Chapter Eight: Perceptions of Curricula

The instructors of academic disciplines, whose perceptions were presented in Chapter Three, assumed that the content they transmitted would also serve as the basis for designing the teaching process. These instructors commonly believed that their work was the key to creating successful teachers, and that by acquiring comprehensive and accurate content knowledge, students would become empowered to develop new and better methods of teaching. The teaching students were perceived as, if not blank slates in terms of content knowledge, at least as holders of only incomplete knowledge that needed to be greatly improved in academic discipline courses. The quality and level of the content knowledge that the participants brought to the classroom and how it affected their quality of teaching could be studied once the students embarked on their teaching internships. 
The Revivim participants began their classroom teaching after a year of intensive studies in the humanities departments. During their second year, in addition to their teaching duties, they needed to complete most of their remaining undergraduate studies. At this point, discipline content instructors might contend, as indeed some Revivim instructors did, that the teaching students still lacked sufficient content knowledge to enable them to function successfully in the classroom. However, contrary to the preconceptions of many of the content instructors, observing the classes taught by the teaching students and hearing their descriptions and explanations of their lessons revealed that they students were not blank slates with regard to content knowledge. Apparently, even prior to joining the program, the Revivim students already held ideas for biblical studies curricula which they applied to their other academic studies as well. 
This chapter will explore the four pedagogical approaches for teaching biblical content by following the experiences of four teaching students, each of whom represents one of the approaches.
Traditional-Value Approach: The Story of Amos

"I grew up in an Orthodox-religious house and my brothers and I learned in religious public schools. I was a member of a religious youth movement and served in the army." Amos’ initial description of his background and identity already provide clues about his pedagogical content knowledge. While participating in the Revivim program, Amos maintained his religious identity to some degree, although he did not remain as observant as he had been in the past.
The class Amos taught was in a public junior high school, where most of the pupils were traditional but not religious. Choosing to teach a story dealing with affronts to human dignity, Amos began the lesson by reading the biblical text to his students, after which he explained it in more accessible language.
During the class discussion, Amos encouraged the students to examine the behavior of the hero in the story. He asked whether it was possible to view him as a sinner.
Itamar (Student): Because he was praying, he atoned for his sin.
Davis (Student responding to Itamar): Everybody can sin; there is no such thing as a sinner.
Amos: Ok, let’s think for a moment. If he prays and atones for his sin, he is still a sinner?
Itamar: No.
Amos: So he didn’t commit a sin? So why did he pray?
Dalit (student): Praying absolves him of his sin.
Eva (student): I think he sinned. He thought that because he was an important and well-known man he could do anything he wanted.
Amos: So let's summarize our debate. If I insult someone, is it a sin or not?
Amos’s teaching method emphasized the value of the class's discourse. Although he understood the religious meaning of the text and genuinely believed that showing respect for others was a religious commandment, he did not present it in this way to his students. Instead, he focused on those values from the text which he deemed relevant and appropriate to the students' needs. For Amos, the importance of transmitting the message of the text’s values to his students who were not religious, and certainly not committed to keeping the religious commandments, in no way conflicted with his own religious beliefs. Amos explained that he conducted his class in this way so that the students could engage in a discussion about deep and meaningful values without his imposing his own religious views. "Of course I can formulate and give them my own interpretation. But I want them to think on their own."
The conceptual aspects of Amos’s pedagogical content, emphasizing traditions and values, as well as the way he presented the texts, corresponded to his own religious identity and interpretation of the Bible as well as his relationship with God. "Somewhere I began to face questions: questions about faith, questions that many people ask themselves." Amos began a process of searching for a different, personal religious path, and even began studying philosophy at the university before joining Revivim. "I used to believe that everything written in the Bible was actually written by Moses, according to what God told him to write. While I no longer believe that every word was dictated by God, I still believe that that part of the Torah related to laws and commandments was given to us by God. These words constitute the rules about how we should live our lives in order to be as virtuous as possible. So to that extent, I believe that what is written in the Torah is the truth."
Because of his background and his personal spiritual journey, Amos chose to join the Revivim program to learn how to teach the Bible in non-religious public schools. No doubt, his own experiences influenced his pedagogical content conception. His tradition and value-based approach toward teaching the Bible was compatible with his religious identity, even if he believed that the Bible was a sacred and divine text. Amos was not prepared to abandon his personal religious approach by teaching the Bible using a critical scientific approach, even if he was teaching non-religious students in a public schools: "I would have a problem with teaching students in a Bible class in such a way that it would serve certain ‘political’ interests. I do not want to teach the Bible using this modern approach. My purpose is to teach the Bible and I can adopt new teaching methods if they serve this end.”
As the case of Amos demonstrates, while the teaching students did not necessarily enter the Revivim program with systematic or coherent conceptions of the structure of knowledge as expressed in the accepted by the research in the field, they certainly did come with their own content preconceptions. They did have their own "structure of knowledge," albeit not necessarily completely conscious or coherent. This unconscious structure of knowledge was not always congruent with the academic structure of knowledge, as could be seen in Amos’s vigorous opposition to the academic scientific biblical criticism and his insistence on teaching Bible according to its traditions and values.
There is no dispute that that every teacher must master an adequate level of content in order to teach successfully. In the 1950s, the "Sputnik shock" shook the United States and the western world after the Soviet Union became the first country to successfully launch a satellite into space. This event revealed that the United States and the western world were lagging behind in scientific and technological knowledge because of the schools’ failure to impart the most current material to students. This event focused attention of the importance of content knowledge and teaching methods in schools. The concept of the structure of knowledge began gaining prominence in the discourse about teaching contents at this time, and the relevance of this concept has not diminished over the years. The structure of knowledge reflects the assumptions, principles and basic concepts of the discipline as well as the sphere and boundaries of the subject. In the different humanities departments, there may be a number of competing structures of knowledge, even if certain common research principles are agreed upon. As a result, different teachers in the same Bible studies department, for example, may have different interpretations of the same biblical issue, each arising from a different structure of knowledge.

The structure of knowledge associated with the traditional value-based approach to Biblical studies assumes that the text of the Bible has intrinsic value as a source of knowledge about God’s creation of the world and the religious commandments. Even those who today adhere to this traditional approach and follow the commandments may acknowledge that different layers of interpretation can coexist with tradition. They frequently recognize that in addition to the commandments’ behavioral injunctions, there are layers of values underlying the text. Since it is inappropriate if not impossible to force non-religious students to observe religious commandments, those holding the traditional approach do support exposing students to the dimension of religious values so that students will be able to identify and perhaps even choose positive, value-based behavior derived from in the texts. Teachers adhering to this approach are typically religious teachers, who, in many cases, are fully observant in their personal lives and who are teaching in non-religious public schools.
Most of the teaching students entering Revivim who identified themselves as religious or traditional shared a pedagogical content approach similar to that of Amos, and none of them ever considered imposing their religious beliefs on their students or trying to convince their students to become more religious. These Revivim participants were aware that they were going to teach in non-religious schools and their decision to join the program was not motivated by any religious missionary zeal. Therefore, their teaching emphasized values ​​and not religious commandments, as they assumed that such an approach would be more accessible and meaningful to non-religious youth.
Did other Revivim participants, most from non-religious backgrounds and defining themselves as secular, also enter the program already holding such clear pedagogical content approaches as did their religious colleagues? The answer to this question can be found by examining their work in the classroom.  

The Cultural-Value Approach: The Story of Rami
Rami decided to engage his junior high school class in a discussion about a dispute between the people of the Bible. For this purpose, he introduced an historical story from the biblical text to his students which served to launch a discussion about the values of the students in their daily lives. Prior to the lesson, Rami had prepared a worksheet on which he asked the students to work in study groups
. 

Rami (to the students): This page deals with disputes. What I ask is for each group to choose one controversial issue. Next, each group should raise a controversial question
. 

The students then read and studied the story, after which Rami presented the story’s historical background. He then encouraged the students to introduce controversial situations from their own lives.
Rami: We also know about how people behave in controversial or provocative situations. Where do we see that?
Gil (student): In the market.

Rami: The market. What is in the market?
Ella (student): One person shouts and then another person shouts, each one getting more excited.
Rami: About what do they shout?
Bill: (student): Money

Rami: What else? What other arguments do we see every day that may not have such deep meaning? 

Hana (student): When somebody tries to cross the road and nobody lets him pass.
Rami explained why he chose this particular lesson plan: "I wanted them to recall their own experiences and use those as a step towards engaging them in historical disputes." According to Rami, it was important to stimulate debate directly related to the issue of the text, thus connecting the text to modern and relevant issue values using the cultural-value approach. 
With the cultural-value approach, the inherent moral values in the biblical text are a source of today’s values. The educational goal of this approach is to convey and help students acquire the values found in the Bible. Teachers using the cultural-value approach contend that these texts shape people’s character, emphasizing that because these texts were written by human beings, they can be interpreted in different ways. In this vein, the biblical scholar and educator Zvi Adar referred to the biblical texts and their role by using the Greek expression "paideia," meaning an educational-cultural approach. In other words, the Bible is a cultural text aimed at educating people. The biblical scholar Shmaryahu Talmon viewed the cultural-value approach as a way of thinking, believing that the educational system is connected to human values rather than to religious authority. Consequently, by reducing the religious significance of the Bible and stressing the value content of the biblical texts by using a teaching technique that relates the daily lives of students and their experiences to the events of the Bible, the students will become educated about the humanistic values in the biblical text. Teachers using this approach usually define themselves as secular or even traditional.
Upon joining the Revivim program, Rami described himself as "completely secular. I do not believe in God. The divine responsibility to choose, to do the right thing, resides in each individual." Rami considered his identity cultural rather than religious and expressed it by acting in a humanistic and ethical fashion. "It's not true that I have no commandments, so to speak. It’s just that I do not see them as required by religious law. I see them as values ​​that are part of me and that I uphold." Although Rami celebrated the holidays and maintained some of the holiday customs, he related to them as cultural and not religious aspects of his life. 
In light of his cultural identity, Rami viewed the Bible as a text focusing on the human level and not on God, in contrast to his religious colleagues in the program, who identified God as the dominant figure in the Bible. "If I talk about equality and humanism, I think that we can look at the Bible as an educational book that places the human at the center, at the focus of the world. It seems to me that the main point of the Bible is that the very essence of humanity is the focal point of life: not issues of ego but relationships between people.” However, his generally positive attitude toward the Bible was not without criticism and reservations: "In the Book of Joshua there is a lot of murder. Everybody is killing, and in an extreme and shocking way. This book is absolutely horrible."
Most of secular teaching students expressed similar sentiments when they joined the Revivim program, and at the beginning of their internships, they followed a cultural-value approach, very similar to that of Rami. Although at this point Rami had already completed nearly half of his undergraduate studies, his method of presenting biblical content did not necessarily echo what he had learned at the university. However, in contrast to Amos, Rami did not find himself in disagreement with instructors from the Bibles Studies department who held a scientific critical approach. 

Both subject matter experts and even many school teachers perceive the process of delivering content knowledge, whether generated by academic experts or religious authorities, to school students as one connected to the subject matter. They generally believe that this connection between content and process facilitates the conveyance of knowledge to school students. According to this widely held perception, the disciplinary content knowledge constitutes an immutable truth would should be taught as is to the school students. Educators may be asked to design techniques to make the content knowledge more accessible to students, but without making changes to the content nature of the subject. Not surprisingly, this approach to content knowledge and how to teach it was consistent with the perceptions of humanities instructors in the Revivim program (see Chapter Three).

In his classic book The Child and the Curriculum, John Dewey suggested that disciplinary knowledge should not be treated as the sole or central component of the educational and teaching process. Rather, Dewey contended that the educational process had at least two components, the student and the content, and that they did not necessarily conflict with each other. Dewey connected these two elements through a process of “psychologizing” the content in order for it to be meaningful to students. Without this psychologizing process, the students may not be able to understand the content or be able to internalize it. 
The educator Joseph Schwab went one step further, proposing a systematic process of translating disciplinary content knowledge into curriculum and instruction. While Dewey wrote about two components in the teaching process, the student and the content, Schwab identified four basic components, or commonplaces, as he termed them, which exist in all curriculum and teaching processes: the content, students, teachers and the milieu. Schwab suggested using a unique, practical language when discussing teaching and curriculum. This practical language differs from the language characterizing fields of content knowledge and from the theoretical language usually employed in additional areas related to education, such as psychology, sociology, philosophy, etc. Schwab believed that when creating a curriculum, the language of the subject matter and other relevant knowledge must be translated into practical educational language. Lee Shulman, the educational psychologist, called the knowledge that is translated and used by teachers "pedagogical content knowledge” or PCK. It can be assumed from Schwab's ideas that the teachers should not see themselves as merely transmitters of disciplinary content knowledge formulated by content experts, but as conveyors of translated pedagogical content knowledge. As we saw in Chapter Three, most of the theoretical education instructors interviewed in this study held this view of their role. 
The cultural-value approach, like the other pedagogical content approaches presented in this chapter can largely be considered a result of a process of psychologizing content knowledge as Dewey called it, or translating content knowledge into practical educational language relevant to students, teachers, the environment and common understanding; what Shulman calls "pedagogical content knowledge." When analyzing the classroom work of Amos and Rami, there is no doubt that they did not "speak" the language of disciplinary content knowledge, nor did they appear to be committed to directly implementing or transmitting the knowledge obtained in their disciplinary courses. Rather, when teaching, they designed educational stories integrating and relating to the content knowledge, the world of the students, the community, the social context of the school in which they operated, the pedagogical world of their own, and the cultural and educational experiences from which they had emerged. It is doubtful whether any of them was aware that they had created some form of Dewey’s psychologizing or Schwab’s four commonplaces. Instead, the student teachers underwent a fairly individual, spontaneous process, as if each one of them had created a new method or story.
Throughout the writing of this book, I have found myself recalling my own days of teacher training at the teachers’ college, when my instructors systematically introduced me to the cultural-value approach of teaching. In contrast, Rami and his colleagues working with the cultural-value approach ​​had been exposed to it in non-formal frameworks and in youth movements before entering the formal teaching program, and their approach did not really conform to the ideology of the university’s Bible department. In the teacher training college where I learned, the disciplinary content instructors believed that a teacher’s duty and responsibility was to present the pedagogical aspects of the subject matter: what is called today pedagogical content knowledge. Although I studied in a non-religious school as a child, I was exposed to traditional-religious reading of biblical texts by my schoolteachers. I learned from them that I need not believe, but that I must know. It was only at my teacher training college that I was first exposed to a different reading of the Bible and found to my surprise that those newly discovered resources and interpretations could be relevant for me. I later learned that this stimulating new approach was considered the cultural-value approach. 
Investigative-Value Approach: The Story of Kineret

Most of the secular youth who joined the Revivim program used the cultural-value teaching method, but some of them expressed somewhat different approaches to teaching. There were students who followed the investigative-value approach, transmitting the cultural messages of the Bible through a teaching process of investigation and deliberation. Their preference for the investigative-value approach to teaching reflected a morally inquisitive perspective, reconciling their secular identity and their cultural understanding of the Bible.

Kineret grew up in a secular house where she recalled that there was almost no expression of religious tradition because of her parents’ negative experiences of religion in their own childhoods, from which they wanted to distance themselves and their families as much as possible. Notwithstanding this family background, Kineret did express a sense of relating to the cultural aspects of her religious tradition deriving from her experiences in school and the youth movement. Even with these feelings of her feeling of connection to tradition, Kineret conceded that her: "Attitude to the religion? It’s a big negative. Even to the religious commandments. When I heard people speaking about religion, I felt horror. It’s strange that, on the other hand, I go to synagogue and there are things that really matter to me." The actual prayers in the synagogue which are addressed to God, did not help her feel connected: “It is hard for me, as I have no God. I cannot define the concept. On the other hand, there is poetry and excerpts from prayer with which I connect very deeply. They do move me." She understood the belief in God as an answer to human psychological needs. "It's just that humans need God because we are human beings. We are constantly sinning and sinning, so people need this external thing that will help them." Kineret rejected the Bible's messages that were incompatible with her ethical positions. "When the Bible says kill all the Amalekites and all the Hittites, etc., I don’t believe the Bible is expressing the highest moral level. In fact, it is unethical. The Bible must be understood in terms of today's ethics and humanistic morality, and not according to ancient or traditional moral conventions."
Unlike her colleagues who used a cultural-value ​​or traditional-value approach to teaching the Bible, Kineret did not believe that the school had to engage directly in imparting values. "I think there is no such thing as teaching values. This Bible teaching experience is not connected to values." She believed that the values ​​could be acquired through life experiences "directly or through personal example." Therefore, she explained that she was not focused on imparting values but, like her colleagues, she nevertheless tended to interpret and understand the texts according to their value context. In selecting biblical texts to teach in the classroom, she gave priority to texts with messages of moral or social value. In one lesson at her heterogeneous junior high school, most of the students from a traditional background, Kineret brought a text from the biblical Book of Leviticus.

Kineret: The text reads, "Love your neighbor as yourself ..." and three (two in Hebrew) more words complete the sentence. Does someone remember or know? "I am God." 
Writing these words on the board, Kineret continues: Now, generally, in Chapter 19 of the Book of Leviticus, there are all sorts of rules about what to do and what not to do. For example, "do not place a stumbling block before the blind.."
From Kineret’s lesson, it can be concluded that while she did not believe in directly imparting values, she did choose to emphasize texts with important ethical or value messages, most likely in order to  influence and create awareness among students. Continuing the lesson on Leviticus, Kineret asked the students to read more verses from Chapter 19, after which she conducted a class discussion:

Kinneret ... Can someone explain concisely the concept of “do not close your hand?" 
Kineret faces one student, Niv, with the question: Niv, can you explain this?
Orna (a student): This reminds me of a story of these two brothers ... one was successful, and the other had a family with a lot of kids. Each brother owned some land. When the time came to harvest the crops, the brother without children… .
Kineret (helping the students complete the story): Saw that his brother with children needed help.
Orna: Exactly. Then they met one night, and embraced and kissed.
Kineret: Some say that this place where they embraced is the spot where the Temple was built. It's like a fairy tale. This biblical story is about brotherly love, and then Orna linked it to what we read now in the news.

Further along in the lesson, Kineret introduced a contemporary article reflecting the popular culture and asked the students to read the article and compare it to the story in the Bible and to compare the two sources. "I'm raising questions and conducting a dialogue. I think that the dialogue should also be related to the students and create a discussion among them. This can be difficult, because they don’t always listen to each other."
The investigative-value approach, like the cultural-value approach, views the Bible as being a product of human creation. Both methods seek to provide students with methods of research and analysis to help them study the Bible and understand it in depth. Advocates of the investigative approach, unlike those of the cultural approach, do not see their role as imparting values directly to the students, but rather as creating an educational environment in which the students can explore and analyze the values in the text. Those using this approach assume that the process of exploration and the intellectual challenge it entails will help the students better understand the Bible. Similarly, the biblical scholar Moshe Greenberg considered the Bible and the teaching of it in schools the basis for understanding and choosing values, while holding that the optimal way to achieve this goal was through investigation and not by preaching. The biblical scholar Yair Zakovitch mirrors this approach in his advocacy of an objective scientific study of texts and his belief that the investigate process, which initially creates a distance between the text and the student, eventually will bring the students closer to the Bible.

The investigative-value approach adopted by Kineret is consistent with her scientific critical attitude to the Bible. She understood the Bible as a human creation, which allowed for discussion and disagreements about its messages. She wanted to teach it with the critical tools she had begun developing at the university. "What appeals to me in the Bible, for example, are all kinds of literary and social analyses arising from the text.” As a teacher, she believed that the teaching process should be conducted using research tools. "It's a way of interacting with the text that leads to discovering new issues and insights." Kineret felt that the method of comparing sources was an appropriate way to strengthen the students’ understanding of the text and enhance their ability to detect its value significance: "I think that it was interesting to bring all kinds of examples from the Bible about when heroes fell, such as what David faced when Saul was falling. This provided the class with several interesting examples and helped steer the discussion."

Kineret’s investigative approach was shared by one or two other teaching students and was similar if not identical to the investigative-critical approaches adhered to by the instructors in the university's Bible Studies department. 

The Dialogue-Value Approach: The Story of Naama

The dialogue-value approach assumes that each individual gives his or her own meaning and value to the Bible. From this arises the expectation that each student should find his or her personal meaning in the text and give his or her own interpretation of the messages arising from the text and the presence of God in the Bible. The educational objective of this approach is to create a teaching process based on dialogue between the students and the text, between students and their classmates and between students and teachers. To succeed with this approach, a teacher or student teacher must come prepared for the dialogue with the text in order to discover personal and social meaning in the Bible. Teachers using this method may be those who, because they have their own personal ongoing dialogue with the text and with God, want to repeat and express their personal experiences in the classroom. They can be teachers who define themselves as secular, traditional or religious.
 More than the cultural-value and the investigative-value approaches, the dialogue-value approach delves into the inner world of students and considers it essential to make the Bible relevant to the world of students. To achieve these goals, teachers working according to the dialogue-value approach must reveal their personal dialogues with the texts in order to stimulate dialogue between the students and the Bible. Various thinkers have suggested ways to create dialogue between students and the Bible. Josef Schachter
 contends that the Bible is an instruction book for a life, and that once the meaning of the Bible becomes clear to students, they will create a relationship with the Bible based on dialogue. The educational philosopher Michael Rosenak continues this line of thought with his argument that each student will find a unique relationship with biblical text based on a values dialogue with it. ​​According to Rosenak, a real dialogue will occur if the authentic nature of the text is preserved but in a manner that makes the text applicable and relevant for each student.
To see this approach applied in practice, we entered the class of Naama who, when joining the Revivim program, declared that her aim was to conduct a dialogue with students about values based on the Bible. When she became responsible for teaching a junior high class, Naama was able to put her ambitions into practice. During the lesson we observed, Naama chose a series of relevant texts from the Bible to discuss the issues of personhood. The texts she presented to the class dealt with the responsibility of society to take care of the weak: the widow, the orphan and the stranger. 

Naama (turning to the students): Now I will read excerpts from the text. While I am reading, I want you to pay attention to a few things. (Naama reads the verses.)

Naama: OK. According to these texts, whom do we need to help? Can you tell me why in the time of the Bible, these people are the ones who needed help from society?
Noa (student): Widows, orphans ...
Hila (student):The poor.
Tamir (student): The stranger.
Student: Orphans.
Shula (student): Laborers
.
Naama: Okay, so let's check this out by starting with the first group. Why widows?
Ari (student): Because widows have no husbands.
Samuel (student): There is no one to help them.
Ruth (student): The same is for the orphans.

Naama: Whom do you think our society and government should help today?
The students held a discussion without Naama’s intervention. In the subsequent interview with her, Naama explained that she chose to start the discussion with these Biblical verses in the hope of drawing the attention of the students to society’s responsibility for the weak, believing that we must strive to change the social situation. But Naama stopped herself from presenting her opinions, which could be perceived as guidance or preaching. She allowed the students to express their opinions even though she was disappointed that they did not suggest the idea of social reform. "I interpreted the verses to mean that we have an obligation to do something, but the youngsters saw the reality quite differently. They believed that a poor person will always remain poor, as if nothing could be done." Despite her disappointment, she did not try to dictate a proper way of managing society to the students, but allowed them to undergo a slow process of individual and group confrontation with the issues.
Naama interpreted the Bible according to a cultural and developmental approach, understanding the texts as having been written by humans: "The Bible is a religious text, written by religious people. It is hard to ignore that there is a God in the Bible. Even my secular culture grew out of the religious culture." Naama grew up in a secular family, with no connection with religion and tradition. "It's very complex to be secular. Unlike a religious person, you do not experience religion in anything you do." Her parents, who were secular, kept some of the traditional customs, and therefore these were not strange to her. But her secularism became even more intense during her time in her youth movement, where she first encountered the idea of secularism in its deepest sense. 

Despite her secular-cultural identity and the fact that that she did not relate to the Bible as a holy book containing God’s words, she also did not engage in a scientific critical reading of the Bible. "I have no ideological problem with a scientific critical reading of the Bible, but it does not help us much on the educational level." Her purpose was to help connect the students to the Bible and to respect their personal connections, even if some students came to a religious understanding that was different from her own secular point of view. It is important to note that there was a very clear correlation between Naama’s pedagogical content approach, based on a dialogue-value approach, and her teaching methods, as presented in the previous section, which reflected a construction-based approach. Apparently, teachers who relate to the learning process as an internal-constructivist one can recognize that creating and enabling dialogue is the optimal approach to successful education. It is no coincidence, then, that Naama was the only one of the Revivim participants who supported the dialogue-value approach to teaching the Bible
.  
Conclusion

The picture that emerges from the descriptions of the four teaching students and their different  pedagogical content approaches towards teaching the Bible presented above is a fairly complex one. All four teaching interns entered the training program before having studied any formal education courses in the university but nevertheless held certain preconceptions about how they wanted to teach. These preconceptions did not change even after a year or a year and a half of intensive studies in the university’s Bible Studies department. The different pedagogical content approaches of these four student teachers, combining content and pedagogy, represent attitudes held by different members of the Revivim program. These underlying approaches to biblical education may not even be overtly expressed by the students or be apparent to them, but are manifested only during their classroom instruction, where their knowledge of "what" and knowledge of "how" are intertwined.
Common to all the teaching students is their emphasis on the values dimension of the Bible and their agreement that the greatest educational potential lies in focusing on the values aspects of the biblical texts. While all the Revivim participants were in accord about the ultimate importance of biblical values, they did differ as to the source of these values. Those students who defined themselves as religious or traditional viewed the biblical texts as sources of divine faith, withe students who defined themselves as secular viewing the biblical texts as cultural or historical sources.
The previous chapter discussed different teaching approaches that were expressed spontaneously once the teaching students began to teach, and this chapter has focused on the pedagogical-content approaches to teaching that were also expressed spontaneously as soon as the teaching students begin actual classroom instruction. We have already noted that the participants did not receive guidance on how to teach, nor on how to integrate content knowledge into practical teaching. Nevertheless, the teaching students somehow knew what and how to teach. The problems they did encounter were primarily ones of content. As the stories of the four teaching-students examined in this chapter indicate, the content aspect of their teaching was profoundly affected by their personal identities and the ways in which they perceived the origins of the Bible. 
It is important to emphasize that it was not only in the area of biblical studies that the Revivim teaching students held preconceptions and beliefs. This is true in any area of the teaching profession. Those planning to teach history, for example, already enter teacher training with set beliefs, if not ideologies, even unconscious ones, about what underlies historical developments. Even student teachers planning to teach science do not begin their training as blank slates, but come with preconceptions and even deeply-rooted errors. The challenge that this chapter addresses regarding training teachers, student-teachers, teachers and educational politics is relevant for teaching in all the professions.
�It should be made clear whether this preceded or followed the discussion


�These instructions are not clear.


�Is this how her name should be spelled or Kinneret? Does it appear elsewhere in the book?


�Do you want to spell the name Naama or Na'ama? Does it appear elsewhere in the book?


�Please identify


�the students' answers are not directly responsive to her question.


�It is not clear why Naama was the only one.





