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Abstract
This chapter uses Seixas’ “Big Six” framework to explore how Israel’s State Education (SE) integrates historical thinking (HT) skills into its flagship national exam. The findings show that the exam incorporates all of Seixas' HT concepts. It is open-book, offers many choices, and includes open-ended, document-based questions. Most sub-questions evaluate specific HT skills, with historical perspective and evidence being the most common. However, these HT skills are often applied superficially, and the exam rarely requires complex source evaluation or corroboration. Additionally, the focus on HT, combined with the already very limited resources for history education, has led to a significant reduction in historical content, with key topics like the Israeli-Palestinian conflict being omitted. Considering today’s hyper-capitalist society, this trend risks turning history education into a career skills field, seemingly ethically neutral. Nevertheless, while the current implementation of HT has drawbacks, it represents an important step toward realizing this pedagogical potential.
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Introduction
Israel is rife with conflicts, both external and internal, which also reflect in the country’s history education field (Goldberg & Gerwin, 2013; Naveh, 2010, 2017). After two decades of unprecedented turmoil over the teaching of history in Israel's public education systems, the field has recently split in two main opposing directions. On one hand, the State-Religious Education system (SRE), which serves the Religious Zionist public, increasingly disapproves of most of Israel’s academic historical establishment, perceiving it as driven by a progressive and global agenda that undermines Jewish identity and the State of Israel. Instead, the SRE seeks to strengthen its ideological position and establish a redemptive, faith-based narrative in Israeli society that will lead the reins of Zionism (Weintraub, 2023; Weintraub & Naveh, 2020).
On the other side stands State Education (SE), which caters to the non-religious Jewish public. While the SRE openly declares history teaching as a tool for shaping the identity and religious perception of the younger generation, public disagreements in Israeli society have caused SE to distance itself over the past decade from setting political educational goals. Instead, those in charge of history studies in the state education system have declared their intention to focus on developing thinking tools and a variety of “21st-century skills” (Tal et al., 2023; Weintraub, 2024). This trend is related to broader pedagogical changes in the policy of the Israeli Ministry of Education. In other words, the appeal to principles of higher-order thinking and the development of understanding, alongside the acquisition of applied skills and tools, is part of profound changes in the perception of what constitutes meaningful education and the role of the education system in today's circumstances (Zohar, 2019, MoE, 2014).
The Anglo-Saxon school of historical thinking particularly influences trends in SE history education. This is evident both in the theoretical framework that led to pedagogical and curricular changes and in the connections of those shaping the field—researchers, educators, teacher educators, and textbook writers—to North American academia. SE history education thus serves as an excellent case study to explore how disciplinary developments are adopted under conditions and circumstances significantly different from the context in which they were developed, characterized, and tried. Unlike the broad empirical research on the development of historical thinking in North America and Europe, the Israeli case includes several particular circumstances, chief among them: the existence of a violent and ongoing conflict that includes conflicting historical narratives; the importance of religious elements in the public collective memory; and continuous cuts in resources directed to the study of history.
In recent years, the assessment of historical thinking has received much scholarly attention. This comes after several decades of studies proving the enormous educational potential of various historical thinking models. Not only does this approach deepen students' understanding of history, but it also cultivates ways of looking and thinking that are crucial for developing critical citizens capable of tackling tomorrow’s challenges (Lévesque & Clark, 2018; Monte-Sano & Reisman, 2016; Gibson & Peck, 2020; Seixas, 2017; Wineburg, 2001; Van Nieuwenhuyse, 2020). Recently, research discussions have focused on the place of evaluation methods for the development and characterization of historical thinking. Thus, for example, studies have discussed various issues regarding ways of measuring historical thinking and the role of assessment methods in the learning process itself (Monte-Sano, 2012; Ercikan & Seixas, 2015; Smith et al., 2019). In many ways, this book also reflects the growing preoccupation with questions of appreciation for historical thinking. In this chapter, I examine the evaluation of historical thinking in Israeli historical education, a topic that has yet to receive scholarly attention.
To examine the assessment of historical thinking in SE, this article investigates the most important national exam in SE history education, the Sachlav program (Hebrew: “Orchid,” an acronym for “curiosity, thinking, and joyful learning”). The importance of this program is twofold. First, it is the flagship of SE history supervision, designed to focus on developing historical thinking skills and paving the way for the entire SE. Second, the Sachlav exam substitutes the regular matriculation exam. In Israel, matriculation exams are integral to high school studies, and passing them is a prerequisite for obtaining a diploma and advancing to further studies in higher education. As the main tool for evaluation and accreditation in the education system, national exams remain a top priority and constitute a central focus for political and public discussions.
By applying Peter Seixas’ (2009, 2013) conceptual framework to historical thinking, the investigation focuses on the following questions:
1. Whether and how the matriculation exam of the Sachlav program applies skills of historical thinking?
2. What are the implications of emphasizing historical thinking skills on the learning process in state education?
Given the Sachlav exam’s great importance, utilizing Seixas’ conceptual framework will enable an examination of how principles of historical thinking are adopted in different contexts worldwide. The investigation seeks to explore the significant impact of international disciplinary developments on education in Israel and analyze the positive effects they bring. At the same time, the study will identify the challenges and obstacles inherent in adopting principles of historical thinking in Israel’s context.
SE History Education
Israel has four public education systems: the State Education (SE), the State-Religious Education (SRE), the Ultra-Orthodox, and the State-Arab. In history education, each of these four systems operates independently and has its own inspectorate, curricula, and teaching materials. Accordingly, each system designs its independent assessments and exams. In recent decades, most of the controversy in the field of historical education has revolved around SE and the SRE. To a large extent, these “history wars” reflect the cultural struggle between the secular-liberal public and the Religious Zionist public over the character of the State of Israel and its future. This struggle has reached unprecedented heights in the social struggles that have characterized Israel in 2023.
Israel's history education has not always been characterized by controversy and fragmentation. In its early decades, Israel’s history education aimed to create social cohesion and instill a patriotic worldview, adopting an ethnocentric, secular, and socialist approach that promoted a unified national historical narrative. However, ideological, security, social, and economic upheavals over seven decades transformed this field significantly. Secular Israeli society gradually shifted from collectivist, socialist ideals to individualistic, capitalist values, influenced by pedagogical developments from the United States that emphasized professionalization over ideological activism. Concurrently, the previously unchallenged status of Israeli nationalism began to fracture, especially from the 1980s onward, as the Zionist narrative faced fierce critique from academics and intellectuals under the banner of "Post-Zionism." This diverse critisim sought to demythologize the Zionist enterprise, exposing historical injustices against Palestinians, the exclusionary treatment of Jews from North Africa and the Middle East, and the political exploitation of Holocaust remembrance.
Post-Zionist criticism began to influence the study of history in SE in the late 1990s, sending the field into unprecedented turmoil. Post-Zionist approaches, primarily from academics, were confronted by the MoE and conservative elements from the Religious Zionist public, who feared these changes posed an existential threat to the future of Israeli society. The first decade of the 2000s was characterized by repeated public disputes over historical issues in the education system. These included the disqualification of several textbooks, hearings of academics and educators before Knesset committees, media disputes, and protests against the policies of education ministers.
The fierce debates over history education in Israel have led to a dual trend over the past decade. On one hand, the erosion of the Zionist narrative in Israeli society, in general, and in SE, in particular, motivated the Religious Zionist public to present a clear and decisive moral approach. The erosion of the classic Zionist narrative raised concerns among SRE officials about ideological leakage, categorized as post-Zionist and postmodern, and sparked the activity of conservative bodies. Concurrently, the weakening of the Zionist narrative in secular ideological circles emphasized the faith-based approach, allowing it to be strengthened. Over the past decade, SRE has led an approach in which history education aims to expose Divine Providence over the unique history of the Jewish people, present the characteristics of the miraculous revival of the State of Israel, and clarify the religious and national responsibility placed on the shoulders of the younger generation.
On the other hand, the erosion of the Zionist narrative has led SE to turn increasingly to "twenty-first century skills," including a variety of thinking strategies and skills required for social and economic success today. This trend is directly related to the broad changes in secular Israeli society, which has become a hyper-consumer capitalist society—Startup Nation. It is a society that celebrates individualism and self-realization, abandons the concept of a unique history necessitating the establishment of the State of Israel, and seeks to live in a country with a normal lifestyle, like anywhere else in the world.
In accordance with these ideological and social transformations, history education in SE began to devote more resources to developing higher-order thinking skills, which suppressed aspects of identity formation and social cohesion. Especially under the influence of disciplinary developments in North America, the pedagogical concept driving the changes in SE is the model of historical thinking. The Sachlav program is the expression of this trend and is the flagship program designed to shape the nature of studies in all schools in the SE system in the coming years.
The Place of the Sachlav Exam in the Study Process and its Characteristics
The Sachlav program is a substitute for the national matriculation exam in history in the SE system. Matriculation in history is a mandatory prerequisite for all students in Israel's public education systems. In accordance with the current fragmented historical education structure, each education system in Israel has a separate, independent matriculation exam that is completely different from that of the other systems. The test receives approval from the MoE, but in practice is written by the supervisory staff in each system, which has its own autonomous space. In the SE system, compulsory history studies are taught for 6 hours a week in grades 10-12. There is also an option to expand history studies, but only a marginal percentage of 2% of students in the SE system choose to do so.
Today, the Sachlav program operates in dozens of schools throughout the State of Israel and is intended to lead pedagogical innovations in history education in SE that will then be implemented throughout the system. The program seeks to move away from teaching traditional history that includes "dictation by the teacher" (Sachlav, 2019, 6) and instead turn to constructivist pedagogy that requires active participation on the part of students. To enable in-depth study of content and learning skills, the program clarifies that "it is necessary to reduce the scope of the material studied" (2019, 6). The program, therefore, instructs us to move "from a method of teaching a little about a lot of material, to teaching a lot about relatively little material" (Sachlav, 2019, 6).
At the center of its goals, the Sachlav program declares the development of "historical thinking abilities." Although the program does not explicitly state this in its official documents, it is evident that it is influenced by Peter Seixas' model of historical thinking. The goals of the program specify 5 of the 6 concepts outlined (from the Sachlav website): Significance, Evidence, Continuity & Change, Cause & Consequence, and Historical Perspective. In other words, the program includes all that is submitted in the Seixas model except for the ethical dimension. In addition to the historical principles of Seixas' thinking, the program weaves skills of presenting a position and asking questions (Sachlav, 2019, 11-18). In light of the importance that the program attaches to advancing the field of historical thinking, the program requires participating teachers to undergo annual training that focuses on ways to develop these skills. Additionally, the program website provides teachers with training materials designed to help them and demonstrate the application of historical thinking skills in lesson plans.
Changing the evaluation method is a fundamental aspect of the Sachlav program (Sachlav, 2019, 4). "Assessment shapes learning," the program clarifies its educational concept, and therefore "paying attention to change and innovation in assessment methods will inevitably lead to changes in teaching and learning methods." In contrast to the regular program, assessment in the Sachlav program seeks to place more emphasis on assessment methods at school, which include assignments and internal tests. At the same time, the external national test is still a central part of the program's evaluation methods. This test is administered once a year and is responsible for 40% of the students' final grade (Sachlav, 2023 Program Activation Starting 2024).
In accordance with its principles, the program clarifies that the external test is designed to place a much more significant emphasis on the principles of depth and historical thinking skills, rather than superficially examining students on extensive material. The Supervision of History Teaching sees the Sachlav program, especially its national final exam, as the R&D center of historical education in Israel. The Supervision Department examines the impact of pedagogical approaches that characterized the Sachlav program, and in the final exam, and if it is positive, it applies them to national exams for all SE. For example, in 2017, the National Sachlav Exam began allowing students to use the textbook during the exam. Now, following the success of the change, starting this school year, all students in the SE system will take the national exam with an open book.
From all of the above, the national examination of the Sachlav program is one of the most central tools for evaluation and certification in history education in Israel. The exam is the culmination of the study process in the Sachlav program, which paves the way for the entire SE system in Israel. In contrast to the history education in the SRE, which has strengthened its ideological and faith-based stance over the past decade, the Sachlav Examination is the clearest expression of the pedagogical-conceptual trend over the past decade in SE that addresses thinking and learning skills. Despite the importance of the program, it has yet to receive research on how the principles of historical thinking are applied, and what the implications of the process of studying history in SE are.
Assessing Historical Thinking
As the approach to history education shifted away from knowledge learning and memorization, the question arose about which assessment methods should best measure desired goals and impact the learning process. With various models for historical thinking, significant differences exist in assessment tasks on the subject. Despite this variation, all assessment methods share a common foundation that aims to simulate historical disciplinary inquiry. Typically, this involves document-based questions (DBQs) requiring students to analyze one or several historical sources embodying different perspectives.
Several central issues have emerged in the discussion about tasks that assess historical thinking. The first issue concerns which concepts of historical thinking the test seeks to examine and encourage in the study process. Different models of historical thinking include various concepts, leading to differences in assessment tasks. Some tasks aim to comprehensively measure students' historical thinking abilities, such as writing tasks that involve complex source analysis (Monte-Santo, 2012; Nokes, 2017; Duquette, 2015; Wike et al., 2023). In contrast, other methods focus on examining a specific concept of historical thinking, exemplified by DIG's (formerly SHEG) Historical Assessment Tasks (Smith et al., 2019; Breakstone, 2014).
Additionally, some evaluation tasks combine these approaches. These tasks require complex analysis of a central historical question while examining only certain concepts of historical thinking. Seixas, Gibson, and Ercikan (2015) proposed an assessment task similar to Monte-Santo’s (2012) approach, requiring about an hour and involving synthesis of multiple sources. However, like DIG’s approach, this task focuses on only half of the concepts in the examined historical thinking model (evidence, historical perspective, and the ethical dimention).
Another issue in evaluating historical thinking involves the type of questions used. Most tasks use onstructed-response questions to trace the work of the historian. However, there have been attempts to develop assessment tasks using multiple-choice questions. This method allows evaluation of a wide range of historical issues and thinking skills (Reisman, 2012). Bruce VanSledright created weighted multiple-choice items, where each answer reflects a different level of historical thinking (2015). Despite these successful directions, the central approach to evaluating historical thinking remains constructed-response questions. In a study by Smith, Joel Breakstone, and Sam Wineburg (2019), multiple-choice items indicated historical thinking development but also elicited more instances of construct-irrelevant reasoning than constructed-response versions.
The research also examined the influence of prompt types used in constructed-response questions. Van Drie, van Boxtel, and van der Linden (2006) concluded that evaluative questions more effectively elicit historical reasoning than explanatory questions. Monte-Santo and De La Paz (2012) also showed that tasks asking students to write as historical agents resulted in lower essay scores. Instead, they suggested guiding students in tasks involving sourcing, corroboration, and causal analysis. Van Nieuwenhuyse et al. (2017) demonstrated that the inclusion of primary sources in tests does not necessarily stimulate and evaluate students’ reasoning about them. Instead, the sources could be used just for illustration or to foster students’ substantive knowledge.
Despite extensive research on assessing historical thinking, there has not yet been an in-depth discussion on the dynamics between assessment methods and the educational and cultural context. Specifically, how can assessment methods for historical thinking align with other curriculum goals, such as historical knowledge and values? Additionally, how can implementing these assessment tasks influence the design of the learning process? The national examination of Sachlav will provide an opportunity to begin examining these issues.
Methods
The study will perform a textual analysis of Sachlav’s latest national exam. The textual analysis will include several stages. First, I will describe the structure of the exam and analyze the types of questions according to key aspects that characterize evaluation tasks of historical thinking. I will examine if and how many sources are used, whether the questions are open-ended or multiple-choice, and what kind of prompts guide the students.
In the second stage, I will use the Seixas conceptual framework to deductively examine which concepts of historical thinking the exam addresses. Seixas’ (2009, 2013) historical thinking model includes six concepts: 1. Establish historical significance; 2. Use primary source evidence; 3. Identify continuity and change; 4. Analyze cause and consequence; 5. Take historical perspectives; and 6. Understand the ethical dimension of historical interpretations.
The value of using the Seixas model stems from its formative international importance as well as the way it has greatly influenced SE and the Sachlav program specifically. Therefore, using this analytical framework will make it possible to examine whether the Sachlav exam actually implements its declared goals. To this end, I will systematically analyze each question in the national exam to determine if, and which, concept in the Seixas model it examines.
In the third stage, I will characterize the context in which the exam operates and outline the historical understanding it imparts to students. I will identify the historical subjects that the exam examines and which subjects remain outside its curriculum. To this end, I will map the overall historical content of the exam and compare it to previous curricula in the SE system.
Results
The Exam Structure
The Sachlav national exam is intended for eleventh or twelfth-grade students and is administered once at the end of the school year. It lasts two and a quarter hours, and students are required to answer three out of eight possible questions. Each question focuses on a specific topic in the curriculum and includes 3 to 4 sub-questions on the same topic. In total, students answer about 10 to 12 sub-questions out of approximately 30. Each sub-question is worth about 8-10 points.
The selection aspect of the exam is central. Teachers know the chapters in advance and may sometimes focus on preparing students for only some of the subjects. To prevent focusing only on similar topics, some questions cannot be chosen together. For example, if students choose Question 7 about the 1967 War, they cannot choose Question 8, which is very similar and is about the 1973 War, and vice versa. However, the overall range of choices available to students on the exam is varied and provides flexibility for both teachers in the teaching process and students during the exam itself.
One significant innovation of the exam is the use of open material. This began several years ago when the exam allowed the use of a textbook. Now, the exam has expanded this approach and allows students to use their personal notes and any material used in the study process. The exam does not include questions that ask students to address specific pages, topics, or sources in the study materials. The main purpose of open material is to ensure students do not have to memorize historical knowledge but can access information learned throughout the year.
All the sub-questions in the exam are constructed-response, and the vast majority are explanatory questions. Of the 30 sub-questions on the exam, 23 are explanatory, five are assessment questions, and two require the student to formulate a question. Additionally, all sub-questions avoid asking students to imagine themselves as historical agents and write in the first person. Most questions ask students to present a position or use a causal prompt or various types of document analysis prompts.
Like exams that evaluate historical thinking, the entire exam consists of document-based questions. The eight questions in the exam include a total of 13 documents—eight primary sources and five secondary sources. One question does not include a primary source but contains a relatively long secondary source that presents a topic not addressed in the curriculum. Usually, the first sub-question asks students to explain the document presented, and the next sub-question guides them to explain an argument related to the document while linking it to other aspects learned during the year.
Question 3 is a representative example of the type of explanatory questions that relate to sources. The first part of the question includes an excerpt from a speech given by Yitzhak Ben-Zvi, one of the leaders of the Jewish Yishuv, in December 1945, in which he calls for expanding the immigration of displaced Jews to Israel and not embarking on an armed struggle against the British. The first sub-question asks students to “present Yitzhak Ben-Zvi's position on the struggle against the British. Base your answer on the passage.” The second sub-question then asks students to “explain how Yitzhak Ben-Zvi's position in this passage reflects the historical reality at the time it was said” (p. 5). Thus, the first sub-question instructs students to explain the position presented in the original, while the second sub-question seeks to place the statement in a historical context.
Evaluation concepts of historical thinking
The structure of the exam, which includes a choice of about 10 to 12 out of 30 sub-questions, does not seek to evaluate students' historical thinking abilities comprehensively. Instead, each sub-question usually focuses on one or two concepts from Seixas' model of historical thinking. Out of the 30 sub-questions, 28 addressed aspects of historical thinking. Seventeen sub-questions focused on one concept, four examined the application of two concepts, and one sub-question invited students to address three concepts of historical thinking—evidence, historical perspectives, and continuity and change. Meanwhile, eight sub-questions did not reference any historical thinking concepts. While no question omitted historical thinking concepts entirely, three questions, through their sub-questions, examined only one or two concepts.
Table 1. Historical thinking concepts and sources by questions
	Secondary source
	Primary source
	Historical thinking concept
	Question

	1
	2
	5
	1

	
	1
	2
	2

	1
	1
	2
	3

	1
	1
	5
	4

	1
	
	1
	5

	1
	1
	3
	6

	
	1
	5
	7

	
	1
	5
	8


Figure 1. Historical thinking concept frequency 

Over fifty percent of the sub-questions focused on the concepts of evidence and historical perspectives. Historical perspective was the most common concept, appearing in nine different sub-questions. An example of a task focusing on this concept is Question 1, which presented a short passage written by the Zionist leader Benjamin Ze’ev Herzl in 1898. The passage, consisting of four lines, succinctly conveyed Herzl's argument that one should not move to Israel without permission and should act in cooperation with the Turkish government. Sub-question 1.3 referred to this source, asking students to “present the criticism of Zionist activity in the Land of Israel according to the passage, and explain the correct course of action in Herzl's opinion.” Sub-question 1.4 then asked students to present positions from that time that criticized Herzl’s stance, referring to the historical reality in the Land of Israel during those years. Although the use of the original source was superficial and did not require evidence skills, these two sub-questions created a relatively complex task that explore Herzl’s position as well as the opposing viewpoints, contextualizing them in the historical reality of that time.
In most cases, the historical thinking concept of evidence was superficial and required a relatively low level of analysis. Most of the others focused sub-questions used the sources as a way for illustration or to foster students’ substantive knowledge. Only two sub-questions required corroboration skills and sub-question explicitly addressed the quality of the original source. Thus, question 8 cited a passage by the commander of the Egyptian army during the 1973 War, in which he retrospectively recalled the consequences of the war. In relatin to this source, the exam instructed students to explain “how the identity of the writer can be both an advantage and a disadvantage in studying the effects of the Yom Kippur War [The Israeli name for the 1973 War].”
Many questions in the exam barely addressed when and why the source was created, except in a superficial and very direct manner. Even in the question about the Egyptian army commander, which dealt with the quality of the original source, students were not asked about the context in which the commander wrote these memoirs. Moreover, this information was not even available. The only information given was that the excerpt was from an edited book published by Israeli intelligence in the 1990s. Consequently, students could not determine to whom the commander wrote these words or whether they were written immediately after the war or thirty years later. A fortiori, students were not asked to consider this information.
The constructs of the ethical dimension and historical significance received the least attention. Only one sub-question dealt explicitly with the ethical dimension, instructing students to judge whether the Israeli government’s policy in the Altalena Affair was justified. The Altalena Affair was a violent confrontation that took place during the 1948 War between the newly created Israel Defense Forces and the Irgun (a paramilitary group). The event symbolizes the struggle for control and the need for unity in Israel’s formative years, with lasting impacts on Israeli politics and collective memory. While in the past it was a sensitive issue in Israeli society, nowadays opinions towards it are still divided but it no longer has clear political implications.
Similarly to the ethical dimension, the construct of historical significance was marginally present and only partially addressed. The only reference to historical significance occurred when students were asked to formulate a question about the effects of the 1967 War or the 1973 War and then explain the importance of the question for understanding the war. In other words, the question required students to explain the historical significance of a phenomenon related to the war, but it did not address the broader aspect of the construct, which deals with what makes a historical event or phenomenon important, as well as the contingent nature of the concept of significance itself.
Impact on the teaching content
Due to the Sachlav program's emphasis on historical skills, one of the program's "basic concepts" is to reduce the material studied. "The program is based," the Sachlav principles document clarifies, "on the transition from a method of teaching a little about a lot of topics to learning a lot about relatively little topics" (2019, 4). This principle is not merely declarative; it is reflected throughout the program and in the exam itself. This reduction occurs against the backdrop of significant cuts in resources directed to history education in recent decades. From the 1950s to the early 2000s, the number of weekly hours allocated to SE history education dropped by 40 percent, from 10 weekly hours spread over three years to only 6 hours a week. Thus, on average, high school classes now have only two weekly hours of history studies.
The reduction in hours means that the SE's high school curriculum consists of four chapters. Three chapters are on modern times: "Nationalism in Israel and among the peoples from the beginnings to 1920"; "Nazism, anti-semitism, World War II, and the Holocaust; and "Building the State of Israel in the Middle East". One chapter is chosen from either "the Second Temple period" or "Jewish communities in the Middle Ages." The reduction in historical content and the enormous focus on the history of the Jewish people have received much criticism over the years, with critics arguing that the learning process promotes an ethnocentric and limited conception of history. However, due to the focus on historical thinking skills, the Sachlav program even removed the selection section, leaving only the three chapters on modern times.
Furthermore, the Sachlav exam does not even include all the content in the three remaining chapters. The exam focuses only on the process of Zionism, the struggle for the establishment of the State of Israel, and issues in Israeli society. Other content, such as nationalism in Europe, World War II, and the Holocaust, is assessed through internal school assessments. It is also worth noting that the wide selection space in the exam allows teachers to choose certain topics and not teach all the material.
The narrowing of the material, on the one hand, and the deepening of questions about specific issues, on the other hand, caused the exam to omit some of the most central issues in Israel's history. As a result, in the analyzed exam, there were no questions about the 1948 War, the War of Independence on the Jewish side or the Nakba for the Palestinian side. This is one of the most important events in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict history, with formative regional and international implications. Moreover, the exam did not address the development of Palestinian nationalism, the riots of 1929, or the Arab Revolt. In fact, the exam made no mention of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict at all. These are all subjects that are present in the regular high school curriculum, but due to the Sachlav program's emphasis on historical thinking, they are greatly reduced and, in some years, entirely omitted from the study topics.
Discussion 
The Sachlav program is a remarkable example of today's rapid global educational transformations. Like any historical phenomenon, the Sachlav exam results from various factors. These include several decades of international developments in the model of historical thinking and social and ideological changes in secular Israeli society. When conditions and circumstances are ripe, today's transformations can happen very quickly. Just over a decade after the publication of Seixas' model in pastoral Vancouver, it is already profoundly shaping educational goals and assessment methods in the turbulent Middle East.
The Sachlav program is the flagship program of SE and leads the trend of focusing on historical thinking skills in the State of Israel. The analysis revealed that this emphasis is not merely declarative but is clearly reflected in the final national exam conducted in the eleventh or twelfth grade. The integration of historical thinking skills into the national exam is significant, as these exams are the most important assessment tools in the Israeli education system and receive much attention in the political arena and public discourse. This configuration of assessment is an important step in developing historical education in the entire SE, moving away from the narrow national historical narrative that has characterized it over the years.
In many aspects, the Sachlav exam corresponds to the insights of international research on assessing historical thinking skills. All the questions are document-based, embodying a variety of types of documents, both primary and secondary sources. The questions are open-ended and include causal or analysis prompts. They completely avoid instructing students to imagine themselves in historical roles. Likewise, aspects of developing historical thinking are integral to the exam and cannot be fully answered without using them. Seventy-five percent of the sub-questions in the program required students to develop historical thinking skills and referenced all six concepts in the Seixas model.
Despite the extensive emphasis on historical thinking skills, the exam often applies them in a relatively superficial way. This is evident, for example, in the central construct of source analysis. Similarly to the findings of Van Nieuwenhuyse et al. (2017), the exam rarely asks students to perform a complex analysis of the source. Usually, the exam uses the sources for illustration or to foster students’ substantive knowledge. Most of the exam does not ask for the corroboration aspect, which is central to historical thinking assessment tasks (Lindsay, Nokes, Seixas). Consequently, the exam focuses mainly on explanatory questions. Evaluation questions requiring the student to create a more complex historical argument (Drie, Van Boxtel) appear very marginally.
Another limitation in examining historical thinking skills is the splitting of different questions to examine different aspects of constructs. This means most questions do not involve synthesis between different skills and do not require the creation of a complex historical argument. This issue is exacerbated by the many choices available to students, allowing them to choose three questions that include only two or three different aspects of historical thinking. Consequently, one of the criticisms voiced against the program by students and parents is that students do not truly develop historical thinking skills but learn how to apply specific skills. That is, students learn how to answer questions that require referencing sources or historical perspectives but do not really acquire the disciplinary skills of historians. This aspect is particularly acute given the availability of teaching materials that instruct students on how to approach such questions in detail.
In a broader sense, the central issue surrounding the pedagogy led by the Sachlav exam relates to the longstanding tension between skills and content. Extensive research has shown that applying learning strategies to develop historical thinking does not require a reduction in factual comprehension but can also induce a better understanding among students (Reisman, 2012). However, given the limited resources devoted to the field in Israel, it seems that, in the present situation, there is no choice but to reduce historical topics even further.
One could argue that without meaningful study, students would not remember what was learned. This may be true, but it has not yet been subjected to the conditions and circumstances of SE (Weintraub, 2024). In the current situation, there is no doubt that students are simply not exposed to central issues that shape their world. For example, even within the very limited and narrow framework focusing on modern Jewish history, the Sachlav program has further reduced the study of important chapters in the history of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.
This trend may undermine the ability to teach students a coherent historical narrative. This is especially true given the narrow conditions characterizing the teaching of history in the SE system, both in terms of study hours and teaching resources allocated to the field. Since high school history studies leave many periods, places, and processes essential to understanding the current reality in complete darkness, the question arises: how can students develop a well-founded and reliable historical narrative? At the same time, humans have a basic need for a narrative about their past and the society in which they live (Wertsch, 1998; Rüsen, 2005). If school history education does not fulfill this need, the younger generation will find it in other areas of memory, often with great charm but also with significant biases and distortions (Harel et al., 2020; Arora et al., 2022; Kubin & von Sikorski, 2021).
The appeal to cognitive skills may also be a solution for moving away from ethical decisions on sensitive historical issues. SE history education is under extraordinary pressure and is the focus of harsh criticism from both the right and the left. On the right, the criticism is of the influance of Post-Zionist approaches from academia that emphasize critical thinking and recognition of the injustices committed by Israel at the expense of shaping a Jewish national identity and recognizing the dangers facing the continued existence of the state. On the left, led by academic scholars, the criticism is that SE history education continues to focus on establishing a patriotic narrative centered on the Jewish people, presenting it as a constant “victorious victim.” The appeal to thinking skills, which enjoys the consensus of the general public, allows SE to distance itself from the growing pressure. In a sense, avoiding value decisions regarding conflictual historical issues at the systemic level also gives more room for maneuver to the various schools.
In conclusion, the Sachlav national exam implements the forefront of the international pedagogical developments. It is SE’s response to public storms and the strengthening of religious attitudes toward fiath-based orientation. While the current implementation of historical thinking tasks is still partial, it represents a significant step toward realizing the great potential inherent in this pedagogical school. At the same time, the exam is also a prominent example of the challenges involved in allocating resources to developing historical thinking skills within an already very limited framework of study hours. This is particularly pronounced considering the cultural trends in today’s hypercapitalist society, which threaten to turn history education into a field for developing career skills, seemingly ethically neutral. However, this trend also imply and ethical stance that we need to expose, characterize, and discuss its implications (Gibson et al., 2022; Löfström et al., 2020; Milligan et al., 2018). The importance of directly addressing values in history education becomes particularly vital given recent research that undermine past assumptions that fostering historical thinking skills would automatically contribute to skills to democratic citizenship (Wilke et al., 2022). 
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