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Virtual Volozhin:

Social vs. Textual Aspects of the Talmud Curriculum in Contemporary One-Year Yeshiva Programs
Yoel Finkelman

While the majority of American yeshiva-high-school graduates are not competent to study Gemara independently, post high school yeshiva programs place them in advanced Gemara classes, where they focus on lomdus, when in fact, the students can not even read basic texts in a competent fashion.  Yeshivas do so in order to create an illusion of Torah study at the highest level – a “Virtual Volozhin” – which helps to motivate students, and contributes to the yeshivas broader goals, to transform the students into more ideal, “yeshivish,” laymen.  Despite the advantages of this approach, the yeshivas would do better to place somewhat greater emphasis on basic text and analytical skills in the Gemara curriculum.

Abstract

This paper will argue that aspects of the Gemara curriculum in men’s one-year-program yeshivas reflect the tension between the yeshiva as a place of pure Torah study and the yeshiva as a molder of Orthodox identity and practice.  That is to say, the manifest function of the Talmud shiur [class] is to teach the text of the Talmud and its traditional commentaries, and to further the student’s ability to study Talmud independently. At the same time, there is a more latent function of the Gemara curriculum: the social and religious transformation of the students and their resocialization out of a perceived inadequate Modern Orthodoxy into a more ideal, “yeshivish,” kind of Orthodoxy (Modern or less so).  

Certain apparently odd aspects of the Gemara classes can be explained if the classes are viewed as enterprises in religious resocialization, rather than as attempts to teach students how to learn Gemara independently.  Indeed, when during the course of the research I asked rebbeim why they ran their classes in the way they were did, they indicated quite openly that they are more interested in the students’ broader religious development than in their narrowly defined intellectual growth.  Rebbeim frequently choose to sacrifice the text goals for the sake of advancing their socio-religious ones.  Despite the fact that most of the students in these yeshivas can not consistently and confidently read, translate, and explain a basic page of Talmudic argumentation, these skills are not emphasized in the classes nearly as much as abstract lomdus.  Many classes in these yeshivas expect students to prepare complex sources way beyond their level of personal competence (a long Tosafot, a R. Hayyim, R. Akiva Eiger), or involve the students in abstract lomdus despite their weak text and analytical skills.  Teachers explained that they use the lomdus, and summarize the complex sources, as a way of drawing the students into a love of Gemara.  The student can be involved in a sevara even though he has limited reading skills; he can enjoy the intellectual challenge without the frustrating “breaking your teeth.”  Furthermore, the students will feel that they are involved in Torah study at the highest level, the way it is really done, and may be attracted to a sense of authenticity that lomdus can provide.  Once the student feels positive about himself and his involvement in class, he will come to view himself as a part of the yeshiva, as part of the chain of tradition, and as part of that community which takes Torah study with absolute seriousness.  If a student was forced to begin with the basics, to work through the material himself, he would become frustrated and bored.  He would view his learning as remedial Gemara education, rather than full participation in the highest level of Torah study.  Consequently, he would view himself as less a part of the yeshiva and the age-old “yeshivish” community.  

This odd situation in part developed due to the changing function of the yeshiva within the framework of Orthodox education.  Talmud is essentially an elitist enterprise, and the European yeshivas catered to an extremely small minority of the most promising students.  Basic Jewish identity and commitment to mitzvah observance was taken for granted by virtually all Jews, and yeshivas were not responsible for socializing Jews into a halakhic atmosphere, at least untill about 150 years ago.  Yeshiva students were expected to take on the mantle of rabbinical and educational leadership for the next generation.  They were not place for laymen, however.  Gradually, the yeshivas changed from the institution that educated the intellectual-spiritual elite, to institutions which cater to perhaps a majority of Orthodox youth.  Yeshivas gradually become central forces in creating and maintaining a strong and committed Orthodox sense of self.  In this new context, it is not realistic to expect every yeshiva student to gain competence, let alone expertise, in Talmud study.  Yet, a student who enjoys his “year in Israel,” who feels that he is participating in an authentic yeshiva environment, may grow in a positive socio-religious direction, even if he fails to master rudimentary Talmud.  That student may become an ideal Orthodox layman, one committed to halakhah, consistent in his attendance of Torah classes, and devoted to the Orthodox community as a whole.

This overall tactic –emphasizing the satisfying aspects of Gemara, over the frustrating leg work - is quite a positive one, to my mind.  However, I would argue that there may be ways of integrating a greater emphasis on text skills and on remedial work (where necessary) without damaging the larger socio-religious goals, or at least without paying too great a price.  Teachers may be able to find ways of inserting a greater degree of basic text skills into a lomdus curriculum without frustrating the students.  Furthermore, there is a minority of students who realize that they need the remedial work, and have the intellectual maturity and perseverance to pursue that path.  These students may find themselves frustrated by the more standard curriculum, so yeshivas should be sure to provide a skills-based class that will appeal to them. 
I:Introduction

When R. Hayyim Volozhin first founded his yeshiva in 1803, it allowed a few elite students to dedicate several years exclusively to Torah study.  The yeshiva provided for all their needs, so that the student would be free to study Torah.  This Torah study had little or no pragmatic function, although many graduates used their knowledge to pursue careers in the rabbinate or in Jewish education.  Yeshivas were responsible for providing the ideal environment in which to maximize Torah study for a small group of elite students.  The majority of Eastern European Jewish men completed their formal education during their early teen years, and only the intellectual elite spent any time at all in institutions for advanced study.  

The yeshiva, in this context, was not responsible for creating Jewish identity, nor for assuring that Jews would continue to keep mitzvot.  The Jew identified as a Jew as a matter of course, and took traditional halakhic observance for granted.  For traditional Eastern European Jewish society, the yeshiva provided necessary education for the next generation of rabbis, ritual slaughterers, judges, and other religious functionaries.  For the students, the yeshiva provided upward mobility, supplying the education that pushed them into the socio-intellectual elite, and giving them the opportunity to marry into the economic elite. 

As Haskalah and emancipation swept the Jews of Eastern Europe in the second half of the 19th century, the majority of Jews ceased to be fully observant, and the function of the yeshiva changed as well.  Increasingly, identity as a halakhic Jew, or as a Jew at all, ceased to be a matter of course. “Orthodoxy,”
 as a denominational alternative to non-halakhic streams of Judaism, developed over the 19th century when the basic social structure ceased to encourage halakhic behavior.  The yeshiva gradually came to play a more crucial function in the creation and maintenance of Orthodox identity. Yeshivas often became more isolated from the increasingly non-Orthodox environments, and they spent more time and energy inculcating Orthodox ideology and patterns of behavior.
    

This trend continues, particularly in the One Year Program (OYP) yeshivas which have developed in recent decades, specializing in post-high school American students.  Over the past several decades, a growing number of American
 Orthodox day school graduates choose to spend a year or two of full time Torah study in Israel following their graduation from high school.  It may even be true that the majority of American yeshiva high school graduates attend one of these programs.  Tens of institutions – yeshivas for men, and seminaries for women – cater to the unique needs of this student body.  Students arrive in the programs for a standard stay of one year, although a sizeable minority remains for a second year.  Obviously, these yeshivas are not meant to educate the next generation of Orthodox educational leadership, as the standard Lithuanian yeshiva was.  Only a small percentage of OYP graduates will enter rabbinic fields professionally.  Instead, the overwhelming majority of these students will attend college and chose white-collar professions.  The overarching goal of OYPs is to educate the next generation of laymen.  These programs help to resocialize students out of what yeshivas often perceive as an inadequate American modern Orthodoxy, and into a more ideal religious observance.  Students are expected to leave yeshiva, but it is hoped that they will be extremely educated, active, and committed Orthodox laymen.

Casual observation, as well as one scientific study, indicates that this year in Israel has a profound impact on the religious practice, ideological commitment, and social identification of students.
 The return of these students to the American community, in turn, has begun to alter the quality of the religious tone of American Modern Orthodoxy. 

This paper will argue that aspects of the Talmud curriculum and the educational approach in these men’s yeshivas reflect the tension between the yeshiva as a place of pure Torah study and the yeshiva as a molder of Orthodox identity and practice.  That is to say, the manifest function of the Gemara shiur [class] is to teach the text of the Talmud and its traditional commentaries, and to further the students’ ability to study Talmud independently.  However, there exists a significant latent function as well: to further the students social and ideological identification with Orthodoxy in general, and with a particularly “yeshivish” kind of Orthodoxy in particular.  This goal is furthered not only by mussar lectures, by hashqafah discussions, and by social isolation.  The Talmud class itself also furthers it.  This social-religious aspect of the class affects the curriculum and the pedagogic techniques that teachers use in teaching Talmud.  There can even be tension between the social-religious goals and the skills-oriented goals; at times, they can work at cross-purposes.  Rebbeim [Talmud teachers] frequently choose to sacrifice the skills-oriented goals for the sake of advancing their socio-religious ones.  Those teachers who emphasize the skills aspects, run into difficult - at times insurmountable - problems. Yet, there is obviously an advantage to teaching students to learn Torah on their own, and the ability to do so may itself help support their long-term identification with Orthodoxy.  Hence, I argue that it may be possible to improve the quality of the skills-oriented goals, at least for some students, without significantly damaging the socio-religious goals.

II: The Evolution of the Project’s Method
Originally, this research was designed to probe strictly academic aspects of the Gemara classes in these yeshivas.  In the end, I discovered that one could not isolate academic aspects from social aspects of yeshiva life.  My original expectations turned out to be quite naive and simplistic.  While I did not accomplish my original goal, speaking with teachers and students afforded me the opportunity to reflect on the way in which academic goals dovetail with spiritual or religious goals.

I had spent a number of years both as a student and as a teacher of Talmud in these yeshivas, and found that students often completed their course of study without developing the basic skills with which to study a sugya [in-depth topic in Talmud or halakhah] on their own.  I suspected that the problem lay in the methods which were being employed in Gemara classes.  All teachers, I assumed, wanted their students to be able to learn Gemara on their own, but teachers were caught up in commonplace pedagogic method, in a perceived way that Gemara had always been taught.  If teachers would just update their pedagogic techniques, and place much greater emphasis on independent student work, they would assist students in increasing their independence in the study of Gemara.  Over the course of the research, the reality emerged as much more complex.  

I originally intended to try to answer the following questions.  1) What are the stated goals of Talmud teachers?  2) What pedagogic methods are they using in the classrooms and the beit midrash in order to accomplish these goals?  3) Is there a correlation between their stated goals and the methods they employ?  That is, does it seem that what is actually happening in Gemara shiur will lead up to the stated goals?  4) What are students academic goals in reference to the study of Gemara?  What do they hope to accomplish in the Talmud shiur?  5) Is there communication between teachers and students regarding goals and methods?  Are teachers teaching what students feel they should be learning, and are teachers indicating to students what they [the teachers] think that the student’s goals should be?  I expected to answer these questions by interviewing rebbeim and students, by attending classes, and by examining the supplemental materials which the teachers provided for the students.  

Over the course of the academic year 1999-2000 (תש"ס), I spent time interviewing and observing six different teachers, from three prominent OYP programs for men.
  I chose mainstream institutions, ones which attracted the more academically gifted students, the upper half of the high school graduating class.  I did not focus on programs which specialized in problem students, at-risk youth, or programs for ba’alei teshuvah [newly Orthodox], where one would expect to find a less academically rigorous program.  Since the men’s curriculum placed such great emphasis on Talmud, and these were relatively successful students academically, I hoped to isolate academic aspects of Talmud study.  

Unfortunately, I was unable to gain the kind of access to students and teachers that I had hoped for.  Administrators were reluctant to place their institutions and their staff under scrutiny from anybody outside the institutions.  I was not permitted to conduct research at some institutions.  At times, I was able to speak only with the rebbe himself, and was not able to interview students or attend classes.  Other teachers allowed me to speak to themselves and their students, but were reluctant to be observed during class time.  Only rarely was I able to spend an entire morning with a class, speaking with the teacher and students, and attending class.  

Gradually, I came to realize that I simply could not gather enough information to draw intelligent conclusions about the strictly academic goals and strictly academic methods employed in the OYP yeshivas.  I simply did not have adequate time to learn enough about the class dynamics.  A formal evaluation of a teacher and his class would have required several days of observation, and several hours of conversation with teachers and students.  I had one day, at most, not more than one hour with each teacher, and not more than twenty minutes with any given student.  I would have had to do careful studies of the students’ academic skills before and after the year of instruction.  Furthermore, I lack the academic background and research training to do this kind of study.  My interview questions were not focused enough, and I received answers that were too ambiguous for a proper study of classroom and beit midrash practice.  Even if I had the skills to perform such a study, it would have been socially and professionally awkward to evaluate my peers.  

I did, however, notice certain patterns in teacher responses, in their approaches to Talmud education. Gradually, I began to refocus my efforts.  Instead of attempting to gain access to more students and more programs, in order to ask the same strictly academic questions, I began to look more carefully at the overarching religious goals of the programs I had visited.  I began to ask teachers and students – both those who were subjected to the formal interview process, and others in much more informal settings – about how they see the function of the yeshiva as a religious institution within the context of the Modern Orthodox community.

Before we examine these wider issues we must describe, in overly broad strokes, the differences between two overall approaches to teaching Talmud: the standard approach, and the skills-oriented approach.  These models are generalizations from examining a number of classes and styles.  Although no individual class fits precisely into either model, most of the classes which I observed resemble one or the other model, broadly speaking.  Obviously, each teacher introduced his individual methods, his personal style, and his own techniques into his classroom.  Thus, any given class which seems to fit one model, inevitably includes some aspects of the other model.  These descriptions serve primarily to further our discussion of the tension between text study and socio-religious goals.    

III: A Standard Talmud Class

On the whole, teachers seemed to run their classes in a very similar way.  The morning study session commonly began between 8:30 and 9:00 AM, and ended at lunch time, about 12:30.  The overwhelming majority of the time was dedicated to Talmud, although some students might spend the first half-hour or so studying other material.  In general, the morning schedule is divided into two parts: the seder and the shiur.  

Commonly, the seder occupied the lion’s share of the time, with only an hour or so dedicated at the end of the morning for shiur, the lecture.  The seder afforded the students the opportunity to study in a hevruata format, working in pairs over relatively short passages of texts.  Students were given direction through the use of mareh meqomot: a list of passages in the Talmud or traditional commentaries which the students were to prepare.
 Often, the mareh meqomot came with Xeroxed copies of the more obscure sources, when the beit midrash [study hall] did not house enough volumes for each student to work with the original.  Some teachers gave shorter lists of mareh meqomot.  For them, a morning’s material might consist of half a page of Gemara with Rashi’s commentary, a paragraph of Tosafot or another medieval commentary, a few paragraphs from Rambam’s code, with perhaps a page or so of a more recent commentary.  Although the text itself is quite short, it is complex enough and written compactly enough to occupy students, theoretically, for the entire time.  Other teachers gave students much longer lists.  Teachers often indicated that much of the material was beyond the students’ ability, particularly at the beginning of the year. 

Rebbeim identified a number of obstacles to the most effective use of the seder time.
 First, students often lack adequate text skills, even to translate the texts.  Second, it is not always immediately obvious how different commentaries relate to the primary sources, and certainly not how the different sources work together to create a bigger picture.  Students might read and translate the sources, without understanding how they relate to the sugya at hand.  Rebbeim generally found ways, either orally or in writing, to help guide students.  Some teachers would include a short dictionary for the sources, with translations of more difficult Hebrew or Aramaic terms.  One teacher would call a “huddle,” in which the whole class would stand in a circle in the beit midrash, while the teacher explained why he had included each of the sources on the list, and identified the crucial points that students should look out for.  Another rebbe developed elaborate study aids, which asked students to fill in charts, answer leading questions in writing, and generally helped guide students through the maze of the sugya.  Almost all rebbeim were available to answer questions during seder, and many would deliberately circulate from hevruta to hevruata, offering guidance, assistance, and leading questions during the course of the morning.  These methods did not solve the problems entirely.  Students still found that much of the material was beyond their grasp, at least until it was explained in shiur.  As we shall see later on, the fact that students may misunderstand material in seder and still gain clarification during the class is quite crucial to the function of this educational approach.

After the students had prepared the sources during seder, the class gathered for a more frontal lecture, which would read and summarize the mareh meqomot, while raising questions about them.  The teacher would commonly present the sources in such a way as to generate a certain structure, or organization, of the relevant material.  Different commentaries might be grouped together, emphasizing their shared approach to a certain aspect of the sugya, even if they differed over other issues.  Passages from the Talmud and commentaries that might appear to be disconnected would be linked, in a way that indicated certain conceptual similarities.  In general, this lecture culminates in a “hiddush,” a creative analysis of the sources, which serves to answer the questions raised during class.  This hiddush was viewed as the pinnacle of the study, the deepest understanding of the text to which the rebbe and student could hope to arrive. 

More often than not, the shiur more closely resembled a formal lecture.  The teacher would speak out loud, asking questions, explaining the gemara, and leading the lecture towards its climax: the hiddush.  The teacher would tie in all of the sources listed in the mareh meqomot, linking them in a chain of argument.  Rebbeim would often ask the students questions, hoping to lead them toward independent thinking by challenging them to predict the next step in the argument.  However, the lecture retained its defined structure.  The teacher had a planned direction in which he wanted to go, and the questions were primarily designed to get the students to predict the next step in the teacher’s pre-prepared argument.  

The teachers of this kind of class struggled with the tension between two goals.  First, teaching students “skills” or “method” in the study of Talmud.  In fact, each of the teachers who I interviewed used those terms to describe their goals.  Secondly, they wanted to imbibe their students with a sense of love for learning, which, they posited, would only be achieved if students felt a sense of accomplishment and satisfaction in their learning.  A few teachers expanded love of learning to include some much broader socio-religious goals.  These included many issues: commitment to mitzvah observance; a sense of identity with the Orthodox community, and with the more committed branch of that community; commitment to certain non-halakhic yeshiva values, like lifelong learning, personal attachment to rebbeim, the authority of certain kinds of rabbis as halakhic authorities; an overall religious spirit; and others.  

IV: A Skills-Oriented Talmud Curriculum

The minority of rebbeim with whom I spoke, suggested an alternative to the standard class.  We will call this method the skills-oriented approach.  This course of study place much greater emphasis on transmitting skills and independence to students.  These teachers were less concerned about socio-religious goals, at least within the immediate context of the Gemara class (although, obviously, they were concerned about this issue in a broader sense).  Although these classes shared the basic seder-shiur structure, they differed from the standard classes in certain critical ways.  

In general, the skills-oriented curriculum moved a slower pace, covering less text but demanding that students do the work almost entirely on their own.  Lists of mareh meqomot would be shorter, and less elaborate.  These classes placed great emphasis on defining method, and making sure that students understood what they were doing, and why they were doing it.  Shiur summarized what students could or should have been able to do on their own, primarily checking to make sure that they did it right rather than describing something new.  Hence, the hiddush and the lecture in general were seen as much less central.  

V: Comparison of the Two Methods 

The following chart will help compare the overall method of the two different approaches.  This is not meant to place any given shiur or teacher firmly into one category or the other.  It is meant to generalize about overall approaches, while allowing for individual differences in any given classroom.  In general, any given class contains aspects of both models, although the majority of classes much more closely resemble the standard curriculum than the skills-oriented one.  For our purposes, this chart will help clarify how the skills-oriented curriculum is designed to create student independence in Talmud study.  Clearly, if the goal of the Gemara class was to teach students how to learn on their own, the skills-oriented curriculum would be superior.  

Standard Curriculum
Skills-oriented Curriculum

Seder vs. Shiur Orientation
Emphasis is on shiur.  The goal of this seder time is to prepare students to understand shiur. 
Emphasis on the seder, rather than the shiur.  Students work independently during seder.  Shiur generally clarifies what the students understood during seder, assuring them that they understood it correctly, or correcting them if they did not.

Speed
The pace tends to be quicker, with less time spent on any given source, and less time spent on any given sugya.
The speed is slower, covering less material, and with greater emphasis on precise understanding of what is covered.

Is Methodology Made Explicit?
Only certain aspects of the method are made explicit, generally those that are associated with the lomdus or with the development of hiddush.  These classes are often spotty in their presentation of a complete methodological system. Teachers will present ideas during class, without explaining what method they used to arrive at that conclusion.  
The skills-oriented curriculum tries to be systematic.  Each sugya, in its entirety, is treated in a relatively predictable, step-by-step, way.  When students complete step one, let’s say reading and translating the Gemara, they will know how to proceed to step two, let’s say writing a list of questions on the Gemara.  From there they will proceed to step three, lets say predicting how the Rishonim might chose to answer those questions.  Teachers will avoid explaining content without also dealing with method.  

Lomdus vs. Text Knowledge
Emphais on lomdus and hiddush, even when students may not have read or translated the sources carefully or precisely. Less focus on systematic text analysis, and more focus on the conceptual ideas that underlie an argument or a position. 
Emphasis on translation, grammar, and precise understanding of the words on the pages, as a pre-requisite for understanding the more abstract ideas that those words represent.  Emphasis on the aspects of Gemara which take place between translation and lomdus.


Students Predicting What is Coming Next
Students try to predict what the rebbe is going to say in class.  This is done either during seder, by attempting to figure out how the teacher is going to interpret and link the different mareh meqomot, or during class, when the rebbe asks leading questions hoping to get the students to predict what he is going to say next.
Students try to predict what is going to come next in the natural historical development of the sugya.  That is to say, students should be anticipating the questions that the Gemara is going to raise about the Mishnah, should be predicting the next step of the Talmud’s argument, predicting the problems which the Rishonim will raise, and the answers they are likely to give.  Thus, students will not move on to the Gemara untill they have understood the problems and questions inherent in the Mishnah, and will not read Rishonim, untill they have identified the most crucial problems that the Gemara raises.

Can Students Do What They are Asked to Do?
Due to the shiur-oriented nature of the curriculum, students are asked to prepare whatever texts are relevant to the shiur, even if those texts are too difficult for them to understand on their own. The teacher explains these sources to the student during class.
Students are given sources and assignments which they are either capable of doing on their own, or which are only slightly more difficult than that. If shiur includes information that students can not do on their own, it is deemphasized, and covered briefly. 

VI: A Latent Function of the Standard Talmud Curriculum

It might seem obvious to some that student independence ought to be the primary goal of a Gemara shiur.  If this were the case, then the skills-oriented curriculum would be vastly superior to the standard one in virtually every respect.  Yet, it seems that in practice, the standard shiur is much more common.  Most Gemara classes focus on the shiur; focus on lomdus, the final step in learning a sugya, while de-emphasizing the textual legwork, which comes before it.  In the end, these courses often leave students without an adequate sense of how to learn on their own.  Why is this the case?  It seems to me that aspects of the standard Gemara curriculum help to facilitate broader socio-religious goals that are really seen as the primary work of OYPs.  

The first, and most obvious, explanation revolves around the yeshiva’s changing population.  The Eastern European yeshiva catered to the cream of the intellectual crop.  A student would only come to a yeshiva if he was motivated enough and intellectually talented enough to handle a grueling schedule.  As Stampfer has shown, the student had to jump many latent hurdles in the educational system before he came to yeshiva.
  And, if he did not tow the line in the yeshiva, he would almost certainly not be able to stay for long. 

This is no longer the case.  In fact, the opposite is true.  Orthodox yeshiva high school students attend yeshiva in Israel almost as a matter of course.  Different institutions cater to different students, but an extremely high percentage of the total relevant population attends yeshivas.  Talmud, however, is essentially an elitist enterprise, one that appeals to certain kinds of personalities and intelligences.  It is cognitive, text-oriented, and intellectually challenging.  It takes several years to gain basic competence, and decades to master.  At the outset, it seems likely that many of the current students lack the intellectual skills, the interest, or the study habits to gain independent competence in Talmud. They may be religiously dedicated students, extraordinarily talented in many ways, but lack the particular talents and interests necessary for Talmud.  

In the Lithuanian environment, the emphasis of study was on independent work. Whether the shiur took place daily or less often, attendance was not mandatory; students attended only if they wanted to. There was no assumption that students would use their time in the beit midrash to prepare for shiur; they simply learned on their own.
  The contemporary yeshiva places great emphasis on the shiur; the independent study serves primarily to help the student prepare for the lecture.  Only a very motivated, very intellectual student, with a large measure of zitzfleish [perseverance, willingness to sit still] will likely be willing to tolerate the kind of skills-oriented curriculum described above.  He will simply be bored and frustrated.  

Hence, the teachers must provide students an enjoyable experience in class, by presenting them with the most enjoyable aspect of the curriculum, the lomdus.  Students who lack text skills may be able to think abstractly, or at least appreciate a sharp idea.  As one teacher explained, students will feel challenged by the lomdus, and will feel a sense of accomplishment by arriving at a hidush, whether or not they can actually read the page of Talmud being discussed.  Eastern European yeshivas did not have to teach basic skills, because students already possessed them; contemporary yeshivas often do not teach basic skills because most of the students will never acquire them.  

The need to entertain students - to assure that they enjoy their time in yeshiva, and that they feel a sense of accomplishment – plays a crucial educational function within the larger scope of the yeshiva’s goals, and help further the educational function that OYP’s play within the larger Orthodox educational system.  If Lithuanian yeshivas housed students for several years, perhaps even a decade or more, OYPs almost never have any students who remain beyond the second year.  Indeed, OYPs do not offer rabbinical ordination programs of any kind, for the most part.  Hence, the OYPs do not expect to turn out graduates who are rabbis, who are comfortably competent in rabbinic literature, and who are competent to issue halakhic rulings.  While a fair percentage of OYP alumni, if not a majority, will attend Yeshiva University, and pursue three more years of part time yeshiva study, few will continue in full time yeshiva alternatives for a long period of time, and fewer still will continue for rabbinic ordination.
  OYPs, then, do not serve to teach rabbis or educators, but rather a grass roots group of educated and dedicated laymen.
 

In order to develop these dedicated laymen, OYP’s attempt to re-socialize their students to a major degree.  For the most part, yeshiva educators view the middle-class American Modern Orthodox community as drastically inadequate from a religious perspective.  Communal standards fall short of basic halakhic requirements, let alone the religious ideal, particularly in the areas of relationships between the sexes, modesty in dress, the value of Torah study, commitment to halakhah and rabbinic authority, and absorption of the negative aspects of general culture.  The typical OYP student, from the teacher’s perspective, grew up in just such a Modern Orthodox home, became socialized into that community, attended a Modern Orthodox high school with an inadequate environment, and has largely absorbed flawed Modern Orthodoxy values.  Over the course of the year in Israel the student is to be re-socialized into more acceptable religious standards.  Different schools differ in outlook.  Some hope to move students out of the Modern Orthodox camp entirely, and into a Haredi approach.  Others hope to move them from a flawed Modern Orthodoxy into a more ideal one.  These differences notwithstanding, most programs share a negative evaluation of much of contemporary Modern Orthodoxy, and hope to educate better alumni. 

OYP yeshivas use many methods to resocialize students.  They isolate students in relatively closed institutions, far away from the inadequate home environment. A proper religious atmosphere holds sway in this isolated environment.
  The yeshiva emphasizes its values constantly, in numerous mussar lectures, divrei Torah, and in informal conversations between students and staff.  As the year progresses, and more students get more “frum,” peer pressure helps motivate students to participate more actively in the yeshiva’s program.
  Social standing relative to the staff depends on proper religious behavior and adequate study habits.  Formal and informal rewards– from verbal praise, to an invitation for a shabbat meal, to the reward of the staff’s attention – are given to students who participate actively in the religious and educational aspects of yeshiva life.  Students who complete a major unit of study celebrate a siyyum, in which they gain public recognition for their accomplishment.  There is little formal punishment, but informal and formal deterrents toward inappropriate behavior abound.  The informal deterrents, which are probably the most effective, are manifest in the absence of many of the rewards: lack of attention and praise from staff, few informal invitations from staff, as well as peer pressure.  In theory, a student who does not attend classes, does not study, does not attend prayer services, or does not live up to the yeshiva’s standards in other areas, may get a stern lecture, or even be expelled if the behavior continues for long enough. 

The key to the yeshiva’s success comes when the student begins to identify himself as a member of the yeshiva community.  Modern Jews in general, and American Jews in particular, develop powerfully strong Jewish commitments when they participate in small communities which create a sense of meaning and belonging for the participants.
  If the students enjoy themselves in yeshiva, than the yeshiva can do just that.  It creates a warm, relatively intimate Jewish environment, in which meaning and community are imbibed each day, and every day.  The transformed yeshiva student identifies himself as the kind of Jew who belongs in the yeshiva’s community and who lives up to its values.  These values will be in conscious opposition to many of the values that the yeshiva community sees embedded in a complacent American Modern Orthodoxy.  The student who enjoys his time spent in yeshiva, is more likely to emerge more firmly committed to Torah study as a lifelong value, to separation between the sexes, to the value of living in Israel.  He is more likely to oppose the corrupting influence of much (if not all) of Western culture, and to oppose what yeshivas see as the compromises which the Modern Orthodox community has made in its religious life.  In short, he is more likely to identify with those values which the yeshiva represents.

Personal identification with the yeshiva and its values are often manifest in ways other than just changed attitudes and renewed commitment to Jewish law.  Resocialized students may begin to dress differently than they had in the past.  Some will don the yeshiva-style black hat, wear a sports jacket to prayers, or simply stop wearing shorts and tee shirts.  Students may adopt certain “yeshivish” words and expressions, saying “mistama” instead of “probably” for example.
  Together with the books that they need for their studies, students may buy stacks of advanced seforim that they simply would not understand, even if they were to open them.  While these outward behaviors, on the surface, do not seem to be mandated by Jewish law, and do not seem to have any direct relationship to religious values, they indicate, both to the student himself and to others, identification with the broadly defined “yeshivish” community.
  

Whatever the teachers’ attitudes toward these outward changes, the schools do hope that students will come to identify with the yeshiva, and maintain that identity as they enter the workplace and become ideal Orthodox laymen.  At a very basic level, this is only likely to occur if the student enjoys the time that he spends in yeshiva.  Yeshivas have a variety of methods to insure that students do so: regular hikes and field trips; shabbat programs in yeshiva, which include singing, dancing, extra food; invitations to teachers’ homes during weekends and vacations.  The yeshivas understand that if the environment is made pleasing to the student, then he is more likely to identify both with the environment and its values.  Certainly, the academic aspects of the curriculum, which take up the lion’s share of time spent in yeshiva, also must be enjoyable.

A text and skills oriented Talmud curriculum would frustrate students, as well as the yeshiva’s hope to keep the students happy.  The yeshiva’s broader social goals can not allow such frustration.  A student who enjoys the experience of Torah study, even if he never gains competence himself, is more likely to fill the role of ideal Orthodox layman than somebody who does not enjoy their experience during the year in Israel.  Hence, there is little educational benefit involved in emphasizing the frustrating aspects of a skills-oriented education, even though that program might create greater student independence.  Educated laymen need not become independently competent in Talmud study, as long as they qove’ah ‘ittim laTorah [set aside regular time for Torah study]– which often means attendance in a public lecture, taught by somebody else who is competent to teach Talmud - and as long as they respect the minority which does study Talmud at a high level.   

In order to move toward student resocialization, the Talmud curriculum must also exude authenticity.  Students often feel that their high school Torah education was forced and formal.  They attend high school because they must, and do precisely defined homework assignments, which are graded and included in their transcripts and college applications.  This is not Torah LeShemah [Torah for its own sake], but school.  In contrast, yeshiva education is informal and voluntary.  They attend the school because they want to, and there is very flexible discipline for most issues, including simply cutting class.  Assignments are vague (read these sources, and prepare for class), not written, almost never graded, and only indirectly affect any college transcripts.  This creates an image of Torah LeShemah, Torah the way it ought to be done, authentic Torah study.  Students are invigorated by doing something the “right way,” by participating in Torah study at the highest level.  It does not matter at all whether or not that self-perception is accurate, as long as the perception exists.
  Yeshivas may create a “virtual Volozhin,” an illusion that students are participating in the highest level of Torah study, even though they simply can not read the page.  Emphasis on lomdus maximalizes that sense of authenticity.  In large part due to the prevailing influence of R. Joseph B. Soloveitchik, Brisker style lomdus is simply identified with real learning according to popular perception.  A student who arrives at a hiddush, at an abstract and conceptualized shoresh mahloket, at a hilluq, feels that he is out of high school, that he is doing things the right way.  From a socio-religious perspective, it simply does not matter that no “authentic” talmid hakham of any kind would dream of making any conceptual generalizations without enough text skills to read the Tosafot independently.
  This perception of authenticity would be minimized in a skills-oriented curriculum.  A student who must memorize a lists of terms, who must struggle to break his teeth over a difficult term in Rashi, or who must “map out” the outline of the sugya in his notebook will feel that he is involved in remedial Gemara.  “This is not the way they studied in Volozhin,” he would say to himself.  Indeed, he would be absolutely correct, even though from an academic perspective remedial Gemara might be just what he needs in order to gain the text and analytical skills that he lacks. 

Of course, there is a small minority of students in each yeshiva or in each shiur who genuinely understand the basics of studying Talmud.  These students’ academic needs are best served by some of the high level study that occurs in the shiur; they do not require remedial Gemara.  Their presence can also help contribute to the sense of authenticity in the classroom.  They ask sharp questions, identify where the rebbe’s ideas are likely to lead, challenge the teacher’s understanding, and generally create a dialogue between the class and the teacher.  The weaker students feel that they, as a member of the class, is witnessing the exciting back-and-forth of Torah study, even if they do not appreciate (or even understand) the kinds of questions and answers that are bantered about.
The emphasis on Gemara in these yeshivas itself stems from the drive for authenticity.  Contemporary Orthodox collective perception, under the pervasive influence of the Mitnagdic Lithuanian approach, views Talmud not only as Torah study, but as the Torah study.  Learning Gemara creates a buzz, a certain noise, a certain atmosphere in the beit midrash, the authentic sound of Gemara study.  While many students might benefit from greater emphasis on Tanakh, halakhah, philosophy, or mussar in their curriculum, such a modified curriculum would be very hard to sell.
  Students would perceive it – wrongly, I suspect- as a cop out, as an inferior program for people who can’t handle the more serious Talmud study.  Whether it is or is not is a matter for educational theory and policy.  But, even if it were determined that other fields of study should replace some of the emphasis on Talmud, many students would feel that they were not doing things properly, no matter how rigorous and serious the alternative curriculum would be.  Such a program would find it hard to convince students of the seriousness, unless the program made the students believe, in some way, that this approach was indeed authentic, time-honored, or Torah at the highest level.  They would have trouble feeling that their study was authentic.  

The emphasis on shiur in the standard curriculum, and the fact that students are not necessarily expected to understand everything they read in seder, helps further the yeshiva’s socio-religious goals by providing opportunities for students to rethink their attitudes toward Orthodoxy.
 The standard curriculum affords the students plenty of opportunity to do things other than study Talmud.  The basic issues will be laid out clearly during class, so they will still be able to follow the discussion even if they do not use their seder time to prepare the Gemara.  They can – and very often do – use much of their in seder to discuss things far removed from the sugya at hand.  This does not contribute very much when they discuss basketball playoffs.  However, there is also very constructive batalah [wasted time], for example when students discuss issues of hashqafah or religious outlook.  Educators may prefer that they do this in the beit midrash during seder time for two reasons.  First, because the atmosphere in the beit midrash helps the students come up with the right answers.  Students are more likely, it seems to me, to decide that they should change their priorities in a more religiously positive direction, or commit themselves to greater Torah study in the future, if they discuss these questions in the yeshiva and in the beit midrash, than if they discuss the same questions while hanging out with friends in a Jerusalem pizza shop.  Second, if these discussions take place during seder, the rebbeim may know about it, and can participate in the conversation.  It is very common for a teacher to approach a hevruta that is discussing issues of religious outlook, while they “should” be studying a Tosafot, and to encourage, or even participate in, the conversation.  The rebbe may stay and help those students for a longer period of time and with greater enthusiasm, than students who “merely” need help working through a difficult passage of text.  This kind of constructive batalah takes place more easily in a standard kind of class, than in a skills-oriented class.  Since the skills-oriented class focuses on the student’s own work, and since the class time depends on student participation, a group of students who spent their seder time discussing hashqafah are more likely to fall behind than in a more typical lecture class, where the rebbe lays out the basic problems for the students.  It becomes more difficult for the teacher and students of the skills-oriented class to use seder time for constructive batalah.  

The specific role of the rebbe in OYPs can also mitigate the desire to educate to independence.  A close and intimate relationship between the rebbe and the student provides a crucial venue through which to accomplish the socio-religious transformation that the yeshivas work toward.  Students look for a rebbe, somebody who they can turn to for advice, assistance, and even authority, during their transition from inadequate Modern Orthodoxy to what the yeshivas perceive as a more genuine Orthodoxy.  On the one hand, the rebbe is a friend, a confidant, and even a “buddy.”  On the other hand, the rebbe is an authority, someone to respect, perhaps even to fear or to be in awe of.  Let me emphasize, this is true even of the most personable and informal of teachers.  Students look up to the rebbe as an authority on issues of religious outlook, on Jewish law, and even on personal problems.  The source of the rebbe’s charisma rests, first and foremost, in his superior competence in Torah.  The teacher who discovers the hiddush at the end of a complex class impresses the group with his insight.  When method is not discussed explicitly, students do not understand how the teacher arrived at his conclusions.  Mystery furthers the rebbe’s charisma.  Furthermore, the contemporary Orthodox community places great emphasis on rabbinic authority, often in conscious opposition to the modern emphasis on individual autonomy.  This goes beyond a narrow acceptance of the heteronomously binding halakhah.  Haredi ideologies like da’as Torah, which in extreme forms can grant the Torah scholar virtually unlimited authority over all issues of a Jew’s life, generally appear in less extreme forms in Modern Orthodox programs.  The spirit of submission
 permeates contemporary Orthodoxy at virtually all levels.  Education, however, can be a subversive enterprise when it tries to teach students to gain independence.
 Knowledge and authority become democratized when students become independent, when the teacher’s method is explicated clearly, and when the student learns to envision himself with the same talents as his rebbe.  

This image of the rebbe-student relationship certainly does not apply to all students.  Teachers often identify students who they view as destined to careers as rabbis or educators.  They inevitably push them to attend yeshivas and kollels for an extended period.  The system retains its basic form when there is some movement between the class of leaders and the class of followers.  But, the ethic of submission might be somewhat compromised if too many students become too independent.

It should also be noted that there is also an economic aspect to the need to entertain students, to emphasize the satisfactory aspect of Talmud rather than the difficult legwork.  Lithuanian style yeshivas earned their money by fund raising, often worldwide.  Student’s paid no tuition; indeed, they were granted a stipend to cover their basic living costs.  There was little financial incentive for the yeshiva to attract more students, although there was a very strong incentive in terms of the yeshiva’s reputation, and in terms of the institution’s genuine desire to teach Torah.  In contrast, the OYP yeshivas, and thus their staff, depend on tuition and, to a lesser degree, on stipends from Israel's Ministry of Religion.  Each student translates directly into more dollars with which to run programs and pay staff.  A student who enjoys the time he spends in yeshiva will report to his younger friends, making the yeshiva’s future recruitment much more effective and lucrative.  Furthermore, in many program students have a fair measure of independence in choosing their teachers, and a teacher who attracts a large class will earn more teaching hours, and a higher salary.  Teachers probably do not choose this particular career for financial reasons, and they often struggle to make a living.  A simple supply and demand analysis reveals that there are more educators looking to teach in the OYPs than there are jobs to go around.  A popular teacher will have an easier time finding work.
VII: Marketing a Skills Oriented Curriculum


There is, however, a price to be paid for the standard curriculum’s focus on nostalgia and enjoyment.  While this approach may keep students happier while in yeshiva, and may give them a sense of authenticity in their learning, students will eventually leave yeshiva.  Students who leave Israel and return to American colleges inevitably undergo a post yeshiva let down.  What do the students take with them when they leave that can help sustain them religiously over the course of their lives?  What long-term influence will the yeshiva experience continue to have on the alumni?  I fear that mere memories of learning experiences that seemed authentic in yeshiva, without acquiring the skills to learn independently, will have less staying power among some students than educators would like.  Many alumni will feel frustrated if they leave yeshiva with a desire to learn, but without the ability to do so to their satisfaction.  The more ideal Orthodox identity and commitment which students adopt in Israel may fade, or disappear entirely, over time.  

Learning to learn Gemara independently is a long and difficult task.  Probably, the majority of Orthodox Jews will never acquire those skills.  A small minority either have the skills when they enter yeshiva, or acquire them in yeshiva.  There remains a sizeable group of students who have the natural talents to learn to study on their own, but fail to acquire the skills through the standard curriculum.  If they were to participate in a skills-oriented curriculum, a larger percentage of them would acquire enough skills to learn on their own in the future.  These skills allow them to participate continually in talmud Torah, and will help support their long-term commitment to high religious standards.  It will, indeed, make them more ideal laymen.

I am not suggesting that all students should be fed a strictly skills-oriented curriculum, certainly not at the beginning of the year.  There remains the problem of student motivation, and willingness to sacrifice for the sake of long-term goals.  Early in the year, most students lack the enthusiasm and dedication to Torah study. Many gain this dedication gradually over the course of the year, in large part because the social aspects of the standard Talmud curriculum inspire them. Once the students are inspired, they may continue in standard classes, without realizing that they are not acquiring the skills necessary for independent study, skills that more of them would acquire in a skills-oriented class.  How can we direct those students who belong in a skills-oriented class without frustrating them and damaging their motivation and inspiration?  How can we convince students to sacrifice the instant gratification of the standard curriculum for the long-term goals of the skills-oriented curriculum?

I am not sure that I have adequate answers to these questions, but I do think that it is important to develop effective means of marketing a skills-oriented curriculum.  Inevitably, those teachers who I spoke to who teach a skills-oriented curriculum felt that they had trouble marketing their product to students, for many of the reasons discussed above.  Students were reluctant to attend, as they felt frustrated by the work, and felt that their self-esteem was damaged by the perception of being in a remedial, or lower level class.  Certain schools (HaMivtar and Darkhei Noam)
 which do emphasize a skills oriented curriculum, attract a higher percentage of post-college students: a self-selected group who come with more advanced maturity, greater intellectual patience, a more focused sense of what they want to accomplish in terms of learning.  They are more willing to break their teeth and struggle through difficult material independently.  Teachers of a skills-oriented curriculum in more mainstream programs indicate that they have to make a sales pitch for their curriculum.  They hope that a group of the more mature students will be willing to put up with the frustration and lack of instant gratification for the sake of long-term goals.  The class becomes a self-selected group of students who feel that they need to learn the basics.  

It seems to me, that such a program should be available and marketed heavily to a certain segment of the population of OYP yeshivas.  A skills-oriented program would be inappropriate for much of the school’s population.  Most students need a fast paced class, which provides what is often no more than an illusion of learning at the highest level, and which provides relatively instant gratification.  A minority of students, however, would benefit greatly from a slower paced course that focuses on independence and methodological rigor.  Marketing, however, would be crucial.  The class must not be presented as remedial Gemara.  On the contrary!  It should be presented as a high level class; as a class for mature students who have a long term vision of independence in talmud Torah; as a class for people who want to focus on lomdus after they have gained competence in the basics.  Instead of feeling insecure, the student should be made to feel proud of his maturity, vision, and willingness to push off gratification.  This can help offset the loss that is incurred by exposing the illusion of “learning as they did in Europe.”  Ironically, exposing that illusion allows the rebbe of the skills-oriented curriculum to market the class as no less authentic, if nor more so, than the more standard approach.  Once the students know that they are nowhere near the level of the students at the elite European yeshivas, some will realize that in order for them to learn “authentically” in the long run they must do some remedial work now.  

Granted, this will not work for all students.  But, there are some students – many of them intellectually gifted, and serious about their studies - who find aspects of the OYP yeshiva’s “European” atmosphere to be stifling.  For these students, a skills-oriented course may respond to some of their frustration.  By personality, these may be the same students who oppose the emphasis on rabbinic authority, which they perceive as “rebbe worship.”  For these students, a skills-oriented program will help increase their motivation, rather than decrease it.
Teachers must not ignore the aspect of positive re-enforcement and short term gratification.  Preparing assignments that are just hard enough to be challenging, but easy enough to be doable can help to do this.  The skills-oriented curriculum focuses on method, and makes explicit the steps involved in analyzing and breaking down a sugya from beginning to end.  If students have a defined assignment, which they are capable of doing when they work hard, and if they are made to realize that they have, in fact, done good work, then they will gain the short term sense of accomplishment, the sense of a job well done.  It is much more difficult to fine-tune these assignments for each student than it is to lay out the content of a sugya in class, allowing the students to come up with the hiddush or the haqirah on their own.  However, students who persevere in a skills-oriented class are likely to gain a sense of long-term accomplishment, to look back at themselves after several months of work and be able to identify clearly what they are capable of doing now that they were not capable of doing in the past. 

The skills-oriented curriculum will probably not do as well as the more traditional program in terms of two aspects which were identified above: time to deal with hashqafah in the beit midrash, and development of awe for the rebbe.  The skills-oriented curriculum, with its emphasis on independent student work, would “punish” students who spent their seder time discussing topics of religious outlook and commitment, for they would fall behind their classmates, and would find it more difficult to keep up in class.  In my mind, this is a price that we should pay in order to increase the text skills for some of the students.  Furthermore, these students would have plenty of opportunity to make up for that at later times, as long as skills-oriented curriculum do not take up most of their day.  Beyond that, teachers can find ways of minimizing the damage to a student in a skills-oriented class who spends his time on constructive batalah.  Since the pace of the class will be slower, the teacher can occasionally fill in the required information quickly to a student who falls behind.  

The teacher of a skills-oriented curriculum is less likely to develop the relationship of awe between student and teacher, a relationship which often contributes positively to the student’s religious development.  When the teacher spells out methodology explicitly, and urges students to gain independent competence, the differences between the teacher’s skills and those of the students will seem less mysterious, and more bridgeable.  However, the teacher in this case may create a different kind of positive relationship with the rebbe, one oriented more on friendship of equals.  Furthermore, there will be other members of the staff with whom the student might create a relationship of awe.  It should also be noted that many of the students who would find a skills-oriented curriculum attractive are the same students who would find awe of a rebbe to be stifling.  This curriculum will attract students with a greater sense of self, willingness to push off gratification, and with a more long-term vision.  These character traits may also be correlated to greater sense of autonomy.  A student of this character may not have a great propensity to treat a rebbe with awe to begin with, and may be searching for a rebbe who is more willing to treat him as an equal.  


Should such a curriculum be marketed more successfully to a greater percentage of the population, it may help increase the ability of the next generation of Orthodox laymen to understand Torah at a higher level, and to participate more fully in Jews’ age-old commitment to talmud Torah.  

� I use the term “Orthodoxy” to refer to a self-conscious community, one which realizes that it maintains halakhic observance in the face of non-halakhic alternatives.  This is in contrast to a pre-modern traditional community, one which follows halakhah without that Orthodox self-consciousness.


� Unfortunately, the research has only just begun to evaluate the way in which the changing function of the yeshiva has altered the academic, social, and economic aspects of these institutions. On yeshivas in Europe, see Shaul Stampfer’s works: HaYeshiva HaLitait BeHithavutah, (Jerusalem: Zalman Shazar Center, 1995); “HaPenimiah VehaYeshivah Bemizrah Eropah,” in HaHinnukh HaPenimiati HaMamlakhti Dati BeYisrael, Ed. Matityahu Dagan (Jerusalem: Ministry of Education, 1997), pp. 20-31; and “Heder Study, Knowledge of Torah, and t5he Maintenance of Social Stratification in Eastern European Jewish Society,” Studies in Jewish Education 3 (1998), pp. 271-289.  On the transition from Europe to the United States, see my “Haredi Isolation in Changing Environments: A Case Study in Yeshiva Immigration,” forthcoming in Modern Judaism, as well as William Helmreich, The World of the Yeshiva, (New York, London: Free Press, 1982).


� A minority of these students come from other English speaking countries, as well.


� See Shalom Berger, “A Year of Study in an Israeli Yeshiva Program: Before and After,” D.Ed. Thesis, Yeshiva University, 1997.


� All participants were promised absolute anonymity.


� The term mareh meqomot can refer both to the list of sources, as well as the text of the sources themselves.  A student may ask, “What are today’s mareh meqomot?” and expect to be given a short list of books and page numbers.  A teacher might say, “Let us go over the mareh meqomot,” and expect somebody to read the text itself.


� I am only referring here to problems involving analysis of text, not to problems of motivation, attendance, and discipline.


� For the most part, both students and teachers who I interviewed, had very little to say about what happens in between reading and dealing with abstract issues.  There is, however, a vast amount of work – unpacking, for lack of a better term – that must happen before any reasonable lomdus analysis can take place.  This includes understanding the text of the Gemara as precisely as possible, and identifying ambiguities in the Gemara.  Further, it includes identifying questions on the Gemara, questions that the Rishonim are likely to deal with, and thinking about possible answers.  It means understanding as precisely as possible, every case in the Gemara (or at least the possible understandings), or of every question or answer in the Gemara’s text.  This also includes identifying why Rashi comments wherever he comments, and distinguishing where Rashi merely translates and where he adds information to the Gemara which other Rishonim might dispute.  Obviously, there are different darkei halimmud, and each rebbe works out for himself how he views the best way to do rigorous analysis of Gemara.  However one chooses to define the exact steps that should happen in studying Talmud, if these steps are not taken there is a danger that students will arrive at incorrect, simplistic, or imprecise understandings of the Gemara.


� Stampfer, “Heder.”


� Stampfer, HaYeshivah, pp. 91-95.  Furthermore, it seems that the hevruta study system is primarily a 20th century development.  In his lecture before the ATID fellows, Stampfer speculated that the hevruta system was instituted in order to help the less intellectually gifted students who began to attend yeshivas as they became institutions designed to create Orthodox identity.


� It should be noted that many YU graduates  - even those who consistently attend their Judaic studies programs - do not gain competence in Talmud study either, despite their three years on campus, for many of the same reasons described here.


� Informal observers indicate that they have met with a measure of success.  Increasingly, according to informal observation, Modern Orthodoxy has become a more Torah educated, more halakhically committed community in the United States, in part of what may be considered a communal shift to the “right.”  See Haym Soloveitchik, “Rupture and Reconstruction: The Transformation of Contemporary Orthodoxy,” Tradition 28:4 (1994), pp. 64-128 and Chaim I Waxman, “The Haredization of American Orthodox Jewry,” Jerusalem Letter / Viewpoints, No. 376 (15 Feb., 1998), pp. 3-5.  Many attribute some of these trends to the influence of the OYPs on Orthodox laymen.


� Although, Modern Orthodox OYP programs are considerably less isolationist than many haredi yeshivas.  See my forthcoming, “Haredi Isolation,” and Stampfer, “HaPenimiah.”


� Although, sometimes there can be a backlash against second year students and others, who seem to preach too much to less “religious” students.


� See Arnold Eisen, Taking Hold of Torah: Jewish Commitment and Community in America, (Bloomington, Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1997). 


� For a somewhat humorous explication of this jargon see, Chaim M. Weiser, Frumspeak: The First Dictionary of Yeshivish, (NJ and London: Aronson, 1995).


� Of course, educational problems abound when students adopt these outward signs of identification without internalizing the yeshiva community’s more significant religious values.


� It should be noted that a study method need not be old to be considered authentic, as long as it appears to be Torah study at the highest level.  A derekh halimud may be both revolutionary and authentic, new and real.  Witness the enormous popularity of literary analysis of Bible – as exemplified by R. Menachem Leibtag’s internet lectures – particularly among female OYP students.  From an historical perspective, this is a radically new and creative approach to traditional Bible study.  However, since students feel that they participate in Torah at the highest level, they are attached to its authenticity.  Opponents of R. Leibtag’s approach point to its innovation.  Yet, from a functional perspective, innovation is only a problem if students perceive it as inauthentic.


� R. Yehiel Ya’akov Weinberg made a similar point when he said, “It is true that Rabbi Hayim brought a new type of logical pilpul into the yeshivot.  Anyone can have a grasp of logic, and therefore all yeshiva students can come up with novel insights in this fashion.  This is not so with regard to the approach of the Shakh and Rabbi Akiva Eiger, concerning which one needs to have great erudition in order to be a little sharp-witted [harif] .  Therefore, since all yeshiva students want to be 'creators' [of such insights] they prefer Rabbi Hayim to all the sages who preceded him.”  Quoted in Marc B. Shapiro, Between the Yeshiva World and Modern Orthodoxy: The Life and Works of Rabbi Yechiel Jacob Weinberg, (London and Portland: Valentine Mitchell Co, 1999), p. 195.


� This, it seems to me, is an issue which proponents of radical change in Orthodox curricula need to take into account.  Will students perceive the new curriculum as authentic?


� I would like to thank R. Menachem Leibtag who raised this issue.


� While Lawrence Kaplan identifies submission as a Haredi value, it is gradually extending its influence in the Modern Orthodox community as well.  See his “Hazon Ish: Haredi Critic of Traditional Orthodoxy,” in The Uses of Tradition: Jewish Continuity in the Modern Era Ed. Jack Wertheimer (New York and Jerusalem: Jewish Theological Seminary, 1992), pp. 145-174 and Waxman, “Haredization.”  On the issue of rabbinic authority in contemporary Modern Orthodox thought, see Moshe Z. Sokol, Ed., Rabbinic Authority and Personal Autonomy (New Jersey: Aronson, 1992) and Zev Safrai and Avi Sagi, Ed., Bein Samkhut LeOtonomiah Bemasort Yisrael, (Tel Aviv: Haqibutz HaMeuhad, 1997).


� Neil Postman, Teaching as a Subversive Activity (New York: Delcorte Press, 1969).


� Indeed, a variation on this issue came up quite forcefully in a halakhah course that I teach to women, which is designed to help students gain independence in halakhic literature.  The students themselves were quite upset about the following problem.  “If we are never going to pasqen a question for ourselves, why do we need to know how to do this?”  They envisioned themselves as distant from and uninvolved in the process of halakhic decision making.  They assumed that halakhic depended entirely on the authority that the knowledgeable held over the absolutely ignorant, and considered themselves in the category of the ignorant.  They did not expect themselves to be knowledgeable of the issues involved in their own halakhic questions.  They could not picture themselves as competent to learn the basics of a halakhic sugya.  It took several days of class discussion before we came to any conclusions that satisfied both the students and me.


� I did not spend time observing these schools.
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