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Man no longer marched straightforwards with the brutes'of the
field and the forest. He made an about-face and confronted them as
an intelligent being remote from and eager to examine and classify
them. God encouraged him to engage in the most miraculous of all
human gestures — the cognitive. Confronted Adam responded

gladly because he already realized that he was no longer a part

of nature but an outsider, a singular being, endowed with intel-
ligence. In his new role, he became aware of his loneliness and
isolation from the entire creation. 31339 NP R¥D KR CIRG. “And
for the man [God] had not found a helpmeet opposite him.”
As a lonely being, Adam discovered his great capacity for facing
and dominating the non-human order.
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The Book of Genesis, after describing the four rivers which
flow from the Garden of Eden, offers us a new accaqunt of the
placing of Adam in this garden. -
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“And the Lord God took the man and placed him in the Garden
of Eden to cultivate it and to keep it.” This sentence in Genesis
2:15 is almost a verbatim repetition of Genesis 2:8, yet the ac-
counts differ in two respects. )

First, in the second account, the Bible uses a verb denoting
action preceding the placing of man in the Garden of Eden —
“And God took (ripw) the man and placed him” — whereas in the

previous account, the verb “he placed”, pww,  is not accom-

panied by any preliminary action on the part of the Almighty. The
expression npw  does not occur in the first account, Second,
there is no mention in the previous account of any assignment given
to man while this account does specify that man was charged with
the task of cultivating and keeping the garden.

The reason for these variations lies in the fact that the two ac-
counts are related to two different men. The first story, as we have

6. See Nachmanides, (Genesis 2:9),
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previously indicated, is of non-confronted man carried by the
mighty tide of a uniform, simple, non-reflective life, who was placed
in the Garden of Eden for one purpose only — to pursue pleasure,
to enjoy the fruit of the trees without toil, to live in ignorance of his
human destiny, to encounter no problem and to be concerned with
no obligation. As we stated previously, non-confronted man is a
non-normative being. The second story is of confronted man who
began to appraise critically his position vis-a-vis his environment
and found his existential experience too complex to be equated
with the simplicity and non-directedness of the natural life-stream.
This man, as a subject-knower facing an almost impenetrable ob-
jective order, was dislocated by God from his position of natural-
ness and harmonious being and placed in a new existential realm,
that of confronted existence. Confronted man is a displaced person,
Having been taken out of a state of complacency and optimistic
naivete, he finds the intimate relationship between him and the
order of facticity ending in tension and conflict. The verb npn
signifies that God removed man from one dimension and thrust
him into another — that of confronted existence. At this phase,
man, estranged from nature, fully aware of his grand and tragic
destiny, became the recipient of the first norm — ¢ Eh R
7287 9. “And the Lord God commanded the man.” The divine
imperative burst forth out of infinity and overpowered finite man.

Alas, not always does creative man respond readily to the divine
normative summons which forms the very core of his new existen-
tial status as a confronted being. All too often, the motivatin g force
in creative man is not the divine mandate entrusted to him and
which must be implemented in full at both levels, the cognitive and
the normative, but a demonic urge for power. By fulfilling an in-
complete task, modern creative man falls back to a non-con-
fronted, natural existence to which normative pressure is alien.
The reason for the failure of confronted man to play his role fully
lies in the fact that, while the cognitive gesture gives man mastery
and a sense of success, the normative gesture requires of man sur-
render. At this juncture, man of today commits the error which his
ancestor, Adam of old, committed by lending an attentive ear to
the demonic whisper “Ye shall be as God, knowing good and evil.”
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are either confronted human beings or confronted Jews. A double
confrontation contains an inner contradiction.

What is characteristic of these single-confrontation philosophers
is their optimistic and carefree disposition. Like natural Adam of
old, who saw himself as part of his environment and was never
assailed by a feeling of being existentially different, they see them-
selves as secure and fully integrated within general society. Theydo
not raise any questions about the reasonableness and justification
of such an optimistic attitude, nor do they try to discover in the
deep recesses of their personality commitments which transcend
mundane obligations to society.

The proponents of the single-confrontation philosophy (with the
exception of some fringe groups) do not preach complete de-Juda-
ization and unqualified assimilation. They also speak of Jewish
identity (at least in a religious sense), of Jewish selfhood and the
natural will for preservation of the Jewish community as a sep-
arate identity.- As a matter of fact, quite often they speak with
great zeal and warmth about the past and future role of Judaism
in the advancement of mankind and its institutions. However, they
completely fail to grasp the real nature and the full implications
of a meaningful Jewish identity. :

2.

This failure rests upon two misconceptions of the nature of
the faith community. First, the single-confrontation philosophy
continues to speak of Jewish identity without realizing that this
term can only be understood under the aspect of singularity and
otherness. There is no identity without uniqueness, As there can-
not be an equation between two individuals unless they are con-
verted into abstractions, it is likewise absurd to speak of the com-
mensurability of two faith communities which are individual
entities.

The individuality of a faith community expresses itself in a
threefold way. First, the divine imperatives and commandments
to which a faith community is unreservedly committed must not
be equated with the ritual and ethos of another community. Each
faith community is engaged in a singular normative gesture re-
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‘flecting the numinous nature of the act of faith itself, and it is

futile to try to find common denominators. Particularly when we
speak of the Jewish faith community, whose very essence is ex-
pressed in the halakhic performance which is a most individua-
ting factor, any attempt to equate our identity with another is
sheer absurdity. Second, the axiological awareness of each faith
community is an exclusive one, for it believes — and this belief is
indispensable to the survival of the community — that its system
of dogmas, doctrines and values is best fitted for the attainment of
the ultimate good. Third, each faith community is unyielding in its
eschatological expectations. It perceives the events at the end of
time with exultant certainty, and expects man, by surrender of
selfish pettiness and by consecration to the great destiny of life, to
embrace the faith that this community has been preaching through-
out the millenia, Standardization of practices, equalization of dog-
matic certitudes, and the waiving of eschatological claims spell
the end of the vibrant and great faith experience of any religious
community. It is as unique and enigmatic as the individual himself.

The second misconception of the single-confrontation philoso-
phy consists in not realizing the compatibility of the two roles. If
the relationship of the non-Jewish to the Jewish world had con-
formed to the divine arrangement for one human being to meet the
other on the basis of equality, friendship and sympathy, the Jew
would have been able to become fully involved together with
the rest of humanity in the cosmic confrontation. His covenantal
uniqueness and his additional mandate to face another faith com-
munity as 2 member of a different community of the committed
would not have interfered in the least with his readiness to and
capability of joining the cultural enterprise of the rest of humanity,
There is no contradiction between coordinating our cultural activ-
ity with all men and at the same time confronting them as members
of another faith community. As a matter of fact even within the
non-Jewish society, each individual sees himself under a double
aspect: first, as a member of a cultural-creative community in
which all are committed to a common goal and, at the same time,

-as an individual living in seclusion and loneliness.

Unfortunately, however, non-Jewish society has confronted us
throughout the ages in a mood of defiance, as if we were part of the

19




TRADITION: A4 Journal of Orthodox Thought

concepts when they speak of a common tradition uniting two faith
communities such as the Christian and the Judaic. This term may
have relevance if one looks upon a faith community under an
historico-cultural aspect and interprets its relationship to another
faith community in sociological, human, categories describing the
unfolding of the creative consciousness of man. Let us not forget
that religious awareness manifests itself not only in a singular
apocalyptic faith experience but in a mundane cultural exper-
ience as well. Religion is both a divine imperative which was foisted
upon man from without and a new dimension of personal being
which man discovers within himself. In a word, there is a cultural
aspect to the faith experience which is, from a psychological view-
- point, the most integrating, inspiring and uplifting spiritual force.
Religious values, doctrines and concepts may be and have been
translated into cultural categories enjoyed and cherished even by
secular man. All the references throughout the ages to universal
religion, philosophical religion, et cetera, are related to the cultural
aspect of the faith experience of which not only the community of
believers but a pragmatic, utilitarian society avails itself as well.
The cultural religious experience gives meaning and directedness
to human existence and relates it to great ultimates, thus enhancing
human dignity and worth even at a mundane level.

Viewing the relationship between Judaism and Christianity
under this aspect, it is quite legitimate to speak of a cultural Judeo-
Christian tradition for two reasons: First, Judaism as a culture has
influenced, indeed, molded the ethico-philosophical Christian
world-formula. The basic categories and premises of the latter
were evolved in the cultural Judaic orbit. Second, our Western
civilization has absorbed both Judaic and Christian elements. As
a matter of fact, our Western heritage was shaped by a combination
of three factors, the classical, J udaic, and Christian, and we could
readily speak of a Judeo-Hellenistic-Christian tradition within the
framework of our Western civilization. However, when we shift the
focus from the dimension of culture to that of faith — where total
unconditional commitment and involvement are necessary — the
whole idea of a tradition of faiths and the continuum of revealed
doctrines which are by their very nature incommensurate and
related to different frames of reference is utterly absurd, unless
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one is ready to acquiesce in the Christian theological claim that
Christianity has superseded Judaism.

As a faith individuality, the community of the few is endowed
with intrinsic worth which must be viewed against its own meta-
historical backdrop without relating to the framework of another
faith community. For the mere appraisal of the worth of one com-
munity in terms of the service it has rendered to another commun-
ity, no matter how great and important this service was, constitutes
an infringement of the sovereignty and dignity of even the smallest
of faith communities. When God created man and endowed him
with individual dignity, He decreed that the ontological legitimacy
and relevance of the individual human being is to be discovered
not without but within the individual. He was created because God
approved of him as an autonomous human being and not as an
auxiliary being in the service of someone else. The ontological
purposiveness of his existence is immanent in him. The same is true
of a religious community, whose worth is not to be measured by
external standards.

Therefore, any intimation, overt or covert, on the part of the
community of the many that it is expected of the community of the
few that it shed its uniqueness and cease existing because it has ful-
filled its mission by paving the way for the community of the many,
must be rejected as undemocratic and contravening the very idea
of religious freedom. The small community has as much right to
profess its faith in the ultimate certitude concerning the doctrinal
worth of its world formula and to behold its own eschatological
vision as does the community of the many. I do not deny the right
of the community of the many to address itself to the community of
the few in its own eschatological terms. However, building a prac-
tical program upon this right is hardly consonant with religious
democracy and liberalism.

Second, the logos, the word, in which the multifarious religious
experience is expressed does not lend itself to standardization or
universalization. The word of faith reflects the intimate, the pri-
vate, the paradoxically inexpressible cravings of the individual for
and his linking up with his Maker. It reflects the numinous char-
acter and the strangeness of the act of faith of a particular com-
munity which is totally incomprehensible to the man of a different
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