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"Separate Pews in the Synagogue: A Social and Psyehological Approach" was written in 

the conviction that we have a tenable, valid point of view which is deserving of 

the widest dissemination. Silence on an issue of such sharp public controversy < < 

and which has caused us so much misery ~ = will not win us any converts. Demneciation 

' of others will certainly not win us any aympathy. Only by means of a wholesome educational 

campaign can we hope to stem the unfortunate desecrat&on of our synagogues. 

I am convinced, moreover, that on the "mixed pews" issue we can present a strong and 

attractive case for our traditional view even without relying solely upon an appeal 

to the authority of the Halakhah. While that is indeed our ultimate sanction ani 

the sotrce of our opinion, it is no easy matter to convince a wavering layman on the 

basis of Halakhah glone. ‘he major part of this article is based, with some modifications, 

upon an address to the Sisterhood of Cong. Kodimoh in Springfield, Mass., where I 

served until recently. It was the surprisingly favorable reaction of that group to this 

kind of exposition that has persuaded me to ettemps publish it in TRADITION. It is my 

hope that thie kimi ofedueational approach to the whole painful problem will yield 
better results than either submission, evasion, or epithet. 

Yeshiva University, ReCoAe, amd the UsOedlsCoAe all have a mmber of reprints available 
fer Uavee wb with te hane thats Ley poupla week the irquuithe: drectig. tee cuapiaiiand 

that follow are meant for those of our colleagues who may want to use the article 

as source-material for their own personal approach. 

1. The presentation should be forceful, fearless, and unapologetic, but never so strong 

as to offend the feclings of a possibly antagonistic audience. Our listeners mst be 
won over, not beaten down. 
2. Beginning with a simle statement of the Halakhah, it should be made evident that 
our position|i » based upon sound scholarship without umecessarily confusing the listener 
with what may seem to him mewe impertinent technicalities. Detailed proofs are therefore 



rationalfsations (the charming Chasidic anecdote quoted by Rabbi Emamel Rackman as 

the yntroduction to his article in the first issue of TRADITION is most appropriate), but — 

state that nevertheless wo will attempt to demonstalite that by the most moder standards 
the halakhic judgment is, in our case, the essence offeasonablenesss 

3e If we decide to quote the Talmud in Sukkah, we should emphasize that the Talmd's 

problem is how to enforce a more complete separation at certain times as a seyag, 

but that certainly the sexes had been previously separated. 

le We ought not speak of mixed pews as the violation of a biblical prohibité&em 

Many laymen, not acquainted with the terminology of Halakhah, assume that every 

Ia must be found explicit in and UG RGus wld 
\ ‘ Sean 
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to cite chapter and 

Niet es board \Woserd —" A Raat wn? rh wav bontd Udi . 

5S. There may be someone in the audience who will question the speaker about the relative 

paucity of discussion of separate pews in the eahmdée literature . Cur approach should 

be as follows: 

aeCite the sources we do haves A partial list will be found in the footnotes on 

ppelh21h3 of my article. 

be The greatest part of talmdic literature involves ideas or laws that are being 

disputed, or doubts that mist be sesolved. It never occurred to anyone to question 

er contest the institution of separate seating which has always been regarded as 

self-evident amongst Jews 

Ge. It often happens that what is of most fundamental importance is not reckoned 

an individual mitgvahe Hence, anokii is mt counted as a mitzvah by some Rishonim, 

and Rabbi Kook uses this s ame principle to explain Maimonides' failure to mention 

isiny grote israel in his Sefer Hemitewt (based on the rule of Aatben hinsel f 
in the Introduction). Thus too, separate seating is so fundamental to kedushgh 

det _ha-kenesset that it was not included in the discussion of detailed lave 



- 

d. Frequency of mention is no criterion of the significance of an idea, Md monides 

pointe out, in his Masmar Kiddush He-shem, that "the Lord is One" is the very 

foundation of our whole faith snd yet is mentionodonly once in the whole Torale 
| 

6e It may be mre effestive to cite, as authority, those whose names maybe more faniliar 

to the particular audience addressed, such as: Dr.Belking Rabbi Soloveitchik, Rabbi 

Meruog, Rabbi Brodie, etc. 

Te A source of embarrassment is the Orthodox Rabbi in the deBiating synagogue. I make 

mention of this on pel, me3. In addition to what is there stated, we might explain 

that piluach nefesh of the sul is as urgent as that of the body, that the authentic 

rabbi will somptimes accept this kind of pulpit (without justifying it) only in order 

to save the integrity of the spiritual gestalt of the whole commmity, even as we may 

deviate from the law to save the body without accepting the deviation as a legitimate 

Note Rabbi Kook, when his Zionist sympathies were challenged on the grounds that many 

nompious were attracted to Palestine, used to compare Eretz Isradl to a hospital to 

which sick people gagvitate qn order to be cured. The modern synagogue is, similarly, 

a religious hospital to which the spiritually ailing repair for therapy. Mixed pews 

are a symptom of that disease. The Rabbi, like the physician, mst expose himself to 

iXiness in order to cure his patients A healthy Layman, howovery has no businesrjin 

such an enviroment. That is why an Orthodex rabbi may sometimes be permitted s 

temporary stay in this kind of synagogue, while the same permission is not granted 

to the observant layman 

ss Wiese Sietidies toxuanh tik pein nal edad eas 

demolishing the case gagainst them. Purely as a forensic technique, it is wiser to 

"draw the posion" of a hostile audience (if that is what they are) by showing then 

you recognise and have considered all their argumen®® - ~ and have 4afoumi them wanting. 

Only after disturbing their complacent prejudices - ~ good-tmmoredly - - can any 

oe aie



positive explanations be effective. 

9. In presenting the rebuttal to the charge of "woman's inferiority" (as the explanation 

of mechitaah), it is important to stress the personally harmful results of carrying 

"equality" to absurd conclusionse In addition to the material in the article, I just 

recently eame read this delightful couplet in a poem ("It's About Time") by Ogden 

Nash 

"It's about time to realdse, brethren, as best we cam, 
"That a woman is not just a female man." 

10. The footnote on pel56 should be presented with discretion, and only to audiences 

which will not misinterpret and distort its intention. 

lle In disoussing the last part, "mimicry," it should be emphasized that the institution 

of family pews stems “davka" from the specifically anti-Jewish root of the Christian 

tradition. 

In conclusion, I do not know how mech effect the article will have upon the ope» 

minded layman (the other kind are hopeless), or of what value the above suggestions 

will have for my colLeaguess I do hope that, isfpome aell way» I wil have boon 

of service to the cause which unites us, If I can be-od-ay-—Surther in any manner 

further assist any of my colleagues, I shall, of course, be delighted to help,


