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Abstract: History is intimately connected with personal and collective processes of becoming. 
It is also a field of contest among curriculum-makers, teachers, parents and scholars over who 
and what children will be; and this contest has greater consequences as our world grows more 
crowded and more connected. School curriculum-makers and teachers have never had a 
monopoly on what children learned about the past; but today, the Internet makes encounters 
with differing historical narratives ever more common. In this symposium, scholars from three 
countries (Israel, Canada and the United States) will come together around a collection of 
unique studies addressing the question of how teachers can be better prepared to help their 
students navigate the increasing challenges of learning and becoming in today’s increasingly 
globalized and internetworked world.  

Introduction  
History is intimately connected with personal processes of becoming, wherever and whenever one lives. As 
MacMillan (2008) writes, “For all of us, the powerful and the weak alike, history helps to define and validate 
us.” (p 57) In view of the power that history has to shape who we become (individually and collectively), 
developed nations and states throughout the past century have diligently crafted their history curricula to shape 
the identities and loyalties of their citizenry (Loewen 1995; Coles 2000). At the same time, parents, teachers and 
peers often promote different accounts of students’ past than schools do, perhaps ones more allied to ethnic and 
class identities (Coles 2000). Finally, amidst this competition over students’ identities, academic historians and 
history educators have worked to establish and reinforce a place for the unique epistemic practices of their 
discipline in students’ understanding of the past (Kuhn et al., 1994; Wineburg, 1999; Seixas 2000).  

Thus, history education must be viewed as a field in which learning and becoming are very much at 
issue, and very much contested. This contest has greater consequences as our world grows more crowded and 
more connected, because the differences among these contesting claims to the understanding of the past become 
more pressing. Life in a globalized and internetworked world involves increasingly frequent encounters with 
“others” whose values, culture, and narratives of the past may differ from ours. Such encounters may both 
exacerbate conflict and present potential for learning. In many western nations, the idea of global awareness and 
its importance in the core curriculum is being asserted (e.g. p21.org), but achieving this goal is nontrivial, and 
may be incompatible with the most common practices of textbook-driven history teaching. What is certain is 
that teachers of history must in some way be ready to recognize and address the inevitable conflicts and 
disjunctions among the accounts of the past that enter their classrooms, and perhaps take advantage of the 
pedagogical potential they provide. 

Our symposium draws together scholars from three countries and various disciplinary perspectives to 
examine what students and teachers of history are learning, what they are becoming, and by means of what 
practices. The first two presentations address the possibilities and challenges involved in integrating historians’ 
epistemic practices into instruction. Fogo’s study examines the practices that expert history teachers and teacher 
educators promote to address the challenges of teaching history discussed earlier. He conducted a Delphi study 
involving three rounds of ratings, comments, and suggestions made by a panel of 26 expert history educators 

across the United States. These resulted in a list of nine core teaching practices that the respondents suggested a 
skilled history teacher must master. The Delphi panel attained an uncommonly high degree of consensus around 
this set of practices, which are nonetheless uncommon in history teaching today. 

The second study, by O’Neill, D’Amico and Guloy, examines how more typical practices of history 
teaching shape students’ understandings of historians’ practices, with particular emphasis on why they construct 
differing accounts of the past. The study examines a series of in-depth interviews with five practicing historians 
and seven secondary students in western Canada, which focused specifically on why historical accounts may 
differ. Prompted by a series of survey questions that they answered and explained aloud, students stressed the 
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social functions of history and what they believed historians should do, such as reinforce national identity by 
getting to the truth of things. For their part, historians interrogated what it means for students to hold a 
“sophisticated” understanding of the discipline. For historians in some specializations the pursuit of an ultimate 
truth was considered quite naïve and a sign of inadequate education; but others saw this view as legitimate 
depending on the context. Overall, the study puts into relief how typical practices of history teaching lead to 
simplifications of historians’ varying epistemologies and practices. 

Our final two presentations provide models of how integrating historians’ practices curricular 
interventions can prove fruitful in addressing the challenges and possibilities of learning and becoming in the 
context of a deeply entrenched historical conflict. Both studies took place in Israel, a bi-national country in 
which Jewish and Arab children are educated in separate schools but follow the same national curriculum. The 
research of Ben-David Kolikant and Pollack revolves around a dialogically-oriented curricular intervention 
involving pairs of Jewish-Israeli and Arab-Israeli youth working together online to examine historical events 
pertaining to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Goldberg’s research takes place in the same national context, but 
examines the effects of a quasi-experimental intervention in which one group of students received a curriculum 
involving conflicting sources that was oriented toward historians’ disciplinary practice. A comparison group 
instead studied an exam-oriented textbook excerpt. Both studies highlight the feasibility of incorporating 
historical thinking into the classroom and shed light on learning processes in these classrooms.    

After a short (5 minute) introduction, each set of presenters will be given 10 minutes to overview their 
work for the audience as a whole. Then, each group of presenters will take one corner of the room to meet and 
dialogue with interested participants for 15 minutes on the question of whether, or in what ways the 
“disciplinary practice” approach to history teaching is at odds with an approach that stresses students becoming 
loyal participants in a national collective. For the following 15 minutes, participants will return to their seats and 
our discussant will lead a whole-group discussion about the challenges and possibilities of learning and 
becoming in relation to history. Finally, our discussant will have 10 minutes to make her own closing remarks.  

Defining Core Instructional Practices for Teaching History 

Brad Fogo, Stanford University 

Educational researchers call for identifying effective teaching practices to inform and improve pre and in-
service teacher education. Researchers have focused on teaching practices across grade levels and subjects, and 
use different vocabulary for identifying effective practice. For example, Ball and Forzani (2009) have detailed 
several “high leverage” teaching practices; Kazemi, Franke, and Lampert (2009) focus on “high quality” 
“instructional strategies;” and Grossman, Hammernes, & McDonald (2009) describe “core” practices.  

The new core practice research work has largely overlooked history-social studies. This is not to 
suggest a poverty of research on the teaching of history. Rather, the field has grown steadily over the past three 
decades. Researchers have identified different types of teacher knowledge (Evans, 1990; McDiarmid, 1994; 
Yeager & Davis, 1995), crafted portraits of good history teachers (Bain, 2006; Brophy & VanSledright, 1997; 
VanSledright, 2011), described “ambitious” and “authentic” history teaching (Grant & Gradwell, 2010; Saye et 
al., 2013), and examined the impact of accountability policies on elementary and secondary history instruction 
(Grant, 2006). Much of this work, however, revolves around small case studies of teachers, and, as noted by 
Wilson (2001), does not focus squarely on the links between teaching and learning. The empirical base 
connecting teaching with learning history remains thin.  

My research focuses on the following questions: Is there a set of core instructional practices for 
teaching history? If so, what are they? What teaching practices impact students’ ability to engage in historical 
analysis and understand the major explanatory accounts and concepts of history? Here, I discuss findings from a 
Delphi panel survey of 26 expert history educators - teachers, teacher educators, and educational researchers - 
focused on developing consensus around a set of core teaching practices for secondary, history education (Fogo, 
2014). Researchers have used Delphi surveys across the social sciences to facilitate expert group work for 
decades. The approach involves multiple rounds of survey analysis to develop group consensus around specific 
issues and decisions (Clayton, 1997). Participants are selected in respect to their expertise on topics under 
consideration, and remain anonymous throughout the process. 

I sought to draw from the expertise of three groups of history educators in this study: master high 
school history teachers, history teacher educators, and leading researchers in the field of history education. 
Eleven teachers and 15 teacher educators/educational researchers were recruited for the panel. Criteria for 
teachers focused on creating a diverse, national sample of award winning teachers with extensive experience 
teaching secondary American and world history courses. I selected teacher educators and researchers from 
university-based education, history, and teacher education programs. They were identified as leaders in the field 
through their research and teaching experience. 

This study used an on-line survey format. Each round of the survey consisted of two parts. In part one, 
participants rated titles and short descriptions of teaching practices on a 5-point Likert scale indicating whether 
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they thought the practice should be considered core (1=strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree). Core teaching 
practices were defined as the “instructional repertoire (strategies, routines, and moves) teachers enact that have 
great potential to impact students’ ability to engage in historical analysis and understand the major explanatory 
accounts and concepts of history.” Participants provided justifications for each rating and suggestions for 
revising titles and descriptions. In part two of the survey, participants generated additional core practices. They 
were asked to include a practice title and description, along with a justification for the practice. Participants 
repeated this process of rating, commenting upon, and suggesting practices across three survey rounds. The final 
round of the survey included a third section where participants selected practices they considered most 
important for effective history teaching, for pre-service teacher education, and for in-service professional 
development. 

Analysis of data between rounds included compiling a rank ordered list of the teaching practices based 
upon average ratings, modes, and standard deviations. Additionally a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) 
was conducted to identify possible differences between the responses of teachers and teacher 
educators/researchers after each round. Suggested practices were coded and grouped by emergent themes. New 
practices were crafted for practices suggested by multiple participants. Between rounds, participants received 
summaries of ratings, comments, and suggestions, along with explanations of edits and additions made to 
practice titles and descriptions. 

In round one, participants rated and commented on 10 practices. Each practice included a title and one 
to two sentence descriptions. Practices were crafted from the literature and intended to reflect both ambitious 
and more traditional teaching. Three of the initial practices were dropped for round two and eight new practices 
were added based upon the ratings and suggestions of panelists. In round two of the survey, participants rated 
and commented on 15 teaching practices. These practices were consolidated into 12 practices for round three.  

After three rounds of the survey, strong consensus developed around nine practices: 
● Use Historical Questions 
● Select and Adapt Historical Sources 
● Explain and Connect Historical Content 
● Model and Support Historical Reading Skills 
● Employ Historical Evidence 
● Use Historical Concepts 
● Facilitate Discussion of Historical Topics 
● Model and Support Historical Writing 
● Assess Student Thinking about History 

The final average rating for these nine practice titles and their descriptions was 4.85 out of 5.00. For seven of 
these practices, ratings steadily increased and standard deviations decreased with revision, development, and 
consolidation across rounds. 

In stark contrast to many group efforts focused on making history education decisions, this Delphi 
panel offered consistently constructive feedback and suggestions along with increasing amounts of agreement 
across rounds. The work of this panel is also unique in providing empirically based warrants for a coherent set 
of teaching practices that together represent a disciplinary, inquiry-based approach to teaching and learning 
history. Each of the practices crafted in this study can be further elaborated and validated. Nonetheless, as 
portraits of instructional practice, they can help teachers, teacher educators, and professional development 
providers plan, implement, and reflect upon ambitious, authentic history teaching. Moving forward, the results 
of this survey might also help focus study designs and assessment measures to examine the development of 
teacher practice and how these history teaching practices, or combinations of them, relate to students’ learning 
of prescribed textbook accounts, understanding of historians’ research practices, and understanding of 
themselves as historical thinkers and actors. 

High School Students’ and Historians’ Ideas about Practices of Historical 
Storytelling  
D. Kevin O’Neill, Laura D’Amico and Sheryl Guloy, Simon Fraser University 
 
As Fogo discusses, ambitious history teaching aims to engage students in some of the disciplinary practices of 
historians, such as reasoning with primary-source evidence and writing accounts of the past. However these 
practices may make little sense to students who hold assumptions about historical accounts that are inconsistent 
with those of historians. For example, it is common for students to speak and act as if a historical account can 
tell exactly what happened in the past. Many historians consider this a naïve view, since any story must 
inevitably attend to some details and exclude others. A narrative must be selective; it simply cannot capture 
everything that happened. Students who expect a historical account to be a copy of the past be will be left 
“helplessly shrugging their shoulders in the face of competing stories” (Lee & Shemilt 2004, p. 31) if their 
teachers ask them to examine sources without first addressing the reasons why historical accounts may differ. 
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We conducted in-depth interviews with five practicing historians and seven secondary school students 
about why historians tell different stories about the past. The data were collected during validation of an online 
survey that will enable teachers to quickly assess the epistemological assumptions about history that their 
students bring into class, and how these change through instruction (O'Neill, Guloy, and Sensoy in press). One 
question runs as follows: 

If a historian is learning about the events of a period and finds two stories about them that 
disagree, what should she do? Rate each statement from 1 to 5 (1=strongly disagree, 
5=strongly agree): 
● She should ignore both stories. It does not make sense for historians to disagree 

● Try to figure out which author is less biased or was closer to the events, and use only that one 

● Make an educated guess about what most likely happened, based on other evidence 

● Learn about the authors and try to understand how they looked at and felt about the events 
Our survey questions were informed by a popular theory which aims to describe the increasingly 

sophisticated ideas that students develop as they understand more about the nature of historians’ research 
(Shemilt 1987). Shemilt’s theory describes four discrete stages though which students progress, given 
appropriate learning experiences. Beginning with a naïve view that it is unproblematic for historians to know 
what happened, students can develop an appreciation that author bias and incomplete evidence produce 
important methodological challenges for them. At the apex of development, according to the theory, is the view 
that while bias and limited evidence are important, historians’ accounts may also differ simply because they 
seek to answer different questions. 

In addition to being useful in refining our survey instrument, the validation interviews provided a rare 
opportunity to examine and contrast how historians and students reacted to the theory embodied in it. In their 
interviews, our 5 historians (all tenure-track history professors whose specialties varied widely, including Latin 
American and Middle Eastern history) were asked to check whether the survey questions adequately reflected 
Shemilt’s 4-stage theory. In explaining their judgments and offering refinements to the questions, the historians 
also reflected on the adequacy of the theory in describing their colleagues’ practices, as well as the challenges 
they face in helping students understand and engage in those practices. On one hand, Shemilt’s theory was seen 
to fit well with ideas that the historians recognized among their students, and even their colleagues: 

 
Interviewer:  Do you identify any of these statements with students that you are teaching or 

have taught?  
Historian 5:  Oh yeah! Oh yeah. In fact I have colleagues who are still at stages 1 and 2. 

Honestly. 
 

On the other hand, historians identified several ways in which the theory’s valuation of the most 
“sophisticated” understanding of historians’ work was problematic. One interviewee (Historian 1) whose work 
focuses on 20th-century America, suggested that the time period under study was important to what one 
considers sophisticated, stating “it’s probably more challenging for the medievalists to get the students to 
understand even that there is a historical debate.” Another historian who studies Latin America identified social 
status as an important element in shaping people’s sophistication with regard to varying historical accounts:  

 

Historian 3: If you want to know about…the problems of perspective and truth and formal 
systems of understanding—talk to a Latin American woman. Or an indigenous person. They 
have a sophisticated understanding of account to the past and accounts of truth, that it is about 
the position that they occupy in society. 
 

Finally, an interviewee who specialized in Middle East history suggested: 
 

Historian 5: Particularly when it comes to…controversial subject matter, the notion that what 
you’re teaching is in some fundamental way “true” becomes very important for many 
people…. There is something [bad] that happened, and as long as we get to the truth of what 
happened, then we can solve all these problems. 
 

Our 7 high school students represented a wide range of academic ability and included recent 
immigrants. Recruited with the help of their teacher, they were asked to complete our survey while thinking 
aloud. Unsurprisingly, the high school students did not know enough about the varying specializations in history 
to see how a historian’s specialization or audience might influence the value that is placed on different 
explanations of differing accounts. Students’ ideas were instead largely shaped by their understandings of the 
unifying social function of history as taught in school (as discussed below by Goldberg). As they explained their 
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answers to us, their ideas about what historians do and should do came out clearly. Student 6 stated, “Some 
people can say really stupid things about what happened, and they know it’s not true, and the historian tries to 
see which one is actually the most proper story.”  This and other answers stressed the importance of historians’ 
contribution to a national dialogue by “setting the story straight.” 

Students also viewed historians’ accounts as identifying the mistakes that have been made in the past, 
in order to correct or avoid them in the future with improved laws and policies: 

 

Student 2: I think historians are the people who try to improve our society by looking at what 
people did beforehand. And instead of more like interpreting that, they also try to use that to 
improve our society. 
 

Straightening out competing stories, or getting “the whole story” by working methodically with a wide range of 
evidence and testimony, was viewed by the students as important for social cohesion: 
 

Student 3: They should look more and find more evidence to make sure that evidence is true.  
So the citizens can know the true story…. Let’s say [some people claim] that it was their 
great, great, great grandfathers that made this place. Other people could say [the same thing] 
and they could get into a fight.  And it could be a bad situation. 
 

This view of the historian as a national or international referee (a role that many historians would disavow) may 
have been influenced by the nature of the social studies curriculum in our setting, which emphasizes diversity 
and inclusion. But as one of our historians reminded us, the nature of formal education itself can encourage a 
naïve view of historians’ practices: 
 

Historian 3: Students struggle with…the idea of multiple, viable accounts [because] they’re in 
a class. They figure if they get the authoritative account, they’ll do well on the test.  
 

All of these voices, students’ and historians’ together, prompt us to suggest that there is not a single pinnacle of 
historians’ practices that we can agree upon and initiate students into. Rather than viewing a learner’s 
understanding of historical research practices as developing along a single, linear scale as Shemilt concieved it 
(and which many history educators seem to accept), a better way to represent them may be as an interrelated 
system of beliefs, similar to what Schommer-Aikins (2004) has developed for more generic epistemological 
beliefs. Such a multidimensional way of understanding what students are learning about historians’ practices 
will be more able to accommodate the fact that that the values historians (and teachers) associate with different 
epistemic practices are subject to a variety of competing contextual influences. This is the understanding that we 
are bringing to the design of our online survey, www.historyconcepts.org, which we hope will become a useful 
tool for history teachers at both the secondary and postsecondary levels. 

Becoming Dialogical through Internally Persuasive Discourse with a 

Conflicting Other 
Yifat Ben-David Kolikant and Sarah Pollack, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem 
 
As discussed in our introduction, encounters with Others can potentially broaden people’s horizons and enrich 
their experiences; but they can also pose conflicts and cause people to become entrenched in the local and the 
familiar (Hermans & Dimaggio, 2007).  In such a reality, dialogicality becomes an important asset. School can 
educate students to become part of a more plural society by enhancing students’ ability and willingness to 
perceive, recognize, and deal with differences, conflicts, and opposition, and to arrive at workable solutions 
(Hermans & Dimaggio, 2007).  Ideally, schools can facilitate students in exploiting the learning potential of 
these encounters. Specifically, the availability of myriad voices can serve as an opportunity for people to 
critically reflect on what they know (or think they know) in light of alternative viewpoints and the differing 
perspectives of others. 

Internally Persuasive Discourse and the Doing History Together Project 

The Doing History Together project (funded by the Israeli Science Foundation (ISF grant number 1236/09)) was 
launched as part of such an endeavor. In this project, students from opposite sides of a bi-national conflict 
collaboratively e-investigate a historical event from their in-groups’ shared troubled past.  Our instructional 
model was inspired by Bakhtin’s (1981) dialogic stance, which states that our entire population exists in a 
continuous dialogue with the surrounding world. Bakhtin (1981) distinguished between two types of discourse: 
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authoritative discourse (AD) and internally persuasive discourse (IPD). In AD, utterances and their meaning 
are not negotiable, let alone modifiable, when interacting with another voice; rather, such discourse requires 
unconditional alliances (Wertsch, 1991). History education in many countries nurtures AD, by teaching national 
narratives such as truth and discouraging critical thinking, for example, by setting evaluation on multiple choice 
information-focused questions (Pingel, 2008).    

In contrast, our model is aimed at provoking and encouraging students to critically examine their 
ontological truth—ideas, viewpoint, knowledge, beliefs, concerns and so forth—in light of alternatives 
presented by an Other, an interlocutor whose own ontological truth may differ and perhaps even be 
contradictory. Such a discourse is termed IPD by Bakhtin. The main role of the peer in our model is not to 
enable the group to achieve a joint goal, but rather, to create a dialogic agency in each other. We share 
Matusov’s (2009) view that such a process can bring participants “to transcend their ontological circumstances” 
(ibid., p. 208), and become aware of the cultural bias associated with what they know or think they know as well 
as to be more tolerant of other viewpoints, even if they conflict with their own -- which might mitigate tensions 
within a diverse society.  

We decided to test these ideas in history classes because history can serve as a powerful venue to 
establish IPD, given its multiplicity and interpretive nature (e.g., Seixas, 1993; Seixas and Peck, 2004; 
Wineburg, 2001). Historiography can be described as navigation among conflicting voices and languages 
(involving, inter alia, the voices of those who lived in the past, and the voices of other historians, cf. Wertsch, 
1991). In other words, historiography is about IPD.  

The activities emphasized multi-perspectivity. The students were given primary and secondary sources 
that all together presented multiple perspectives regarding the event and were asked to read the sources and 
compose accounts of the event, first in ethnically homogenous pairs and then in bi-ethnical quartets, comprising 
two pairs. The activity took place in a Wiki-like environment. Specifically, after uploading their essays to the 
wiki, each pair was asked to read and comment on the Other pair's essay, and then the foursomes (comprised of 
the two pairs) were instructed to collaboratively produce a joint essay, which could either contain one account 
agreed upon by all peers, or two (or more) answers followed by an analysis of the nature of the disagreement 
between them. To this end, the two pairs first communicated through the Wiki environment asynchronously, and 
after about two weeks through a 90-minute synchronous textual e-discussion. 

The Study 

In order to gain insights on the learning outcomes as well as on the learning processes that took place within the 
context of the activity, we investigated two enactments of the DHT model in Israel, in which 52 Israeli Jewish 
and 52 Israeli Arab/Palestinian students from 4 schools investigated events from the Israeli-Palestinian conflict’s 
past. Enactment 1 concerned the issuance of Churchill's White paper (1922) issued by the British in face of the 
growing tension in the area, and enactment 2 concerned the issuance of the UNSCOP report, in 1947, in which 
the partition plan to divide the territory into two states was recommended and later accepted by the UN. Our 
main data sources were the essays (of the pairs and the foursome) as well as the transcripts of the textual e-
discussions.  

The Collaboration Process: From Authoritative Discourse to IPD 

Thematic analysis of the pair essays  reflected that the participants had employed an AD on the topic. 
Specifically, participants chose to include themes that were aligned with their in-group narrative and ignore 
those that did not. Themes that were common in the answers of Arab participants did not appear in the answers 
of the Jewish participants and vice versa. Such behavior is in line with the literature (Bar-tal & Salomon, 2006; 
Wertsch, 1998, 2000). This brought about two dichotomous interpretations of the event. Specifically, in the 
relational triangle among the British, Jewish, and Arab historical agents described by the Arab participants, the 
British historical agent supports the version of the Jewish agent at the expense of the Arab agent, who is 
discriminated against and whose rights are violated. In contrast, the Jewish participants described a relational 
triangle in which the British historical agent acts in an even-handed manner toward the Jewish and Arab 
historical agents. 
 Interestingly, however, although the participants were given an opportunity to write separate 
summaries, 58% of them produced joint essays that included one account apparently acceptable or tolerable for 
all four peers. We termed these joint texts mosaics because in their production the students used themes (or 
metaphorically, “bricks”) taken from the two pairs’ essays and interwove them into one joint account. These 
mosaics did not contradict either of the in-group historical (meta-)narratives. Namely, there was no evidence 
that the participants abandoned their in-group narratives. However, the joint accounts reflected improved 
perceptions of the historical agents, the constraints under which these agents operated, their interrelations, and 
an attribution of responsibility for the events to the historical agents in their own in-group as well. These 
accounts implied that IPD did occur among these participants. However, they transcended their one-dimensional 
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perception stemming from the homogeneous stage. The remaining 42% of the foursomes did not produce a joint 
essay, but rather, uploaded one or two of the pairs' essays, sometimes after it had been edited.  

In order to shed light on the process by which these mosaics were produced as well as to better 
understand what impeded the production of joint essays in the other foursome, a discourse analysis was 
conducted on the transcripts' e-discussions of the foursome.   

Except for two e-discussions in which one side expressed a muffled voice as if attempting to avoid a 
confrontation, all e-discussions were lively and collaborative. The historical discussions were for the most part 
disputatious. The most common collaboration process (found among 14 e-discussions) included three discursive 
stages. In Stage 1, the discussion was characterized by participants’ parallel adoption of an AD-like interaction 
style, with participants getting their wires crossed.  Each pair in the discussion viewed their opinion as the truth, 
which they must convey or explain to the other pair, who does not know or understand it. Apparently the 
participants continued the same AD that was expressed in their pair essays.  

In Stage 2 the limits of the own viewpoints became apparent to the participants. Consequently, each 
tried to make his own voice approachable to the Other, by initiating a discussion on the meaning of ideas. In this 
phase, a two-sided examination of the event took place in a distributive manner. Participants examined their 
argument in light of “hits” by the Other: the flaws the Other detects in the argument and the alternatives he or 
she provides.  

Finally, in Stage 3 fission occurred. We borrowed this term from the field of physics, where it denotes 
a process in which an atom’s structure becomes unstable as a result of a hit by an external neutron. In our 
metaphor, we envision “cracks” forming in one’s narrative, one’s truth, hitherto primarily shaped by 
surrounding in-group narratives as the Other arguments “hit” it.  Fissions are those moments when the familiar 
and up–to-that-moment reasonable truth is seriously re-examined.  In these e-discussions IPD occurs. 

Usually (13 out of the 14 e-discussions) this stage was followed by an organizational episode, in which 
one side suggested a mosaic-like text segment for the joint account that took into consideration the Other’s 
perceptive. Usually, this text was accepted by the Other peers. Two other mosaics were constructed by a process 
resembling that described extensively in the literature, for example, by Roschelle and Teasly (1992), whereby 
the group's mutual engagement is around a shared goal.  The remaining 8 e-discussions were characterized by 
cycles of dispute (resembling stage 1), in which no collaborative elaboration took place. These e-discussions 
resulted in zero joint essays.  

In light of the above, we can view all the mosaic-like essays as products of elaborative e-discussions. 
Although they align with both in-group narratives, they do not represent an offhanded compromise, but rather a 
change in students' discourse from AD to IPD. Through these e-discussions students had an opportunity to re-
examine their truths in light of alternative truths presented by another, and as they learned the limitations of their 
voices, and witnessed the tenability of the Other’s voice to their “attacks,” they became more tolerant of the 
existence of Other, conflicting voices, thus allowing them to co-exist in their joint essays. These mosaics thus 
represent a more multi-faceted understanding of the historical events studied, gained through IPD. These 
findings strengthen our belief that continuous participation in dialogic activities such as in the doing-history-
together project will encourage and facilitate students to become more dialogical, more respectful of diverse 
opinions, and thereby facilitate a plural, tolerant society.  

Becoming a Dialogical Illocutor through Disciplinary Practice 
Tsafrir Goldberg, University of Haifa 
 

The field of history education has witnessed some vociferous controversies about the feasibility and desirability 
of attempting to engage students in historical critical thinking practices. Of particular relevance to this 
symposium, scholars have questioned whether students can become both “little historians,” analyzing sources 
and meta-narratives critically, and loyal members of their collective at the same time (Linenthal &Englehardt, 
1996; Naveh & Yogev, 2002; Shemilt, 2000). This question is echoed in the contribution of O’Neill, D’Amico 
and Guloy above. 

The issue of engagement with conflicting meta-narratives has also been at the center of attention in 
peace education. In the last decade it was claimed that historical narratives serve to legitimize and prolong inter-
group conflicts (Bar-Tal & Salomon, 2006). Generally, collectives tend to promulgate an authoritative self-
justifying historical narrative through commemoration and history teaching, which tends to ignore or denigrate 
out-group perspectives (Ferro, 1984). It is assumed that engagement with and acknowledgement of out-group 
narrative would lead to better intergroup dialogue (Bar-On & Adwan, 2006). Thus it appears that historical 
sense making practices such as critical analysis of conflicting accounts may serve not just in induction into the 
community of practice, but also in bridging between conflicting collective identities (McCully, 2010). 

Thus for example, Barton and McCully (2010) reported the evolving Internally Persuasive Discourse 
among adolescents in Northern Ireland while engaged in disciplinary critical inquiry of the Protestant and 
Catholic historical perspective. Ben-David Kolikant and Pollack report similar development in an Israeli 
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context. However, most of the writing on this potential outcome remains theoretical or anecdotal. Hardly any of 
the writing on the topic used empirical methods or compared effects to those of conventional history teaching or 
to a control group. 

To fill this gap, a study in a quasi-experimental random allocation design compared the effects of 
studying a conventional, authoritative textbook history of the Jewish Arab conflict with the effects of engaging 
in critical disciplinary practices with sources on the topic. Israeli–Palestinian and Israeli-Jewish adolescents 
were randomly allocated to one of the two learning conditions, in which they individually studied the causes of 
the 1948 Jewish-Arab War and the birth of the Palestinian refugee problem. Prior to and following the learning 
intervention they wrote essays representing their perception of the topic, and filled questionnaires regarding in-
group identification and interest in out-group. Compositions were analyzed to track socio-cognitive bias, 
responsibility attribution and argumentative structure.  

Two weeks later participants proceeded to engage in bi-national small group conversations about the 
historical topic and about possible solutions to the problem. Discussions were recorded, transcribed and 
analyzed for discussion style and joint decision-making, which were compared between the two learning 
conditions and with those of a control group. 

Analysis of individual written work showed a marginally significant difference in the frequency of 
social cognition bias between learning conditions. The Conventional learning condition presented a higher 
frequency of attribution bias compared to the Critical Disciplinary condition. There was no significant 
difference between the learning conditions in argumentative structure or attribution of responsibility.  

Analysis of bi-national discussions showed a significant difference between the learning conditions in 
social domination and in the frequency of joint decision-making. The conventional authoritative learning 
condition featured a higher frequency of domination by the Jewish participants and a lower frequency of joint 
decisions about the historical topic and about the future than both the critical disciplinary condition and the 
control. It also appears that Jewish participants in the critical disciplinary condition presented a more evaluative 
epistemic stance towards sources then participants in the conventional condition, aligning with the higher 
conceptualization of historian’s practice by adolescents reported in O’Neill’s study.  

These findings taken as a whole may be interpreted to imply that engagement in disciplinary practice 
promoted learners’ “disciplinary” identity to a certain degree, as indicated by lower socio-cognitive bias and 
evaluative-epistemic stance. It may be that such an engagement in community of practice can explain the more 
collaborative and rational bi-national dialogues (Driver et al, 2000). This interpretation appears to be aligned 
with Ben-David Kolikant & Pollack’s findings about the relation between engagement in practice and 
dialogicality. Thus it seems that becoming a more dialogic inter-community illocutor may have been achieved 
through engaging in disciplinary practice or becoming a member in a disciplinary community. By contrast, it 
seems that conventional history teaching may impede both engagement in disciplinary community and in cross 
community negotiation.  

Implications 

The contributions to this symposium address in different ways the challenges that students face in doing the 
difficult identity work that a diverse, connected global society requires of them. Previous research suggests that 
schools, teachers and parents often make demands that emphasize students becoming loyal members of national 
or regional groups, ethnic groups or classes, and/or academic high-achievers. At times, these demands can grate 
against the extra-national disciplinary norms that history education scholars and master history teachers would 
prefer to emphasize. Fogo’s work reveals a strong consensus among the participants in his Delphi study 
regarding the place that historical research practices should have in history classrooms. However, the nine core 
practices he lists are anything but common in many history classrooms today, partly because many teachers (at 
least in the U.S. and Canada) have little background in the discipline of history (Ravitch 2000). O’Neill, 
D’Amico and Guloy’s research sheds light on the gulf of understanding that this state of affairs creates between 
academic historians and students in mainstream high school history classes. However, the contributions of 
Goldberg and Ben-David Kolikant and Pollack provide evidence that creative pedagogical designs that 
emphasize disciplinary norms can succeed in better equipping students to navigate claims to their loyalty and 
identity - even under circumstances of deeply entrenched historical conflict. 
 We hope the unique plan we have in place for organizing our session, together with the participation of 
our discussant and co-facilitator Abby Reisman will enable conference attendees to participate with us in 
developing a better understanding of the challenges and opportunities of learning and becoming that school 
history presents.  
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