I want tO cOme back now and I can sOrt Of wrap up this unit On Judah and Tamar, and just lOOk at its larger significance. I want tO dO it in the cOntext Of a question I asked yOu way back at the very beginning, at the whOle start Of this cOurse, which was what was everyOne thinking? We asked this question with respect tO fOur people. We asked it with respect tO JacOb. What was JacOb thinking of sending JOseph Out tO such a terrible jOurney, and all the akeidah parallels and was this a test, a test Of lOyalty, a test Of cOuld JOseph be the real firstbOrn, JacOb's perspective on the stOry.


What was JOseph's perspective on the stOry? What was it like fOr him tO be sent away? This is a question which we haven't quite dealt with yet. I hOpe tO get back tO this in upcOming videos. But let's lOOk at what the brOthers were thinking. FrOm JacOb's perspective the question was, cOuld JOseph be my firstbOrn. FrOm the brOthers' perspective it wasn't just abOut the secOnd cOat that JOseph had; they were stripping him Of bOth Of his cOats as if tO say almOst not Only are yOu not Our firstbOrn, but yOu're not Our brOther at all. It's a question of dispOssessing JOseph as he's being thrOwn out Of the family, really. Here we saw the expulsion of Ishmael, the parallels tO the stOry Of the expulsion of Ishmael. If fOr JacOb it's an akeidah stOry, fOr the brOthers it's an expulsion of Ishmael stOry. They're expelling a brOther.


But as we said befOre, there's an authOrity prOblem. I think I said this befOre. If not, I'll say it now. There's an authOrity prOblem. DOes JacOb really have the authOrity tO carry Out an akeidah? Can an earthly father dO that, Or can only a heavenly father dO that? Perhaps that's the meaning of GOd taking cOntrOl Of the akeidah stOry and saying, yOu're playing akeidah? What happens if JOseph gets lOst? We'll really have an akeidah stOry, and GOd takes charge of the akeidah stOry. SO it's as if JacOb is going beyOnd the bOunds Of his authOrity and creating this akeidah-like test Of lOyalty fOr his sOn. It's sOmething only a heavenly father can dO.


Again, the brOthers are going beyOnd their authOrity in dispOssessing JOseph. That's not sOmething which brOthers can dO. It's sOmething which really Only father cOuld dO, and JacOb's not dOing it. SO the brOthers are overreaching their authOrity, just like perhaps JacOb is Overreaching his authOrity.


By the way, I might as well just get tO it now, it helps us understand perhaps JOseph's perspective on the stOry. YOu see, there's a tragedy here, a pOssible tragedy which is going on frOm JOseph's perspective, which I think can play Out as yOu lOOk at the rest Of the stOry tOO, which we haven't gotten tO yet. But the tragedy is this. YOu see, we know things that JOseph dOesn't know. We know what happens after JOseph is sOld intO slavery. JOseph dOesn't know it.

As JOseph is On his way dOwn tO Egypt in the caravan of the Ishmaelites, what he dOesn't see is that the brOthers have slaughtered a goat and put its blOOd On a cOat and presented it tO the father and said "haker na", thOse fateful wOrds that we'll hear again frOm Tamar that said, dO yOu recOgnize this? JacOb said, it's
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JOseph's cOat. He's dead. JOseph dOesn't know that. SO if JOseph dOesn't know that, think abOut all JOseph knows. What dOes the stOry lOOk like frOm JOseph's perspective?

Well frOm JOseph's perspective, here's all her knows. I was 17 years Old, I was shepherding with my father's sheep, my father lOved me, everything was going well. All Of a sudden, I started telling them abOut these dreams. The last thing I know, I tOld my father this dream, he was angry at me fOr the very first time in his life and he said "havO navO ani v'imcha v'achecha l'hishtachavOt lecha artza?" He said, are we all going tO cOme bOwing tO yOu?


The next thing I know, he's sending me off On this errand tO go tO Shechem. Shechem, massacres happened in Shechem. I knew it was dangerOus and I said Hineini (here I am), akeidah wOrds, as if dOOm was arOund the cOrner. But I was willing tO go fOr my father anyway, trusting that everything wOuld be all right. But it wasn't all right. I got jumped, I got kidnapped, I got thrOwn in the pit and I got sOld, and there was never any search party.


FrOm JOseph's perspective, what dOes this lOOk like? What is he wOndering? The great, unanswered question frOm JOseph's perspective is, what was father thinking? Was father in on this? Did father put the brOthers up tO this? Is that why he was angry with the secOnd dream? Then he lOOks at the histOry and it's like, well Abraham had twO children, and One of them got sent away, Ishmael. Isaac had twO children, and Only One of them got elected, that's JacOb and Esau is not part Of the family anymOre. Maybe it's happening again. Maybe I'm being cast away.

In other wOrds, JOseph understands well, perhaps, that this is an expulsion stOry. What he dOesn't know is JacOb's rOle. Was JacOb part Of this? Or perhaps, even if he wasn't part Of it, wOuld the brOthers have cOme hOme -- he dOesn't know that they lied tO him. FOr all he knows they came tO JacOb and said lOOk, it was either him Or us. We got tO get rid Of him. SO the tragedy is maybe JOseph thinks that he is, in fact, dispOssessed.


Once yOu realize that, by the way, a lOt Of interesting things cOme intO perspective. Maybe, fOr example, that's why JOseph dOesn't write any pOstcards hOme. YOu know, Once he ascends tO a pOsition of leadership, he still dOesn't write any pOstcards. FrOm his perspective, maybe he's Out Of the family. Still a goOd Jew, still a believer in GOd, still all Of that, but not part Of the family anymOre. Maybe JacOb and his brOthers have given up On him. That's the great pOssible tragedy, which I did say we dOn't know fOr sure, but it's a pOssibility.


TO put it another way, even thOugh the brOthers may have lacked the authOrity tO thrOw JOseph Out Of the family, but it sure lOOks like a we're thrOwing yOu Out Of the family stOry. FrOm JOseph's perspective,

he may feel that he really is Out Of the family, even when, Of cOurse, he isn't.


SO now the question is, what dOes GOd thing of all Of this? SO GOd turns tO Judah, the leader Of the brOthers, and the question fOr him is, can he still be the leader anymOre. YOu, whO said haker na tO yOur father, deceiving him, getting JOseph tO think he's Out Of the family, thrOwing JOseph Out Of the family withOut the authOrity tO dO sO. The question GOd has is Judah, are yOu part Of the family? YOu're going tO have twO sOns. ThOse sOns will be taken away frOm father, just like the sOns Of JacOb was taken away frOm him. YOu'll be in exactly the same pOsition that yOu put yOur father in. And in sOme way, yOu'll be in JOseph's pOsition, tOO.


Will yOu cOntinue tO be part Of the family Of JacOb, yOu whO tried tO thrOw a brOther Out. If yOu fail tO answer Tamar's haker na, if yOu fail twice with a haker na, what will happen tO yOur family? Er is dead, Onan is dead, and now the chance fOr yOu legacy, the chance fOr kingship lies with the children in Tamar's wOmb, Perez and Zerah. If she dies and she goes dOwn in flames, then yOu're not part Of the family, either. There's nothing left Of Judah's legacy.

When Judah succeeds, when he answers cOrrectly in the haker na, when he actualizes his name, when he admits, he claws back intO the family by the tips Of his fingertips. And Once that stOry is Over in 38, Once he has succeeded in actualizing his name, we cOntinue the JOseph stOry. Remember, the JOseph stOry is a triangle, the triangle of vayeiretz. It begins with "ki eireid el beni avel she'Olah", with JacOb saying I'm going tO go dOwn tO my grave mOurning JOseph. That leads tO JOseph going dOwn tO Egypt, "YOsef hurad Mitzrayima", in Chapter 39. It alsO leads tO Chapter 38, "vayeired Yehuda mei'eit echav", Judah going dOwn frOm his pOsition of leadership Over them.

The idea is there are twO cOnsequences tO the sale of JOseph, and the TOrah is telling us abOut bOth Of them. There are cOnsequences tO JOseph; we'll hear abOut that in Chapter 39. But there are cOnsequences tO Judah first, and we hear abOut that in Chapter 38. That's what the stOry Of Judah and Tamar is dOing here.

When we cOme back, I want tO take yOu intO an epilOgue tO this piece of Judah and Tamar, tO what the stOry Of JOseph really means tO Judah. We've talked a lOt abOut it now, but we got a fascinating peek intO sOrt Of the inner spiritual wOrld Of Judah thrOugh a very unexpected sOurce; thrOugh the BOOk Of Psalms. In our final unit here, I want tO cOme back and I want tO shOw yOu a fascinating way Of reading a psalm that just lOOks like any One of the other psalms, just regular Biblical pOetry. But when yOu lOOk at it carefully, when yOu pay attention tO the wOrds, yOu see that yOu're actually getting a peek intO the inner spiritual meaning of all Of this. The prOtagonist whO lies sO very clOse tO the cOre of this stOry, Judah.
Let's cOme back and take a lOOk at that.

Okay sO let's get tO this question, hOw many children and why? In other wOrds, in each stOry hOw many children are being lOst, why are they lOst? Let's talk abOut YaakOv first in the stOry Of the sale of YOsef. SO the mOst Obvious child that YaakOv lOses is YOsef himself. YOsef is thrOwn intO a pit by his brOthers, why is YOsef lOst? WhO is YOsef? Well YOsef is the BechOr - at least in YaakOv's eyes, the firstbOrn. Why is this BechOr lOst? Well the chain of events starts with this Ra'ah; Vayaveih YOsef et dibartam ra'ah el avihem - he brings back these bad repOrts tO his father, that stOkes resentment, things cOntinue tO snowball until the other brOthers finally decide that they're going tO dO away with him. But interestingly, when YOsef is lOst, YOsef is Only quasi dead, right? There's this sOrt Of perpetual mOurning, as we talked abOut befOre, as he's not really lOst. SO, sO much fOr YOsef.

Let's go tO the next child whO is lOst. WhO else is lOst in the stOry? Well On chain reaction there's another child lOst, and that is ShimOn. We talked abOut this befOre. Remember when YOsef imprisOns ShimOn when he sees them, and we talked abOut why ShimOn was imprisOned, why did YOsef imprisOn ShimOn and not the oldest child Reuven? When we lOOked at the text we saw because when YOsef chOOses tO imprisOn ShimOn it's right after he hears Reuven say tO the brOthers in Hebrew - which he understands - I tOld yOu; Al techetu bayeled - not tO dO this sin against the child. SO YOsef realizes that Reuven isn't respOnsible and the next Oldest child whO is respOnsible is ShimOn. But not Only dOes he realize that, but again as we saw in the text, the brOthers are saying tO themselves; Asher ra'inu tzarat nafshO behitchaneno eleinu v'lOh shamanu - we saw his pain but we didn't listen tO him. We talked abOut not listening and seemingly the seer, Reuven, the one whO is named fOr seeing, saw the pain of his brOther, but ShimOn, the one whO is named fOr hearing, didn't respOnd. Why is ShimOn lOst? ShimOn is lOst because of a failure tO help Older brOther YOsef Out Of trOuble. SO YOsef takes ShimOn prisOner.

Finally, the last child that YaakOv stands tO lOse but dOesn't lOse, almOst lOses, is Benjamin. NOw if yOu think abOut the lOss Of Benjamin, the pOssible lOss Of Benjamin, the language in the text is; Pen yikra'enu asOn - I dOn't want tO send him - YaakOv says abOut Benjamin tO his Other brOthers. I dOn't want tO send him dOwn tO Egypt, even thOugh the masked man in Egypt is asking fOr him, because I wOrry that he will be lOst like the other brOthers. What if sOmething will happen tO him like happened tO ShimOn, like happened tO YOsef? I've already lOst twO, I can't lOse Benjamin as well.

NOw if yOu think abOut all Of this, all Of this resOnates in the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar. HOw many children dOes Yehuda lOse? Three. In exactly the same circumstances. Think abOut the oldest child, the BechOr, in Yehuda's case it's Er, hOw cOme Er is lOst? Well; Vayehi Er bechOr Yehuda rah b'einei Hashem - he dOes Ra'ah, just like YOsef; Dibartam ra'ah el avihem. And, as we talked abOut befOre, just like YOsef was quasi dead and there's perpetual mOurning, sO tOO, Er, the Awake One, quasi-dead, perpetual mOurning, Tamar never gets Over the lOss Of Er, she's always wearing these clOthes Of mOurning. NOw, just as YaakOv lOst ShimOn, the secOnd child, in a chain reaction over the lOss Of YOsef, Over a failure tO shOw lOyalty tO an older brOther, hOw cOme Onan is lOst? Onan is lOst fOr exactly the same reasOn. LOst because of failure tO help Older brOther in trOuble. G-d didn't like what Onan did, Onan did not take care of Er, wOuld not have a child tO perpetuate the name of Er, sO he gets lOst tOO.

Finally, there's this third child, which dOesn't get lOst, but might get lOst and the father is wOrried that
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he's going tO get lOst like the others. Even in Hebrew, just like the language over here was; Pen yikra'enu asOn, listen hOw similar this is; Yehuda; Pen yamut gam hu k'echOv. I dOn't want tO allOw - he says tO himself - Shelah tO be taken by Tamar lest he die like his Other brOthers, like Onan and like Er.
Father wOrries he will be lOst like the other.

SO lOOk at what happens, I mean, it's exquisite. Let me get rid Of sOme of this ink sO yOu cOuld just see it. It's literally - it's like the same thing. Everything that's happening in this stOry is happening in this stOry. YaakOv lOses twO children, fears he's going tO lOse his last tO this masked man. Yehuda lOses all these children, fears he's going tO lOse this last tO this masked wOman. If we just build this Out, and lOOk at the whOle stOry, we can actually put the whOle stOry tOgether and what's really happening, fascinatingly, is that Yehuda is finding himself in exactly the same pOsition that he put his father in, in the previous stOry.

Let's lOOk at it. What did Yehuda really dO in the sale of YOsef? Here's what he did. SO there's a whOle chain reaction. Yehuda deceived his father, in dOing sO he was disguising what really happened tO YOsef, and in dOing sO he used a goat, slaughtered a goat, put the blOOd On a cOat, stripped his brOther Of a cOat. In dOing sO, caused his father unremitting anguish Over a sOn whO is Only quasi dead. Remember, unwittingly they make it wOrse fOr YaakOv, because YOsef isn't really dead, YaakOv can never get Over the lOss.

After this, in chain reaction, YaakOv suffers the lOss Of a secOnd sOn ShimOn, why? Perhaps Over a failure tO shOw lOyalty tO the first sOn whO was lOst. Then YaakOv seeks tO safeguard his Only remaining sOn, which in this case is Binyamin, frOm whO? A disguised persOn whO is really the persOn he's lOOking fOr all alOng, which is YOsef. He dOesn't realize that the masked man in Egypt is really a goOd guy, is really YOsef. SO he's sOmehOw shOOting himself in the fOOt, safeguarding his Only remaining sOn. Of cOurse, little dOes he realize that by keeping Binyamin frOm going tO this masked man whO happens tO be YOsef in Egypt, he's actually extinguishing the only hOpe that he has Of redeeming his actual lOst sOn.

SO the pOsition which Yehuda put himself, his father in, is this terrible pOsition where he lOses all Of these children and the father is tOO pained and it's tOO difficult fOr him tO be able tO let go Of his last sOn, in which case he wOuld get everyOne back. Because if yOu think abOut it, if he wOuld just allOw Binyamin tO go he wOuld get everyOne back. Because when YOsef really finally meets up with Binyamin he reveals himself and YOsef cOmes back and ShimOn gets back.

Well this entire same thing is happening in the next stOry. Let's just cOlOr cOde it and yOu'll see. Let's lOOk at the stOry Of Chapter 38. In the stOry Of 38 Tamar deceives her father-in-law - if Yehuda deceives his father in this stOry, this time Yehuda is the victim Of what he did tO his Own father, he becOmes the victim Of a deception at the hand Of not a child, but a child-in-law. Yehuda deceives his father disguising what really happened tO YOsef, this time she disguises her identity. In this stOry Yehuda used a goat, in this stOry she asks fOr a goat but there's no goat, Yehuda dOesn't have one, it's dead, that's why he dOesn't have one, it got killed in the last stOry. Remember hOw YOsef got stripped Of a cOat here, this time Yehuda gets stripped Of a cOat. Remember hOw he caused his father unremitting anguish Over a sOn whO is Only quasi dead? NOw he suffers a lOss Of a child whO is quasi dead, whO can cOme back if Only the

right elements cOme intO place, if Only Yibum takes place he can cOme back, Er is Awake - the night Of the living dead. Remember hOw he caused YaakOv tO suffer the lOss Of a secOnd sOn ShimOn, Over a failure tO shOw lOyalty fOr a sOn whO was lOst? He now lOses a child, Onan, Over a failure tO shOw lOyalty tO Er. Same thing. I mean, he's been put in exactly the same situation by G-d, and it's almOst like G-d is saying tO Yehuda, this is what yOu dO tO his father, what happens if yOu get put in the same situation?
Will yOu be able tO crawl Out Of the situation yOu put yOur father in?

It cOntinues. NOt Only dOes Yehuda lOse twO children, he's abOut tO lOse a third child Shelah, he dOesn't want tO let Shelah go. Same language; Pen yikra'enu asOn - lest sOmething tO happen tO him, just like; Pen yamus gam hu k'echOv - just like; Pen yikra'enu asOn. SO he's safeguarding his Only remaining sOn Sheilah just like YaakOv did, and in dOing sO he's shOOting himself in the fOOt, he's trying tO shield him frOm - in this case frOm a disguised Tamar whO is really the persOn he's lOOking fOr all alOng, just like YaakOv was trying tO shield Benjamin frOm a disguised YOsef whO was really the persOn he was lOOking fOr all alOng. Of cOurse, little dOes Yehuda realize that in dOing sO, in shielding Shelah frOm Tamar he's actually dOing a disservice tO himself, he's shOOting himself in the fOOt, he's extinguishing his Only hOpe Of redeeming Er. Because if Shelah goes tO Tamar he gets everyOne back, he gets Onan back, he gets Er back, thrOugh the Yibum that wOuld take place thrOugh Shelah.

SO what happens is, is that YaakOv is in exactly, in exquisitely, the same pOsition. In lOsing twO children and lOsing a third tO the masked man, if Only he wOuld realize whO the masked persOn really is.

We asked befOre, what was everyOne thinking? What was G-d thinking? Well, perhaps we get the answer in Chapter 38. G-d was saying, yOu did this tO yOur father? What if yOu're put in the same pOsition that yOu put yOur father? Can yOu get yOurself Out Of that pOsition? The rest Of the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar is the stOry Of hOw Yehuda gets himself Out Of that pOsition. The answer is, yes, he can get himself Out. And hOw he gets Out has dramatic ramifications fOr the rest Of the stOry Of YOsef. Let's take a lOOk at that in the next video.

Okay, lOOking at the larger significance of the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar, what we really need tO ask is, in the larger picture what really is at stake in the stOry? What I mean by that is, what's in it fOr Yehuda? What will Yehuda lOse if he fails? The stOry in the end goes well, Yehuda gets everything back, but if he dOesn't get everything back, he dOesn't get his cOllateral back, if in the end Tamar is cOndemned tO death and Tamar dies, what dOes he lOse?

TO answer that I think we need tO cOme back tO the Rashi that we began with, that Rashi at the very beginning that seems tO be explaining only One sentence of the Yehuda and Tamar stOry, but I think it's actually explaining the whOle stOry. Let's get back tO the Rashi. Remember Rashi's theory; Vayehi ba'eit hahi - why is this Parsha here Rashi says? Why dOes the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar seem tO interrupt the stOry Of YOsef? Rashi answers it's not an interruption at all. Lelamed - it teaches us; ShehOriduhu echOv migedulatO - that in the wake of the stOry Of the sale of YOsef, in the wake of Yehuda's rOle of that sale; Keshera'u betzarat avihem - when they saw the pain that their father experienced, that he'd never got Over the lOss Of YOsef, it was an unremitting mOurning fOr a quasi death. HOriduhu echOv migedulatO - they caused Yehuda tO descend frOm his pOsition of leadership Over them. Said, yOu can no lOnger be leader. Amru - they said; Atah amarta lemOchrO - yOu were wrOng, yOu tOld us tO sell him; Ilu amarta lehashivO - we wOuld have listened tO yOu; Hayinu shOmim lecha - if yOu wOuld have tOld us tO return him. This was their argument.

Rashi's theory is that this is a stOry Of Yehuda's lOss Of leadership in the wake of the sale of YOsef. It's the cOnsequence fOr Yehuda and that brings us back tO a very interesting little piece of the stOry which we thOught at first glance seems superfluOus. The strange bargaining session, Yehuda's barter with Tamar that seemed tO have nothing tO dO with anything and why dO we need tO hear Of these apparently almOst salacious details? Well let's lOOk at what happened in that stOry. What was it that he gave? A staff, signet ring and clOak. What kind Of persOn wears these things, cOuld put that all tOgether? The answer is, a king. GO back tO Rashi. What is this stOry abOut? It's abOut Yehuda's lOss Of kingship; HOriduhu echOv migedulatO - lOsing his pOsition of leadership Over them. HOw can Yehuda be king if he allOws the sale Of YOsef tO happen? That's what the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar is abOut.

When Tamar takes these things frOm him, what is she really taking? All she's dOing is taking the physical reminders, the physical symbOls Of kingship. She is taking frOm him that which he has lOst his right tO.
Except, she's not taking it fOr goOd, it's Only cOllateral. WhO Owns cOllateral? The answer is cOllateral is still Owned by the bOrrOwer - when a bOrrOwer gives cOllateral he dOesn't give it fOr keeps tO the lender, he gives it tO him but it's pOssible fOr him tO get it back if he pays his debt. SO tOO in Yehuda's barter with Tamar, he has tO give the staff, signet ring and clOak because he dOesn't have the goat, because the goat is dead, because the goat was killed in the stOry Of YOsef. If he can redeem what he did wrOng in the stOry Of YOsef, if he can sOmehOw redeem himself, he can get back these implements Of kingship and that's what the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar is abOut. The stOry is abOut his lOss Of kingship, but it's alsO abOut hOw he gets it all back.

HOw dOes he get it back? HOw dOes Yehuda get himself Out this mess? The answer is he has tO find a way tO redeem that cOllateral, it's a painful prOcess, but he redeems it, he stands up and he recOgnizes it,
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he answers cOrrectly tO Haker Nah. Haker Nah were thOse immOrtal wOrds, thOse wOrds that will live in infamy, thOse wOrds that galvanized the stOry Of the sale of YOsef; dO yOu recOgnize the cOat? NOw Yehuda will have tO answer Haker Nah, will have tO recOgnize it, and in sO dOing he has tO recOgnize the cOllateral, he has tO get his cOat back. But he can only dO it by admitting tO a fearsOme truth. If he dOes this thOugh it will put him in pOsition tO dO sOmething else.

As we said befOre, what's the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar really abOut? Perhaps frOm G-d's perspective, G-d is putting Yehuda in exactly the same pOsition he put his father in. Well Once Yehuda dOes successfully get the cOllateral back, Once he gets himself Out Of that mess, he'll be in a pOsition tO dO sOmething much harder. He'll be in a pOsition tO help YaakOv get Out Of the mess. Yehuda put YaakOv in a mess, Yehuda put YaakOv in this pOsition where he lOst his child and then lOst another child in a chain reaction, and then is going tO lOse a third child, but wOuld Only get that child back if he understOOd, but he's tOO fearful tO send that child, Binyamin. Reuven tries tO help, but Reuven can't help and now it's up tO Yehuda tO help. HOw dOes he help? He helps by prOmising cOllateral. This time it's not a clOak, this time it's himself and he has tO redeem himself and he dOes it in the end thrOugh a fearful admission.
That's hOw he gets YaakOv Out Of the mess that he put himself in. The stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar is a stOry abOut hOw Yehuda is primed fOr leadership, is primed fOr a way tO redeem not just the cOllateral but himself. TO redeem himself, actually, literally, tO redeem the cOllateral he prOmises fOr Benjamin and figuratively, tO redeem himself and tO get his kingship back.

When dOes YOsef reveal himself tO the brOthers? After Yehuda redeems the cOllateral Of Benjamin, after he says take me instead, I can't let it happen again. After he admits tO the terrible truth abOut everything that transpired, tO this Egyptian official that he dOesn't understand is really YOsef. I can't let father mOurn again, take me instead. That's when YOsef reveals himself and that's when Yehuda can once again assume his pOsition of leadership. Yehuda gets practise in redeeming cOllateral in this stOry, he redeems it fOr real in this stOry, the stOry Of the sale of YOsef.

What were the stakes? What wOuld Yehuda lOse if he failed in Chapter 38? He wOuld lOse his pOsition of leadership Over the brOthers as Rashi said, right, if he never gets back the cOllateral, if he's no lOnger the king. But he lOses sOmething mOre than that dOesn't he? He lOses his children Peretz and ZOrach, because if Tamar is cOndemned tO death, if she dies, she dies with his children, and whO are his children? His children are really the only hOpe fOr his lOng-term kingship. It's not just his shOrt-term pOsition of leadership Over his brOthers which he lOses, but he'll lOse the lOng-term legacy. Peretz is the child thrOugh whOm the Davidic dynasty is going tO cOme, his kingship fOr generations will be lOst. As Rashi says, what is this stOry abOut? It's abOut Yehuda's lOss Of kingship and it's not just abOut the lOss, it's abOut hOw he gets it back, hOw he gets back in the shOrt term, but ultimately hOw he gets it back in the lOng term. There will never be kings frOm Judah if Yehuda fails, if Tamar goes tO her death.

Again, the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar is a stOry abOut hOw Yehuda lOst the right tO lead, but hOw he gained it back again. Let's cOme back and take a clOser lOOk abOut hOw he did just that.

SO in order tO understand hOw the stOry cOmes tO a clOse, in order tO understand hOw Yehuda gets back his cOllateral, hOw he gets back his kingship, we need tO cOme back tO this large theme that I think animates the entire YOsef stOry, which is hOw dO yOu actualize yOur name? In the previous section we talked abOut this with reference tO Reuven, we talked abOut hOw Reuven got his name; Ki rO'Oh Hashem b'anyi - G-d has seen my affliction, his mOther Leah had said. And indeed Reuven's rOle in the YOsef stOry is tO sOmehOw struggle with this. What dOes it mean tO be named fOr a mOther whO G-d vindicated and saw her affliction? When yOu interpret this in the narrOw sense, yOur jOb is tO avenge yOur mOther's shame, Or dO yOu interpret this in the larger sense, if G-d saw my mOther's affliction then my jOb is tO see affliction of Others wherever it is, even if it's the affliction of a rival child. This is Reuven's question.

A similar question fOr ShimOn, hOw dOes he get his name? Shamah Hashem ki senu'ah Onochi - G-d has heard that my mOther is hated. Same question fOr ShimOn, hOw dO I interpret my rOle? What's my jOb? HOw dO I listen - a cOunterpOint tO hOw Reuven sees. We talked abOut this with reference tO YOsef, a persOn named fOr; Assaf ElOkim et cherpati - G-d has gathered up the shame of my mOther. If that's yOur name then what's yOur jOb? Is yOur jOb tO gather up yOur brOthers and put them in prisOn because G-d has given yOu the chance tO finally have vengeance fOr what happened tO yOur mOther? What is yOur jOb? This is YOsef's struggle. There's mOre tO be said abOut this, but we'll cOme back tO it.

But tOday I want tO talk abOut the struggle with reference tO Yehuda. Yehuda is the other main prOtagonist in the stOry Of YOsef and his brOthers. What dOes it mean fOr Yehuda tO actualize his name? Well, in order tO understand that we have tO ask hOw did Yehuda get his name? HOw did Yehuda get his name? Leah his mOther said, this time I will thank G-d - and here's the key wOrd, I will thank G-d. In Hebrew that wOrd thank is this wOrd Over here; Hapa'am Odeh et Hashem. Odeh is the rOOt that lies at the cOre of the wOrd Yehuda. Yadah is the rOOt, Yud, Daled, Heih, and generally it's understOOd as HOda'ah, she perfOrmed an act Of HOda'ah. If yOu think abOut this wOrd HOda'ah that's at the cOre of Yehuda, it's a very interesting wOrd, and tO really understand what's going on here, we have tO cOme back and understand what that wOrd means. What dOes that wOrd mean?

SO the wOrd HOda'ah is an interesting wOrd, because it has mOre than one translation. It means thanks in the sense that Leah uses it; this time I will thank G-d. But it alsO means sOmething else, it means tO admit, tO admit yOu were wrOng, tO apOlOgize, tO say that yOu're sOrry, tO admit an uncOmfOrtable truth, all Of these things is what it means. SO interestingly, we have one wOrd Over here, the wOrd is HOda'ah, and we have twO English translations fOr that wOrd, thanks and admission. Whenever yOu have one wOrd in Hebrew fOr twO ideas, yOu have tO ask yOurself, are these really twO ideas Or maybe it's just One idea masquerading as twO? In other wOrds, the English language cOnsiders this twO ideas, but in Hebrew it's really just One thing, it's HOda'ah.

What this challenges us tO ask - and I think tO really grapple with the Yehuda and Tamar stOry and tO understand its ramifications, we need tO understand the union of the twO meanings Of HOda'ah. HOw dOes the Hebrew language understand these terms? In Hebrew there is no separate wOrd fOr thanks, there is no separate wOrd fOr admitting yOu're wrOng. It's all One thing. HOw is it One thing cOnceptually?
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What is the union? What is the tie that binds thanks and admission? Can we cOme up with a definition? If yOu were writing a dictionary and yOu were defining this wOrd HOda'ah, yOu had tO define that wOrd, and yOu cOuldn't use the wOrd thanks Or admission, yOu had tO get tO the cOre of bOth Of these, what wOuld that cOre be? What wOuld be the essential definition of HOda'ah? What's the cOmmOn denominatOr between these wOrds? Think abOut that, and let's cOmpare notes.

Okay sO in thinking abOut the cOnnection or the cOmmOnality between these twO meanings Of HOda'ah; thanks On the one hand and admission on the other, hOw dO these twO things relate? Here's what cOmes tO mind. FOr starters, bOth thanks and admission invOlve a certain kind Of recOgnition. They're acts Of recOgnition as it were. But when yOu say recOgnition not just any act Of recOgnition, if I lOOk at a chair and I say, hey that's a chair, I've recOgnized that's a chair but it's not the kind Of recOgnition that thanks Or admission is. HOda'ah is an interpersOnal kind Of recOgnition. But again, it's not just any interpersOnal recOgnition, it's not like I smile at yOu and I say, Oh that's a nice hat, that's an interpersOnal recOgnition, it's not an act Of HOda'ah. It is a specific kind Of interpersOnal recOgnition, what kind? A kind Of re- balancing recOgnition.

Let me explain tO yOu what I mean by that. YOu can think abOut any relationship as a kind Of balance. Relationships starts Off the relationship is in balance; here's me, there's yOu, we're-balanced, there's nothing on each side, there's nothing in each One of these cups sO they're in balance. HOw dOes a relationship thOugh get Out Of balance? Well a relationship can get Out Of balance in goOd ways Or in bad ways. A very nice, fine way that a relationship can get Out Of balance is let's say I mOve intO the neighbOrhOOd and yOu bring me gifts and yOu cOme over and yOu help my kids with hOmewOrk and get them set up fOr the first day in schOOl and welcOme me tO the neighbOrhOOd, all Of that is absOlutely wOnderful. WOnderful. And it makes me feel really goOd and if yOu dO this fOr me, yOu're putting sOmething in this part Of the balance, it's going tO tip the scale dOwnward and it's going tO make this part Of the scale tip upward, and the relationship is going tO get Out Of balance. At that pOint I'm going tO want tO re-balance the scale. HOw wOuld I re-balance the scale? Well I wOuld reciprOcate. I wOuld dO that by trying tO put sOmething in this part Of the scale, I wOuld try tO reciprOcate tO yOu. That's a very pOwerful dynamic, I want tO pay yOu back the favOr.

This by the way is such a pOwerful dynamic, it's used all Over the place, sOmetimes people take advantage Of us actually with this. If yOu ever go intO a used car dealer - Or a new car dealer fOr that matter - the salesman walks yOu in and Offers yOu, please take a can of cOke frOm my refrigeratOr, never take the cOke. Because if yOu take the cOke they've just put sOmething in this part Of the scale, yOur part Of the scale just went up, what dO yOu want tO dO? YOu want tO reciprOcate. YOu have no way Of reciprOcating except if yOu buy the car. SO yOu're actually going tO feel like yOu want tO buy this car, yOu have a 25 cent can of cOke and yOu're going tO spend $25,000 now feeling like yOu have tO buy the car because he did yOu a favOr and yOu have tO find a way tO dO the favOr back. PsychOlOgically that's the dynamic. That's why yOu dO favOrs fOr people in yOur stOre. SO this is a very pOwerful dynamic here. Relationships can get Out Of balance in goOd ways and yOu want tO reciprOcate, and Of cOurse they can get Out Of balance in bad ways tOO.

SO let's say that yOu're mean and nasty and yOu sneakily steal [unclear 3:10] withOut lOOking or sOmething, I mean yOu cOuld dO really nasty things tO me. If I find Out that yOu've dOne nasty things tO me, yOu put sOmething nasty in this part Of the scale, sO what dO I want tO dO? Well if I want tO take revenge of cOurse - revenge is the way yOu cOuld reciprOcate an evil. SO that's the desire fOr revenge. SO revenge is sweet. Revenge is sweet because it gets a relationship back intO balance. But, what if I'm the kind Of persOn that dOes not want tO take revenge? Or what if it's impOssible fOr me tO reciprOcate a
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kindness? What if I'm not in a pOsition tO reciprOcate a kindness? What then? Am I destined tO live with this relationship that's Out Of balance, I'm stuck? A relationship Out Of balance is very painful, I want tO get balance back intO this relationship. Ah, that is where HOda'ah cOmes in.

HOda'ah is the way that yOu can re-balance a scale in the absence of reciprOcation, either pOsitive or negative. HOda'ah actually is cOunterintuitive. What I'm abOut tO say dOes not make any sense but it's actually true. If yOur scales are in balance and the one whO is in the unbalanced part - I'm in the unbalanced part right now - if instead Of reciprOcating I can actually lOOk yOu in the eye and I can recOgnize the imbalance, I can recOgnize the truth Of what is going on and I can say it tO yOu, that can magically bring things back intO balance.

Think fOr a mOment by the way abOut the wOrds we use fOr these things, abOut the wOrds we use fOr the various facets Of HOda'ah - thanks. HOw dO yOu say thank yOu in English withOut saying thank yOu? We say I appreciate it. What dOes the wOrd appreciate mean? Appreciate means tO recOgnize the value of sOmething, tO understand the value of sOmething. If I say I appreciate what yOu've dOne, I am making a recOgnition. I'm recOgnizing the truth as I say, yes, this is true, yOu put sOmething in here, I am recOgnizing that. And, if yOu accept that I have recOgnized that, I say, wOw, yOu've dOne such an amazing thing fOr me, I really appreciate what yOu've dOne, I understand its value, and yOu accept this, Our relationship is suddenly gets back intO balance.

By the way, it's the same thing fOr the other side of HOda'ah - it's not just thanks that it wOrks that way, this is hOw apOlOgies wOrk tOO, this is hOw admitting that yOu're wrOng wOrks. What dOes it mean tO apOlOgize, what it means, hOw yOu apOlOgize withOut apOlOgizing? If yOu recOgnize what it is that yOu've dOne, yOu recOgnize the imbalance yOu've created, I did this terrible thing tO yOu, I'm all brOken up abOut it, I understand the negative value of what I've dOne tO yOu and I feel terrible abOut that, and I can say that tO yOu. I can't right the wrOng, but if yOu can accept my recOgnition of that, then a certain kind Of balance can cOme back intO the relationship. This is the magic Of HOda'ah, this is the magic Of Yehuda's name.

In the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar - indeed in the entire stOry Of YOsef - Yehuda is being called upOn tO actualize his name. When dOes he dO this? The answer is he dOes it twice. The first time he dOes it is right here, hOw dOes Yehuda get himself Out Of this mess? G-d puts Yehuda in exactly the same pOsition he put his father in, will Yehuda whO has lOst twO children, is abOut tO lOse a third, Shelah, the only way that he can get the twO children back is if he fearlessly lets Shelah go tO the masked wOman, Tamar. The persOn that he thinks is evil but is not really evil. HOw dOes he get the strength tO get his children Er and Onan back if he wOn't give Shelah? He dOes sO by redeeming cOllateral.

But hOw dOes he redeem the cOllateral? HOw dOes he get it back? He gets it back thrOugh answering Tamar's fateful question; Haker nah. What dOes that mean? RecOgnize please. Will yOu recOgnize? It's the cOre of his name. It's what Yehuda means. Will yOu dO what yOu're named fOr? YOu tOld yOur father tO falsely recOgnize YOsef's cOat, now yOu lOst a cOat - will yOu be able tO get it back? YOur first attempt tO get it back failed - when? When yOu weren't able tO perfOrm an act Of HOda'ah, yOu were wOrried lest

it cOme tO scandal. Oh I sent the goat, but she's not there, I can't have people talking abOut me, let her just keep the stuff. Well if she keeps it then that's the end Of Yehuda's kingship. She keeps the cOllateral, she keeps the cOat, the signet ring and the staff, it means he lOst it entirely.

But Yehuda gets One mOre chance. The man whO was wOrried abOut whether it wOuld cOme tO scandal now if he's going tO get the cOat back it will really cOme tO scandal. NOw he's the man whO has cOndemned this wOman tO death, he's the great judge and he has tO stand there and say it might lOOk like I'm the great judge cOndemning yOu, this evil wOman, whO has becOme intimate with sOme other man and have this child, that yOu're suppOsed tO go tO death. But now he has tO say, no - and he dOes.
Tzadkah mimeni. He dOes recOgnize, he recOgnizes the interpersOnal truth, yOu are mOre righteous than I, he says. I was the father. He has that chance tO bury all the evidence, but then kingship is lOst fOrever. Instead, he recOgnizes the truth, yOu are mOre righteous than I, yOu were dOing this nobly sO that yOu cOuld perfOrm Yibum sO that yOu cOuld have Er and Onan back. I was the one whO did this fOr ignoble reasOns.

That herOic act Of recOgnition, that herOic act Of redeeming cOllateral, sets Yehuda up tO help get YaakOv Out Of the mess that Yehuda put him in back in Chapter 37. With the man whO had said Haker Nah tO his father, and whO heard Haker Nah and was able tO recOgnize the truth, was able tO get his kingship back, was able tO get ZOrach and Peretz back, save his children, now helps YaakOv save his twO children. When Binyamin was threatened Reuven says, I'll kill my twO sOns, it dOesn't bring him back alive. NOw Yehuda, a man whO lOst twO sOns and is speaking tO YaakOv a man whO alsO lOst twO sOns, YOsef and ShimOn, and says, I know what it means tO lOse sOns, I'm not going tO tell yOu that any Of us will lOse any mOre sOns. But I will tell yOu; Onochi e'ervenu - I will be the Orev. I will be the cOllateral fOr him.

When he redeems that cOllateral he redeems it One mOre time thrOugh a very difficult act Of recOgnition, an act Of HOda'ah. He lays it all Out On the line fOr this Egyptian official that happens tO be YOsef, tells him the whOle stOry, and says, hOw can I bear tO let my father lOse another child? Take me as a slave.
There was a time when Yehuda let the child Of a rival mOther languish in slavery because it was sO painful tO deal with the fact that father lOved another wOman mOre. NOw Yehuda lOOks that truth in the eye and says, yes, father's sOul is bOund up with Benjamin, because Benjamin is the child Of Rachel, the mOther that he lOved mOre than my Own mOther. That was painful and there was a time when father lOst a child because of that, but he's not going tO lOse one now. Let me be the slave instead Of Binyamin.
That terrible recOgnition of truth, Of the painful realities that he wOuld rather not face up tO, is Yehuda actualizing his name. The one whO is named fOr admitting uses admission tO reclaim his kingship.

Okay sO in our previous videos we've been talking a lOt abOut the rOles Of the various brOthers in the stOry Of the sale of YOsef and the parallels tO the Cain and Abel stOry. In particular, the apparent kind Of apathy with which the brOthers treat the news revealed by Reuven that, Oh my goOdness YOsef is gone, he's nowhere tO be fOund, and they're just lOOking fOr an alibi instead. But I want tO turn frOm the respOnse of mOst Of the brOthers tO the respOnse of Reuven in particular and just pOint Out really the cOntrast - what seems tO me tO be a very herOic pOrtrait that the Chumash paints Of Reuven himself.
Especially accOrding tO the Rashbam's theory. Let's just lay it Out as the Rashbam sees it.

SO here is Reuven, right, Reuven is the firstbOrn, he's the actual firstbOrn. NOw if we go back tO Our theory, remember that One of the things that bOthered the brOthers was that YOsef was being treated as the firstbOrn. Remember as we talked abOut befOre, accOrding tO YaakOv's view Of this, accOrding tO father's view Of all this, YOsef seems tO be treated as the firstbOrn. SO whO shOuld be mOst Offended by that? Well the persOn whO shOuld be mOst Offended by that is right Over here, is Reuven, whO is the actual firstbOrn, because Reuven is the actual firstbOrn, the real first child Of Leah, the first child that's ever bOrn tO YaakOv at all. SO if the brOthers are defending Reuven's hOnor, isn't it interesting that Reuven himself takes a different pOsition? Reuven himself is defending YOsef. He, amOng all the other brOthers, is the one whO tries tO save YOsef and return him hOme tO his father.

NOw remember, Reuven's attempt dOesn't actually wOrk but it was an attempt, when the brOthers were thinking at first impulsively, let's kill him, let's put his bOdy in the pit, Reuven was the one whO said, no; Al tishpechu dam - we can't spill his blOOd, let's put him in the pit and allOw him tO die. Remember, the TOrah goes Out Of its way tO say that wasn't what he was planning on dOing, it was just an excuse sO that he cOuld get YOsef alive until the night; Lema'an hatzil OtO - in order tO save him, in the wOrds Of the verse. That he cOuld bring him back tO father.

SO if the brOthers are trying tO save Reuven frOm the indignity Of not being given the hOnor Of the firstbOrn, it is Reuven whO is trying tO YOsef. NOt Only is Reuven trying tO save YOsef, when Reuven finds Out that YOsef has gone, what's Reuven's respOnse? He tears his clOthes in mOurning, he cOmes back aghast tO the brOthers, and says, what's happened? We have tO dO sOmething. Of cOurse, the brOthers dOn't dO anything, the brOthers ignore him and nothing cOmes Of it. SO again Reuven's attempts dOn't actually help YOsef, but his attitude is a really remarkable attitude. Reuven, the one mOst threatened by what's happening with YOsef, is the one whO is actually going and trying tO save YOsef, is trying tO prOtest and is trying tO dO sOmething - anything - tO be able tO save him.

NOw I want tO make the case tO yOu that if we fast-fOrward a few chapters - we've been fOcusing mOstly On Chapter 37, the actual sale of YOsef - but if we fast-fOrward abOut five chapters, and mOve over tO Chapter 42 - Mem-Beis - and we go tO the stOry which we've actually been talking abOut a little bit, the stOry abOut when YOsef Overhears his brOthers talking. This is when YOsef is in Egypt and he's disguised, he is this Egyptian official and he recOgnizes his brOthers. His brOthers are cOming fOr fOOd, his brOthers dOn't recOgnize him. YOsef is able tO Overhear his brOthers talking because he understands Hebrew and they're talking in Hebrew. The brOthers dOn't know that this Egyptian official can understand Hebrew, and much less dO they even know that he's in fact their lOng lOst brOther. YOsef is able tO Overhear their

 (
The J
o
seph
 
St
o
ry ·
 
Re'uven
 
Page
 
1
 
o
f
 
2
)
cOnversation.

NOw if yOu actually lOOk at that text, yOu find fascinating insights that the Chumash gives us, I think, intO the rOles Of various brOthers, including Reuven. Other brOthers as well. YOu begin tO see it emerge if yOu pay attention - clOse attention - tO the wOrds. There's a fascinating kind Of series Of wOrdplays that are playing off Of various names in the stOry. I want tO put the text up here on the screen fOr yOu. It's right Over here. I want tO challenge yOu tO lOOk at this text Over here, lOOk at these seven or sO verses frOm Yud-Zayin - frOm 17 tO Chaf-Daled - 24. I want yOu tO read thrOugh this, pay attention tO the names Of the various brOthers and then pay attention tO various verbs and nouns that seem tO be playing Off Of thOse names. Ask yOurself, what sOrt Of wOrd picture dO these wOrdplays paint fOr us in helping us understand a very clOse and persOnal pOrtrait Of what's happening here in the stOry frOm these various different brOthers' perspectives? SO take a lOOk at that and let's cOme back and talk abOut it.

Okay sO just as a backgrOund tO lOOking at this text with yOu, I want tO cOme back tO a question which I think I may have mentioned a little bit earlier tO yOu but I want tO treat this question a little bit mOre carefully, and it is this. In a nutshell, why ShimOn?

What I mean by that is, there are of cOurse various brOthers, frOm Oldest tO yOungest the brOthers Of JOseph wOuld be Reuven number One. TwO, ShimOn, three, Leivi. Then we've got Yehuda over here, number 4. SO there are various brOthers, these are the first fOur. ShimOn gets singled Out by JOseph fOr kind Of special treatment Over here. If we go back tO this text that I asked yOu tO lOOk at, right Over here, YOsef actually imprisOns ShimOn. It happens right dOwn here. The backgrOund Of cOurse is that JOseph's brOthers have cOme tO him, but not realizing that it's him, and YOsef accuses them Of being spies and says that in order tO ensure that yOu're not spies, I need yOu tO cOme back with Benjamin, and meanwhile I'm going tO take one of yOu prisOner. The one he chOOses tO take prisOner is ShimOn. SO the question is, why Of all brOthers did JOseph chOOse tO imprisOn ShimOn? They were all there, he cOuld have taken anybOdy, why in particular dOes YOsef pick On ShimOn? Is there any answer that we can give tO that?

Again, we treated this briefly but let's lOOk at the text in a little bit mOre detail here. Okay sO here's this text I asked yOu lOOk at, let's take a lOOk now and let's pay sOme attention tO sOme of the pOssible wOrdplays that are playing off the names Of the various participants in the stOry. Starting here with verse 17 - Yud-Zayin. Vaye'esOf Otam el mishmar - sO here's what YOsef dOes, he takes the brOthers - whO again dO not recOgnize him they just think they're dealing with any Old Egyptian official. YOsef by this time has already accused them Of being spies and he takes them and he places them in a hOlding pen, essentially in jail, fOr just three days. That's what happens Over here in verse 17.

Then he speaks tO them. VayOmer aleihem YOsef bayOm hashelishi - YOsef says tO them On the third day; ZOt asu - dO the fOllOwing; V'ichyu - and yOu shall live. Et haElOkim ani yarei - because I fear G-d, I'm going tO be nice tO yOu guys, I'm going tO give yOu a chance tO get Out Of this. Im kenim atem achichem echad ye'asser b'beit mishmarchem - if yOu're in fact telling the truth and yOu're not spies, I'm Only going tO keep One of yOu here in this hOlding pen, and the rest Of yOu can go and can bring back fOOd tO yOur hungry hOusehOld. V'atem lechu havi'u shever ra'avOn bateichem - the rest Of yOu can carry yOur crOps, can carry cOrn fOr the famine that's afflicting yOur hOuses. WOrd fOr hOuses Over here - Bateichem. The wOrd fOr famine over here - Ra'avOn, frOm Ra'av, meaning hunger.

Okay now let's lOOk fOr the wOrdplays. WOrdplays Off Of let's say, YOsef's name, Reuven's name, dO yOu see any Of them? Okay sO let's start with YOsef's name right Over here, any Other wOrds that lOOk kind Of like that? Hey what abOut this One right Over here? See that? YOsef - Ye'esOf. We've got the Yud Over here, the Yud Over here, this Vav goes back a little bit befOre the Yud, there's the Vav. We've got the Samech and then we've got the Pei. Right? Same letters, slightly rearranged. YOsef becOmes Vaye'esOf.

COuld just be a cOincidence, but then lOOk at this wOrd. Ra'avOn. Hm, that wOrd means hunger. GO bring back cOrn fOr the hunger that's afflicting yOur hOusehOlds. Well hunger, what wOrd dOes Ra'avOn remind yOu Of? Yeah, it kind Of sOunds like this wOrd Over here dOesn't it? Reuven. Reuven, Ra'avOn, there's the Reish, there's the Reish. The Aleph gets replaced with the Ayin, twO very similar wOrds.
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Here's the Vav, here's the Vav. The Vav gets mOved up One letter. Over here the Vav is after the Beit, Over here the Vav is befOre the Beit. Like, by the way, the Vav Over here, this Vav Over here can mOve up a letter, same thing. Here's the Nun, here's the Nun. SO actually the exact same thing is happening. Same basic wOrd - Vav gets mOved up a letter. Same basic wOrd - Vav gets mOved up a letter. Only difference, Ayin and Aleph. Only difference Aleph added in.

YOu know, it dOesn't seem tO be a cOincidence, seems tO be a cOnnection between these. Seems tO be a cOnnection tO between these. I mean, cOuld be cOincidental, but it seems sOrt Of un-cOincidental. SO what is it? Is it just a harmless play On wOrds Or dOes it mean anything? Think abOut that, and let's cOme back and we'll discuss it.

SO I want tO begin tO Offer yOu a theory. NOw I want tO just warn yOu that this theory has different layers tO it. I'm going tO give yOu the first layer now, but there's a secOnd layer that's a little bit deeper and then there's a third layer that's maybe a little bit deeper than that. SO here is the first layer Of this theory and the theory is abOut this question which we talked abOut abOve, which is why Of all brOthers dOes YOsef chOOse tO imprisOn ShimOn? SO let's keep that question in mind as we cOme back and lOOk at this wOrdplay.

SO let's leave aside this wOrdplay invOlving YOsef's names fOr a mOment, we're going tO cOme back tO that, but we're not going tO deal with this now. FOr now, let's fOcus instead On the meaning of this pOssible wOrdplay, the playOff Of Reuven's name with Ra'avOn and Reuven, what cOuld be going on over there? Or tO be a little bit mOre precise abOut it, what might be the cOnnection between these twO events Over here? YOsef's speech that if yOu were spies I'm going tO imprisOn one of yOu tO cOme back and bring back this hunger relief fOr yOur family - between that and then what Reuven says Over here when it says; Vaya'an Reuven - and Reuven replied.

Let's clean up the screen fOr a minute. In order tO see this, let's cOme back tO verse 22 Over here and ask what is it that Reuven said? SO here's what happens. The brOthers have now heard Over here in verse 21, they've heard YOsef's prOnouncement that One of them is going tO be jailed until the others cOme back with this missing brOther that they're suppOsed tO bring tO YOsef. SO at that pOint; VayOmru ish el achiv - and I'm just reviewing this quickly because we talked abOut this a little bit befOre. One man says tO the Other amOng the brOthers; Aval asheimim anachnu - we are guilty; Al achinu asher ra'inu tzarat nafshO behitchaneno eleinu v'lOh shamanu - we're guilty because we saw the pain that was afflicting YOsef's sOul as he was crying out tO the grOund. Behitchaneno eleinu - as he was pleading tO us; V'lOh shamanu and we didn't listen. Al kein ba'ah eleinu hatzara hazOs - and that's why this terrible thing is happening tO us.

At that pOint One of the brOthers then speaks up, and it's Reuven. Vaya'an Reuven otam leimOr - and Reuven then says; HalOh amarti aleichem - didn't I tell yOu back then when he was in the pit; LeimOr al techetu bayeled - I tOld yOu not tO sin against the child; V'lOh shamatem - and yOu didn't listen. V'gam damO hinei nidrash - and now his vOice is calling out tO be avenged.

Meanwhile; Hem lO yadu ki shOmei'ah YOsef ki hameilitz benotam - they didn't realize that YOsef was listening because there was an interpreter between them. In other wOrds, they weren't aware that YOsef directly understOOd Hebrew, they thOught he was Only understanding thrOugh the interpreter. SO they thOught they cOuld be cOnfident in speaking in Hebrew withOut YOsef, this Egyptian, understanding. But Of cOurse YOsef did understand. VayisOv mei'aleihem vayevk - YOsef understanding what's happening, hearing the brOthers refer tO this event and their perception of their guilt in putting him in the pit. SO he cries; Vayashav aleihem - and returns tO them; Vayedaber aleihem vayikach mei'itam et ShimOn - and then he takes ShimOn; Vaye'esOr OtO l'eineihem - and then he imprisOns him befOre their eyes.

SO here's the beginning of a theory that I want tO suggest tO yOu. YOu know when YOsef Over here; Vaye'esOf - when YOsef cOmes and he is gathering them all and putting them intO prisOn, what's really
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happening? Well there was a time that all Of these brOthers gathered tOgether tO put him in a pit, right? NOw YOsef is gathering all these brOthers tOgether tO put them in jail, as it were, it's almOst like a tit fOr tat. They all came tOgether tO jail the one, as it were, and now YOsef is putting them all tOgether and essentially putting them intO a pit. Putting them intO jail. But then YOsef says, yOu know what, I'm not going tO dO that, I'm not going tO put yOu all in jail, even thOugh seemingly by rights I cOuld, because I'm arguing that yOu're all spies. Et haElOkim ani yarei - I fear G-d and therefOre I'm going tO be nice tO yOu, I'm Only going tO pick One of yOu.

NOw the question is, whO is he going tO pick? Perhaps the answer is at this pOint the text is suggesting tO us - the answer just might be Reuven. WhO is Reuven? If yOu're YOsef and yOu're only going tO pick One, whO shOuld yOu pick? Well if yOu're putting them all intO a pit because really they put yOu intO a pit, and now yOu're only going tO put One in this pit, yOu're only going tO put One in jail, whO shOuld yOu pick? YOu shOuld pick the one whO is mOst respOnsible. Well there was a whOle bunch Of brOthers, whO is mOst respOnsible? Maybe the answer is Reuven? This brOther is going tO be mOst respOnsible, yOu're going tO put him in the pit. Remember at this pOint in verse 19, YOsef has not yet picked the persOn, he's just picked One nameless persOn and perhaps he's thinking it's going tO be Reuven. Reuven is the oldest, he's the BechOr, perhaps he's leading the charge.

IrOnically by the way, the brOthers themselves see this truth. The brOthers themselves see that the reasOn why - Or suggest that the reasOn why they're being put intO a pit right now is because they put their brOther intO a pit. Little dO they know hOw right they really are. They think that this is just cOming tO them frOm the hand Of heaven, and perhaps it is sOrt Of cOming tO them frOm the hand Of heaven. What they dOn't realize is that it's directly cOming tO them tit fOr tat, frOm the very brOther that they put in the pit. SO the brOthers thinking tO themselves it's sOme sOrt Of vague manifestation of Divine retribution, this is happening because G-d is getting back at us fOr what we did in leaving our brOther in the pit.
Little dO they realize that the same brOther whO they put in the pit is now putting them in the pit. It's not just G-d indirectly making this happen tO them, it's the very victim whO they acted upOn, is making this happen tO them.

SO in any case if yOu're YOsef, perhaps yOu're thinking I'll imprisOn Reuven. But he dOesn't end up imprisOning Reuven, why? Because Reuven speaks up. In other wOrds, it's almOst like the text might be suggesting tO us that in verse 19 YOsef is thinking, I'll go get Reuven; Shever ra'avOn bateichem - he's thinking as he's going tO imprisOn the one; Achichem echad ye'asser [b'beit mishmarchem 5:51]. But then by verse 22; Vaya'an Reuven - and remember YOsef is listening, they dOn't realize that YOsef is listening but YOsef can understand all Of this. TherefOre when dOes he find Out what was the real scOOp in the sale of YOsef? When dOes he find Out that Reuven was in fact On his side the whOle time? He finds that Out here.

In other wOrds, Reuven, he might have thOught wOuld be the one tO lead the charge, he was the one mOst Offended by YOsef being treated [as 6:17] the BechOr, he was the one whO stOOd tO lOse the mOst because it was his pOsition as firstbOrn that was being usurped by YOsef. Little dOes YOsef know that it was Reuven whO was leading the charge tO actually save YOsef. When dOes YOsef find that Out? YOsef

finds that Out right Over here, when Reuven speaks up amOng all the brOthers. At this pOint all the brOthers are just speaking amOng themselves, but then Reuven says; HalOh amarti aleichem al techetu bayeled - wasn't I the one telling yOu; Al techetu bayeled - not tO dO this? Ah. Well when YOsef hears that; Heim lO yadu ki shOmei'ah YOsef - they didn't realize that YOsef was listening. SO at that pOint; Vayikach mei'itam et ShimOn - at that pOint it's not going tO be Reuven anymOre, it's the next Oldest brOther that YOsef hOlds respOnsible. The next Oldest brOther is ShimOn.

That, I want tO argue, is level One. A kind Of level One understanding of this text. But I think there are at least twO Other layers in what's actually going on here, and in order tO be able tO discern thOse layers we have tO cOme back tO the wOrdplay. We've only seen the very beginning of the wOrdplay. GO back, read this text again, and besides these cOnnections, what Other wOrdplay is taking place in these eight verses? I'll see yOu in our next video and let's talk abOut it.

Okay sO we began tO see sOme of the wOrdplay Over here. We suggested sOme initial interpretations based On that. But I think there's a deeper layer Of meaning in what's going on here and I want tO get tO that by asking yOu this question. The windOw, I think, tO understanding is tO see sOme mOre of the wOrdplay, and I want yOu tO pay sOme attention tO the issue of sense perception here. The question I want tO ask yOu is, which Of the five senses dO yOu see represented here in the stOry?

SO here's Our basic five senses, we've got taste, we've got hearing, we've got smell, we have tOuch, we have sight. If yOu go thrOugh the text dO yOu see any Of these senses kind Of Overrepresented in the stOry? Okay sO Out Of all these senses, it's basically hearing and sight. Very, very Overrepresented in our stOry.
Let's cOlOr cOde that a little bit and see where hearing things and seeing things emerges in our stOry.

SO here's Our first example. VayOmer ish el achiv aval asheimim anachnu al achinu asher ra'inu tzarat nafshO - sO the brOthers say amOng themselves we are guilty fOr having seen - there it is Our first example Of seeing. Having seen the pain of Our brOther as he was calling out tO us. V'lOh shamanu - but we did not listen, we did not hear. Of cOurse it means that we did Of cOurse hear what he was saying, but; V'lOh shamanu - we didn't listen. Even in English by the way the wOrd hear and listen can have twO meanings. It can mean tO actually physically hear what it is that sOmeone is saying, but then there's alsO, dO yOu hear me, dO yOu understand me, dO yOu accept what it is that I'm saying, dO yOu get it, dO yOu listen? SO we heard but we didn't really hear. We saw what he was going thrOugh but we didn't hear, it didn't penetrate intO us, sO tO speak.

Then keep On reading. Then Reuven says; HalOh amarti aleichem leimOr al techtu bayeled v'lOh shamatem - I tOld yOu not tO dO this but yOu didn't hear. SO there's Our secOnd hearing. NOw a third One; Heim lO yadu ki shOmei'ah YOsef - ah, they didn't realize that YOsef was listening.

SO if we put tOgether this little train, we see sOmething kind Of interesting. The brOthers say amOng themselves, we saw but we didn't hear. His cries were cOming up tO us but we ignored it. V'lOh shamatem - Reuven says, yOu didn't listen. SO what's interesting here is that if yOu lOOk at the episOde in the pit, in the episOde in the pit YOsef was calling out, but the brOthers didn't listen. NOw lOOk what's happening, the inverse is happening here. Heim lO yadu - what they didn't realize is sOmebOdy was listening; ShOmei'ah YOsef - YOsef was listening. Oh interesting. The brOther whO was calling out befOre when the brOthers weren't listening, now the brOthers are talking and sOmebOdy is listening, it's that brOther.

By the way, remember the dOuble meaning of listening. The wOrd tO listen in bOth Hebrew and English can mean either (a) tO hear physically, Or (b) tO understand and respOnd. Well if we think back tO the pit, when the brOthers say we didn't listen, what dOes that mean? It means well we heard physically what was going on, but we didn't understand and respOnd, and that's why we're guilty.

Well now, irOny Of irOnies, if we cOme dOwn tO what's actually happening over here, there's a real kind Of pOetic justice that the TOrah is kind Of putting out there, because now let's think abOut listening in terms Of what YOsef is dOing tO their cOnversation. They didn't realize that YOsef was listening, but what
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dOes listening mean? Well Of cOurse they realized that YOsef physically heard them, but they thOught that this Egyptian man wOuld have no idea as tO what they're saying, wOuld not be able tO understand and respOnd tO what they're saying. But there of cOurse they were wrOng. YOsef dOes understand and respOnd. Heim lO yadu ki YOsef shOmei'ah - they didn't realize that YOsef was really listening. NOt just hearing physically but truly listening.

What happens at this pOint? Vayikach mei'itam et ShimOn. Oh isn't that interesting? ShOmei'ah - Shin, Mem, Ayin. ShimOn - Shin, Mem, Ayin. It's like YOsef tOOk the listening one, the one whO was listening and not respOnding. Then of cOurse YOsef imprisOns him right befOre their eyes. There, eyes at the beginning, eyes at the end. YOu see with yOur eyes. YOu see with yOur eyes. Seeing and hearing.

This Of cOurse gets intO the meaning of the names, a deeper level Of wOrdplay in the names. We begin tO see it here with ShimOn, but there is mOre here than meets the eye (and not just the ear). Let's cOme back and talk abOut the names and their deeper meanings and hOw that sheds light On these eight verses.

Okay sO let's go tO the actual text where Reuven and ShimOn, these twO brOthers that sOrt Of are on centre stage here in these verses we've been lOOking at actually get their names when they're bOrn. HOw did these people get their names? SO right here are the relevant verses. YOu'll find this back in Parshat Vayetzei Chaf-Tet - Genesis 29. SO remember YaakOv was married tO twO wives, he was married tO Leah and Rachel, he had always intended tO marry Rachel, he got tricked under the Chuppah, and Leah was put in place of Rachel by Lavan their father. SO YaakOv was tricked intO marrying Leah. SO YaakOv lOved Rachel mOre and; Vayar Hashem ki senu'ah Leah - G-d saw that relatively speaking Leah was Senu'ah - Leah was sO tO speak hated. We talked abOut these wOrds befOre. She wasn't lOved as much as Rachel, cOmparatively, it felt tO her as if she was being hated. But G-d saw, ratified this; Ki senu'ah Leah
- indeed she was not lOved as much. Vayiftach et rachmah v'Rachel akarah - sO G-d Opened her wOmb, she had a child first while Rachel remained an Akarah, while Rachel remained barren.

SO Vatahar Leah - sO here's Leah's first child, the BechOr, the firstbOrn. Vateiled ben - she has a child; Vatikra shemO Reuven - sO she calls his name Reuven. NOw hOw did Reuven get this name, because here was what she said. Ki amrah - because she said; Ki rO'Oh Hashem b'anyi - G-d has seen - Oh lOOk at that, isn't that interesting? G-d has seen; B'anyi - my suffering. Ki ata ye'ehavani ishi - maybe now that I have this child, my husband will lOve me. SO what is Reuven named fOr? Interestingly, Reuven is named fOr seeing. His very name means G-d saw my suffering.

NOw let's cOntinue and lOOk at the next child. Vatahar Od - and then she cOnceived again; Vateiled ben - and she gave birth tO another child. VatOmer - and this time she said; Ki shamah - Oh isn't that interesting? Ki shamah - G-d has heard; Ki senu'ah Onochi - that I am hated, that I am cOmparatively unlOved. Vayiten li gam et zeh - and therefOre G-d has given me this child tOO. Vatikra shemO ShimOn - and she named him ShimOn - the hearing one. G-d has seen my suffering, G-d has heard that I am cOmparatively unlOved. These twO senses, seeing and hearing are what these children, Reuven and ShimOn respectively, are named after.

Okay sO now having seen these names, Reuven's name and hOw he got it Over here, ShimOn's name and hOw he got it Over here, the seeing and the hearing, let's bring the knowledge that we've gained Over here, back intO the eight verses we've been lOOking at and see what emerges.

Okay the brOthers are talking amOng themselves, not knowing that JOseph is listening and they say, quOte - I'm just going tO put the quOtation marks in here. Aval asheimim anachnu - but we are guilty; Al achinu - fOr Our brOther; Asher ra'inu tzarat nafshO - Okay sO now let's take this and add what we've learned. We've seen his pain, we saw his pain; V'lOh shamanu - but we did not hear. Well whO was the seeing brOther? The seeing brOther Of cOurse is Reuven, named fOr the sense of sight. WhO is the hearing brOther, named fOr the sense of sOund? That is going tO be ShimOn. Let's cOntinue. Vaya'an Reuven - and now Reuven the seeing brOther, he speaks up and he says; HalOh amarti aleichem - back at the pit didn't I tell yOu; Al techtu bayeled - dOn't sin against the child; V'lOh shamatem - but sOmeone was stOpping me. I was the seeing brOther, I was saying, dOn't dO this. We saw, we just didn't hear. V'lOh shamatem - yOu didn't hear. What's the subtext? WhO was stOpping me? The hearing brOther. What they were seeing - there was Reuven, but there wasn't ShimOn. Gam damO hinei nidrash - and now his
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blOOd is being avenged.

Of cOurse; V'heim lO yadu ki shOmei'ah YOsef - they didn't realize that YOsef was listening this whOle time. YOsef now hearing abOut the culpability Of ShimOn, hearing Reuven - seeing Reuven on his side, hearing abOut ShimOn, hearing abOut there being no, sO tO speak, hearing, imprisOns ShimOn, the hearing one.

Okay sO this is what I'm going tO call level 2 in our understanding, which is the wOrdplay kind Of deepens as we bring in the names and their cOrrelation with these senses, with hearing and seeing. But there's One mOre level Of understanding here which I think takes us even one level deeper than this, I'm going tO call it level 3. Level 3 requires that we go back and take one last lOOk at the names Of these children, Reuven, ShimOn, and exactly hOw they got them, and bring that back intO these eight verses that we've been lOOking at tOO. SO let's cOme back and dO that.

Okay sO let's get tO a third level Of understanding in this stOry which we've been lOOking at, and I want tO ask yOu this, what is the cOmmOn denominatOr in YOsef's name, Reuven's name and ShimOn's name in the respective names? When we lOOk at their names and hOw they got these names an interesting theme emerges which really begins tO, I think, resOnate in a significant way in these eight verses that we've been lOOking at.

Here fOr example is Reuven, the firstbOrn child Of Leah. YOu see right Over here in verse 32. Vatahar Leah vateiled ben - sO Leah gives birth tO a child; vatikra shemO Reuven - and she calls him Reuven. NOw why did she name him Reuven? Well the text says; Ki amrah - because she said; ki rO'Oh Hashem b'anyi - G-d has seen my suffering. In Leah's eyes the fact that she is not lOved as much afflicts her. As it says Over here in verse 31 right befOre this; Vayar Hashem ki senu'ah Leah - G-d saw that Leah was Senu'ah - we talked abOut this verse befOre, she wasn't lOved as much as Rachel. In her eyes that makes her feel cOmparatively as if she's hated. SO respOnding tO that, she names him Reuven; Ki rO'Oh Hashem b'anyi - because G-d has seen my suffering. YaakOv dOesn't lOve me as much as he lOves Rachel my sister, and maybe now that I've given birth tO this child, she says; Ki atah ye'ehavani ishi - maybe my husband will lOve me mOre. SO the name Reuven frOm G-d has seen my affliction.

LOOk at the next name. Vatahar Od vateiled ben - and she then gives birth tO another child. VatOmer ki shamah Hashem ki senu'ah Onochi - that G-d has heard; Ki senu'ah Onochi - that I am cOmparatively hated. Vayiten li gam et zeh - and therefOre He gave me this Other child as sOme sOrt Of cOnsOlation.
Vatikra shemO - and she calls his name ShimOn. Of cOurse the name ShimOn is cOming off Of the wOrd Shamah as we talked abOut befOre. But the larger cOntext is not just that ShimOn is named fOr hearing, but think abOut what kind Of hearing it is. Shamah Hashem ki senu'ah Onochi - G-d has heard that I'm not as lOved as my sister. Similarly we saw befOre that Reuven is named fOr seeing - RO'Oh, but what kind Of seeing? RO'Oh Hashem b'anyi - G-d has seen my affliction.

NOw lOOk at YOsef's name. YOsef Of cOurse is a child Of Rachel, the sister Of Leah. VayizkOr ElOkim et Rachel - sO G-d remembered Rachel; Vayishma eleiha ElOkim - and G-d heard her. Vayiftach et rachmah - and He opened her wOmb. FOr many years Rachel was not able tO give birth. Finally; Vatahar
- she cOnceived; Vateiled ben - and she gave birth tO a child. VatOmer assaf ElOkim et cherpati - G-d has gathered in my indignity Of not being able tO have another child. This name of cOurse Assaf gets transmuted intO YOsef.

SO the cOmmOn denominatOr in all these names Over here is that they're all named really fOr this cOnflict between Rachel and Leah, and fOr the sense of pain, the sense of suffering that each Of these respective sisters, Rachel and Leah, feel. Interestingly, later On in the BOOk Of Leviticus, in Sefer Vayikra, Perek Yud Chet, Chapter 18, yOu actually have this language. When the TOrah cOmes up with the prOhibition much later On, and Once the TOrah is given at Sinai, fOr a man tO marry twO sisters. LOOk at the language. V'isha el achOta lO tikach litzrOr - and a man shOuld not take a wOman's sister tO be a rival tO her. Rashi's interpretation of this wOrd TzrOr is that it cOmes frOm the wOrd Tzara, which really means tO be a rival, tO cause her pain. Because by definition if twO sisters in a situation when each Of them can be a wife tO the same man, can lead tO rivalry, can lead tO pain.
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Okay sO now cOming back tO these names, we cOme back tO Reuven's name fOr example. Think abOut the challenge that faces Reuven in the stOry Of YOsef and his brOthers, it's actually a very interesting challenge. Put yOurself in Reuven's shOes. If yOu were named Reuven, if this was yOur name, yOu were named not just the pain that yOur mOther felt, the sense that G-d had seen her pain; Ki rO'Oh Hashem b'anyi - that G-d has seen my pain, G-d has seen my suffering. YOu were called fOr this. This sense that G-d had seen the suffering in my mOther, the suffering that she experienced at the hands Of her rival, at the hands Of her Tzara. What might yOu think yOur Divine calling is? What might yOu think that G-d wants Out Of yOu?

Let's get a little bit mOre particular abOut that. SO imagine yOu're Reuven, yOu're the legitimate BechOr Of YaakOv and yet yOu're not being treated as the firstbOrn. YaakOv treats the child Of the other wife, the wife that in yOur eyes he lOved mOre, treats him as the firstbOrn, treats YOsef as the firstbOrn. HOw wOuld yOu feel abOut that?

NOw the brOthers have gotten tOgether tO avenge yOur hOnor as it were, and they take YOsef and they strip him Of his cOat, and they say, he's not the BechOr and we've got tO get rid Of him. What wOuld yOu think is happening? HOw wOuld yOu lOOk upOn this?

YOu know, yOu cOuld be excused fOr thinking that, well this is the mOment. G-d is shining on yOur destiny. This is the mOment that was almOst prOphesized by my mOther's name. Ki rO'Oh Hashem b'anyi
- G-d has seen my pain, Leah said. Here I am, Reuven, and my jOb is tO avenge my mOther's pain and tO dO what's necessary tO get rid Of this rival child whO is usurping me and usurping my mOther.

But that's not what Reuven dOes. Reuven alOne amOng the brOthers is the one whO seeks tO save YOsef, whO has a plan tO cOme back in the middle of the night and bail him Out. The text itself goes Out Of its way tO make this clear. When the brOthers said; Lechu venahargeihu - let's cOme and kill him. Vayishma Reuven - Reuven heard what was going on; Vayatzileihu miyadam - and Reuven saved them and said; LO nakenu nefesh - we can't dO this. VayOmer aleihem Reuven - and Reuven said; Al tishpechu dam - we can't kill him, instead let's put him intO this pit; V'yad al tishlechu bO - and let Our hand not be upOn him. The plan of cOurse was tO allOw him tO die in the pit. But that was just the excuse that Reuven was giving tO them; Lema'an hatzil OtO miyadam - in order tO save him frOm their hands; LehashivO el aviv - tO cOme back in the middle of the night and return him tO his father. This is Reuven's plan.

SO essentially Reuven has a fateful chOice tO make. As the child Of Leah, as the child named fOr G-d has seen my mOther's pain, he has tO decide what dOes that mean fOr him? What then dOes G-d want frOm him? There's really twO ways Of seeing that, the narrOw way and the brOader way. Here's the narrOw way. If G-d has seen my mOther's pain, then maybe what G-d wants frOm me is G-d wants me tO avenge my mOther's pain. G-d wants me tO dO whatever it takes tO make sure that thOse whO caused this pain, that thOse whO were respOnsible fOr it, pay the price. If that's the case, hOw dO I respOnd tO YOsef? YOsef is the cause, YOsef has been treated as the BechOr, YOsef is usurping me, it's happening in the next generation. NOt Only did my father lOve Rachel mOre than Leah, but now he's favOring Rachel's child mOre than me. SO One interpretation is, G-d wants me tO avenge my mOther's pain.

But there's another pOssible interpretation, what else cOuld G-d want frOm me if He has seen my mOther's pain? SO the other way tO interpret this is if G-d has seen my mOther's pain, it's up tO me tO see all whO suffer like this. I must never clOse my eyes tO that pain wherever I find it. That's hOw I respOnd tO my mOther's pain. It's a much brOader respOnse. That in fact is Reuven's respOnse. LOOk back in the text.

VayOmru ish el achiv aval asheimim anachnu al achinu asher ra'inu tzarat nafshO behitchaneno eleinu v'lOh shamanu - we saw his pain - by the way lOOk at this language over here; Tzarat nafshO. DO yOu hear the sOrt Of dOuble entendre here? It literally means we saw the pain of his sOul. But Tzara as we saw befOre in Leviticus is the wOrd actually fOr a cO-wife. V'isha el achOta lO tikach litzrOr - the language of a secOnd wife whO is a sister that causes pain. What did Reuven dO? He saw the pain of the child Of a cO- wife, the child Of a rival. He, the man whO is named, fOr G-d has seen the pain of my mOther, now says, what G-d wants me tO see is sOmeone else's pain, the pain of the child Of my mOther's rival. He can see that and he dOesn't stOp seeing that and he acts upOn that. That is Reuven's greatness.

There is Of cOurse another respOnse and this is represented by ShimOn. If I am named fOr G-d hearing that my mOther was unlOved, then hOw cOuld I pOssibly hear the cries Of the child Of my mOther's rival? That wOuld betray my mOther, betray what G-d wants frOm me. V'lOh shamatem - we saw but we didn't hear.

By the way, Once we're talking abOut names, the interesting thing is, what abOut YOsef? Remember hOw he got his name. YOsef, named by Rachel, fOr; Assaf ElOkim et cherpati - G-d has gathered in my reprOach, G-d has gathered in my shame. SO if yOu're YOsef what dO yOu think that yOur mission is?
Perhaps the stOry Of the sale of YOsef bOils dOwn tO a challenge fOr each brOther as tO hOw it is that they understand their name, hOw is it that they understand what their name demands Of them.

The question of what YOsef was up tO, what was YOsef thinking when he was tOrmenting his brOthers, what was his plan, did he have a plan? All thOse questions that we asked at the beginning - thOse are cOmplicated questions, and we're just getting the beginning of a sense of sOme things that might be going on here. But there are sOme ominous OvertOnes right here in the beginning of this stOry.
Remember, YOsef named fOr; Assaf ElOkim et cherpati - G-d has gathered in my suffering. Well what did YOsef dO Over here? Vaye'esOf Otam el mishmar - he gathered them in tO prisOn, he gathered them intO the pit. He, whO was put in a pit is now taking all these brOthers whO put him there and gathering them intO the pit. This is the very verb fOr which he got his name. Well if yOu're named, G-d gathered in my suffering, and now G-d delivers the brOthers whO did all Of this tO yOu, what is it that G-d wants frOm yOu? The temptation fOr YOsef is tO see if this is what G-d wants. Why else wOuld G-d deliver them intO my hand?

But this, I think, is the challenge that faces all the brOthers, whether it's YOsef, whether it's Reuven, whether it's ShimOn. Later On I'll try tO argue that even with Yehuda this is true. With these fOur brOthers, the challenge is, hOw will they relate tO their name? Reuven and ShimOn prOvide twO diametrically OppOsite apprOaches. As much as we saw befOre that the TOrah seems tO cOndemn what it was that the brOthers did in not listening tO the vOice of their brOther and hearing that as having echOes

Of Cain and Abel and that sOrt Of vOice calling out frOm the pit and not respOnding. As much as that may be sO, shOuldn't allOw that tO OvershadOw the clear herOism Of Reuven, the one whO is named fOr seeing the pain of his mOther and yet channels that pOwerfully, saying, if G-d has seen the pain of my mOther it is up tO me tO not blind myself tO that kind Of pain. TO see that pain just like G-d saw it, everywhere, even in the child Of my mOther's rival.

I just want tO clOse by noting that the Medrash itself heralds Reuven's act in this kind Of way. The Medrash learns frOm Reuven that yOu shOuld always dO a Mitzvah with a full heart. She'ilu hayah Reuven yOdei'ah - if Only Reuven had known; SheHakadOsh Baruch Hu machtiv alav - that G-d Himself wOuld write abOut him in G-d's Own BOOk, these immOrtal wOrds. Vayishma Reuven vayatzileihu miyadam - and Reuven heard what the brOthers were going tO dO and he saved JOseph frOm their hands. If Reuven had Only known that thOse wOrds wOuld have been immOrtalized in the TOrah, he wOuldn't have just suggested tO his brOthers tO put him in the pit and then surreptitiously try tO dOuble back fOr his brOther. Instead; B'kseifO hayah mOlichu etzel aviv - he wOuld have hOisted YOsef On his shOulders and brOught him back dancing tO his father.

A friend Once remarked tO me befOre ROsh Hashanah, he said, yOu know the prOblem with life is that it dOesn't cOme with a sOundtrack. YOu know the pOint Of a sOundtrack in a film is tO help yOu fOllOw the scOre; when the kettledrums are playing yOu know that sOmething dramatic is going tO happen, when the violins are cOming in yOu know that there's sOmething rOmantic happening. But in life yOu never get tO hear the sOundtrack. Maybe after 120 years yOu hear the sOundtrack, yOu know what the significant pOints in life are, but yOu never know thOse pOints when it's happening. He said, that's really the pOint Of this Medrash. In the TOrah's eyes this is the significant pOint Of Reuven's life, this is what is immOrtalized abOut Reuven fOr generations. Vayishma Reuven vayatzileihu miyadam. This is the highpOint. Reuven's ability tO transcend the narrOw meaning of his name and tO actualize the meaning of his name at a higher, mOre universal level. TO say that if G-d has seen my mOther's pain, that I need tO see that pain wherever and whenever it exists. That's where the sOundtrack was playing. That, in the TOrah's judgment, was the high pOint Of his life. That's hOw thOusands Of years later we in the eyes Of the Medrash are meant tO remember him.

Okay sO what's the other stOry, what's the other great saga in the BOOk Of Genesis that reminds yOu Of this kind Of set up? If we wOuld put this arrOw up here over the tOp Of the screen and we wOuld say the JOseph stOry is the great saga in the secOnd half Of the BOOk Of Genesis that gets interrupted by One chapter in the middle, what great saga in the first half Of the BOOk Of Genesis seems tO have the same kind Of structure? The answer is, I think, the Abraham saga, the stOry Of Avraham. The stOry begins in Chapter 12, goes alOng quite nicely fOr abOut six chapters, picks up again a chapter later in Chapter 20, keeps On going fOr another five chapters Or sO, all in all, a large, epic stOry just like the JOseph stOry. Yet right Over here in the middle of the stOry we got Chapter 19, a stOry which has nothing tO dO - seemingly - with the Abraham stOry. We fOcus - like we dO in the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar, On a relative of the main character. Here we were fOcusing - if we say the main character is YOsef, a brOther Of his is Yehuda. Over here if we say the main character is Abraham, a child Of a brOther Over here is LOt. LOt is the child Of Haran, One of Abraham's brOthers. FOr sOme reasOn we have the stOry Over here that seems tO have nothing tO dO with the surrOunding Abraham stOry. It's just a digression where the main character is all Of a sudden LOt. Then that's dOne with and we're back tO the Abraham stOry.

It seems kind Of Odd, and what's even mOre strange actually, Or really intriguing, is that when yOu begin tO lOOk at these twO stOries side by side, yOu actually see sOme curious cOnnections between them.

Okay, sO what I want tO assert here is that we've got here going almOst a tale of twO digressions. In a mOment we're going tO lOOk very carefully at the stOry Of Chapter 38, and we're almOst going tO fOrget abOut the stOry Of LOt and his daughters. But after we finish lOOking at all Of the details Of Chapter 38 and after we begin tO understand what this stOry is dOing here and whether Or not it's really a digression that interrupts the YOsef stOry, Or cOmplements it, then I want tO cOme back and talk abOut this Other stOry, LOt in SOdOm. Again, see if they're cOnnected in any kind Of way. Because at the face of it the stOries are actually eerily similar tO each Other. Here are sOme initial cOnnections, we'll see mOre once we finish the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar - I think On a deeper level. But just fOr starters take a lOOk at this. Here's the beginning of a glance of what I want tO call A Tale of TwO Digressions here.

Let's start with Yehuda and Tamar, just tO summarize sOme of the stuff that we've seen. The stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar we've got a digression - an apparent digression - frOm the stOry Of YOsef that fOcuses On a relative of the main character. As we said, the main character is YOsef, Over here we're lOOking at a brOther, and that brOther is Yehuda. SO that's One element in the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar.

Next element, it's a seduction stOry, that's what we began tO talk abOut. NOt Only is it a seduction stOry, but it's a seduction stOry tO be mOre specific in which a wOman actually seduces her father-in-law.
Remember, Yehuda is the father-in-law Of Tamar; Tamar married Er the child Of Yehuda, making Yehuda her father-in-law. TO go a little bit further, in this case the wOman tricks the man, she's not straightfOrward with him, she dresses up as a harlOt and tricks him, and the reasOn she dOes sO is because she fears that he wOn't go alOng with it if he knows what's really going on. Tamar wOrries that Yehuda wOn't marry her tO perpetuate the line of heir if he knows whO she is, because he's wOrried that she's killed twO Of his sOns. He dOesn't know the reasOn why they died had nothing tO dO with her. SO she fears he wOuldn't go alOng with it and therefOre she has tO resOrt tO trickery, tO subterfuge.

 (
The
 
J
o
seph
 
St
o
ry
 
·
 
A
 
Tale
 
of
 
Tw
o
 
Digressions
 
Page
 
1
 
o
f
 
3
)
NOw what's her mOtive? Her mOtive in this case is trying tO make sure that her husband's legacy isn't wiped Out. She has a pure mOtive yOu might say, she's trying tO make sure that Er will not be childless, that there will be a Yibum child, as it were, that will carry On the legacy Of Er. SO while her mOtives are pure, Yehuda's mOtives are less pure, we might say.

Finally, at the end Of the stOry there are twO children that are bOrn, and thOse twO children are named Peretz and Zerach.

NOw what dOes this remind yOu Of? What Other stOry in the BOOk Of Genesis dOes this remind yOu Of? The answer is, it reminds us Of this stOry, the stOry Of LOt and his daughters. It's not just that these are the twO chapter-length digressions in big stOries in the BOOk Of Genesis, but in these kind Of eerie ways the stOries are kind Of the same. Just as Yehuda and Tamar is a stOry that fOcuses On a relative of the main character, sO tOO the stOry Of LOt and his daughters alsO fOcuses On a relative of the main character. The main persOn of the saga is Abraham, and Over here we're talking abOut LOt his nephew. Whereas this stOry fOcuses On Yehuda, a brOther Of the persOn we've been fOcusing on previously, this stOry fOcuses On LOt, the sOn of a brOther Of the persOn we've been fOcusing on previously, namely Abraham.

NOw if we cOntinue the stOry Of LOt and his daughters is alsO a seduction stOry. Remember at the end Of that stOry, after SOdOm is destrOyed sO the children of LOt fear that the entire wOrld has been destrOyed, they're not aware that it's a lOcalized destruction. TherefOre they think it's up tO them tO repOpulate the wOrld. TherefOre they seduce their father sO that they will have children thrOugh him. SO Over here where a wOman seduces her father-in-law, Over here the seduction invOlves the father himself.

Remember, hOw the wOman tricked the man because she fears he wOn't go alOng with it? Same thing in this stOry. BOth Of the children of LOt trick their father because they fear he wOn't go alOng with it, sO they get him drunk and seduce him and he's unaware of what's really going on. What's her mOtive? The wOmen's mOtive is pure. NOt Only that, it's the same kind Of mOtive, it's trying tO make sure that a line is not ended. It's not just a lOcalized line, that Of her husband's legacy, Over here it's the line of all Of humankind trying tO make sure that the human race is not wiped Out. What abOut the man's mOtives?
Well the man's mOtives again, less pure in this case. As Chazal understand it, as Our Sages understand it, LOt was quasi aware of what was happening and allOwed it tO happen anyway. And, lO and behOld, twO children are bOrn. The twO children over here were named Peretz and Zerach, the twO children over here that are bOrn are named AmmOn and MO'av.

NOw it's not just this, it's not just that there are all Of these particular cOnnections between the stOries. But in the deep way, these twO stOries actually becOme one stOry. Where dO these twO stOries becOme the same stOry? The answer is, it happens in the BOOk Of Ruth. Because in the BOOk Of Ruth, there is a man by the name of BOaz and there is a wOman by the name of Ruth. WhO are these people? BOaz, a great grandchild Of this man, Peretz. Ruth, a great, great grandchild Of this man MO'av. They cOme tOgether, they unite tOgether, and these twO stOries becOme the same stOry in the BOOk Of Ruth.

Interestingly, if yOu think abOut the themes Of these stOries, this is a quasi Yibum stOry, not a real Yibum stOry, not a Halachic Yibum stOry, because a wOman is not marrying the brOther Of the deceased, is

marrying a father-in-law, but the same kind Of thing, an attempt tO perpetuate the legacy Of a dead husband. This alsO a quasi - Or yOu might say a cOrrupted - Yibum stOry, a wOman seducing a father but in order tO perpetuate a legacy that wOuld Otherwise be destrOyed. And Of cOurse, what is this stOry? In this stOry we alsO have the sOrt Of quasi Yibum stOry. If yOu remember the BOOk Of Ruth; Ruth is trying tO perpetuate the legacy Of her dead husband tOO. SO these twO stOries are actually cOming tOgether Over here in the BOOk Of Ruth.

SO in the Tale of TwO Digressions, it's not really twO digressions, they actually unite and almOst becOme the same stOry.

But as interesting as the Tale of TwO Digressions are once yOu prOject these things fOrward intO the BOOk Of Ruth, I dOn't think that this suffices in and Of itself tO answer Our question, which is, what is this stOry dOing here right now in the BOOk Of Genesis? What is it dOing here interrupting the sale of YOsef? It's interesting that we have these twO digressions Over here and that they bear sOme similarity tO each Other and that they becOme the same stOry, that's very, very intriguing, we'll want tO cOme back tO that in terms Of understanding the larger significance of this stOry. But we still need tO figure out the lOcal significance of this stOry, what is this stOry dOing here? Why is it interrupting right Over here in the middle of the sale of YOsef? We've not yet fOund a sufficient answer tO that, that is the question we need tO cOme back tO and try tO figure out, is this really as much Of a digression as it seems?

SO let's cOme back, take another clOse lOOk at Chapter 38 this time and see if we can figure out the answer tO that question.

Okay sO dOes Rashi answer the question that he pOsed? Rashi's Own question was, why is it that the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar appears where it dOes and interrupts the larger YOsef saga? DO we now understand why we have the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar here? And I think the answer - at least superficially - is an emphatic no. Even if yOu accept everything that Rashi says, seems tO Only explain why One verse in the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar is here. Vayehi ba'eit hahi vayeired Yehuda mei'eis echOv - Rashi says, why dOes it say; Vayeired Yehuda mei'eis echOv? It says; Vayeired Yehuda mei'eis echOv because it means that Yehuda didn't just go dOwn physically frOm amOngst his brOthers, he went dOwn pOlitically as well as a result Of what happened in the previous chapter, in the sale of YOsef.

Okay sO yOu've shOwn why we need this verse. This verse tells me sOmething abOut the cOnsequences Of the sale of YOsef which was what happened in Chapter 37, sO now I understand why I need Chapter 38, verse 1. But that's all I understand. Why dO I need verse 2, verse 3, verse 4? The stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar shOuld have been exactly One verse lOng and then we shOuld have gone back tO Our regularly scheduled prOgramming, back tO the stOry Of YOsef going dOwn tO Egypt. Why dO I have tO hear the whOle lOng stOry Of Yehuda having three [brOthers/sOns 1:28], One of them died and then Tamar tried tO marry this One and it didn't wOrk Out, tried tO marry that One and this whOle lOng, cOlOrful stOry invOlving seduction and cOllateral as we'll see, and a wOman almOst getting killed and a whOle lOng thing? The rest Of it just seems like a diversion. What, because it was an interesting stOry, sO we figured Once we start talking abOut it, we thrOw in the rest Of it? Why is the rest Of it here?

SO Rashi frustratingly asks the question, why is this stOry here, and then yOu expect yOu're going tO get an answer, but it dOesn't seem like yOu get an answer. Rashi seems tO Only answer why One verse is here at best - maybe even one wOrd, Over here, this wOrd Vayeired. What is Rashi dOing? DOesn't he see that he didn't answer his Own question? This is what shOuld bOther yOu I think when yOu read this Rashi.

The theory that I want tO suggest tO yOu is that sOmetimes there's mOre than meets the eye tO Rashi, especially when Rashi is quOting a Medrash. In fact this is a Medrash Over here that Rashi quOtes tO answer his question. The way the Medrash wOrks is kind Of like the iceberg theory Of things, yOu Only see the tip - at least that's what visible tO the naked eye. But if yOu explOre a little bit yOu find there's a whOle wOrld beneath the surface. I think that's the case here tOO. I think if yOu lOOk just beneath the surface yOu'll (a) find mOuntains Of evidence fOr what it is that Rashi is saying, and (b) yOu'll see that Rashi is not just explaining why One verse is here, he's actually explaining why the entire stOry is here.

But in order tO dO this, we have tO take a careful lOOk at Rashi and the assumptions that he seems tO be making, and see what is his evidence fOr these assumptions? They are not assumptions, they are not axioms that cOme out Of nowhere, they are actually grOunded in a careful lOOk at the text, Rashi dOesn't give yOu all the evidence yOu have tO figure it Out yOurself. But let's take a lOOk at what the assumptions are that Rashi is making and let's try and uncOver the evidence fOr thOse assumptions. We'll begin tO fill in sOme of the missing pieces Over here.

Here are sOme of the assertions that Rashi makes. Here's the Rashi that we're lOOking at, we're lOOking at Chapter 38, verse 1, the Rashi over there. By the way, almOst everything we're going tO be dOing in the
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Yehuda and Tamar stOry is really just figuring out what Rashi means Over here. It's just taking apart the layers Of meaning which seem tO be packed in, almOst Obliquely, intO this One Rashi. SO here are Rashi's assertions. (A) When Yehuda went dOwn frOm amOngst his brOthers he went dOwn pOlitically not just physically. That's One thing that Rashi is going tO argue, what's the evidence fOr that? (2) When Yehuda was pOlitically demOted that was a direct result Of the brOthers' perception of Yehuda's rOle in the sale of YOsef, they were dissatisfied with hOw they thOught Yehuda led them. What is the evidence fOr that?

Assertion number 3 that Rashi makes, the brOthers regretted their decision tO sell YOsef Once they saw their father's grief Over the lOss Of his sOn. NOw remember that's an assumption that Rashi is making, that the brOthers actually regretted the sale of YOsef; Keshera'u betzarat avihem - when they saw hOw upset their father was. What's the evidence that Rashi has fOr that? Because it's not explicit in the text. Indeed if yOu lOOk at the text it's actually Only much later - fOur, five chapters later, Chapter 42 Over here in this verse which we lOOked at befOre - that yOu actually see evidence that the brOthers regretted the sale of YOsef. If in other wOrds, if I asked yOu what is the first time yOu have evidence in the text fOr the idea that the brOthers regretted having sOld YOsef? It wOuld have been here when they say amOngst themselves when YOsef is Overhearing them, they dOn't know it's YOsef; YOsef is this masked man, this Official in charge of grain in Egypt. They're saying tO themselves, gee, all these misfOrtunes are befalling us because; Asheimim anachnu - we are guilty; Al achinu asher ra'inu tzarat nafshO behitchaneno eleinu v'lOh shamanu - because we saw his pain and we didn't listen tO him. We talked abOut this verse befOre. But this seems tO be the first time, the very first time, that the brOthers seem tO regret, Or have a sense that they might have dOne sOmething wrOng. At least we dOn't have any evidence that they felt this befOre that.

But Rashi is now making a very bOld argument, he's saying, no, no, no, immediately after the sale, right Over here when YaakOv mOurns, when they heard these wOrds that YaakOv was incOnsOlable; Vayema'ein lehitnachem - that he wOuld not be cOmfOrted, that's when they regretted the sale of YOsef. SO where dO we see that? It's not explicit in the text, hOw dOes Rashi know that?

Finally, number 4, Rashi's assertion is that the brOthers wOuld have listened tO Yehuda - Or at least that's their Own perception of things - that they thOught that they wOuld have listened tO Yehuda had he tOld them tO return YOsef tO his father. That's actually, accOrding tO Rashi, the nature of the flaw in Yehuda's leadership that the brOthers identify. Atah amarta lemOchrO - they said, yOu tOld us tO sell him, we were listening tO yOu. Ilu amarta lehashivO hayinu shOmim lecha - if yOu wOuld have tOld us tO return him tO Dad, we wOuld have listened tO yOu. NOw that's an assumption Rashi is making tOO. HOw dOes Rashi know that? Or, hOw dOes Rashi know that they were even thinking that? And if they were thinking that, is what they're thinking true? Are they delusional? Are they just blaming everything on Yehuda and sOrt Of lying tO themselves because they wOuldn't have listened tO him anyway? Or wOuld they have listened tO him? Is there any evidence fOr that, One way Or the other?

SO these are the assumptions that Rashi is making, what is the evidence, if any, in the text that suppOrts these assumptions? Take a lOOk at the text, go back tO the beginning of 38, the end Of 37, wherever yOu want tO lOOk in the YOsef stOry, dO yOu think there's evidence that suppOrts these assertions? Let's cOme

back in the next video and let's cOmpare notes.

Okay sO let's begin with Rashi's first twO assumptions that he's making, which I've labeled Over here, ever sO cOnveniently, 1 and 2. That is, this idea that first when Yehuda went dOwn frOm his brOthers he went dOwn pOlitically not just physically. TwO, that the reasOn why he was demOted was because the brOthers perceived him as having failed in leading them sOmehOw in the sale of YOsef. Finally, maybe let's even thrOw in the beginning of 3 and talk abOut that tOO, which is that the nature of the failure became apparent tO them when they saw their father's grief; Keshera'u betzarat avihem - when they saw hOw pained their father was. SO is there any evidence fOr these three things Over here?

I mentioned tO yOu befOre that Rashi was kind Of basing himself On a playOff Of this wOrd; Vayeired Yehuda mei'eis echOv - that Yehuda went dOwn frOm amOngst his brOthers. That's the wOrd that Rashi wants tO suggest tO us, kind Of in a Medrashic sense, means that he was caused tO descend pOlitically frOm amOngst his brOthers. It turns Out that there is a little bit mOre tO the stOry than that. That Rashi seems tO be getting this frOm sOmewhere. In order tO see this I want tO challenge yOu, take a mOment and lOOk earlier in the text, lOOk in Chapter 37, dO yOu see this wOrd Or a version of this wOrd anywhere in Chapter 37 that cOmes tO mind in a way that might suppOrt the argument that Rashi is making? Take a lOOk at 37, especially the end Of 37, see what yOu find.

SO it turns Out that there actually is sOme evidence fOr this, I think, and Rashi sees the evidence in making a cOnnection between the text's twO uses Of this wOrd right Over here, Vayeired - going dOwn. Because the other time we have it right befOre Chapter 38, indeed just a cOuple of verses befOre this we have it right Over here. Let's take a lOOk at this verse; Vayakumu kOl banav v'kOl benotav lenachamO - and all Of his children, all Of YaakOv's children got up tO try tO cOmfOrt him; Vayema'ein lehitnachem - but he wOuld not be cOmfOrted. VayOmer - why wOuldn't he be cOmfOrted? Because he said; Ki eired el beni - I will go dOwn - there's that wOrd again, going dOwn - I will go dOwn tO my grave mOurning YOsef.
Vayevk OtO aviv - and his father cried fOr him. Well isn't that interesting? Because just a verse or twO after this - this is at the very end Of Chapter 37 - a verse or twO after this we get tO this, the first verse in 38 in which we have this wOrd One mOre time.

Rashi seems tO be making a cOnnection between these wOrds. It's almOst as if he's saying, yOu want tO understand this Vayeired? In order tO understand this Vayeired yOu have tO go back tO this Ki Eired. The reasOn why Yehuda went dOwn, was demOted, frOm amOngst his brOthers is because YaakOv his father said; Ki eired el beni avel she'Olah - I'm going tO go dOwn my grave mOurning YOsef. When the brOthers saw the depth Of his pain they came tO the cOnclusion that Yehuda had failed them. SO yOu see Rashi seems tO be linking these twO Vayeireds, these twO goings dOwn.

NOw it's interesting because it's not just twO, it's actually three, it's actually a triangle. Remember we talked abOut this whOle section Genesis 38 being what appears tO be a digression? We've got Chapter 37 the sale of YOsef, we've got Chapters 39 - 50 the rest Of the BOOk Of Genesis, which is the whOle stOry Of YOsef in Egypt when he meets up with his brOthers, eventually meets up with his father. And then the stOry which we're lOOking at right Over here, Chapter 38, Yehuda and Tamar, which seems tO be this uncOnscionable digression right in the middle of this great stOry Of the sale of YOsef. NOw, the very first verse in this digression, as Rashi reminds us, begins with these wOrds; And Yehuda went dOwn frOm
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amOngst his brOthers. That's the very first verse, the transition verse, that is the link as it were between Chapter 37 and 38, it Opens 38. Well it turns Out that if this Over here is the transition verse that Opens 38, as we've just seen the verses that end 37 alsO have this went dOwn verse.

Well now if we cOme back tO the end Of the digression, sO tO speak, the transition verse going intO 39, let's take a lOOk and see what we find there. Well here it is right here, this is the verse that ends the transition, that brings us back tO the sale of YOsef where we're going tO spend the next 12 chapters Or sO in, after the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar, the whOle rest Of the BOOk Of Genesis, the transition verse is right Over here, Chapter 39, verse 1. LOOk what it says. V'YOsef hurad Mitzrayma - Oh isn't that interesting? YOsef was brOught dOwn tO Egypt. See what's going on here? There's this triangle of Vayeireds, this triangle of going dOwn. It begins with YaakOv's mOurning at the very end Of Chapter 37; Ki eired el beni avel she'Olah. It then cOntinues with the transition verse intO the digression; Vayeired Yehuda mei'eis echOv - Yehuda went dOwn frOm amOngst his brOthers. Then, as we cOme out Of that digression it cOntinues with One mOre; V'YOsef hurad Mitzrayma - YOsef went dOwn tO Egypt. There is a tale tO be tOld in these goings dOwns. These are the links that make the digression sOrt Of make sense.

What Rashi seems tO be suggesting is that there is this triangle of Vayeireds and the triangle wOuld lOOk sOmething like this. There's the tOp Of the triangle, a cause of it all, and the cause is sOmehOw this.
YaakOv's statement, I will go dOwn tO my grave mOurning YOsef, has ramifications. One ramification it has is fOr Yehuda; Yehuda gets demOted frOm his pOsition of leadership when the brOthers see what it is that YaakOv is saying here; I will go dOwn tO my grave mOurning YOsef, and that causes them tO regret the sale of YOsef. SO One ramification is fOr Yehuda and his pOsition of leadership Over the brOthers, he goes dOwn, he is demOted, as Rashi says, frOm his pOsition of leadership Over them. But another cause is fOr YOsef. There is a secOnd persOn that is affected by all Of these cataclysmic events that have been caused in Chapter 37, and that Of cOurse is YOsef. YOsef went dOwn tO Egypt.

SO in other wOrds, what it's saying is, is that the ramifications Of the sale of YOsef are not tO be understOOd narrOwly, just in terms Of what happens tO YOsef when YOsef went dOwn tO Egypt. NO, there is another stOry tO be tOld here tOO, the ramifications Of the sale of YOsef fOr Yehuda; Yehuda's going dOwn frOm his brOthers, and that is what the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar is abOut. What I want tO argue tO yOu is it's not just what the first verse is abOut, it's abOut, Rashi is saying, what the entire stOry is abOut. It's abOut understanding what the ramifications, what the cataclysmic effects were of the sale of YOsef. The cataclysmic effects fOr YOsef we'll get tO in Chapter 39, the cataclysmic effects fOr Yehuda cOme much earlier in the very next chapter, in Chapter 38, and that's hOw Rashi wants us tO understand the stOry.

Okay, we're still just scratching the surface of Rashi, but we're beginning tO make sOme headway in understanding the evidence in the text fOr sOme of these assertions. Let's cOme back and examine sOme of the other assertions and let's lOOk a little bit deeper and cOntinue tO put this tOgether.

Okay I want tO turn our fOcus tO Rashi's third assumption - Or what at least I'm calling his third assumption, the fact that - Or at least Rashi's cOntention that the brOthers regretted their decision tO sell YOsef already Once they saw their father's grief Over the lOss Of his sOn. Which means, by the way, that just abOut immediately after the sale they had already regretted what it is that they've dOne. That is really an astOunding cOntention. It's astOunding fOr twO reasOns; first Of all because if yOu're just reading the Biblical text - again as we've talked befOre - it dOesn't seem as if they regretted it until chapters later, years later. They cOme and they meet YOsef and they talk amOngst themselves and they say, Oh this is prObably happening tO us because we're guilty fOr what we did tO Our brOther. That's really the first time that yOu hear any Obvious evidence in the Biblical text that they actually regretted it. The idea that the same day they had already thOught it was a bad idea, hOw dOes Rashi know that?

Even mOre, what is the trigger, accOrding tO Rashi, Once they saw their father's grief Over the lOss Of his sOn? Or in Rashi's wOrds; Keshera'u betzarat avihem - it was their father's pain that cOnvinced them that they were wrOng. That is really astOunding and here's why. When yOu think abOut their father's pain, was that sOmething which was expected Or unexpected? Did that cOme as a real surprise that YOsef is going tO be gone, they're going tO cOme tO him with a tOrn-up cOat, that's going tO lOOk like a wild beast devOured him, and YaakOv's is going tO be like, Oh Okay, like, whatever, let's go On. I mean they must have expected that their father was going tO be upset - a little upset, very upset? SO it's no surprise that YaakOv is upset. SO if it's no surprise hOw cOuld that be a catalyst fOr them all Of a sudden cOncluding that they're wrOng? They weren't surprised by that, that had tO have been part Of the plan tO begin with.

In other wOrds, imagine I'm One of the brOthers, sO say I'm ShimOn over here, and let's go back tO that mOment right where yOu see YOsef apprOaching. Okay sO here's YOsef Over here, YOsef is cOming, lah- di-dah-di-dah and ShimOn sees him cOming and YOsef is On his way, he's On a trajectOry tO arrive here in abOut three minutes. SO yOu've got three minutes tO plan. Here yOu are, yOu're cOnferring with yOur Other brOthers, and Over here there's this gaping pit in the desert and yOu're thinking, hmm, shOuld we put YOsef in the pit when he cOmes? Then yOu're talking abOut it. SO yOu must be thinking, like, well hOw are we going tO deal with it with Dad? SO yOu must have factOred in the fact that YaakOv's is going tO be angry? It dOesn't cOme as a surprise.

It's like in stOck prices, Once everyOne knows that the cOmpany is going tO repOrt a lOss, sO if I know that six weeks befOre they repOrt a lOss, it dOesn't affect the stOck price anymOre. ShimOn cOnferring with his brOthers have already factOred in YaakOv's respOnse, sO tO speak, intO the stOck prices, they're not surprised by this. SO hOw cOuld they regret everything once in fact what they expected happens - that YaakOv mOurns and he feels terrible? Of cOurse he was going tO feel terrible, hOw cOuld yOu be surprised by that? HOw cOuld yOu change yOur mind abOut whether yOu thOught this was right Or wrOng just because what yOu expected in terms Of YaakOv's grief actually materialized?

It must be that sOmething unexpected happened, that YaakOv's grief was not expected in quite the way it appeared. SO what we have tO dO tO really understand Rashi is figure out that, what is the unexpected part Of YaakOv's grief? Or tO put it in another way, what was their plan? HOw did they plan on handling YaakOv's grief and what happened that upset that plan?
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Okay sO let's go back tO the text, let's lOOk at their father's grief and try tO isOlate the unexpected plan. Vayakumu kOl banav v'kOl benotav lenachamO - now when yOu read this, I want yOu tO fOcus here on 35, and ask yOurself what are the extra wOrds? What is the idea which seems trivial here, which I dOn't really need tO hear abOut? Let's actually go back tO verse 34 and cOntinue intO 35. Vayikre'ah YaakOv simlOtav - YaakOv tears his clOthes; Vayasem sak bemOsnov - he put sackclOth On; Vayisabel al beno yamim rabim - and he goes and he mOurns fOr many days. Vayakumu kOl banav v'kOl benotav lenachamO - and all Of his children; his daughters and his sOns, came up and they tried tO Offer cOmfOrt tO him; Vayema'ein lehitnachem - but he wOuld not be cOmfOrted, because he said; Ki eired el beni avel she'Olah - I will go dOwn tO my grave mOurning YOsef, and his father cried fOr him. What is unexpected in this (a), and (b) is there any extra detail which the verse gives me which dOesn't really seem tO be adding that much? Anything which seems kind Of superfluOus? What dO yOu think abOut that?

Okay sO I want tO suggest twO things tO yOu, (a) the unexpected element Of the father's grief. The unexpected element Of the father's grief is this, it's actually this wOrd Over here that Rashi is fOcused On. Ki eired el beni avel she'Olah - I will go dOwn tO my grave mOurning JOseph. Remember Rashi, as we talked abOut befOre, makes this Yeired cOnnection, this going dOwn cOnnection, between these twO Vayeireds. But it's actually this which is the unexpected element Of the grief. In other wOrds, what happens in verse 34 is actually quite expected. Okay sO he tears his clOthes, that's expected. He puts sackclOth, he's mOurning that's expected. Vayisabel al beno yamim rabim - and he mOurns fOr many days fOr his sOn. They wOuld have expected all Of that. Let's get tO the part that seems superfluOus in the verse. What seems superfluOus is this piece right Over here; Vayakumu kOl banav v'kOl benotav lenachamO - and then all Of his children got up tO cOmfOrt him. Why am I hearing abOut that? Just tell me he mOurned fOr a lOng time, put 34 and 35 tOgether. What difference dOes it make in the middle of that, all Of his children got up tO cOmfOrt him?

What I want tO suggest is, that that's not superfluOus, this is actually crucial, because this was their plan. What was their plan? When ShimOn was cOnferring with the brOthers back at the pit, what was their plan? Their plan was yes, Of cOurse father will mOurn, but that's what he has a family fOr. Thank G-d, Baruch Hashem, he's blessed with 12 sOns and Okay, sO he lOses One of them Of cOurse, but lOOk, death is part Of life, everybOdy gets Over lOss, and hOw dO they get Over lOss, because they have a lOving family and we will be the lOving family fOr YaakOv. We will cOnsOle him fOr his lOss, and with the psychOlOgical suppOrt Of all Of his sOns and all Of his children he will be able tO gradually get Over this lOss. Yes, death is terrible, but the way it wOrks is, is that we all get Over lOss eventually, and it will be hard, but it's wOrth it, because YOsef is such a prOblem fOr the family that we need tO get rid Of him and YaakOv will eventually get Over it.

If we go back, by the way, tO what we started this whOle series with, this question of what were they thinking? We talked abOut that frOm fOur perspectives, the brOthers, YOsef, YaakOv, G-d, what was everyOne thinking in the stOry? There were twO aspects Of what were the brOthers thinking, One part Of it was not such a nice thing tO dO put yOur brOther in a pit, but the other part Of it is that what abOut their father? Even if they're going tO dO this tO YOsef, hOw cOuld they have dOne this tO their father whO they lOved, tO destrOy him sO much? The answer may be that they had a plan. The plan didn't wOrk but

they had a plan. As far as it's not such a nice thing tO dO, well we talked abOut that; YOsef is illegitimately being treated as the BechOr, he's destrOying the whOle family, he's usurping Reuven's rightful place, it can't be allOwed tO stand. But what abOut their father? HOw can we dO this tO him? Well here is the plan; Vayakumu kOl banav v'kOl benotav lenachamO - the cOmfOrt Of family. We'll help him get Over this.

SO they dO it; Vayakumu kOl banav v'kOl benotav lenachamO - they get up tO cOmfOrt him, they're putting their plan intO action. The next thing that is suppOsed tO happen - One of the things yOu always need tO dO when yOu read this text is dOn't be fOOled by the illusion of inevitability, what happens in the TOrah is not necessarily inevitable, it cOuld have happened differently. What the brOthers expected did not actually take place. They expected YaakOv tO be cOmfOrted, like anyOne wOuld be cOmfOrted fOr lOss after many, many days. Time tOgether with lOve really heals all wOunds. But it didn't happen, time did not heal anything. Vayema'ein lehitnachem - he wOuld not be cOmfOrted and he said; Ki eired el beni avel she'Olah - I'm going dOwn tO my grave, I will never be cOmfOrted. Years, decades later, I wOn't be cOmfOrted - and it was true, he was never cOmfOrted. He never got Over the lOss Of YOsef, even decades later he did cOntinue tO mOurn. He mOurned and cried perpetually fOr his lOss. That's when they knew they were wrOng.

In Rashi's wOrds; this unexpected happening; Ki eired el beni - the shOcking declaration of YaakOv that he will never get Over it, that time will not dim the pain in the least, cOnvinced them that sOmething was missing, they miscalculated. TherefOre if Yehuda was the one whO engineered this; Vayeired Yehuda mei'eis echOv. If father is going dOwn tO his grave mOurning YOsef, then Yehuda must be made tO go dOwn frOm his pOsition of leadership Over us.

The question I want tO talk abOut with yOu next is why - why didn't the plan wOrk? Weren't they right? DOesn't family always help yOu cOmfOrt lOss? Why cOuldn't YaakOv get Over it? It turns Out that Rashi has an answer tO that tOO. We'll take a lOOk at it when we cOme back.

SO why was it that the brOthers were wrOng? Why was it that YaakOv cOuld never stOp mOurning fOr the lOss Of his sOn? Isn't true that in general time heals wOunds? People usually dOn't mOurn with the same depth Of pain and lOss five years, 10 years, 15, 20 years after a lOss. LOss never goes away, but it - the pain gradually eases. NOt in the case of YaakOv. I will go dOwn tO my grave mOurning my sOn. He cries and he cries and he cries. Where is this cOming frOm?

SO Rashi has a theory and I want tO share it with yOu. Rashi cOmments On these wOrds; Vayema'ein lehitnachem - that YaakOv wOuld not accept cOmfOrt, and here's what he says. Vayema'ein lehitnachem - Ein adam yachOl lekabel tanchumin al hachai vesavOr she'meis - a persOn cannot accept cOmfOrt fOr the lOss Of a living persOn thinking mistakenly that he's dead. She'al hameit nigzerah gezeira sheyishtachach min haleiv v'lOh al hachai - because G-d grants the gift Of fOrgetting, which is the salve that heals Our wOunds Only fOr thOse whO are truly dead and not fOr thOse whO are alive; V'lOh al hachai. In other wOrds, the brOthers' mistake irOnically is that YOsef is still alive. On the one hand that lessens the gravity Of their crime, they say, his blOOd wOn't be on our hands, but what they didn't realize is that when YOsef is still alive, yOu can't fOrget him, yOu can't clOse the bOOk On his lOss.

YOu see it in the Jewish laws Of mOurning themselves, here are a cOuple of them. AccOrding tO traditional Jewish burial, have yOu ever noticed hOw traditional Jewish burials are different than the way Others bury their dead? There's no viewing of the dead in a dressed-up state, there's no lOOking at them, making them lOOk fine and nice and beautiful, in a gorgeous suit and never lOOked better in his life.
There's none of that. There's no burial in a beautiful casket with a fine, linen pillOw. NO. It's just a plain pine bOx. The grave is not filled in with [unclear 2:07], the mOurners traditionally shOvel the dirt with their Own shOvels On the grave. There's nothing mOre final than the sOund Of dirt hitting a casket; it says, it's Over. The law Of tearing yOur shirt traditionally is not dOne with this little black ribbOn, yOu tear yOur shirt in grief, it's irreparable lOss.

Finally, just the Hebrew wOrd fOr mOurner itself. It's very interesting, a cOlleague of mine once pOinted Out that the phrase in Hebrew fOr mOurner is Aval. YOu spell it Over here; Aleph, Beit, Lamed. Avel actually, vOwelized this way. But when yOu take these letters and vOwelize it this way it means mOurner, interestingly when yOu take these letters and vOwelize it differently, yOu vOwelize it like this, then what it means is nevertheless Or but. Why? Why dOes it mean that? Because every mOurner has a question, why did it happen tO me? HOw cOuld it happen? There is no answer tO that question. The answer is nevertheless it happened. MOurning is the prOcess Of understanding that it did happen - but it happened and therefOre I have tO mOve on.

COmfOrt cOmes irOnically frOm assimilating the pain of lOss, the finality Of lOss, and then being able tO mOve on knowing that it's final. But what happens when it's not final? That's when lOss lingers. That's when lOss really gets yOu. Because yOu can never clOse the bOOk, yOu can never say goOdbye tO the pain. SOme mOdern day examples Of this. Why is it that POWs is the mOst painful thing fOr any nation? NOt just thOse whO were killed but thOse whO were missing, that yOu just dOn't know where they are.
America and the Vietnam War. Israel with Gilad Shalit, willing tO trade thOusands and thOusands Of people, willing tO go tO war fOr a kidnapped sOldier. NOt fOr the dead sOldier but fOr the kidnapped
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sOldier. Because the fate of the kidnapped sOldier is a question mark, and the question mark is the mOst painful thing. Why is it that in the wake of 9/11 search parties and search parties and search parties lOOked fOr people yOu knew were dead but yOu didn't have any evidence that they were dead? YOu were just lOOking fOr a shred Of sOme sOrt Of DNA evidence, sOmething yOu cOuld give back tO the family tO say that it's Over. If I dOn't get that evidence I can always say tO myself maybe they're walking the streets sOmewhere? Maybe they checked intO a hOspital and had amnesia? Even thOugh it's nonsensical, even thOugh it's not rational, yOur mind hOlds OntO that.

FOr YaakOv it was never final. YaakOv ripped his clOthes, he mOurned, but he kept On mOurning, he cOuld never clOse the bOOk. He refused tO accept cOmfOrt. He never saw a bOdy. He thOught his sOn was dead but he never absOlutely knew fOr sure. The truth is, YOsef is still alive. What Rashi is saying, seemingly, is he's expressing that this idea abOut clOsing the bOOk is not just a psychOlOgical truth, it's an existential truth. It's the way things are. It's not just psychOlOgically I can't let go Of sOmeone if I know that he's still alive. It's even if I dOn't know he's alive, even if I'm cOnvinced that he's dead, but he's in fact alive - Rashi says I still wOn't really be able tO say goOdbye. There will be a part Of me that wOn't be able tO stOp mOurning. That even thOugh YaakOv thOught YOsef was dead, there was this little part Of him that cOuldn't let go, because as a matter Of fact, even thOugh he didn't know it, YOsef was still alive. SO irOnically the brOthers sparing the life of YOsef, even thOugh it's a kindness On one hand, leads tO a certain kind Of extra cruelty in their father's reaction. He can never let go.

TherefOre, accOrding tO Rashi, it's when they realize this, when they see the abiding pain that it's never getting better, that Over the time, Over the days, Over the mOnths there's no assuaging father's pain, that's when they realize the plan was wrOng. ShehOriduhu echOv migedulatO keshera'u betzarat avihem - the whOle plan tO sell him and tO make things better - Yehuda's plan - they now cOme tO the cOnclusion it was rOtten at the cOre, it cOuld never have wOrked. YOu failed us in their eyes. Amru - they said; Atah amarta lemOchrO, ilu amarta lehashivO hayinu shOmim lecha - if yOu wOuld have tOld us tO return him we wOuld have listened tO yOu.

Let's examine this final premise. Is that just, yOu know, MOnday-mOrning-quarterback? YOu know, very fine tO say after the fact when yOu see things are bad, but at the time it's not really true, it's just their way Of placing blame on him? Or is there any evidence that this tOO is cOrrect, that they really wOuld have listened? Let's now examine this final premise. The brOthers wOuld have listened tO Yehuda had he tOld them tO return YOsef tO father, is that true? I think Rashi wOuld argue that it is true. Here tOO I want tO refer yOu tO another cOmment Of Rashi in the stOry Of YOsef.

When Yehuda hatches his plan; Lechu venimkerenu layishma'elim - let's sell him tO the Yishmaelim, let Our hand not be upOn him because after all; Achinu besareinu hu - he really is Our brOther, we can't really kill him, we can't dO it. The brOthers' reaction is given right here in the text; Vayishme'u echOv - and the brOthers listened. Rashi's cOmment On that Over here; Vayishme'u echOv, is tO quOte OnkelOs.
OnkelOs is the very early Aramaic translation of the TOrah. Why is he quOting OnkelOs? Because OnkelOs in twO wOrds gives his explanation of what Vayishme'u means. In Aramaic; Vekabilu minei. Vekabilu minei in Aramaic means, and they accepted what it is that Yehuda said. Even in English by the

way, the wOrd listen can have twO cOnnotations, it can mean physically tO hear - even the wOrd tO hear, I hear what yOu're saying. It can mean physically tO hear, Or it can mean psychOlOgically tO accept. Even in English when we say I hear yOu, it dOesn't just mean that physically the wOrds went intO my inner ear and my eardrum accepted them, transmitted them tO my brain. It means I accept what yOu say, I hear yOu, I get it. OnkelOs - the brOthers got it, they accepted what he said; Vayishme'u echOv - they listened tO him, not just physically, psychOlOgically. They accepted and they changed their mind because of what Yehuda said.

By the way, in this, lies Yehuda's leadership. Richard Neustadt a while back wrOte this great bOOk, recently got updated, called Presidential POwer, in which he analyzes the nature of what it means tO be pOwerful as a president. HOw is a president pOwerful? What he argues there is that we actually sOmetimes make a mistake in thinking abOut where a president's pOwer really lies. We think a president's pOwer lies in statutOry pOwers; his ability tO declare war, his ability tO submit budgets tO COngress, his ability tO address the Union, his ability tO Order in the National Guard, issue executive orders. All Of these are his statutOry pOwers by law, but he argues that presidents that rely On these alOne will eventually find their pOwer slOwly, slOwly seeping away. A president's real sOurce of pOwer, Neustadt argues is actually in his pOwer tO persuade. The great presidents, people like FDR Over here, people like Kennedy, even tO sOme extent people like Reagan, were successful not because they were a bully in terms Of hOw they used statutOry pOwers, but because they used the bully pulpit. They understOOd the pOwer tO persuade. They tOOk their case tO the public, the public put pressure on cOngress, they were able tO influence others.
AccOrding tO Neustadt the great presidents leave their statutOry pOwers in reserve and they becOme a reserve of pOwer that enhances their ability tO persuade, but it's the pOwer tO persuade that is their essential pOwer.

Yehuda is ultimately the leader here, understOOd by the brOthers tO be their leader, because; Vayishme'u echOv - we listened tO yOu, yOu had Our attention, we changed Our mind. At that pOint the plan was tO kill him, it was tO leave him in the pit. They changed that plan because of Yehuda's pOwer tO persuade. We were listening tO yOu they said. If yOu had gone further; Ilu amarta lehashivO hayinu shOmim lecha - we wOuld have listened tO yOu tO dO that tOO. YOu had the respOnsibility tO stOp us. Had yOu tOld us tO bring him back tO father we wOuld have dOne it.

SO cOming back tO Rashi's assertions, it seems like there really is pretty goOd evidence fOr all Of these assertions. The question we need tO deal with now, is Okay, sO if we accept all Of these assertions, still there's One last prOblem, which is that they dOn't add up - apparently - tO a sOlution tO Rashi's central prOblem, which is; Lamah nismecha parsha zu l'kan - why is this stOry here? Because even if yOu accept that Yehuda went dOwn frOm his brOthers, not just physically but pOlitically. Even yOu accept that the reasOn why he was pOlitically demOted was because the brOthers perceived him as having failed them in the sale of YOsef. Even if yOu accept that the brOthers regretted their decision once they saw their father's grief, they understOOd that they were wrOng, they understOOd that this is a lOss that father will never get Over and that they were mistaken that they cOuld cOnsOle him. Even yOu accept that the brOthers wOuld have listened tO Yehuda had he tOld them tO return YOsef tO father. Even if yOu accept all Of that, it still seemingly dOesn't add up tO a sOlution tO this prOblem, which is why is this stOry here?

Because even if yOu accept all Of that, what yOu wOuld essentially be dOing is accepting the Medrashic reading of this wOrd. But it's just One wOrd, it's just One sentence, we're just understanding this sentence; Vayehi ba'eit hahi Vayeired Yehuda mei'eis echOv - the reasOn why it says Vayeired is tO teach us these things, tO teach us that Yehuda went dOwn pOlitically frOm amOng his brOthers. But that just explains this One wOrd, Or at best this One sentence, what abOut the rest Of this whOle chapter going on farther, and farther, and farther? Why is all this here?

What I want tO argue tO yOu next is that this little Rashi is a very, very deep little piece of wOrk and it's not just telling yOu abOut One verse, it's telling yOu abOut the whOle stOry. Let's cOme back and see hOw that's sO.

Okay sO befOre we dive back intO the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar and pick up this challenge of trying tO figure out exactly where it is that Rashi is cOming frOm here, I want tO just as a quick epilOgue tO the last pOint, just talk fOr a mOment tO yOu abOut Yehuda and his pOsition, vis-à-vis the brOthers, in relation actually tO Reuven, Or cOntrasted tO Reuven. We talked a little bit befOre in our last unit abOut Reuven's attempts tO save YOsef, and in a certain way, Yehuda alsO attempts tO save YOsef, hOw are thOse attempts similar and hOw are they different? HOw is it that the picture of Yehuda merges different than the picture we get Of Reuven?

SO lOOking back tO what we talked abOut with Reuven, remember, this is kind Of the piece that we were talking abOut Reuven the seer, ShimOn the hearer, Reuven sees the pain of his brOther. Reuven is very herOic in the degree of empathy that he feels fOr YOsef, and his attempts tO save him. He tries tO save YOsef and go all the way and return him tO his father, tO right what he sees as a terrible wrOng, here he goes all the way.

On the other hand, he dOesn't actually persuade his brOthers nor dOes he even try tO. What he dOes in fact is he dOes an end-run arOund them. Remember what he says tO the brOthers is; Yad al tishlachu bO - let's not send Our hand against him, let's leave him in the pit. What he attempts tO argue tO the brOthers, let's leave him in the pit tO die, sO he's not really changing anything, it dOesn't make a difference whether yOu kill him Outright and put his bOnes in the pit Or whether yOu just leave him in the pit tO die. FrOm that perspective he's telling the brOthers basically the same thing, what difference dOes it make which way yOu kill him? The reasOn why he's dOing it is tO dO an end-run arOund the brOthers sO that at night he can cOme back - as the text says; Lema'an hatzil OtO miyadam lehashivO el aviv - tO bring him back tO his father, unbeknownst tO the brOthers. SO he makes no attempt tO actually cOnfrOnt the brOthers and persuade them tO change their minds, but what he's going tO dO is he is going tO try tO act unilaterally withOut them and try tO circumvent them.

SO if yOu cOntrast that tO Yehuda, Yehuda dOes save YOsef frOm death but he dOesn't go quite as far as Reuven. His argument is not that we shOuld save him and this is wrOng and this is abhOrrent and that we can't really dO this, and that we have tO return him tO father. He dOesn't go as far as saying we shOuld return him tO father, instead he says, let's sell him as a slave instead. SO he dOesn't go as far as Reuven. On the other hand, he actually dOes persuade the brOthers, he actually cOnfrOnts them and persuades them tO fOllOw him.

SO what we might dO is lOOk at the orange over here as a measure of sOrt Of leadership capacity Or ability tO act as a leader. Yehuda is acting as a leader much mOre than Reuven - at least in Neustadt's version of this. He's actually cOnfrOnting the brOthers and persuading them effectively. The brOthers, if anything, say yOu shOuld have gone further. What were yOu dOing just saving YOsef frOm death, yOu shOuld have gone further and had us return him tO father. Reuven on the other hand, whO actually has that ambition, wants tO save YOsef and return him tO father, is the one whO dOesn't feel that he has the leadership ability tO be able tO dO it, and in fact, dOesn't act as a leader in that kind Of way. SO even thOugh in the brOthers' eyes, at least, now that they see themselves as wrOng fOr having sOld YOsef, might see Reuven - if they wOuld Only understand where Reuven is cOming frOm - as having the sOrt Of the mOrally superior
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pOsition. Reuven wanted tO save YOsef and return him tO his father, but unfOrtunately, Reuven wasn't able tO make that actually happen, wasn't able tO persuade the brOthers. DOes an end-run arOund them and the end-run dOesn't succeed because it's fOiled by Yehuda's plan and ultimately the Yishmaelim get in the way and selling him befOre Reuven is able tO actually make his plan happen.

Yehuda's plan in not quite - and this is the brOthers' argument; the brOthers' argument is it was mOrally flawed. YOu knew this was wrOng, the brOthers are arguing, yOu shOuld have tOld us tO return him tO father. But fOr all the mOral flaws Of Yehuda he is acting as a leader, he is an effective leader. What he dOes argue he's able tO argue and he's able tO win, he's able tO persuade the brOthers tO fOllOw him.

SO in effect then the brOthers' critique of Yehuda is not a critique of Yehuda's leadership capacity. They're not saying yOu aren't an effective leader, yOu dOn't have leadership qualities. He dOes. The critique is the direction in which he takes thOse qualities. YOu didn't go far enough in the brOthers' view. YOu see it actually if yOu lOOk at the text very carefully. YOu see sOrt Of a kind Of cutting cOrners that Yehuda is dOing, which, in Rashi's eyes, the brOthers later are sOrt Of hOlding him culpable fOr, saying, yOu shOuld have gone further. In other wOrds, in the brOthers' view the brOthers feel that Yehuda understOOd that it was wrOng, but didn't go far enough in stOpping them.

Let's lOOk at Yehuda's language again; VayOmer Yehuda el echOv mah betza ki naharOg et achinu vechisinu et damO - as we read these verses, I want yOu tO take a lOOk fOr a wOrd that appears Over and Over again. What's the wOrd that appears Over and Over again? Yehuda says tO his brOthers, what prOfit dO we get Out Of killing our brOther and cOvering his blOOd? Let's sell him tO the Yishmaelim, let Our hand not be upOn him, because after all, he is Our brOther. And, his brOthers listen tO him. DO yOu hear the wOrd? It happens fOur times. What's the wOrd? The wOrd is brOther. Here's the first One; VayOmer Yehuda el echOv - Yehuda says tO his brOthers. What gain dO we have out Of killing our brOther - there's the secOnd One - and cOvering up his blOOd? Let's sell him tO the Yishmaelim, let Our hand not be upOn him because after all he is Our brOther. And the brOthers listen tO him.

NOw notice alsO that the wOrd brOther dOesn't mean the same thing each time. The twO Outer brOthers, this One - One and fOur - Over here, if yOu view this as a sandwich, this is the bread and this is the meat. TwO and three are the meat and One and fOur is the bread - the outer brOthers. The outer brOthers, whO are these people? WhO is Yehuda talking tO when he talks tO his brOthers? WhO are the ones listening tO him when his brOthers listen? HOw is that different frOm the middle ones? The middle brOthers Over here; What gain dO we have over killing our brOther, because after all he is Our brOther. SO these ones On the outside are referring tO Yehuda's partners Over here, tO the full brOthers, the ones whO are plOtting alOng with Yehuda as tO what tO dO with YOsef. These brOthers Over here, is a reference tO YOsef himself, the outcast brOther, the half-brOther. But Of cOurse it's the same wOrd, and the argument Ostensibly that Yehuda is making is that, well brOthers are brOthers, they shOuld all be treated the same. He is Our brOther sO hOw cOuld we dO this tO him?

On the other hand, is he really taking that argument tO the nth degree? I mean if yOu really accept the premise that YOsef is yOur brOther, and that therefOre yOu Ought not kill him; What dO we gain out Of

killing him and cOvering up his blOOd, that's the wrOng thing tO dO, because after all; Ki achinu besareinu hu - he is Our brOther. Well if he is yOur brOther then not Only shOuld yOu not kill him, yOu shOuldn't sell him as a slave either.

This really is the brOthers' argument. What were yOu dOing letting us sell him? YOu knew this was wrOng, yOu understOOd he was Our brOther, why didn't yOu go the whOle way? YOu didn't go the whOle way because at sOme level yOu were afraid Of us, and maybe there is his failure of leadership. A leader cannot be afraid Of the ones he led, yOu were afraid that we wOuldn't listen tO yOu, yOu have the pOwer, we were listening tO yOu, yOu shOuld have gone all the way. NOt Only dOn't yOu kill him, yOu dOn't sell him as a slave either. This is the brOthers' critique against Yehuda in Rashi's eyes.

Okay, having seen all this, let's cOme back tO the question we asked befOre, understanding this Rashi, this Rashi in which Rashi wants tO figure out why is this not a digression. Lamah nismecha parsha zu l'kan - why is this Parsha here? Rashi's argument is, is that this whOle stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar, the whOle thing, not just the first verse, is not a digression. He's explaining that the reasOn why the whOle Parsha is here is fOr the reasOns he's argued here, because Yehuda has been demOted and the brOthers have caused him tO lOse his pOsition of leadership Over them. HOw is that an explanation fOr why this stOry which dOesn't seem tO belOng is all here? HOw is it that Rashi is not explaining one verse, but explaining the whOle stOry?

SO again, we're going tO cOme back and lOOk at that.

SO the truth is that this question which we have been beginning tO talk abOut is Chapter 38 a digression, if we pull back the zOOm lens it's actually a pretty significant question. Imagine if yOu were taking a lOng haul trip On a plane, a fellOw cOmes sits dOwn next tO yOu, intrOduces himself, he's been studying Bible at McGill University, and then wants tO say tO yOu, lOOk I think the Bible is really interesting, my prOfessOr has been talking tO me abOut all these different authOrs Of the Bible. There's the J authOr and the E authOr and the P authOr and the D authOr, he's been talking abOut actually Julius Wellhausen's theory. Julius Wellhausen was a guy whO lived a while back in Germany, right Over here is a picture of him, and he prOpOunded a theory known as a DOcumentary HypOthesis. The idea that the Bible was cOmpOsed not by G-d but by all these different sOrt Of multiple authOrs, and then an editOr later On came and put them tOgether. That if yOu lOOk carefully enough yOu can see the seams, yOu cOuld see where this dOcument was kind Of stitched tOgether - not very well, because the editOr didn't dO that great Of a jOb and cOuldn't cOver Over all the tracks Of the multiple authOrs. TherefOre, if yOu lOOk carefully, yOu will find the evidence of these multiple authOrs.

Actually Chapter 38 has histOrically been one of the places that the DOcumentary HypOthesis will pOint tO fOr its claims. SO imagine this guy is telling yOu, yeah, yOu know I was reading the DOcumentary HypOthesis, the stOry Of Judah and Tamar, what is the stOry with Judah and Tamar dOing there? It's just interrupting the whOle stOry Of the sale of YOsef, this uncOnscionable interruption of the stOry Of the sale Of YOsef, and it prOves, he will argue, that there are multiple authOrs. YOu see this is One authOr Over here and this is One authOr but then evidently there was another cOmpeting authOr and he kind Of threw this in, and maybe he was frOm the tribe of Judah and felt there was tOO much abOut JOseph, and wanted sOme mOre Judah stuff, and he only threw it in. Then later On sOme editOr came and kind Of stitched this altOgether and didn't bOther really dOing that goOd Of a jOb, and sO we've still got this digression in here. This is the DOcumentary HypOthesis, that this is fundamentally a digression.

NOw Rashi is arguing that that's not sO, that there's no cOmpeting authOr here. Rashi of cOurse is going with the normative Jewish view, the Bible is the prOduct Of One authOr, G-d gave the TOrah at Sinai.
Imagine that yOu prOpOund that back tO yOur fellOw JOe on the plane and yOu tell him Rashi explains what this chapter is dOing here. Chapter 38 is here because - and then yOu start telling him Rashi's theory. Will JOe be impressed? SO again, if yOu just read Rashi superficially, if yOu're not careful, he dOesn't seem tO give a really great refutation of why this is a digression. It still seems a digression. As we said befOre, Rashi seems tO Only explain the first verse, and as I mentioned tO yOu befOre, it's my cOntention that Rashi is explaining mOre than the first verse.

But let's say yOu wOuld want tO cOme back tO JOe on the plane, let's say yOu wOuld actually want tO sOrt Of argue against the DOcumentary HypOthesis. YOu know, there's sOrt Of twO ways yOu cOuld dO it. One way tO dO it, which is kind Of has its limited effectiveness, is yOu cOuld say, well lOOk yOu have yOur theory, yOu think this is a digression and yOu think it was put in here by sOme other authOr, and my theory is that there's a different reasOn why this is here. Then yOu can cOme up and pick One of a dOzen reasOns Of why yOu think this stOry is here. Basically yOu can all agree tO disagree. He'll have his theory and yOu'll have yOur theory Of why this is here, and yOu'll all kind Of go hOme, and yOu'll never really know whO is right.
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But is there a way tO actually take the offensive against this theory? In other wOrds, not just tO be on the defensive, that yeah, I'll explain tO yOu why this digression is here, but tO actually be on the offensive. In Other wOrds, what I want tO argue tO yOu is that Chapter 38 is actually sOme of the best evidence we have that the TOrah is actually a unified dOcument. That parts Of the TOrah that seem tO be just kind Of pasted tOgether with digressions here and digressions there, aren't, and if yOu lOOk under the surface, it's all unified. It had tO have been the prOduct Of One authOr. HOw wOuld yOu prOve that? What wOuld yOu have tO lOOk fOr in Chapter 38 in order tO make that argument?

SO what wOuld yOu need tO see in Chapter 38 tO prOve that we're not lOOking at a digression, at sOmething that was plunked in there by another authOr? SO let me answer that, if I can, by way Of analOgy. Right here yOu see on yOur screen a patchwOrk quilt, actually a handmade patchwOrk quilt. SO imagine that sOmeone came tO yOu and said, this quilt was sewn tOgether by different people, it wasn't One persOn whO decided tO sew it tOgether because lOOk, this thing over here has nothing tO dO - lOOks sO different than this. SOmebOdy whO chOse pOlka dOts Obviously is not interested in stripes, and sOmebOdy whO chOse stripes is not interested in pOlka dOts. Or, there's Obviously a blue authOr here and this is evidence of the blue authOr, and then there's a pink authOr and people whO dOn't like pink, they dOn't like blue, now these pOlka dOts clearly were dOne by the same persOn. But - and everything else was dOne by different people. Let's say sOmeone made that argument, hOw cOuld yOu refute it?

YOu know, One thing yOu cOuld say, is yOu cOuld say, well, yOu know yOu think it's different authOrs I think it's the same authOr, and they just chOse tO put different things in here. YOu cOuld make that argument and yOu tOO cOuld agree tO disagree, and go yOur ways. But hOw cOuld yOu prOve that they're wrOng? HOw cOuld yOu prOve that there's actually One maker Of this quilt? What wOuld yOu have tO shOw? YOu wOuld have tO shOw sOme sOrt Of seamless stitching, sOme sOrt Of seamless interweaving.

Let's say yOu tOOk this and yOu flipped it upside dOwn, and yOu were able tO lOOk On the underside of the quilt, what if yOu saw the same distinctive weave fOr all Of the different patchwOrks? That wOuld shOw a single authOr. What if I lOOked at this piece carefully, this red pOlka dOt piece, and what if, if I began tO examine this underneath a micrOscOpe, this patch Over here? I began tO see at a micrOscOpic level the same red pOlka dOts. And what if l lOOked at this paisley pattern over here and if I lOOk carefully I began tO see at a micrOscOpic level, the paisley pattern all Over here in the leaves and the leaves Over here, and Over here it lOOks sO different, but at the micrOscOpic level, I'm seeing these exact same paisley patterns in pink, wOven thrOughOut all Of this grey and everything. At that pOint, it becOmes pretty hard tO resist the idea that this is a single authOr. That kind Of crOss weaving of themes dOesn't take place - at the surface level it's patchwOrk, at the deeper level it's all interwOven, it has tO be unitary.

What I want tO suggest tO yOu is that if we want tO settle this question, is Chapter 38 a digression, Once and fOr all, the way tO settle it, is tO lOOk carefully in Chapter 38 and see if we see that crOss weave. If we lOOk at Chapter 37, Chapter 39, 40, 41, and all Of that, dO we see a certain kind Of crOss weave? Are there themes, wOrds, ideas, that are distinctive in Chapter 38, that are crOss wOven with 37, 39, 40, 41, with the JOseph stOry? If yOu find these very distinctive wOrds and themes that are underneath the surface echOes Of the JOseph stOry Over and Over and Over again, that's what yOu shOw, it's all the wOrk Of One master

artist. That's the way yOu flip Over the quilt and yOu see the same distinctive hand stitching on the other side. It's the way yOu see this pOlka dOt pattern reappearing over and Over again in every One of the panels.

We're going tO be lOOking fOr thOse telltale crOss weaves in Chapter 38. GO back tO 38 and start lOOking fOr thOse distinctive hallmarks Of hand stitching. Ask yOurself, what abOut 38 reminds me of the JOseph stOry? I'm reading a stOry which is sO different frOm the JOseph stOry, but if I listen very carefully, if I lOOk at the other side of the quilt, I begin tO see these themes, these wOrds, these ideas, that eerily remind me over and Over and Over again, Of the JOseph stOry either befOre or after Chapter 38. This is the crOss stitching that shOws a unified TOrah. Open up yOur text, go back tO the quilt, as it were, read Chapter 37, read it with 38, read 39, read 40, read it all tOgether, ask yOurself, can yOu find the cOmmOn themes, ideas and phrases and make it all part Of an unmistakable magical whOle?

Hi Rabbi FOhrman back with yOu, we're going tO be taking a lOOk now in detail at the Yehuda and Tamar stOry, Genesis Chapter 38, and when we dO sO I want yOu tO be dOing sOmething, and I'm going tO be dOing sOmething. What I'm going tO be dOing is just reading thrOugh the stOry with yOu. I'm going tO read it thrOugh in Hebrew, yOu'll have the English On the right side of the page, and I'll try tO translate it freely as I go. But as I dO it, I'm going tO sOrt Of make sOme observations alOng the way abOut sOme questions that cOme tO mind fOr me, as well as sOme observations as we go thrOugh it. Just the kinds Of things that any intelligent fellOw kind Of reading this thrOugh, I think wOuld ask abOut.

And what I want yOu tO dO while I'm dOing that, is listen tO the stOry but Out Of the cOrner Of yOur eye, try tO watch Out fOr cOnnections Of One kind Or another. COnceptual cOnnections, linguistic cOnnections, language cOnnections, wOrds, phrases, ideas, that seem tO link Genesis Chapter 38 with the surrOunding text. That is with Genesis Chapter 37 - Bereishit Lamed-Zayin, the stOry Of the sale of YOsef itself, Or the stOry afterwards Bereishit Lamed-Tet - Genesis 39, the stOry Of POtiphar Or later On in the stOry Of JOseph in Egypt. Are there any indications that Chapter 38 is intimately cOnnected? DO yOu hear resOnance between this apparent digression, the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar, and the surrOunding text? What ideas, themes and phrases seem tO kind Of be pOpping up here, that pOpup elsewhere in the JOseph stOry? DO yOu find any?

SO yOu take a lOOk at that, I'm going tO talk abOut what cOmes tO mind fOr me as I read thrOugh this, and then we'll cOme back and cOmpare notes.

SO with no further adO, let's jump in over here, Bereishit Lamed-Chet, Pasuk Aleph. Vayehi ba'eit hahi - and it happened at that time; Vayeired Yehuda mei'eis echOv - and Yehuda went dOwn frOm amOngst his brOthers; Vayeit ad ish adulami ushemO Chira - sO he came tO this man by the name of Chira. Vayar sham Yehuda bat ish canaani - sO Yehuda saw there the daughter Of a Canaanite man; UshemO Shuah - his name was Shuah; Vayikacheha vayavO eileha - and he married her and had children with her. Vatahar vateiled ben - she cOnceived and had a child; Vayikra et shemO Er - Yehuda called the name of that child Er.

The names, by the way here, might be kind Of significant. The names at least are kind Of strange at first glance. FOr example, the name of the father Of the bride of Yehuda is Shuah. Shuah frOm the language YehOshua really means salvation. A strange kind Of name fOr a father. Vatahar vateiled ben vayikra et shemO Er - a strange kind Of a name fOr a sOn, Er: Ayin, Reish. What dOes Ayin, Reish mean? Well Er actually means awake, a strange kind Of name, especially when yOu cOnsider what happens tO pOOr Er, we really dOn't know anything much abOut Er, but as I've mentioned tO yOu befOre, he dies, and his name is Awake. Okay, kind Of Odd.

But anyway; Vatahar Od vateiled ben - she then has a secOnd child; Vatikra et shemO Onan - here tOO the name is strange, the secOnd child's name is Onan. Onan - later On at least in Rabbinic Hebrew it means grief. Onan is the earliest stage of mOurning, actually befOre burial yOu're known as an Onen. It's a kind Of grief which is sO pervasive and sO dOminating that yOu are Patur frOm all the MitzvOt, yOu dOn't have tO put On Tefillin, yOu dOn't have tO dO anything, yOu're released frOm all Obligations that yOu have
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tOwards G-d, yOu're just fOcusing on the deceased. SO a strange kind Of name fOr this child, Onan. Awake and Grief.

By the way, it's kind Of interesting because the stOry has a lOt tO dO with death. EveryOne is dying and here yOu have the child named Grief, it just - again the names are interesting, what dO we make of all that?

Anyway; VatOsef Od vateiled ben - she then has One last child; Vatikra et shemO Shelah - and she calls the name of this child Shelah. Again, what dOes that mean? Shin, Lamed, Heih? Shel-ah, that it's hers Or sOmething? What dOes that name even mean or dOes it mean anything?

SO anyway; Vehaya bicheziv belideta otO - sO let's cOntinue. SO Vayikach Yehuda isha l'Er bechOrO ushemah Tamar - sO Yehuda then takes a wife fOr Er and her name is Tamar. Vayehi Er bechOr Yehuda ra'ah b'einei Hashem - sO Tamar now married tO Er suffers the lOss Of Er because Er the BechOr Of Yehuda, the firstbOrn child Of Yehuda, is; Ra'ah b'einei Hashem - is evil in the eyes Of G-d and G-d causes him tO die yOung. NOw a cOuple of things tO pOint Out here. First Of all, why dOes the verse have tO go Out Of its way tO mention that Er is the BechOr Of Yehuda, the firstbOrn child Of Yehuda? I mean if yOu've been paying attention, we just went thrOugh the genealOgy, we know that Er is the firstbOrn, Er was bOrn first, Onan was bOrn secOnd, Shelah was bOrn third. SO why dOes the text have tO tell us that which is cOmpletely Obvious? SecOnd Of all, just an interesting play On wOrds here. LOOk at hOw yOu spell Er, the name of this child, lOOk at what he is, he turns Out tO be Ra'ah. Ra'ah Of cOurse is Er spelled backwards, kind Of interesting little play On wOrds there. Ayin Reish is Er; Reish, Ayin is Ra'ah.

Anyway sO Er dies and there are twO children left, that wOuld be Onan and Shelah. At that pOint Yehuda says tO Onan - and we talked abOut befOre; BOh el eishes achicha v'yabem Otah v'hakem zerah l'achicha - go be intimate with the widOw Of yOur brOther Tamar, and have a Yibum child, a child thrOugh a levirate marriage, as we talked abOut befOre, that's going tO carry On the name of yOur brOther Er. But; Vayeida Onan ki lOh lO yihiyeh hazarah - Onan knows that the child is not going tO be his. In other wOrds, even thOugh Of cOurse biolOgically the child will be his, but spiritually and in every Other way, the child is going tO be seen as the legacy Of the deceased Er, not the legacy Of Onan. TherefOre, he didn't want the situation, and therefOre; Vehaya im bah el eishes achiv veshicheis artzah - he made sure that if he was intimate with the wife of his brOther he wOuld not impregnate her; Levilti netan zerah l'achiv - sO he wOuld not have these children which were not his. And, G-d didn't like that either - G-d didn't like what Er did befOre, G-d didn't like this either; Vayeirah b'einei Hashem asher OsOh - it was evil in the eyes Of G-d what Onan was dOing. VayOmess gam OtO - sO G-d did away with Onan tOO.

SO now there are twO children dead, Er and Onan, and there's Shelah left. At that pOint remember Yehuda's perspective on this is very different frOm Ours, Yehuda dOesn't know what we the reader knows. We the reader knows why it is that Er and Onan died. Er and Onan die fOr their sins. Vayehi Er bechOr Yehuda ra'ah b'einei Hashem - Er was evil in the eyes Of G-d. Vayeirah b'einei Hashem asher OsOh - G-d thOught it was evil what Onan was dOing, sO G-d killed them. But Yehuda dOesn't know all this. All Yehuda knows is there's this wOman whO marries my children, and she married twO Of them and

they're bOth dead, sO it dOesn't seem very safe tO allOw her tO marry the next One.

With that in mind; VayOmer Yehuda l'Tamar kalatO shevi almOnoh beis avich - sO Yehuda says tO Tamar, I know that yOu have yOur eye on Shelah because if yOu marry Shelah yOu can perfOrm Yibum with him and have this child that will carry On the legacy Of yOur deceased husband Er. But he says, Shelah is tOO yOung. Shevi almOnoh beis avich - why dOn't yOu wait as a widOw in yOur father's hOuse; Ad yigdal Shelah beni - until Shelah gets a little bit Older. That's what he tOld her. But; Ki amar - he said tO himself; Pen yamus gam hu k'echOv - lest he die like his brOthers. He was wOrried that Onan wOuld die like his brOthers and actually had no intention of giving Shelah tO her even when Shelah gets Older. SO he puts Off Tamar and tells her tO wait, but in fact he's really not going tO give her Shelah at all.
Vatelech Tamar vateishev beit aviha - sO in this situation Tamar goes and waits in her father's hOuse.

SO, as it happens; Vayirbu hayamim vatamas bat Shuah eishes Yehuda - sO after a lOng while the daughter Of Shuah, whO was Yehuda's wife, dies; Vayinochem Yehuda - and Yehuda finds cOmfOrt fOr the lOss.
Actually it seems like a superfluOus kind Of thing over here, why is it that that's impOrtant? It is kind Of interesting thOugh that Nichumim - cOmfOrt fOr lOss - I'm kind Of tipping my hat here, but this is One of the cOnnections tO the JOseph stOry. Can yOu find where? Where dOes this cOnnect tO? If yOu lOOk thrOugh Chapter 37 where dO we find the idea of cOmfOrt and seemingly we're hearing cOmfOrt again. SO yOu can kind Of think abOut that and we'll cOme back tO it.

But anyway, Yehuda finds cOmfOrt frOm his lOss; Vaya'al al gozezei tzOno hu v'Chira rei'eihu ha'adulami timnata - sO it turns Out he goes fOr a sheep shearing festival Out tO Timnah. Vayugad l'Tamar leimOr - and Tamar hears abOut this; Hinei chamich Oleh timnata lagoz tzOno - that Yehuda is going tO be passing by On his way tO Timnah tO shear his sheep. SO at that pOint Tamar cOmes up with a plan, if she's not going tO get Shelah, and there's no Other brOthers, hOw is she going tO perfOrm Yibum? She persists in this idea that she wants tO have a child tO carry On the legacy Of her dead husband, and therefOre she goes and sets Out tO actually seduce Yehuda.

Vatechas betza'if vatisalaf - she goes and she cOvers her face with a veil, she's disguised, he dOesn't know whO it is; Vateishev bepetach einayim - she sits by the crOssrOads; Al derech timnata - On the way tO Timnah; Ki ra'atah - why? Because she saw that; Ki gadal Shelah v'hu lOh nitnah lO l'isha - that years had passed and Shelah has gotten older and Yehuda is still not giving her. SO evidently Yehuda has no intention of giving her Shelah, sO she's going tO take matters intO her Own hands. Vayireha Yehuda - sO Yehuda sees her; Vayachsheveha l'zOnah ki chistah paneha - and he thOught that she was a harlOt because he wasn't able tO recOgnize her because she had cOvered her face.

At this pOint, yOu know the TOrah is going tO go and - if yOu were writing this, yOu dOn't want tO get intO tOO much detail abOut these acts, yOu cOuld suffice it in a sentence and dispOse of this. But interesting, the TOrah dwells On this. Why dOes the TOrah dwell On this? It gets intO details. Vayeit eileha el haderech - sO he cOmes tO her by the way; VayOmer - and he says tO her - and then we get intO this, it's just astOunding, this bargaining session between Yehuda and the harlOt. I mean the TOrah is a minimalist dOcument, it cOnserves wOrds and why are we getting this detail abOut negotiations between

Yehuda and the harlOt? What purpOse cOuld this pOssibly serve? SO this, I think, is a very big question that yOu have tO ask as yOu're reading thrOugh this.

VayOmer hava nah avOh eilayich - sO he says, cOme let me cOme on tO yOu; Ki lOh yadah ki kalatO hi - he didn't realize whO she really was. Then she says, well what are yOu going tO give me? This isn't fOr free; Mah titen li ki tavOh eilay? VayOmer - sO he says; Onochi ashalach gedi izim min hatzOn - I'll cOme up with a sheep and I'll send a sheep tO yOu frOm my flOck. SO she says, well yOu dOn't have the sheep, sO what are yOu going tO give me meanwhile? Im titen eiravOn ad shalchecha - I need sOme sOrt Of cOllateral. I mean, why are we hearing abOut this? This lOng and detailed bargaining session and what it is that's cOllateral, it just seems all sO superfluOus. VayOmer mah ha'eiravOn asher eten lach - sO he says, well I dOn't have any cOllateral, what cOuld I pOssibly give yOu? SO she says, well, yOu know yOu've got yOur staff; ChOtOmcha upetilecha umatecha - yOu have yOur clOak, yOu have yOur ring, why dOn't yOu give me that? Vayiten lah ve'yavO eileha vatahar lO - sO he gives her that, the deed is dOne, they're intimate, and she actually becOmes pregnant and has a child.

Why are we hearing abOut the details Of this apparently sOrdid stOry? This, I think, is a clue as tO, I think, what's really going on in this stOry. In these verses which seem very, very superfluOus, nothing superfluOus is happening. The TOrah dOesn't have a habit Of engaging in superfluOus things at all. We have tO cOme back and figure out what the significance of this is.

We've gone thrOugh abOut half Of this stOry here, again as I've gone thrOugh this, are yOu hearing any echOes Of the rest Of the stOry Of JOseph? GO back again, read Chapter 37, read Chapter 39 and the rest Of the JOseph stOry, at least skim it, becOme familiar with its themes, are yOu hearing thOse themes echO in this stOry? Let's cOme back in the next video, read the secOnd half and then begin tO put this all tOgether.

Okay sO verse 19; Vatakam vateilech vatasar tze'ipha mei'aleha vatilbash bigdei almenutah - sO after being intimate with Yehuda, Tamar goes, she puts her clOthes Of mOurning back On, the clOthes Of widOwhOOd that she had been wearing tO mOurn the lOss Of Er, and she goes back tO her father's hOuse. Meanwhile; Vayishlach Yehuda et gedi ha'izim - Yehuda goes back and Yehuda of cOurse had prOmised her a goat, sO he sends the goat with a friend; Beyad rei'eihu hadulami lakachat haeiravOn miyad ha'isha - tO go, take back the cOllateral. He's going tO send the goat and his agent is going tO find this harlOt whO he has been with and they're going tO make an exchange and he's going tO get back his things. But; V'lOh metza'ah - the agent lOOks and can't find her. SO; Vayishal et Anshei mekOma leimOr - and at that pOint the agent starts asking arOund and says; Ayei hakedeisha hi ba'einayim - where is the harlOt whO used tO be at the crOssrOads; Al haderech - On the way? VayOmru lOh haytah bazeh kedeisha - and everyOne says, we dOn't know what yOu're talking abOut, there was never any harlOt here. Vayashav el Yehuda - sO the agent goes back tO Yehuda and says; LOh metzasiha - I didn't find her. I lOOked fOr her; V'gam anshei hamOkOm Omru lOh haytah bazeh kedeisha - and I alsO asked arOund and everyOne said there was no harlOt Over here. VayOmer Yehuda - and at that pOint Yehuda says; Tikach lah - well I guess let her just take the things that she tOOk as cOllateral; Pen niheyeh lavuz - lest it's going tO cOme tO scandal if yOu go, keep On asking abOut this harlOt On my behalf. Hinei shOlachti hagedi hazeh - I did in fact send the goat tO her; V'atah lOh metzata - yOu didn't find her.

NOw the question again here is, is why dO we get all this detail? I mean, whO really cares that there was this unsuccessful attempt tO find the stuff, he sent the stuff, he sent the goat, he didn't send the goat. I mean, why dO I care abOut all this?

Anyway; Vayehi kimshalOsh chOdOshim - it happened after three mOnths; Vayugad l'Yehuda leimOr zantah Tamar kalatecha v'gam hinei hOrO liznunim vayOmer Yehuda hOtzi'uha vetisaref - it happened at that time - and this is again, yOu have tO go back tO the Ramban here which I talked tO yOu abOut befOre, abOut the nature of Yibum. Remember the idea here is, is that Tamar was waiting and hOping fOr Yibum, hOping tO have a child thrOugh a relative of the deceased. NOw when the TOrah later fOrmalizes the law Of Yibum, the wOman while she is in a pOsition of waiting fOr Yibum after her husband has died she dOesn't have children she's waiting tO marry One of the brOthers Of the deceased, she's known technically, Halachically, in the Talmud as a ShOmeret Yavam - a wOman whO is awaiting Yibum. A ShOmeret Yavam leaves her status Of being a ShOmeret Yavam thrOugh One of twO ways; either a Yavam, the brOther Of the deceased, accOrding tO the TOrah, wOuld marry her, Or the brOther Of the deceased wOuld perfOrm a prOcedure known as Chalitza, which wOuld release her frOm her sOrt Of limbO status.

NOw, as I might have mentioned tO yOu befOre, the way the TOrah cOnceives Of Yibum is that when the brOther Of the deceased actually wOuld marry the widOw, assuming that she wOuld, he wOuldn't actually be perfOrming a new act Of marriage. FOr example, there dOesn't have tO be a ring. There's no ring because all he is really dOing is stepping intO his brOther's previously existing marriage. NOrmally speaking when a man dies it terminates the marriage, except in a cOndition in which they have no children, in which case the marriage is sOrt Of in limbO and the brOther Of the deceased can step back intO that marriage and sOrt Of re-ignite it. This is a technical, Halachic detail, but it is impOrtant fOr the discussion.
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What happens if a wOman in that situation sOrt Of disregards this lingering obligation of Yibum, disregards her status Of ShOmeret Yavam and wOuld go and wOuld marry sOme other man, not frOm the family, withOut benefit Of Chalitza which wOuld release her frOm the status Of being a ShOmeret Yavam? SO accOrding tO the TOrah this is sOmething which she is not suppOsed tO dO, but it's not seen as an act Of adultery if she dOes that. In other wOrds, her residual marriage tO her previous husband, the one whO died, is not cOnsidered tO be of sufficient strength that she's cOnsidered really married and that if she wOuld marry sOmebOdy else that wOuld be an illegitimate marriage and wOuld be cOnsidered an adulterOus union. Nevertheless it seems that that's the way it wOrks after the TOrah was given.

We're talking right now in Genesis befOre the TOrah was given at Sinai, and as the Ramban says, the idea Of Yibum was known, but it wOrked by sOrt Of different rules. One of thOse different rules seems tO have been that a wOman in a state of ShOmeret Yavam when she hasn't had Yibum actually actualized, sO she's in that state of pOtentiality; she was in this marriage and her husband died and there are no children, she's awaiting Yibum. That if she wOuld be intimate with another man it seems that the custOm at the time was that it wOuld be cOnsidered an adulterOus union.

On that basis Yehuda, whO irOnically is in the pOsition of judge over here in the lOcal area it seems, he hears that Tamar is pregnant. NOw he dOesn't know whO the father is, he dOesn't realize that the father is actually him. SO he thinks, Okay here's Tamar, this wOman whO is awaiting Yibum and she didn't marry Shelah - the only Other persOn really available fOr Yibum - he thinks, and therefOre she must have been intimate with sOme other man, she's pregnant and therefOre she deserves tO die. Which is his respOnse.
Vayugad l'Yehuda leimOr - in verse 24; Zantah Tamar kalatecha v'gam hinei hOrO liznunim - Tamar illegitimately was with sOme other man and she's pregnant, she's going tO have this child Out Of wedlOck, this child - cOntravening her previous marriage tO her husband. VayOmer Yehuda hOtzi'uha vetisaref - sO Yehuda says Okay, sO she needs tO die. He levies the death sentence against her. NOw Tamar is going tO die; Hi mutzeit - she's being taken out tO be killed.

NOw actually if yOu think abOut it, Tamar is in a situation where of cOurse she has a secret weapOn, she has Yehuda's stuff: his staff, his ring and his clOak. If she wants, One call tO the National Enquirer and it's all Over, she can just give them that stuff. Interestingly, Tamar dOes not chOOse that cOurse of action.
Tamar instead dOes sOmething else. She sends the stuff back tO Yehuda. As she's being taken out tO be killed; V'hi shalcha el chamiyha leimOr - she sends the stuff back tO Yehuda saying; L'ish asher eileh lO Onochi hOrO - and she says, the man whO Owns these things is the father Of my child. VatOmer - and she says; Haker nah - dO yOu recOgnize these things? L'mi hachOtemet vehapetilim vehamateh ha'eileh - whO is the owner Of this staff, this signet ring and this clOak? That's the message she sends when she sends the stuff back tO him.

NOw it's a very risky kind Of thing of cOurse, because she's putting the ball in Yehuda's cOurt, what cOuld Yehuda dO if he wanted? If Yehuda wanted tO avOid scandal, wanted tO avOid respOnsibility fOr this, he cOuld just disclaim all respOnsibility, he cOuld bury the stuff, he cOuld pretend that it wasn't him, it's an embarrassing situation. But that's not the path Yehuda chOOses. Yehuda hOnorably; Vayaker Yehuda - verse 26 Over here - Yehuda actually recOgnizes the things; VayOmer - and he respOnds; Tzadkah

mimeni - she is mOre righteous than me. Remember this is the man whO previously was wOrried abOut scandal, didn't want his friend cOntinuing tO lOOk fOr this harlOt, but then he actually says, lOOk it was me; Tzadkah mimeni - and in fact she is mOre righteous than I. Ki al kein lOh netatiha l'Shelah beni - actually, I hadn't been giving her tO Shelah and the reasOn why she was intimate with me, she was just trying tO perfOrm Yibum. She was dOing it this way because she knew that if she apprOached me straightfOrward I wOuldn't have agreed.

V'lOh yasaf Od leda'atah - and he wasn't intimate with her again, Tamar is spared; Vayehi b'eit lidetah - and as she had children; V'hinei te'umim bebitnah - it turns Out that she had twins. Vayehi belidetah - and then as she is bOrn; Vayiten yad vatikach hameyaledet vatikshOr al yadO shani - she ties a red string Over the hand Of BechOr, Of the firstbOrn child, saying; Zeh yatzah rishOna - this is the one that came out first. Vayehi kemeishiv yadO - but then the child that seemed tO be cOming out first, put his hand back intO the wOmb; Vehinei yatzah achiv - and the other child came out first. VatOmer mah paratzta alecha paretz - and she said my, hOw have yOu burst fOrth like that? She in fact named him fOr bursting fOrth.
The wOrd Peretz means bursting fOrth. Vayikra shemO Peretz - and she called him Peretz and the other child she called Zerach.

By the way, what dOes this remind yOu Of? Just another hint in the stOry Of the general stOry, the surrOunding stOries Of Genesis, what dOes this stOry Of these twO children being bOrn in this kind Of way remind yOu Of? SO we've gone thrOugh this stOry in sOme detail now, what are the aspects Of this stOry that remind yOu Of the surrOunding narrative of Genesis? Is this really a digression? Or, as I want tO suggest tO yOu, are there interwOven themes that really, really bind up Chapter 38 with the rest Of the surrOunding text, the stOry Of YOsef and even the brOader surrOunding stOry Of Genesis? What dO yOu think? What dO yOu think thOse themes are? ThOse wOrds, ideas, phrases, cOncepts? YOu can make a list and let's cOme back and cOmpare notes.

Okay, sO what are sOme of the links between the Yehuda and Tamar stOry and the rest Of the YOsef saga? TO bring back Our arrOw Over here, we've been lOOking over here at Chapter 38, but if yOu go further and yOu lOOk at the stOry Of the sale of YOsef which we've been talking abOut earlier, and the stOry Of YOsef cOntinues - the stOry Of YOsef and POtiphar's wife, in later chapters when YOsef meets up with his brOthers in Egypt. What are sOme of the links that seem tO interweave these various stOries with each Other? Okay, sO let's try tO think abOut that. We're going tO try tO just cOme up with thOse themes, ideas, wOrds, and things like that, which seem tO indicate that Chapter 38 is not a digression but is part and parcel Of the larger stOry. SO what are sOme of thOse elements?

Okay, sO One of the ones that Rashi mentions is this. If yOu pay attention when Tamar cOnfrOnts Yehuda she uses wOrds that we've heard befOre. When she shOws the cOat and the staff and the signet ring, that stuff that he had given her as cOllateral, she says tO him; Haker nah - recOgnize please tO whO dO these things belOng tO. Where else have we heard these wOrds Haker Nah befOre? The answer is yes, yOu guessed it, it's in the sale of YOsef. Remember when the brOthers cOme and they shOw the cOat tO their father. SO; ZOt matzanu, haker nah haketOnet bincha hi im lOh - dO yOu recOgnize this cOat? Is this yOur sOn's cOat Or not? SO here's another time where sOmeone asks sOmebOdy dO yOu recOgnize this? Actually One of the things is dO yOu recOgnize a cOat; Haker nah l'mi hachOtemet vehapetilim vehamateh ha'eileh.

NOw yOu might think that; Haker nah - recOgnize please, are wOrds which appear all Over Tanach, sO maybe this is just unremarkable, because maybe this appears dOzens Of times thrOughOut the Bible. DOes it appear dOzens Of times thrOughOut the Bible? Let's take a quick lOOk. Okay, sO I've opened up Judaic Classics library here by Davka, and this handy little prOgram allOws yOu tO search thrOugh the entire Bible fOr wOrds Or phrases. SO we just put in Haker Nah right Over here, these wOrds, and let's search thrOugh the entire Tanach and see hOw many times the wOrds appear. The answer is twice. They appear in Genesis Chapter 37 and Genesis Chapter 38. These are the only twO times, right Over here when the brOthers say; ZOt matzanu, haker nah haketOnet bincha hi im lOh - we fOund this, dO yOu recOgnize the cOat - tO their father. Over here when Tamar says the same wOrds tO her father-in-law, tO Yehuda, when she presents a cOat tO him; L'ish asher eileh lO Onochi hOrO, vatOmer haker nah l'mi hachOtemet vehapetilim vehamateh ha'eileh - recOgnize tO whOm belOngs tO these things.

SO this seems like it's not sO cOincidental, it's just the only Other time in Tanach this phrase is used Other than the sale of YOsef happens tO be right Over here in this apparent digression, in this thing that's suppOsed tO have been just plOpped in here. It dOesn't seem very plOpped in here, it kind Of seems like it cOnnects.

But is there anything else besides the Haker Nah? It turns Out there is. There's the ZOt Matzanu. Take a lOOk at this. YOu see these wOrds Over here? It's not just Haker Nah. ZOt matzanu haker nah - we fOund this father; Haker nah - dO yOu recOgnize it? Well if yOu lOOk carefully at where Haker Nah appears in the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar, can yOu find anything that reminds yOu Of Matzanu? YOu actually dO, it's actually a play On wOrds, it's right Over here. Hi mutzeit - she was being taken out. NOw in Hebrew the wOrd Mutzeit means sOmething else, but the sOund Of the wOrd; Mem, Tzadi, Aleph is the same as ZOt Matzanu - we fOund this. It seems tO be a play On wOrds Of ZOt Matzanu tOgether with Haker Nah
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that cOnnects us tO the other ZOt Matzanu, Haker Nah - we fOund this cOat, dO yOu recOgnize it? SO we have ZOt Matzanu, Haker Nah tOgether seemingly in one fOrm Or another in bOth stOries.

Let's cOntinue, is there anything else abOut these stOries that remind us One of the other? Okay, sO we've got these twO language cOnnections that we've just seen between the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar and the sale of YOsef, what else dO we have? SO going back tO Our little list Over here, let's try and list these tOgether, what else besides ZOt Matzanu and Haker Nah? SO, like going back tO the very beginning, if yOu think abOut One of the majOr themes in the sale of YOsef, which seems tO actually be reappearing in the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar, is this. We've got a father - in the case of YOsef that father is YaakOv, in the case of Yehuda and Tamar that father is actually Yehuda. In bOth cases these fathers get tricked and whO dO they get tricked by? They get tricked by either a child Or a child-in-law. YaakOv is tricked by his children and Yehuda is tricked by his daughter-in-law Tamar.

They get tricked in a stOry invOlving a goat. There's a goat - remember the brOthers take this goat and they slaughter it and they present it tO their father. Well Over here in the stOry Of Tamar there was alsO that goat. Remember, the suppOsed digression of Yehuda and Tamar, that bargaining session abOut what the cOllateral is going tO be, what was it that Yehuda prOmised? He said, I'll give yOu a goat. Of cOurse, lO and behOld there's a goat in the sale of YOsef, the goat that is slaughtered tO put the blOOd On the cOat. It's almOst this kind Of interesting, whO was respOnsible fOr slaughtering the goat? Well whO is acting like a leader? The king of cOurse was Yehuda over here. If yOu think abOut Yehuda's rOle, Yehuda leading the brOthers is the one whO puts the blOOd On the cOat and slaughters the goat and gives it tO his father, and then the next stOry all Of a sudden Yehuda prOmises a goat but dOesn't have it. SO if yOu think abOut it, there's a goat in the sale of YOsef, there's no goat in the Yehuda and Tamar, the goat is gone, he says, I dOn't have a goat. It's almOst like yOu wOnder, well what happened tO the goat? Maybe it got killed in the last stOry Or sOmething?

SO in bOth cases there's this father tricked, in the stOry invOlving a goat, and not just a goat, but a goat and a cOat. These are tales Of goats and cOats. There's a man lOsing his cOat in each stOry. The sale of YOsef, Of cOurse YOsef gets stripped Of a cOat, well in the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar, Yehuda gets stripped Of a cOat.

Speaking of lOsing, the one whO really gets lOst is the child himself. In bOth stOries - at least in the sale of YOsef, remember the father lOses sOmething, what dOes he really lOse? He lOses a child. What kind Of child? A firstbOrn child. But sOrt Of a murky firstbOrn child. Think abOut YOsef, was YOsef really the firstbOrn? Well we talked abOut that befOre, he was sOrt Of the firstbOrn, at least in YaakOv's eyes, in father's eyes, he cOnsiders YOsef the firstbOrn, but he may not actually be the real firstbOrn, there's sOme question abOut that. Is Reuven the firstbOrn? Reuven is actually the first-bOrn child Of YaakOv even thOugh father cOnsiders YOsef his firstbOrn.

It's interesting, in the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar, Yehuda alsO lOses a first-bOrn child, lOses Er. Er is actually alsO kind Of a murky firstbOrn, why? Because Yehuda alsO interestingly has twO wives, just like YaakOv. In this stOry YaakOv has twO wives, Rachel and Leah, and then by the end Of this stOry Yehuda

ends up with twO wives. NOt Rachel and Leah but the daughter Of Shuah On the one hand, and then his secOnd wife, Tamar. Well whO is his BechOr? His BechOr frOm the first wife is Er, that's the one he lOses. But whO is his real legacy, in the end, by the end Of the stOry? It's actually Tamar's first-bOrn child, Peretz, that becOmes the father Of the Davidic dynasty, the father Of the dynasty Of kings frOm Yehuda. SO the question is, whO is his real firstbOrn? SO in bOth cases father lOses a firstbOrn, a sOrt Of murky firstbOrn, the child that he cOnsiders a firstbOrn, but not necessarily the child that histOry will cOnsider the firstbOrn. Kind Of very interesting.

Actually, One mOre element while we're at it. After the father lOses the murky firstbOrn and there's this lOss Of a cOat, a cOat is then presented tO a father fOr recOgnition, and that Of cOurse sets up this; ZOt matzanu haker nah. Again, if we think back tO the stOry Of the sale of YOsef, the brOthers present this cOat tO their father and say, dO yOu recOgnize it? Of cOurse Tamar presents this cOat tO Yehuda, her father-in-law, and says, dO yOu recOgnize it? Using these very same wOrds.

Interestingly enough by the way, if yOu go back it's not just Chapter 38 cOnnecting tO Chapter 37; Chapter 38 actually cOnnects way back here as well tO another stOry even earlier than Chapter 37 in Genesis. It's intimately cOnnected tO these stOries befOre. What Other stOry befOre 37 is 38 reminding yOu Of? It's almOst like a link; this is really the secOnd Of the stOries, this is the third - what's the first? What dO yOu think it is? We'll cOme back and I'll share with yOu my thOughts On that.

Okay, I'm going tO call Chapter 38 the third chapter in this Ongoing saga; Tales Of GOats and COats. In Chapter 38 Yehuda has no goat, but he's got a cOat. SO take my cOat instead Of the goat. Of cOurse in Chapter 37 a goat is killed and its blOOd is put On the cOat. What abOut earlier than this, where else dO we have another tale of goats and cOats? The first Of the goats and cOats tales? SO it turns Out that if yOu lOOk at all Of these elements we've seen, they actually all appear sOmewhere befOre, they appear not just in the third chapter, not just in the secOnd chapter but in the first chapter Of the tale of goats and cOats, which is Of cOurse the stOry Of YaakOv and Eisav.

We're going tO sOrt Of extend this all and just think abOut it. In the stOry Of YaakOv and Eisav, Of cOurse YaakOv tricks Eisav and tricks Yitzchak. SO there's a father tricked by whO? By children - in this case YaakOv. In a stOry invOlving a goat - remember YaakOv goes and he actually kills a goat and presents it actually tO his father, just like in these other stOries. And there was a man whO lOst a cOat, in that case it was actually Eisav, because YaakOv dresses up in Eisav's cOats, and in this goats and cOats stOry presents himself as a BechOr. The father in a sense is actually lOsing a murky firstbOrn. The question of cOurse is whO is the real firstbOrn? Is it Eisav? Eisav is the biolOgical firstbOrn, but the question is maybe YaakOv is the firstbOrn? YaakOv bOught the right Of the firstbOrn frOm Eisav when he was - earlier, sO sOme question. Father thinks that Eisav is the firstbOrn but YaakOv thinks that he is the firstbOrn. Again, children disagreeing with their parents abOut whO the real firstbOrn is in stOry number One, in stOry number twO and perhaps in stOry number three. WhO is the real firstbOrn? DOes father really know whO the real firstbOrn is?

Of cOurse in all Of these stOries, including the first One, the cOat is presented tO the father fOr recOgnition, and we have, interestingly enough, this very same language; ZOt matzanu haker nah, slightly different sO it dOesn't shOw up in our list, it's not the exact same wOrds; Haker nah. But the rOOts are there. Let's take a lOOk. Over here, sale of YOsef, remember? There's Haker Nah. Can yOu find anything in the YaakOv and Eisav stOry that reminds yOu Of Haker Nah? The answer is yOu can, it's right Over here. When Yitzchak did not recOgnize his sOn, the language was; V'lOh hikirO - he did not recOgnize him. Same language. Haker nah - children tO father, dO yOu recOgnize please? Children tricking father. Father can't recOgnize; V'lOh hikirO - he didn't in fact recOgnize it. SO father can't recOgnize thrOugh the deception here, and father can't recOgnize thrOugh the deception here. He recOgnizes the cOat but Of cOurse he's being deceived.

And by the way, it's not just Haker Nah but it's the twin of Haker Nah alsO. Remember, Haker Nah got paired with ZOt Matzanu - can yOu find the ZOt Matzanu Over here in the YaakOv and Eisav stOry? This we fOund - is there any finding in the stOry Of YaakOv and Eisav that gets paired right befOre HikirO?
The answer is there is, it's right Over here. Yitzchak tO YaakOv - remember Yitzchak had sent Out Eisav tO go hunting fOr him and in pOps YaakOv representing himself as Eisav, but he's there tOO sOOn. SO Yitzchak says tO his sOn; Mah zeh miharta limtzO beni - gee, hOw did yOu cOme back frOm the hunt this quickly? But this wOrd; LimtzO - hOw did yOu find it sO quickly, evOkes this; ZOt matzanu - this we fOund; Haker nah. Finding and recOgnize, bOth in the cOntext Of a deception perpetrated by a sOn upOn an unwitting father. A father whO can't really see cOrrectly. In this case the father is blind, in this case the father is unable tO see what really happened tO his sOn, the one he thinks is his BechOr.
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SO fascinating, all three of these factOrs are reappearing in all three of these chapters Of tales Of goats and cOats. YaakOv and Eisav, the sale of YOsef, and now Yehuda and Tamar.

But wait, there's actually mOre, there's mOre of cOurse. Because Chapter 38 dOes not just cOnnect with these stOries, it alsO cOnnects tO what cOmes after it, what abOut Yehuda and Tamar reminds yOu Of the stOry Of YOsef and the wife of POtiphar? Take a quick lOOk at Chapter 39 and see what yOu think.

Hi there Rabbi FOhrman back with yOu. By the way, One other pOint Of cOntact between the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar and Chapter 37 the sale of YOsef, I want tO just pOint Out tO yOu, is this Over here. The idea of cOnstant, incessant mOurning; mOurning that dOesn't go away. If yOu remember as we talked abOut befOre YaakOv Avinu will not be cOmfOrted fOr the lOss Of YOsef; Vayema'ein lehitnachem. The children cOme and try tO cOmfOrt him but he wOn't be cOmfOrted. We talked abOut why, Of cOurse. The reasOn is, is because YOsef is not really dead, he's Only quasi dead, YaakOv thinks he's dead but he never actually sees a bOdy, sO yOu can't - as Rashi says - get Over the lOss Of sOmeone whO is not really gone.
TherefOre in sOme way, shape or fOrm, YaakOv even thOugh he thinks he's dead can't accept Tanchumim, can't accept cOmfOrt fOr the lOss Of YOsef. It's a lOss that can't be clOsed, therefOre the pain never goes away and he can't be cOmfOrted. We talked abOut this befOre.

Is there any idea of mOurning that seems tO keep On going on and On and On and sOmeone whO wOn't be cOmfOrted in the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar? SO the answer is right Over here. Remember Tamar, Tamar is mOurning Er, Tamar has On these black clOthes, these clOthes Of mOurning, these clOthes Of widOwhOOd. We get this little detail in the stOry when she goes tO change thOse clOthes tO dress up as a harlOt by the side of the rOad, she takes Off thOse clOthes Of mOurning. NOw when is this? This is years after the lOss Of Er. Remember, Er dies and she wants tO marry Onan, and she dOes, but nothing cOmes Of that, and then she's prOmised that well let's wait and see when Shelah grOws up, and then Shelah grOws up. SO like a decade later she finally sees she's not getting Shelah and at that pOint she goes Out tO seduce him. SO this is like 10 years later and she's still wearing these Bigdei Almenutah, these clOthes Of mOurning, why is she cOntinuing tO mOurn?

The answer might just be fOr the exact same reasOn that YaakOv is cOntinuing tO mOurn. YaakOv mOurns because YOsef is not really dead, there's no clOsed bOOk, he's Only quasi dead. What abOut Tamar mOurning fOr Er? Same kind Of thing, interestingly. Er, is he dead Or not? Well Er is very emphatically dead, right? Except sOrt Of not because the whOle idea of Yibum is tO dO what? Is tO keep the line of the dead going, tO bring back sOmeone whO is going tO be the legacy Of the dead persOn. The brOther Of the deceased is going tO marry the widOw, step intO the shOes Of the marriage and revive the marriage. It's like Er is cOming back.

By the way, remember the name Er. We talked abOut such a funny name, Awake. What a strange name fOr a dead guy, right? All he dOes is die and here he is and named Awake. He's the night Of the living dead. This is really what's happening here. But it is the night Of the living dead, that's why Tamar can never really get Over the lOss Of Er, why she cOntinues tO mOurn. Because since Yibum is a pOssibility and she's not giving up On Yibum, she can never accept cOmfOrt fOr the lOss, she's still in her clOthes Of mOurning 10 years later. It's an open bOOk. Just like YOsef is quasi dead, Er is quasi dead. Er cOuld cOme back, YOsef can cOme back.

There is Of cOurse sOmebOdy in Tamar's stOry whO actually dOes accept cOmfOrt fOr a lOss, whO is that? The answer, interestingly enough, is Yehuda. The one persOn whO lOses sOmeone in the normal way Of the wOrld, Yehuda lOses his wife and then mOves On; Vayinochem Yehuda - Yehuda receives cOmfOrt. SO Yehuda receives cOmfOrt, but Yehuda whO had tricked his father abOut the lOss Of a child whO wasn't
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really dead, his father can't receive cOmfOrt. Tamar whO has married Yehuda's sOn and whO is waiting fOr Yibum and Yehuda puts her Off and says, well maybe Shelah, maybe Shelah, she tOO can't accept cOmfOrt.

SO another cOnnection between these stOries, in addition tO all the cOnnections we've seen here, is the idea of perpetual mOurning. Perpetual mOurning because of quasi death. This is what happens in the stOry Of the sale of YOsef, it's alsO what happens in the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar.

Okay, sO mOving on, we've seen the cOnnections between these stOries, what abOut the cOnnections between these stOries, between 38 and 39? Anything remind yOu Of YOsef and the wife of POtiphar? The answer is a lOt shOuld remind yOu Of it. Yehuda and Tamar is a seduction stOry, the wife of POtiphar is a seduction stOry. They are actually mirrOr image seduction stOries. HOw are they mirrOr image? Well, if yOu think abOut the rOle of the man and the rOle of wOman, Over here in the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar, the wOman is acting nobly and the man not sO high minded. In the stOry Of JOseph and the wife POtiphar it's actually the reverse. The wife of POtiphar is just plain seducing YOsef. YOsef whO is resisting seduction because he dOesn't want tO dO this terrible thing and betray his master, he's the one whO is acting nobly in this stOry. SO it's kind Of a mirrOr image. But twO seductions stOries; One the mirrOr image of the other.

NOt just any Old seduction stOry, what else abOut 38 reminds yOu Of 39? Oh there's a man whO lOses his cOat. This is actually a mistake that shOuld go all the way Out here, because this cOnnects us tO the stOry Of the sale of YOsef and the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar and the stOry Of YOsef and the wife of POtiphar. But Of cOurse, just like Yehuda lOses his cOat in this stOry, just like YOsef lOses a cOat in this stOry, YOsef lOses his cOat again in this stOry. The wife of POtiphar strips YOsef Of his cOat. If yOu think abOut the rOle Of the cOat, it's actually precisely the same in Chapter 39 as it is in Chapter 38. What rOle dOes the cOat play in 39 that reminds yOu Of the rOle of the cOat in 38?

Well yOu cOuld think abOut it this way. What was the cOat Originally in each stOry? Originally the cOat was given fOr safekeeping. If yOu think abOut the Yehuda and Tamar stOry when Yehuda gives his cOat he gives it as cOllateral, that is safekeeping, it's cOllateral. It's not yOurs, I'm just giving it tO Tamar fOr a while until I get it back. Well that's what the cOat is given fOr Originally, that's the original plan, but what happens in the end is that the cOat ends up getting used as evidence. Remember, Tamar then sends the cOat Out tO Yehuda and says, dO yOu recOgnize this cOat? This cOat shOws that yOu're the one respOnsible fOr this, yOu're the father Of the child. SO the cOat which was given fOr safekeeping ends up used as evidence in the hands Of the wOman.

It's exactly the same thing in this stOry. YOsef - what happens in the stOry, hOw dOes she get the cOat? Remember, she grabs a hOld Of YOsef's cOat and then YOsef whO dOesn't want tO be cOmplicit in this act, actually wriggles Out Of his cOat and runs Out intO the street and leaves. Then she, furious, then goes and screams and says YOsef tried tO violate me, and here's the evidence, here's his cOat. SO the cOat which was Originally - it wasn't hers tO keep but she's just hOlding ontO it, ends up getting used as evidence. Of cOurse it's a mirrOr image stOry, because in this stOry the cOat is used tO prOve sOmething that's actually true, and in this stOry the cOat is used in a cOrrupt kind Of way tO prOve sOmething that's false, tO prOve

falsely that YOsef violated her.

SO interestingly, if we add all this up, we see that 38 is very clOsely cOnnected tO a whOle bunch Of stOries; tO 37, tO the stOries befOre this - goats and cOats number 1 Of cOurse, the stOry Of YaakOv and Eisav, and tO the stOry after this, the stOry Of 39. Is there anything abOut this that cOnnects 38 tO stOries even after this, the later chapters, YOsef meeting his brOthers in Egypt? Let's cOme back and talk abOut that.

Hi Rabbi FOhrman back with yOu. BefOre we mOve ontO the later chapters Over here, the stOry Of YOsef meeting his brOthers in Egypt, I just want tO shOw yOu One other cOnnection here. We were lOOking at cOnnections between the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar and the stOry Of YOsef and the wife of POtiphar, Over here these Chapters 38 and 39. I just want tO shOw yOu One sOrt Of link that bridges all Of this, this Chapter 37, 38 and 39 tOgether and that's actually the theme of Ra'ah. If yOu think abOut people getting lOst because of dOing Ra'ah things, that theme actually resOnates in all three chapters. Think abOut in the sale of YOsef. In the sale of YOsef at the very beginning of the stOry what happens tO YOsef that starts Off this chain of the brOthers getting sO resentful and eventually dOing away with him? It's actually this; Vayaveih YOsef et dibartam ra'ah el avihem - here's the wOrd tO keep yOur eye on, he brOught back bad repOrts abOut the brOthers tO father. Well this idea of Ra'ah, dOing Ra'ah ends up actually being the reasOn why Er the firstbOrn child Of Yehuda is lOst tOO. YOsef firstbOrn child Of YaakOv lOst, sO tO speak, because of Ra'ah; Er, firstbOrn child Of Yehuda lOst; Vayehi Er bechOr Yehuda rah b'einei Hashem - because he is dOing bad in the eyes Of G-d sO G-d gets rid Of him.

And by the way, YOsef - if yOu think abOut YOsef, YOsef gets lOst again, sO tO speak, in the stOry Of POtiphar's wife he gets put in prisOn, irOnically because he resists - it's actually again the mirrOr image, the stOries always seems tO be the mirrOr image of the previous Ones - because he resists dOing Ra'ah. Take a lOOk at this. Eineni gadOl babayit hazeh - when he's resisting the seduction of POtiphar's wife, he tells her, lOOk there's no One greater in this hOuse than I am, I'm the one whO is in charge in everything, my master trusts me implicitly; V'lOh chasach mimeni me'umah - he didn't leave anything away frOm me, he dOesn't withhOld anything frOm me, my master. Ki im Otach - except fOr yOu, because; B'asher at ishtO - in sO far as yOu are his wife; V'eich e'eseh hara'ah hagedOlah hazOt - hOw cOuld I dO this terrible Ra'ah thing? He resists dOing the Ra'ah and because he dOes she is furious at him and she gets him put in the pit, in jail, by framing him fOr violating her.

SO there's this train of Ra'ah in all Of these stOries, people getting lOst Or becOming undOne because of Ra'ah, because of Ra'ah, and Over here, irOnically, because he stOOd On his principles and he will not give in tO Ra'ah.

SO the bOttOm line is that there are these cOnnections between all three stOries; 37, 38 and 39 as well, the dOing of Ra'ah, the lOss Of sOmeone thrOugh the dOing of Ra'ah Or the resisting of the dOing Ra'ah, as it were, in the last stOry.

Okay sO now let's go tO this, the later chapters, what else abOut Chapter 38 reminds yOu Of stuff that goes On in the later chapters Of YOsef meeting up with his brOthers in Egypt? What did yOu cOme up with?

SO One thing that cOmes tO mind fOr me at least is the theme of disguise. Over here in the stOry Of Tamar, Tamar Our prOtagonist is disguised, she's dressed up and because she's disguised Yehuda cannot recOgnize her. Well where in our stOry Of YOsef dO we have sOmeone whO is disguised and because they're disguised Other family members can't recOgnize them? Well Of cOurse, that's this, whO is the one in disguise? It's YOsef. Because he's in disguise, whO can't recOgnize him? Well these guys, the brOthers in Egypt can't recOgnize him. YOsef disguises himself Or YOsef is disguised, the brOthers dOn't know whO he
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really is. SO in bOth cases we have a persOn's identity whO is disguised and in bOth cases that disguise is used tO deceive. Tamar uses her disguise tO deceive Yehuda abOut whO she really is, and YOsef realizing the brOthers dOn't recOgnize him cOntinues willfully this deception and pretense that he's just sOme Egyptian official whO has no cOnnection tO them. In fact thOugh, that's not the case. SO in bOth cases the persOn's identity is disguised, disguise is used tO deceive.

What else thOugh? It's not just that. Think abOut cOllateral. Even mOre than that, think Of cOllateral invOlving Yehuda. In our stOry Chapter 38, Yehuda dOes not have his goat sO instead gives cOllateral tO Tamar, he ends up having tO redeem that cOllateral, dOes that remind yOu Of anything later On in the stOry? Any Other cOllateral later On in the stOry? It turns Out there is.

Later On in the stOry if yOu remember, YaakOv will not send Benjamin dOwn tO Egypt, he's wOrried abOut Benjamin's safety. Reuven tries tO cOnvince YaakOv tO send him - unsuccessfully. He says, I'll kill my twO children if I dOn't bring back Benjamin successfully tO yOu. YaakOv dOesn't listen. But then Yehuda steps fOrward and Yehuda says; Onochi e'ervenu miyadi tevakshenu - I will be the Orev fOr him. I will be his cOllateral.

Interesting, the same Yehuda whO redeems cOllateral Over here in the stOry Of Tamar, redeems cOllateral Once mOre in this stOry, prOmising himself this time as the cOllateral, not just a cOat. Little dOes he realize hOw hard it's going tO be tO redeem, just like in this stOry. Yehuda thinks it's going tO be easy, he'll just send a goat and then [they'll find her 5:26] but he never finds her. Then at the end what dOes he have tO dO tO get his cOat back? He has tO admit tO a terrible truth. He has tO admit he was the one. Same kind Of thing interestingly happening in this stOry. Yehuda thinks it's going tO be easy tO get this cOllateral back. Of cOurse, I'll just prOmise myself as - what's going tO happen tO Benjamin anyway? Little dOes he realize that the masked man in Egypt has Other plans. The masked man in Egypt is going tO imprisOn Benjamin, little dOes [YaakOv/Yehuda 5:48] know hOw difficult it is going tO be tO redeem this cOllateral, what will he have tO dO?

He'll actually have tO dO the same thing he did in Chapter 38. In Chapter 38 he made a terrible admission, he's going tO have tO dO that One mOre time. He bares his sOul tO YOsef in a stirring speech, where he says, lOOk yOu dOn't understand, Our family, this is what happened. There was a child whO was lOst, a child that father lOves, father lOves these other children mOre than he dOes me and let me stay instead Of [yOu 6:14]. He bares his sOul tO YOsef not knowing that it's YOsef. He admits tO redeem cOllateral in this stOry. He admits tO redeem cOllateral in this stOry tOO.

SO these stOries are lOOking intimately cOnnected. I mean, in all these ways, in these ways, in these ways and these ways. Are yOu - dO yOu still think that Over here Chapter 38 that this is really a digression? It's not even open tO discussion. But what dOes it all mean? What dO all these cOnnections mean? They're not just pretty things that are there sO that we can see that these things are cOnnected. These things are actually clues tO the deeper meaning of the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar, tO why this stOry is here. NOt just that the stOry is not a digression, but what this apparent digression really means fOr Our deeper understanding of the YOsef saga.

The clue tO that, I think, tO the meaning of it all, cOmes frOm One last cOnnection that bridges all Of these stOries, and that is, the lOss Of children by father. Think carefully abOut the lOss Of children by father, in all Of these stOries: 37, 38, later chapters, whO gets lOst? HOw many children get lOst? Why dO thOse children get lOst? I think the answers tO thOse questions are going tO give us a key tO finally understanding what the stOry Of Yehuda and Tamar is really abOut and tO a deeper understanding of Rashi; Vayeired Yehuda mei'et echOv - Yehuda went dOwn frOm amOngst his brOthers, why did Yehuda go dOwn? HOw can he climb back?
