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Abstract

This paper describes a process of five workshops in which Palestinian and Jewish-Israeli teachers developed a joint textbook that includes two narratives (an Israeli and a Palestinian) in regard to three important historical dates in their mutual conflict: The Balfour Declaration, the 1948 war and the first Intifada. Throughout the project, these activities took place under extremely severe conditions of asymmetry of power relations of occupation of the Palestinians and suicide bombings against Israelis. The teachers taught these two narratives in their classrooms and summarized some of their pupils’ reactions, as well as their own, before developing additional narratives. The pupils’ negative initial reactions helped the teachers express their own negative feelings, but did not lead them to forgo their commitment to continue their joint work on writing a book that contained the two narratives. The process, described chronologically, helped the teachers realize that they must develop narratives more inclusive and sensitive to each other, more interdependent though still separate. 

Khalil (A Plalestinian teacher): “The aim of this project is to make the Palestinian and the Israeli pupils know what the other thinks. The whole point is that your independence-day celebration is our day of Nakba (Catastrophe).”

Eshel (An Israeli teacher): “It is like two blind people shouting their story without listening to the other.”
Introduction: The Development of a Textbook in Violent Conflicts between Enemies

In periods of war and conflict, societies and nations tend to develop their own narrative to explain the conflict, which from their perspective, become the only true and morally superior narrative. These narratives are morally exclusive (Optow, 2001), devaluate and sometimes dehumanize their enemy's narrative. If the enemy's narrative is described at all, it is presented as being morally inferior and the enemy is depicted as a faceless entity, immoral with irrational or manipulative views. In conflict situations, “the experience of identity invariably evokes codes of exclusion, difference and distinction. Belonging to a collectivity always concerns the delimitation of that collectivity and the application of logic of conflict and contention (Burgess, 2003). These narratives become embedded in everyday culture, in the national and religious festivals, in the media and in children's textbooks. 

Textbooks are one of the formal representations of the society's ideology and its ethos. They impart the values, goals, and myths that the society wants to instill in the younger generation (Apple, 1979; Bourdieu, 1973; Luke, 1988). “The basic working assumption is that there is a dialectical relationship between schooling and violent conflict and that this relationship needs to be explicitly recognized and explored for the process of educational change in the wake of civil strife and to be a meaningful contribution to post-conflict reconciliation and peace building.” Therefore “…it is a major concern in post-conflict situations to avoid replication of educational structures that may have contributed to the conflict.”
 

Palestinians and Israelis do not see themselves as currently being in a post-conflict situation, especially after the failure of the Oslo Accords and the Second Camp David Summit that took place in August 2000 and the outbreak of the Al-Aqsa Intifada in October 2000. Children growing up during times of war and conflict know only the narrative of their people.  This narrative is supposed to convince them, overtly and covertly, of the need to dehumanize the enemy. It usually indoctrinates children to a rationale that justifies the use of power to subjugate the enemy. This not only causes the development of narrow and biased understandings among children, but also leads to the development of negative attitudes and values towards the other (Bar-On, 1999). This state of affairs is true also for the Palestinian/Israeli situation. 

Let us begin with some facts: Since the early 1950s, Palestinians have been using Jordanian and Egyptian school books in their schools in the West Bank and Gaza Strip, respectively. The use of these schoolbooks continued after Israel occupied the West Bank and the Gaza Strip in the 1967 war, but the books underwent censorship. Palestinians started preparing their own schoolbooks immediately after the establishment of the PNA in 1994. In the school year 2000/01 the first Palestinian-produced textbooks were introduced into the schools for grades one and six. Each year the Palestinian Curriculum Center, under the supervision of the Palestinians Ministry of Education, produced textbooks for only two grades. They gradually substituted the Jordanian and Egyptian books with Palestinian ones.

The Palestinian educational system is characterized as being a centralized one. This means that the Ministry of Education is the sole producer of the textbooks and all schools use the same textbooks. Israelis have a longer history of producing their textbooks. It goes back to before the State of Israel was established. The Israeli system of education is more decentralized; schools and teachers have some freedom to choose the text books they want to use from the list of textbooks that the Ministry of Education has approved. To a limited extent, teachers also may choose the text they want to use from the open market.

Research on textbooks has shown how each side, the Palestinian as well as the Israeli, presents its own narratives. In an analysis of the presentation of the 1948 Palestinian refugee problem (Adwan & Firer, 1997, 1999) in Palestinian and Israeli textbooks that have been used since 1995, it was found that both sides failed to talk about the complexity of the refugees’ problem. The Israeli texts put most of the blame on the Palestinians and the Arabs for the refugees' plight, while the Palestinian texts mainly blamed the Israelis and the British (IPCRI Report, 2003). 

Another comprehensive analysis of narratives in Palestinian and Israeli history and civic education (Firer and Adwan, 1999) shows that the texts reflect a culture of enmity. The terminology that was used in the texts had different meanings. What was positive on one side was negative on the other side. For example, the 1948 War in the Israeli texts is called "The War of Independence," while in the Palestinian text it is called "Al-Nakba” (The Catastrophe). While Israeli texts refer to the first Jewish immigrants to Palestine as "the pioneers," the Palestinian texts refer to them as “gangs” and “terrorists.” The heroes of one side are the monsters of the other. Furthermore, most of the maps in the texts eliminate the cities and towns of the other side. The texts show the de-legitimization of each other's rights, history and culture. There is also no recognition of each other's sufferings. The Holocaust is barely mentioned in Palestinian texts
, and, similarly, the trauma of the Palestinians is ignored in the Israeli texts. Some of the texts have even failed to agree on the facts. For example, the Israelis write that there were between 600 – 700,000 Palestinian refugees from 1948 while the Palestinians write that there were more than one million Palestinians who became refugees as a result of the 1948 war.

Based on these studies, we concluded that the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is not yet ready, and perhaps will never be ready for the production of one joint narrative. Therefore, we decided to develop an innovative school booklet that contains two narratives, the Israeli narrative and the Palestinian narrative that centers on certain dates or milestones in the history of the conflict. This would mean that each pupil would also learn about the narrative of the other, in addition to studying their own familiar narrative, as a first step toward acknowledging and respecting the other. We assumed that a joint narrative, if at all, would emerge only after many years of a clear change from a culture of war to a culture of peace. This requires time and the ability to mourn and work through the painful results of the past. We could not expect this to take place while the conflict was still going on. Still, we did expect that through the process of developing the narratives with the teachers, the narrative could become less hostile in its expressions, become more sensitive to each other, interdependent, but still separate (Levinas, 1990). 

We had to consider the roles of teachers. Studies have shown that teachers have more power than the mere written texts in forming children's understandings and value systems (Nave & Yogev, 2002; Angvis & von Borris, 1997). As a result, this project focuses on the central role of the teachers in the process of using sharing history texts in the classroom. We believed that it should be the teachers who would develop these narratives and try them out with their ninth and tenth grade classrooms, after the booklet has been translated into Arabic and Hebrew.  Through their mutual interaction, we hoped that they would become more sensitive to each other’s pain, making it possible for them to be able to develop more interdependent narratives. 

The Participants

The co-founders of the Peace Research in the Middle East (PRIME), Sami Adwan and Dan Bar-On, and two history professors, Prof. Adnan Massallam (Bethlehem University) and Prof. Eyal Nave (Tel Aviv University and the Kibbutz Teachers Seminar in Tel Aviv), chose the team to work on this project.  The team includes an equal number of men and women teachers: six Palestinian history and geography teachers (ages 28-67), six Jewish Israeli history teachers (34-65) and five international delegates (four women and one man, ages 24-37), as well as one Jewish Israeli woman-observer.  The teaching experience of the teachers ranged between 7-35 years. Most of the Palestinian teachers, who are from Hebron, Bethlehem and East Jerusalem, had never before participated in dialogue encounters with Israelis.  Several of the Israeli teachers, who teach in high schools in the center and north of Israel, had participated in previous encounters with Palestinians. 
The Workshops with the Teachers

a. Working under Violent Conflict
All the participants convened five times for three days workshops at the New Imperial Hotel in the Old City (Eastern, Palestinian part) of Jerusalem in March, June and August 2002 and in January and April 2003. As the political and the military situations were very fragile, it was unclear until the last minute whether the Palestinian teachers would get permits to enter Jerusalem, or if they would be able to reach the places where the permits were issued.  The workshops were called off several times, but each time we found ways and the energy to  reschedule them again, and finally we succeeded in bringing the teachers together for all of the meetings except for the planned March 2003 seminar, which was delayed due to the war in Iraq and not succeeding in getting permits of Palestinian teachers. This meeting eventually took place in April 2003. 
As the project was operating within the reality of the conflict, it is critical to note the contexts from which the participants came.  First, while the situation on both sides was bleak, difference and asymmetry existed with respect to the intensity of the general realities on the ground (Maoz, 2000c). For Palestinians, the reality has an unrelenting effect on day-to-day life with experiences of occupation and living under the thumb of the Israeli army. This translates into restricted freedom of movement, curfews, border checkpoints and a great fear of shootings, killings and house demolitions.  Most Palestinians have suffered serious losses and have had their own homes or those of relatives damaged.  Meanwhile, for Israelis, because of Palestinian suicide attacks, the every day reality reflects itself mostly in fear.  This involves fear of riding buses and of going downtown or anywhere where there are crowds. Many on both sides even fear sending their children to school.

The Israeli participants had to become even more attentive to the Palestinian limitations of movement and being threatened for their participation in such a joint project. Israelis had more freedom to move and had to arrange the Palestinian permits, bringing the permits to them, and helping them get to the meeting. This is not a nice “advantage” as it gives the representatives of the powerful side more power, in a way. Therefore, it had to be done tactfully, as a matter of fact, without too much talking. In addition, many of the Palestinian public often reacted aggressively to people who are seen as “betraying the common cause,” or in favor of “normalization,” as it has been defined in the Palestinian public discourse. Therefore, it was important that the Palestinian teachers maintain a low profile, and not draw too much attention from their own social surroundings.

   A Palestinian teacher described the hardship of conducting such seminars during the continuous occupation and violence: 

I live in Adna (a village) and I teach in Ramallah. During the week I stay in an apartment together with 5 other teachers from different disciplines. Because of the closure I cannot return home. My friends were surprised that such meetings take place when there is an Intifada, and people are killed. The period that we are working under is very hard for all of us. The questions that are raised are: Why is this done now when many people are martyrs? It is a tormenting experience. We have here a good time together but when we go home we hear that something happened. There is a contradiction between meeting and trying to build some trust and the outside circumstances that definitely do not help. I have to go through humiliating experiences every day. I feel that I have a split personality, I live two lives.

One can feel how the Palestinian teacher was torn between his “two lives” and how difficult it was for him to participate in such a project while there were daily events of humiliation and violence toward him and his people, by the Israelis. At the same time, there were also some expressions of hope and persistence: A Palestinian teacher commented that “we should look into other ways of resolving our conflict and this project is an example for such a way.” One of the Israeli teachers mentioned during the fourth seminar: “This work over the last year was my only source of hope in the current desperate situation.” 

At the present stage, we decided to avoid the media and or both the Palestinian and the Israeli Ministries of Education. When almost everyday people are being killed by suicide bombers on the Israeli side and or people are under curfew and have to move through checkpoints and are being killed by Israeli army assassinations or shootings
, the public, in general, and the Ministries of Education, in particular, are haunted by the violent conflict and paralyzed in terms of the peace process. We, therefore, estimated that such premature publicity would hamper the possibility to continue our process, rather than accommodate it.

b. The Process: Getting Started

In the first (March 2002) workshop, teachers got acquainted with each other by sharing personal details (“the story behind my name”) as well as the kind of stories told by the Palestinian teacher in the previous paragraph. That was not an easy process to listen to stories that contained painful moments, which were related to the other’s violence or oppression. But it was a necessary process because it enabled the teachers later to work together on their joint tasks more openly (Albeck, Adwan & Bar-On, 2002). The interpersonal story-sharing process was an essential aspect of this kind of work under the extreme conditions in which it took place. The outside asymmetry of power relations and violence had to be represented in the room through personal experiences of storytelling before a pragmatic task-oriented approach could be introduced with more symmetrical expectations (Bar-On & Kassem, in press). One actually has to envision a future different (post-conflict) state, in order to accomplish this task. Such an act of envisioning could take place after people were able to share some of their pain, fear and mistrust, and that had to be done at the beginning of each joint seminar because of the intensity of the events that occurred between the seminars, which eroded some of the closeness that had been reached during the previous seminars.

After the story sharing and a joint dinner (that we needed for relaxation and unwinding), we formed three mixed task groups. Each task group created a list of all the events that were relevant to the Palestinian-Israeli conflict and chose one event they would like to work on. In the plenary the teachers discussed their lists and preferences and chose three events: One mixed group focused on the Balfour Declaration of 1917, another on the 1948 war and the third on the first Intifada of 1987. A program was set up how the groups could communicate and coordinate their relevant narratives to be reviewed at the second workshop. Prof. Naveh and Prof. Mussalam provided their professional views of how such narratives should be developed and what they should include. It was the role of the international participants to do some of the translations, when necessary, to summarize the task groups’ work and to write an evaluation at the end of each seminar. An additional activity in our seminars were our evening strolls in the Old City of Jerusalem, which members of both groups had not done in recent years because of the severe security conditions. In a way we felt like we were in a self-created bubble, disconnected from the hostile surroundings in which we usually lived. 

In the second (June 2002) workshop, teachers developed their narratives, partially by working in the original task groups and partially by working in their own, national, groups. We also devoted time to continue our personal acquaintance and our joint walks, as these became important ingredients of this kind of work, especially in the current hostile atmosphere outside the group. Between the second and the third workshops, the narratives were translated into Hebrew and Arabic, as the workshops were conducted in English. 

During the third (August 2002) seminar, the teachers had their first opportunity to read both narratives in their own native language, the way they would have to present these narratives to their pupils in the following year. This time, most of the work was done in the plenary. We expected it to be a very difficult encounter, as there was a dilemma of how to be accountable to one’s own society (that was used to hostile verbal expressions toward the other) while being sensitive to the narrative and feelings of the other. Therefore, it was interesting to follow how all the teachers, not only those who created them, accepted these narratives. Surprisingly, most of the questions posed during these sessions were informative: Was the translation precise? Who was the person you mentioned in 1908? Why did you try to describe this event so briefly, while the others are described at length? At that stage, there were almost no attempts of de-legitimization of the other’s narrative. 

According to our interpretation, the fact that each side could feel safe with their own narrative made it easier to accept the other’s narrative, even though they were so different from one another. But one could perhaps foresee that the more difficult issues would come up, when these narratives would be presented to the pupils in the classrooms and the teachers would come back with their reactions. 

At this workshop, we learned about the sudden death from cancer of one of the participating Palestinian teachers from Hebron, while we were convening. There was some deliberation if we should stop the workshop, but the Palestinian teachers felt that he would have liked them to continue and they decided to stay and continue our work. The entire group later decided that the forthcoming joint booklet would open with his picture and a dedication to him. The groups departed with the task to introduce corrections in their narratives, as a result of the discussion, and to develop a glossary for the teachers and the pupils concerning definitions which the other side may not be familiar with.

The booklets were supposed to be ready much earlier (November 2002). However, the continued and renewed curfews of the Palestinian towns and the additional necessary proof-readings of the texts and their translations did not enable us to follow the original timetable. In February 2003, the booklet finally came out in Hebrew and Arabic (the English version came out in June 2003). The teachers started to test it out in their classrooms, which meant that in this experimental phase already hundreds of Israeli and Palestinian pupils were exposed to this new booklet. 

The January and April 2003 teachers’ workshops focused on sharing the pupils’ first responses, making corrections, supporting the teachers in their work and developing three additional narratives around new dates. The teachers decided in favor of the historical continuity of the booklet and chose the following three additional dates: the events of the 1920s, 1936-1948 and the Six Days 1967 war. These additional dates will would fill in the gaps among the initial dates (1917; 1948; 1987-1993) and create a continuity of dates. The teachers divided the dates between them and committed themselves to prepare a draft for the following, August 2003 workshop. 

c. The Teachers Discuss their Classroom Experiences.

We will describe here the chronological development that took place during the discussion among the teachers in the fifth workshop (April 2003). This discussion related to their initial impressions of the teachers, after presenting the two narratives’ booklet in their classrooms. During the previous three months, all of the teachers had presented at least one event out of the three (usually the one they helped to develop), in at least one class for one to three sessions. It is a common practice to give a seminar to teachers to accommodate some new learning material and then let them implement it in their classroom s and leave them on their own, not following up what actually happened in their encounters with the pupils. We knew that with our new approach of presenting students with the two narratives, especially under the harsh conditions of the conflict, we would have to follow up this stage, as the encounter with the pupils could be problematic. 

We will describe the process that developed when the teachers brought their experiences of their initial interactions with their pupils around the new booklet. We will first present the hardships they expressed, that also caused them to openly express their own doubts about the project altogether and to discuss their negative emotions toward each other. Some groups get stuck at this point and cannot find a way out. However, later during this workshop, the teachers succeeded to find a pragmatic way of rewriting the two narratives, so that they would become more interdependent, sensitive to each other, but still separate. 

The fifth workshop started with the teachers reporting on their pupils’ responses to the two narratives. In general, the teachers reported that presenting the two narratives caused a surprise that created interest and curiosity, but also some resentment among the pupils. We will focus now on the reports on the pupils’ resentment reactions, reported first by two of the Palestinian teachers and then by two of the Israeli teachers.

1. The Palestinian reports

The Palestinian pupils' responses were affected by the difficult present situation of their everyday lives, under curfew and occupation, and many of them related to the two narratives through that aspect.  It was much harder for them than for the Israeli pupils to listen to the other side's narrative. For example, Khalil (P-M) 
 reported some of his pupils' reactions to the Israeli narrative of the Balfour Declaration: "They have no place in our land."  "If they suffered from persecution, why do they do it to us?" "I am not sorry for their persecution by gas (during the Holocaust)". "This is our natural right; this is the land of our fathers. Who gave them the right to settle in our land?"  "Arabs are never taken seriously. The British chased us out and brought others instead." "There is a commitment of the British to bring the Jews to the land. They should not have done it." "They do not have a historical right in Palestine. We have a right since ancient times." "Britain was a big country then. They committed themselves before the League of Nations, the way the UN is in the hands of the Americans now".  "They see us as aggressors but we are the original inhabitants of this land. They came from far away and they are aggressors."

Khalil tried to defend the Israeli narrative: “This is their story.” But then his pupils wanted to know what he thought about the validity of the Israeli arguments. Here is what followed:

Eshel (I-M): Did you find yourself representing the Israeli side? 

Khalil: It was not easy, when you do not agree. For example: When I taught the history of the Maccabeans (Jewish heroes during the Roman Empire), it was easier.  But when I talk about the present, it's harder. It is like you said that your pupils saw you as a traitor. But the pupils know me, like your pupils know you.

We can sense some of Khalil’s dilemma of being untrustworthy in the eyes of his pupils: Why did he teach a text he did not believe in, that represents the “other side’s point of view”? Why did he not just denounce it? Sonia had a difficult time, as she also identified with some of her pupils’ arguments:
Sonia (P-F): I taught the 1948 narratives. They raised many questions about the subject. Some pupils were angry and some were sad, because they live next to a refugee camp (where refugees from 1948 live).  They were angry about the Israeli narrative. Some of them were ready to listen to the Israeli narrative. The majority was resistant. They asked “why should we accept the Israeli narrative when in reality we lack security for our people?

Shai (man or woman?): So the problem was not with the narrative, but with the reality.

Sonia: In the Israeli version they read about the terrible things that the Jews suffered in the Holocaust. At the same time they ask: Why do we have to pay the price for their suffering?

In this exchange, Shai tried to make the differentiation between the narrative and the reality, but Sonia’s answer shows, that for the Palestinian teachers and pupils, this differentiation is not valid at this point in time. Khalil and Sonia present some of their pupils’ reactions that cannot accept the Israeli narrative in a positive or understanding way. By doing so, they also expressed some of their own reactions to these texts. It is the reality that colors their reactions, and this reality is still locked up in the conflict. 

2. The Israeli reports

There were reports of difficulties and resentment expressed by their pupils, also from the Israeli teachers:

Eshel (I-M): I taught the three narratives in my 12th grade class for one week, which was not enough time.  My pupils are 18 years old, before their army service. There were different reactions. Some said that they do not want to get to know the other. “Look at their narrative… There’s no basis for talking. We came here to learn about our history and we are not interested in theirs.” Some expressed doubts whether teachers on the other side also teach their pupils the two narratives. Some put me in the category of being left wing. Some were curious about the other side's story. Some of the pupils took home the booklets in order to read them, although I did not ask them to do so.  

Naomi (I-F): The children said something that reflected what I felt: that the Palestinian narrative is not history. It is propaganda. They said: The narrative is always attacking the Israeli point of view. In the Palestinian narrative we see how much wrong the Israelis did, and what about them (the Palestinians)? … The pupils said that after the first lesson they thought that it would be interesting, but they saw that it is only blaming us and being victims without offering any solutions.  

As we see from the above, the teachers from both sides were confronted with issues of their own credibility, in the eyes of their pupils: If these texts are the “enemy’s propaganda,” why teach them in class, especially at this time of violent conflict? Now the teachers themselves took a new look at the narratives they had created and agreed about earlier. Suddenly arguments came up that have not been addressed before: “Why do we have to pay the price for their Holocaust?” “Our narratives are facts, theirs are propaganda.” This created a crisis among the teachers, concerning the purpose of the project. If the narratives simply replicate the conflict over legitimacy, what is the sense of teaching them in the classroom?

3. Moving out of the deadlock

At this point, the group could easily get stuck, justifying their own narrative, de-legitimizing that of the other side, and following the reactions of their pupils. But by doing so, they would have undermined everything that they had invested and developed in terms of the joint setting up to this point. This created a conflict situation: Should we move forward, re-clarifying what the goals of the project actually are, in order to be better prepared for their future classes, or will we move backward, back into the ethnocentric narrative that supports the conflict (Steinberg & Bar-On, 2002)? The reactions of the pupils helped the teachers bring up their own negative emotional reactions, especially under the harsh conditions in which the teachers were working that they tried to repress or could not express earlier. But it did not cause the group to regress to the ethnocentric discourse that dominated the societies they lived in. This crisis actually created a new self-examination that was essential for the process to move forward. 

It was helpful, to overcome this crisis, that not all the pupils’ reactions were that critical or full of resentment. Some of the teachers got also supportive feedback, like the following one:

Rachel (I-F): I want to bring a different perspective, because I have more comments of from my pupils. A few of them said that it was important for them to see that there is also another side. Some said that it made them hate more, since the Arabs hate us from many years ago. One said that he understands that every conflict is like that, that there are two sides to each story. They argue, but it opens their minds. I see that it works.    

Eshel: First, it is a good booklet. It is an achievement, but it should be improved. It is like two blind people shouting their story without listening to the other. One thing that is lacking is dialogue. Most of the dialogue that we had among us did not enter the booklet.

Abdel Halim(P-I): We should not have high expectations... There are ups and downs. Things that we see as facts, you see as propaganda.

Naomi: I do not say that propaganda is not facts, but it is only a partial picture.

Now the discourse among the teachers took a turn. The teachers made some new observations: That the narratives they have created represented more extreme views than those they had expressed in their earlier encounters and that they have to create a dialogue between the narratives. Instead of mutual exclusion they have to introduce some level of mutual inclusiveness. Instead of propaganda, a new term is introduced (“partial picture”). The teachers showed an incentive to continue and try to work out a way to introduce changes into their original texts. Furthermore, they reacted to some specific sensitivities expressed by their pupils. For example, some of the Palestinian pupils did not want a picture of the Israeli flag on top of each page (marking the Israeli narrative) and were willing to give up also on showing the Palestinian flag for that purpose. Therefore, both flags were taken out from the booklet. The following citations show how the new narratives were developed with the previous discussion in mind.

Sara: We should tell the story that we believe in, but the question is how to tell it. What is your goal when you write it in a certain way? You wrote for example: “One day before the Intifada broke out an Israeli driver deliberately ran over Palestinians…” Deliberately – what is the purpose of this phrasing?

Rula: It is true. This is how the Palestinians saw that incident. It was not seen just an accident.

Eshel: We saw it as an accident. They saw it as deliberate.

Eyal: This is the kind of dialogue that we should develop, and in the end we will decide if the word “deliberate” will stay.

Adnan: People usually interpret events in the light of their own way and according to their experience and beliefs that enhance their own position in the time of conflict. 

One can sense that it still hard for some of the teachers to accept that “what is an accident for one side is a deliberate act of violence for the other” (as the instigating event of the 1987 Intifada). But a different discussion developed, in which teachers from both sides, expressed their feelings and thoughts more openly, trying to redefine what this project was actually about: They do not want to create a bridging narrative, but a better dialogue between the narratives, creating some interdependence between them. The teachers tried to resolve the conflict mentioned earlier, by developing a pragmatic approach to the narratives themselves. The two narratives could be rewritten again and again, according to where they are in their own process and in relation to what happens outside the workshop.

Eyal (I-M): We have to think about what our final goal is. If nothing changes and the feeling of victimhood remains, what is the use of presenting both narratives instead of one? Otherwise the product - the two narratives - remains the goal, and nothing else. We cannot just congratulate ourselves for presenting the two narratives; we have to continue to work on improving them. 

Adnan: Yes, but we have to be realistic about what we can expect. Still the conflict goes on and we have to go through this phase before we go to the next one. 

Sami: At a conference in Mexico we were asked how we could promise that this book will not strengthen the hatred. We have to be careful about this.  We have to think how not to reinforce our self-centered attitudes. I see myself in the process in comparison with the beginning. I have the impression that something has changed in each one of us.  Clearly, the current violent situation outside does not help.

Dan: I agree with Eyal that just writing the texts is not enough. The narratives are necessary but not sufficient.  I would put the finger on legitimization.  We have to help pupils learn to deconstruct the texts.  When pupils deconstruct only the text of the other side, we have to point out that the other side can also deconstruct their text. Legitimization of the other side’s narrative is very important. It is important that the pupils become more critical about the texts that they are presented with: news, newspapers. 

At this point, it became obvious that there should be some interdependence between the narratives. Up to this stage, it seemed that each side wanted to tell their own story, and to include in it only what that side saw as important. By the end of the April 2003 workshop, there was a feeling of readiness to cooperate, to negotiate and to reach an agreement about events or issues that each side wants to mention, also taking into consideration the feelings and attitudes of the other side. For example, a Palestinian teacher did not think of mentioning Black September (an event in September 1970, in which the Jordanian army crushed the PLO in refugee camps in Jordan and caused the leadership to move to Lebanon), while the Israeli teachers saw it as important for understanding the nature of the Palestinian hardship and suffering and they convinced him to include it in the Palestinian text when writing the next narrative. At the same time, the reverse happened around Karame (an attack of the Israeli army on a Palestinian Camp in Jordan in 1968, in which the PLO was relatively successful in withstanding the Israeli military attack and caused the latter serious casualties). While the first event was omitted by the Palestinians, probably since it exposed internal Arab disputes or political sensitivities, the second was avoided by the Israelis, as it reflected a relative Palestinian victory over the more powerful Israeli Army.
In this chronological development, the group reached a new stage. In the room, there was a general feeling of overcoming a crisis that the idea of the two narratives survived, even if there were initial problems with that idea. The teachers felt ownership, in spite of the difficulties they faced in their classrooms and the deteriorating external situation. There was a feeling that the group had reached a higher level of communication during this workshop. 

At this fifth workshop, more than in previous ones, both sides acknowledged that they had learned from the other something that they did not know before. For example, the Israelis, who knew about the massacre of Jews in Hebron in 1929, learned that also Arab families had been massacred. A Palestinian teacher, who thought that the British exiled only Arabs during their Mandate, admitted that he was surprised to hear that extremists from both sides were expelled.   
The organizers of the seminar gave credit to the teachers for what they had achieved and they gave the teachers their support concerning how hard it is to teach the two narratives, given that the two groups are still in the middle of a violent conflict.  Both sides tried to teach their pupils to look at the other side’s narrative as legitimate, while the reality outside the classroom did not match this mood of cooperation, particularly for the Palestinians who live with daily oppression and humiliation.  However, the organizers also stressed the point that the situation is not yet ripe for the creation of a bridging narrative and that the aim of this project is not to create such a narrative.  They pointed out that it is normal and expected, for at least some of the pupils, to have initial negative reactions to the other side’s narrative, and that even making the pupils aware of the other side’s narrative is important in the current situation. One could also sense some different abilities of the teachers to withstand their pupils’ pressures and to try and make them look differently at the other’s narrative.

Conclusion

This paper described a process of five workshops in which Palestinian and Israeli teachers developed a joint school textbook of two narratives, an Israeli and a Palestinian, in regard to three dates in their mutual conflict: The Balfour Declaration, the 1948 war and the 1987 Intifada. The teachers taught these two narratives in their classrooms, and summarized some of their pupils’ reactions, as well as their own, before delving into developing additional narratives. All these activities took place under extremely severe conditions of occupation (of the Palestinians) and suicide bombers (against Israelis) throughout the project. This process and report are not yet finished. Four more narratives will be created and more pupils from both sides will be exposed to the joint book. In addition, a teacher’s guide will be developed. Hopefully, also the political and the military situation will improve, with or without the “Road Map,” and will enable us to develop this small scale experiment into a wide spread practice.

We suggest that this attempt to produce a joint history book makes us part of a genuine bottom-up minimal peace building attempt to make a difference, in a situation which seems almost hopeless (Maoz, in press). The high motivation of the teachers to continue this process, even in light of the difficult situation and some of their pupils’ harsh reactions, is an indicator how important this process is and what it has achieved. It is our opinion that this group of teachers is not highly selective and most of them actually represent the average Israeli and Palestinian teacher.

The idea to develop two narratives is linked to the proposed political two States solution. In other post-conflict contexts (like South Africa), where a single-state political solution was developed, one could think in terms of developing a bridging narrative (like the one developed through the Truth and Reconciliation Commission). However, when there are two societies that wish to live separately, side by side, a two-narrative solution seems more suitable. 

It was interesting to observe the initial response of the teachers from both groups. When they had their own narrative, they felt more open and secure to accept the validity of another narrative. Perhaps this could be an indication of how insecure both societies are, concerning their own national identity. One should remember that the Palestinians never had a state of their own, and the Jewish Israeli State has existed for only fifty-five years. This mutual insecurity is one of the basic social-psychological characteristics of this conflict. This could partially account for the need to have two separate narratives at this stage of the conflict.

When the teachers were confronted with their pupils’ reactions, they found out that their separate narratives were still embedded in the conflict and created some negative reactions among the pupils of the other side. This realization, which they had not paid attention to earlier, when developing the narratives, demanded from them to modify some of the expressions and content to make the narrative more inclusive rather than exclusive, more interdependent, sensitive to each other’s special needs and sensitivities.

In the third year we plan to run a formal evaluation by comparing, for each teacher, the bi-two narrative classes with single narrative classes. In the summer of 2004, we would like to hold a conference at PRIME, where we will summarize the first experimental phase. In the following second phase (2004-2007), we would like to recruit more teachers and use the help of the first group of teachers as assistants for accommodating the new ones. Perhaps, by then, the political situation will change to that extent that also the Ministries of Education will be able to adopt this concept and practice.

The violence that took place around us also often affected our interactions. Yet we were rewarded with glimmers of hope and enthusiasm about the implementation of this project in the schools. We assume that the success of this project, in comparison to earlier projects with Israeli and Palestinian teachers that were less successful, was related to three important aspects:

1. The timing of the project introduced an aspect of urgency to create a positive counter-weight to the violence we experienced outside our workshops. The fact that we always made time first for the teachers to express what they were feeling about these harsh conditions, in the form of storytelling, perhaps enabled the teachers to become so involved in their mutual tasks.

2. We, the authors and the initiators of the project, tried to serve as role models for the participants so they could see that it is possible to attain academic, professional, financial and managerial symmetry. This symmetry has rarely been experienced in similar projects (Maoz 2000a, 2000b). Cleary, the two of us were further ahead in our own dialogue, thanks to our long term commitment to PRIME, that started several years earlier, and which has been maintained by us even during the new outbreak of violence
.

3. The creation of real texts, as something concrete that can be given to pupils and can be related to in both contexts, was very important for pupils and teachers who have difficulty with abstract forms of discussions and evaluations. As mentioned earlier, presenting the pupils’ reactions helped the subsequent inter-group process of the teachers. 
4. The teachers’ presentation of their pupils’ responses was a legitimate way to express the teachers’ own feelings toward the other side's narrative, that they did not dare to say openly earlier. Citing the most extreme reactions enabled an open discussion about the two narratives, Palestinian-Israeli relations in the past and present, and about the goals and the realistic expectations from the project under the current circumstances. After getting everything out in the open, and seeing that the other listens, the sides were ready to start a dialogue on a different level, to listen, negotiate and cooperate in a less monolithic way.          
We acknowledged to each other that peace could only be a result of both sides winning; a “peace” in which only one side wins has no value. Sami said: “The disarmament of history can happen only after the disarmament of weapons. But one can prepare it now.” Events of the last years have highlighted the fact that we are not yet getting close to a formal peace agreement. A bottom-up peace building process, involving face-to-face encounters between Jewish-Israeli and Palestinian peoples, will be necessary in order for a sustainable peace to be achieved.  Furthermore, the booklet these teachers are creating and their implementation of it will provide a concrete way to spread the effects outward from this face-to-face encounter between a small group of teachers.  As Margaret Mead once said, “Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful committed citizens can change the world.” In this case, “Never doubt that a small group of committed teachers - Palestinians and Israelis - can change the world when the time will be ripe.”
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Appendix A: One month (March 2003) of violent events between Israelis and Palestinians 
(Cited from The Guardian website)
March 2
At the end of the Jewish Sabbath, a suicide bomber blows himself up in a crowd of mothers and children in an ultra-orthodox Jerusalem neighborhood. Nine people are killed, including six children, and an entire family is wiped out. 

An Israeli policeman is shot dead in a Jewish settlement near Jerusalem. 

March 3

Ten Israelis - including seven soldiers - are shot dead by a lone Palestinian sniper. Another Israeli soldier is killed and four others injured in an attack in the Gaza Strip. 

March 4
Seventeen Palestinians, including five children, are killed in Ramallah as Israel steps up military pressure. Six Palestinians, including two children, die when a car belonging to a Hamas leader is hit. Fighting in the Jenin and Rafah refugees' camps that claims 11 lives. 

March 5
Five Israelis and two Palestinians are killed in a series of bloody attacks. A Palestinian man opens fire on a crowded Tel Aviv nightclub; a suicide bomber blew himself up on an Israeli bus; and gunmen ambush Israeli motorists in the West Bank. 

Palestinians fire rockets at the Israeli town of Sderot, near Gaza, injuring two children. 

March 6
Seven Palestinians are killed as Israel shells the Gaza Strip in one of the most intense assaults on the territory since the current intifada began. 

March 7
A Palestinian suicide bomber blows himself up in a supermarket at the entrance to the Jewish settlement of Ariel in the West Bank, killing himself and wounding four bystanders. In Jerusalem, two civilians thwarted another bomb attack at a cafe. 

March 8
In the deadliest day of fighting since the Intifada began 18 months ago, Israeli troops kill 40 Palestinians in an assault on the West Bank and Gaza Strip. Earlier, a Palestinian militant had opened fire on a military academy in the Jewish settlement of Atzmona in the Gaza Strip, killing five teenage officer cadets were killed and wounding another 24. 

March 10
A Hamas member detonates a suicide bomb full of nails and metal screws in the crowded Moment Cafe in Jerusalem, killing 11 people and wounding more than 50, some seriously. Israel responds by destroying the Palestinian president's headquarters in crowded Gaza City. 

March 11
Israeli tanks and troops storm a Palestinian refugee camp in the Gaza Strip, unleashing a ferocious firefight in which 17 Palestinians are killed and more than 50 wounded. 

March 12
20,000 Israeli troops invade refugee camps in the Gaza Strip and reoccupy the West Bank town of Ramallah. At least 31 Palestinians were killed and hundreds more ordered out of their homes. Seven Israelis are killed when a Palestinian gunman opens fire on a kibbutz near the border with Lebanon. 

The United Nations Security Council endorses for the first time an independent Palestinian state, and the UN secretary-general, Kofi Annan, accuses Israel of "illegal occupation" of Palestinian land. 

March 13
In Ramallah, Israeli machine gun fire claims the life of a 42-year-old Italian photographer, Raffaele Ciriello, 42. He is the first foreign journalist killed in the 18-month Intifada. 

March 14
US envoy General Anthony Zinni arrives in Israel in the hopes of restarting the peace process after a week of unprecedented violence. 

March 18
The US vice president, Dick Cheney, arrives for talks with Ariel Sharon, and makes a qualified offer to meet later with Yasser Arafat. Meanwhile Mr. Sharon makes a qualified offer to lift the travel ban on Mr. Arafat. 

March 20
A member of Islamic Jihad blows himself up on a crowded bus near a Palestinian village in Galilee, killing seven Israelis. 

March 21
A Palestinian suicide bomber blows himself up in a major shopping area in central Jerusalem, killing himself, two bystanders and wounding at least 42 people. The al-Aqsa Brigades claim responsibility. 

March 25 

George Bush asks Israel to release Yasser Arafat from his confinement in Ramallah to allow him to attend the Arab League meeting. 

March 26 

Yasser Arafat announces he will not attend the Arab summit as Ariel Sharon makes new demands, including asking the US to sanction his permanent exile if there are further terrorist attacks while he is in Beirut. 

March 27 

The Arab League summit opens amid wrangling and walkouts. The leaders of Egypt and Jordan are no-shows, and the Palestinian delegation walks out claiming that the Lebanese hosts are blocking Yasser Arafat from making his speech via a satellite link. Syria also pushes for the breaking of all relations with Israel. 

Later in the day a suicide bomber walks into a crowded hotel in Netanya, an Israeli coastal resort, and blew himself up as guests prepare for a meal ushering in Passover. Nineteen people are killed. The military wing of Hamas claims responsibility. 

March 28 

The Arab League summit comes to a final agreement: it promises Israel peace, security and normal relations in return for a full withdrawal for Arab lands occupied since 1967, the establishment of a Palestinian state with east Jerusalem as its capital and a "fair solution" for the 3.8 million Palestinian refugees. It is, however, a much tougher deal on Israel than the Crown Prince first proposed. 

March 29 

Israeli tanks and bulldozers attack Yasser Arafat's Ramallah compound, the Palestinian leader is confined to the basement and vows that he would rather die than surrender. It is first stage of what the Israeli Prime Minister, Ariel Sharon, says would be a "long and complicated war that knows no borders". 

March 30 

The US president, George Bush, urges Yasser Arafat - still under siege - to do more to clamp down on terrorism, but urges Israel to remember that a peaceful solution must be found to the crisis. The US also backs a UN Security Council resolution calling on Israel to withdraw from the Palestinian territories. In Tel Aviv a suicide bomber strikes, killing himself and wounding more than 20 others. The bodies of Arafat's elite bodies who appears to have been executed, are carried out of a bank in Ramallah. 

March 31 

A suicide bomber kills 16 in Haifa, a further four are injured by a suicide bomber in the Efrat settlement and Israeli tanks thunder into Qalqiliya, on the edges of the West Bank. Ariel Sharon declares Yasser Arafat an "enemy of Israel".
� - We are thankful to Dr. Dieter Hartmann and the Wye River People-to People Exchange Program of the USA State Department for their three-year grants and to the Ford Foundation for their two-year grant that helped us implement this research project. We also wish to thank Dr. Shoshana Steinberg for her help in developing an earlier report and to Linda Livni and Bob Loeb for their administrative help.


�  - The order of the authors is alphabetical. Both authors are Co-Directors of PRIME (Peace Research Institute in the Middle East). For reprints please contact Prof. Dan Bar-On, Ben Gurion University, POBox 653, Beer Sheva, 84105, Israel or Prof. Sami Adwan, POB 9 Bethlehem University, Bethlehem, PA.


�  - Recently, UNESCO held a conference in Geneva (April 3-4, 2003) on Curriculum Change and Social Cohesion in Conflict-Affected Societies in which seven such societies were discussed. The above citations are taken from the report of that conference (Tawil, Harley & Porteous, 2003).


�  - While this paper was being written, a group of Israeli Palestinians, headed by Emil Shufani, a Greek Orthodox priest from Nazareth, traveled to Poland in order to visit Auschwitz, as part of their wish to learn about Jewish suffering there and its impact on contemporary Jewish Israeli society (Hava Shechter – personal communication with the second author).


�  - For the intensity of the events - see Appendix A – that shows how many events take place within one month 


�  I-M denotes Israeli Male teacher, I-F an Israeli Female; P-M a Palestinian Male and P-F a Palestinian Female teacher. This marking will appear only when each person spoke for the first time.


�  - During a recent conference in Wuertzburg, Germany on Family Constellations (May, 2003), the authors led a workshop in which German therapists were asked to role-play the Israeli and Palestinian teachers who were writing their texts about two historical dates (1948 and the 1987 Intifada). It was a very powerful exercise and the participants agreed at the end that they learned a great deal about the conflict and the difficulties of each side to reconcile with the other side. Another workshop was organized in Rejika (Croatia) in June 2003 for a group of practitioners from fourteen countries. They went through a similar process and they also said it helped them reflect on their own experiences and that they were very impressed by this project.
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