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Introduction

In response to the Heads of History request that the Australian Historical Association collect data on history curricula in Australian, New Zealand, Papua New Guinean and Fijian universities, this final report is submitted to the AHA Executive. The review encompasses every university history program in all four countries and draws upon detailed curricular information provided by each institution. It is based upon data gathered from 76 departments and schools in 57 tertiary institutions (see Appendix 1).
 66 of these departments/schools can accurately be described as ‘history programs’ offering at least a few history subjects in their humanities/social sciences syllabus. Another 10 institutions have no history program as such, but contributed to the review by describing how several areas of their teaching retain an historical element. 6 stand-alone Ancient History programs and 3 History and Philosophy of Science programs were included in the review.
 We would like to express our gratitude to the 71 informants who sent questionnaire responses (64) and email replies (7).
 While the time constraints faced by academic historians are perhaps greater than ever, the curriculum review was met with enthusiasm and encouragement from participants.

With the ‘relentless downsizing’ of history departments during the past decade and anxieties about a ‘crisis’ within the discipline, numerous publications address ‘the health of history’ in Australian universities.
 The AHA completed three ‘State of History’ surveys of Australian history departments, covering the periods 1994-1997/1998, 1998-2000, and 2000-2002.
 These all incorporate an abbreviated comment from each informant as well as staff numbers, staff/student ratio, and EFTSUs. These surveys were instigated as part of the AHA’s resolve to ‘argue against the continued cuts to funding, loss of positions…and escalating [staff] workloads’.
 The ‘hard information’ provided by departments could then be used by the history profession to ‘lobby within their university…[and] wider community’.
 In 1995 Norman Etherington, Tom Stannage and Julie Londey published the government report So You Want to Study…History, designed as an information booklet to encourage school-leavers to study history at tertiary level and assist them in choosing the appropriate university history program to suit their needs and interests. Tables displayed the fields of history offered by each Australian university in 1995.
 In addition, several articles in the AHA Bulletin since 1995 have dealt with various strategies to ‘save’ history.
 There have been no previous studies of New Zealand history curriculum, according to the New Zealand Historical Association, nor any involving tertiary history in Fiji and Papua New Guinea. In detail and scope, and to the best of our knowledge, this is to date the most comprehensive review of history curricula in Australian universities. 
Aims & Methodology

The project was initiated in late November 2003 by the AHA; the School of Historical Studies at Monash University provided a short-term research position, and the universities of Melbourne, Sydney, New South Wales and Queensland made a financial contribution to the overall cost. An interim report was prepared for the AHA Executive meeting on 26 March 2004, with the final report, submitted in May 2004, to be read at the AHA Heads of History Meeting in Newcastle in July 2004.

The primary objective of the curriculum review was to gather comparable information on the changing shape and content of a ‘history major’ or similar sequences in different institutions. Most simply, this meant examining the broad content and coverage of each curriculum and providing a snapshot of what histories are being taught. The definition of ‘curriculum’ continues to change over time; while once the term encompassed only the subjects taught, in the last thirty years ‘curriculum’ has come to refer

not only to the content of the courses but also to the effects on student learning of such matters as staffing, policy, facilities, teaching and learning styles, school organisations and assessment and reporting procedures.

Accordingly, we also aimed to offer insight into how curricula have been adapted to pressures to reduce teaching loads, ‘rationalise’ offerings or merge history with other disciplines. We asked for examples of successful and unsuccessful innovations in curriculum and curriculum planning, including its links to perceived changes in student demand and skills and changes in ways of delivering subjects. In addition to staffing concerns, we also considered new technologies and innovative teaching methods, the success or otherwise of multidisciplinary approaches, history’s relationship to vocational emphases and the possible future shape of studies in history.

The bulk of the initial data was collected from departmental web pages, including 2003-4 subject listings, descriptions of teaching strengths, graduate attributes, and perceived skills and job opportunities for history graduates. The Heads of History were then emailed some general information concerning the review, and a contact person was established in each department and school. Participants were emailed an outline of the proposed review followed by a brief common survey (see Appendix 12). The purpose of this survey was to ‘dig deeper’, inquiring how individual history programs had changed and adapted during the past five years, and gathering information on curriculum planning, teaching, and future directions. We asked participants to direct us to on-line curriculum planning materials or to send copies of relevant documents and reviews. Follow-up emails were sent in subsequent months to clarify particular points or gather additional material. At the same time, studies in Britain, the United States and other countries were examined.



The participating history programs have been divided into two expedient categories: larger history departments and schools, and smaller programs containing only a couple of historians. The most logical approach was to view these two categories as distinct, and the report, for the most part, reflects this. With regard to general trends, the four participant countries were viewed together, whereas in more specific areas such as subject offerings, the countries were considered separately.

The review examines only the undergraduate ‘history major’ or, rather, history at first-, second- and third-year levels, with some minimal attention also given to fourth year honours. It was not our intention to include the Coursework MA within the scope of our analysis, though some respondents did incorporate this area within their questionnaire answers.

The main purpose of this review is to examine what makes up a history sequence—however termed—in 2004. What subjects are being offered? Which fields are growing and declining, and are these patterns consistent across institutions? Other issues certainly come into play and we recommend that future biennial surveys focus on two in particular: changing assessment practices and tasks, and ways of imagining student progression—in terms of skills and capacities—through a history sequence. Here, our main aim is to provide a comprehensive overview of current content and themes in light of the past and with a view to the future. In general, curriculum change had been pushed by the presence and too often the loss of staff, and by attempts to respond to perceived changes in student demand. Overall, results were mixed, with some institutions feeling rather more optimistic about the general state and robustness of history as a discipline than others. 
Some General Trends

In terms of content, Appendices 3-4 give an overview of subject offerings at different year levels and of the general shape of the curriculum at each institution. From the University of Adelaide came a common response: ‘the worst of the cut-backs are over.’ 
 From Queensland University of Technology: ‘after the turmoil of the 1990s a period of calm innovation and development is desirable.’ Indeed, many of the surveys reflected a conviction that if things had been bad—often very bad—they seemed unlikely to get worse and there was some hope of them getting better. If university history in Australia can generally be said to be in a state of recovery, however, some residual bitterness regarding unsympathetic government and higher university management attitudes towards the humanities remains, with one coordinator arguing that ‘the underlying problem, as most social science/humanities scholars well know, is the application of neoliberal principles to those disciplines for which neoliberals have a hard-eyed, uncomprehending contempt.’ 

With the restructuring of recent years, many would agree with the Australian National University’s history program that ‘whether we cover fully what is loosely termed “the canon” is doubtful.’ This is the case with almost all history programs. The aim of most, however, is to offer students a ‘sample’ of the program’s strengths. Though it is true that most programs now have less funding and fewer staff members with which to run courses, and the number of subjects offered is generally lower, the range of offerings has increased in many cases. Compared to Norman Etherington’s 1995 categorisation of ‘fields of history offered’ (see Appendix 2), arguably we sometimes see an even greater breadth in the type of histories now made available to undergraduate students.

The larger departments, however, reported a noticeable ‘slimming’ of the history major, and a general reduction in the portfolio of subjects. Many drew comparisons between the diverse scope and range of their syllabus in the 1980s and early 1990s and their decidedly worse situation at present. This reduction in the amount of units offered has, for the most part, been ‘steady’ rather than ‘crippling’. While some of the more well-established university history departments are still reeling from restructuring and funding cuts, there is among them a widespread sense of ‘slow but sure’ recovery. They are hiring new staff and expanding and reintroducing areas of the curriculum that had been dropped. In some cases, programs are turning this ‘restructuring’ into a positive, by phasing out teaching areas that have declined in popularity, such as British history, and introducing new courses that have proved very successful, for example, war and society, or twentieth century world history. In this sense the curriculum is much more fluid and less stable than it was a decade or more ago. New subjects are continually being devised and ‘tried out’, and established subjects revised and combined. The so-called ‘new histories’ of the 1970s and 1980s—such as those focusing on gender, race, culture and sexuality—retain a strong presence both in their own right and as shaping themes for comparative and general courses. Other fields, including environmental and (post)colonial histories, and histories of film, medicine, technology and popular culture also fare well, perhaps especially as areas of teaching and research expertise among newer staff (see Appendices 6-7).
In each of the four countries surveyed, history programs showed a strong commitment to teaching the histories of their own nations as well as indigenous peoples. Thus, each of New Zealand’s seven university departments offered a range of both New Zealand history and Maori-Pakeha history. The three Papua New Guinean universities surveyed all covered PNG Studies and the University of the South Pacific offers a range of courses in Pacific History. Smaller programs in Australia tended to concentrate on the essentials of Australian history and world history. Australian, Asian and world history were very popular at first-year level in all countries surveyed. Modern European and medieval history were also commonly offered. Generally speaking, progression into the second and third year of a history sequence is accompanied by a declining emphasis on national histories and a greater range of thematic courses. Just as prevalent are national histories shaped around specific themes and stories, such as ‘Convicts, Race and Gender in Australia, 1788-1840’ at Flinders University or the University of Western Australia’s ‘Fire/Wire: Science, Technology, and Environment in Australian History’.

In this way, national pasts seem more likely to be accessed and explained in terms of particular themes, and to be cast in a more explicitly comparative light. At the same time, and in some cases, however, the time range of offerings seems diminished. This is partly because some declining national histories (such as British) focused on particular periods (such as the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries), and partly because some of the most common thematic or comparative fields—such as film, popular culture, imperialism and colonialism or war—commonly if not inevitably focus upon the more recent past. In the larger institutions, and compared to programs of ten or twenty years ago, it would now seem more difficult for a student to construct a history sequence that was restricted to one nation or continent, but less difficult to focus upon a particular period, especially the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

There is also evidence of a shift towards very wide-ranging subjects, especially world histories catering for first-year students and the generalist, ‘non major’ student. Such foundation or introductory history courses are compulsory in several institutions, while other history departments offer non-compulsory but very successful first-year courses covering a broad chronological period and geographical area. While some of these courses—such as the University of New South Wales’ ‘World History 2: Global Change since 1500’ and the University of Waikato’s ‘World History 600-1800CE’—cover very large spans of time, and stand against the trend towards concentration in recent history, others explicitly focus upon contemporary history or issues with a strong contemporary relevance. Such courses seem very popular, and confirm the widespread adoption of a pedagogical approach that seeks first of all to connect history with students’ own worlds and own experiences.

At the same time, these more general, global and introductory courses also seem to reflect shared concerns about the uncertain position of history within the secondary school curriculum. The Australian Defence Force Academy’s history program points out that

We are now able to take less for granted about students’ knowledge of the past, or understanding of the nature of the discipline than we could even five years ago. First year is far more ‘introductory’ now – and is becoming more so – than it was even fairly recently.

The University of Ballarat concurred: ‘primary and secondary schools remain a problem, with history being squeezed in the SOSE curriculum.’ At the same time, undergraduate enrolments in history—whether as a stand-alone discipline or as part of an interdisciplinary program—have often grown or at least remained healthy in most institutions. If history is becoming ‘lost’ in the secondary curriculum, the problem seems to be less one of permanent student disengagement from the study of history and more one that fewer students leave school with a comprehensive introduction to history. If many students have been exposed to little, if any, history before attending university, the response of history programs is to attempt to provide that introduction, and a sampling of the rich possibilities of history, in the first year and to a range of students, a good number of whom probably will not pursue history much further. For those who do, the common expectation is of a corresponding shift in the curriculum: from accounts of the sweep of national or global change to more specialised thematic subjects.

Staffing Concerns
Explanations of how current curricula had been shaped—and how future curricula might be reshaped—rested to a large degree upon issues of staff numbers and workloads. Teaching programs in history are driven by the changing enthusiasms, expertise and capacity of their staff, with formal review, hiring policies and program planning shaping but not determining the overall curriculum. . In the larger departments, reduction in staff had affected staff morale and often meant that the range of subjects had diminished, with whole geographical areas being abandoned. By contrast, in the smaller history programs, gaining one or two additional staff members has enabled the discipline to become fully-fledged, offering a full syllabus and ‘history major’ to students. This has been the case at Southern Cross University, where an EcoCultural history major was introduced in 2000, and the University of the Sunshine Coast, where a major and minor in historical studies commenced in 2003. Although this is obviously good news, the standing of these new programs is far from secure, with many contacts, particularly the three respondents from the Australian Catholic University, expressing the fear that the loss of any historians from their school could mean the complete elimination of history as a humanities discipline in their institution.

Respondents were asked to describe significant changes to their curriculum in the last five years, but most (especially in the larger departments) traced the critical developments further back than this, citing funding cuts, course reductions, staff losses and the amalgamations that stemmed from restructuring (see Appendix 8). James Cook University’s program identified the main issues as being how to maintain student enrolments in the face of ‘a punitive funding regime,’ and to ‘ensure staff are not so overworked that they do no research.’

Most history programs also reported ‘increased productivity’, specifically heavy teaching loads, at the expense of teaching quality and their own academic research, which, they argued, nourishes teaching. In some institutions, schedules have been maintained only with heavy reliance on casual postgraduate labour; the changing availability of such labour, and the need to protect postgraduate research from constant casual teaching, can have dramatic effects on year-by-year subject provision. Some were scathing of this heightened productivity:

the sort of productivity that leads to exhaustion, driving into early retirement people who are the utter opposite of redundant, and leaving others to carry on who increasingly feel that teaching and research are deliberately being made mutually exclusive by current federal policy.
Meeting Student Demand
Some areas of concern were found to be universal. Pressure is being felt, more than ever, to respond to student demand and tailor subject offerings according to current trends and popularity. As funding is usually tied to enrolment figures, there is an incentive to keep enrolments up, rather than to simply teach to staff members’ areas of expertise and departmental strengths, regardless of student numbers. Of course, this raises important questions about how student demand is measured, and how individual historians and history departments identify ‘popular’ and ‘unpopular’ areas of study among both new students and students proceeding through a sequence of studies in history. While respondents felt it difficult to avoid a certain vulnerability to fashion, they were also very aware of the need to balance popular demand with teaching generic skills and the ‘basics’ of the discipline to their students. Respondents reported a preoccupation with student numbers, and demonstrated their attempts to alter their current curriculum in order to make it more attractive to potential students. 
Adelaide University historians reported a common conclusion that student demand has ‘tended to “select for” the more “dramatic” themes and topics’ including courses on War, Fascism, The Holocaust, racial conflict and so forth. A number of programs reported an attempt to ‘let all flowers bloom’ (which means that some will die). If subjects prove unpopular and do not attract ‘viable’ student numbers, they are either ‘dropped’ or ‘reshaped’. On the evidence of this survey, increasing responsiveness to student demand does not seem to reduce or prevent curriculum innovation and change, though it does seem to hasten the revision or even abandonment of apparently unsuccessful innovations. In addition, student demand is most easily and frequently conceptualised in terms of individual themes and topics—often on a subject-by-subject basis—rather than in terms of the content or delivery of an entire sequence.

Strengths and Weaknesses
Most departments felt their major strengths to be staff flexibility, and the ability to construct new units, particularly in the areas of Australian, American and world history, in response to student demand. Despite adversity, most history programs believe they managed to preserve a good range of units, and that their offerings in Australian, world and American history have proved particularly successful. Apparently decreasing student interest seems to have most affected economic history, British history, Asian history and some European histories. The reconfiguration of such traditional histories around themes, comparisons or problems (dissent, revolution, frontiers or health, for example) proved successful in some cases, especially in larger departments. Other areas reported success in a new thematic emphasis on imperial, colonial and post-colonial histories. Trimming of the core syllabus in smaller institutions has encouraged programs to concentrate on survey histories and national histories as opposed to more specialised offerings. Also, with degrees such as a Bachelor of Education or Bachelor of Communications requiring students to take only one or two units in history, or with students in non-Arts degrees being allowed electives outside their core programs, history programs are picking up a good proportion of these ‘non-major’ students’ by offering ‘world history’ and similar subjects of large scale and sweep. In terms of weaknesses in the curriculum, the most frequent concerns included a lack of coherence and overall design in the history sequence (which might be put as the problem of sorting out what students should do to qualify with a major in history), and a lack of progression and inter-relationship between year levels (see Appendix 9).

Vocationalism

History programs frequently voiced their concern that the discipline is not perceived as vocational by students. Some suggested that the new trend toward vocational degrees and other training is driving students away from history. From the University of Queensland came the observation that ‘there is a wide perception today that history is not “relevant” to students’ lives or future careers’. This is not a new problem. In 1992 Bob Bessant complained of a ‘current political and economic climate’ where history and the humanities more generally are seen as ‘non-vocational.’
 Southern Cross University highlighted the fact that vocational history courses are ‘particularly successful in regional universities’ and students’ tendency to ‘pursue community projects’ reflects their anxiety about job prospects and the need to ‘translate their skills to the workplace’.

In a concerted effort to combat this ‘non-vocational’ perception, increasing emphasis is being placed upon the valuable transferable skills of the history graduate (generic and specific). Many programs now produce a ‘Why Study History?’ type pamphlet or web page for the prospective student. Attempts to ‘sell’ the history degree are now common on departmental websites, including quotes from history alumni with interesting and high profile careers. The letter of welcome from New South Wales premier, Bob Carr (a history graduate), on the University of NSW’s history website is a prime example of this.

Websites often also list graduate attributes in order to draw attention to the general competence and employability of the history student. Respondents agree that imparting analytical skills and historical method to students, as well as teaching students to think critically, to write coherently, and to undertake independent research are the common aims of history curricula. 

More and more, though, history programs seem to be catering for the non-specialist, non-major student: ‘for a while now we have been teaching for two different kinds of student: the dedicated future historian and the less specialist student who wants a broader education.’ Many would agree, too, with the History Program at the Australian National University that there is ‘intrinsic value [in] doing history’. In this view, history is taught ‘as a discipline, not as a vocational tool’, as this approach ‘pays the best vocational dividends’ at all levels. History programs have responded in a number of ways to the emphasis on graduate attributes and vocational outcomes, most frequently by focusing upon particular kinds of skills rather than the content of the curriculum. Arguably, the curriculum could play a larger role in our articulation of vocational outcomes, by highlighting its breadth and relevance, its intellectual and analytical demands, and its emphasis on ‘other worlds’, the importance of the past, and methods of self-reflective critical inquiry

The Multidisciplinary Approach

Programs were perhaps most sharply divided over the benefit of incorporating other disciplines into history sequences. Some enthused about the advantages, while others bemoaned the fracturing of the discipline and the difficulties of instilling the fundamentals of the craft to undergraduate students without further dilution of the historical component. The Australian Defence Force Academy’s response articulates the unease of many: although such approaches are potentially ‘enriching’ they can also tend to ‘weaken the intellectual and methodological underpinnings of the discipline.’ Victoria University was similarly critical:

once history loses its disciplinary integrity and pursues ephemeral fashions, it will, in the longer-term, lose students. I’m convinced one of the main reason history is doing well [here] is because it is NOT linked with other disciplines.

Those who praised the multidisciplinary approach usually came from small institutions in which academics had always taught in such a way or had found such ways of ‘saving’ history their only choice in the lean years. Ancient History departments have also adopted an interdisciplinary approach mostly out of necessity: the respondent from the Classics and Ancient History program at the University of Auckland noted the incorporation of art history and classical literature into teaching due to the ‘the sketchy nature of purely “historical” documentation for certain periods’. The major critics of linking together other disciplines with history were often from the large, independent history departments, though Yet La Trobe University was a notable exception; there interdisciplinary subjects are not only successful in attracting students, but those completing such units seem to possess ‘conceptual strengths and intellectual openness’. Even respondents critical of cross-/interdisciplinary courses acknowledged that they were an important factor in attracting non-history majors and helped to generate variety in the curriculum. Conversely, at the other end of the spectrum, some felt that they had actually lost students to other disciplines, this being the case at the University of Otago. Many academics seem sceptical about the possibility of teaching students to ‘read’ other disciplines intelligently in a matter of weeks, arguing that the discipline has not benefited from such changes. In any event, funding pressures and the implicit or explicit direction to compete with other programs ‘tend to militate against genuinely cross-disciplinary collaborations’.
The respondent at the University of the South Pacific believes there is a certain ‘faddishness’ and transience to inter/multidisciplinarianism: 

The lifespan of combinations correspond roughly to the tenure of the initiators. They inject new vitality and after four to five years, the fashion changes. The flavour before was social development, identity, regional entities. Now it is security, terrorism, and governance. 

It would seem that in most history programs the only unqualified successes have been the incorporation of gender studies into history, and to a lesser degree, film studies. Women’s/gender studies streams are generally doing well and are often housed in history departments.

New Technologies & Shifts in Teaching Practices

The vast majority of programs did not feel that changes to curriculum reflected shifts in teaching practices or strategies. New technology and online teaching were usually not felt to be a factor at all, and nor were new approaches to assessment. If American publications and internet resources are any indication, Australia appears to be lagging behind in the application of new technologies to teaching methods.
 Nevertheless, most universities surveyed now offer online units: Victoria University of Wellington is paving the way with thirteen history courses using Blackboard, an online delivery facility. Smaller programs are also developing online subjects, with Charles Sturt University’s ‘HST 311: Local History in Context’ providing a good example. The experience of Monash University seems to be typical, however: course coordinators find the responsibility of ‘good online delivery’ to be just as time consuming as face-to-face teaching, if not more so. Others would endorse this conclusion from Deakin University: ‘staff are hopeful that the time-saving part may kick in soon.’ Most universities seem to be in a transition period in regard to new technology, particularly online teaching materials and learning software. At the moment, web-based technology supplements traditional methods, whereas in future years many respondents predict it will have a substantial impact upon teaching and the curriculum in general.

The bleak reality in a good number of history programs is that where there have been changes in teaching strategies, these were driven by financial exigencies. As tutorial sizes continue to grow, some to twenty or more students, teachers are beginning to diverge from the traditional two one-hour lectures and one-hour tutorial per week arrangement. With heavy teaching loads and high student enrolments, seminars and workshops of two-hours per week are being substituted for the older format. Where this is the case, student and staff feedback has been extremely negative, and the standard lecture/tutorial format is, almost universally, felt to represent best-practice teaching.

Historians are now much more likely to use Powerpoint in the delivery of lectures, which, one respondent suggested, has ‘added enormously to our capacity to present images’ and incorporate more ‘visual material for illustration and analysis.’ Some have brought limited use of WebCT to their courses, and others, like the Australian National University’s History Program, have made use of email discussions among students. Video material is now commonly used to complement lectures.

Not surprisingly, the essay and end-of-semester written examination remain the principal methods of assessment, however, oral presentations, group work, as well as shorter tests are increasingly being introduced in addition to the staple forms. The University of Sydney’s Unit in the History and Philosophy of Science reports that students appear to prefer a program of continuous assessment with regular feedback to the major essay or exam. A few departments also report an increased emphasis on internal assessment, in all likelihood to maximise time available for marking and to avoid the bureaucracy of formal university-timetabled examinations.

While reviews of curriculum, pedagogy and assessment in one sense address different issues, we should also recognise the potential for particular areas of study—for instance those rich in electronic resources or those particularly amenable to ‘hands-on’ historical work—to encourage particularly valuable forms of teaching practice and assessment.

Processes for Review and Change

At the University of Adelaide, ‘budgetary constraints’ coupled with reductions in staff numbers have not ‘produced a climate conducive to formal curriculum review.’ Most respondents took a similar view: curriculum review has certainly been an issue, and programs have done their best to meet demands for introspection with something more constructive than an offer to cut this or abolish that. Informal meetings to map out three-year and five-year teaching programs seem to be particularly popular, as are rolling topic reviews on an annual basis. In some cases, such as Monash University, programs have organised offerings into thematic sequences, developed ‘portfolios’ of subjects and undertaken planning in order to ensure that students have access in every semester to subjects in thematic sequences. Here, and elsewhere, curriculum review has also included attempts to identify specific skills or knowledge that should be developed in a major sequence and to link skills and knowledge to particular subjects. In the main, however, curriculum change has been driven more by circumstance than by choice, and as such can come to be identified or remembered in terms of the stringencies that drive it. That can make curriculum change of any kind seem threatening.

A sizeable number of institutions reported that, despite restructuring, their department had not had a formal curriculum review carried out for five years or more. Several institutions informed us that they were either in the process of a formal review, or were ‘about to do so’. The heavy workloads of staff is obviously a key factor here, with the University of Canterbury arguing that ‘exhaustion kicks in at an earlier point of the year each year’, with the restructuring of the faculty and wider university ‘creat[ing] so much extra work’. Smaller departments face their own challenges and constraints, with the Classics and Ancient History program at the University of Western Australia lamenting that ‘there are not enough of us to be able to plan [for the future]’.

Some programs felt themselves to be a little stagnant, and that the process of curriculum review and change was more ad hoc than it ought to be. Change has been of the unplanned variety in many institutions, with a smorgasbord approach being taken rather than the deliberate creation of a coherent curriculum. A common obstacle to curriculum change, according to our respondents, was the resistance of staff, perhaps because of heavy workloads, which also generated difficulties in developing new fields and maintaining expertise in established ones, or because of a sense of safety in the established curriculum. Again, a process of change that felt more like forced retraction driven by external threats that has perhaps—for some academics—poisoned curriculum review or reform of any kind. The procedure of gaining approval for new courses is also thought to be cumbersome, overly-bureaucratised and driven by administrative rather than scholarly criteria in many universities.  In that sense, the emphasis on regulation and reporting seems more likely to generate inertia than innovation: one area reported being unable to ‘mobilise quickly to get a unit up that taps into contemporary debates’. Nearly all curriculum planning has been ‘defensive’ in nature.

In an Ideal World…
Respondents mostly hoped to incorporate fields that had not previously been taught, or to reintroduce geographical areas into the syllabus that had been jettisoned in recent years due to funding cuts and the subsequent loss of staff (see Appendix 10). A substantial portion also wished to build on existing departmental strengths, particularly in Australian, Asian, modern European and New Zealand history. Given the consistent popularity of European history, many saw early modern European studies as a glaring deficiency in their curriculum. Some wished to make their offerings more balanced with the addition of medieval and ancient history. There was also strong interest in histories of the Middle East and Islam, the United States, and global history. Some hoped to broaden their offerings with the addition of African and Latin American history, while others mentioned thematic histories including: environmental; war and society; women, feminism and gender; science and technology; and medicine, disease and death.

The Future
Many historians were very reluctant to ‘crystal ball gaze’. Among those who hazarded a guess, however, most predicted that things would remain ‘pretty much the same’ or alternatively that their current predicament would become ‘slightly better’ or ‘slightly worse’ over the next five years (see Appendix 11). 

Those who felt more positive about the future of their history curriculum and teaching suggested that they would need to build more links with other departments and disciplines, make greater use of online material, and integrate a greater range of vocational elements into their program. In the larger departments, most agreed that high enrolments at least augured well for the future, though it is also envisaged that the push for more ‘general historical studies,’ like twentieth-century world history, will persist. Due to dwindling enrolments in history, the University of Papua New Guinea fears it will reduce its offerings to one, at best: Papua New Guinean history.

While single historian running programs expressed not unexpected feelings of vulnerability, smaller institutions were on the whole more optimistic about their future than the major departments, and expressed enthusiasm about their often slim but growing history syllabus. Surprisingly, perhaps, some of the bleakest views came from the institutions that—looking from the outside at least—seem to have suffered least from the enthusiasm for restructuring and cutting in the late 1990s. It is in the larger, more established institutions, too, that we find the strongest perceptions of a shift from training future historians—which some remembered as the more common task of the past—to teaching a wider and wider range of students with less clear-cut commitments and connections to the discipline. Perhaps history’s capacity to survive such threats, and to attract students regardless of pressures to streamline and ‘vocationalise’ the tertiary curriculum, has made historians in smaller or more affected institutions a little more confident of the discipline’s robust appeal and resilience.

In any event, this review of curriculum and curriculum change offers both reassurances and questions. History programs of varying sizes have responded creatively to shifting patterns of staff expertise and student demand. They have met and managed cutbacks, restructurings and regulatory rigour while protecting a core curriculum as best they could. In response to changing patterns of student preparation, they have created more general, global and introductory offerings. They have developed and revised their curricula in ways that provide students with a context and a ‘toolkit’ for understanding old and new issues of the present, and they have accepted the need to examine their vocational contributions without abandoning themselves to simplistic vocational-ism. For all that, most of the people responsible for representing their program’s curriculum, when given an opportunity to reflect upon their own recent past, were worried by what had normally felt like ad hoc and reactive curriculum review and development. They felt the need to take stock and collectively assess their curriculum for its coherence, its interconnections and its relevance to a wide range of intellectual goals. If there is one conclusion from all of these so generously provided responses, it is that the task of developing and teaching a twenty-first century curriculum is a work-in-progress, and one in which historians and history programs need time for reflection and room for experiment. 
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AUSTRALIA

Adelaide University

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

Australian Catholic University (NSW)

● ● ● ●

Australian Catholic University (QLD)

● ● ● ● ●

Australian Catholic University (VIC)

● ● ● ● ●

Australian Defence Force Academy

● ● ● ● ●

ANU Centre for Asian Soc & Histories

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

ANU History Program

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

Avondale College

● ● ● ● ● ●

Batchelor Institute of Indigenous Ed.

●

Bond University

● ●

Central Queensland University

● ● ● ● ● ●

Charles Darwin University

● ● ● ● ●

Charles Sturt University

● ● ● ●

Christian Heritage College

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

Curtin University

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

Deakin University

● ● ● ● ●

Edith Cowan University

● ● ● ● ● ● ●

Flinders University

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

NATIONAL/REGIONAL HISTORIES


 Appendix 2: Fields of History, c.1995

(reproduced from Norman Etherington, Tom Stannage and Julie Londey, So You Want to Study…History, Canberra: DEET, 1995, pp.1-2.)
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Appendix 3a: Fields of History Offered by Australian, New Zealand, Fijian and Papua New Guinean Universities

Please Note: Figures are taken from departmental webpages and online handbooks. The tables are not definitive as they may not reflect courses which are being ‘rested’ or are temporarily in limbo.
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AUSTRALIA

Adelaide University

● ● ● ● ●

Australian Catholic University (NSW)

●

Australian Catholic University (QLD)

●

Australian Catholic University (VIC)

● ● ● ●

Australian Defence Force Academy

ANU Centre for Asian Societies & Histories

●

ANU History Program

● ● ● ● ● ●

Avondale College

● ●

Central Queensland University

● ● ●

Charles Darwin University

● ● ●

Charles Sturt University

●

Christian Heritage College

● ● ● ●

Curtin University

● ● ● ●

Deakin University

●

Edith Cowan University

● ●

Flinders University

● ● ● ● ● ● ●

Griffith University

● ●

James Cook University

● ● ●

La Trobe University

● ● ● ● ●

Macquarie University

● ● ●

Monash University

● ● ● ● ● ●

Murdoch University

● ● ● ● ● ● ●

Queensland University of Technology

● ● ●

FIRST YEAR
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AUSTRALIA

Adelaide University ● ●● ●●●● ● ● ●●

Australian Catholic Uni (NSW) ● ●● ● ● ●

Australian Catholic Uni (QLD) ● ●● ● ● ●

Australian Catholic Uni (VIC) ● ●●● ●●● ● ● ●●

Australian Defence Force Academy ●●● ● ●● ●

ANU Centre for Asian Soc. & Histories ●● ●

ANU History Program ● ●● ● ●●● ● ●● ● ●●●●●● ● ●

Avondale College ● ● ● ●● ● ● ● ●

Batchelor Institute of Indigenous Ed. ●

Bond University ●

Central Queensland University ●●●● ● ●

Charles Darwin University ●●● ●

Charles Sturt University ● ●● ● ● ●● ●

Christian Heritage College ● ● ●●● ● ● ● ●●

Curtin University ● ●● ●● ●● ● ● ● ●

Deakin University ● ●● ● ●● ● ● ● ●

Edith Cowan University ● ● ●● ● ●● ● ● ● ●

Flinders University ● ●●● ● ● ● ●● ●●● ●● ● ● ●

Griffith University ●● ●● ● ● ● ● ●●

James Cook University ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

SECOND/THIRD YEAR
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[image: image7.emf]Australia New Zealand

Adelaide University (History) 

(Rob Foster)

Lincoln University 

(Jim McAloon)

Adelaide University (Ancient History program) 

(Ron Newbold)

Massey University (History program) 

(Margaret Tennant)

Australian Defence Force Academy 

(David Blaazer)

University of Auckland (History)

 (James Belich)

Australian Catholic University (NSW) 

(Malcolm Prentis)

University of Auckland (Classics & Ancient History)

 (Anne Mackay)

Australian Catholic University (QLD) 

(Gregory Munro)

University of Canterbury (History program)

 (Peter Hempenstall)

Australian Catholic University (VIC) 

(Shurlee Swain)

University of Otago (History)

 (Tom Brooking & Barbara Brookes)

ANU Centre for Asian Societies & Histories 

(John Powers)

University of Otago (Ancient History Program) 

(William Dominik)

ANU History Program 

(Anthea Hyslop)

University of Waikato 

(Jeanine Graham & Peter Gibbons)

ANU Humanities Research Centre 

(Paul Pickering)

Victoria University of Wellington (History)

 (Melanie Nolan)

ANU Research School of Social Sciences 

(Desley Deacon)

Victoria University of Wellington

 (Ancient History) (Arthur Pomeroy)

Avondale College (Robyn Priestly) TOTAL = 10

Central Queensland University 

(Steve Mullins)

Charles Darwin University (Bill Wilson) Fiji

Charles Sturt University

 (David McLean)

University of the South Pacific

 (Morgan Tuimaleali'ifano)

Christian Heritage College (Darren Lloyd) TOTAL = 1

Deakin University

 (David Lowe)

Edith Cowan University (Peggy Brock) Papua New Guinea

Flinders University 

(Peter Monteath)

Divine Word University 

(Bernadette Aihi & Petronia Gawi)

Griffith University

 (Regina Ganter)

Pacific Adventist University

 (Richard Worley & Shirley Tarburton)

James Cook University 

(Paul Turnball)

University of Papua New Guinea 

(Anne Waiko)

La Trobe University (Diane Kirkby) TOTAL = 3

Macquarie University (Modern History) 

(George Parsons)

Macquarie University (Ancient History) (Alanna Nobbs) No History Program (Participants)

Monash University

 (Ian Copland)

Batchelor Institute of Indigenous Education

 (Val Bainbridge)

Murdoch University 

(Michael Durey)

Bond University

 (Steve Webb)

Queensland University of Technology 

(Max Quanchi)

Charles Sturt Uni, Defunct Public History Program

 (Robin McLachlan)

RMIT University 

(Judith Smart)

Open Polytechnic, NZ 

(Tim McKenzie)

Southern Cross University 

(Adele Wessell)

Swinburne University of Technology

 (Peter Love)

University of Ballarat

 (Anne Beggs-Sunter)

University of Canberra

 (Greg Battye)

University of Melbourne 

(Stephen Wheatcroft)

University of Technology, Sydney

 (Paula Hamilton)

University of Melbourne, Dept of HPS

 (Don Garden)

University of South Australia

 (Alison MacKinnon & David Roberts)

University of Newcastle

 (Chris Dixon)

Waikato Institute of Technology, NZ 

(7 respondents)

University of New England

 (Iain Spence)

Western Institute of Technology at Taranaki, NZ 

(Lorraine Gray)

University of New South Wales (John Gascoigne) TOTAL =10

University of New South Wales, School of HPS

 (John Schuster)

University of Notre Dame, Australia (Simon Adams) No Response

University of Queensland 

(Leo Launitz-Schurer)

Curtin University of Technology

University of Southern Queensland

 (Maurice French)

Massey University (Ancient History program)

University of the Sunshine Coast 

(Joanne Scott)

University of Canterbury (Ancient History program)

University of Sydney (History Dept)

 (Stephen Robertson)

University of Goroka, PNG

University of Sydney, Unit in HPS 

(Hans Pols)

University of Sydney (Classics & Ancient History)

University of Tasmania (Michael Bennett) TOTAL = 5

University of Western Australia (History)

 (Philippa Maddern)

Uni of Western Australia

 

(Ancient History)

 (Judith Maitland)

University of Western Sydney 

(Melanie Oppenheimer)

University of Wollongong 

(Greg Melleuish)

Victoria University 

(Phillip Deery)

TOTAL = 47

BREAKDOWN OF PARTICIPATING INSTITUTIONS

GRAND TOTAL = 76

Appendix 3b: Most Commonly Offered Courses at First-Year Level

Appendix 4a: Fields of History Offered by Australian, New Zealand, Fijian and Papua New Guinean Universities

Please Note: Figures are taken from departmental webpages and online handbooks. The tables are not definitive as they may not reflect courses which are being ‘rested’ or are temporarily in limbo.
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Griffith University

● ● ● ●

James Cook University

● ● ● ●

La Trobe University

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

Macquarie University

● ● ● ● ● ●

Monash University

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

Murdoch University

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

Queensland University of Technology

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

RMIT University

● ●

Southern Cross University

● ●

Swinburne University of Technology

● ●

University of Ballarat 

● ● ● ● ● ●

University of Melbourne

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

University of Melbourne, Dept of HPS

● ●

University of Newcastle

● ● ● ● ● ● ●

University of New England

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

University of New South Wales

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

University of NSW, School of HPS

● ●

University of Notre Dame, Australia

● ● ● ● ● ● ●

University of Queensland

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

University of Southern Queensland

● ● ● ●

University of the Sunshine Coast

● ● ●

University of Sydney

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

University of Sydney, Unit in HPS

●

NATIONAL/REGIONAL HISTORIES
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La Trobe University

●●●●●●● ● ● ●● ● ●●●●●● ● ● ● ●●●● ● ●●

Macquarie University

●● ●●●●●● ● ● ● ● ●

Monash University

● ●●●●●●● ● ●● ●● ●●●●● ● ●●● ● ●●● ●●

Murdoch University

●● ●●●●● ●●● ● ●●● ● ● ●● ●

Queensland Uni of Technology

● ●●●●●● ● ● ●●

RMIT University

● ●● ● ● ●● ● ● ● ●

Southern Cross University

● ● ● ●● ●

Swinburne Uni of Technology

●

University of Ballarat 

●●●●● ● ● ●

University of Melbourne

●●●●●●●●●●● ●●●●●● ●● ●● ●●●●●● ● ●●●●● ●●●●●

Uni of Melbourne, Dept of HPS

● ● ●●

University of Newcastle

●●● ●● ● ● ● ●●

University of New England

● ●●● ● ●● ● ● ●

University of New South Wales

● ● ●●●●●● ● ● ●●●● ●●●●●●●●● ● ●● ●●● ●

University of NSW, School of HPS

● ● ●●

University of Notre Dame

●● ● ●● ● ● ● ●

University of Queensland

● ●●●●●●●● ● ●●●● ● ●● ●● ●● ●● ● ●

Uni of Southern Queensland

●●●● ●● ● ●

University of the Sunshine Coast

● ● ● ● ● ●●

University of Sydney

● ●●●● ● ● ● ● ●● ●● ● ● ●

University of Sydney, Unit in HPS

●

SECOND/THIRD YEAR
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University of Tasmania

● ●●● ● ● ● ●● ● ●

University of Western Australia

●● ●●●● ● ●● ● ●● ●

University of Western Sydney

●●●●●● ● ● ●● ● ● ●●●

University of Wollongong

●●●●● ● ● ●●● ● ● ● ● ●

Victoria University

●● ● ● ●

FIJI

University of the South Pacific

● ●● ●●

NEW ZEALAND

Lincoln University

● ●

Massey University

●●●● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

University of Auckland

● ●● ●●●●●●● ●●● ● ● ●●● ● ●●● ●● ● ●

University of Canterbury

●●● ●●●●● ● ● ● ● ●● ●

University of Otago

● ●●●● ●● ●● ● ● ●●●

University of Waikato

● ●●● ●● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

Victoria University of Wellington

● ●●●●●● ●● ●● ●● ●● ● ●● ●●● ● ●●

PAPUA NEW GUINEA

Divine Word Univeristy

● ● ● ● ● ● ●

Pacific Adventist University

●●●●● ● ● ● ●

University of Papua New Guinea

● ●●●● ● ● ●● ● ● ● ●

TOTAL

20 8112014343343331917 6 3 5 6 5222415 6 618 6191314 422 915 713 8 8 412181218131013 211 4 822 3

SECOND/THIRD YEAR
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University of Tasmania

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

University of Western Australia

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

University of Western Sydney

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

University of Wollongong

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

Victoria University

● ● ● ● ● ● ●

FIJI

University of the South Pacific

● ●

NEW ZEALAND

Lincoln University

●

Massey University

● ● ● ● ● ●

University of Auckland

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

University of Canterbury

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

University of Otago

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

University of Waikato

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

Victoria University of Wellington

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

PAPUA NEW GUINEA

Divine Word University

● ● ●

Pacific Adventist University

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

University of Papua New Guinea

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

TOTAL

41 26 10 9 15 5 1 2 1 12 2 8 20 11 23 22 18 1 2 1 13 2 8 3 21 50 7 34 4 4 5 42

NATIONAL/REGIONAL HISTORIES

Appendix 4b: Most Commonly Offered Courses at Second and Third-Year Level
Appendix 5a: National/Regional Histories Offered by Australian, New Zealand, Fijian and Papua New Guinean Universities

Please Note: Figures are taken from departmental webpages and online handbooks. The tables are not definitive, as they may not reflect courses that are being ‘rested’ or are temporarily in limbo.
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RMIT University

●

Southern Cross University

●

Swinburne University of Technology

●

University of Ballarat 

●

University of Melbourne

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

University of Melbourne, Dept of HPS

●

University of Newcastle

● ● ● ●

University of New England

● ● ●

University of New South Wales

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

University of New South Wales, School of HPS

●

University of Notre Dame, Australia

● ● ●

University of Queensland

● ● ● ● ● ● ●

University of Southern Queensland

● ●

University of the Sunshine Coast

● ●

University of Sydney

● ● ● ● ●

University of Sydney, Unit in HPS

●

University of Tasmania

● ●

University of Western Australia

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

University of Western Sydney

● ● ●

University of Wollongong

● ● ● ● ●

Victoria University

● ● ●

FIJI

University of the South Pacific

● ●

FIRST YEAR
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NEW ZEALAND

Lincoln University

●

Massey University

● ● ● ●

University of Auckland

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

University of Canterbury

● ● ● ● ● ●

University of Otago

● ● ● ● ●

University of Waikato

● ● ● ● ●

Victoria University of Wellington

● ● ● ● ●

PAPUA NEW GUINEA

Divine Word University, PNG

● ●

Pacific Adventist University, PNG

● ●

University of Papua New Guinea

●

TOTAL 12 6 1 2 8 15 8 35 17 0 4 7 1 17 30 5 3 4 5 3 5

FIRST YEAR
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20thC World (19)
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Pacific Islands (17)

Aboriginal/TSI (15)

Nationalism (13)

Film (13)

Sexuality (12)

Environmental (12)

Immigration (11)

Sport (10)

Food (3)

Appendix 5b: Most Commonly Offered National/ Regional Histories
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Australian (35)

20th C World History (30)

Asian (17)

Pre-20thC World History (17)

Modern European (15)

Medieval (12)

American (8)

Early Modern European (8)

New Zealand (7)

Renaissance (6)

World War Two (5)

Nationalism/Imperialism (5)

Science/Medicine/Disease (5)

Pacific (4)

Aboriginal/TSI (4)

Religious (3)

Gender/ Women (3)

Appendix 6: (New) Areas of Growth at Second and Third-Year Level

Appendix 7: The State of ‘New Histories’
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Australian (50)

Global/World (42)

European (41)

United States (34)

British/English (26)

Southeast Asian (23)

Chinese (22)

Pacific (21)

Asian (20)

Japanese (18)

German (15)

Indonesian (13)

Russian (12)

Indian (11)

Irish (10)

French (9)

Middle Eastern (8)

Vietnamese (8)

New Zealand (7)

Italian (5)

South African (5)

Latin American (4)

African (4)

Papua New Guinean (3)

Scandinavian (2)

Turkish (2)

Malaysian (2)

Korean (2)

Mediterranean (1)

Spanish (1)

Thai (1)

Tibetan (1)


Appendix 8: Curriculum Change

	Most Significant Changes to Curriculum
	 

	Reduction in number of subjects offered
	15

	Reduction in scope/coverage of subjects offered
	12

	Growing emphasis on thematic approach/comparative studies
	12

	Introduction of/ growing emphasis on 'broad sweep' world histories
	10

	Growing tendency to cater for BA/Bed students/Cater for vocational training
	7

	Decrease in traditional, survey-type, political/national histories
	6

	Expansion in number of subjects
	5

	Development of interdisciplinary subjects in collaboration with other departments
	4

	Reduction in workload/assessment per subject, due to heavier load of courses
	4

	Reorganisation/restructuring of the requirements of the major
	4

	Expansion in scope/coverage of subjects
	3

	Growing dependence on casual labour/short-term contracts
	3

	Increase in 'new history' offerings
	3

	Move toward team taught subjects
	2

	Decrease in 'new history' offerings
	1

	Increase in chronological/survey histories
	1

	
	

	
	

	Most Common Reasons for Curriculum Change
	 

	Loss of staff
	26

	Shifts in student demand/interest
	16

	Faculty-driven downsizing/restructuring
	12

	New areas of staff interest
	11

	Loss/lack of funding
	9

	Formal curriculum review
	9

	Increased staff workloads
	7

	Decline in enrolments/students numbers
	4

	Increase in enrolments/student numbers
	4

	Student feedback
	3

	Alteration to the structure of the major
	3

	Gain of staff/staff replacements
	3

	Informal/internal curriculum review
	2

	Decrease in level of student skills (across the board)
	1

	Advent of new technologies
	0

	Changing methods of assessment
	0

	Decrease in level of student skills (upon entry to course)
	0

	Increase in on-line teaching
	0


Appendix 9: Strengths and Weaknesses in the History Curriculum

	AREAS OF STRENGTH IN THE CURRICULUM
	 

	High enrolment numbers/ Maintenance of student interest
	13

	Good range (breadth and diversity) achieved with limited staff numbers
	10

	High quality of staff
	8

	Good teaching
	7

	Staff flexibility
	5

	Strong offerings, even if limited in number
	5

	Good retention rates from first year to beyond
	4

	Preparing future secondary school history teachers
	3

	Emphasis on writing and communication skills
	2

	Non-traditional, thematic, 'new histories'
	2

	Team teaching
	2

	Willingness to experiment with innovative methods of assessment
	2

	Response to student demand/changing interest
	1

	Capacity to create new units
	1

	
	

	
	

	AREAS OF WEAKNESS IN THE CURRICULUM
	 

	Range of subjects too narrow
	16

	Staffing pressures
	9

	Inadequate funding
	3

	Lack of coherence and overall design in the major
	3

	Lack of non-traditional courses/Too many survey subjects
	3

	Unpredictability of offerings from year to year
	2

	Unhealthy focus on one gepgraphical area
	2

	Lack of progression and structure in the major
	2

	Lack of team teaching
	2

	Too little introduction to the study of the past
	1

	Lack of links with other departments & disciplines
	1

	Lack of vocational elements in curriculum
	1

	Lack of core or compulsory units
	1
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Australian (43)

Modern European (34)

American (33)

Asian (33)

Women/Gender/Feminism (24)

Theory/Ideas/Philosophy (22)

War & Society/Conflict (22)

Public History/ Heritage (22)

Medieval (20)

Modern British (20)

South East Asian (19)

20th C World History (19)

Popular Culture (18)

Science/Medicine/Technology (18)

Imperialism/ Postcolonialism (18)

Pacific (17)

Aboriginal/TSI (15)

Religious (15)

Early Modern European (14)

Nazism/Fascism (14)

World War Two (13)

Race/Ethnic (13)

Nationalism (13)

Film (13)

Sexuality (12)

Environmental (12)

Early Modern British (11)

Immigration (11)

Sport (10)

The Holocaust/Genocide (9)

Renaissance/ Reformation (8)

Urban (8)

Labour (8)

Place, Landscape, Memory (8)

Appendix 10: Fields of History Respondents Would Like to Include (More of) in the Curriculum

Appendix 11: The Future: Five-Year Projection of History Curriculum and Teaching
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Appendix 12: Sample Questionnaire

Australian Historical Association

2003-4 History Curriculum Review

Curriculum survey
Please provide as much information as you feel will give other university history teachers an accurate picture of your department, centre or school. In some cases, you may wish to refer to an on-line page, or send us a document that best addresses the question (question 5, for example, might easily be addressed in this way). Clearly, responses will differ between larger and smaller departments, and between small groups of historians within a broader school or faculty and a stand-alone History Department. If you need to explain your situation or the nature of the teaching group, please do so before addressing the ten questions. Our goal is to provide practical information for university history teachers, so specific experiences and suggestions are especially important.

Please type in as long a response as you want to make. In the interests of easy use, we’ve dispensed with text boxes and scrolling fields. We would prefer an electronic return: please attach the document to an email to Carly Millar (Carly.Millar@arts.monash.edu.au). If it is easier for you to print this out, write down points and fax it back, please address the fax to Carly Millar, Historical Studies, and fax it to 03 9905 2210 (61 3 9905 2210 if faxing from overseas).

1. Please describe or characterise the most significant changes in your curriculum over the last five years (for instance, reduction or expansion in scope or in number of subjects, or change in the nature or thematic range of subjects). What were the factors that helped produce those changes (such as a formal curriculum review, or loss or gain of staff, or other pressures)?

2. To what extent did these changes reflect perceived or measured shifts in student demand, skills or interest, and/or changes in the objectives or content for a major sequence or a degree?

3. To what extent did these changes reflect shifts in teaching practices or strategies (for instance, on-line teaching, changing methods of assessment, or availability of new technology)?

4. The "history curriculum" will now often include topics and themes that
link together different disciplines or areas of study (for instance,
film and history, history and gender studies, and so on). In your view,
what has been the effect of incorporating such topics and themes in a
history sequence?

5. Please provide a brief overview of the main aims of your current curriculum, in terms of content, graduate attributes, topic coverage or other criteria you see as relevant. 

6. Please provide a short description of any formal or informal curriculum review and planning your group has undertaken in the last few years. What were the chief issues, and what were the chief outcomes in terms of curriculum planning?

7. What would you identify as the most and least successful features of your current curriculum?

8. What would you identify as the most and least successful aspects of your current processes for planning and changing the curriculum?

9. If there were no constraints, if staffing was not an issue, and in an ideal world, what would your group like to teach or to have included in the curriculum (in terms of areas, methods or approaches) that isn’t taught now?

10. Looking into the future, what’s your best guess about how the history curriculum and history teaching at your institution might look in five years?

If you have other comments you’d like to add, please do so. Thanks for your time and for contributing to the curriculum survey.

Mark Peel

Monash University, for the Australian Historical Association
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� Some institutions, including the Australian National University, the Australian Catholic University, and the Universities of Melbourne, New South Wales, and Sydney, provided us will several questionnaire responses, in accordance with the distinct history programs operating in different states or faculties of their university.


� These are listed in Appendix 1: Breakdown of Participating Institutions.


� Curtin University of Technology, Massey University’s Ancient History program, University of Canterbury’s Ancient History program, the University of Goroka, PNG, and the University of Sydney’s Ancient History program did not return questionnaire responses.


� Jill Roe, ‘Comment: The Health of History,’ 2000. Available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.pr.mq.edu.au/macnews/showitem.asp?ItemID=132" ��http://www.pr.mq.edu.au/macnews/showitem.asp?ItemID=132�. Accessed 19 February 2004. The earliest studies on history in Australian universities include Gordon Greenwood, ‘The Present State of History Teaching and Research in Australian Universities: An Estimate’, Historical Studies, 6, 1953-55, and Geoffrey Serle, ‘The State of the Profession in Australia’, Historical Studies, Vol. 15, No. 61, October 1973.


� ‘The State of History in the 1990s,’ AHA Bulletin, 86, June 1998, pp.3-9; ‘The State of History – from 1998 to 2000,’ AHA, 2000, unpublished; Jill Roe and Robyn Arrowsmith, ‘Report on Trends from AHA “State of History” Survey, 2000-2002’, Heads of History Conference 2002, unpublished. The main findings of the 2000 and 2002 surveys were reported in Jill Roe’s two Presidential Addresses, ‘Faith, Hope and History in the Year 2000’, AHA Bulletin, Vol. 91, December 2000, pp. 33-46 and ‘History at the Crossroads?’, AHA Bulletin, Vol. 95, Summer 2002/2003, pp.3-13, respectively.


While we did not focus on them in our report, Heads of History may be particularly interested to refer to these prior studies. 


� Jenny Gregory, ‘Editorial’, AHA Bulletin, 86, June 1998, p.1.


� Ibid.


� Norman Etherington, Tom Stannage and Julie Londey, So You Want to Study…History, Canberra: DEET, 1995.


� For example, Don Garden, ‘Making Links and Lobbying to Save History – A Brief Sermon,’ AHA Bulletin, 88, June 1999; Alan Ryan, ‘Developing a Strategy to “Save” History,’ AHA Bulletin, 87, December 1998. At this stage, we welcome the critical responses of 


� The critical responses of AHA Executive members, as well as suggestions and recommendations from the Heads of History and survey respondents were welcomed. The current amended Final Report, incorporating this feedback, was submitted to the AHA in January 2005.


� Ministry of Education, Victoria, Ministerial Paper, No.6, Curricular Development and Planning in Victoria, Melbourne, 1984, p.8, cited in Peter W. Musgrave, ‘Curriculum History: Past, Present and Future,’ History of Education Review, 17, 1988, p.2.


� We are hoping to publish an article comparing our research with earlier Australian and international studies, and will circulate the article to the AHA, Heads of History and survey respondents when it is completed.


� Unless otherwise stated, all quotes from informants are taken from their written responses to the common survey. See Appendix 12 for the sample questionnaire.


� Bob Bessant, ‘History and the Humanities Under Attack,’ AHA Bulletin, 72, December 1992, p.15.


� See E.L. Skip Knox, ‘The Rewards of Teaching On-Line,’ American Historical Association Conference, at � HYPERLINK "http://www.h-net.org/aha/papers/Knox.html" ��http://www.h-net.org/aha/papers/Knox.html�, accessed 20 April 2004; ‘Teaching and Learning in the Digital Age: Reconceptualizing the Introductory Survey Course’, American Historical Association web project, 2001, at � HYPERLINK "http://www.theaha.org/tl/index.cfm" ��http://www.theaha.org/tl/index.cfm�, accessed 20 April 2004. This web project provides models for using digitised primary sources in history survey courses. Several example of online course can also be found on this site.
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