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Abstract

The context for this paper is the increasing attention being given by civic society to the process of ‘dealing with the recent past’. The lack of engagement in the process by historians and history educators in Northern Ireland is identified as a deficit. The paper argues that by maintaining its integrity to the discipline history education has a distinctive role to play. The significant contribution of history teaching to communal understanding in Northern Ireland to date is assessed and its limitations identified. The strengths are highlighted and suggestions are then made as to the particular contribution that history education can make to the transitional justice process and post-conflict reconciliation. 

What role for History Teaching in the Transitional Justice Process in Deeply Divided Societies?
The motivation for writing this paper has arisen because, as a history educator working in Northern Ireland, I have become struck by the attention paid in recent years to issues of ‘dealing with the legacy of the past’. In the post-ceasefire period there has been no consensus as to how to handle the legacy of over 30 years of conflict. Indeed, a series of legal enquiries into specific contentious events, most of which have yet to report, have only tended to heighten anxiety. Recently, however, civic society, particularly, has forced the issue into public attention. There are now a number of Non-Government agencies working in the field, and they have been joined by statutory intervention in the form of a Commission for Victims and Survivors and a Government supported Consultative Group on The Past. My fascination regarding this movement is that on attending seminars and reading local literature there are few reference made to formal education and there is a conspicuous absence of historians and history educators amongst those participating. This seems surprising since the area under consideration is ‘the past’.

Reasons for this non-engagement might be that history educators have not been invited to participate or have deigned to stand aloof from the process. Yet even this requires further investigation. Could it be that the treatment of the past by civil society is perceived by the history community as too focused on the psychological needs of those affected by recent conflict, perhaps at the expense of critical assessment? And that school (and academic) history, by placing its emphasis predominantly on cognitive understanding, is too distanced from psychological reality? If so, should formal history teaching seek to adopt an approach that begins with emotionally compelling narratives but then places these within a disciplinary context?
Education, Conflict and History Teaching

The relationship between education and conflict has become an increasingly important focus for study (Smith and Vaux, 2003; Gallagher, 2004; Tawil and Harley, 2004). Education has always been recognised as having a significant role to play in contributing to the re-building of capacity and infra-structure in societies that have been disrupted by political upheaval and violent conflict. However, in recent years there has been a greater understanding of the relationship between education and the causes of conflict as well as education’s potential to facilitate peace-building and social cohesion. Smith and Vaux (2003, pp.2-3) identify three stages by which education can respond to conflict. The first is an examination of state education provision in a contested society, which can easily serve the interests of dominant groups and, thereby, foment tension and fuel conflict. The second is during conflict itself when, if educational provision can be sustained in the face of great difficulty, a degree of stability can be maintained and children can be protected from the worst consequences of violence. The third stage is in the “emerging from conflict” phase. In such circumstances it may be necessary for governments to undertake fundamental reform, thus enabling education to play an important part “in the process of reconciliation by addressing the legacies of conflict” (Smith and Vaux, 2003, p3). Such reform is likely to involve what Smith and Vaux term the “national subjects”, the arts, literature, geography and history, as these can contribute to consolidating a common sense of national identity. To them, “the teaching of history is of particular significance in contested societies and stands out as an area of the curriculum particularly open to charges of bias and prejudice” (Smith and Vaux, 2003, p.31).
This paper wishes to concentrates the role of history teaching in this post-conflict, or ‘Transitional Justice’ phase. Chapman (2007, p.321) defines the latter as “the processes and mechanisms in which many post-conflict societies engage as they seek to come to terms with a divisive and violent past”. The paper presents history education’s position as a complex one in this context but argues that there are possibilities for history teaching to make a distinctive contribution to transitional justice, while remaining true to its disciplinary foundations. The paper examines current developments in Northern Ireland, where a faltering, but evolving, peace process has been in place since 1994. In doing so, readers should be mindful of two factors. First, they should understand that each conflict situation has unique characteristics and that, while comparison is worthwhile, each situation requires individual responses (Chapman, 2007); and second, that the outcome of reform in history education in post-conflict environments is, to date, light on empirical study.  
The Northern Ireland Situation

There is much in the experience of history teaching in Northern Ireland over the last 35 years that makes it worthy of wider study. There are also aspects that are contextually specific. Collective memory is a factor in the conflict there. Seixas defines the latter as “the study of how ordinary people beyond the history profession understand the past” (Seixas, 2006, p.8). In Northern Ireland the “dominant” narratives of the unionist and nationalist communities, respectively, are prominent through symbolism such as wall murals and commemorative displays. In turn, these frame exclusive cultural identities that are used by each community to justify contemporary political positions (Walker, 1996). Therefore, the province provides a rich case-study for what is defined as the study of historical consciousness (Seixas, 2006). Drawing on a definition from the journal, History and Memory Seixas explains this as “the area in which collective memory, the writing of history and other modes of shaping images of the past in the public mind merge” (quoted in Seixas, 2006, p.10). Understanding how these forces interact is central to examining history teaching’s role in the transitional justice process; but, first, it is necessary to assess how history teaching has responded to the conflict to date through its treatment of the more distant past.
History Teaching’s Response in a Divided Society

History in a divided environment creates special challenges, especially because it is so closely tied to emotional identity and collective belonging. ‘Deeply’ divided societies are often characterised by “identity politics” and experience violence and human rights abuses. Such societies, Chapman argues, need “multiple levels and types of healing and reconciliation and to move forward must come to terms with the past”. Case-studies have shown 
how complex and difficult it is to interpret, represent and teach a contested and controversial past whether it involves the fundamental reinterpretation of a period of history or the recovery of embarrassing or painful memories
(Chapman, 2007, p.321).
While inter-communal conflict is often associated with situations where educational resources are scarce at the outset, commentators point out that such conflict is not confined to developing countries, and can occur where sophisticated educational provision is in place (Smith and Vaux, 2003, pp.9-10). Northern Ireland presents such a situation. Throughout the period of violence the province continued to out-perform other areas of the United Kingdom in relation to high achievement in external examination results, albeit also producing a greater number of students who failed to gain any qualifications. Further, its financial and educational infrastructure remained relatively unscathed by the communal violence and, because of direct British rule from London, political control of education, for the most part, remained out of the hands of local protagonists. Thus, this allowed educational provision to respond to conflict, even as the violence unfolded. 
Often, in contested societies, particularly where one grouping is politically dominant, history teaching has been used to underpin the legitimacy of those in power at the expense of those groups who challenge this position. The history taught to young people in schools in these circumstances follows an established pattern. It presents a master narrative frequently drawing on mythical origins and “heroic” exploits to justify the right of the state to exist and of those in power to govern. Invariably, teaching approaches are didactic and supported by official texts sculpted to reinforce the dominant message. There is little opportunity for divergent interpretations. This approach has no value for those who wish to foster critical young people capable of acknowledging diversity and challenging existing structures which have produced conflict in the past. Hence, educators in post-conflict societies are attracted by the model of History teaching initiated in England by the Schools Council History Project (SCHP) in the 1970s (Shemilt, 1980). Here the emphasis is on the process of historical enquiry. Young people are encouraged to examine historical evidence for themselves and to reach judgments based on reasoned deliberation. In doing so, they recognise that such positions are conditional on the weight of evidence available and, therefore, other alternative perspectives and interpretations may also have validity. 
Cole (2007) has summarised the ways that history education can contribute to the alleviation of conflict. In her view history teaching can revise narratives to reflect “critical truths” which are more inclusive but which might also offer multiple interpretations of the past. The use of more inclusive textbooks and curriculum programmes, plus the employment of active teaching methodologies, can help enhance students’ critical thinking skills and encourage democratic practice. Through the historical context students can be introduced to the reconciliation process itself by, for example, engaging in comparative studies of other conflict zones, past and present. Thus history education can help construct new relationships between protagonist groups. In doing so, she surmises that,

This process implies promoting students’ ability to approach the past with scholarly detachment with moral judgments suspended and then to use their knowledge to contribute to an enhanced moral understanding of present dilemmas and their own future obligations.

(Cole, 2007, p.22).
When measured against these criteria, Northern Ireland can claim to have made a substantive response in the field of history education (Kitson 2007). In 1991 a statutory common curriculum for students aged 5-14 was introduced. Consequently all students in a system largely segregated by religion, whether attending Controlled (90% Protestant), Maintained (95% Catholic) or Integrated (5% of the school population) schools, have followed a common history curriculum (See McCully, 1997; Phillips et al., 1999; Smith, 2005; Kitson, 2007). Its characteristics are listed below. First, emphasis is placed on developing in students the skills and concepts to enable them to investigate the past through the evaluation of primary and secondary evidence; an approach adapted, voluntarily, from SCHP by some teachers in Northern Ireland in the 1980s, as a way of challenging the historical myths perceived to be contributing to communal division. Second, this enquiry approach encourages students, systematically, to view any narrative of the past as provisional and open to question and, particularly, to give consideration to alternative viewpoints on controversial events. Third, the knowledge component of the curriculum puts considerable emphasis on the study of the history of Ireland but placed in the wider context of British and European developments. Many of the events designated for investigation were selected precisely because they were deemed formative to students’ sense of identity and, therefore, potentially contentious. However, compulsory provision extended only as far as dealing with Ireland’s history to partition in the 1920s as it was felt that the recent conflict, then ongoing, presented too many challenges, especially for younger age groups. A module of work addressing the 1965 to 1985 period was included as an elective topic for older students and this will be addressed later in the paper. 
There is much here that meets Cole’s criteria. Curriculum developers in Northern Ireland understood the danger of imposing any ‘master’ narrative that might be used to justify the stance of one community at the expense of the other. Equally, presenting an agreed narrative was not an option in a deeply divided society where national identity is so contested. Hence, the adoption of the process approach described above. School inspection reports (ETI, 2006), indicate that most teachers, whatever their pedagogical shortcomings, consciously strive to be true to the curriculum’s intentions by presenting material in an non-partisan way reflecting a range of perspectives and interpretations. This is supported by empirical work with students. In a study involving 253 students aged 11-14, carried out in 11 schools across all sectors in Northern Ireland, Barton and McCully (2005; 2010) found that young people valued school history’s commitment to balance and they welcomed exposure to other views of the past as an alternative to the partisan histories they often encountered in their own communities. There was also evidence that the enquiry / skills / concepts framework was having an impact. The researchers concluded: 
Students encountered multiple sources of historical information and they navigated amongst these in a conscious attempt to refine and extend their historical understanding. Sometimes, this led to them assimilate new knowledge with their existing narrative, and at other times to open up new lines of enquiry. This suggests that the current curriculum may have directly influenced students’ ability to question the authoritative stories of their communities and to base their conclusions on evidence.
(McCully and Barton, 2007, p.20) 

Indeed, they indicate that it may be that the skills-oriented approach helps account for Northern Ireland students’ capability to engage in what Bakhtin (1982) calls “internally persuasive dialogue”; that is, individuals beginning to think in “an independent, experimenting and discriminating way”. In contrast to studies from other jurisdictions (Mosberg, 2002; Letourneau and Moisan, 2004; Porat, 2004) where students have conformed to Wertsch’s (1998; 2002) idea that individuals either “appropriate” or “resist” dominant narratives, it appeared that Northern Irish students were interacting with a range of perspectives to find personal meaning, albeit that this was often tempered by influences from their own backgrounds. 
Matched against Cole’s criteria relating to textbooks and curriculum the Northern Ireland evaluation is a more uneven one. In many post-conflict situations history textbooks are frequently held up as a barometer as to how far a state’s education system is prepared to accommodate minorities and former adversaries (Stradling, 1996; Crawford, 2000; Zajda, 2007; Janmaat, 2007). In examining Northern Ireland caution is necessary in that there have never been officially recommended texts and the system continues to allow market forces to prevail in the selection of books. In recent years, textbooks have been produced commercially to meet the aims of the common curriculum and a number of these have been co-authored by writers drawn from unionist and nationalist backgrounds. Yet, Kitson’s (2007) study of a selection of such books raises concerns. Although she found that books presented a largely balanced view of Irish history, characterised by a careful and sensitive use of language, “they tend to stop short of asking more challenging questions and contain virtually no explicit links between the present situation and its historical antecedents” (Kitson, 2007, p.149). Further, in their presentation there was a veneer of enquiry but little structural guidance to help teachers to engage their students in investigative approaches. 
This reluctance to address the more sensitive aspects of the past when they impinge on contemporary attitudes is reflected in other research studies involving teachers in Northern Ireland (McCombe, 2006; Conway, 2003; Kitson, 2007). Kitson’s work with teachers in eight post-primary schools gave a very mixed picture in which willingness to tackle more sensitive issues varied according to teachers’ personal biographies, the location of the school, the age of pupils and their perceived academic ability. In categorizing responses she refers to Slater’s “intrinsic” and “extrinsic” purposes of history teaching (Slater, 1995, pp.125-6). The former are those aims that are inherent in the subject discipline. The latter are the “broader educational aims” focused on changing society. Kitson’s findings support an earlier hypothesis put forward by McCully (1998, p.14) that tension exists in Northern Ireland between history teachers who may be prepared to engage in innovative practice provided it remains within the intrinsic framework and those “risk-takers” whose teaching seeks to influence social change (see also Kitson and McCully, 2005). 

Empirical evidence (Barton and McCully, 2005; In press) indicates that students in Northern Ireland value what school history has to offer but there is also frustration that the implications of their learning are not made explicit in helping them to understand the present. Indeed, if this is not done there is a danger that as students get older they selectively assimilate aspects of their formal learning to re-enforce the dominant popular narrative in the community. This challenges Cole’s contention, quoted earlier, that students can comfortably employ cognitive skills, initially detached from their deeply held community loyalties. The Barton and McCully (In press) study concluded that most students were less interested in the purely “academic” side of history and more in its usefulness in helping them to understand the origins of contemporary conflict. 
When it is considered that Barton and McCully (2005) also demonstrated that among 11-14 year olds there was a major gap in students’ knowledge of the period 1960 to 1985, the era leading up and including the worst years of violence, then this desire to better understand the contemporary situation has great significance. As pointed out earlier, this modern period is on the syllabus as one module of the external examination programme taught to 14 to 16 year olds. However, history is an elective subject at that age and, within the syllabus, schools have a choice to offer another (less contentious) aspect of Twentieth Century Irish History. Thus, only a minority of young people will encounter formal teaching of the recent past. Further, in the context of examination work there must be question marks as how far teachers are able, and prepared, to engage students in the interactive pedagogy necessary to enable them to work through those emotional dimensions of learning associated with dealing with controversial and sensitive issues (McCully, 2006). 
In summary, history educators in Northern Ireland have come some way to exploring the subject’s potential in responding to conflict. Yet research indicates that their efforts to date, concentrated on teaching historical events more distanced in time, have struggled to challenge the impact that community identity has on students’ thinking.
Dealing with the Recent Past

In countries emerging from conflict dealing with events of the recent past is especially problematic because the situation is still heavily disputed, raw and characterised by personal trauma, anger and grief. Unsurprisingly, in the immediate aftermath of conflict, in some jurisdictions, including Rwanda, a moratorium has been placed on history teaching for several years. Yet in the pursuit of transitional justice, it is vital that “social amnesia” (Chapman, 2007, p.321) does not prevail and that societies, groups and individuals are called to account for past injustices. If the origins of conflict are not addressed effectively then instability remains and, as Gartan Ash puts it, “dirty fragments of the past constantly re-surface and are used often dirtily, in current political disputes” (Quoted in Minow 1998, p.119). ‘Truth recovery’ is the term often given to this process of publicly acknowledging “abused power, complicit actors and the harms to individuals” (Minow 1998, p.127). The Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TLC) in South Africa and the Historical Clarification Commission in Guatemala are examples of formal structures established for this purpose. Hamber (2007), an academic involved in the TLC and now working in Northern Ireland, identifies recognition of the need to deal with the past as a first vital stage in the reconciliatory process. 
The concept of reconciliation is a difficult and contested one but a brief exploration may help to determine what specific role there is for history teaching within it. Cole acknowledges that the word’s Christian overtones have made it a problematic idea for many but, in the last decade, the concept has acquired a deeper and more complex meaning when applied in post-conflict situations. It has come to be understood as a process involving a transformation to new relationships between political communities, rather than between individuals. Central to creating this new reality is the re-alignment of group identities and trust based on a strong sense of justice, as well as forgiveness.  This is borne out in the language of post-conflict literature where relationship words such as “accountability”, “restorative justice”, “trust”, “hurt”, “healing”, “therapy” and “vengeance” are consistently referenced. It becomes clear that the post-conflict reconciliation process is a multi-faceted one drawing on a range of approaches and disciplines including philosophy, human rights law, sociology and psychology (Devine-Wright, 2002). Many of those dealing with the past, like  Chapman (2007, p.321), acknowledge that their central focus is on transitional justice, while Cole and Barsalou (2006, p.2) conclude that while history education should be an integral part of transitional justice and social reconstruction it is an “under-ultilised” one. 
So how can the absence of historians and history educators, alluded to in the introduction to this paper, be accounted for? Is it simply that the latter groups have an aversion to the risks associated with reconciliation work? The answer may lie in a telling distinction made by Minow when considering the nature of the outcomes of truth recovery programmes. She refers to them as being about “psychological but not historical truth” (Minow, 1998, p.127). This is interpreted here to mean that the stories collected represent each person’s own grasp of the past, perceptions that must be confronted in building new relationships between citizens and the state. They are important fragments of the historical record but they are not, at this stage, subject to the critical scrutiny of the historical process. 
The ‘truth recovery’ process is often conducted through the individual testimonies of those who lived through the time, be they classified as victims, perpetrators, bystanders or survivors. Such biography is very powerful in allowing voices to be heard and to facilitate redress. In time, these stories have the potential to be a very valuable resource in the history classroom, provided they include a full range of perspectives, as is happening in South Africa using extracts from the TRC (Cole and Barsalou, 2006, p.10). However, when the stories are being told initially, this is likely to be in a cathartic environment where having the teller’s perspective heard is of paramount importance.  Such personal stories can prove very powerful in generating what Barton and Levstik call “caring”, “to care with, and about, people in the past, to be concerned with what happened to them and how they experienced their lives” (Barton and Levstik, 2004, pp. 207-208). Stories can unlock the emotional barriers that resist the scrutiny of the recent past, thus facilitating recognition, redress and repair. Still, at this point it may be difficult to verify such testimony through the more distanced vista of historical investigation. Shriver refers to this stage as the telling of “personal or narrative truth”, “to tell the story of one’s suffering is to connect with innumerable stories that our neighbours can tell, too” (Shriver, 2007, p.4). Yet as he points out “some truth too simply stated becomes a lie. Publicly, there is only complex truth”. This, he suggests, is established through “dialogical truth” – the coming together of stories through interaction, discussion and debate. 

Emphatically, it is at this stage that history teaching has an important and distinctive part to play in dealing with the recent past, both in connecting personal legacies to the present and in helping to see beyond individual stories towards a critical overview.  For a start, drawing an arbitrary line at a point in the past to determine when historical study should stop or start is not an option. As this author has indicated elsewhere, in conflict and post-conflict situations, past events and present positions are intricately entwined (McCully and Pilgrim, 2004). Unless young people are encouraged to recognise the impact their lived experiences (including family and community accounts of the conflict) may have on the way they see the past they are unlikely to overcome those emotional barriers that inhibit critical understanding. 
History teaching can use the power of individual stories to engage young people’s interest, but also encourage them to place the accounts in their broader context. It can help them assimilate narratives into an overview that both recognises the complexity of synthesising alternative, and often conflicting perspectives, and establish the relationship between individual experience and wider societal trends. Minow identifies the particular role that historians can adopt:

Work by journalists and historians, rather than political figures and government officials, can collect and connect seemingly disparate accounts of the violence, its causes, and its consequences. Historians can, and should, combine distance and empathy with all involved, even the perpetrator, in order to pursue the aspiration of truthfulness.
(Minow, 1998, p.143).

History teaching’s distinctive role, in any context, should be to pursue objectivity in the light of the evaluation of evidence. Lee and Shemilt (2007), in differentiating between history and citizenship education in England, argue passionately that the uniqueness of history lies in its disciplinary approach and that this cannot be compromised. Any enquiry approach to history teaching must convince young people that it is their duty to pursue truth through evidence but that in the light of competing interpretations it is unlikely that there is a final destination. Therefore, they must become comfortable with complexity. 
Yet this is not “the plague of history writing” that Shriver (2007, p.12)  deplores, “the passive voice” which pretends “things just happen outside any human agency”. Fostering the caring dimension is crucial to unlocking the doors. Simon (2004, p.195), brilliantly outlines the way that stories as testimony, by demanding our “attentiveness”, can transform the way we question the past and thus open up enormous pedagogical potential that can be capitalised upon through history teaching. Therefore, this paper argues for Shriver’s “humane” approach to history teaching, one that is “moral but not partisan” (Shriver, 2007, p.22). Within the clear parameters of the disciplinary process it is still legitimate to ask such questions as who were the transgressors, what is it important to remember and what can we learn together to move forward ? (Cole, 2007, p.23)
A Proposal
So what might be the distinctive contribution of history education to the dealing with the past agenda in Northern Ireland? The province has proved resistant to establishing public ‘truth recovery’mechanisms and efforts, until recently, have tended to be piecemeal as explained earlier. Consequently, ten years have passed in which a new generation has reached secondary school age with any knowledge of the conflict largely acquired through family, community and the media, rather than direct experience. In such circumstances formal education cannot wait for the civic process to work itself through as has been the case elsewhere. Research indicates that young people have only a fragmented understanding of the events of post 1960 but are curious to know more (Barton and McCully, 2005; In press).  The elective examination option, Changing Relationships: Britain, Northern Ireland and Ireland c. 1965-c. 1985 (CCEA 2001), makes an important contribution but is taken only by a minority of the age group and is subject to the pressure imposed by an externally examined programme. The time is appropriate for history education to take the initiative in confronting more emotive aspects of the recent past. Otherwise, there is the likelihood that delay will conspire to push the recent past underground.
What might an initiative look like? Below, a proposal is outlined which endeavours to incorporate the ideas discussed in this paper. The suggestion is to conduct an oral history project in pairs of schools, representative of each of the unionist and nationalist communities. The schools would be from the same town, selected because they have been significantly affected by the conflict. The focus of the project would be Living during the Troubles. Students in each school would first develop oral history data collecting skills, then conduct interviews with those who had lived through the period. The project would aim to gain insight into ordinary people’s experience thus “becoming grounded in people’s lives, fears and hopes” (Cole 2007, p.14). No special effort would be made to locate combatants or victims but these would be interviewed as, and when, they are encountered. Opportunities would be created to allow schools to share their material and, hopefully, as trust developed, schools might facilitate the opportunity for students to interview those from the ‘other’ community. It may be possible to locate the study in the current external examination module studying the Ireland 1960-85 period but, if examination demands made this difficult, then the work could be positioned at the end of the previous academic year. Either way, students should, by then, be well prepared in critical enquiry and be able to engage in the complexity of bringing together, and evaluating, complex and, sometimes, divergent views of past events. Indeed, it may be that there will be considerable common ground in people’s every day recollections that will encourage mutual empathy. It is envisaged that the culmination of the work would be some form of presentation in a public venue, accessible to both participating communities. The idea here is that not only the venue, but the project itself, would represent the “shared space” regarded as essential to building new inter-group relationships (Shriver, 2007, p.6; Minow 1998, p.138; Eyben et al., 2002). The project would be “moral but non-partisan” in that it would point participants forward from the historical learning to a more democratic and inclusive society. Co-ordination with teachers responsible for Local and Global Citizenship would then allow the learning to progress to considering future options and actions. In this sense the project could become what Shriver calls a “trigger” – it might “start the process [to} educate future law-makers, ministers, artists, and university teachers to new articulate versions of a national past” (Shriver, 2007. p.16).
Conclusion 
The transitional justice phase is an important stage in peace-building and central to this is the need to come to terms with the causes and events of recent conflict. This paper argues that while maintaining its disciplinary rigour history teaching has a distinctive role to play in helping young people to understand the impact of the past, and to provide them with a foundation to re-imagine the future. In the post-conflict context the function should be one of bringing synthesis, criticality, perspective and overview to “psychological” truth recovery, thus preparing young people for the possibility of societal change.

In Northern Ireland circumstances are encouraging. Wider civic society is now engaging with the issue of dealing with the past and this, in turn, will provide momentum and material for the history classroom. Further, a revised curriculum introduced in September, 2007 offers greater flexibility by, explicitly, going beyond the intrinsic aims of the subject to encourage teachers to make students’ studies relevant to contemporary society (CCEA, 2007). Finally, in the Republic of Ireland, too, the curriculum for the first time, albeit with pupils at senior examination level, includes enquiry-based studies of controversial aspects of Northern Ireland’s recent past in its syllabus (NCCA, 2006). If teachers in both jurisdictions are bold enough they have the chance to go beyond the cognitive demands of formal examinations and engage with students’ wider historical consciousness, thus demonstrating the relevance of history to shape new relationships across the whole island. Of course, should proposals like the one outlined above come to fruition then it will be vitally important to evaluate their effectiveness in practice.
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