Unit 11: Working with models of progression in history learning: enabling trainees to understand, use, appraise and develop their own. 

Outline of this unit

This unit looks at some processes through which trainees can discern and make meaning out of the different models of progression that they are likely to encounter. It explores ways of helping trainees to produce their own progression models by theorising from their own practice, from reading, from experience and from their reflection on the discipline of history itself. 

11.1
Introduction: the practical importance of models of progression in a trainee’s learning

11.2
Understanding traditions, definitions and debates surrounding progression in history  
11.3
Why and how should trainees think creatively and engage critically with ideas about progression in history? 

11.4
When can a trainee be helped to think about progression in history? 
11.5
Enabling trainees to secure coherence and direction in long-term curriculum planning  

11.6
Progression and transition: helping trainees to explore and create continuity across phases and Key Stages
Each section is linked to an activity to help subject tutors reflect upon and develop their teacher-training practice. The activity develops the ideas of that section and also prepares subject tutors to think about the next section. 

Some activities are linked to a resource which could form part of a sample training activity for trainees.  These resources can normally be used in sessions run by subject tutors and/or within the training managed by mentors in school. 

11.1 
Introduction: the practical importance of models of progression in a 

trainee’s learning

Models of progression are hard to avoid. Some notion of progression underpins all teaching, curriculum, course design, workscheme construction, lesson planning, teaching, evaluation and assessment.  Across pupils’ experience of school history, they will be exposed to a range of concepts, ideas, knowledge and processes. The sequence in which these are presented to them will inevitably embody some ideas about desirable progression, however implicit or crude. 

The goals and the construction of the sequence will be affected to a considerable degree by external requirements that enshrine certain ideas about progression, such as examination expectations and National Curriculum assessment structures. The extent to which goals and planning are affected by these external structures may in turn be affected by the policy of an individual school and the approach favoured by its leadership and management. 

Within this context teachers have a crucial role in defining for themselves and implementing a model of progression. The choice for the history teacher is not between having and not having a model of progression, it is between having an implicit one or having one which is, to some extent at least, explicit. It is a choice between uncovering or refining that model through reflection or discussion or leaving it as tacit and unexamined. 

When history teachers do think and talk about progression, they are not only considering better and worse ways of organising a sequence of experiences; they are also asking “what does ‘getting better at history’ mean”? This question can be asked on a variety of scales – from the very big picture planning of the whole curriculum from 4 to 19 and beyond, right down to deciding on interim goals for a lesson sequence, how these might manifest themselves in pupils’ learning and how these might be achieved.  Even where history teachers are discussing one of the smallest stages only, they are still, in effect, employing ideas about progression, for they will be revealing, in some way, aspects of their tacit or implicit views about how that small stage fits into a bigger journey, about the longer-term goals of that big journey and about why those goals might be desirable for all or some pupils. 

Thoughtful, reflective trainees are likely to recognise very quickly that the tensions and questions they face in selecting one example or activity over another are not simply dilemmas about tomorrow’s lesson; they relate to wider questions of progression,. They need support and encouragement from early in their first placement to explore those big questions. Other trainees may not readily see the connection at all, and are at risk of imagining that the choice of activity or detail of procedure is a purely pragmatic matter of making something ‘work’ (without considering the validity of the ‘something’), getting a desired product in a pupils’ book (without reflecting on its type or quality) or even merely a matter of classroom management and good order. These trainees need gradual, appropriate help in realising that judgements about quality in learning relate to judgements about what is learned and when, and that there is huge scope for legitimate diversity and professional judgement here. These trainees need help in finding the right language to discuss progression in the first place – the conceptual structure of the discipline. 

This is why progression is so hard to avoid – it is everything. Neither planning, resourcing, teaching, evaluation nor assessment can be strong with out it.  At the same time, it is remarkably easy to ‘avoid’: without direct encouragement, many trainees will slip into surface commentary on whether something ‘works’, rather than into a discussion of the ‘something’ in the first place. 

Progression in history education can take many forms.  It is generally used to mean some sort of developmental shift from lower-order to higher-order forms of reasoning or knowledge. 

· Sometimes this is related to second-order concepts of the discipline, the big organising ideas which shape historical problems and organise responses to those problems (ideas about causation, for example, and the ability to construct increasingly powerful causal explanations).

· Sometimes it is related to historical skills (ideas about evidence, for example, and the ability to use and evaluate sources critically and constructively for particular historical purposes). 

· Sometimes it is related to knowledge frameworks (for example, the ability of a pupil to make more connections, draw more analogies and generally move about within a broader knowledge framework that will provide increasingly useful contexts for discussing different types of historical problem). Rogers (1987) work on the past as a ‘frame of reference’ could be seen as a case for the developmental role of growing historical knowledge in progression. 

The question of progression is increasingly fraught because it is the site of institutional tensions, conflicts and confusions. Since 1991, history teachers have had to deal with an increasing range of structures embodying progression models. Whilst they might once have resolved concerns about those models by blending or modifying them, institutional pressures are now such that many history teachers have less latitude for such judgement or resolution. (e.g. Booth and Husbands 1993; Burnham and Brown 2004). 

It is not enough for trainees simply to ‘understand’ the external models of progression embodied in the national assessment structures of the National Curriculum and public examinations. Even if the expectation were merely that trainees learned to implement these levels as they stood, they would require careful interpretation. In seeking to interpret them trainees are likely to find conflicts and tensions between them and their own emergent sense of “what getting better at history ought to mean” shaped by their own understanding of the discipline of history, and their own experience in the classroom. Whether those conflicts are right and necessary (the trainee has spotted something that is genuinely wrong) or whether they are simply part of the trainee’s early efforts to make meaning out of the structures he or she starts to discover, progression is something the trainee can only explore and construct, not receive passively or uncritically. 

A good starting point for a new subject tutor is to make sure that he or she can navigate the various ways in which the term ‘progression’ has tended to be used in history education. Section 11.2 is an attempt to simplify these issues through a classification of three broad types of progression model. In the remaining sections, suggestions and activities will be offered for considering how, where and when trainees might assimilate, interpret and critique these and how and why they need to construct models of their own.

Activity 11.1.1 Thinking about progression

Activity 11.1.2 Further thinking about progression

Activity 11.1.3 Comparing examples of thinking about progression

11.2. Understanding traditions, definitions and debates surrounding progression in history

A further difficulty with progression in history is that different groups use the term ‘progression’ in significantly different ways. Understanding these subtle distinctions is unlikely to be necessary or even helpful to trainees right at the start of the course and may only become meaningful to them some way through it. However, subject tutors and mentors planning courses to be aware of these distinctions, for two important reasons. The first is so that trainees can be supported appropriately if they bump into these various types during the more diverse, individual and tailor-made aspects of their training (e.g. a situation in a placement school may strike up early curiosity or additional reading may leave the trainee with questions or concerns); the second, so that a planning team can decide at what stage it would be appropriate for trainees to experience a planned formal encounter with them. 

What follows is an attempt to simplify three broad ways in which the term gets used within history education and to explore overlaps between the three: 

i) Research-based models of progression

These are models, which have used detailed analyses of pupils’ work, often in experimental situations, to identify different stages in thinking or ways of understanding. A brief history and examples of such models are given in Resource 11.2.1. While they are incredibly useful, there are crucial points to bear in mind when using research-based models: 

· Research-based models are predictive, not prescriptive.  They seek to predict the range of ideas and changes in those ideas that teachers are likely to see in pupils. They do not set out a sequence of “ladder-like rungs that every student must step on” (Lee and Shemilt 2003). They do not set out prescribed stages that pupils ‘ought’ to achieve. Pupils are likely to move in different ways through these predictive models. 
· Research-based models work on the assumption that pupils’ second-order concepts do not develop in parallel. Thus separate models are needed for pupils’ ideas about evidence, change, cause and so on.

· A research-based model does not break down into convenient numbers of levels. It can identify an order in which ideas might develop but the gap between its ‘levels’ will not be equal.  Research-based models cannot therefore be used to measure progress against precise targets (in the way that the National Curriculum Attainment Target, for example, is often used). 

· Research-based models of progression should not be confused with ‘learning paths’.  Researchers who develop the models see progression as an account of how pupils’ ideas are likely to change, whereas a learning path is a specific journey that a teacher might prescribe for a pupil or a group of pupils to help them progress.   

How are research-based models supposed to help teachers? Because they are developmental, it is argued that a key function is to highlight the watersheds (or crisis points) in learning that teachers must plan to negotiate and which assessments should ideally seek to register. They can therefore be used to help history teachers to: 

· Plan within and across long time periods;

· Identify common misconceptions, to see where they might come from to suggest the level at which remediation might be pitched;

· Record and analyse attainment and progress over the long-term (for example through descriptive, qualitative notes about a pupil – rather than scores or measures - which might help the next teacher to decide how to pitch a discussion or cause or evidence)

This can be explored in more depth in Resource 11.2.2 which reproduces a recent article by Lee and Shemilt (2003). 

ii) National assessment structures

In England and Wales these come in two main forms – the National Curriculum Attainment Target (NCAT) and the hierarchies of attainment to which pupils can aspire in public examinations.  In the latter, assessment objectives distinguish between different domains of performance. Gradations within these are specified in levels-of-response mark schemes.

The NCAT is designed for end of key stage assessment and is not primarily intended to help teachers analyse pupils’ progress and plan for progression. The level descriptors mark staging posts on the journey, whereas the research-based models provide greater insight into the journey and suggest paths towards the destination. They also represent precise goals for particular stages in a pupils’ career.  GCSE and AS/A2 are associated with 14 to 19 (although policy-makers currently encourage increasing flexibility here) and whilst pupils are expected to vary in the Levels that they will attain there are expected norms for achievement by the end of the Key Stage. They are designed to assess the progress of individuals in a criterion-referenced way and to help define national norms. Unlike research-based models, the NCAT sets out a ladder and the time taken to attain each rung is expected to be evenly spaced.  Crucially, the NCAT differs from research-based models in its lumping together of different areas of conceptual understanding, skill and knowledge into ‘best fit’ descriptors.  

In the case of the NCAT, however, there are important differences here between how it was first intended to be used and how it is increasingly used (Counsell 2004).  It was originally intended only as the loosest of end-of-Key Stage judgements about generalised progress across a variety of domains. The idea that pupils will differ across the various attributes of learning was part of the ‘best fit’ ideal. It was meant as a rough indicator. Each Level Description was to be taken holistically, not to be separated into vertical slices, partly so as to allow teachers to explore the relationship between one area of learning and another.  They were not intended to be used on single pieces of work.  QCA and OFSTED continue to assert that this is impossible and any attempt to do it damaging (OFSTED 2003; QCA website). To carve them up further into smaller horizontal slices, supposedly to monitor progress towards each Level, would clearly cause this assessment tool to lose meaning. If the Levels themselves were horizontally sliced on the assumption that these might represent the best way of securing progression to the next Level, then the complex and circuitous journeys that pupils are likely to undertake would be masked and ignored.  Whatever the flaws in the NCAT, its original purpose was that it would play only a small part in teacher thinking about progression in learning. It was expected that most of the work in defining and securing progression would be done by the professional judgement of the subject teacher. Indeed, after the much more prescriptive and atomised assessment structure of the 1991 curriculum, the ‘best fit’ Level Descriptions in a single Attainment Target were designed chiefly to give teachers more freedom in defining and securing their own goals and journeys for pupils (SCAA 1996). 

In practice this has not happened, and the NCAT has been pressed into a service for which it was not designed (Burnham and Brown 2004). All these issues inform critical areas for debate and sites of conflict which are live issues for many history teachers at the moment.  Understanding the origins of this is crucial for subject tutors if they are to help trainees to understand, operate effectively and develop in this climate. 

For a fuller explanation of these issues see Resource 11.2.3.

iii) Professionally-constructed progression models

Most history teachers actually operate with intuitive ideas about progression which they find valuable but which they may or may not make explicit. These ideas might be based on their understanding of the discipline of history, what they value in it or consider educative for pupils, their experience of working with pupils, their own experience as pupils or undergraduates or their socialisation into a community of history teachers.  They have a ‘feel’ about what is appropriate at certain ages or stages, about what comes before what, about what should be delayed until later and so on.  Here the terms ‘progress’ and ‘progression’ are often used interchangeably, but an assumption of development and of changes in pupils’ thinking underpins both. 

These ideas may be tacit and thus generally unquestioned.  They may nonetheless be robust, sophisticated and defensible. But there is a problem if they are never uncovered or examined, especially when history teachers are leading and managing others or mentoring trainees. It is important therefore that trainees are introduced to the work of teachers who have tried to make their own thinking about progression explicit. Resources 11.2.4 and 11.2.5 provide details of two such teachers, who have been curious and critical in uncovering and examining their own assumptions, in trying to develop better models, drawing upon a range of sources of knowledge including the ideas of other professionals, analytic efforts to explore a domain of the discipline or even planned action research to examine more closely the effect of a particular intervention or emphasis in their own teaching. 

By drawing on all three different types of progression models it is possible to help trainees to become appropriately critical while understanding the pressures on schools that are being pushed to use particular models of measuring progression. By exploring research based models and teachers’ own professional constructions alongside national assessment structures they can be helped to develop approaches that are both defensible and genuinely valuable in planning for effective learning.
Activity 11.2.1 Working with research-based models of progression

Activity 11.2.2 Engaging trainees with professionally-constructed progression models

Activity 11.2.3 Why introduce trainees to alternative models of progression

11.3 Why and how should trainees engage critically and creatively with progression in history? 

Faced with the complexities and the competing range of models of progression outlined in sections 11.1 and 11.2, trainees may be tempted to give up the struggle to make their own sense of them, attempting instead a mechanistic, uncritical application of whatever model of progression is used within their placement school. They need to build their understanding of the issues over the course of the training year, gaining the confidence to draw on their various experiences to adopt a critical, yet constructive approach to understanding progression.

The following eight points explain in more detail why subject tutors and mentor teams need to plan for trainees to enjoy critical and creative engagement with ideas about progression. 

· To understand existing models requires sustained engagement with a technical language in the context of reflection on experience. 

It is not enough to present a trainee with a model of expected progression and assume that because it is comprehensible in a surface way it has been fully understood.  Moreover, such a fully worked out model of progression would usually be completely overwhelming to a trainee at the start of a course.  The trainee would have few reference points with which to make meaning out of it. This meaning will only come with carefully structured reflection on their experiences in school, personal values and reading of relevant literature. 

· Trainees need to uncover or construct explicit knowledge about progression wherever it is tacit or implicit. 
If trainees cannot be expected to imbibe abstract, theoretical models and make meaning out of them all in one go; there is another extreme that equally needs to be avoided. It would be possible for trainees, after two or more placements, to ‘pick’ up and somehow internalise a progression model, and to assume that this is what progression means, without ever finding a language to articulate those progression ideas and so to reflect on them or to discuss them with others.  

It is therefore important to help the trainee to think and talk or write directly about the progression ideas that may be affecting their choices about planning. 
· Trainees need to understand the differing purposes of different types of progression model. 

Trainees need to understand that different kinds of progression model (such as the three broad types set out in Section 11.2) are designed for quite different purposes. They need to know what a particular progression model is and is not good for. 

Again, learning to do this is a process that will require thinking and judgement on the part of the trainee, as well as challenge and support from the mentor to make it happen. Trainees need to discover that this process will always involve decision-making at individual and departmental levels, and that no one solution will serve all situations. 

· Trainees need to construct their own models  – or part-models  - in order to do the work that a received progression model cannot do for them.  

A trainee’s construction of his or her own ideal goals and journeys for progression can never be completely replaced by received models. If trainees do not attempt to develop their own ideas about progression they will be powerless to deal with those misconceptions, dead ends and problems that external models do not allow for. This will limit their ability to analyse the causes of non-achievement or under achievement. 

If everyday decision-making is not sometimes related to wider goals, with trainees questioning the adequacy or sophistication of those goals and journeys, then their thinking may remain at a surface, practical, immediate level. It will not have become analytic about progression in the discipline. Creating training opportunities here is surprisingly easy. Reflection on progression is actually latent in almost any small decision that is a normal part of training – planning decisions, resource-design, in-lesson decisions, evaluation and so forth.  
· Trainees need to construct their own models in order to critique or replace a received progression model that is flawed or too simple to use as a guide

This is a development of the point above, but implies a more explicit critique of existing models.  Sometimes trainees may develop and test a hypothesis about progression that sits comfortably within an existing framework.  Sometimes they need openly to challenge or transcend it.

· Trainees sometimes need to engage in constructive and challenging debate with the history department of their placement school.

This sensitive situation occurs remarkably often. Where appropriate, mentors can turn it into a positive opportunity for the department. This will require the mentor and often the rest of the department to be open about allowing the trainee to offer suggestions or challenges which may counter the department’s normal ways of doing things. A mentor can set up structured opportunities for the trainee to share findings or ideas in ways that are constructive and non-threatening for the department. 

· Trainees need to do some long-term planning of their own, beyond what they can actually teach in the time available in a placement, including consideration of cross-phase issues.

See sections 11.5 and 11.6 on this issue. 

· Trainees need to become aware of wider sites of tension and conflict surrounding progression. Some trainees are ready (or will be by the NQT year) to play their part in contributing to transformative and critical debate, constructing public knowledge through writing, at conferences or in consultations. 

Although this may seem daunting, this does not necessarily mean engaging in direct challenges and critical debates all the time.  There are straightforward and routine forms of communication through which new professionals are already involved in supporting the construction of new knowledge about progression.  For example: 

· giving feedback to an Awarding Body on a new qualification structure, assessment approach or type of coursework;

· responding to a consultation about a review of the National Curriculum Attainment Target or the purposes of history assessment in public examinations

· becoming involved in a GCSE pilot and taking part in one of its support groups developing new approaches for assessment for trial by others
Activity 11.3.1 Helping trainees to engage critically and creatively with progression

Activity 11.3.2 An example of a trainee engaging in thinking about progression

Activity 11.3.3 Moving a trainee on
Activity 11.3.4. Exploring a trainee’s thinking

Activity 11.3.5 Helping mentors understand progression

11.4  When can a trainee be helped to think about progression in history?

Section 11.3 explains why understanding progression requires some abstract conceptual understanding and an ability to theorise, yet at the same time cannot be absorbed only in a theoretical, abstract form.  For the same reasons such understanding cannot come quickly. A range of experience, knowledge and reflection are necessary to get there. 

In many subject courses about half of this learning might be planned in advance for the whole year – for example in subject training sessions or in a programme of agreed common tasks or assignments to be undertaken with mentors in school. About half will be responsive and tailor-made for the individual trainee as mentor and trainee exploit learning opportunities arising from ongoing planning, teaching, assessment and so on.  Learning about progression will thus be continuous and cannot be separated from other learning. The issue for subject tutors and mentors is how and when to make it explicit and, when choosing to leave it implicit, how to ensure that all learning experiences nonetheless support and prepare for subsequent direct reflection on progression issues.  

Subject tutors may therefore find it helpful to think about how some consideration of progression can be woven into virtually all subject training sessions.  It may also be useful to hold a training session, perhaps near the end of the course, where trainees are invited to reflect on the big picture of all kinds of progression models and, in particular, to reflect together on how their own professionally constructed models have changed across the year. 

Further reading about the nature of history and about different traditions in historical thought might be useful to undertake at that later stage, such as Skinner (2002) or Rüsen (2003) so that trainees can continue to reflect on how their own assumptions about the structure of the discipline are informing their views on progression in historical learning and whether these need to be challenged or broadened. 

Resource 11.4.1 contains an outline plan of sample moments taken from subject group training sessions where progression in two areas – causation and change/continuity – are constantly kept to the forefront of trainees’ thinking so that their capacity to consider progression in these areas is continuously expanded.  

Resource 11.4.4 contains an example of a mentor deliberately exploiting the planning of a forthcoming lesson on industrial change in order to help a trainee consider what it might mean to make progress in thinking about historical change. 

Activity 11.4.1 Considering progression in causation and change and continuity

Activity 11.4.2 An example of a mentor helping a trainee

11.5. Enabling trainees to secure coherence and direction in long-term curriculum planning  

Constructing longer-term plans – across a whole year or a whole Key Stage – is an important aspect of a trainee teacher’s learning and yet it presents practical problems in a training course that lasts no more than nine months. Trainees will have to produce some plans that they will not teach. In order to make this type of task as useful as possible, it can be used to double up as a means of reflection on different types or areas of progression in learning over substantial time-scales, but it remains a challenging aspect to address since the production of a full work scheme for a year or more would be hugely time-consuming for a trainee and the time spent might not be proportionate to the learning outcome. Various types of creative outline task therefore need to be devised which allow the trainee to think about progression in different ways. 

Three examples have been chosen for the activities and resources in this section, each of which could be used in two ways: 

· as a guide for a trainee to consult, use, analyse or critique;

· as a model for the trainee to attempt something similar in a comparable area. 

Activity 11.5.1. Planning for and assessing progression in understanding a substantive concept

Activity 11.5.2. Planning for progression in the use of databases and spreadsheets

Activity 11.5.3 Planning for progression in causal explanation

11.6   Progression and transition: helping trainees to explore and create continuity across phases and Key Stages  
It is always a practical and logistical challenge to help trainees to think about progression across Key Stages or phases, especially where trainees are in placements where there is a break within the secondary phase, such as a 13 to 18 or 11 to 16 school.  Exploring progression from the primary phase can be a particular challenge.  Spending time in a primary school is a normal part of most secondary initial teacher training courses, but visiting a primary school with the express purpose of examining or constructing a developmental link across the teaching of history in the respective schools can be harder to organise. 

However the following points might focus trainees’ thinking more precisely by promoting curiosity, concern or interest:

· A visit to a primary school might challenge negative preconceptions about history teaching and inspire the trainee to think again about suitable starting points for Year 7;

· If the trainee finds examples of weak practice that might inspire ideas for supporting a local primary school by working collaboratively on a cross-Key Stage project ;

· It is important that any form of primary-secondary transition projects involve active sharing of pedagogy.
Transitions within the secondary phase are equally problematic. One critical tension concerns the fundamental discontinuities and progression flaws that many teachers perceive between the formal assessment structures across the Key Stages. There is concern about how far sensible progression is achievable from the best of Key Stage 3 to the demands of GCSE. Arguably subject tutors and mentors need to be equipping trainees to work effectively within the existing structures while simultaneously encouraging them to question the expected progression and speculate as to how it might be improved. Exploration of the controversy surrounding the ‘revisiting’ of specific topics in different Key Stages may also be sensitive in different school contexts, but undoubtedly provides an invaluable opportunity to reflect on the nature of progression. 
Activity 11.6.1 Planning progression across the key stages
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