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At the Heart of Two Revolutions: Beit Yaakov in Poland and in Israel, between neo-Orthodoxy and ultra-Orthodoxy
Every Haredi (ultra-Orthodox) boy and girl in Israel is familiar with the Beit Yaakov network of schools; an extensive organization of educational institutions spanning kindergartens to seminaries providing professional training to young women, primarily teacher training. The story of this network’s advent is likewise well known, and every Haredi girl has heard the name of its founder Sarah Schenirer, the ‘mother’ of Haredi women.
 Sarah Schenirer’s name has long been a by-word for Beit Yaakov – a singular female figure who has been transformed into a foundational myth of Haredi society. 

Can this institution founded by Schenirer, however, truly serve as the inspiration for Israeli ultra-Orthodoxy? Sarah Schenirer was active in Poland during the inter-war period, while the Beit Yaakov movement, which may have been established prior to the Holocaust, truly flourished mostly in the period following it, in the sovereign state of Israel. At one stage, Beit Yaakov played a key role in the Haredi revolution that created the Israeli “society of scholars:” Some of the movement’s leaders encouraged Haredi women to go out and work in order to support their Torah scholar husbands, supporting the cultural entrenchment of Haredi society.
 Did the Beit Yaakov network in pre-War Poland have similar goals? What type of Haredi woman did it aim to produce? The central question addressed in this paper is to what extent the goals and methods of Beit Yaakov in Israel are a continuation of the organization’s goals and methods in its country of origin, Poland.
 I will attempt to answer this question and others through a study of the people who founded and managed Beit Yaakov in Poland and their activities. 
‬
The Emphasis on Schenirer’s role in the establishment of Beit Yaakov
Prior to Beit Yaakov’s establishment, Jewish education in Eastern Europe differentiated between boys and girls unequivocally. Boys went to the ‘Cheider’ and later the Yeshiva, while girls attended public schools and received their Jewish education at home. As early as the beginning of the 20th century, a passionate public debate about this system raged in the Jewish press: should it be continued, or should a Jewish educational framework for girls be created?
 Proponents of change pointed to the failures of the existing system. They argued that the existing arrangements were leading girls’ spiritual-religious deterioration, some girls even abandoning tradition. Moreover, this system created a significant gap between boys and girls, one which in some cases could be unbridgeable, and which led to problems and tensions in marital life. Their opponents, in contrast, argued that it was impossible to provide girls with a religious education, since women are forbidden to study the Torah and therefore viewed the status quo as immutable. Rabbinical leaders debated the issue as well: A rabbinical convention in 1903 engaged with this topic at length: While some rabbis called for a change in the existing system, the more conservative position prevailed. This latter position held that, 
This law [the law prohibiting women to study the Torah], is customary in every place and every time, and applies also in the present period of enlightenment. And if this law is true and absolute, then in any case, the reasoning exists for all times and this tradition is sacred to us, like all true customs of Israel.

The religious education of daughters at home was indeed a long standing tradition of Jewish society. A girl’s attendance of public schools was not seen as problematic: there was no fear that that she would be adversely influenced, because the Jewish home was believed to be powerful enough to provide an education in Judaism deep and meaningful enough to resist the environment. There was also no fear of ‘bittul Torah’ (wasting time which could be better spent learning Torah), since girls were not only not commanded to study the Torah, but were also forbidden from doing so. Conservative circles were hard pressed to accept the notion that the absence of regular religious education was the cause of girls abandoning religion or for their moral-spiritual decline; after all, it was inconceivable that the Sages in their wisdom had not foreseen such a problem, or even considered it. But where the rabbis of the more liberal factions failed, Sarah Schenirer succeeded. She wrought the necessary change, and not only was she not considered a rebel, she even achieved everlasting glory among the Haredi public.
 

Sarah Schenirer was born in 1883 to a family belonging to the Belz Hassidim, one of the most conservative and belligerent Hassidic sects in Galicia. She became a seamstress before completing high school in order to help support her family. During World War I, the family fled to Vienna, where Schenirer attended sermons given by Rabbi Dr. Moshe Dovid Flesch, a disciple of Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch’s Torah im Derech Eretz school of neo-Orthodox Judaism. Schenirer later wrote in her memoires that it was these sermons which led her to realize what was missing for women of her generation in Poland and how they could be brought back into the fold of Jewish tradition. Girls, she explained, had abandoned the ways of their forefathers because they were unfamiliar with them; if they were to familiarize themselves with them, surely they would not want to leave. Therefore, all that was necessary was to expose these girls to the substance of the Jewish world: History, faith, the scriptures, ethics and Halachic law.
 It seems that her favorite sentence, appearing again and again in her memoires, was: “girls for whom I [used to] sew dresses, I am now sewing them spiritual clothes as well.”

Schenirer had encountered a new way of thinking about women’s education in Vienna.  Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch, whose movement Torah im Derech Eretz was concerned with the combination of secular and religious studies, also ruled that women were permitted to study the Torah and that the only difference between men and women was the specific study of Halacha. Hirsch believed that the transmission of the Halacha was Jewish men’s responsibility alone; only they must study the Halacha and its sources, women being exempt. By contrast, Hirsch believed that the study of Bible, ethics and other Jewish subjects were vital to a Jewish girl’s education. 
At the outset, Sarah Schenirer targeted older girls of high school age. She began with informal education consisting of afternoon meetings. She soon discovered, however, that although the girls might find the meetings and lectures agreeable, they were not truly internalizing their messages, and the meetings were not producing the desired results: the girls did not return to the path of their forefathers, nor was there any indication that they might do so in the future. Schenirer drew her conclusions and decided to turn to formal education instead, opening a girls’ elementary school where she could reach them at them at an age when they were more malleable. Since she wished to enter the realm of formal education, she sought out the support of religious authorities and succeeded in enlisting the support of prominent rabbis such as Yissachar Dov Rokeach of Belz (1854-1927), Avraham Mordechai Alter of Gur (1866-1948), and Israel Meir Kagan of Radin (1839-1933), known popularly as the Chofetz Chaim. Kagan permitted women to study the Torah, though only as a last resort, as opposed to Hirsch, who determined that women’s Torah study was an optimal state of affairs
. 
Schenirer’s first girls’ school opened in 1918, with just 25 students. In the ensuing years the project expanded, particularly after Agudath Yisrael provided patronage to the enterprise in 1923, leading to its explosive growth. The Beit Yaakov organization opened up tracks training women teachers, professional tracks and a track preparing students for immigration to the Land of Israel (Mandatory Palestine). By the time Schenirer died in 1935, less than 20 years after taking her first steps, Beit Yaakov had become an extensive network with over 250 schools educating some 35,000 female students. By 1937, just two years later, their numbers had grown to 38,000 students.
 Nor did Beit Yaakov remain confined to Poland: it spread throughout Europe, across the seas, and even to the Palestine—a remarkable story that seems to have no parallel in Jewish history. Sarah Schenirer became a legend throughout the Orthodox world. Her portrait hangs in every Beit Yaakov school around the world (even though she asked that this not be done
); she is the subject of numerous biographies that resemble the hagiographies of notable ultra-Orthodox leaders, as well as many special issues of the Beit Yaakov journal; and the anniversary of her death (yahrtzeit) is observed at all Beit Yaakov schools.  
In light of Schenirer’s prominent place and the far-reaching effects of her enterprise in Haredi society, the question arises: how did a woman succeed in organizing formal Jewish education for girls where rabbis had failed? Empirically, we can ask the question as follows: can the phenomenal success of Beit Yaakov, its growth from a single school into a vast network throughout Europe and beyond, really be attributed solely to Sarah Schenirer? Conceptually, the question we can ask another question: how can later Haredi society, as it crystallized in Israel in the 1950s, an extremely conservative and patriarchal society that refuses to print women’s pictures in its newspapers and sometimes even omits the bride’s name in wedding invitations, glorify a woman to the point of turning her into a foundational myth?

To answer the first question: although Sarah Schenirer initiated the process, it did not take place in a vacuum. As noted, Orthodox Judaism was already embroiled in a debate over this subject before she began her work, and this debate is what laid the ground for the school’s ultimate acceptance. The Jewish press of the time dealt with the question of girls’ education extensively, bringing it to the forefront of public consciousness—critiquing and publicizing the damages wrought by the lack of proper educational frameworks for girls.
 Haredi scholarship, which glorifies Schenirer, also seeks to explain the phenomenon and ascribes Beit Yaakov’s success to Schenirer’s unique abilities and to her sharp insights into reality and its ramifications.

As to my second question about the phenomenal success of Beit Yaakov, Sarah Schenirer undisputedly is the one who launched the enterprise and certainly deserves credit as its founder. However, a reading of historical documents indicates that Beit Yaakov’s transformation into a vast network across and beyond Europe was made possible by others: first and foremost by Rabbi Dr. Shmuel (Leo) Deutschländer, the director of Agudath Yisrael’s Keren Hatorah (Torah Fund), who worked both in the financial arena and in the pedagogical one to advance the Beit Yaakov network (as shall be elaborated below).

Consequently, a third, most interesting question rises to the fore: How should we explain the glorification of Sarah Schenirer? Michal Shaul, who has addressed this question, suggests that the memorializing of Sarah Schenirer is a kind of substitute for memorializing the Holocaust. She argues that Haredi society would rather memorialize Schenirer than the victims of the Holocaust, because the former is the type of memory that can serve as a foundation, that can educate youth, and that can contribute to the rebuilding of Haredi society. Rather than confronting the ‘world gone mad,’ the darkest times ever experienced by humanity, with all its attendant theological and existential questions, Haredi society chose to maintain an alleged historical continuity with the period before the ‘destruction,’ to emphasize women’s spiritual fortitude in the Holocaust and ascribe it to the education they received in Beit Yaakov.
 According to this explanation, Sarah Schenirer was needed not just to rescue Jewish girls from the particular threats of her own times, but also as the savior of generations she never met: the generation of the Holocaust and the one that followed.

Although Shaul’s insight may begin to provide an explanation, many weighty questions remain: why a woman in particular? Haredi society could have concealed or underplayed Sarah Schenirer’s contribution, but did not. On the contrary; Schenirer’s status was enhanced and she alone was transformed into an exemplar. Why was Deutschländer’s role in the Beit Yaakov enterprise ignored and even deliberately forgotten? Why were none of his essays or books ever translated into Hebrew or reprinted after the War? Why is his name not celebrated by the students and teachers of Beit Yaakov? Why has Deutschländer been all but erased from Haredi society’s collective memory rather than elevated and lauded? 

A reading between the lines of testimonies about the early days of Beit Yaakov suggests that the omission of Dr. Deutschländer’s name is not accidental. There are several reasons for this, but the main cause lies with the differing educational philosophies of Deutschländer and Schenirer, and even more significantly, of Deutschländer and Rabbi Yehuda Leib Orlean (1900-1943), who was appointed head of the Beit Yaakov seminary in Krakow in 1935, shortly after the deaths of both Schenirer and Deutschländer. As such, Schenirer becomes a more palatable candidate for glorification, since her rival was perceived as someone who did not truly represent Beit Yaakov and its path. We will begin, however, with an examination of Beit Yaakov’s development under its two founders. 
Deutschländer’s unrecognized role in developing Beit Yaakov

As noted, the founder’s credit for Beit Yaakov is undoubtedly Shenirer’s, but in its early years it was no more than a local school.
 Schenirer opened her first school in 1917, with just 25 students. Two years later it was given the support of the local Krakow branch of Agudath Yisrael, which helped the organization expand. In 1922, Agudath Yisrael extended its support to the network’s schools throughout the entire country,
 but the real transformation took place when its central committee decided in 1923 that girls’ education was inseparable from Agudath Yisrael’s own educational mission, and that Dr. Deutschländer, as director of Agudath Yisrael’s ‘Keren Hatorah’ fund, would lend his support to Beit Yaakov and help it.
 
Keren Hatorah was an Agudath Yisrael organization that supported Jewish religious education institutions around the world. Deutschländer was appointed to lead it less than a year earlier, at the grand convention of 1923. In his role as Keren Haorah’s director and his visits to various communities, Deutschländer had become aware of the dire straits of Jewish girls’ education in Eastern Europe even before encountering Sarah Schenirer and Beit Yaakov. He had, furthermore, already decided to take the matter into his hands and do something about it when he met Schenirer, and instead decided to lend his support an enterprise that had already been started.
 Deutschländer’s role at Keren Hatorah was mainly administrative, but in Beit Yaakov, his most important contributions were in the realm of pedagogy. 
Once Sarah Schenirer’s modest enterprise grew and opened new schools beyond Poland’s borders, Beit Yaakov was unable to supply enough teachers. The organization did not have an official teachers’ seminary before 1924, nor did it have a clearly defined pedagogical system or, for that matter, even basic textbooks. Deutschländer is the one who formulated the curriculum and envisioned the intensive summer courses for experienced and new teachers alike, where they were provided a broad and comprehensive educational foundation.
 Deutschländer viewed the shortage of skilled teachers as the most acute problem facing the rapidly expanding education network, and thus advocated for a teachers’ seminary that would offer a two to three year training program (or at least a whole year). He warned of an overly rapid expansion of the network before skilled teachers could be supplied, and cautioned that the enduring problem could not be solved in a matter of months. 
At first, the Beit Yaakov network included two types of schools: the first was a half-day program, mornings or afternoons, devoted exclusively to religious studies. The second was a full-day school which covered secular subjects as well and could be found primarily in the bigger cities. Deutschländer clearly favored the latter kind of schooling, similar to that found in Germany, but he let a committee decide which type of school to establish in each location.

Judith Grunfeld (nee Rosenbaum), was one of the first Jewish teachers recruited by Deutschländer from Germany to teach in the new schools and worked closely with Deutschländer and Schenirer.
 She expresses great esteem for Schenirer’s pioneering efforts, but describes Deutschländer as the author of Beit Yaakov’s transformation from a successful local enterprise to a global phenomenon: “from a dream of a dressmaker, from the vision of an untrained enthusiast, to the level of a systematic, well-planned organization.”
 She describes his responsibilities and efforts on behalf of Beit Yaakov: he was responsible for finances and for the founding of the teachers’ seminary in Krakow; he transformed the school into a professional institution that could compete successfully with others; he developed the curricula, exams and summer programs; and he is the one who obtained recognition from the Polish Ministry of Education.
 In other words, when Dr. Deutschländer assumed the organizational and pedagogical reigns of Beit Yaakov, he transformed it into an international success.

So who was Deutschländer? Rabbi Dr. Shmuel (Leo) Deutschländer was born in Hungary in 1889. His father, Rabbi Nathaniel Deutschländer, was the Rabbi of Ahavat Reim Synagogue and headmaster of the Adath Yisrael Orthodox community school in Berlin. Deutschländer lost his parents at a young age, however, and grew up in an orphanage in Altona. He then studied at Berlin University, where he founded a branch of Agudath Yisrael. He also taught Bible at the Adath Yisrael school and was an effective and popular teacher.
 When World War I broke out, he was drafted into the German army and served as a Hebrew translator in Lithuania. Together with Rabbi Dr. Joseph Hirsch (Tzvi) Carlebach, who later became the chief rabbi of Hamburg, Deutschländer founded the Jüdisches Realgymnasium in Kovno, based on the educational philosophy known as Torah im Derech Eretz. This school was highly successful and expanded during World War I, as Germany conquered Russian Poland and Lithuania.
After the War, Deutschländer published his first book
 and was appointed by the independent government of Lithuania to oversee Jewish education in Kovno (its provisional capital) and served in that capacity for three years.
 He then pursued doctoral studies at Berlin University, where he wrote a thesis about Goethe and biblical stories. The thesis was published in 1923 under the title Goethe und das Alte Testament.

Throughout Deutschländer’s literary career, his attempt to understand the influence of the Bible and the Jewish Sages on various universal aspects of the humanities, and particularly literature and poetry, is obvious. He immersed himself deeply in German literature, and cited Kant, Herder, Schiller and Hebel frequently.
 Moreover, he was extremely open-minded in his references to and quotes from ‘problematic’ Jewish figures – at least to Eastern European Jewish eyes – such as Mendelsohn, Buber and Berdichevsky.
 In this sense as well, Deutschländer was undoubtedly a typical product of the Torah im Derech Eretz doctrine. 
Deutschländer sought to bring the Jews of Eastern Europe and Western Europe closer together, and organized a trip of important leaders from Western Europe to visit yeshivot and meet with leaders of Orthodox Jewry in Poland.
 After Agudath Yisrael’s first great convention in 1923, Deutschländer was asked to serve as the director of ‘Keren Hatorah,’ a fund established to support rabbinical institutions world-wide, a position he held for twelve years.
 As mentioned, in 1924, Agudath Yisrael decided to support the activities of Beit Yaakov, and brought it under the wings of Keren Hatorah. Deutschländer recognized the importance of the endeavor and enlisted wholeheartedly to support it, taking upon every responsibility involved: pedagogical administration, creating the organizational structure of the Beit Yaakov movement, spreading the movement across Europe, negotiating with the Polish ministry of education, recruiting teachers for the network’s new schools, and more. As noted, he was a gifted administrator and financier. But he was also deeply invested in intellectual issues, and continued to write throughout his years of public service. Alongside pamphlets for Keren Hatorah and Beit Yaakov, Deutschländer published his final scholarly work, Biblisch-Talmudische Sentenzen und Motive in der Weltliteratur, in 1931.
 This book, like his two earlier ones, focuses on Jewish contributions to European culture. Alongside Jewish sources, it engages with the writings of Rückert,
 Schiller,
 Schopenhauer,
 Cervantes,
 Goethe,
 Carlyle,
 Thomas à Kempis,
 Shakespeare,
 Kant,
 Gotthold Lessing,
 G. K. Chesterton,
 Dostoyevsky, 
 Pascal,
 Dante,
 Grillparzer,
 Klopstock,
 the Bhagavad Gita,
 Machiavelli,
 and many more. Deutschländer managed much of Beit Yaakov’s activities for the next eleven years, until his death at the age of 46 on August 8, 1935, just a few months after that of Sarah Schenirer (March 1, 1935).

According to Judith Grunfeld-Rosenbaum, while Sarah Schenirer may have played a crucial role in this educational revolution, it was limited. Without Dr. Deutschländer’s contributions, Beit Yaakov probably would not have developed and grown to what it is today:

Sarah Schenirer kindled the spark; the flame of enthusiasm came from her; but the first years, when she was on her own, meant no more than a romantic picture in a small frame; her voice could not reach wider circles and her schools could not stand scrutinizing criticism of the modern expert who demanded more thoroughness, more scholarship and well-graded system. 

What would have become of Sarah Schenirer's visionary fervor, had it not been joined by Providence with Leo Deutschländer's genius of organization and education? We don't try to imagine. It might have been a fire doomed to extinction for want of fuel to sustain it.
 
In other words, Sarah Schenirer had the vision, passion and burning desire to bring countless daughters back into the folds of Jewish tradition, but she lacked the skills, abilities and education to accomplish this on her own.

Meyer Schwartzman (1901-1980), a Yiddish and Hebrew author and one of the founders of Agudath Yisrael in Poland, wrote in a similar vein about Deutschländer’s role in Beit Yaakov’s transformation into an educational powerhouse. In a eulogy he delivered after Deutschländer’s death, Schwartzman celebrated his contribution to the dissemination of Beit Yaakov beyond Krakow and Lodz, emphasizing the educational aspects of his efforts in particular: the development of the pedagogical foundations which enabled the movement to compete “with the various other kinds of movements for free education.”

Additional testimonials lead to similar conclusions.
 For example, Dr. Yaakov Levy wrote in his memoires that “without his [Deutschländer] pedagogical talent and extensive experience, and without his training in secular studies, Sarah Schenirer would not have succeeded with her school and teachers’ seminary to the extent that she did.”
 Rabbi Wolf S. Jacobson (1894-1973), who worked with Deutschländer’s at Keren Hatorah and was a close friend, also wrote that “the real revolution began only when the ‘Central Committee’ decided, back in 1924, that girls’ education was an inherent part of Aguda education, and that the director of Keren HaTorah, Dr. S. Deutschländer, would stand beside Sarah Schenirer. From this point onward the noble soul of the ‘movement’s mother’ and the mighty spirit of the ‘movement’s organizer’ proceeded together.”

At the critical moment when Beit Yaakov was transforming from a single school into a network, there was a pressing need to train dozens of young women to teach at its new schools. In 1923, shortly before Deutschländer came on board, Schenirer began training a cadre of teachers. Some were ‘imported’ from Germany, while others were Eastern European. The women from Eastern Europe, as noted earlier, lacked a formal Jewish education, while the German women had been trained in the spirit of Torah im Derech Eretz. Both groups of teacher trainees—the German women and the Eastern European ones – were alike in the sense that they had all, each in their own way, emerged out of the Jewish Ghetto into the wider world, and thus could not be supplied with traditional Jewish content alone.

As soon as he arrived on the scene, Deutschländer launched two moves: First, he brought in Jewish teachers from Western Europe to begin teaching at the newly opened Beit Yaakov schools, thereby truly getting the movement started. Second, he built a curriculum that was suited to the young women studying in the seminary and able to attract additional students.  Indeed, Grunfeld-Rosenbaum claimed that Sarah Schenirer was unable to “satisfy those girls who felt that the Jewish Ghetto was too confining.”
 Dr. Deutschländer, then, was the right man at the right time, in that he was able to give the women at the teachers’ seminary what they wanted. He constructed a curriculum that would appeal to these women, using his extensive knowledge, careful methods and organized planning. Beyond regular studies, Deutschland initiated Beit Yaakov’s summer programs, where students met scholarly rabbinical figures from Germany who were unavailable to teach them on a regular basis during the school year. The rabbis taught advanced courses, and this component became one of the cornerstones of the teacher training curriculum. Deutschländer also incorporated pedagogy and psychology into teacher training, as well as general studies of languages (Polish and German), literature and general history, and the history and geography of Poland.

Without a doubt, the curriculum was a success. Not only did it not infringe on the religious commitment of girls at Beit Yaakov, but rather, it supplied them with the an open Orthodox framework within which they could acquire knowledge and skills on par with competing secular institutions, and thereby increased their sense of pride and confidence in their chosen path. Grunfeld-Rosenbaum attests to the remarkable effect Deutschländer’s endeavors had on the success of Beit Yaakov and bringing girls closer to tradition: 

The Spark that was kindled by a daughter of the Hassidic tradition was fanned by the methodical manner of a man who had been educated in the best schools of modern European training, who had picked up what was best in European culture and had blended it with the Jewish stores of his mind […] The were many eager girls who had loved Sarah Schenirer but needed him to clear their minds. They would never have found their way without him. He linked them to the intellectual world at large and made them stronger on their own ground. He himself radiated harmony […]
He seemed to exchange the plane on which we live for a more worthy one. When he had finished, the spell endured. Jewish Law had become one with the law of beauty and freedom, for which these girls longed so much; there was no more conflict, there was harmony in the universe. The "Thou shalt" that some had felt as a burden had become transferred into a triumphant "I will.”
 

In retrospect it is clear: without Deutschländer, Schenirer’s schools would not have stood up to the scrutiny of potential teaching candidates, especially those who came from the more well-to-do and educated Orthodox segments of society. These young women expected a serious and thorough education, and Schenirer would have ended up enrolling only those who came from less affluent classes. It is similarly doubtful that the schools would have been able to comply with the demands of the Polish ministry of education.

At this point, it is pertinent to ask: if Deutschländer was such an important figure and his contribution so significant; if it is his efforts which transformed Beit Yaakov from a small local school into an enormous organization, why has he not received the same kind of recognition as Sarah Schenirer? Why do we not find his portrait hanging in Beit Yaakov schools?

Most likely, circumstances simply did not favor Deutschländer. Firstly, Sarah Schenirer received all the glory because she was the innovator with a revolutionary idea, while Deutschländer never managed Beit Yaakov on his own. He worked alongside Schenirer until their deaths, a few months apart. Second, Deutschländer and Schenirer were succeeded by Rabbi Yehuda Leib Orlean (1900-1943), a loyal follower of the Gur Hassidim who was appointed head of the Beit Yaakov seminary in Krakow
 and later perished in the Holocaust. In many ways, Orlean was Deutschländer’s exact opposite
 and he gradually overturned some of Deutschländer’s most notable accomplishments with Beit Yaakov’s curriculum. It is possible that, as a victim of the Holocaust, Orthodox society felt more strongly compelled to immortalize Orlean’s legacy than that of Deutschländer, who died of natural causes several years prior to the War. Additional explanations are also possible, but a perusal of various sources suggests that the suppression of Deutschländer’s role in Beit Yaakov’s growth was not an instance of chance, but rather a deliberate move by those who believed that Deutschländer went too far in his attempts to introduce the doctrine of Torah im Derech Eretz to Eastern European Jewry through the Beit Yaakov network.
Indeed, an examination of the curriculum prepared by Deutschländer for the Beit Yaakov teachers’ seminary reveals a preponderance of material written by Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch, as well as his grandson, Dr. Isaac Breuer.
 Thus, for example, six weekly hours were devoted to Bible studies (Chumash) using the commentaries written by Rashi and by Rabbi Hirsch. Additional books by Hirsch, such as Horeb and The Nineteen Letters, and writings by Isaac Breuer on the history of the Jews and the Messiah, were also part of the curriculum. 

Deutschländer also incorporated language studies, so seminary students could master Polish. An additional, no less remarkable and somewhat surprising, feature of the curriculum was the ambitiousness of the program in German language and literature. Deutschländer wanted his students to be able to read Hirsch’s writings, as well as classical German literature, in the original. The German syllabus for the Beit Yaakov seminary included, together with Deutschländer’s own book Schem VaJephet: Westöstliche Dichterklänge,
 works by great German poets and authors – in German. For example: lyrical poetry by Schiller, plays including Goethe’s Iphigenia in Tauris, Christian Friedrich Hebbel’s Herodes und Mariamne, Gotthold Ephraim Lessing’s Nathan the Wise, Stefan Zweig’s Jeremiah, and Beer-Hoffman’s Jacob’s Dream.
 These highlights of classical German culture aimed, according to Deutschländer, at helping students achieve a proficiency in German that would enable them to fully comprehend classic German literature.
It is almost certain that this curriculum far exceeded what Sarah Schenirer had in mind when she established her first girls’ school. After all, they had very different backgrounds: Schenirer was Eastern European, and raised within the Belz Hassidic sect, a particularly conservative Orthodox community.  The reigning educational philosophy Schenirer grew up with was ‘pure education’ which rejected secular studies and at the same time also resisted religious training for girls. Deutschländer, in contrast, was raised with the philosophy of Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch and applied Hirsch’s Torah im Derech Eretz, which advocated a combination of religious and secular studies that also ensured girls received a comprehensive and thorough religious education. However, despite this vast gulf between the two in terms of educational philosophy, Schenirer and Deutschländer worked together productively and despite certain tensions (alluded to in various testimonies), continued to collaborate until their deaths. Beit Yaakov provided an open Orthodox education, very much in line with the German Torah im Derech Eretz doctrine—albeit somewhat more restrained—and encouraged a combination of Judaism and general culture. 
This all changed during the next stage in Beit Yaakov’s history. As noted, Rabbi Orlean assumed leadership of the network after Deutschländer’s death in 1935. The new director largely sought to reverse direction and retreat from the path embarked upon by his predecessor. Orlean complained that “we have become enmeshed in the Enlightenment psychosis,”
 and decided to extricate the movement from it. Orlean believed that rather than a vague ‘education,’ students should be provided with ‘wisdom’ (da’at), which could only be acquired through the practice of religious commandments.
 While Deutschländer put much store in methodology, Orlean believed it to be of minor importance:
 he hints in his own writings that the incorporation of methodology in the curriculum was aimed at supporting Beit Yaakov’s image as a serious educational institution rather than as a goal in and of itself.

It would seem that Deutschländer’s educational vision was destined to encounter resistance, both mild or more strident. And the question, thus, is why was he enlisted in the first place to lead the enterprise, when his advocacy of the Torah im Derech Eretz doctrine was well known? Why was someone like Deutschländer drafted from Germany to educate Jewish girls in Eastern Europe rather than someone less ‘threatening?’ The answer to these questions is complicated, and must take into account the historical background of Deutschländer and Schenirer’s endeavors, particularly the fraught relationship between Orthodox rabbis in Eastern and Western Europe at the time. 

During World War I, German Jewish Orthodox leadership, which later became part of Agudath Yisrael, was extremely active in the areas of Poland and Lithuania under German military rule. This group also achieved political and practical influence beyond those of any other German Jewish group. There was value in this encounter between Western European (German) and Eastern European (primarily Polish) Judaism in that a relationship of mutual respect developed between the two sides. The example set by devout rabbi-doctors who strictly followed the commandments and were well-versed in the Torah and, at the same time, had acquired European advanced degrees and manners, had a deep impact on those who had previously doubted the possibility of maintaining a strict religious life in modern society.

The mutual esteem and relatively open relationship forged between Eastern and Western leaders, combined with Deutschländer’s remarkable success in fundraising through Keren Hatorah, make it easier to understand why he was not viewed a stranger and entrusted with the education of Eastern Europe’s Jewish girls. Indeed, the encounter between the rabbinical leaders of Eastern and Western Europe even lent a certain amount of respectability to Rabbi Hirsch’s philosophy in the eyes of Polish Orthodox Jews; it was even advocated by the greatest Hassidic leader of the time, ‘the Gerrer [Gur] Rebbe.’ Rumor has it that Rabbi Avraham Mordechai Alter of Gur said that “Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch was a righteous man who saved many and had an influence on us.”
 Thus, Eastern European Jewry was more open than could be expected to the ideas of Torah with the ways of the land, for girls in particular.

The Torah im Derech Eretz system was a part of Beit Yaakov from its very beginnings: Despite her more traditional and conservative background, Sarah Schenirer was also influenced by Hirsch’s philosophy through her attendance at lectures given by Rabbi Flesch in Vienna. Rabbi Isaac Breuer (Shlomo Zalman Breuer’s son and Hirsch’s grandson), wrote that Schenirer had told him that it was reading Rabbi Hirsch’s book, Horeb, that led her to found Beit Yaakov.
 Indeed, Sarah Schenirer discussed her inspiration with many people,
 and Rabbi Hirsch’s writings were given a prominent place in her own curriculum. 
Sarah Schenirer, then, is the one who opened the door to education in the spirit of Torah im Derech Eretz and Deutchlander came through that door with his vigor, vision and talent. He was much more deeply steeped in Hirsch’s educational philosophy, however, and, in addition to his administrative achievements, brought modern education several steps forward, beyond anything envisioned by Beit Yaakov’s founder.
The internal Haredi debate about the legacy of Sarah Schenirer
We have shown that that Sarah Schenirer undoubtedly had at least some affinity to the Torah im Derech Eretz educational philosophy, and that it served as an important and powerful source of inspiration in her pioneering efforts. On the other hand, this affinity was far weaker than Deutschländer’s own deep and wholehearted commitment to it. This is apparently the reason why Haredi (ultra-Orthodox) Judaism in Israel, which had renounced German neo-Orthodoxy, prefers to venerate Schenirer and forget Deutschländer. Interestingly, a veiled debate about Schenirer’s attitude towards Torah im Derech Eretz began soon after her death—an indication that she had become a legend in her lifetime, or at the very latest, soon after her passing. The debate centered on the question of the extent to which Beit Yaakov’s founder had been influenced by this philosophy and embraced it during the school’s early years, and the degree to which she was aware of this: Did she adopt this educational system for lack of another option, as a response to the specific circumstances of that time, or because she preferred it from the outset?

Following Schenirer’s death, Deutschländer published an obituary discussing her legacy and the secret to her success in the neo-Orthodox German-Jewish periodical Nachlat Hazwi.
 He ascribed her success to the fact that she introduced Hirsch’s philosophy and writings to young Eastern European women in a thorough and thoughtful manner, thereby paving the way to their acceptance. He noted that Schenirer had insisted that Rabbi Hirsch’s philosophy was a sort of revelation, and that she had sought to impart that sense of discovery and enthusiasm to her students. Moreover, he observed, Hirsch’s essays were reproduced in countless copies and distributed among the students of Beit Yaakov: no other single treatise, Deutschländer claimed, was used more extensively than Hirsch’s commentary on the Torah, Psalms and the prayer book, or the volume of his complete essays in German. 
Deutschländer wrote that no other intellectual or spiritual force had a greater effect on Sarah Schenirer’s personality than Rabbi Hirsch’s philosophy, and that deep in the soul of Beit Yaakov’s founder there was a harmonious synthesis of her early Hassidic upbringing and Hirsch’s teachings. Deutschländer viewed Sarah Schenirer’s life story as proof of the lasting, immortal, legacy of Rabbi Hirsch, extending beyond the country where he lived and worked to affect Jewish history and destiny as a whole. The fact that one cannot describe the phenomenal growth of Beit Yaakov without referring to the writings of Rabbi Hirsch, he argued, is a sign of divine providence and testimony to the broad impact of the ideas of Torah im Derech Eretz.

Several important conclusions may be drawn from the above: First, we would be hard pressed to believe that Deutschländer saw Torah im Derech Eretz as an educational method of last resort rather than a system far superior to the traditional one (based exclusively on religious studies). Clearly, he believed that it should be disseminated beyond Germany, among Eastern European Jews as well. Second, he attributes a similar position to Schenirer and sees it as part of her legacy. 

Rabbi Yehuda Leib Orlean presented a very different interpretation of Schenirer’s life work in his own obituary, published after he assumed leadership of the seminary in Krakow.
 In contrast to Deutschländer, Orlean argued that Schenirer would have preferred not to rely on the Torah im Derech Eretz system, and did so for lack of an alternative. He does not refute her source of inspiration, nor does he deny her encounter with Hirsch’s philosophy through Dr. Flesch’s lectures in Vienna during WWI, but he argues that Schenirer was drawn more by Flesch’s rhetoric and oratory skills than by the actual content of his talks. Orlean argues that Schenirer thought these teachings would appeal to Jewish Polish girls who had grown apart from Jewish traditions: “Was it the content of the speech which so pleased her? Certainly not! The old book with Ivri-Teitsch [Yiddish] was more than sufficient for her. Her only concern was for the girls of Krakow. For them the old book had no appeal…”

Throughout this essay Orlean reiterates his argument that Sarah Schenirer understood that the books by German Rabbis such as Hirsch and Marcus Lehmann would appeal to Jewish girls in Krakow who had grown apart from traditional Judaism as a result of their attendance in public schools. She understood that, just as these writings succeeded in affecting German Jews on the verge of assimilation, they would work with the Jewish girls of Krakow. All the same, he argues, she was aware of the dangers this educational doctrine posed: she shared the fear that “this modern spirit” would introduce foreign values and harm the “original” nature of the people of Israel. Orlean believed that Schenirer never thought that the Torah im Derech Eretz was fully appropriate for Polish Jewish women in the same way that it was for German Jews, and that she thereby set clear limits and acted cautiously: “with her healthy sensibility she was able to tell where to set the border marker […] she fought for true Hassidic comportment with all her might, for modest clothing, for the living Jewish language, for the simple Judaism of home.”
 The secular schooling instituted at Beit Yaakov, he explains, is “a life necessity,” a means of linking peoples and lands, as is all general knowledge imparted at Beit Yaakov.
 In other essays, Orlean describes the Torah im Derech Eretz doctrine as one which “is appropriate only for the degenerate and frozen part of the People,”
 and that even Rabbi Hirsch did not view it as a system worthy of existing on its own. Hirsch was forced, “against his will,” Orlean claims, to adopt European elements alien to Judaism in order to revive German Jewry, which may as well have been “on its deathbed.”

In any case, Orlean argues, Rabbi Hirsch also took care to first reinforce the Jewish perspective and its culture and only then introduce elements that were foreign to Judaism, assuming that the Enlightenment could do no harm once students had reinforced their Jewish roots.
 In practice, he explains, students were scarcely able to maintain their Jewish spiritual culture and avoid the influence of the street over their internal essence despite Hirsch’s efforts. Moreover, the system contains an additional flaw in that it blocks Jewish creative forces, since it is impossible to invest one’s creativity in Enlightenment and Judaism at the same time. Investment of energy in one area means abandonment of the other: “Judaism cannot be dismembered and broken up.”
 This, in fact, is the reason why Western European Jews “naturally lost their force of creativity in the realm of Judaism itself.” Rabbi Hirsch was aware of this flaw, but allowed himself to implement his system regardless, because, overall, it was the right action for the time: On the one hand, German Jews were a small population and therefore, there was no fear that the People of Israel as a whole would lose their spiritual creative force. On the other hand, the system could potentially forestall their assimilation. Thus, Orlean concludes, Rabbi Hirsch’s system “provided relief and deliverance of a kind to the Jewish people, but it was merely relief rather than a new foundation.”
 Orlean determines that Hirsch’s system is not appropriate for Poland, even a posteriori, because in contrast to Germany, Poland was still “a center of life” rather than a dying corpse. One may “conduct experiments upon a minute section that is dying [Germany], but the center of life [Poland] must be treated with utmost caution.”
 He concludes that Torah im Derech Eretz certainly cannot become the central path of world Judaism or a foundation for Agudath Yisrael.

In sum, Orlean believed that not only did Sarah Schenirer not view the Torah im Derech Eretz system as appropriate and desirable, but that Hirsch himself shared the same views. Orlean thought that this educational doctrine had the potential to do more damage than good and, therefore, should be used with extreme circumspection, if at all. He ascribes this view to Schenirer as well, and positions it as a central part of her legacy. 
Putting Sarah Schenirer’s legacy aside for the moment, we turn to the legacy of Rabbi Dr. Leo Deutschländer. As we have shown, Deutschländer played a crucial role in shaping the Beit Yaakov network: how does Orlean view his activities and contributions? 

In fact, Orlean does not mention Deutschländer at all in his writings. When he debates the philosophy of Torah im Derech Eretz, he prefers to engage Isaac Breuer rather than Deutschländer.
 Indeed, the very first indications of Deutschländer’s exclusion from the collective memory of Beit Yaakov may be found in Orlean’s collected essays, Problems of Education.
 The book, published in Hebrew in 1960, is a collection of essays written primarily in the 1930s. Not a single essay by Orlean available in Hebrew mentions Deutschländer by name; not even his introduction to Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch’s seminal book Horeb. 
Orlean was not the only one who ignored Deutschländer’s teachings and actions. For example, an essay in memory of Orlean written by Hillel Seidman (which was later used as the introduction to Orlean’s collected essays
) ascribes many of Deutschländer’s most notable activities to Orlean, including the special summer courses.
 Rather than facing the ‘problematic’ aspects of Deutschländer’s legacy and finding forced interpretations to explain them away, the next generation preferred to simply forget him. 
Between Deutschländer and Schenirer
Other writings from that period, beyond Deutschländer’s own works, reveal that Schenirer did not develop an ordered curriculum, though she read and taught from the writings of Rabbi Hirsch and other German Jewish writers such as Rabbi Dr. Marcus (Meyer) Lehmann. Rabbi Wolf Jacobson, for example, wrote that everything Schenirer taught in the school during its first years was borrowed from the books of Rabbi Hirsch and others.
 In a letter to Hansi Rose of Frankfurt, a great-granddaughter of Rabbi Hirsch who established new Beit Yaakov schools in Germany, Schenirer asks that Rose show “the letter to the secretary and tell her that […] our organization wishes to establish a special library and is requesting a precise price list for all the books of Rabbi Hirsch, Rabbi Lehmann, and the other books that should have a place in a Haredi library.”
 Clearly then, Sarah Schenirer welcomed the books associated with Torah im Derech Eretz and viewed them as valuable, both learning from them herself and teaching them to her students. All the same, as Deutschländer himself hints in his essay, Sarah Schenirer’s path through life was quite different from that of most Torah im Derech Eretz disciples. Schenirer was the product of the very heart of conservative Hassidic society in Poland, the Belz Hassidim, and certainly knew her audience better than Deutschländer. As such, she was more cautious and restrained, and certainly more conscious of “the rules of the game” in Eastern European Jewish society than Deutschländer. He may have been in regular contact with Eastern European Jewish leaders and may have enjoyed their esteem for his role in Keren Hatorah, but he did nonetheless come from another country and therefore, was not always conscious of the complexities of various issues.
When the Beit Yaakov network had to present a more ‘orthodox’ face, it positioned Sarah Schenirer as its spokesperson. However, Beit Yaakov’s more revolutionary aspects apparently did not go undetected by more conservative Orthodox parents. Such parents were apprehensive not just about their daughters’ exposure to secular studies, but to Torah studies as well, and ultimately preferred alternative institutions (or no schooling at all). The Beit Yaakov network had to defend itself from attacks from the right, and the image of Sarah Schenirer was most effective for this purpose. Thirteen years after establishing her first school, Schenirer published a pamphlet titled Vos darf zein mit di Yudische tochter [What to do with the Jewish daughter?], which was later translated into German and Hebrew.
 In it she poses the question “Do religious parents not know that their neglect of their daughters’ education has led to the loss and destruction of many homes in Israel?”
 She answers empathetically: “we cannot continue with this system of sending our sons to the Cheider and our daughters to public schools.”
 Schenirer then explains in great detail that Beit Yaakov does not challenge the values of conservative Hassidic families, but rather encourages piety and strict observance of the commandments.
 Girls learn to be “proud of their Jewish names, their modest attire and Yiddish language” at Beit Yaakov.
 Religious fathers who work so hard to sustain their daughters’ bodies, should now worry a little about finding spiritual sustenance for their souls. The pamphlet goes on to detail at length the range of religious studies girls’ experience at Beit Yaakov: Bible, law, faith and outlook, Jewish history, Jewish ethics, etc.
 But what about general studies? In the original Yiddish version, Schenirer simply ignores them!

As we have already noted, Schenirer’s and Deutschländer’s personalities were very different: Sarah Schenirer grew up in Eastern Europe, in a Hassidic household with a view of education that rejected secular studies, while Deutschländer was raised in a Torah im Derech Eretz stronghold and was inculcated in the doctrine from a young age. Sarah Schenirer had little formal education, although she was clearly highly intelligent and showed an impressive capacity for learning independently. She wrote that she had to leave school after just eight years in order to help support her family.
 Deutschländer, in contrast, was educated in several fields, and like his peers, obtained a doctoral degree from Berlin University. Schenirer never developed an ordered curriculum for the school and had no experience in the field of pedagogy; Deutschländer, on the other hand, had proven experience in education, in management and in advancing the causes he cherished – both as a school principal in Kovno (Yavneh) and as the director of Keren Hatorah. In fact, similar differences prevailed between Sarah Schenirer and her own teaching staff as well.
In the seminary’s early days, most of its teachers were central European; from Germany, Switzerland and Austria.
 Even later, it took some time for a local leadership cohort to emerge out of Beit Yaakov seminary. These differences were undoubtedly a source of tensions in debates over the appropriate pedagogy and curriculum, as hinted at in Jacobson’s memoires: 

Sarah Schenirer had little inclination to rule, but her influence was so great, so deep, in both the big things and the small (though I don’t know if the term ‘small things’ had any place in her life and ways of education) that she was a real queen in the kingdom of Krakow, even if there were sometimes educational conflicts between her and Dr. Deutschländer, or between her and Judith Rosenbaum, she always prevailed – because of her remarkable influence.

Jacobson reveals two important facts here: first, that there were indeed disagreements of an ideological-pedagogical nature between Schenirer and Deutschländer, as well as other teachers from Western Europe. Second, that Sarah Schenirer prevailed in these disputes, and her opinions triumphed (Jacobson ascribes her success to her “remarkable influence,” but we reserve our opinion on this matter, especially in light of his description’s harmonizing tendency). Sarah Schenirer is portrayed as a dominant figure running the seminary with an iron hand. To forestall any critique, Jacobson goes on to qualify his description and explain that the disputes were not over fundamental educational goals, but rather about educational means:
Dr. Deutschländer with his great knowledge in several areas of science; and Judith Rosenbaum the educated woman; and all the other effective educators, they all emphasized that it is not the sum of knowledge which defines the Beit Yaakov teacher, the educator – but rather it is her heart, character, soul, righteousness, and immanence, her qualities, which are important. And this is how nearly all the teachers of Krakow saw their prospective work, not as a source of livelihood, but as an important duty.

Elsewhere, Jacobson states more explicitly that Deutschländer may have believed in the Torah im Derech Eretz doctrine, but did not implement it at Beit Yaakov: “I hereby testify before all that Dr. Deutschländer, blessed be his name, who himself held with the ‘Torah im Derech Eretz’ system, was very very careful not to introduce this system to any of the Beit Yaakov institutions that he managed.”
 Jacobson reiterates that “whoever thinks that ‘Beit Yaakov’ based its educational work upon the ‘Torah im Derech Eretz’ system – is mistaken.”
 Apparently this debate with “whoever thinks” was not abstract, and many Orthodox Jews, not unjustifiably, viewed its educational methods as such. In light of the challenges posed by the specific time and place in which Jacobson wrote – post-independence Israel, where the Torah im Derech Eretz system had been excluded from the course of Haredi Judaism – it was important to Jacobson to dissuade “whoever thinks” so. Further below he writes that, while he does not condemn the system and it may have saved the Jews of Ashkenaz (Germany) and may be now saving wide circles of Jews in America, “here in the Land of Israel it is for most of its products an experiment: under the banner of Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch – who is sacred to us all – they pave the youths’ way to a university that is completely secular! (or in the best of circumstances, to a kind of Yeshiva which our wise and great leaders here in the land of Israel are not comfortable with).”

Despite the above implications of dissent amongst the leadership of Beit Yaakov, Jacobson finds it important to emphasize that they were all in fact of the same mind: Not only did Sarah Schenirer reject the Torah im Derech Eretz method for Beit Yaakov, but Deutschländer and the entire staff of teachers, even if they did believe in the method in principle, did not implement it in practice.
 He similarly admonishes those who doubt the existence of a good relationship between Deutschländer and Schenirer based on their diverging educational philosophies:

I do not know if this is deliberate or by chance: you are being shown an untrue picture of this woman [Sarah Schenirer] if you are being told that she was ‘zealous.’ I know that she knew how to bring [people] closer and go back and bring closer through her great warm motherhood, her immanence and her devotion. She was not a ‘zealot,’ but a woman who is all ‘righteousness.’ And one thing I want to make clear, it is known that she sometimes said: God save us from the ‘Deutschländers.’ What she meant was the unwelcome influence of certain methods that reigned at the time in Ashkenaz (Germany), and the false history distorted her words to mean that she saw the late Deutschländer, z”l as the source of danger. All those who were close to her know how she admired the late Dr. Deutschländer. And all the same ‘interested parties’ falsified her words.

Jacobson is critical here of those who sought to portray the relationship between Schenirer and Deutschländer as a conflict between opposing world views: the conservative zealot Schenirer on the one side, and Deutschländer, the receptive advocate of Torah im Derech Eretz on the other. He claims that both Schenirer and Deutschländer are being misjudged by the assumption that he had sought to run Beit Yaakov in accordance with the Torah im Derech Eretz doctrine, because Deutschländer took great care not to introduce the system to Beit Yaakov’s schools. Jacobson reiterates that there is no place for Torah im Derech Eretz in Israeli Haredi education: not for girls and certainly not for boys.
 In the process we are enlightened by Jacobson as to Haredi society’s views of Leo Deutschländer, a perspective in line with my earlier explanation:

Perhaps this is the reason why his [Deutschländer’s] blessed memory is forgotten in the land of Israel, when [in fact] he deserves credit equal to hers [Schenirer’s] for building Beit Yaakov in Poland, all over the world, and in the Land of Israel in general.
 

From neo-Orthodoxy to ultra-Orthodoxy: Beit Yaakov changes direction

The Holocaust devastated Beit Yaakov in Europe, as it did so many Jewish communities and their institutions. After the World War II, what remained of the network was centered in the places Nazis did not reach, especially Israel and the United States. There were few schools left, yet the network succeeded in recovering, growing, and also splitting.
 Today (2016), tens of thousands of students attend schools belonging to the network – and its various factions – in Israel.
 Over time it became an extensive, well-run, organization with a presence throughout the country, providing Haredi girls with crucial tools, both religious and secular. In the teachers’ seminary, young Haredi women study ethics, comprehension, and biblical interpretation (though not Talmudic studies), together with general secular studies which enable them to take certification tests administered by the Ministry of Education. On the face of it, this appears to be a continuation of the Beit Yaakov system in Poland, but in practice, there is more that is different than alike. 

The heart of these differences lies with both the goal of the studies and their content. First, the goal:  beginning in the 1950s, Beit Yaakov became instrumental in shaping “the society of scholars” in Israel. This society, studied by Meanchem Friedman and others, is a society where men study the Torah throughout their lives, while women take on the burden of being breadwinners in addition to managing their home and families.
 This is a genuine transformation in the status of Haredi women, which required a range of explanations and justifications.
 On the one hand, this new status meant that Haredi women were exposed to general society and culture much more than their husbands, and some foresaw that women would become ‘agents of modernization’ in Haredi society.
 On the other hand, the women shouldered the burden of creating the economic foundations for the process that was ultimately aimed at increasing the self-segregation of Haredi society. Moreover, women became enmeshed in a busy, taxing and difficult way of life, one which left them with little time to meaningfully take advantage of cultural and professional opportunities. Thus, while the Polish Beit Yaakov network was founded in order to create an orthodox version of ‘women’s empowerment,’ the Israeli network gradually abandoned this goal and instead, elevated the ideal of ‘establishing a home for Torah,’ where the woman’s primary role is an ‘enabler,’
 that is, a woman’s professional occupation is the means, while the man’s occupation is the ultimate goal. Not only do women’s religious studies at Beit Yaakov schools not enjoy the same prestige as their husbands’ Talmudic studies, but they are largely seen as a method of instilling faith and devoutness rather than knowledge or intellectual skills.
 These studies are not even seen as the fulfilling of a commandment, since only men are commanded to study the Torah. Likewise, secular studies at Beit Yaakov are unequivocally seen as practical means of acquiring a profession that will allow a woman to provide for her family, never as an end in and of itself. 
No less important is the difference in terms of content. As we have seen, Deutschländer’s general studies curriculum emphasized languages and humanities, and particularly literature and poetry of universal value (at least according to cultural standards of that time and place). Today, general studies at Beit Yaakov are focused elsewhere: general history and Jewish history, mathematics, English, grammar, composition, and reading comprehension.
 These are more practical subjects, aimed at supporting the acquisition of practical professional skills. While an Orthodox student in Poland would have studied Goethe, Schiller and Hebel, it is doubtful that a Haredi girl in Israel has studied a single non-Jewish author or poet, or even a non-Orthodox Jewish one. A Haredi young woman graduates from Beit Yaakov with a good general education, often on par with those who study at state educational institutions, but her focus is supposed to be acquiring a profession rather than culture. 
In these two respects, then, one might characterize the transformation undergone by the Beit Yaakov network in Israel as completing the victory of Orlean’s method over Deutschländer’s. Deutschländer believed in Torah im Derech Eretz and saw value in acquiring a general education for its own sake. He was cognizant of the advantages of education professionally and pedagogically, as well as its role in shaping a student’s life and her ability to truly understand and internalize Orthodox Jewish values. Haredi educators in Israel, by contrast, viewed general education as a mere means to an end, and even religious knowledge was seen primarily as a means of self-improvement: education for its own sake was unimportant, while religious knowledge was aimed at instilling faith and values. If the Polish Beit Yaakov, at one stage, may have symbolized the success and acceptance of the Torah im Derech Eretz doctrine throughout Orthodox Jewish society beyond the boundaries of German cultural space, then the Israeli Beit Yaakov epitomizes the decline of this approach in post-Holocaust Israeli Haredi society. In sum, Beit Yaakov transformed from an institution with powerful core based on the German Torah im Derech Eretz doctrine (one might argue the actual strength of this core, but not its existence) to a system with a core that is focused on fostering ‘the society of learners’ in accordance with Israeli ultra-Orthodoxy. Both institutions are the result of real revolutions: The first revolution created a neo-Orthodox movement, while the second created an ultra-Orthodox society. And, thus, within a span of less than forty years, the Beit Yaakov network was at the heart of two crucial revolutions within Orthodox Jewish society. 
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� Leo Deutschländer, Goethe und das Alte Testament (Frankfurt A.M: Omonuth, 1923). It is worth noting that the title uses the term ‘Old Testament,’ a European-Christian concept, rather than the Hebrew term for the bible. This is indicative of the universalist bent of Deutschlander’s writings, as well as the audience he had in mind. The book is academic in style, while his later publications are more anthological.


�  See for example in his Schem VaJephet, pp. 19-20, 125-126 (Herder), pp. 124-125 (Hebel). A list of the writers quoted in the book appears on p. 170-179.


�  See for example in his Schem VaJephet, pp. 63-64 (Berdichevsky), pp. 76-77 (Mendelsohn), pp. 119-120 (Buber). Also see his list of citations on pp. 170-179.


�  Wolf S. Jacobson, "Zikharon LeRishonim: Dr. Shmuel Deutschlander Hapedagog vehaaskan,” Beit Yaakov 3 (1959), p. 18.


�  He is credited with uniquely fundraising also from donors who were not necessarily observant or orthodox, which prevented the downfall of Eastern European Yeshivas. Jacobson, "Zikharon LeRishonim,” p. 10.


� Leo Deutschländer, Biblisch-Talmudische Sentenzen und Motive in der Weltliteratur :ein Beitrag zur vergleichenden Gnomologie,  Frankfurt a.M. :‎‪ J. Kauffmann,‎‪ 1931.
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� Jacobson, Esa de’i lemeraḥhok, p. 245.


� Grunfeld-Rosenbaum, "Sara Schenirer,” p. 426.


� Meyer Schwartzman, “Dr. Shmuel Deutschländer, Z”L,” Darkeinu 43 (1935), p. 2.


� See, for example: Shabtay Schönfeld, Teḳufot ṿe’ishim [Times and Persons] (Tel-Aviv: Netzah, 1952), pp. 47-49; Jacobson, Zikhronot, p. 18.


� Levi, “Zikhronot Neurim,” pp. 4-5.


� Jacobson, Esa de’i lemeraḥhok, p. 95.


� Grunfeld-Rosenbaum, "Sara Schenirer,” p. 428.


� Leo Deutschländer, Bajs Jakob: Sein Werden und Wesen (Wien: Verlag der Keren Hathora Zentrale, 1928), pp. 39-40, 42. We will return to the curriculum later in this paper.


�  Grunfeld-Rosenbaum, "Sara Schenirer,” pp. 427-428. 


� As described by Hillel Seidman, Orlean finally received the position after a lengthy correspondence between the Rabbi of Gur and Jacob Rosenheim about the problem of appointing a man to head a girl’s educational institution. Hillel Seidman, Ishim Shehikarti [Figures I Knew] (Jerusalem: Mosad harav Ḳuḳ, 1970), p. 198.


� A single example, not necessarily an important one, demonstrates the differences between these two men in terms of their openness: Deutschländer lauded Moses Mendelssohn and called him ‘the Jewish Socrates,’ while Orlean wrote of Mendelssohn that “blind faith [in Enlightenment values] surrounded his circle.” � HYPERLINK "https://www.worldcat.org/search?q=au%3AOrlean%2C+Judah+Loeb.&qt=hot_author" \o "Search for more by this author" �Judah Loeb Orlean�, Beʻayot haḥinukh, (Jerusalem: Morsehet sofrim, 1959), p. 191. 


� Deutschländer, Bajs Jakob, pp. 40, 41, 43.


� Deutschländer, Schem VaJephet.


� Deutschländer, Bajs Jakob, p. 43.


� Orlean, Beʻayot haḥinukh, p. 192.


� Orlean, Beʻayot haḥinukh, p. 191.


� Orlean believed that the primary focus was the person, or the teacher; the program (or curriculum) comes second, while method is of minor importance, in third place. Orlean, Beʻayot haḥinukh, p. 40.


� Orlean, Beʻayot haḥinukh, p. 41. For more on the Beit Yaakov curriculum, especially during Orlean’s last years, and the distinctions between the various kinds of schools that were part of the network, see: Kazdan, Di geshikhte fun Yidishn shulṿezn, pp. 489-499.


�  Mordechai Breuer, � HYPERLINK "https://www.worldcat.org/title/asif-mi-peri-ha-et-veha-et/oclc/43441118?referer=br&ht=edition" �Asif: Mi’peri ha-eṭ ṿeha-ʻet� [Harvest: from the pen and the period] (Jerusalem: Rimonim, 1999), pp. 173-217.


� Breuer cites Dr. Hillel Seidman.  Breuer, � HYPERLINK "https://www.worldcat.org/title/asif-mi-peri-ha-et-veha-et/oclc/43441118?referer=br&ht=edition" �Asif: Mi’peri ha-eṭ ṿeha-ʻet�, p. 194, n. 56.


� It should be noted that this relationship and influence went both ways, and many Western European youths developed a sort of nostalgic fixation on Eastern European Jews. while some in Germany continued to look down at Eastern Europeans, others at saw the as the more authentic Jews. 


� Isaac Breuer, " Hashpa’at sifrei Harav Hirsch al Sarah Schenirer,” in Roṭenberg (ed.), Em beYisrael, part 3, p. 31.


� See for example: Leo Deutschländer, 'Sara Schenirer,’ Nachlat Zwi 7/8 (Marz-Mai 1935), pp. 170-171.  


� This debate appears to pre-date the wider internal Orthodox debate over Torah im Derech Eretz that developed years later, where some argued that it was adopted after the fact as the result of constraints and other argued that it was adopted intentionally. See: Mordechai Friedmann, “Mifgash yahadut tora im derech eretz im haharediut hamizrach erope’it [Tora im Derech Eretz Judaism’s encounter with Eastern European Orthodoxy]” in,  Mordechai Breuer and Asher Wasserteil (eds.), Torah im derech eretz: hatenu’ah, isheha, raayonoteha (Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University, 1987), pp. 173-178; Emmanuel Bloch. “Rabbi Shimshon Raphael Hirsch and the Doctrine of 'Torah Im Derech Erets' in the Eyes of the Hareidim,” Jerusalem Studies in Jewish Thought 24 (2015), pp. 273–300. www.jstor.org/stable/24432029.


� : Leo Deutschländer, “Sara Schenirer,” Nachlat Zwi, pp. 168-171. Deutschlander also submitted a briefer, rather banal, obituary to the Third Great Congress of Agudath Yisrael: Leo Deutschländer, "Sara Schenirer S.a.,” in: Programm und Leistung: Keren HaThora und Beth Jakob, (London un Wien 1937), pp. 90-91. The same volume also contains an obituary of Deutschländer, written by Louis Weiller (pp. 92-94).


� Deutschländer, "Sara Schenirer,” pp. 168-171.


� Judah Loeb Orlean, “Eshet Chayil [Woman of valor],” in in: Roṭenberg (ed.), Em beYisrael, part 3, pp. 36-57. Orlean’s essay builds on the famous psalm from Proverbs by the same name: He works through each verse from Proverbs to explain how Schenirer was ‘woman of valor’ in line with the biblical description.


� Orlean, “Eshet Chayil,” p. 37.


� Orlean, “Eshet Chayil,” p. 39.


� Orlean, “Eshet Chayil,” p. 42.


� Orlean, Beʻayot haḥinukh, p. 102.


� Orlean, “Eshet Chayil,” p. 38.


� Orlean, Beʻayot haḥinukh, p. 98.


� Orlean, Beʻayot haḥinukh, p. 101.
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� Orlean, “Eshet Chayil,” pp. 38-39.


� Orlean, Beʻayot haḥinukh, p. 103.


� Orlean, Beʻayot haḥinukh, pp. 97-119.


� Orlean, Beʻayot haḥinukh.


� The collection (Beʻayot haḥinukh) does not name the introduction’s author, but the identical text appears in Seidman’s book, Ishim Shehikarti.


� Seidman, Ishim Shehikarti, pp. 199; Orlean, Beʻayot haḥinukh, p. 18.


� Jacobson, Zikhronot, p. 209.


� In: Rotenberg (ed.), Em BeYisrael, part 1, p. 60.


� Sarah Schenirer, Vos darf zein mit di Yudische tochter (Lodz: 1930). 


� Schenirer, Vos darf zein mit di Yudische tochter, p. 5.


� Schenirer, Vos darf zein mit di Yudische tochter, p. 4 and p. 8.


� Schenirer, Vos darf zein mit di Yudische tochter, pp. 6-7.


� Schenirer, Vos darf zein mit di Yudische tochter, p. 7.


� Schenirer, Vos darf zein mit di Yudische tochter, pp. 6-7.


� There are significant differences between the different language versions of this pamphlet. The Hebrew and German texts – both published in Mandatory Palestine – appear to be adapted to the target audience and are even boastful of the secular aspects of the curriculum: “The level of studies at the Beit Yaakov school is as high as all the popular schools, nothing is omitted. Our program is based on comprehensive general education. We divide the subjects into these categories: a) religious studies, Pentateuch and Prophets, religious law, explications of prayers and blessing  b) general studies: math, geometry, history, Jewish history, geography, observation, etc. c) languages: Hebrew and English d) practical subjects: gymnastics, singing, crafts, drawing, pottery, etc. Sarah Schenirer, Ma tafkida shel bat yisrael (Tel Aviv, 1934), p. 4; Sarah Schenirer, Die Aufgabe einer judischen Tochter (Jerusalem 1934), p. 4. In the original Yiddish version published in Poland, in contrast, there is no such boasting! The Yiddish pamphlet does not deny secular studies, it merely omits to mention them. I believe that the Yiddish version was written by Schenirer herself, and reflects her need to sway conservative parents. The Hebrew version was most likely translated and/or edited by Rabbi Meir Szczaranski, and adapted to the local audience in Israel. For example, it mentions English studies (which were not part of the curriculum in Poland) rather than Polish and German (which were part of the Beit Yaakov curriculum in Eastern Europe).


� Schenirer, part 1, in, Roṭenberg (ed.), Em beYisrael, pp. 21-22. Jacobson wrote about her natural intellectual capacity in: Wolf S. Jacobson, Divre ben Shelomoh (Jerusalem: haMerkaz lesifrut Haredit beYisrael, 1956/7), part 2, p. 456.


� Benisch, Carry Me in Your Heart, pp. 63-64.


� Jacobson, Esa de’i lemerahok, p. 231.


� Jacobson, Esa de’i lemerahok, p. 231.


� Jacobson, Divre ben Shelomoh, part 2, p. 458; Jacobson, Esa de’i lemeraḥhok, p. 239. Emphasis in the original.


� Jacobson, Esa de’i lemeraḥhok, p. 239.


� Jacobson, Esa de’i lemeraḥhok, pp. 239-240.


� Jacobson also attempts to revise the story of Rabbi Jacob Rosenheim, leader of Agudath Yisrael for over four decades, even though he was raised within the Torah im Derech Eretz system. According to Jacobson, Rosenheim “regrets all the time he ever devoted to their wisdom, because he learned – from developments in Ashkenaz [Germany] – that man’s wisdom has no influence whatsoever on character, and that only pure study is our support, and that anyone who wishes to educate his children to be complete Jews, would show them the direction to the Yeshiva and give up anything outside the framework of pure Judaism.” Jacobson, Esa de’i lemeraḥhok, p. 242. Rosenheim was, indeed, one of the Orthodox leaders who began having second thoughts about the Torah im Derech Eretz doctrine in the late 1930s, when German Judaism faced the crisis of Nazism and the demise of the dream of assimilation into German society.


�  Jacobson, Divre ben Shelomoh, part 2, p. 456.


� Jacobson, Esa de’i lemeraḥhok, p. 241.


� Jacobson, Divre ben Shelomoh, part 2, p. 456.


� On splitting and factions within the Beit Yaakov network see: Menachem Friedman, hahevrah haharedit: mekorot, megamot vetahalikhim [Haredi society: sources, trends, and processes] (Jerusalem: Mekhon Yerushalayim leheker Yisrael, 1991), pp. 158-159.


� According to data published in the annual report of the Central Bureau of Statistics, 77,665 girls attended Haredi girls’ schools in 2012-13. The report does not provide a breakdown by schools, but Beit Yaakov’s various offshoots undoubtedly account for their majority. 


� Friedman, hahevrah haharedit, pp. 57-58.


� I have treated this topic in depth in my paper: Brown, “’I Shall Work.’”


� Menachem Friedman, ha’Ishah haharedit [the Haredi woman] (Jerusalem: Mekhon Yerushalayim leheker Yisrael, 1988), pp. 11-15. In a later paper, Friedman withdrew this prediction and attempted to explain why it did not come to be. See: Menachem Friedman, “Kol kvoda bat melech hotza: Ha’isha haharedit,” in, David Ariel-Joel et al. (eds.) Barukh she’assani ishah? Haishah baYahadut mehaTanakh ṿeʻad yamenu (Tel-Aviv: Yediot aḥaronot; Sifre ḥemed, 1999), pp. 189-205.


�  Saul Berman, "The Status of Women in Halakhic Judaism,” Tradition 14, 2 (1973), p. 8. Reprinted in: Elizabeth Koltun (ed.), The Jewish Woman: New Perspectives, New York 1976, pp. 22-23.


� If we were to review various answers by Israeli Haredi rabbis and educators, we would find that their primary justification for permitting women to study Talmud is their fear of the negative effects of exposure to general education, popular culture and the streets. They appear to be less concerned with women’s lack of appropriate religious knowledge. This perspective seems to have gained acceptance and even become more extreme. Rabbi Wolf Jacobson writes that the purpose of girls’ education today is “not to increase the girls’ knowledge but to save souls.” Jacobson, Esa de’i lemerahok, pp. 235-237. Rabbi Yosef Avraham Wolf, director of the Beit Yaakov seminary in Benei Berak through the 1980s, close confidant of Rabbi Karelitz (popularly known as Chazon Ish), and one of those who continued to develop his vision of the “society of scholars” after his death, reiterated: “The purpose of Beit Yaakov is not livelihood, but education.” Yosef Avraham Wolf, Hatekufa vebeayoteah, vol. 4, De’ot u’midot, (Benei Berak: L. Friedmann, 1984) pp. 212-217. Beit Yaakov regulations determine that the role of education is not merely to impart knowledge, but also to impart spirit and become an influential force in shaping students’ personalities. The undervaluing or denigration of knowledge appears to be a regular theme amongst Haredi educators in Israel. Knowledge is merely a means in shaping the student’s path. 


� Testing, carried out by an independent institute and supervised by the Ministry of Education, is supposed to be at the same level of the general state matriculation exams, but it seems that the level in English and mathematics is in fact lower. The passing grade of 60 is sufficient for acceptance to teaching certificate tracks, technical training tracks, and the like. 
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