Part Three: Plunging into the Cold Water

After completing my studies at the teacher education institute, I, like all the other beginning teachers, immediately began teaching, without any transition period or guidance. Perhaps naively, I was eager, even impatient, for my training period to end so that I could amaze everyone with the wonders I would produce in the classroom once I had sole responsibility for my own students. During the summer vacation before my first real teaching assignment, I spent the first month or two at home thoroughly preparing for my foray into the world of education. Every lesson was precisely designed after intense thought and provided solutions for every imaginable problem. Little did I know that it wouldn’t be long before I would be thrashing about in deep cold waters, striving not only to move forward, but also to survive. Neither I nor my fellow graduates, now colleagues, received any guidance. Fortunately, I kept in contact with my pedagogical tutor and occasionally I'd meet with her to share my problems and get her advice. I gradually lost track of other students who had graduated with me, but I later learned that while some had been able to integrate into the educational system, many others had abandoned teaching.
In my own case, I somehow managed to keep my head above the water and even, within a relatively  short time, proceed with more confidence. My case may be exceptional, as the literature dealing with teacher training demonstrates that graduates of teacher training colleges face many difficulties when they begin teaching in schools. In recent years, there has been more awareness of these challenges, and aspiring teachers receive better training and guidance upon entering the educational system. Nonetheless, many new teachers still face serious adjustment difficulties. The percentage of teachers leaving the profession during the early years of teaching is still high, and this does not even take into account those teaching graduates who choose not to enter the educational system school at all. 
With this background in mind, the proceeding section of the book further examines additional aspects the Revivim program. Until now, the book has discussed the motivations of those choosing to teach and join the Revivim program (Chapter One), the perceptions of the program initiators, planners and teachers (Chapters Two and Three) and the reactions of the participants upon joining the program (Chapters Four and Five) This part of the book delves further into the progress of the program, following it as its participants actually entered the classrooms as teaching interns. As we shall see, most of the participants experienced this stage of their training as the highlight of the program.
During the first year, the Revivim program focused on university studies, with an emphasis on the subject matter courses taught in the humanities departments. The program also devoted an additional day of study just to education. In many ways, the Revivim participants’ experience was similar to that of other students, albeit perhaps more intense, and most of the first year passed in a fairly predictable manner. However, after their first year, Revivim participants were greeted by a surprise.
Suddenly, after a year of conventional studies, and contrary to their expectations
, Revivim students were informed that at the beginning of the second year they would be expected to begin functioning as actual teachers, although within a limited and controlled framework. This new demand upon the students produced quite a bit of turmoil. In conventional teacher training programs, students took on teaching internships only after completing their entire undergraduate and teacher education studies. However, in Revivim, students were required to start their internships in the second year of their studies, long before completing their all their courses and training. In essence, the internship process became an integral part of the training and not a “benefit” accorded to those who had completed the training process. 
This section of the book introduces the readers to the functioning, experiences and viewpoints of participants during their first year of their teaching internships from the perspective of the program participants themselves. Chapter Six begins by exploring the perceptions and feelings of the participants in the program before starting their internships and their initial work as teachers. Their implicit and explicit teaching approaches are described in Chapter Seven, and their content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge are examined in Chapter Eight. Finally, in Chapter Nine, the students’ attitudes about educational goals other than transmitting subject matter are discussed.
Chapter Six: Getting Started

Try to imagine the following scenario: medical students who have completed their first, or even, second, third, or fourth year of study, during which they were exposed to the study of extensive and precise details and theories, but did no practical clinical work, are asked to perform a routine surgery that does not require great expertise or months of experience. Try to imagine an even less dramatic scenario in which medical students, not yet trained for clinical work, are wearing doctors’ uniforms and sitting in a clinic where they must receive patients, diagnose each one and prescribe the appropriate treatment and medication, before having been taught, guided or supervised on how to handle such situations. Unless the medical students’ instructors have lost their minds or sense of responsibility (or fear of lawsuits), the likelihood of these scenarios materializing is close to nil.
After this exercise, now let us look at what took place in the Revivim program. Education professionals, hoping to attain a level of status similar to that enjoyed by medical professionals, tried to adopt some elements of medical training. Educational professionals were particularly interested in medical students’ internship process, whereby future doctors, after having completed their long course of studies and having received their medical degrees had to undergo a long and supervised internship as a prerequisite to receiving a medical license. In contrast, the Revivim participants were required to function independently as teachers in front of classrooms and to make decisions independently like any other school teacher in their second year of studies, before having completed all their courses. Of course, it can be argued that it’s not reasonable to compare medical training with teacher training, as the consequences of a doctor’s decision can be irreversible, while the impact of a teacher’s decision, even if  dramatic for a child, can be mitigated and not create permanent damage.
Similarly, educational professionals wanted to enjoy the same status as that of the legal profession. Is it possible to imagine a law student representing a cause in court after having just completed the first year of theoretical studies? While numerous television programs feature sharp lawyers using clever tactics in the courtroom, if novice law students would try to imitate what they had seen on television without having had any other experience, not only might they get reprimanded by judges, they could even risk being held in contempt of court. In the same vein, is it possible to imagine any public or private construction authority being willing to accept plans from an architect who has not yet completed a process of thorough study of all aspects of a construction project, including how to prepare and submit the plans? There are a myriad of other professions about which it is impossible to imagine trainees being required to function as professionals after a year, or even two or three, of theoretical studies without having undergone serious practical training.
Towards the Educational Internship

Despite the accepted norm in so many other serious professions, where novice practitioners are required to complete some serious practical training before entering beginning their careers, this book tells the story of the very different Revivim experience. In the Revivim program, student teachers who had only recently finished their first year of university were nevertheless required to begin teaching, assuming full and sole responsibility for teaching a course for to a class for an entire year without having received any practical training. 

During their first year of studies, the Revivim teaching students attended content knowledge courses, which provided them with only a partial mass of content knowledge. They also attended theoretical educational courses, such as the philosophy of education, educational psychology, sociology of education and more. In addition, first-year Revivim students participated in workshops dealing with educational and teaching issues, and were led on educational tours of schools and educational, cultural and social institutions, where they were exposed sporadically to classrooms and school activities. The students were required to write reflective diaries detailing their experiences and reactions to these workshops, tours and teaching observations. 
During their first year of the program, the students were not yet intensively exposed to school classrooms. Students were also required to do some peer teaching which did entail some planning and teaching practice, and they even got the opportunity to teach one or two lessons in a school. However, during that first year, they did not systematically learn important didactic material about classroom instruction, nor were they exposed to the school curriculum they would be required to work with in the near or distant future. Clearly, the first year of studies in the Revivim program could not have prepared them to stand independently in front of a classroom full of students for an entire year. Indeed, the Revivim students felt totally unprepared when told at the end of the first year that within two or three months they would be expected to teach independently for an entire school year. They felt that they were being thrown into deep icy water without any prior preparation.
Experienced education professionals argue that there is no novelty in student teaching, even during the second year of training. The process of training by teaching in classrooms has been an acceptable form of teacher training for as long as teachers have been trained. With the establishment of formal teacher training colleges, student teachers were required to teach several classes, albeit under the watchful eyes of experienced teachers in their classrooms. Current literature in the field of teacher education stresses that this process of supervised student teaching has intensified in recent years, and is reflected in the establishment of "professional development schools" (PDS), where students are supposed to experience all aspects of the school environment and demands while under the supervision of experienced professionals, in much the same way that medical students learn in some university hospitals. However, this modern approach is not the one the Revivim students experienced. Instead, they were required to perform a professional internship, teaching independently throughout the year, with only some indirect supervision and guidance from pedagogical tutors. Unlike tenured teachers, who taught every day, the teaching students were required to teach one hour weekly during their first year of teaching, in addition to their required academic theoretical studies. During the following years of training, the number of teaching hours as part of the internship would increase and ultimately amount to five hours weekly during the last year of training.
As mentioned in Chapter Three, it was Revivim’s pedagogical tutors who decided to thrust the teaching students into this imposing situation, with the other two groups of instructors having serious reservations about this method. "After all, they have not yet completed a major portion of the fundamental studies in the subject matter," an esteemed content instructor might think or even say. "They have not even studied the adolescence psychology course, and you send them in the classrooms of teenagers?" objected a professor of educational psychology, leaving no doubt about his or her reservations."And what about observing the lessons of outstanding teachers and holding reflective discussions after them?" suggested a theoretical education expert.
The reservations of these academic professionals have a certain amount of validity, especially in light of the cultural and academic traditions they held then and continue to hold. A leading researcher and lecturer in an academic field, believing that mastering the subject matter is the key to good teaching, would be highly unlikely to approve of having student teachers run a classroom before acquiring at least a bachelor's degree in the field of knowledge. Even more interesting, although not surprising, were the reservations of the theoretical educational instructors in the Revivim program, reservations deeply rooted in the perception of academic science education and teacher education.
Abraham Flexner, renowned for the revolution he led in the early 20th century in the field of training medical doctors, criticized the teacher training process, arguing that content knowledge and humanistic education provided both the necessary and sufficient basis for teaching. Everything else, he claimed, could be learned from apprentice experience in the classroom. Indeed, before the founding of teacher training institutes, most scholars agreed that a teacher needed general humanistic training in the liberal arts as well as knowledge of the subject matter in order to practice good teaching.
During the 20th century, theoretical approaches to education gradually came to be seen as superior to content knowledge acquisition, and theoretic training was given greater priority, as reflected in the adoption of the "layers approach" in teacher training programs. Employing the layers approach, teacher training programs were based on a hierarchical subject matter structure. The first layer consisted of the fundamental subjects, such as psychology, philosophy, sociology, etc. and the disciplinary content. The second layer included subjects relating to general pedagogy and didactics: theories and teaching methods, curriculum, theories and methods of evaluation, organization and classroom management, teaching heterogeneous classes and more. The third layer was the teaching methodology of specific subjects, which incorporated pedagogy and didactics with disciplinary fields of knowledge. The next layer was the practicum, or teaching experience, when the teaching students were expected to implement in practice what they had learned in class. The final layer was the internship, which took place after students had completed their formal studies and obtained teaching licenses. These layers are connected by a certain logical series of assumptions, leading from the higher strata into the one below, resulting in top-down implementation.

With the layers approach dominating teachers’ training, the teacher training programs have been structured according to a linear logic. Fundamental and educational disciplinary studies are prominent in these programs, playing a clear and crucial role in the future functioning of teachers. The purpose of teaching the philosophy of education, for example, is to provide teachers with the ability to examine and analyze problems that arise in education and teaching. Educational history can demonstrate   examples of successes and failures in teaching to students, offering methods of dealing with problems and providing various types of effective solutions. Future teachers are trained to join a community sharing a common body of knowledge of research, thought, language, ways of thinking, a vocabulary of basic subjects and understanding of how to deal with questions of education and practical teaching. In essence, the ethos of education according to this approach holds that carefully-defined, high-quality and comprehensive theoretical knowledge of all types equip aspiring teachers with all that they need to face the practical issues of teaching. Once they stand in front of a classroom of youngsters, the teachers need only apply the principles they have learned, as the layers approach  assumes that the relevant knowledge is of overwhelming importance, distinct from the impact of educators or specific instruction methods.


In recent years, the layers approach has been subject to criticism by those who object to the distinction between theory and practice and who argue that all the components of teaching, including subject content, educational theory and practice are all intertwined. This new approach is reflected in an emphasis on pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) as a key component of instruction. Under the PCK approach, mastering a discipline is not sufficient training for a teacher. Rather, teacher training should focus on translating the disciplinary content into pedagogical contexts. In addition, no one standard teaching method is promoted. Rather, the more modern approach holds that successful teaching methods are the result of individual judgments, taking into account all aspects of a particular educational situation. Because this approach emphasizes the importance of the different processes of the teaching experience, it views schools as centers for professional development.

The changes in the discourse in the field of teacher training in recent years are impressive, with concepts such as constructivism, reflection and PCK, among others, gaining prominence.  Nevertheless, the layers approach still governs the teacher training process. Courses in the foundations of pedagogy and other theoretical pedagogical courses continue to dominate the curricula of teacher training colleges. Even the majority of courses dealing with the "schools of professional development" (PDS) persist in viewing the college or university as the cradle of pedagogical knowledge and teaching skills. As part of their teaching experience in classrooms, student teachers are required to implement the knowledge acquired and formulated during their studies. It seems that in practice, teacher training colleges continue to reflect the academic culture which holds that the theoretical process is superior to the actual teaching process. 
Considering the prevailing lack of appreciation of practical experience, it took quite a bit of courage for Revivim’s pedagogical tutors to withstand what must have been widespread reservations, even opposition, and make the “unpopular” training process so central to the program. Bolstered by their own experiences as teachers and student teachers, as well as by common sense and professional literature justifying their approach, Revivim’s pedagogical tutors overcame the concerns of others and introduced student teacher internships. Their daunting challenge was to incorporate the internship approach within a system that functioned according to the layers approach. 
Before delving into detail about what actually transpired after this decision was made in the Revivim program, it should be noted that that over the years, the actual program participants have revealed that they experienced this process of being "thrown into the cold water" and the demand for them to function as teachers in every respect and to take full responsibility for the teaching process as the most significant aspect of their training process. However, the first steps were not so positive or promising.
Integrating the Internship Approach into the Layers Approach 

The Revivim program had to find a way to integrate the internship approach in a training institute that was already operating according to the logic of the layers approach. As discussed earlier, because of time pressure, it was not possible to implement the idea of actual teaching during the first year of training. As a result, the Revivim instructors had to prepare an alternative plan, somehow incorporating the internship approach but without having the teaching students actually operate in the classroom. While there is no substitute for actual teaching, the Revivim program tried to find some alternative. A description of the first week of the program provides some insights into how Revivim tried to accomplish this mission. 
The first day of studies began with an opening ceremony for the program. The president of the university, the rector, the dean and the academic director of the program, all seated on the stage, greeted the students with warm words. The students were pleased to hear such phrases as: “you are the future of education;" "you will bring the change to school;" "thanks to you, Bible studies will have a place of honor and substantial;" and so forth. Even after the passage of 15 years and with my innate cynicism undiminished, I am still convinced that all the speakers were sincere. Everyone had the feeling that something important was happening in the university and in education.
Immediately after the opening ceremony, the students started their learning journey in classrooms or  lecture halls. The school week, spread over six days, was fairly intense. Wednesday was devoted to the study of education and classes on that day were held in the School of Education. The rest of the week was devoted to specific discipline courses in the Faculty of Humanities. These discipline content courses were part of the regular humanities program and were open to all university students, but the fact that the 27 students of the Revivim attended these courses gave their presence a significant weight. The participants took their place in the lecture halls, encountering the best lecturers working within the conventional university structure. The students listened, recorded and were impressed by the lectures and by the customary 10 minutes at the end of the lesson for questions (sometimes a bit less). In fact, the program participants were fascinated. Exposure to the best lecturers and researchers left deep impressions on them. Their note-taking and recording during the lectures only intensified their learning experience.
Then came Wednesday ...
How could the Revivim program give the students a sense of the internship experience without actual internships? To combat students’ widespread feeling, as related in much of the professional literature, that teacher education programs presented an unrealistic utopian model of schools, Revivim aspired to show students the complex and ambiguous reality of teaching, quite removed from the utopian picture usually imparted. Unlike most teacher training programs which followed the layers approach and tended to view theoretical knowledge as the starting point of the training process, the Revivim program sought to expose teaching students to practical teaching issues and problems. While the university culture reflected a hierarchical system in which a lecturer with knowledge transferred that knowledge to receptive students, Revivim tried to create relationships of equality and partnership in the presentation and especially in the interpretation of knowledge. It could be assumed that Revivim students were not merely opinionated, but held quite strong views about education and teaching, as can be seen in Chapters Four and Five of this book. It was also reasonable to assume that students of the program would be pleased to be part of such a unique, participatory experience. The concept certainly sounded interesting, but was it actually Revivim’s first mistake
?

To implement these radical departures from tradition, the format of the education course was that of a workshop. The classroom had a round table around which the students sat. To create a suitable atmosphere and emphasize the equality and partnership aspects of the discussion, the workshop facilitator took his or her place around the table along with the students rather than in front of them at a lectern or a blackboard. Was this the second mistake? These workshops were well-prepared, with required bibliographic material and a suitable list of reading materials for enrichment for those interested. What more could be needed? But the results were not as the Revivim founders expected. 
The moderator opened the first workshop by presenting teaching problems from the field and discussing the difficulty of making changes within the school system. The moderator had planned to spend about 15 minutes presenting the issue and then invite participants to present their views, thinking that presenting these real problems would stimulate discussion (third mistake?). After about only eight to ten minutes into the presentation, the class took a surprising and unexpected direction. First, one student interrupted, loudly declaring something like "you need to know to whom you are speaking!" Perhaps he had taken what had been said at the opening ceremony a few days earlier a little too seriously? This first outburst was followed by shouts from other students, albeit with some degree of politeness, to the effect that "you are destroying our dream." The responses of the students to the  other theoretical education courses, held in the conventional style of the other humanities courses, were not much better. In fact, their reactions to their other educational courses were fatal
, as will be discussed more thoroughly in Chapter Ten.
The situation did not improve much as the year progressed. The tours of educational institutions initiated by the pedagogical tutors to expose students to different aspects of the educational system in preparation for teaching during their second year were met with great criticism from the students, which often embarrassed the school teachers and principals, as well as the Revivim staff. Each such visit was followed by a workshop meeting to discuss what could be learned or even adopted from the visit, and what warranted criticism. Inevitably, some discussions were better than others. The students were also asked to write diaries of their reflections. A few of them reacted well to this requirement, but others did not enjoy it. Generally, students were asked to analyze theoretical articles for workshop sessions and present them to their peers in creative ways. While the students enjoyed this process, they did not want to be criticized by the faculty about their presentations. In this fashion, the first year of Revivim passed, with ups and downs ("You are destroying our dream.").
The positive reaction to the program was yet to come. Which brings us back to the opening of this chapter: plunging into the cold water.

Preparation for Classroom Internships
At the end of the first year of studies, the teaching students were informed that when the school year opened immediately after the summer vacation they would be required to enter classrooms and assume full responsibility as independent teachers in every respect, albeit just once a week. The announcement took the participants by surprise. Some were very worried and others opposed the decision, which was highly unexpected and inconsistent with what they had heard about the teacher training process from others who had trained as teachers. They had expected to have their first teaching experiences only after a long period of observation and to begin teaching while accompanied by experienced teachers who would be present in their classrooms and intervene if necessary. Many students protested that "you did not prepare us for teaching" or "you are throwing us into the water without preparation," "this is irresponsible" and so on. 
One month before the opening of the school year, two seminar days were devoted to preparing the students for teaching. These seminars, led by the pedagogic tutors, were designed to instruct the students on how to plan the teaching process and covered a number of issues deemed relevant to teaching. The teaching students also received two study booklets covering important aspects of the teaching process. Each student was given the option of creating his or her own curriculum on any topic with which he or she felt comfortable. Students were free to seek as much assistance as they felt they needed from the pedagogical tutors, and some students were able to prepare without any help. With this minimal training, the participants took their first steps on the long journey of becoming a teacher, learning how to teach and how to relate to students. In fact, according to accepted approaches of teacher training programs, these teaching students were not adequately prepared and were literally thrown into the cold waters of the educational system.

In early September, while all the other university students were still enjoying their summer break, the Revivim students began their year of teaching. Two schools with heterogeneous student populations, which are considered more difficult to teach, were selected for them to work in. Some consideration was given to the novice teachers by dividing each class into two separate classes consisting of 15-18 students. Still, only those who have actually experienced teaching know how difficult it is to control even such a relatively small class. Dividing the classes into two created a need to find additional classroom space, with bomb shelters, laboratories and teacher workrooms being transformed into improvised classrooms. Each teaching student had to be fully responsible for all the tasks associated with teaching for an entire year: teaching curricula, maintaining order and discipline in the classroom, working with students in groups and individually, performing evaluations, maintaining relationships with teacher colleagues and the school administration, contacting parents and more. If teaching students couldn’t attend school due to illness or other reasons, they had to make sure that a substitute teacher was assigned, just as did the professional teachers. The Revivim students taught once a week, some in a junior high school and some in a high school. Each of them was able to create a curriculum reflecting his or her understanding of the material and tailor the teaching process to make it suitable for his or her individual approaches, all the while ensuring that the curriculum met the needs of the students and adhered to school policy.
In addition, the Revivim program provided pedagogical tutors for the student teachers, with each tutor responsible for seven or eight students. Each group taught at the same school on the same day and during adjacent or parallel hours, so that the tutors were fully available whenever they were needed. The pedagogic tutors worked on two tracks to train the students. First, before and after each class, the tutors provided individual training to each participant. The tutors also occasionally observed classes, along with teachers from the school when appropriate, and would hold discussions with the students after the observation sessions. The tutors not only provided training formally according to the weekly teaching schedule, but were also available informally to the students at any time for personal consultations, usually initiated by the participants, about how to deliver a lesson. They would also provide general comments before and after classes. The Revivim students also contacted their pedagogic tutors for support calls, or “fire extinguishing" when they were experiencing a crisis. Once a week, workshops were held focusing on issues crucial for the teaching process, such as how to prepare a worksheet, what kind of homework should be assigned, etc., as well as more general issues. These workshops were held in the schools in which the students were teaching and were often devoted to responding to crises participants faced.

First Steps in Teaching 

The freedom the teaching students had to choose the curriculum and their teaching methods created anxiety for many of them, but also offered an exciting challenge for others, especially after they had begun teaching. As Naama
 related, "I loved this freedom to build my own lesson and not to teach according to a book. It was good for me." Rami had never taught before, but he was not particularly worried before beginning his first teaching assignment. "I did not know what to expect. At this age, the hormones are raging. So while I was expecting a certain kind of atmosphere, I actually experienced something quite different. The students were interested, focused and asked questions. And that was a pleasant surprise." While Ziva, an Orthodox Jew, had taught in the past as a soldier in the army, she had never before taught in a non-religious environment. “I was very afraid of this first meeting with the children." However, dressed in her more traditional skirt and long sleeves, she entered the classroom and was able to conduct her lessons. Benny, who, like many of the others, had never taught before, concluded after a few lessons: "The work has been very interesting, even fun. I feel something good between me and the students." Amos, who had also never taught before, remarked after beginning to teach that: "It is quite easy for me. I think it is flowing quite naturally." Finally, Assaf reported that: "For me, this was the most important thing in the program. There is no doubt that it was the center around which everything revolved."
Those who still voiced reservations after beginning the teaching process were in the minority. One of the dissatisfied students, Shira, related that: "One of the things I was really critical about was that we should choose what to teach. I felt it was a little bit too much for me. I wasn’t aware then of the treasure of resources available." Shirley voiced criticism of the teaching preparation: "I didn’t feel that I learned much from the pedagogy studies.” Nevertheless, Shira, Shirley and their peers came to classes and managed to teach, sometimes more successfully, sometimes less and sometimes even with a sense of failure. Observing how these teaching students were able to function more or less successfully as teachers leads to the conclusion that in each student resided an inner teacher that helped each one navigate the challenge of teaching. Despite having been thrown into the cold water, not one of them drowned.
In Chapter Four, numerous Revivim participants expressed their belief that the "apprenticeship of observation" had prepared them to become teachers. What they meant was that having attended school for 12 years and observing their teachers for what amounted to over 10,000 hours, they had acquired knowledge and beliefs about the teaching process. In light of these preconceptions, it was surprising that they protested upon learning that they would have to begin taking fulling responsibility for teaching classes without any special training. Nonetheless, after one or two lessons, the teaching students found that classroom teaching had its own natural momentum, and they became much more positive about the experience.
Examining the literature on knowledge accumulated through a process of apprenticeship of observation reveals that such knowledge is generally acknowledged as those perceptions and beliefs which essentially constitute conscious knowledge, even if its acquisition is not necessarily intentional. A question arises as to why there has been no similar academic study of the direct effects of apprenticeship of observation on the acquisition of not just knowledge and beliefs about teaching but on the acquisition of actual teaching skills. Perhaps this lacuna can be attributed to an academic preconception that pre-existing insights are necessary for performing actions and deeds. According to this perspective, which is essentially the basis for the layers approach to teacher education, the perceptions and beliefs of teachers and teaching students are reflected at the instructional level in practice. However, the reality of the teaching process is more complex, and teaching students’ early acquired knowledge and beliefs are not necessarily reflected in their ultimate practical approach to teaching. In fact, the practical teaching experience can result in new knowledge and beliefs
. 
Recent research in psychology and brain science reveals a complex and intriguing picture about the learning process. First, a distinction must be drawn between explicit and implicit learning processes. With explicit learning, the individual expresses awareness of the knowledge acquired and often of how it was acquired. In contrast, implicit learning is a process of acquiring knowledge unconsciously, and without any awareness of what has been learned. Perhaps ironically, most of our learning processes are not conscious, and we do not know nor are we mindful of what we have learned. This process takes place without realizing it and without any apparent effort. For example, most of what people learn from experience is acquired through an automatic, implicit learning process, whereby knowledge is acquired by observing and interacting with the environment, often without awareness and without any overt intention to do so. Unconscious cognition refers to a process whereby certain experiences affect our conceptions and ensuring behavior without our having any conscious memory of the process or of the existence of these attitudes, and thus they remain in the realm of the unconscious. Although we may not be able to express or recognize something explicitly, we still may be aware on the unconscious level and our behavior may be influenced by this unconscious knowledge.
The knowledge that guides teachers is often unconscious and teachers’ decision-making processes are often intuitive, even if teachers will subsequently offer rational or scholarly explanations for their actions. Knowledge which is expressed directly in action is, by its nature, often implicit and unconscious. This is in contrast to knowledge about an action or knowledge that attempts to explain an action before or after its implementation, which is largely conscious and explicit. Teachers' knowledge in action is often called practical knowledge or personal practical knowledge and is essentially silent and unconscious. It is manifested in the routine processes of classroom life that occur naturally without the teachers giving overt consideration to their behavior. Because knowledge in action is difficult to describe, it is frequently expressed in images
. People often know how to do things without being able to express what they know. Teachers and researchers do not have the vocabulary to describe the practical knowledge of teaching, most of which is understood implicitly. When pressed to describe what they do, teachers often use academic language which does not reflect the real world or their own actions. It seems that the knowledge gained through the process of an apprenticeship of observation is mostly knowledge in action of instruction and teaching, processes that occur largely through imitation, albeit unconsciously.

Throughout history and to this day, learning through an unconscious process of imitation has been very common in different places and different cultures. There are countless examples of apprenticeship training from the medieval period. In fact, the apprenticeship training model, while not particularly sophisticated, was used for most professional training throughout history. If someone wanted to learn a skill, he or she would become an apprentice to a professional who had the skills or knowledge in the field. Even today, in modern Western society, certain specialty professions, such as violin-building, rare wine and cheese production and more are learned through an apprenticeship process. Although modern teaching theories have emerged and have led to more sophisticated learning processes for teachers, unconscious imitation remains central in the process of learning how to teach. This unconscious acquisition of knowledge about teaching that all of us have experienced as students is ubiquitous, even among those not intending to learn how to teach. The Revivim participants also experienced this implicit learning process during their school years. 

Inside the Internship Classes 

We first entered Kfir's eight-grade class in an integrated school. The observed lesson was one of Kfir's first lessons in his teaching internship. Before joining the Revivim program, his significant educational experience was as a trainer in his youth movement, working with youngsters older than those he was now teaching. To stimulate the interest of these students, Kfir decided to teach a biblical story about Moses, making it relatable for students thousands of years later. He opened the lesson by asking:
Kfir: Have you ever seen the movie Back to the Future?
Students (in unison): Yes.
From this point, Kfir felt secure in discussing the biblical text.
Kfir: Imagine that Moses is in a time machine. He lands and suddenly finds himself in a new school. It's like the movie Back to the Future. Moses enters the school and does not want to interfere. Because he was from the past, he could not understand what the students were saying. Actually God gave the Bible to the Jews at Mount Sinai in the sense that it was theirs now and they could do with it what they wanted and interpret it how they wanted. That is what we are trying to say here
.
Student (interrupting Kfir): He may understand the language, but doesn’t understand what they are saying.
Kfir sounded pleased with the reaction of the student.
Kfir: I think that is what they mean; that's what they're talking about. Moses understands the language but doesn’t know what they're talking about. The students asked their teacher how Moses received the Bible, questioning how the teacher knew and what was his proof. The teacher answered that "this is what Moses got at Sinai." But Moses himself did not know or understand what he had received.

The students listened with interest. It sounded like a pretty fascinating story. In light of their experiences with the popular movie Back to the Future and the imaginary stories about time machines, it even sounded plausible. We do not know if they understood the moral of this story, but probably Kfir explained it later in the lesson.
Before trying to understand the secrets behind Kfir’s approach, we entered into another eighth-grade class led by Kineret
. In the past, she had been a youth movement instructor but not a teacher in a classroom. At the beginning of the class, Kineret distributed worksheets dealing with names of people. The students were asked to provide information about their names, the names of parents and siblings, the source of the names and so forth. After a few minutes during which the students filled in the questions on the worksheets, Kineret opened the discussion:
Kineret: Well, I want to ask about the names. When do we get our names?
Students: When we are born.
Kineret: Who gives us our names?

Students (in unison): Our mothers. Parents.
Kineret writes their answers on the board, and highlights answers that seemed important to her and that advanced the objectives of the lesson. She then continued the discussion.
Kineret: I want to ask about your involvement in choosing your names. Did you choose your names? Or… 

Student (interrupting Kineret): No. But you can change it at 18.
It seemed that Kineret was surprised by this student’s reaction she tried to pass over it and continue with her planned lesson. 

Kineret: Okay. Let’s put this cynicism aside. The answer is that we were given our names at birth. After our births, our names were recorded in our identity cards.
Kineret
 continued to lead the discussion and encouraged the students to bring examples from their own experiences. After deciding that enough personal examples had been provided, she continued on to the next phase of the lesson, introducing the story to which the worksheets and discussion related.
Kineret (reading the story) "You find three names a person gets: first the one from his father and mother ..." Today we talked a little bit about names we received from our parents. "….and one which he acquires for himself."

The story was followed by a discussion deemed satisfactory by Kineret and completed according to her "script." The forty-five minute lesson over, Kineret gave her students their homework assignment.


Kineret: The first question is to try to understand the third name in the story. The second question…. (and so she continued).
Kineret wanted "to combine the story and day- to-day examples. I saw that they also understood the story. Of course, as I said, we can understand it in all sorts of ways; the question is at what level they understood it." The task that Kineret gave for homework required the students to think about the story and cognitively process its content to ensure that they had a meaningful learning experience. Like her colleague Kfir, she focused on providing information, but at a high level of sophistication and making relatively challenging cognitive demands of the students in an attempt to emphasize what she believed was relevant to the world of the students.

How can we explain the ability of Kfir and Kineret, both without any previous experience in teaching, to plan and convey lessons that did far more than merely transmit information, but also linked content from distant places, times, styles and cultures to the world of contemporary students, contained a significant level of complexity and demanded a relatively high cognitive level? How did Kfir and Kineret manage to accomplish this without having purposefully learned cognitive psychology and without having participated in didactic training? There may be some who will not find their success remarkable or admirable, arguing, perhaps correctly, that many others, even those who never chose to become teachers, could have done the same. After all, others have all experienced the process of apprenticeship of observation in school. However, many activities that we engage in appear natural and spontaneous  but are actually learned unconsciously. Perhaps teacher training is essentially based on knowledge and capabilities already existing in these teaching students preparing themselves for teaching
. 

To further understand the unconscious teaching skills of those entering to training program, and even those who did not join teacher training programs, the distinction between "knowing how" and "knowing what" suggested by Gilbert Ryle in his classic book The Concept of the Mind should be noted. This distinction classifies what humans learn and know into two categories: knowledge of content and knowledge of procedures. Contents refer to facts, beliefs, knowledge about different subjects and more. Much of this information is explicit. Procedures, however, refer to the knowledge of how to do things. Knowledge of procedures can be perceived as a set of instructions or algorithms that humans use to carry out activities. This knowledge exists in the memory, even if the individual is not aware of it and even if it was obtained through unconscious processes. Such is the memory of motor conceptual skills. Many such skills are so strongly incorporated into our everyday lives that we are not aware of their existence or their expressions in everyday life.

Implicit knowledge and memory include: the processes of motor skills, such as biking or walking down stairs; perception skills, such as processing written words when reading; cognitive skills, such as mathematical calculations; skills that include sensory-motor components; and activities involving coordination between the perception system and the motor system, such as writing. Many of these skills are so deeply assimilated within us that we do not attribute them to the realm of memory, although this internalized knowledge or memory can be retrieved for our consciousness. For example, we do not consciously think about where to place our fingers on the keyboard when typing, nor do we consciously think about how to stabilize the balance bike. Even the action of driving a car becomes more and more automatic and unconscious. The neuroscientist Joseph LeDoux points out that learning procedures or processes shapes our most fundamental qualities, including how we walk and speak, what we see and what we ignore and how we respond emotionally when faced by problems.
Our knowledge and memories are dispersed throughout many brain systems and are not always, or even usually, accessible to the consciousness. The knowledge of content, the "what," is a partial and semantic
 memory. This type of knowledge is objective knowledge without any personal dimension and does not necessarily represent personal experiences. In the realm of teaching, educational semantic knowledge is acquired in academic courses and literature, but generally does not reflect the teachers’ world of practical teaching. Rather, it expresses the picture of the educational sphere that has been acquired in academic courses and professional literature. Michael Connelly and Jane Clandinin
 called this knowledge "the sacred story of teachers," suggesting that this knowledge is available but not used in instruction. In addition, people have episodic knowledge and memory, which are also conscious knowledge, but are based on human experiences. The knowledge and conceptions of Revivim participants presented in Chapters One, Four and Five actually represent their episodic memory. This knowledge reflects the world of the teaching students more than their semantic knowledge.

Procedural knowledge and memories constitute "how to" knowledge and are reflected in the teachers' teaching methods. The human brain functions so that different types of memories are gathered together to enable us to take a single action. For example, it is common to refer to two systems which work together to provide people with the ability to use spoken language. The first system is based on the words and the second on the grammatical rules about how to use them together. Together, these two systems enable people to speak. Our memory of words is explicit semantic or episodic memory and our language rules are part of implicit procedural memory. A similar pattern arises in the process of teaching. The subject matter, the "what" is part of explicit memory and knowledge, while the teaching process, the "how to" is generally implicit procedural memory and knowledge.

In view of the distinction between the what knowledge and the how to knowledge, the social scientist and educator Zvi Lamm differentiates between teaching content and teaching methods, with content reflecting the what and teaching methods reflecting the how. Lamm argued that political ideology dictates the content, or the what, and educational ideology focuses on the how issues. Lamm stressed that the results of educational activity are largely determined more by methods or how rather than by the content or what. From a political perspective, the weight of content seems more important than educational methods. However, teaching methods do not change with the what. When transmitting knowledge, which is method or how, the method is the dominant factor, even without a conscious decision or deliberate control, and the influence of the method is stronger than the contents that are being transmitted. For example, the effectiveness of teaching contents dealing with the what component of democracy will be minimal, perhaps even negative, if the teaching method, the how, is clearly undemocratic. In conclusion, as Zvi Lamm has argued, the methods, or how, constitute the true contents of education.

Conclusion

In this chapter, we described how the Revivim students faced their internships early in their training. Chapters Four and Five described the educational beliefs and outlooks of those joining the program, which had been formed mainly through the process of apprenticeship of observation during their experiences as school students. This knowledge, based on episodic memory, was accessible and the teaching students were aware of it. As a result, when the participants were interviewed before entering the program, they were able to express these concepts with no difficulty.
This chapter highlights the argument that teaching students come to the training process possessing not only explicit knowledge and beliefs about teaching and education, but also implicit knowledge of teaching methods and education. While the knowledge and beliefs about teaching are essentially explicit episodic  knowledge, the knowledge of teaching methods amounts to procedural knowledge, which is mainly tacit and implicit knowledge. Knowledge of teaching procedures, the how knowledge, was also acquired through the process of apprenticeship of observation after thousands of hours of sitting in front of school teachers. We have seen, therefore, that Revivim participants acquired not only knowledge and beliefs about education from their observational experiences as school students, but also implicit knowledge about teaching methods.
In Chapters Seven through Nine, a number of key aspects of teaching will be examined, particularly as reflected to the functioning of the Revivim participants in the early stages of teaching after having been “thrown into the cold water."

�This seems omewhat odd – wasn’t practice teaching known to be part of the program from the beginning?


�why was this a mistake? To what do the mistakes refer?


�what is meant by fatal here - it needs a little explanation.


�is this how her name should be spelled?


�Does this correctly reflect your intent?


�This sentence has no follow-up or example.


�It is not entirely clear what Kfir is saying.


�It is not clear if this is a correct recounting of Kfir’s story. It is not entirely clear.


�Is this the correct spelling for her name or is it Kinneret?


�How do you want to spell Kineret? Kineret or Kinneret? Does her name appear elsewhere in the book?


�Does this accurately reflect your meaning?


�Is this correct? 


�Either these authors or their article or book should be identified.





