs of a fellow mm’\;ﬁ\_\_\-\_\-\""—
Bating ovarthrown by har awn dubjees, but | s reslive the
sark in iy councllars’ apinions. Inickly | was hoping for some ot
[ of rriple allance beoween Marag HMary and myself: bun | new think | thosdd

apprenm the Peradusben of the ‘suskes lesars’ 1 mplicace Mary. Mary
will gither corbess or refuse o discuss tham, as she has already
green her wond ax 2 prince thas thay are fais - ethar
wiy s will appear uite

| rezognised the walidcy of this
conference only afer being swmsred thas | would ba
restared oo my thrame eece a fvcurable vordoe had been

| remched. Howweser, § do ot acoepr thar the conference has the
authorey oo intreduce the ‘casket lemery, ped | will ks
ra further part i tha procesdings.

ACTIVITY

I WWas Bizaberh’s decsion about what to do with Mary the same as the solution you [
advacated in Question 2 an . | T8 Do you chink she made the right choice!
1 Ima group discuss the following smuements:
a) The Tork Conference demonatrates the skill of Ellzabeth’s council in sequring
a legal soludon te & complex and dangercus problem.
b} The York Conference was 2 cynical propaganda exercie in which cthe law was
used for political ends.
.S-uume 183 Gaie? 18 It based o 3 Write a brief newspaper report on the York Conlerence under the title: “Verdict

ight alone, or is it also specultive? e SUrpriss’,

Source: Barbara Mervyn, The reign of Elizabeth: England 1558-1603, London: Hodder Murray, (2001).
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124
| Lisz the range of reasans why
people voted for the Mazis
Which of these reasons do you
consider the mast important?

(2

changed In recent years!

3 How hawve historians” imerpeetations |

Figure 4

| examining Mazi propagarda in the

SOURCE 7.13 Mazi pubfication, Der
Bernphs-Srdrmer, 1931

| The years 190418 iovolved the
| destroction of v German Relch's
l eronomnic pre-eminence and thus the
Ereedom of German aboair. Xovember
1918 did wol pesiali in the deposition
[overthrow] of the DL loeds o the
benedit of the workers, Instead the dih
MNovember  brooght the  defent o
Germany as a stabe Ful the German
waorker pald the price,

His  masters today  are  lhe
irmespansible, faceless, international
big capitalists and the Jews of ihe
banking warhl ... Natdonpl Secialism
||' demands a transformation ram he
| wtterdy unscrupulons profil-astivated
| eeonomy 1o an eonomy geared Lo
| e,

|I_,—-""'_'_\_""'—.-._.—-—

WHY DID THE NAZIS BECOME THE LARGEST PARTY IN WEIMAR GERMANY?

SOURCE 7.25
A Mazi alection
postar, 1933:
“Wy'g want waork
and bread!”

Source: John Hite with Chris Hinton, Weimar & Nazi Germany, London: John Murray, (2000).

I Drraw and complete a table Bke the one below, using Sources 7.23-32

| DN I3 wWhy did people support the Nazis?

We will begin o investigace the reasons why some people voted for the Maris by

form of leaflets and posters,

Suurce Group directed at | Thedr grievances | What the Mazis offered | Dthar commants

2 Whar ovarall conclusions can your reach from these sources?
|| 3 How valuable are these sources as evidence of why people voted for the Mazis?

SOURCE 7.14
A leafler fram |uly 1932

SOURCE 7.24

A 1924 Mazi peater:
‘First bread! Then
reparadons’

" GERMAN WOMEN! GERMAN MOTHERS!
Our Young People Defiled.

The preseni Prissisn Welfire Minister ., hias amfEmal .,
el in & German Grammar Sl fr Girls 65 per cent al fhe
Eirts Bl experbetecid sevual intervourse and 47 per vent hnd
somne e of sevsl disease .. The number of sexnnl ofences
and rases of incest plle up in the et gruesome minner! .
This is the resiall of Lhe muny years during which our
pesiple. and in particuler our youth, heve boon exposed o a
Tood ol muck ani hh, in werd and print, in the theatre
anl In the ciema. These are the resudl of the sTslemnilio
Murxist destructinn of the fumidy .., '

The Mabong) Sovialists must wis the election so thet they can
Pk i heh s this Marist handiwork, so that onee again
wiamen are honnired asd walued, and s that ihe citeEma angd
the tsutte contribune 1o e moes rebnilding of the nalion,
Ceemmin women and meothers. Do v want vour banole
sink still ligriher?

Dhas youz wamt vonr daughers tn he plavthings sl the
ahjects of sevnal lust? .

I AT, then vate for a National Socalia imajority am faly 5l
Then vobe For
LIST TWO
HITLER-MOVEMENT NATSOCTAL GERMAN
WORKERS PARTY

SOURCE 7.27

A 1932 Mazl alection
postar showing
Marxism as the guardian
angel of big business.
The argel has 5PD on
his helmet — the Mazis
called cha moderate
Socalists Marxists m
discredic them
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Figure 5

hat should be done with
oo the King? dededddddddd i

I 1788 Louis was prepared to
try reform and was hailed as a
hero when he called the Estates
General, When many of its
mermbers formed the National
Assembly in June 1789, Louis had
little chaice bt to go along with
it. The revolutionary leaders
wanted to share power with him.
The question was whether Louis
really accepted the changes the
Revolution had made, or whether
he was hiding his time, hoping for
help fram abroad.

In Jume 1791 events tock an
unexpected turn,

SOURCE 1 The royal family creep
out to the waiting coach

the k:z\ﬂ talks. ba peaple. .

Esc 17 s ]I' 1 ]‘N’mﬂ b narses need changing
pans i e k
B : i :

...ob one place he is recognisead,

e L P !
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Ste Menehould. , M{T00pm
River Mame [ 730 p.m. w s Clarmant

-

T G930 p.m. |
=% Somme Vesie *———
Bridge

:é]_rh: Fayal Family are mode to
wail in the ocal prossouloes

SOURCE 2 A map of the royal tamily's route

1z

Source: Colin Shephard, Chris Hinton, John Hite and Tim Lomas, Societies in Change, London: Hodder Murray
(1992).
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Figure 6

Recruitment and conscription

When wa breke aul Britsin had caly 2 small professional anny: 1t sieeded 2 lange vne vy
guickis. The grvemment began o massive recruitment drive, with pasters, leafls, R
itfficss in evers bomn and strrng speechies by gevermment ministers, -‘T

There veas alreach 2 strong anti-German feeling in the cotmre, The pres sirengthensd 8
further with regular stories of Genman atrocities — habies butchered in Belgium, numas
mrdered and, most famoosky of all, the Geti Febary where they suppesedly maie soap 1
Prodled-up compres,

The recruitment eampaign was highly sucoessful. Half 3 million signed up in ibe fist —_:1
B B9 16 ower taw million had been enlisied (see Sounce 2).

THE FIRST WORLD WAR

SO0URCE 2
500 '| |
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about events, issues and people, and are often related to the vaue systems of the period in which the interpretation
was produced.’®® On the use of evidence the National Curriculum notes that: * Knowledge of the past is based on
evidence derived from sources and depends on the questions asked and the sources available rather than making
prior assumptions about the vaidity and reiability of the historical sources used'. | have no ideawheat this
gobbledegook means but teachers are expected to make use of it when teaching 11 year olds.

What else has been sacrificed at the dtar of the New History? Well, it is yet another paradox of skills based history
teaching that the most useful (dbeit generic) kill of them dl, essay writing, is neglected. The HMI, Sater, scoffed at
essay writing as ‘avery eccentric literary form’, which explainsin part why of dl the pretentious history skillslisted to
be taught in the National Curriculum you will not find one which amounts to: “write agood essay’.*® In Ben Walsh's
GCSE textbook, Modern World History, for example, nowhere are the pupils required to write much, and never to
write an essay. ™ In A leve textbooks too, in Corin and Fiehn's, Communist Russia under Lenin and Stalin, for
example, where writing isrequired it is usudly only one sentence or one paragraph; such as. ‘Write aligt of the
aspects of Lenin's character and personality that you think contributed to his success . In the handful of essays
required, these might start with essay plans drawn up by agroup of students, or written after rearranging cards with
the suggested contents of each paragraph written on them.” In Hite and Hinton's book, students are invited to
undertake awide variety of about 100 ‘activities, only two of which require the students to write afull essay and on
both occasions they are more or less told what to include. Another time they are given an essay writing exercise but
not asked to write the essay, and elsewhere they are asked to ‘ plan or writ€ an essay.”® In Mervyn's, Reign of
Elizabeth, too, students are required to undertake around 80 activities only three of which could be described as

writing an essay. ™

Perhaps it's worth noting what has replaced essay writing in history teaching. A typicd activity in Wash's GCSE
textbook, for example, would be asking the pupils to draw a copy of a bonfire and label the sticks with factors that
made the first world war possible.™ In A leve textbooks such as Mervyn's, students are asked to draw up ligts fill
in tables, or, asagroup, ‘brainstorm’ ideas to justify a proposition.” In Hite and Hinton's, Weimar & Naz
Germany, students have varioudy to draw spider diagrams, or draw a‘left wing' caricature of an SA man; while
group activities include one based on the radio programme, Just a Minute, where pupils are asked to talk for 30
seconds without deviation, hesitation or repetition on, for example, why the Nazis came to power; or they play a
board game invented by the authors caled * Germanopoly’ (see Figure 7); or they have to stage amock trid on -
“Who killed Weimar democracy? - and play the roles of judge, defendants, prosecutors and jury. ™

The nonsense of down-grading essay writing isthat, if history teachers were concerned for their pupilsto be doing
‘red’ history, the essay, in the extended form of journa articles or book chapters, happens to be how most ‘red’
higtory is produced. So it is another irony of the New History, a movement whose avowed aim was to get pupils
doing history closer to how the professond historians did it, actudly took them further away. Whereas a pupil under
the traditional regime, who would be reading a variety of books and writing essays based on this activity, could pass
amog seamlesdy into doing historical research and writing journd articles, today thereis a yawning gap between
their supposed expertise in group activity, role playing and poster drawing to doing ‘red’ history. When | was doing
my A levelswe would have to write an essay afortnight in history (aside from those for economics and geography),
which meant, | would guess, | wrote about 25 in total over two years. This skill ssood me in good steed at universty,
as a post-graduate, a teacher and an historian, but it would have been equaly vauable had | gone into business, the
civil service, the professions or journdism as the basis for writing: memos, briefs, papers, reports or articles. More
than ever, today A levels are a preparation for a university career, where history students will be asked above dl to
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‘rea’ history books and articles and write essays. Current A leve history teaching does not prepare sudents for this,
which iswhy mogt universities now have to offer formd or informd remedid tuition in essay writing and other study
skillsto therr firg year undergraduates.

Ancther devaued and neglected skill in New History teaching isthat other main activity of ‘red’ historians— reading.
Indl the 11-14 year old, GCSE or (even more deplorably) A level textbooks, mentioned above, the bite-szed bits
of reading on offer are clearly designed for students with a short concentration span. Moreover, nowhere do these
textbooks encourage students to read further. As the History Practitioners Advisory Team puit it recently: * One of
the saddest aspects of the al-pervasive influence of the examination has been the proliferation of textbooks and
examinaion guides geared in fine detall to the specific requirements of particular examination papers. This has meant
that books no longer carry any information except that which is absolutely necessary to pass a particular examination
paper’.”” Although A level (though not the GCSE) textbooks usually come with a bibliography, not only are the
students not encouraged to read the books cited, they are actively discouraged from reading anything not contained
in the textbook itsdlf. The authors usudly maintain that their book ‘ contains everything you need for examination
success and more’.”® The implications of this are that, if the prescription of their textbooks is followed, pupils
sudying the new ‘red’ history will never encounter booksthat ‘red’ historians have written.

One judtification for the New History put forward by Fines and his followers was, as we noted above, that it would
enthuse students for the subject. This hope can be dismissed very easily since, according to arecent QCA report,
40% of pupilsleave primary school with a negative attitude to history and many ‘ have forgotten much of what they
learned in history and can bring to mind little more than the names of some of the topics or periods they have
encountered’; and, also as noted above, over two-thirds give up history a the earliest opportunity in secondary
school.” Of the minority that soldier on it has to be reported that the universities are, to a sad extent, not being
passed on enthusiastic sudents with athirgt for knowledge, able to make sense of undigested primary sources, able
to think for themsalves with critica and enquiring minds - to say nothing of being able to formulate an hypothess and
test it againgt the evidence. The most noticeable skill many of my students have acquired is how to gain the highest
marks in assessments by doing the minimum amount of work. As my quiz revealed, the mgjority of undergraduates
are not only ignorant of history, they lack the motivation to do anything about it. Only 77% of my first year
undergraduates stated they had read a book in the previous year and, in amongst Harry Potter or the
autobiographies of ceebrities, only two of the books they named were history books. If our children don’t get
history a schooal, they don't get it.

So higory istaught in isolated topics because of the perceived need for school children to acquire the supposed skills
of the professond historian by studying history in depth using so called primary sources. But two questions remained
for me— why was the transformation in history teaching thought necessary by its proponents, and how were they so
successful in their misson? First we need to look at what cannot have been the reason in ether case.

Lesson 5: traditional history was not failing
The emerging HEE' s answer to the question as to why traditiond history had to be replaced was that it was failing
and in dedine® This proposition however was amyth initidly perpetrated in Mary Price's 1968 article. Price

argued that ‘the tendency for haf the population of secondary schoolsto drop the subject after three years seemsto
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beincreasing .®* But she offered no evidence for this assertion; the only evidence of a problem was a survey in 1966
which revealed that a high proportion of those leaving school a 15 put history high on the list of ‘useless and boring’
subjects. But these early leavers were not those choosing what O levels to take anyway, and moreover Price
admitted that there was no over-dl diminution in numbers taking O and A level GCE history, and there was steady
maintenance of the Sze of history departments at universities. Y et the myth of the failure of traditiond history teaching
took a strong hold which continues down to the present day. Alison Kitson, alecturer in History Education &t the
Ingtitute of Education, for example, recently offered the by now seemingly self-evident truth that in the 1960s:

Pupils were bored in history lessons, they were not convinced of any good reason why they should studly it
any longer than they had to and there was ared danger that history would go the way of Latin, taught to a
amd| minority of pupilsin private and grammar schools.

What rescued history from this fate was a movement which focused on what it was like to be a historian
aswell as on the content itself. This turned higtory from an exercise in acquiring and memorising factsinto a
dynamic and engaging activity ... we don’t want to go back to the bad old days when kids were bored to
desth and dropped history at the first opportunity.®

No mention or explanation then asto why in the ‘bad old days' that we should not go back to 50% of pupils gave
up history at the first opportunity while today the *dynamic and engaging’ subject encourages 68% to do so.

Looking at the facts rather than the myth, Tables 2 and 3 show that Price’ s admission that there was no over-dll
diminution in numberstaking O and A level GCE actudly disguised the fact of a hedthy growth. Although there was
adight reduction in those taking O leve history compared to the totd of al subjects taken, the absolute numbers
taking the exam increased overdl by 26% in the 1960s (the first decade for which figures are availadle), two or three
times fagter than in the 1970s and 1980s, while numbers were in decline in the 1990s (dthough this decline has been
arested recently). Equdly, Price had no right to argue that history was in danger of going the way of classcs. From
1960 to the time she was writing, candidates taking history O level had increased by 20%, while those taking Latin
had fdlen by 6%. The A leve picture was even brighter. As Table 3 shows, numbers Stting A leve history more
than doubled in the 1960s and represented an increased share of al A levels sat: this growth was far more rapid than
in the 1970s and 1980s, and a complete contrast to the abject decline, smilar to that in GCSE numbers, in the
1990s.

How then, againgt the evidence, did the advocates of the New History manage to dish the traditionalists and win
such acomplete victory? The first answer is - by an unrdenting chorus of misrepresentation and propaganda (eesily
detectable by any pupil who haslearnt akey skill of the New History). Again, thereis another irony in that Fines and
his followers, whom no-one could doubt had a passion for history, and who must have been taught history the
traditional way, now set about traducing it a every turn. Traditiona history, they shouted, was. just ‘a corpus of
information’ which involved ‘ cumulative memorising of abody of facts'; rote learning particularly of dates; learning
the kings and queens of England; it was knowledge for its own sake; it was teaching Whig history and the onward
march of progress,; it was aboring ‘trundle through the ages’; it was ‘ chalk and tak’; it was ‘just about grest men or
politics'; or it was, as Danid Burton (the BBC's history teacher of the year award winner in 2007) put it recently -

‘the long narrative of grest men, great battles and Gresat Britain’ &

All of thisisagross distortion of the truth. Here are a selection of O and A leve exam questions (among hundreds
that could have been produced) from the supposed bad old days of history teaching:

In what ways was Norman England unlike Anglo- Saxon England? (Oxford and Cambridge Schools
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Examination Board, GCE O level, Paper |11 English Outlines, 1066-1603, July 1951, Question 3).

What did the Friars contribute to English life? (Oxford and Cambridge Schools Examination Board,
GCE A levd, 11 English History Ouitlines, 878-1919, June 1953, Q 7).

In what ways was England more civilized a the end than at the beginning of the twefth century? (Oxford
and Cambridge Schools Examination Board, GCE A level, |1 English History Outlines, 878-1919,
June 1952, Q 5).

What in your view is the significance of the Peasants Revalt for the historian of rurd England? (Oxford and
Cambridge Schools Examination Board, GCE A level, Il English History Outlines, 878-1939, June
1966, Q 15).

‘The golden age of enterprise’. Do you consder this an accurate description of the Elizabethan age?
(Oxford and Cambridge Schools Examination Board, GCE O level, Paper |11 English Outlines, 1066-
1603, July 1951, Q 17).

Why was Parliament not reformed in the eighteenth century? (Oxford and Cambridge Schools
Examination Board, GCE A level, || English History Outlines, 878-1919, June 1952, Q 19).

How would you account for the fact that athough davery was abolished in the British Empire in 1834 harsh
conditions of employment perssted in Britain until after that deate? (AEB British Economic and Social
History, Advanced Level, Paper |1 1851-1960, June 1969, Q 10).

In what ways did the fear of Russainfluence British policy during the period 1815 to 18787 (Oxford and
Cambridge Schools Examination Board, GCE O level, Paper I11 English Outlines, 1688-1878, July
1951, Q 14).

Andyse the factors contributing to the growth of trade unionsin the period 1850-1914. (University of
London, Advanced Level, British Economic History | , Summer 1965, Q13).

Did therise of the Labour Party make the decline of the Libera Party inevitable? (Oxford and Cambridge
Schools Examination Board, GCE A level, 11 English History Outlines, 878-1939, June 1966, Q 40).

Outline the events leading to the generd strike. Why did it collgpse? What were its results? (Oxford and
Cambridge Schools Examination Board, GCE O level, Paper 111 English Outlines, 1914-1951, June
1968, Q 4).

‘The creation of the Welfare State is the great continuous theme of twentieth- century English palitics),
Discuss. (Oxford and Cambridge Schools Examination Board, GCE A level, 11 English History
Outlines, 878-1939, June 1965, Q 39).

Can you judtify British foreign policy in the 1930s? (Oxford and Cambridge Schools Examination Board,
GCE A levd, Il English History Outlines, 878-1939, June 1965, Q 41).

Note that thereis not aking or queen, agreat man or agreet battle in Sght in any of these questions (athough of
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course questions on al of these could be found); no question required any particular need to learn dates, and rote
learning of abody of facts was unlikely to get you a good mark since the students are asked for opinions as much as
facts. Although the New History advocates were successful in posing the issue as ‘ skills versus knowledge', the
guestions here were not just asking for knowledge but required analysis, were open ended and demanded the
pupils own points of view. Even a O levd —why?what? how? justify, discuss, was what was required of the
candidates and the good students had plenty of scope to demonstrate not just their knowledge but their
undergtanding and andytica ability. Moreover, the questions forced students to study a wide range of subjects that
had relevance to their own lives: the growth of trade unions, parliamentary democracy, the welfare sate, and so on.

But none of this evidence, which they clearly had available to them, deterred the detractors of traditiona history. The
HMI, Sater, for example, aso recycled the myth that history had been increasingly unpopular amongst pupils, and
sdf-confidently pooh-poohed traditiond history in amuch admired and quoted passage.

Content was largely British, or rather Southern English; Celtslooked in to starve, emigrate or rebe; the
North to invent looms or work in mills, aoroad was of interest once it was part of the Empire; foreigners
were either sengble dlies, or rightly defested. Skills— did we even use the word? — were mainly those
recaling accepted facts about famous dead Englishmen, and communicated in a very eccentric literary form,
the examination length essay. It was inherited consensus, based on largely hidden assumptions®

Fines, in 1993, echoed Sater:

in England higtory had been largely seen asthe history of Anglo Saxon white men in positions of power in the
south of England. What about the 'Cdltic fringe’ (sgnificant title), what about the 10,000 blacks who lived in
London in the eighteenth century, what about the history of technology, what about the poor, what, above
dl, about the history of women?®

The smple answer to Fines' rhetorical question, which he can't fail to have been able to answer correctly himsdf,
was that — Cdlts, blacks, women, technology and the poor were al well represented on the traditiond history
gyllabuses. This can eadily beillugtrated (at the risk of being repetitive) by again taking a sample of questions from
traditiond exam papers, with their chalenging questions on dl these issues; and with no mention of an Anglo Saxon
white man in a pogtion of power, in the south of England or anywhere ese

Give an account of the Revolution settlement ether in Scotland or in Irdland. (Oxford and Cambridge
Schools Examination Board, GCE O level, Paper 11 English Outlines, 1399-1714, July 1951, Q 15).

‘Sugar, spices and daves were the basis of thefirgt British Empire” Discuss. (Oxford and Cambridge
Schools Examination Board, GCE A level, 11 English History Outlines, 878-1939, July 1965, Q 28).

Account for the growth of the movement either for the abolition of davery or the improvement of working
conditions, and explain their success. (Oxford and Cambridge Schools Examination Board, GCE A
level, 1l English History Outlines, 878-1939, July 1966, Q 34).

Discuss the economic consegquences of the extension since 1914 in the employment opportunities for

women. (AEB, British Economic and Social History, 1969, Advanced Level, June Paper 11 1851-1960,
Q 10).
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[llustrate and account for the progress made before 1919 towards the emancipation of women. (Oxford
and Cambridge Schools Examination Board, GCE A level, |1 English History Outlines, 878-1919,
June 1953, Q 36).

‘In the eighteenth century new indudtrid techniques were less important than improvements in methods of
trangport.” Discuss. (Oxford and Cambridge Schools Examination Board, GCE A level, Il English
History Outlines, 878-1919, June 1952, Q 27).

In what respects did the treatment of the poor change between 1750 and 18507 Do you consider the
genera position had improved or deteriorated? (AEB, British Economic and Social History, Advanced
Level, June 1969, Paper |, 1750-1850, Q 2).

Moreover, there is the crowning and outrageous irony that the victory of the New History has meant that the history
of Cdlts, blacks, women, technology and the poor is now never taught to the vast mgority of pupils. Of dl the topics
my students listed they had studied, Cdlts, blacks, women, technology and the poor hardly featured. Out of the 371
topics mentioned, only three were the dave trade (one more than Jack the Ripper or the nation of President
Kennedy), and five the suffragettes (lessthan haf those that sudied the Cold War). Traditiond history covered the
Cdlts, blacks, women, technology and the poor with ease; the New Higtory with its smal number of narrow topics
does not, cannot and never will.

Another strange twigt to the arguments of the New Historians was that traditiona history had to go because ‘the
world was changing'; and Britain was becoming amulticultural society.® In amongst the rhetoric it seemed to go
unnoticed that why a changing world, or Britain becoming amulticultura society was an argument againg traditiond
history, or teaching British history, was never spelled out by Fines, Sater, or anyone ese. Why they should have
thought it more gppropriate that immigrant children be taught the history of Germany or Russarather than that of the
country in which they were growing up seems perverse even by Fines standards. Recently, the QCA had the
effrontery to complain that present day history in regard to its black and multi-ethnic aspects tends to ‘ undervaue the
overdl contribution of black and minority ethnic people to Britain's past and ignore their culturd, scientific and many
other achievements .#” Yet this vaid complaint disguises the fact thet it is the QCA’s enthusiasm for the New History
taught in topics that has largely ruled out any trestment of the history of ethnic minorities which traditiona history
could incorporate quite effortlesdy.

Another suggested reason as to why traditiond history had to give way was the post-modernist argument, put
forward by Furedi among others, that there was no longer *a history with a capita H; there were many competing
higtories’; the implication being that traditiona history represented ‘a sngular monalithic “History”” which was no
longer tenable.®® This dleged problem with traditional history was raised in arelated way by Lord William Wallacein
arecent RSA lecture series on teaching history. The noble lord argued that there was a conflict between a narrative
over hundreds of years ‘with ardatively clear understanding which students can grasp versus how far do you teach
history as teaching people how to question what they aretold ... how do you construct a consensus among the
contending and competing narratives ... historical narratives aways reflect political agendas .® This aso follows
Sater’sview that traditiond history had an inherited consensus, based on largdly hidden assumptions. But thisisyet
another unwarranted distortion of how history works and how traditional history was taught.

There are two dements to writing hitory. Firg, thereis finding out what happened in the past; which 99% of the
time is uncontested territory. No historian would argue that William the Conqueror lost the Battle of Hastings, or the
First Reform Act was passed in 1932. Likewise, most historians would agree that a generd higtory of Britain, say in
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the 18" century, that omitted discussion of the American War of Independence or the industria revolution would be
defective and unacceptable. So we have ardatively uncontroversid scaffolding for a narrative. But then, secondly,
historians have the far more difficult but probably more important role of explaining what happened in the past;
andysing the events of history and their causes and consequences. Here there is dmost dways disagreement, and
especidly if the higtorian goes further (than some of us would argue they should) and makes mord judgments. But
the paint is, traditiona narrative history can, and indeed it is essentid that it does, accommodate these higtorical
debates from writers of whatever palitica or theoretica viewpoint. It’'s the stuff of history, and the textbook writer’s
duty isto give afar wind to dl legitimate interpretations. As the History Practitioners Advisory Team has recently
argued: ‘Higory’ s vdue within a democratic society liesin its cgpacity to engender argument and debate. Pupils
should learn that history is open to many different, and often conflicting, interpretations . In other words, school
history does not need to, and perhaps should not, construct the consensus among the contending and competing
narratives that Lord Wallace seemsto think is necessary. Where isthe problem? Wallace's and Sater’ s view that
historica narratives dways have hidden agendas is sandard post-modernist fare, but would either of them be
prepared to enlighten us on the hidden political agendas of the exam questions quoted above? | can't see any.

Above dl, the success of the New Historians was due to their being able to get away with equating traditiond history
with badly taught history. Fines' attack on the breadth of traditiona history was particularly curious. It was, he
maintained, too fast.

[1]t turned history into arace which nobody could ever win, with the teacher getting faster and faster the
nearer the exams got, leaving out greater and greater chunks of redlity in the hopes of making it to the
winning post. Fast history leaves out the best bits, the Stories, the detail, the rambling by-wayswhich intuition
tellsyou to follow. Fast history tellslies, for it paints history not asit is, confused and confusing, bedraggled
and messy, glorioudy cluttered, inexplicable and maddening, and sortsit al out into one amighty washing
line with only the pegsleft in place™

Traditiond history, just like the New History or any subject, could be taught badly. 1t could be boring, uninspiring, or
even fagt, but thiswas just bad teaching, it was not inherent in the methodology or curriculum of traditiond history. |
was taught history at a secondary modern school up to O level, and in agrammar school 6" formto A leve in the
early to mid 1960s, and my experience was probably not untypica. On reflection | had two good (not charismatic,
just good) history teachers and one poor one. There was alot of note taking (and with the bad teacher a A levd this
was virtualy al we did) and the use of chalk and the blackboard, but this was before photocopying and dl the many
audio-visud ads at the command of today’ s teachers. But it was not rote learning (dthough there was cramming a
revison time) and the two good teachers used question and answer techniques to get us involved thinking about the
issues. At A leve especidly, there was alot of discusson over causation and controversies over the different
interpretations of the sort of issues represented by the exam questions given above. For some reason | particularly
remember heeted debate on whether it was inevitable that Britain lost the American colonies and who was to blame
for Gordon’ s debacle in Khartoum. There was never any question that we were being taught the uncontested truth,
and we were expected to read widely, including ‘red’ history books such as David Thomson's Europe since
Napoleon or A. J. P Taylor’s English history, 1914-1945 (both till worth reading today), to write well-argued
essays in good English, and we were encouraged to be critica and offer our own opinions, dl ‘skills which have
sood me in good stead as a professond historian. Incidentdly, if it is suggested | was an atypicaly studious goody-
two-shoes, | only managed aB in A level higtory. In any case, traditiona history teaching made me want to be an
historian.

Finally, there was perhaps another reason why the New History won through, and that was the entry of politicsinto
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theissue. In the 1980s, the opposition to the New History zedots was led by the Thatcher government and the New
Right who wanted to use history teaching as atool to foster patriotism and a British nationd identity, and this tended
to obscure their otherwise valid atack on the silliness of teaching empathy and skills at the expense of knowledge*
Perhaps when you are opposed by Mrs Thatcher, the Sun and the Daily Telegraph it is easer to convince yoursdf
and others, including the politica Ieft, that you are on the Sde of the angdls. Indeed, support for the New History to
some extent came from the movement among |eft wing academic historians and their “ history from below’
movement. The establishment of the History Workshop Group by Raph Samuel in 1967, encouraged the active
participation of students and working people in the process of making history, particularly the use of ord history and
other primary sources. But it is yet another irony in the Situation thet in supporting the New History these Marxists
ensured that pupils would never again be taught working class higtory in Britain, as traditiona history had dways
done. Again, another book | was encouraged to read in the 6™ form was Henry Pdlling’s History of trade
unionism. That is not going to happen today. If there are any 18 year olds that have ever heard of the Genera
Strike | have yet to meet one, and certainly of the 371 topics mentioned by my undergraduates only one (Chartism)
indicated any teaching of the history of trade unionism or class srugglein Britain in our schools today.

Incidentally, because history teaching makes itsdf the subject of justified contempt it continues to be vulnerable to
atempts at political high-jacking. That history in schools should be used to promote citizenship, Britishness and
patriotism is apparently a subject close the Gordon Brown's heart and to that of the QCA.** Pupils, it is urged,
should be taught Britain's great and glorious past, or as Starkey writes. ‘we need not the critica, but the
celebratory.’® This came to a head afew years ago in the move prompted by the Daily Telegraph and the right-
wing think tank, Civitas, to get H. E. Marshdl’s Our Iand Story reingtated in our primary schools.® Marshdl’s
hundred year old book will instruct our children how *from the very beginning of our story you have seen how
Britons have fought for freedom, and step by step they have won it, until at last Britons live under just laws and have
themselves the power to make those laws.’®” Reading on we find that among the many lucky people that the British
brought this freedom to were the New Zealand Maoris.

Thisimperidigt propaganda masquerading as history needn’t be dignified by counter argument.

But thisis not to say that British history should not be the basis of history taught in schools; not to inculcate
citizenship or patriotism, but smply because British higtory is likely to be the most useful in helping pupils make sense
of the world they live in. School children are surrounded by the evidence of British higtory in the burid mounds,
Roman roads, ruined cadtles, the churches and cands and factories; they dso live with indtitutions like the welfare
dtate, the police force, and trade unions. History should play an essentid role in heping them make sense of al these
things. Pupils are not surrounded by German or Russian history and it is not particularly useful to them, for example,
to know why Stain collectivised Soviet agriculture.

The point is that history teachers who complain about politica interference, and might have books like Our Idland
Sory and the job of teaching citizenship or patriotism foisted on them, only have themsdaves to blame. Because the
way higtory is taught in schools seems rightly nonsensicdl to outsidersincluding myself, who should be anaturd aly,
it isobvioudy vulnerable. Because of its degenerative and schismatic condition, history practitioners as an academy
(far too grand aword) are in no shape to resist pressure from the politicians. History as a discipline should have its
own integrity. Some of us believeit isasocid science whose purpose isto find out what happened in the past and
explain why it happened as objectively as possble. But we are in aminority even among academic historians, and
are, of course, completely cut adrift from school teachers. And until the New History is abandoned and history
recoversits credibility — dignity, even - the politica pressure will continue and could prove fatd. History dready has
to teach ‘culturd, ethnic and religious diveraity’, and it could next be buried in a non-subject like citizenship or
lumped together with geography and religious education as *humanities, or lost completely in whatever isthe next
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big initiative coming the schools way; its days as a separate subject in primary school aready seem numbered.*®

It isworth mentioning at this point that the sort of mode | have put together above is not quite how higtory is aways
taught in practice. | have picked up from talking to school teachers, children, and of course my undergraduates, that
traditiond teacher-centred learning lives on. Ofsted deploresin some schools ‘ the predominance of direct input by
teachers, with pupils having little to do beyond sitting and listening’.*® What seems to have happened is that league
tables and targets have put pressure on results to the extent that today history teachers are not so much teaching
history as how to pass examsin history, requiring resort to direct teaching methods. So we have the worst of both
worlds acurriculum, syllabuses and exams designed for using sources, acquiring skills and so on, but teachers often
applying direct ingtruction teaching methods solely designed to produce good exam results. And clearly, as the
Higtory Prectitioners Advisory Team put it recently: ‘ Thisimpoverishes the pupil’ s experience in history, which thus
becomes entirely dominated by “teaching to the test””. *®

The question nonetheless remains— it is clear how and why they won through, but why againg dl the evidence were
the New History establishment themsdves convinced of the need to create the myth of the failure of traditiona
history and overthrow in a decade or two the teaching methods of centuries— indeed, a pedagogic tradition which
probably went back to Herodotus two and haf millenniaago? Oh, the arrogance of it!

Lesson 6: the New History was required by the advent of child-centred learning

The answer to the question above probably has nothing to do with history asadiscipline a al. It wasjust that the
history teaching establishment felt that the subject had to catch the tide that was running throughout the education
system generdly in the form of ‘child centred learning’ (CCL).

The concept of CCL - teachers should not impart knowledge and understanding to pupils but pupils must discover
this for themselves by undertaking activities - has been dated back to the French 18" century philosopher Rousseau
and more precisely to Hayward in 1905; and the theoretical work of Froebel, Dewey, Rogers, and others pointed
in the same direction.™™ Traditional teaching, it was argued, meant that * students become passive, apathetic and
bored’, and therefore it should be replaced so that knowledge was constructed by the student, who moreover
learned better when performing activities. The teacher should be a mere facilitator of learning rather than a presenter
of information, and aso not interfere with the pupil’s * process of maturation, but act as aguide’; the child will learn
when he/sheis ready — persondlised learning.'® In essence, the shift away from teaching to an emphasis on learning
meant that authority was transferred from the teacher to the student, whose interests and desires were now to be
paramount.’®®

By 1931, the Hadow Report on primary education in Britain was committed to CCL, arguing that ‘the curricullum is
to be thought of in terms of activity and experience rather than of knowledge to be acquired and factsto be

stored’ .*** The Plowden Report of 1967, also on primary school education, gave anudge in the direction of,
athough not wholehearted support for, CCL, saying: ‘We endorse the trend towards individua and active learning
and “learning by acquaintance’ ...Y et we certainly do not deny the vaue of “learning by description” or the need for
the practice of skills and consolidation of knowledge . Plowden aso emphasised ‘the teacher’ s respongbility for
ensuring that what children learnisworth learning’, but clearly in the case of higtory thislagt injunction was sadly
ignored., *®

Why, with such along pedigree, CCL should only have become fashionable in the late 1960s and 1970s is unclear
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(and would make a good research project). Possbly CCL’s rise had something to do with the economic and socid
changes associated with a broad based increase in living Sandards and a reduction in income inequality in that
period. For whatever reason it is possible to detect the growth in atype of egditarianismin the 1960s which resulted
in asuspicion of, and adecline in deference to, authority. In many areas of life - politics, gender, class or industrid
relaions - thistrend was probably a good thing, but in the case of education, and perhaps child rearing in generd,
athough CCL might sound good in theory, its practica impact on our society has probably been little short of
disastrous.

The New Higtory was, then, merely fitting in with the advent of CCL in education generdly. In fact, the devel opment
of ‘enquiry or discovery approachesto learning history’ datesin Americafrom the 1950s, but, from the late 1960s
the new emerging HEE in Britain, led to some extent by Fines, took up CCL with tremendous enthusiasm.™® To
Fines. ‘Only the children can do the learning for themsalves and the knowledge they arrive a will be different to
ours; ‘ proper study must be active, and it depends on the pupil making judgements, not just parroting back those of
the teacher or the text’. And according to Fines, children *must have the chance firg to catch on to their own
interests, to stay with them and become mastersin the field’ 2" CCL was dlearly the pedagogic philosophy driving
the Schools Council History Project, summed up in their 1972 declaration that: ‘ Pupils were “to do” history not just
recaveit’. *® To many writers the New History wasto play its full part in the wider egdlitarian revolution which was
destined to amount to a virtua educationa utopia. To Jenkins and Brickley, writing in 1989, empathy and the New
Higtory was an aspect of asocia transformation whereby the introduction of the comprehensve system of
secondary education in Britain would creete such alevelling democracy thet there would, among other things, be an
end to ‘hierarchica examinations . Theided Stuation for Jenkins and Brickley would be ‘where children bring ther
own opinions to school, then every opportunity for their expression must be offered and vaorised: what do you think
of the past, what is history for you'. ®

Coincidentaly or not, CCL and the New History were boosted by the smultaneous rise of that intellectua blind dly
- post-modernism. The French philosophers' view that there are no objective historica facts lent obvious support for
CCL, gnceit follows that anyone' s history is as vaid or worthwhile as anybody else's. As Southgate has put it ‘The
remova of “objective truth” as ameaningful god is counterbalanced by a perceived need for many different accounts
of the past- none daiming any specid privilege, but each providing some illumination from its own perspective’ *°
The logic of thisisthat the painstaking work of professona historians, with years of training and publications behind
them, cannot be *privileged’ over, and are of equd vaue to the efforts of a 10 year old. English post-modernists
epousing these idess, like Keith Jenkins, were highly influential and had aready outlet in Teaching History. Fines,
athough not explicit on the subject, also talked the post-modernists language. To Fines. ‘ That there is somewhere
to be found abody of knowledge, understanding and skill that should be given to al childrento hdp them in their
future lives was ‘not only wrong and perverse but also dangerous . ‘ Involving children in the process of enquiry
means that they engage in genuine historica learning activities from which they congruct their own views of the pat,
thet is, their own hitories . ‘Many children equas many histories . **

CCL isnow explicitly part of the HEE orthodoxy — the pupil’ s desires lead the way. For history pupilsin primary
school Ofsted gpplauds ‘very good teaching that is thoughtful, fun, and well-matched to their needs, interests and
abilities . At the 11 to 14 year level the QCA’s advice to teachersis. *If you want to design a curriculum to mativate
and engage pupils, where better to Sart than by listening to their views? They then go on to applaud the secondary
school we noted before wherein the QCA promotiond video the history teacher tells us.

The impetus for change to the history scheme of work at Copleston High came from the pupils themselves,
who asked for a more diverse curriculum and wanted activities involving debate, group work, role play,
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research and making [Sc]. Pleased to see the increased flexibility in the revised programme of study, the
history department seized the opportunity to address pupils preferred learning styles and meet their needs
and interests more closdly ... [So] teachers hope to engage pupils and improve their behaviour and
atainment. The department has high hopes for this more personalised approach to learning. ™

The full implications of CCL are dearly stated here. The children should be asked by the teachers what they want to
do and how they want to do it and then it should be given to them. Many studies have indicated that what pupils
want to do, their ‘ preferred learning styles, are the range of enjoyable activities listed in the quote above, and what
they least like doing is reading and writing.**® Clearly, they have had their own way.

Again, it isworth emphassng that despite the huge consequences which CCL entailed for education generdly, and
history teaching in particular, itsintroduction was based on no democratic, parenta or any outside input, nor wasiit
apparently subjected to any serious intellectua debate. Indeed, the notion of CCL on a practica level was not
founded on any conclusive theoretical or empirica evidence of its effectiveness as againg traditiona methods.
Although some surveys have found to the contrary, an extensive US government project carried out between 1968
and 1977, concluded in favour of direct ingtruction methods.*** Nonetheless, CCL is now the prevailing educationd
orthodoxy in Britain and higtory teaching is just one of its victims. Unfortunatdly, history possibly suffered more that
other subjects since the sciences or geography, for example, lend themsalves to experiments and genuine activities,
whereas, as we have seen, history had to invent spurious ones. Certainly, the theoreticad flaws and practicd
consequences of CCL applied to history teaching should be pointed out.

Aswe have noted above, the idea thet school children can ‘do’ or create their own history using primary sourcesin
any meaningful senseis an absurdity. Pupils are, and can only be, provided with carefully sdected, pre-digested
(often sadly invented) primary sources by the teacher or the textbook with the direction the children are expected to
pursue, and with the end result they are expected to reach, more or less firmly in mind in advance. If anyone hasa
hidden agenda it is the New History teachers and textbook writers. If children conclude that Elizabeth | was a bad
queen because she was awoman, or that the Holocaust did not happen, the logic of CCL and the New History (and
the philosophy of post-modernism) isthat these conclusions have to be accepted as vaid. But in practice does the
teacher St back happy in the knowledge that little Johnny has created his own history, or do they point out ever so
tactfully dl the reesonswhy he is— WRONG? Clearly the teacher will aways have to push the student back onto
the path of the generdly agreed facts and interpretations of history - previoudy established by professond historians.
Anything dseisadduson.

Thislast point raises another aspect in the Stuation: if history teachersin the new egditarian way were prepared to
cede authority to their pupilsit equaly followed that they as classroom history teachers should see no reason to defer
to the academic univergty historian. To Aldrich, writing in 1989, the idea that it was ‘the job of the university
historian to determine the historica record, and the job of the school teacher to receive such wisdom and present it
in smplified form to school pupils was no longer tenable™*> Sater also announced with satisfaction the new order of
things. Since children could now cregte their own history, he wrote, some university lecturers, were worried *that
new idess are not just disseminated downwards, but upwards and outwards .**® So a schism opened up between
the new HEE and the classroom teachers on the one hand and professiona historians, like the late Geoffrey Elton,
on the other. The latter were exasperated by the way things were going, but their concerns were ignored, and
moreover they continued to teach history a their universities for the most part in the traditiona way. ™

The ideathet school children can create their own history and therefore don't need the professiona hitorian is of
course yet another falacy indicated by the fact that school textbook writers are usualy honest enough to
acknowledge that they (and therefore classroom teachers and their pupils) are ultimatdly reliant on the interpretations
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of history, hard won, and thrashed out by the professonds, even when they in turn disagree with each other. The
academics are al'so usudly the ones who provide, or point out the directions to, the source of primary materias for
schools.

And CCL isfundamentaly flawed in another mgjor respect. At yet another conference among teachers and the HHE
at the Indtitute of Higtorical Studies in 2007 on the theme ‘Why History Matters, one group agreed predictably that:
‘Effective learning in higtory is promoted through activity based learning which addresses pupils different learning
syles ... Approaches to teaching should be pupil-centred ... [and] focuses on the needs of learners and
differentiates learning in terms of persona background, ability and learning style .**® But of course no teacher
confronted with aclass of 30 individuds can actualy achieve thisin practice. It's another dangerousfiction. Let’sgo
back to our teacher at Copleston High as he asks the class what their preferred learning styles are. Twenty-nine of
the class agree: ‘L et’s get out of the classroom and have some fun’, but one puts his hand up, knowing herisks a
good kicking at bresk time, but says ‘Please Sr | would like to read history books and write essays . Would he
have been accommodated? | think not. Butin CCL terms he has as much right to be the centre of attention as
anyonedse.

There are many more problems, a priori, with CCL applied to history teaching. Firgly — since the whole idea of
CCL isthat it is pupil driven, where was the evidence that children come to school hungry to create their own
histories? Jenkins and Brickley wanted children to bring their own opinions on history to school, but why would we
expect that primary or secondary school pupils would come to school with any opinions on history at al? How many
children bring to schoal their ideas on why Henry V11 broke with the church of Rome or how Hitler cameto
power? It would be more plausible to assume that they knew nothing about these things and couldn’t care less about
them. Secondly, the whole notion of CCL seems to be predicated on an axiom, that children are dl thirsting for
knowledge and, moreover, are keen to work hard to obtain it, whereas a reasonabl e aternative hypothesis would be
that, given the option, they have an inbuilt preference for subgtituting leisure and fun for the hard work of acquiring
knowledge or askill. In practice CCL means therefore that children have to be ‘sold’ history by being told it isfun
and exditing, fitsin with their ‘preferred learning styles, and is never hard work. Thirdly, in effect CCL alows the
teacher to abdicate responsbility for deciding what pupils need to be doing in history classes. In giving children what
they want to do there is the obvious question as to whether this accords with what they need to be doing in their
long-term interests. Further, it makes the assumption that children are the best judges of this. Again, whereisthe
evidence? Fourthly, in theory at least, CCL is an ego-centric and individudigtic philosophy and it is at least
questionable whether it is desirable for pupilsto be told that their individua wants and desires are the focd point of
education. Becausg, findly, surdy society should have asay in what isin its collective interest that its future adult
citizens be taught. In which case society should have an input into whether its children be given a comprehensive
history of the country they are growing up in, or aset of ersaiz skills pretending to be things professona historians
do, while spending year after year sudying two world wars and a German dictator.

So there we haveit - my quest was over. CCL means that teachers indructing their pupils is anathema, they must
find out things for themsalves by doing activities. Doing activities in history means the use of primary sources and the
acquidtion of skills. Using primary sources and gaining skills takes along time and is only viable in the study of
narrow historical topics. Topics means no knowledge of history outside the topic. So the ignorance of most of
history demongtrated by our children generaly, and my undergraduates in particular, is fully explained.

Last lesson: History today
One quedion remains given the history of higtory teaching outlined above, is the system capable of change? There
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are one or two encouraging Sgns, but probably too many people would have to admit that they were wrong, and
thereis dill agreat ded of sdf-satifactionin most quarters of the dl-powerful HEE. Here, for example, is Chrigine
Counsdl, dill giving out the good news thet dl iswell in the world of history teaching:

The finest of new history teachers are advancing our understanding of historica learning. They debate the
meaning of historical significance; they share and read about each others practice; they go on Higtorica
Association CPD weekends and agonise over the best wording of questions on empire and imperidism in
order to get the challenge for Martin [asruggling 12 year old former pupil of hers] just right. How to
congruct a causal explanation in a non-anachronistic and sympathetic form? What kinds of visud or written
sources might help Geoffrey [another 12 year old] see the difference between ‘evidence and ‘information’ ?
What traditions of scholarship must we understand if we introduce Year 7 to Idamic history? ™

Counsdll argues that more history should be taught, and urges people to write to their MP: * Emphasi se that what the
press bleats on about — too much Hitler at A-level or whatever — isirrdevant: it is easy to solve and affectsatiny
proportion of students ... Emphasise the popularity of history with pupils and the achievement of history teachers’
She explains away the fact that only athird of pupils now take GCSE history as due to school managers preventing
ther pupils from doing so if they might not get a good grade.

According to Counsdl, therefore, there is nothing wrong that giving children even more New History couldn’t put
right, which, since she is dearly aware of the ridicule and opprobrium that the New History engenders, is sdf-
confidence on an heroic scde. And, none of Counsdl’ s arguments hold water. Focusing on the problem of teaching
too narrow topics like Hitler is not irrdlevant, nor isit only a problem confined to A leve, nor will it be an easy one
to solve. Moreover, most students who give up history at 14 are not forced to do so by school management but do
so with enthusiasm because history is not a popular subject asit is now taught. Half my undergraduates gave up
history at 14 for their own reasons not because they were forced, or even encouraged, to do so by schoolsworried
they could not get good grades. Findly, how can it be more important for educationaly backward 12 year oldsto
know the difference between ‘evidence’ and ‘information’ or the meaning of ‘higtorica sgnificance’ (none of which
asfar as| know academic historians give any thought to) but not know the most basic facts of their country’s

hisory?

As depressing is the attitude of the classroom teachers. If we eavesdrop on a history teachers chat room we read
from one contributor:

Just got today the latest edition of Teaching History (125, December 2006). Some redly important stuff on
historica sgnificance that every History teacher needs to get his’her head round asap — ‘Sgnificance is
about to bethe IN issue ...

And ancther weighed in with:
It took me aweek to get through my December copy of ‘ Teaching History’. Thenthere was Christmeas.
Then the battle cal for ‘red history’ again.... But | do actudly think that * Significance’ isthe key issue, and

perhaps the most important issue that History teachers can focus on to maintain the integrity of the subject in
the face of the paliticians.

Clearly, teechersfed threatened, and dmost unbelievably they see salvation and protection from the politiciansin
teaching ‘higtorica sgnificance’. No! The next IN issue, and the most important thing that history teachers can focus
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on to REGAIN theintegrity of the subject — isto get back to teaching our children some ussful history.

A glimmer of encouragement did seem to come from the fact that Counsdl’ s complacency is no longer shared by dl
in the HEE. These eements have findly come round to admitting thet there are some problems with teaching history
by narrow topic. A recent QCA report has argued against the narrowness of history teaching: ‘ Too often, the focus
ison developing pupils in-depth knowledge of specific topicsin history a the expense of making explicit links and
connections between the different historica periods studied';  many pupils are failing to gain agood overview of
history or an understanding of the significance of some key events and individuds ... and more attention should be
given to the teaching of chronological understanding’.**° Paul Armitage, an HMI, argued recently that: * Pupils often
study discrete periods of history without any apparent rationae for the order of gpecific content ...so that young
people get muddled and find it hard to form an overal story or narrative or to know why they’re studying.’ '
Exactly so.

Sean Lang, dso seems to have broken with the Historical Association’s party line stating in 2004 that ‘ things have
gone badly wrong in school higory’ . ‘[H]ow can we put history back together again’ he asks, coming out asa
defender of historical knowledge, and arguing: ‘ The trouble with the curriculum in England is that we have huge gaps
in our historical coverage .*** He was chairman of the History Practitioners Advisory Team which reported recently
in favour of narrative British history to ‘ give pupils amentd timeline in which to place their historica environment’;
and that: ‘In the end, people will dways draw their own lessons from history, so it isimportant that they should do so
on the basis of knowledge . Examination units, says the report, ‘focus on short snippets of history’ so Y oung people
have very little sense of awider chronologica sweep into which they can fit the events they study at GCSE and
AS/A levd’; ‘we have lost theidea of andyticd narrative . Agan: ‘What marks agood higorianis ... how much
history he or she knows and the ahility to draw on that knowledge in presenting an argument. It isimpossible to
conceive of someone being good a history without knowing alot of history’ . 2 Absolutely spot on.

So some have seen the light. But wait. None of these revisonists point out that the reason for these huge gapsin
higtorical knowledge is the New Higtory thet they themselves have rdigioudy promoted, and show no sign of
wanting to abandon. Therefore, dthough the problem is clear to some in the HEE, the solution is nowhere in Sight.
Ofsted dso recently argued that: * Too great afocus on ardatively smal number of issues means tha pupils are not
good at establishing a chronology, do not make connections between areas they have studied and so do not gain an
overview, and are not able to answer the “big question™’. So what do Ofsted hold up as exemplars of good
teaching? One lesson devoted to ‘Why didn’t the Romans overcome crime’ and another to the question: * Do you
agree with the view that Perkin Warbeck posed the most serious threet to Henry VII' s throne? ; both classes
conducted as group activities.**

To repeet, CCL demands pupils must do activities to create their own history, which because thisis time-consuming
demands studying short or narrow topics and is incompetible with teaching in long, comprehensive, chronologicaly
coherent, periods. Lang, dso seems unaware of thisinescgpable logic. While his Tory group wants to avoid the
‘very narrow and bitty’ nature of the topics studied, and argues for the ‘ congtruction of ahistoricd narrative' it ill
wants pupils to do thisby using ‘red source materid’ in the way people use the archives in researching family
history.**® Lang's atempted solution to these incompatible aimsis - topics and yet more topics. Therefore the
Higtorical Association’s recommendations are now for * greater diverdty: diversty of topic; diversity of country and
geographica area; and diversity of period’.*® In other words, more diverse bittyness.

Another tactic for trying to avoid the * bittyness' of topics now seemsto be - ‘themes . An Ofsted conference report
on history in 2005 argued that what was required was awider range of topics, or a curriculum based on themes that
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would reflect topicdity, ‘for instance World War 11, Nelson, and the Olympics’, and ‘ overarching exemplar
questions. “why and how has Britain fought wars?’ “How have we been governed?’ “How have human rights
evolved over time?’ “How have people lived?’; “How have they been ruled?’; “What have they bdieved?’” **
Armitage s solution too is - let’s do selected wars from the Roman invasion to Irag, or let’s put together something
on civil rights from the Magna Charta to the abolition of davery. 2 And despite starting with the right diagnosisto
the problem the History Practitioners Advisory Team' s solutionis also for ‘a structure based on topics requiring,
typicaly, two or three lessons' teaching’, based around the themes — government, society and belief. For example,
for the theme - government - they would have the topic ‘ Kingship and Succession in Eleventh Century Britain',
ingde which would be eight sub-topics each taking up one or two lessons and would include ‘ Brian Boru and the
battle of Clontarf *, and ‘ Scotland: the battle of Carham’; in other words, another list of random topics purporting to
be British narrative history. *° Or put yet another way — stupidity.

Themes are now being introduced into the 11-14 higtory curriculum and A levd, but of course they are no better
than topics and don't solve anything since inherently they have no context. Wars, for example. have paliticd,
economic, and socia causes which may stretch back hundreds of years and they have effects that last long after they
have finished. All thisislost jumping from one war to the next. Only traditiond higtory can fit wars logicaly into their
chronologicd, paliticd, socid and economic context and give as a result an understanding of their causes and
CONSequUences.

Indl these meetings, seminars, policy groups, and conferences does no one (put their hand up at the back and even
tentatively) suggest - “What about “ Britain, 1750-2000: a political, economic and socid history”? 1s't one voice
raised in favour of common sense?

For the vast mgority of the present generation of youngsters to grow up knowing virtualy nothing of their country’s
higtory is an outrage and should be intolerable. In the nine years from aged five to 14, or the 11 yearsto aged 16,
there is ample time to take pupils from the Stone Age to Gordon Brown and back again. If Simon Schama can
manage the Iron Age to the present day in fifteen televison programmes considerably more depth could be achieved
with two hours aweek for 11 years. But the history of history teaching teaches us that thisis not going to happen as
long as CCL isthe prevailing pedagogic fashion And CCL is not going away. In the words of the 2005 Ofsted
report, what is gtill essentid is ‘a curriculum that meets the history needs of dl pupils and sudents by focusing on
what they will learn, not what the teachers will teach’ . **° If this principle is unshakable dl else follows. Pupils must
be doing activities, activitiesin history means topics, topics means ignorance.

End, asthey say, of story.
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