Part Four: Assessing the Training Process

Previous chapters focused on the teaching students as they entered the Revivim program (Chapters One, Three and Four) and on their initial teaching internships (Chapters 6–9), presenting the issues from the perspective of the program participants rather than from external theoretical or academic approaches to these processes. Chapters Two and Three discussed the concepts of the initiators, planners and instructors of the Revivim program. This fourth part of the book is devoted to assessing the program over the course of nine years, including the four years of training and five years of full-time teaching in the school system. Again, the perspective of the participants will be a primary component of this evaluation.

As previously discussed, the research literature abounds with theoretical assessments of teacher training programs. Even when these studies involved observing or interviewing teaching students, their research applied an external, theoretical approach which disregarded the perspective of the students. This reliance on theory is customary in positivist or post-positivist, quantitative, and sometimes even qualitative research methods. While this approach is perfectly acceptable, three issues should be born in mind. First, by relying on a theoretical filter, these studies generally fail to take into account the experiences of the participants and graduates of teacher training programs. The second problem with these studies is that they usually focus on a limited period of time and do not delve deeply into the teaching students’ experiences, although more meaningful results could be obtained by studying the subjects’ experiences over a longer timeframe and in greater depth. The third and most challenging problem posed by these studies is that despite their lack of useful insights about effective teacher training methods, they manage to influence teacher training programs. The result is that the field of teacher training continues to suffer from frustrations and a sense of failure. Using the qualitative-constructivist research approach, which is attentive to the experiences and perspectives of the teaching students, would avert these problems posed by positivist studies.
Because our aim is to assess the Revivim program on the basis of the authentic experiences of the participants, the Scout team
 of researchers and interviewers listened to and recorded the observations and recollections of the participants over the years rather than requiring them to respond to a specific set of questions. From these narratives emerge the participants’ assessments, both positive and negative, of those areas of their training they deemed significant.
Part Four of the book is divided into four chapters.
 Chapter Ten reviews the Revivim participants’ theoretical studies in the humanities departments and their theoretical education courses and the pedagogical workshops conducted at the School of Education. Chapter Eleven will discuss the contribution of the group meetings and the peer group to the training process. Chapter Twelve focuses on participants' perceptions and evaluation of the contribution of the internship in teaching, both at the training stage and when they entered schools as qualified teachers. Chapter Thirteen will cover the issue of guidance during the teaching internship.
Chapter Ten: The Contribution of Theoretical Studies to the Training Process

Most of the studies in the Revivim program, as in the vast majority of teacher training institutes, were theoretical. The accepted preponderance of theoretical courses is based on the assumption that these studies will provide an infrastructure for students’ future teaching methods and activities. This assumption lies at the foundation of the layer approach to teacher training discussed in earlier chapters, which holds that before actually teaching, teaching students should study theoretical issues which they can later apply to the practice of teaching The emphasis on theory dominated not only the Revivim students’ academic discipline content courses, many of which were theoretical in nature, but their educational courses as well. This chapter will examine the participants’ perceptions about three areas of their training: the academic discipline courses which were conducted in the humanities departments and which constituted about 70 percent of the entire program; the theoretical education courses conducted in the Department of Education which accounted for about 10 percent of their courses; and the pedagogical workshops which accompanied their internships.
The Role of Academic Discipline Content Studies in Teacher Training
All the Revivim participants agreed that obtaining academic content knowledge was an essential component of learning to teach content. However, they were not in accord about how the academic content studies contributed to the functioning and quality of teaching. Approximately one third of the Revivim participants thought that disciplinary knowledge and research should flow into the classroom. These students consequently felt that their studies in the university’s different disciplinary departments not only enriched their knowledge, but also strengthened their teaching competence. The remaining students held different positions about the role of disciplinary studies in their eventual teaching practices.
Position 1: Disciplinary Knowledge and Research Should Flow into the Classroom
Joel is our first example of a Revivim participant who acknowledged the significant contribution the study of academic content knowledge made to his teaching. Joel was very positive about how the Biblical academic courses in which he participated during his studies and even thereafter had helped him develop as a teacher. During his third year in the program
, Joel believed that: content "knowledge and research should flow into the schools, by teachers who have extensive knowledge." It was his opinion that by becoming familiar with research in their field, teaching students would be better able to prepare provocative, comprehensive and enriching materials for classroom teaching. Joel felt that Revivim should strive to: "improve the catastrophic situation of Bible studies in secular schools." He did not share the general and vague goals held by many of his colleagues, such as improving the state of education in the country. He was very specific about what he wanted to achieve: "Education is not the main thing. The Archimedean
 point here should be the breadth of knowledge of Bible studies." 
Joel believes that teachers should constantly update their content knowledge. After having taught for five years, he observed: "The teacher has to be a researcher and come up with new knowledge. The school curriculum is conventional trash, using texts that are becoming easier and easier to digest for the students. This is not good for anyone." Joel’s emphasis on the importance of content knowledge is reflected in his expectations from his students: "I always give exams and I’m strict about content knowledge. If I was principal of a school, they would study Latin and other languages." To further his recognition of the importance of imparting the highest level of content knowledge to students, Joel related that: "I am a coordinator of an enrichment center project for outstanding high school students from across the country. I hope to continue to grow,  learn, and teach." 
Other Revivim participants and alumni also acknowledged the important contribution of content knowledge to both their training and their later performance. Joel was unique among his colleagues in placing such a high value on content education. In fact, Joel’s position resembled that of some of the academic staff members who considered the acquisition of content knowledge the primary goal of teacher training. About one third of the Revivim students found that the content knowledge they had acquired in the program was valuable to them as teachers, but, unlike Joel, this group did not view it as the only important component of teacher education. The participants’ positive assessments of content education were reinforced even many years after graduating from the university. After having taught for five years, Assaf confirmed that: "In terms of subject matter, the training was excellent, if not consistently adequate in its breadth, as it is critical for teachers to be familiar with the depth of the Bible." Participants’ appreciation of their studies in the humanities departments was sometimes accompanied by admiration and high esteem for the lecturers and their knowledge. After two years in the program, Rami declared that: "I absolutely can define that what's important to me as a teacher is to know the subject thoroughly. I also very much appreciate people who are like databases. There are some professors teaching us who are just amazing to witness."
After having worked as a certified teacher for two years, Rami explained that: "I read a lot about every issue I teach. That's how I acquire a level of confidence about the material and develop different options for analysis and interpretation to present to the students. I think the teacher should have as wide a knowledge of the world as wide as possible. Such knowledge is not built in one day." When the program alumni described their performance as teachers, they appeared to mirror messages that they had received from the academic departments. According to Assaf, who had been teaching for one year: "A teacher must have extensive knowledge. When teaching a class, it is important that I can provide concrete examples. We shouldn’t forget that in the Middle Ages, there was no separation between science and philosophy." Participants were of the view that the scholar teacher not only has to transmit the required material, but also instill students with the desire to acquire knowledge. Iris, after one year of teaching, concluded that: "In my eyes, learning the content is an experience. The Bible, philosophy, and literature are subjects that have the potential to build a person’s character. I have a thirst for this knowledge and process, and I’m trying to instill it in my students."
The theoretical and research literature about teacher education usually does not dispute the importance of mastering content knowledge for teachers. However, there is a major controversy among scholars as to whether subject matter studies adequately prepare future teachers for their role as conveyers of knowledge in schools. It is most unlikely that anyone would argue that subject matter studies alone are sufficient to prepare someone for teaching. However, there is disagreement over whether and how to incorporate subject matter studies into teacher training programs. For example, the educational psychologist Lee Shulman thinks teachers should be encouraged to acquire pedagogical content knowledge. According to him, the training process should translate content knowledge for educational purposes. The universities accept a clear distinction between acquiring content knowledge in the disciplinary departments and acquiring theoretical and practical pedagogical knowledge in the educational department. In educational training institutes, however, there is apparently some combination of the two areas, although in practice, most of the content knowledge courses are taught separately from courses covering professional educational matters.

As this book indicates, with the exception of Joel, none of Revivim participants, including those who were positive about the contribution of the disciplinary departments to their training, believed that content knowledge was the only component of teacher education. In fact, most of them, with perhaps one or two exceptions, did perceive content knowledge as a major component of their teaching training. It is interesting to look at Chapter Seven’s discussion of the Revivim participants’ teaching approaches, which specifically examined the teaching approaches of those who recognized the significant contribution of the content knowledge courses to their performance as teachers. Perhaps not surprisingly, these participants adhered to a teaching approach of clearly transmitting knowledge. On the continuum of focusing on students to focusing on content, these participants gave a strong emphasis to the importance of the subject matter and the role of teachers in transmitting knowledge.
Position Two: Disciplinary Content Should be Studied in Conjunction with Classroom Teaching

In contrast to the Revivim participants who appreciated the centrality of the disciplinary studies to their training process, most of their peers, while not denying that disciplinary knowledge was an important prerequisite for good teaching, believed that content knowledge alone was not sufficient for creating high quality teachers. Amos decided to become a Bible teacher because he loved studying the Bible. However, after completing his second year in the program, he did not feel that the academic studies had contributed to his ability to teach: "The studies from the Bible department have not prepared me for teaching. They did not help me understand what I needed to teach. The Bible courses exposed me to texts which may have enriched my knowledge and equipped me with modes of analysis that I was not previously aware of. But I was disappointed because I needed to know how to teach the texts." Amos's criticism did not diminish over the years. Near the end of his undergraduate studies, he still felt that: "I do not know what to teach in the Bible or how to teach it. I have no idea of what should be included in the Bible curriculum.” As he was completing the program and before leaving the university as a qualified teacher, Amos reflected on his journey in the Bible department: "An academic degree acquired through a teacher education program is not the same as academic degrees from other university programs, which don’t really prepare teachers to teach. But in the Revivim program, we did study content, but only as it related to the classroom.”
Orna, who joined the Revivim program after studying at the Faculty of Humanities for one year, did so not to enrich her knowledge of the Bible, but in order to become a Bible teacher. From her earliest days in the program, she did not feel that her disciplinary studies advanced her ambition to teach the Bible. After one year in the program, she objected that: "If I wanted to investigate the Bible, I would study the Bible. The academic teachers need to help us learn how to conduct Bible lessons and how to arouse interest among those who don’t have it intrinsically. I do not think I know how to be a teacher! I want to be a teacher. I don’t want to know just the Bible." Even after the passage of time, Orna still criticized her disciplinary studies. Having worked as a fully accredited teacher in a school for one year
, during which time she had to meet the challenge of transmitting the content she had learned in the disciplinary departments, she disapprovingly assessed that: "I do not have the tools and the knowledge about how to organize the material. The move from the academic world to classroom is not simple." According to Orna, any ability she did have to convey information from the sources to the students had been acquired from the pedagogic tutors and not from the disciplinary teachers: "It is important to instruct on how to teach subjects and not just on the subject matter itself. The pedagogic tutor taught us a lot and helped develop our ability to convey knowledge to students and to build a curriculum for class study." 
Orna and Amos were not alone in their criticism. Half of the teaching students did not feel that the studies in the disciplinary departments had contributed to their performance as Bible teachers, while others were ambivalent about the usefulness of the courses in the disciplinary departments. Most of the criticism focused on the failure of the disciplinary courses to teach them how to convey the material to the students in school. Kineret, who had been teaching for five years and was completing her doctoral studies in the Bible department, recalled that: "It was hard for me academically. The discourse in the disciplinary studies was often at a very high intellectual level and did not help me learn how to convey the material to students.” Kineret’s reaction indicates that the difficulty was not with the content, but with its suitability for teaching. Another student, Reut, observed after two years in the program that: "The content is not related to the field of teaching in schools. I want to be a teacher of Bible and not to do research on the Bible.” Similarly, Ziva, a third-year student, explained: "I'm oriented to schools, and not to academia. I also am a person who loves a multidisciplinary approach rather than just focusing on one point and attacking it from different directions
." In contrast to Rami quoted above, who was impressed by the knowledge of the content area lecturers, Shira was much less enthusiastic at the end of her studies. “The lecturers may have been very scholarly people but this will not help the students in school.
" 
The criticism of the contribution of the discipline studies to the teaching world is not unique to the participants of the Revivim program. Many studies reflect similar criticism from students from other teaching programs. Many teaching students maintain that most of the content courses they participated in during their training were not relevant to actual teaching. According to the teaching students surveyed, the reality of teaching is more complicated. Moreover, students contend that there is no correlation between the content of the discipline studies in an academic institution and those required by the teacher training institutes. Apparently, these institutions assume that teaching students will receive not only content knowledge but also the means to translate this knowledge into educational school material, or pedagogic content knowledge, in the disciplinary courses. But it is doubtful whether discipline content lecturers can be expected to handle this task, not only because it is not part of their academic agenda, but because most of them have no background in education and teaching. As emphasized in Chapter Three, the academic content knowledge teachers are characterized by enjoying relatively high levels of academic knowledge according to accepted academic criteria, but many of them lack any experience in school teaching. Such experience does not appear to be a requirement for obtaining an academic position, even in teachers’ colleges devoted to teacher training. As a result, many, if not a majority of teaching students experience a disparity between content knowledge and educational work in schools.

The Place of Content Difficulties in the Teaching Process 
Given the dominance and prestige of content studies in the Revivim program and in nearly all teacher training programs, and in light the belief of many that content knowledge is the most significant, if not only, component of teacher training, it is interesting to examine whether and to what extent program participants encountered content-related problems in while teaching. Most Revivim participants reported facing very few problems with content knowledge. A small number of Revivim students did experience some content-related problems, but only in the early years of their internships, these problems receding as they continued teaching. Naama, reporting about her second-year internship, related that: "I felt that I did not know; I did not know enough or have enough background knowledge. Every time, I sat with a book, trying to make all sorts of connections and not knowing what to teach the students." Similarly, another second year student doing her internship, Shira, disclosed that: "I felt that it was too much for me. There was too much to think about before classes. And the ‘what’ of the lesson was my relatively weak spot. I still did not know the wealth of wonderful material.” 
During participants’ second year of their internships, the third year of training, there were still occasional complaints about content difficulties, apparently stemming more from how to teach issues and less from what to teach problems. However, as the teaching students gained experience in teaching, and made the transition from studying in academia to teaching according to the official curriculum of a school, any remaining complaints about content-related difficulties progressively decreased. As shall be seen, the teaching students still faced difficulties, but they did not identify them as content difficulties and very few of them even mentioned didactic difficulties. Most of the difficulties they did report involved issues of how to hold a class, discipline, etc. (See more in Chapter Twelve). As Kfir recalled after completing his sixth year, once participants became qualified teachers, the prestige of the Revivim program led other teachers to: "perceive them as the content experts in the school." Kfir continued: "the principal came to me and asked what a specific commentary meant, certain that I would know it. Other teachers also consult with me sometimes." It seems that when evaluating their own functioning as teachers, only a very marginal number mentioned content-related difficulties. 

Comparing the centrality of the disciplinary studies in the overall training curriculum with the minimal amount of content problems that arose during the process of teaching suggests that the participants benefitted from the very serious and demanding discipline studies. These studies apparently equipped them with independent study skills and made them more confident in the classroom. As a result, Revivim participants felt they could address any content issues independently, by reading a book, reviewing curricula, etc. Therefore, it is safe to conclude that the emphasis on discipline studies actually helped make the participants better teachers rather than impede their teaching.

 The Place of Theoretical Education Studies 

Revivim’s theoretical education studies were the responsibility of the academic staff of the Department of Education. This section will review the attitudes of the teaching students to the theoretical education courses which involved lectures, reading assigned bibliographical material, and often class discussions. These courses were designed according to the demands of the Council for Higher Education and were required for receipt of a teaching certificate.
The framework of theoretical education studies is based on assumptions about how humans learn or should learn, especially on assumptions about how future teachers become qualified to teach. From the beginning of the twentieth century, the fields of psychology, sociology and philosophy were deemed relevant for learning about teaching and education. These fields are taught in university schools of education and in educational colleges, usually by researchers and teachers with expertise in one of these fundamental areas. These educators’ status is usually higher than that of their colleagues in the fields of teaching and education. Underlying the inclusion of these related fields is the assumption that the theoretical dimension provides the basis for carrying out the practical dimension, an assumption which gave the rise to the layer approach
 to teacher training already discussed. 

The introduction of theoretical education studies in the teacher training process in the early twentieth century was prompted by what was occurring in other professional specializations, such as law, engineering, architecture, medicine, etc. As these fields underwent a process of professionalization, they placed more emphasis on strengthening the theoretical foundations of the studies in order both to ensure sound professional development of trainees and to build professional competency based on valid theories. As discussed earlier, an outstanding example is that of Abraham Flexner in the medical field. From 1908 through 1909, Flexner, an educator,  examined doctor training institutions in the United States and Canada, and then published a report recommending a fundamental change in the process of training doctors. It can be assumed that Flexner’s recommendations were heeded not only due to his personality and authority, but primarily because they conformed to the ethos of academia. The status of academia had risen considerably by then, and academic courses were characterized by the centrality of theoretical studies. Given this trend in the professions at that time, it was almost inevitable that teacher education would also begin to emphasize the centrality of theoretical studies rather than recognize the possibility that teacher education should be different and should reflect the background and experience of those studying to be teachers, an argument presented in previous chapters. 
Participants in the Revivim program showed little appreciation for their theoretical education courses. Already in the first year of studies, most teaching students were critical of these courses and were unwilling even to consider any possible relevance they might have. However, some, like Amos, a first year student at the time, remained optimistic: "I strongly believe and hope that the tools that the education courses can provide are right and good." However, as participants began their internships in the second year, the criticism of their theoretical education courses became uniformly negative. As second-year student Benny argued: "Education studies were missing something. These were courses dealing with theories of knowledge, sociology, or development psychology, and I did not feel that those subjects made any meaningful contribution to a program meant to train teachers. These subjects should be a marginal part of our training. They were not very interesting." Most, if not all, the program participants contended that both the content and the teaching of the theoretical education courses were uninteresting and therefore perceived as marginal and unnecessary. 

As earlier outlined, the educational studies were concentrated on one day a week. In the first year, one part of the day included visits to educational institutions, peer teaching and workshop discussions. The second part of the day was devoted to participation in theoretical education courses. Beginning in the second year, the first part of the day of educational studies would be devoted to teaching in school classes as part of the students’ internships, along with personal and group guidance by the pedagogic tutors. The second part of the day would focus on theoretical education studies. While the participants widely approved of the teaching internship element (see Chapter 12), their criticism of the theoretical education courses only increased. Orna, a second year student, expressed the widespread feeling that: "The study of education has not really met my expectations or those of everyone else. In the first year, the education courses were somehow okay. But now they are really vague and not at all relevant to what we are facing in the teaching experience or to other issues that concern us." It should be recalled that most of the teaching students found the internships difficult and needed assistance. The theoretical education courses did not meet this need. As a third year student, Kineret admitted: "The educational studies really do not talk to me. They really do not belong to what we do and are facing every day." 
Although it could be hoped that the theoretical education courses might prove to be more relevant after a few years, when participants would be working as qualified teachers, interviews with the participants in the ninth year of the research, after five years of professional teaching, indicated otherwise. Naama, with five years of teaching experience, emphasized the participants’ lack of enthusiasm for these courses: "The studies of education were the weakest part of the program. There was no connection at all with our teaching experience." Even the participants who tried to give the theoretical education courses some credit were ultimately negative. Another ninth-year participant, Ziva, admitted that: "I did not dwell enough on the theoretical studies in education. I got good grades, but the issues were less relevant to what I had been dealing with in teaching." Joel’s critical evaluation of the theoretical education courses and their teachers was even sharper and blunter than that of his colleagues: "The education teachers had no idea what they were teaching. The Faculty of Education and the education studies were catastrophes. It was terrible; a big waste of time, unclear, and without purpose." Clearly, most Revivim participants were very negative about the theoretical education studies, both during their studies and after becoming qualified teachers.

What Should be Taught in Theoretical Education Studies?
The words of Benny
, a fifth year participant should be considered seriously: "I can say  categorically that I hardly learned anything significant in Revivim’s education studies. I especially didn't receive any educational tools. I learned about scholars, about different approaches in education, but this is not what is needed." As an alternative to the theoretical studies, the participants raised numerous practical issues that they felt should have been addressed. In her fourth year, Kfir offered that: "I do not believe that courses in education, that once again talk about educational ideologies and educational approaches will advance me in any way. We need really practical tools, such as boundaries for the classroom and with parents. I personally downloaded additional courses that dealt with practical issues, like how to write and assess an exam." While some, like the ninth-year participant, Naama, were willing to concede that there was a place for theoretical studies in the program, but, as Naama suggested, wanted those studies to apply to practical issues: "It would have been preferable if the education studies had dealt with the role of educator. For example, they should have addressed questions such as what does it mean to educate, what it requires of teaching students, what is the non-formal educational system, and, generally, what is education." The issues Naama raised probably reflect questions that arose during her teaching process. Shira, a fourth-year participant, was disturbed by other theoretical questions: "What I would change in the program is the educational courses. They were very insignificant. It is necessary to change them. For example, there should be an entire course on issues such as humanistic schools, the integration of technology in education, different types of schools, and other subjects connected to the actual classroom.” 
While Shira and Naama were prepared to study theoretical issues that had practical applications, most of their colleagues believed that educational study should focus solely on practical questions, not necessarily of a technical nature, but those that represented challenges for them in as teachers. A fifth-year student, Assaf, suggested that: "Education courses should engage in concrete issues that we face in the classroom. For example, my main weakness is the difficulty of conducting the class as a social group. The challenge for me is to create a dynamic that pushes forward a positive process. Courses could also address social education classes and what to do in such lessons. There are a lot of problems for which I just feel that I have no solutions.” Iris, also a fifth-year student argued that the agenda of the education studies must change completely: "There should be no theoretical training. Education studies need to address all sorts of dilemmas in the classroom and others practical things." Four years later, in the ninth year of the study, Iris was even more adamant: "The most significant part was the teaching experience. The part of the theoretical studies was the most exhausting, with texts that relate to nothing and with no depth. It is important to invent something else." 
Many participants were pessimistic about the role of the university as an institution for training teachers. In his sixth year, Assaf concluded that: "I think that the university is not the appropriate palace to learn education, but to conduct research on education. This is what we concluded from education courses." During his ninth year, Kfir summed up his criticism of the educational component of the program in similar tones: "The goal of this program is to create teachers and not educational researchers. Therefore, the orientation should be the educational field and not educational theories." 
Echoes of the criticism from the Revivim teaching students about the role of theoretical education studies in the training process can also be found in studies by teacher education researchers. Studies that specifically examined the attitudes of graduates of training programs toward theoretical courses found that in many cases, these courses were perceived by teaching students as irrelevant to their training as well as too theoretical and impractical. Other criticisms uncovered about these courses included their failure to deal sufficiently with issues related to teaching and the problems that arise during the course of teaching, such as issues related to students, assessment results, poor motivation and discipline problems. Both training program students and graduates claimed that the theoretical education studies did not equip them with the knowledge to work with different cultural student populations or with those with troubled backgrounds. Studies showed that most teaching students and alumni felt that the educational theory teachers were completely detached from the practice of education. 

Ongoing studies conducted in recent decades focusing on teachers' particular knowledge and concerns reveal the uniqueness of teachers’ knowledge and how this knowledge differs from the theoretical academic content. Concepts such as pedagogical content knowledge, personal-practical knowledge and reflective knowledge have been used by scholars studying teachers’ knowledge to express new insights into this field. These insights call into question the weight given to theoretical education and have led some scholars to propose new and different models for theoretical education studies. For example, Lee Shulman does not call for the cancellation of theoretical education studies, as most Revivim participants may have favored, but he does recommend changing the nature of these courses so that they become an integral part of both the process whereby teachers obtain practical knowledge and of their practical experiences in teaching. Schulman, like John Dewey in 1898, argues that there should be no separation between pedagogy and content. Shulman suggests changing the metaphorical concept of fundamental studies, taken from the field of construction that assumes that the construction of any building begins with the foundations. Instead, he suggests replacing the fundamental metaphor with the scaffolding metaphor, also drawn from the field of construction. Scaffolding refers to the architectural solution of using a steel skeleton as scaffolding around building to ensure its soundness. Using this metaphor, subjects such as psychology, history, philosophy, anthropology, and the sociology of education do not constitute the fundamentals of teacher education, but rather serve as the instructional scaffolding to support the practice of teaching. In this way, Schulman contends, there will be no separation between theoretical studies and teaching practice, as they will both become integral elements of teacher training programs. More metaphors proposed for addressing the role of theoretical studies in teacher education are: a web linking theory and practice; a dialogue between theory and practice; and professional literacy, reflecting more substantial integration between theory and practice in the educational field.
As a means of bridging the gap between the theoretical and the practical realms and of conveying pedagogical content knowledge to student teachers and teachers, Shulman suggests using the case studies method which incorporates examples and case analysis in order to integrate contextual knowledge with theoretical principles, which would otherwise be detached from practical instruction. Similarly, within the framework of practical study, case literature can be introduced to broaden the discussions to include the fundamentals of theoretical knowledge. In this way, the teaching student can learn about both the theoretical and practical realms in tandem, as various types of knowledge, theoretical and practical, universal and specific, formal, abstract contextual, and concrete, will be integrated with each other.

We conclude this discussion of the role of theoretical studies with a personal observation. In the first year of the Revivim program, before receiving negative feedback from the participants about the theoretical courses, one of the senior faculty members at the School of Education suggested revising the theoretical education studies. Seeking to make the theoretical courses more relevant, this faculty member proposed that the theoretical education courses should be made more relevant by having the theoretical instructors guide the students when they began teaching in schools during their internships, and by focusing the theoretical lessons on issues arising from the students’ teaching experiences. This entailed a shift in perception whereby the theoretical studies would no longer be isolated basic studies but would accompany the teaching process, much like the scaffolding concept proposed by Shulman. However, this proposal, which would have meant presenting educational psychology or the philosophy of education, for example, not as a foundation of teaching, but as integral to the realistic needs of practical teaching, was met with stiff resistance and was not accepted. It is interesting to speculate what might have happened had the proposal been adopted.
The Role of Pedagogical Workshops
Part of the internship program included guidance from the pedagogic tutors, who held group meetings formatted as workshops. These meetings sought to be responsive to the needs of program participants and to enable participants to voice their opinions, ask questions, raise concerns, clarify issues, and solve problems together with their colleagues. The group meetings did not deal with theoretical issues, about which program participants were severely critical, nor with conveying generic didactic tools. Rather, these meetings were intended to suggest ideas, tools, and processes tailored to the common needs of all the participants. The workshops were led by the pedagogic tutors, whose mentoring roles were appreciated by most of the participants, as will be discussed in Chapter Thirteen. All these factors would lead one to conclude that these workshops would be successful, but they were not.
The research literature referring to pedagogical workshops stresses their importance as a source of support for teaching students. The assumption behind the pedagogical workshops is that because teaching is such a complex process, observation alone is insufficient to discover all the objectives and considerations, and discussions are necessary in order to fully consider and analyze all the issues. For teaching students, who are not yet confident, group discussions run by expert and experienced pedagogical tutors serve to help them interpret and understand classroom activities. The context of the group allows participants to explore teaching skills and different principles with the tutors and their peers without fear of being subject to external judgment or evaluation.  
Moshe Silberstein
 refers to two components to define the role of the workshop. The first involves the immediate experience of each teaching student when facing various and complex situations arising from actual teaching practice. The pedagogical workshop facilitators seek to respond to the participants’ needs, doubts, problems, and educational challenges. The second component revolves around producing generalized principles. In this component, the pedagogical workshops seek to help teaching students glean general implications and principles from their specific problems or situations, leading to insights that can apply to other cases. Discussions are thus directed to areas such as values, professional insights about the nature of teaching, and the function and mission of teaching on the ideological, intellectual, social, behavioral, and personal levels.

Numerous studies have found that the workshops have a significant positive effect on teaching students, and participation in them improves and strengthens the effectiveness of the teaching experience. Study results also indicate positive assessments of the workshops shortly after they are held, among both students and workshop leaders.

In contrast to the positive picture described in the studies above, the perceptions of the Revivim participants about their workshops were rather critical. All the participants, from the beginning of the program, throughout the years of training, and even later in their careers, were united in their opinion that the pedagogical workshops did not meet their needs. In his second year, Assaf voiced his opinion that: "I felt that the workshops were drawing on our experiences to create something synthetic. We did not need them. All kinds of very original ideas were presented but they did not contribute much." Four years after leaving the university, Assaf's critical attitude had not changed." I think there were preconceptions about what the workshops should be. All sorts of ideas were raised in them, but I did not find them beneficial.”
Even those who believed in the importance of the workshops in principle did not think that the workshops successfully carried out their function. Naama, a fifth-year student acknowledged that: "The workshops were very important, but they were never able to meet our expectations or our needs. They never gave us a sense that we were there to learn and develop ourselves." A fourth-year student, Reut, insisted that: "The pedagogical workshop should match our real needs." In a similar vein, second-year student Amos declared that: "The workshops were irrelevant to what we really needed. There was no consistency or planning." One third-year student, Giora, even claimed that the workshop not only failed to help him, but may have even been detrimental: "The workshops were irrelevant and did not help us much. They even confused me." Kineret, then a third-year student, understood that she needed pedagogical support and was pleased to receive such support. However, she expressed frustration about what actually went on in the workshops: "Everyone talked about their mistakes and then I heard tips from the pedagogical tutors: 'You should do a guidelines page, you should write on the board.' All kinds of advice like that. I wrote down all this advice and tried to apply it. But the advice was not consistent and not responsive to what I needed for students. The workshops did not do any real, consistent work on how to solve the complex situation I dealt with it."
Because of their dissatisfaction with the workshops, many participants chose not to attend them, even though the pedagogical workshops were part of the program’s obligations. Giora, a third-year student admitted that: "I frequently did not participate in the workshops. I didn’t feel that they gave me something." Also Amos, in his third year, related that: "I came to the workshop very few times this year." During the second year of training in the program, pedagogical workshops were held frequently in the schools themselves, while during the third and fourth years, the workshops were held on the university campus and students were required to come especially to attend workshop sessions. The participants recalled having to make a cost–benefit decision about attending. As Reut, a fourth-year student described it: "The dilemma I faced was whether to invest in my classroom teaching or go to the workshop, which I was not sure was contributing much to me or would help me to progress. To attend a workshop, I had to go to the university and spend a whole day." 
Many of the participants were willing to admit that, to a large extent, the problem of the pedagogical workshops was the participants. Second-year student Naama related that: “We were all busy with what we had experienced personally in the classes and often did not have the patience to listen to others' stories." In the same vein, during his fifth year, Kfir recalled that: "There are individual issues that are not suitable for group discussion. Everyone has a different experience and the need to share with the tutor personally rather than share what everybody experiences." After having taught for five years, Iris was able to judge the pedagogical workshops more objectively. Like her colleagues, she expressed dissatisfaction with them: "The overall experience of the workshops was not good. On one hand, everybody wanted to express themselves, but basically, nobody wanted to hear about what others encountered. On the one hand, we felt that we wanted to share, but on the other hand, many felt that they were wasting time in the workshops. There were even were complaints about this at the time." From the accounts of the participants, it appears that most of them had negative evaluations of the contribution of the pedagogical workshops and preferred individual support from the pedagogical tutors during their internship experience, as will be discussed in Chapter Thirteen. 

What Should Be the Role of the Pedagogical Workshops?
The dissatisfaction with the pedagogical workshops created a controversy among the participants about what should be the focus of the workshops. Some students, albeit not many, had expected the pedagogical workshop to focus on philosophical educational issues and not on practical issues. For example, Shir, a fourth-year student felt that: "The pedagogical workshops were very lacking in even the educational philosophy texts. The workshops should provide a profound learning platform and not just react to classroom difficulties by talking about them superficially." However, other participants were critical of any tendency to focus on theoretical issues in the workshops. For example, Naama, a third-year student, recalled that: "The tutor wanted to teach a philosophical text in the workshop. But we needed something to help us know what to do in the classroom." Amos, a second-year student, would have preferred: "to learn how to teach; how to teach texts. This is what was lacking in the workshops. I did not know how to do this and the workshops did not provide any guidance." Third-year student Ziva was not among the harshest critics of the workshops, but held views similar to those of Amos: "We teach these chapters from the Bible for the first time. I believe that the pedagogical workshop should be devoted to studying the chapters together and then learning how to decide what to teach and what to skip." From the perspective of being a full-time teacher for two years, Orna thought that the workshop should have dealt with those problems she was currently confronting as a teacher: "In the workshops we really should have learned how to organize a lesson. I never received any methods for organizing teaching material, or even for organizing my time as a teacher beyond preparing the 45 minute lessons. There is quite a lot of work involved in being a teacher, and I am just now learning to recognize it. Only now am I slowly, slowly acquiring the tools for managing my day as a teacher.”
Considering these very differing views of the participants, the task of reshaping the content of pedagogical workshops to meet the needs and demands of the teaching students would be quite difficult. There were very few points of accord among the participants, if any.
The Role of Reflective Discourse in the Pedagogical Workshops

A pedagogical tool that has been widely used in recent years in teacher education is reflective discourse. Reflective discourse encourages teaching students to reflect their on their experiences as teachers based on the presumption that such reflection can improve their teaching. The efforts of the pedagogical tutors in the Revivim program to introduce reflective discussions into the pedagogical workshops were met by criticism from the students. Orna, in her second year, complained that: "I wasn’t looking for group dynamics. I did not come here to do psychological therapy. If I truly needed therapy, I would just go to a psychologist. In the workshops, we talked, but the fact is that nothing happened." Throughout their training, students consistently expressed disdain for the use of reflective discourse in the pedagogical workshops. In her fourth year, Kineret related that: "There was something in the dynamic of the reflective discourse in the workshops that I hated. All of us had something to say, and we all said the same things. It was somewhat tiresome for me." Even many years after their training, the students’ contempt for reflective process workshops remained, as recounted by Joel
: "The reflection is totally unnecessary and all pedagogic work was unnecessary." Even those who appreciated the reflective process did not believe that the pedagogical workshop was the suitable framework for practicing it. Shirley, in her fifth year, offered that: "It was a waste of time to reflect in the context of the workshops. In any event, we were reflecting on our own or with others with whom we felt comfortable. It was really unnecessary to do it in the workshops." One third-year student, Amos, shared the opinion that reflective processes could not be properly conducted in the workshops: "Reflection was important and interesting, and enabled us to delve deeply into our experiences. But not much was possible as part of the group." 
In the interest of full disclosure, I should discuss my personal experience regarding the reflective process in teacher training. The breakthrough which introduced reflective discourse into teacher training came about with the publication of Donald Schon's book, The Reflective Practitioner in 1983. Although the book was not written specifically about education, it left me quite impressed. I thought that Schon’s ideas finally defined the nature of teachers’ knowledge, placing it on a solid and serious foundation. I became involved in training teachers and guiding their professional development. I also conducted research and published articles, joining a robust wave of studies and activities regarding teachers, and their knowledge, thinking and development, all of which supported reflective discourse as part of the teacher training process. However, with time, I discovered that teaching students, and not only those in the Revivim program, reacted resentfully, even contemptuously, to the reflective processes they were required to engage in with others as part of their training. In light of the reactions of the Revivim program participants, who did not lack intellectual abilities or the capacity for expression, I had to reassess the role of reflective discourse in the process of teacher education. 

Conclusion

The academic discipline instructors in the Revivim program saw and still see themselves as committed to research and knowledge development. It is highly unlikely that these attitudes will change and that they will reshape their courses to meet the needs of teachers, although most Revivim teaching students would have preferred such an approach. In this context, it is interesting to observe what is happening at colleges of education. These institutions, unlike the universities, are focused solely on teacher training. The colleges’ subject matter instructors are officially part of the teacher education institutes. Nonetheless, there is no significant difference in approach between the subject matter instructors in the teachers’ colleges and in the universities. Most of the discipline instructors in the educational colleges identified themselves with a field of knowledge and not with education and teacher training. It is highly unlikely that they will change their mission from imparting disciplinary knowledge to pedagogical content knowledge.
The continuing centrality of theoretical education studies in teacher training programs is a source of great frustration. There is overwhelming, conclusive evidence from extensive research around the world, the Revivim research representing only one example conforming to the overall trend, of the ineffectiveness of theoretical education courses. Despite criticism from a myriad of scholars, teacher training programs have not revised their approach to theoretical education studies. As a result, students and teachers remain dissatisfied with this aspect of their professional training. 

The reaction of the teaching students to the pedagogical workshops proved somewhat surprising. Few, if any, of them suggested cancelling the pedagogical workshops altogether, but they all agreed that the workshops’ design and function should be radically changed, even if they were uncertain about what should be the appropriate content of the workshops. Despite the criticism of the reflective process required of them from teaching students in many training programs, most of the research literature on pedagogical workshops reported student satisfaction about this process, at least in relation to other elements of the training. However, the study of the Revivim participants revealed much more negative attitudes towards the reflective process. Apparently, the difference between the perceptions of the Revivim participants and other teaching students studied in larger studies can be explained by the fact that, as part of their training, Revivim students taught in teaching internships. As a result of these internships, Revivim students had questions and problems that could not be addressed in the pedagogical workshops as then configured. In contrast, in more conventional teacher training, the workshops take place before the students begin their internships. For most students having at most limited teaching experience, the workshops may be more relevant and bring them closer to the world of teaching than do other training activities.
Chapter 11: 
The Contribution of the Participants to Their Teaching Development

Chapter 12: Teaching Internships
Let's begin by listening to the conversation that took place with Kineret in her first year of full-time school teaching, after completing four
 years of interning.
Kineret: (looking very depressed and shedding a tear) “Well, I'm somewhat angry at myself. This has been primarily an experience of failure. There is a lot of stress in the classroom and in the relationships with the pupils. (Silence of distress) That’s it.”.
Interviewer: “Did you feel some satisfaction in working with them?”
Kineret: “No.”
Interviewer: “Is this too painful for you?”
Kineret: “It depresses me. I have nothing ... I do not have ability; it's really bad ...”
Interviewer: “Was this the point where the dream was broken?”
Kineret: “No. I have no dream. It just hasn’t been fun for me to go to school. I would never leave the classroom because I still have some desire to succeed with them. It is just really, really hard for me…”
Interviewer: “So do you still want to be a teacher, and try it for a few more years?”
Kineret: “I don’t know what I want. It gives… I know that teaching gives more satisfaction than selling ice cream, but exactly, exactly, in the same dosage it gives a lot of suffering. It really makes me suffer. I don’t know, I don’t know. It unnerved me.” (Silence).

All those involved in teacher education and teachers’ professional development recognize this conversation. It is well known that after graduating from teacher training institutions and becoming teachers, novice teachers endure difficult and frustrating experiences. Some overcome these challenges within months, while for others, it takes several years. A very high percentage of new teachers, estimated at nearly 50 percent, leave the profession within five years, primarily because of these obstacles they face.
The discussion with Kineret is unusual among Revivim graduates, who became full-time teachers after having already encountered the frustrations and difficulties of teaching during their internships. With the exception of two Revivim participants, the program’s graduates entered the school system and the classroom with the confidence of those with many years of experience. As this chapter and others in this book demonstrate, the Revivim participants identified their internship training as the factor that eased their full-time entrance into the teaching profession. 

The Importance of the Teaching Internship
All the Reivivim participants agreed about the important position and influence of the practical internship in the training process and its powerful impact on their professional development. Already in his second year, Benny explained: "For me, it’s best to teach, and as much as possible. This is the real thing for me." The other elements of their training program compared rather unfavorabley to the internships. Kfir, in his second year, realized that: "The internship experience was the best education for me. It taught me more than any other professor who had never set foot in a school." Participants maintained this favorable assessment of the internships from the time they began their internships through the end of the ninth year of the research. After teaching for five years, Shirley concluded that: "What was the most significant of all things and important in all the training was the experience in the school." Many participants felt like Giora, who, in his third year, felt that in the internships: "I feel like I'm building myself as a teacher. It's a very big challenge and it is important in our training as teachers, although it is not simple at all." 
As mentioned earlier, the amount of teaching the participants did in their internships increased every year. During their first year, they had no real teaching expertise, but were involved in observing schools and classrooms, and even this activity was not done intensively or systematically. In their second year of training, the teaching students were fully responsible for all aspects of teaching a weekly lesson to one half of a class. The teaching students also taught one half of a class in their third year of training, but their hours of teaching increased to three hours a week. In their fourth year, participants taught full classes for five hours a week, two days a week, working as regular teachers in the school and teaching the formal curriculum. After completing their training, in their fifth year, the participants became qualified teachers in schools, teaching
 more or less full time.

After graduating and beginning his work as a full-time teacher, Assaf reviewed the internship process, concluding that: "There is no doubt that the center for me around which everything revolved was teaching practice. There is nothing more than teaching experience needed to prepare one to be teacher actually engaged in education. I feel very deeply about this. Definitely, the internships were essential." Even from the perspective of having taught for five years, Orna thought that: "The teaching experience was the most significant part of the training. With time, I learned how to navigate the classroom. Without practical experience, we can't teach at all. This has been my position throughout this experience." The internship is a process that also involves failures, sometimes painful, but the teaching students understood, at least in retrospect, that it is the only way to really learn to be teachers. Ziva, then teaching for two years, realized that: "I learned by experience and by the mistakes that I made. This is the best way to learn. In fact, I can describe it as learning how to navigate to a certain location. Without driving there, making mistakes and learning about the entire surrounding area, I can never learn how to get there. So I will make mistakes, so it will take me two hours rather than fifteen minutes to get to a certain place. But in the end, I will arrive and know the way."
The research literature reveals very similar attitudes to those of the Revivim participants among all teaching students and professionals. Both novice and veteran teachers believed they acquired their professional knowledge not in lecture halls, but in actual work with pupils in classrooms; from trial and error. In studies, most teachers describe the theoretical training as having little correlation with the field. The experience in the classroom is perceived as the field of reality and as the best education for the teaching students, while the theoretical training is considered illusory. Most of the research findings indicate that when teaching graduates move from learning in a theoretical environment to daily work in real classrooms, they confront serious challenges for which they have not been prepared. These include the burden of responsibility for students and classroom instruction, contact with parents and many other aspects of teaching that are not included in the curricula of the training institutes. Many studies reveal that new teachers experience a feeling of disconnect between their studies in the training institutions and the classroom situation.

The practical experience during teacher training, also called practicum or practical work,  enables teaching trainees to meet young students and work with them in the school setting, to adjust the discipline content to make it suitable for teaching a class, to examine the implications of the principles and content learned in the training program, to deal with classroom management, to communicate with students and teachers, to acquire teaching experience with individual students and groups, to develop educational materials and use them in real life situations, and more. As a result of the positive findings supporting the crucial contribution of actual teaching experience for teaching students, many teacher training institutions have expanded and intensified the teaching component of their training process. In recent years, it has become popular to encourage partnerships between training programs and schools, so that teaching students are sent to schools designated as Pedagogical Development Schools (PDS). In the PDS framework, the teaching students work longer hours in the school, and the school and its teachers, along with the training institute, have shared responsibility for the trainees’ practical experience. Along with this process, significant attention is given to guiding the teaching student through their practical experience, with efforts made to create connections between the practical experience and the entire teacher education program.

At first glance, current trends regarding the encouragement of practical experience in teacher education institutes appears quite encouraging. But closer analysis reveals that most of the changes that have been implemented are merely first order changes, entailing more of the same, such as more hours of staying in schools, more hours of teaching, more intensive involvement of  veteran school teachers in guiding the teaching students, and so on. Most of these changes are implemented within the traditional framework of the academic stages approach which assumes that theoretical studies are the basis of all training and that teaching students need to implement these theories in practice. However, as we have already argued, what is needed is a much deeper, second order change that will transform the process of training teachers from one that takes place in lecture halls to one that is carried out through teaching internships. Such a significant change would mean that teaching internships, which usually take place after graduation, would become an integral part of the teacher education training at a much earlier stage, much like the model used in the Revivim program. 

Teaching Experience During the Internship Process
The Revivim participants attested that the internship teaching experience was a total one. From the beginning of their first internships, the participants were asked to take on the functions and face the challenges of all teachers, becoming personally responsible for the entire teaching process. This entailed teaching without the intervention or help of veteran teachers to guide them or ensure that they were conducting classes properly Most of the Revivim participants believed that their step-by-step exposure to actual teaching was suitable for them in terms of its scope and the responsibilities demanded of them. Reut, a third-year student assessed that: "It was good training in terms of practical training. The practical training was built in stages. This meant beginning with teaching a subject to half a class and not facing the commitment of a final exam
. Only after this stage could we stand in front of an entire class.” Shira, also in her third year, echoed these sentiments: "I love how the program is built, gradually getting into more and more."
Any criticism of the internships from Revivim participants involved not the internships themselves, but their scope. Some believed that the internship process was not intense enough and suggested a broader internship program that would progress more rapidly. Second-year student Benny expressed this point of view: "For learning to become a teacher, the experience of work is much, much more significant and interesting. The process that I was able to have with my pupils was very poor in my opinion. It's hard to do something based on one session per week. I miss being at school more." This opinion was shared even by graduates who had already been working as full-time teachers. Iris, in her second year of teaching in the school system, commented that: "Teaching one hour a week is nothing. You're not experiencing the school. To teach one hour is like visiting from outer space, from a different world, for a short time."
Many Revivim participants concluded that the teaching experience should have begun during their first year of training. Contrast this demand for more intensive and earlier practical experience with the participants’ initial reaction after being given very short notice that they would have to take responsibility for independently teaching a class of pupils during the second year of training. At the time, they protested that this demand was being made too early in the program and was excessive. And yet, after only beginning their internships, students began calling for an increase in their scope and for introducing them earlier in the program. This assessment only increased with time. In his fourth year, Joel insisted that: "The internship experience should be every day, all day and should be introduced from the beginning." Kfir, after having taught as a qualified teacher for two years, agreed: "The experience has to start from the first year." 
One Revivim participant felt that what was missing in the internship program was observation in other teachers' classes and guidance from a veteran school teacher, as is common in other teacher training programs. As Shirley related after having worked full-time in the school system for one year: "The amount of the experience was good. I would add observations of other teachers and perhaps the addition of one veteran teacher to guide the teaching students throughout their internships: a kind of apprenticeship." Interestingly, Shirley was the only participant to voice this opinion, which probably reflects her personal experiences. Other Revivim participants, both as teaching students and then as qualified teachers found many opportunities at school to watch experienced teachers and colleagues and learn from them and from each other. 

Gaining Experience as an Effective Means of Acquiring Teaching Skills

The program participants repeatedly mentioned the importance of gaining experience. Assaf, five years after entering the program, asserted that: "Experience brings wisdom. I consider myself a changed person." Similarly, Shira, then in her second year, declared that: "Learning to teach is ultimately done only through contact with the class and the pupils. And over time, you get better." The participants’ recognition of the importance of cumulative experience only strengthened over the years. As he began his professional teaching, Amos reported that: "The experience is important to teacher training. The learning comes from experience. So in the Revivim program, the emphasis is on the experience." Naama, already a teacher for two years, reported that: "The experience is very enriching and strengthening over time." Even Remy
, having taught for four years, felt that: "I learned a lot from it. I think that we experienced a lot of hours of teaching and this was very important." 
As already discussed in the book, the Revivim students were not completely alone in facing the challenges and problems of teaching, but were accompanied by pedagogical tutors who gave each of them the appropriate and necessary guidance. However, the tutors did not provide the participants with tools for dealing with teaching issues. Participants were not given "do and do not do" instructions, as might have been expected in a training program. Nonetheless, Assaf, like other participants, did not see the absence of a toolbox as a weakness in the program. One year into his professional career, Assaf concluded that: "I do feel that the teaching itself gave me very significant experience. Revivim did not give me nearly enough tools to deal with everything, but four years of experience in the classroom was extremely useful." 
Revivim’s internship approach was that students should cope individually with all or most of the challenges and problems that all teachers encounter in their work. For most participants, the most difficult and challenging issues were students' disciplinary problems. However, the participants felt that the internship process had helped equip them with the tools needed to deal with disciplinary problems as full-time teachers. After teaching for four years, Reut related that: "As a beginning teacher, I dealt with disciplinary problems. What helped me overcome the problems was the experience I gained during the training period.” Even in his
 third year, Kfir judged that: "Through working in a classroom, I acquired teaching skills." Naama confirmed that: "Through actual experience I internalized the role of the teacher. It's a matter of time. I certainly enjoyed the process, connecting with pupils and learning effective methods." 
The Revivim participants’ assessments of the importance of accumulating experience are consistent with numerous research findings. Many researchers emphasize that gaining actual teaching experience plays a far more important role in enabling teaching students to acquire practical teaching knowledge through their own independent and unique experiences than do models or formulas presented to them from outside. Teaching situations do not have objective meaning in themselves, but have different meanings according to the teacher and changing circumstances. Because of the complexity of teaching modes, the many judgment calls that must be made, often characterized by conflicting logic, and multilateral value judgments that teachers are faced with, teachers frequently find themselves in situations of choice with different options for action in several directions.

Some researchers distinguish between knowledge about teaching and knowledge in teaching. This distinction corresponds to Donald Schon’s distinction between knowledge about action and knowledge in action. While knowledge about teaching can be acquired by theoretical learning, knowledge in teaching can be developed only through practical experience. In this context, there are those who distinguish between theory with a “small t” and Theory with a “big T.” The first refers to personal subjective theory that relates to activities and is learned from the experience. This “small t” theory is usually not consciously formulated but is intuitive. “Big T” Theory, in contrast, refers to academic and public theory. Applying this distinction, the knowledge and practical concepts of the teachers can be considered “small t” theory, with some calling teachers’ practical knowledge practical theory. In a similar context, the social scientist Michael Billig suggests a distinction between intellectual ideology found among academics and researchers, which is declared, systematic and coherent, and lived ideology, found among practitioners, such as teachers. Lived ideology is characterized more by action than by declarations, is more implicit than explicit, and is context-sensitive, dynamic and changing, and not necessarily coherent. While knowledge about teaching is learned through theoretical processes, knowledge in actual teaching is learned by doing. The educator Walter Doyle called this practical knowledge classroom management knowledge, which is accumulated by students and teachers during their daily classroom reality.

Despite the growing evidence of the positive role of accumulating experience in teacher training, the research literature is ambiguous on this issue. On the one hand, there is a large body of literature that demonstrates the importance and positive impact of practical experience for aspiring teachers. However, others argue that experience in schools and observations of other teachers may do more harm than good, because of the pressure teaching students experience when teaching, or because they may observe teachers who have poor teaching techniques. As a result, some professionals, seeking to protect teaching students from any adverse effects of teaching or observation, argue that learning from practice does not have to be accomplished in the classroom in real time, but can be done in alternative and calm processes, like videos documenting learning and teaching in the classroom, analysis of works and products of students, and so on.

Many teacher training institutes have tried or instituted a variety of possibilities and alternatives to practical teaching experience in their programs. But the dissatisfaction of teaching students as well as many researchers persists. The alternative of using teaching internships for training does not appear to have been raised or implemented. One exception can be found in the Teach First  training program, which is based on have teaching students experience full and immediate training in school classrooms. However, this program poses immense challenges to the participants, as from the beginning of the training process the teaching students must immediately cope with an almost full teaching load similar to that of tenured teachers, without undergoing any gradual process. Moreover, the Teach First program participants receive guidance from school teachers, many of whom are likely good teachers, but who are not experts in the field of teacher education. From the published data, the Teach First program appears to have the highest dropout rate among teacher training programs: over 50 percent of the trainees left after two years, and more than 80 percent after three years. It is arguable that this extremely high dropout rate may be attributable to the intense pressure the beginning students faced due to the requirement to immediately take on the workload of a veteran teacher, as well as to the lack of appropriate professional guidance.

Integrating as School Teachers
The Revivim graduates became qualified teachers in many schools across the country, usually as individuals and not in groups
. From the outset of their careers, they felt that their student internships, where they taught in real schools and not in utopian simulations, eased their integration as qualified teachers as they had had the opportunity to get to know schools directly and from the inside. It was in the participants’ fourth year, when they not only learned at the university, but also taught in schools five hours a week over two days, that they began to gain insights into the contribution of the internship to their integration as teachers in a regular school. As Shira, then a fourth-year student described: "I am really integrated in school. I felt I was really part of the school. The internship provided some insight, which is very significant for teaching in my classroom." 
During the first two years of their internships, when they taught one hour weekly in the second year of training and three hours weekly in their third year of training, neither the participants nor the teachers in their schools considered them organic parts of the school team, even though they functioned as teachers in every respect. In the fourth year of training, when they taught five hours weekly and were present in the schools two days a week, they really began to be perceived as part of the school staff. More importantly, even the students began to refer to them as regular school teachers. Fourth-year student Benny confirmed that: "I felt that I was included in the school, that the students appreciated me, and that I was part of the school." The participants’ successful integration in the school teams often led to proposals for teaching positions at the schools after they completed their university studies.

In the first few years of joining the program and their internships, the participants exhibited a lack of appreciation for the schools and the teachers (see especially Chapters One, Three and Four). However, once they began feeling truly integrated as teachers in their schools during their  fourth year of the training, they began expressing both appreciation for the school teachers and the belief that they could learn from the teachers. Rami, in his fourth year, admitted that: "I have a lot to learn. I observe and learn from the school teachers. Specifically, here in this school, there's a tremendous collection of excellent teachers. Their experience has a great impact." During the students’ fourth-year internships, when they were more fully integrated into all aspects of teaching in the schools, they had an opportunity to observe the teaching process from a more mature and more comprehensive perspective. They could understand that learning to teach is a long and complex process, that what is not achieved today may be achieved tomorrow, and what seems like a defeat one day can be transformed into a useful insight the next day. As Naama, a xxxxx
 year student clarified: "I understand that it's not so bad. One can make mistakes. Most important is how I learn from the experience. It was really amazing to be able to learn from the school staff and from their experiences. They gave me the confirmation that is permissible to make mistakes, and that really lowers my stress."
The appreciative relationships between the interns and the school teachers were definitely mutual. Many of the participants noted the high esteem they received from school teachers, which reinforced theor sense of self-confidence. In his fifth year, Kfir related that: "I see and learn from the school teachers and they are also consulted with me." Once they began teaching as qualified teachers, all with a master’s degree and some even studying for a PhD., the Revivim graduates often had better scholastic backgrounds than did the school staff. While none of the graduates acknowledged it, it may be assumed that their having graduated from Revivim’s prestigious program afforded them some special status among the school teachers. 

Did the participants’ integration into the schools reduce the optimism or deflate the dreams with which they had begun their training? Did their integration change their worldviews or their basic teaching approaches? Some participants referred to this issue. Assaf, having been a qualified teacher for four years, recounted that: "I integrated into school perfectly. The school did not make me change, but reinforced my view of the world." Others stressed that their integration into the schools enabled them to realize their dreams about teaching and gave them a chance to make changes in the school according their philosophy and vision. Iris, who had been a qualified teacher for two years, related that: "I feel part of the school staff. I feel like I'm in the right place mainly because it fits my worldview and that helps my development.” Another graduate who had been teaching for four years, Orna, explained that: "I want to make changes in the school. There are a lot of changes in my mind. I want to do contextual lessons, with sections of current events and stories. I want to organize community of learners with meetings between students and parents
." 
While all the program participants expressed approval of the internship process p, their assessments of how they functioned during their internships and how they faced the challenge of actual full-time teaching differed. In order to explore this issue of how the internships influenced how the participants operated as teachers in the school system, we will focus on fourteen of twenty-one participants following them from their first year of interning through the end of the sixth year, the second year of working as qualified teachers. Four patterns of response can be identified from this examination. 

Internship Experience Characterized by Improvement and Strengthening 

Most of the students in the study, nine out of fourteen, evaluated the internship experience in the early years as a complex one characterized by ups and downs. In addition to difficulties and deep frustrations, they also described successes and joys. Over the course of a few years of ever more intensive internships and then the first years of full-time teaching after graduation, they reported that their teaching experiences improved and had become mostly positive.
The First Year of the Internship

In the first year of the internship during the second year of the program,
 the participants described having experienced feelings of shock, fatigue, and difficulty coping. They felt frustrated and were constantly struggling to gain students' attention. When these attempts failed, they felt angry and humiliated. Giora, in his second year, related that: "It was awful. We were in shock. It takes time to get used to being a teacher with authority. There is no mental strength to deal with the lack of acceptance of you as a teacher and as an authority in the classroom. There were serious disciplinary problems. You entered the classroom and you felt like air." Orna described trying to navigate her first year of internship in the classroom: "I felt that I had a bunch of ADHD pupils in the classroom. The beginning of the lessons were delayed, and there was a lot of noise in the classroom. I couldn’t start the class because of the noise. Even when they started to work, there was a lot of noise.” Their classroom work drained their energies, but the noise nearly broke them. Giora described how the interns felt: "I was in shock over how much energy it took us. I would begin a lesson feeling like half a dishrag and finish it as a complete dishrag. In the first few months I was not taking over and there was terrible noise in the classroom." 
The participants continued to experience difficulties in their second year of their internships, as they taught three lessons per week. According to third-year student Ziva: "The class was very frustrating. There were things that were so frustrating that you just felt humiliated. You can talk to a boy ten times in the course of a lesson and he will not do what you say. You just feel inferior and degraded. You also can’t remove him from the class because of the school rules. So you're sitting in the class and feeling humiliated." In his third year, Amos felt that: "The process was very, very slow, very difficult. There was a lot of noise in the classroom and it was difficult to teach" During this second year, participants found themselves searching for their way, especially about how to manage their relationships with their students. As third-year student Kfir explained: "It started in the first year because I tried to be there for them, but they insulted me mercilessly. Today I know I was too tough, but it doesn’t help. I got into serious arguments with some students." Orna, also in her third year, described the classroom students' confusion arising from the interns’ inconsistency: "The problem was that I still didn’t know how to deal with the students’ disciplinary problems. I was tough but not consistent, because when I was tough, I was just a teacher to them and they hated me. But I am also a teacher, mother and friend. It created confusion and it was difficult for them.”
Those involved in teacher education and qualified teachers will probably find the Revivim participants’ observations familiar. In this respect, the expected occurs. However, we are examining the experiences of teaching students still in the process of training and facing problems during their internships that qualified teachers usually encounter in their first year or two. Unlike teachers who begin working in schools only after graduation, these Revivim interns have not yet gone through all the experiences of a beginning teacher. Writing about education, Dan Lortie described: "Loneliness, non-splendid isolation
." The Revivim students were accompanied by pedagogical tutors (see Chapter Thirteen) and they were also supported by their colleagues in the program (see Chapter Eleven). In their fourth year, the last year of training, they had the heavy responsibility of teaching full, rather than half, classes that were fully integrated into the schools' curricula for five hours per week. 

Overcoming Difficulties and the Way Forward

Nine teaching students identified the fourth year as the turning point for them in their teaching.  One might expect their difficulties to increase as their teaching load expanded. However, they actually felt much more confident. For these students, during the fourth year they could see a horizon promising success and they became more confident. Fourth-year student Ziva found that: "Today I have almost no disciplinary problems at all. I enjoyed teaching this year." She felt that the issue of maintaining discipline in the classroom was no longer a stumbling block on the way and that she was able to create a good atmosphere between the students and herself. She continued: "The fact that I have no longer had many disciplinary problems gaves me a lot of time to focus on the subject matter. I ccould build much more interesting and deeper lessons. I also came to the class with optimism feeling that the students would be receptive.” Fourth-year student Kfir spoke in the same vein: "Now I am accustomed to teaching and the total experience is good for me. Having gotten experience teaching experience was very helpful for building my level of confidence, even when struggling with disciplinary problems. What I would not dare do before, now I can. Because I feel this way, I have fewer disciplinary problems." Iris discussed how the fourth year marked a change for the better when they hit their stride in the classroom: "My attitude changed and I felt strong and able to say exactly what I required of them, what I wanted to happen. When I tried to reach the students when I felt weak and uncertain, I was not successful." The changes that occurred in the fourth year did not appear magically nor happen in one day. The change reflected a process that had already begun earlier and culminated in the fourth year, at which point the students themselves noticed the change.

Upon completion of the training program, each of the participants integrated into different schools as qualified teachers, now without the rigid pedagogical training and the daily support of their fellow students. The problems that usually plague novice teachers and that are so well documented in professional literature were already far behind the Revivim graduates. In her first year as a qualified teacher, Orna assessed that: "I'm better today in my relations with my students and I am able to maintain control of the classroom. I have good relationships with them with clear boundaries. I was assigned a very tough class and have been able to transform them into little angels that respond to me." First-year teacher Reut shared her personal process, having found that in order to convey material or any statement clearly to students, she first had to go through a process of defining her expectations: "I know exactly what I want and I say that to the students." Amos, also a first-year teacher, believed that he had achieved an appropriate perspective: "I do not see anything really worth losing my tranquility over or getting angry about because this would not lead to any change or anything positive. The students are okay. They hush each other. I usually end classes with a feeling of satisfaction, with a smile, with a feeling that today I did something. Even if it's a small step, we did it today."
The Internship Experience Characterized by a Sense of Continued Success

Two students, Rami and Benny, felt positive about their teaching experiences from the beginning, and reported almost no disciplinary problems over the years. On the contrary, from the beginning of their internships, they emphasized their positive relationships with the students and their positive feelings. Already in his second year, Rami reported that: "I think that throughout the whole year I was able to build relationships with my students through personal conversations and small talk, and through the classroom work. The atmosphere was comfortable and I constantly attempted to instill the feeling that we were together; that they had something to say and I wanted to hear it, and that they heard what I had to say. All this experience gave me the confidence about what I believe in and how I think things should be." Benny, also a second-year student described his experience similarly: "It has been very interesting and fun work to this point. I feel that something good has been created between the students and me.” Even as their teaching responsibilities increased each year, Rami and Benny continued to feel positive. They reported very few disciplinary problems and noted their positive relationships with the students. As Benny described: "In a number of ways, I felt that I was well-absorbed into the school, that the students appreciated me, and that all kinds of positive relationships had been built in a very short time. What happened to me with my students was new, dramatic, and surprising all the time. It was full of vitality and interest."
While Rami and Benny apparently encountered some disciplinary problems, they reported that they were able to deal with these problems calmly and wisely. Rami conceded that: "It’s not true that there were no disciplinary problems. There were three boys that I had to separate in the first lesson. They had the potential to create disciplinary problems but they didn’t pose a problem when separated.” Benny mentioned a problem he faced in everything he did as a teacher: "Often the boundaries are very, very obscure to the students, and this did not give me the best feeling. Sometimes I experienced frustration about this ambiguous relationship, where the students felt that on the one hand I could laugh with them, but that I also demanded that they learn. For them, these changes were confusing and did not fit together. Today, my ability to define and maintain boundaries is much clearer." 
 Rami and Benny’s experiences as teachers who were able to maintain discipline and control the classroom from the beginning of their internships are certainly shared by a certain percentage, even if relatively small, of beginning teachers. However, they appear to be the exception that proves the rule
. It is worth noting that Rami and Benny consistently expressed an approach of explicative transmission teaching and the perception of teacher as a role model, which are characterized by the centrality of the teacher and educator in the teaching process (see Chapters Seven and Nine).
The Internship Experience Characterized by a Sense of Frustration

Two students, Shirley and Kineret, felt frustrated by their internships from the beginning and throughout the entirety of the process. Even after working as qualified teachers for two years, they still described the difficulties in dealing with disciplinary problems and a sense of helplessness. As a second-year student, Kineret recounted that: "It was difficult and discouraging to struggle with the disciplinary problems in the classroom. I had a catastrophe with students 'beeping' at me. I was frustrated that I didn't receive any help. Maybe there were twenty minutes at least of noise. I had a really tough year.” Then in her third year, Shirley added that: "I see and know I am not succeeding. It's a terrible feeling of failure." 
Shirley and Kineret’s responses, so different from those of the students in the first two patterns presented above, are characterized by their tendency to attribute their problems first and foremost to their own failings. They did not consider the possibility that the problems were the result of the school culture or the behavior of the students. Kineret’s lack of self-confidence was evident even when she was in her third year: "I have no confidence in front of them. I don’t even have the confidence to preach to them or to come and say something." The sense of continuing failure even into her third year prompted Shirley to question her suitability for the teaching profession: "I cannot create a quiet in the classroom. It’s as if I’ve given up. I’m afraid of being a failure
. So I think about leaving." 
By their fourth and last year of training and still receiving pedagogic guidance, Kineret and Shirley began to feel that they were finally heading in the right direction. According to Kineret: "I no longer get as stressed as I did last year. Last year I was very scared; now I'm a little less scared. It may be possible to say that I'm finally benefitting from the internship process." Kineret related that she used rules about behavior to maintain order in the classroom. But this was not what she envisioned when entered the program. In addition, Kineret still felt some pessimism. Shirley also described a slight improvement in her ability to deal with disciplinary problems: "I had a lot of personal discussions with disruptive pupils. I felt that I managed to create a connection of basic and deep trust. They never did anything to offend me despite past humiliations. I think that's a strong point. There has been some progress." 

A year later, after graduating, Kineret and Shirley became qualified teachers and their sense of failure returned. In her second year of teaching, Shirley lamented that: "It's difficult and frustrating in many ways. I am experiencing deep feelings of personal failure. I feel and know that I am not able to do the right thing with the pupils. I do not teach well, and I'm not coping with problems in right way." Kineret was even blunter in her personal criticism: "No, I do not have sources of comfort in the school. It's very difficult. The lessons are difficult for me. The students are arrogant and spoiled. They act like a gang of disruptive rioters. The do not give the lesson a chance and then they become bored. All of it is discouraging and tiring for me." 
The reactions of Kineret and Shirley, although recognized in the literature of teacher education and beginning teachers, is unusual for Revivim program participants. It is important to emphasize that from the beginning, the program planners and instructors had presumed that the responses of Kineret and Shirley would be shared by many of the participants. Consequently, the decision to start an internship during the training period was aimed at reducing these frustrating experiences as much as possible. As for Kineret and Shirley, by the ninth year, after they had been working as qualified teachers for five years, both had found personal ways to overcome their earlier difficulties. They were able to serve as effective teachers and educators in their schools. Their feelings of failure were now in the past.

The Internship Experience Characterized by Beginning with a Feeling of Success and Continuing with a Feeling of Failure
One of the teaching students, Assaf, had a different experience than that of his colleagues. In the early years, he had very positive experiences as an intern. But in the fifth and sixth years, after graduating and transitioning to professional teaching, his feelings of frustration and disappointment increased to such an extent that he questioned his suitability to be a teacher.

Assaf came to the program having had youth training experience and with a lot of ideals. He wanted to develop a value dialogue with the pupils. As he discussed in his second year: "I have a lot of experience with youth and that helps. The discourse created with the pupils and the issue of dialogue is very central in my view and it works. I think that I have a good ability to see the connections and point them out to the students. It is very important for me today to incorporate so-called informal education. I want to be able to develop responsibility, critical thinking, creativity and the ability to work together in the pupils.” Assaf also described a situation in his third year where he had been able to maintain control in the classroom, and impose silence without a fight: "One of the things I acquired is the ability to read the situation in the class correctly. I remember a lesson when I entered the classroom to teach and the students were running around and had not sat down. But I felt in control. I did not feel I needed to fight with them. I felt like a shepherd who collects his sheep and knows that he is in control. So my performance was very calm and within a few seconds there was silence."
In the fifth year, as he began working as a qualified teacher Assaf’s confidence declined and he felt helpless in front of his students: "How should I approach such problems? There are problems of dismissive attitudes and gall. I don’t know. They are ignoring my existence. There are some girls who decided to mark me and agitate the whole class against me. Recently they did a sitting strike, not cooperating with me. It's terrible in this state, I have no control.” This clearly represented a dramatic change for Assaf. After once enjoying dialogue with pupils, he now endured difficult relationships: "Sometimes I use threats and punishments. I try not to get angry. I try very hard not to scream. Sometimes I shout to silence them. That's what I try to do, but it doesn’t always succeed." 
Assaf, who initially had felt the confidence of a shepherd with extensive experience leading his sheep, later felt that he had a lot to learn. He found that in many situations he didn’t know how to act or establish a balance between rigidity and partnership with the pupils: "I would like to provide them with better habits. The classroom problems can’t be solved by telling them that nobody should talk and they should just vote
. There should be a process of internalizing and understanding that is not based on punishment. Ideally, there should be very strict and clear rules on one hand, while on the other hand, a partnership should be established with the pupils. I still cannot decide how to accomplish this." In his desperation, Assaf believed that the situation was not under his control, explaining that the problem was the result of: "rotten fruits from previous years. It is not something that was created in the last two days or even two years. This is something from first grade."
It is noteworthy that Assaf began his work as a qualified teacher in an educational framework very similar to that in which he had worked during his internship period. He taught the same subject matter and the same kind of classes. Nevertheless, upon becoming a full-time teacher, he experienced a decline in his personal feelings of professional competence. It is difficult to see the reason for this change. Was it because he found himself outside the support framework of the training? Was it due to the large increase in teaching hours, from five hours per week to full-time? Or perhaps because becoming a full-time teacher brought with it more responsibilities and expectations than he had anticipated? It is worth noting that as he continued working as a teacher over the years, Assaf did learn to navigate the teaching process and eventually found his way and his role in the classroom.
The Development Stages of the Teaching Students
The literature on teacher education and the entry of novice teachers into the school system suggest several models to describe the stages from studying in the training institutes to working as qualified teachers in the school system. The most suitable model for monitoring the development of the Revivim program participants is one that views that process as one of adaptation and acculturation. This process recently received attention following the recognition of the influence the culture of school has on the design of teaching approaches. School culture is defined as the beliefs, values, habits, and behavior in teachers' communities. Integration into the school culture therefore means recognition of cultural codes and rules that define what is acceptable and what is legitimate, along with learning the priorities, values, ​​and sources of power as well as the leading ways to consolidate the professional status of teachers. Over forty years ago, the psychologist Seymour Sarason, in his classic book, The Culture of the School and the Problem of Change, which tried to explain why attempts to introduce changes to the school from outside were unsuccessful, saw the school as a unique culture. 
The proposed model to describe the process of socialization of beginning teachers in the school culture is a developmental model which is divided into the three phases of fantasy, reality shock,  and adjustment. The stages are described sequentially in a series, but researchers note that professional development is a process that may fluctuate back and forth., Rather than concentrating on the details distinguishing different models of teacher development, including their different terminology, we seek common ground among them. We can find parallels among the many models proposed in the literature
.
In the model of teacher adjustment we are using, the first stage is fantasy. During this stage, the teachers come to schools viewing teaching as a vocation and a mission, and believing that they will be able to achieve self-realization as professionals. They hope to change the face of education, strive to be better than their teachers or imagine themselves as the best teachers possible, and believe that they will influence young children, who will admire them. While this initial stage is characterized by enthusiasm, it is also accompanied by doubts and reservations, high expectations, excitement, fear, and emotional involvement. The extreme swings of feelings and situations characterizing this phase upon entrance into the field sometimes last for several weeks when the novice teachers begin their work and are in a kind of state of euphoria.

In Chapters One, Four and Five of this book, one can find that the elements of what is called the fantasy or idealistic stage characterized the Revivim participants when they entered the training program. Indeed, to a great extent, this fantasy or ideal was their primary motivation for joining the program and becoming teachers. By the time they began their teaching internship in the second year of the program, it became more difficult to find expressions of this initial enthusiasm. It seems that in a few lessons, if not immediately, the students began exhibiting characteristics of the second stage of reality shock. Some of them actually skipped this step and went straight to the third stage of adjustment.

In the second phase of reality shock, teaching students  must take on tasks and responsibilities required as part of the teaching process, and discover that the new environment looks and operates differently than expected. The visions, perceptions and prior knowledge with which they entered the school are not necessarily reflected in the everyday life at school. In fact, their earlier idealism often collides with reality. They are particularly shocked by the difficulties in classroom management and discipline and by their feeling that the conventional school culture is incompatible with their vision. Lack of concordance between their expectations and reality creates some uncertainty among the new teachers and doubts as to how they should behave. Difficulties in integrating can sometimes be attributed to the veteran teachers seeing the novices as threats to existing conventions and routines. The stage of reality shock, also called the survival stage, is a time when the emotions of frustration, despair, failure and struggle for survival dominate. It should be noted that the intensity of the reality shock experience differs among teachers according to their experiences during their training, their personal characteristics, their previous personal and professional backgrounds, and the nature of the school culture.
The second stage of reality shock characterized most Revivim participants in the early years of their internships, mainly during their second and third years of training, as can be seen from their descriptions of painful and frustrating encounters presented in previous chapters. As already mentioned, during the fourth and last year of the training program, when the participants were far more integrated into the schools where they taught, the reactions of the majority were of adaptation, acceptance and integration into the school culture. These responses characterize the third stage, the adjustment stage.

The third adjustment stage, characterized by adaptation and adjustment, involves adopting certain elements of the school culture and of the viewpoints of the veteran teachers in order to interpret situations that arise in school in a new way. The burgeoning relationships between the beginning teachers and the veteran teachers is beginning to be considered the most useful source of information for new teachers, helping them acquire useful information, adapt and consolidate their positions in schools. Adapting to and understanding the complex reality of professional teaching is frequently accompanied by a change in attitudes in new teachers, as they rebuild their professional identities and master their abilities to teach and have an influence. Adjusting to the school culture and becoming compatible with the existing school community is often at variance with the expectations of those new teachers who hoped to introduce innovations and shake the school system from its ossification. 

Research examining how beginning teachers cope with these gaps between their perceptions and reality and other dilemmas mentioned above, such as whether to continue to fight to implement their ideals or abandon them and survive in the system, describe three strategies. The first involves teachers’ attempts to reduce and avoid conflicts and tensions by relinquishing their personal views and beliefs in order to conform to the system. The second, pragmatic strategy involves attempts to resolve conflicts and tensions in order to achieve short-term gains. The third strategy is recognition that the conflicts between their ideals and reality are unresolvable, resulting in the teachers’ either conforming to reality, albeit with feelings of guilt, or leaving the system.

The question arises as to whether, after working as qualified teachers for five years, all the Revivim program participants eventually gave up their visions and integrated into the school system as tenured teachers without leaving their unique marks on the system. Answering this question requires a more in-depth look at the data collected. According to the accounts presented in this chapter, as Revivim participants overcame their sense of crisis and needing to survive, they were able to turn more of their attention to acting on implementing their ideals. The second part of this book, Chapters Four through Seven, indicates that the Revivim graduates indeed brought new and refreshing approaches to various areas in education, whether in their teaching approaches or their conceptions of pedagogical content knowledge. Therefore, it can be concluded from the testimony of the program participants that their integration into the schools was accompanied by the opportunity to make their own unique contributions and introduce various degrees of change or renewal. Consequently, it appears that the appropriate description of the program participants’ third stage of becoming qualified teachers is that of adjustment and forging ahead.
Conclusion 
As this chapter has shown, Revivim graduates were able to integrate into schools across the country as qualified teachers without the adjustment problems that most graduates of teacher training institutes face. According to the Revivim participants, the teaching internship process, in which they were guided by the pedagogical tutors and supported by their colleagues in the program, helped them discover their own ways to teach and to improve their abilities, including the ability to deal with problems of attention and discipline, which usually pose major stumbling blocks to beginning teachers. Apparently, the internship is the secret to their success, helping them integrate as teachers in the school system equipped with a sense of success, having learned that they could adapt and overcome difficulties.
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