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Dear Dr. Dagan:

We are writing to you regarding manuscript # CI-086-06-23, titled “Teaching Controversial Issues in a Disputed Region: The Case of the Golan Heights,” which you submitted to Curriculum Inquiry.

We appreciate your submission to Curriculum Inquiry. The editorial team has carried out its preliminary internal review and, unfortunately, we are unable to consider your manuscript for external review and publication in our journal at this time. Please see our review and comments below.

This manuscript outlines findings from a grounded theory analysis of archival educational materials (90 worksheets) used in five schools, both secular and religious, in the Golan Heights region between the mid-1980s to early 2000s. The manuscript's overarching argument appears to be that teaching controversial issues (CI) are paramount for political education, which can result in cultivating democratic values, achieving broad consensus, creating a pluralistic public space, developing communication skills, and developing social sensitivity (as outlined in your literature review). You outline three main approaches to addressing CI: first, openly teaching CI either intentionally through curricular planning or spontaneously through classroom discussions; second, directly avoiding CI because educators want to decrease conflict or negative opinions arising from students; and third, indirectly avoiding CI. The manuscript also introduces another type of avoidance, active avoidance, which is defined as educators avoiding perspectives that are not the dominant perspective but are locally supported. The analysis found that the educational materials avoided controversial issues around land occupation both directly and indirectly by maintaining the government stance and through what you describe as active avoidance.

Although the writing is mostly clear, the editors did not select this manuscript for five main reasons. We outline these reasons in the hope they provide helpful information around possible areas for improvement.

Firstly, editors felt this manuscript could have taken a more critical stance, which we believe could be enhanced with you weaving in your positionality and naming the ongoing conflicted land claims between Israel and Palestine. Because this paper speaks directly to avoiding controversial issues in the Golan Heights region, the editors wanted to hear more about how the state of Israel is a conflicted nation state outside of this annexed region. We found the absence of naming Palestine a problematic oversight.

Secondly, the editors struggled to find a clearly articulated theoretical framework that acted as an anchor for your analysis, which is something Curriculum Inquiry requires of selected manuscripts. It appears that CI was meant to be your conceptual framework; however, we were unclear what theoretical orientations informed your perspectives towards teaching CI and were hoping for more links to curriculum theories. We recommend fleshing out your theoretical orientations.

Thirdly, editors wanted additional context and clarifications around a number of aspects of your study, namely: (a) the Golan Heights region, (b) methodology, and (c) analysis choices. Editors suggest adding in more context about Golan Heights and education in that region to better contextualize it for an international audience, such as: Why does this study focus on that region during that time period? The region is still annexed today, so why are you focusing on the past? How does that relate to the contemporary context? Regarding data sources, we wanted to know: Why did you focus on worksheets? What classes were they taken from and why? Regarding data analysis, grounded theory was referenced once but the approach was not adequately explained. How did you arrive at the codes? Editors recommend you clearly outline your initial coding, intermediate coding, and advanced coding stages or whatever approach you took to grounded analysis.

Fourth, editors were confused about distinctions made between: (a) political education and ideological education and (b) direct avoidance and active avoidance. Editors found political and ideological education to be overlapping approaches that are difficult to tease apart. We also struggled to understand how direct avoidance was different from active avoidance and why it was necessary to have another type of avoidance.

Lastly, editors found some generalizations were made and the analysis was a bit thin. For example, you claim that students were not taught about controversial issues and paid the price of not developing skills. We do not believe that the analysis of these curricular documents can speak to the consequences on students' development. Moreover, we were not convinced by definite claims of avoidance of teaching CI simply based on the worksheets because it does not factor in how educators engaged with the documents pedagogically. We suggest you make more tentative claims, noting the partial perspective of these worksheets and learning tasks.

We hope these comments are useful, and we wish you well in the next steps of your publication goals.

Sincerely,
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