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ERICH FROMM

To THE EDITOR:

I read with interest Rabbi i. Nathan Bamberger's "Note on Erich Fromm's
Rabbinic Roots." (Tradition, 29:3, Spring 1995). Rabbi Bamberger's state-
ment that "Throughout his life, Fromm had abandoned Judaism and lost
interest in his family roots" is not quite accurate. In an article on ~'The

Frankort Lehrhaus," the late Nahum Glatzer describes the course offerings
for the four academic year (1922-23). These included "the lectures on

Karaism by Dr. Erich Fromm, then a sociologist and student of Jewish
lore" and "an advanced course in Rashi to the Book of Exodus, given by
Erich Fromm, in which five students participated" (Year Book I, Leo Baeck
Institute, 1956, p. 114).

Frankfort must have been an intellectually vibrant city in the 1920's.
Fromm is the only individual I know of who was associated both with the
Institute for Social Research (Theodor Adorno, Max Horkheimer, Walter
Benjamin, et at) and the Jewish Lehrhaus (Franz Rosenzweig, Martin
Buber, et at). His primary interests clearly lay in the social sciences, but
Erich Fromm had not completely lost touch with his roots in those years.

(RABI) LAURENCE EDWARS
I thica, NY

To THE EDITOR:

Rabbi i. Nathan Bamberger's short ~'Note on Erich Fromm's Rabbinic
Roots" (Tradition, 29:3, Spring 1995) does contain some interesting new
information, but I would like to point out that it is not free of mistakes.
The famous psychoanalyst was married not twice but three times; details
can be found in Raner Funk's excellent book on Erich Fromm published
by Rowohlt Taschenbuchverlag (Reinbek, 1983). Obviously, Rabbi Bam-
berger has read the obituary in the New York Times, but not Steven S.

Schwarzschilds very instructive article, "Remembering Erich Fromm" (The
Jewish Spectator, Fall 1980), which set the record straight. To claim that

Fromm had abandoned Judaism and lost interest in his family roots is sim-
ply wrong, as Professor Schwarzschild demonstrated beyond any doubt.

Rabbi Bamberger lists some of Fromm's publications. I wonder why
he omits the two books about Judaism which the psychologist wrote. "You
Shall Be as Gods" is a well-known study; it was reviewed in Tradition
(10:2, Winter 1968) by Irving Block. Fromm's doctoral dissertation, "Das
juedische Gesetz" ("Jewish Law") was written in 1922 but published for
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the first time after the author's death (Beltz Verlag: Weinheim, 1989). It is
worth noting that in ths thesis Fromm mentions his great-grandfather, the
Wurzburger Rav. He explains Rabbi Seligmaiin Baer Bamberger's position
concerning the question of secession from the united Jewish community
(p. 154). However, as I showed in my review of "Das juedische Gesetz"

(Illustrierte Neue Wett, April 1990, p. 8), Fromm misrepresented the
Wurzburger Rav's point of view. In 1967, Fromm wrote in a letter to Prof.
Schwarzschild: "I was always a strong partisan of the Bamberger stand-
point. "

I am convinced that the psychoanalyst never realy understood what the
augument between Rabbi S.R. Hirsch and Rabbi S.B. Bamberger was about.
To be fa, I would lie to add that Fromm is not the only one who misun-

derstood the controversy about which so much has aleady been wrtten.
(DR.) YIZHAK AHREN

Cologne, Germany

MR. COOPERM
To THE EDITOR:

In his ((EditorJs Notebookl' (Tradition) 29.2, Winter 1995), Rabbi Emanuel
Feldman praised Mrs. Cooperman, a woman who would recite the entire
prayer book every Shabbat morning. Even after gentle reminding from the
rebbetsin, she would continue in this "tradition." He used the following
words to describe her:

N ow we realize that while she. may have been ignorant of the subtleties
and nuances of Torah learning, she possessed something that we utterly
lacked then, and probably still lack now: devotion, surrender, and child-
like innocence before the presence of God.

The perfect synagogue for Mrs. Cooperman is described on the pages of
Tradition itself. She would make an exceptional congregant in the syna-
gogue described by Haym Soloveitchik in his article, ((Rupture and Recon-
stuction: The Transformation of Contemporary Orthodoxyl' (28:4 Summer,
1994, p. 99). He describes the attendants as non-observant Eastern Euro-

pean Jews, many of whom did not keep Shabbat or eat kosher, and yet at
NeJita, a hush came over the crowd.

Their tears were courtroom tears, with whatever degree of sincerity such
tears have. What was absent among the thronged students in Bnei Brak
and in other contemporary services-and, lest I be thought to be exempt-
ing myself from this assessment, absent in my own religious life, too-was
that primal fear of Divine Judgment, simple and direct.
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Mrs. Cooperman may have been more observant than these attendants, but
the common denominator, ignorance of the law coupled with religious
piety, would make their unon apt.

Whe both the editorial and the article form a valuable critique of
trends in the contemporar Orthodox communty, both pieces laud what
Ethics of the Fathers has taught us to be anathema, spirituality at the expense
of the intellect: "The ignorant cannot be pious." This is the bulwark of
every institution engaged in Jewish education and the movement of Jewish
literacy that is becoming increasingly fashionable. Even Wiliam Safire of
the New York Times (July 17, 1995) wrote boldly about the importance of
Jewish knowledge.

. . . a positive way to preserve Jewish identity is to emphasize religious
study, with greater understanding of its symbols and rituaL. That's why
the Reform movement is becoming more traditional) and why the
Ortodox minority is gaining strength.

It is ironic that a wrter for the Times espouses knowledge of ritual while two
contemporary Jewish thnkers and scholars denigrate it. Naturally, neither
Rabbi Feldman nor Dr. Soloveitchik was encouraging religious ignorance
nor, I imagine, would they expect or want this from their read-
ers/congregants/students. However, they were both putting down their
own lack of piety and applauding the supposed "simple faith" of others. If
there is a deficiency in the religious life of the sophisticated thnker, then let
it be set straight, but can that be corrected only by reverting to ignorance?
Both Feldman and Soloveitchik set a dialectic tension in which sophisticated

Jewish thnkng (and commitment) and genuine belief somehow cannot co-
exist. This is not a new supposition, but one would hope that in the shadow
of Rabbi Kook, Rabbi Joseph B. Soloveitchi, and scores of their students,
that Jewish scholarship and sincerity would not be mutually exclusive.

Emanuel Feldman concludes his editorial by surmising that God
probably looked favorably on Mrs. Cooperman, despite her prayer book
problems. Haym Soloveitchik implied that the prayers of the fearful but
non-observant would draw the Divine Presence more so than that of the
kollel student in Bnei Brak. Perhaps unwittingly, they involve themselves in
the kind of judgments that we cannot make. If we were to go "by the
book," maybe the non-observant congregants would not fare as welL. Dr.
SoloveItchik rightly advises us, however, that we are not only a people of
the book. But even as a mimetic model, these examples lack the makngs of
real piety, which is grounded not in superstition or ignorance, but in
knowledge and genuine commitment.

ERICA BROWN

Brookline, MA
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HESHBON HAEFESH

To THE EDITOR:

Rabbi Emanuel Feldman clearly wrote his "Editorial Notebook" (Tradi-
tion, 29:4, Summer 1995) before the horrific murder of Yitshak Rabin at
the hands of an alleged hen Torah, and it arrived at our homes soon after
that devastatig national catastrophe. We cannot blame the author for not
being a prophet and not knowing how hollow a claim to moral superiority
would sound after ths hillut Hashem. Surely it is not secular Zionists alone
who are moraly bankupt. We too must confront the moral bankuptcy in
our own rank.

It is from our camp and from our educational system that Baruch
Goldstein and Yigal Amr emerged. These monsters were bred on the slo-
gans and ideas that emerged from our institutions and out of our universe
of discourse. Distiguished rabbis and rashei yeshiva in the religious-Zionist
camp perpetrated the verbal violence that served as a backdrop to the mon-
strous deeds. Is it not time for us to take stock, in the spirit of "Correct
yourself and then correct others"?

By what warrant can we now expect anyone outside our camp to take
our moral preachments seriously? Surely our own self-righteousness and
deafness to moral nuance is condemning us to irrelevance in the great
moral introspection that is bound to envelop Israeli society in the near
future. We wil be permanently marginalized if we lay claim to moral supe-
riority even now. Better that we do teshuva for the miseducation of our
young and the moral complacency of our posture.

(RABBI) MELVIN GRANATSTEIN
Beachwood, OH

PREGNANCY REDUCTION

To THE EDITOR:

Dr. J. David Bleich ("Pregnancy Reduction," Tradition, 29:3, Spring
1995) states that all the proposals advanced by Jewish medieval philoso-
phers in their attempts to resolve the apparent contradiction between the
principles of absolute divine foreknowledge and human free wil ultimately
confirm both principles. However, Ralbag (Gersonides) considers these
principles irreconcilable and thus rejects absolute divine foreknowledge; the
argument for permitting embroyotomy based on what is indeed the opin-
ion of the majority of philosophers would be invalid according to him. As
foreknowledge of an event dependent on free wil is theoretically impossi-
ble (teva ha-nimna ha-kayyam), the fetus' viability would have to be con-
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sidered inherently indetermine prior to the physician's decision on which
fetuses to abort.

YITZHA GROSSMA
Passaic Park, NJ

J. DAVID BLEICH REPLIES:

Yitzhak Grossman's contention that Gersonides denied divine knowledge
of contingent events is entiely correct. Indeed, Gersonides denied divine

knowledge of all particulars qua particulars. Elsewhere I have written:

The views advanced by Gersonides concerning creation, the active intellect,
Divine knowledge, and Providence aroused great controversy. While Has-
dai Crescas (1340-1410), his foremost opponent, differed with him on phi-
losophical grounds, Don Isaac Abravanel (1439-1508) wrote that merely
listening to Gersonides' views on these subjects is sinful and intimates that
accepting them as valid constitutes heresy. Isaac Ben Sheshet, while paying
trbute to his vast Talmudic knowledge, also considered Gersonides' philo-

sophical ideas to be heresies. Most devastating is the play on words
advanced by Shem Tob ibn Shem Tob, in which he interpreted the tide of
Gersonides' work, Wars of the Lord, as meaning Wars Against the Lord.
This pejorative manner of referring to the Milhamot was also adopted by
Isaac ben Moses Ara (1420-1494) and Menasseh ben Israel, while Mes-
ser Leon Judah (1511-1648) and Judah Mercato (1589-1594) actually for-
bade the study of Gersonides' commentaries on the Bible. Mercato, in a
play on Numbers 1:49, writes, "Only thou shalt not number the tribe of
Levi, neither bring his commentaries among the children of IsraeL." The
first editor of Milhamot, the physician, Jacob ben David Margaria, added a
cautious preface, lest he be himself accused of heresy. Nevertheless, the
odium theologicum surrounding the opinions held by Gersonides seems to

have been mitigated by his deep personal piety in matters of religious prac-
tice. This, coupled with his great reputation as a Talmudist and hai~khic
authority, no doubt modified the effects of the reproach he suffered and
assured his works their rightful place in the continuum of philosophical
development.

This statement, together with appropriate notation of sources, appears on

pp. 17-18 of my Providence in the Phitosophy of Gersonides (New York,

1973).
Rabbi Grossman fails to note that much earlier, Ibn Daud also ex-

cluded human action from divine foreknowledge and maintains that God
limits His omniscience as well as His omnipotence with regard to human
acts.

In the quest for an understanding of the rulings of rabbinic decisors
regarding pregnancy reduction, I feel quite comfortable in ignoring the
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views of both Ibn Daud and Gersonides. "Duties of the intellect," i.e., mat-
ters of belief, are inherently matters of halakha. It is not at all surprising
that disagreements exist with regard to substantive matters of belief, just as
is the case with regard to other areas of Jewish law. Such matters are sub-

ject to the canons of halakc decision-makng no less so than other ques-
tions of Jewish law. This is manifestly so when halakhic decisions pertaining
to matters of human action rest upon antecendent adjudication of matters
of belief.

The conflct between divine knowledge and freedom of the will was
addressed by virtually every medieval Jewish philosopher. Although I make
no attempt to enter into subtle nuances of diverse philosophical exposi-

tions, the position outlned in my discussion of pregnancy reduction is a

thumbnai encapsulement of the views of Sa'adia Gaon, Judah haLevi and
their followers and, in terms of its halakhic import, is a reasonable applica-

tion of the views of Rambam and even of Crescas (who sacrifices freedom
of the wi in staunchly championing divine omniscience). The view of Ibn

Daud and Gersonides is decidedly a minority opinion and is expressly
rejected by the authorities deemed to be "decIsors" in matters pertaining to
the "duties of the heart."

Philosophically, Ralbag's view is challenging; in terms of considera-

tions entering into halakc decision-making, it is irrelevant.

Correction
An editing error occurred in n. 20 of Jonathan Weiser's "Translation as in-
terpretation," (Tradition, 29:4, Summer 1995). It should have read,
"Tradition's style-sheet uses ths spelling."
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