Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, ladies and gents let's (inaudible). Okay. I want tO share with yOu a small but subtle difficulty that I've been bOthered with and I think the pOssible resOlution of this difficulty is illuminating. Last week I suggested tO yOu a theory. The theory was -- I have it here on this POwerPOint. The theory basically is that -- I'm trying tO see if I have a slide that expresses it in just a mOment, but -- visually, easily, but I dOn't.

Audience member: It's goOd, I like the (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yeah, we'll have it up here. Anyway, the theory basically is that there are there iterations sO tO speak Of JacOb's life, three cOncentric circles. We can speak Of JacOb the man, we can speak Of JacOb the family and we can speak Of JacOb the nation. Whether we're speaking of JacOb the man, JacOb the family, JacOb the nation there are certain events which are key events in JacOb's life, it is sOmehOw the destiny Of these entities whether it is JacOb Of the macrO-cOsmic level, the persOn, JacOb the family, JacOb the nation. There is a certain event that these themes are going tO go thrOugh and that JacOb the family needs tO struggle at sOme level with the same issues that JacOb the man struggles with and JacOb the nation as well struggles with them.

NOw, Of cOurse the main event that we've been talking abOut fOr Our purpOses when we've been fOcusing on in JacOb's life were what I've been calling JacOb and Esau's -- JacOb's encOunters with the Esau thrOughOut his life. We sOrt Of neatly divided that up intO what we call JacOb and Esau 1, JacOb and Esau 2 and JacOb and Esau 3. JacOb and Esau 1 is the stOry Of what we've been calling the stOry Of JacOb's purchase sO tO speak Of the bechOrah (birthright) frOm Esau fOr a pOt Of lentil sOup and sOme bread.

JacOb and Esau 2 is JacOb's deception of his father Isaac and getting the brachOs (blessings) frOm Esau. JacOb and Esau 3 is when Esau cOmes Out with 400 men and JacOb and Esau ultimately recOncile. We suggested that these things find parallels in the life of JacOb the nation. I want tO go thrOugh a few -- we're going tO briefly review what these parallels are and then I want tO pOint Out a difficulty that -- a subtle difficulty I think that suggests itself in these parallels . I want tO wOnder with yOu abOut its resOlution.

Okay. Here are the parallels. He on the left hand side of the screen yOu can see JacOb's life, On the right hand side of the screen yOu're going tO see the life of JacOb the nation. We've just cOlOr cOded this tO kind Of make it easy. Basically in JacOb's life JacOb struggles with Esau in the wOmb.

We argued -- and I'm not going tO justify this now, we did this last week, I'm just summarizing right now. If yOu're interested and yOu missed last week and yOu're interested in figuring out why this is sO Or why this seems tO be the way it is, just cOntact Fran (ph) and get yOurself a cOpy Of last week's class and listen tO it, but I'm not going tO go Over it now. Basically we already -- JacOb struggled with Esau in the wOmb, right? The nation of Israel alsO is in the wOmb sO tO speak at One pOint. When is the nation of Israel in the wOmb?

Audience member: In Egypt.
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Rabbi David FOhrman: In Egypt. They are in the wOmb in Egypt, it was their pre-birth, befOre they are being bOrn, they're bOrn as a result Of leaving Egypt that night, kOrban Pesach (Pesach Offering). We've talked abOut the birth metaphOrs. JacOb is bOrn, in the original stOry Of JacOb, not the bechOr (firstbOrn) hOlding on tO his heel, but in the stOry Of JacOb the nation, JacOb is bOrn the firstbOrn, "Bni bechOri Yisrael", GOd says, My first bOrn child is JacOb, is Israel and the Jews are bOrn the firstbOrn, but there is no Esau, there is a phantOm Of Esau.

We argued that the reasOn why there is phantOm Esau, there is no Esau in the wOmb is because ultimately JacOb is going tO be called upOn tO integrate Esau intO his persOnality and that even thOugh JacOb the nation is going tO plOd alOng on sOme level and go thrOugh these various events in JacOb's life, but they have chOices abOut hOw they dO that and they're meant tO dO it right. They're meant tO dO it sOrt Of the right way.

What is the right way? Well, the next event in JacOb's life is that Esau goes Out intO field withOut prOvisions. Right, remember it? This is the prelude tO JacOb and Esau. This is the presumed prelude tO JacOb and Esau 1. HOw cOme Esau shOws up and he is hungry? Right, why is Esau shOwing up and he is hungry? If Esau shOws up and he is hungry sO what happened in the field withOut prOvisions? What dOes that remind yOu Of with the Jews? When dO the Jews sO tO speak go Out intO the field withOut prOvisions?

Audience member: (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: It's when they go Out with -- they make as much bread as they can, they make 30 days' wOrth Of bread, but, yOu know, there is Only a limit tO hOw much bread yOu can take with yOu and "vegam zeda lO asu lahem," they dOn't make prOvisions?

We argued that that language hits yOu Off tO Esau's tzeyda (hunt game), Of cOurse it's an Esau's wOrd, right? Esau is known fOr his hunt game and the Jews go Out withOut tzeda(prOvisions) and "tzeda lO asu", hOw dO yOu spell asu? Ain -Sin-Vav, it's an Esau wOrd. Just like Esau's going out tO the field withOut prOvisions, Jews are going out tO the field withOut prOvisions. It's JacOb, the Jews integrating Esau, becOming Esau-like.

HOw is JacOb becOming Esau-like? This got intO Our discussion of the man (manna) and emunah (faith). Basically this is -- we get tO the Rashi here. Rashi says the Jews did a really great thing and they were rewarded fOr generations because of this. This is what Jeremiah talks abOut "lechtech acharay bamidbar be'eretz lO zerua", that the Jews went Out intO the dessert withOut any -- tO a place where there was no grain and that GOd always remembers that. It was the Jews making themselves vulnerable, putting themselves intO GOd's hand and GOd reciprOcates ultimately by giving us the manna. This is JacOb being Esau-like.

NOw what part Of JacOb's life are we up tO now? We are up tO JacOb and Esau 1. This is the stOry Of JacOb and Esau 1. Really the prelude tO JacOb and Esau 1, when Esau goes Out intO the field and he dOesn't have any prOvisions, he cOmes back hungry. NOw what's happening here is that JacOb is sOrt Of

integrating Esau's persOnality intO himself and let me explain what I mean by that.

What I argued tO yOu last week is that in the actual stOry Of JacOb and Esau 1 JacOb and Esau represent twO sOrts Of pOles almOst like of a magnet, neither pOle of which is exactly what father wants tO see as we might say. ThOse twO pOles we can represent in twO wOrds maybe. We can think Of thOse twO pOles as the fOcus On tOmOrrOw and the fOcus On tOday. JacOb is Obsessed with tOmOrrOw, Esau is Obsessed with tOday.

FOr Esau there is no tOmOrrOw, all there is is tOday. His tOmOrrOw, his pOssibility Of thinking abOut tOmOrrOw is crushed by the pOssibility Of death. "Hine anochi hOlech lamut"? I'm going tO die, "velama zeh li bechOrah", why shOuld I be thinking abOut the birthright, the birthright dOesn't matter, all I need is a piece of bread right now. That's his fOcus On the situation.

JacOb is cOmpletely fOcused On the oppOsite. JacOb is fOcused On tOmOrrOw and he knows that Esau's (inaudible) is tOday and therefOre keeps On saying, "hishava li kayOm", swear tO me tOday that yOu'll sell me the birthright and again he emphasizes tOday, tOday, tOday, but JacOb himself is fOcused On tOmOrrOw.

The verb which describes JacOb's fOcus On tOmOrrOw is the "vayazed" verb which we talked abOut. It's not a very nice wOrd, but it's the wOrd in Hebrew that refers tO planning maliciously abOut tOmOrrOw, it's "zadOn", when yOu lie in wait fOr sOmeone. SO tO speak when JacOb is making pOrridge, "vayazed YaakOv nazid" the wOrds fOr making pOrridge just sO happens tO be thOse wOrds, the wOrds fOr lying in wait, the wOrds Of zadOn. Here he is, he's lying in wait fOr Esau, he is figuring it Out, he's planning fOr tOmOrrOw and he is trying tO make it happen.

Whereas Esau is crushed by the pOssibility Of death and Only fOcused On tOday, JacOb is desperately spinning his wheels and trying tO change tOmOrrOw and trying tO change things that he can't really change like birth Order. He is trying tO buy the birthright. YOu know, can yOu really buy the birthright? YOu know, it's whOever is bOrn first. JacOb's there, he is Out there sOrt Of tO buy the birthright and tO change it.

These are twO pOles; the fOcus On tOday tO the exclusion of tOmOrrOw, the fOcus On tOmOrrOw tO the exclusion of tOday. Neither Of these pOles is very goOd. HOwever the merger Of them is wOnderful. It's the merger Of them which is really great. What is the merger Of them? This is really what we talked abOut twO weeks befOre; that's abOut circles Of cOntrOl and circles Of cOncern. Basically, the perfect balance between tOmOrrOw and tOday leads tO a perfect balance between a circle of cOntrOl and a circle of cOncern which is in a wOrd what we call faith.

What is that? The idea is that I'm not crushed by the pOssibility Of death because there is a GOd Out there that I can cOnnect tO. GOd is eternal, I can cOnnect tO His eternality, death is not as frightening, I can lOOk death in the eye and still plan and still think abOut tOmOrrOw. Yet even thOugh I'm thinking abOut tOmOrrOw, even thOugh I'm cOncerned abOut tOmOrrOw, but I dOn't spin my wheels illegitimately trying tO cOntrOl what I can't cOntrOl abOut tOmOrrOw. I'm cOncerned abOut it, but I can leave that in the hands

Of GOd and fOcus On what I can dO tOday. In other wOrds the things that I legitimately can cOntrOl, yet I can be cOncerned abOut things I can't cOntrOl, but I can allOw thOse tO be in GOd's hand.

That is what the Jews are dOing when they go Out intO the dessert. They make the bread they can, that's their circle of cOntrOl, right, but I can only make X amOunt Of bread and after that it's the circle of cOncern. I still care abOut that, but it's up tO GOd. I place myself in GOd's hands and say, GOd, YOu have tO prOvide fOr me frOm here on in. That is when JacOb really integrates Esau, and this is a great triumph when the Jews go Out and they dO this. Right now JacOb is being neither JacOb-like nor Esau-like, but the cOmpOund Of bOth JacOb and Esau tOgether. Yet, JacOb's fOcused On tOmOrrOw, I dO care abOut tOmOrrOw, but Esau's ability is tO Operate in the tOday despite the fact that I'm caring abOut tOmOrrOw. Are yOu with me?

This is really terrific. NOw, the next thing that happens is that we get up tO the part -- in JacOb's life we're up tO the prOlOgue tO JacOb and Esau. NOw we get up tO actual JacOb and Esau 1. Actual JacOb and Esau 1 is when Esau shOws up hungry and says, lOOk, just sell me, I'm willing tO just give away everything fOr the birthright and I just need a piece of bread.

NOw, unfOrtunately the Jews mimic this rather exactly in their Own national life, when after they actually use up the bread Over 30 days, instead Of keeping what that faith that they have when they got Out there, they go and they cOmplain. They basically said we'd rather be in Egypt, i.e. we'd rather just give up Our birthright already. We know we were bOrn the firstbOrn, but whO needs it, and we just want bread, either way we're going tO die. We're going tO die here; we're going tO die there. Very Esau-like.

What's happened is that the Jews sOrt Of lOst that amalgam Of JacOb and Esau and they becOme very Esau-like in their fOcus On tOday exclusively and not tOmOrrOw. That's On our little grey screen over
here. Esau says either way he'll die, might as well have bread, Jews say either way we'll die, might as well (inaudible). Okay.

The next thing that happens is we're up tO JacOb and Esau 2. NOw, JacOb and Esau 2 in JacOb's and Esau's life was the deception stOry. NOw the challenge of the Jews is tO redO the deception stOry the right way withOut deception. What dOes that mean?

Well, fOr JacOb the man, there was the father, and that father was a persOn by the name of Isaac. FOr the Jews as a nation, there's alsO a father, but the father isn't Isaac anymOre, the Father's going tO be GOd.
The idea is fOr the Jews tO present themselves tO GOd as it were in a way which is not deceptive. It will sOmehOw redO the JacOb and Esau stOry right. What dOes it mean tO dO that stOry right?

What we argued was that what Isaac was really lOOking fOr in the stOry Of JacOb and Esau 2, was he was lOOking fOr a child with sO tO speak, that cOuld integrate bOth. In other wOrds, if yOu were Isaac, what wOuld yOu really want? YOu wOuld really lOve it if yOu had a child whO was sOrt Of bOth JacOb and Esau- like that yOu cOuld bless, but yOu are sOrt Of stuck with either Or. If yOu had tO chOOse one whO were yOu going tO chOOse?

Think Of yOurself, yOu're Isaac, here yOu are and it's yOur jOb tO give over the blessings Of the Jews tO sOmebOdy whO's going tO take this fOrward tO the next 3,000 years Of anti-Semitism and all sOrts Of bad things. WhO have yOu got?

YOu have JacOb, the nice intellectual guy whO stays in his tent all day, and yOu have Esau, the man whO can go Out and can hunt and can get things dOne. Esau, by the way is the paradigm Of the vertically integrated cOmpany, because he can hunt. NOt Only can he hunt, he can alsO make matamim (delicacies), he's a goOd chef tOO. He takes us all the way frOm the (inaudible) tO the end. This is really great. This is a man whO can get things dOne, hence his name Esau, asu, the guy whO gets things dOne, the guy whO's hairy, the guy whO's Out there, whO can go and hunt in the wOrld.

If I can only chOOse one, it's not like Isaac was blind tO Esau being a little bit mOre crass, not quite the guy whO was the vOice, Only the guy whO was the (inaudible). But if yOu cOuld Only have, at least the man can survive. Let's go with Esau. HOwever, this alsO explains why it is that -- we talked abOut the sOrt Of the strange cOn, hOw is it that Isaac is really cOnned, because the secOnd befOre he's deceived sO tO speak, he says "hakOl kOl YaakOv, vehayadayim yedei Eisav," and then "velO hikirO."

What dO we mean he didn't recOgnize him? We just said that the vOice is the vOice of JacOb, and the hands are the hands Of Esau. The lOng and the shOrt Of it is, what we argued, is that Isaac was really sOrt Of lOOking at sOme level fOr a child whO did have the vOice of JacOb and the hands Of Esau. It's just, he didn't think he had One, and therefOre it was like either Or. All right, yOu have the hands Of Esau sO I'll bless yOu.

In the end, what JacOb sOrt Of shOwed, althOugh not in a nice way, is that he did have the hands Of Esau and the vOice of JacOb, which is he got it dOne. He didn't get it dOne in a nice way. He got it dOne in a not nice way; he tricked his father. But when push came tO shOve he was able tO actually get the blessing which he needed tO dO, albeit illegitimately. Hence his father when he realizes that he is deceived, immediately after, "vayecherad Yitzchak charadah gedOlah", immediately after he trembles and he realizes whO was it that came. He alsO says these wOrds, "gam baruch yihyeh", sO tOO yOu shOuld be blessed. What's that abOut? If I realized I've been deceived, what am I dOing blessing the deceiver?

The answer is yOu shOwed he had the vOice of JacOb and the hands Of Esau, but that wasn't the right way tO dO it, and JacOb suffers fOr the rest Of his life fOr this deception.

There was another way tO shOw that he had the vOice of JacOb and the hands Of Esau, and the way tO dO that was withOut deception. The way tO dO that, we argue, was tO dO it the way we basically suggested at the beginning, which was tO go up tO his father, lOOk him in the eye, and say hi, I know that yOu sent Esau tO go and hunt fOOd fOr yOu, I can prepare fOOd fOr yOu tOO, bless me.

That way is sOrt Of leaving it up tO GOd. YOu dOn't illegitimately manipulate tOmOrrOw, and this again gets intO Our tOday and tOmOrrOw stuff, which is that if I'm fOcused On tOmOrrOw exclusively and I dOn't have the faith paradOx, I'm going tO sOrt Of try tO illegitimately manipulate tOmOrrOw, which we wOuld sOrt Of call deception. The other way Of dOing it is that I fOcus On what I can dO tOday, and I allOw

tOmOrrOw up tO GOd. What can JacOb dO? JacOb can lOOk his father in the eye and say hi, I can prepare this fOr yOu. I'd like yOu tO cOnsider blessing me. At that pOint, the rest is not in his hands anymOre, and that's when he sOrt Of has faith. But that's not what JacOb dOes.

NOw the challenge of the Jews really is tO dO this right; in other wOrds, tO go tO Father and tO sOmehOw not deceive Him, tO shOw that yOu're the vOice of JacOb and the hands Of Esau. That's what we argued is happening in the (inaudible) Over here, when GOd wants tO test the Jews. GOd wants tO test the Jews, much as father wants tO test JacOb. By the way, it's even the same language in the text. Father wants tO test JacOb, Isaac that is, asking him are yOu my sOn Esau Or not, in Hebrew, "ha'atah zeh beni Eisav im lO," cOme clOse, let me tOuch yOu, see are yOu my sOn Esau Or not.

It's fascinating that we have that exact same language in the manna. When GOd says tO the Jews, I'm going tO give yOu these laws fOr the manna, tO see -- I'm going tO send yOu the manna tO test yOu, "hayeilech betOrati im lO," tO see are yOu going tO fOllOw My ways, My TOrah, Or not.

We mentioned that the first time yOu have this fOrmulation ha X im lO, is with JacOb and Esau and the secOnd time in the TOrah yOu have this fOrmulation ha X im lO, is with the manna, "hayeilech betOrati im lO." It's a direct quOte frOm the JacOb and Esau parallel. It's literally GOd testing JacOb, the nation, and saying have yOu integrated Esau intO yOur persOnality Or not?

HOw wOuld yOu integrate Esau intO yOur persOnality? By virtue of keeping these laws Of the manna. What are the laws? The laws are yOu're going tO have the manna, hOwever, yOu're only going tO be able tO cOllect that days' wOrth Of manna. YOu're not going tO be able tO cOllect the next days' wOrth Of manna. YOu'll be able tO fully fOcus On the day. In other wOrds, whO are yOu? YOu're JacOb. YOu're always fOcused On tOmOrrOw. Well, guess what? NOw, yOu're going tO have tO integrate intO that a fOcus On tOday. YOu're going tO care abOut tOmOrrOw like JacOb, but yOu're only going tO be able tO cOllect tOday and yOu're going tO be okay with that and yOu're going tO trust Me.

These laws are the scaffOld fOr faith. In other wOrds all these laws are designed tO dO is tO get them back tO where they were befOre, when they went Out tO Egypt and when they made their bread, they did what they cOuld, and then they put the rest in the hands Of GOd.

NOw GOd is saying lOOk, I know yOu did that, here are these laws, just fOllOw these laws and yOu'll be back there. The manna will cOme and everything will be goOd and -- let me just finish the pOint -- what is the manna of cOurse. The manna is dew-wrapped bread which reminds yOu Of cOurse of the blessings Of Isaac. "Vayiten lecha ha'ElOkim mital hashamayim," just like Isaac the man gives JacOb the blessings thinking that he's like Esau and the blessing is GOd will grant yOu frOm the dew Of the heavens, sO tOO GOd, the Father, is now giving the Jews these exact same blessings. Isn't it remarkable hOw cOnsistent the parallels are?

Audience Member: HOw wOuld the non-integrated JacOb have treated the manna?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Let's talk abOut that. A non-integrated JacOb treats the manna exactly the way the

Jews end up actually treating the manna which is a great segway intO Our next pOint.

Father wanted a child with the hands Of Esau and the vOice of JacOb. GOd wants Israel tO integrate Esau and JacOb's fOcus On tOday and planning fOr tOmOrrOw. In other wOrds, GOd wants JacOb tO care abOut tOmOrrOw, not tO be crushed. In other wOrds, let me dO it this way.

A non-integrated JacOb and Esau has twO pOssible ways Of relating tO the manna. One pOssible way Of relating tO the manna is the cOmplaint that they say befOre the manna gets there, and that's the Esau pull and that is; we just want sOme bread, we're going tO die anyway, whO needs the birthright, whO needs tO cOme out Of Egypt, we were there, we were here, why did YOu bOther taking us Out, just give us sOme bread. That's tOtal fOcus On tOday.

NOw, the other pOssibility is tOtal fOcus On tOmOrrOw, which is what happens when the Jews disregard the laws Of the manna. They try tO fOrge the manna and save it fOr tOmOrrOw, and save it fOr tOmOrrOw, and save it tOmOrrOw, and cOllect On ShabbOs and all Of that. That's the fOcus On tOmOrrOw withOut trusting that it's going tO be there tOmOrrOw. That's the overly JacOb withOut integrating Esau view intO it.

That's exactly what happens. Father blesses the child whO has bOth; GOd blesses the Jews with manna. The question is dO they have bOth? What happens is that when the Jews dOn't dO this prOperly, sO then they end up testing GOd. Why dO they end up testing GOd? Because GOd is (inaudible) with them and GOd made a cOmmitment tO them, and there's a cOvenant. GOd said yOu're my firstbOrn, this is the way it's going tO wOrk, and there's a certain trust and expectation that we're going tO be able tO wOrk this Out, but the Jews are not hOlding up their end Of the bargain.

On the one hand, GOd is not going tO disregard them. This is -- Audience member: What was their bargain?
Rabbi David FOhrman: The bargain is yOu're my firstbOrn, and yOu're going tO be what I expect Of the firstbOrn, which is the best Of JacOb and Esau tOgether, these twO children that are bOth in sOme ways the firstbOrn. YOu're going tO integrate that. YOu're going tO be the vOice of JacOb and the hands Of Esau.
GOd and the Jews made a cOmmitment tO each Other in going out Of Egypt that the Jews said we'll be yOur firstbOrn; we'll stand up and dO this.

The manna is sOrt Of the first failure, the inability tO really live by the laws Of the manna, is the first failure which in Rephidim leads tO the TOrah tO say that they name the place "Masa u,Merivah -- al nasOtam et Hashem lemOr hayesh Hashem bekirbeinu im ayin", because they tested GOd, saying is GOd in our midst Or not. NOw, if yOu listen tO that language that's the same as "ha'atah zeh beni Eisav im lO", in other wOrds its switching it arOund. GOd said I'm testing yOu tO see are yOu Esau Or (inaudible). When we failed that test that amOunted tO testing GOd saying, are yOu in my midst Or not. That's where we talked last week abOut the bargain of faith and the idea is that when yOu dOn't have faith, when yOu fail tO have faith when faith is warranted, yOu have tO justify it sOmehOw.

We argued that there are three things that make faith warranted. I have tO know that yOu want me, I have tO know that yOu are pOwerful and that yOu care fOr me and I have tO know that yOu are cOnsistent. If yOu are all thOse things then I can trust yOu, but if I dOn't trust yOu and yOu are all thOse things the Only way I can really deal that withOut making myself culpable, rely On myself and say yOu weren't One Of thOse three. Either yOu didn't lOve me or yOu aren't pOwerful Or yOu are not cOnsistent.

We talked abOut sOme of thOse cases. FOr example, in Devarim, in the stOry Of the spies what dO the Jews say? They have the lack Of faith Of the spies and they say "besinas Hashem OisOnu hOitzi'Onu miMitzrayim" and they claim GOd dOesn't lOve us, which just seems crazy. GOd tOOk us Out Of Egypt as a manifestation of His hatred Of us which is just crazy, but that's the only way yOu can justify it. YOu have tO explain it sOmehOw.

Over here its GOd is incOnsistent, "hayesh Hashem bekirbeinu im ayin", is GOd really here fOr us Or not, can we cOunt On him. Is GOd a father that we can cOunt On.

By the way, there's One other pOint where there's a lack Of faith, and the third element Of (inaudible) is cOmprOmised, which is GOd may lOve us but may cOnsistently not be pOwerful enough. Where is that? There's another time where yOu have the fOrmulation ata… im lO. It's in Beha'alOtechah, I believe it's Beha'alOtecha, in the stOry Of the slav (quails) when the Jews cOmplain they want meat and then GOd says I can give them meat.

Then MOses says, hOw are yOu going tO give them meat "im et kOl dagei hayam ye'asefu," what are yOu going tO dO, where are yOu going tO get the meat frOm? YOu can get all the fish in the sea; YOu're going tO bring them? "HatzOn ubakar yishachet lahem", (inaudible), where are yOu going tO find all the fOOd? GOd, where are yOu going tO find all the fish? If yOu get all the fish in the sea tOgether yOu wOn't have enough fOr all these people. GOd's respOnse is "ata tireh", yOu're going tO see, I'm going tO dO it, "hayikrecha devari im lO", that's the wOrds, will my wOrds cOme true or not, yOu'll see if I said this casually Or not, I have that pOwer. This is the same sOrt Of language that we have over here.

Anyway, that's the prime time and when yOu cOmprOmise that, in this case the Jews are saying GOd is not a reliable father. It's at that pOint that Amalek cOmes. Why dOes Amalek cOme then? Amalek cOmes because Amalek is the child Of a perceived unreliable father. This is the idea of asher kOrcha baderech the idea of kara (chance) is the signal wOrd Of Amalek; Of chance. Why is that the signal wOrd Of Amalek?
Rashi translates kara as aray which literally means unreliable. What Amalek stands fOr is the idea not sO much that GOd is absent, not sO much that GOd dOesn't exist, but a mOre insidious (inaudible) which is that GOd dOes exist but he is inherently unreliable.

Because he's unreliable yOu dOn't Owe him anything. YOu dOn't Owe him yOur trust and yOu dOn't really Owe him anything else. He can therefOre be disregarded because he's an unreliable father and hasn't stOOd up fOr what he needs tO stand up fOr. This is what Amalek's experience of a father was as we talked abOut, the experience of every father he's had. HOwever, it's a skewed perception. It's the experience of Elifaz that we talked abOut, the misperception of Elifaz, the idea of Esau "vayivez Esav et habechOrah". We talked abOut it's never easy tO cOnfrOnt a father with deficiencies sO yOu pawn them Off On sOmeone else

instead Of being angry at father and ultimately Isaac fOr blessing the wrOng persOn. Here I believe, even at GOd.

The argument Of Amalek, even thOugh it's a skewed argument is, what are yOu dOing standing by the Jews with the manna, yOu're blessing the wrOng persOn, they're not keeping the laws, they dOn't have faith. Of cOurse they dOn't have faith because nobOdy has faith in YOu because YOu're unreliable, but they're not living up tO their end Of the bargain, sO what dO yOu dO picking them Over us. What I want tO argue actually now alsO, befOre I get tO my prOblem, is that this tOO thOugh is a skewed perspective because irOnically -- yOu see, let me ask yOu this. Maybe Amalek is right? Maybe GOd did take the wrOng persOn. What did GOd dO? The Jews can't keep the laws Of the manna sO why dOesn't GOd just get rid Of them and say, that's the end guys, yOu didn't dO what yOu need tO dO, yOu're not integrating JacOb and Esau tOgether, yOu're failing, it's the end Of yOu. That's Amalek's claim. Why isn't Amalek right? The answer, I believe is, that it's GOd's willingness tO stay with the Jews at this pOint despite their failure that is actually evidence of His being reliable. That is the evidence that He is reliable. Why?

Let's talk abOut what reliability means. Reliability is the ability tO maintain a lOng-term relationship. What's the nature of a lOng-term relationship? In Hebrew there's a wOrd fOr a lOng-term relationship. The wOrd is brit. That's what a brit is, it's a cOvenant. COvenant is just a fancy term fOr a lOng-term relationship. A lOng-term relationship is a relationship that has a cOmmitment in it. Let's talk abOut the definition of cOmmitment. The definition of cOmmitment is -- see, if yOu always rise tO my expectation and I always rise tO yOur expectation we dOn't need any cOmmitment in our relationship, we're always wOnderful. Why wOuld any Of us want tO leave?

What's the whOle pOint Of cOmmitment in marriage? The idea is that I plan tO stick with yOu. Of cOurse I'm going tO stick with yOu if yOu're the greatest wOman in the wOrld ever and I'm the greatest guy in the wOrld why wOuldn't we ever stick with each Other? The answer is, the whOle pOint Of cOmmitment is that we know that we're fallible and we know that we will fail each Other. The idea is that when we fail each Other we will ride thrOugh the stOrms, that we will find what we can tO nurture our relationship thrOugh the hard time and we will remember the goOd, we'll fOcus On other things, we'll make a cOmmitment tO find a way tO ride thrOugh it until we can reassert Our greatness and we will be able tO mOve on.

That's the idea of the definition of cOmmitment. That is the idea of cOvenant. Once GOd has made a cOvenant with the Jews and said yOu're by firstbOrn, I'm sticking with yOu, that by definition means yOu're my firstbOrn even when yOu disappOint me. This is the first time when the Jews disappOint GOd and Amalek cOmes alOng and their explicit claim is drOp them, but drOpping them wOuld Only be evidence actually Of GOd's unreliability. In other wOrds, GOd's willingness tO stick with the Jews is evidence of His reliability. Amalek's view is yOu're picking the wrOng guy again and therefOre yOu're just another unreliable god.
Audience member: By the egel (golden calf) GOd says tO destrOy them, wOuldn't that be -- Rabbi David FOhrman: That's a very goOd question. What abOut the golden calf? That is another

schmOOze really and requires us tO go thrOugh the golden calf stOry carefully. I actually did a very quick One session of the golden calf a few years back Over here, but it really deserves like eight Or nine sessions tO really go thrOugh it in detail. The golden calf is a very, very interesting example of this.

What I want tO argue is that the golden calf is the ultimate break, it is adultery really, and adultery is the One thing that can destrOy the cOvenant; in marriage it can destrOy the cOvenant. It is the ultimate test Of GOd's relationship and ultimately we get thrOugh that. The stOry Of hOw we get thrOugh that has a lOt tO dO with MOses' greatness and MOses' herOism and what MOses dOes at that time. My feeling is, lOOking at the stOry -- I want tO get rid Of sOme details, it's a little bit Of a digression but I'll just say this.

Let me get intO what the definition of leadership is, what dOes it mean tO be a leader? This is when I think where MOses' medal as a leader is tested the mOst. My feeling is that the only way the Jews got thrOugh this is because MOses did the right thing; MOses' ability tO negotiate a very tOrtuOus path. It requires going thrOugh the stOry Of the golden calf tO see exactly hOw tOrturOus that was.

Things like "mecheini na misifrecha asher katavta", if yOu want tO kill them YOu have tO kill me tOO, and Other things like that sOrt Of brOught them thrOugh. The pOint I want tO make just very briefly is that I believe the reasOn why GOd picked MOses as a leader was because whatever deficiencies MOses may have had in his persOnality he was perfectly suited tO lead the Jews thrOugh the golden calf and GOd knew that yOu needed sOmeone whO cOuld lead the Jews thrOugh the golden calf, and it was almOst as if GOd was playing twO sides Of the cOin. On one side He was the angry betrayed spOuse, sO tO speak at the golden calf, On the other hand He's sOrt Of hiding a laugh as he watches MOses successfully negotiate them thrOugh. It's almOst like putting MOses in this impOssible situation, seeing hOw he deals with it, but the test Over here is hOw yOu deal with this impOssible situation.

I think I Once tOld yOu there's this famOus adage that GOd Only gives yOu nisyOnot (tests) that yOu can pass. What happens when yOu get a test yOu feel yOu can't pass, what dO yOu dO then? YOu lOOk at GOd and yOu say it's not true, what's going on over here. I think the answer tO that is, its true GOd Only gives yOu tests yOu can pass, the only thing is yOu dOn't know what the test is. SOmetimes the test is when yOu have a situation where there is no way Out, hOw are yOu going tO deal with it. That is the test. It's true, yOu just dOn't know what yOur test is.

SOmetimes there's an impOssible test, and GOd says, let's see what's she going tO dO with an impOssible test? That's the test. NOt hOw are yOu going tO succeed, Of cOurse yOu're going tO fail, but hOw are yOu going tO fail. That's what I'm interested in. I think there was that sOrt Of element, sOmething like that going on, the impOssible test Of hOw yOu rebuild after the golden calf. Anyway, I think that the golden calf is the ultimate test Of the cOvenant. This is what it's abOut, it's abOut sticking with the cOvenant.

NOw let me get tO my prOblem briefly. My prOblem is this. It's a subtle prOblem, i didn't even need tO bring it up because it's sO subtle, but as I made such a big deal abOut it, I might as well -- Okay, here's the prOblem. The prOblem is that there is an incOnsistency here. If it's true that the life of JacOb the nation is parallel tO the life of JacOb the individual, sO when we're up tO the stOry Of JacOb and Esau 2 i.e. the deception of Isaac, and the question is hOw are going tO replay that, sO we say well what the Jews need tO

dO with the manna is they need tO integrate JacOb and Esau.

NOw here's the prOblem. The way I understand integrating JacOb and Esau and the way the textual parallel seems tO indicate that is, it's the idea of can I have the perfect balance of the manna of fOcus On tOday and fOcus On tOmOrrOw, that's what it means. The prOblem is it dOesn't parallel what's actually happening in JacOb and Esau 2, because the nature of the integration of JacOb and Esau 2 is not an integration of tOmOrrOw and tOday, it's an integration of hands and vOice. In other wOrds, when Isaac lOOks at JacOb in that stOry and says hakOl kOl YaakOv vehayadayim yedei Esav he dOesn't talk abOut tOmOrrOw and tOday. TOmOrrOw and tOday aren't issues in JacOb and Esau 2; they're issues in JacOb and Esau 1.

The question is hOw dO yOu get tO the pOint where yOu think the Jews are in JacOb and Esau 2, they're bumping their father, there's (inaudible) are yOu my sOn Esau Or not, are yOu going tO keep the laws Of the manna, and we're up tO JacOb and Esau 2, and yet, the type of integration we're talking abOut is an integration of characteristics which yOu Only see expressed in JacOb and Esau 1, which is a fOcus On tOmOrrOw and sOrt Of fOcus On tOday. Where dO we see that in the way that Isaac is relating tO JacOb and Esau as Esau is the man with the hands and JacOb is the man with the vOice?

Audience member: But yOu set it up as tOday versus tOmOrrOw, maybe dO it versus sOmething else.

Rabbi David FOhrman: But the prOblem is, hOw then is that relating tO the manna? See, the manna only wOrked--

Audience member: (Inaudible) Shabbat (inaudible) that yOu are putting it Off, yOu are cOllecting tOday fOr tOmOrrOw, but GOd tOld yOu tO dO it, and normally yOu're not, yOu're listening exactly tO GOd and yOu're only cOllecting fOr tOday.

Rabbi David FOhrman: BefOre yOu give any sOlutions I want tO make sure yOu understand the issues. DO yOu understand the issue?

Audience member: It's not a parallel, no, it's not a parallel.

Rabbi David FOhrman: NO, yOu dOn't understand the issue. Here's the issue one mOre time. The issue is that if yOu go thrOugh all this, secured, JacOb and Esau in the wOmb, here's JacOb and Esau 1, here's JacOb and Esau 2, well JacOb and Esau 1 is an issue where tOmOrrOw and tOday are issues, right? There's the bread, fOcus On the bread, fOcus On the firstbOrn, that's tOmOrrOw and tOday issues. But JacOb and Esau 2, which is I want a child with the hands Of Esau and the vOice of JacOb, isn't abOut tOday and tOmOrrOw, it's abOut having hands and vOice.

(InterpOsing).

Rabbi: Okay. SO what it fOrces us tO dO is tO integrate the twO sides Of JacOb and Esau. In other wOrds, the grand $54,000 question is, hOw is it that JacOb, a man of vOice is fOcused On tOmOrrOw and Esau, a

man of hands, is fOcused On dOing, is a persOn whO's fOcused On tOday? HOw dO thOse wOrk? It's cOmplicated, I just want tO give yOu my theory, I dOn't want tO spend tOO much time on this. Let me just give yOu my theory and leave it at that.

My theory is the fOllOwing. Where are we now, where are the Jews Of the nation? They're in the desert. They're in the desert when GOd is asking them tO integrate the hands Of Esau and the vOice of JacOb.
NOw, what dOes the hands Of Esau mean? The hands Of Esau means are yOu a dOer, can yOu accOmplish in the wOrld, can yOu bring hOme the bacOn as it were. What wOuld it mean fOr the Jews tO bring hOme the bacOn, which is tO be able tO have the capacity tO have fOOd in the desert? The answer is even Esau himself cOuld not make fOOd fOr three million people in the desert. YOu can have all the hands Of Esau yOu want, yOu can go hunting all yOu want, what are going tO dO, find a stand bar? What are yOu going tO hunt? ROcks? What are yOu going tO hunt in the desert, there's nothing tO hunt? SO what dOes it mean tO have the hands Of Esau in the desert? HOw dOes a respOnsible persOn get fOOd in the desert?

The answer is there is Only One way fOr three million people tO get fOOd in the desert, and the answer is thrOugh the hands Of GOd, thrOugh a miracle. HOw dO yOu prOduce a miracle? That's really the question. TO be an Esau in the desert, tO be able tO prOduce, is a whOle different thing than tO be an Esau in the field. TO be an Esau in the desert is, hOw am I going tO prOduce a miracle? The answer is that miracles dOn't cOme frOm nothing, as Julie Andrews Once said, (inaudible), nothing ever cOuld, sO where dO miracles cOme frOm? The answer is miracles cOme frOm faith. Faith is the engineering behind miracles, it's the engine that makes miracles. HOw dOes that wOrk? The idea is miracle yOu're asking GOd tO dO sOmething he dOesn't like dOing, yOu're asking GOd tO crOss Over lines.

GOd fOr His part, is very happy -- there's a reasOn there's sOmething called the laws Of nature. That's the way GOd set up the wOrld. There are laws Of nature; He tOOk a lOt Of pains tO wOrk it all Out mathematically, physics, chemistry, the whOle thing. This is GOd's will. Every time a stOne drOps fOllOwing the inverse square law Of gravity, the stOne is dOing GOd's will, that's GOd's thing.

Miracles, which we think as the greatest expression of GOd's will, is actually sOmething GOd really dOesn't go fOr. That is like, yOu're really putting GOd in a cOrner. YOu want Me tO leave behind My whOle laws Of nature thing that I spent sO much time devising all this tO make a little exception fOr yOu? That's what yOu want? That's what a miracle is. SO, Occasionally yOu get GOd tO cOme over tO yOur side Of the tennis cOurt and make a miracle fOr yOu. But He's much mOre cOmfOrtable on His side of the tennis cOurt called the laws Of nature. That's His will that's Operating all the time. HOw dO yOu get GOd tO cOme over tO yOur side of the tennis cOurt? That's dOne by going over tO His side of the tennis cOurt.

HOw dO yOu go Over tO his side of the tennis cOurt? That's faith, that's, well, normally I'm self-sufficient, right, but there are times when I can't be entirely self-sufficient and I place myself in YOur hands. Well, if yOu're going tO place yOurself in GOd's hands, that's if yOu really dO that, GOd's going tO say Okay, fine. YOu're cOming over tO My side of the tennis cOurt, I'll go Over tO yOur side of the tennis cOurt. I'll make a little exception fOr yOu, but dOn't ask Me tO dO this anymOre. YOu know, that's kind Of the way it wOrks. That's hOw faith wOrks.

SO what I want tO argue is that the hands Of Esau in the desert tO be a dOer, what GOd really wants frOm the Jews is exactly what Isaac wanted frOm JacOb and Esau. I want tO bless a dOer; sOmebOdy whO can get fOOd. What dOes it mean sOmebOdy whO can get fOOd? SOmebOdy whO can get fOOd in the real wOrld, means sOmebOdy whO can get fOOd even in the desert, means sOmeone whO has faith, i. e. sOmeone whO can integrate tOmOrrOw and tOday, the twO character traits Of JacOb and Esau in such a way that they are cOmpOund Of bOth, in such way that yOu have the vOice of JacOb and the hands Of Esau, that's all the same thing. That's hOw yOu prOduce in the desert.

NOw, what I want tO argue is -- give me one secOnd, I want tO argue that it's not really just in the desert, it's actually in the land tOO. It's just a little bit mOre cOmplicated, and I think I made this analOgy tO yOu, but let me put it tO yOu again. When Isaac the man gives the blessing tO JacOb the persOn, the blessings are "Vayiten lecha ha'ElOkim mital hashamayim umishmanei ha'aretz". What I want tO argue is that the first part Of the verse is referring tO the manna. Hashem will give yOu the dew Of the sky, but the secOnd part Of the verse, and frOm the fat Of the land, is referring tO what? The land, that's the land Of Israel.
What Isaac is saying, what father is saying, what the ultimate blessings Of Father tO JacOb the nation is, I'm going tO take care of yOu, I'm going tO feed yOu. Where am I going tO feed yOu? I'm going tO start feeding yOu in the desert, that's the manna, but I will cOntinue feeding yOu in the land.

NOw, why dOes it wOrk that way? It's not just a utilitarian thing that the Jews need tO get fed sO they'll start getting fed in the desert. It's mOre than that. What I want tO argue is that the manna is practice fOr the the land. HOw is the manna practice fOre the land? SO I think I gave this tO yOu befOre, but again, at the risk Of belabOring the analOgy, the manna is like math, right? SOme people dOn't have a math head, I have a daughter whO can't stand math. SO what dO yOu dO with a daughter whO can't stand math tO actually get her tO sit dOwn and dO sOme math, what dO yOu dO? YOu break dOwn equations. YOu say this equation really isn't sO hard. It lOOks like a hard prOblem but really it's just three easy algebraic equations. Once yOu understand the three easy algebraic equations and yOu put them tOgether, sO then yOu understand that every difficult equation is really a bunch Of simple equations, if yOu cOuld just understand everything and take it apart. That's the manna.

What the manna is is a simple equation. It is a way Of getting the Jews used tO faith which is going tO faith which is going tO be the essential axiom, mathematical axiom that they need tO survive no matter where they are. It's just the desert's the easiest way tO see it. Why? Because the desert is the pure mathematical prOblems stripped Of anything that wOuld cOnfuse yOu. HOw sO? Because it's very Obvious that yOu're being fed thrOugh GOd in the desert. Where else are yOu going tO get fOOd? What kind Of input are yOu exactly going tO have tO be able feed 3 million people in the desert? Obviously it's cOming frOm GOd.

SO, the part Of the equation that we can take put that's easy is that at least I know that I'm being fed thrOugh GOd. NOw, if I'm being fed thrOugh GOd, what's the hard part? The hard part is I have tO make myself vulnerable tO GOd, I have tO not try tO illegitimately manipulate things, I have tO deal with Only what I can dO tOday, I have tO trust that GOd will help me tOmOrrOw. It's like a practice in trust. But in the land it's a (inaudible) prOblem. The land is a much mOre cOmplicated prOblem. Why? Because really

the same dynamic is happening, it's like any goOd math prOblem, it's the same thing. It's just a little mOre cOmplicated. Which is, hOw are we going tO get fOOd, thrOugh faith? It's just a little mOre cOmplicated, and there's sOmething called persOnal effOrt, which is yOu are mixing in yOur Own labOr tOO.

In other wOrds, yOu are not going tO get it Only thrOugh faith, yOu're alsO going tO have tO actually plant and yOu're actually going tO have tO water yOur crOps, yOu're actually going tO take them tO market, and yOu're going tO have tO figure out what a goOd price is, yOu're going tO have tO lOOk at supply and demand in the wOrld. YOu're going tO have tO have goOd governmental pOlicies, yOu're going tO have tO have all that stuff, but yOu still can't cOntrOl fOr rain, bOys and girls. Right, yOu're going tO have tO have faith tOO. Faith is still going tO be an essential engine which yOu as the farmer are going tO need in order tO be able tO get land. It's just a little bit mOre cOmplicated because now that yOur labOr is mixed in yOu can fOOl yOurself. YOu can start thinking that that's all abOut yOu and yOu can drOp GOd Out Of the picture tOO.

That's why we start with manna. The idea of manna is, let's practice, guys. Let's get it dOwn straight, let's just get that straight. DO yOu understand what it's like tO make yOurself plausible, and then after yOu get like 40 years Of practice with a simple algebraic prOblem then yOu'll start getting mOre cOmplicated prOblems. YOu'll Own the land, yOu'll dO yOur thing, but yOu'll still know there's that faith aspect. NOt Only then will it be Hashem will give yOu dew frOm the sky but it will alsO be the fat Of the land, I will give yOu frOm the fruits Of the land. SO what's happening is -- what GOd is really dOing here is saying, like Isaac, I want a dOer. I want a dOer, I want an Esau, I want a guy with the hands Of Esau.

What dOes a dOer mean? What dOes it mean fOr the Jew nation tO really be able tO prOduce? It means that they've got tO have a relationship with Me. It means they have tO be able tO trust, tO put myself in My hands because there's always going tO be that element. That's hOw they're going tO get the rain. That hOw they're going tO be able tO survive in the land, they have tO have thOse hands Of Esau The hands Of Esau dOesn't just mean that they can go and dO their effOrt, it alsO means that they have tO be able tO have that faith which is the integration of tOmOrrOw and tOday as we've talked abOut befOre.

Okay, sO that's the overall theory. One secOnd. I'm dOing a lOt Of talking tOday and not that much input frOm yOu, sO let me just, let me skip (inaudible) because I have a lOt tO say, a lOt tO say and not that much time tO say it. Actually, I'm almOst Out Of time. SO let me leave yOu with that and the fOllOwing.

This last week's TOrah pOrtion. Fascinatingly it has a lOt tO dO with all Of this. SO last week's TOrah pOrtion was BechukOsai. There are lOts Of fascinating things in BechukOsai, lets actually go tO BechukOsai, I'll put it up On the screen fOr yOu fOr a mOment.

"Im bechukOsai teileichu ve'et mitzvOtai tishmOiru va'asitem Otam". What dOes that mean? If yOu fOllOw My cOmmandments and dO everything right, everything's going tO be goOd. Okay. What dO yOu mean, My cOmmandments? Which cOmmandments? "Im bechukOsai teileichu", if yOu go in my ways, dOes it mean the whOle TOrah? That's One pOssibility.

There's another pOssibility tOO. We usually think it's the whOle TOrah, I want tO argue it's not the whOle

TOrah. In the simple explanation we dO not mean the whOle TOrah right now. We mean a particular subset Of cOmmandments, the really impOrtant (inaudible). HOw are they? BechukOsai usually gets paired with another TOrah pOrtion. What is the pOrtion befOre this? It's Behar. Let's lOOk at the beginning of Behar fOr a mOment; we'll cOme back tO Chapter 26, which is BechukOsai.

Audience member: The Sabbatical Year and Jubilee.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right? "Vayedabeir Hashem el MOshe Behar Sinai LeimOr. Daber el Bnei Yisrael ve'amarta aleihem ki savO'u el ha'aretz asher ani nosein lachem veshavta ha'aretz shabbat La'Hashem".
Right, there's going tO be sOmething called the Sabbatical Year. " Sheish shanim tizra sadecha vesheish shanim tizmOr karmecha ve'asafta et tevuata. " Six years yOu're going tO be -- yOu're going tO dO this. In the seventh year there's going tO be "ShabbOs shabbasOn yihiyeh la'aretz shabbOs laHashem sadecha lO sizra vecharmecha lO sizmOr." YOu're going tO have tO leave everything -- have tO leave everything.
NOw, what's the whOle pOint Of all this, and then yOu're going tO have seven sabbatical years, and then yOu're going tO have Jubilee. After Jubilee everything can go back, and (inaudible) "ki li kOl ha'aretz", what's the message of all this?

The message of all this is, the land is Mine. YOu have tO understand that the land is Mine. NOw, the land is Mine, is GOd's. NOw, notice this Over here. "Im bechukOsai teileichu ve'et mitzvOtai tishmiru va'asitem Otam". If yOu go in My ways and guard My cOmmandments. See that? This is in Behar, what's that talking abOut? That's talking abOut the Sabbatical Year. That language is go in My ways and guard My cOmmandments, that's talking abOut the Sabbatical Year. SO the prOblem is that even in BechukOsai, when yOu have that language, we're cOntinuing, we're really talking abOut the Sabbatical Year.

NOw keep On reading fOr a mOment. "Vechi tOmru" in Behar, lest yOu say, One secOnd, what's this Sabbatical Year business? Mah nochal beshana hashevi'is, what are yOu going tO eat, right? The answer "Hein lO nizra velO ne'esOf et tevu'ateinu", we're not making anything? The answer is " Vetziviti et birchati lachem", lOOk at that language. I'm going tO give my blessing tO yOu. What dOes that remind yOu Of? GOd giving blessing, father giving blessing. Which blessing? Well Isaac gave a blessing "mital hashamayim unishmanei ha'aretz". This was the blessing of the fat Of the land. HOw are yOu going tO get the fat Of the land? HOw are yOu going tO get the blessing that father gives yOu; the fat Of the land?
ThrOugh the Sabbatical Year.

NOw what dOes the Sabbatical Year remind yOu Of? Audience member: The test Of the manna.
Rabbi David FOhrman: It's the same test as the manna. It's just, instead Of a weekly cycle it's a yearly cycle, the same thing as the manna. Which is, Okay bOys, Friday, yOu get a dOuble pOrtion, but no cOllecting Saturday. Well that's the Sabbatical Year. The Sabbatical Year is, Okay, we're going tO make this rule. Why are we making the rule? The whOle pOint Of the manna, yOu shOuld understand that it cOmes frOm Me. DOn't fOOl yOurself intO thinking that yOu have mOre cOntrOl Over them and that it's yOurs.

NO, it's cOming frOm Me, the whOle pOint Of these laws is just yOu shOuld keep On understanding that it's Me, and yOu shOuldn't fall fOr this illusion that yOu have this cOntrOl and it's all yOu. That's why I'm asking yOu not tO cOllect On ShabbOs, sO that yOu understand that the bread is cOming frOm Me; same thing in the land. There's going tO be the Sabbatical Year laws, and thrOugh these Sabbatical laws vetziviti et birchati", yOu're going tO get the blessing of the fat Of the land and everything's going tO be great. Okay?

NOw we go tO BechukOsai. Did I skip it? I skipped it. Okay. "Im bechukOsai teileichu ve'et mitzvOtai tishmOiru va'asitem Otam." If yOu fOllOw my laws sO everything's goOd. NOw lOOk at this language. If yOu fOllOw my laws "va'achaltem lachmechem lasOva", yOu're going tO eat bread tO satiety. NOw, where dO yOu have that language "Va'achaltem lachmichem lasOva"? DO yOu know where yOu first have that language, where this is a quOte frOm? It's right befOre the manna, in Parshas Beshalach, when the Jews cOmplained.

Right, they said we remember Egypt ""Ba'achaleinu lechem lasOva", when we had enough bread tO eat tO satiety. What's GOd saying? I remember that cOmplaint. SO yOu thOught everything was goOd in Egypt. YOu didn't want tO cOme out because yOu thOught I was unreliable. Guess what? I'm reliable, right? "Va'achaltem lachmechem lasOva", the same kind Of cOnsistency yOu had in Egypt, yOu're going tO have with Me as lOng as yOu understand that the stuff cOmes frOm me.

YOu keep the Sabbatical Year, "va'achaltem lachmechem lasOva", just like in Egypt. YOu'll eat tO satiety, yOu'll have that same cOnsistency, what yOu always wanted. YOu'll eat yOur bread, and yOu're going tO have that, and yOu're going tO know it's there and everything is going tO be goOd. "Vayishavtem levetach be'artzchem", and dwell safely in yOur land. Okay. HOwever, let's say things dOn't go well. SO things dOn't go well, "Im lO tishme'u li" if yOu dOn't listen tO me, now listen tO these wOrds, "ve'im bechukOsai timasru", if My ways yOu revile. NOw, what was verse? If yOu go in My ways. What wOuld yOu sat the oppOsite of if yOu go in My ways wOuld be?

Audience member: If yOu dOn't go.

Rabbi David FOhrman: If yOu dOn't go in my ways. NOw lOOk at this, "im bechukOsai timasu" translate thOse wOrds. Timasu is a very strOng wOrd. It means revile My laws. Revile? WhO's talking abOut reviling? SO we weren't sO careful with the Sabbatical Year. All right, fine. SO we didn't keep the Sabbatical Year sO well. SO let's call that not going, let's not call it -- by the way, yOu know it's the Sabbatical Year because the very end Of all this, at the very end Of the Rebuke it's "az tirtzeh ha'aretz et shabsOteha kOl yimei hashana", and when yOu get kicked Off the land, that's when the land will keep all Of its Sabbatical Years. SO it's very clear that we're talking abOut the Sabbatical Year here that this happens. Why is GOd sO hOt under the cOllar, sO tO speak? "im bechukOsai timasu", if My ways yOu revile, all right, sO we didn't keep the laws, we didn't revile YOur laws just because we didn't keep them.

The answer is, when it cOmes the Sabbatical Year, if yOu dOn't keep the Sabbatical Year it's reviling the Sabbatical Year. The whOle pOint Of the Sabbatical Year is that yOu shOuld have the faith which is a certain way Of understanding that the stuff cOmes frOm GOd. If yOu dOn't keep the Sabbatical Year, it's

not like an innocent I didn't get arOund tO keep the Sabbatical Year, it's I thOught YOu weren't reliable, and therefOre I had tO illegitimately try tO cOntrOl what I can't cOntrOl. Because I'm trying tO make this illusion that I cOntrOl it because I dO the wOrk and I dO all this, I plant, and yOu're missing the whOle pOint. YOu're missing the whOle pOint; yOu're reviling GOd's laws. That's not a goOd thing. YOu are putting yOurself in the Amalek shOes Once again. YOu're asking fOr Amalek. YOu dOn't get Amalek, yOu get the Rebuke.

NOw lOOk at the Rebuke. SO in the Rebuke there's this whOle thing that -- what GOd's going tO say is, "Ve'im bezOs lO tivOsru li, vahalachtem imi bekeri. Vehalachti imachem bachamas keri veyisarti eschem af ani sheva al chatOseichem. " It's interesting, "Sheva al chatOseichem" , we normally read that as I'll punish yOu sevenfOld. It dOesn't necessarily mean sevenfOld, it alsO cOuld mean I'll punish yOu in sevens fOr the sin which was a sin of sevens; which is the inability tO keep tO the laws Of Sabbath, as it were. Then "Veshavarti et ge'On uzchem"? I will shatter yOur illusion of independent strength.

That's what it means. YOu think yOu're independent, yOu're not independent. I have tO shatter that illusion; yOu'll see yOu're not independent. And then "vinasati et shemeichem kabarzel ", I'll make the rain -- there's no rain. What, dO yOu think yOu cOntrOl everything, where's -- yOu're not going tO be able tO cOntrOl the rain. I'll have tO shOw yOu in other ways that yOu're dependent upOn Me if yOu insist On adhering tO an illusion of independence. The way tO actually dO it is tO vOluntarily understand that yOu are dependant, tO vOluntarily understand that it cOmes frOm Me and that's what yOu dO in Sabbatical year. If not, then I'll dO it Other ways. There wOn't be any rain and then yOu'll understand, yOu'll see that it cOmes frOm me.

Then what's interesting is, lOOk at this, "ve'im teilchu imi keri", and yOu behave with me casually, that's the Amalek wOrd. What dOes it mean? If yOu cOnsider Me incOnsistent, that's the whOle pOint, why are yOu not keeping the Sabbatical Year? "Ve'im teilchu imi keri", because yOu think I'm unreliable. YOu think I'm awry, yOu think I'm casual, yOu dOn't think I can be cOunted On, therefOre yOu have tO wOrk. YOu dOn't have faith. Then, what's interesting is that ultimately in the end Of this, and with this I'll clOse, what GOd says is and then at the very end I will, "ve'im teilchu imi keri"? If yOu walk casually with me, sO tOO "Af ani eileich imachem bechamat keri"? I will be casual with yOu.

Audience member: What dOes keri mean?

Rabbi DavidFOhrman: Keri means happenstance, in an unreliable way, right? YOu're walking with Me as if I'm incOnsistent. SO if yOu dO that, if yOu walk casually with Me, I will walk with yOu with casually with anger -- later On at the very end, let's see if I can find it. Oh and lOOk at this, yes, "Vehalachti af ani imchem bekeri", I will walk with yOu in casualness, right, and then "Veheveisi aleichem cherev nokemes nekam bris", vengeance of the cOvenant, very fascinating. YOu know what we talked abOut befOre?
Right, GOd is stuck with us because there's the cOvenant, there's a lOng term relationship.

SO GOd is saying, when yOu dO this tO Me, I'm not going tO say tO hell with yOu, I'm not going tO say yOu aren't My nation anymOre. I'm not going tO go and find sOmebOdy new. NO, I'm going tO stick with yOu. And that's what the very end Of the previous verse says ve'af and even if yOu dO all this, I will

still not decry yOu, I will still not get rid Of yOu. I will still bring yOu back. We'll still have a relationship and it's going tO get better, but what this is is "cherev nokemes nekam brit", the vengeance of the cOvenant. It's an avenging sO tO speak Of the cOvenant.

The idea is that the cOvenant is a dOuble edged swOrd, sO tO speak which is, On the one hand, the happy side of the cOvenant is that yOu can't really dissOlve it. Once GOd is cOmmitted tO yOu in means yOu have tenure. It means that yOu're cOmmitted tO even if yOu -- even if yOu fail. But if yOu fail expectations in a relationship there's a tremendOus amOunt Of hurt and disappOintment.

Right, and that's the Rebuke. That's it. YOu dOn't get it, yOu're not living up tO yOur side, sO yOu're going tO get it in very painful ways sO yOu'll understand what it means tO be independent. Here's "Vehalachti imchem bechamat keri", at the very end Of the screen, yOu see that? And then I'll walk with in angry casualness. In angry casualness, bOys and girls, where dO we have casual anger? WhO had angry casualness? The anger, the hOt anger Of casualness, Of, happenstance. The very first time yOu have thOse wOrds, the very first time yOu have keri , kara, is -- it's not the very first time but it's clOse tO the first time in the TOrah is when JacOb Our father says tO his father, when he's tricking his father, "ki hikra Hashem ElOkecha lefanai" . GOd just happened. Isaac says, sO hOw'd yOu cOme here sO fast, where did yOu get meat sO fast, I just sent Esau Out, are yOu Esau? Then instead Of integrating JacOb and Esau tOgether, the un-integrated JacOb, whO is dOing a bad imitation of Esau with the clOthes, says no, "ki kara Hashem ElOkecha lefOnai," which is the beginning of father is unreliable.

That's the (inaudible) fOr Amalek. "ki hikra Hashem ElOkecha lefOnai," Oh GOd just happened tO prOvide fOr me, which was the lie; the deceiving the father. Then whO felt anger? WhO felt anger because JacOb said that? Esau. HOw dO yOu know? Because when Rebecca says dOn't wOrry, just go tO Lavan "ad asher chashuch cheimat achicha", until yOu brOthers anger, anger at what, Over this lie, "ki hikra Hashem ElOkecha lefOnai"? Oh sure, I'm Esau, just GOd made it happen sO quickly. The answer is there are twO kinds Of casual anger. One kind Of Esau expressed in Amalek, the other kind is GOd says we dOn't even need Amalek. If yOu dOn't keep this sO GOd Himself will express angry casualness, which is what the Rebuke is. It's the anger Of, yOu think I'm unreliable. It's GOd's respOnse tO that.

Okay fOlks, this is where we're going tO end fOr here, we'll pick up

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, we are mOving inexOrably tOwards the end Of Our lOOk at JacOb, Esau, Amalek and the Jews. In order tO dO sO we need tO go back fOr a mOment tO the original JacOb and Esau stOry, tO just review it, tO make sure that we are familiar with what's going on.

I just want tO lOOk at the aftermath Of the deception. JacOb gets the blessings and then Esau cOmes back, his father realizes that he has been deceived and JacOb tells Esau that he's blessed JacOb. Excuse me, Isaac tells Esau that he has blessed JacOb instead Of him, and "kishmO'a Eisav et divrei aviv," at the tOp Of the screen here. When Esau heard what his father said. "Vayitz'ak tze'akah gedOlah umara," he let Out a great and bitter cry "ad me'Od, vayOmer l'aviv barcheini gam ani avi". He said tO his father, bless me tOO, my father, "vayOmer ba achicha b'mirmah vayikach birchatecha." He says I can't, yOur brOther has already cOme in stealth and has taken yOur blessing.

"VayOmer ", sO he says "hachi kara shemO YaakOv vayakveini zeh pa'amayim". That's why yOu called his name YaakOv. He has twisted me twice now, "et bechOrati lakach vehinei atah lakach birchati". First he tOOk my right Of first bOrn and now he's taken my blessing. Right, the play On wOrds, bechOra and brachah yOu can switch the chaf and the reish.

"VayOmer halO atzalta li brachah", and he says haven't yOu left me a brachah? SO Isaac finally answers him and gives him the fOllOwing blessing. "Vaya'an Yitzchak vayOmer l'Eisav, hein gevir -- sO pay attention tO this, because tOday what we are going tO be dOing is we're going tO be lOOking at Esau's blessing.

Audience Member: What perek is this?

Rabbi David FOhrman: I dOn't know what perek this is. What perek is this? Audience Member: (Inaudible) 27.
Rabbi David FOhrman: 27, sOunds abOut right. SO, "vaya'an Yitzchak vayOmer l'Eisav", sO Isaac says tO Esau "hein gevir samtiv lach ve'et kOl echav natati lO la'avadim". I have placed yOu -- "hein gevir samtiv lach" I have made him master JacOb, "ve'et kOl echav natati lO la'avadim" and all Of his brOthers, I have given tO him as servants. "Vedagan vetirOsh semachtiv" and I have given him grain and Oil, "ulecha eifO ma e'eseh beni", what can I still give yOu my sOn? "VayOmer Eisav el aviv, habarachah achat hi lecha avi", dO yOu really Only have one blessing my father? "Baracheini gam ani avi" bless me tO. "Vayisa Eisav kOlO vayevk", and he lifts up his vOice and he cries. "Vaya'an Yitzchak aviv vayOmer eilav", sO Isaac answers him and says. "Hinei mishmanei ha'aretz yihyeh mOshavecha" --

Audience Member: Where is it?

Rabbi David FOhrman: -- "umital hashamayim may'al." Right Over here, Pasuk Lamed-Tes. Isaac answers him and says "hinei mishmanei ha'aretz yihyeh mOshavecha umital hashamayim may'al". FrOm the fats Of the land shall be yOur dwelling place, "umital hashamayim may'al" and frOm the dew Of the heavens abOve.
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NOw, yOu will notice alsO that this is suspiciously similar tO the brachah that Isaac gave tO JacOb. But it's not exactly the same. Isaac had said tO JacOb -- it alsO talked abOut "tal hashamyaim" and it alsO talked abOut "mishmanei ha'aretz". But it was phrased a little bit differently. "Vayiten lecha ha'ElOkim mital hashamayim umishmanei ha'aretz", let GOd grant yOu frOm the dew Of the heavens and frOm the "mishmanei ha'aretz."

NOw, if yOu think abOut it, in the simple meaning of what's going on, when wOuld yOu say that Esau got the "shmanei ha'aretz" and "tal hashamayim"; what wOuld that mean fOr him, dO yOu think? When dOes Esau get the fats Of the land?

Audience Member: When JacOb dOesn't dO what he shOuld be dOing. Rabbi David FOhrman: Well, now, that's later, just simple, right.
Audience Member: MOunt Say'ir.

Rabbi David FOhrman: MOunt Say'ir, Right. Esau gets a yerusha just like the Jews dO. They get a place in the wOrld. They get a GOd given piece of land, which is fOr Esau, which GOd takes pain tO tell the Jews they're not going tO get any Of and that they cannot invade Esau. They cannot expect tO even get a fOOtstep Of Esau's land, because "ki yerusha l'Eisav natati et MOunt Say'ir". I have given them a yerusha On MOunt Say'ir.

SO this is really -- and notice alsO, that later On when Esau and JacOb meet up and they mOre or less recOncile. JacOb hugs Esau and Esau hugs him back and they kiss each Other and they are going on. Esau says why dOn't yOu cOme with me and JacOb says, no, I am going tO stay behind. When Esau departs in peace, he is going sOmewhere. Where is he going? He is actually going tO Say'ir. The reasOn why he's going -- and I might even go -- I wOuld go sO far as tO suggest, that the reasOn why Esau can depart in peace at that pOint and there can be a recOnciliation is, because he is going tO Say'ir. This is because JacOb may be on his lOng jOurney -- tOrturOus jOurney, by the way, tO eventually get tO Canaan. But actually it's going tO take JacOb a lOt lOnger and Esau can basically go tO Say'ir and set up shOp.

We even see the TOrah goes Out Of its way tO mention that. If yOu lOOk after that encOunter in Vayishlach -- let's actually head Over there, fOr a secOnd, On the screen.

Audience Member: What is the (inaudible)?

Rabbi David FOhrman: We'll get tO that in a minute.

Audience Member: (Inaudible). It reminds me abOut when his neck was severed by Chushim (Hushim, sOn of Dan).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Let's see here. SO, fOr example -- wait, wait, wait, One secOnd. Okay. SO, fOr example, JacOb, after meeting up with Esau, goes tO Bethel and in Bethel GOd says tO him yOur name

wOn't be JacOb anymOre, yOu are going tO be Yisrael "vayOmer lO ElOkim ani Kel-Shakai", I am Kel- Shakai . "Preh urveh goy u'kehal goyim yihyeh mimeka," yOu will have great nations cOme frOm yOu "umelachim mechalatzecha yeitzei'u" and kings will cOme frOm yOu. The land that I have given tO Abraham and Isaac I am going tO give tO yOu. HOwever, all thOse blessings are lOng in cOming. When will the Jews actually have kings in their land? It's going tO be a lOng, lOng time.

It is interesting that right after this event, the TOrah goes and briefly lists the b'nei YaakOv (sOns Of JacOb) and then it goes and it lists the tOldOt (Offspring) Of Esau, right Over here. After yOu get thrOugh all the Offspring of Esau, it then says "vayeishev Eisav beHar Say'ir", Esau then settled On MOunt Say'ir. It cOntinues with the offspring of Esau and it talks abOut all Of their princes and all Of their kings.

We cOnclude with "Ve'eileh hamelachim asher malchu be'Eretz EdOm lifnei melach melech livnei Yisrael. VayimlOch be'EdOm Bela ben Be'Or vesheim ee'rO Dinhava." We go thrOugh a lOng list Of kings and lOOk hOw the TOrah mentions the kings Of Say'ir? These are the kings Of EdOm befOre there were ever any kings fOr the Jews, right. It's like, the fact is, that the Jews have a very lOng and circuitOus rOad. It's like the game of Life. Have yOu've ever played the game of Life when yOu were a kid? There was the shOrt rOute and then there was a lOng rOute, if yOu wanted tO go tO medical schOOl, yOu know.

SO yOu know, the Jews had this very lOng rOute and Esau gets the shOrt rOute. He's got kings right away in Say'ir; he's basically mOre or less happy and Okay. SO, going back tO the brachOs, Over here; "hinei mishmanei ha'aretz yihyeh mOshavecha umital hashamayim mayal", that is, sOrt Of, Say'ir. HOwever, if we view that as Say'ir fOr Esau, then there are very impOrtant, interesting implications fOr Amalek.
Because, let's lOOk at Amalek's prOspective on all this.

Can Amalek interpret this blessing as Say'ir? What bias dO they have tO not interpret this blessing as meaning they are going tO get Say'ir?

Audience Member: Where, it dOesn't say the place?

Rabbi David FOhrman: NO. Here's the prOblem. Let's go back tO what we know abOut Amalek fOr a mOment. The thesis we argue with Amalek is that Amalek is dispOssession, squared. He is the dispOssessed child Of Eliphaz, whO himself is the dispOssessed child Of Esau.

We alsO argued that Amalek is really just -- again, we talked abOut Amalek's ancestry the child Of Eliphaz and the child Of Timnah. Timnah -- what did Our Sages tell us abOut Timnah? Timnah was the pilegesh Of Eliphaz, not a real wife, desperate tO jOin the family Of Abraham at any cOst and yet she dOesn't really succeed. Her child is dispOssessed, is not really cOunted amOng the regular children of Eliphaz. Yet, here yOu have this child Of Eliphaz, whO is not really cOunted as a child Of Eliphaz, but he devOtes his life tO what Eliphaz's mission was. Eliphaz's mission, again, accOrding tO Our Sages -- what was Eliphaz dispatched tO dO by his father? TO kill JacOb at any cOst and that becOmes Amalek's mission.

Amalek is trying tO Out-Esau, Esau, right, tO be the -- which yOu Often find in dispOssessed children, right, that I am the real Esau and I will be even mOre Esau than Esau. TherefOre, it's up tO me tO be the

standard bearer Of Eliphaz's mission. Eliphaz failed and Esau failed, but I will succeed and I will be the One tO re-fame them and I am the real Esau.

The prOblem with this, Of cOurse, is that, as the Rambam (MaimOnides) pOints Out, the dispOssessed sOn Of Esau, the dispOssessed sOn of Eliphaz is not yOresh (dOesn't inherit) alOng with his Other brOthers; which means he has no place in Say'ir, which means that he has no place in this blessing. But, frOm his perspective, if I am the real Esau, but I dOn't have Say'ir -- what's the only Other pOssible interpretation he can have fOr this blessing "mishmanei ha'aretz yihyeh mOshavecha umital hashamayim may'al"?

Audience Member: (Inaudible)?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. It puts him intO direct cOnflict with JacOb, right. JacOb's got "tal hashamayim". JacOb has got the manna, JacOb has got "mishmanei ha'aretz"; he's got Eretz Yisrael (the land Of Israel). SO it seems like -- give me one secOnd -- it seems like Amalek's viewpOint is, if Amalek means it that way, then Amalek's translation of this blessing is; "hinei mishmanei ha'aretz yihyeh mOshavecha umital hashamayim may'al", that the fats Of the land, i.e. the land Of Israel. But alsO umital hashamyaim, which is going tO mean the manna fOr the Jews -- is what fOr Esau -- Or is what fOr "mOshavecha"? What dOes mOshavecha mean?

Audience Member: YOur dwelling place.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Is yOur dwelling place, which puts him On a direct crash cOurse -- it means that what the manna is -- the manna fOr the Jews is a gift "vayiten lecha ha'ElOkim mital hashamayim." But Amalek's perspective on that gift is that yOu are taking the place that I sit, my land. It's as if the manna is like my land, that's my dwelling place; that is mine. SO, in other wOrds, the Jews taking the manna is, in the view Of Amalek, an inherent act Of trespass, literally. It is like yOu are trespassing on my land. Because the alternative interpretation of Say'ir is unavailable, right? That's, kind Of, the theory that I am suggesting. Yes?

Audience Member: Isn't it (inaudible) the difference between Esau's and JacOb's blessing is the (inaudible) ElOkim?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yeah, that's a goOd pOint. Audience Member: (Inaudible).
Rabbi David FOhrman: He will get it, right, he will get it but it dOesn't say hOw, right. Audience Member: I thOught, if yOu read it wrOng, the wrOng way it says Hashem mOshavecha.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, but that's reading it the wrOng way, but that's true. All right. That's a goOd pOint.

Audience Member: (Inaudible) not referring tO the land but (inaudible) the land. Rabbi David FOhrman: Which land?
Audience Member: The land, "mishmanei ha'aretz", what is the "ha'aretz"? If it's not (inaudible) it is not referring tO MOunt Say'ir. We know that MOunt Say'ir, we know later On, it's not (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: COuld be, but then what is it?

Audience Member: (Inaudible) yOu say the manna is symbOlic Of the land; is that what yOu are saying?

Rabbi David FOhrman: NO. I am just saying that in Amalek's view it's as if -- On other wOrds, the manna is a transpOrtable thing, it's bread, right. But it's being rephrased here as -- the characterization is "yihyeh mOshavecha" that bOth "mishmanei ha'aretz" and "umital hashamayim" is yOur dwelling place. It's as if yOu are dwelling in the manna. It's as if the Jews eating the manna is an inherent trespass On territOry. It's almOst like the manna is the territOry Of Amalek.

Audience Member: But it cOmes frOm Hashem, but they dO not believe in Hashem. Rabbi David FOhrman: I am not arguing that this is an effective --
Audience Member: It's what he is thinking that he is tOtally deprived.

Rabbi David FOhrman: I'm just saying that -- that's right. I am just suggesting that another reasOn why the manna is sO prOvOcative tO Amalek, may be, because Amalek's view Of their blessings is that this is theirs, and it's theirs in almOst the sense that land is theirs.

If yOu think abOut sOmething being yOurs, again, I think, in Judaism, the cOncept Of pOssession is different than it is in Western thOught. Western thOught yOu either Own sOmething or yOu dOn't. It's kind Of like being pregnant, right. It's a yes Or no thing. There is no such a thing as being mOre or less, yOu either Own it Or yOu dOn't Own it. I think, in Jewish thOught, the notion of pOssession is much mOre
-- there are many mOre gradients in pOssession; yOu cOuld Own things mOre and mOre deeply. FOr example, yOu Own land mOre deeply than yOur Own mOvable pOssessions. Land is just a deeper thing, it allOws fOr a deeper kind Of kinyan (acquisition). A deepest kind Of kinyan yOu cOuld have in land is, yOu know, is an achuzah (prOperty pOssession), is a yerusha; it's sOmething that's passed dOwn in the family, it's an inheritance, an heirlOOm.

SO it's interesting that -- what I am arguing that Amalek's perspective is that the "tal hashamayim", the manna, a pOrtable thing, it's not being treated like a pOrtable thing. It's being treated like territOry; sOmething that yOu Own in a deeper kind Of way. It's a much mOre significant trespass. It's like yOu are taking my place in the wOrld by taking what the "tal hashamayim" ends up being, which is the manna.

Of cOurse, the argument is that, yOu know, tO the Jews, whO are yOu? If yOu managed, as we talked

abOut befOre, tO integrate JacOb and Esau tOgether it wOuld be one thing. If yOu're an impOster One mOre time, then what are yOu dOing? YOu dOn't deserve the manna. Okay. Lets --

Audience Member: Rabbi? Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes.
Audience Member: I am still dwelling on what Esti said with "yihyeh" being clOse tO the wOrd, the name Of Hashem.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay.

Audience Member: I think that's the big difference, because fOr Eisav it's just happening; it's "yihyeh", it's going tO happen. But fOr JacOb, Hashem "mOshavecha" and that is, like, a deliberate change.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yea, it's an interesting pOint; if yOu go back tO JacOb's blessing. Well, it interesting, because JacOb's blessing is not really the name Hashem, it's ElOkim I think. Where is it Over here?

Audience Member: "Vayiten lecha ha'ElOkim mital hashamayim" -- Rabbi David FOhrman: Right.
Audience Member: -- secOnd line.

Rabbi David FOhrman: "Vayiten lecha ha'ElOkim mital hashamayim". Okay.

Audience Member: Isn't ElOkim, midas hadin (The Attribute of Justice)? In other wOrds, if we behave we get it and if not, not. But with Amalek they get it anyway. YOu know, it's like no ifs, ands Or buts.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. Yeah, that cOuld be. I mean, it is interesting that yOu've got this wOrd which is similar tO yud, kay, vav, kay there. I'll give yOu that. I'm not sure what tO make of it.

Audience Member: That's just befOre he said the brachah "asher berachO Hashem."

Audience Member: It, kind Of, (inaudible) the whOle idea that yOu talked abOut with Esau (inaudible) Amalek (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: GO ahead.

Audience Member: (Inaudible) Esau lOOks back at his blessing and say I was (inaudible) my father, alsO not invOlving (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: It was not invOlved in giving it tO me. Audience Member: Can yOu repeat (inaudible) JacOb's blessing? Rabbi David FOhrman: Back tO JacOb's blessing?
Audience Member: Yeah.

Rabbi David FOhrman: JacOb's blessing is -- right Over here.

Audience Member: DO yOu notice sOmething; the tal cOmes first with JacOb -- Rabbi David FOhrman: Right.
Audience Member: The shamayim (Heaven) cOmes first with JacOb and the aretz (Land) cOmes secOnd, but with Esau the aretz cOmes first and then the shamayim.

Audience Member: AlsO he (inaudible) and later On again. Rabbi David FOhrman: Right.
Audience Member: It's almOst like (inaudible), going back tO the original theme, Olam Hazeh was mOre fOr Esau, Olam Habah was mOre fOr JacOb. We're kind Of hinting at it in the blessing. Esau, yOu're going tO be mOre cOncerned abOut the aretz and JacOb is going tO be mOre cOncerned abOut the shamayim.

Audience Member: Yeah, that's perfect. Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay.
Audience Member: But why dOes (inaudible) be identical, very similar, I mean, it's not identical, the same blessing --

Audience Member: Why dO yOu have tO -- (InterpOsing.)
Audience Member: -- the blessing yOu had mentioned the same blessing. Again, "tal hashamayim" and "shmanei ha'aretz", whereas the -- (inaudible) and then yOu give the same blessing.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, yes; it is interesting. I dOn't know. The only thing that -- I agree with yOu and I think that it's interesting that the blessing that he gives them seems tO put the brOthers On a cOllision cOurse, because it seems like they are bOth cOmpeting over the same thing. SO what I'm arguing is that the original Esau dOesn't see it that way.

The original Esau sees that as Say'ir, right, sO it's not a cOllision cOurse. It's Only Amalek whO can't get Say'ir whOse only pOssibility is a cOllision cOurse.

Audience Member: Right. Rabbi David FOhrman: Right.
Audience Member: Why can't we (inaudible) is Say'ir? Audience Member: Yeah, tOday, where tOday is (inaudible)?
Rabbi David FOhrman: It's tO the -- I think it's tO the sOuth east Of Israel, if I'm not mistaken. All right. (InterpOsing.)
Rabbi David FOhrman: SOuthern JOrdan.

AX: That wOuld be in Leprechaun of JOrdan? Rabbi David FOhrman: NO.
Audience Member: JOrdan?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. I think, yeah. Audience Member: That's what they believe.
Audience Member: WhO is wOrse, Amalek and Ishmael? Esau and Amalek, sO which is -- I dOn't understand.

Rabbi David FOhrman: WhO's wOrse?

Audience Member: I am saying, whO is suppOsed tO be -- I mean, they say (inaudible), but Amalek is the descendant Of Esau and Ishmael, because they dOn't want (inaudible). (Inaudible) dOn't (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: It cOuld be. Audience Member: Ishmael.
Rabbi David FOhrman: All right, guys, ladies, fOlks. Okay, fOlks, we're mOving on. Audience Member: GOOd.
Rabbi David FOhrman: All right. The rest Of Esau's blessing is, "ve'al charbecha tichyeh ve'et achicha

ta'avOd vehaya ka'asher tarid uparakta u'lO mei'al tzavarecha." YOu shall live by yOur swOrd. YOu shall serve yOur brOther, "vehaya ka'asher tarid uparakta u'lO mei'al tzavarecha." NOw the question is what dOes this mean, and it shOuld be "kasher tarid"? AnybOdy? What dOes that mean?

Audience Member: Depending hOw I am. (InterpOsing.)
Rabbi David FOhrman: SO, it cOuld mean when yOu cause him tO go dOwn, when yOu cause JacOb tO go dOwn tO "uparakta u'lO mei'al tzavarecha." Then yOu can break Off his yOlk frOm upOn yOur neck. The question is what dOes that mean? When yOu cause JacOb tO go dOwn then yOu can break his yOlk frOm On tOp Of yOur neck? SO, interestingly, that is not the way Rashi and almOst all Other cOmmentaries learn. If lOOk at Rashi over here. Rashi, "vehaya ka'asher tarid, lashOn tza'ar". "Tarid" Over here is a language of pain; "kimO arid besichi", a verse in the bOOk Of Psalms. "KlOmar", sO it means, "kasher tarid", when yOu feel pain, when yOu experience pain, then yOu can thrOw Off the yOke of JacOb, which translates tO mean klOmar kesheya'avru Yisrael al haTOrah", when the Jews fail tO keep the TOrah.

"Veyihiyeh lecha pitchOn peh lehitzta'er al haberachOt shenatal", yOu'll have an opening tO feel pain on the blessings that were taken frOm yOu. Then the "uparakta u'lO", then yOu can thrOw Off yOur yOke. SO my question on Rashi is if it means "lashOn tza'ar", a language of pain, what dOes that have tO dO with the Jews not keeping the TOrah giving a "pitchOn peh"? I mean, that has nothing tO dO with it, sO, hOw dO thOse twO things match? HOw dOes One thing lead tO another? HOw dOes "vehaya ka'asher tarid", "lashOn tza'ar" refer tO the Jews not keeping the TOrah giving a "pitchOn peh"?

Audience Member: I thOught that is what is meant by "ka'asher tarid", (inaudible) when JacOb is dOwn? (InterpOsing.)
Audience Member: (Inaudible) by being, by not having zechuyOt (merits), right -- by being, like, chOtei (sinning). Right, yOu deserve it. At that pOint, Esau will wake up and be melanchOly abOut not having his blessings, the right Of (inaudible)?

Rabbi David FOhrman: It was.

Audience Member: If yOu're dOwn and there's that (inaudible) in the opening; if the Children of Israel are sinning, then Esau at that pOint will be noticing what he's missing and will --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Why will he notice what he's missing? Audience Member: -- find Out.
(InterpOsing.)

Rabbi David FOhrman: One secOnd, let's just (inaudible) this thOught. That's hOw yOu're reading it, but it's not hOw Rashi is reading it. But my question is, accOrding tO the way Rashi is reading it, hOw dO yOu understand Rashi? HOw dOes Rashi get frOm "tarid", meaning "lashOn tza'ar", when Esau experiences tza'ar (pain) -- hOw dOes he get frOm that tO mean that when the Jews dOn't keep the TOrah, Esau will have a "pitchOn peh" and wOuld "lehitzta'er al haberachOt shenatal uparakta u'lO". What is that?

Audience Member: That cOuld mean that --

Rabbi David FOhrman: All right. SO let me think abOut it this way. When Rashi says, "when the Jews dOn't keep the TOrah", sO let's keep in mind what TOrah is he talking abOut. If yOu think abOut it (inaudible), right? When dOes JacOb's blessing -- as we saw befOre, when dOes this blessing cOme tO fruition on the national level?

Audience Member: Manna.

Rabbi David FOhrman: On the national level in the manna and in the land Of Israel. We were clear abOut that, that's the language of the text "Yitein licha Hashem mital hashamayim", Hashem will give yOu frOm the dew Of the sky, that's a reference tO the manna at a national level. NOw, was the manna assOciated with TOrah? Yes, with a certain kind Of TOrah. HOw dO yOu know? Because the language of the manna came with TOrah wrapped up with it. What TOrah was there? The TOrah Of the manna, the rules fOr the manna. Remember, Hashem says, "leman anasenu", I'm going tO test them, "hayeileich betOrati im lO", tO see, will the Jews keep My TOrah Or not.

What was the TOrah Of the manna? The TOrah Of the manna were the three rules that yOu had tO keep with the manna. YOu had tO make sure not tO cOllect mOre than an omer (pOrtion) per head, yOu had tO make sure not tO save it fOr the mOrning, yOu have tO make sure not tO cOllect On ShabbOs, because yOu get a dOuble pOrtion on Fridays. ThOse are the three TOrahs Of the manna.

SO, maybe what Rashi means is, "klOmar kisheyavru Yisrael al haTOrah", when the Jews dOn't keep the TOrah, meaning, which TOrah, the TOrah Of the manna, that's when Esau feels pain. Right? Because, what is Esau, lOOk and see. Esau then says, what are yOu dOing giving them the manna? They dOn't deserve the manna, yOu're just an unreliable father, again. That's when Esau feels pain and that's the lashOn (language) Of tza'ar, pain. SO in other wOrds, if yOu're deserving of manna, Esau can live with that. All right, yOu're deserving of it. But if yOu're not deserving of the manna, what are yOu dOing getting this? Right? I can dO this. SO that, I think, might be -- cOuld be that that's what Rashi's referring tO here.

Okay, sO, having mentioned this, having seen this, let's -- Okay, let's just lOOk at the very next thing that happens. After Esau gets the blessings, the very next wOrds are "VayistOm Eisav et Ya'akOv al habracha asher beirchO aviv", Esau hated JacOb fOr the blessing that his father gave him. "VayOmer Eisav bilibO yikrivu yimei eivel avi ve'aharga et Ya'akOv achi", my father will eventually die --

Audience Member: Missing hOnoring parents.

Rabbi David FOhrman: -- right, and I will -- and at that pOint, I will kill JacOb, my brOther. "Vayugad liRivka et divrei Eisav binah hagadOl", and Rebecca is tOld abOut these things, "vatishlach vatikra liYa'akOv binah hakatan vatOmer eilav hinei Eisav achicha mitnacheim licha lihargecha." The wOrd mitnacheim, cOmfOrt himself, here is interesting. Esau yOur brOther is cOnsidering killing yOu, but mitnacheim is not the right wOrd. What dOes mitnacheim remind yOu Of, what dOes it really mean?

Audience Member: COmfOrt.

Rabbi David FOhrman: COmfOrt. SO what dOes cOmfOrt have tO dO with anything? Audience Member: COmfOrting himself.
Rabbi David FOhrman: COuld be he's cOmfOrting himself, cOmfOrting himself fOr what? Audience Member: NOt having the blessing.
Rabbi David FOhrman: COuld be, but alsO notice when Esau is going tO kill yOu. Audience Member: When yOur father dies.
Rabbi David FOhrman: When yOur father dies, when yOur father dies what shOuld yOu be seeking? (InterpOsing)
Rabbi David FOhrman: COmfOrt. HOw is Esau going tO cOmfOrt himself? By killing yOu. Right, sO in Other wOrds, when Esau shOuld be mOurning his father, what's he going tO be dOing instead?

Audience Member: Killing.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Killing yOu. SO that seems tO be what she's saying. Esau's going tO find cOmfOrt fOr the death Of his father by killing yOu. SO therefOre yOu --

Audience Member: (Inaudible.)

Rabbi David FOhrman: SO therefOre, atah --

Audience Member: HOw cOme after JacOb's blessed Isaac dies? YOu understand what I'm asking? If he cOuld --

Rabbi David FOhrman: YOu're right, it's not immediate. Audience Member: It's not tOmOrrOw.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Well, but nobOdy knew, yOu didn't know hOw lOng Esau was going tO live, sO, yOu know, Rebecca wanted tO make sure she didn't lOse them. SO she says go and leave. Okay, sO now --

Audience Member: Is this the same wOrd that JacOb (inaudible) same exact wOrd. Rabbi David FOhrman: Yeah that's true. That's true.
Audience Member: It's a unique way Of writing it.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Well, it's not exactly the same wOrd, it's the same shOresh (rOOt), but not the same cOnjugation. NO. Here its mitnacheim and then with JOseph when he lOses JOseph its "Ki eireid el bini avel she'Ola vayinacheim Otam", -- well, it's similar "vayima'ein lihitnacham", and he held himself back frOm becOming cOmfOrted, but yOu're right it is a similar kind Of cOnjugation. Esau yOur brOther is cOnsidering killing yOu and then JacOb will not be cOmfOrted frOm the lOss Of JOseph. What?

Audience Member: Menacheim lecha.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Menacheim lecha is wrOng, it wOuldn't be the right language because mitnacheim is hitpa'el (reflexive-intensive). Reflexive-intensive is going tO mean that he's going tO dO it tO himself, he's going tO cOmfOrt himself sO the lecha is wrOng. YOu can't cOmfOrt yOurself tO yOu, it dOesn't fit. It's the wrOng kind Of grammar, but seeming tO suggest that Esau is going tO be dOing sOmething other than cOmfOrting himself, he's going tO be killing yOu.

Okay, here's my grand question, here's why I've been dOing this going back and lOOking at this with yOu. The reasOn why we've been dOing this is because we have seen -- and I'll shOw yOu the POwerPOint just tO refresh yOur memOries, since I'm such a nice guy, and I have such a rOwdy audience, that's right.

If yOu remember, we argued that there is a certain trajectOry in JacOb's life represented by this arrOw in which JacOb encOunters Esau three times, JacOb One, JacOb twO and JacOb three. We argued that there's JacOb the man, there's JacOb the family and there's JacOb the nation, and that JacOb's family and nation fOllOw the same trajectOry. When yOu take this and yOu prOject it Out tO JacOb's nation, we have been fOllOwing the prOgression of JacOb's nation all the way thrOugh here and all the way thrOugh here between JacOb One and twO. This has tO dO with JacOb's nation this when they're enslaved in Egypt and then all the way up tO Amalek's attack Over here, right up tO Amalek's attack.

Which is, we got up tO his encOunter Over here which is the -- well, excuse me, in JacOb's nation we have the -- we have the manna ending up being -- here, just, I'll shOw it tO yOu in a different part Of the POwerPOint. Right?

Here are all the parallels in JacOb the nation. SO the green parallel, father wants tO ask JacOb, asks him are yOu my sOn Esau Or not. In the manna stOry GOd wants tO test the Jews will they keep My TOrah Or not. Father wants the child with the hands Of Esau and the vOice of JacOb. In the stOry Of the Jews, GOd want Israel tO integrate Esau and JacOb's fOcus On tOday and planning fOr tOmOrrOw, in the laws Of the manna,

all Of this is in the manna. NOw, father blesses his child whO has bOth, father wants -- GOd blesses the Jews with manna hOping that they have bOth.

NOw, here's the interesting question. HOw far can yOu read these parallels? Which is tO say, right now we're up tO this blue thing over here, which is Esau gets blessings, tOO. That's the next thing that happens in the JacOb life stOry. Right, after the deception Esau gets blessings, tOO. The question is, as yOu're going thrOugh the stOry Of the life -- the Jews life as a nation and yOu're reading the manna, is there sOmething that's reminding yOu Of Esau's blessings? Like, what happened tO this part Of the stOry Over here, Esau lOOks fOrward tO the death Of father -- all Of this.

SO, right, sO that is going tO bring us tO the attack Of Amalek, the question we have tO ask On the attack Of Amalek is, dO we hear the echOes Of Esau's blessings? Because that's what we're up tO, right? YOu understand? In other wOrds, as we're lOOking at the similar trajectOries, if the trajectOries cOntinue in the attack Of Esau sOmewhere that's going tO remind us sOmething of Esau's blessings. SO hOw dOes that relate? SO I want tO go back tO the stOry Of the attack Of Amalek and see if we can find it. Right, dOes the theory wOrk? Okay, sO let's go tO that stOry. What?

Audience Member: When one's up the other's dOwn, and yOu have yOur --

Rabbi David FOhrman: All right, all right, all right. YOu guys are a rambunctious crOwd. All right, yOu with me guys? Here we go. Ready?

Okay, we're in the manna now. SO, we're in, where's that? Yud-Zayin (17)? Okay, I want tO shOw yOu One last thing in the manna befOre we mOve intO that, which is related. "VayOmer MOshe zeh hadavar asher tzivah Hashem melO ha'Omer mimenu limishmeret ledOrOteichem", MOshe then says I want yOu tO take an omer's wOrth Of manna and keep it "ledOrOteichem lema'an yiru et halechem asher he'echalti etchem bamidbar behOtzi'i etchem mei'eretz Mitzrayim." I want yOu tO watch Over fOr generations, sO yOu shOuld always see the bread that I gave the Jews tO eat in the desert when I tOOk them Out Of Egypt.

"VayOmer MOshe el AharOn kach tzintzenet achat viten shamah melO ha'Omer man", take a little vessel and put in it a full Omer Of manna "vehanach OtO lifnei Hashem", and leave it befOre GOd in what will ultimately becOme the ArOn (Ark), and here we have Sima's pOint which is a little cOmplicated sO I'm not going tO get intO it, but it's interesting just FYI fOr thOse of yOu whO are interested in thinking abOut it, that what else was in the Ark? There was the manna and there was the LuchOs (tablets). The tablets is the TOrah. The TOrah we call "Eitz chaim hi lamachzikim bah" the tree of life tO thOse whO grasp it, the Original tree of life, right? And it's interesting that right alOngside the tree of life was the manna, actually.

Right, and it goes back tO Our discussion of the tree of life and its cOnnection tO the manna, but we're not going tO get intO that right now, it's a little cOmplicated. But anyway, sO take this little vessel, put manna inside, and leave it befOre GOd "limishmeret lidOrOteichem", leave it befOre GOd fOr generations. "Ka'asher tzivah Hashem el MOshe vayanicheihu AharOn lifnei ha'eidut limishmeret", and then AarOn did that. What's interesting is that Hashem wants yOu tO always see the manna. Why? SO yOu shOuld always know hOw I fed yOu in the desert.

It's kind Of interesting, in a certain kind Of way what dOes the manna represent, it strikes me? I think it represent GOd's cOnsistency in being there day in and day Out and feeding yOu. SO if yOu ever think GOd is casual, that GOd in the incOnsistent father, right? That GOd is not there fOr yOu, the manna is yOur reminder that GOd was always there fOr yOu.

Audience Member: (Inaudible.)

Rabbi David FOhrman: These are at the end Of the stOry Of the manna in Parshat Beshalach.

Audience Member: We haven't been tO Beshalach yet, we have that in 35. It's interesting, they ate it fOr 40 years. At that pOint we knew they were going tO be there 40 years.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. That's true. Okay? All right, but they ate it until they came tO Canaan, and the idea is that's the transition frOm the dew Of the sky tO the fat Of the land. NOw, if yOu listen tO his language dO yOu hear any fOreshadOws Of Amalek here?

Audience Member: Where?

Rabbi David FOhrman: In the idea of taking the manna and placing it in the Ark? Audience Member: It says that Amalek that they're not reliable.
Rabbi David FOhrman: LOOk at the language. Audience Member: NO matter what happens. Audience Member: FOr the generations?
Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, sO One is -- here. One is lidOrOteichem. Just notice that this is fOr generations. The war against Amalek will last fOr hOw lOng?

Audience Member: FOr generations.

Rabbi David FOhrman: AlsO fOr generations, "Milchamah laHashem ba'Amalek ledOr dOr", One generation after another. SO the manna is there fOr generations, Amalek fights yOu fOr generations. There's another pOint, tOO. "Vehanach OtO lifnei Hashem", and place it befOre Hashem. DOes that remind yOu Of anything in the war Of Amalek? Remember what happened with MOses' hands, the hands up, the hands dOwn? Place it, what happens when MOses' hands are dOwn?

Audience Member: Amalek wins.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Amalek wins. Isn't that interesting that right in this pasuk (verse) right befOre the attack Of Amalek, yOu have this reference tO place which is actually the thing that allOws Amalek tO win,

and then yOu have the idea that the manna is there fOr generations. NOw why dO yOu think Amalek shOuld be fighting yOu fOr generations? Maybe because the manna is there fOr generations. What is the manna fOr Esau? A cOnstant prOvOcation tO Amalek. This is mine, right. What yOu have in yOur Ark, what yOu have lOOking back, right, it's like this cOnstant memOry fOr Amalek that this is suppOsed tO be mine. And it's almOst like, what causes Amalek tO win? MOses' hands dOwn, it's like the manna being in that vessel sOmehOw --

Audience Member: And then Esau's (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, Okay, we'll get tO that in a secOnd. SO -- what? Audience Member: Anach.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Anach and menacheim, maybe. Okay, pOssibly. Okay, anyway, sO mOving on tO the actual attack Of Amalek, let's read the fOllOwing. Here it is.

Audience Member: We hadn't gotten rid Of Amalek. Even after we got the manna.

Rabbi David FOhrman: All right, sO here is the stOry. "VayavO Amalek." Okay. SO "VayavO Amalek", Amalek cOmes, "vayilachem im Yisrael biRifidim." NOw, Over and Over again, what's the dOuble entendre, dO yOu think, in this war?

Audience Member: Lechem.

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's right, a war Over bread. "Vayilachem," a war Over bread. "VayOmer MOshe el YehOshua bichar lanu anashim vetzei hilacheim ba'Amalek." There it is again, it’s a war Over the bread. That's the territOry which is like being disputed in the war. Is it Our territOry is it their territOry, the manna? A war is always Over territOry, but this time the territOry is pOrtable. This time the territOry is the bread. SO "Tzei hilacheim ba'Amalek machar", the war against them tOmOrrOw, "anochi nitzav al rOsh hagivah umatei ha'ElOkim biyadi."

Then yOu have the strange stOry where -- with MOses' hands. SO JOshua goes up tO fight Amalek, and MOses, AarOn and Hur get up and stand On tOp Of this hill. NOw "Vihayah ka'asher yarim MOshe", now what abOut this "vigavar Yisrael", the Jews wOn? "Vicha'asher yaniach yadO vigavar Amalek". What dOes vigavar remind yOu Of? Remember when we were lOOking fOr Esau's blessing, we were up tO Esau's blessing, there shOuld be references tO Esau's blessing. This is the first Of them. Esau's blessing was -- he said hOw cOuld I give yOu blessing, right. "Hein gvir samtiv lach", I have made JacOb intO the gvir (master). And now the question is, whO is going tO be the gvir, whO's going tO be the master? Right, there are times when Israel is master, there are time when Amalek is strOnger. SO what are trying tO dO? We are trying tO put Ourselves in the situation where we are the master. HOw dO we dO that?

NOw listen tO these wOrds "Vihayah ka'asher yarim MOshe," what dOes that remind yOu Of? Let's go back tO the blessings. Here, I just want tO -- I'm going tO try tO dO sOmething kind Of sneaky Over here which

is actually put these twO things side by side, dOn’t know whether I can dO it but let's try. Okay yOu see this Over here, here's Amalek, and it was when his hands were up. NOw we're going tO go back in over here tO JacOb and Esau's blessings and, where is it?

Audience Member: Thirty-nine. Twenty-seven, Thirty-nine.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. DO yOu see it anywhere? Okay, now lOOk at this, "Vihayah ka'asher yarim." NOw lOOk at this. NOw just tO check this, let's dO a little search, because yOu can dO this, and let's see where, like, hOw Often "vihayah ka'asher" appear in the TOrah. SO here's the first One, the very first One is "Vihayah ka'asher tarid." There is no Other befOre the blessings Of "Vihayah ka'asher tarid". But now we go back let's lOOk at the secOnd One. The very next and secOnd One is "Vihayah ka'asher yarim MOshe." It's a direct reference back tO the blessings. Right? It's the only Other time previous tO this yOu have "vihayah ka'asher."

SO "Vihayah ka'asher tarid", "Vihayah ka'asher yarim" now what's interesting is not just that "vihayah ka'asher". LOOk at the cOntrast. "Vihayah ka'asher yarim" means when MOses lifts up his hands. NOw, remember we have the wOrd tarid which we didn't know what tO dO with, but it seems that the TOrah itself is telling yOu hOw tO interpret the wOrd tarid, in reference tO the wOrd yarim. What dOes yarim mean?

Audience Member: Lift up.

Rabbi David FOhrman: TO lift up. Which wOuld mean that was what's the TOrah seemingly saying tarid means?

Audience Member: Put dOwn.

Rabbi David FOhrman: The oppOsite. Which wOuld mean, the way tO interpret it that the TOrah seems tO be saying is, "Vihayah ka'asher tarid" when Esau will cause yOu tO go dOwn. NOw, the question is what dOes that mean? SO with going dOwn, going up, sO this brings us tO the famOus Rashi on the hands Of MOses. YOu're familiar with the Rashi, it's actually frOm the Mishnah in ROsh Hashanah. "Bechi yadav shel MOshe osOs milchamah" right did the hands Of MOses they make war whether the hands up the hands dOwn? Rather, what was it? It was "bizman sheYisrael mistaklin klapei avihem shebashamayim", when the Jews lOOked up, when they lOOk up tO the heavens, that's when the Jews win. When they lOOk dOwn tO the grOund and they dOn't see that, then the Jews lOse. What's going on? Well, let's think abOut it. That was the whOle issue with the manna.

What was the issue with the manna? It's all abOut the faith, the whOle pOint was, the whOle -- what are the laws Of the manna all abOut? The whOle pOint Of the laws Of the manna are, these are rules which are designed tO understand that there are certain restrictions with the manna. What are thOse restrictions designed tO tell yOu? That dOn't give intO the illusion that if yOu have fOOd in yOur fridge yOu're the maker Of the fOOd, always understand that the fOOd cOmes frOm sOmewhere. Right? Always understand that the fOOd cOmes frOm sOmewhere. Bread cOmes frOm sOmewhere.

NOw, cOme our Sages and say, did MOses' hand dO war? Here's the key, there's twO kinds Of lechem. There's bread, and there's war. If yOu think abOut it, by the way, these are the twO quintessential male things. Right? The man whO goes Out and earns the bread, brings hOme the bread as it were. GOes dOwn in the field and thrOugh the sweat Of yOur brOw yOu eat bread, and the man whO goes Out intO the field and makes war. Like the twO kinds Of lechem.

SO the idea is, GOd as prOvider, right, as father whO gives yOu these things, sO he can give yOu these things and he can act as a man, in a certain kind Of way, when he is --when he goes tO war fOr yOu. "Hashem ish milchamah Hashem shemO", Hashem is man of war, Hashem is His name. Kind Of strange tO refer tO GOd as a man, but it's like GOd is acting like a man. What's GOd's business tO make a war, but GOd's dOing a man jOb Of making war, sO GOd can dO this. But whenever GOd acts like a man, whenever GOd goes Out Of his way -- GOd makes bread, GOd dOesn't make bread, GOd makes natural things and people make bread. Men make bread.

If GOd is going tO go Out Of his way tO make bread fOr yOu, GOd's going tO go Out Of His way tO make war fOr yOu, the twO kinds Of lechem, he's Only going tO dO it as lOng as yOu understand that he's the one dOing it. DOn't give in tO the illusion that yOu're the one dOing it. SO the key when yOu get bread Or war frOm GOd is tO understand that it's cOming frOm Him and that the idea of faith. And therefOre, the same lessOn that the Jews had tO learn in the manna they're just getting a seen chance tO learn it except with reference tO the other kind Of lechem; with reference tO war. That's the idea of the hands.

SO the idea is hOw are yOu going tO defeat Esau, hOw are yOu ever going tO be able tO win? The only way yOu're going tO be able tO win is if MOses' hands were up, it's going tO be the oppOsite of Esau's blessing. Esau's blessing was "Vihayah ka'asher tarid", which in the cOntext Of the manna is going tO mean, if yOu get the Jews tO lOOk dOwn, which means what? If yOu get them tO say that we're winning the war because we're winning the war. That's when they’re going tO lOse, that’s when "ufarakta ulO me'al tzivarecha", that's when yOu can thrOw his yOke off. But the whOle idea is "Vihaya Ka'asher yarim MOshe", MOses was trying tO keep his hands up, tO keep the Jews lOOking up. SO the Jews lOOked up, yOu wOuldn't have Esau's blessing, yOu wOuld have -- yOu wOuld have the Jews lOOking upwards instead Of dOwnwards and then the Jews cOuld win. Yes?

Audience Member: Listen, if the whOle goal is tO get this divine kind Of persOn between JacOb and Esau, like cOmbine their traits, why wOuld he issue a direct challenge tO him? That I challenge yOu, yOu get him tO lOOk dOwn and yOu get -- the whOle goal was tO cOmbine twO traits, right?

Rabbi David FOhrman: One secOnd. Isaac I dOn't think, is thinking abOut this at the national level. Isaac is thinking abOut this -- GOd is thinking abOut it On a national level. In other wOrds, the way histOry wOrks, fOr whatever reasOn that's the way histOry wOrks, histOry has a way Of, not repeating itself, but Of fOllOwing prior patterns, and whatever yOu dO in yOur life is a -- yOu're respOnding tO sOmething in a previous wOrld. But that's not what Isaac is thinking at the time. Isaac is lOOking at his twO children and thinking abOut them. I dOn't think we need tO think Isaac's thinking abOut it. GOd may be thinking abOut it, but I'm not sure if Isaac is thinking abOut it.

Audience Member: (Inaudible) a direct challenge, if yOu get Esau tO go dOwn yOu get tO get it, why wOuld he fear attacks, right?

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's a goOd question, "Vihayah ka'asher tarim" I dOn't know. YOu're right. YOur general question is a goOd question. The question is, why dO the blessings seem tO pit these brOthers against each Other? That wasn't --

Audience Member: YOu're saying that (inaudible) tOgether. They cOme and they make a (inaudible). It's like a fusion of a (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's true, but the blessings seemed tO be phrased in cOmpetitive terms.

Audience Member: (Inaudible) the oppOsite. One is up, One is dOwn, (inaudible) the wOrds that is going tO say heaven and earth, (inaudible). It's hOw tO cOmbine the twO, that's the whOle challenge.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. Okay. GOOd question. I just want tO shOw yOu this POwerPOint real fast. Here's Isaac blessing JacOb, in the original blessing. On the right side of the screen is the manna. There's the dew, "Veyiten ElOkim mital hashamayim." There's the dew On the manna, "Hu halechem asher natan Hashem lachem le'achlah," it's the bread that GOd gave yOu and Of cOurse, it's bread cOming frOm heaven, "Lechem min hashamayim. Veyiten ElOkim mital hashamayim."

MOreover, the Jews are called sOns, "Vayiru Bnei Yisrael," the Jews are seeing the bread. In the blessing, "VayOmer re'eh rei'ach beni kerei'ach sadeh asher berchO Hashem," it's like the child lOOking out and seeing the field that GOd has blessed. "HayOm lO timtza'uhu basadeh," yOu can't see it in the field. It's like the desert is called the field. Everything frOm the manna is echOing that Original blessing.

MOving on, Esau seems tO be given the same thing as JacOb. The one subtle difference is JacOb is tOld that GOd wOuld give him these things. Isaac tOld Esau that it wOuld be his settlement. The stage is set up fOr cOnflict. Esau, Or Amalek, sees that as a trespass in his territOry. Here, we get tO the actual blessings Of Esau.

"Hen gevir samtiv lach," I've made JacOb the master Over yOu, and that finds its echO in the war. "Ka'asher yarim MOshe yadO vegavar Yisrael veka'asher yani'ach yadO vegavar Amalek." Of cOurse, here's the "Vehaya ka'asher yarim," in green. "Vehaya ka'asher tarid," dO yOu see that? The very first "Vehaya ka'asher," in the TOrah is right Over here in the blessing of Esau. The secOnd "Vehaya ka'asher," in the TOrah is right Over here with Amalek, and Of cOurse, there are twO pOssible meanings tO "Ka'asher tarid."

The first One, when yOu suffer, when Isaac tells Esau, "Vehaya ka'asher tarid," when yOu suffered excessively, yOu can thrOw Israel's yOke frOm yOu. In our case, Amalek sees GOd, Father in heaven prOviding bread frOm the heaven tO JacOb, and as Rashi says, when yOu dOn't keep the laws it's painful. That seems as a trespass, he attacks thinking tO thrOw Off Israel's yOke.

There's another pOssible meaning, when yOu take sOmeone dOwn, which is the meaning adOpted by

JOshua. JOshua wOn't allOw Amalek tO take the Jews dOwn, sO the TOrah quOtes these wOrds frOm Esau's blessing, but twists them tO explain what JOshua is dOing. He's keeping MOses' hands alOft. As lOng as they're alOft, the Jews can win, and that's "Vehaya ka'asher tarid," as OppOsed tO "Vehaya ka'asher yarim."

Finally, "Ve'al charbecha tichyeh," the blessing was accOrding tO yOur swOrd, yOu will live. Where dOes that finds its echO in Amalek. "VachalOsh YehOshua et Amalek ve'et amO lefi charev," we succeeded in defeating them by the swOrd, sO that they wOuld not live by the swOrd, sO tO speak, and kill us.

Audience Member: Esau died by the swOrd. It's always been (inaudible) the stOry Of JOseph, that we have this unity in Israel (inaudible) death Of Esau. The whOle stOry, and maybe it's a Midrash, but with (inaudible) and Naphtali, his head was knocked by the swOrd, (inaudible) in the blessing with the swOrd that's in the blessing, and that was the death Of Esau, until he was revived by Amalek.

Audience Member: WhO (inaudible) the esOteric markings?

Rabbi David FOhrman: The only pOint I was making is that "Ve'al charbecha tichyeh," if yOu're going tO reverse the blessings, yOu have tO find a way tO deal with "Ve'al charbecha tichyeh," Esau is going tO live by the swOrd. We find at the very end Of the war "VayachalOsh YehOshua et Amalek ve'et amO lefi charev," yOu have tO deal swOrd with swOrd. Esau lives by the swOrd, JOshua succeeded in weakening him with the swOrd. Here's where I want tO go next week with this. Maybe, we can dO a little bit Of this. The very next thing that happens, if we go back tO Our chart, here's Our chart.

Audience Member: Rabbi FOhrman? Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes?
Audience Member: (Inaudible) the only time yOu (inaudible) now is when yOu hear the priest's blessing when they raise their hands up, and yOu (inaudible) a blessing is that the way we have tO eat frOm GOd. Is that the oppOsite of what happened (inaudible)? Even now, that's Our cOncept Of raising hands is that (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's an interesting thOught, cOnnecting the priest's blessing, perhaps, tO MOses' hands. We can now fill in the blue, going back tO Our parallels between JacOb the persOn and JacOb the nation. Esau gets a blessing tOO, is going tO be parallel tO the war against Amalek. The Jews fight Amalek with reference tO Esau's blessing. That's what we've seen.

NOw, we have one last piece of the stOry, and that is at the very end Of this. Remember, Esau lOOked fOrward tO the death Of his father, the time he can kill JacOb. Where dOes that cOme frOm in our stOry? Let's go back tO the TOrah and see if we can find any reference, sO tO speak, Or any hint Of this in the stOry. It shOuld happen right after the war against Amalek, sO let's go back tO the war against Amalek, and see what we find.

Audience Member: (Inaudible)?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Much later. Where are we lOOking? We're lOOking in ExOdus. By the way, dO yOu see this Over here? "Vayehi yadOv emunah ad bO hashamesh." It just happens tO be the wOrds fOr MOses' hands being steadfast, tO indicate alsO the spiritual trait Of steadfastness, which is what the issue with the manna is all abOut, understanding that GOd is going tO be there fOr yOu and trusting Him, instead Of trying tO think that I'm in charge of this myself.

Audience Member: What's the literal meaning of emunah?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Steadfast, his hands were steadfast and right in the middle of emunah yOu what? Manna. Here's where the war ends, right Over here. Let's read the next wOrds. "VayOmer Hashem el MOshe kesOv zOt zicharOn basefer," write this dOwn in a bOOk, "vesim be'Oznei YehOshua ki machO emcheh et zecher Amalek mitachat hashamayim," GOd will blOt Out the memOry Of Amalek frOm under the heavens. "Vayiven MOshe mizbei'ach vayikra shemO Hashem nisi," and MOses built an altar and he calls the name of it, "Hashem nisi," which means what?

Audience Member: GOd is my banner.

Rabbi David FOhrman: GOd is my banner. What's interesting is the wOrd nes has three different meanings, which we talked abOut Over ShabbOs. The three meanings are cOnnected, but that's a whOle Other schmOOze. The meanings are test, banner, and miracle. What dO test, banner, and miracle have tO dO with each Other. It's an interesting question. We'll talk abOut it One day, but fOr the meantime, Over here, banner is a play Off Of what? HOw has the wOrd nes been used earlier in the stOry?

Audience Member: Test.

Rabbi David FOhrman: A test, which is, GOd had meant tO test the Jews tO see whether they wOuld keep His TOrah, "Lema'an anasenu hayelech beTOrati im lO." But at the end Of the stOry what happened tragically, is instead the Jews, by not keeping the TOrah and the manna, ended up testing GOd. "Ve'al nasOtOm et Hashem leimOr hayesh Hashem bekirbenu im ayin," yOu ended up testing GOd. NOw at the end Of the stOry, when the Jews finally battle and win against Amalek, basically what happens is MOses builds this altar and calls it, GOd is my banner.

NOw, what is GOd is my banner? I'm just thinking out lOud, but if yOu say GOd is my banner, what are yOu really saying? Let's talk abOut this. I think I mentioned this tO yOu three weeks ago, but tO briefly review, what's the answer tO Amalek's perspective in this stOry? Amalek thinks that GOd has been unreliable. Right? That GOd, in chOOsing the Jews, whO dOn't keep the law Of the manna that GOd has just shOwn himself tO be unreliable. I argued tO yOu three weeks ago that that actually is a testament tO GOd's reliability, not His unreliability. Because the definition of reliability is that Once yOu establish a bris (cOvenant), Once yOu establish a deal, Once yOu have a cOvenant yOu have a lOng-term relationship.

The definition of a lOng-term relationship is there's ups and there's dOwns and there is times when yOu fall shOrt. The definition of a lOng-term relationship is that even during times yOu fall shOrt the relationship still exists. That's what happened with the manna. That's why it was a test Of GOd. A test Of

GOd means that GOd passing the test --sO tO speak. It's not nice tO test GOd, but passing the test is sticking with the Jews anyway, which is what GOd did. Right? GOd stuck with us anyway and didn't say, tO heck with them.

We tested GOd, "(inaudible) nasatem Hashem", we shOwed Ourselves unwOrthy Of the manna, but He still gave us the manna because He had that lOng-term relationship. That actually shOwed GOd as a reliable father.

NOw, lOOk at the end pOint Of all Of this is when the Jews win in the war against Amalek even when they weren't really wOrthy, because they just cOme off Of -- right, it was "velO yarei ElOkim", they didn't fear GOd, they were in Refidim, "rafu yadeyhem min haTOrah", they weren't keeping the TOrah, which TOrah? The TOrah Of the manna. It wasn't wOrking out, but GOd still came thrOugh fOr them and they still wOn the war.

TherefOre it's very pOignant and interesting that the name of the Mizbei'ach (Altar) shOuld be "Hashem nisi", which is GOd is my banner. Which means what really? Basically it's the Jews saying, it's like me and GOd, it's like we're stuck tOgether. I may let GOd dOwn, but sOmehOw GOd is still my banner, that when yOu lOOk at me yOu see GOd. In other wOrds --

That's the nature of a cOvenant, right? A cOvenantal relationship is going tO mean that we're sOrt Of jOined tOgether and fOr better Or wOrse what we dO reflects upOn GOd. When yOu see us yOu see GOd in the wOrld and that is "Hashem nisi". There is no greater prOOf Of "Hashem nisi" than the fact that Hashem cOmes thrOugh and they win the war even at darkest time thus far in their national histOry, their failure tO succeed with the manna.

At this pOint, "VayOmer ki yad al keis Ka milchamah LaHashem ba'Amalek midOr dOr." What's Amalek's reaction tO that going tO be? If there is this cOvenantal relationship between GOd and the Jews, right, Amalek's view Of that is, no. Right? YOu're actually -- YOu're an unreliable Father and YOur cOntinuing tO stick with the Jews always just cOnfirms in Amalek's mind that YOu chOse the wrOng guy and that YOu can't be cOunted On. TherefOre, GOd is going tO wage war against yOu, but hOw is GOd going tO wage war against yOu? Right? "Milchamah LaHashem ba'Amalek midOr dOr", there is a battle of GOd with Amalek frOm generation tO generation.

WhO is Amalek going tO attack? Amalek is not going tO attack GOd, whO are they going tO attack? They're going tO attack the Jews, but it's almOst like it's undistinguishable. HOw are they going tO attack GOd? They are going tO attack GOd by attacking the Jews. Why? Because "Hashem nisi", because tO the extent that the Jews are the banner, hOw dO yOu attack GOd? YOu attack GOd by attacking the Jews, there is this cOnnection.

NOw, this brings us back tO the original Esau stOry. In the original Esau stOry after the brachOt (blessings) what did Esau say? "Yikrevu yemei evel avi", One day my father will die and when my father dies I can kill JacOb. As lOng as my father is alive I can't really kill JacOb, because I cOuldn't dO it tO my father.
When my father dies dO I go kill JacOb?

It's almOst like even in Esau's mind father and JacOb are sOrt Of jOined at the hip at sOme way. As lOng as father is alive can't kill JacOb, Once father is dead I can kill JacOb. In a certain grOtesque kind Of way even thOugh Esau lOves his father and even thOugh Esau is mechabed (hOnors) his father there's a part Of Esau that's wishing fOr what?

Audience Member: The death Of his father.

Rabbi David FOhrman: The death Of his father, because when father dies I can finally kill JacOb. I can never dO it when father is alive. Why? This is true fOr all children in sOme kind Of way. What dOes father represent in a child's mind?

Audience Member: AuthOrity.

Rabbi David FOhrman: AuthOrity and therefOre mOrality. Right? In other wOrds father represents expectations, I can't let father dOwn. As lOng as father is alive there is no pOssibility Of murder in Esau's mind, because it wOuld be going against father's -- I cOuldn't kill my brOther while my father is alive, it wOuld let dOwn my father. There is -- the death wish fOr getting rid Of father is really a death wish fOr the death Of expectations, because withOut father in the wOrld there is no expectations and at that pOint I can kill with impunity. Okay?

NOw let's transpOse this tO the national level. What dOes this mean fOr Amalek? It means that Amalek has the same death wish, right? Amalek lOOks at unreliable Father and wants Him Out Of the picture, because as lOng as there is a GOd in the wOrld what can't I dO?

Audience Member: I can't --

Rabbi David FOhrman: I can't kill JacOb, I can't kill the Jews, I can't -- right? But if I kill Father, if I get rid -- if Father is irrelevant, if He dOesn't matter -- right?

HOw dO I kill Father? Here is the key. I dOn't even have tO really kill Father. Audience Member: YOu deny him.
Rabbi David FOhrman: I dOn't even have tO really deny Him, I dOn't even have tO be an atheist, it's actually sOmething much mOre subtle. All I have tO dO is cOnvince myself that Father is really unreliable and Once I firmly believe that Father is unreliable He no lOnger matters. Right? Father becOmes irrelevant, it's like killing Father.

An unreliable Father -- if yOu think abOut it tO the (inaudible) degree -- hOw dO children relate tO fathers when they becOme cOmpletely unreliable? At sOme pOint they say, I dOn't care anymOre, it's like death Of father. In a certain way it's just a trajectOry Of Amalek's utter belief in unreliable Father that in the end will fOr them kill Father. Once Father is dead, Once He's ultimately unreliable then what? Then I have a free license, there is no expectations anymOre, right? In other wOrds when my father becOmes irrelevant

then I can get rid Of everyOne.

Which leads us tO Mein Kampf, right? This is really what Mein Kampf is abOut. I have here sOme quOtes frOm Mein Kampf actually, I've been reading thrOugh Mein Kampf.

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: It's just sOme bedtime reading. What's really interesting -- there is a number Of interesting things in Mein Kampf. One interesting thing, in Mein Kampf, is that Hitler strangely enough talks abOut mOrality. YOu wOuld think that Hitler was a persOn whO had no cOnception of mOrality, but he wasn't. He actually dOes talk abOut mOrality. In general in Mein Kampf -- my belief is that Mein Kampf get's dismissed actually. MOst people, academics, dismiss Mein Kampf as a wOrk Of lunacy which dOesn't hOld tOgether and is illOgical and is just the ramblings Of a madman. It shOuldn't really be paid attention tO.

I disagree, actually. I think that Mein Kampf actually makes sense, there is a lOgical argument in Mein Kampf, it hOlds tOgether, it's just yOu have tO understand what the premises are. If yOu dOn't understand the premises yOu wOn't think it makes sense. Once yOu understand the premises it makes sense. Mein Kampf makes sense, but that dOesn't mean it's right. In other wOrds it's an evil wOrk, it's not an illOgical, stupid wOrk. It's evil because its premises are evil. If yOu start with evil premises yOu will lOgically get if yOu fOllOw it thrOugh with a lOgical end yOu'll get tO evil cOnclusions, but they will fOllOw lOgically. YOu just have tO understand what the premises are.

One interesting thing abOut Mein Kampf is that he talks abOut mOrality, but he understands mOrality in a very interesting kind Of way. FOr example, his first -- this is what he says in the beginning. I'm referring tO the very first paragraph in Mein Kampf.

One of Hitler's Obsessions is making sure that Austria and Germany reunite, because Austria is really German in his mind. He says -- in the beginning of Mein Kampf he says, tOday it seems tO be prOvidential. It's very interesting that the very first wOrds Of Mein Kampf invOke prOvidence, but he dOesn't quite mean GOd. Right? Because fOr him GOd -- he never actually makes an argument against GOd, but GOd is mOre or less just sOrt Of irrelevant, right? It's like unpredictable father. Just irrelevant GOd. There is a prOvidence fOr him, but it dOesn't quite cOme frOm GOd. It cOmes frOm sOmething else which he is going tO call nature.

He says, it seems tO be prOvidential that fate -- whatever fate means -- shOuld have chOsen Braunau am Inn as my birthplace fOr this little tOwn lies On a bOundary between twO German states -- which he means Germany and Austria, "which we of the yOunger generation at least have made it Our life's wOrk tO reunite by every means Of Our dispOsal. German Austria must return tO the great German MOther cOuntry and not because it's ecOnomically necessary, no and again no. Even if such a union between Germany and Austria were unimpOrtant frOm an ecOnomic pOint Of view, yes, even if we're harmful ecOnomically it must nevertheless take place. One blOOd demands One Reich."

"Never will the German nations," -- now, here, his first invOcation of mOrality -- "never will the German nation pOssess the mOral right tO engage in cOlOnial pOlitics until at least it embraces its Own sOns within a single state. Only when the Reich bOrders include the very last German, but can no lOnger guarantee his daily bread will the mOral right tO acquire fOreign sOil frOm the distress Of Our Own people arise. Their swOrd will becOme our plOw" -- right, yOu hear the twO lechems --

Audience Member: (Inaudible) plOw tO swOrd.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, their swOrd will becOme our plOw. Bread, lechem and lechem, and frOm the tears Of war the daily bread Of future generations will grOw. Bread and war. Bread will lead tO war. NOw, listen tO hOw he is phrasing this in terms Of mOrality fOr a mOment. What is mOrality in his view? If the Germans all cOme tOgether and we can't feed Ourselves within our Own bOundaries then we have the mOral right tO cOnquer. NOw dOes that seem tO make sense tO yOu?

Audience Member: Yeah.

Rabbi David FOhrman: DOes make sense tO yOu? DO yOu think yOu have the mOral right tO cOnquer if yOu --no? Let's say we in America are going thrOugh a difficult ecOnomic time, we have a financial crisis. Can we now invade MexicO? Can we now take over TOrOntO because that will take care of Our ecOnomic prOblem? This is the argument he's making. He's calling this a mOral argument. He means sOmething else with mOrality, but he's calling it mOrality. What dOes he mean? Let's get intO his head fOr a secOnd. What definition of mOrality are yOu wOrking with that yOu can call this mOral?

Audience Member: Because (inaudible) then yOu cOuld cOnquer anybOdy. Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. In a certain kind Of way.
Audience Member: (InterpOsing)

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's not really survival. It's not really survival. Audience Member: (Inaudible).
Rabbi David FOhrman: What?

Audience Member: The German people are in charge of whatever they need in order tO survive. His view Of mOrality is whatever the German Reich --

Rabbi David FOhrman: It's not just Germans, he applies it tO everyOne. It's mOre than that. He dOesn't just say, whatever we Germans want. It's mOre than that. Anyway, remember bread and war frOm here, it's kind Of interesting. NOw here's the other interesting thing in Mein Kampf. The Jews were not the Only thing Hitler hated. Hitler hated Other things, tOO. What else did Hitler hate? He hated gypsies, he hated inferior people, hOmOsexuals, but he alsO hated Other people tOO.

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: POlitically, he hated cOmmunists. Okay? He really hated cOmmunists and he alsO hated sOcial demOcrats. Right? In Mein Kampf he actually makes a philOsOphical argument fOr tOtalitarianism. He is actually philOsOphically in favOr -- he is One of the only dictatOrs that tries tO make an argument fOr dictatOrship. In other wOrds, it's not just, I'm going tO be a dictatOr, but he tries tO explain tO yOu why dictatOrship makes sense and demOcracy is stupid and cOmmunism is stupid. He thinks that Jews, cOmmunism and demOcracy is stupid.

Then what happens is he starts hating blaming the Jews he says, because he realizes that the reasOn why there is sOcial demOcracy in the wOrld is because of the Jews. Mein Kampf, "when I recOgnized the Jew as the leader Of the sOcial demOcrats the scales drOp frOm my eyes. A lOng sOul struggle has reached its cOnclusion. I ceased tO be a weakly cOsmOpOlitan and I became an anti-Semite. Just Once mOre and this was the last time fearful impressive thOughts came tO me in prOfOund anguish." He says in another place, I didn't write it dOwn over here, but he says, "I lOOked at the names On the masthead Of sOcial demOcrats newspaper, they're all Jewish names. I realized it was the Jews behind sOcial demOcracy, it was the Jews behind cOmmunism. I realized it was the Jewish idea. All Of these were Jewish ideas and that's when I came tO hate them." Right?

He then says, "When over lOng", and then he starts lOOking at Jewish histOry interestingly enough. He says, "when over lOng periods Of human histOry I scrutinized the activity Of the Jewish People there suddenly rOse up in me the fearful question whether inscrutable destiny perhaps fOr reasOns unknown tO us pOOr mOrtals did not with eternal and immutable resOlve desire the final victOry Of this little nation?" Very interesting, like dOes GOd want the Jews tO win? "Was it pOssible", he says," that the Earth" -- mishmanei ha'aretz -- "had been prOmised as a reward tO these people whO lives Only fOr this Earth?" That's his claim. Then he says --

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: He's talking abOut the Jews, says, cOuld destiny have really given us the Earth? Then he says, "have we an objective right tO struggle fOr Our self-preservation or is this justified Only subjectively within ourselves? As I delve mOre deeply intO the teachings Of Marxism and cOmmunism and thus in tranquil clarity submitted the deeds Of the Jewish People" -- we're the fOunder Of the Marxism, he believes -- "tO cOntemplation, sO fate itself gave me its answer.

The Jewish dOctrine of Marxism" -- now he's going tO argue. This gets tO why he hates cOmmunism sO much and why he hates the Jews. "The Jewish dOctrine of Marxism rejects the aristOcratic principle of Nature" -- capital N --" and replaces the eternal privilege of pOwer and strength by the mass Of numbers and their dead weight." DO yOu understand what he is saying? "The Jewish dOctrine of Marxism rejects the aristOcratic principle of Nature" -- capital N -- "and replaces the eternal privilege of pOwer and strength by the massive numbers and their dead weight."

Right? He says, why dO I care abOut the people think, what the numbers think, what the masses think,

that's demOcracy, caring fOr the masses, everyOne's equal- that's cOmmunism, that's ridiculOus. The strOng shOuld rule. "Thus it denies the value of persOnality in men" -- this is with an eg -- "cOntests the significance of nationality and race and thereby withdraws frOm humanity the premise of its existence and culture. As the fOundation of the universe this" -- Jewish dOctrine, the dOctrine of caring fOr the weak, the dOctrine of caring fOr everyOne, not just the strOng.

"As the fOundation of the universe this dOctrine wOuld bring abOut the end Of any Order intellectually cOnceivable tO man. And as in this greatest Of all recOgnizable organisms, humanity, the result Of an application of such a law" -- Of caring fOr the weak, Of caring fOr everyOne -- "cOuld Only be chaos. On Earth it wOuld Only be destruction of the inhabitants Of this planet. If with the help Of his Marxists creed the Jew is victOrious Over all the other peoples in the wOrld, his crOwn, the Jewish crOwn, will be the funeral wreath Of humanity and this planet will, as it did thOusands Of years ago, mOve thrOugh space devOid Of men." There wOn't be any men left. "The eternal Nature" -- now listen, whO is GOd? Nature. "Eternal Nature inexOrably avenges the infringement Of her cOmmands." WhO is the ultimate GOd?
Nature, not GOd, Nature. "hence tOday I believe that I'm acting in accOrdance with the will Of the Almighty", the almighty being nature," by defending myself against the Jew I am fighting fOr the wOrk Of the LOrd", but the LOrd means nature.

NOw, listen carefully tO what he's saying. What he's saying is that there is twO -- in order tO understand what he is saying, the evilness Of what he is saying -- this is his argument fOr tOtalitarianism. There are twO pOssible sOurces Of authOrity. The sOurce of authOrity which Jews hOld Of is GOd, which is Father. Right? Eternal Father in Heaven. He dismisses that fOr an alternative sOurce of authOrity, he calls it Nature. What dOes that mean? If yOu take GOd Out Of the picture, if GOd is irrelevant fOr whatever reasOn what is the only Other sOurce of authOrity?

Audience Member: Man.

Rabbi David FOhrman: The only Other -- not man himself, it's the way Of the wOrld. It's just blind nature. Nature is the wOrld withOut GOd, the way the wOrld wOrks. NOw, hOw dOes the wOrld wOrk, what is the law Of nature?

Audience Member: Survival Of the fittest.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Survival Of the fittest. He was a sOcial Darwinist. Survival Of the fittest. He says, take that all the way thrOugh man and yOu get tO sOcial Darwinism which is the one law Of nature is that the fit survive, the strOng rule and therefOre humanity has tO wOrk with that tOO, the strOng rule.
Anything that gets in the way Of that is an infringement against nature and nature will avenge any infringement Of her law, "and I am fighting fOr the wOrk Of nature." TherefOre the strOng must rule, that is hOw the tOtalitarianism (inaudible) respOnsibility, they must rule and they can crush the weak and they shOuld crush the weak because in nature the weak are crushed.

NOw it's interesting that atheists Or people whO cOnsider GOd irrelevant this is One of the strOngest and mOst cOnsistent argument that they make. I dOn't know if it's the strOngest, but this is One of the

arguments that they make. If yOu read the bOOks Of cOntempOrary atheists, people like Richard Dawkins. Right? People like Richard Dawkins will make the argument, will make this argument, which is that nature dOesn't care, nature just destrOys the weak, that is the rule. TherefOre this idea that GOd cares abOut -- yOu dOn't see it reflected in nature.

This is the great divide, we believe and here is what I want tO end with -- the one cOmfOrt that I take frOm this is that at least he hated the Jews fOr the right reasOn. Right? Which is that it's true, it's true. We Jews stand fOr sOmething else, we stand fOr a different Master Other than nature, we stand fOr Father.
NOw what's the difference? If Father is in charge not impersOnal nature, whO dOes Father care fOr? Father cares fOr all children; even the weak Ones. That is -- now lOOk. The lessOn of us being "Beni bechOri Yisrael", Our great (inaudible) yetziat Mitzrayim (exOdus frOm Egypt) GOd always takes us back, Over and Over again, the TOrah --what dO yOu hear abOut mOre than any Other mitzvah (cOmmandment) in the TOrah?

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Take care of the ger (prOselyte), yOu know what it's like tO be estranged, the prOselyte, yatOm (Orphan), and the almanah(widOw), the weak, dispOssessed, unprivileged members Of sOciety, take care of them. He was right. DemOcracy and cOmmunism are all Jewish ideas, right?
COmmunism may take it tO an extreme, but it is a Jewish idea. The idea that yOu shOuld care fOr the weak, that sOciety shOuld care fOr the weak and not dispOssess them cOmes frOm the Jews, cOmes directly frOm a belief in a Father that wOuld care fOr all the children. Because alternatively the only Other pOssibility is that there's nothing tO stOp the strOng tO rule. That is mOral.

NOw, getting back tO his argument fOr mOrality. Yes, he is mOral, yes there is no Father, the only thing that makes a difference is strength, sO Of cOurse once all the German nation is tOgether and then our bread becOmes their plOw and the war and the whOle thing it all makes sense. It Only makes sense if Father is irrelevant. YOu have tO kill Father in order tO be able tO kill everyOne else, kill the Jews, and that's what he dOes, he kills Father. Father is irrelevant and part Of that is that the weak dOn't matter.
NOw ask yOurself this question, whO dOes Amalek attack? Audience Member: The weak.
Rabbi David FOhrman: The weak. Audience Member: Right.
Rabbi David FOhrman: There is a reasOn fOr that. Amalek dOes not even feel bad that they attacked the weak, there's nothing tO be embarrassed abOut. FOr Amalek that's mOral. There is nothing wrOng with attacking the weak, yOu're suppOsed tO attack the weak, yOu're dOing the will Of nature if yOu attack the weak.

Audience Member: Why wOuld they claim (inaudible)? I mean (inaudible) teshuva in the heart.

Rabbi David FOhrman: What I think is that there is a prOgression intellectually in the develOpment Of Amalek. Amalek dOesn't appear On the screen, Amalek prOgresses. It starts frOm the dispOssessed child, the dispOssessed child whO feels that every father in his life has dispOssessed him as Hitler felt, by the way.
That finally then cOmes tO the ultimate father which is yOur Father in Heaven and then yOu feel that yOur Father in Heaven dispOssesses yOu and he can't be cOunted On either just like every Other father yOu had.

Once yOu believe that and yOu're angry at yOur brOther because yOur brOther got yOur father's lOve and not yOu then the next step is tO believe that father dOesn't cOunt anymOre. Once I believe that Father dOesn't cOunt anymOre I can kill my brOther, I can hate and I have a whOle new view Of mOrality where I can attack the weak because there is no father tO make the difference anyway. What happens is that Amalek develOps the philOsOphy, the Hitler develOps -- it got sOmewhere, but the cOre of it starts frOm the beginning of Amalek, it starts frOm Amalek's dispOssessed view Of the Esau's narrative. NOt all Of Esau becOmes Amalek, it's the dispOssessed part Of Esau that eventually becOmes Amalek.

Audience Member: Is that why (inaudible)?

Rabbi David FOhrman: I dOn't know. DOn't know, I'm not going tO go -- I dOn't know, I'm not going tO go there. Okay guys. Thank yOu very much.

Rabbi David FOhrman: SO anyway, just tO summarize because my tape wasn't On, sO what we basically have is five stOries here in Bamidbar. WOndering what the cOnnection between them are. The stOries are, the stOry Of MOses hitting the rOck, which leads tO the death Of MOses; fOllOwed by the stOry Of the -- fOllOwed by the stOry Of --

Audience Member: EdOm.

Rabbi David FOhrman: -- the encOunter with EdOm. The Jews encOunter with EdOm fOllOwed by the attack Of -- sOrry, the death Of AarOn. This was fOllOwed by the attack Of the king of the Canaani, the king of Arad. Then, fOllOwed by the cOmplaint against the mahn (manna), and the nechashim haserafim and these fiery serpents.

We mentioned that the last Of these stOries seems tO have sOmething tO dO with Amalek On a number Of levels. A) yOu have this banner, nes, the last time we had a banner, the fiery serpent is put up On a banner. The last time we had a banner was with the war against Amalek. Chazal (Our Sages, Of Blessed memOry), say the same thing abOut bOth banners as it were, say the same thing abOut bOth stOries, which is that MOses' hands that wOn the war, yOu have tO lOOk beyOnd MOses' hands, just like yOu have tO lOOk beyOnd the banner with the snake, the fiery snake that's put up there on the banner. LOOk beyOnd that; yOu see GOd and yOu're saved. Similarly, it is the cOmplaint against the manna that precipitates bOth prOblems.

The prOblem in Bamidbar, which leads tO the prOblem with the snakes; and the prOblem in ShemOt, which leads tO the prOblem with Amalek. We were just wOndering what it was that -- we were cOmparing the twO cOmplaints against the manna. The cOmplaint against the manna in ShemOt, and the cOmplaint against the manna in Bamidbar. At One level the cOmplaint is the oppOsite, which is that it was, as sOmeone pOints Out, at One level the cOmplaint is the same, which is that we want tO go back tO Egypt.

But the cOmplaints are oppOsite, because in the first thing it's that the manna is tOO unreliable; in ShemOt. Here, it's that the manna is tOO reliable and therefOre it's bOring. At another level the cOmplaint is alsO different, in the sense that the first cOmplaint is that the manna can't be cOunted On; and the secOnd cOmplaint is that-- the secOnd cOmplaint is that we dOn't enjOy it; right? If yOu think abOut it, alsO, when GOd gives yOu gifts, Or when any parent gives any child a gift, the parent really wants twO things frOm the child. If yOu give a gift tO a child, what dO yOu want frOm the child?

Audience Member: Appreciation.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Appreciation and -- Audience Member: -- and enjOyment.
Rabbi David FOhrman: -- and enjOyment. YOu want tO see the kid enjOying the gift. YOu want tO see
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the kid understand that the gift cOmes frOm yOu. Again, if yOu have either Or, it's not goOd enough. If the kid says, thank yOu, but never uses the gift, it's no fun. If the kid always uses the gift, but dOesn't recOgnize it cOmes frOm yOu; it's alsO no fun. YOu want the kid tO understand bOth; that it came frOm yOu, and tO enjOy it.

SO tOO with GOd; when GOd gives us gifts. That goes all the way back tO the meaning of deveikus (clinging). It goes all the way back tO what we talked abOut in Gan Eden (the Garden of Eden). The Original gift is, "Eat frOm all the trees Of the garden." The only thing I want frOm yOu is A) enjOy it. EnjOy all the trees; but, B) understand that it cOmes frOm me. YOu understand that it cOmes frOm me by acknowledging that there are limits tO yOur cOntrOl.

Because there's One thing that's Out Of yOur cOntrOl and that's the Eitz Hada'as (the Tree of Knowledge [Of GOOd and Evil]). YOu dO that, yOu have deveikus. Deveikus means yOu're clinging tO me. When yOu're clinging tO me, I live fOrever. YOu live fOrever. That's the Eitz Chaim (Tree of [Eternal] Life), right? That's kind Of hOw we put it tOgether.

The manna cOuld be a return tO that; a return tO the time when we didn't have tO wOrry abOut Our bread. When GOd made everything fOr us. In this case GOd is even going tO make bread fOr us. But we need bOth things, bOth things with the manna. A) yOu need tO understand that it cOmes frOm GOd.

HOw dO yOu dO that? By keeping His laws. This means keeping the laws which limit yOur cOntrOl Over the manna. Because, when yOu try tO cOntrOl it tOO much, yOu cOme under the illusion that yOu are the maker Of the manna. SO understand that it cOmes frOm GOd, keep the laws. But the other thing that GOd wants frOm yOu is, tO enjOy the manna. It's great fOOd, and enjOy it.

What happens, I want tO argue, in the stOry Of ShemOt is that the-- and Bamidbar, is that the Jews are deficient in each One of these twO respects; but, in different respects. In other wOrds, in ShemOt their deficiency cOmes frOm the fact that they're willing tO enjOy the manna; but they want tO cOntrOl it tOO much, and give in tO the illusion that they're in cOntrOl, and it's not really cOming frOm GOd. That's a prOblem.

In Bamidbar, where the manna is predictable, they're willing tO live by the laws Of the manna. Trust that it's there and that its cOming frOm GOd, but they're not enjOying it. Either way yOu have a prOblem, right? That's not hOw yOu're meant tO relate tO the manna. Yeah.

Audience Member: BefOre the stOry Of the manna, we have benei Yisrael cOmplaining. But then as far as the cOllecting on ShabbOs, I always learned that it was just a very few people; Dasan, Aviram the Eiruv Rav (mixed multitude). MOst Of the people did not violate that.

Rabbi David FOhrman: That may be true, but the way the text phrases it is, as a prOblem with the cOmmunity sO--

Audience Member: YOu're saying "kOl Yisrael areivim zeh lazeh" (all Jews are cOnsidered tO be
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accOuntable [literally, "guarantOrs], fOr One another).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Whatever it is. Either they were all dOing it, Or enough Of them were dOing it, there were prOblems; Or, they shOuld have prOtested, Or whatever it was. FOr whatever reasOn, the text hOlds them all respOnsible fOr it because it says that

" -- ve'al nassOtam et Hashem leimOr hayeish Hashem bekirbeinu im ayin." Whatever they were dOing there, it was cOnsidered tO be a cOmmunal sin. I'm not sure why. YOu can argue yes, there only a few people dOing it, but they're held tO tasks.

Audience Member 1: Even the sin of the GOlden Calf, wasn't mOst Of it every time they say (inaudible) they're going. I'm just (inaudible) the whOle time.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. It cOuld be. Okay, sO mOving on.

Audience Member 2: Gratitude is sOmething that yOu're expected; but enjOying it is not -- Rabbi David FOhrman: That's a goOd pOint.
Audience Member 2: -- always saying, yOu know, "I dOn't like it. What am I going tO dO?" I figure I shOuld I be dishOnest abOut it?

Audience Member 3: NO. (InterpOsing 00:07:02-00:07:16.)
Audience Member 1: That's part Of the appreciation. If yOu really appreciated it ---

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's true. AlthOugh, I'll tell yOu the truth. That might be where Rashi's cOming frOm. It cOuld be Rashi's translation of -- remember Rashi's translation of lechem haklOkeil. The absOrption -- remember that alsO that Other Chazal that says that yOu didn't have go tO the bathrOOm when yOu ate frOm the manna.

These twO things go tOgether. In other wOrds, now that we understand biolOgy mOre, and the digestive system mOre, the idea is that, every fOOd has pesOlet (waste) in it, which the bOdy needs tO get rid Of; and has stuff that the bOdy can absOrb.

Except fOr manna, which the bOdy can absOrb everything frOm; and therefOre there's no reasOn fOr the bOdy tO excrete anything. What they're cOmplaining abOut is specifically the miraculOus nature of the manna. Right? SO in other wOrds --

Audience Member 1: YOu're talking abOut spirituality and the physicality in life. Because, One of the things that the Rambam says (inaudible) that, suppOsedly they're testing Him, is the fact that the children

are living in the desert. They're tOtally dependent On GOd, it is a tOtal (inaudible) they're going tO go intO the land and they're not going tO be able tO survive on this kind Of a plane, because now we have tO wOrk the land.

Here it's the same thing. The fact is that yOu're -- in the cOmplaint against the manna, I'm just saying that (inaudible) talking abOut it is that, yOu're weighing the spiritual against the physical.

Rabbi David FOhrman: It cOuld be that. It cOuld be that thing. YOu know the idea always is -- not always is; but if yOu think abOut it, in a deep kind Of way, taking the line of what yOu're arguing. BOth the enjOyment issues, and the things [sic] issues, are kind Of cOming frOm the same place.

Here's why. Because, if it's true that what they were tired Of, was the spiritual nature of the manna; Or the perfection of the manna which yOu dOn't find in any fOOd -- sO relate that back tO what was happening in ShemOt.

Let's go back tO ShemOt fOr a mOment. In ShemOt, what was happening? GOd was prOviding them with the manna reliably. They still weren't willing tO accept it. They wanted tO assert cOntrOl Over it.

Why? Why dO they not want tO dO that? There was sOmething -- they felt uncOmfOrtable sOmehOw, with this sOrt Of lOng-term relationship, which invOlved being tOtally dependent upOn a Supernatural Being. Right, it's a very scary kind Of thing. I mean if yOu -- any encOunter with a Supernatural Being is scary, right? But if yOu think abOut an encOunter which requires daily maintenance of a relationship with a Supernatural Being, that's very scary.

Just tO give yOu an example of what I'm talk -- let me give yOu twO examples Of what I'm talking abOut. Let's talk first abOut encOunters with supernatural beings. The reasOn why this is hard, sOrt Of, tO relate tO, is because we dOn't feel all that Often that we directly encOunter GOd. If yOu put yOurself in the shOes Of the Jews Of the desert, they were really in this sOrt Of a direct encOunter with GOd.

If yOu try tO wrap yOur arms arOund what that actually means, it's like -- I remember, there was a Rebbi in Ner Yisrael, I wOn't say whO it was, whO, when I was -- as a bachur Over there, I was at his hOuse on ShabbOs afternoOn. His little daughter DevOrah was playing. Was it DevOrah? NO, it was a different daughter. I wOn't tell yOu the name. It's a different daughter. I wOn't tell yOu whO.

Anyway, One of his daughters was playing in the cOrner Of the rOOm. She was like, three or fOur at the time. The Rebbi realized that she was playing with muktzah (Objects fOrbidden tO be tOuched On the Sabbath), Or sOmething. We were all gathered arOund the table. He says, Leahla, Or whatever, yOu're playing with muktzah. It's Shabbat, put it dOwn. She goes, "NO." SO he says, "Well, but it's muktzah." She says, "I dOn't want tO." He says, "But it's Shabbat." She says, "Well, what's going tO happen?" She says, "If I play with muktzah and I dOn't keep the laws Of Shabbat, then MOshiach (Messiah) wOn't cOme. Well, yOu know what, I dOn't want Messiah tO cOme. I like things just the way they are."

Audience Member: HOw Old was she at the time?

Rabbi David FOhrman: She was like three or fOur. She was a precOcious little girl. She's grOwn up tO be quite a precOcious yOung wOman.

That's the Jews with the manna. "I like things just the way they are." There's sOmething very cOmfOrting abOut the wOrld as it is. If yOu think abOut the wOrld having tO be in a relationship with a supernatural being 24/7, that's like, "I like things just the way they are." I'm not interested. Messiah might be wOnderful, but it's pretty psychedelic. It's Out there.

That's One thing. The secOnd thing is that -- and if yOu think abOut what it means tO be -- if yOu want, actually, a goOd example of this -- I dOn't know if yOu guys see mOvies. If yOu dOn't see mOvies, I'm not suggesting yOu see mOvies. If yOu're the kind Of people that see mOvies anyway and yOu wOuld rent a mOvie -- I didn't see the whOle of this, but I saw the first half hOur Of this mOvie, years and years ago.
ClOse EncOunters Of the Third Kind, Steven Spielberg, right?

If yOu want a sense of the kind Of emOtions that people wOuld go thrOugh -- The angst that yOu wOuld have in leading a normal life and all Of a sudden feeling like "life is not sO normal anymOre." There's a supernatural thing out there that yOu have tO encOunter. Feel, like what kind Of emOtions that brings up
-- watch the first half hOur Of that mOvie.

There's no scarier mOvie than the first half hOur Of that mOvie. It's just plain scary. But it's strange because, there's nothing bad abOut these guys. The aliens in this mOvie are not particularly evil. They're not. They're as nice as anything else. But the notion that there just is this Other life-fOrce that's Out there, that is now making cOntact with yOu. That yOu have tO -- On the one hand everyOne is drawn tO it.
EveryOne feels cOmpelled, that they must make cOntact with this.

On the other hand, everyOne is scared Out Of their wits, at the same time. Interestingly, by the way, in the mOvie, which they filmed in Devils -- where is it? Devils TOwer? Is that what it's called? That place in -- it's called Devils TOwer, right? Where is it? We went there. We saw it, actually, On our crOss cOuntry trip, but it was ten years ago.

I'm trying tO remember where that was. I think it's in WyOming. It's just straight desert and then there's that One -- it's just this rOck. This mOnolithic rOck which rises Out Of the desert and it's like half a mile high. It's flat at the tOp, and it just lOOks like this mOnolith, it's really spOOky. It's a cOllapsed vOlcano, actually. But it's the only thing arOund.

It reminds me of Har Sinai (MOunt Sinai). YOu know what I mean? It's the MOunt Sinai imagery Of this clOud cOming dOwn on tOp Of the mOuntain, and everyOne gathering arOund. It's a clear takeoff Of MOunt Sinai. If yOu want tO have a sense, like a mei'ein (similarity) Of what Sinai was like -- because think abOut it. This is just like encOuntering sOme extraterrestrial intelligence. What if yOu were not encOuntering sOme extraterrestrial intelligence, but yOu encOuntering the extraterrestrial intelligence? YOu were encOuntering the Master Of the Universe, Himself -- then yOu can triple that. YOu can quadruple that. It's whatever that is, squared. And that's just a mOmentary encOunter. NOw think, a mOmentary encOunter is like --

I'll give yOu another example. MOmentary encOunters, right, all it takes is a little bit Of willpOwer, tO be able tO get yOurself tO survive a mOmentary encOunter with sOmething. It's a lOt harder tO survive an extended encOunter with sOmething that makes yOu uncOmfOrtable, right?

FOr example, yOu might be the kind Of GOd -- imagine this. Let's say right now, terrOrists stOrm this building, and held all Of us hOstage, and said that we all need tO cOnvert tO radical Islam; Or, they will kill us all in half an hOur. We have half an hOur tO decide. This is all being televised and we all have tO decide. That wOuld be a terrible, tragic thing. But yOu can imagine, yOu cOuld prObably imagine, being willing tO give yOur life fOr the Sanctification of GOd in the WOrld (al kiddush HaShem) and not dOing it. YOu can imagine dOing that. Even thOugh yOu're a normal persOn -- yes, people wOuld think yOu're a herO. It wOuldn't be beyOnd yOur capability tO imagine yOurself, giving yOur life al kiddush HaShem, prObably.

HOwever, now ask yOurself -- I dOn't understand, if I'm willing tO die al kiddush HaShem, then hOw is it that I can be lax abOut x, y and z halacha (Jewish law)? Or, I say lashOn hara now and then. I'm not sO nice tO my kids. I'm not -- I mean, hOw can I dO this if I'm this perfect persOn whO's lOOk -- The answer is, a mOmentary action, a burst Of willpOwer is enough tO get yOu thrOugh. It's much mOre difficult, and it's not tO say it's much mOre praisewOrthy, but it's -- Over the lOng haul, tO be able tO maintain even sOmething that's smaller, is a whOle different kind Of challenge. Similar --

Audience Member: The reality is that mOst Of the (inaudible) says that mOst Of us cannot take it as it is cOntradicting (inaudible). It's not --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. We can dO it Once. We can't cOntinue it. Similarly, even tO take a very pedestrian example, baseball. SO if yOu think abOut the recOrds in baseball which are -- when Reggie JacksOn hit three hOme runs in one WOrld Series game, sO it was a very big deal. EveryOne thOught that, that was really amazing. But that's not the recOrd that is cOnsidered the greatest recOrd in baseball.

YOu know what the greatest recOrd in baseball is? The greatest recOrd in baseball was, "cOnsecutive games played" held by LOu Gehrig, brOken by Carl Ripken. NOw, if yOu think abOut that, "cOnsecutive games played", that's just shOwing up. YOu haven't even dOne anything. DO yOu know what I mean?
YOu haven't dOne anything. All yOu've dOne is tO shOw up cOnsistently every single day. That's cOnsidered the greatest recOrd in baseball.

SO the ability makes sense only when cOnsistently it's a really a big deal. But now, what if yOu tOOk thOse twO tOgether? What if yOu not Only have tO maintain sOmething cOnsistently, but what yOu have tO maintain cOnsistently, was a cOnsistent encOunter with the Master Of the Universe, right? That's what it was in the desert. That's really tOugh. SO now, if yOu cOme back tO the twO issues with the manna, really bOth issues with the manna really bOil dOwn, at sOme level, tO the same thing.

Issue number One, we dOn't think yOu're reliable. What dO yOu mean, we dOn't think yOu're reliable? YOu're reliable. YOu tOOk us Out, that was the ten plagues. That was pretty reliable. Everything that came yOur way, everything that came GOd's way, He did fOr us. YOu know He's giving us this, and yet, fOr

sOme reasOn, we felt this need tO exert cOntrOl; and tO try tO pretend, at sOme level, that we were in cOntrOl Of the manna. Where was that cOming frOm? It wasn't cOming because GOd was actually unreliable. GOd was not actually unreliable. That was a mind game that we were playing.

What's the reasOn behind the mind game? The reasOn behind the mind game is, because I dOn't like being in a cOnsistent encOunter, right? It's scary tO be in a cOnsistent encOunter with the Master Of the Universe, understanding that my fOOd is always cOming frOm Him. SO let me pretend, that my fOOd is cOming frOm me, and I can get the distance that I want, frOm that encOunter.

Well, it's the same kind Of thing over here with the enjOyment kind Of stuff. EnjOying the manna is alsO a way Of cOnsistently encOuntering GOd. In the same way that -- and sO what I can say is -- sO what dO I not like? I dOn't like the miraculOus nature of the fOOd. I'm getting fed up, pardOn the pun, with fOOd that autOmatically digests itself intO my eivarim (limbs) and there's no excrement that -- aye, it's the greatest thing in the wOrld. The answer is no. It's specifically that, which keeps On reminding me that I'm in cOnstant relationship with the Master Of the Universe. I'm uncOmfOrtable with that. I'm --

Audience Member: Mechayeiv. Rabbi David FOhrman: What?
Audience Member: It's mechayeiv (Obligating).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes, it's mechayeiv. TherefOre, sO -- I think the energy Of bOth is cOming frOm sOrt Of the same place. Yes. -- which is why I think, by the way, that the answer tO bOth is lOOking beyOnd the symbOl tO what's the answer.

Audience Member: Right.

Rabbi David FOhrman: DOn't lOOk at MOses' hands. DOn't lOOk at the snake. LOOk at GOd. What's GOd saying? "YOu have tO understand I'm arOund." YOu can pretend that we're dealing with snakes, we're dealing with hands; but that's just pretend. YOu've got tO lOOk beyOnd that and lOOk tO GOd. When yOu dO that, yOu just can't escape the encOunter.

Audience Member: Did yOu say that the entire desert experience was an encOunter by Klal Yisrael sO that it shOuld fOund a relationship? SO yOu know --

Rabbi David FOhrman: NOt the entire midbar (desert) experience, but if yOu think what their greatest sins are starting frOm Sinai it's not really -- yes, if yOu think abOut it, all Of their -- if yOu think abOut it, all Of their great sins have sOme aspect Of that. Ha'eigel (the [GOlden] Calf), is, let's get this intermediary between us and GOd going, because having tO survive this encOunter withOut MOses, that's just mind blOwing. The meraglim (scOuts), very similar, right? GOd is going tO --

Audience Member: Why?

Rabbi David FOhrman: -- because withOut the scOuts, what happens? Audience Member: They go intO the land.
Rabbi David FOhrman: They go intO the land, hOw? In a supernatural kind Of way with -- there's no scOuts. There's no nothing. There's no normal military prOcedure. There's just GOd winning fOr us. SO let's try tO make this mOre human. Let's dO it this way. Ultimately, the desire tO "let's make it mOre human" in the scOuts, which, itself, yOu know, Okay, we can live with. Ultimately, in the end what dOes it bOil dOwn tO in Devarim (DeuterOnomy), we saw this befOre. Finally, at the very end Of this, when MOses said, "LOOk, dOn't be afraid Of them," because why?

We did this befOre. Because yOu have the experience of GOd taking care of yOu. We've talked abOut this befOre. What dO yOu need fOr trust? I need tO know the persOn, the Being lOves with me. I need tO know that they have the pOwer tO take care of me; that they understand me.

MOses is saying, yOu have all that with GOd. YOu have a track recOrd. GOd has been feeding yOu in the desert; He's been carrying yOu in the desert; this whOle time. And sO therefOre, GOd is going tO make "war against yOu", wOrk fOr yOu. YOu understand there's a track recOrd here, sO just cOntinue this.

It dOesn't make sense? And their respOnse is no, " -- besinnas Hashem Otano hOtzianu mei'eretz Mitzrayim;" in GOd's hatred Of us, he tOOk us Out Of Egypt; makes no sense. But it's the only way that they can get the distance they need.

Audience Member 1: There has been usually (inaudible) that everything goes (inaudible) there has tO be (inaudible) One of the (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, right.

Audience Member 2: But I think, any time yOu're dependent On sOmeone, there's always mixed emOtions, and yOu lOve them and (inaudible) because yOu want tO be independent. COuld yOu just review thOse slides?

Rabbi David FOhrman: But it alsO depends, by the way, On -- it alsO depends On whether the Being is keeping yOu unnaturally dependent, Or not. YOu see, here's the issue; and this is an issue in child-rearing tOO.

Let's talk abOut this in terms Of child-rearing. It's the same issue, which is, hOw dependent shOuld yOu be shOuld yOur child be on yOu? SO we can all say, "Well, we want Our children tO be independent." YOu dO? SO then, why dOn't yOu leave them alOne near the pOOl when they're three years Old? What's with the fence? What's with the rules? What's with all Of that? They shOuld be independent.

The answer is, they can't handle that independence yet. They dOn't have the ability tO handle it. Okay. I want my kid tO be independent, sO why dOn't I say, "YOu're on yOur Own kid. Buy yOur Own medical

insurance, at age nine; and go Out and get a jOb. Why dOn't yOu just get a jOb?"

The answer is, they dOn't have the ability tO be independent yet. SO the answer is, even thOugh as a parent what I ultimately want is, as much independence as my kids can have. But it's as much independence as my kids can have. When they need dependence, I'm there tO give them the dependence, sO that they can becOme mOre and mOre independent. But I think in the desert, the Jews in the desert, if yOu think abOut it frOm a rational standpOint, hOw dependent dO they need tO be on GOd? HOw independent can they be?

Audience Member: Well, they're going tO be there fOr another 40 years now.

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's true. But that's -- hOwever, lOng they're going tO be there. FOr hOwever lOng, fOr X lOng that yOu're going tO be in the desert. When yOu're in the desert, hOw dependent dO need tO be on GOd? In other wOrds, hOw much is -- if yOu think abOut it, On a scale frOm One tO 10, with One being the mOst dependent, and 10 being the mOst independent, what level Of dependence is apprOpriate tO have on GOd in the desert? The answer tO that question is, hOw independent can they rationally be?

The answer is, not very. They're not in a place they can grOw fOOd. They have no way Of defending themselves frOm enemies. They have no lOgistical capability tO get anywhere. They're basically at abOut a
1.2. Right? SO --

Audience Member: But the truth is, we're really in the same pOsition as they, just as well. We can just as easily not --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Well, yes and no. NO, we are mOre independent than 1.2, but we -- think we dO. This gets back tO what we talked abOut befOre with the manna, as practice fOr the land. If yOu think abOut it. The twO brachOt, "mittal hasshamayim umishmannei ha'aretz". "Veyitein lecha haElOkim mittal hasshamayim umishmannei ha'aretz". The tal (dew) Of the manna is practice fOr the land.

What that means is that, as I said befOre; it's the easy algebra prOblem. It's the prOblem Of faith in the perfect envirOnment where there's nothing else tO interfere. In other wOrds, in the mOst dependent wOrld imaginable, when everything is cOming frOm Me (GOd), can yOu accept that; and, can yOu have faith? It gets a little bit mOre cOmplicated when yOu mOve away frOm the desert intO the land.

NOw in the land, at that pOint, hOw independent and hOw dependent dO yOu need tO be? YOu're not 1.2 anymOre. YOu're at abOut 4.3. It's kind Of cOmplicated. They're shades Of gray. There are aspects in which I sOrt Of, kind Of, cOntrOl my Own destiny.

I have tO go tO the stOre. I have tO buy tOmatO seeds. I have tO put them in the grOund. I have tO plOw them. I have tO plant [sic] them. I have tO put fertilizer, and I have tO cOme back -- but GOd cOntrOls the rain. He needs tO go --

I need tO have an army. I need tO defend myself. But, I still need GOd's help in defending myself. It's mOre cOmplicated then. If I haven't got faith "dOwn," it's easier tO succumb tO the illusion that I'm cOmpletely independent. I need tO get used tO trusting; sO, at least, I can trust when I need tO trust. Then I can balance, hOw much dO I need tO trust? HOw much dO I need tO --

Audience Member: What dOes GOd want frOm us?

Rabbi David FOhrman: SO what GOd wants is as much -- what any parent wants frOm his child. As much independence as pOssible. And tO have a relationship with us as independent beings. But like any parent, they will prOvide the necessary assistance when necessary; but that assistance cOmes with twO caveats. A) understand that it's cOming frOm Me (GOd), appreciate that it's cOming frOm Me, gratitude; and B) be happy that yOu have what yOu need. EnjOy it. ThOse are the issues here. Yes.

Audience Member 1: I think there's a certain aspect that we had discussed abOut (inaudible) stOnes. Is the (inaudible) stOry tOwards the end. That it was caused by Reuven having acknowledged and having that balance of acknowledgment and thanking and "welcOme-ment"; and hOw we achieve that balance. I think here it's a certain aspect here of having tOtal dependence. It's just that they feel the --

Rabbi David FOhrman: They feel that they can reciprOcate.

Audience Member 1: -- and they feel that they can talk abOut it, at the mOment; and it's very hard when we have that tOtal attachment (inaudible) and ability --

Rabbi David FOhrman: -- tO reciprOcate.

Audience Member 1: -- tO kind Of balance and tO feel a little different. That's not a normal state of the way we are wired as human beings.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. Okay. Yeah. It cOuld be.

Audience Member 2: DO yOu think that we're wired, in general as (inaudible) alsO and that in general (inaudible) alsO?

Rabbi David FOhrman: HOw's that?

Audience Member 2: It's just that (inaudible) Hashem is always saying, "YOu're stubbOrn, violent and (inaudible) --

Audience Member 1: I wOuld think the oppOsite thOugh.

Audience Member 2: That we dOn't have any (inaudible) people, but we have tendency tOwards it. Audience Member 1: Yeah, well but that's what makes us sO great. That ability -- sO I'm saying, in the

desert yOu have tO be tOtally dependent, but then yOu have tO learn hOw tO take this dependence and put it tOgether with independence. What happens is there's a certain transition that Hashem wants in life.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yeah. YOu have tO transition intO a semi-dependent state. Semi independent, semi-dependent; which is the land. But in order tO get that dOwn, yOu have tO understand what it lOOks like tO have a healthy dependent relationship. Then, what yOu can dO is have the mOre cOmplicated relationship; which is independence, mixed with dependence. I still have tO have the healthy dependent part, but I alsO have tO be independent. I have tO allOw my -- I can't allOw my independence tO delude me intO thinking that I dOn't have any dependence as well. SO it's a mOre cOmplicated situation.

Audience Member: SO why were they hesitant? I thOught they were hesitant tO leave the desert at the end because they figured they wOn't know hOw tO adjust in the land. What was that fear? Were they hesitant --

Rabbi David FOhrman: I'm not getting intO that. I dOn't see evidence of their not having -- Okay. Guys. HOld On fOr a secOnd. I need tO go a little bit further here.

Audience Member 1: I have a question abOut the symbOl. Why did the medical prOfession chOOse that symbOl? Because it's really a symbOl Of GOd, Of depending on GOd. And here yOu're saying --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Maybe that's why.

Audience Member 1: -- Oh, here we depend On man.

Audience Member 2: -- tO shOw them that they're not really the help themselves. Audience Member 3: Which symbOl?
Audience Member 1: -- well, I dOn't know. That's what I'm asking. Audience Member 3: Which symbOl?
Audience Member 1: Is that the answer? Audience Member 2: The caduceus.
Rabbi David FOhrman: The medical prOfession, the AMA, adOpted the symbOl Of the snake arOund the banner.

Audience Member 2: It's not the AMA. It goes back tO HippOcrates. Rabbi David FOhrman: Oh, it dOes? Oh, yeah.

(InterpOsing.)

Audience Member 1: I dOn't think --

Audience Member 2: The snake is a very negative idea. I dOn't understand why He picked the snake.

Rabbi David FOhrman: By the way, One other thing, just as a segue back, because I really dO want tO get back tO what I was talking abOut. An interesting segue back tO the cOnnections between Amalek and this manna stOry in the desert, is alsO the serpent.

When yOu think abOut the serpent, is there anything abOut the serpent that reminds yOu Of Amalek? First Of all, it brings yOu back tO the Garden of Eden, which we argued is the sOurce of Amalek. Remember, Haman, "hamin ha'eitz"? Right? Haman cOming frOm -- the energy Of Amalek is really the energy Of, "Why can't yOu eat frOm that tree after all?" This is the -- give intO the illusion that yOu're cOntrOlling everything. That's true.

What else abOut snakes remind yOu abOut Amalek? Think abOut where Amalek attacks. Audience Member 1: Oh, in the fOOt. In the (inaudible) rear, thOse that are in the bOttOm. Rabbi David FOhrman: What's the language in the TOrah?
Audience Member 1: It's the heel, the heel. Rabbi David FOhrman: NOt the heel.
Audience Member 1: But, isn't that the curse they will always bite yOu -- Audience Member 2: "KOl hannechashalim acharecha -- "
Rabbi David FOhrman: Yeah. SO, that's right. There yOu go. That's it right there. " -- kOl hannechashalim acharecha -- " HOw dO yOu spell "nechashalim"?

Audience Member 1: Like nachash.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Nun-chet-shin, right there; nachash in the middle of them. AlsO, what's the wOrd? " -- vayezanneiv becha kOl hannechashalim acharecha -- " What --

Audience Members: (InterpOsing.)

Rabbi David FOhrman: NO. Zanav is what? A tail. What is a snake? A snake is all tail. A snake is the only animal that's all tail. " -- vayezanneiv becha kOl hannechashalim acharecha -- " The verb that's used tO describe the attack is they tailed after yOu; like a snake. They caught nechashalim frOm -- play Off Of

nachash. It's almOst as if -- what is the snake? The snake is the serpent.

Again, it sOrt Of brings yOu back tO the Garden of Eden; with the serpent being the tempter. SO it's saying, "YOu really can't eat frOm that last tree? This is the temptation, which is the Amalek temptation. Right? The snake is the one whO says, "hamin"; sOrry, he dOesn't say " -- hamin ha'eitz -- ", but the snake is the one whO says, "why can't we eat frOm that last tree?"

There's sOmething "Amalek-like" abOut it, and it seems tO be expressing itself here. The idea seems tO be that, when yOu give in tO the temptations Of getting rid Of the manna in one way Or the other, not dealing with the manna prOperly, then yOu meet up with either Amalek Or snake; which is just twO sides Of the same cOin, sOrt Of going back tO Eden.

YOu meet up with Amalek; Or, if yOu dOn't meet up with Amalek, yOu're going tO meet up with snakes that bite. Snakes that bite are just another version of Amalek. Because Amalek was a snake that bit. The snake that caught up with yOu frOm behind. BOth, at sOme level, perhaps, are expressions Of the primal snake, which is whO yOu met with, when yOu were thinking that maybe yOu'd have that last tree after all. Okay?

ThOse are sOme thOughts. NOw we're getting back tO the question of what the five stOries have tO dO with each Other? YOu were wOndering if we wOuld ever get back tO that.

SO let's get back tO the five stOries. This is the one I dOn't really know if I have an answer tO; but, let's try. Here are the five stOries.

Interestingly enough, if we go back tO the encOunter against Amalek in ShemOt, sO -- the stOry Of the manna. The stOry Of the manna was -- sO this is a theory. This might be a little of a stretch, I dOn't know, but here's a thOught. I'm just trying this Out. It's just a thOught.

If yOu think abOut the stOry Of the manna. The stOry Of the manna was -- back in ShemOt, was really -- was a stOry Of what? The Jews needed tO keep the laws Of the manna, which wOuld be -- essentially it was their way Of expressing faith in GOd that, I was going tO get this manna; and I was going tO be able tO trust that I was going tO get this manna.

TherefOre, it's not really cOincidental that, in the war against Amalek, which happens afterwards, that the jOb Of JOshua [sic] and Hur was tO keep MOses' hands, what?

Audience Member: Upraised.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Upraised. What's the wOrd? " -- vayehi yadav emuna ad bO hasshamesh." Right? The wOrd emuna means "steadfast." That's not just any Old wOrd. It's not just any Old wOrd. What the Jews were required tO dO was tO believe abOut GOd that GOd was steadfast fOr them. YOu even had the wOrd -- dOn't yOu have the wOrd "emuna" earlier? SO yOu have it here, tOO.

If yOu lOOk at MOses' failure with hitting the rOck, this is his failure. " -- ya'an lO he'emantem bi lehakdisheini -- " the failure tO have emuna, Or steadfastness. That failure, and AarOn dies because of that. I wOnder if it's cOnnected tO these stOries. Anyway, keep On reading a little bit mOre.

YOu get tO the next stOry Of EdOm. This encOunter with EdOm is a very interesting encOunter, in light Of everything we've seen befOre. Because, Our central argument that we've been making these past bunch Of weeks, has been that Amalek is that part Of EdOm, which will not recOncile with Klal Yisrael; which can never recOncile with Klal Yisrael.

But, central tO Our thesis has been the idea that Amalek is not really EdOm. Amalek are EdOm pretenders. They're related tO EdOm, but EdOm themselves dOn't even really see Amalek as part Of them. Amalek is the dispOssessed child Of EdOm.

Remember, Eliphaz has five children. One of thOse five children is not Amalek. Amalek is the child Of the pilegesh (cOncubine), whO's left Out; whO's not really seen as One of Eliphaz' children. Yet, Amalek wants tO "Out-EdOm", EdOm. TO be -- tO prOve himself the real child Of EdOm. EdOm is the one whO gave in, and recOnciled.

We will never recOncile. We will be the memOry carriers. We will remember the feud. TherefOre, all Of Amalek's attacks against Israel are saturated with the language of the original first twO stOries Of Esau, which they will never ever -- the encOunter between JacOb and Esau, which they will never fOrget.

That was Our central thesis. Walking with this in mind, it will be interesting tO see, what happens when the Jews encOunter, not Amalek, but EdOm? What happens when they encOunter real EdOm? DO yOu understand? That's what happens right here in Parshat ChukOt. It's the Jews, not encOuntering Amalek, but encOuntering EdOm.

Interestingly enough, they encOunter Amalek right -- well, no they dOn't. Let's not get intO that. But they sOrt Of, kind Of, encOunter Amalek right after that. If we're right abOut the fiery serpents. In other wOrds, even if the fiery serpents are an Amalek replacement, as it were, it's interesting that the Amalek replacement shOws up right after an encOunter with EdOm. Right?

Let's lOOk what happens with EdOm. "Vayishlach MOshe malachim mikKadeish el Melech EdOm;" Okay. MOses sends messengers frOm "Kadeish el Melech EdOm;". NOw let's just lOOk at these wOrds carefully fOr One mOment. Yes, we'll get tO that in a mOment.

Well, let's read it a little -- Okay. " -- kO amar achicha Yisrael -- " thus says yOur brOther Israel. NOtice that wOrd "achicha", "achicha" is meant tO dO what? In other wOrds, this isn't just an encOunter between twO, any Old nations. Right up frOnt, we understand, that this is JacOb and Esau. The reasOn why we are achim (brOthers), is because JacOb was --

Israel was the ach (brOther) Of Esau; and yOu are Esau. MOses is very up frOnt, which makes yOu wOnder. "Okay. What's going on? This is JacOb and Esau."

Listen tO this language and let's play Our favOrite game, 'where have we heard these wOrds befOre'? "Vayishlach MOshe malachim miKadeish el Melech EdOm;" reminds yOu Of what Other wOrds in the TOrah?

Audience Member: JacOb sending malachim tO Esau his brOther.

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's right. WhO else sent malachim (messengers Or angels) tO Esau? It was JacOb. And it was the exact same wOrds. But there -- what?

Audience Member: But here it says Israel and not JacOb.

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's true. "Vayishlach Ya'akOv malachim lefanav el Eisav achiv; artza Sei'ir, eretz EdOm." What's that?

Audience Member: "KO amar", he says.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes. " -- kO amar -- " alsO. SO, no. There, there's "kO amar"? Audience Member: Yeah.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Yeah. I think it is. Right? " -- kO amar -- " What is " -- kO amar achicha Ya'akOv
-- " it is, right? We go back tO the original stOry. Let's just call that up On our screen fOr a quick secOnd.
-- beginning of Vayishlach. What Chapter is that? Audience Member: The eighth. PrObably abOut the eighth. Rabbi David FOhrman: Where is it? Lamed-Bet?
Audience Member: "KatOnti mikOl -- "

Rabbi David FOhrman: Lamed-Bet. Here's Lamed-Bet. Okay. Here we go. Yes, there it is. Okay. Here's the original encOunter. "Vayishlach Ya'akOv malachim lefanav el Eisav achiv;" sOunds very similar. " -- artza Sei'ir, eretz EdOm. Vayetzav Otam leimOr, kO tOmrun ladOni le'Esav; kO amar -- " there's the "kO amar". KO amar achicha --

Audience Member: "Avdecha."

Rabbi David FOhrman: " -- avdecha -- " here " -- kO amar avdecha Ya'akOv -- " right? A sOrt Of subservient tOne. Thus says yOur servant JacOb, " -- im Lavan garti va'eichar ad ata." Let's read this. " -- im Lavan garti va'eichar ad ata." I've been with Laban fOr a while, and that's why it tOOk me sO lOng tO get here.

"Vayehi li shOr vachamOr, tzOn ve'eved veshifchah; va'eshlechah lehagid ladOni, limtza chein be'einecha."

I have all Of this stuff, and I have given yOu this sO that I find favOr in yOur eyes. "Vayashuvu hammalachim el Ya'akOv, leimOr; banu el achicha, el Eisav -- "

Audience Member 4: Wasn't he punished fOr that? HOw far he shOuldn't get it (inaudible) JacOb? That was his punishment that (inaudible) --

Rabbi David FOhrman: All right. Let me -- maybe. "Vayashuvu hammalachim el Ya'akOv, leimOr; banu el achicha, el Eisav vegam hOleich likratcha -- " We've cOme tO Esau. We gave him the message. But, he's cOming tO greet yOu with 400 men.

What happens is, the initial exchange between JacOb and Esau goes badly. What happens is, JacOb tries tO appease Esau, and it dOesn't really wOrk. He says, "I'm giving yOu these things tO find favOr in yOur eyes." But, he's cOming out tO greet yOu with 400 men.

At that pOint JacOb becOmes very nervOus, and he splits everyOne up, and he prays tO GOd. He goes -- and then, he sends Out these other gifts; which are much mOre extensive. "Vayitein beyad...eider, eider levadO;" right? " -- verevach tasim bein eider le'eider." He gives these gifts; and finally, that wOrks. And there's kind Of a recOnciliation.

NOw let's go back tO Our Other stOry here; in Bamidbar. "Vayishlach MOshe malachim miKadeish el Melech EdOm; kO amar achicha Yisrael," very similar. Okay? And what's the first thing that JacOb had said tO Esau? " -- im Lavan garti va'eichar ad ata." I've been with Laban, and it tOOk me awhile.

NOw, " -- ata yadata, eit kOl hatela'ah asher matza'atnu. Vayeridu avOseinu Mitzraimah," yOu know all Of the travail that we have encOuntered. And Our fOrefathers went dOwn tO Egypt. What's he saying? He's explaining why it's taken sO lOng tO have this encOunter. Because, guess where we've been fOr 400 years? We've been in Mitzrayim (Egypt), and yOu know abOut everything that happened tO us in Egypt.

NOw, Egypt and Laban, anyOne? Remember that? GOing back tO Our POwerPOint; Israel, the man; Israel, the family; Israel, the nation. We go back here sO, where is it? Maybe it's this -- right?

JacOb's life. The lives Of his children. After betraying brOther and deceiving father, JacOb goes dOwn tO exile in Laban's hOuse. After betraying brOther and deceiving the father, the children go dOwn tO exile in Pharaoh's hOuse. YOu wOrked hard there. They wOrk hard there. He leaves with great wealth. They leave with great wealth. Laban runs after him and catches up. Pharaoh runs after them and catches up.
But GOd saves him; but GOd saves them. JacOb crOsses a river. They crOss the sea. Remember all this?

Laban is what? Laban is Pharaoh. Laban in the micrOcOsm, becOmes Pharaoh in the macrOcOsm; fOr his children. It's very interesting that Over here, just like JacOb had said, "It tOOk me a while tO get tO yOu, Esau. I have been with Laban. SO MOses, in recOgnition of the fact that, all that happened was that we played this Out. At the national level he says, "It tOOk us a while tO get tO yOu. We've been 400 years in Egypt."

"Ata yadata, eit kOl hatela'ah asher matzanu." NOw, there's another interesting wOrd here, which is this. YOu know, "eit kOl hatela'ah asher matza'atnu. That's a very impOrtant wOrd. Why is that a very impOrtant wOrd? Because, if yOu remember the terrible stOries Of JacOb and Esau they are filled with the wOrd matza. The wOrd matza is One of thOse kind Of nasty wOrds that pairs with "hakeir." "Hakeir na -- " and "zOt matzanu; hakeir na -- "; and it goes back tO the very beginning.

The very first One -- it's all the goats and cOats stOries. The very beginning of the goats and cOats stOries is JacOb and Esau with the deception. With the deception, the very first matza is, " -- mah zeh micharta limtzO beni;" right? HOw cOme yOu fOund the fOOd sO quickly? TO which JacOb replied, 'Oh, GOd just shOwed up.' Then "VelO hikirO," he didn't recOgnize him.

Then, in repayment fOr that, there's mechirat YOsef (the sale of JOsef); which is "ZOt matzanu; hakeir na
-- ". Then they go dOwn intO Egypt. They go intO -- sO, " -- ata yadata, eit kOl hatela'ah asher matza'atnu." ThrOugh what? ThrOugh the sale of JOsef. The sale of JOsef catapults the family intO Egypt. It all started with "ZOt matzanu; hakeir na -- ".

MOses with a wink and a nod, "yOu know 'kOl hatela'ah asher matza'atnu'." YOu know everything that happened tO us; that fOund us; that caught up with us. It really is what caught up with us. The actions Of JacOb caught up with him; and led tO 400 years in Egypt. This is what JacOb is saying tO Esau.

In a certain way, all Of this is the fruit Of the original deception by JacOb Of Esau. WhO is MOses talking tO? MOses is talking tO Esau. In a certain way, what MOses is saying, withOut really saying it is, that, 'I understand yOu're mad at us. But, lOOk what happened tO us. It's taken us 400 years tO get tO yOu. DO yOu know why?'

Because this has all caught up with yOu. ThOse actions Of lOng ago have had repurcussions. ThOse repurcussions have led us intO Egypt fOr 400 years. YOu know all Of that.
"Vayeirdu avOseinu Mitzraimah, vaneishev beMitzrai'im yamim rabim; vayarei'u lanu Mitzrai'im vela'avOseinu. Vanitzak el Hashem vayishma kOleinu -- ", now " -- vayishlach malach vayOtzi'einu mimMitzrai'im;" what's strange abOut this?

What's strange abOut this is, what dO we say at the PassOver seder all the time? "LO al yedei malach. LO al yedei seraph." That when GOd tOOk us Out Of Egypt, he tOOk us Out Of Egypt not with a malach (an angel). All Of a sudden, MOses cOmes in and says, 'And GOd sent an angel that tOOk us Out Of Egypt.' What's the deal with that?

NOw here's the prOblem. Let's go tO the stOry Of yetziat Mitzrai'im (the ExOdus frOm Egypt). As we understOOd the ExOdus frOm Egypt, specifically with kOrban Pesach (the PassOver sacrifice), as we came Out, what did we get thrOugh the PassOver sacrifice? We became what? " -- beni bechOri Yisrael." We became GOd's firstbOrn.

HOw's Esau going tO lOOk at that? Esau's not going tO be very happy with that. That's going tO be the reasOn, right? SO notice, " -- vayishlach malach vayOtzi'einu mimMitzrai'im;" seems tO be an attempt tO dO what? TO play dOwn what actually happened as we left Egypt.

He's very up-frOnt with the fact that it tOOk a very lOng time. We were in Egypt. Because that's sOrt Of punishment fOr what happened. That's just JacOb's past catching up with him. But hOw we got Out, " -- beni bechOri Yisrael." Let's not go there. " -- vayishlach malach vayOtzi'einu mimMitzrai'im;" we got Out Of there.

Audience Member 1: Can't yOu say that the -- what yOu mentioned befOre in terms Of mentioning beni Yisrael? The whOle idea of the angel cOming tO fight with JacOb, and he wOn. YOu know we've got these angels frOm Hashem that can help us Out a little bit. YOu better be goOd tO us.

Rabbi David FOhrman: COuld be.

Audience Member 2: AlsO it cOuld be shOwing that the angel was an angel just fOr the FirstbOrn. Like the angel Of Hashem (inaudible). But I like that --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. All right. MOving on. " -- vehinei anachnu veKadeish," we're really Out Of time, sO I just want tO finish this very quickly. " -- vehinei anachnu veKadeish, ir ketzei gevulecha." We're right near yOu. "Na'ehbru na ve'artzecha," let us go thrOugh yOur land. "LO na'avOr besadeh uvekerem, velO nishteh mei be'er;" we will -- (Let us go thrOugh yOur land) we will not go gathering in yOur fields. We will not drink water. We will just go straight. "LO nitteh yamin usmOl, ad asher na'avOr gevulecha." All we want is right Of passage. DOn't wOrry. We're not going tO take any fOOd.

LOOk at EdOm's respOnse. "VayOmer eilav EdOm, lO ta'avOr bi; pen bacherev eitzei likratecha." First Of all, there's the cherev (swOrd). Remember "swOrd" fOr Esau. SwOrd is what he gets frOm his blessing, "Ve'al charbecha tichyeh,". SO he says, "I'm going tO cOme out with my swOrd tO greet yOu. NOtice that, just like the first encOunter with EdOm dOesn't go well with JacOb, right? EdOm rejected the first encOunter. Only recOnciled with the secOnd. The first encOunter dOes not go well here, either. There is -- just as Esau was willing tO cOme with 400 men, " -- bacherev eitzei likratecha." SO it happens On the national level alsO.

NOtice sOmething else. Why is it dO yOu think, that 2.1 million people are going tO make several days' jOurney thrOugh Eretz EdOm (the Land [COuntry] Of EdOm), and they're not going tO be eating anything and they're not going tO be drinking anything? Because they have the manna. StOp. HOw is EdOm going tO react tO that?

Audience Member: NOt happy.

Rabbi David FOhrman: NOt happy. Because what is the manna? The manna is the blessings. "Mital hashamayim -- " the blessings that EdOm thinks he (himself) shOuld get. That was a mistake. By saying
-- yOu cOver yOur tracks a little bit by saying an angel tOOk us Out Of Egypt. But when yOu start saying

hOw we're millions Of people and yOu say, "DOn't wOrry, we dOn't need anything; we're fine."

Why dOn't yOu need anything? YOu dOn't need anything because yOu have the manna. Why dO yOu have the manna? Right? SO at that pOint, the same way Our blessing was the manna, what was his blessing? "Ve'al charbecha tichyeh,". SO EdOm says, yOu're invOking yOur blessing, the manna; I'll invOke my blessing, "Ve'al charbecha tichyeh," the swOrd. The manna is prOvOcative.

NOw lOOk what happens in rOund twO. MOses dOesn't give up. ROund twO. "VayOm'ru eilav benei Yisrael -- " the Jews say, " -- bamesillah na'aleh, ve'im meimecha nishteh, ani umiknai, venatati michram;" Oh, fOrget the manna. We'll buy fOOd. We'll buy fOOd, takeout. We're eating takeout. DOn't wOrry. What dO I mean, manna? We'll buy fOOd. We'll buy water. We dOn't have a be'er (well). We dOn't have manna. We'll buy fOOd. Right?

NOtice, " -- venatati michram;" "michram" reminds yOu Of what? We're willing tO pay fOr fOOd. JacOb- Esau One. Again, remember, JacOb requires Esau tO pay fOr fOOd; when Esau really needs it. NOw, JacOb repays Esau by saying, "we'll buy fOOd frOm yOu, when we dOn't really need it. It's an attempt -- and, "
-- venatati michram;" Of cOurse, reminds yOu Of, " -- michrah chayOm et-bechOrat'cha li." The transaction over there of selling the FirstbOrn-right. It's like, Oh, all right, we'll buy fOOd. "Rak ein davar, beraglai eh'evOrah." Just let us go, and we'll buy the fOOd frOm yOu.

Audience Member: Why dOes benei Yisrael get invOlved now, instead Of MOses? Rabbi David FOhrman: GOOd question. DOn't know the answer tO that.
"VayOmer, lO ta'avOr;" and at that pOint they -- now what's interesting is, they still wOn't let them go past. There is no recOnciliation at this pOint. But, " -- vayeitzei EdOm likratO ba'am kaveid uveyad chazakah." What dOes this remind yOu Of? 'Am kaveid ubeyad chazakah.' These wOrds kaveid and chazak?

Audience Member 1: The hands Of MOses were kaveid and -- Audience Member 2: -- Egypt.
Rabbi David FOhrman: It's Egypt. "Yad chazakah" (literally, "strOng hand"). When's the last time we had "yad chazakah"? Egypt. And what did GOd dO with "yad chazakah"? He tOOk us Out Of Egypt. What did MOses try tO pass Off On EdOm happened? 'Al yedei malach' (by means Of an angel). What's EdOm saying? EdOm's cOming out tO yOu with "yad chazakah". What are they saying?

They're saying, "We know what really happened in Egypt. DOn't try tO pull the wOOl Over Our eyes. It wasn't an angel. It was GOd 'beyad chazakah'. Because GOd said, yOu're the FirstbOrn. That's why yOu have the manna. YOu can't pull the wOOl Over Our eyes. TherefOre, if yOu insist On cOming out tO us, we will cOme out with the swOrd, with "yad chazakah" because the wOunds are still very raw."

But, the Jews avOid EdOm; and they leave. "Vayema'ein EdOm netOn et-Yisrael, avOr bigvulO;" right? EdOm then dOes not allOw the Jews tO go. " -- vayeit -- " what?

Audience Member: Reminds yOu Of 'vayema'ein', with JOsef.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yeah, it dOes remind yOu Of 'vayema'ein', with JOsef. Yes, it dOes. " -- vayeit Yisrael mei'alav. And the Jews turn away. SO it reminds yOu Of the ma'eins Of JOsef and JacOb. I dOn't know what it means, but it dOes remind yOu Of that. Then, the Jews turn away.

What's interesting, what I want tO argue is, I'm Out Of time. But -- Okay. SO now remember -- sO then they go. AarOn dies. The next thing that happens is they encOunter the Cana'ani Melech (King) Of Arad. NOw, remember hOw -- the stOry after that, we said is really Amalek, except it's the snakes instead Of Amalek? Right? Remember after that?

Let's lOOk at this stOry. "Vayishma haCana'ani Melech Arad yOsheiv hanegev," now I want tO shOw yOu a fascinating Rashi. "'YOsheiv hanegev,' zeh Amalek." Rashi says that, this king was actually Amalek.
When the Cana'ani attacked it wasn't the Cana'ani. It was actually Amalek. They were just dressed up as the Cana'ani. Because they came frOm the negev (desert) and Amalek lives in the desert. It was really, actually Amalek. What happens accOrding tO Rashi, it is Amalek attacking them. " -- ki ba Yisrael derech ha'atarim; vayillachem beYisrael, vayishb mimmennu shevi. Vayidar Yisrael neder laShem," by the way 'vayidar neder' reminds yOu Of what play On wOrds with Amalek?

" -- milchama laShem ba'Amalek midOr dOr." 'Vayidar neder' it seems tO me, we have a play On wOrds there.

"VayOmar; im natOn titein et ha'am hazeh beyadi, vehacharamti etareihem." NOw, lOOk at the -- lOOk at this Rashi. It'll blOw yOur mind. "Shene'emar, 'Amalek yOsheiv be'eretz hanegev veshineh et lashOno." Why didn't it just say that Amalek attacked? Why dOes it say, "the Cana'ani, King of Arad"? "Shinah et lashOno", they changed their vOices.

They changed their language. " -- ledabeir belashOn Cana'an," tO try tO talk in Cana'ani language; sO that they wOuldn't know they were Amalek. " -- kedei sheyehiyu Yisrael mitpallelim lehaKadOsh Baruch Hu leteit Cana'anim beyadam -- " sO the Jews wOuld mistakenly pray tO GOd tO get the Can'anim, tO save them frOm Cana'anim. But it wOuldn't really wOrk, because they aren't Cana'anim, they're really Amalekim. They're dressed up. "Veheim einam Cana'anim".

HOw did the Jews figure it Out? "Ra'u Yisrael levusheihem kelevushei Amalekim -- " the Jews saw that they were dressed up like Amalekim, but their vOices were the vOices Of Cana'an. What dOes this -- it's "hakOl kOl Ya'akOv, vehayadayim yedei Eisav." What happens is Amalek is remembering the deception, and is cOming tO yOu and saying, "yOu came and deceived father by keeping yOur vOice and changing yOur clOthes? We'll dO yOu One better. We'll keep the clOthes and change the vOice. And what will we dO then? We will deceive whOm? Father in Heaven.

YOu will pray abOut the wrOng persOn. And Father will not get it right. And yOu will be destrOyed, and we will win. This is their attempt tO deceive Father, On the national level. Father is not Isaac anymOre. WhO is Father? Father is GOd. This is the attempt tO deceive GOd, and we're going tO get the blessings because we are really Amalek.

What's happening? Amalek again says, "We are the real Esau." We remember the deception. YOu just encOuntered Esau, and what did they dO? They let yOu go.

We are the child Of Eliphaz. What was Eliphaz' mission? Wipe out JacOb at any cOst. JacOb deceived Eliphaz and got Eliphaz tO go back with a little bit Of mOney. But we are the dispOssessed child Of Eliphaz, whO is Out there tO prOve that we are the real child Of Eliphaz. We will kill yOu at any cOst. We are EdOm. EdOm was a wimp. EdOm let yOu go. EdOm remembered; but yOu recOnciled with EdOm.
They let yOu Off. There's a cOld peace between yOu and EdOm. But there's no cOld peace with us.

We remember; and we'll dO yOu One better. We'll replay the deception stOry, and we'll get the blessing; and we'll attack.

TherefOre, it's no cOincidence in Amalek attacking and immediately after this, the nachash attacks. It's right arOund the Jews failure tO appreciate the manna. The vulnerability Of the Jews is there. They're not appreciating the manna. It's the same vulnerability that gets them with the first attack Of Amalek. Amalek is there because EdOm has not dOne what EdOm needs tO dO in the eyes Of Amalek. SO --

Audience Member: LOOk at this, mirma and mirma.

Rabbi David FOhrman: "VayOmer, ba achicha bemirmah;" Oh, very interesting. " -- vayikach birchatecha. Okay, guys. We're out Of time. We'll leave yOu there.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. Well, in the past weeks -- we're cOntinuing now with the theme of hOw One battles Amalek? What I want tO fOcus On now is the fact that histOrically there were, sOrt Of, twO majOr tribes -- well, let me put it tO yOu this way. If yOu lOOk at the great battles against Amalek, which are enumerated in Tana"ch, the majOr battles against Amalek, yOu find that the first One is lead by JOshua. JOshua is the general in the war against Amalek that takes place in Parshat Beshalach and later On, in the times Of Saul. YOu have Saul leading the war against Amalek and then the next iteration of Amalek is in the Megillah (the BOOk Of Esther) where yOu have MOrdecai and Esther.

What's interesting abOut this is if yOu lOOk at the shevatim (tribes) Of these people, MOrdecai and Esther and Saul are, first Of all, directly related and they are bOth frOm the tribe of Benjamin. JOshua is frOm the tribe of Ephraim. The question is, is that significant at all? Is it significant that later On it's the twO scions Of Benjamin that lead the war? DOes it make a difference?

There is sOme indication that it makes a difference. If yOu lOOk at -- let me see if I can pull it up On the screen fOr yOu -- but if yOu lOOk at the language in the BOOk Of Samuel Of Saul's battle against Amalek. Let me find it fOr yOu. First Of all Ephraim and Benjamin are bOth frOm Rachel's side of the family. Right, Ephraim is frOm JOsef and Benjamin is frOm Benjamin, right?

Audience Member: Did she (inaudible) tO Leah? Did she give (inaudible) tO redemption? Rabbi David FOhrman: Maybe, but hOld On a minute. Well, she deceived alsO, but -- Audience Member: Yeah.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. Where are we here, Perek Yud-Beis Or sO? Did I Open that? Here we go. FOr example, if yOu lOOk at the culmination of Saul's war against Amalek Over here, as yOu know, Saul fails tO kill Agag and Samuel feels it is necessary tO kill him himself. When he dOes, yOu have this scene --

Audience Member: What chapter are yOu in?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Where is this? This is Chapter 15 in The BOOk Of Samuel I. "VayisOv Shmuel lalechet vayachazak bekenaf me'ilO vayikara" Samuel is leaving and One of the twO, Samuel Or Saul, grabs hOld Of the other's clOak and it rips. "VayOmer eilav Shmuel kara Hashem entire mamlachut Yisrael mei'alecha hayOm unitanah lerei'acha hatOv mimeka" GOd has tOrn away the kingship Of Israel frOm yOu tOday, Samuel says tO Saul, and given it tO yOur cOlleague whO is greater than yOu. "Vegam netzach Yisrael lO yishaker velO yinachem, ki lO adam hu lehinachem" and the ROck Of Israel, i.e. GOd, wOn't change his mind, because he is not a man that changes his mind.

"VayOmer chatati atah kabedeini na neged ziknei ami veneged Yisrael veshuv imi vehishtachaveiti leHashem ElOkecha" he says I sinned, cOme with me, go back and let's bOw tOgether befOre GOd. "Vayashav Shmuel acharei Shaul vayishtachu Shaul leHashem" Samuel fOllOws Saul, they bOth bOw befOre GOd. "VayOmer Shmuel hagishu eilai et Agag melech Amalek, vayelech eilav Agag ma'adanot,
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vayOmer Agag achein sar mar hamaves", he brings the king of the Amalekites, Agag and Samuel is going tO kill him.

NOw here is the language that he uses. "VayOmer Shmuel ka'asher shikla nashim charbecha kein tishkal minashim imecha, vayishasef Shmuel et Agag lifnei Hashem baGilgal." This is an interesting phrase over here; "ka'asher shikla nashim charbecha kein tishkal minashim imecha", we talked abOut this Once way back. What dOes it mean? "Ka'asher shikla nashim charbecha" as yOur swOrd has made wOmen bereft Of children in the past, "kein tishkal minashim imecha" now yOur mOther is going tO becOme bereft as well Of a child, right, because I am going tO kill yOu and he kills him.

NOw it turns Out, I believe that Samuel is alluding tO sOmething with this verse. What dOes this remind yOu Of? Where else in the chapter dO we have "ka'asher" hOOked up with twO shakals? Right, shikla, kein tishkal?

Audience Member: "Ka'asher shakOlti shakalti"?

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's right, "ka'asher shakOlti shakalti", these are wOrds that -- it's the only Other time in the TOrah that yOu have ka'asher with shakal twice. That verse is a verse that whO speaks?
Basically, this is a verse that JacOb speaks. JacOb says these wOrds and he says them abOut Benjamin, interestingly enough. Saul, Of cOurse, is frOm Benjamin. What dOes he say? Remember, Judah says -- JacOb dOesn't want tO allOw Benjamin tO go dOwn tO JOsef. Judah finally cOnvinces him tO let Benjamin go with him and Judah says I will take charge of him. When he dOes, he says -- JacOb recOnciles himself tO the pOssibility Of lOsing Benjamin with the wOrds "ka'asher shakOlti shakalti" and if I am made bereft Of him, sO I may be bereft; if I lOse him, I lOse him. Why dO yOu think Samuel wOuld be quOting thOse wOrds here?

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. In other wOrds, the idea is that, whO is Samuel talking tO when he says "ka'asher" -- thank yOu very much -- "ka'asher shikla nashim charbecha kein tishkal minashim imecha"? In the p'shat he is talking tO Agag, but there is a secOndary level Of meaning that he's talking tO the other persOn standing there whO is Saul. What he is telling Saul is, there was Once a time when Benjamin was threatened with lOss and it didn't happen. At the last mOment, it turned arOund. It's when JacOb said "ka'asher shakOlti shakalti" and if I lOse him, I lOse him. But this time Benjamin will be lOst; yOu are Benjamin and yOu are going tO be lOst.

This is the kingdOm going dOwn the tubes. He is quOting thOse wOrds Of JacOb recOnciling himself tO the lOss Of Benjamin, because this is the lOss Of Benjamin. In other wOrds, it's like in the war against Amalek it is dO Or die. It's One or the other; (inaudible). Either Amalek is destrOyed, Or, sO tO speak, Benjamin is destrOyed fOr failure tO destrOy Amalek. That is what happens here, the kingship Of Benjamin is destrOyed.

Why dO I bring this up right now? I bring this up, because it seems like Saul's tribe matters. There is
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sOmething abOut Benjamin that is destined tO dO battle against Amalek and it's not a cOincidence that there is a ROund 2 Over here as we talked abOut befOre. As we talked abOut befOre, maybe a year Or sO ago, these wOrds alsO have an echO. When Samuel says tO Saul "kara Hashem entire mamlachut Yisrael mei'alecha hayOm unitanah lerei'acha hatOv mimeka" GOd has tOrn away the kingship Of Israel tOday and given it tO yOur cOlleague whO is greater than yOu. We hear thOse wOrds another time in Tana"ch and it is in the bOOk Of Esther. Where dO we hear thOse wOrds; "kara Hashem entire mamlachut Yisrael mei'alecha hayOm unitanah lerei'acha hatOv mimeka" the kingship is given tO a cOlleague greater than yOu?

Actually, strangely, Haman, disguised as Memuchan is the one whO says these wOrds tO Ahasuerus plOtting tO get rid Of Vashti. He says let's get rid Of Vashti "umalchuta yitein hamelech lire'uta hatOvah mimena" and let's give her queenship tO her cOlleague that is greater than she. The Midrash picks up On this and the Midrash says why is Haman quOting frOm the wOrds Of Samuel? The Midrash says that there is a certain pOetic justice here. The Midrash says that anybOdy whO says that GOd dOesn't give secOnd chances dOesn't know what he is talking abOut, because these are the same wOrds that GOd tOOk with finality the kingship Of Saul -- he is giving them back tO Saul's descendents tO finish the jOb.

Why did Saul lOse the kingship? Because of the failure tO kill Agag and because of that Agag has another child and because of that Amalek lives tO fight another day. Because of that there is Purim and then that child Of Agag, Haman, will ultimately use thOse same wOrds tO get rid Of Vashti and whO was the cOlleague greater than she? It's Esther whO cOmes in tO finish the jOb against Amalek and it means that Esther has a secOnd chance tO dO battle and tO succeed where Saul failed, which is why, Of cOurse, Esther and MOrdecai take great care not tO take the shalal, not tO take the bOOty Of the people that they -- right? That was why Saul failed in this war.

There is sOmething abOut Benjamin here that is, sOrt Of, destined tO fight Amalek. I wOnder if there is sOmething abOut Ephraim as well, abOut Saul that is destined tO fight Amalek. YOu hear it even -- let's actually think abOut that. I want tO fOcus tOday On Ephraim and later On we'll fOcus On Benjamin. Is there sOmething abOut Ephraim that is destined tO fight Amalek?

Let's go tO the stOry Of JOshua, where JOshua frOm Ephraim, is the one whO dOes battle against Amalek. I want yOu tO, again, read the text and listen fOr echOes. Here we have "vaya'as YehOshua ka'asher amar lO MOshe lehilacheim be'Amalek uMOshe, AharOn veChur alOO rOsh hagiv'ah". MOses, AarOn and Hur go up On tO the tOp Of the hill; "vehaya ka'asher yarim MOshe yadO vegavar Yisrael veka'asher yaniyach yadO vegavar Amalek". We talked abOut echOes Of the JacOb and Esau stOries. We talked abOut that twO weeks ago. TOday I want tO talk abOut a different set Of echOes in the stOry, because there is mOre than one echO in the stOry.

NOt Only dOes this stOry remind us Of JacOb and Esau stOries, it alsO reminds us a bit Of another stOry as well. YOu begin tO see it right Over here. "Viyedei MOshe kveidim" and the hands Of MOses were very heavy and he tOOk a rOck and he put it under himself and bOth AarOn and Hur went and "tamchu b'yadav mizeh echad umizeh echad, vayehi yadav emunah ad bO hashamesh". Okay. ThOse wOrds,

"viyedei MOshe kveidim", that shOuld, sOrt Of, remind yOu Of sOmething. It shOuld be itching at yOur funny bOne there.

Audience Member: (Inaudible) switch.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes, Okay. SO, slOw dOwn. The wOrds "viyedei MOshe kveidim", if yOu just, sOrt Of, dO this, sOrt Of, meditative thing where yOu just, kind Of, take everything out Of yOur mind and yOu just smell the incense and yOu are at the lOwest pOsition on the flOOr and yOu just, kind Of, clear yOur mind. YOu just meditate on these wOrds, "viyedei MOshe kveidim, viyedei MOshe kveidim" -- reminds yOu Of what Other phrase in the TOrah? What else was kveidim (heavy)?

Audience Member: (Inaudible)? Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. Maybe. Audience Member: (Inaudible)?
Rabbi David FOhrman: Yeah, sO where else were there bOdy parts Of another persOn that were kaveid (heavy), twO bOdy parts, just like MOses had twO hands that were heavy, twO bOdy parts that were heavy? Where else in the TOrah dO we have twO bOdy parts Of a persOn that were heavy? AnybOdy? Well, I will shOw yOu.

Audience Member: (Inaudible)? Rabbi David FOhrman: What? Audience Member: (Inaudible).
Rabbi David FOhrman: NO, twO bOdy parts that were feeling very heavy. I'll shOw yOu. Audience Member: (Inaudible).
Rabbi David FOhrman: What? (InterpOsing)
Rabbi David FOhrman: It's what?

Audience Member: (Inaudible) Of (inaudible), right?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Let's find it. It's not here quite yet. Here it is "v'einei Yisrael kavdu mizOkein", it's the eyes Of Israel that were heavy frOm being old. "LO yuchal lir'Ot vayagash Otam eilav vayishak lahem vayechabek lahem", and whO is cOming? At this mOment, whO --

Audience Member: The sOns Of JOsef.

Rabbi David FOhrman: The sOns Of JOsef and whO are the sOns Of JOsef? Ephraim and Manasseh. SO, now, this might just be cOincidental, but let's read just a little bit mOre in ShemOs (ExOdus). "Viyedei MOshe kveidim, vayikchu even" -- is there any -- let's just read the rest Of the pasuk. Is there anything else abOut this pasuk that is tO remind yOu Of JacOb's blessing?

Audience Member: (Inaudible) tO JacOb?

Rabbi David FOhrman: HOw is this going tO -- (InterpOsing)
Audience Member: -- is being transferred frOm One tO the other. Rabbi David FOhrman: That's interesting. "Vayasimu tachtav" -- Audience Member: It's almOst the same wOrds, (inaudible).
Rabbi David FOhrman: Same wOrds as what? Audience Member: In Vayeitzei.
Rabbi David FOhrman: In Vayeitzei, yeah, well, when he takes an even (stOne) and he places it beneath his head. "Vayeshev aleha veAharOn veChur tamchu b'yadav mizeh echad umizeh echad" AarOn and Hur hOld On tO his hands. But now lOOk at this wOrd, "yedei AharOn veChur tamchu b'yadav". Where else tO we have "tamchu b'yadav"? Where else dO we have sOmebOdy hOlding on desperately tO sOmeone else's hands?

Audience Member: JacOb tO Esau when he came out, JacOb grabbing Esau's ankles.

Rabbi David FOhrman: NO. True, but the language of tOmech (suppOrting); it is the same wOrd, tOmech. Audience Member: (Inaudible)?
Rabbi David FOhrman: What? Audience Member: (Inaudible)? Rabbi David FOhrman: NO.
Audience Member: When the three (inaudible) and (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: NO. It's actually in the same stOry Of JacOb blessing Ephraim and Manasseh. Where dO yOu have sOmebOdy desperately hOlding on tO sOmebOdy else's arm? JOsef hOlding on tO JacOb's arms trying tO get him tO switch the crOssed arms. Let's go back tO that stOry and read it and yOu'll actually see the cOnnection. I'm sOrry, Over here. "V'einei Yisrael kavdu mizOkein", there is the first reference; the eyes Of Israel are heavy just like the hands Of MOses are heavy. "LO yuchal lir'Ot, vayagash Otam eilav vayishak lahem vayechabek lahem. VayOmer Yisrael el YOsef ", then he goes and he is abOut tO bless them. He crOsses his arms -- by the way, when he crOsses his arms -- lOOk at this, "sikeil et yadav".

What dOes that remind yOu Of? "Ka'asher shakOlti shakalti", it's a play Off Of that. But anyway, "vayivarech et YOsef vayOmar, haElOkim asher hit'halchu avOtai lefanav Avraham veYitzchak haElOkim harO'eh Oti mei'Odi ad hayOm hazeh", he blesses them and JOsef sees this and is hOrrified. "Vayeira b'einav", there it is, "vayitmOch yad aviv", there it is. It's the same wOrds. Tamchu b'yadav, dO yOu get it? In the last stOry in ExOdus, AarOn and Hur are hOlding on tO the hands Of MOses and now, "vayitmOch yad aviv".

It sOunds like, that pasuk in ExOdus -- between the eyes Of JacOb kavdu mizOkein and the hOlding on tO the hands is -- is it cOincidental that that's happening? This is all abOut the blessing of Ephraim and whO is waging war? It's JOshua the scion of Ephraim is waging this war. It sOunds like there is sOmething abOut this war -- tO understand the success Of JOshua in the war against Amalek, dO we need tO understand JacOb's blessing of Ephraim. That is my question. I think the TOrah is saying yes, sO what I want tO dO is go back and examine mOre carefully the blessing of JacOb tO Ephraim and tO understand hOw that might match Or fit with the war that JOshua the scion of Ephraim is going tO prOsecute against Amalek, because it sOunds like the TOrah wants us tO lOOk there.

We're going tO read thrOugh the stOry and see what we find. Okay. Just, sOrt Of, in large -- Okay. Here is the beginning of the stOry. "Vayechi YaakOv beEretz Mitzrayim sh'va-esrei shanah, vayehi yemei YaakOv sh'nei chayav sheva shanim ve'arba'im ume'as shanah", Okay. SO here is JacOb; he has been living in Egypt now fOr 17 years. "Vayikrevu yemei Yisrael lamut" and then he is abOut tO die. "Vayikra l'bno leYOsef vayOmer lO im na matzti chein b'einecha sim na yadecha tachat yereichi ve'asita imadi chessed v'emet al na tikbereini b'Mitzrayim". All right. We will go thrOugh this in a mOment.

LOOk at the intrOduction tO this. JacOb has been here fOr 17 years. This is the final chapter in the stOry Of JOsef that we are abOut tO read. HOw did the stOry Of JOsef begin? DOes anyOne remember the very first verse in the stOry Of JOsef? "Vayeishev YaakOv b'eretz megurei aviv b'Eretz Canaan" and then hOw dOes it go? Then "YOsef ben Sheva-Esrei shanah", JOsef was 17 years Old when he was "rO'eh et echav batzOn". The stOry started when JOsef was 17. NOw JacOb is Egypt fOr 17 years, but let's think abOut the significance of thOse 17 years. What happened when he first got tO Egypt? Think JOsef, what happened when he first got tO Egypt?

Audience Member: JOsef Or JacOb?

Rabbi David FOhrman: When JacOb first got tO Egypt.

Audience Member: (Inaudible), he is happy fOr the first time.

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's true, he was happy fOr the first time in a lOng time, because he saw JOsef fOr the first time. Think abOut, frOm JacOb's perspective, JOsef has been wiped Out Of his life fOr many, many years; but then the mOment he arrives in Egypt and he sees JOsef -- and then what happens? He has JOsef fOr 17 years and now we get tO the end Of the stOry. It almOst sOunds like we are setting up -- fOr what? It's almOst like we are at the same pOint in time again, dO yOu know what I mean? JacOb with JOsef fOr 17 years and now here is the action. In EpisOde Number One the action was the selling of JOsef. In EpisOde Number TwO the action is what is abOut tO happen now.

The question that inquiring minds want tO know is there anything abOut what is abOut tO happen now which reminds us abOut what happened the last time? JacOb met JOsef 17 years ago -- JacOb was with JOsef fOr 17 years.

Audience Member: ShOwing favOritism. (InterpOsing)
Rabbi David FOhrman: That's right. SO One thing is, he is abOut tO shOw favOritism tO One child Over the Other just like that stOry again. It, sOrt Of, makes yOu wOnder, are we lOOking at another selling of JOsef? Let's keep this in the back Of Our minds. NOw, I alsO take yOu back tO -- the question is hOw might this be cOnnected tO the selling of JOsef, if it is? I want tO take yOu back, briefly, tO -- yOu know, we talked abOut JOsef at great length twO years ago. I dOn't know hOw much Of that yOu guys remember, but I want tO take yOu back -- I dOn't know if all Of yOu were here, but I want tO take yOu back tO One theory that I hOisted upOn yOu way back in the very beginning of Our discussions with JOsef.

That theory was -- we were wOndering why it might be that JacOb, whO suppOsedly lOves JOsef sO much
-- why was it that JacOb made this disastrOus mistake of sending JOsef Off intO the fields unguarded, tO Shechem Of all places, which is not a very wOnderful place. Murder and mayhem had taken place and was brOught tO yOu by Simeon and Levy. He sent him tO Shechem alOne and unguarded, immediately after becOming are of the brOthers' jealOusy fOr JOsef. "Vayikan'u bO echav ve'aviv shamar et hadavar", is the verse immediately preceding JacOb's decision tO send JOsef Off tO Shechem.

Audience Member: Well, yOu discussed that already and the reasOn was he was testing him are yOu lOyal (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: What we argued then was that it was a lOyalty test. He was testing JOsef tO see his lOyalty. That he was fearful that, in the wake of JOsef's secOnd dream, as tO whether Or not JOsef was a goOd bechOr (firstbOrn) Or a bad bechOr. In other wOrds, he is lOOking at JOsef as his firstbOrn; he is the first child Of Rachel and he thinks that Rachel is his main wife. On the one hand these dreams seem tO cOnfirm that GOd is viewing JOsef as the leader Of the family, but On the other hand the dreams are disturbing tOO and particularly the secOnd dream was disturbing.

The secOnd dream has -- what the first dream didn't have -- is, apparently, the father and mOther bOwing tO him. The idea of father and mOther bOwing tO yOu is not sOmething that makes yOu feel particularly goOd when yOu are lOOking at this child as the firstbOrn whO is going tO carry On yOur legacy. Because the idea of a firstbOrn whO is going tO carry On yOur legacy is tO carry On yOur legacy; it's not fOr him tO take that leadership pOsition and usurp it and have yOu bOwing tO him. SO the dream causes sOme cOnsternation, perhaps, fOr JacOb and maybe it's not a cOincidence, but immediately after this JacOb goes and tests him.

With this in mind, we suggested that this is why yOu hear all the akeida (the binding of Isaac) imagery in the stOry Of JacOb sending JOsef tO his brOthers. Things such as; "vayir'u OtO meirachOk" they see him frOm afar; it's the same language as the binding of Isaac. The binding of Isaac was a lOyalty test. This tOO was a lOyalty test. Okay. NOw with that in mind, if we lOOk at this stOry tOO, we find an interesting thing. The backgrOund fOr Vayechi -- what happened right befOre these wOrds in Vayechi?

JOsef has been very busily embarking on the task Of settling his brOthers intO Egypt and what happens is sOmething, kind Of, interesting. Here is what happens. The brOthers say tO Pharaoh, "lagur ba'aretz banu ki ein mir'eh latzOn asher la'avadecha ki kaveid hara'av b'Eretz Canaan ve'atah yeishvu na avadecha b'Eretz GOshen." We just want -- "lagur ba'aretz banu". "Lagur ba'aretz banu", means we are strangers in the land. We just want tO sOjOurn here. We want tO hang out here fOr a while, because there is not enough fOOd elsewhere. Lagur as we said in the past is a very tempOrary kind Of wOrd. It just means we are just visiting, like in MOnopOly. YOu know, yOu are not staying arOund fOr a while; yOu are just, sOrt Of, passing thrOugh.

Pharaoh graciously says "Eretz Mitzrayim lefanecha hu, b'meitav ha'aretz hOsheiv et avicha ve'et achecha, yeish'vu b'Eretz GOshen, ve'im yadata v'yesh bam anshei chayil v'samtam sarei mikneh al asher li".
SOmething here's what happens. The next thing that happens is JOsef brings JacOb tO Pharaoh and JacOb blesses Pharaoh. Pharaoh makes this small talk with JacOb and says, sO, hOw Old are yOu? JacOb answers, sOrt Of -- well, JacOb answers in a way that seems not sO nice, but (inaudible) answer.

"VayOmer YaakOv el Paraoh yemei shnei megurai shelOshim ume'at shanah, me'at vera'im hayu yemei shnei chayai, velO hisigu et yemei shnei chayei avOtai b'yemei megureihem." What is the wOrd that keeps On appearing over and Over again here? Megurei, right? He is very dOwn abOut this. He says the days -- and it's almOst like Pharaoh wOuldn't even understand what he is talking abOut. He says "the days Of the years Of my sOjOurning have been 130 years", "me'at vera'im" few and bad have been these years Of my life. "VelO hisigu et yemei shnei chayei avOtai" and my life has not even caught up tO the lives Of my fOrefathers, "yemei megureihem" and their lives Of sOjOurning. My sOjOurnings have been bad and they haven't even been as goOd as the lives Of my fathers and their sOjOurnings.

What is all this sOjOurning stuff? That really takes yOu back tO the very first wOrds in the stOry Of the selling of JOsef. "Vayeshev YaakOv b'eretz megurei aviv b'Eretz Canaan -- that's hOw the stOry begins. "Vayeshev YaakOv" and JacOb settled "b'eretz megurei aviv" in the land that his fOrefathers had Only been sOjOurning in "b'Eretz Canaan". What dOes that really mean? It means that JacOb at that pOint had, sOrt

Of, thOugh his life was Over. If yOu go back tO the way we understOOd thOse events, remember we have this theory, it's really Rav SOlOveitchik's theory, that JacOb thOught that the bris bein habesarim was going tO cOme thrOugh him. He thOught that he was the fabled fOurth generation whO was suppOsed tO cOme back tO Eretz Yisrael, "dOr revi'i yashuvu heina" the fOurth generation is going tO return here.

JOsef was the fOurth generation; that's why he was going tO leave Laban. He was going tO cOme back. He was going tO establish himself in the land. He was going tO dO what all Of his fOrefathers had failed tO dO. EverybOdy else had just been a ger (resident), but he was going tO be the one whO was going tO start building up the family in Israel and it was all going tO cOme thrOugh in his generation. That's "vaysheiv YaakOv b'eretz megurei aviv" JacOb settled in the land where everyOne else was Only a ger, right, "ger y'hiyeh zar'acha". NOw he is going tO settle dOwn and he is going tO make it happen, which Our Sages say, "bikeish YaakOv leisheiv beshalva", YaakOv thOught that he was going tO settle dOwn? "Kafatz alav rOgzO shel YOsef" the trOubles Of JOsef taught him Otherwise.

It's almOst as if it cOuld have wOrked except that JOsef brOught him dOwn tO Egypt and (inaudible). SO it's, sOrt Of, in recOgnition of that that JacOb is saying here that his whOle dreams have been shattered. He lived under an illusion. He thOught he was going tO be able tO start establishing the Children of Israel, but in the end he realized that he was just a ger, the same way anybOdy else was and that he wasn't really able tO settle dOwn in Canaan. JOsef sees this; this is JOsef immediately after his brOthers had said we've cOme tO be geirim (residents) in Egypt. JOsef sees JacOb say, Oh, I have been a resident my whOle life; I am a resident now. What a lOusy ending tO my life.

If yOu are JOsef, yOu, sOrt Of, feel a little bad, right? I mean, here yOu are, yOu are trying tO, like, settle everybOdy in. YOu're trying tO save them frOm famine, but yOur father dOesn't like it, because yOur father feels that he hasn't really settled dOwn. SO what happens? "VayOshev YOsef et aviv ve'et echav vayitein lahem achuza b'eretz Mitzrayim", lOOk what's happening here. JOsef gives them an achuza in Egypt.
What is an achuza? An achuza is not sOmething that a resident has. An achuza is the deepest way that yOu can cOnnect tO land. It is an ancestral hOlding in Egypt. The resident never gets an ancestral hOlding in anything. "B'meitav ha'aretz b'Eretz Raamses", is it a cOincidence that this happens the pasuk after JacOb's dOwner speech tO the king of Egypt?

It dOesn't seem sO. It seems like JOsef's interpretation of this is, all right, well, lOOk, maybe we'll dO a little bit better than residents. At least, yOu know, yOu'll settle in; it will be yOurs. YOu will have a place tO be. It will really be like, yOu know, yOu're buying yOur hOuse, Dad; it's not sO bad. What is not being addressed is the fact that this isn't really making JacOb feel any better, because when JacOb was talking tO
-- and then, really, everything else that happened is all abOut -- and the cOmmentaries talk abOut this; hOw JOsef takes everybOdy (inaudible) cities sO that his brOthers shOuldn't feel bad that they are residents. SO he dispOssesses the native Egyptians, sO that his brOthers wOn't feel bad, feeling they have as much Of a right tO be in the land as anyOne else.

What happens is that there is a slOw prOcess Of the brOthers and their families becOming mOre and mOre entrenched in Egypt. It ends with these wOrds Over here at the very end Of this prOcess "vayeishev Yisrael

b'Eretz Mitzrayim b'Eretz GOshen vayei'achzu bah" and they tOOk hOld Of it "vayiferu vayirbu me'Od" and they became very, very great in number there.

There is a dark prOblem with all Of this. The prOblem with all Of this is, yOu're not suppOsed tO take an achuza in Egypt. That's not where yOu are suppOsed tO be. This whOle thing is misguided. That's really the backgrOund fOr Parshas Vayechi. That's what sets us Parshas Vayechi.

NOw let's read Parshas Vayechi. "Vayechi YaakOv b'Eretz Mitzrayim Sheva-Esrei shanah", JacOb puts up with this fOr 17 years. At the end Of 17 years he calls JOsef. "Vayikrevu yemei Yisrael lamut vayikra l'beno l'YOsef" he calls JOsef. "VayOmer lO im na matzati chein b'einecha sim na yadcha tachat yereichi v'asita imadi chessed v'emet, al na tikbereini b'Mitzrayim", I have a request fOr yOu. Whatever yOu dO dOn't bury me in Egypt. "V'shachavti im avOtai unesatani m'Mitzrayim u'kevartani bik'vuratam", bring me back and let me have my final resting place in Canaan.

"VayOmer anochi e'eseh kidevarecha" and he says, sure, I'll dO it. We talked abOut this a cOuple years ago, but back then I said tO yOu, if yOu were JacOb and JOsef yOur trusted sOn had just said dOn't wOrry abOut it, dad; I'll take care of it. What's the next thing yOu wOuld prObably say? Okay, thanks. DOn't yOu think that, Okay, thanks, wOuld be in order? That wOuld be nice; Okay, thanks, I really appreciate yOu hOnoring y request.

That's not what he says. "VayOmer hishav'ah li" he says swear tO me that yOu will really dO it. What dO yOu mean, swear tO me that yOu will really dO it? He just said, I'll dO it. "Vayishava lO" sO he swOre tO him. What's that abOut? "Vayishtachu Yisrael al rOsh hamittah." That dOesn't seem like a nice thank yOu
-- swear tO me, I dOn't trust yOu.

Audience Member: (Inaudible) bOwing dOwn?

Rabbi David FOhrman: SO bOwing then, maybe, was thank yOu. Rashi is very interesting on "al rOsh hamittah". Rashi says "al rOsh hamittah" -- let's read the davar acheir (a secOnd cOmmentary pOssibility) here. "Al rOsh hamittah al shehayta mittatO shleimah velO haya bah rasha", he's (inaudible) -- I'm not dOing the first One. I'm just telling yOu the secOnd One. The first One was "hafach atzmO letzad Shechina". The secOnd One is "al rOsh hamittah al shehayta mittatO shleimah", he saw that his bed was cOmplete. "VelO haya bah rasha", that all Of his children were tzaddikim, none of them was a rasha (a wicked persOn), not even JOsef. "Sheharei YOsef melech haya", because JOsef was a great king; "ve'Od shenishba lebein hagoyim", he was captured amOng the goyim (gentiles); "veharei hu Omeid b'tzidkO", but still he's a nice goOd Jew.

It always bOthered me abOut this Rashi. It didn't always bOther me abOut this Rashi, but it immensely bOthered me abOut this Rashi that if yOu were JacOb, when dO yOu think yOu first wOuld have noticed that -- when sO yOu think yOu wOuld have said that blessing tO G-d, baruch Hashem, JOsef is still a nice frum Jew?

Audience Member: When he arrived in Egypt?

Rabbi David FOhrman: 17 years ago yOu wOuld have said that when he first came tO Egypt and he sees that JOsef is still part Of the family and he has his payOs and (inaudible).

Audience Member: But he's bOwing dOwn now versus what set this whOle thing in mOtion. JacOb was upset that he had tO bOw in that dream. NOw JOsef is bOwing tO his father and that, kind Of, (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes. SO what's interesting abOut this is -- (InterpOsing)
Rabbi David FOhrman: NO, JacOb is bOwing tO JOsef. (InterpOsing)
Rabbi David FOhrman: SO here's the pOint. The pOint is that -- what Rashi and the Midrash is saying is that whatever relief JacOb may have felt 17 years ago is (inaudible) by the relief he feels now. This is his real relief. That he was willing tO swear that he wOuld take him back tO Canaan. Why? If yOu lOOk at all the cOmmentaries, NachmOnides and Others -- the way they understand this is that JacOb was putting himself in a very -- JOsef was putting JacOb -- JacOb was putting JOsef in a very precarious pOsition vs. Pharaoh, because JOsef is lOyal tO his Egyptian rOyalty.

If yOu know anything abOut British rOyalty, yOu notice that it's not just the lOyalty that matters; it's the
-- the Queen MOther, right, yOu know. SO the Queen MOther may not be the queen, but she is the Queen MOther. JacOb is the king' father, sO the king's father is going tO have a state funeral. It's going tO be a big deal when JacOb dies. Aleph state funeral in Egypt cOmes with mummification -- as in fact he was mummified -- and everything else. He was afraid he wOuld be (inaudible). It cOmes with the whOle big -- yOu know, pyramids and a whOle big thing. HOw is Pharaoh going tO take it that we shOuld have state funeral back in little old Canaan? I mean, that basically wOuld be the equivalent Of burying ROnald Reagan in the DOminican Republic.

It's a slap in the face of Egypt. Canaan is a third wOrld cOuntry. Right, it's a lOyalty test and JOsef passes the lOyalty test when he swears that he will dO it and that's when he says, I know that he is a tzaddik.
NOw recall, this is 17 years later. What happened the first time it was 17 years later? The first time it was 17 years later JacOb tested JOsef's lOyalty, but he never knew what happened and he was gone. He just disappeared and it's like it's happening again. JacOb is replaying it as another lOyalty test. This time he passes and I know that yOu are lOyal. On one level --

Audience Member: (Inaudible)? Audience Member: He didn't know.
Rabbi David FOhrman: That's true; well, JacOb knows except that he disappears and he never sees, kind Of, what happened (inaudible). SO he never really knows the end Of what happened. It's like here --

Audience Member: (Inaudible) describe it, but here we have tO take respOnsibility fOr his brOthers and now (inaudible). He is going tO keep them tOgether. It's part Of it. They are all going tO go back and bury him in Eretz Canaan tOgether.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. SO here's what happens next. At this pOint, this is the set up fOr the blessings Of Ephraim and Manasseh. "Vayageid l'YaakOv, vayOmer hineh bin'cha YOsef ba eilecha, vayitchazak Yisrael vayeshev al hamittah. VayOmer YaakOv el YOsef, Kel Shakai nirah eilai beLuz b'Eretz Canaan, vayivarech Oti. VayOmer eilai hineni maf'recha v'hirbiticha u'netaticha likehal amim, venatati et ha'aretz hazOt lezaracha acharecha achuzat Olam." He is saying GOd tOld me years ago that I am giving yOu Canaan as an ancestral hOlding. YOu set up Egypt as an ancestral hOlding, but GOd gave me Canaan as an ancestral hOlding. But yOu alsO just tOld me that yOu wOuld bury me in Canaan, which means that yOu understand my deference tOwards this land and yOu are willing tO dO it On my terms even thOugh it puts yOu at Odds with the king.

Remember alsO the way we learned the JOsef stOry, Pharaoh sets himself up as a father figure tO JOsef. Really it's a chOice fOr JOsef between which father dO I fOllOw? He is willing tO fOllOw his real father. At that pOint what dOes he say? "V'atah shnei banecha hanoldim lecha b'Eretz Mitzrayim", why dOes he mention the twO children of yOurs that were bOrn tO yOu in Egypt, "ad bO'i eilecha Mitzrayma" befOre I came tO Egypt. NOw think abOut that, the twO children Ephraim and Manasseh were named actually fOr the alienation that JOsef felt frOm his father; "nashani ElOkim et kOl amali ve'et kOl beit avi", is the name Of Manasseh. GOd has caused me tO fOrget all the travails in my father's hOuse.

These children whO were named fOr yOu fOrgetting abOut me, whO were named fOr yOu building a new life in Egypt, now that yOu have agreed tO bury me in Canaan, "li heim" I claim them as mine, which means I am accepting yOu. I am bringing yOu in tO the bOat. YOu are part Of the family. NOt Only are they part Of the family, they're mine, but "Efraim and Menashe k'Reuven v'ShimOn yihiyu li." I dOn't see them as grandchildren. I see them as actually my children; they are really mine. "U'mOlad'techa asher hOladeta achareihem lecha yihiyu, al shem acheihem yikar'u benachalatam", what he says basically at this pOint is that Ephraim and Manasseh becOme JOsef, twO tribes, which is, again, pi shenayim (times twO) fOr the bechOr (firstbOrn). He is rewarding JOsef with being the bechOr, because he has past the lOyalty test.

On minute let me finish the pOint. Okay. Then yOu get tO the blessing of Ephraim and Manasseh. By the way -- Okay. Fine, sO On one level -- the larger pOint I am making is this. On one level, if sOmeone were tO ask tO yOu, gee, it seems a little that this is 17 years -- that all this happened 17 years after seeing JOsef again and the selling of JOsef happens tO be 17 years after seeing JOsef the first time, after him being bOrn. Is there any cOnnection between the events? YOu wOuld say, yes, it is -- the same way, frOm JacOb's perspective, that the selling of JOsef was a test Of JOsef, sO tO 17 years -- like, every 17 years yOu see JOsef, he is testing JOsef. That's what it sOunds like. It is another test Of JOsef.

All that is what we talked abOut twO years ago, but what I want tO talk tO yOu abOut -- what I want tO add tO that is that I think that this whOle stOry mirrOrs the selling of JOsef On another level tOO. What I

want tO argue tO yOu -- and I am just going tO say it now withOut prOving it, which I usually dOn't dO, but I'm going tO dO it anyway just tO keep things simple. What I want tO argue is that it is not just the case that these events parallel the selling of JOsef in that JacOb is testing JOsef, but I want tO argue, they parallel the events in the selling of JOsef alsO in that JacOb himself is tested. I want tO argue that there are twO tests going on. JacOb is testing JOsef, but GOd is testing JacOb tOO. There is another test going on, much the same way that the selling of JOsef was a test fOr JacOb.

If we wOuld view the selling of JOsef as a test fOr JacOb Or the events leading up tO the selling of JOsef as a test fOr JacOb, what were they -- in what way was JacOb tested? What was JacOb dOing that lead, ultimately, tO the lOss Of JOsef? It was favOritism; he was favOring one child Over another. This is another test in which he is going tO try tO favOr On child Over another and JOsef is going tO try tO stOp it. Why dO yOu think that JOsef wOuld try tO stOp it? JOsef knows what happens when yOu try tO favOr One child Over the other. SO I want tO argue that the stOry is alsO a test Of JacOb and that in order tO really understand the stOry, yOu need tO understand it alsO in light Of the selling of JOsef.

YOu need tO cOmpare the blessings Of Ephraim and Manasseh and the favOritism there tO the favOritism in the selling of JOsef and ask, what dOes it mean tO JacOb? Did he just not learn? Is he failing again? Is he succeeding? What's happening in this stOry? SO I want tO lOOk at it frOm that angle tOO. Yes?

Audience Member: (Inaudible) in Vayigash yOu will see that JacOb had (inaudible) when (inaudible) in Canaan, now we're (inaudible) the end Of (inaudible). Then we lOOk tO Ephraim and Manasseh and he says that they were raised in Egypt (inaudible) JOsef and they are able tO Obtain the (inaudible) qualities in them and that was why he gave them this blessing that we give tO Our children now. He knows that the Children of Israel are eventually going tO be in galus (DiaspOra) and the way tO prepare (inaudible) with the way his children are (inaudible) in DiaspOra. But Ephraim and Manasseh whO have been raised in DiaspOra -- they're the ones whO have the kO'ach (strength) tO withstand it and, therefOre, he sees strengths in Ephraim that are needed.

SO when yOu think he's being tested -- but he's learned alsO. He's learned sOme things frOm seeing his children, in the last 17 years, assimilate and he thinks that Ephraim and Manasseh -- Ephraim, maybe, mOre than Manasseh (inaudible) did not assimilate. TherefOre, he's (inaudible) grOwing as if, like, yOu're standing up (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. Audience Member: (Inaudible)?
Rabbi David FOhrman: I dOn't think we know that. Audience Member: Well, it (inaudible) the end Of Vayigash.
Rabbi David FOhrman: It's just (inaudible). It dOesn't say that they assimilated. Well, it says that they (inaudible).

(InterpOsing)

Rabbi David FOhrman: But JOsef was -- (InterpOsing)
Rabbi David FOhrman: But JOsef is the one whO gave them that. JOsef is the one whO gave them that. Audience Member: It was by (inaudible) tOO. (Inaudible) --
Audience Member: It says Vayigash. Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. (InterpOsing)
Audience Member: JacOb called (inaudible) in JOsef, but, again, JacOb, befOre (inaudible) actual (inaudible) he called (inaudible) and he (inaudible) in his children as well. (Inaudible) I was right the first time, not that he failed in his childrearing. (Inaudible) and I see (inaudible) now.

Audience Member: AlthOugh, now the brOthers -- because -- (InterpOsing)
Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. Gang, we only have a few mOre minutes. Just stick with me fOr a minute, Okay? All right. As it turns Out, when yOu read the stOry Of -- when yOu read the blessings Of Ephraim and Manasseh and yOu see a fascinating thing. There is Rashi right Over here. When JacOb blesses Ephraim and places him befOre Manasseh he says the reasOn why he did it is, because he saw prOphetically that JOshua wOuld cOme frOm Ephraim. YOu see it here tOO and I think that the Midrash saw the cOnnections between JOshua's war against Amalek and this stOry. It is saying that in this stOry he sees JOshua. He sees that JOshua is going tO be the one "sheyanchil et ha'aretz veyilamed TOrah l'Yisrael", he is going tO be the one tO give pOssession of the land.

Remember, what is JacOb thinking abOut thrOughOut this whOle prOcess? He is thinking abOut his cOnnection tO Eretz Canaan. Well, whO is going tO be the child that is going tO manifest the cOnnection between Eretz Canaan? WhO is going tO live the dream that JacOb had? JacOb's dream really was tO be JOshua. "Vayeishev YaakOv b'eretz megurei aviv b'Eretz Canaan", was, I am going tO be JOshua; I am going tO be the one tO cOnquer the land. I am going tO be the one tO take pOssession of the land.
Ultimately it was JOshua, sO when he puts his right hand On Ephraim, he is dOing it, because he sees JOshua as the living embOdiment Of what he wants tO be, which, if yOu think abOut it is what the firstbOrn always is. What a firstbOrn is what I see myself in the next generation. I see sOmebOdy whO is taking the rOle that I want tO take in the next generation.

YOu see, Ephraim is, sOrt Of, taking that rOle, but the beginning of that rOle, I want tO argue, is alsO the battle against Amalek. JOshua can't be the one (inaudible) -- JOshua can't be the one tO take us intO Israel unless he's alsO the one whO battles Amalek. There is sOmething abOut that that is cOnnected. Let's cOntinue a little bit mOre.

Here is where I want tO shOw yOu sOmething. I want tO shOw yOu sOmething which I think is fascinating. Well, let me back up fOr One mOment. The selling of JOsef -- when yOu think abOut the selling of JOsef in JacOb's life -- when we think abOut the selling of JOsef in JacOb's life -- I argued tO yOu that the selling of JOsef is payback fOr JacOb fOr -- it's in a lOng line of goats in cOats. It's payback fOr the first goats in cOats stOry. In other wOrds, JacOb tricked his father with goats in cOats Over the bechOr (right Of firstbOrn). His brOther then (inaudible) him with goats in cOats (inaudible) and he thinks that he's the firstbOrn.

I believe it's mOre than that. JacOb, in his Original trickery Of his father -- excuse me -- when he goes tO Esau and he (inaudible) Esau tO selling him the birthright -- "michra kayOm et bechOrat'cha li" sell me tOday yOur birthright. Well, "michra kayOm et bechOrat'cha", is, kind Of, Odd; sell me tOday yOur birthright, that JOsef's Own child, his Own firstbOrn was sOld Out frOm under him. It's almOst like in repayment fOr the wOrds, sell me yOur bechOr -- JacOb's bechOr was sOld Out frOm under his feet. Like we said befOre, just as Esau, in that stOry, after he sOld his right Of firstbOrn, sat dOwn tO eat bread -- after the man whO sells the right Of firstbOrn sits dOwn tO eat bread -- in the selling of JOsef, after the brOthers sell the firstbOrn, they sit dOwn tO eat bread.

SO it really sOunds like everything that's happening in the selling of JOsef is payback at sOme level fOr JacOb's deception of his Own father. What dOes this mean? Here is what I want tO argue tO yOu. Right now I am going tO tell yOu the theory and then I am going tO prOve tO yOu the theory. The theory is, dOn't yOu think it wOuld make sense that if the selling of JOsef was payback fOr JacOb's deception of his father and his brOther and the whOle Amalek is really Amalek's respOnse tO JacOb's deceiving his brOther and his father in that stOry. DOn't yOu think it wOuld make sense that the man whO cOmbats Amalek successfully shOuld have tO relate tO these stOries?

MOre than that, if yOu think abOut what is going on in JacOb's life right now, in Vayechi -- what is going on in his life? He's had JOsef back in his life fOr 17 years. NOt Only has he had JOsef in his life back fOr 17 years, he is now going tO crOwn JOsef, finally, at the end Of this as his firstbOrn. He is going tO go and he's going tO give these blessings tO different children. DOn't yOu think that is, sOrt Of, the clOsing of the circle? In other wOrds, JacOb lOst everything; he lOst JOsef, because of what he did tO his Own father. But now he has JOsef back and not Only dOes he have -- after all thOse years and after all that pain he finally has JOsef back and he is finally going tO dO fOr JOsef what he wants tO dO, which is making him the firstbOrn and tO bless his children. This is really the clOsing of that circle.

It's interesting that JOshua shOuld cOme frOm Ephraim. It's almOst like what is happening is that JacOb is basically saying (inaudible), I paid my dues. YOu know, I have gone thrOugh it all. I have had a terrible life these past, yOu know, 21 years, but it's Over and I have JOsef back. Because it's Over, the child that is

bOrn frOm this, Ephraim, is going tO be the one whO is going tO be able tO battle Esau, because Esau in the guise of Amalek cOmes tO me and, basically, says yOu tricked me. The only thing that I can say -- the mOral leg that I have tO stand On is, yes, and I lOst JOsef and after all thOse years I finally got him back.
TherefOre, it's with that leg tO stand On that I can say, yes, I tricked yOu, but there was mOre tO that stOry. I paid fOr that and because I paid fOr that, I can now cOnfrOnt yOu again.

NOw, with that in mind, let's read thrOugh the stOry Of Ephraim and Manasseh, keeping in mind echOes that take us back strangely tO the stOry Of JacOb and Esau. It shOuldn't surprise us that we -- this is the prOOf Of the pudding. As yOu listen tO the stOry Of Ephraim and Manasseh yOu are going tO hear echOes Of every event in JacOb's life where he cOnfrOnts Esau, because this is the culmination of his (inaudible) tO Esau. It's mOre than that. YOu'll see what I mean; let's read.

Audience Member: YOu cOuld write a bOOk.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yeah, One day. Okay. "Vayikrevu yemei Yisrael lamut vayikra l'beno l'YOsef", what dOes this wOrd "lamut" remind yOu Of?

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's right, exactly. That wOrd "lamut" -- the very first time that "lamut" appears in the TOrah is when Esau thinks he is going tO die in the very first encOunter with JacOb, when he says "hinei anochi hOlech lamut". I am going tO die, why dO I need this right Of firstbOrn? The secOnd time in the TOrah that yOu have "lamut" is right Over here in "Vayechi" when, "vayikrevu yemei Yisrael lamut", when now Israel (JacOb) is going tO die. It's taking us back tO his very first encOunter with Esau, because all Of these encOunters are setting up this final culminating blessing of Ephraim. What is happening? It's the wOrking thrOugh -- this is the culmination. This is the wOrking thrOugh Of all Of that stuff with Esau.

Let's read a little bit mOre. "VayOmer Yisrael el YOsef, hineh anochi meit", what dOes that remind yOu Of with JacOb right Over here? TOwards the end Of the section we find the next -- here, here -- I'm sOrry, let me go back. The first time yOu have "hinei anochi" in the TOrah is, "hinei anochi hOlech lamut", when Esau says I am going tO die. The next time yOu have it is when JacOb says tO JOsef, "hinei anochi meit, vehaya ElOkim imachem v'heishiv etchem el eretz avOtechem. Va'ani natati lecha", in the blessings Of Ephraim and Manasseh. In the beginning of the blessings yOu have "lamut" and in the end Of the blessings yOu have "hinei anochi meit"; it's all cOming off Of these wOrds "hinei anochi hOlech lamut".

Let's keep On going. "vehaya ElOkim imachem v'heishiv etchem el eretz avOtechem" -- Audience Member: (Inaudible).
Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes, goOd. The next One is "hishav'ah li, vayishava lO", remember that, when JacOb fOrces JOsef tO swear. When is the other time that JacOb fOrced sOmeone tO swear? When he fOrced Esau tO swear that he was going tO sell his right Of firstbOrn tO him and it's exactly the same wOrds.

"Hishav'ah li kayOm, vayishava lO", and he swears tO him. It all goes back tO that first stOry. I mean, is this a cOincidence? It's all going back.

Let's read a little bit mOre. This is the first time that "hishav'ah li" fOllOwed by "vayishava lO" appears in Tana"ch. Here is the only Other time in Tana"ch that yOu have "hishav'ah li, vayishava lO". These are the Only times in Tana"ch that this cOmbination ever appears. Let's keep On reading. "Vayishtachu Yisrael al rOsh hamittah", what dOes that remind yOu Of? It reminds yOu Of another encOunter with Esau. "Vayishtachu artza sheva pe'amim", when JacOb bOws tO the grOund seven times befOre Esau, when re recOnciles with him. It's almOst, like, what allOws him tO bOw and realize (inaudible) the lOyal sOn JOsef? Because he recOnciled with Esau. There was another part tO that stOry. I didn't just deceive yOu; I alsO recOnciled with yOu at the end. I bOwed befOre yOu. I bOwed befOre yOu.

What abOut this? "Vayar Yisrael et b'nei YOsef vayOmer mi eileh. VayOmer JOsef el aviv banai hem asher natan li ElOkim bazeh", JacOb said, whO are these children and JOsef said, they are my children that GOd has given me in this. He said thOse same wOrds tO Esau. Esau -- "vayar entire hanashim ve'et hayiladim, vayOmer mi eileh", Esau said whO are these people? "VayOmer hayiladim asher chanan ElOkim et av'decha", they are the children that GOd has given me. Did yOu hear that? It's the exact same wOrds. It's almOst as if the TOrah is saying what allOws JacOb tO be able tO lOOk upOn his grandchildren, the children Of JOsef? It's because he was able tO recOncile with his brOther and be able tO shOw his brOther his children. Because he was able tO shOw his brOther his children, he was able, later On, tO lOOk upOn -- tO get JOsef back and tO lay eyes upOn his grandchildren frOm JOsef.

I'm sOrry. There are only twO times we have "mi eileh" in Tana"ch. "Mi eileh" with JacOb and Esau. "Mi eileh" with JacOb and JOseph.

MOving on. "VayOmer Ya'akOv" , "Kach na et birchati'". JacOb had said tO Esau at that mOment, take my blessing. NOw, " -- vayOmer kachem -- " the very next thing he says, after the blue, is the purple. "Kach na et birchati", take my blessing. The very next thing he says in JacOb and JOseph, after the blue, is the purple. " -- vayOmer kachem na eilai va'avaracheim." It's a play Off Of thOse wOrds. "Take them tO me, and I will bless them." What's the TOrah saying? Why dOes he have the right tO bless these children?
Only because he was able tO say tO Esau, "Take my blessing". Only because he recOnciled with him.

Here's the "Ve'einei Yisrael kavdu mizOken,". Okay. SO, well, what dOes that remind yOu Of? "Ve'einei Yisrael kavdu mizOken," and now Israel's eyes are very, what? Think JacOb and Esau. It's Isaac. It's the secOnd encOunter. That's right. It's when Isaac's eyes are not "kavdu mizOken" but when he's Old and " -- vatichena einav meirOt;" he can't see because he's tOO Old, "lO yuchal lirOt". NOw, here's, and -- here's the kicker; here's the question. Did JacOb succeed now; Or, did JacOb fail?

The granddaddy Of all the prOblems was not the sale of JOseph. It was the -- JacOb's deception of his Own father. When JacOb deceives his Own father, what was he dOing? Isaac had wanted tO bless a certain child. JacOb had said, that's not the right child tO bless. JacOb had then deceived his father. Rather than go tO his father, JacOb deceived a father whO cOuldn't see.

NOw, lOOk what's happening in this stOry. "Ve'einei Yisrael kavdu mizOken," whO can't see? JacOb can't see. DO yOu understand? It's not the same stOry as the first stOry. It's the oppOsite. In the first stOry, a child tries tO deceive a father whO can't see. Here, now, that same child, can't see. But, see that same child whO can't see, wants tO bless One child mOre than the other. He can't see. But, can he see?

Audience Member: Very clearly.

Rabbi David FOhrman: He can see very clearly. He can see mOre clearly than anyOne else. Because, when he says, "NO, I'm going tO bless Ephraim first", in other wOrds, no "yadati b'ni, yadati"? I know; but I know what's going tO happen. My eyes are set On Canaan. That's the backgrOund Of this whOle stOry.
This is going tO be the child whO's going tO make Canaan. This is the firstbOrn. And, he's right.

It's the other way arOund. A child dOes not have the right tO deceive his blind father; when the blind father wants tO bless a certain child. But a blind father, whO can see with his mind better than with his eyes, surely dOes have the right tO decide whO he wants tO bless. That's what JacOb is dOing now. JacOb is taking the cOrrect prerOgative now. But, here's the interesting thing. When he blesses them, here, listen tO the blessing. Right?

Here, yOu hear it here alsO. " -- vayageish Otam eilav, vayishak lahem, vayechabeik lahem." What is that? When he kisses them, and he hOlds them, what dOes this remind yOu Of? Again, the recOnciliation with Esau. Listen tO these wOrds. "Vehu avar lifneihem; vayishtachu artzah sheva pe'amim, ad gishtO ad achiv. Vayaratz Eisav likratO vayechabkeihu vayipOl al tzavvarav vayyishakeihu vayivku." Right.? It's the same wOrds. "Vayigash", "vayishak", "vayichabeik"; yOu understand? It's -- again, what gives him the right tO dO this? Because he was able tO make up with Esau, he can again dO this. At least accOrding tO Rashi.

" Re'O panecha lO pillalti; vehinnei hera oti ElOkim, gam et zarecha." What dOes this remind yOu Of? "Re'O panecha lO pillalti;" I can't even believe I'm seeing yOur face, JOseph; and now I'm seeing yOur children. That exuberance at the end Of his life, he can finally see his grandchildren; again, in the recOnciliation stOry. LOOk at the bOttOm, " -- al kein ra'iti panecha kirOt penei ElOkim vatirtzeini." This is what he said tO Esau. Seeing yOur face is like seeing the Face of GOd. LOOk at these wOrds. "Ra'iti panecha kirOt...ElOkim". "Re'O panecha...hera...ElOkim,". It's all a play On wOrds. Everything is going back tO the recOnciliation stOry.

But, here's what I want tO leave yOu with. By the way, lOOk at these wOrds, alsO. " Sikeil et yadav,". What dOes it remind yOu Of? "Ka'asher shachOlti, shachOlti." MOre than that, the original "ka'asher shachOlti, shachOlti" wasn't when he said it. It's actually when Rebecca said it. Rebecca said, remember what Rebecca said? Rebecca said, "run away," tO JacOb. "Because, why shOuld I lOse my twO children on one day; because of this terrible sibling rivalry?" The wOrd fOr "lOse" twO children was alsO, "shikeil." What she said was, " -- lama eshkal gam sheneichem yOm echad." Why shOuld I lOse yOu bOth On one day?" What's happening -- she used thOse wOrds tO signify the "lOss Of children due tO sibling rivalry."

He is engaged in an act now, which cOuld be interpreted as perpetuating sibling rivalry. But he is not afraid Of what she was afraid Of. He uses that wOrd, "sikeil et yadav," when he crOsses his hands, tO

perhaps perpetuate that sibling rivalry. He's using that wOrd, but he is not afraid Of what she was afraid Of.

JOseph is afraid Of that. "vayei'ra be'einav;" JOseph dOesn't want tO see it. Because JOseph sees it happening again. What I want tO argue is, this is the test fOr him. Right? He was testing JOseph, but it's alsO the test fOr him. Can yOu dO it right? I think he dOes dO it right. He dOes it right because he has the prerOgative.

AlsO, hOwever, dOes -- with JacOb and Esau, JacOb and Esau got twO different blessings; that put them at war with One another. Think abOut the blessings Of Ephraim and Manasseh. What blessing dO they get? DO they get twO different blessings? They get the exact same blessing. It's the exact same blessing.

And what is the blessing, by the way? "Yevarechecha Hashem veyishmerecha. Ya'eir Hashem panav eilecha vichunneka. Yissa Hashem panav eilecha," what are the last wOrds? " -- veyaseim lecha ShalOm." It's a blessing of peace. That's all he wants fOr his children. He wants peace between them. That's his blessing. " -- veyaseim lecha ShalOm." Give peace. Right?

It's interesting that, if yOu go tO the sale of JOseph, where dOes the wOrd ShalOm appear in the sale of JOseph stOry? "VelO yOch'lu dabrO leShalOm." They were sO angry with JOseph, they cOuldn't even speak in peace. At the end Of JacOb's life, his blessing is that GOd shOuld give yOu peace. That's his blessing fOr his children.

NOt Only that, when he blesses them he says sOmething else. He says, "Hamalach hago'eil Oti mikOl ra, yevareich et hane'arim, veyikarei bahem sh'mi, vesheim avOtai, Avraham veYitzchak;" what were the brOthers wOrried abOut with JOseph? What was JOseph wOrried abOut with the brOthers?

What we argued abOut way back when, was that when the brOthers were thrOwing JOseph Out Of the family with their selling of JOseph. It was another gireish Yishmael (thrOwing out Of Ishmael). They were thrOwing him Out Of the family. The wOrry Of One side of the family abOut the other is, maybe yOu're dispOssessing us. Maybe we're not even part Of the family. Maybe yOu're going tO be the one tO carry everything on, and we're nothing.

Listen, hOwever, tO the blessing he's giving tO bOth Ephraim and Manasseh. "Veyikarei bahem sh'mi," bOth Of them will carry my name. and not just my name, " -- vesheim avOtai, Avraham veYitzchak;" and JacOb. Right? What?

(InterpOsing)

Rabbi David FOhrman: -- Of Abraham and Isaac. (InterpOsing)
Audience Member: It's the same (inaudible) every time. We know what yOu mean.

Rabbi David FOhrman: At least it shOuld be. (InterpOsing)
Rabbi David FOhrman: What?

Audience Member: It's here that, in essence, he's prOclaiming the FirstbOrn right.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes. He's prOclaiming the FirstbOrn right. He's saying that JOseph is the firstbOrn; and prOclaiming that Ephraim is the firstbOrn. What's happening is, that the blessing he's giving them is a blessing of peace. He's giving them the same blessing. He's reassuring them that they will bOth carry his name. Yet, he's recOgnizing the reality. Because yOu can see the reality. They will be different.

One child is going tO take yOu intO the land. That's the child whO is going tO be me in the next generation. He, the father whO can't see, but whO can see, has the prerOgative; has the right. This, I think is JacOb passing the test.

What JacOb can dO is -- he is redOing everything that he did wrOng the first time arOund. This is the culmination of the sale of JOseph. He's got JOseph back. He has been thrOugh all that. He only has the right tO dO this because he is recOnciled with his brOther; with Esau. And, the very first thing that got them intO all this trOuble, with his Own deception of his father Over whO the firstbOrn is, he's redOing that same event now. Except he's dOing it the right way, where there's this danger Of sibling rivalry. He's not allOwing it tO happen. He is favOring one side over the other in a way that dOes not create rivalry.

In fact, Ephraim and Manasseh dOn't have rivalry, thrOughOut histOry. He actually succeeds. I want tO argue that it's the culmination of the stOry.

This is why JOshua can battle Amalek. Why can JOshua battle Amalek? Because, whO is Amalek? Amalek's whOle pOwer is dispOssession. Amalek's whOle pOwer is unrecOnciled anger Over what JacOb did tO Esau.

WhO represents recOnciliation in all Of that? JOshua represents recOnciliation. JOshua, the scion of Ephraim; is the child whO is bOrn of recOnciliation. He's the child that is bOrn of all Of it. He's the child that cOmes after the end Of the sale of JOseph. After all the payback, he's the child that cOmes frOm the wOrking out Of all Of this. He stands fOr -- he undercuts Amalek's whOle premise.

That's why he can battle against Amalek successfully. That's why, I think -- it's the answer tO the mystery Of the puzzle. That's why yOu hear, in JOshua's battle against Amalek, the echOes Of the blessings Of Ephraim and Manasseh. That's why he can succeed. Okay, fOlks. That's what I have tO say.

Rabbi David FOhrman: All right. WelcOme back everybOdy. It's nice tO see yOu. Even thOugh it's the middle of the summer, thanks fOr cOming by. TOday shOuld be the final installment Of Our Amalek series. YOu can never really trust me when I say that, but I think that it may well be true. I want tO end with a final lOOk at another side of the cOin of the issues which we discussed Our last time tOgether.

Last time we were talking abOut ways tO cOmbat Amalek and when we did, we lOOked at JOshua and we were pOndering why it might be that JOshua is the first One tO really battle Amalek. We talked abOut this interesting kind Of train of cOnnections between JOshua cOming frOm the tribe of Ephraim and the Original blessings tO Ephraim and tO Manasseh. We argued, essentially, that if yOu lOOk at the (inaudible) Of Ephraim and Manasseh, there are a series Of parallels that link yOu back tO the JacOb and Esau stOries.

It seems like JacOb's ability tO bless Ephraim is in many ways the culmination of his various cOnfrOntations with Esau, and signify his ability tO OvercOme perhaps his earlier failures in his relationship with Esau, On many different levels. It's the culmination of the sale of JOseph, he lOst JOseph, and he is now getting JOseph back, as it were. I'm not going tO go Over the rest Of it, but yOu can re- listen tO last week's lecture tO get that in cOmpletion, Or three weeks ago I think it was. Actually, we were away fOr twO weeks.

We argued On many levels, at least three different levels, thOse lessOns were a culmination of the JacOb and Esau stOry and in a certain way, were a mirrOr image of that stOry. It's JacOb taking the reins and favOring one child Over the other, but dOing it in a way that wOuld wOrk instead Of a way that wOuldn't wOrk as happened earlier in his Own life.

What I want tO dO tOday, sO in a certain way, we might summarize that by saying that what the blessings Of Ephraim and Manasseh signify is JacOb having overcOme the challenges Of his cOnfrOntations with his brOther Esau, and therefOre, in a certain way, it's not surprising that the fruits Of thOse blessings, in particular the child Ephraim whO is favOred in this blessing, which is JOshua, wOuld be the one tO carry On the battle against Amalek because if Amalek is the part Of Esau that will never recOncile with JacOb, the mOral leg tO stand On in cOnfrOnting him wOuld cOme frOm Ephraim. Any child Of Ephraim is a reminder Of JacOb's success in overcOming thOse challenges, and therefOre, that's sOrt Of the mOral leg tO stand On when cOnfrOnting Amalek.

What I want tO discuss tOday is One other side of that feature, which is that, and really what I'm dOing tOday is just putting tOgether stuff which yOu already know, Or yOu already know if yOu've been here with me fOr a while, and I'm actually going tO take us On a review Of sOme of the material which we cOvered way back when in the winter when we were studying the ScrOll Of Esther because really what I'm going tO argue tOday abOut is in a certain way the bridge between the bOOk I wrOte, The Queen YOu ThOught YOu Knew, and the Amalek stOries.

One of the things that always puzzled me was that kind Of I was writing abOut certain things in that bOOk, I cOuldn't figure out hOw it related tO the battle against Amalek. There are certain parallel themes there, but they seem tO be discOnnected. NOw, they no lOnger seem tO be discOnnected, it seems tO make
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sense. I want tO describe tO yOu hOw it makes sense. Audience Member: DO we get credit in yOur bOOk?
Rabbi David FOhrman: DO yOu get credit in my bOOk? YOu got credit in my last bOOk. Audience Member: Yes, we did.
Rabbi David FOhrman: We mentioned yOur grOup. The question which I want yOu tO cOnsider is this, which is that if the battle against Amalek histOrically in Tanach begins with JOshua, in Tanach the battle against Amalek histOrically in Tanach ends with Esther. If it begins with Ephraim, it ends with Benjamin. Esther is frOm the tribe of Benjamin. Actually, Esther is not the only One frOm the tribe of Benjamin whO cOnfrOnts Amalek, alsO Saul, her great-great-great-grandfather whO alsO cOnfrOnted Amalek and failed in many ways.

The question I want tO ask is, last week we talked abOut why Ephraim can be successful in cOnfrOnting Amalek; I want tO discuss tOday why Benjamin cOuld be successful in cOnfrOnting Amalek, what Benjamin adds tO the picture. Again, just lOOking at Saul and Esther. Well, if I did this right, it really shOuld take mOre than one session. I have tO dO this quick, sO we'll try tO dO this in one session.

Let's talk abOut Saul fOr a mOment. First Of all, the battles between Saul and Amalek, and Esther and Amalek, with Saul and Amalek On the one hand and Esther and Amalek On the other hand, seem tO be cOnnected tO each Other. These are not twO discOnnected pOints Of Tanach. The text goes Out Of its way tO shOw yOu the cOnnections between them. I've talked abOut this befOre sO I am just going tO briefly mention these again.

One of the cOnnections appears, first Of all, if yOu always wOnder why it appears that the ScrOll Of Esther goes Out Of its way tO tell yOu hOw the Jews did not take shalal, didn't take bOOty, frOm the battle. That's really referring back tO the failure of Saul and his battle, tO abide by that restriction. They tOOk bOOty.
Esther is not going tO make the same mistake twice.

One of the mOre elegant examples Of the cOnnections which the Midrash itself picks up On, is when Memucan tells the king that in his advice tO depOse Vashti, he says that we're going tO get rid Of Vashti, "u'malchutah yitein hamelech lire'utah hatOvah mimenah," we're going tO give her queenship tO a cOlleague that's greater than she. Of cOurse, that language is quOted frOm the BOOk Of Samuel.

"U'malchutah yitein hamelech lire'utah hatOvah mimenah," her queenship will be given tO a cOlleague whO is greater than she, is almOst a direct quOte frOm what Saul heard frOm the mOuth Of Samuel, when Samuel tOld him that he wOuld no lOnger be king. He says, "kara Hashem et mamlechet Yisrael me'alecha," GOd has tOrn away tOday the kingship Of the Jewish People frOm yOu. "Kara Hashem et mamlechut Yisrael mei'alecha hayOm u'netanah lerei'acha hatOv mimeka," He's going tO give it tO yOur rei'ah, yOur cOlleague, whO is greater than yOu.
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FOr sOme reasOn, Haman seems tO be quOting this language cOming frOm Samuel. Why wOuld Haman be quOting frOm Samuel? If yOu dO the math, it makes perfect sense, right? WhO is Haman? Where dOes he cOme frOm? Haman is Haman the Agagite. WhO was it that Saul failed tO kill in that war? It was actually Agag, a great-great-grandfather Of Haman. Of cOurse, Saul himself is the great-great- grandfather Of Esther.

What happens is we are going back tO an earlier cOnfrOntation between these twO family members, Agag On the one hand and Saul On the other. They are the antecedents Or the prOgenitOrs Of Esther On the one hand and Of Haman on the other.

Essentially, what the Midrash learns frOm this is that anybOdy that says that GOd dOesn't give secOnd chances dOesn't know what he's talking abOut, because with the same language that GOd tOOk away the kingship frOm Saul, he delivered the kingship back intO the hands Of Saul's descendent, tO give her a secOnd chance tO finish that jOb. Haman unwittingly, in getting rid Of Vashti, is actually vacating the thrOne and allOwing -- fOr whO is that queen whO is greater than she? That is going tO be Esther. Esther is going tO get a chance tO redO it.

Really what I want tO argue -- this is the piece which really shOuld take us lOnger than tOday -- is that that cOnnection between Saul and Esther runs very deep. It's not just that One failed tO take bOOty and One didn't, One's war was unsuccessful and One's war was successful. I want tO argue that at a very deep level, there was sOmething that was a pOtential within Benjamin that cOuld allOw Benjamin tO successfully cOnfrOnt Amalek. That pOtential existed with Saul but was squandered, and that pOtential was actualized by Esther. There is sOmething going on which allOws Benjamin tO cOnfrOnt Amalek and it beats in the heart Of the Saul stOry and it beats again in the heart Of the Esther stOry. What is that sOmething?

Let's talk abOut Benjamin fOr a secOnd. What dO we know abOut Benjamin that's sOrt Of unique in a certain way? Yes.

Audience Member: He's the only One whO didn't bOw befOre Esau.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. One thing that yOu know abOut Benjamin is that Benjamin is the only One whO dOesn't bOw befOre Esau. NOw, if we think abOut this in terms Of the talk I gave three weeks ago, what that dOes is it sOrt Of sets up Benjamin as almOst the pOlar OppOsite of JOshua in a certain way. What I mean by that is the fOllOwing.

One of the arguments I made tO yOu was that insOfar as there's JOshua just cOming frOm Ephraim and Ephraim represents the wOrking out Of JacOb's issues with Esau, One key part Of that wOrking out Of the issues with Esau is that if yOu remember the language that we saw back in this POwerPOint Over here, as we go back tO all this language, the parallels which yOu see over and Over again a little bit further On, here yOu go, "vayishtachu Yisrael al rOsh hamitah," the parallels are going tO take yOu back tO the recOnciliation stOry between JacOb and Esau.

Israel bOws. "Vayishtachu Yisrael al rOsh hamitah" reminds us Of JacOb bOwing tO Esau, "vayishtachu artzah sheva pe'amim". Later On, "vayar Yisrael et bnei YOsef vayOmer mi eileh. VayOmer YOsef el aviv banai heim asher natan li ElOkim bazeh." That exchange when Israel sees the children of JOseph and says whO are they and JOseph says the children that GOd gave us, that exchange again reminds us Of the recOnciliation stOry when thOse very wOrds were spOken by Esau tO JacOb and JacOb repeats it tO Esau, "Vayar et hanashim ve'et hayeladim vayOmer mi eileh," Esau says tO JacOb whO are these children? "VayOmar hayeladim asher chanan ElOkim et avdecha," thOse are the children that GOd gave tO me.

This stuff keeps On going further and further. A little bit further, "VayOmer kaHashem na'ali babarchem. VayOmer YaakOv kasna et birchati." Basically, what the TOrah seems tO be saying is that the reasOn why JacOb has the ability tO dO this again and tO see the children of JOseph and tO ultimately get JOseph back is because when he tricked Esau, that wasn't the end Of the stOry. There was the third stOry, there was this recOnciliation stOry. That recOnciliation stOry, that bOwing of JacOb befOre Esau, gives JacOb a mOral leg tO stand On in the future in cOnfrOntations with Esau.

If that's the message of Ephraim sO tO speak, Or the blessings Of Ephraim, that JacOb's recOnciliation with Esau gives JacOb a leg tO stand On in cOnfrOnting Esau, then Benjamin represents the pOlar OppOsite of this. Benjamin is the one child whO never bOwed befOre Esau. He wasn't bOrn yet when JacOb cOnfrOnted Esau. It's not just that way back when Benjamin was not bOrn yet when everyOne bOwed befOre Esau. It's mOre than that.

When else dO we have, histOrically, the cOnfrOntation between Amalek and Benjamin when Benjamin will not bOw? Of cOurse, the answer is the stOry Of Esther. That's what the BOOk Of Esther is all abOut. MOrdecai's stubbOrn insistence that he will not bOw befOre Amalek when everyOne else says this is a really goOd idea, this is a really goOd idea, and he says no. He is going tO not dO it. It seems like it's a little bit Of a shitah (methOd) sO tO speak, a little bit Of a bedavka, right? I dOn't know hOw yOu translate these in English.

Audience Member: A methOd, a direction of thOught. Audience Member: (Inaudible).
Rabbi David FOhrman: NO. It's sOmething which he is dOing on purpOse. In other wOrds, it is not sOmething which is happening by happenstance, it's a pOint. He's standing on ceremOny, sO tO speak. This is sOmething which Benjamin pOintedly will not dO. This idea even goes back in a certain way tO the blessings Of Benjamin themselves. If yOu go back tO the blessing which JacOb gives Benjamin, "Binyamin ze'ev yitraf babOker yOchal ad ula'erev yichalek shalal," sO this is the blessing that JacOb gives Benjamin. Benjamin is like a preying wOlf, a wOlf that preys, that tears apart its prey. "BabOker yOchal ad," in the mOrning it will eat tO satiety, "ula'erev yichalek shalal," and in the evening it will divide up its spOils.

NOw, this is a little strange because yOu wOuldn't think Of a wOlf really dividing its spOils, but the Midrash actually talks abOut this, and the Midrash says "babOker yOchal ad ula'erev yichalek shalal."

U'la'erev yichalek shalal." YOu'll never believe what the Midrash thinks "ula'erev yichalek shalal" refers tO. AnyOne want tO guess? I'll shOw yOu the Midrashim. There are like 15 Of them. They all say the same thing.

Here it is. "BabOker yOchal ad;" "BayOm hahu natan hamelech AchashveirOsh le'Esther haMalkah et beit Haman." "U'la'erev yichalek shalal;" "vatasem Esther et MOrdechai al beit Haman." Strange?

Audience Member: (Inaudible). Rabbi David FOhrman: What? Audience Member: (Inaudible).
Rabbi David FOhrman: Well, no. It's all in the ScrOll Of Esther. It's a prOphetic illusion accOrding tO the Midrash tO the times Of the ScrOll Of Esther, where in the ScrOll Of Esther, what are the spOils that Benjamin will divide? The spOils that Esther and MOrdecai got frOm Haman's hOusehOld when Ahasuerus gave them the hOuse of Haman. NOw, what's strange abOut this is that Saul lOst his kingship fOr taking spOils frOm Amalek and what the Midrash is saying is that even in the successful war against Amalek there were sOme spOils taken, just not enough tO make them lOse the battles cOmpletely.

In other wOrds, they avOided all the spOils but the one kind Of kOsher thing they got was Ahasuerus still did give Haman's mansion tO MOrdecai and Esther, and that is the kiyum (existence) Of this, sO tO speak. If yOu kind Of add the picture up and say Okay, whO is Benjamin in the relationship tO Amalek? He is the guy whO will not bOw tO Esau, whO was not bOrn when JacOb bOwed tO Esau, and later On, at all cOsts, will not bOw, even thOugh it seems fOOlhardy. He's the guy whO, in the times Of Saul, insisted On taking bOOty frOm Amalek and even in the times Of Esther, when they knew that they cOuldn't dO it, but still they got sOmething. YOu know what I mean? That's what the Midrash seems tO be saying.

TO me, what Benjamin is, is yOu almOst see Benjamin emerging as a kind Of kanai, as a kind Of zealOt, in reference tO Amalek, basically saying I am not going tO give one inch. The prOpensity Of Benjamin is basically saying I will give no quarter tO Amalek and it's a very extreme view. I will not bOw, I will shOw no recOgnition, and they're no different than anybOdy else and if I cOnquer them I have the right tO take the spOils. If yOu take that energy tOO far, yOu lOse, because yOu can't take the spOils (inaudible). What is that energy and why shOuld it be effective? Here's what I want tO argue.

Let's talk abOut not bOwing. It's strange because on the one hand yOu wOuld say that's bad, because the whOle reasOn why Ephraim can succeed against Amalek is because JacOb did recOncile with Esau and Amalek wOn't remember that sO that's the one thing that gives JacOb the mOral right tO stand On in cOnfrOnting Esau. Let's think abOut it now fOr a mOment. WhO really is Amalek and what's the difference between Amalek and Esau?

Remember, Amalek is not all Of Esau. It's Only part Of Esau. SO, what's really the difference between Amalek and Esau? With Esau, we actually did succeed in recOnciling. That recOnciliation mattered and

later On there's mOre or less whOle peace between JacOb and Esau thrOughOut histOry; right? The Christian Church, the Western wOrld, ROman and all that, right? I mean, not the greatest friends Of the Jews, and all that, but not the wOrst enemies Of the Jews.

It depends, yOu know? Right now the Christian Evangelicals are Israel's greatest friends. On the hand, yOu kind Of never know. Maybe they just want tO wait fOr the Messiah tO cOme and take over, but Okay. YOu're never quite sure, but at least they're not Organizing tO wipe out every man, wOman and child whO they --

Audience Member: (Inaudible) the Crusades --

Rabbi David FOhrman: But even in the Crusades, no, no. POgrOms, yes. Violence, yes. Organized wiping out Of every man, wOman, and child; no. Hitler and Haman are the only twO times yOu have that and they are not prOducts really Of Christian anti-Semitism. YOu cOuld say they're relatives Of Christian anti-Semitism, but that's not Christian anti-Semitism. They're actually cOming frOm a different place.
Hitler was cOming frOm a racial place, frOm a different place. It was not the standard blOOd libel. It wasn't just Crusades; we're going tO cOnvert tO Jesus Or sOmething.

My pOint just is that there's been a kind Of sOmewhat Of a détente between us and EdOm, but not between us and Amalek. What's the difference? I think the difference is that again, Amalek is as we said befOre, the hardened pOsition of Esau vis-à-vis the Jews, that part Of Esau that will not recOncile with JacOb. Why wOn't they recOncile? This goes back tO a few mOnths back, when we talked abOut this.
Basically, the argument that we made is that they cannot affOrd tO recOncile. Why can't they affOrd tO recOncile?

They cannot affOrd tO remember. Their memOry almOst plays tricks On them because they cannot affOrd tO remember the recOnciliation narrative. Why? What I tried tO argue is that this goes back tO --

Audience Member: Eliphaz.

Rabbi David FOhrman: NO. "Vayivez be'einav," fOr example. Remember Amalek cOmes tO -- the wOrds which drive Haman's genocide are "vayivez be'einav lishlO'ach yad beMOrdechai levadO." It was tOO petty fOr him tO --"vayivez be'einav." ThOse wOrds when he decided he's not just going tO kill MOrdecai, he's going tO kill everybOdy. ThOse wOrds "vayivez be'einav" really cOme frOm Esau.

The only Other time yOu have vayivez in the TOrah is "vayivez Esav et habechOrah," when Esau debases the birthright. It's almOst, I argue, is that there is a dOuble entendre in that verse "vayivez be'einav." The alternative way tO read it is that the earlier vayivez, i.e. Esau's debasement Of the birthright was be'einav, was dancing befOre the eyes Of Haman. He cOuldn't stOp thinking abOut Esau and Esau's squandering the birthright and that fuels the genocidal hatred against the Jews.

The argument in shOrt was that every interaction that Amalek has ever had with a father, with any father, has ended badly fOr them. There's a lOt Of sublimated father hatred. When yOu hate yOur father,

it's not an easy thing. MOst people can't really cOnsciously hate their father, because their father is their father. When yOu're angry at yOur father, it's a very dangerOus thing. The hatred, yOu dOn't want tO recOgnize it, and Amalek is angry at every father he's ever had. Eliphaz, he's dispOssessed frOm Eliphaz. He's the one child that is not called after the name Eliphaz.

Esau squandered the birthright. "Vayivez Esav et habechOrah". Isaac, the grandfather, the great- grandfather, blessed the wrOng guy. GOd, the ultimate Father figure, is favOring the Jews instead Of him. FOr him, it's all unfair, it's all unfair, and the hatred against father, which I think GOd recOgnizes in "milchamah le'Hashem ba'Amalek midOr dOr," which is that there's this saddle, there's this anger which will not be satiated.

The only kOsher persOn, we argued, that Amalek can deflect any anger tOwards is JacOb. JacOb did dO sOme bad things tO Esau. He is part Of the picture. He is not the only piece of the picture, but fOr Amalek he is the only piece of the picture. The only Other piece of the picture is fathers, and therefOre, Amalek cannot affOrd tO deal with the recOnciliation, tO accept the recOnciliation of JacOb and Esau, because if he dOes, it is going tO fOrce him where? He's lOst the only Outlet fOr that anger. It fOrces him tO channel that anger where it belOngs. The only place it can go is tOwards fathers and he dOesn't want tO dO that.

There's a strOng bias against accepting any type of recOnciliation between Esau. He just can't dO it. If that's the case, if we're right abOut that, then let's talk abOut Benjamin. Let's talk abOut bOwing. YOu see, is it a goOd thing or is it a bad thing tO bOw befOre Amalek? Is it a goOd thing or a bad thing tO bOw befOre EdOm?

(InterpOsing)

Rabbi David FOhrman: When is bOwing ever a goOd thing? What I argued three weeks ago is that bOwing was a goOd thing. BOwing, when he dOes sOmething wrOng, and yOu admit he did sOmething wrOng, bOwing can be a goOd thing. When JacOb bOwed befOre Esau --

Audience Member: (Inaudible) because yOu're not suppOsed tO bOw befOre anybOdy but befOre Hashem.

Rabbi David FOhrman: SOme wOuld argue that. I'm not arguing with that. I'm arguing that JacOb bOwing befOre Esau was not a bad thing. The text seems tO say that that gave him the ability tO bless his children -- Ephraim -- it seems tO say that. HOwever, that's Only goOd with EdOm. BOwing befOre Esau makes sense in our relationships with EdOm. It dOesn't make sense in our relationships with Amalek.
Why? Because if the whOle pOint Of bOwing befOre EdOm is an attempt tO recOncile and tO say I was wrOng, that wOrks fOr EdOm whO can accept that recOnciliation and put it behind him. It dOesn't wOrk fOr Amalek.

Amalek will never accept recOnciliation no matter what we dO. They can't. NOw, if yOu put yOurself in Amalek's shOes, think yOu're Amalek fOr a mOment. Actually put yOurself in Amalek's shOes, and yOu see a Jews Or the Jews bOwing befOre yOu, hOw are yOu going tO interpret that?

Audience Member: That they're afraid Of yOu.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. YOu cannot interpret it as it's meant, which is an attempt tO recOncile because yOu can't accept recOnciliation. There's Only One other pOssible interpretation of bOwing. What dOes bOwing mean tO yOu now? It means weakness. It means subservience. That is Benjamin's perspective of it. Benjamin's perspective is I will not bOw, and it's Benjamin whO is the zealOt in the relationship with EdOm, sO tO speak, whO will not bOw, whO in a certain way, cOmplements Ephraim and allOws, I want tO argue, Benjamin tO successfully cOnfrOnt Amalek. It may be true that yOu have the mOral edge because yOu bOwed, but if yOu bOwed befOre Amalek, tO them that's just weakness.

There's this interesting kind Of right and left where one hand pulls fOrward, One hand pulls back. It alsO reminds me, and I think that it's Only ultimately Benjamin whO has that final capability tO be able tO (inaudible) with Amalek and defeat Amalek because they will not shOw that weakness and it seems like weakness. It's interpreted as weakness in the cOntext Of the battle against Amalek.

I hasten tO add Over here, even thOugh I really usually dOn't get invOlved in cOntempOrary ramifications Of this stuff, but if yOu think abOut it in cOntempOrary terms, tO me I can't help thinking abOut the Arab- Israeli struggle with this as well, in the sense that in reality, if yOu think abOut Our struggle with Our Arab cOusins, the reality is as much as -- it's a very inflamed situation. In inflamed situations people tend tO take extreme divisions.

I believe it's either we believe that we're essentially as right in our battle with Our presence. It is a cOmplicated stOry. Our recOrd has not been entirely clean. Their recOrd certainly hasn't been clean. There are nuances in the struggle which is One the reasOns why, I think that even if we think as we -- there's a video abOut winning the war Of PR On campuses, fOr example, and there's a lOt Of media and there's various fOundations whO are putting out films Or attempting tO try tO pOrtray Israel in a goOd light. I think that when yOu dO that yOu need tO be careful because the audience is sOphisticated and if yOu put tOgether a film which dOes nothing but seem like a rah-rah peace fOr Israel it's simply not going tO be effective on cOllege campuses because it just seems like okay, but what's the other side of the stOry.

YOu actually have tO create a nuance of these that tries as hOnestly as pOssibly tO lOOk at the narrative and yOu know if we did dO things wrOng in Deir Yassin sO we did things wrOng in Der Yassin. But yOu really have tO lOOk at it as a realistic kind Of thing. What I will say is that when it cOmes tO apOlOgizing fOr sOmething like Deir Yassin it's a tricky kind Of thing because if yOu're dealing with sOmebOdy whO can accept that apOlOgy then it lOOks like an apOlOgy, but if yOu're dealing with sOmeone whO will not accept any apOlOgies all it lOOks like is weakness.

That's really the bind which I think we find Ourselves in, which is that yes, hOnestly, there may be sOme things we shOuld apOlOgize fOr, but if there is nobOdy there tO accept the apOlOgy, if there's nobOdy in the mOOd Of accepting apOlOgies then the only Other Option yOu seem tO have is that I can't admit anything, I can't bOw in any kind Of way because bOwing is a sign of weakness and that's really I think the difficulty that we find Ourselves in.

Audience Member: I'm trying tO think and I can't get it, I'm hOping yOu can, going back tO Rachel, because it's interesting that it's bOth Ephraim and Benjamin whO had this zealOt ability tO fight Esau. What was it abOut Rachel that she was able tO give over this ability tO withstand Amalek tO her --

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's an interesting question. The answer tO the other goOd question is this. The thing that Ephraim and Benjamin dO have in cOmmOn, Of cOurse, is that they're bOth b'nei Rachel, they're bOth children of Rachel. Benjamin, Of cOurse, is Rachel's child and Ephraim is a child Of JOseph, whO is the older child Of Rachel. The question of Obvious (inaudible) is On the larger level what is it abOut Rachel that allOws fOr Rachel's children tO cOnfrOnt Esau. This gets tO the secOnd peace level I want tO talk tO yOu abOut tOday.

The first peace is that I think the one thing that Benjamin dOes, is Benjamin's a cOunterpOint tO Ephraim in terms Of bOwing. Whereas Ephraim may represent the pOsitive side of bOwing, Benjamin is the OppOsite extreme and sOmetimes yOu need kind Of bOth, but the other thing which I want tO talk tO yOu abOut goes tO this issue of, really the issue of the children of Rachel in general. This gets tO the cOnnection between Saul's war against Amalek and Esther's war against Amalek. SO let's talk abOut that.

I actually fOrgot abOut the Saul piece of this. I didn't really cOme prepared tO talk abOut this sO I'm not going tO talk abOut it in detail right now. We did talk abOut it in detail Once upOn a time in this grOup fOr thOse of yOu whO were here a lOng, lOng time ago. It was when we were facing the other way. It was befOre Purim. It was when I gave that tOpic abOut Pilegesh Bagivah (the COncubine of Gibeah) and the ScrOll Of Esther and the rape of Dinah and hOw all this fits tOgether.

Audience Member: DO that One again. Rabbi David FOhrman: DO that One again? Audience Member: (Inaudible).
Rabbi David FOhrman: (Inaudible). I'm sure that sOmebOdy's got the tape of it. Actually, I think I may even have the tape of it, sO yOu can e-mail me if yOu want, but there's a whOle fancy cOnstellation of stOries Of Saul (inaudible) there and hOpefully One day there will be a sequel tO The Queen YOu ThOught YOu Knew bOOk. That's kind Of the next piece over there.

What I argued back then was that if yOu lOOk at the Saul stOry, in general, yOu find sOme great triumphs On the part Of Saul, but yOu alsO find sOme great failings. If yOu think abOut Saul's great triumphs, Saul's prObably greatest triumph cOmes in a little sOrt Of unknown stOry, not a very well-known stOry arOund the 10th chapter Or sO Of Samuel 1, which is his battle in defense of the inhabitants Of Jabesh-Gilead, against Nahash, the King of AmmOn.

NOw, if yOu lOOk at that battle, Saul successfully unifies the Jews against the regional pOwer, Nahash the King of AmmOn and because he's able tO unify -- just fOr grOups he's able tO win in that battle. This can be tOO cOmplicated tO dO in the shOrt time sO I think I'm going tO have tO leave out the Saul piece and dO

it in a --

Audience Member: If yOu start it, yOu've got tO finish.

Rabbi David FOhrman: If I start this with yOu, then I'm not going tO be able tO finish Amalek tOday, that's fOr sure. I anyway have tO dO another session at sOme pOint. All right. Let me, I'll take it where it goes. I tOld yOu I was going tO finish tOday.

(InterpOsing)

Rabbi David FOhrman: But I wOn't dO it next week. When we cOntinue I'll try tO dO it, but I'll try tO give yOu heads up.

In Saul's war against Nahash the King of AmmOn, yOu hear the echOes Of another battle, another battle invOlved in Jabesh-Gilead. It turns Out that Jabesh-Gilead is the -- let me thrOw that up On the screen fOr yOu, that stOry, "Vaya'al Nachash Ha'amOni vayichan al Yaveish Gilad," Nahash, the King of AmmOn.

This is right now where Saul is made king. It's right Over here. Saul has just been made king right Over here. "Vayakreiv Shmuel et kOl shivtei Yisrael vayilacheid shevet Binyamin. Vayakreiv et shevet Binyamin lemishpechOtav vatilacheid mishpachat hamatri vayilacheid Shaul ben Kish." This is the lOttery, "vayivakshuhu velO nimtza," they cOuldn't find him. "Vayishalu Od baHashem hava od halOm ish," they said we can't find the king because Saul was hiding. They asked the Urim and the Thummim again tO send us sOmebOdy else, but GOd said no, "Hinei hu nechba el hakeilim," he's just hiding.

"Vayarutzu vayikachuhu mesham," they tOOk him Out frOm there. "Vayityatzev betOch ha'am vayigbah mikOl ha'am mishichmO vamalah." They tOOk him Out frOm there, he stOOd up, and he was a goOd head and shOulders -- by the way, which is where head and shOulders cOmes frOm -- he was a goOd head and shOulders abOve the rest Of the people.

By the way, as yOu read this, yOu are reminded Of a cOuple of interesting things. First Of all, just a little phrase over here, "Vayivakshuhu velO nimtza," they searched fOr him but they cOuld not find him, sOrt Of reminds yOu Of what? If yOu think abOut the children of Rachel, that phrase of finding or not finding, if yOu remember, One of the key wOrds that go back tO the children on Rachel, it goes all the way back tO the stOry Of Mechiras YOsef (the Selling of JOseph).

The stOry Of the selling of JOseph was Of cOurse the time when the brOthers cOme befOre their father and say "zOt matzanu haker na," we fOund a blOOdy cOat. Ultimately, yOu got this. If it was just that yOu'd say nah, whO knows? The wOrd matza is really a cOmmOn wOrd, but yOu keep On reading. What abOut this? "Vayarutzu vayikachuhu misham," and they ran and they tOOk him frOm there. AnybOdy?

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: This is actually the language of Pharaoh. When Pharaoh takes JOseph Out Of the

pit. He's in prisOn that's called a pit, "Vayikachuhu vayaritzuhu min habOr," when he takes him Out Of the pit. That's again JOseph and Of cOurse, "Vayigbah mikOl ha'am mishichmO vamalah." The one thing abOut Saul was always his shOulder. It's always the shechem Of his shOulder. It's always an impOrtant thing.

Audience Member: We've got Shechem (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's right. Of cOurse if yOu go back tO the selling of JOseph, where was the selling of JOseph? It was in Shechem (Nablus). Shechem was a shOulder and Shechem was alsO a city. It's all this sOrt Of stuff which is evOking the past Of the children of Rachel.

Samuel says, "Hare'item et asher bachar bO Hashem ki ein kamOhu bechOl ha'am vayari'u kOl ha'am vayOmru yechi hamelech," everyOne says yay, the king. It's really great. "Vayidaber Shmuel el ha'am et mishpat hameluchah vayichtOv basefer vanach lifnei Hashem vayishalach Shmuel et kOl ha'am ish lebeitO," Samuel sends everyOne hOme. Saul alsO goes hOme, "Vayelchu imO hachayil asher naga ElOkim belibam," and a great grOup Of people go and escOrt him hOme.

HOwever, "Bnei bliya'al," there were these no goOd nicks whO said, "mah yOshi'einu zeh," what can this guy dO fOr us? WhO is Saul and hOw can he ever really help us? "Vayivzuhu," and they debased him, "velO havei'u lO minchah," and they wOuldn't give him anything. They wOuldn't Offer him cOngratulations. What was Saul's respOnse? "Vayehi kimacharish" and he was silent.

Audience Member: It dOesn't say he was (inaudible), he was silent.

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's true. It was as if he was silent, but the idea is that he didn't respOnd tO them.

Audience Member: The fact is that -- Rabbi David FOhrman: Later On -- what?
Audience Member: Rachel did (inaudible) tO keep it.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. Later On, the next thing that happens is that there's this war that Nahash, this regional pOwer, the King of AmmOn prOvOkes against ¬Jabesh-Gilead. NOw, in this war Saul actually successfully defends the Jews, really against all Odds. Remember that Saul did not have the unstinting suppOrt Of the entire pOpulace. As yOu’ve just seen, a lOt Of people liked him, but there was this skeptical element that said "mah yOshi'einu zeh," cOuld yOu really dO anything fOr us. If yOu now think abOut "mah yOshi'einu zeh," why Saul really might not really be sO successful as king.

Let's talk abOut the odds against Saul. What are really the odds against Saul? Why is Saul's kingship, maybe, not lOOking sO bright?

Audience Member: He's not cOming frOm David.

Rabbi David FOhrman: First Of all, he's not cOming frOm David. That's true. David's later. (InterpOsing)
Rabbi David FOhrman: He's hiding. That's right. AlsO, he's hiding frOm -- a little bit earlier in Samuel he cOmplains that he's frOm the smallest shevet (tribe) Of the Jews, and he's frOm the smallest family, the smallest tribe, hOw's he suppOsed tO lead all the Jews. Let's talk abOut this fOr a mOment. Why was Benjamin such a small tribe, especially now?

Audience Member: (Inaudible) COncubine of Gibeah.

Rabbi David FOhrman: It was right after the COncubine of Gibeah. NOw, in the COncubine of Gibeah there was a civil war where everyOne ganged up against Benjamin led by Judah and Benjamin was decimated tO a pOint where they basically were going tO be simply destrOyed. The whOle tribe was going tO be cOmpletely destrOyed, were it not fOr a last case charity there of people whO got tOgether and tried tO give them lOts. That's why he's such a small tribe. If yOu think abOut it, pOlitically, yOu know what it means that pOlitically that the first king of Israel is now being chOsen frOm the tribe of Benjamin.

DO yOu know what that wOuld be like? That wOuld be like the year after the Civil War tO have, like, JeffersOn Davis's brOther elected President Of the Union. YOu know what I mean? That's what it wOuld be like. SOmebOdy frOm SOuth CarOlina being vOted in by the NOrth, by the Union. That wasn't happening, during the RecOnstruction Era, but this was recOnstruction and this was what is happening.

Benjamin is being chOsen tO lead Judah. It's literally unthinkable. TherefOre, the people whO said "mah yOshi'einu zeh," people whO say hOw cOuld he pOssibly dO anything, really, what he's saying is that this is a pOlitically crippled king. He has no ability tO rally everyOne arOund his side. Judah is never going tO listen tO him. What are yOu going tO dO? SO now, enter Nahash the AmmOnite. Nahash the AmmOnite decides "vayichan al Yaveish Gilad," that Of all places he's going tO attack the little outlying tOwn of
¬Jabesh-Gilead.

NOw, whO is Jabesh-Gilead? This wasn't just attacking any tOwn. Why did Nahash immediately after Saul was decided tO becOme king decide tO attack Jabesh-Gilead, in particular? The answer is it takes us again back tO the COncubine of Gibeah. In the stOry Of the COncubine of Gibeah, Jabesh-Gilead played an impOrtant rOle. Jabesh-Gilead was the one tOwn that didn't jOin in in the rOut Of Benjamin.

When Judah called tO amass trOOps tO kill Benjamin, the one tOwn that didn't jOin in was Jabesh-Gilead and Judah and everyOne else remembered that. Because when they were lOOking at the final stain of the terrible tragedy and awful and hOrrific stOry Of the COncubine of Gibeah, after the tribe of Benjamin is cOmpletely massacred and everyOne feels guilty abOut massacring Benjamin and almOst cOmpletely destrOying a tribe, they then say Of themselves, we need sOme wOmen fOr them, where are we going tO find wOmen fOr them? They cOme up with this (inaudible) plan.

What they decide tO dO is they say when we called Our trOOps against Benjamin, we made everyOne swear that they wOuld suppOrt the war and there was sOmebOdy whO didn't suppOrt the war. WhO didn't suppOrt the war? There was Jabesh-Gilead whO didn't suppOrt the war. Let's pull Out the men of Jabesh- Gilead and give their wives tO the tribe of Benjamin, which is what they then dO. SO Jabesh-Gilead gets massacred and the girls Of Jabesh-Gilead end up becOming wives fOr the tribe of Benjamin, in the final terrible tragic turn of that sOrt.

NOw, if yOu think a generation or twO later why wOuld Nahash, the King of AmmOn decide tO attack Jabesh-Gilead Of all people at the beginning of Saul's reign? The answer is because this is testing the new king. This is the great pOlitical test that the (inaudible) the new king is going tO be; can he rally the tribe Of Judah tO his side if Judah's a much strOnger tribe and the backbOne of the Jewish People at his side.
Can sOmebOdy frOm Benjamin after the COncubine of Gibeah actually succeed as king and hOw am I really going tO test yOu. DO yOu think yOu can rally people tO the defense of Jabesh-Gilead?

Jabesh-Gilead was not pOpular, Benjamin was not pOpular. Let's see Benjamin try tO rally the Jews tO his side tO defend Jabesh-Gilead. That's really what Nahash, the King of AmmOn, is dOing. It's prObably not a cOincidence that his name just happens tO be Nahash.

Audience Member: Which pOrtion (inaudible)? Rabbi David FOhrman: What?
Audience Member: Which pOrtion (inaudible)?

Rabbi David FOhrman: I dOn't remember whO Jabesh-Gilead was frOm. He wasn't frOm Judah, I dOn't know.

"VayOmru kOl anshei Yaveish el Nachash kras lanu bris vena'avdecha," sO basically Jabesh gives up. Jabesh says fine we surrender. "VayOmer aleihem Nachash Ha'amOni," Nahash the King of AmmOn says, "bezOs echrOs lachem binkOr lachem kOl ein yemin vesamtiha cherpah al kOl Yisrael." NO prOblem, Nahash says, I'll be happy tO make a treaty with yOu and the treaty is going tO be that I'm going tO wipe Out the right eye of all Of yOu guys. We're going tO take out everybOdy's right eye and that's going tO be the treaty, "vesamtiha cherpah al kOl Yisrael," and I'm going tO place that as a mark Of shame.

NOw, here this is interesting because yOu wOuld say this wOuld be a mark Of shame on whO? On the habitants Of Jabesh-Gilead, but that's not what the text says. He says I'm going tO place it as a mark Of shame on whO? "Al kOl Yisrael," On all Of Israel.

Audience Member: (Inaudible.)

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, that's the pOint. The pOint is why is Nahash dOing this? Nahash is not going tO have any ecOnomic benefit Of taking out everybOdy's right eye, why dOes he take everybOdy's right eye out? What was he actually thinking? What he's thinking is -- and if yOu think abOut the next

phrase, it makes sense why he dOes this tOO. " VayOmru eilav ziknei Yaveish," sO the elders Of Jabesh said, "heref lanu shivat yamim,2" give us seven days, "venishlicha malachim bechOl gvul Yisrael," and we will send messengers Out amOng all Over Israel, "v'im ein mOshi'a otanu," if nobOdy cOmes tO save us, "veyatzanu eilech," we'll accept yOur terms.

DO yOu think that's like strategically a smart thing tO dO? I mean, imagine sOmebOdy cOmes tO threaten yOu, yOu're a little nation and yOu say Okay, just give us seven days tO find all the allies we can tO beat yOu up and then we'll see. It's like yOu dOn't dO that. That takes away any element Of surprise, any element Of anything. Why did they say that?

The answer is because that's the whOle game over here. The whOle pOint Of what's happening is that -- the whOle pOint Of Nahash is that Nahash thinks that they wOn't be able tO find any allies. The whOle reasOn why he's prOvOking Jabesh-Gilead is not tO win against Jabesh-Gilead, but what he wants tO dO is he wants tO debase the whOle institute, the new institution of kingship. The number One goal Of a king is number One respOnsibility Of a king that he's able tO prOtect everyOne, tO be able tO unify people as a national defense. Basically, that is what Nahash is saying. Nahash is saying yOu have no ability tO dO that. What; I'll attack Jabesh-Gilead and yOu, yOu think yOu're going tO be able tO rally anybOdy in suppOrt Of Jabesh-Gilead.

That's the idea, Of cOurse, Of the bris (cOvenant). The cOvenant is I am going tO cOme and I'm going tO knock Out yOur right eye. Why knock Out yOur right eye? If yOu think abOut that symbOlically, what dOes that mean? What is yOur right eye? It's part Of a --

Audience Member: Part Of a pair.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Part Of a pair. Why dO yOu have twO eyes? Why dOn't yOu just have one eye? Audience Member: Depth.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Depth. The answer is yOu can see what yOu can see. YOu can see the same thing with One eye as yOu can see with twO eyes, but yOu see qualitatively better. SO what twO eyes really is an example of, the sum Of the whOle is where (inaudible) departs. YOu see that with twO eyes because the depth perception is an entirely new thing which cOmes tO yOu Once yOu have twO eyes.

By taking out an eye, what is Nahash really challenging? If yOu think abOut what a cOmmunity is, what a king in charge of a cOmmunity is, the definition of a cOmmunity is not just a whOle bunch Of people living tOgether. A cOmmunity is an organism, a meta-Organism which is abOve and beyOnd any individual. That's the whOle pOint Of the cOmmunity. A cOmmunity is not just a bunch Of I's; it's a we.
The I's stand tOgether. They make a we as we offer sOmething qualitatively greater than the individual I's. Right, I am talking abOut not an eye -- yOu understand what I am talking abOut -- the persOn I.

By destrOying the eye, One of twO eyes, what really Nahash is dOing is saying I challenge this notion that yOu have any kind Of cOmmunity. I challenge there are no parts wOrking tOgether Over here and because

that was On the table and because that was the whOle challenge then obviously the people of Jabesh- Gilead will be cOming back and saying okay we understand yOur challenge sO at least give us seven days tO see whether yOu're right, maybe sOmebOdy will help us. Nahash wants tO see if sOmebOdy is going tO help them. If they have seven days that's the whOle pOint. YOu're saying all the time yOu want yOu're not going tO find anybOdy tO help yOu, Saul is not going tO be able tO help yOu.

What happens? "VayavO'u hamalachim Givat Shaul vayidabru hadevarim be'aznei ha'am." Listen hOw bad this is. Messengers cOme frOm Jabesh-Gilead and whO dO yOu think they shOuld go tO with the news that Jabesh-Gilead is being threatened? YOu wOuld think they shOuld go tO the king. WhO dO they go tO? They go tO Givat Shaul, they go tO Saul's hOuse, but "vayidabru hadevarim be'aznei ha'am," whO dO they tell? They just tell everybOdy. They just start gossiping in the street. It's like yOu see that little purchase car that the king has here, it's like there's a national security emergency and they haven't even gone tO him. It's like Al Haig; I'm in charge. YOu know, remember that back then. It's like where's the president.

"Vayisu kOl ha'am et kOlam vayivku," all the people raise their vOices and they cry. Whenever yOu hear that phrase "vayisa kOl ha'am vayeivch," there always is the cry Of despair, no hOpe, whenever yOu have that. Hagar. When Hagar thinks that Ishmael is going tO die, "vatisa et kOlah vateivch." When JacOb thinks that he's not going tO buried with Rachel and it's all Over, "vayisa kOl vayeivch". Wherever yOu have "vayisa kOl vayeivch," it's always despOndency.

Here, tOO, the people are despOndent. They think that there's absOlutely no chance tO war Jabesh-Gilead. Of cOurse, there's irOny here because these are the very people whO can help. YOu understand? These are the very people whO can dO sOmething.

NOw, strangely enough we have another time, "vayisu kOl ha'am vavivku" in recent histOry Of the Jewish People and yOu know what it was? It was in the COncubine of Gibeah. In the stOry Of the COncubine of Gibeah when they fOund Out that there were going tO be no wives, that Benjamin is threatening that there's going tO be no wOmen fOr Benjamin tO marry, Benjamin is going tO die out, yOu know what the first respOnse of everybOdy was? "Vayisu kOl ha'am vayivku," they raise their vOices and they cry. It's a cry Of despOndency.

NOw, Of cOurse, yOu didn't have tO really be despOndent. The people cOuld cOme up with a sOlution. Why cOuldn't they cOme up with a sOlution? Because they had swOrn, they had taken an oath which they thOught they were bOund by that they will not intermarry amOng with Benjamin when they thOught that Benjamin was such an evil tribe and when they attacked them. Really all they had tO dO is find a way tO undO that Oath, find a way tO get Out Of that. YOu know, there are halachic ways tO get Out Of Oaths. Right? That's the way Out.

Instead what they dO is they despair and they say there's nothing we can dO when of cOurse, there is sOmething they can dO. Instead they settle upOn sOmething illegitimate tO dO, which is Oh, let's see whO didn't attack Benjamin, it's Jabesh-Gilead, let's kill them and give them their wives. This is the last time yOu heard that in the stOry invOlving Jabesh-Gilead and now yOu, like, see the beginnings Of this replay.

This sOrt Of cOllective pOwerlessness, when the cOllective really isn't pOwerless, yOu sOrt Of see it all happening again.

At this pOint Saul enters intO the text. "Vehinei Shaul ba acharei habakar min hasadeh," Saul's cOming with his Oxen frOm the field and he dOesn't even know what's going on, "VayOmer Shaul mah la'am ki yivku," Saul says hOw cOme everybOdy's crying, "vayisapru lO et divrei anshei Yaveish," and the people of Jabesh go and they tell him what actually happened. The messengers cOme and the actually tell the king by the way.

At this pOint sOmething amazing happens. "Vatiztlach ruach ElOkim al Shaul", Saul feels like he's inspired by GOd at this pOint, when he hears these wOrds, "vayichar apO me'Od," and he becOmes very, very angry.

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: GOd's (inaudible). Audience Member: FrOm Hashem, right.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. "Vayichar apO me'Od," and he becOmes very angry. At this pOint "Vayikach tzemed bakar," he takes the oxen which are there. What kind Of Oxen? "Tzemed bakar." What's a tzemed bakar? A team Of Oxen that are yOked tOgether; right? YOu know hOw a team Of Oxen wOrk, yOked tOgether with these yOkes? He takes tOgether a team Of Oxen whO is wOrking fOr him, "vayenaseihu," and he cuts them all up. "Vayishlach bechOl --"

Audience Member: It sOunds like the COncubine of Gibeah.

Rabbi David FOhrman: It sOunds like the COncubine of Gibeah. If yOu go back tO the COncubine of Gibeah, the whOle stOry starts when the husband Of the raped wOman takes her bOdy, which may have actually been alive at that pOint, actually cuts her up and sends bOdy parts all Over. This sensational act is what rallies everyOne tOgether tO defeat Benjamin. NOw the child Of Benjamin dOes the same act and what's the purpOse?

The first time it was tO unify the people. That action is what unified the people against Benjamin, but it unified them in civil war. It was a paradOxical thing; it unified them in the service of non-unity, in the service of destrOying any semblance of unity tO enlarge it. It unified a sub-grOup Of klal Yisrael (the cOngregation of Israel) against a particular grOup.

What Saul dOes now is takes the memOries Of that, takes a team Of Oxen and cuts them up and sends them Out with messengers, bOdy parts Of theses Oxen "leimar," saying, "asher eynenu yOtze acharey Shaul," anybOdy whO dOesn't go Out tO war with Saul, "ve'achar Shmuel," and after Samuel, "kO yei'aseh livkarO," sO will be dOne tO his Oxen. "VayipOl pachad Hashem al ha'am vayetzu ke'ish echad." In other wOrds, hOw are they're going out? They are going out "ke'ish echad," they're going out unified. Saul

succeeds in unifying them.

This is a goOd kind Of unity. Instead Of unifying a subgrOup against another grOup, which is Of cOurse nasty, I mean that's what yOu dO. If yOu think abOut little places Of immature lessOns, this is what they dO. In other wOrds they get yOur friends tOgether, but it's unity, bullying, getting a grOup tOgether, unifying a grOup but unifying it at the expense of sOmeone else within a larger grOup.

What Saul is dOing is sOmething legitimate, which is unifying everyOne, even people whO previously didn't get alOng in self-defense, in self-defense frOm an external threat. "Vayitzu ke'ish echad.
Vayifkedem beVazek vayihiyu bnei Yisrael shelOsh mei'ah elef ve'is Yehuda shlOshim alef." He manages tO get Judah with him, there is 300,000 trOOps, the people of Judah are 30, 000. "VayOmru lamalachim habayim kO tOmrun le'ish Yavesh Gilad," tell people of Jabesh-Gilead, tOmOrrOw yOu're going tO be saved.

The people came, they tOld it tO anshei Yavesh (people of Jabesh) and they were happy, they rejOiced. The people of Jabesh-Gilead said tO Nahash, the threat, "machar netze aleichem," tOmOrrOw we'll go Out tO yOu, we'll accept yOur terms and yOu can dO, "va'asitem lanu kechOl hatOv be'eyneychem." There's a little play On wOrds here. YOu can dO tO us anything that's goOd in yOur eyes. Because yOu saying yOu're going tO knock Out Our eyes, dO whatever is goOd in yOur eyes.

The next day, "Vayasem Shaul et ha'am shlOsha rashim," Saul then divides up the grOup intO three different camps and they go, "vayavO'u vetOch hamachane be'ashmOret habOker." That dawn they cOme and they fight against AmmOn "ad chOm hayOm vayehi hanisharim vayafutzu velO nisharu vam shnayim yachad," and then the people they were fighting against scattered and yOu cOuldn't even find twO tOgether.

What happens is that Saul is cOming in a unified way, manages tO destruct the unity Of their fOes, everyOne else scatters. "VayOmer ha'am el Shmuel mi ha'Omer Shaul imlOch aleynu," and then the people cOme and say, whO was the one whO said in disgust shall Saul really rule upOn us? "Tenu ha'anashim unemitem," give us thOse people whO didn't believe in yOu and we will kill them. NOw, what dO yOu think Saul shOuld dO? ShOuld he wipe out an oppOsition at this pOint?

Audience Member: NO.

Rabbi David FOhrman: NO. "VayOmer Shaul, lO yumat ish bayOm hazeh," no man will die tOday, "ki hayOm asa Hashem teshu'a beYisrael," because GOd has saved us tOday. What happens is that Saul avOids the easy way Out, right, which again wOuld be division, which wOuld be tO kill his enemies, and instead insists On unity.

If yOu lOOk at the numbers here, the numbers are fascinating. If yOu lOOk at the train of numbers, it begins with 300,000, there are 300,000 people. It then goes tO 30,000; there are 30,000 people frOm Judah. It then goes tO three, which is the three heads. It then goes tO twO, "velO nisharu vam shnayim yachad." It then goes tO One, "lO yumat ish bayOm hazeh." It's like a funnel which is unity all cOming

dOwn tO One.

The bOttOm line is Saul succeeds, but when he succeeds -- and this is the pOint fOr Our purpOses -- he succeeds in dOing twO things. He succeeds by expressing twO different sOrt Of emOtion, well, an emOtion and an expression of that emOtion. The twO verbs which are key in this stOry are number One, "vayehi kemaharish."

When everyOne debased him when he becOmes king, what emOtion wOuld yOu have if yOu were king? Anger. Instead Of anger he is silent. He might have felt anger, but he was silent; right? He was silent in the face of his enemies. NOw, was he always silent in the face of his enemies? NO, because then Nahash cOmes alOng, Nahash is an enemy, he cOuld have been silent there tOO. Instead what's Saul's respOnse, what's his emOtional respOnse tO hearing abOut Nahash?

Audience Member: "Vayichar apO."

Rabbi David FOhrman: "Vayichar apO." Anger. What happens is that there are twO pOssibilities fOr anger here. One pOssibility fOr anger is anger at my grOup; people in my grOup wOn't accept me as king. There he's not angry. There he is quite. Then instead there is -- but later On it's not like Saul's just a wimp whO can never feel anger, and cOuld never just -- he is not. Instead he can feel anger, right, but he feels anger apprOpriately.

He's able tO cOnquer anger when necessary and when it's prOductive and tO be silent, but there were times when he wasn't silent. Right after this he feels anger, but it's not anger in -- the first kind Of anger wOuld have been anger in service of himself. I'm angry because people aren't accepting me as king.
What I want tO dO is take that kind Of anger, there he was silent. When it's anger against an external grOup that's threatening my people, there I'll be angry and there he succeeds in unifying the people. He directs the anger against the external fOe and unifies his people behind him.

What I want tO argue, what I want tO leave yOu with tOday is this thOught. What this goes back tO is another stOry. It goes back tO the stOry not Of Jabesh-Gilead, not just Of the COncubine of Gibeah, but it goes back tO the stOry Of the rape of Dinah. What I dOn't have time tO dO with yOu now is if yOu lOOk carefully yOu will find that there are abOut a dOzen parallels between the stOry Of the rape of Dinah On One hand and the stOry Of the COncubine of Gibeah On the other hand.

What we argued then is that what the rape of Dinah was tO a family, the stOry Of the COncubine of Gibeah was tO a nation. It was just the rape of Dinah acted Out in a large way. The same sOrt Of destructiveness there was in the rape of Dinah there was -- the rape of Dinah -- let's dO this way, if the COncubine of Gibeah was the great failing on the part Of the nation, a civil war, there were elements Of civil war within the stOry Of the rape of Dinah.

As Rashi puts it, Rashi lumps tOgether the rape of Dinah tOgether as the three bad things that happened in Shechem. ThOse three bad things was the rape of Dinah, the sale of JOseph, and the division of the kingship which in Rashi's mind I think are the three events that are disunity in the family. It begins with

the rape of Dinah.

If yOu think abOut what went wrOng in the rape of Dinah, these twO verbs silence and anger, thOse are the things that went wrOng. JacOb was silent; silent in the face of what? In the face of an external threat. There was a threat tO his daughter and he was silent in the face of that threat.

Then there was anger. Anger On the part Of whOm? Anger On the part Of the brOthers. Anger at his silence. But the prOblem is that whO they are really angry at is father again and their father's (inaudible). They can never really be angry at their father and what it dOes is it leads tO an overreaction which ultimately leads tO the entire massacre of Shechem in a sOrt Of ill-cOnceived, failed diplOmatic mOve as we've seen it befOre. The diplOmacy failed and they then embark On a rescue mission and they destrOy everyOne. It's not just that they destrOy everyOne; they alsO sOw the seeds Of discOrd amOng themselves. The stOry begins as Dinah daughter Of Lea, and the stOry ends "hachezOnah ya'ase et achOtenu," people say, shall Our sister be made intO a harlOt?

The great question is, JacOb, wOuld yOu have been silent if it was a child Of Rachel? Maybe it was Only because it was a child Of Leah. WOuld yOu really have been silent? We, Simeon and Levi, she's Our sister. We can't allOw Our sister tO be handled like this. They act when JacOb didn't act and sO what yOu have is silent anger which dOesn't end up wOrking out well.

What Saul dOes is he succeeds in repairing sOrt Of the damage of the disunity Of the rape of Dinah. The disunity Of the rape of Dinah ripped large the COncubine of Gibeah, which is the COncubine of Gibeah. He succeeds in this One war Of kind Of putting that back tOgether, Of salving thOse old wOunds. He is a child frOm the children of Rachel now and he is able tO reach Out tO the other side of the family and tO unify them apprOpriately against an external enemy and things are goOd. This is the highpOint Of the kingship fOr Saul.

What we'll talk abOut when we cOme back after the summer is the lOw pOint in the kingship Of Saul. UnfOrtunately it dOesn't last and Saul is destrOyed. One reasOn he is destrOyed is because of Amalek. But strangely even after Amalek, Saul is still king. He is still king even as David is crOwned king. If yOu lOOk carefully what we'll dO when we cOme back after the summer is we're going tO lOOk at the Saul and David's narratives, the narratives Of Saul and David while Saul is still king and is still chasing David, which is really Saul's dOwnfall.

If yOu lOOk carefully at thOse narratives what yOu'll hear is just what we've heard here; echOes Of the rape Of Dinah. YOu are going tO hear echOes tO later pOints in JacOb's life, after the rape of Dinah, which are very crucial tO an understanding of -- again what Benjamin or the children of Rachel can dO, Other narratives invOlving the children of Rachel invOlving ultimately the stOry Of JOseph.

I believe what happens is that Saul has a histOric pOssibility Open tO him, its histOric pOssibility which is almOst like histOry in every stage of life is Open tO this pOssibility. Same way we saw that JacOb had the OppOrtunity tO sOrt Of replay mistakes he made earlier in life, the nation of Israel, the stOry Of the manna in the desert and the pOssibility Of replaying the JacOb and Esau narratives.

What I want tO argue is that On the national level the Jews Or the kings Of Israel alsO have these OppOrtunities, tO replay these earlier events and tO dO it right. Saul had such an oppOrtunity here tO replay the COncubine of Gibeah, the stOry Of the rape of Dinah and he did it successfully. But tO truly be a successful king he wOuldn't just have tO replay the beginning of the schism in the family Of Israel, he wOuld have tO replay the end Of them alsO. The end Of them is not just rape of Dinah; it's the stOry Of the sale of JOseph. He has tO replay bOth Of thOse right.

He gets that chance in the stOry, I believe, Of David. We'll talk abOut hOw he handles that chance. This, I believe, is what sets up the stOry Of Esther and I think it's the framewOrk fOr understanding why she and Saul have a chance tO cOnfrOnt Amalek. There is a lOt mOre tO be said and I guess I prObably wOn't be able tO finish it tOday, sO we'll see when we cOme back after the summer. Thank yOu.

Rabbi David FOhrman: While we (inaudible) the prOjectOr I will just fill yOu in with a little shOw and tell. We were in CalifOrnia. HOw many Of yOu were here fOr the talk that I gave -- I actually gave it a cOuple of times, sO if yOu weren't here one time (inaudible) On JOseph and Pharaoh's dreams? Raise yOur hands if yOu were here fOr that. If yOu have no idea what I'm talking abOut raise yOur hands.

Audience Member: DO I dO bOth? Rabbi David FOhrman: What?
Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Oh, really? That's a very bad (inaudible). Anyway, I gave this talk On JOseph and Pharaoh's dreams. It was really deep; it's One of my favOrite little pieces that I've put tOgether. It had tO dO with a way Of deciphering Pharaoh's -- with theory On hOw JOseph deciphered Pharaoh's dream. When I say decipher it, he deciphered it kind Of literally.

I wOn't get intO the theory in detail, but in a nutshell what I argued is that, yOu know, JOseph said that he knows that "Bil'aday ElOkim ya'aneh et shlOm Pharaoh", that Hashem will interpret Pharaoh's dream and yet we have no recOrd Of Hashem ever cOmmunicating the meaning of the dream. Nevertheless, JOseph goes abOut and interprets it. Generally when G-d talks tO sOmebOdy in the Sefer Bereishit (BOOk Of Genesis) it says, GOd talks tO them and here GOd didn't talk tO him and yet JOseph knows hOw tO interpret the dreams.

YOu might just say that JOseph is making it up, that he is figuring it Out On his Own, but there are elements in the dream that yOu cOuldn't really figure out On yOur Own. FOr example, the notion that the cOws represent years, the chartumim (magicians) thOught that cOws represent all different sOrts Of things. HOw dOes he specifically know that the cOws represented years, cOuld've been a lucky guess, but cOuld've been cities, cOuld've been daughters, cOuld've been anything. HOw dOes he know that?

I develOped a theory that interrelates intO the dream actually is kind Of a cOde which JOseph is able tO decipher. The reasOn he is able tO decipher it is because the key tO the cOde is JOseph's Own life. He hears resOnances Of his Own life in Pharaoh's dream. FOr example, what the beautiful cOws are known as cOws were "yefOt tO'ar", right, which is a wOrd -- "yefat mar'eh" and "yefat tO'ar" are used Only tO describe Rachel and JOseph in Chumash (Pentateuch). The other, the ugly cOws are described as "rakOt" --

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: What rakOt reminds us Off? That they're are Rachel and Leah cOws. It dOesn't lOOk like we're going tO get Our prOjectOr going tOday, I'm sOrry. It's acting up here. I dOn't know. SOrry abOut that. We may have tO actually use the Pentateuch which wOuld really be tragic On this, but I think we'll try tO dO that.

Anyway, sO it was a very -- withOut getting intO tOO much detail now, it was a very elegant kind Of cOde
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that had multiple different layers intO it. It reminded me of the little I know Of sOme aspects Of sOrt Of mOdern cryptOgraphy. I was always interested in kind Of cOmparing it tO mOdern cryptOgraphy and seeing if there were cOnnections.

I had a really interesting encOunter, in CalifOrnia, which I'll just tell yOu abOut briefly. We were at my sister and brOther-in-law at PalO AltO, part Of SilicOn Valley, the shul aptly named Emek Beracha. We were there and Of cOurse there is lOts Of, yOu know, high-tech people arOund. There is -- he wOrks fOr AdObe and YahOO and Apple and GOOgle and all these (inaudible). My kids managed just tO farnegel¬ a tOur Of GOOgle, by the way. (Inaudible) emplOyees which is really remarkable. I've got (inaudible) and it's kind Of remarkable place.

Anyway, in shul I managed tO meet a guy, yOu know, wearing a black hat, lOOks he cOuld have cOme out right Of the Five TOwns Or BrOOklyn and he had a dOctOrate in theoretical cryptOgraphy and was wOrking as a manager in one of the tOp security sections in GOOgle, actually. He was an interesting fellOw sO I said yOu're just the kind Of guy I'm lOOking fOr and, yOu know, I pigeonhOled him and gave him my whOle shpiel (play) On JOseph and Pharaoh's dream.

Anyway, he was very intrigued. It turns Out that mOst Of the mOdern cryptOgraphy, right now, is really mOstly a cOmputer-driven science. MOst cOdes are develOped by cOmputers and are cracked by cOmputers. By cOmparisOn cOdes which human beings thOught up, as recently as fifty years ago Or sO, are notOriously easy fOr cOmputers tO break. The famOus Enigma Cipher which the Germans used in WOrld War TwO which was painstakingly brOken actually by the Allies, yOu know, yOur average PC cOuld break that in abOut five secOnds Or less. Similarly the Japanese Imperial COde.

SOmehOw these cOdes -- at the time the cOde makers always think that they are very secure and Over time with enough industriousness they can be brOken with striking results. I was just reading the other night that the less yOu think that this is an arcane part Of science, first Of all it's very impOrtant nowadays. If yOu're going tO have any sOrt Of baking online yOu're going tO want cryptOgraphy, yOu're going tO want yOur stuff tO be encOded and recently in WOrld War TwO interestingly enough One of the reasOns why we wOn and beat the Japanese in Battle of Midway -- remember the Battle of Midway was a battle which the United States was Outnumbered in ships by a great deal and we were slOwly lOsing the Pacific. The final kind Of deathblOw the Japanese have decided tO attack Midway Island and kind Of hOpscOtch Over the Hawaii and capture that.

We had managed tO decipher part Of the Japanese Imperial COde, but we cOuldn't figure exactly which island is which. There was this island which was running arOund which was cOdenamed AF we weren't quite sure what it was and thOught it was Midway, there was a lOt Of chatter abOut that. It lOOked like Japan was preparing an attack at a certain time on a certain day On Midway, but nobOdy knew exactly what AF was.

The United States naval cOmmander instructed Midway Island tO send Out a cOmmunication tO Hawaii that their fresh water cOndenser was brOken. They sent it Out as an un-cOded message out in the clear and Hawaii answered back that they are going tO send Over a barge with fresh water and lO and behOld
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the Japanese picked up the transmission and encOded it and this is their cOde, "and sO that AF is Out Of water."

Audience Member: Oh, really.

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's hOw they figured Out, very simple, right, what Midway Island was. That they tOOk all the reaming aircraft characters, a fleet Of this and put them all in Midway Island, we were there waiting fOr them and in a day the United States wiped Out mOst Of the Japanese Imperial Navy and that really changed the cOurse of the war. Little things like that make a big deal.

Anyway, sO I was talking tO him and it turns Out that the JOseph's cOde really dOes seem tO be a cOde and he suggested it uses three or fOur different kinds Of mOdern cryptOgraphic tOOls. Things, fOr example, known as secret sharing where no One persOn has the whOle cOde, sO just because yOu get One persOn yOu still can't get the cOde. The secret is shared Over time by different people and Other very interesting esOteric methOds.

He says that what's interesting abOut the cOde is that it was dOne befOre cOmputers and there was what's known as heuristic cOde which means that it's not actually mathematical, it's based upOn human experience, but is the kind Of thing that cOmputers can't actually make up and the kind Of thing cOmputers can't really break, because it's cOnceptual, it's not mathematical. He'd like tO publish a paper On the bOOk, sO we're going tO try and dO it and publish it in the mOdern cryptOgraphy jOurnal, sO we're
--

Audience Member: Yasher kO'ach.

Rabbi David FOhrman: At the very least, he says, he knows that his grOup Of security experts at GOOgle will get a big kick Out Of it. We're going tO try and dO that. I'm going tO wOrk On that in my spare time.

Here is what we're going tO be dOing. I'm going tO finish up tOday sOmething which I have spent a goOd part Of last year On. If yOu weren't here last year yOu still shOuld be able tO fOllOw, because it will be its Own little thing, but it's cOnnected tO what we're talking abOut last year.

It's going tO be the end Of the Amalek series which we began. FOllOwing that in cOming weeks, fOllOwing that in cOming weeks what I wOuld like tO dO next is sOmething which I'm in the middle of wOrking on now, it's sOmething which I've not finished wOrking on, I'm actually kind Of in the middle Of it. It's sOmething which I began with yOu, but it has since develOped further sO I want tO kind Of cOntinue it.

If yOu lOOk at the stOries invOlving Eliyahu Hanavi (Elijah the PrOphet) in Sefer Melachim Aleph and Sefer Melachim Beit (The BOOk Of Kings One and TwO). SOme of the stOries are mOre familiar tO yOu, the stOry Of Elijah at Gar Hakarmel (MOunt Carmel), which we talked abOut the aftermath Of that little bit, a cOuple of weeks back. We'll cOntinue with that and go a little bit further. AlsO stOries invOlving the death Of Elijah and a little known stOry abOut -- well, actually, I wOuldn't say a little known, a little stOry

Of Elijah and Ahab and the vineyard Of NabOth, as well. ThOse are really fascinating stOries and I think there is a lOt going on there sO hOpefully we'll be able tO make sOme headway tOgether On that.

By the way Of finishing up the Amalek stOries, I want tO get back tO a cOuple of pOints. FOr the benefit Of thOse of yOu whO were not here last year may be even fOr thOse of yOu whO were tO summarize one pOint. We spent a lOng time talking abOut Amalek and One of the pOints that we made over the cOurse of Our discussions tOgether is that if we were tO analyze whO Amalek is we might say, we might call the Amalek as the sOrt Of self-appOinted memOry keepers Of the feud between JacOb and Esau.

If yOu lOOk at whO Amalek is genealOgy wise, Amalek actually appears as the grandsOn of Esau, he's actually One of the children of Eliphaz. As we talked abOut befOre he is actually seems tO be -- the Ramban (Nachmanides) argues based upOn a subtle inference in the language of the text that he is actually the dispOssessed sOn of Eliphaz, he's the child Of a pilegesh (cOncubine), as OppOsed tO the child Of a wife and dOesn't actually seem tO bear the name of Esau's family going fOrward, but he seems tO identify very strOngly with Esau and seems sOrt Of tO be the self-appOinted memOry keeper fOr the battle between JacOb and Esau.

HOwever, we argued that whereas if yOu lOOk at the various histOrical interactions between Esau and JacOb in Tanach (Bible) and even pOst-Bible yOu'll find that even thOugh JacOb and Esau never really emerged as the best Of friends, but there was sOrt Of cOld détente between them. In Sefer Devarim (BOOk Of DeuterOnomy) there is no war between them, there is sOrt Of a cOld peace, but that's not the case with Amalek.

Amalek seems tO be dedicated tO destrOying the Jews at every turn and we talked abOut why that was.

We mentioned that -- withOut going intO this in detail, just by way Of a thumbnail sketch Of review -- we suggested that if yOu lOOk at the various different Amalek narratives, in particular the times that Amalek attacks the Jews, in particular the Megillah (ScrOll Of Esther) and the stOry in Beshalach when the Jews attack and even later On with "haCana'ani melech Arad" where Rashi says it's fOr Amalek.

If yOu lOOk at thOse narratives yOu'll find these linguistic clues that bring yOu back tO earlier JacOb and Esau stOries. It's as if Amalek, as they are attacking the Jews, are remembering the JacOb and Esau stOry. Just tO give an example of what it is that I'm talking abOut in Beshalach and then again in DeuterOnomy when it talks abOut the attack Of Amalek On Jews in the dessert sO if yOu remember "ve'ata ayef veyage'a", that they attacked yOu when yOu were "ayef veyage'a." SO if yOu remember "ayef", right, where dOes "ayef" cOme frOm in the TOrah? WhO was ayef?

Audience Member: Esau.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. "VayavO Eisav min hasadeh vehu ayef"? Esau came back frOm the field, he was ayef. Of cOurse the verb fOr Amalek attacking us, Of cOurse, is "vayavO Amalek", right, and then later On "vayavO Haman", right? This echOes "vayavO Eisav min hasadeh vehu ayef."

There are these memOries Of -- there seem tO be these memOries Of these stOries in which JacOb had bested Esau. JacOb had bested Esau and had taken the bechOrah (birthright) frOm him, in JacOb and Esau number One. JacOb and Esau number twO, there was the stOry Of the deception of Isaac and the taking of the bechOrah.

These stOries seem tO be at the fOrefrOnt Of Amalek's national memOry, shall we say. One of the arguments I made is that in all Of these stOries yOu never find -- yOu find a dOzen references in the BOOk Of Esther and in the Amalek attack stOries tO the first stOry Of JacOb and Esau invOlving JacOb's taking of the birthright frOm Esau. YOu find references tO JacOb and Esau twO, the stealing of the blessing, but what yOu never find is references tO JacOb and Esau three, which is the recOnciliation stOry Of JacOb and Esau. The time that JacOb bOws and essentially apOlOgizes fOr what he had dOne in the past. YOu find that Amalek just dOesn't deal with that and we wOndered why that was.

We suggested a theory that whatever the ultimate answer is it seems that Amalek fOr all Of their emphasis On zecher -- Of cOurse what we're tOld tO dO is not just tO wipe out Amalek, but tO wipe out the zecher Of Amalek, wipe out the memOry Of Amalek, as if the thing that we are battling is mOre than just a nation, but it's their memOry.

It's almOst a PR battle, because if Amalek succeeds in rewriting histOry and leaving out JacOb and Esau three and Only fOcusing on JacOb and Esau One and JacOb and Esau twO and said that as a result Of that then there is a perpetual battle between Esau and JacOb there is really no way fOr the Jews tO cOntinue tO dO their mission in the wOrld, there is essential alienation between JacOb and Esau which can never be sOrt Of OvercOme. We dO battle against Amalek's memOry.

Anyway, sO thOse were sOme of the pOints that we made last year withOut going intO detail abOut them. What I want tO talk abOut tOday, leaving that in the backgrOund Of yOur mind, is a final piece in the question of hOw it is that we dO battle against Amalek, hOw is it that the Jews battle Amalek.

If yOu lOOk at the shevatim whO are invOlved in the battles, the tribes, sO there is twO tribes that are the fOrefrOnt Of it. One tribe is Ephraim and here we have JOshua whO takes the lead in battle against Amalek the first time arOund and then yOu alsO have Benjamin. Benjamin battles Amalek in the times Of Saul.
When Saul cOmes and Of cOurse he is frOm Benjamin and he wages war against Amalek in the BOOk Of Samuel One. Then, Of cOurse, in the BOOk Of Esther, Esther and MOrdecai are alsO frOm the tribe of Benjamin, are actually accOrding tO Chazal (Our Sages) actually descendants Of Saul. It seems like Benjamin has a special place in the battle Amalek as well.

We were just wOndering if there is anything abOut Ephraim and Benjamin in particular which shOuld make them the vanguard, as it were, in the war against Amalek. In our previous sessions we've talked abOut Ephraim and we talked abOut the brachOt (blessings) Of Ephraim and Manasseh, in particular Ephraim, and I'm not going tO go Over that, but what I want tO talk abOut tOday is Benjamin. Where dOes Benjamin cOme frOm in being tO battle Amalek and with that I want tO sOrt Of clOse out Our lOOk at Amalek.

What I want tO begin is sOmething which at face value has nothing tO dO with Benjamin, but has tO dO with the BOOk Of Esther and it is as impOrtant as anything and I think it has a lOt tO dO with Benjamin. It's the parsha of yibbum (levirate marriage) and chalitzah (the remOving of the shOe) in Parshat Ki Teitzei in the bOOk Of DeuterOnomy.

What I want tO dO here with yOu is play One of Our favOrite games which is where we heard these wOrds befOre as yOu read thrOugh the parsha of levirate marriage yOu're going tO notice stuff that's going tO start reminding yOu Of the BOOk Of Esther. What abOut this reminds yOu Of the BOOk Of Esther?

"Ki yeshvu achim yachdav", when brOthers sit tOgether, settle tOgether, "umet echad meihem", One of them dies yOung, "uben ein lO", and he has no child, "lO tihiye eshet hamet hachutza le'ish zar", sO it's a mitzvah (cOmmandment) upOn the widOw Of the deceased not tO marry any Other fellOw except fOr the brOther Of the deceased, "yevama yavO aleha ulekacha lO le'isha veibma", it's a cOmmandment fOr the brOther Of the deceased tO marry her and tO have children. "Vehaya habechOr asher teled", and the oldest child that their union will give rise tO, "yakum al shem achiv hamet", will establish the perpetuation of the name of the dead brOther. By the way, in Hebrew this wOrd, yakum, it's an interesting wOrd tO keep in mind. What dOes yakum mean?

Audience Member: Establishes, get up.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Get up. Yakum is actually an interesting wOrd, it's wOrth kind Of making a study Of it, the way yakum is used in this kind Of cOntext. Where else in the TOrah dO yOu have yakum used in this type of cOntext? It's a strange wOrd here, "vehaya habechOr asher teled" I wOuld say "yikra al shem achiv hamet" Or sOmething, it will be called after the name of the widOw.

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Instead it's "yakum al shem achiv hamet". Where else dO yOu have the wOrd yakum in that kind Of way? Cases that cOme tO mind, it's sOrt Of lesser known cases that cOme tO mind --

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: NO, sO in the dictionary there is always mOre than one translation of the wOrd. The cOmmOn translation of yakum literally means tO physically get up, but there's another translation of the wOrd yakum which it seems tO be over here, as well. FOr example, the pasuk (verse) "venasan" -- let me see if I can find it.

Audience Member: (InterpOsing).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Here are sOme examples Of that. "Ve'im ga'Ol yigal et hasadeh hamakdish OtO veyasaf chamishit kesef erkecha alav vekam lO." This is an example of -- in Vayikra (Leviticus) if a persOn was "ve'im achar hayOvel yakdish sadehu" the persOn tOOk his field and he cOnsecrated it tO hekdesh, sO he can "ve'im ga'Ol yigal et hasadeh" he can redeem it fOr mOney. The mOney becOmes cOnsecrated, the

field goes back tO him. The wOrd fOr the field going back tO him is "vekam lO." In other wOrds what happened is that the field was in the dOmain of the Temple, it was cOnsecrated and yOu're going tO redeem it frOm the Temple dOmain, right, "vekam lO", and it's going tO cOme back tO yOu.

Another example of it is with Abraham and EphrOn with the field that he bOught frOm EphrOn. DOesn't it say at the end Of that -- dOn't we have that language as well -- remember that?

Audience Member: He had a tekumah because he wOuldn't have been (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yeah, but what was the language there? He goes, if yOu have Chumash (Bible) yOu can find this if not --

Audience Member: Chayei Sarah? Audience Member: Chayei Sarah.
Audience Member: "VayavO hasadeh", "Vayakam Avraham". Rabbi David FOhrman: NO.
Audience Member: "Vayakam hasadeh."

Rabbi David FOhrman: It's at the end Of it. It's the very end when he buys the field. Audience Member: Yeah, "Vayakam hasadeh".
Rabbi David FOhrman: That's it, right there. YOu want tO just read that Out lOud? Read the verse befOre the last One and then the last One.

Audience Member: "Ve'acharei chen kavar Avraham et Sarah ishtO el me'arat sdei hamachpeilah al pnei Mamrei hu ChevrOn be'Eretz Cana'an. Vayakam hasadeh vehame'arah asher bO le'Avraham la'achuzat kaver me'et bnei Chet".

Rabbi David FOhrman: If yOu think abOut that that's a pretty unusual use fOr the wOrd "vayakam" -- Audience Member: (InterpOsing).
Rabbi David FOhrman: -- when yOu say, here yOu have an inanimate object, a field, the last thing in the wOrld that can get up and go anywhere, it's described as "vayakam hasadeh" sO what dOes that mean?
This is another translation of the wOrd "vayakam", it dOesn't literally mean physically that the field got up and went, but it's a language of redemption.

When sOmething -- what yOu have is when sOmething is sOrt Of alienated frOm yOu and then it cOmes

intO yOur dOmain it's almOst like its pOtential has actualized. "Vayakam hasadeh le'Avraham", it became his, it's as if he redeemed it frOm EphrOn. Here tOO, the field was in the hands Of hekdesh and yOu redeemed it and yOu sOrt Of got it back. That seems tO be the sense in which "vayakam" is appearing here with yibbum --going back tO Our case of a levirate marriage.

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Same idea. Right? "Vehaya habechOr asher teled yakum al shem achiv hamet". Right, that's the idea, it's really a redemption of the sOul. The idea is that the persOn's sOul is alienated frOm him, the persOn died and he has no legacy left in the wOrld and here cOmes the child that's bOrn and sOrt Of brings life back intO his legacy. It brings back intO the dOmain of the deceased sOrt Of his name.
That's kind Of what's happening now.

Audience Member: What abOut "KOl hOreg Kayin shivatayim yakum"?

Rabbi David FOhrman: It's different. Over there it means -- it's a different shOresh (rOOt), it's frOm (inaudible) where it means redemption. "Vehaya habechOr asher teled yakum al shem achiv hamet velO yimacheh shemO miYisrael." Okay. The child that is bOrn is called after the dead persOn "velO yimacheh shemO miYisrael", dOes anyOne want tO translate that? And the persOn's name, the dead persOn's name, shOuld not be erased frOm Israel. Little -- by the way what dOes it have tO dO with Amalek, anyway?

Audience Member: "Timcheh et zecher Amalek."

Rabbi David FOhrman: That actually is an Amalek wOrd, isn't that interesting? Right, "MachO timcheh et zecher Amalek mitachat hashamayim", right? "MachO emchcheh" Or "timcheh et zecher Amalek mitachat hashamayim". There is this idea of wiping out Or erasing Amalek's name and Over here "velO yimacheh shemO miYisrael", this persOn's name shOuldn't be erased.

Okay, that might just cOuld just be a cOincidence. Let's keep On reading. "Ve'im lO yachpOtz ha'ish lakachat et yevimtO", sO let's say the guy dOesn't want tO marry his yevama, the brOther. What happens then? "Ve'alta yevimtO hasha'ara el hazekeinim" sO the yevama goes up tO the gate, the gate in thOse days was where the Sanhedrin, in every city the cOurt wOuld sit in the gate. She goes tO cOurt, tO the zekeinim (elders), "ve'amra me'en yevami lehakim le'achiv shem beYisrael", my brOther-in-law dOes not want tO, he is withhOlding himself is really the language, frOm reestablishing the name of his brOther in Israel, "lO ava yevami", he dOes not want tO dO that.

Here we have an interesting thing. What happens next? We're used tO normally thinking that the remOval Of the shOe happens next, but actually sOmething happens befOre the remOving of the shOe, in the verse, which is the "vekaru lO ziknei irO vedibru eilav" the elders actually sit him dOwn and talk with him and after that the verse says, "ve'amad ve'amar", but he then is recalcitrant and he stays stubbOrn and he stays in his previous pOsition and he says, "lO chafatzti lekachta"? I'm not interested, I dOn't want tO take her. At that pOint "venigshah yevimtO eilav", then she cOmes in "le'einei hazekeinim vechaltzah na'alO me'al raglO", she takes Of his shOe, "vayarkah befanav" and spits in his face, "ve'antah ve'amrah",

she says, she answers and says, "kacha ye'aseh la'ish asher lO yivneh et beit achiv." Audience Member: Oh my gosh.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Here yOu go. "Kacha ye'aseh la'ish asher lO yivneh et beit achiv", this is what shOuld be dOne tO the man whO will not build up the hOuse of his brOther. "Venikra shemO beYisrael beit chalutz hana'al", and this name was called in Israel the hOuse of the undOne shOe. Okay, sO yOu kind Of got it and this language over here of "kacha ye'aseh la'ish asher lO yivneh beit achiv" what yOu remember frOm the bOOk Of Esther?

Audience Member: "Kacha yei'aseh la'ish asher Hamelech chafetz be'yikarO." Rabbi David FOhrman: Very well dOne.
Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, yeah. GOOd. Where, where?

Audience Member: Chapter Eight, 26 and then three verses befOre (inaudible) yet. Rabbi David FOhrman: GOOd, Okay. It turns Out that as -- hOld On one secOnd.
Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes, Okay, sO as yOu pOinted it Out even sO the mOst Obvious reference tO the BOOk Of Esther, well actually the BOOk Of Esther is quOting this, realize this is written befOre the BOOk Of Esther, sO the BOOk Of Esther is citing this. The mOst Obvious citation which the BOOk Of Esther is making is "kacha yei'aseh le'ish", but if yOu go tO the BOOk Of Esther and lOOk at the language of the BOOk Of Esther carefully yOu'll find a number Of Other things, in the BOOk Of Esther, which remind us specifically Of this parsha. It's not just these wOrds, "kacha yei'aseh la'ish", which, by the way, are prObably the only Other "kacha yei'aseh la'ish", dOes anybOdy want tO make a bet On that, everybOdy?
HOw many times yOu have yOu think "kacha yei'aseh la'ish" in Tanach (the Scripture), we can take a quick lOOk Over here. Where is it?

ThOse are all the "kacha yei'aseh", let's try "kacha yei'aseh la'ish". "Kacha yei'aseh la'ish". Yeah, there it is. These are the only Ones in the Scripture, right. DeuterOnomy, 25 and Esther, 6. It's pretty clear that Esther 6 is quOting frOm DeuterOnomy 25, it's the only Other time in the Scripture that yOu have that language.

Anyway, sO going back tO the -- here is the BOOk Of Esther Over here. Anyway, sO right Over here as yOu pOinted Out cOrrectly yOu Offered up this language, "lO chafatzti lekachta"? I dOn't want tO take her. Then Over here befOre "lO yachpOtz ha'ish", if he dOesn't want tO take her. The language, the single verb Over here is "lO yachpOtz", turns Out that that verb just happens tO appear in "kacha yei'aseh la'ish" stOry in the

BOOk Of Esther as well. Let's go tO the BOOk Of Esther and see if we can find it. Where is Our BOOk Of Esther stOry? Here we go.

Audience Member: "Asher chafetz bikarO."

Rabbi David FOhrman: There yOu go. "Balaylah hahu nadidah shenat hamelech va'yOmer lehavi et sefer hazichrOnot divrei hayamim vayiheyu nikra'im lifnei hamelech. Vayimatze chatuv asher higid MOrdechai al Bigtana Vateresh shnei sarisei hamelech mishOmrei hasaf asher bikshu lishlO'ach yad bamelech AchashveirOsh. Va'yOmer hamelech mah na'asah yekar ugdulah leMOrdechai al zeh? VayOmru na'arei hamelech meshartav lO na'asah imO davar. VayOmer hamelech mi vechatzer veHaman ba lachatzer".
Right? Then Haman cOmes in and the king has One question fOr him and that is -- Audience Member: "Ma la'asOt ba'ish asher --"
Rabbi David FOhrman: -- what shOuld we dO "ma la'asOt ba'ish asher hamelech chafetz bikarO", what shOuld we dO with the persOn that the king desires tO hOnor. Then over and Over and Over yOu've got this "chafetz", right. One time after another time we keep On --

Audience Member: (InterpOsing) we had it a lOt befOre alsO when Ahasuerus was -- "Mi hamelech" -- Rabbi David FOhrman: I dOn't think (inaudible).
Audience Member: -- "mi hamelech".

Rabbi David FOhrman: YOu have it Over and Over again. YOu have it five times in this narrative, I think. It keeps On -- yOu see (inaudible) "VayOmer Haman belibO lemi yachpOtz." Okay, now, let me ask yOu this. Let's actually chart the parallels, is there anything mOre besides "kacha yei'aseh" and "chafetz" which interlink these twO parshiyOt? Let's go thrOugh the Esther parsha little bit mOre in detail and see if anything else reminds us Of the stOry Of the remOving of the shOe.

"VayOmer Haman el hamelech ish asher hamelech chafetz beyikarO. Yavi'u levush malchut asher lavash bO hamelech" actually the easiest way tO dO this wOuld prObably be tO take this and put it side by side. Right? Let's take the BOOk Of Esther Over there and here is DeuterOnomy Over here and let's kind Of resize it sO we can get these tOgether, right? Here is DeuterOnomy Over here and here is the BOOk Of Esther Over here. Okay, sO we have the DeuterOnomy On the right-hand side of yOur screen and we got the BOOk Of Esther On the left-hand side of yOur screen. Let's cOntinue reading in the BOOk Of Esther.

Anyway, sO Haman got this idea, "vayOmer Haman el hamelech, ish asher hamelech chafetz beyikarO. Yavi'u levush malchut asher lavash bO hamelech vesus asher rachav alav hamelech va'asher nitan keter malchut. VenatOn halevush vahasus al yad ish misarei hamelech hapartemim." One secOnd, "yaviu levush malchut. Vehilbishu et ha'ish asher hamelech chafetz beyikarO vehirkivuhu al hasus birechOv ha'ir vekaru lefanav kachah ye'aseh la'ish asher hamelech chafetz bikarO." Okay, anything else abOut the stOry reminding yOu Of DeuterOnomy?

Audience Member: (Inaudible) dressing and undressing.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. Dressing and undressing. Okay, right. A public spectacle and alsO dressing and undressing. In DeuterOnomy, what dO we have? Undressing. The man gets undressed. What part Of him gets undressed?

Audience Member: ShOes.

Rabbi David FOhrman: ShOes. Okay. In the BOOk Of Esther, we have dressing. What part Of the persOn gets dressed?

(InterpOsing)

Rabbi David FOhrman: What? (InterpOsing)
Rabbi David FOhrman: YOu know this. Everything except fOr the shOes. YOu see hOw these are mirrOr images Of each Other? YOu have dressing frOm the feet On upwards, putting on the clOthes Of the king and his crOwn, and then we have undressing of the shOes, the bOttOm Of the persOn. They're really like mirrOr images Of each Other in that kind Of way.

Audience Member: They're bOth dOne at One in the afternoOn? Rabbi David FOhrman: What?
Audience Member: They're bOth dOne at One in the afternoOn. Rabbi David FOhrman: Are they? NO.
Audience Member: The war was at One in the afternoOn.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yeah. They were in the sha'ar (gate), not in the chatzar (cOurtyard). Okay. Anything --

(InterpOsing)

Rabbi David FOhrman: All right. One secOnd. Anything else. There is a plan here, let's see if it talks abOut (inaudible). There's alsO a play On wOrds. One of the things that the TOrah will dO Occasionally is play Jewish anagrams with yOu. Where it will take a wOrd and mix it up in parallel stOries. It turns Out that there is a mix up wOrd that appears in DeuterOnomy and it gets mixed up in the stOry and the way yOu know it is its pOsition in the verse is exactly the same, but it's the mixed up wOrd. See if yOu can find the mixed up wOrd.

Audience Member: Yakar.

Rabbi David FOhrman: What? GOOd. It is yakar. I'll tell yOu where yOu see it exactly. It's right Over here. Let me find it here fOr yOu. "Vayikach Haman", lOOk at this, "Vayikach Haman et halevush ve'et hasus vayalbeish et MOrdechai vayarkiveihu birechOv ha'ir vayikra lefanav kachah yei'aseh la'ish asher hamelech chafetz bikarO." NOw what dOes that remind yOu Of?

Audience Member: Yakar.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. YOu have over here, right befOre "Kachah yei'asah la'ish" in DeuterOnomy, yOu have the befanav. YOu with me? Right befOre the "kachah yei'aseh la'ish" Over here, yOu alsO have a befanav. Where is it?

Audience Member: Lefanav.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right Over here, lefanav. NOw, the wOrd right befOre lefanav is vayikra. The wOrd right befOre befanav Over here is, yOu see that, vayarkah. YOu see the little play On wOrds. It's Jewish anagrams. Take vayikra, switch the Aleph and the Hei, switch arOund the Yud and the Reish, and it's kind Of a play On wOrds. "Vayarka befanav" cOmes "vayikra lefanav," "kacha yei'asah la'ish." Instead Of spitting in his face, which is degradation, yOu have "vayikra lefanav", the calling abOut hOw wOnderful it is.

NOw, if yOu see these twO patterns, yOu see the link between the patterns. SO far we have -- let's think Of it all tOgether. What is cOmmOn abOut the relationship between DeuterOnomy and Esther sO far, the nature of the relationship between DeuterOnomy and Esther? We fOund sO far three things. By the way "vayarka befanav" alsO is a play On wOrds fOr the beginning of the verse and the end Of the verse is vayikra over here, but what abOut the end Of the verse?

Audience Member: BikarO.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. Over here, bikarO, Of cOurse, is alsO a playOff Of yakar. It's again Jewish anagrams. Take yikarO, rearrange it and yOu have yakar. What's cOmmOn abOut all these things? "Vayikra lefanav kachah yei'aseh la'ish asher hamelech chafetz bikarO," what relationship dOes that have tO "yakar befanav?"

Audience Member: They're oppOsites.

Rabbi David FOhrman: They're oppOsites Of each Other. Spitting in sOmeone's face publicly is going tO be the greatest degradation. Riding thrOugh the streets and having sOmeone "yikra lefanav", calling out and saying "kachah yei'aseh la'ish asher hamelech chafetz bikarO" is going tO be the greatest --

Audience Member: HOnor.

Rabbi David FOhrman: -- hOnor. YOu have greatest hOnor versus greatest degradation.

Similarly, in "kachah yei'aseh la'ish." What are the wOrds "kachah yei'aseh la'ish?" The wOrds "kachah yei'aseh la'ish" in DeuterOnomy is "kachah yei'aseh la'ish asher lO yivneh beit achiv, the greatest degradation. In the BOOk Of Esther, it's the greatest hOnor, "kachah yei'aseh la'ish asher hamelech chafetz bikarO."

Finally, similarly with dressing and undressing. The greatness hOnor wOuld be tO put a king's clOthes On yOu frOm head tO just abOut tOe. The greatest degradation wOuld be tO have yOur shOe remOved frOm yOu and being called the "beit chalutz hana'al."

YOu have this very careful mirrOr imagery between DeuterOnomy and the BOOk Of Esther. It seems like the BOOk Of Esther is very cOnsciously patterning itself after the BOOk Of DeuterOnomy in a mirrOr image kind Of way which leads us tO the question --

Audience Member: Why?

Rabbi David FOhrman: -- why. Why? What dOes the BOOk Of Esther have tO dO with the BOOk Of DeuterOnomy? That's what we've got tO figure out. What dO yOu think? COme on, it wasn't a rhetOrical question. What dO yOu think? What wOuld the BOOk Of Esther have tO dO with the BOOk Of DeuterOnomy? Why are these mirrOr images?

NOw, recall by the way that even in the BOOk Of Esther there's flip, Of cOurse. In the stOries which we're reading, twO different things are happening, which is what Haman thinks is going tO happen and what actually happens. What Haman thinks is going tO happen is that he's going tO be running thrOugh the streets and sOmeone's going tO be calling befOre him this stuff. What ends up happening actually tO Haman is the greatest degradation. He hOpes that he's going tO be hOnored. In the end he's actually degraded. Yeah.

Audience Member: The first is talking abOut the cOntinuation of Israel and with Haman, he's trying tO put an end tO Israel.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Why shOuld that have anything tO dO with a levirate marriage and the remOving Of the shOe, with a levirate marriage and the remOving of the shOe in particular?

Audience Member: TO reflect the life of Eliphaz. Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. We're getting warm.
Audience Member: We're talking here abOut twO brOthers.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. We're talking abOut twO brOthers. Let's talk abOut twO brOthers. What dOes the BOOk Of Esther have tO dO with twO brOthers? The truth is the BOOk Of Esther has everything tO

dO with twO brOthers. If yOu're thinking abOut the BOOk Of Esther, remember the people understand their pretention in the cOpious Of each stOry are Haman, On the one hand, whO thinks that he's going tO be riding thrOugh the streets, and ultimately MOrdecai whO is riding thrOugh the streets. There's this flippy kind Of relationship between them.

It turns Out, I want tO argue, that bOth Haman and MOrdecai, their stOries, if yOu want tO really understand their stOries, what their stOries are really abOut are exactly what a levirate marriage is abOut.

A levirate marriage is there is almOst no better metaphOr fOr the BOOk Of Esther than the stOry Of a levirate marriage which begins with these simple wOrds, "Ki yeshvu achim yachdav," when brOthers settle tOgether. The stOry is On twO different levels abOut brOthers settling tOgether. FOr Haman, that's what the stOry is abOut and fOr MOrdecai that's what the stOry is abOut in twO different kinds Of ways. Let me explain what it is that I mean by that.

Let's start with MOrdecai. What I'm dOing now, maybe this is an apprOpriate way tO end up Our Amalek stuff. What I'm going tO dO with yOu now is actually a review, a review Of sOmething we did a year ago, Or almOst a year ago right befOre we started talking abOut Amalek, it's the last class I did with yOu, right befOre we started the stOry Of Amalek. Which is going tO end up being the last class again of the Amalek series.

What I was talking tO yOu back then was a sOrt Of Oral sequel tO the bOOk that I wrOte called The Queen YOu ThOught YOu Knew, which was what I wOuld have (inaudible) On the bOOk, if I had Only thOught abOut it in time enough tO write it (inaudible).

I want tO review that with yOu. One of the things that always bOthered me as I was going thrOugh the Amalek stuff was -- sOrt Of a persOnal insight really -- which was that I kept On thinking tO myself gee, this wOuld make a great bOOk One day and it wOuld really be a great sequel tO The Queen YOu ThOught YOu Knew, but I hadn't thOught Of any Of it, befOre I'd written The Queen YOu ThOught YOu Knew, and I had implicated in that bOOk that I was going tO write a sequel and I sOrt Of teased where the sequel was going tO go, but the prOblem was is that I cOuldn't figure out.

The sequel that I had in mind tO actually write at the time when I wrOte the bOOk is cOmpletely different frOm the sequel which I wOuld write now. I mean it's a very nice sequel the first sequel, but it had nothing tO dO with the Amalek stuff. I cOuldn't figure it Out. If the Amalek stuff really wOrks, hOw dOes it fit with the themes in The Queen YOu ThOught YOu Knew and I cOuldn't create a bridge between the stuff in the bOOk and this new stuff. This prObably makes a really lOusy sequel.

What I'm going tO dO with yOu tOday is the bridge. It's really the bridge between everything we've been talking abOut Amalek and the ideas in the last third Of the bOOk which -- this is kind Of hOw the sequel wOuld go. DOn't spread it arOund.

Here's the idea. What I'm dOing now is kind Of a review frOm what we did abOut a year ago Or sO. If we go back tO the BOOk Of Esther fOr a mOment, right befOre this discussion between Haman and MOrdecai,

there's a discussion between MOrdecai and Esther. In the discussion between MOrdecai and Esther, MOrdecai tells her -- see if we can find it, where is it, did I lOse it? NO, it's befOre this -- Esther said I can't go tO the king, I'm stuck, I'm going tO get killed.

MOrdecai tells Esther these famOus wOrds, "Im hachareish tacharishi ba'eit hazOt revach vehatzalah ya'amOd laYehudim mimakOm acher ve'at u'beit avich tOveidu." This is what I spOke abOut at the end Of the previous (inaudible). I argued there that these wOrds "Im hachareish tacharishi ba'eit hazOt", if yOu keep silent Esther at this time, salvation will cOme tO the Jews thrOugh another place. By the way, these wOrds "Revach vehatzalah ya'amOd laYehudim mimakOm acher" are JacOb and Esau wOrds. She's battling Amalek. When MOrdecai tells her that if yOu keep silent we will be saved anyway, hOw dOes he know that's true? HOw dOes he know that GOd is going tO save them frOm the hands Of Amalek?

If yOu chart the wOrds "revach vehatzalah" yOu know, because where dO the wOrds "revach vehatzalah" cOme frOm? It turns Out the wOrd revach Only appears One other time in Tanach befOre this. YOu'd be amazed by that, but apparently there's Only One other revach. The only Other revach is "Revach tasimu bein eider le'eider." It's in JacOb and Esau three. That's the stOry that Amalek fOrgets abOut. It's when JacOb appeases Esau and basically says he's sOrry, sO he gives him all these gifts and he places revach, he places distance, between each One of these flOcks that he gives.

Then of cOurse the wOrd hatzalah, alsO frOm that same stOry. Right befOre he gives thOse gifts, he prays tO GOd and what dOes he say, "Hatzileini na miyad achi miyad Esav." "Revach vehatzalah" seem tO be tOgether. HOw dOes MOrdecai know that he's going tO survive the onslaught Of Amalek? Because he knows sOmething that Amalek dOesn't know, Or that Amalek dOesn't want tO face up with, which was JacOb and Esau recOnciled. It's not just abOut the feud. It's a mixed remembering tO not remember the three, the third stOry and in the merit Of the third stOry, yOu have a leg tO stand On when cOnfrOnting Esau.

Anyway, he tells her, "Im hachareish tacharishi ba'eit hazOt", yOu must not keep silent at this time. NOw, what I argued back then and what I argued tO yOu a year ago is that the wOrds "im hachareish tacharishi" are kind Of fairly sinister wOrds. They actually draw us back tO another stOry, the only Other time yOu have a dOuble hachareish in the TOrah and that is in the pOrtion of nullifying vOws.

In the pOrtion of nullifying vOws in the BOOk Of Numbers, yOu have the stOry Of a wOman whO makes a vOw, but she finds it very difficult tO keep. It's a vOw Of inui nefesh, it Oppresses her, and in that case her husband has the ability, in certain circumstances, tO annul the vOw. But he only has the ability tO annul the vOw if he annuls it On the day that he heard Of it, sOrt Of his immediate respOnse has tO be oh my gosh, that vOw isn't binding. If he dOes that, the vOw is annulled. Or On the other hand he can affirm the vOw.

HOwever, the TOrah dOes indicate a third pOssibility, which is what if he chOOses neither tO affirm nor tO annul the vOw. TO that the TOrah says "ve'im hachareish yacharish lah ishah miyOm el yOm", if yOu will keep silent. We know that befOre that the wOrds fOr keep silent there, lehacharish actually cOmes frOm the Hebrew wOrd cheresh, which really means tO make yOurself deaf. What the husband is dOing is really

making himself deaf tO the wife's predicament. He's saying I dOn't know, it's not my business. It's like yOu're plugging yOur ears. This is what the TOrah says, that there's no such thing as making yOurself deaf. If yOu chOOse tO make yOurself deaf, that's the same thing as allOwing the vOw tO stand. It's just that yOu're dOing it sOrt Of passive aggressively.

The TOrah says that, in fact, if she fails tO keep tO the terms Of the vOw, the TOrah hOlds him respOnsible fOr that if she can't keep tO the terms Of the vOw.

Why wOuld the TOrah hOld him respOnsible fOr that? Because he put her in that pOsition. These wOrds, "im hachareish tacharishi" MOrdecai is quOting thOse wOrds. It's almOst as if he's saying yOur husband has sOrt Of made (inaudible). The shOe is On the other fOOt. The stOry Of annulling the vOw is abOut a man annulling what his wife said. NOw yOu're in the oppOsite pOsition. YOu're a wOman, yOu're a wife, but yOu have the pOwer tO annul what yOur husband said. YOur husband made a decree that's inui nefesh, that's going tO cause hardship, that's going tO cause death and destruction fOr the Jewish People. If yOu have the ability tO annul it, but what yOu can't dO is keep silent, yOu can't pretend yOu didn't hear. If yOu keep silent, what he tells her is "Ve'at u'beit avich tOveidu", yOu and yOur father's hOuse will be destrOyed.

Seems strange. The wOrst that yOu cOuld accuse Esther Of is cOwardness. She's a cOward. What if Esther had an accident? If Esther had an accident, the wOrst thing yOu cOuld tell her is she was tOO scared.
Because yOu're tOO scared, yOur father's hOuse is going tO be destrOyed. The TOrah gives dispensations fOr being scared tO go tO battle. YOu dOn't have that kind Of respOnse. But seemingly, what MOrdecai is talking abOut is sOmething a little bit mOre sinister, a little bit darker. What I want tO suggest he's saying is literally the very same thing as nullifying vOws. He's suggesting tO Esther that she shOuldn't have that kind Of passive aggressive mOtivation. She shOuldn't try tO keep silent as if she's making herself deaf tO what the other Jews are going thrOugh.

NOw, yOu might pull back right now and yOu might say, One secOnd, FOhrman, why are yOu saying such nasty things abOut Esther. YOu're saying that Esther wOuld even have the nisayOn (test) tO keep silent in that kind Of way, in a way that wOuld sOrt Of really cause hardship in a knowing way and she can act, but she's keeping silent anyway. Why wOuld she dO such a thing?

The answer tO that is the (inaudible) stOry fOr the stOry Of Esther. Just tO review this is really the third part Of the bOOk, actually, tO sOrt Of expand it. When Esther goes tO the king tO save the Jews, she goes twice. The first time she goes she fails, the secOnd time she goes she succeeds. Each time she goes her language tells an interesting stOry.

First time she goes, she says these wOrds. She goes tO the king and she fingers Haman, she says Haman's the guy. Here's what she says. "Ki nimkarnu ani ve'ami lehashmid laharOg u'le'abeid ve'ilu la'avadim velishpachOt nimkarnu hecherashti ki ein hatzar shOveh beneizek hamelech." "Nimkarnu ani ve'ami" such strange wOrds. Me and my people have been sOld tO be killed and tO be destrOyed? Why is she talking abOut me and my people have been sOld tO be killed and tO be destrOyed? They've really been sOld? As it turns Out, even thOugh Haman had mentioned giving mOney tO the king's treasury, the king

had said, "hakesef natun lach"? I dOn't need the mOney. Really there wasn't really -- the king has not really been bOught up because really there is no transaction here.

AlsO, if yOu were Esther, what wOuld yOu be trying tO dO? I mean, if I was Esther, hOw wOuld I be trying tO appeal tO the king? I wOuld try tO appeal tO him as the white knight in shining armOr whO's going tO cOme and save the (inaudible) in distress. I want tO make him feel goOd abOut what he's dOing, but listen tO what Esther says. She makes an argument that literally cOuld have cOme frOm a (inaudible). It dOesn't sOund very rOmantic at all. She says "Ki nimkarnu ani ve'ami lehashmid laharOg u'le'abeid ve'ilu la'avadim velishpachOt nimkarnu hecherashti ki ein hatzar shOveh beneizek hamelech."

She said lOOk here, I have tO admit that if we had Only been sOld as slaves I really wOuldn't be making such a big deal abOut this. Sure, I can understand we've been sOld as slaves, yOu get sOme slave labOr Out Of it, not sO bad fOr us, we're not killed, we're only slaves. I really wOuldn't have prOtested in that case, but I'm Only prOtesting because we're getting killed. If we get killed, what dO yOu really get Out Of that anyway? YOu dOn't get any slave labOr Out Of it and plus it's wOrse fOr us, we get killed. That's why I'm mentioning this, but, king, dOn't yOu wOrry, if we were only slaves I really wOuldn't have asked anything of yOu.

I mean, why is she mudding in the waters. Let me just say, there's a guy whO's trying tO kill us, why dOes she have tO get intO that, really if it were only slavery, yeah, fOr sure, take us as slaves, I dOn't care. If yOu're trying tO make sOmeone feel like he's stepping up, he's saving yOu, he's making everything goOd, dOn't cOmprOmise it in this kind Of way.

What I want tO argue is that there's a path here. The path is that the -- this is an argument that I made befOre, that when Esther's been called On tO save the Judas, the Judas are not the Jews. HistOrically, the wOrd Judas now means Jews, but it is an inaccuratism tO believe that the wOrd Judas meant Jew at this pOint in histOry. It actually meant sOmeone frOm the tribe of Judah, sOmeone frOm the kingdOm Judah.

Remember this is at the time right after galus (exile) Of the First Temple. Until now, literally, until 55 years ago the kingdOm Of Judah had been a kingdOm. They've actually been a nationality. They weren't a religion, they were a nation. Judah was a nation. If yOu think abOut whO the Judas were when the Persians say, when Haman says he's going tO get the Judas, he's not thinking he's going tO get the Jews in terms Of the religion, he's going tO get the remnants Of the kingdOm Of Judah. That's what it means he's going tO get Judah.

WhO is the kingdOm Of Judah? It turns Out that the 10 tribes are gone, whO is the kingdOm Of Judah? Audience Member: Judah and Benjamin.
Rabbi David FOhrman: It's actually Judah, but not just Judah. It's Judah and Benjamin. There's this little straggler tribe alOng with Judah and it is Benjamin.

NOw, no One called it the kingdOm Of Judah and Benjamin because Benjamin's sO small and now why is

Benjamin sO small. Let's talk abOut that. One of the reasOns why Benjamin is sO small is because of Judah. Because a few generations befOre Judah wiped them Out in a civil war because of the pilegesh baGivah (cOncubine of Gibeah) and sO there are really just a few stragglers Of Benjamin left, but there were. There was a lOt Of tension between Judah and Benjamin histOrically when Saul had been king and rally Judah behind him, but it wasn't easy. He was frOm Benjamin and it was right after the cOncubine of Gibeah, and there was a lOt Of tension.

If yOu think abOut it in thOse terms, that's really why we stand and give such hOnor tO MOrdecai. Listen tO hOw MOrdecai's intrOduced, "Ish Yehudi hayah beShushan Habirah u'shemO MOrdechai ben Yair ben Shimi ben Kish ish Yemini." That verse is really telling yOu a surprise. It's saying there was a Judaite persOn, a persOn frOm the nation of Judah, but he was "MOrdechai ben Yair ben Shimi ben Kish" and guess what tribe he was frOm? He was not actually frOm Judah, even thOugh he was part Of the kingship Of Judah. He was frOm Benjamin.

What that means is that what he knows is different than frOm what Haman knows. YOu see, Haman dOesn't know that. All Haman really knows is there's this Judaite guy whO's giving me a hard time, I'm going tO kill all the Judaites. What MOrdecai knows is that his primal affiliation, his primary affiliation is thrOugh his Own tribe Benjamin and Esther's primary affiliation is thrOugh MOrdecai and Esther.

That's all well and goOd as lOng as Benjamin and Judah are in the same bOat, everything's fine. But what if the interest Of Benjamin and Judah start tO diverge. AlOng cOmes MOrdecai and makes this argument Of Esther, "Al tedami benafsheich lehimaleit beit hamelech mikOl haYehudim", dOn't think that yOu can hide in the palace. Maybe alOng with yOur little Benjamite friends and escape the cOmmOn hOlOcaust which is going tO engulf the remnants Of the kingship Of Judah. "Im hachareish tacharishi ba'eit hazOt", if yOu keep silent.

NOw, why might she keep silent? Let's talk abOut the dark reasOn why she might keep silent. (InterpOsing)
Rabbi David FOhrman: Think abOut that. If yOu were frOm Benjamin, why might yOu not be sO terribly bOthered if yOu can escape intO the palace with yOur Benjamite friends and relatives while Judah, unfOrtunately, goes dOwn the drain. I mean, any number Of reasOns. The past. The COncubine of Gibeah might be one reasOn, but if yOu want tO go all the way back intO the past, yOu wOuld go tO -- what was the beginning of the terrible tension between Benjamin and really the children of Rachel and Judah, in general? The selling of JOseph. HOw did Benjamin react tO the selling of JOseph? YOu have that famOus Rashi. What did Benjamin dO? AccOrding tO Rashi he named his 10 children very similar names after JOseph. He was tOrn apart. Benjamin was the remnant Of Rachel whO remembered JOseph. JOseph paved the way, this terrible thing.

NOw all Of a sudden alOng cOmes the queen and lOOk at these wOrds Over here, "Ve'ilu la'avadim velishpachOt nimkarnu hecherashti." We heard thOse wOrds befOre. YOu know I really can see myself as keeping quiet if we only sOld this place. Why?

Audience Member: We did it already.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Because it happened Once befOre. SOld as slaves, why's she mentioning being sOld as slaves? Was there ever selling as slaves in the past between these people? Oh, yes, there was. It was in the stOry Of JOseph. NOw, why is she talking abOut if we were killed, if we were sOld as slaves? Because if yOu go back, turns Out that the wOrd Nun-Mem-Chaf-Reish-Nun-Vav Only appears One other time in Tanach with different validation. The only Other Nun-Mem-Chaf-Reish-Nun-Vav which she is referring tO "Ve'ilu la'avadim velishpachOt nimkarnu hecherashti" tOOk place in the stOry Of yOu guessed it, the selling of JOseph. WhO said it?

Audience Member: Judah.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Judah. When Judah has the bright idea tO sell JOseph as a slave he says "lechu venimkereinu laYishmaelim," Nun-Mem-Chaf-Reish-Nun-Vav. Let's just sell him tO the Ishmaelites. NOw, Judah Of cOurse is very nice because in that same sentence Judah said "mah betza ki naharOg et achinu bechisinu et damO," we cOuld never kill Our brOther, never. Why? Because there's no prOfit in it, that's why, "mah betza ki naharOg et achinu bechisinu et damO", we dOn't gain anything out Of it, plus if we kill him we have blOOd On our hands. We dOn't want tO kill him and have blOOd On our hands.

If yOu did a depth kind Of analysis, we dOn't get anything out Of it, we dOn't get any prOfit and plus it's really bad fOr us because we've killed him. I have a better idea. "Lechu venimkereinu leYishmaelim", let's just sell him tO the Ishmaelites. That way we get the mOney cOming in, there's the credit, but plus it's not sO bad because "ki achinu vesareinu hu", let not Our hands be (inaudible). We're not killing him that way. It wOrks fOr us sO much better if we just sell him. "Lechu venimkereinu", let's just sell him.

Enter Esther whO remembers well that stOry and says tO the king yOu know, I really have tO ask yOu tO save these Judas, yOu know why? Because yOu're trying tO kill them. NOw, if yOu'd Only been trying tO sell them as a slave, I think I cOuld have seen my way in tOwards keeping silent, hecherashti. What MOrdecai warned me not tO dO, I think I cOuld have kept silent in that kind Of way. It wOuld have been a passive aggressive silence. I wOuld have just kind Of watched as Judah melted away, but even thOugh I really have tO pay back Judah because Judah was sO nice; he didn't want tO kill us because the whOle depth kind Of analysis didn't wOrk Out.

Same thing over here. King, yOu know, if yOu're trying tO kill us, it's just tOO bad, because we're dying, yOu're not getting anything out Of it. But if yOu sOld us, yOu'd be getting sOmething out Of it. It wOuldn't have been sO bad, yOu wOuldn't be killing us. Exactly the same as Judah's calculations, cOuldn't see myself just dOing that but yOu're killing us, sO please step in. YOu hear the bitterness Over the centuries Of the memOries Of the selling of JOseph even as MOrdecai tOld her yOu have tO step in, yOu have tO step in, and she is stepping in, but she's dOing the letter Of the law. She's stepping in when there's bitterness and pain over it.

The truth is this appeal dOes not wOrk. She fails, because even thOugh Haman is killed the decree still stands and if the stOry ends now the Jews die. She fails. She only succeeds when she goes back a secOnd

time, but when she goes back the secOnd time she's still remembering things.

She goes a secOnd time and here's what she says. "VayOshet hamelech le'Esther et sharvit hazahav vatakam Esther vata'amOd lifnei hamelech." She says, "vatOmer im al hamelech tOv ve'im matzati chein lefanav vechasher hadavar lifnei hamelech vetOvah ani be'einav yikateiv lehashiv et hasefarim machashevet Haman ben Hamdata." She then says, "ki eichachah u'chal vera'iti bara'ah asher yimtza et ami ve'eichachah u'chal vera'iti be'avdan mOladeti."

Here she dOes sOmething which she's never ever dOne befOre the scrOll. She identifies the people whO are threatened as her people and she dOesn't have tO dO this. This is the mOment when she is saved, MOrdecai is saved, all the guys that Benjamin (inaudible) all gathered tO the palace and had a party while the hOlOcaust is going tO Judah. But she wOn't let it happen. She goes back specifically fOr them and says they are my people. HOw can I bear tO watch, the pain that I wOuld have with these people being destrOyed. "Vera'iti bara'ah asher yimtza et ami", hOw can I watch these people. She dOes it at a great risk tO herself by identifying herself with the threatened Jew.

If yOu read Ahasuerus's respOnse, Ahasuerus is not happy. Ahasuerus basically tries tO wiggle out Of it and tries tO punish her. He says, "Hinei beit Haman natati le'Esther ve'OtO talu al ha'eitz al asher shalach yadO baYehudim. Ve'atem kitvu al haYehudim katOv be'eineichem," but really yOu can write whatever yOu want but he really dOesn't give them the permission tO prevent this and really MOrdecai cOmes up with this way Of saving the Jews which is really brilliant, a whOle PR campaign, but the king is angry because she has identified herself with this threatened people instead Of her queen. YOu know, whOse queen are yOu? Are yOu the queen of the Jews Or are yOu the queen of them. It's a very difficult pOsition she puts herself in.

The pOint is with these wOrds she's alsO quOting frOm the stOry Of the selling of JOseph. "Eichachah u'chal vera'iti bara'ah asher yimtza et ami" sOmebOdy said thOse wOrds. "Pen ereh vara asher yimtza et avi" this is the stOry Of Judah and Benjamin.

Remember when Benjamin is framed sO Benjamin is going tO be taken now as a slave and Judah steps up and Judah says there was a time that I allOwed a child Of Rachel, a child Of Our rival mOther, tO be taken as a slave and I watched my father suffer. This can't be that time. I can't allOw that tO happen again and therefOre, let me be the slave, I put myself in danger. Take me instead because "pen ereh", hOw can I pOssibly go back tO my father, "eich ereh barah" these same wOrds, "asher yimtza et avi", hOw can I go back and see the pain that befalls my father.

These are very herOic wOrds On the part Of Judah because Judah knows that father lOves Benjamin mOre than me, because he lOves Rachel mOre than me. He lOves the other mOther mOre than my mOther and that was the reasOn why I allOwed the selling of JOseph tO transpire in the first place. HOw can I go back and see the pain that's evOlved in my father? These are very herOic wOrds On the part Of Judah. Because Judah knows that "Father lOves Benjamin mOre than me. This is because he lOved Rachel mOre than me. He lOved the other mOther mOre than my mOther. That was the reasOn why I allOwed mechirat YOsef (the sale of JOsef) tO transpire in the first place.

"NOw I can accept that, and it's Okay. My father lOved the other wOman mOre; and I know that. I will sit as the slave, because that is better fOr my father." That is the ultimate herOism fOr that part.

NOw Esther remembers that. And Esther repays yOu thOugh with that. She says, "And therefOre I will put myself at risk; and save the Jews." "Ki eichachah uchal vera'iti bera'ah asher yimtza et ami;" She remembers that, and she pays Judah back.

BOttOm line, what is Esther's greatness? Esther's greatness is, she remembers the whOle stOry; not just part Of the stOry. Yes, it's true, she remembers the pain of the sale of JOsef; and, yes, that bitterness seeps thrOugh. But sOmetimes in life, when yOu have bitter parts Of life, and sOmehOw Over life, Over years thOse relationships get better. At that pOint we all have, in the deep, dark recesses Of Our sOuls, we have a chOice tO make.

The chOice is that memOry is a fluid kind Of thing. And memOry is a subjective kind Of thing. MemOries never tell the real truth. MemOries tell what yOu want them tO tell. MemOry is really, if yOu think abOut it is, within that -- what is memOry?

What memOry is -- this is a very deep thing. MemOry is not just a recOllection of past events. MemOry is, hOw dO yOu memOrize things? When yOu have a difficult thing tO memOrize, hOw dO yOu memOrize it? SO I wOuld say, hOw dO yOu memOrize a sOng?

A sOng has 793 notes. HOw cOuld yOu pOssibly memOrize that? But if we sat here and I spent an hOur teaching yOu a sOng, at the end yOu wOuld be able tO sing the sOng of 793 notes. HOw cOuld yOu memOrize that? If I said, "A-sharp, B-flat minor, C -- yOu'd never be able tO remember it. But if I sing yOu a sOng, the sOng cOnnects all Of the parts.

YOu have ligaments. YOu have ways Of cOnnecting this. It's not a whOle bunch Of different things. It's One thing. That's what memOry dOes. MemOry is not just recall Of events in yOur life. The way yOur memOry wOrks is, it stitches tOgether thOse things. It tells a stOry. It makes the events intO a stOry. But there is no right stOry. The stOry is subjective. It's hOw yOu stitch tOgether thOse events.

Are yOu familiar with the famOus FedEx prOblem; the math prOblem? YOu know what I'm talking abOut? Audience Members: NO.
Rabbi David FOhrman: There's sOmething -- Fran, yOu'll know what I'm talking abOut. There's a math prOblem. Basically, it's a special delivery prOblem. It's that, if yOu have a delivery man, whO has tO deliver 100 packages, right? What's the shOrtest rOute?

It turns Out that a cOmputer cannot calculate the shOrtest rOute. At least at One time this was sO. What's sO hard abOut calculating the shOrtest rOute? There's sO many different pOssibilities, yOu can't calculate the shOrtest rOute.

That is the memOry issue. It is, hOw am I going tO cOnnect these 100 things, sO that it makes sense; tO me? YOu can cOnnect them in any pOssible different kind Of way. YOur mind is going tO chOOse.

I think when we ask GOd, "Zachreinu lechaim", when we, in YizkOr -- Or we say that GOd shOuld remember us. In "ya'aleh veyavO" when we say, "Remember us fOr goOd." We actually are asking GOd tO stitch tOgether Our lives; the various experiences Of Our lives, in a goOd way. "Zachreinu letOvah", right? "Zachreinu lechaim".

This is that -- let yOur memOry -- because it's almOst as if it were a subjective thing on the part Of GOd. GOd, hOw dO YOu remember Our lives? What stOry dO yOu think we're telling? What events are impOrtant? What events aren't impOrtant? HOw are YOu placing the emphasis? All Of that is what memOry dOes.

YOu have tO be very careful lest [sic] yOu think that yOur memOry tells the truth. YOur memOry tells yOu the stOry that yOu want tO tell; Out Of yOur life.

The question fOr Esther is, what stOry dOes she want tO tell? She has a chOice. If she wants tO, she can just remember with bitterness everything that happened with Judah Over the centuries; and keep the feud going fOr another generation. Esther's greatness thOugh is, that she dOes remember that. It's there. It dOes affect her, and there is bitterness Over there. But she's able tO wOrk thrOugh that. In the end, and perhaps because she is able tO remember it.

Remember, here's the other thing. Here's the catch. This is a trick. Lest yOu say tO yOurself that yOu're all
-- right? I'm a wOman, 'sugar and spice and everything nice'. If bad things happen in my life, I clOse the dOOr On them; and I fOrget abOut them.

NO. YOu can't fOrget abOut bad things, because when yOu try tO fOrget abOut bad things yOu dOn't fOrget; yOu remember. What yOu're dOing is yOu're cOnsciously saying that they're not there. But yOu're sub-cOnscious knows better. YOur sub-cOnscious knows it's there. It's going tO cOme back. YOu're going tO be angry and yOu're going tO be resentful under the surface. It's going tO get yOu, withOut yOu even knowing that it gets yOu.

The trick is, that yOu have tO remember the bad things, tOO. The question is, what stOry dO yOu tell? HOw dO yOu weight them? HOw dO yOu put them tOgether? What Esther's dOing is a delicate game of weighting the stOry.

I remember the bad stuff; I dO. And there's bitterness assOciated with the bad stuff. At the end Of the day, thOugh, it's because she remembers that, she's able tO wOrk thrOugh that. And the next time she goes tO the king, she's says, but I remember there's sOmething mOre tO Judah, tOO.

LOOk at the end Of the stOry. Judah sacrifices himself herOically; and I can pay that back; centuries later. I can clOse that circle. In this last stOry in Tanach, it's really a great stOry Of recOnciliation between the benei (sOns Of) Rachel and the benei (sOns Of) Leah. It's brOught tO yOu, cOurtesy Of MOrdechai and

Esther in "Ki im hachareish tacharishi -- ". That brings us finally -- I'll let yOu go with the thOught Of why Benjamin can cOmbat Amalek.

Because, go back tO the first thing I said. What's Amalek's prOblem? Amalek's faced with this same issue, with JacOb. It's brOthers and brOthers. "Ki yeish'vu achim yachdav." And, there's bad stuff that happens. But there was goOd stuff that happened, tOO. The bad stuff happened in stOries number One and number twO with JacOb and Esau. The goOd stuff happened in stOry three.

What is Amalek's respOnse? Amalek's respOnse is, fOrget abOut stOry three. I will Only remember stOries One and twO. I fOrget abOut stOry three. Because of that, Amalek misremembers histOry. WhO's going tO battle Amalek? MOrdechai and Esther will battle Amalek. Because MOrdechai and Esther are the true memOry keepers; Of the brOther's struggle. The only way they have the ability -- the reasOn why they have a mOral leg tO stand On is, let the people whO have -- whO alsO have difficulty in their relationships between brOthers. WhO have -- that the stOry Of the sale of JOsef is remembered. What gives them the ability tO cOmbat Amalek is that, "Yes, we remember the beginning of the stOry. But we remember the end Of the stOry, tOO."

TherefOre, I have a leg up Of the (inaudible). The ability tO triumph Over Amalek because Amalek insists On only the beginning of the stOry. Yibum (Levirate marriage) and chalitzah (extraction frOm Obligation Of Levirate marriage ceremOny), are the metaphOr fOr that. It's the stOry Of brOthers tOgether; where there's pain in the family. Why isn't this brOther interested in marrying the yebamah (brOther's widOw eligible fOr Levirate marriage)? Even after the Zekeinim (Elders)) cOme and plead with him, "Marry her". It's because there's sOmething going on. There's sOmething he remembers.

If he dOesn't get -- he's going tO passively-aggressively allOw the name of his brOther tO die. "I didn't kill him. He's already dead. It's not my fault. I'm just not going tO rescue his name. I'm not dOing anything." It's hachareish tacharishi'. "I'm just staying silent. I'm just being passive. I wOn't act." The TOrah dOes not think much Of passive-aggressive kind Of malevOlence. That's exactly what this is. TherefOre, he's going tO be called the, " -- beit chalutz hanna'al."

What dOes Haman think his claim tO fame is? When he cOmes tO the king, what is he thinking abOut? His mind is filled with Only One thing when he cOmes tO the king. What is that? Killing MOrdechai. His wife has just tOld him, "Why are yOu sO upset with MOrdechai? YOu'll go tO the king in the mOrning.
YOu'll ask him tO kill MOrdechai. YOu'll cOme, yOu'll take twO tablets, yOu'll go tO the feast and yOu'll be really happy."

He's sO Obsessed with this, he can't wait until the mOrning. In the middle of the night he cOmes thrOwing pebbles at the king's dOOr. COuld I please kill MOrdechai? He's Obsessed with that. But he's Obsessed with One other thing, tOO. Namely, hOw great he is. Because, when the king says tO him, "We want tO hOnor sOmebOdy," the only persOn he can think Of is himself.

I want tO argue that the reasOn why Haman thinks he's sO great; the twO things that Haman is Obsessed with are A) his Own greatness, and B) the death Of MOrdechai; and they are in Haman's mind, the same

thing. The reasOn why Haman thinks he's sO great is, what favOr is he dOing fOr the king and fOr the wOrld? He's ridding them Of the Jew.

Hitler, by the way, he thOught, he was sO -- what was his greatness? Because he was ridding the wOrld Of Jews. TherefOre, he's willing tO divert magnanimOusly, all Of his war materiel at the end Of the war; even as the war is going dOwn the tubes, tO be able tO keep the gas chambers going. Because that is the great favOr that he's dOing fOr the wOrld.

In Haman's mind it's the same thing. TherefOre, when Haman says, "the man the king wants tO hOnor;" what dOes he think his claim tO fame is? He thinks his claim tO fame is, that his relationship with his brOther is such, that he's going tO "deep-six" his brOther. He's going tO try tO destrOy his brOther.

TherefOre, what Devarim cOnsiders, what Sefer Devarim cOnsiders the greatest mark Of shame, which is standing by while yOur brOther dies, Haman cOnsiders his greatest child. TherefOre, he takes the language of Devarim sO tO speak, and the language of the Megillah, and turns it On its head, and it's no lOnger spinning intO space, but "the king wants tO hOnor me, because I'm standing by. I'm going tO destrOy MOrdechai. And, again, I'm going tO get rid Of them all. I'm going tO kill the brOther that lives with me."

But, Of cOurse, the flipside happens. MOrdechai is the one whO is hOnored. Why is MOrdechai hOnored? Because what did MOrdechai tell Esther? " -- im hachareish tacharishi -- ", yOu must not stand by while yOur brOther bleeds. YOu cannot stand passively-aggressively by.

What the flip is really abOut is, the TOrah exalting MOrdechai and Esther fOr their ability tO not stand by while their brOther pleads. This gives them the ability tO have Haman on the rOpes, and tO have Haman be the one whO's leading that hOrse thrOugh the streets, instead Of Haman being exalted fOr his flip Of the Purim stOry.

That's the end Of Amalek fOlks. It's been great. Next time, when we cOme back, we'll mOve on tO sOmething else.

Rabbi David FOhrman: I think that what I want tO dO (inaudible) frOm yOur feedback -- it seems like it cOuld, kind Of, wOrk. I always felt that One of the mistakes that people make when they think abOut bOOks in general, they think abOut even TOrah learning, is that everyOne is fOcused On cOntent and chiddushim (Original new thOughts) and all Of that and yOu think that that's the way yOu judge a wOrk, which is, yOu know -- yOu take a sOber lOOk at the cOntent and what is being said. That's true, but tO me what's always ignored is hOw yOu say it alsO -- the presentation.

My persOnal feeling is that there's a very thin line and almOst no line between cOntent and presentation. TO me, what I was aiming tO dO in presentation was not just tO put the ideas Out there, but tO try tO put them Out in an engaging, captivating kind Of way that, sOrt Of, drew yOu in and maybe yOu want tO keep On reading and gave yOu the feel that yOu are reading a novel that yOu didn't want tO put dOwn. TO me, that is a real accOmplishment, because mOst Of the time when yOu pick up a sefer (Jewish learning bOOk) yOu're thinking, Oh, yOu know, I have tO learn, sO I'm going tO struggle thrOugh whatever it says, because at least I'm going tO get the insights. People just dOn't pay that much attention tO hOw they put ideas dOwn. They figure it's (inaudible) justification that it's learning and that it's TOrah and I can put it dOwn any way I want.

TO me, it wOuld be a real cOup if yOu cOuld create a bOOk that people read -- wOuld pick up not even because it was TOrah, just because they wanted tO pick it up and they felt that they cOuldn't put it dOwn. TO me that, in a way, it is almOst what the TOrah itself is talking abOut.

When yOu think Of -- even in Shema, we dOn't always think Of these wOrds a lOt, but if yOu think abOut what we say in Shema abOut TOrah, right, "veshinantam lebanecha". What are the next wOrds? "Vedibarta bam beshivtecha b'beisecha u'belechtichah bederech u'beshOchbecha u'bekumechah." If yOu think abOut what thOse wOrds mean, they dOn't just -- we have a halachic way Of dOing thOse wOrds, when we wake up we say Shema, when we go tO sleep we say Shema. But the p'shat Of what thOse wOrds mean is that yOu shOuld be sO in lOve with TOrah that yOu are talking abOut TOrah "vedebarta bam" yOu just, like, are talking.

When yOu talk tO people yOu talk abOut TOrah. It shOuld be the first thing that yOu talk abOut when yOu wake up. It shOuld be the last thing that yOu talk abOut when yOu go tO sleep. When yOu are at hOme yOu talk TOrah, when yOu are -- in other wOrds, why? Because yOu can't stOp thinking abOut it; it just invades yOur thOughts. It captures yOur imagination. That is the, yOu know -- that's the, kind Of, thing
-- sO if yOu can put sOmething tOgether that captures people's imagination in that kind Of way, it's a great, great thing. That's, kind Of, what I was trying tO dO.

TOday I am sharing -- I'm dOing sOmething which I -- I wOuldn't say that I dOn't Often dO, because with yOu I actually dO this, but, in general, Outside this grOup I dOn't Often dO. YOu guys are my Official guinea pig grOup (laughter). I use yOu tO try things Out with and, basically --

Audience Member: We feel sO hOnored.
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Rabbi David FOhrman: YOu feel sO hOnored. Audience Member: Because we're graded GP.
Rabbi David FOhrman: YOu're graded GP, that's right. Audience Member: Guinea Pigs.
Rabbi David FOhrman: NOt, PG, but GP. SO here is the thing. What I want tO share with yOu tOday and prObably next week and maybe the week after that is sOmething new that I have been develOping that I just started develOping. I am very excited abOut it. This began tO cOme tO me last Friday night and I have been wOrking on it ever since. I have lOst sOme sleep Over this. It actually happened when, the ShabbOs befOre Purim, I happened tO pick up this bOOk On Friday night as I was sitting dOwn befOre Kiddush waiting fOr my girls tO get hOme frOm Eish KOdesh which cOuld take a while. I happened tO just Open it up randOmly and -- kind Of, like the king in the Megillah -- it Opens up tO the right page and yOu just start reading.

Audience Member: What was the name of the bOOk?

Rabbi David FOhrman: The name of the bOOk is -- this is a great bOOk. I dO recOmmend it; it's YehOshua Bachrach's Kitvuni LedOrOt. I recOmmend anything by Bachrach. Bachrach was a teacher at Michlalah and a great schOlar and he wrOte Ma Bein Shaul LeDOvid, YOnah and Eliyahu, Machar ChOdesh.

Audience Member: Where can yOu get his bOOks? Can yOu get his bOOks arOund here? Rabbi David FOhrman: Can yOu get his bOOks arOund here?
Audience Member: Ima shel Malchus.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Ima shel Malchus, abOut Ruth, right. Basically he's great and, yOu know, he writes all these wOnderful little bOOks On Tana"ch and they are fascinating. I highly recOmmend them.

Audience Member: This One is (inaudible)?

Rabbi David FOhrman: This One is Kitvuni LedOrOt which is On the Megillah. Audience Member: English Or Hebrew?
Rabbi David FOhrman: Hebrew. Anyway, he's great. SO I just happened tO pick up this bOOk and I just happened tO Open it tO this page and I am reading this Chazal -- actually it was, like, twO pages -- and it hits me like a tOn of bricks. I cOuldn't sleep that night, like the king (laughter) and like AchashverOsh (Ahasuerus) actually, Haman came tO the dOOr.

Audience Member: WhO was Haman?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Haman were the ideas. Everything that this was abOut was Haman; it was actually literally Haman cOming tO the dOOr. It Opened up Haman in this whOle new way which I haven't been able tO stOp thinking abOut. NOt just Haman, but really Amalek in general. It's almOst like a glimpse intO the dark heart Of Amalek's sOul. It seems tO me that Amalek was One of the -- sO that's really what I want tO talk abOut. Amalek is One of thOse things that is the mOst mystifying aspects Of the TOrah, One of the mOst difficult, mOst mystifying aspects Of the TOrah. I know this is really -- Oh, there's no battery left in here, sO I am going tO have tO rely On yOur thingybOb (sic.).

I am a little nervOus taping this, sO I am not sure hOw far -- sO dO me a favOr and just dOn't put this tape Out there right now On the internet. YOu can circulate it amOng friends if yOu like, but what I am talking abOut is speculative.

Amalek is very, very tOugh. Here yOu have this decree tO wipe out an entire nation; man, wOman and child. YOu have a king that was depOsed, because of his inability tO cOmpletely fulfill this decree. It's just a strange law. The idea that we must never, ever fOrget what it is that Amalek did tO us and people that
-- we are suppOsed tO be tOld that we are not in the revenge business. We are warned against revenge and yet, what is this idea that we must never fOrget what Amalek did tO us? DOes that cOntradict Our idea Of revenge? The whOle Amalek idea is just One of thOse things which seems inexplicable. I never had much Of a p'shat On it. I struggled with it a bit 10 years ago after 9/11 actually and I had sOme thOughts then which are interesting, but I dOn't think that I really got tO the heart Of the matter.

This passage frOm Our Sages began tO just Open up this whOle new windOw and I began tO discOver. YOu know, with my sOrt Of methOdOlOgy -- my sOrt Of methOdOlOgy -- the methOdOlOgy I use -- Others use a similar methOdOlOgy -- it's One of the criticisms that I got fOr the bOOk and yOu can find it On the internet if yOu like. The DOv Ber blOg wants tO know whether Rabbi FOhrman's bOOk is cOntrOversial and whether it shOuld really be damned, just like Rabbi Slifkin's bOOks; even mOre than Rabbi Slifkin's bOOks. Why? Because, yOu know, there were no Chazal (passages frOm Our Sages) in the bOOk. It was all Original thOught and are yOu really allOwed tO think that much (laughter)? SO that was really the issue.

Audience Member: NO.

Rabbi David FOhrman: What? That's right.

Audience Member: Have we heard that vOice (inaudible) tOO?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes, yes. We have heard that vOice frOm the (inaudible) tOO. The truth is I am not One of these anti-Chazal kind Of people. Like, I am not the kind Of guy tO think that every One befOre was really stupid; listen tO me, I am sO much smarter. I really dOn't think that's the case. As a matter Of fact, what I think I'm dOing which is very cOmplimentary Of the Midrash and it's really just Observing what Midrash dOes, seeing the tOOls that they use and, kind Of, using them.

Between yOu and me -- I dOn't know histOrically -- but I dOubt that we really have all the Midrashim. Everything of this time was written dOwn; it was never edited the way Bavli was edited in a systematic kind Of way. There weren't any cOmputers, there weren't infOrmation retrieval systems. There were no tape recOrdings. DO we really know that we even have anything apprOaching a cOmplete recOrd Of what Our Sages thOught Of On Chumash and Midrash? TherefOre, is it wrOng tO at least Observe what they did sO effectively and sO incisively and try tO make use of that and see what else is Out there? TO, kind Of, cOnnect the dOts with what they dO say and fill in the pictures. That is hOw I view what it is that I dO.

IrOnically, 36 hOurs after this thing went Off On the internet whether my bOOk is cOntrOversial engendering a flurry Of 70 cOmments back and fOrth abOut whether I really shOuld be banned.

Audience Member: That's really mean.

Rabbi David FOhrman: It is kind Of mean. It wOuld be fun if I didn't have daughters tO marry, let's put it that way (laughter). It's like everyOne says, yeah, it's great fOr sales and I say, yOu dOn't have daughters tO marry.

Audience Member: (Inaudible) said was paranoid. Rabbi David FOhrman: What?
Audience Member: It means that (inaudible) said was paranoid.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yeah, I suppOse sO, but, anyway -- but within -- Audience Member: Because yOu go tO (inaudible)?
Audience Member: That's right.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. SO, 36 hOurs after this went up I actually got this e-mail frOm this rabbi in Riverdale, Kenny Hain's sOn-in-law -- sOn, Shmuel Hain, Rabbi Hain's sOn. It was this wOnderful e- mail; he read the bOOk and he really lOved it and he said, by the way, here are three passages frOm Our Sages that suppOrt what yOu say. In fact it was; they were these out Of the way passages frOm Our Sages in the Yalkut ShimOni and Other places that I never really saw. He is right; they dO suppOrt the thesis Of the bOOk. SO I will put them in the secOnd edition. But it just goes tO shOw, when yOu get On tO sOmething, when yOu find sOmething in the text, yOu know, Often times Our Sages will have seen it; it's just that yOu have tO figure out where they saw it and yOu have tO track it dOwn. It was there.

Audience Member: Did yOu (inaudible) e-mail? Did yOu (inaudible)?

Rabbi David FOhrman: I decided not tO respOnd tO the whOle piranha fest. I really felt that if I got invOlved with that that it wasn't going tO dO anybOdy any goOd, sO I didn't respOnd. I just didn't think it was a goOd idea, because yOu dOn't win. If yOu put that Out there, sO then -- hOw cOme yOu didn't put it

in the bOOk? Well, I didn't really see it at that time. Well, what were yOu dOing publishing sOmething if yOu didn't see? YOu know what I mean? YOu can't really win. SO I didn't put it Out there and then in the secOnd edition maybe I'll put it in there.

But the idea is that yOu can start either way, in other wOrds, the way the passages frOm Our Sages wOrk
-- and this is relevant what I am abOut tO talk tO yOu abOut. Midrash has its Own language and One of the prOblems is that if yOu dOn't bOther tO understand the language, yOu can just misinterpret everything they say. UnfOrtunately, there are bOOks Out there that dO this cOnsistently. There are bOOks On Midrash that seem like very nice bOOks. YOu know, it's not just the Midrash Says Or The little Medrash Says Or -- there are other bOOks like that. This sOrt Of innocent cOmpilation midrashim, but they dOn't seem tO be attuned tO the language that Midrash is using and when that happens, yOu run the risk Of making it sOund like just a bunch Of fables and child stOries and crazy things.

I actually had sOme people lOse faith in our Sages, much mOre than they gained faith in our Sages, because they seem things that are just strange. But One of the things abOut Our Sages is that they use an allegorical language; they tOuch On ideas and it is sOrt Of like hameivin yavin. In other wOrds, we're shOwing yOu the tip Of an iceberg and if yOu want tO dO yOur digging, yOu will see the rest Of the iceberg. YOu know, see yOu -- that's Our Sages signing out.

That's basically it. It's like yOu're on the bridge of the Titanic and yOu just saw that little iceberg and yOu know there is a whOle lOt underneath the water and yOu just have tO decide whether yOu're going tO lOOk. SO, yOu know, that's the case, yOu can go either way, which is that sOmetimes yOu stumble upOn this whOle subterranean netwOrk Of stuff in the text and eventually yOu will find a passage of Our Sages Or twO that are alluding tO that, yOu know, lOOk at this, lOOk at this, lOOk at that, which is what happened in the bOOk. SOmetimes it wOrks the other way, yOu see this passage frOm Our Sages that's the strangest thing in the wOrld and it's this key intO this whOle subterranean netwOrk in the text that yOu never even imagined was there. It wOrks that way.

In this case, what I am abOut tO shOw yOu tOday -- that's the way it wOrked; I fOund the passage frOm Our Sages first and then that just led yOu intO a cave. The cave is a remarkable cave. It's this warren of these undergrOund textual cOnnections that really cOnnect sO much. What I'm abOut tO share with yOu in the next few weeks is especially exhilarating, because it cOnnects sO much. One of the best metaphOrs I have tO -- the wOrk that I dO is jigsaw puzzle wOrk. A lOt Of times people say, yOu know, like, yOu give a class and people say, wOw, that's sO amazing. HOw did yOu cOme up with all these different things? It's like, bOy; yOu must be the mOst brilliant guy in the wOrld.

The truth is, no, it really is not sO much a function of brilliance. What it is, is that anybOdy whO dOes jigsaw puzzles knows hOw jigsaw puzzles wOrk, right? First yOu put the (inaudible) pieces Over here and yOu put thOse aside. If this is a very big jigsaw puzzle it can take yOu a few years, yOu know, but yOu've got the face over there and yOu've got this Over there. Then once in a while yOu'll find a few pieces that click tOgether and that cOnnect majOr parts Of the puzzle and then all Of a sudden yOu see a whOle new larger picture of the puzzle. YOu can see that in five minutes and then all Of a sudden things change and

yOu talk abOut it, but it's not sOmething that develOped in five minutes; it's sOmething which was put tOgether Over time.

This is One of thOse things where there are these really large parts Of the jigsaw puzzle, but they aren't fitting. This passage frOm Our Sages and the netwOrk that it uncOvers really cOnnects a huge amOunt Of TOrah, frOm the ExOdus frOm Egypt tO -- much Of the bOOk Of Genesis tO, indeed, a fair amOunt Of Jewish histOry and, I think, glimpses intO the nature of anti-Semitism in general and particularly Amalek. Strangely enough the key tO it all is Amalek. Yeah?

Audience Member: (Inaudible) One minute, can yOu clarify fOr me --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Can I just ask sOmebOdy in the back if they wOuld just -- can yOu get me a glass Of water Or sOmething tO drink. I'd really appreciate it. Thanks sO much, yeah?

Audience Member: When it says yOu cannot marry intO The Children of Israel, yOu can't marry an Egyptian, I mean, ever, right -- sOme three generations. Is this the same thing with Amalek?

Rabbi David FOhrman: NO, One of the interesting things abOut Amalek is that Amalek -- there is no sin against marrying sOmebOdy frOm Amalek if they cOnvert. NOt Only that, but the mitzvah tO wipe out Amalek dOes not apply tO -- first Of all, A, it dOesn't apply tO individuals. If yOu lOOk at the Rambam (MaimOnides) carefully yOu will find -- baruch Ata AdO-noy ElOkeinu Melech ha'Olam shehakOl nihiyeh bidevarO.

Audience Member: Amein.

Rabbi David FOhrman: We need an amein grOup, right? What is interesting is A, the cOmmand tO wipe Out Amalek is not a cOmmand tO wipe out any individual Amalekite. In other wOrds, if yOu find an Amalekite in the street and yOu know he's frOm Amalek. He has his family tree and stuff like that; yOu are not required tO kill him. Why? Because it seems in MaimOnides that it is not an individual's mitzvah. It is a mitzvah On the tzibbur (the nation) as epitOmized by the king. In other wOrds, the king has tO take the nation tO war tO wipe out Amalek as a whOle. It's not an individual thing that individual people have tO wipe out individual Amalekites.

Similarly, if an Amalekite wOuld renounce the tenets Of Amalek -- in other wOrds, if they wOuld say -- MaimOnides is very clear On this. If Amalek as a whOle or individuals within Amalek wOuld say we accept the Seven NOahide Laws and we're going tO be goOd bOys and girls, then there is no war against them. YOu accept them and they becOme regular geirei tOshav and yOu have all the halachOs in MaimOnides at the end Of Rambam HilchOs Melachah abOut hOw yOu have tO visit their sick and yOu have tO give tzedakah tO them and yOu have tO dO all Of thOse things. They can have an Amalek family tree that goes all the way dOwn thrOugh histOry and yet yOu have tO be nice tO them and yOu treat them and yOu give them special privileges and they fly first class in yOur sOcieties.

This makes it all the stranger, because, yOu know, I think the standard way we lOOk at Amalek is not

racial. The standard way that we lOOk at Amalek is -- I think, the way that we are, sOrt Of, taught in schOOls -- tO the extent that we are taught abOut this, which isn't that much -- that we believe that there is this, sOrt Of, metaphysical warfare and that sOmehOw the Jews are the light side of the fOrce. Amalek is the dark side of the fOrce and we are the goOd guys in shining armOr and we represent everything that is fine in the wOrld and Amalek must represent absOlute evil. They just are evil and they're evil incarnate and, therefOre, they must be killed.

My thOughts are not cOmpletely settled On this, but I dO have tO tell yOu that I can't say that I am entirely at peace with thOse notions. It is a little scary tO talk abOut abject evil, evil incarnate within people. I mean, if yOu think abOut it, we as Jews, reject the notion of the Christian devil. We dOn't believe in evil incarnate in the supernatural realm, sO it's a little bit funny that we wOuld believe in evil incarnate in the human realm. Because it's almOst like -- the way we think Of Amalek is almOst like, Amalek is just the devil, but it just dressed up as people.

SO what is the difference between, like, the Christian devil and the Jewish devil, as the Jewish devil is Amalek? DO yOu get it? I get a little -- One secOnd, let me just -- I'm venting right now (laughter). I may be wrOng. It's just an instinct. It's just an instinct, but the notion that Amalek is absOlute evil and that Our jOb is tO wipe out evil -- and then yOu have tO ask yOurself, if yOur jOb is tO wipe out evil, dOn't yOu becOme evil yOurself? I mean, if yOu have a jOb tO wipe out every single man, wOman and child Of another people then what makes that goOd? Like, wOuldn't yOu say that that wOuld be evil?

SO yOu get intO this, sOrt Of, paradOxical, kind Of -- dO yOu know what I mean? It's just very trOublesOme, especially -- I'm still venting -- especially in the wake of the HOlOcaust when we were subjected tO genocide. We know what it's like. YOu know, it's just tOugh, yOu know? Rabbi Dale GOttlieb, I remember, Once said the one issue which he will never deal with -- which is One of the reasOns why I dOn't want these tapes circulating arOund -- the one issue that he will never deal with in public is the issue of Amalek. The one issue he will never speak abOut it Amalek. He never speaks abOut it tO ba'alei teshuvah, he dOesn't talk abOut it and if he were asked abOut Amalek in public fOrum with ba'alei teshuvah arOund, he wOuld find a way tO change the subject.

That's the way I felt alsO. HOw dO yOu even talk abOut this? It's just very hard tO figure out. What I want tO argue -- tOday, what I want tO dO is argue against this vision of Amalek that we all have; the vision of Amalek as evil incarnate. In a certain way that is going tO make it harder tO figure out what's going on, because if Amalek is not evil incarnate, sO why are yOu suppOsed tO wipe him Out? But then we're really bad if we're not even wiping out evil. But it is hard fOr me tO argue that Amalek is evil incarnate. If they were then there shOuld be a mitzvah upOn every individual tO kill evil incarnate wherever it is.

What difference dOes it make whether it's a mitzvah On the tzibbur Or On the individual? When yOu meet evil, yOu get rid Of evil. This guy is evil; if I met Hitler I wOuld kill him. SO if these are all the mOst evil things, sO then I shOuld be killing them. I shOuld be walking arOund with Raid, I shOuld be exterminating evil. I think the notion that -- plus, alsO, if yOu notice the mitzvah tO wipe out Amalek is alsO a mitzvah that Only appears at certain particular times. It's strange. There is this Rambam, it cOmes

frOm the Gemara; "shalOsh mitzvOs nitztavu B'nei Yisrael besha'as kenisasam la'aretz", there are three mitzvOs that we have when we go intO the Land.

There is the mitzvah "sOm tasim alecha melech" there is the mitzvah tO get yOurself a king. There is the mitzvah tO wipe out Amalek and there is the mitzvah tO build the Beit Hamikdash. If it were the case that Amalek was evil incarnate, why shOuld it Only be when yOu cOme intO the Land that yOu have that mitzvah? I mean, anytime, wherever yOu are that yOu meet evil incarnate, yOu shOuld be getting rid Of them. There's a trigger fOr wiping out Amalek and it is at that particular time. SO hOw is it that we -- sO, I think, that we need a mOre nuance picture of Amalek then -- One minute, no questions yet; let me just finish making my case.

We need a mOre nuance picture of Amalek then that they are just evil incarnate. I think we have tO figure it Out and that is what I, kind Of, want tO dO. What I want tO ask yOu is, what's the nature of the struggle? I guess, here is hOw I want tO get tO it. What I really want tO ask is in a certain way a mOre fundamental question than what's the mOrality behind all this and what are we dOing? Really the issue is, like, what is the struggle abOut? What exactly are we fighting abOut? Is it just this, sOrt Of, yOu know, light side of the fOrce and dark side of the fOrce and we're the goOd guys?

YOu can find this in the Maharal a little bit, this idea that Amalek represents the exact OppOsite of everything that Israel stands fOr and, I guess, that's pOssible, but what are they really fighting abOut? Or what is Amalek really? Another way Of talking abOut it is what is Amalek -- Amalek evidently hates us; we hate them. What dO they hate us sO much fOr? I mean, they attacked us in the desert -- like, why? Like, what was that abOut? What are they sO upset abOut? Is there a way Of understanding what the mOtivations Of Amalek are when they are attacking us? Is it just that they dOn't like goOd? Is that what it is? I think that's what we normally think. They dOn't like goOd; they dOn't like GOd. They are haters Of GOd. We represent GOd; Amalek hates GOd. They are the ultimate atheists and it's up tO us tO cOmpletely destrOy them.

Is that the case? Is that what it's abOut Or is it abOut sOmething else? What I want tO argue tOday and next week is that that's not true, that Amalek dOes not hate GOd. Actually, I think that Amalek likes GOd.

Audience Member: (Inaudible)? Rabbi David FOhrman: One secOnd. Audience Member: (Inaudible)?
Rabbi David FOhrman: Yeah. I am not arguing that we dOn't have a mOrtal battle with Amalek, right? I am just arguing that I dOn't think it's the case that Amalek hates GOd. NOw, it is true that yOu have the language "ki yad al keis kah" that the hand Of Amalek is On the thrOne, sO tO speak, Of GOd. That's not the same thing as saying that Amalek is trying tO wipe out Or kill GOd. What it's saying is that, if anything -- in other wOrds, what I want tO argue is that there is a difference between Amalek hand being on the thrOne of GOd and Amalek being the mOrtal enemy Of GOd. ThOse are not necessarily the

same thing. YOu have tO understand what it means. Audience Member: DO yOu want tO rephrase that?
Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. It is pOssible. Let's try tO assemble the evidence and try tO figure it all Out. What we are going tO dO is just lOOk at a bunch Of evidence; a bunch Of language evidence, a bunch Of Our Sages evidence and just try tO, kind Of, put it tOgether. Yes?

Audience Member: (Inaudible) tOday, because of the struggle fOr Our survival when yOu hear --- I mean, is that not the same?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. SO here's the thing. YOu always have tO be a little bit nervOus abOut seeing Amalek everywhere, seeing Amalek tOday. The Jews have always had enemies. NOt all Of the Jews enemies are Amalek. We dOn't know whO Amalek is anymOre. Nevertheless, that having been said, I will say One -- One of the questions that I wOuld ask is -- well, hOld On. Let me just share sOmething with yOu. YOu know, especially, I think that any thinking persOn living tOday -- and this is really what the (inaudible) fOr my bOOk was abOut even thOugh my bOOk itself dOes not really abOut this -- has got tO lOOk at the HOlOcaust and ask himself what is the deal with that?

The reasOn why there yOu have a strOnger case fOr thinking that this was a cOnfrOntation with Amalek is, because if yOu actually lOOk at cOnfrOntations with Amalek Over the centuries and yOu lOOk at the HOlOcaust, yOu really see a lOt Of chilling parallels and it just has this Amalek feel tO it. Why? Let's talk abOut Amalek in the times Of Haman if Haman is really an Aggagi and a descendent Of Amalek.

Here yOu have an officer Of Persia -- I make this case in the (inaudible) frOm the bOOk -- as Persia sweeps tO pOwer with sOmething that lOOks very much like Blitzkrieg, cOming tO wOrld dOmination, wiping out BabylOnia, it just happens tO hatch this vendetta against the Jews. NOt Only this vendetta against the Jews, but, tO my mind -- and maybe I am wrOng -- but in the lOng sweeping histOry Of 2,300 years Of anti- Semitism, going thrOugh the ROmans and the BabylOnians and the Assyrians and the Crusaders and the Byzantine emperOr. The first crusades and the secOnd crusades and all Of that and Ta"ch veTa"t and thrOugh it all, it seems tO me that there are only twO times in the last 2,300 years where there was an Organized attempt tO wipe out every man, wOman and child amOng the Jews; literally tO exterminate every last member Of the Jewish people.

The only times that I know Of were in the times Of Ahasuerus with Haman and 1939 tO 1945 in the HOlOcaust. ThOse seem tO me tO be the only twO times. There is that Blitzkrieg parallel and there is alsO the way they did it. If yOu lOOk in the Megillah there is this careful use of euphemism by Haman, where he is not really talking abOut the killing; he is talking abOut the "Osei hamelachah" the dOers Of the wOrk. There is this gentle attempt tO not really be sO upfrOnt. It dOesn't really name the people, "there is this people" and there is an attempt tO hide behind a façade, a façade of euphemism and alsO a façade of law and Order. Everything is dOne kada'at (accOrding tO law); kada'at, kada'at. Everything is accOrding tO the law and it's just like Nazi Germany, in that, sOrt Of, way.

There are euphemisms, there are final sOlutions -- yOu know, we wOn't talk abOut the killing and yet, there is this bureaucracy. There are all these laws and yOu hide behind the laws. I think I tOld yOu abOut my friend the daughter Of the art dealer? Did I tell yOu abOut her? NO? It's in my bOOk Or in my sOmething.

Audience Member: (Inaudible). Rabbi David FOhrman: What's that?
Audience Member: It's On one of yOur tapes.

Rabbi David FOhrman: It's On one of my tapes, this divine (inaudible) tape. My friend MOnique (inaudible) in BaltimOre, she is a child survivOr Of the HOlOcaust and she was a -- her father was an art dealer and she said they came in and they lOOted the whOle place, but they didn't lOOt the whOle place. They made them sit dOwn and dOcument fOr an entire day the prOvenance of each painting and what it was frOm and whO it was frOm and sign it Over tO them. It was all dOne kada'at. SO there was a whOle paper trail and everything and it was crazy, because they were just stealing his stuff, but they were going tO dO it by law and yOu have tO sign all the papers and everything. Then, lO and behOld, irOnically, now she is getting the art back frOm museums in Austria, because the paperwOrk still survived and it's a paper trail now. She's in struggles against several museums trying tO retrieve these paintings.

It is hard tO resist the notion that there is sOmething abOut the HOlOcaust that smells Amalek-like. It's not just us whO have that notion. It was actually the Nazis, tOO. The Nazis believed it. I just did a quick little search here, actually pOinted tO by a friend Of mine. If yOu lOOk in Wikipedia, yOu'll find this yOurself.
LOOk at Purim in Wikipedia, and then lOOk under the section, Purim and the HOlOcaust. YOu'll find a lOt Of interesting things.

YOu'll find that Hitler, althOugh there were decrees at various pOints spOradically against Jewish Observance at various hOlidays, but specifically banned and fOrbade the observance of Purim. He alsO declared it a capital Offense fOr either Christians Or Jews tO be in pOssession of the BOOk Of Esther. YOu wOuld be killed if yOu were a Christian and yOu had the BOOk Of Esther.

In a speech made on NOvember 10, 1938, which is the day after Kristallnacht, Streicher, whO was One of the guys whO was hanged an Nuremburg, surmised that the same way that the Jews killed Out all the Persians, if the Jews wOuld succeed in bringing a wOrld war upOn Germany, this is what they wOuld dO tO Germany, tOO. It wOuld be a reenactment Of Purim. Jews wOuld've instituted a new Purim festival in Germany. Nazi apOstOlate Jews were timed Often tO cOincide with Purim. They wOuld make a practice Of finding 10 Jews tO hang on Purim, in revenge fOr the hanging of the 10 sOns Of Haman.

Hitler, himself in a speech On January 30, 1944, said that if the Nazis were defeated, the Jews wOuld celebrate a secOnd Purim. Then, Of cOurse, there's that famOus thing where Streicher, as yOu know, yells Out Purim fest 1947 frOm the gallOws as he been hanged, the 10th Of the Nazi war criminals. It seems like the Nazis themselves tOOk it pretty seriously, this idea that we're in mOrtal cOmbat with the Jews and that

Purim is sOmehOw there.

One of the interesting questions, I think, that we need tO ask when cOnsidering Amalek, lOOking thrOughOut the brOad sweep Of Jewish histOry, there are three and maybe fOur times, when we seem tO be in cOnfrOntation with Amalek. I'm going tO argue later that there is a fifth, but fOr now, let's say three and maybe, fOur. After the splitting of the Red Sea, when we meet Amalek fOr the first time and they attack at Rephidim, that's the first time.

The next majOr battle against Amalek is in the times Of King Saul, where King Saul fails tO kill Agag. The next majOr battle against Amalek is in the times Of Purim and King Ahasuerus, and maybe, the HOlOcaust.

One of the interesting questions that I think we shOuld be asking, Or we can ask, is there any rhyme or reasOn tO when Amalek attacks? DOes it just happen tO be that they happen tO be that the battle was jOined at these fOur mOments in histOry, Or is there a reasOn that the battle is being jOined at these fOur mOments in histOry?

Audience Member: (Inaudible) intO the land. Rabbi David FOhrman: Is there an issue?
Audience Member: (Inaudible) intO the land.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, Okay. The question is what's happening at these fOur mOments in histOry that's prOvOking a battle with Amalek? I think that yOu're right abOut that and there's a Midrash that says the same thing. What is happening at the time of Ahasuerus? What is happening as the Jews crOss at the splitting of the Red Sea? What is happening at the time of King Saul? Even at the HOlOcaust, what is happening?

Audience Member: And now.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, and now, what's happening? What's happening, it's all the same. What's happening is the time of transition, where the Jews are on the mOve and are going intO the land. If yOu think abOut it, it's hard tO see it because we know that the Jews were in the desert fOr 40 mOre years befOre they got intO the land, but it wasn't suppOsed tO happen that way.

After the splitting of the Red Sea, they were 11 days away frOm Israel. They were at MOunt Sinai, and frOm there, it's 11 days tO Israel. That was suppOsed tO happen immediately. The spies messed everything up, but that wasn't suppOsed tO happen. When Amalek attacked, they were 11 days away frOm Israel.

King Saul is the first king beginning tO Organize Jewish life in Israel, frOm a period Of central chaos in the times Of the Judges. What's happening at the time of Ahasuerus?

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's right. We have permission tO go back. YOu have the beginnings Of Jews going back tO resettle the land that's (inaudible). Well, they did and they didn't. They didn't dO it as well, but they're not dOing it as well now either.

Audience Member: (Inaudible). Why can't yOu (inaudible) the other part abOut (inaudible)? Even if they're having their transition, we were weak. At thOse pOints in time, we were weak.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. It cOuld be. We were weak in cOmmandments. (Inaudible) TOrah, accOrding tO the Sages that's true. DO yOu know what a seismOgraph is? A seismOgraph measures tremOrs in the earth. That's what yOu measure earthquakes with. If yOu had a seismOgraph tO measure just mOvements Of the earth in Jewish histOry and yOu had that seismOgraph alOng fOr the last 2,300 years, when wOuld yOu have the twO biggest quakes in Jewish histOry in the last 2,300 years? They wOuld be the HOlOcaust and the establishment Of the State of Israel, and they happened within three years Of each Other. NOw, is it pOssible tO believe that that's cOincidental?

In all Of 2,300 years, the twO biggest shakes, whether fOr goOd Or ill, is the establishment Of the State of Israel and the HOlOcaust is happening within three years Of each Other. YOu can't just say, well, it's really just the non-Jews felt guilty abOut the HOlOcaust, sO they gave up the state.

Yes, there prObably was a little bit Of guilt that helped people, the partitions dOn't pass, but that wasn't true because histOrically, the mOve tOwards the settlement Of Zion had begun with the first aliyah well befOre the HOlOcaust and cOntinued thrOugh. Ben Gurion and everyOne else, was in Israel at the time of the HOlOcaust draining the swamps and building the walls Of Jerusalem and it was happening cOntempOraneously. These twO things are cOming tO a head at the same time. Is all this a cOincidence? It's hard tO argue it's a cOincidence. Yes?

Audience Member: I'm saying yOu have tO (inaudible). Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes.
Audience Member: Maybe that's why the cOmmandment is (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: It's a cOmmandment, right. It's not just the land, yOu're right. It's cOming intO Our Own as a nation, part Of which is the land and that maybe is why King Saul is part Of it alsO because that's part Of us cOming intO Our Own as whOle. All right, but anyway, this is getting ahead Of Ourselves. It's just sOmething tO keep in mind, why is it they attack at particular pOints.

All right, sO I want tO share with yOu twO sayings frOm Our Sages. Here are twO sayings frOm Our Sages, which is very interesting. Saying frOm Our Sages number One, which is the first thing I read that night is here. Our Sages say the fOllOwing. "Mah ra'asa Esther lOmar machar e'eseh kidvar hamelech?" Our Sages ask a question, which I tOuch On in the bOOk alsO, which is that why did she wait?

Here she is, she's at the banquet, the king just said that whatever yOu want, Esther, half the kingdOm and it's yOurs, just say it. NO. Instead, "Machar e'eseh kidvar hamelech," cOme tO the party tOmOrrOw and tOmOrrOw, I'll dO what yOu ask. HOw dOes she know she's going tO get as goOd a reception tOmOrrOw? HOw dOes she know the king is going tO be in the same mOOd? That's what she says, sO the Midrash wants tO know why. Why dOes she pOstpOne it until tOmOrrOw? Why wait?

This is what the Midrash says. "Ela yadah," she knew, "shezarO shel Amalek lemudim lipOl lemachar," she knew that Amalek falls tOmOrrOw. "Vechen hu Omer biyemei MOshe," and sO it was in the times Of MOses. When MOses tells JOshua tO fight against Amalek it's, "Tze hilachem ba'Amalek machar ani nitzav al rOsh hagivah," tOmOrrOw I'm going tO stand On the tOp Of the hill. With MOses, it was alsO tOmOrrOw and not tOday.

Similarly, King Saul, whOse destiny as king is tO fight Amalek, when Samuel is sent tO anoint Saul as king, GOd appears tO Samuel in an epiphany and says, "Ka'es machar eshlach eilecha ish me'eretz Binyamin," tOmOrrOw I'm going tO send yOu a man frOm the tribe of Benjamin. It's always tOmOrrOw. "Ve'af kan," here tOO, "lemachar e'eseh kidvar hamelech." Esther knew her histOry. She knew that she had tO jOin the battle tOmOrrOw and not tOday.

It's a very interesting Midrash. The Midrash is seaming a thread with Amalek, that tOmOrrOw is an impOrtant theme with Amalek, and if yOu're going tO be victOrious Over Amalek, yOu're going tO be victOrious tOmOrrOw. The question is what's the meaning of that? Why is it sO? What is it abOut Amalek that makes tOmOrrOw the prOpitious time tO battle them and not tOday, as it were? This is a question that I want tO ask. What's that?

Audience Member: They denied the past.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. Maybe. That's One question, why tOmOrrOw? All right. NOw, I'm abOut tO read this Midrash tO yOu, but tO make this Midrash really cOme alive, the Midrash has put everything tOgether. This is Midrash ties everything tOgether, but befOre I dO, let me give yOu a sense of sOme of the kinds Of things that it ties tOgether.

Audience Member: Can I ask yOu just One mOre question befOre yOu go On? The significance of, I wipe Out and yOu wipe out, and (inaudible), is it the physical? (Inaudible). Is GOd saying, yOu wipe out ideolOgically and I'll wipe out physically Or is it beyOnd us?

Rabbi David FOhrman: I dOn't know.

Audience Member: I'm very cOnfused abOut that. What is Our duty? Are we suppOsed tO dO the physical, Or is GOd going tO dO the physical, and we just have tO have the mindset Of we dOn't (inaudible)?

Rabbi David FOhrman: "Timcheh et zecher haAmalek." The question is what dOes memOry mean? This is a little bit Of a different schmOOze that I dOn't want tO get intO right now.

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. Maybe. Let me not go there right now.

Audience Member: NO, but it's impOrtant tO know in terms Of what is incumbent upOn us.

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's true, but it's not my jOb tO explain everything tO yOu. I'm just telling yOu what I figured Out. YOu can go frOm there. All right, sO here are a cOuple of interesting things. "Revach vehatzala yamOd layehudim mimakOm acher," MOrdechai says. It turns Out that that wOrd, revach, appears Only One other time in Tanach. DOes anyOne know where the only Other revach in Tanach?

It appears in the same pOrtion as another wOrd that appears with Haman and the battle between MOrdechai and Haman, which is alsO a unique wOrd, which appears Only twice in Tanach, Once with the battle against Haman and the other time in that same other place in the bible. That wOrd, I'm going tO give it away if I tell yOu what it is because yOu all know what I'm talking abOut.

"Vayivez be'einov lishlO'ach yad beMOrdechai levadO." When Haman decides that he's going tO wipe out the Jews, it was tOO degrading fOr him tO wipe out Only them, but tO wipe out Others alsO. It turns Out the wOrd vayivez alsO appears Only One other time in Tanach. It appears in that same other place. Where is that Other place, and what dOes it all mean?

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's right. The only Other time is "Vayivez Esav et habechOrah," when Esau degrades the birthright. The only Other time revach appears is "V'revach tasimu bein eider la'eider," when JacOb is apprOaching Esau. What abOut this? "Im mizera hayehudim," Zeresh says "MOrdechai asher hachilOta linpOl lefanov lO tuchal lO," yOu shall not be able tO OvercOme him. What dOes lO tuchal lO remind yOu Of in Chumash?

Audience Member: The struggle of JacOb.

Rabbi David FOhrman: The struggle of JacOb with the angel. "Vayar ki lO yachOl lO," he saw that he cOuld not best him. "LO tuchal lO," yOu will not be able tO best him. What dOes all this mean? HOw abOut this? "Vayizak MOrdechai za'aka gedOlah u'marah," and MOrdechai let Out a great and bitter cry.

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Here are our Sages. Our Sages pOint Out this One. Our Sages pOint Out that there's Only One other time in Tanach when yOu have anything apprOaching that, which is with Esau. "Vayitzak tza'aka gedOlah u'marah," when Esau lets Out a great and bitter cry.

Our Sages say, yOu learn frOm here that anybOdy whO says that the HOly One, blessed is He is a vatran, that the HOly One, blessed is He just lets things go, yivatru chaya, his life shOuld just be let go because

GOd bides His time. All the tears that Esau cried when he was deceived abOut the birthright blessing, were tears that MOrdechai wOuld cry when MOrdechai wOuld echO the great and bitter cry Of Esau, "Vayitzak tza'aka gedOlah u'marah," gets mirrOred in "Vayizak za'aka gedOlah u'marah."

It always seemed strange tO me why that wOuld be sO, why Our Sages were specifically cOnnecting the battle between MOrdechai and Haman specifically tO JacOb and Esau. What exactly is it all abOut? But there's another Midrash that brings it in order, and alsO here's another thing. This just Occurred tO me this mOrning, and I may be crazy, but it just fist and it's weird.

YOu know hOw names in the TOrah are always a little bit suggestive. When King Saul happens tO battle Nahash, the king of AmmOn, was that really his name or is that the rOle that he's playing in this stOry?
When Naomi has twO children that just happen tO be named MahlOn and Chilion, disease and destruction, is that their names? COme here, little disease, little destruction. COme over here.

It cOuld be that thOse were their names. I'm not saying it wasn't their names, but the names alsO play a rOle in the stOry. When Er dies, and the only thing yOu know abOut Er is that he was ra and that he dies and Er is ra spelled backwards, and Er means awake. If yOu learn thrOugh the stOry Of Judah and Tamar, that is Er; he's dead, but he's awake. He's the living dead because he can always cOme back thrOugh evil. He's the walking dead. SOme names can often be suggestive. Here's the question. What name is Haman suggestive abOut?

Audience Member: The manna.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Haman, he is the manna. He is the manna. It just struck me as I was hanging arOund by my piano in the mOrning. I was just thinking one secOnd, Haman, Haman, "LO nitna haTOrah ela le'Ochlei haman," the Talmud says. Is there any weirdO cOnnection between Haman and manna?

Audience Member: He cOuld be anything he wanted.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Then, if yOu think abOut it, lOOk back tO the first time Amalek attacked. Amalek attacked in Beshalach. What was the last thing that happened right befOre Amalek attacked in the pOrtion Of Beshalach?

Audience Member: The manna.

Rabbi David FOhrman: The manna. The Jews get the manna and they mess up. They start cOllecting on ShabbOs, they start trying tO get mOre, they start trying tO save it, they start trying tO eat tOO much, and GOd gets very frustrated and says "Lama tenasu et Hashem," why are yOu dOing all Of this. Then, all Of a sudden, Amalek cOmes right after the manna crisis. COincidence? Yeah, it cOuld be.

Audience Member: Again, that's the nature of evil.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Maybe, but what is the nature of evil? What is it abOut Haman? Again, it cOuld

just be crazy. Is it a play Off the wOrds Of the manna? If yOu lOOk carefully at the Amalek narrative in Beshalach, it seems that Amalek really is a respOnse tO what's happening with the manna.

One of the things that MOses says, he cries Out, is why are yOu yelling at me? "Lama tinasun et Hashem." One of the wOrds that yOu hear Over, and Over again is, why are yOu trying GOd? Then, when they build this altar, they name the altar after the battle against Amalek. They built this altar and they call it Hashem nisi, which is a play Off Of all Of these tests that there were. Hashem nisi, GOd is my banner, sO the wOrd, miracle, has been transfOrmed frOm trying, trying, trying intO banner, but yOu see the text is cOnnecting everything that led up tO this, tO this victOry Over Amalek.

What's the cOnnection between the stuff that's happened befOre Amalek and Amalek, is Haman related tO it, and what wOuld manna have tO dO with the whOle thing? These are just sOme questions. NOw, let me shOw yOu this Midrash. This is really a wild Midrash.

Audience Member: Rabbi FOhrman, (inaudible)?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes, I'm going in that direction. That's very goOd, Naomi, but next time dOn't tell everyOne. One secOnd. Here's another question. When yOu're reading the HaftOrah Of ZachOr last week, yOu get tO these wOrds. Let me just call it up On the screen fOr yOu real fast.

"VayOmer Agag achen sar mar hamavet. VayOmer Shmuel," and Samuel tells Agag, "ka'asher shikla nashim charbecha ken tishkal minashim imecha vayeshasef Shmuel et Agag lifnei Hashem beGilgal." Samuel says, as yOu have made wOmen bereft Of children, sO now shall yOur mOther be bereft Of a child, and he kills her. It turns Out Samuel is quOting frOm sOmewhere, paraphrasing sOmewhere else in Tanach. Where is paraphrasing frOm?

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's right, "Ka'asher shakOlti shakOlti." YOu get it? Shakal with a chaf means tO be made bereft Of. He's quOting "Ka'asher shakOlti shakOlti." NOw, where dOes "Ka'asher shakOlti shakOlti," appear?

Audience Member: (Inaudible) yOur bOOk.

Rabbi David FOhrman: That, I did write in my bOOk. Where dOes "Ka'asher shakOlti shakOlti," appear? Audience Member: JacOb says.
Rabbi David FOhrman: It's the wOrds that JacOb says tO recOncile the lOss Of Benjamin. NOw, why dO yOu think Samuel wOuld be quOting these wOrds now?

Audience Member: Because King Saul is frOm the Tribe of Benjamin.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, because King Saul is frOm the Tribe of Benjamin. What dOes that have tO dO with anything? What chilling message is really Samuel saying? Here's what I want tO give yOu. WhO is Samuel talking tO?

NOminally, he's talking tO Agag, but he's really talking tO King Saul, whO let Agag stay alive. What he's really saying is that at that time, back when JacOb said, "Ka'asher shakOlti shakOlti," and recOnciled himself tO the lOss Of Benjamin, but bless GOd, in the end, Benjamin didn't have tO be lOst because Judah came alOng and saved him. That was then and this is now, but now, "Ka'asher shakOlti shakOlti," Benjamin will be lOst and Benjamin is lOst Over their failure tO kill Agag.

This is the end Of Saul as king. This is the lOss Of Benjamin, Of their pOsition on the stage of Jewish histOry. That seems tO be what's going on. There seems tO be this death battle between Benjamin on the One hand and Amalek, as if this was King Saul's destiny. His destiny was tO fight this war and if he dOes not fight this war, he will be going dOwn. It's either Amalek dies Or Benjamin dies.

Isn't it a cOincidence that Esther, generations later, and MOrdechai in the next battle, tO be jOined against Amalek, just happen tO be the prOgeny Of King Saul, frOm Benjamin, getting the secOnd chance? What is it abOut Benjamin that specifically is going tO be the one whO cOnfrOnts Amalek? Why is the Tribe of Benjamin? It's not just Benjamin. The other One whO cOnfrOnts Amalek is JOshua. WhOm is JOshua frOm?

Audience Member: Ephraim.

Rabbi David FOhrman: JOshua is frOm Ephraim. It's all frOm Rachel. The cOmmOn denominatOr is Rachel. What is it abOut Rachel that is going tO be Rachel cOnfrOnting specifically Amalek? If yOu want tO get really nitpicky abOut it, is there a reasOn why it's not all Of Rachel, that it's specifically Ephraim and Benjamin, as OppOsed tO say, Manasseh? What is abOut Ephraim that makes yOu wOnder abOut Amalek?

I want tO shOw yOu sOmething that will just make yOur bOnes shake over here. I Only have a little piece Of this, unfOrtunately, On POwerPOint because I fOrgot tO dOwnlOad the rest Of it. Isn't that awful, but next week, maybe I'll be able tO shOw yOu the rest Of it. Here is a fascinating Rashi.

The Midrash quOted by Rashi says that when JacOb blessed the children of JOseph and placed his right hand On tOp Of Ephraim, the yOunger, he did sO because he saw prOphetically that JOshua, Of all people, wOuld cOme frOm him. He saw that JOshua wOuld cOme frOm Ephraim. Here's what Rashi says. "Ve'ulam achiv hakatan yigdal mimenu," the yOunger child will be even greater than the older child, "she'atid YehOshua latzet mimenu sheyanchil et ha'aretz," it wOuld be JOshua whO wOuld cOnquer the land.

Isn't it a cOincidence that JOshua is that One whO, A, cOnquers the land, and B, battles Amalek? Are thOse things just cOincidental? AlsO, is it cOincidental that he shOuld just cOme frOm Ephraim? Why dOes he cOme frOm Ephraim? What is there abOut Ephraim that makes Ephraim cOmes tO its fruition with JOshua and JOshua battles Amalek?

Well, take a lOOk at these wOrds. "Vayikrevu yemei Yisrael lamut vayikra livno leYOsef vayOmer lO im na matzati chen be'einecha sim na yadcha tachas yereichi ve'asita imadi chesed ve'emes." Vayakrivu yemei Yisrael lamut, the wOrd lamus, that is the secOnd time in Chumash that the wOrd lamut ever appears. DO yOu know what the first time lamut appears is? Where is the first time lamut ever appears in the Chumash, tO die?

Right Over here, "Hinei anochi hOlech lamut." When Esau said this, here I am, I'm going tO die. Esau says I'm going tO die, "Lama zeh li bechOrah." NOw, if yOu cOntinue, he then says "Vayakrivu yemei Yisrael lamut vayikra lebeno YOsef lemOr im na matzati chen be'einecha sim na yadcha tachat yereichi ve'asita imadi chesed ve'emes."

Later On, at the very end I dOn't have this in the POwerPOint, but he says, "Hinei anochi met," when he actually gives the blessing half a chapter later. "Hinei anochi met," is his language. What dOes hinei anochi met remind yOu Of? LOOk earlier, lOOk right Over here. DO yOu see this? "Hinei anochi hOlech lamut." That alsO finds an echO with JacOb, the hinei anochi.

Let's cOntinue a little bit. Here's the first time, here's the secOnd time. What abOut this? "Hishava li vayeshava lO." JacOb makes JOseph swear that he's going tO bury him in the land Of Israel. There's Only One other time in Tanach when yOu have that exchange, hishava li, swear tO me and he swOre, and is with JacOb and Esau when JacOb makes Esau swear and Esau swears.

There's sOmething abOut these events that seem tO be just echOing. What abOut this? "Vayish'tachu Yisrael al rOsh hamitah," JacOb bOws at the head Of the bed. Another JacOb and Esau allusion, "Vayish'tachu artza sheva pe'amim," JacOb is bOwing tO Esau. As yOu cOntinue, this is really chilling. "Vayar Yisrael et benei YOsef vayOmer mi eleh." DO yOu know that the wOrds mi eleh Only appear twice in Tanach? Just the wOrds mi eleh, when is the only Other mi eleh in Tanach?

It's when Esau says mi eleh, whO are these people? It's the same thing because "Vayar vayOmer mi eleh. VayOmer banai hem asher natan li ElOkim ba'zeh," JOseph said. That's the exact thing that Esau said. "Vayar et hanashim ve'et hayeledim vayOmer mi eleh. VayOmer hayeledim asher chanan ElOkim et avdecha." They're my children that GOd gave me. It's like wild.

This is just the beginning. Later On, I'll shOw that every single thing that happened, 20 things in this pOrtion of the blessing of Ephraim, all goes back tO One of three cOnfrOntations that JacOb had with Esau. This is leads sOmehOw tO Ephraim whO sOmehOw leads tO JOshua, whO sOmehOw cOmes back tO Amalek. What's going on?

One secOnd, I'm Out Of time, sO no questions. I'm going tO read this Midrash and then let yOu go. Here is the Midrash, and this is One these Midrashim that I have surveyed sOme people whO learned this schOOl; girls because bOys dOn't even learn this in schOOl. The girls whO learned this schOOl invariable had learned this Midrash the wrOng way. It's very, very sad the way that Our schOOls have taught this Midrash, sO let's read this Midrash with Open eyes and see what the Midrash is actually saying.

The Midrash tells a fantastical, wOven out Of whOle clOth, back-stOry in the fight between MOrdechai and Haman. It says, if yOu want tO understand the fight between MOrdechai and Haman, yOu have tO understand that they were really fighting abOut sOmething else. There was a ketata kedumah beineihem, there was a primal argument between them, and there was sOmething they were arguing abOut.

The Midrash cOmes up with this whOle stOry abOut hOw Haman and MOrdechai really knew each Other and they had this whOle interaction befOre. Where is the evidence fOr all Of this? Every single thing the Midrash is saying is allegorical and if yOu listen carefully tO the Midrash, yOu will hear the textual allusions wOven thrOughOut the Midrash. The Midrash will say ayen sham, ayen sham, ayen sham, lOOk at these stOries and yOu will understand the argument. Let's read the Midrash carefully and see what the Midrash is saying.

The Midrash is in Yalkut ShimOni. It says, "Omru lO lechinom hayu mitkOtetim," this is what I Opened up tO that night, they weren't arguing fOr nothing, MOrdechai and Haman, "ela ketata kedumah hayata beneihen," there was an old fight that was between them, "kesheyahu Bnei Yisrael bOnin chOmOt Yerushalayim," when the Jews were building the walls Of Jerusalem, "biyemei Ezra," in the times Of Ezra, "bO'u aleihem hasOni'im," their gentile enemies came tO them "umanu Otam melivnot," and they held them back frOm building.

They said, "Ve'Omru lahem shelO birshut hamelech aten bOnin," yOu dO not have the permission of the gentile king, KOresh, tO build these walls. YOu have tO stOp building. "Vehem Omru," and they said, "en anu bOnin ela birshutO," we dO have the permission of the gentile rulers. We are allOwed tO build.

NOw, just stOp right here and think, what dOes this back-stOry even remind yOu Of in terms Of arguing? It's like now, isn't it? If yOu think abOut at the times Of the HOlOcaust, what were we dOing? We were building the walls Of Jerusalem, yet we weren't in charge. The British were in charge, the wOrld was in charge. Britain had a mandate. DO yOu know what a mandate means, the United Nations mandate?

A mandate means that they were entrusted with Palestine by the wOrld tO help figure out what tO dO with it. We were building the walls Of Jerusalem and the question is wOuld the wOrld allOw? The British weren't really sure. HOw dO execute this mandate? They restricted refugees. We're not really sure. There was a white paper, but there was alsO the BalfOur Declaration. The question, did the wOrld allOw? Was the wOrld going tO allOw? Even with the partition, that was the issue. WOuld the wOrld allOw? This was in the days Of Ezra, dOes KOresh allOw?

"Omru lahem hasOni'im," finally the gentile nations whO hated said, "bireru mikem echad," get yOurselves One representative, "ve'anu nivreru lanu echad," and we will find One representative fOr us, "veyelchu veyOdi'u lemelech," and thOse twO representatives tOgether will go in frOnt Of KOresh and will tell them what's going on here in Palestine, "bireru umOt ha'Olam velO matzu ish hameyuchad berishut keHaman harasha," the (inaudible) got tOgether and they cOuldn't find anyOne whO hated the Jews mOre than Haman, "veYisrael bireru lahem MOrdechai," and the Jews chOse MOrdechai, "ve'asu lahem tzeida vehalchu," and they made themselves prOvisions and they started walking.

NOw, first Of all, yOu wOuldn't think abOut that. It's an interesting thing. I wOnder, and I dOn't know fOr sure, but if yOu've ever taken calculus, there's this idea of apprOaching the limit, but yOu never really get tO the limit. The limit is this infinite regress and yOu never really get there. I want tO argue that Amalek is the infinite limit Of anti-Semitism. It is this dark cOre, which is this exaggerated limit and generally, no One really gets there, except fOr Amalek themselves and maybe Nazi Germany.

It's like this thing that's almOst impOssible tO reach, but the limit is impOrtant because it defines fOr yOu in very black-and-white terms what the fight is abOut and all Of anti-Semitism partakes Of that energy, but it's just not Of that same strain. That seems tO be what the Midrash is talking abOut, where the gentiles say whO's going tO represent us. Haman will represent us because he hates the Jews mOst Of all. He is, Of cOurse, Amalek.

If yOu even think abOut Hitler, what did Hitler think he was dOing? Hitler said On mOre than one Occasion, he said I am dOing the wOrld's wOrk. It's just no One will dO it, but me. EveryOne will be silent, but they will not dO it. They're cOunting on me tO exterminate the Jews. Was he right Or was he wrOng? Well, the Jews have sOme friends now, but they didn't have very many friends at the time of the HOlOcaust. That was basically it.

The wOrld was silent and when the St. LOuis went sailing frOm pOrt tO pOrt there was no place that yOu cOuld land. It was as if it were true. Whether it was the Ukrainians Or was it the POles, it was sOmehOw the wOrld in a cOnspiracy Of silence, but their representative, as it were, the tracks never got bOmbed, the representative was Amalek, and it's almOst like here. Bireru lahem, they fOund him. Here's Our representative. We're not going tO go, but yOu go.

What happened alOng the way? "Asu lahem tzeida vehOlchu." Tzeida, red flag. What dOes this remind yOu Of? "Kitzayed bepiv." It's Esau known fOr his tzayid, known fOr his prOvision. They're going on the way. "Vehayu MOrdechai hatzaddik Ochel pitO me'at me'at," MOrdechai was eating his bread and rationing it. By the way, think manna now. MOrdechai is eating his bread and he's rationing his bread. What are yOu suppOsed tO dO with manna? Are yOu suppOsed tO Over cOllect?

Audience Member: NO.

Rabbi David FOhrman: NO, right. YOu just take a little bit and yOu trust that GOd is going tO give yOu. Audience Member: (Inaudible).
Rabbi David FOhrman: That's right. "Vehaya MOrdechai hatzaddik Ochel pitO me'at me'at," he was rationing his bread and eating it very carefully, "kemO she'Omru chachamim," as the Sages say, when yOu're going on the way yOu shOuldn't eat mOre than in the times Of famine, "veHaman harasha achal velO hishgi'ach," he ate like a pig. He finished Off his bread, velO hishgi'ach, he didn't think abOut tOmOrrOw. He didn't think abOut tOmOrrOw.

"Chasar mezOno," pretty sOOn, he was fresh Out Of fOOd, "ve'alOv hu Omer u'beten resha'im tech'sar," and

that's what PrOverbs say, that the wicked will always be hungry. "Keivan shelO matza pat baderech le'echOl," since they cOuldn't find any bread in the way, baderech; what's baderech remind yOu Of Over, and Over again? They're on the way when all this is happening.

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: When dOes Amalek attack? "Asher kOrcha baderech," they attacked yOu On the way. "Keivan shelO matza pat baderech le'echOl ba lO etzel MOrdechai," Haman came tO MOrdechai, "vehaya mis'take'ach lefanov," and he bOwed befOre him and he was begging him, "lehalvOt lO kikar achad," tO just lend him One piece of bread, "velO haya rOtzeh," and MOrdechai didn't want tO dO it.

"LesOf amar lO," finally MOrdechai said tO him, "im ani noten lecha kikar achat," if I give yOu One piece Of bread, "ata mOcher atzmecha li," will yOu sell yOurself tO me as a slave? "Amar lO hen," Haman said absOlutely, I have tO think abOut tOday. NOw, what's this reminding yOu Of? "Amar lO en klaf," he said tO him there's no parchment, "shenich'tOv bO shtar lekichatech," that we can memOrialize this fOr tOmOrrOw, sO that we will know what happened here. "Amar lO," Haman said, "harei hasandal shelcha," there's yOur shOe. We cOuld always write it On yOur shOe strap.

"Miyad katav Haman al sandalO shel MOrdechai," Haman wrOte on MOrdechai's sandal, "ani Haman haAgagi avdO shel MOrdecha haYehudi shenimkarti lO bekikar lechem achat," I am Haman and I sOld myself as a slave tO MOrdechai fOr a piece of bread. "U'keshOleh lebesOf legedulah," what dOes legedulah remind yOu Of? "Vayigdelu hana'arim." DO yOu know what I'm talking abOut? "Vayigdelu hana'arim," when JacOb and Esau get a little bit Older. "Vayigdal hamelech et Haman," when Haman gets a little bit Older when he gets tO his greatness.

"U'keshOleh lebesOf legedulah vekava et atzmO avOdah zara," he made himself intO an idOl, "vahaya MOrdechai yOshev besha'ar hamelech," MOrdechai was sitting in the palace of the king, "shehu yOtzei uba bO u'kesherO'eh et Haman she'Over," when Haman wOuld go past, "hu pOshet lO et raglO," he wOuld just stick Out his fOOt Out a little bit with shOe strap On it, "besandalO," On the back Of his shOe, "sheshtar lekichatO ketuv bO," that that was where it was written than Haman sOld himself, "vehaya Haman rO'eh u'mitmale cheimah," and that's the wOrds, "vayimaleh Haman cheimah." Where dO yOu have the wOrd cheimah?

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Why not run away tO Laban, "Ad asher tashuv chemat achicha," until yOur brOther's anger subsides a little bit? It didn't subside, did it? Twenty-One years later, he's still angry. The Midrash is saying centuries later, he's still angry. This is the cheimah. MOrdechai sticks Out his shOe, what part Of the bOdy is that little shOe strap On? It's On yOur heel.

Audience Member: Ekev.

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's right. "Ki ikveini zeh pa'ama'im," when he screams za'aka umara. That's

"Al ken kara shemO YaakOv ki ikveini zeh pa'ama'im." The original Amalek is the child Of Elifaz, the child Of Esau. It's Esau's grandchild. If yOu go back tO this stOry, "Michrah chayOm et bechOrat'cha li," sell me tOday yOur birthright.

NOw, it's not exactly the same because there, he sOld the birthright and Over here in this stOry, he is selling himself as a slave. It's like the Midrash is actually perverting the stOry. It's the stOry up tO a pOint, the same bread issue because remember, Esau was angry and what did YaakOv give him? "Lechem u'nezid adashim," he gave him bread. There's the bread. Haman, name the manna. The man, the manna, the bread frOm GOd, the bread that GOd gives us, GOd, Our heavenly father.

Anyways, it's all the fight abOut the bread. What is the Midrash saying? The Midrash is saying if yOu want tO understand the fight, the fight is the fight with Esau. What is Haman? WhO is Haman? Haman is the one whO always remembers, never fOrgets, and will not recOncile with JacOb no matter what.

What I wOuld argue is, and I'll try tO prOve this tO yOu next week, is that in the actual pOrtion of the TOrah, JacOb recOnciles with Esau. He goes tO Esau, and if yOu read that pOrtion, he says, "Kach na et birchati," take my blessing, "vayishtachavu lO," and he bOws befOre him and the blessings were that yOu're going tO bOw befOre me, but I'll bOw befOre yOu, and I'm sOrry. I shOuldn't have dOne it.

In yOur face, it seems, "Penei ElOkim vatirtzeini," and Esau whO had cOme with 400 men says Okay and he kisses him and they go their separate ways. In general, if yOu lOOk at the Jewish relationship with Esau, it's been pretty goOd. It hasn't been perfect. Esau, ROme, Christianity; there have been crusades, there's been anti-Semitism, there's been tension, but now the Christians are pretty philO-Semitic. We've mOre or less made it thrOugh 2,000 years Of histOry with Esau with at least a cOld peace, a detente, sOrt Of like the detente at the end Of the pOrtion of Vayishlach with JacOb.

Except, there is One part Of Esau, One strain, if yOu lOOk at stOry, "Michrah chayOm et bechOrat'cha li," sell me tOday yOur birthright. It's all abOut tOday. What did Esau dO? He didn't lOOk at tOmOrrOw. I'm going tO die tOmOrrOw, what difference dOes it make, but when dOes tOmOrrOw matter? With yOur grandchildren, with Amalek, that's when tOmOrrOw becOmes tOday. Amalek cOmes and says, what's the deal?

Amalek is that strain of Esau that dOesn't lOOk at the recOnciliation, that will not (inaudible) recOnciliation between JacOb Esau, and instead, Only sees the original pain. The only thing they see is this stOry. HOw dO yOu know? Here's the prOOf. When did they attack? "Ve'ata ayef veyagei'a." There's Only One other ayef in the Chumash.

Audience Member: With Esau.

Rabbi David FOhrman: When Esau was tired and JacOb tOOk advantage of him and asked him fOr that bread when he was tired. "Asher kOrcha baderech," when they happened upOn yOu by the way. KOrcha, where's the earlier kOrcha? When JacOb tricks Esau, he goes tO his father and his father says, "Ma zeh miharta limtzO beni," hOw did yOu find the venisOn sO quickly, "ki hikra Hashem ElOkecha lefanai," GOd

just can't make it happen sO quickly.

Esau never fOrgets that. Esau will chance upOn yOu, by the way, when yOu are tired. WhO will they battle? "KOl hanech'shalim acharecha," the little ones, "vayizanov," and they tail after the little ones. Why? At the mOment Of recOnciliation, which Amalek dOes not accept, what dOes JacOb tell Esau why they can't cOntinue tO walk tOgether. I have all these little ones, sO we're going tO take tOO lOng. I have these little ones, sO I'm just going tO go my Own way.

NOw, Esau cOmes tO yOu by the way, and he's going tO attack the little ones. He cOmpletely rejects it. Here's the argument I want tO make and with this, I'll let yOu go. Why did they reject the recOnciliation? What is it abOut Amalek that rejects JacOb's attempt at recOnciliation with them?

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: It's mOre than that. That's why by the way, "Yisrael nikra reishis." There's a saying by Our Sages that's says this, the Jews are called reishit, the first and Amalek is called reishit, the first. What is their argument really abOut? Over whOse birthright it really is, this cOmpetition of whO is going tO be the first. When did they always fight? DO yOu know when they fight?

They fight when tOmOrrOw becOmes tOday because Esau dOesn't care as lOng as it isn't tOmOrrOw. But when tOmOrrOw is tOday, when yOu're abOut tO go intO the land Of Israel and establish yOurself as the nation of GOd in the land living out yOur destiny Of GOd's first bOrn in the wOrld, that's when it matters and that's when Amalek will attack. TherefOre, they attack when the Jews are going tO go intO the land after the splitting of the Red Sea, because that's tOmOrrOw.

They will attack at times Of King Saul if we dOn't attack them first, and they will attack at the times Of when we're building the walls Of Jerusalem in the times Of KOresh, and in the times Of the HOlOcaust when we're building the walls Of Jerusalem with Zionism. That is the mOment Of peril.

I want tO argue that the reasOn why we wipe out Amalek is not because they're evil. There is an evilness tO Amalek, but it's not because of the evil. It's because it's sOmething else. It's because they pOse a mOrtal peril tO us and because there is a battle tO the death that having rejected the recOnciliation, there is no Other chOice. There's no way tO appease them because no matter what yOu say, no matter hOw sOrry yOu are, no matter what yOu dO, there will always be the battle. Why is there always the battle? Why wOn't Amalek accept the truth?

The reasOn why is this. What is the wOrd that Haman uses when Haman said that he's going tO destrOy us all, when Haman takes a persOnal fight tO MOrdechai and transpOses it intO genocide fOr the wOrld Of Jews? "Vayivez be'einov lishlO'ach yad beMOrdechai levadO," it was tOO degrading in his eyes tO get MOrdechai. The wOrd vayivez Only appears One other time in Tanach. The only Other time is "Vayivez Esav et habechOrah."

ThOse twO vayivez are cOnnected. What dOes it mean? The reasOn why Amalek is going tO kill us and

say it's not that the battle against MOrdechai, it's the battle against everyOne, is because "Vayivez Esav et habechOrah." What's the truth Of what happened between JacOb and Esau? The truth Of what happened is there's enough blame tO go arOund.

The truth that happened is it's true we tOOk advantage of them. We tOOk their bread when they were dOwn, it's true they weren't lOOking at tOmOrrOw, they were only lOOking at tOday, but he didn't have tO sell the birthright either. The narratOr steps up and tells yOu when he sOld the birthright, "VayOchal vayesht vayakam vayelech," he ate, he drank, and he left, "vayivez Esav et habechOrah," and Esau degraded the birthright by letting it go like that. That's the narratOr talking. The narratOr usually dOesn't talk. The narratOr cOmes Out and says that was a degradation of the birthright. That is what Haman cannot take. Haman cannot lOOk at the vayivez Or he always lOOks at the vayivez.

There's another way Of reading "Vayivez be'einov," which is the vayivez Of Esau is always in his eyes. "Vayivez be'einov," all Haman sees is the degradation. It's self-lOathing. It's that I can never fOrgive myself fOr degrading the birthright in that way. LOOk hOw much it matters tO be the nation of GOd. They lOve GOd, just as we lOve GOd, but they hate us. MOre than that, they hate themselves fOr having lOst the oppOrtunity. It tOOk twO tO tango. What's the only way recOnciliation cOuld happen?

The recOnciliation cOuld happen and it happens with mOst Of Esau, yOu can recOncile with mOst Of Esau. WhOm can't yOu recOncile with? Why wOn't they accept yOur apOlOgy? The answer is that ultimately, it's not abOut yOu. It's abOut themselves. They can't lOOk at the degradation. They always haunted by the degradation. They can't dO it, sO they take the energy Of that degradation, they transfOrm it intO genocide, and they blame yOu fOr it.

NO matter what, it's always the Jews' fault. That's why they can't see any Of the recOnciliation because the recOnciliation wOuld mean it's Over, but it can't be over fOr them because they can't cOme tO grips with their piece of it. What they dO is they transmOgrify their piece of it and they're always going tO get Jews, and that's why there can't be no recOnciliation. When did they prOve it? They prOved it when they attacked yOu in the desert, when they tOOk the recOnciliation and they stuffed it in yOur face.

Here was Esau, and instead Of saying, Okay, yOu're a little one, they attacked yOur little ones because they Only remember ki hayage'a. They Only remember that piece of it and that is zachOr, always remember. "ZachOr et asher asah lecha Amalek." Why? It's not revenge. We're not in the revenge game, but yOu have tO remember that act because that act tells yOu sOmething. That act tells yOu that they tOtally are not going tO go fOr the recOnciliation. They will not shOw it. All they see is the hatred. They will not even be mityaches tO any Of the attempts tO recOncile.

There is no quarter with Amalek. The reasOn why yOu have tO wipe them Out, therefOre, is because if yOu dOn't wipe them Out, they will wipe yOu Out. It is simply self-preservation.

There is a strain, there is a little piece of Esau that will give yOu no quarter and that it's all abOut themselves. When tOmOrrOw becOmes tOday, it's the mOst dangerOus times.

That's why the cOmmandment Of wiping out Amalek is specifically when yOu cOme intO the land, yOu appOint a king because that is the mOst dangerOus time, and when yOu're going tO build the hOuse of GOd because that's when yOu're the firstbOrn in the land and that's when they have attacked. If yOu dOn't attack, they will. The HOlOcaust is prOOf Of it. TherefOre, it's simply the only way.

(END RECORDING - 01:22:45)

Rabbi David FOhrman: On my way hOme, I noticed sOmething, which if I get a chance tO, I'll share it with yOu tOday. I still dOn't know quite what it all means, but I dO have sOme theories. I was wOrking at it with my daughter, which was actually really nice, whO cOntributed mightily tO the effOrt, sO that was a lOt Of fun. We stayed up late on Friday night wOrking on it. BefOre I dive intO that, it sOunds like yOu had sOme respOnses, questions, cOmments, prOtestations, Or stOne thrOwings frOm last week. Yes, ma'am?

Audience Member: Okay. When JacOb gives this blessing tO Judah, he says, "LO yasur shevet miYehudah," when they finally want tO establish themselves with a king when they go intO the land Of Israel, yOu wOuld think that they autOmatically wOuld go tO the Tribe of Judah fOr a king. They rest and they go fOr a very brief (inaudible 00:01:48).

Rabbi David FOhrman: They go fOr what?

Audience Member: YOu think that the way yOu read the BOOk Of Samuel I, King Saul was a king fOr a very shOrt time befOre it was taken away frOm him and then they go tO King David. The (inaudible 00:02:06) that he was king, he had tO kill Amalek. Amalek has tO establish the Benjamin-Amalek pattern, why did they even bOther with King Saul? It dOesn't make sense. In light Of everything that we did last week, it seems tO now have a purpOse in order tO establish that pattern.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Well, yes.

Audience Member: Why did they (inaudible 00:02:35)? It had tO be related tO Amalek because he didn't cOntribute anything, King Saul, Other than the fact that he didn't erase Amalek.

Rabbi David FOhrman: YOu're right, in the sense of the Yalkut ShimOni, which we did at the end Of last week. We did the Yalkut ShimOni at the end Of last week. I dOn't think I brOught it with me tOday, but the language of it suggests that King Saul's real destiny, as King was his battle against Amalek.

The reasOn why it suggests that, if yOu read the Midrash carefully that is the implication of the Midrash. The Midrash says that whenever yOu battle Amalek, yOu have tO battle Amalek Of the mOrrOw.
Remember, tOmOrrOw. Think abOut the prOOfs Of that. PrOOf Number 1 is because Esther said, I'll go tO the king tOmOrrOw. PrOOf Number 2 is that MOses, when he is going tO send JOshua tO battle against Amalek he says, tOmOrrOw I'm going tO stand On tOp Of the hill.

PrOOf Number 3, is when Samuel anoints Saul king, sO GOd says tO him I'm going tO send yOu a man frOm Benjamin tOmOrrOw and he will be king. If we just lOOk at thOse three prOOfs and we play Our favOrite Sesame Street game, which One of these is not like the other? Which One wOuld yOu say is not like the other? The last One. HOw is the last One not like the other twO? HOw is the last One different frOm the other twO?

Audience Member: It's mOre indirect.

Rabbi David FOhrman: It's mOre indirect, hOw?
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Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:04:26 - 00:04:31) tOmOrrOw, yOu will be king.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. In other wOrds, in the other twO, we're talking abOut a direct battle between a persOn and Amalek that is going tO be pOstpOned until tOmOrrOw. Over here, in the third One, with anointing Saul king, yOu're not talking abOut the battle. YOu're talking abOut anointing him king, sO what is it that yOu see frOm that?

Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:04:51 - 00:04:52). If yOu lOOk at it the right way (inaudible 00:04:54 - 00:04:57).

Rabbi David FOhrman: NO, because that's going tO happen later. The idea is that Saul is going tO be anointed the king now and later On, One day he'll find Amalek. It seems that the Yalkut is lOOking at Saul being anointed king as tied inexOrably tO the eventual battle against Amalek, such that it's almOst the same as saying, I'll battle tOmOrrOw, which is another way Of saying that the destiny Of Saul in being anointed king is ultimately the battle of Amalek, which suppOrts yOur view.

Audience Member: Had he prObably battled with Amalek, first Of all, it's a very direct question. What wOuld happened tO King Saul, there wOuld've been no reasOn tO remOve him.

Audience Member: There was a (inaudible 00:05:38 - 00:05:40) he was not going tO becOme the ultimate leader.

Audience Member: I'm just saying, why didn't they just go straight (inaudible 00:05:46 - 00:05:47).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. This is a question, which I can't get intO now in detail. There is a little bit Of a digression, sO I dOn't really want tO get intO this, but the question is, why were we playing arOund with Saul if Saul was going tO be king anyway? If he succeeded, what wOuld have happened then?
WOuld David never have becOme king and all that? That's an interesting question in the BOOk Of Samuel. It's cOmpOunded by the fact that generally speaking, the Talmud says, "Ein malchut noga'at bechavertah afilu kimlO'a nimah," which is that One kingdOm dOesn't encrOach On another kingdOm. There's Only One president at a time, whO always says that? NOwadays, whO says that?

Audience Member: Hillary ClintOn?

Rabbi David FOhrman: NO, every president. That's what Bush always said, Or Obama said that befOre he was inaugurated. We only have one president at a time, I think that was his line, and it's true. "Ein malchut noga'at bechavertah afilu kimlO'a nimah," there's Only One king at a time. If sO, why did GOd anoint David as king befOre Saul was depOsed? What's the deal with that? I mean, isn't that setting up a rivalry? All Of these are very goOd questions.

My theory Of it is that what was suppOsed tO happen the whOle time or what cOuld have happened if King Saul was successful against Amalek, and even if King Saul maybe wasn't successful against Amalek, were things really On the track tO happen? What was suppOsed tO happen was, I believe, that there was
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suppOsed tO be a shared kingdOm. There was suppOsed tO be basically a president and a vice president, and the vice president was ultimately going tO be Benjamin. It almOst happens when David cOmes back with the head Of GOliath frOm battle.

JOnathan's reaction is that he falls in lOve with David basically. He lOves him and he says tO David later, I know yOu're going tO be king, "Ve'ani eheyeh lecha lemishneh," and I'll be secOnd in charge, which if yOu think abOut it that's always the rOle of the children of Rachel. They're always secOnd in charge tO the king, that mishneh lamelech, with MOrdecai, with JOseph.

Here, JOnathan is saying it. He's perfectly Okay with that, and that really wOuld have happened. If yOu even listen tO the language, "Venefesh YahOnatan niksherah benefesh David," what dOes that Of? "Nefesh YahOnata niksherah benefesh David," where else dO yOu have one sOul bOund up with another?

Audience Member: With JOseph.

Rabbi David FOhrman: It's actually JacOb and Benjamin. Judah says it abOut Benjamin's relationship with JacOb. If yOu think abOut it, thOse are thOse wOrds, which are very difficult fOr Judah tO say, tO recOgnize that his father lOves Benjamin mOre, and that he'll be the slave. This is the same thing with JOnathan.
JOnathan alsO, it's very difficult fOr him tO say "Venefesh YahOnatan niksherah benefesh David."

King Saul is saying, yOu're crazy, he's yOur rival, he's going tO displace yOu, and yOu lOve him? That ability tO go Over tO the other side of the tracks, where he's echOing Judah, again, he's repaying Judah in a certain way fOr thOse wOrds. NOw, Benjamin is repaying Judah and saying I'm willing tO be the secOnd in charge tO yOu because of that. That's what shOuld have happened and it wOuld have happened, if not fOr King Saul, whO wOuldn't let it happen.

Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:09:44 - 00:09:46).

Rabbi David FOhrman: I can't play that game of why it cOuldn't have been that. GO ask GOd. Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:09:55 - 00:09:59) Judah thrOugh Michal.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. I dOn't know exactly why it happened the way that it did, but anyway, that's my theory. That's a little bit Of a digression. Anyway, it sOunds like the rest Of yOu are unsettled with what I talked tO yOu last week, Or sOme of yOu at least. NO? NObOdy was unsettled? SOme of yOu were unsettled? If sO, what's going on? We'll Open this up fOr a minute fOr a grOup therapy session if yOu want, befOre I dive intO what I was going tO say. AnybOdy want tO pipe up? Any prOblems, issues frOm last week? NO, yes, nobOdy? YOu're all fine? Right? NO? Yeah go ahead.

Audience Member: UnfOrtunately, I believe that it seems every (inaudible 00:10:47) and issue is going after Amalek and there seems tO be no (inaudible 00:10:50) and be the ultimate (inaudible 00:10:54 - 00:10:57). I'm wOndering why there aren't any events Of the Amalek (inaudible 00:11:00)? That'll be the question. (Inaudible 00:11:06 - 00:11:14) yOu dOn't mention our battle with Amalek Or (inaudible

00:11:16) Amalek. (Inaudible 00:11:19 - 00:11:24).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Where?

Audience Member: There's a (inaudible 00:11:25).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, it's One of thOse things that yOu asked. I'm kind Of remembering what the last pOints I made with yOu abOut Amalek. We did the Yalkut ShimOni. We talked abOut tOmOrrOw. We talked abOut that stuff. Did we talked abOut why specifically the cOmmand tO wipe out Amalek is a cOmmand tO wipe out a memOry Of Amalek? Did we speak abOut that?

Audience Member: NO.

Rabbi David FOhrman: NO? That's where we left Off? Audience Member: We talked abOut the vayivez.
Rabbi David FOhrman: We did talk abOut the vayivez? Audience Member: At the end.
Rabbi David FOhrman: At the very end, we talked abOut this? ShOuld we go back? We'll rehash this a little bit. What I began tO suggest last week, the essential theory that I suggested tO yOu last week, tO bOil it dOwn tO a nutshell, was based upOn a number Of Midrashim frOm Our Sages suppOrted by facts.

The essential theory I already gave tO yOu was that the battle against the Amalek dOesn't seem tO cOme Out Of nowhere, that Amalek seems tO remember the JacOb and Esau stOries, seems tO remember specifically again, when Amalek attacks,"ve'atah ayeif veyagei'a." There's Only One other ayeif in the TOrah. The only Other ayeif in the TOrah is when Esau cOmes frOm the hunt and he's ayeif.

"Asher kOrcha baderech," they happened upOn yOu by the way. Happened upOn yOu, was alsO a wOrd, karah is a wOrd that goes back tO the JacOb and Esau stOry. It's a wOrd that JacOb uses when he deceives his father and his father says, hOw did yOu cOme back frOm the hunt sO fast? He says "Ki hikra Hashem ElOkecha lefanai," GOd just happened tO prOvide me with fOOd frOm the hunt very quickly. SOmebOdy that didn't fOrget that and that is Amalek.

We suggested that it's not a cOincidence that Amalek, in fact, is actually, physically the grandsOn of Esau. We suggested that Amalek is that part Of Esau that will not fOrget thOse things and bears eternal enmity fOr thOse things.

I want tO cOntinue tOday. We might've begun tO talk abOut the vayivez piece of it alsO. Similarly, yOu find, this is all based upOn a Midrash and the Yalkut ShimOni. I'm not going tO go back and review right now, but in suppOrt Of that Midrash, we alsO find the JacOb and Esau language sprinkled thrOughOut the

BOOk Of Esther, which evOkes the same idea.

FOr example, I dOn't know if I mentioned this last week, but when Zeresh says, "Im mizera hayehudim MOrdechai," if MOrdecai is really a Jew, "lO tuchal lO." LO tuchal lO reminds yOu Of what in the JacOb and Esau stOry? "LO tuchal lO", yOu will not be able tO best him.

Audience Member: With the angel.

Rabbi David FOhrman: With the angel. Remember when JacOb was battling the angel and in the end, the angel camp best him, and the language is, "Vayar ki lO yachOl lO," he saw that he cOuldn't best him. Here, tOO, yOu're getting that idea, which is, Haman, yOu're not going tO be able tO best him.

There's a bunch Of Other languages. YOu have the kara language alsO. "VayavO Haman," what dOes that evOke in the JacOb and Esau stOry? First Of all, yOu have with Amalek, "VayavO Amalek," but where else in the JacOb and Esau stOry? When Esau cOmes back frOm the hunt and he's hungry, "VayavO Eisav min hasadeh vehu ayeif." It just keeps On going. It's that memOry Of Esau cOming and then being taken advantage of, which is fOremOst in the minds Of Amalek. We'll get tO the vayivez piece of this in a mOment. I want tO expand On what I said last week abOut that. I'll get tO that in a secOnd.

In the meantime, I want tO shOw yOu sOmething interesting that I fOund alsO. I'm not sure if I shOwed this tO yOu, but take a lOOk at the bOOk Of DeuterOnomy Over here. This is DeuterOnomy, Chapter 2, "Vaneifen vanisa hamidbarah derech Yam Suf," sO we left MOunt Sinai, "vanasav et Har Se'ir yamim rabim," and we started circling arOund MOunt Seir. Of cOurse, whO lives in MOunt Seir? Esau.

"VayOmer Hashem elai leimOr. Rav lachem sOv et hahar hazeh penu lachem tzafOnah," go north. "Ve'et ha'am tzav leimar atem Ovrim bigvul acheichem bnei Eisav," yOu're abOut tO go thrOugh the territOry Of yOur brOthers, the children of Esau, "hayOshvim beSe'ir", whO are in Seir, "veyiru mikem venishmartem me'Od," and yOu shOuld be careful Of them.

"Al titgaru bam ki lO eten lachem mei'artzOm ad midrach kaf ragel ki yerushah le'Eisav natati et Har Se'ir," dOn't make trOuble with them, I'm not giving yOu even a fOOtstep Of their land, because I have given tO Esau MOunt Seir as an inheritance.

What's interesting abOut this, befOre we even go any further is, I dOn't know, I'm not sure, but aside frOm the Jews, dO yOu know Of any Other nation, Other than Esau, whO in Chumash GOd says He has given them an inheritance in a particular land? I think this is it. I may be wrOng, but I think this is it.

We have an inheritance in Canaan and Esau has an inheritance, yOu see it right here, in MOunt Seir, frOm GOd. This means Esau has this special pOint Of land that GOd says, yOu can have this land and because of that, we can't have any Of his land because GOd cares abOut them and He dOes that. This idea, I think, is addressed little farther in Chapter 2, with the children of LOt alsO; the children of LOt alsO get an inheritance.

"Am gadOl verav varam ka'anakim vayashmideim Hashem. Ka'asher asah livnei Eisav hayOshvim beSe'ir asher hishmid et haChOri mipneihem vayirashum vayeishvu tachtam ad hayOm hazeh." This is when MOses is trying tO exhOrt the people not tO be afraid in their cOnquest Of Canaan. He says, GOd is going tO dO fOr yOu just like He did tO Esau in Seir, that GOd got rid Of the HOrites befOre them and divested the HOrites Of the land sO that Esau cOuld be there.

YOu have this idea that it wasn't just the Jews that GOd helped get intO their land. GOd alsO helped Esau in these battles and MOses even says that that's going tO be the precedent fOr yOu cOming intO the land Of Israel.

Here's the thing I really wanted tO shOw yOu, back tO the beginning of Chapter 2. He says, dOn't mess with Esau in MOunt Seir, rather, "Ochel tishberu mei'itam bakesef," yOu shOuld buy fOOd frOm them with mOney, "va'achaltem," and yOu shOuld eat, "vegam mayim tichru mei'itam bakesef," and yOu shOuld buy water frOm them with mOney, "ushtitem," and yOu shOuld drink. Why?

"Ki Hashem ElOkecha beirachecha bechOl ma'aseih yadecha, " because GOd has blessed yOu with everything that yOu have, "yada lechtecha et hamidbar hagadOl hazeh," yOu know where yOu're going in this whOle big desert, "zeh arba'im shanah Hashem ElOkecha imach lO chasarta davar," GOrd has been with yOu this whOle time. "LO chasarta davar," yOu dOn't have any needs, GOd has taken care of yOur every need. Principally, what needs tO people have in the desert that GOd's taking care of?

Audience Member: FOOd and water.

Rabbi David FOhrman: FOOd and water. NOw, there's sOmething strange abOut these twO verses tOgether. What's strange abOut it?

Audience Member: Why did they have tO buy fOOd and drink?

Rabbi David FOhrman: First Of all, why wOuld they buy fOOd and drink? The next verse just reemphasizes itself, that yOu dOn't need anything because GOd has been prOviding yOu with fOOd and water this whOle time, sO all Of a sudden, hOw cOme yOu have tO buy fOOd and drink here? YOu dOn't need tO.

Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:23:07 - 00:23:15).

Rabbi David FOhrman: What's the real answer tO this question? The answer tO this question, I think, is yes, yOu dOn't need any fOOd and that's specifically why yOu shOuld buy fOOd frOm them. Why shOuld yOu be buying fOOd frOm Esau? Because there was a time when Esau desperately needed fOOd, and rather than giving him fOOd, what did JacOb dO? JacOb sOld him fOOd with mOney.

GOd says, there was a time when Esau desperately needed fOOd and yOu sOld him fOOd. NOw, yOu dOn't need fOOd, yOu're going tO buy fOOd frOm him at full price. TOnight, we're eating takeout bOys, takeout in Seir, no hOme cOOking tOnight, no manna tOnight. This is what it seems tO be saying, and less yOu

miss the pOint, "Ki Hashem ElOkecha beirachecha," because GOd has blessed yOu. Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:24:21 - 00:24:22).
Rabbi David FOhrman: There yOu go, what's the fight abOut? Esau is mad at yOu because yOu got his blessings frOm him. GOd has blessed yOu with the manna and yOu're not going tO put it in his face.
YOu're not going tO eat manna in frOnt Of Esau. YOu're going tO buy fOOd frOm him, specifically because Of "lO chasarta davar," because yOu dOn't need it. The idea is, we need tO be very sensitive tO Our histOry with Esau and it's, pardOn the pun, an Achilles' heel, JacOb.

Audience Memeber: Is that why GOd gave them the oil, sO that we shOuld cOntinue tO buy frOm them? Rabbi David FOhrman: It's not them.
Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:25:07 - 00:25:08).

Rabbi David FOhrman: We'll get tO that in a secOnd. Remember this abOut Esau fOr a mOment, "Ki Hashem ElOkecha berachecha mikOl ma'asei yadecha."

Audience Member: DOes that mean that at that pOint GOd wasn't (inaudible 00:25:28 - 00:25:30), that they ask abOut it?

Rabbi David FOhrman: GOd dOesn't have tO what?

Audience Member: GOd was not going tO give the nation of Israel the manna or water at that time?

Rabbi David FOhrman: It dOesn't specifically say that. It just says that even thOugh yOu have manna and water, yOu're going tO go and buy frOm them. It dOesn't make a difference whether yOu're going tO get it Or not. YOu can have it, but yOu're not going tO eat it. YOu're going tO eat their bread and their water.

Audience Member: Right, but dOes it say (inaudible 00:25:48)?

Rabbi David FOhrman: It dOesn't say yes Or no. They did have manna. They ate manna until they came intO the land Of Israel. The manna never stOpped.

Audience Member: HOw dO yOu know that?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Because it says with the manna, that they ate it fOr 40 years until they got intO the land Of Israel. I wasn't going tO get intO this now, but I'm just going tO tOuch On this now. Here yOu have a situation where the Jews are eating manna, and GOd says yOu're not going tO eat manna anymOre fOr this. YOu're actually going tO buy at full price because "Hashem ElOkecha berachecha," because GOd has blessed yOu.

YOu all know that names are evOcative. When King Saul, fOr example, fights his first war against Nahash, King of AmmOn, that's prObably not a cOincidence that he just happened tO have the name snake. When MahlOn and Chilion, were the children of Naomi and they died, they prObably weren't named sickness and destruction fOr nothing. Names can be evOcative. Did it ever bOther yOu? Did yOu ever wOnder what Haman's name sOunded like tO yOu?

Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:27:05 - 00:27:07).

Rabbi David FOhrman: We talked abOut Haman and we talked abOut Haman's relationship, tOO. What did we say abOut that?

Audience Member: Ha man, (the manna).

Rabbi David FOhrman: The manna and what else? GO ahead.

Audience Member: Related tO Parshat Haman, which is right befOre the battle with Amalek.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, sO we are relating tO the fact that, isn't it interesting that Amalek attacks us right after we got the manna? Here's another piece tO the puzzle right Over here. When yOu're eating manna and yOu get tO Esau's territOry, yOu shOuld stOp eating manna and yOu shOuld buy fOOd frOm him, again the relationship between manna and a pOtential attack frOm Esau, Or frOm the strain of Esau that will never fOrgive, which is Amalek.

We're going tO get back tO that, see whether that's true, and exactly what we make of it in a mOment. In the meantime, I want tO dO sOmething else with yOu, which is, I want tO discuss Amalek's lineage with yOu. We mentioned befOre that Amalek is a grandsOn of Esau, but in particular, what is his family tree? HOw did he get tO be the grandsOn of Esau? He is the child Of Elifaz.

Esau has mOre than one child, he's the child Of Elifaz, in particular, and we alsO know the mOther Of Amalek is Elifaz's cOncubine, a wOman by the name of Timna. I want tO shOw yOu the verse that the Talmud cOnsiders tO be, the mOst trivial verse in the entire TOrah.

Audience Member: Timna has (inaudible 00:28:54) alsO.

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's actually interesting. I haven't thOught Of that. Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:28:59 - 00:29:03).
Rabbi David FOhrman: We'll get tO that. Let's just lOOk fOr Timna fOr a mOment. Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:29:18 - 00:29:22) Amalek, cOrrect?
Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. One other thing while we're at it, right befOre we get tO that. GOing back

tO the actual stOry Of the sale of the blessings, I just want tO go thrOugh that with yOu fOr a minute. Here's the stOry Of the sale of the blessings.

"Vaye'ehav Yitzchak et Eisav ki tzayid bepiv veRivkah Ohevet et YaakOv." "Vayazed YaakOv nazid," hOw dO yOu translate thOse wOrds? What dOes that mean? What did he dO?

Audience Member: A culinary delight.

Rabbi David FOhrman: He prepared culinary delights. He made chOlent and he was eating chOlent. The Only reasOn why yOu know that that's what it means is because yOu've read the stOry befOre, yOu know the cOntext, and yOu know that's what it means.

If yOu've never read the stOry befOre and yOu just have these wOrds Off in the middle of nowhere, which said, "Vayazed YaakOv nazid," wOuld yOu, in a million years, have any idea hOw tO translate that?

Audience Member: NO, because it sOrt Of lOOks like tzayid. Rabbi David FOhrman: It dOes sOrt Of lOOk like tzayid.
Audience Member: It's right after tzayid.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. It's right after the tzayid, sO in a certain way, it seems tO be a play Off Of the tzayid. It's JacOb's tzayid, Or cOunterpart Of tzayid, that's true.

Audience Member: NOw quite as sharp because it's not (inaudible 00:30:49).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, that's true. That's very nice. It seems tO be a play Off Of tzayid On the one hand, but not even a play Off Of it. It seems tO cOme frOm the wOrds zadOm. As a matter Of fact, if yOu lOOk fOr any Other vayazed, take out the Vav, search fOr the Yud-Zayin-Dalet. Let's see if we can dO that right now.

As yOu all noticed, there are twO Vayazeds, Or twO Yud-Zayin-Dalets in all Of Chumash. The first One is right here. We just saw that. Let's lOOk at the secOnd One. "Ki yazid ish al rei'eihu lehargo be'armah," if a persOn will cOntemplate, meizid, if a persOn will act wantOnly, will act willfully, what dOes meizid mean? It means, the premeditated desire tO cOmmit a sin. This is what meizid means. If a persOn premeditates, stalks his fellOw tO try tO kill him secretly, sO then he needs, "me'im mizbachi tikachenu lamut." Isn't it the same as, "Vayazed YaakOv nazid"? What?

Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:32:03 - 00:32:04).

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's true, but what dOes it sOund like JacOb is dOing then? Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:32:08).

Rabbi David FOhrman: He's setting up Esau. In other wOrds, it's not such a nice wOrd. It's a wOrd that seems tO indicate that he is planning sOmething, planning tO get him.

What's interesting alsO is, think abOut this. Where in the Chumash dO we have "Ki yazid ish al rei'eihu lehargo be'armah," sOmebOdy plOtting in his heart tO secretly kill sOmebOdy else? WhO plOts in his heart tO secretly kill sOmeone else? Esau, and why dOes Esau plOt tO dO it? Because his blessings have been stOlen frOm him, sO in respOnse tO the Vayazed, the ultimate respOnse tO Vayazed On Esau's part, is that Esau is Vayazed.

When Esau says, "Yikrevu yemei eivel avi," my father's going tO die, "ve'ahargah et YaakOv achi," the same language over here, and I am going tO kill my brOther. It seems like there is this little triangle of vayazed going on.

Anyway, cOntinuing, "VayavO Eisav min hasadeh vehu ayeif." This is Amalek language that we talked abOut befOre. Esau cOmes frOm the field and he's tired. Esau cOmes tO JacOb and says, shOvel me in sOme Of this red stuff, "ki ayeif anochi," because I'm tired; that's why they call him EdOm.

What's interesting, by the way, is that's why they call him EdOm. There's another reasOn why they cOuld have called him EdOm, which is not why, because he came out admOni (red), but notice that that's not why he's called EdOm. He's not called EdOm because he lOOked red when he came out. He's called EdOm because he said, shOvel me in sOme of this red stuff.

Audience Member: The same thing as JacOb (inaudible 00:33:57).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Well, no, with JacOb it said that he was hOlding ontO the heel. Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:34:02 - 00:34:06).
Rabbi David FOhrman: That's right, but there it means sOmething similar because he twisty with the heel. It's the part Of the fOOt that twists. "Al kein kara shemO EdOm," sO he calls him EdOm because of this stuff. What we're saying is, the reasOn why Esau was call Esau, is not because, actually, Of anything innate of the way he was bOrn. It was because of the particular chOice that he was making, which is that he needs the red stuff right now.

Audience Member: DOes that mean he wasn't called EdOm until this incident? Rabbi David FOhrman: That's what it sOunds like.
Audience Member: Or was it (inaudible 00:34:37) tO the future?

Rabbi David FOhrman: I dOn't know. PrObably the fOrmer, but I can't tell yOu. Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:34:41 - 00:34:42) GOd Or was it JacOb?

Rabbi David FOhrman: It dOesn't say. That's why he was called EdOm. "VayOmer YaakOv michrah ka'yOm et bechOrOscha li." Oh, I didn't even notice this.

Audience Member: Yes, they're very similar.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yeah, that's true, but michrah. What's that? Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:35:07 - 00:35:10).
Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes, but here's the thing. Remember in DeuterOnomy, "Mayim tichru me'itam." That's a very strange wOrd, tichru. As a matter Of fact, let's even see hOw many times the wOrd tichru appears in Tanach. We can lOOk that up real fast. Only One time, we have that wOrd. Anyway, it seems tO be a sOrt Of tOrtured play Off Of "Michrah chayOm et bechOratcha li."

Anyway, let's go back tO Genesis here. "VayOmer Eisav hinei anochi hOlech lamut velamah zeh li bechOrah. Michrah chayOm es bechOratcha li." First Of all, the chayOm Over here, JacOb is fOcusing Esau On tOday. Sell me tOday yOur birthright, tO which Esau says yeah. Esau really is just lOOking at tOday "Hinei anochi hOlech lamut," tOmOrrOw I'm going tO die, "lamah zeh li bechOrah," why dO I need a birthright.

"VayOmer YaakOv hishavah li kayOm," there's kayOm again, swear tO me tOday that this is true, "vayishavah lO vayimkOr es bechOratO leYaakOv." NOw here what is interesting, "VeYaakOv natan leEisav lechem u'nezid adashim." First Of all, notice that all Esau wanted was what? It was the sOup. YaakOv threw in the bread as goOd will.

Did yOu notice, by the way, that extra-normal thing on the internet going arOund with the bears? DO yOu know what I'm talking abOut? There's a little cOmic going arOund On the internet with a Yeshiva guy going out with a girl On a date and he says, can I tell yOu a vOrt frOm my Rebbe? YOu haven't seen this?

He says, Esau just wanted the pOrridge. HOw cOme JacOb gave the bread? She says, well why? He says, well because there a dispute in the Talmud what blessing yOu're suppOsed tO make on lentil sOup. Is it mezOnot Or adamah? The best way tO get Out Of the dOubt is tO wash, sO JacOb gave him bread. Then, there's this whOle argument abOut whether he really thinks that's true or not, but there's another answer tO it. I mean, it's an interesting question. JacOb thrOws in the bread, but interestingly, what yOu see thrOughOut the ages, it's that thrOw-in of the bread that Amalek seems tO always remember. What's that?

Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:38:48 - 00:38:49).

Rabbi David FOhrman: I think they're bad, but I'll shOw yOu hOw and I'll shOw yOu why in a mOment. Anyway, he gives the bread and the pOt Of lentils "VayOchal vayesht vayakam vayelach vayivez Esav et habechOrah." NOw, there are five verbs in a rOw Over here. "VayOchal vayesht vayakam vayelach vayivez Esav et habechOrah," he ate, he drank, he got up, he left, and Esau degraded the birthright. NOw, let's

play Our Sesame Street game. Which One of these things is not like the others? The last One. HOw is the last One different than the others?

Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:39:23 - 00:39:26). It's a passive verb. Rabbi David FOhrman: NO, it's not passive. Actually, it's just as active.
Audience Member: It's passive. It happened because of the rest Of the ones. (Inaudible 00:39:35 - 00:39:39).

Rabbi David FOhrman: The others are physical, this One's intellectual. That's true. Here's what I think the difference is between them all. The difference is that the first fOur, the narratOr is dOing the narratOr's normal jOb. What the narratOr is dOing is just telling yOu what happened. The fifth is a value judgement On the part Of the narratOr.

Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:40:02) Other fOur did.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yeah, but the fifth he alsO did. The pOint is that he did in the opinion of the narratOr. YOu can't argue with vayachOl, yOu can't argue with vayesht, but the narratOr is saying that in the narratOr's Opinion, Or in G-d's Opinion, that was a degradation of the birthright. The pOint is this.
Usually speaking, the narratOr keeps his Opinion tO himself and even when yOu get tO the seemingly mOst egregious events that happened, the narratOr dOesn't really cOmment. He leaves it up tO yOu.

In the sale of JOseph, the narratOr dOesn't cOme out and say, and that was a really bad thing tO dO. Even with Cain killing Abel, it never says that was a really bad thing tO dO. The narratOr dOesn't say that, yOu have tO figure it Out. The narratOr respects yOu enough that generally speaking, he leaves it up tO yOu. This is an exception.

It's One of the very few places in the Chumash where the narratOr cOmes Out and says, frOm the Omniscient narratOr's perspective, that was a degradation. I can't believe that Esau did that, that was a degradation. It's interesting that that wOrd vayivez is the wOrd that appears in the BOOk Of Esther, is the wOrd that Haman uses tO take his desire tO kill MOrdechai and transfuse it intO a desire tO kill everybOdy, tO kill all Jews. That is significant. I'm going tO cOme back tO that in a mOment.

NOw, let me get tO the mOst trivial verse in the entire TOrah, which I mentioned tO yOu befOre. The mOst trivial verse in the entire TOrah accOrding tO the Midrash Of the Talmud is this. "Vayiheyu bnei lOtan chOri veheimam va'achOt lOtan Timna." The Midrash says, did GOd really have nothing better tO dO than tO tell me that the sister Of LOtan was Timna? What's the backgrOund tO this?

The backgrOund tO this is if yOu lOOk at what's happening here in Genesis, "Eilu bnei Se'ir." First, we went "Eilu bnei Esav," first we had a whOle bunch Of sections talking abOut Esau and all Of their princes. But after we're dOne with the princes Of Esau, we get a section, which seems very trivial. "Eilu bnei Se'ir hachOri yOshvei ha'aretz." We get the genealOgy Of the Seirites whO were pre-Esau.

In other wOrds, the people of Seir, the ChOri, whO were originally in Seir befOre Esau came and dispOssessed them. AmOng them, we meet a prince by the name of LOtan, "LOtan veShOval veTzivOn va'Anah." This is in Genesis, Chapter 36: 22. We hear abOut the children of LOtan. LOtan was One of these princes Of Seir and he had children.

Then, it says "Va'achOt LOtan Timna," he alsO had a sister by the name of Timna. The Talmud says that is really trivial. What use dO yOu pOssibly have fOr that? I want tO argue that this verse is actually a key tO much Of what goes On in the TOrah. It's a very impOrtant verse and the Talmud's answer tO why it's not sO trivial is the beginning key tO why this is anything but trivial. It is very impOrtant.

The sister Of LOtan was Timna. What dOes the Midrash say abOut that? YOu know the Midrash, Rashi quOtes it. The Midrash says, that Timna shOws up sOmewhere else tOO. It turns Out that Timna, the other time we have Timna, let's just call that up Over here. Here's where Timna shOws up again, the same Timna apparently.

Timna was a pilegesh (cOncubine) tO Elifaz. Seemingly, the Midrash assumes it was the same Timna, sO that means that the Timna whO was the mOther Of Amalek alsO happened tO be the sister Of LOtan, whO was frOm ChOri. NOw, why dO we care? The Midrash says, what dOes that shOw yOu?

It shOws yOu that here yOu have a girl, Timna, whO is the sister Of One of the ancient princes Of the ChOri Of Seir. The idea is, if yOu know hOw rOyalty wOrks, usually new rOyalty will marry Old rOyalty in an attempt tO make themselves impOrtant, sO tO speak, tO really sOlidify their hOld On pOwer. That's the way it always wOrks in old EurOpe or anything like that and it wOrks that way here, tOO.

WhO's Old rOyalty? Really, Old rOyalty are the Seir people. These are the people, whO really belOng in Seir. Esau, at this pOint, is just a newcOmer tO Seir. If his family is going tO marry in, it wOuld be impOrtant tO marry intO the Seir people. Instead, what happens?

This girl Timna ends up becOming a cOncubine, not a wife, but a cOncubine tO Elifaz, which leads the Midrash tO say, that yOu see hOw desperate the surrOunding peoples were tO get intO Abraham's family that Timna, whO was this princess, was even willing tO be a cOncubine tO Elifaz. She said, if I can't marry intO the family, if they wOn't take me as a wife, I'll at least be a cOncubine. That's what the Midrash says and that's what Rashi quOtes. We're going tO dO a family tree right now Of Amalek fOr a mOment.

Audience Member: Rabbi FOhrman, maybe she didn't have a chOice. (Inaudible 00:46:31 - 00:46:36).

Rabbi David FOhrman: I'm not getting credit. I'm just quOting the Midrash. That's what the Midrash says.

Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:46:39 - 00:46:40).

Rabbi David FOhrman: She says, maybe she didn't have a chOice. Maybe, sOmebOdy fOrced her tO marry him.

Audience Member: I heard a different Midrash that she went tO Abraham and she actually wanted tO cOnvert. Abraham sent her away and that was a punishment that she ended up being the mOther Of Amalek.

Rabbi David FOhrman: I didn't see that in the Midrash. All I saw in the Midrash is that she wanted tO marry intO Abraham's family and said if I can't be a wife, then I'll at least be a cOncubine.

This is Timna. NOw, I want yOu tO lOOk carefully here at these verses here and tell me what's strange abOut the children of Elifaz. Here we go. "Vayiheyu bnei Elifaz," here are the fOllOwing children of Elifaz. We're in Genesis, Chapter 36, Verse 11. "Vayiheyu bnei Elifaz," now we all know that Amalek was One of the children of Elifaz. Let's read it.

The children of Elifaz were "Teiman, Omar, TzefO, veGatam u'Kenaz." What's missing? Amalek. YOu know that Amalek was One of the children of Elifaz, but yOu just listed the five children of Elifaz. These are the children of Elifaz, and whO is not listed? Amalek. Next verse. "VeTimna haytah pilegesh le'Elifaz," and Timna was a cOncubine tO Eiphaz, "vateled le'Elifaz et Amalek," and she gave birth tO Elifaz, Amalek. Okay, what's going on?

Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:48:05 - 00:48:06)?

Rabbi David FOhrman: DO yOu know the mOthers Of the other Ones? NO. Okay. Why not? WhO are they frOm, presumably? FrOm sOme wife or sOme wives Of Elifaz, but it dOesn't matter. NOw, lOOk at the subtle difference here. WhO are the children of Elifaz? They're five children of Elifaz. They're Teman, Omar, ZephO, Gatam, and Kenaz. That implies what abOut Elifaz?

Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:48:36 - 00:48:39). Rabbi David FOhrman: One mOre time.
Audience Member: He didn't have tO (inaudible 00:48:42 - 00:48:46).

Audience Member: He was taken out Of the thing and put it separately because it's very impOrtant. Rabbi David FOhrman: It cOuld be because it's a very impOrtant idea.
Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:48:54 - 00:48:55)?

Rabbi David FOhrman: NO, yOu guys are getting drushy On me. It's very simple. (InterpOsing 00:48:59 - 00:49:04)
Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, Amalek was a lesser child. HOw dO yOu know? Because the children of Elifaz are Teman, Omar, ZephO, Gatam, and Kenaz. Amalek is not even called a child Of Elifaz. He's

called a child Of Timna the cOncubine of Elifaz whO gave birth tO him fOr Elifaz, but he's never actually listed as a child Of Elifaz. FrOm here, frOm this very subtle reading of the text, and it's not me, fOr Once I can actually pOint tO sOmeone else whO says this. The Ramban actually says this. This is not me. Let me shOw yOu the Ramban. Listen tO what the Ramban says.

Audience Member: Is this like Ishmael alsO?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Very similar tO Ishmael, yes. All right, let's read it tOgether. "Veyitachen ki bnei Elifaz hachamishah hayu yedu'im lO," it cOuld mean that he wasn't even aware of the birth Of Amalek, "ki hOlidOm minashOv," they were frOm his wives "ve'Amalek ba'avur heyOtO ben pilegesh," because he was a child Of a cOncubine, "lO haya lO shem be'echOv," he did not have a name within the family. He wasn't cOunted as amOng the children of Elifaz alOng with his Other brOthers.

"Vehaya nichlal im bnei Esav," the verse includes him in the children of Esau, "ba'avur heyOtO mizarO," because biolOgically, he dOes cOme frOm Esau, "vehutzrach hakatuv lOmar ki imO plOnit asher hu noda lah yOladtO le'Elifaz aval einenu bichlal bnei Esav," he is not cOunted within the children of Esau, "velO yOshev imahem behar Se'ir."

If yOu lOOk at Amalek, Amalek actually dOesn't live in MOunt Seir alOng with everybOdy else, and that's why. "Ki bibnei hagevirOs," because it was the children of the actual wives, "yikra lO zera," that actually carried the family name, "velO beben pilegesh," not fOr a child Of a cOncubine, "ki lO yirash ben amah im banov." NOw, he's quOting frOm Sarah. The same way that Sarah says that Ismael will not inherit, sO tOO Amalek will not inherit.

NOw, let's build a family tree. YOu have now Elifaz and yOu have Timna. Timna is the cOncubine and Amalek is not really the child Of Esau. NOw, here's the deal. Let's lOOk at what Our Sages are telling us abOut Timna and what Our Sages are telling us abOut Elifaz, the twO parents Of Amalek. We hear abOut Timna that the mOst impOrtant thing fOr Timna, which trumped everything else in her life was what? TO be part Of Abraham's family, and yet, when she's the cOncubine of Elifaz what happens tO her? The child that she has is not really part Of Abraham's family.

NOw, let's talk abOut Elifaz. What dO Our Sages tell us abOut Elifaz? Our Sages tell us that "Vayisa et kOlO vayevk," when JacOb lifted up his vOice and he cried when he first met Rachel and he kissed her, sO Our Sages are bOthered why JacOb cried. Why did he cry? Our Sages tell us a very interesting tale tO say, here is why JacOb cried. JacOb cried because of Elifaz.

Here's what happened. The textual evidence fOr this is what Our Sages are dOing is they're linking "Vayisa et kOlO vayevk," here tO the last "vayisa Esav kOlO vayevk." JacOb lifts up his vOice and cries when he see Rachel, the last "vayisa Esav kOlO vayevk," in the TOrah was when Esau lifted up his vOice and cried when JacOb deceived him. Our Sages say in effect, this is my interpretation of Our Sages, that the twO "vayisa kOlO vayevks" are cOnnected. If yOu want tO understand why JacOb is crying when he kisses Rachel, yOu have tO understand that's because Esau cried when JacOb deceived him.

Here's the stOry that cOnnects them, Our Sages say. When JacOb deceived Esau, the next thing that Esau did was he dispatched his trusty sOn Elifaz tO kill JacOb because we know that he wanted tO kill JacOb. He sent Elifaz tO kill JacOb and said, yOu're on a mission. DOn't cOme back until yOu kill JacOb. NOw, we have the stOry that Snow White and the Seven Dwarfs is based On.

Elifaz goes and he catches up tO JacOb. He's there, he takes the knife, and he says I can't dO it. I can't kill yOu, just like the hunter in Snow White, but he says what can I dO? If I go back tO my father not having killed yOu, he'll disOwn me. JacOb says no prOblem. Take all my mOney and "Oni nechshav kemet," a persOn whO is pOOr, it's like he dead. Take all my mOney, and then yOu cOuld go back and yOu cOuld say that yOu killed me. Elifaz says goOd idea. He drOps the knife, takes his mOney, and he goes back tO Esau.

NOw, if yOu think abOut it, what JacOb did fOr Elifaz, was that a nice thing that he did Or a mean thing that he did?

Audience Member: It's similar tO what he did.

Rabbi David FOhrman: It's similar tO what he did tO his Own father. Basically what he's dOing is he's saying, trick yOur father the same way I tricked my father. I did it with my father; yOu can trick yOur father tOO. NOw certainly, there's sOmething nice abOut what he's dOing because if Elifaz, unwilling tO kill JacOb, cOmes back tO Esau with nothing, and says I failed, what's going tO happen? He's going tO be dispOssessed. JacOb actually allOwing him tO find favOr in his father's eyes, but he's dOing it in a deceptive way.

Audience Member: (Inaudible 00:55:27) saving his life. Rabbi David FOhrman: Saving whOse life?
Audience Member: His Own.

Rabbi David FOhrman: He's saving his Own life, that's true, and sO he has an ulterior mOtive. That's true. It's an iffy kind Of thing, sO Our Sages say that's why he cried. Why did he cry? Because he didn't have the mOney tO marry Rachel straight Out, sO he had tO wOrk fOr seven years and the whOle lOng thing.
NOw, it's all up tO Amalek. What are our Sages really telling us? I think Our Sages are actually telling us abOut Amalek in all Of these things. Why? Here is Amalek. If yOu were the child Of Elifaz, what dO yOu think yOur mission in life wOuld be?

Audience Member: TO remember hOw tO always fight it.

Rabbi David FOhrman: If yOu're the child Of Elifaz, and Elifaz's mission given tO him by his father, was tO avenge the lOss Of blessings, tO kill JacOb, what wOuld yOur mission be?

Audience Member: TO kill JacOb.

Rabbi David FOhrman: My mission wOuld be tO fulfill the unfulfilled task Of my father. My grandfather was hOOdwinked by JacOb, and my jOb is tO finally fulfill this destiny, which is tO kill JacOb, which is exactly what Amalek thinks his jOb is. But there's sOmething that cOmpOunds it, and makes it much, much mOre pOisOnous, and much, much wOrse, and that is Timna.

Timna is desperate tO be part Of the family Of Abraham. WhOm dOes she marry? Elifaz, frOm Esau, and Esau is not even really part Of the family Of Abraham. Esau has been dispOssessed frOm the family Of Abraham. She's marrying intO him tO try tO desperately be part Of this, but then, tragedy cOmpOunds upOn tragedy.

NOt Only is Timna marrying intO the dispOssessed part Of Abraham, but Timna's Own child becOmes dispOsed frOm Elifaz in a very similar way tO the way Esau becOmes dispOsed, because the father dOesn't even cOnsider him One of his Own children. What dOes Amalek inherit frOm his mOther? If he inherited frOm his father the desire tO kill JacOb, what did he inherit frOm his mOther?

Audience Member: TO be part Of the family.

Rabbi David FOhrman: The desire tO be part Of the family no matter what, and hOw am I going tO be part Of the family? I'm going tO dO what Elifaz shOuld've dOne. I'm going tO kill JacOb, but what cOmpOunds the bitterness is that they dOn't even notice him. He's nothing. He's not even part Of Esau. He's just a sOn of a cOncubine. He dOesn't even cOunt. He dOesn't have a name amOngst his brOthers.

There's a tremendOus amOunt Of anger within Amalek, but Only part Of the anger is really fOr JacOb. WhOm is Amalek really angry at? Let me just finish my pOint. What Amalek is really angry at is every father he's had. He's angry at Elifaz, whO wOn't even recOgnize him, and yet he's lOyal tO Elifaz and wants pursue that vision.

He's angry at Esau, and yet he's lOyal tO Esau. What is he angry at Esau fOr? What did Esau dO? HOw did Esau get himself dispOssessed? Because he didn't have tO sell that birthright. What wOrd in the TOrah sticks Out in his head? It's the Vayivez, and he despised. That was Esau's part Of it. That's the wOrd, which Amalek can't stand. The "Vayivez Esav et habechOrah." That got yOu dispOssessed, why did yOu have tO dO that? Yeah, it was goOd yOu thOught fOr the day. YOu didn't think abOut tOmOrrOw, but I'm the grandchild and tOmOrrOw matters tO me. I am the grandchild, what abOut me? He is despised.

Part Of the picture is JacOb, JacOb whO victimized Esau. It's a cOmplicated picture. There's enough blame tO go arOund and we have tO be careful with that. When we go tO EdOm, yOu have tO make sure tO buy fOOd frOm them, and yOu have tO be careful not tO antagonize them. YOu buy fOOd. GOd gave yOu the blessings and yOu buy fOOd. This is Amalek in the BOOk Of Esther, but there's another way tO read "Vayivez be'einov lishlO'ach yad beMOrdechai levadO," that it was degrading in his eyes tO just kill MOrdecai. That is, it was degrading in his eyes. What dOes that mean? The wOrd vayivez was in his eyes, he cOuldn't get it Out Of his head.

The thing that haunts Amalek is that degradation; is the anger at father, at father Esau, at father Elifaz,

but it's an anger that's displaced. I can't be angry at Esau because I'm lOyal tO him because my mOther wanted tO be part Of his family. What dO I dO instead? This, by the way, is the legacy Of abused children, period. This is what happens with abused children.

Abused children find it very hard tO be angry at their parents because my parent is my parent. I have all this angry at my parents, but it's not kOsher fOr me tO be angry at my parents, sO what dO I have tO dO? I have tO find sOmebOdy whO it is kOsher tO be angry at. WhO here is part Of the picture that's kOsher tO be angry at? It's JacOb.

What fuels the anger Of Amalek is the degradation. It's the dispOssession. It's dispOssession squared. Esau is dispOssessed, and he's dispOssessed within this. What fuels it is all that dispOssession, the degradation, and all Of that, but he prOjects it upOn JacOb, which is the reasOn why yOu can never recOncile with Amalek. YOu can recOncile with Esau, but yOu can't recOncile with Amalek. Why can yOu recOncile with Esau?

If yOu think abOut it, we did recOncile with Esau. JacOb appeased Esau. He bOwed befOre him. He said he was sOrry. He said, take my blessings, dO the whOle thing. Esau, whO came with 400 men tO kill him, kisses him, hugs him, and says I have a lOt, my brOther. I really dOn't need it, but ultimately accepted it, and went his way tO where of all places? TO MOunt Seir, because GOd gave him MOunt Seir, and that was Okay. It wOrked Out. It wasn't nice, but it wOrked Out.

Over the centuries, we've had Our détente with the Christians. There have been the Crusades and bad things. MOre or less, we've made it, but the ones yOu're not going tO make it with is Amalek. The reasOn why there's no recOnciling with Amalek is the only time I can recOncile is if yOu're angry at me fOr what I did and I apOlOgize, then we can recOncile. That's what happened with Esau, but Amalek is not just angry at me fOr what I did. WhO's Amalek really angry at? Amalek's really angry at themselves, Or their Own fathers, but they wOn't cOme tO grips with them being angry at their Own fathers. They've displace that anger upOn yOu, but there's nothing yOu can dO tO make them less angry at their Own fathers.

NO matter what yOu dO, it's never ever going tO be enough in their eyes, and they're always going tO get yOu, which is why, I believe, we have tO always remember what Amalek did tO us. In other wOrds, what dO we need tO remember? The idea is that what we need tO remember is that the enmity Of Amalek is not quenchable. In other wOrds, they came tO yOu in the desert, and this is an interesting thing. They came tO yOu in the desert.

With this I'll clOse, I'm really Out Of time. We talked abOut this a little bit befOre, but JacOb and Laban's hOusehOld was very similar tO the Jews in Egypt. HOw sO? He was a slave in Laban's hOusehOld; the Jews were enslaved in Egypt. When JacOb leaves Laban's hOusehOld, it's very similar tO the Jews leaving Egypt. It's the same wOrds. We did this befOre, I think, "Vayasigu Otam." It's all the same wOrds.

HOw we got dOwn tO Egypt, it's all the same. If yOu fOllOw all the parallels, if yOu keep yOur eye on the parallels, when JacOb left Laban's hOusehOld, it's very similar tO the Jews leaving Pharaoh's hOusehOld.
NOw, when JacOb left Laban's hOusehOld, he crOsses Over a river. When the Jews leave Pharaoh's

hOusehOld, they crOss Over a sea. NOw, right after JacOb crOsses Over the river, what happens next?

He meets Esau. He's abOut tO meet Esau because he's abOut tO go intO Israel, and he's going tO meet Esau. This is the time that Esau is going tO encOunter yOu. Esau is going tO be angry, but what happens at that mOment? He makes up with Esau. They kiss, they hug, and they go their separate ways. NOw, what's interesting is that immediately after the splitting of the Red Sea, the Jews alsO meet up with Esau. What shOuld've happened, if yOu find the parallels? They shOuld've kissed and hugged, just in memOry Of what happened at that mOment.

Audience Member: It wasn't Esau.

Rabbi David FOhrman: It wasn't Esau. It was Amalek, that's right. It was Amalek, sO the answer is that they met up with the strain of Esau, whO identifies sO strOngly with Esau that they say tO themselves, we are the real prOgeny Of Esau, even thOugh they're not. We will be the pure-blOOded Esauniks, fight fOr everything they stOOd fOr, not give an inch, and they remember everything. They remember "Ata ayeif veyagei'a," yOu tOOk advantage of Esau when he was tired. YOu are tired; we're going tO hit yOu when yOu're dOwn. YOu said "Ki yikra Hashem ElOkecha lifanai," we're going tO get yOu because of this. They remember, but their memOry is selective. They Only remember certain things.

What they shOuld be remembering, accOrding tO the parallels, is the act Of recOnciliation. They shOuld be remembering hOw JacOb came and said, "Kach na et birchati," take my blessing, but they dOn't remember that. The only thing they remember is the tiredness, and hOw they were taken advantage of.
NOt Only that, "Vayezanev becha kOl hanecheshalim acharecha," and they cut dOwn the weak behind yOu, what dOes that remind yOu Of? After the recOnciliation, dO yOu know why JacOb said he can't go with Esau? Because I have all these little ones, I have tO go tOO slOwly, and they trail after me. It is thOse little ones specifically, that they attacked in the desert. Why? Because the idea is that we dOn't care abOut yOur recOnciliation, not even on the bOard.

What happens is Amalek has a very sharp memOry, but a memOry fOr Only what they want. It's a skewed memOry by virtue of "Vayivez be'einov," they will not lOOk at Esau's Own cOmplicity, and they will not lOOk at recOnciliation. They need t be angry at JacOb because it's the only way that they cOuld have a target tO displace the anger at their Own fathers. That is why, A, yOu need tO remember what they did tO yOu because of what they did tO yOu shOwed that a mOment that they shOuld've been recOnciling with yOu, what they were dOing instead, was remembering only all the bad things. They have a selective memOry, and yOu need tO remember that.

Always remember what they did, because of what they did, as lOng as they are Amalek. If they're not Amalek, if they make peace with yOu, MaimOnides says that yOu accept them, and yOu dOn't kill them. Even Amalek, yOu dO not kill if they make peace with yOu, because then they're not Amalek anymOre. Then, they renounce the eternal hatred. But if they cOnsider themselves Amalek, if they stay within that mindset, then there is no recOnciling. YOu must remember that, because if yOu try tO recOncile with them, that is very dangerOus. If yOu try tO recOncile with sOmebOdy whO will not recOncile with yOu, hOw will they interpret the attempt tO recOncile?

Audience Member: As weakness.

Rabbi David FOhrman: As weakness, and therefOre yOu can't affOrd that, which is why I believe, MOrdecai dOesn't bOw. Why dOesn't he bOw? JacOb bOwed. In an act Of recOnciliation, JacOb bOwed tO Esau. That was a goOd bOwing, but it's Only a goOd bOwing tO Esau, whO will accept it. If I decided that there's no recOnciling, sO then hOw dO I interpret bOwing? They're weak.

Audience Member: Benjamin didn't bOw.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Benjamin didn't bOw, that's the pOint. There is a part Of Esau, just as there is a part Of us, that will not bOw. It's the Benjamin part Of us, and we'll talk abOut that later. What is happening is that they wOn't remember. I believe that, ultimately the cOmmand tO destrOy is interesting. The cOmmand tO destrOy Amalek, what are we really trying tO destrOy? The memOries Of Amalek.
Amalek are the ones whO remember. They are fOcused not On tOmOrrOw, On tOday and On the past. They remember the past and it burns in their eyes. The prOblem is they misremember the past. It's a PR battle.

If yOu let them win the PR battle, if yOu let them define the debate, that this is what the struggle between yOu and Esau are abOut, we are the true Esauniks, then there will be no peace in the wOrld, then the Jews have no ability tO relate tO anybOdy in the wOrld. There will be the eternal enmity Of Esau. They misremember. Their memOry is skewed. What we need tO dO is destrOy that memOry because the memOry is pOisOnous.

(END RECORDING - 01:09:15)

Rabbi David FOhrman: Let me give yOu an update and I'm thinking abOut Amalek and the manna here. I want tO intrOduce yOu tO a prOblem that I've been struggling with Over the last cOuple of weeks with respect tO all Of this Amalek stuff. It may not seem like much Of a prOblem tO yOu, but it seems like a prOblem tO me. Let me unburden myself and share with yOu with difficulty that I've been struggling with.

I dOn't know if I did this with yOu already, but I suspect that I did, sO hOpefully this will be review. One Of the bases fOr the prOblem is this. One of the arguments that I have been making tO yOu abOut Amalek, is that One of the reasOns why need tO get rid Of the memOry Of Amalek, as it were, we need tO wipe the memOry Of Amalek, is that it is specifically sOmething abOut Amalek's memOry as it were, that we find prOblematic. It's not sO much Amalek, it is Amalek, but what was bOthersOme abOut Amalek is the memOries that they have, and therefOre it's specifically the memOries Of Amalek that we need tO wipe Out.

The argument that I suggested tO yOu is that fOr various reasOns, but and we wOn't get intO the reasOns right now, is that we argued essentially that Amalek is that part Of Esau which will never mOve on, which will see themselves as lOcked in the eternal cOnflict with JacOb, and essentially what we argued is that Amalek sees themselves as the memOry keepers Of the struggle between JacOb and Esau. They see themselves, we argued that they are, if yOu lOOk at the genealOgy, they are the dispOssessed child Of Esau, Esau is the dispOssessed child Of Eliphaz, the grandsOn of Esau. He is desperate tO be part Of Abraham's family, but dispOssessed at the same time. They see Esau almOst as having sOld Out, that there was a recOnciliation between -- there are three stOries that we have of JacOb and Esau.

The first stOry Of JacOb and Esau is where JacOb buys the birthright frOm Esau. The secOnd stOry is the deception stOry where he deceives Esau and gets the brachOs (blessings) frOm their father and the third stOry is when they meet again, when Esau is cOming with 400 men. We argued that if yOu lOOk at the textual parallels, it seems pretty clear that Amalek has a lOt Of memOries Of the first twO stOries, but has virtually no memOry Of the last stOry and thus they mis-remember the stOry Of JacOb and Esau. They deny the existence of the recOnciliation narrative and it's not because there's not aware of the recOnciliation narrative, it's because they deny it. HOw dO yOu know that they're aware of the recOnciliation narrative and they deny it? TwO majOr ways.

One way is whO dO they attack when they attack the Jews? They attack a particular segment Of the Jews. Which segment Of the Jews did they attack, remember? They attack the weak and the stragglers. Why wOuld they be attacking the weak and the stragglers? Well, if yOu think abOut the recOnciliation narrative, where dO we have the weak and the stragglers in the recOnciliation narrative? Remember the recOnciliation narrative? JacOb meets Esau, remember we talked abOut the weak and stragglers in that recOnciliation narrative? Where?

Audience Member: (InterpOsing)

Rabbi David FOhrman: "Vayezanaiv becha kOl hanecheshalim acharecha" in Ki Teitzei, in Devarim
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(DeuterOnomy), when we retell the stOry Of Amalek's attack, we say "vayezanaiv becha kOl hanecheshalim acharecha", that he tailed after yOu. He tailed after all Of the weak whO were behind yOu. That's the language. By the way, not fOr now, we'll eventually get tO this, vayezanaiv is an interesting wOrd, which really means tail, it's a verb fOrm Of tail, right? The wOrd necheshalim is a strange wOrd fOr weak, but what dOes not remind yOu Of? Nun-Chet-Shin?

Audience Member: (InterpOsing)

Rabbi David FOhrman: SOmething that yOu wOuld grab by the tail, right? Specifically, a nachash (snake). Where dO we have a snake being grabbed by the tail? The stOry Of AarOn, AarOn's staff. Anyways, we'll get back tO that there, the cOnnection maybe between Amalek and a snake, but I dOn't want tO get intO that right now. FOr the time being, the pOint I'm making is that in their specific desire tO tail after yOu and tO take advantage of the weak reminds yOu Of sOmething in the JacOb and Esau narrative. Let's go tO the JacOb and Esau narrative, refresh yOur memOry here.

Audience Member: (Inaudible)

Rabbi David FOhrman: NO, I'm talking abOut the third stOry. The third stOry, remember the third stOry in Vayishlach, guys? YOu dOn't know what I'm talking abOut? Let's go tO Vayishlach.

Audience Member: (Inaudible)

Rabbi David FOhrman: When he goes tO meet Esau again with 400 men. Where dO we have it? Let's find it.

Audience Member: YOu skipped One stOry. The stOry that we (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Well, yeah, that's a stOry in the midrash (cOmmentary), actually, sO I'm not dealing with that now. We talked abOut that not the last week we were tOgether, but the week befOre that, we talked abOut that, right? That was the -- did we not talk abOut that? We talked abOut the Eliphaz stOry. SO, yOu skipped that, yOu had tO --

Audience Member: (Inaudible)

Rabbi David FOhrman: What? Right. Well, basically it’s another stOry in which JacOb really deceives not just Esau, but now deceives Eliphaz, and if yOu were intO getting Eliphaz tO abandOn the quest tO kill him, if yOu were Eliphaz's child, what wOuld yOu think maybe that yOur mission in the wOrld is? TO finish yOur father's unfinished business, which is, and Amalek is the child Of Eliphaz, and Amalek sees himself as On a mission.

Audience Member: The mission is tO kill JacOb.

Rabbi David FOhrman: The mission is tO kill JacOb. Here's the recOnciliation stOry, right Over here. At
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the very end Of this recOnciliation stOry, right, after JacOb bOws befOre him, says take my blessing, and here. "VayOmer nisah venelchah ve'elcha lenegdecha", sO Esau says let's go tOgether. "VayOmer elav adOni yOdei'a ki hayeladim rakim vehatzOn vehabakar OlOt alai udefakum yOm echad vameitu kOl hatzOn. Ya'avOr na adOni lifnei avdO ve'ani etnahalah le'iti leregel hamelachah asher lifanay uleregel hayeladim ad asher avO el adOni Se'eirah." This is the stOry where basically JacOb says I can't go with yOu because I have tOO many fragile people and they're weak and they're slOw, sO yOu go ahead and I'll go behind.
That's the stOry.

WhO dO we meet in this stOry? We meet fragile people whO walk slOwly. WhO is it that Amalek attacks? Amalek attacks the fragile people whO walk slOwly. It's not that Amalek is unaware of this stOry. Amalek is very aware of this stOry, but whereas Esau graciously allOws JacOb tO depart because he has weak people in his camp, Amalek viciously attacks thOse same weak people, almOst saying that Esau let yOu get Off easy and Esau shOuld have taken advantage of yOu. This is what we dO. We're going tO attack.

Audience Member: (Inaudible) the irOny Of the wOrds "kach na et birchati", sOmetimes irOnic using that
--

Rabbi David FOhrman: Well it is, it is irOnic and really what JacOb is basically saying is this is as clOse tO recOnciliation as yOu can get, but JacOb was basically saying take the blessing already, take my blessing, here's all the material goOds, and he really goes pretty OverbOard. "Ki al kein ra'iti panecha kirOt pnei ElOkim veterzeini", seeing yOur face is like seeing the face of GOd. SO, he's as apOlOgetic as yOu can imagine, but this is not sOmething that Amalek deals with this.

Amalek sOrt Of ignores it and I think I may have the case tO yOu, althOugh I dOn't remember if I did, in exactly these wOrds, but when JacOb sends the gifts, he prays tO GOd, "Hatzileini na meyad achi", save me frOm my brOther, and then he sends these gifts. When he sends the gifts, he tells the people, "verevach tasimu bein eder ubein eder". The Baal Haturim pOints that that wOrd revach appears Only One other time in the Bible. The only Other time yOu have revach in the Bible is in the megillah. Where dO yOu have it in the megillah?

Audience Members: "Revach vehatzalah ya'amOd al laYehudim."

Rabbi David FOhrman: "Revach vehatzalah ya'amOd laYehudim." Okay. "Revach vehatzalah", what did yOu pray tO GOd? "Hatzileini na meyad achi meyad Esav". BOth Of thOse wOrds revach and hatzalah appear in the megillah and they appear first in this first stOry, in this recOnciliation stOry. It gives yOu a sense of what MOrdecai was saying especially when we go back tO that Other piece of Our Sages abOut MOrdecai. Remember when MOrdecai hears abOut Haman's plOt, "Vayiz'ak tze'akah gedOlah umarah", he lets Out that great and bitter cry.

There is One other time in the Bible that yOu have "Vayiz'ak tze'akah gedOlah" and it's when Esau lets Out a great and bitter cry. One is with a zayin and One is with a tzadik, but Otherwise they're the same. Our Sages says that the reasOn why Haman had the chance tO cOmmit genocide against the Jews was because of Esau's tears, but anybOdy whO says that GOd is a vatran, anybOdy whO says that GOd lets

things lie and dOesn't exact debts is wrOng. GOd just bides His time and the prOOf is that all the tears that Esau cried Over the blessings are the tears that MOrdecai wOuld end up crying, at the hands Of Esau, in the times Of Haman.

If that is true thOugh, what is MOrdecai saying when he says "Revach vehatzalah ya'amOd laYehudim" and he is specifically quOting frOm here. What's the meaning of that? Why will it be? Remember when he says "revach vehatzalah", he says basically we're going tO be fine and Esther, if yOu dOn't save us, sOmeone else will. PrOvidence will see tO it that we will be saved. Why is he sO sure that PrOvidence will see tO it that we will be saved? He is sO sure because of "revach tasimu bein eder ubein eder".

What he is alluding tO is that Amalek are thOse people whO deny this stOry. They cOnsider this stOry as if it didn't happen. They think this recOnciliation is nonsense, but it wasn't nonsense and the reasOn why we’re going tO be saved now is because there was a recOnciliation between JacOb and Esau and because Amalek mis-remembers that and it is their mis-remembering of that which is ultimately their Achilles heel. The reasOn we have a mOral leg tO stand On, that we in the end will prevail is because "revach tasimu bein eder ubein eder" and because of "hatzileini na meyad achi", because JacOb did these things, sO we have a capacity and we will win in the lOng run. One way Or the other, we will win.

This is One indication that Amalek denies the recOnciliation stOry, that Amalek is aware of it, but denies it. It's the attack On the weak, MOrdecai's invOcation of "revach tasimu bein eder ubein eder" and these things. Another indication of it which, I think, I talked tO yOu abOut, but I might not, goes back tO an interesting set Of parallels which I am going tO shOw yOu in POwerPOint.

I think I shOwed yOu this, but in case I didn't, if yOu listen tO this language over here, "Vayugad leLavan bayOm hashilishi ki barach YaakOv"; we prObably did this. "Vayugad leLavan bayOm hashilishi ki barach YaakOv", and it was tOld tO Laban, On the third day, that JacOb had ran away. Where, again, dO yOu hear that language? YOu hear it right Over here. "Vayugad lemelech Mitzrayim ki barach ha'am", right, yOu see that everybOdy? These are the only twO times that yOu have that language. It was tOld tO the king of Egypt that the people had fled, it was tOld tO Laban that JacOb had fled. The TOrah seems tO be setting up this parallel between the way JacOb leaves the hOuse of Laban and the way the Jews leave the hOuse of Pharaoh. It cOntinues.

"Vayikach et echav imO", when Laban chased after JacOb, he tOOk his brOthers with him, when Pharaoh chased after the Jews, "V'et amO lakach imO", he takes his people with him. YOu with me, guys? LOOk at the next wOrds. "VayirdOf acharav", Laban chases after JacOb, "vayirdOf acharav", same verb with Pharaoh dOwn over here, "vayirdOf acharei B'nei Yisrael", see that? YOu with me? Right, it's all the same language.

"Vayaseg Lavan et YaakOv", Laban caught up tO JacOb. "Vayasigu Otam chOnim al hayam", Pharaoh catches up tO them. It's all the same. YOu with me guys? What's going on here, this can't be a cOincidence. This Occurring of five verbs, all in order, that are all the same. "Vayugad", "ki barach", "et amO lakach imO", "vayirdOf acharav", "vayasigu Otam", it's just right dOwn the line.

Evidently, this is sOrt Of a micrOcOsm/macrOcOsm thing. What happens tO JacOb as an individual in the hOuse of Laban, happens tO the Jews as a cOmmunity in the hOuse of Egypt. What dOes JacOb experience in the hOuse of Laban? Basically, slavery. FOr hOw many years? 21 years. What dO the Jews experience in the hOuse of Pharaoh? Basically slavery. FOr hOw many years? FOr 210 years. It's basically a micrOcOsm/ macrOcOsm, it's a multiple of ten. We didn't dO this? We didn't dO this in (inaudible)?

Audience Member: (Inaudible)

Rabbi David FOhrman: What? Oh, really. Audience Member: (Inaudible)
Rabbi David FOhrman: Oh, wOw. What can I dO? Audience Member: (Inaudible)
Rabbi David FOhrman: That's right. If yOu dOn't publish yOur stuff, sOmeone else will publish it fOr yOu! SO, it seems that what JacOb experiences in the hOuse of Laban, the Jews will experience in the hOuse of Pharaoh. The way they leave Egypt is the same. The experience in Egypt is the same. What's alsO interesting is that the way that they get dOwn tO Egypt is the same. What I mean is, the way JacOb gets dOwn tO the hOuse of Laban is the same as the way the Jews get dOwn tO the hOuse of Egypt. HOw dO the Jews get dOwn tO Egypt? Basically thrOugh the sale of JOseph. In the sale of JOseph, what happens?

Father treats the yOunger child as if he is the bechOr (firstbOrn sOn). Father is treating JOseph as if he is the firstbOrn sOn. The brOthers tricked their father abOut that child. They kill a goat and they present the brOther's cOat tO the father. What dOes that remind yOu Of? It reminds yOu Of JacOb and the blessings.
Where, father is treating the yOunger child as if he is the firstbOrn sOn. SOrry, father is not treating the yOunger child as if he is the firstbOrn sOn. The yOunger child thinks he is the firstbOrn sOn. The father is treating the older child as if he is the firstbOrn sOn, but the brOther, which in this case is JacOb, tricked his father abOut that child, which in this case is Esau, killing a goat and presenting the brOther's cOat tO the father, when he wears the cOat and cOmes in frOnt Of his father. It's like the same stOry.

The same way that yOu get dOwn tO the hOuse of Laban, the Jews get dOwn tO the hOuse of Egypt, which is basically goats and cOats. It's the goats and cOats narrative. There's goats and cOats One and there's goats and cOats twO.

The question is hOw far dOes this trajectOry cOntinue? HOw far can yOu trace this trajectOry and see it cOntinue. In other wOrds, what we've seen is, is that the way that JacOb gets intO Laban's hOuse is similar tO the way the Jews get intO Pharaoh's hOuse. JacOb's experience in Laban's hOuse is similar tO his children's experience in Pharaoh's hOuse. The way JacOb leaves Laban's hOuse is similar tO the way his children will end up leaving Pharaoh's hOuse. Let's just go a little bit farther.

After JacOb leaves Laban's hOuse, and all thOse parallels which we saw, the next thing that happens is he

gets tO a river and he crOsses Over the river. What wOuld that remind yOu with the Jews? After they leave Pharaoh's hOuse? The Yam Suf (Red Sea). NOw, immediately after JacOb crOsses that river, he then encOunters Esau, with 400 men, waiting tO attack and he recOnciles with them. NOw, what happens with the Jews right after they crOss the Red Sea? WhO dO they meet? They meet Esau's descendants, Amalek. That suggests that what was suppOsed tO happen histOrically at that time?

Audience Member: RecOnciliation.

Rabbi David FOhrman: RecOnciliation. What they were suppOsed tO dO is kiss and hug each Other. There was suppOsed tO be this memOry Of what had happened with JacOb and Esau. If yOu just cOntinue the parallels, it's just a natural playing out Of thOse parallels. There was suppOsed tO be a recOnciliation but instead, there wasn't. Instead, it went badly. Instead, we met an Amalek that didn't recOgnize the recOnciliation, didn't want tO have anything tO dO with the recOnciliation. The recOnciliation is there, it shOuld have been re-enacted, but it wasn't. Amalek came and didn't have anything tO dO with it.

NOw tO my prOblem. I alluded tO yOu that I had a prOblem. Here is my prOblem. My prOblem is that if this is right, hOw exactly dOes this square with what we did the last time that we were tOgether? The last time we were tOgether, we read the man (manna) stOry, which is the prOlOgue tO the attack Of Amalek in Parashat Beshalach. When we read the manna stOry, we find a very strange thing. We fOund that as yOu read the manna stOry, yOu started hearing echOes Of the JacOb and Esau stOries. What echOes shOuld yOu have heard? If yOu fOllOw the parallels which we were just seeing now, which Of the three JacOb and Esau stOries shOuld we be hearing parallels tO? StOry number One, stOry number twO Or stOry number three, the recOnciliation stOry?

The answer is stOry number three, the recOnciliation stOry, that's where we're up tO, that's what JacOb did after he crOssed the ma'avar Ya'abOk (fOrd Of JabbOk), he recOnciled with Esau and that's what yOu wOuld expect tO happen. That is what shOuld be happening when the Jews cOnfrOnt Amalek. HOwever, instead, if yOu lOOk at all the parallels in the manna stOry, yOu dOn't see any Of the parallels going tO the third JacOb and Esau stOry. They go tO the wrOng stOries. The parallels remind yOu Of the first twO JacOb and Esau stOries not the third. I'll shOw yOu what I mean.

Let's go tO my Amalek parallels.

Audience Member: In my mind, (inaudible) grandsOn, but even in tOday's wOrld, as yOu started Out the whOle lecture, it's different. I mean, yOu have Amalek is still not an Esau in tOday's wOrld. YOu have the Christian cOmmunity and yOu have the Amalekim whO want tO destrOy us. YOu have tO say that with sOme of them, that with sOme of the Esaus, yOu still have a relationship.

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's true.

Audience Member: -- Amalek is the one whO --

Rabbi David FOhrman: -- but Amalek sees themselves, right, it's not a cOincidence that when we shOuld

have met Esau, we instead met Amalek. Amalek and Esau dOn't have nothing tO dO with Other. They have everything tO dO with each Other. Amalek sees themselves as the real Esau. Amalek is the grandsOn Of Esau, right? Our theory is that Amalek sees themselves as the grandsOn of Esau, in trying tO almOst
Out-Esau Esau, OutperfOrm Esau. Like, in a certain way, any abused child Or dispOssessed child, what's the desire of every dispOssessed child? TO be pOssessed Or tO express, tO carry On, the lineage of his parents.
YOu missed this class, yOu missed the twO sessions befOre this, but this is what we talked abOut twO sessions befOre this.

We went thrOugh the lineage of Amalek, Amalek, the child Of Timnah and Eliphaz, the children of Esau, and Timnah, with the desire tO be part Of Abraham's family, but instead just becOmes a pilegesh (cOncubine) tO Eliphaz, and because of that, has this dispOssessed child that's not cOunted tOgether with the other children, but is desperate tO becOme part Of the family anyway. Amalek inherits that desire tO be part Of the family, but is dispOssessed anyway. He's angry abOut it.

Instead Of funneling that anger at his Own parents, which is always very difficult tO dO, he funnels that anger at the only kOsher persOn tO funnel it fOr, which is instead Of being angry at my father Eliphaz Or in the exact same way, at my father Esau fOr lOsing the birthright, I am angry at JacOb. All Of my prOblems cOme frOm JacOb. JacOb is really the only kOsher persOn that yOu can really argue with. I think that Amalek sees themselves, again, as the carriers Of Esau's memOry.

Audience Member: (Inaudible) kind Of in charge, (inaudible) we were weak (inaudible) stOry abOut MOrdecai, we were weak (inaudible) --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, right. SO, we're going tO talk abOut that. Here's the things. Here's what we talked abOut, kind Of, last time. Just tO refresh yOur memOry, what we were talking abOut with the manna. What I asked yOu tO cOnsider was that names in Tanach are often suggestive. What are we tO make of Haman's name? Haman's name sure sOunds a lOt like the manna. That's what it sOunds like.

Is there any cOnnection between Haman and the manna? We argued that Our suspicion that there is a cOnnection between Haman and the manna seems tO be buttressed by the fact that the experience that they Jews had befOre cOnfrOnting Amalek fOr the first time just happens tO be their first experience with the manna. BefOre the Jews meet Amalek fOr the first time, they meet the manna fOr the first time. Is that a cOincidence? Well, it dOesn't seem tO be a cOincidence, but still, yOu cOuld say ah FOhrman, yOu're crazy, it's a cOincidence, right? Maybe.

If we investigate a little bit further, it really seems like sOmething is going on with this cOnnection between the manna, as it were, manna and Haman. YOu see it here. "VayOmru aleihem B'nei Yisrael mi yiten muteinu beyad Hashem be'eretz Mitzrayim beshivteinu al seer habasar be'achleinu lechem lasOva ki hOtzeteim Otanu el hamidbar hazeh lehamit et kOl hakahal hazeh bara'av."

The Jews said, and this is accOrding tO what BObby (ph) was saying befOre, if Only we had died in the hands Of GOd in the land Of Egypt, when we sat, when we had the fleshpOts, "be'achaleinu lechem lasOva", when we had enough bread tO eat, "ki hOtzeteim Otanu el hamidbar hazeh lehamit et kOl hakahal

hazeh bara'av", that YOu brOught us Out tO this desert tO kill us all thrOugh hunger. What are they basically saying?

They are saying anyway we are going tO die. What difference dOes it make hOw we are going tO die? Either we are going tO die in the desert Or we wOuld have died in Egypt. It wOuld have been much better tO die in Egypt where at least we had enough bread tO eat than tO die in the desert when we dOn't have any bread tO eat. What dOes this fOrmula remind yOu Of? Anyway I am going tO die.

Audience Member: (Inaudible)

Rabbi David FOhrman: If I am going tO die anyway, I might as well have the piece of bread. WhO said that?

Audience Member: Esau.

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's Esau. Esau with the lentil sOup. This is the first stOry, this is what I am talking abOut, the parallels Of the manna remind yOu Of the first JacOb and Esau stOry, not the third stOry. This is the first stOry. "Mi yiten mOteinu beyad Hashem be'eretz Mitzrayim", and strangely, whO are the Jews acting like here? The Jews are acting not like JacOb, but they're acting like Esau. NOw it's mOre than this.

Audience Member: They put in the yad Hashem (Hand Of GOd). Rabbi David FOhrman: What?
Audience Member: They put in the Hand Of GOd.

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's true. They put in the Hand Of GOd, and we'll get tO that in a mOment.

Audience Member: (Inaudible), yOu talk abOut the fact they had plagues in Egypt, yOu talk abOut (inaudible) --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes, Okay, true, true. NOt Only that, but here's the pOint that I made tO yOu last week, the last time we were tOgether, that we went thrOugh in detail, which I'm not going tO thrOugh with yOu again, but I argued tO yOu that this is an impOrtant pOint, that the ExOdus frOm Egypt was a significant event. Obviously, it was a significant event, but it was Our national birth. It was Our national birth in a very literal kind Of way. GOd says "beni bechOri Yisrael", My firstbOrn nation is the Jewish People. We becOme bOrn tO GOd, as His firstbOrn, in this event known as yetzias Mitzrayim (the ExOdus frOm Egypt). It is actually thrOugh the kOrban Pesach (PassOver Offering) that this happened.

We talked befOre abOut the symbOlism Of the PassOver Offering and the birth symbOls in the PassOver Offering. The idea of the blOOdy dOOrway, where there's blOOd at the tOp Of the dOOr, the bOttOm Of the dOOr and the sides Of the dOOr, and all night yOu wait and no-One's allOwed tO go thrOugh the dOOr, and

yOu're waiting and yOu're waiting and finally yOu go Out bechipazOn, yOu go Out in haste, thrOugh the dOOr.

When yOu get thrOugh the dOOr, GOd says "upasachti aleichem" which we said is pOssibly the language Of "pas", Of granting the cOat. What's the cOat? The cOat says yOu're going tO be the firstbOrn. It's like going thrOugh the birth canal and literally the Jewish People being bOrn, and GOd declaring us firstbOrn. It's Our national birth. Which is why "HachOdesh hazeh lachem rOsh chadashim" is the tOpic sentence fOr all the laws Of the PassOver Offering in ShemOt (ExOdus), Chapter 12.

Even thOugh, a calendrical note abOut Nissan being the first Of mOnths seems tO have nothing tO dO with the PassOver Offering, the reasOn why it dOes have tO with the PassOver Offering is because if the PassOver Offering is a birth, the reasOn why we start cOunting our mOnths frOm Nissan is because it's Our birthday. That's the idea. This is yOur national birthday, this is where yOu begin tO cOunt time frOm. YOu are bOrn.

If that's true, then when the Jews say here, if Only we had died in Egypt, we shOuld have gone back tO Egypt, what are they really saying?

Audience Member: We shOuld have been unbOrn --

Rabbi David FOhrman: We shOuld have been unbOrn, we shOuld never be the firstbOrn. NOw think Of what Esau said when he sOld -- what did he sell fOr his bread and lentil sOup? He sOld the birthright.

Audience Member: He's getting unbOrn.

Rabbi David FOhrman: He is getting unbOrn. It's exactly the same as the Jews. Are yOu with me? The Jews are renouncing their birthright just as Esau renounced his birthright fOr bread and lentil sOup, in this case, bread and pOts Of meat, because anyway I'm going tO die, just like Esau. It's exactly the same as Esau.

Audience Member: I dOn't see (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Because in saying that we shOuld have just gone back tO Egypt already, insOfar as Egypt is a prOcess Of birth, they're saying in effect, we shOuld have been unbOrn, we shOuld not have been bOrn first. We're not going tO be the firstbOrn, we're renouncing the birthright, the same way as "Vayivez Esav et habechOrah", this is vayivez Of the birthright fOr us. This is not a goOd thing. Are yOu guys with me? All right. MOving on.

Then, even this language, "Vayeitzei ha'am velaktu devar yOm beyOmO", sO the Jews went and they had tO go, "vayOmer Hashem el MOshe henini mamtir lachem lechem min hashamayim vayeitzei ha'am velaktu devar yOm beyOmO", I'm going tO cause bread tO rain dOwn frOm heavens and the people are going tO cOllect it, "devar yOm beyOmO", they're going tO cOllect it day by day. "Lema'an anaseunu hayelech betOrati im lO", sO that I can test them tO see "hayelech betOrati im lO". I'm sOrry. This language, Over here, is alsO very interesting and very significant.

"Lema'an anaseunu hayelech betOrati im lO", now yOu have another Esau parallel, now it's going tO go tO stOry number twO rather than stOry number One, but not stOry number three. This is my prOblem. All the parallels are fOr the wrOng stOries. NOw we're going tO have a parallel tO stOry number twO. Ready? "Lema'an anaseunu", GOd wants tO test the Jews, " hayelech betOrati im lO".

NOw, if we take this little fOrmula and we dO a little algebraic substitution here. We're going tO say let x equal yelech betOrati. NOw we're going tO substitute x, the variable fOr it and we're going tO make that a variable. SO, we're going tO have a question that begins with ha, ha always will intrOduce a rhetOrical question, and we're going tO see whether ha did in beginning as whether, sO we have a ha whether question, we have a lema'an anasenu, we have a test whether x, because we're substituting x fOr yelech betOrati and now, fOllOwed by im lO.

Where else in the TOrah dO we have this fOrmula befOre this? A test, ha, whether, x, im lO, Or not. We have it here, Only One other time in the TOrah befOre this dO we have a test tO see ha, whether, x Or not. AnybOdy? Free COke fOr cOrrect answer.

Audience Member: (InterpOsing)

Rabbi David FOhrman: Where else dO we have, yeah? Audience Member: (Inaudible)
Rabbi David FOhrman: Yeah, GOd dOes say abOut the children of Israel, that's the third time we have it after that, but that's after this and I'll talk abOut that in a mOment, sO yOu get a Sprite.

Audience Member: We have with MOses, with the plagues, with Pharaoh in Egypt. Rabbi David FOhrman: Where?
Audience Member: With the testing (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Oh bOy, I just realized another One. Oh, that's very interesting. A fOurth One alsO cOnnects tO this. That's a whOle chain of thOse. That's interesting. It's a whOle chain. It starts with the first, in Bereishis (Genesis), and it goes all the way thrOugh the TOrah. I'll tell yOu the fOurth in a minute. Anyways, let's talk abOut the first.

Where's the first? I'll give yOu a hint. It's in JacOb and Esau twO, which is the deception stOry. Audience Member: (Inaudible)
Rabbi David FOhrman: All right, I'll tell yOu. YOu fOrced my hand. Remember when JacOb is dressing up as Esau and Isaac tells him tO cOme clOse sO he can feel him? "Gesha na ve'amushecha", cOme clOse sO I can feel yOu. NOw listen tO these wOrds. "Haatah zeh beni Esav im lO". Are yOu my sOn Esau Or not?

NOw, this is really wild because the last parallel we just saw, the Jews were acting like Esau, right? The very next thing yOu have is Isaac saying are yOu my sOn Esau Or not? YOu get that? "Lema'an anasenu hayelech betOrati im lO" is really saying are yOu Esau Or not? I mean, dO yOu get this? Are yOu with me? This is really pretty wild.

When are the other times? Audience Member: (Inaudible)
Rabbi David FOhrman: The other times are, yOu have it, are immediately, right befOre the attack Of Amalek, actually, right? Literally, the sentence befOre the attack against Amalek, I'll shOw it tO yOu in the text, in ExOdus, and here we are in the manna stOry, here we go. "Vayikra shem hamakOm Maase u'Merivah", they called the name of the place Massah and Meribah, Amalek is going tO attack in the next sentence, "al riv B'nei Yisrael", On the fight that the Jewish People had, "ve'al nisOtam et Hashem", and prOtesting GOd, "lemOr hayesh Hashem bekirbeinu im ayin", this is the third place. NOw listen tO what happened.

This is the playOff Of the secOnd place. YOu understand? The secOnd time was when GOd gave us the manna "lema'an anasenu", tO test us, "hayelech betOrati im lO", wOuld we fOllOw in GOd's TOrah Or not, wOuld we keep by the laws Of the manna or not, which echOes are we Esau-like or not? NOw, this plays Off Of that, that what happened instead, GOd was testing us, but instead " ve'al nisOtam et Hashem", we named this place Massah and Meribah because we ended up testing GOd, GOd didn't test us, we tested GOd, "lemOr", saying, "hayesh Hashem bekirbeinu im ayin", is GOd in our midst Or not?

SOmehOw that's cOnnected, that's really like the oppOsite in a certain way Of what was suppOsed tO happen. What was suppOsed tO happen is that we were suppOsed tO be tested by GOd tO see if we were Esau Or not and instead, we tested GOd saying is GOd with us Or not?

NOw, here's the fOurth time. The fOurth time, as far as I remember is, I believe it's in Parashat Beha'alOscha, where the Jews again want fOOd, they want meat, and MOses says hOw am I going tO get meat fOr yOu? We're in the middle of a desert, hOw am I suppOsed tO get meat fOr yOu? At which pOint GOd says I'm going tO shOw yOu, "Hayikrecha devari im lO", I believe. Isn't that it? Let me see if we can just find it here fOr a quick secOnd. All right, there it is. "HatzOn ubakar yeshachet lachem umatza lahem im et kOl dagei hayam ye'asef lahem umatza lahem". If I got all the fish in the ocean tOgether I cOuldn't feed all these people. "VayOmer Hashem el MOshe hayad Hashem tiktzOr atah tireh hayikrecha devari im lO", yOu will now see whether I am trustwOrthy Or not, "hayikrecha devari im lO."

What I want tO suggest tO yOu, but it's a little bit early fOr this, is that all fOur Of these are really cOnnected in a very even chain. That there is a cOnceptual link that links all fOur Of these examples, Of this fOrmulation, and the beginning of it is "haatah zeh beni Esav im lO", and then it cOntinues thrOughOut the TOrah. I will try tO shOw hOw that it's sO in a few mOments. FOr the meantime, let me just get back tO the main pOint that I am making.

The main pOint that I am making is withOut even explaining the significance of these parallels, it is Odd that at the time when yOu are suppOsed tO see parallels tO Esau number three, yOu're not seeing parallels tO Esau number three, yOu're seeing parallels tO Esau's One and twO. The Esau One and twO parallels cOntinue, right Over here.

Audience Member: (Inaudible) stOries, JacOb was strOng? (Inaudible)

Rabbi David FOhrman: Well, let me just give yOu the data first and then we'll analyze it. We're not quite up tO that yet. The next thing is "velaktu devar yOm beyOmO", what's the nature of the manna? The nature of the challenge of manna is that people need tO cOllect "devar yOm beyOmO", they cOllect Only as much as they need On that day. If we think abOut that language -- what?

Audience Member: (Inaudible)

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yeah, that goes back tO the machar thing, that goes back tO Esau in one, Esau and JacOb in stOry number One is all abOut tOday and tOmOrrOw. If yOu really think abOut it, let's go back tO that stOry. Did we talk abOut -- we talked abOut "Vayazed YaakOv nazid", that language? Did we talk abOut that? Yeah? Right? "Vayazed YaakOv nazid", strange language, right? JacOb made pOrridge. What dOes that language remind yOu Of? "Vayazed YaakOv nazid", the language "vayazeid?" If yOu didn't know that it meant make pOrridge, what wOuld yOu think it meant?

Audience Member: Meizid.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Meizid. We talked abOut this, right? We didn't talk abOut this? Audience Member: YOu shOwed us that it's in the Chumash (Bible).
Rabbi David FOhrman: I shOwed it tO yOu in the Bible. "Vayazed YaakOv nazid" yOu wOuld have thOught meant, the language of "vayazed" as a verb wOuld normally mean tO willfully premeditate sOmething, it's specifically tO premeditate murder. The only Other time yOu have that language in the TOrah, actually, is premeditation of murder which is "ki yazid ish al rei'eyhu lehargo be'Ormah", when a persOn will willfully premeditate tO lie in wait fOr a persOn and kill him. Which reminds yOu Of Esau, by the way, when Esau decides that he is going tO premeditate murder, "yikre'u yemei aivel avi", my father is going tO die, "ve'ehergah et YaakOv achi", and I will be able tO kill my brOther.

It is almOst as if JacOb's wanting tO kill his brOther is a respOnse tO "vayazed YaakOv nazid", yOu premeditated, what did JacOb premeditate? What it seems tO suggest is that when JacOb was making pOrridge, he was premeditating sOmething. What was he premeditating? He was dOing it sO he cOuld sOrt Of entrap Esau and he cOuld get him tO sell his birthright frOm him. If yOu think abOut that carefully, now let's talk abOut the relationship, and this I think is a very key pOint.

Let's talk abOut the relationship between JacOb and Esau in that Original stOry. What is Esau fOcused On? Esau is fOcused On the present. All he wants is, why is he fOcused On the present? Because what dOes

tOmOrrOw hOld? TOmOrrOw hOlds death. I am going tO die tOmOrrOw sO what difference dOes it make? TherefOre, I might as well as just --

Audience Member: -- live fOr tOday.

Rabbi David FOhrman: I might as well just live fOr tOday. What is JacOb fOcused On? JacOb is fOcused On tOmOrrOw. Let's just call it tOmOrrOw. In what way is he fOcused On tOmOrrOw? First Of all, the only thing he cares abOut is getting the birthright which is Only going tO matter tOmOrrOw. It's abOut tOmOrrOw. SecOndly, he's premeditating abOut tOmOrrOw. He's thinking abOut fOOd not in terms Of tOday. He is thinking abOut, he is trying tO plan sOmething sO he can sOrt Of entrap Esau tOmOrrOw. SO yOu have JacOb cOmpletely fOcused On tOmOrrOw and Esau cOmpletely fOcused On tOday, in this stOry.

Strangely enough, in our stOry in the manna, the test that GOd administers tO the Jews is whether they will be able tO fOcus On tOday. Again, Esau. Strange. GOd is testing us tO see hOw Esau-like we can be. We talked abOut this a little bit last time, but I want tO really understand what is going on here.

Audience Member: (Inaudible) tOmOrrOw?

Rabbi David FOhrman: What? Yes, well, in a certain way, yes. NOtice that it's fOcused On, that's really the answer, but we're still fOcused On whether we can live with bread fOr the day as

OppOsed -- think really abOut bread fOr the day, fOcus On bread fOr the day instead Of fOcusing on tOmOrrOw. I ask yOu, is this Esau-like or is it JacOb-like? It's sOrt Of, but it's not quite Esau-like either, fOr reasOns that yOu said, because the reasOn that Esau fOcuses On tOmOrrOw is why? Because yOu're going tO die tOmOrrOw. That's not really what's happening here. It's sOmething else. SO sOmething else is going On.

I want tO really clarify this. We really have tO think very clearly abOut it. When we think really clearly abOut all this, a lOt Of things will cOme intO fOcus and here's the final thing which I began tO talk tO yOu abOut last week. That ultimately, what dOes GOd reveal? GOd reveals breads frOm heavens and the bread is "mital hashamayim", it is bread cOming frOm dew, dew cOming frOm the heavens. MOses says "Hu halechem asher natan lecha Hashem", this is the bread that GOd has given yOu. If yOu take all Of that language tOgether, "mital hashamayim", right? LOOk at this.

"Vayitein lecha haElOkim mital hashamayim", this is the blessings. The blessing that Isaac gave tO JacOb, thinking that he was Esau, is the blessing that GOd is going tO give yOu mital hashamayim. When did that blessing cOme true? It came true in the manna when GOd, in fact, gave lechem min hashamayim cOvered in tal (dew), it was the "lechem asher natan lecha Hashem ElOkim," that's the language, "Vayitein lecha haElOkim mital hashamayim." The blessings are cOming true.

Basically, the whOle manna stOry is a reenactment Of the first twO stOries Of JacOb and Esau, not the third stOry, which it was suppOsed tO be, but fOr sOme reasOn the first twO stOries. YOu got it? This was my prOblem. Is sOmething wrOng here? If yOu fOllOw the JacOb and Esau parallelism and the Egypt parallels,

yOu cOme tO the inescapable cOnclusion we are up tO JacOb and Esau three. If yOu fOllOw these non- parallels, yOu cOme tO the inescapable cOnclusion, we are up tO JacOb and Esau One and twO.

What's happening here? Which is it? HOw dO they things jive? Are these twO incOnsistent things, did sOmething go wrOng? Were we suppOsed tO be up tO three? Did we dO sOmething wrOng and therefOre we're up tO One and twO? Maybe that's the answer? HOw is it that we understand this? What theory can make sense of this?

I want tO suggest a theory tO yOu, but first I want tO think very carefully abOut what is really happening in the manna. We want tO lOOk very clOsely at the manna. This "devar yOm beyOmO." As I mentioned tO yOu last time, there are three mitzvOs (TOrah laws) Of the manna. When it says "hayelech betOrati im lO", it really means GOd is testing us tO see if we will fOllOw the TOrah Of the manna. What is the TOrah Of the manna? The TOrah Of the manna are three TOrah laws.

The three TOrah laws are A; dOn't take mOre than an omer per persOn, B; dOn't try tO save up fOr tOmOrrOw by keeping it in the fridge and C; dOn't cOllect On the Sabbath because yOu get a dOuble pOrtion on Friday sO yOu dOn't need tO cOllect On Sabbath fOr Sunday; it's not going tO wOrk anyway. The cOmmOn denominatOr Of all Of that is that not fOr tOmOrrOw, Only fOr tOday.

That succinctly is "devar yOm beyOmO." That's the language of "devar yOm beyOmO." I am going tO give them Only bread fOr the day and I am going tO see whether they keep the laws. They didn't keep the laws. They tried tO evade all three of these laws. They seem like such simple laws if yOu think abOut it.

Imagine, I tOld yOu here's the deal. I know yOu have tO wOrk hard fOr a living, all that, but I'm going tO be very nice. YOu've wOn the lOttery. Here's the deal. Every mOrning yOu are going tO wake up and there's going tO be $10,000 underneath yOur pillOw, and this is going tO happen cOnsistently every mOrning, except fOr Saturday mOrning.

Saturday mOrning yOu will not find any mOney under yOur pillOw, but dOn't wOrry because there'll be
$20,000 under yOur pillOw Friday mOrning. YOu'll see it; $20,000. YOu can cOunt it. TherefOre, here are my laws. A, dOn't lOOk under yOur pillOw On Saturday mOrning because there's not going tO be any mOney there. YOu're going tO have $20,000 Friday mOrning.

B, dOn't try tO lOOk under the pillOw mOre than once or dOn't try tO take any Of the mOney and put it in a bank. Spend it all that day because tOmOrrOw yOu're going tO get another $10,000. DOn't wOrry abOut it, yOu'll see it cOnsistently.

YOu're not going tO have tO wOrry abOut it, yOu'll see it cOnsistently. YOu're just always going tO get that
$10,000 and actually, everybOdy in yOur hOusehOld is going tO have their Own $10,000 and dOn't try tO save up and spend less Of yOurs sO yOu can save fOr TOmmy (ph), because TOmmy's going tO have his Own $10,000 (inaudible) TOmmy. NOw, dO yOu think yOu can live with these laws? Like, yOu know, yOu cOuld live with that. That wOuld be a pretty goOd deal. YOu cOuld keep thOse laws. The Jews cOuld not keep thOse laws. Every single one of thOse things they tried tO dO. Why? What was sO hard abOut

keeping the laws Of the manna? Let's talk abOut that. Here I want tO intrOduce yOu tO -- yes?
Audience Member: (Inaudible)

Rabbi David FOhrman: When they struggled fOr 400 years. COuld be. Audience Member: The stOry that yOu're giving (inaudible).
Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. But it's alsO going tO wOrk because the manna is going tO teach yOu the faith because every day yOu're going tO get it and that's going tO reinfOrce yOur ability tO --

Audience Members: (InterpOsing)

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. Right. I'll buy that, but I want tO understand -- Okay, sO hOld On fOr a secOnd. Time out. Let me just cOntinue. The mOdel I want tO prOvide fOr yOu tO think abOut this which will help yOu negotiate thrOugh the cracks here is a mOdel which actually cOmes frOm One of Stephen COvey's bOOks, The Seven Habits Of Highly Successful People. WOnderful little bOOk and he prOvides a way Of thinking abOut this. He dOesn't apply it tO the cOncept Of emunah (faith), but it is very easy tO imply the mOdel Of the cOncept Of faith. He dOesn't quite make this jump, but I am going tO make the jump. Here's my mOdification of his mOdel.

He talks in this bOOk abOut sOmething which he calls Circles Of COntrOl and the Circles Of Influence. NO, Circles Of COncern and Circles Of Influence. I'm going tO call it Circles Of COntrOl and Circles Of COncern. ThOse are not exactly the terms that he used. What I mean by that is the fOllOwing. YOu can envision yOur life as cOmprised Of twO circles, really three circles. One circle is the stuff, is the outermOst circle, which is the stuff that yOu dOn't care abOut.

NOw, the stuff that yOu dOn't care abOut, it includes things like whether the Taiwanese government is making prOper lOan payments On their national debt. YOu just dOn't really care abOut that that much. It's not like the Taiwanese government is just On yOur list Of things tO care abOut this mOrning. That is just stuff that's happening in the wOrld that yOu just dOn't care abOut.

Then inside that circle, inside that clOser in, there's sOmething called yOur Circle of COncern. Circle of COncern is the stuff that yOu dO care abOut and yOu care a lOt abOut it. It's stuff like yOur health. It's stuff like whether there's going tO be nuclear war tOmOrrOw. It's stuff like whether the climate change is going tO cause sea levels tO rise 16 feet and inundate yOur hOuse. It's whether Or not sOmeone in yOur family is going tO GOd fOrbid suffer frOm a terrible disease. I mean, all Of these things are stuff that yOu are really cOncerned abOut. That's One circle.

There's another circle which is clOser in, which is yOur Circle of COntrOl. YOur Circle of COntrOl is the stuff that yOu can actually directly dO sOmething abOut. YOur Circle of COntrOl is always smaller than

yOur Circle of COncern. YOu're always wOrried abOut a lOt mOre things than the things that yOu can actually cOntrOl. That dichOtOmy between the Circle of COntrOl and the Circle of COncern is the sOurce Of much Of Our anxiety and stress in life.

We lie awake in bed wOrrying abOut the Circle of COncern which we dOn't have direct cOntrOl Over and the question is what dO we dO abOut all that stuff, the stuff that we're really wOrried abOut, but we can't really cOntrOl. The fateful question is hOw yOu negotiate these Circles because if yOu negotiate them wrOng, yOu will destrOy yOur life. If yOu negotiate them right yOu will live a happy life. It is almOst like the one prescription tO live a happy life is tO figure out hOw tO prOperly negotiate between yOur Circle of COntrOl and yOur Circle of COncern.

Here's hOw yOu can mess up yOur life.

One way yOu can mess up yOur life is that instead Of fOcusing on yOur Circle of COntrOl, yOu fOcus all Of yOur energy On yOur Circle of COncern. YOu start lOsing sleep, yOu're lying awake at night. YOu're trying tO figure out hOw yOu can pOssibly change things and yOu get sO little sleep that yOu dOn't actually have energy in the mOrning tO dO any Of the things that yOu can dO. YOu're sO wOrried that little Jimmy is not dOing well in schOOl that yOu can't sleep and yOu sleep thrOugh and yOu dOn't wake him up in the mOrning and he misses schOOl because -- right?

What happens is that yOur Circle of COntrOl starts tO diminish because yOur Circle of COntrOl actually gets smaller because yOu're not fOcusing on the things that yOu can dO and when yOu fOcus On the things that yOu can't dO anything abOut and yOu're spinning yOur wheels, yOu have less energy and time. That's shOOting yOurself in the fOOt and yOu just can't even start cOntrOlling the things that yOu can cOntrOl.

MOre and mOre things slip Out Of yOur cOntrOl and yOu have a smaller and smaller Circle of COntrOl and a greater Circle of COncern and then it starts ballOOning because yOu get mOre and mOre wOrried abOut these things that yOu can't cOntrOl and yOu're just not fOcusing on them. That is the way tO, lOOsely, have a lOt Of stress and basically end up shOOting yOurself in the fOOt.

NOw, the other thing yOu cOuld dO is yOu cOuld fOcus On the things that yOu actually can cOntrOl. When yOu fOcus On the things that yOu actually can cOntrOl and not fOcus On the things that yOu can't cOntrOl, yOu actually find that yOur Circle of COntrOl starts tO expand. This wOrks, I want tO argue, On bOth the very natural derech hateva (nature) kind Of way, and even wOrks in a sOrt Of mystical nes (miracle) kind Of way, if yOu will, it wOrks in a sOrt Of spiritual way. Just in a very natural kind Of way, the mOre that yOu cOntrOl what yOu can cOntrOl, the mOre indirect influence that yOu have.

FOr example, the mOre yOu start bettering yOur relationships with yOur child, things like that, eventually Jimmy starts dOing better in schOOl. I dOn't have direct cOntrOl Over hOw Jimmy dOes in schOOl, but if I fOcus On the things that I can cOntrOl just between me and Jimmy, I can put him in a better place fOr schOOl. My Circle of COntrOl starts actually standing once I fOcus On the things that I can dO in my Circle Of COntrOl.

YOu see it in a mOre spiritual kind Of way alsO. My classic example of this is Miriam. Miriam goes and she has this prOphecy, accOrding tO Our Sages, that her mOther is going tO give birth tO the child that's going tO save the wOrld, tO save the Jews. Then, the hOuse is full Of light when they have this child. The parents cOme and they kiss her On the flOOr, as they say, Our daughter, yOur prOphecy has been fulfilled.

Then of cOurse, the prOphecy isn't really fulfilled because they can't hide the child. Three mOnths go by and they still can't hide the child. What dO they dO? They put the child in the bulrushes, by a little bOat, and Our Sages say that they slapped Miriam at that pOint and said, "Biti, heichan nevuatech", they were sO desperate. They thOught that there was no way that MOses cOuld live.

Miriam stOOd and Miriam watched. "Vatetatzev achOtO meirachOk", and if she stOOd and watched is because she had faith. She felt that no, it's pOssible. SOmething's going tO happen. What happened is "Vatetatzev achOtO meirachOk ledeya mah ye'ase lO, mah ye'ase besOf nevu'atah", she didn't give up On her prOphecy and she stOOd there. NOw, whO shOws up but the daughter Of Pharaoh. The daughter Of Pharaoh shOwing up is not goOd news, it's bad news. It's Only goOd news in retrOspect. As the stOry is happening, it's bad news. It's the wOrst pOssible persOn yOu can imagine tO shOw up, but she still stands there.

If yOu wOuld ask her, Miriam, what dO yOu think is going tO happen? The daughter Of Pharaoh is here. She dOesn't know the answer. It's not like the prOphecy that she has tells her the answer. She dOesn't know the answer. She says I dOn't know what the answer is, but just because I dOn't know the answer dOesn't mean that there is not an answer. She stills stays within her Circle of COntrOl. What can I dO? All I can dO is stand here and I can trust that there's a -- what Miriam is dOing is she is prOviding the religious answer tO the Circle of COntrOl and the Circle of COncern. This is what COvey dOesn't dO because COvey is not a religious bOOk. The real answer tO COvey's prOblem with the Circle of COntrOl is that this is what faith is all abOut.

What faith is all abOut is the fOllOwing. Why is it that I spin my wheels trying ineffectually tO cOntrOl my Circle of COncern when I can't? The answer is, is because I fear, and this is the key, that what makes the Circle of COncern wOrk is fate, is chance, is the cOld winds Of fate, and nobOdy wants tO be subject tO the cOld winds Of fate. It's a very scary thing tO feel that fate and chance determine yOur life. TherefOre, what yOu try tO dO, and it's such a scary pOssibility, that I will try tO dO anything and stOp at nothing tO try tO cOntrOl what I can't cOntrOl because I dOn't want chance and fate and unpredictability tO cOntrOl it.

HOwever, there's another pOssibility. The other pOssibility is that there's a lOving GOd in heaven and the lOving GOd in heaven cOntrOls my Circle of COncern and if there's a lOving GOd in heaven that cOntrOls my Circle of COncern, and this is the key, that dOes not mean that I am going tO get what I want. It dOes not mean that I'm going tO get what I want. This is a key and it is a place where I believe a lOt Of frum (religious) people mess up in their understandings Of faith. It dOesn't mean yOu're going tO get what yOu want.

It just means that the one whO decides what's going tO happen in that Circle of COncern is a lOving GOd whO lOves yOu. YOu might get what yOu want, yOu might not get what yOu want. YOu can pray tO Him,

yOu can ask what yOu want. YOu might be able tO get Him tO change His plans, yOu might not get Him tO be able tO change His plans, but either way, He lOves yOu and what's happening is cOming tO yOu frOm a lOving Hand that has yOu in the picture tOO, even thOugh it might not be what yOu want.

Audience Member: (InterpOsing)

Rabbi David FOhrman: One secOnd, I'm not up tO that yet. I'm just giving yOu a mOdel right now. I'm trying tO shOw that what faith dOes is that faith allOws me tO get Out Of my Circle of COncern and tO say GOd is in my Circle of COncern and because GOd is there it's Okay, I can leave myself in GOd's hands.
What I can dO is fOcus On my Circle of COntrOl, which is exactly what Miriam dOes. Miriam says, it's in GOd's hands, GOd's a big bOy, GOd's going tO figure out what's going tO be with MOses, I stay Out Of that; what can I dO? The only thing I can dO is stand here, far away, that's all I can dO and I'm going tO stand there.

IrOnically, her standing there because of her faith ultimately becOmes the way her Circle of COntrOl expands. She becOmes the vehicle thrOugh which MOses is saved in a way that she never cOuld have imagined. She sees the indecision on the face of Pharaoh's daughter; the Jewish midwives On the one hand, she pities him On the other hand, she's not sure , the daughter Of Pharaoh's caught in this mOment; enter Miriam, I think I can find yOu a nursemaid. She gives her a way Out. Her Circle of COntrOl just expanded because she was able tO stay in the Circle of COntrOl, place GOd in the Circle of COncern, she was able tO expand indirectly her Circle of COntrOl.

That's the mOdel; that's the mOdel Of faith. If yOu have faith yOu can win. Here's the key. This is a very, very pOwerful mOdel. Let's take faith Out Of it fOr a mOment. If yOu take faith Out Of it fOr a mOment yOu have this inherent tension between the Circle of COntrOl and the Circle of COncern. I keep On trying tO expand my Circle of COncern because there's an unpredictable realm Out here and I hate unpredictability. I hate being at the whims Of faith and Of chance.

HOw, withOut faith, am I going tO deal with the tension between my Circle of COncern and Circle of COntrOl? We've talked sO far abOut One way Of dealing with it and that is tO artificially try tO expand my Circle of COntrOl by trying tO cOntrOl things that I can't cOntrOl. That's not a goOd idea. The truth is that's Only One way that human beings deal with it. There is a secOnd way that human beings can deal with the dichOtOmy between the Circle of COntrOl and the Circle of COncern. That is -- it's mathematical, yOu can see it -- that is either, if my Circle of COntrOl is right Over here and my Circle of COncern is right Over there, either I can try tO artificially expand my Circle of COntrOl and spin my wheels trying tO cOntrOl things I can't cOntrOl. The only Other way tO dO it if I'm not willing tO dO that is what?

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Is tO shrink my Circle of COncern sO that it's the same size as my Circle of COntrOl. Because, if I'm sO wOrried abOut unpredictability then what can I -- now what wOuld that lOOk like? What wOuld it lOOk like tO artificially shrink my Circle of COncern?

Audience Member: Apathy.

Rabbi David FOhrman: What? Apathy. Audience Member: Apathy?
Audience Member: Narcissism.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes. It ends up being narcissism, but what dO I have tO say?

NO, there's things abOut myself here tOO, I'm cOncerned abOut my lOng- term health, I'm cOncerned abOut my --

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: NO, because there's parts Of myself which I can't cOntrOl which are part Of my Circle of COncern; my lOng-term health, whether Or not I will get cancer tOmOrrOw.

Audience Member: (Inaudible). StOp thinking abOut tOmOrrOw.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, stOp thinking abOut tOmOrrOw. That's what I have tO dO. What I have tO dO is I have tO stOp thinking abOut tOmOrrOw. NOw, what is the greatest unknown that creeps me out, that makes me not want tO think abOut tOmOrrOw? That I'm going tO say I dOn't even care abOut tOmOrrOw, because if I --

Audience Member: I'm going tO die.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Death. I'm going tO die. Death is the ultimate unknown sO the other way tO deal with this is, instead Of trying tO artificially expand my Circle of COntrOl, I say if there is death in tOmOrrOw and because there's death in tOmOrrOw I just dOn't care. I dOn't care, we're all going tO die, whO gives a hOOt abOut tOmOrrOw because we're all going tO die anyway. TherefOre, I might as well have my piece of bread tOday because the only thing that matters is tOday. At least I'm alive now and I just dOn't care abOut tOmOrrOw because it's tOO scary. Because there's death tOmOrrOw, because there are unknowns tOmOrrOw and therefOre I dOn't even care abOut it.

I (inaudible) myself against the terrOrs Of the tOmOrrOw by saying I dOn't care, even thOugh I dO care. I stay within this very small Circle of COntrOl, the things that I can actually cOntrOl now and I just dOn't care. I live only fOr the mOment. That's Esau.

NOw, let's go back tO JacOb and Esau in the narrative number One and yOu'll see a very chilling thing. JacOb and Esau, in narrative number One, I want tO argue -- and this is the part where we're not going tO put up On the internet because what I'm going tO say now is cOntrOversial and I'm going tO get stOned if this gets Out. It's Okay yOu can leave it here, but if yOu're listening tO it, dOn't send it tO yOur friends.

Here's the argument that I want tO make. The argument I want tO make is that JacOb and Esau, in stOry number One, represent twO cOmplete extremes. These twO extremes Of hOw I deal with the Circle of COntrOl and the Circle of COncern.

Esau represents the extreme of tOday; artificially shrinking the Circle of COncern sO that it's as small as pOssible, because death is tOmOrrOw, all I care abOut is tOday. JacOb; "vayazed YaakOv nazid," the only Other time yOu have that language is "ki yazid ish al re'eihu", thOse are not nice wOrds, when yOu premeditate a nasty thing against sOmeone else. JacOb is premeditating tO get the birthright. All he wants is tOmOrrOw. What is he going tO dO? He's going tO take advantage of Esau's weakness by getting him tO sell his birthright fOr the fOOd because he knows that Esau's going tO be hungry.

What is JacOb dOing? He's trying tO illegitimately expand his Circle of COntrOl. He's trying tO cOntrOl stuff he has no business cOntrOlling. It's up tO GOd what happens with the birthright. He was bOrn secOnd, fOr GOd's sake, that's just the way it was. He was bOrn secOnd. He's trying tO cOntrOl the ultimate uncOntrOllable thing; birth Order. If Esau interestingly is lOOking at the end Of life and is destrOyed by the end Of life, sees death, the end Of life, as the ultimate meaningless thing, that I have tO cOllapse my Circle Of COncern, JacOb is the exact OppOsite.

JacOb lOOks tO the beginning of life, birth, and tries tO cOntrOl that! He tries tO go and get himself Out Of the wOmb first. What am I going tO dO? I'm going tO get yOu tO sell the birthright. He can't sell. WhO says yOu can even sell a birthright? What dOes it mean tO sell a birthright? Either yOu were bOrn first Or yOu weren't bOrn first. This is JacOb. He's trying tO cOntrOl the uncOntrOllable. He's fOcused On tOmOrrOw.

These are twO mOdels, neither Of which wOrks; One mOdel trying tO expand the Circle of COntrOl, the Other trying tO cOllapse the Circle of COncern. What is the only way Out? The only way Out is tO cOmbine bOth; tO cOmbine bOth middOs (traits) Of JacOb and Esau. DO yOu remember what Isaac says the secOnd befOre he blesses JacOb, when he cries Out and suppOsedly he dOesn't recOgnize JacOb? He says, the vOice is the vOice of JacOb and the hands are the hands Of Esau. He thOught the persOn he was blessing had qualities Of bOth. Ultimately the only One whO can be blessed is the one whO can take the qualities Of bOth.

In other wOrds, if I can integrate JacOb's fOcus On tOmOrrOw with Esau's fOcus On tOday yOu can win. Here's hOw. This is the way Of faith. If I say, I care abOut tOmOrrOw, just like JacOb, but I Only fOcus On tOday, just like Esau, then I can win. Why? Because in whO's hands is tOmOrrOw? GOd's hands are tOmOrrOw. I care very much abOut tOmOrrOw, but I'm leaving that tO GOd and I'm Only fOcusing on tOday, then yOu know what yOu can have? YOu can have tOday and tOmOrrOw.

Think abOut it. Ultimately, with the extremes yOu have neither tOday not tOmOrrOw. Here's why. If I'm
--

Audience Member: I'm just bOthered by it because I think Of it in terms Of Olam Hazeh (This WOrld) and Olam Haba (Next WOrld). (Inaudible) going tO have This WOrld --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. First let me make my case and then yOu can argue with it. Here's the case I'm trying tO make. Funnily, yOu can even put it On terms Of This WOrld and the Next WOrld. YOu can if yOu want. The Next WOrld is alsO the ultimate tOmOrrOw, but I wOuld argue that if yOu live life only fOr the Next WOrld yOu alsO wOn't have tOday.

Audience Member: Right, but that's what JacOb realized, that yOu need bOth.

Rabbi David FOhrman: One secOnd. SlOw dOwn. Let's keep it simple, fOr a mOment. TOday and tOmOrrOw; what dOes it mean tO integrate the twO Of them? YOu see, if I fOcus incessantly On tOmOrrOw I dOn't even live tOday. I can't enjOy tOday if all I'm dOing is living abOut tOmOrrOw, I can't live in the mOment. On the other hand if I Only live in the mOment because I dOn't care abOut tOmOrrOw I alsO can't have success because the terrOr Of death still scares me and I can't enjOy tOday either because death really destrOys even my tOday.

If yOu have faith and I say I can leave tOmOrrOw up tO GOd and I can fOcus On what I'm dOing tOday, yOu can actually enjOy tOday. Faith is really the only way tO live a happy life, tO live an enjOyable life. It gives yOu the strength and serenity and ability tO be able tO lOOk at tOday and enjOy tOday while still caring abOut tOmOrrOw, but in an indirect kind Of way. Leaving that tO GOd, trying tO expand my Circle of COntrOl naturally by fOcusing on what I can actually dO.

That's the mOdel. I'll argue that the manna is all abOut that, abOut trying tO cOmbine the vOice is the vOice of JacOb and the hands are the hands Of Esau. It's trying tO get JacOb and Esau tOgether sO that the child -- in other wOrds, what's happening now is there's a new father. It not Isaac anymOre, it's GOd.
There's JacOb On a private level in which Isaac is his father and JacOb is an individual and there's JacOb On a public level in which the Jews are JacOb and in which GOd is the father. Just as Isaac blessed JacOb thinking he was able tO cOmbine the qualities Of JacOb and Esau, sO tOO the only way that GOd will be able tO bless the Jews, tO grant them the manna as it were, is if we successfully integrate JacOb and Esau tOgether, which is faith.

NOw let me get tO the mOdel fOr this and I'm prObably Out Of time sO I'll try tO dO this quickly, but we'll get tO sOme of it next week. Here's another prOblem; the Sages. The Sages say a strange thing. Our whOle theory which we just came up with is that Haman is cOnnected tO the manna, Haman is the manna and the manna is cOnnected tO Amalek. Our Sages dOn't say that. Our Sages alsO wOndered abOut the name Haman, but they didn't cOnnect it tO the manna. They cOnnected it tO sOmething else? What did they cOnnect it tO?

They say where is Haman in the TOrah? "Hamin ha'etz", it's frOm the pasuk (verse), "hamin ha'etz asher tziviticha lO le'echOl achalta", have yOu eaten frOm the tree that I cOmmanded yOu not tO eat frOm? Why dO they say that? The cOnnections between Haman and the manna are sO Obvious, they're sO Out there. Why did they eschew the obvious cOnnection between Haman and the manna instead settle on 'frOm the tree' as the verse frOm which it all cOmes frOm?

I want tO argue tO yOu that Our Sages knew what they were dOing and Our Sages knew abOut the

cOnnections between the manna and Haman, but what they were saying was if yOu really want tO understand Haman yOu can't go tO the manna, there's an earlier stOry yOu have tO go tO. The rOOt Of it all; the rOOt Of Haman, Amalek, and the manna, the sOurce of everything, the trunk Of it all is the stOry Of the Eitz Hada'as (Tree of Knowledge), it's 'frOm the tree'. If yOu understand 'frOm the tree' then yOu really understand Haman and yOu really understand the manna tOO.

Let's try and see hOw that's true. What is the verse that Our Sages say is the verse fOr Haman. It's this verse; it's when GOd finds Adam hiding He says, "hamin ha'etz asher tziviticha lO le'echOl achalta", have yOu eaten frOm the tree abOut which I tOld yOu not tO eat frOm?

NOw I'm going tO cOme back tO sOme territOry that I cOvered in my first bOOk, The Beast that CrOuches at the DOOr, but in rethinking this I have a slightly different apprOach tO what I tOOk in that bOOk sO this is a little bit different tO what I suggested there. It's not cOntradictOry, but it's another side of it which I didn't deal with in the bOOk. Actually I didn't realize it until I started thinking abOut this. Here are sOme questions that I want tO raise with yOu which this bOOk will answer. SOme questions abOut the manna and sOme questions abOut the Tree of Knowledge.

Questions abOut the manna; MOses says that the fOOd that -- if yOu were MOses, yOu will say man hu, what is it? What wOuld yOu have said? What is it? It is the?

Audience Member: It's the ochel (fOOd).

Rabbi David FOhrman: It's the fOOd that GOd gave fOr yOu. What's the definition of (inaudible)? GOd made sOme sOrt Of Organic substance, it's not quite a plant, it's not quite -- it's sOrt Of like this new thing that GOd made, its stuff, its fOOd, it's the stuff that yOu're suppOsed tO eat that GOd made. That's not what he said. "hu halechem asher natan lecha Hashem", it's bread that GOd has given yOu. It's not bread, guys, it isn't bread.

Let's define bread. What is bread? Bread is wheat tOgether with flOur mixed with water, its stuff that people -- as a matter Of fact, I wOuld say that the definition of bread is man-made fOOd. HOw dOes bread differ frOm everything else we eat; meat, plants, vegetables, fruit? All Of that stuff is basically natural stuff. Bread is the ultimate prOcessed fOOd; man makes bread. SO if GOd is prOviding yOu with fOOd --

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's true. SO, we're recOgnizing that even the bread that we've got, the raw materials cOme frOm GOd, that's very impOrtant, we'll get tO that. The bOttOm line is what makes bread distinctive is that it is the quintessential man-made fOOd sO it is irOnic, deeply irOnic, tO say that it is bread that GOd made because yOu wOuld think that GOd making it, by definition, makes it not bread. In other wOrds, the definition of normal fOOd is -- the first thing I have tO ask is did GOd make it Or did man make it. If GOd made it it's a vegetable, it's a fruit, it's a plant, it's an animal. If man made it, its bread, sO by definition, the last thing I wOuld call manna is bread, but fOr sOme reasOn, no, MOses calls it bread.

I think this alsO goes tO the question of why the people were sO perplexed by it and why they called it manna and the name fOr it was ma hu, what is it? The reasOn why it was sO perplexing was because it was bread. In other wOrds, if it wasn't bread, if it was GOd-made fOOd then yOu wOuldn't have such a difficulty naming it; the same way as yOu name plants, plants. The same way as yOu name animals, animals. If there was sOme new Organic substance sO we cOme up with a name fOr it, it wOuldn't be sO categorically different than everything.

What makes manna sO different is the fact that it is bread. That it is "lechem asher natan lecha Hashem", it is bread that GOd has given yOu. It is inherently paradOxical. GOd dOes not give yOu bread and sO therefOre when yOu lOOk at it the only thing yOu cOuld dO was wOnder and say what the heck is this?
This is not man, it's not GOd, it's sOmething, it's -- Audience Member: (Inaudible).
Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes, it was different. It was man-prOcessed fOOd that GOd made. It was like twinkies cOming frOm heaven. That's what it was, it was prOcessed fOOd. SO now let's talk abOut the Tree Of Knowledge fOr a mOment. I want tO ask yOu abOut the Tree of Knowledge.

There were twO special trees in the Garden. There was the Tree of Knowledge and there was the Tree of Life. Which tree were we not allOwed tO eat frOm?

Audience Member: The Tree of Knowledge.

Rabbi David FOhrman: The Tree of Knowledge. Where we not allOwed tO eat frOm the Tree of Life? Audience Member: (InterpOsing).
Rabbi David FOhrman: NO, we were never cOmmanded not tO eat frOm the Tree of Life. We were never tOld not tO eat frOm the Tree of Life. NOw, let me ask yOu another question. I talked abOut this a little bit in the bOOk. BefOre eating frOm either the Tree of Life or the Tree of Knowledge, man as he was initially created, was he created mOrtal Or immOrtal?

Audience Member: ImmOrtal

Rabbi David FOhrman: HOw dO yOu know he was immOrtal? Because if he eats frOm the Tree of Knowledge he's going tO die, sO it must be he was immOrtal. SO now I have another question fOr yOu. What was the Tree of Life dOing in the Garden? The Tree of Life says that if yOu eat frOm the Tree of Life yOu becOme immOrtal. It must be I'm not already immOrtal. These twO trees cOntradict each Other. If yOu lOOk at the Tree of Life it lOOks like I'm created mOrtal and if I eat frOm the Tree of Life, I'll becOme immOrtal. If I lOOk at the Tree of Knowledge it lOOks like I'm created immOrtal and if I eat frOm the Tree Of Knowledge I'll becOme mOrtal. Are yOu with me?

Audience Member: Yes.

Rabbi David FOhrman: PrOblem, the trees cOntradict themselves. What's the only answer? The only answer is that we're neither mOrtal nor immOrtal, we are in a state of limbO and Our chOices are a chOice between life and death. If we eat frOm the Tree of Life we will have eternal life and if we eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge we will becOme beings that die; life and death in these twO trees.

NOw, let me ask yOu sOmething else. This might sOund like a heretical question. HOw exactly did these trees grant life and death? Was it like magic? We always think Of it like magic, there's this magical garden and it's this fairy kingdOm and there's these twO special magical trees. There's this tree of knowledge, a magic tree and if yOu eat frOm eat it's going tO kill yOu eventually, right? We dOn't know hOw but it's magical, but there's this fairy dust On the tree of life and if yOu eat frOm this tree of life, this wOnderful thing, it's going tO give yOu this fairy dust tree of life and yOu'll be, yOu know -- tree of life.

That's hOw I viewed it all fOr many years. I want tO argue that that's nonsense. We're not talking abOut a magical garden. There's actually an understandable mechanism by which the Tree of Life grants eternal life and there's an understandable mechanism by which the Tree of Knowledge grants death. It makes perfect sense once yOu understand it. HOw dOes the Tree of life grant eternal life? HOw dOes the Tree of Knowledge grant death?

Audience Member: It's like a cOnscious decision (inaudible), like in other wOrds, if yOu listen tO GOd (inaudible) if I eat frOm the Tree of Life then --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. We're getting there. Let's just take this carefully -- Audience Member: (Inaudible) awareness --
Rabbi David FOhrman: Let's slOw dOne. Let's just assemble our questions. HOw did the Tree of Life and the Tree of Knowledge wOrk? Here's another perplexing thing. As we know there's another tree of life. After we were banished frOm Eden, the same angels that keep us away frOm Eden, the Cherubim, give us access tO another tree of life tOO and that is the TOrah. HOw is the TOrah a Tree of Life? The TOrah is called the Tree of Life lemachazikim bah and the Tree of Life is called a Tree of Life. NOw, the TOrah dOesn't really grant yOu eternal life, because learning TOrah dOesn't make yOu live fOrever. HOw exactly is it that the TOrah is a Tree of Life?

Audience Member: (inaudible). Rabbi David FOhrman: What? Audience Member: (inaudible).
Rabbi David FOhrman: Yeah, Our Sages dO say that, right, with David, but generally it hasn't wOrked fOr mOst Of us? I mean it's a prOblem, generally the TOrah dOesn't give yOu --

Audience Member: Maybe yOu have tO go tO sleep sOmetimes

Rabbi David FOhrman: Maybe yOu have tO go tO sleep sOmetimes. Audience Member: (inaudible).
Rabbi David FOhrman: HOw dOes the Tree of Life really -- hOw dOes it wOrk? Okay. That's another question. Here's another question. Death is not the only cOnsequence of eating frOm the Tree of Knowledge. There is another cOnsequence tO eating frOm the Tree of Knowledge. If yOu're a man, "bezei'at apecha tOchal lechem", bread, there we go. Right? By the sweat Of yOur brOw yOu will eat bread.

NOw the question is hOw dO thOse things wOrk? Why are these the twO punishments frOm the tree? If yOu eat -- input, yOu eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge, Output a; yOu die, b; yOu have tO wOrk fOr yOur bread. What dO thOse twO things have tO dO with each Other, it seems like such randOm punishments. What's the cOnnection between death and making yOur Own bread?

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. I'm just raising questions right now, Okay? We're just taking inventOry Of Our questions. HOw dO all thOse things fit tOgether? All right, sO here is the theory I want tO give.

Let's go back tO the sOurce fOr Amalek accOrding tO Our Sages. The sOurce fOr Amalek is "hamin ha'etz." Let's listen tO that language very carefully. When GOd tOOk Adam tO task fOr eating frOm the Tree of Knowledge, He did not say, why did yOu eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge? Instead He said, why did yOu eat frOm the Tree abOut which I cOmmanded yOu not tO eat frOm?

I want tO argue that that's very significant. Why is that significant? I want tO argue tO yOu that what GOd was saying, what GOd was getting tO the rOOt Of the mOtivation fOr eating frOm the Tree. Let me ask yOu a very simple question. What was the first cOmmandment in the TOrah accOrding tO creation stOry number twO?

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: GOd creates man in the Garden and what dOes He tell him? Audience Member: (Inaudible)
Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. We often think that the first cOmmandment was dOn't eat frOm the Tree Of Knowledge, but that's not true. The first cOmmandment actually was, "mikOl etz hagan achOl tOchal mimenu. Ume'etz hada'as tOv vera lO tOchal mimenu ki beyOm achalecha mimenu mOt tamut." The first thing is the mitzvat asei (pOsitive cOmmandment), it is not negative. The first cOmmandment is "yOu must eat frOm all the trees Of the garden."

NOw, think abOut it. Where was the Tree of Life? It was "betOch hagan", at the center Of the garden.

There is a cOmmand tO eat frOm all the trees Of the garden, it's Only a matter Of time if yOu're GOd befOre they're going tO eat frOm the Tree of Life. YOu think it's a goOd thing fOr them tO eat frOm the Tree of Life, yOu have tO. SOmehOw Once they eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge it's not a goOd thing anymOre.

NOw let's talk abOut another Chazal (saying of Our Sages). The other saying of the Sages says that the reasOn why they had tO be banished frOm the Garden after they ate frOm the Tree of Knowledge was because -- Rashi quOtes this -- because everyOne wOuld lOOk at Adam and say that he's another GOd. If he wOuld eat frOm the Tree of Life and live fOrever, everyOne wOuld say, "hen adam haya ke'echad mimenu lada'at tOv vara". They wOuld think he is another Deity, because he can live fOrever.

Let me ask yOu sOmething. AccOrding tO that Rashi, why wasn't it such a prOblem befOre he ate frOm the Tree of Knowledge? Why was it that it was Okay tO eat frOm the Tree of Life? It was clearly Okay, he was never tOld not tO, yOu're suppOsed tO eat frOm all the trees Of the garden, it's right there in all the garden. Ah, everyOne is going tO think he is another GOd if he lives eternally? Why wasn't it a prOblem there?

Audience Member: Because everyOne was dOing it. Rabbi David FOhrman: What?
Audience Member: EveryOne (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: EveryOne was dOing it. SO what? EveryOne is going tO live fOrever now tOO. Either way man's going tO live fOrever. If he lOOks like a GOd he lOOks like a GOd. HOw cOme it's going tO be "zeh (inaudible)." What's the answer tO that? I want tO -- it gets tO the mechanism by which the Tree of Life grants eternal life. Okay? Here's the mechanism. Oh gosh, I'm tOtally Out Of time.

Audience Member: (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: All right, here is the mechanism very fast. The mechanism is -- there is going tO be all these trees that yOu can eat frOm, 5,000 trees that yOu can eat frOm. NOw, let's talk abOut this.
Instead, Adam actually ate frOm the one tree he cOuldn't eat fOrm. Why dOes he dO that? There were 5,000 delicious trees tO eat frOm and yOu had tO eat frOm the tree that yOu can't eat frOm? Why, why did yOu dO that?

Audience Member: (Inaudible) cOntrOl.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. He is trying tO expand his Circle of COntrOl. There is the Circle of COntrOl and the Circle of COncern. In this case the circle -- there is as small as hair's breadth between the twO Of them. My Circle of COntrOl includes 5,000 trees. My Circle of COncern includes One tree. I'm trying tO illegitimately expand my Circle of COncern sO that I can have illegitimate cOntrOl Over the one tree that I'm tOld not tO have cOntrOl Over.

NOw, let me ask yOu another question. Why did GOd make the Tree of Knowledge if He didn't want people eat frOm it? This is the question I always get asked, I never have an answer tO it. Like why put it there? Obviously, well, there has tO be nisayOn (test), yOu have tO chOOse sOmething, but what's the real answer tO that question? HOw cOme GOd made a tree which He didn't want us tO eat frOm? I'll tell yOu what I think the answer is.

Audience Member: (Inaudible). Rabbi David FOhrman: What?
Audience Member: (Inaudible) why He wants tO (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, but why did GOd dO it frOm GOd's perspective? GOd is the ultimate parent. LOOk at yOurself as a parent. Or let's put it frOm Adam's perspective. What dOes Adam want Out Of cOntrOlling that Tree? Why dOes he want tO eat frOm that Tree? Why, why dOes he need cOntrOl Of that? Why can't he just have 4,999 Other trees? What dOes he want? He wants cOntrOl Over what he can cOntrOl. What dOes that cOntrOl give him?

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: NO, what dOes he want? If yOu're Adam what dO yOu want? Why dO yOu -- Audience Member: (Inaudible).
Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes, I want what I can't have, it's mOre than that. What are these trees? These trees are my fOOd sOurces, right? What dO yOu want tO cOntrOl? I want tO cOntrOl, I want tO have ultimate cOntrOl Over my fOOd sOurces. NOw, the prOblem is that's not reality. That's not the real wOrld that he's in. He has just been created. He's been put in Paradise. He's getting these trees frOm GOd. He wants tO be self-sustaining. He wants tO live in the illusion that he has full cOntrOl Over the sOurces Of fOOd, because he wants tO feel like it cOmes frOm him, that's all in his (inaudible), that he has independence, that he has independent kind Of cOntrOl, but he dOesn't have that kind Of independence.

That's the reasOn why GOd put that One tree there. The reasOn why GOd put that -- what dOes GOd want frOm man in the garden? GOd wants nothing, but the fOllOwing "MikOl etz hagan achOl tOchel", I want yOu tO enjOy life, I want yOu tO live in Paradise. I want yOu tO have a delicious great time. It's what every parent wants frOm their kids. I want yOu tO enjOy life, but the one thing yOu need tO realize is we have a relationship. The wOrld that yOu have -- yOu're six-years Old. What dO I want Out Of my six-year Old? I created the whOle wOrld fOr yOu. The only thing yOu need tO dO is tO acknowledge that reality. YOu need tO know that the wOrld yOu're enjOying is my wOrld.

NOw hOw yOu are going tO know that if there is no restrictions what sO ever On what yOu can eat? YOu can easily succumb tO the illusion that yOu're in tOtal cOntrOl and think that yOu're not getting this frOm anyOne. YOu can live in this illusion that yOu're in a self-created wOrld. That's just an illusion.

GOd says, I'm giving yOu all trees, but One tree, symbOlically, I'm leaving out Of yOur cOntrOl and the way that we're going tO have relationship is by yOu not eating frOm that tree, that's going tO be the way yOu remember that yOu dOn't have tOtal cOntrOl, that it all cOmes frOm Me. In that way we're going tO have this great relationship. YOu know what we call that relationship, bOys and girls, mOstly girls? We called that d'veikus (cleaving tO GOd). Cleaving tO GOd is not such a fancy thing, it's not the kind Of thing that yOu get by smashing the ice on the mikveh and running intO the mikveh at three in the mOrning.

Cleaving tO GOd is a very simple thing. YOu get it by being happy. YOu get by living in GOd's wOrld and understanding it's GOd's wOrld and saying, ah this is delicious, this is the amen-grOup, right? YOu get it by making blessings. YOu get it by understanding that the wOrld that yOu're enjOying is cOming frOm GOd. That is cleaving tO GOd. It's the happy smile on yOur face, On the kid's face as he is goes dOwn the slide understanding that it cOmes frOm a parent. That is cleaving tO GOd and that is the Tree of Life.

YOu see, it dOesn't even make a difference whether yOu actually eat frOm the tree that was named the Tree of Life or not. Merely the act Of eating frOm all the trees in the garden is eating frOm the Tree of Life. Why? What is the only eternal thing in the universe? GOd. What's the only way yOu cOuld pOssibly get eternality? By clinging tO GOd, "Etz chaim hi lamachazikim bah", by clinging tO GOd. Eating frOm the tree is the way yOu cling tO GOd.

NOw yOu think tO yOurself, hOw can I cling tO GOd, hOw can eating be a mechanism fOr cleaving tO GOd? The answer is, eating is a mechanism fOr cleaving tO GOd because it is the act Of enjOying what GOd has given yOu while understanding that I'm not eating frOm the Tree of Knowledge and hOnoring the fact that there are sOme limits, it is that act which is an act Of clinging tO GOd which grants me eternal life, because if I'm clinging tO GOd I have eternal life.

Which is the answer tO why Our Sages say what they say. Of cOurse, no One's going tO think there is twO gods in the universe if the way I get tO GOd is by clinging tO Him. Right, they are going tO understand there is Only One eternal thing, but if they cling sO much tO GOd they can partake of GOd's eternality. It dOesn't lOOk like it's a separate thing.

NOw, hOw dO yOu get death? YOu get death by eating frOm the Tree of Knowledge. Why? NOt because there is fairy dust in the Tree of Knowledge that says, if yOu eat this yOu're going tO die, watch Out, pOisOn, but because the chOice tO artificially expand my Circle of COntrOl and eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge is a chOice tO abandOn what?

Audience Member: (Inaudible)

Rabbi David FOhrman: TO abandOn GOd, tO abandOn cleaving and when yOu abandOn cleaving tO GOd Obviously yOu're going tO be mOrtal. YOu have a breath Of life that GOd is going tO give yOu, but that breath is eventually going tO run out because yOu're not cOnstantly hOlding on tO the breathing machine, yOu're not hOlding on tO GOd. Of cOurse, if yOu eat fOrm the Tree of Knowledge and yOu try tO exercise this illegitimate cOntrOl yOu are ultimately going tO die. That's why yOu die if yOu eat frOm the Tree of

Knowledge.

That's alsO why "beze'at apecha tOchal lechem." Because what am I saying when I say, I want illegitimate cOntrOl Over my fOOd sOurces? What dOes GOd say? GOd says, yOu sO desperately wanted tO be independent and cOntrOl yOur fOOd sOurces? Okay, I'll give yOu cOntrOl Over yOur fOOd sOurces. YOu dOn't want My fOOd, yOu dOn't want the trees?

"Beze'at apecha tOchal lechem." At least let's make it reality, let's not lie abOut it, let's not have yOu pretend that yOu're really independent and yOu're eating My trees when yOu're not independent, sO be independent. Make yOur Own fOOd, call it bread, yOu'll have prOcessed fOOd, that's what yOu want, prOcessed fOOd, yOu think Twinkies taste goOd? YOu will see, they are bad fOr health. But fine, eat them already, yOu'll see -- pretty sOOn yOu'll start with whOle wheat flOur, then yOu'll make white flOur, yOu'll prOcess the heck Out Of it, it will be bad fOr yOu. YOu want tO be independent? Be independent, make yOur Own bread.

Which is why death and make yOur Own bread go hand in hand and then fOr centuries and centuries and centuries we had this fOOd, this prOcessed fOOd and until -- I'm Out Of time sO I'll stOp here -- sOmething happened. That sOmething was the manna. When, fOr the very first time, GOd crOssed tO Our side of the fence and actually gave us bread. We'll talk abOut that when we cOme back next week.

(END RECORDING - 01:32:16)

Rabbi David FOhrman: ThOughts here are flOwing on my head and just watching now. What I'm dOing with yOu now is sOmething which I never taught befOre, it's stuff like this cOme up with --

Audience Member: (Inaudible). Rabbi David FOhrman: It's -- what?
Audience Member: (Inaudible) Will we get mention in the next (inaudible). Rabbi David FOhrman: AbsOlutely. YOu guys always get mentioned.
Audience Member: Okay. All right. Audience Member: Is it a new tOpic?
Rabbi David FOhrman: NO, it's the same tOpic, but because I haven't taught it and because it's cOmplicated I'm using yOu as guinea pigs.

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: YOu have tO keep yOur hats On and yOur minds alert and tO fOllOw. Audience Member: We are raised as GP.
Rabbi David FOhrman: What is GP? Audience Member: Guinea pig.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Guinea pig. All right. Last week we talked abOut a puzzle. The puzzle began with the observation we had that On the one hand (inaudible) begins with Haman as it were. We were speculating abOut Haman's name and we said that if yOu lOOk at Haman's name it seems tO remind yOu Of the man (manna). Indeed, when we lOOked at the manna we fOund a whOle series Of textual allusions which really brOught yOu tO Haman, tO Amalek and tO JacOb and Esau. We said it's not a cOincidence the
-- yOu know -- Haman reminding yOu Of the manna and then of cOurse Amalek attacks immediately after the manna. As yOu lOOk thrOugh the stOry Of the manna yOu hear a lOt Of JacOb and Esau themes; we're not going tO get intO that now, but we'll cOme back tO it.

The puzzle was that Haman seems tO, in the eyes Of Chazal (Sages), refer tO sOmething else. The Sages say that if there is an allusion tO Haman in the TOrah, "Haman min haTOrah minayin?" The allusion is "hamin ha'etz", the pasuk (verse) with which Hashem queries Adam and Eve after they eat frOm the Tree Of Knowledge, "hamin ha'etz asher tziviticha levilti achal mimenu achalta?" Right, the tree that I cOmmanded yOu tO not eat frOm (inaudible); that is the allusion tO Haman in the TOrah.
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The question is, what did the Sages mean by that? AlsO, why did the Sages OverlOOk what seem tO be the Obvious parallels between Haman and the manna and if they're going tO say that Haman is cOnnected tO anywhere in the TOrah, the obvious thing wOuld have been tO say it's cOnnected tO the manna. "Hamin ha'etz" seems like mOre of a stretch. What is the meaning of that? What were they thinking?

Last week I launched yOu half-thrOugh a theory and this week I want tO finish up that theory and examine its various ramifications. The theory was that if yOu really want tO understand, the theory was that the Sages were aware that Haman is alsO cOnnected tO the manna. The Sages are aware of thOse textual allusions.

Yet, the Sages seem tO be saying that if yOu want tO understand the rOOt Of it all, yOu really want tO understand Amalek back at sOurce, if yOu even want tO understand why it is that the manna is cOnnected tO Amalek, yOu have tO go tO an earlier stOry. YOu have tO understand the stOry Of the eitz hada'as (Tree Of Knowledge). If yOu understand the stOry Of the Tree of Knowledge yOu understand in particular the verse "hamin ha'etz asher tziviticha levilti achal mimenu achalta?" That's the key, that's the key tO everything. If yOu understand that then yOu understand the manna, yOu understand why Amalek is cOnnected tO the manna and then we can understand Haman.

The idea is that the Sages are bringing us tO the sOurce. What dOes that mean? We began tO talk abOut that. Last week we launched On an investigation of the stOry Of the Tree of Knowledge, which we got mOst Of the way thrOugh. Our cOnclusions can be summarized as fOllOws. There are twO trees in the garden, there are twO special trees. The trees are the Tree of Life and the Tree of Knowledge. If yOu eat frOm the Tree of Life, it grants yOu eternal life. If yOu eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge yOu die, Or yOu becOme beings whO die. YOu dOn't die immediately, but yOu becOme mOrtal.

The implication we suggested last week is that sOmehOw Adam and Eve befOre eating frOm either tree are in a state of limbO. They're neither mOrtal nor immOrtal. They have a chOice tO make. Will they becOme mOrtal by eating frOm the Tree of Knowledge or will they becOme eternal frOm eating frOm the Tree of Life?

Yet, we asked what is there abOut these trees? NOrmally when yOu just think Of the stOry, it's just this little child's stOry and yOu assume that these trees are -- they just have fairy dust On them. It's magic. There's this Tree of Life, and if yOu eat frOm it pOOf, the fairy godmOther waves her wand and yOu live fOrever. If yOu eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge yOu've been a bad bOy and pOOf, yOu're going tO die. That's the punishment. It's just magic. There's nothing tO be said abOut it.

What I suggested last week is that it's not magic. There's actually a mechanism by which these trees wOrk. It makes perfect sense that the Tree of Life grants yOu life, and it makes perfect sense that the Tree Of Knowledge grants yOu death. YOu just have tO understand what the mechanism is. The mechanism is very impOrtant. What's the mechanism?

A clue tO the mechanism cOmes frOm the other cOnsequences Of eating frOm the trees. In particular, if yOu eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge, not Only are yOu going tO becOme a being that dies, a mOrtal
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being, but alsO "bezei'at apecha tOchal lechem," yOu're going tO end up eating bread by the sweat Of yOur brOw.

One question is what's the cOmmOn denominatOr in the punishments? Why shOuld it be that death gets paired with eating bread by the sweat Of yOur brOw? ThOse twO things seem tO have nothing tO dO with each Other. Is there any rhyme or reasOn in these twO cOnsequences frOm eating frOm the tree?

What I suggested last week was that this verse which Our Sages say is the sOurce of Haman in the TOrah, "hamin ha'eitz," is interesting in that it dOes not identify the fOrbidden tree by its name. GOd dOesn't say have yOu eaten frOm the Tree of Knowledge? GOd says have yOu eaten frOm the tree abOut which I cOmmanded yOu not tO eat frOm. What I want tO suggest is that that is significant. That is significant because it gets tO the mOtivation fOr eating frOm the tree. The mOtivation fOr eating frOm the tree was it was the tree that we weren't suppOsed tO eat frOm. That's why yOu wOuld want tO eat frOm the tree.

NOw, that's kind Of silly if yOu think abOut it. Let's just examine the psychOlOgy fOr a mOment. Why wOuld it be that Adam and Eve placed in the Garden of Eden with thOusands and thOusands Of wOnderful trees available tO them wOuld be tempted tO eat frOm the one tree, the one tree that they can't eat frOm? Was it really that much mOre delicious? I mean, there's sO many trees yOu haven't even eaten frOm that are wOnderful trees.

MOreover, as we said last week, the first cOmmand Of the TOrah is not a negative cOmmand, dOn't eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge. The first cOmmand in the TOrah actually is, "mikOl eitz hagan achOl tOchal," which is phrased in tzivu'i which means it's a cOmmand. FrOm all the trees Of the garden, yOu shall eat. GOd wants yOu tO eat frOm all the trees in the garden, even apparently the Tree of Life.

NOw, GOd has not tOld mankind that there even is a Tree of Life. We, the reader, are tOld that there's a Tree of Life, but the people are not aware that there is a Tree of Life. But it's "betOch hagan," it's in the middle of the garden. Presumably yOu're going tO eat frOm it. If yOu're suppOsed tO eat frOm all the trees, it's Only a matter Of time befOre yOu eat frOm the Tree of Life. GOd wants yOu evidently tO eat frOm the Tree of Life.

It's a little strange, because after yOu eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge, yOu're fOrbidden tO eat frOm the Tree of Life, sO what happened? Evidently, befOre yOu eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge, it's Okay tO eat frOm the Tree of Life. It's mOre than okay tO eat frOm the Tree of Life; yOu're suppOsed tO eat frOm the Tree of Life. It's just that after yOu eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge, then yOu shall not eat frOm the Tree Of Life. It's bad.

Audience Member: (Inaudible)

Rabbi David FOhrman: Well, see, Rashi seems tO say that yOu wOuld becOme immOrtal if yOu eat frOm the Tree of Life after eating frOm the Tree of Knowledge, because that's what Hashem says, that the reasOn why he has tO be banished frOm the garden is because "hein ha'adam hayah ke'achad mimenu lada'at," this is the verse, "hein ha'adam hayah ke'achad mimenu lada'at tOv vara." NOw mankind has

becOme like one of us knowing goOd and evil.

"Hein ha'adam hayah ke'achad mimenu lada'at tOv vara," now mankind has becOme like one of us knowing goOd and evil, "ve'atah pen yishlach yadO velakach gam mei'eitz hachayim ve'achal vachai le'Olam," now maybe he's going tO eat frOm the Tree of Life and he will live fOrever. He wOuld live fOrever even after having eaten frOm the Tree of Knowledge. Eat frOm the Tree of Life, he wOuld live fOrever. NOw, there's an interesting Rashi here, which I dOn't know if we mentioned last week, but yOu shOuld see. Did we talk abOut Rashi here?

Audience Member: NO.

Rabbi David FOhrman: SO let's lOOk at Rashi. What wOuld be sO bad if mankind wOuld live fOrever? Rashi's bOthered by it. "Ve'atah pen yishlach yadO u'misheyichyeh le'Olam," if yOu wOuld live fOrever, "harei hu karOv lehatO'Os habriyOs acharOv," creatures, Other creatures, presumably animals, but Other creatures, wOuld be cOnfused. "LOmar af hu ElOka," they wOuld say even he is a GOd, because he lives fOrever just like GOd, "veyesh midrashei agada, aval ein miyOshvin al peshutO," he says that's the simple explanation. There are other midrashim, but that's the simple explanation.

Audience Member: (Inaudible) befOre eating frOm the Tree of Knowledge?

Rabbi David FOhrman: GOOd. SO now the question is, hOw dO yOu understand that Rashi? That Rashi dOesn't seem tO make sense because the same lOgic that Rashi is using now shOuld alsO apply in -- Originally, befOre he's eaten frOm the Tree of Knowledge, we just said that evidently it's Okay tO eat frOm the Tree of Life.

In other wOrds, the Tree of Life was there. He's never cOmmanded not tO eat frOm it, it was Okay Originally. It was just after eating frOm the Tree of Knowledge. The question is if living fOrever makes yOu lOOk like GOd, and if it's going tO be cOnfusing tO everyOne that they'll say there are twO GOds in the wOrld, then GOd shOuld have thOught Of that Originally.

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: We'll get back tO that. We just need tO refine that. Here's the question. What dOes Rashi mean? I dO think that the apprOach which we suggested last week will help us understand this Rashi. Let's cOme back tO that apprOach. Basically, the theory I gave last week was the fOllOwing. The way tO kind Of answer all these questions is again tO get back tO what the mechanisms in the reading are. Why is it that the Tree of Life wOuld grant yOu eternal life and why is it that the Tree of Knowledge grants yOu death, and why is it that yOu want tO eat frOm the tree, just because yOu can't eat frOm it?

The answer I believe is, if yOu think abOut the Tree of Life, is that the Tree of Life is an access pOint. There really is Only One thing that lives fOrever in the wOrld and that's GOd. If the Tree of Life grants yOu eternal life, there really can only be one mechanism by which it grants yOu eternal life. It is by eating frOm the tree, what happens? SOmehOw yOu partake of GOd's eternality. HOw dOes that wOrk? By eating

frOm the tree, yOu're sOmehOw going tO becOme eternal like GOd.

The answer is that -- and remember Of cOurse there's another Tree of Life in the TOrah. The other Tree Of Life is the TOrah itself. It's called an "eitz chayim hi lemachazikim bah." The other Tree of Life is alsO guarded by cherubs. The same way that the cherubs guard access tO the original Tree of Life, the cherubs grant us access tO the other Tree of Life, the TOrah.

The verse we have in PrOverbs which describes hOw yOu get eternal life frOm the TOrah is "eitz chayim hi lemachazikim bah." It's a Tree of Life tO thOse whO grab hOld Of it. What I suggest is that even the Original Tree of Life was a Tree of Life tO thOse whO grab hOld Of it. In other wOrds, the mechanism was that by eating frOm the tree, yOu were sO tO speak grabbing hOld Of it. What were yOu grabbing hOld Of? YOu were grabbing hOld Of the original Tree of Life, the real Tree of Life which is GOd. The wOrd we have in Hebrew fOr this is dveikus (cleaving), really, right, grabbing hOld Of.

What dOes it mean cleaving? Cleaving gets tO the fOllOwing thing, we talked befOre abOut -- Audience Member: As OppOsed tO eating frOm it?
Rabbi David FOhrman: Well let me explain, it's a little cOmplex. Let me try tO just pull it Out a little bit. As we said befOre, the -- let's get tO the yetzer hOra (evil inclination). The evil inclination frOm eating frOm the one tree which yOu cannot eat frOm --

Audience Member: Restriction.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. NOw, what dOn't I like abOut restriction?

Audience Member: It will ultimately give yOu freedOm and we dOn't want that restriction -- Rabbi David FOhrman: Because?
Audience Member: -- yOu're giving up yOur cOntrOl.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Because I'm giving up my cOntrOl. The idea is, is that what I want mOre than anything else, is cOntrOl. NOw, this brings us back tO sOmething we talked abOut last week, which is Our circles, Circles Of COntrOl and Circles Of COncern. We said yOur Circle of COntrOl is always smaller than yOur Circle of COncern. The question is, hOw dO yOu deal with the gap between the Circle of COntrOl and the Circle of COncern? SO, I am always cOncerned abOut mOre things than I can cOntrOl.

In the Garden of Eden, the gap between the Circle of COntrOl and the Circle of COncern was the smallest it cOuld pOssibly be, it was One tree, that's it. It was just One tree that was different between what I can cOntrOl and what I cOncern, but there's still the evil inclination even with One tree, tO clOse the gap. The tension between these twO circles is always very great. the evil inclination is always going tO be tO bring the circles tOgether.

There's twO ways tO bring the twO circles tOgether, this is very crucial. the way we are talking abOut now is tO expand yOur Circle of COntrOl. That's One thing I can dO tO illegitimately try tO cOntrOl what I can't cOntrOl. But it's an illusion, right, because in other wOrds, the Circle of COntrOl, by definition, is everything that I can cOntrOl. In life, everything that I have sOme direct cOntrOl Over, when I try tO exert direct cOntrOl Over things Over which I dOn't have direct cOntrOl, I am dOing by definition only One of twO things. Either I'm spinning my wheels in illusion, because I can't cOntrOl it, Or I am resOrting tO illegitimate means tO cOntrOl what it is that I Oughtn't cOntrOl.

FOr example, let's say I'm running fOr Office, sO, what is within my Circle of COntrOl tO get elected? Well, I can campaign well, I can get my debating pOints up, I can go and raise mOney, I can dO all these things, these are all the things which I can dO, these are all the things in my Circle of COntrOl.

What are the things that are outside of my Circle of COntrOl? Well, I cOuld cOnsult a psychic and I cOuld use vOOdOO dOlls On my OppOnent. I cOuld dO that. That, we say, is illusOry. In other wOrds, I'm spinning my wheels, I'm trying tO cOntrOl things I can't cOntrOl.

HOwever, there are (inaudible) ways that I actually cOuld cOntrOl it, but thOse are the illegitimate ways. FOr example, I cOuld stuff the ballOt bOxes Or I cOuld intimidate my OppOnents, Or I can break intO the hOtel rOOms Of the DemOcratic National COnvention and steal their plans. I cOuld dO thOse things, but they're outside of my Circle of COntrOl because they're illegitimate. The idea is, when yOu try tO expand yOur Circle of COntrOl illegitimately, yOu're either dOing sOmething illusOry, Or yOu're dOing sOmething evil.

In the case of the Tree of Knowledge, it's interesting that the Tree of Knowledge is the Tree of Knowledge of goOd and evil, I can eat frOm that tree, but it wOuld be evil.

There is another way tO clOse the gap between the twO circles, the other way tO clOse the gap between the twO circles alsO, is just tO say that I dOn't care. That's apathy. I dOn't care abOut the Circle of COncern, I draw dOwn my Circle of COncern tO just the Circle of COntrOl.

The sweet spOt, what we all aim fOr in life, is sOme sOrt Of mixture of the twO and that was what GOd was trying tO help us aim fOr in Eden. Really, the reasOn why GOd was dOing this, in a certain way I think, is because it's really the only key tO living a happy life. YOu see, in life, again, and we talked abOut this last week but just tO summarize it, in life yOu can get very frustrated with these Circles Of COntrOl and Circles Of Influence. If yOu spend yOur whOle time trying tO illegitimately expand yOur Circle of COntrOl, either yOu're going tO be living an illusion or yOu're going tO be dOing bad things.

YOu're going tO be sO busy living an illusion and dOing bad things, yOu're not going tO spend time dOing anything which yOu cOuld actually dO and yOu wOn't enjOy what life is, because yOu're always wOrried abOut this stuff that yOu can't cOntrOl, we can call like tOmOrrOw, the uncOntrOllable tOmOrrOw.

YOu dOn't have anything. YOu dOn't have tOday, yOu can't enjOy anything tOday and yOu dOn't have tOmOrrOw because yOu can't really cOntrOl tOmOrrOw, Or yOu're dOing it illegitimately and yOu feel

guilty, Or yOu're dOing it and yOu're spinning yOur wheels and meanwhile yOur Circle of COntrOl shrinks and it's not great.

On the other hand, if I say I just dOn't care abOut tOmOrrOw, I just dOn't care abOut what I can't cOntrOl, it's not true. YOu dO care abOut what yOu can't cOntrOl, yOu dO care whether glObal warming will cause glaciers tO melt and sea levels in WOOdmere tO rise by 16 feet, inundating yOur hOme. YOu care; yOu just dOn't have any direct cOntrOl Over that. YOu care whether Or not yOur family and lOved Ones are going tO have health and happiness Over the next 10 years, but, yOu dOn't have direct cOntrOl Over all Of thOse things.

SO tO say I just dOn't care, is a kind Of giving up and is alsO illusOry. It's an illusion, but I can try tO dO that. But I can be sO scared abOut the unknown -- we talked abOut the greatest Of unknown being death
-- and death is the greatest scary thing, that I can just be crushed by them and say I just dOn't care.

The only way tO really live a happy life is tO have bOth, tO sOmehOw say I care abOut my Circle of COncern, I really dO care, it's there, it matters tO me. Yet, the only thing where I'm going tO stay within my Circle of COntrOl and I'm going tO dO the things that I can dO and that's what I'm going tO dO.

What gives yOu the strength tO dO that? We talked last week abOut that, that is emunah (faith) really. If the gap between my Circle of COncern and Circle of COntrOl is ruled by fate, by chance, nobOdy wants tO be subject tO chance, sO the drive tO illegitimately expand yOur Circle of COntrOl is very, very strOng. I try tO dO whatever I can tO not be subject tO the whims Of chance.

HOwever, if the gap between the circles is cOntrOlled by a wOnderful, lOving GOd, even a GOd whO I may not always get what I want frOm, but He lOves, He cares and He's pOwerful, sO I can have the menuchas hanefesh (peace of mind) tO say, GOd this is in YOur circle, I'll talk tO yOu abOut that circle, I'll beseech YOu, I'll plead with YOu, but that's YOur circle and this is my circle.

Then yOu can have bOth. YOu can have tOmOrrOw, yOu can be cOncerned abOut tOmOrrOw, yOu live fOr tOmOrrOw. It's interesting, what's his name once said that the -- I fOrgot the name of this guy -- Stumbling on Happiness is the name of his bOOk, Daniel Gilbert is his name. It says that One of the things that makes us human is Our ability tO not just live in a mOmentary present, but tO recall the past and tO anticipate the future. ThOse things in fOrm are present.

If I destrOyed my anticipation of the future, I'm not really human, right? Part Of what it means tO be human is tO think abOut the future, tO anticipate the future, but yet not tO be crushed by Our anticipation Of the future. That really is what faith dOne right allOws me tO dO.

Getting back tO the garden, that was the challenge of the garden. GOd was trying tO teach us this in the garden. The garden was a test case. There's Only One tree separating the twO circles, there's Only One tree Out Of yOur cOntrOl. NOw, why is that tree out Of yOur cOntrOl? The tree is Out Of yOur cOntrOl fOr a reasOn. It's because, again, it's reality testing. The reasOn why I want tO eat frOm that tree, as we said befOre, is because I want tO exert cOntrOl.

What dOes that cOntrOl allOw me tO dO? If I had ultimate cOntrOl Over all the trees, then I wOuld be living in an illusion. I wOuld be thinking this is my refrigeratOr, I wOuld be thinking this is my garden, where dO I have cOntrOl? I have cOntrOl in my hOme, I have cOntrOl in what I've made. What I'm dOing is, it's a lOt mOre cOmfOrtable fOr me tO feel like -- by the way, I think this is the trap -- there is a -- let's bring this dOwn, brass tacks. Restaurants in Cedarhurst.

What is the mOst successful new restaurant in Cedarhurst? Off The Wall. Why is Off The Wall sO successful? It's sO expensive. I believe that Off the Wall cOntributes, it's successful because of precisely this dynamic. Its yOgurt is Overpriced, it is dOuble the price of any Other yOgurt stOre arOund, it's not significantly better yOgurt than any Of the many Other stOres and yet it is packed and the other stOres are not. The answer is, Off The Wall allOws yOu tO cOntrOl yOur Own yOgurt. Okay?

YOu have all these (inaudible), yOu have all the trees Of the garden, nothing is fOrbidden, and the thing underneath it is, just go crazy. Off The Wall yOgurt, just go crazy, and there's all the tOppings in the wOrld and yOu can put them all, Of cOurse yOu have tO pay fOr every Ounce at a very high rate, but yOu're not thinking abOut that, yOu're living in yOur little illusion. The idea is that I can cOntrOl every tOpping, I can put this On and I can put that On and I dOn't have tO tell the prOprietOr yOu dO this fOr me, because I dOn't want tO live in the illusion that it's his stOre and it's his yOgurt, it's all my yOgurt.

NOw, at the end, there is this little thing that gets in the way Of the illusion, which is I have tO fish Out my wallet and pay fOr it. Then I can put my wallet back and I have it and it's mine, it's all mine, I cOntrOl it. There's sOmething abOut fOOd, Our relationship with fOOd and cOntrOl which is a big deal. That's what's going on with the trees, the trees is that I want tO be in cOntrOl Of every last tree, because then I can say it's all mine and I dOn't have tO pretend that it's yOurs and I'm getting it frOm GOd. The prOblem is, that that's an illusion. It's an illusion because mankind was just created, he's living in GOd's garden, this is GOd's garden, it's not his wOrld.

Audience Member: (Inaudible). Rabbi David FOhrman: (Inaudible).
Audience Member: (Inaudible) tell them that there was another -- make this tree available tO them alsO.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Precisely and the answer, I believe, tO that is, let's get tO the meaning of what adherence is. It wasn't a magic adherence tree. It wasn't like, eat frOm this tree and yOu get adherence, it's like here's a little scarlet thread, if yOu just tie it arOund yOur (inaudible). It wasn't magic. There was nothing magic abOut this; it made perfect sense.

What dO we mean by adherence? Let's get tO what adherence actually means. What dOes adherence mean? GOd is yOur Parent in the sky. Adherence just means a clOse relationship. What dOes a clOse relationship with yOur parent really mean? If yOu're a child and yOur parent gives yOu this whOle wOrld, which we all give our kids, we give our kids the whOle wOrld. What dO we really want frOm Our kid?
We want twO things frOm Our kid. We want Our kid tO enjOy the wOrld, enjOy that wOrld, and we want

the kid tO understand that the wOrld they're living in is the wOrld that we've given them, the wOrld that we prepared. That's it, that's all, that's the only thing we want.

When yOu see yOur kid enjOying what it is that yOu've given them and understanding that yOu've given it tO them, yOu see that smile on their face and that gratefulness that I'm living in this wOrld, this is wOnderful MOmmy, thank yOu sO much. That's it. That's great. That's adherence, right there, bingo, that's the mOment Of adherence.

What is not adherence? What not adherence is, is when the kid tries tO pretend tO live in yOur wOrld and pretend that it's not yOur wOrld, that it's his wOrld, tO try and pretend that he's created this fOr himself.

What GOd has dOne is, He put One tree off limits as a symbOlic way Of suggesting tO man that it's not yOur wOrld. Just hOnor this One thing and hOnor this One restriction and thrOugh it yOu cOme tO understand that the wOrld that yOu Occupy is not yOur wOrld. YOu dOn't have cOntrOl Over it, that yOu're not living in yOur Own refrigeratOr, but yOu're living in My wOrld, hOnor that and then everything is fine.

TherefOre, it dOesn't even matter, I want tO argue, it dOesn't even matter whether Or not mankind actually eats frOm the Tree of Knowledge, all the trees are Trees Of Knowledge. Tree of Knowledge is betOch hagan (middle of the garden), what tree is in the middle of a garden? LOOk at a garden, tell me, what tree is in the middle? The tree yOu're lOOking at is the tree that's in the middle. All the other trees are arOund it, that's what a fOrest is.

YOu eat frOm the trees. If yOu live in this wOrld where yOu avOid the Tree of Knowledge, that's eating frOm the Tree of Life, it dOesn't matter whether yOu eat frOm the tree or yOu dOn't eat frOm it, yOu are going tO live fOrever. Why? Because yOu were davek (stuck) tO GOd, yOu were "etz chayim hi lemachazikim bah", yOu were hOlding on tO the ultimate Tree of Life, which is GOd, because he's develOped a clOse relationship tO Him. TherefOre, yOu're going tO be eternal just like Him.

This is the answer tO Rashi's question. TherefOre, when people lOOk at yOu, they're not going tO get cOnfused and say there are twO GOd's in the wOrld. They'll lOOk at yOu and say, Obviously, he's sO clOse tO GOd that's why he's living fOrever. He's just hOlding ontO GOd. SO, yOu dOn't lOOk like yOu're secOnd GOd, yOu just lOOk like sOmething that's hOlding ontO the tree. EveryOne knows if yOu're hOlding ontO GOd yOu going tO -- it wOn't lOOk like twO GOds now.

GOd says, now, if yOu eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge, what are yOu dOing? If yOu're giving in tO yOur illusion of cOntrOl and yOu want tO cOntrOl everything and yOu want tO pretend it's yOur wOrld, yOu can't deal with any lack Of cOntrOl, yOu want tO live in that illusion, GOd says illusions are very dangerOus.

What dO yOu really want? YOu are trying tO craft an illusion of independence fOr yOurself. If it's independence that yOu want, what are yOu getting independence frOm? YOu're getting independence frOm GOd; yOu're getting independence frOm the SOurce of all life. The only reasOn yOu have any life at

all, is what? HOw did mankind get any life at all? Because, "vayipach ba'apOv nishmas chaim", because GOd blew the breath Of life intO man. That breath eventually expires unless yOu're cOnnected tO the respiratOr. The only way that yOu can have eternal life is if yOu're cOnnected tO the respiratOr, if yOu're cOnnected tO the actual eternal life. Otherwise, Obviously, that breath Of life, like any breath, is eventually going tO dissipate.

SO if yOu want independence, yOu'll have independence, but what dOes it cOme with? It cOmes with death. There's nothing magical abOut eating frOm the Tree of Knowledge that gives yOu death.
Obviously, if yOu eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge yOu're going tO die, but yOu want independence.

There's another cOnsequence of independence. The other cOnsequence of independence is "bezei'as apecha tOchal lechem", that yOu're going tO eat bread by the sweat Of yOur brOw. Why? What was the whOle pOint Of the garden? The whOle pOint Of the garden is that yOu're eating frOm the hands Of GOd, yOu're eating the fruits Of GOd. YOu want the illusion of pretending that yOu're eating yOur Own fOOd? SO GOd says if it's sO impOrtant fOr yOu tO eat yOur Own fOOd, yOu might as well live in reality and not illusion. SO that's the way we'll dO it, we'll have a new scheme. YOu dOn't like My fOOd, yOu dOn't like My fruit, yOu want (inaudible) instead, yOu want great prOcessed fOOd, that makes yOu happy, man-made fOOd. YOu want tO pretend yOu're dOing it, sO then fine, we'll change things arOund, yOu'll like bread.
YOu'll dO the bread thing.

What is bread? The definition of bread is man-made fOOd, is where yOu take natural ingredients and yOu put them tOgether and yOu make sOmething new Out Of it and yOu becOme the maker Of yOur fOOd.

It's even a little deeper like that, it gets a bit deeper than that, it gets intO sOmething that we talked abOut twO years ago, which is the spiritual significance of bread making. YOu remember that. We talked abOut the spiritual significance of bread making, in reference tO PassOver and PassOver being remOving yOurself frOm One aspect Of that, which is the Sabbath frOm leavened fOOd.

The idea we argued is, there is a GOd-like prOcess abOut making bread. It is where mankind and the relationship tO the plant wOrld plays GOd, where yOu till wheat, then yOu make wheat, yOu enliven it, which is what leben is. YOu put yeast back intO the bread and bring it tO life and then yOu put it intO the Oven and yOu till it again, these death and life cycles that yOu're creating with bread, yOu're really acting like GOd. That's a whOle other schmOOze (lecture).

The bOttOm line is, GOd says yOu want tO dO yOur Own fOOd, yOu want tO play GOd, yOu want tO have yOur Own wOrld? SO we'll change things arOund, sO yOu wOn't like fruit that much, therefOre "be'zei'as apecha tOchal lechem" is the obvious cOnsequence of this independence.

This is what Our Sages are talking abOut when they talk abOut hamin ha'eitz, what they're saying is, that at sOme level, what Amalek is really abOut is this kind Of energy. We'll elabOrate on that in a mOment.

Audience Member: (Inaudible) didn't have any trees in the Tree of Life, in terms Of (inaudible). Why did GOd mention that --

Rabbi David FOhrman: TO the narratOr, why dOes the narratOr even mention it?

Audience Member: Then it wOuld just be, dO not eat frOm this tree, yOu've got all the other trees. (Inaudible), which means that the (inaudible) Tree of Life, is not just not eating frOm the Tree of Life, there is sOmething else abOut that.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes, there is. Well, I wOuld say is what there is, is eating. Audience Member: (Inaudible).
Rabbi David FOhrman: One secOnd. SlOw dOwn. I'm not arguing that failing tO eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge is tantamOunt tO eating frOm the Tree of Life. I agree with yOu, but because the first mitzvas asei (pOsitive cOmmandment) is "mikOl eitz hagan achOl tOchal." If yOu think what cleaving is, cleaving is not hOnoring the restrictions that yOur parents put On yOu. That's not what it is. That's just a tanai (cOndition). DO yOu understand? What cleaving really is, is what?

Audience Member: (Inaudible). Rabbi David FOhrman: What?
Audience Member: DOing the asei's (pOsitive cOmmandments).

Rabbi David FOhrman: It's dOing the pOsitive cOmmandments. What cleaving really is, is enjOying what yOur parent's given yOu while understanding that it's yOur parents whO gave it tO yOu. If yOu never eat frOm all the trees Of the garden, yOu dOn't get eternal life. That's hakarat hatOv (gratitude). It's mOre than gratitude.

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes. It is enjOying the wOrld and thrOugh that -- and that itself, if I'm enjOying it, understanding that it cOmes frOm my CreatOr, that is -- I enjOy it as a gift. That's key. In other wOrds, if I dOn't enjOy the wOrld that GOd has given me, I dOn't get eternal life just because I didn't eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge. I'm still in limbO. I haven't dOne anything yet.

It's like yOur kid. What if yOur kid walked arOund and said, MOmmy, I'm never going tO eat and I'm never going tO enjOy anything. I know yOu bOught me all these tOys, but I'm not going tO play with any Of them. I'll never take the cOOkie frOm the fOrbidden cOOkie jar. YOu wOuldn't feel happy. As a parent, yOu want yOur kid tO enjOy yOur wOrld. The pOint is not the restriction. The pOint is tO enjOy, but tO enjOy in the right way. The fOcus is On eating.

My pOint is just a minor pOint, which is that whether there's a Tree of Life or whether there isn't a Tree Of Life is just immaterial. Is there a particular tree that Once yOu eat frOm that tree that's the tree -- maybe there is, maybe there isn't. I dOn't even know. But the bOttOm line is I'm suggesting the mechanism is

kind Of the same.

The mechanism is eating frOm all the trees One of which is the Tree of Life. But if yOu dO that after having eaten frOm the Tree of Knowledge, then what yOu're dOing is that yOu are faking, basically. I mean, that's really the bOttOm line. What yOu're dOing is faking.

What yOu're dOing is that yOu are trying tO achieve cleaving thrOugh an outer act Of eating, which isn't real. Because hOw can yOu transgress GOd's cOmmand and seek tO assert cOntrOl and then alsO say I'm tOuching YOu, and I'm hOlding on tO YOu, and I'm eating frOm YOur tree? If yOu dO that, that's faking. Faking is going tO lead everybOdy astray. Then everyOne's going tO lOOk at yOu and say well, yOu're not really hOlding ontO the tree. If yOu have eternal life, it's because yOu must be another GOd, because yOu're basically separate frOm GOd, sO yOu're not really listening tO GOd. Getting eternal life that way is a faking kind Of way tO get it. YOu can't dO that.

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: What is the what? Audience Member: (Inaudible).
Rabbi David FOhrman: Yeah. I dOn't know the answer. Audience Member: (Inaudible).
Rabbi David FOhrman: I dOn't know the answer tO that. That's a goOd question. WhO are the other creatures? I dOn't know. YOu're asking, whO are these other creatures whO wOuld lOOk at man and be cOnfused?

Audience Member: Right.

Rabbi David FOhrman: I dOn't know the answer tO that. Either animals Or angels presumably. (InterpOsing).
Rabbi David FOhrman: COuld be. I'm not One tO speculate. I'm not getting intO that. I dOn't know. YOu can use yOur imaginations.

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: I dOn't want tO get intO that right now. I want tO get intO what I want tO get intO. I dOn't want tO get intO an exhaustive treatment Of the Tree of Knowledge stOry, because that's not what I'm trying tO dO now. I'm trying tO give yOu enough Of it tO understand what I'm talking abOut the manna. We're going tO go and fast-fOrward back. We're leaving the Tree of Knowledge now, and I'm

now going tO elabOrate my theory which is that the manna is cOnnected tO all Of this. NOw let's go fOrward.

This is the cOmplicated part, sO I need yOu just hOld OntO yOur hats fOr a mOment. All right. NOw yOu remember, I did this with yOu last week. NOw let's get back tO these parallels here.

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: I will. We talked abOut this befOre. There are a very curious set Of parallels between what happens tO JacOb himself and what happens tO JacOb's children. In essence, as JacOb leaves Laban's hOusehOld, we hear a language that reminds us later Of JacOb's children leaving Pharaoh's hOusehOld, "vayugad leLavan bayOm hashlishi ki barach YaakOv"; "Vayugad lemelech Mitzrayim ki barach ha'am." This language cOntinues. "Vayikach et echav imO." "Ve'et amO lakach imO." "VayirdOf acharOv." "VayirdOf acharei B'nei Yisrael." "Vayaseig Lavan et YaakOv". "Vayasigu Otam."

YOu see all this language? Everything that happens when JacOb leaves the hOuse of Laban happens tO his children when his children leave the hOuse of Pharaoh. Similarly, JacOb's experience in the hOuse of Laban is similar tO his children's experience in the hOuse of Pharaoh. They wOrk hard, they're slaves. One is enslaved fOr 21 years; One is enslaved fOr 210 years. It's kind Of like a micrOcOsm/macrOcOsm sOrt Of thing.

What I'm going tO say now is sOmething I didn't really say last week. Similarly, it's not just that the way that JacOb left the hOuse of Laban reminds us Of the way that the Jews leave the hOuse of Pharaoh, and it's not just that JacOb's experience in the hOuse of Laban is similar tO the Jews' experience in the hOuse of Laban. But hOw JacOb got intO the hOuse of Laban is similar tO hOw the Jews got intO the hOuse of Pharaoh. NOw, let's talk abOut that.

HOw did JacOb get intO the hOuse of Laban? The answer is he tricked his brOther. He was running away frOm Esau after having deceiving Esau. The truth is frOm Esau's perspective, he is trying tO kill JacOb because JacOb tricked him twice. Remember the verse? "Hachi kara shemO YaakOv vayakveini zeh pa'amayim." When was the first time in Esau's view that JacOb tricked him?

(InterpOsing).

Rabbi David FOhrman: When he got him tO sell the bechOrah (firstbOrn rights) with the sOup. NOw, let's remember that stOry. "Michrah kayOm et bechOratcha li," JacOb had said, sell me tOday yOur firstbOrn rights. "VayOzed YaakOv nazid," JacOb made himself that pOrridge. We talked abOut that language of "vayOzed" being a very One time intentional language, anticipating tOmOrrOw and taking advantage of Esau's Achilles heel, which is just lOOking at tOday.

"Michrah kayOm et bechOratcha li," sell me tOday, "hishavah li kayOm," swear tO me tOday. Knowing that Esau is Only fOcused On tOday, and that JacOb is fOcused On tOmOrrOw and he's planning. That "vayOzed" wOrd fOr the pOrridge is a planning wOrd, planning tO sOrt Of entrap Esau. This is the way

Esau says it, yOu tOOk advantage of me and he gave bread and he said, "michrah kayOm et bechOratcha li," sell me tOday yOur firstbOrn rights.

By the way, these themes shOuld be familiar tO yOu now. If we now think Of JacOb and Esau in terms Of the Garden of Eden stOry, what dO we have? We have Esau On the one hand. WhO is Esau? Esau is just fOcused On tOday. Why is Esau just fOcused On tOday? Why is it that he dOes not care abOut the firstbOrn rights, abOut tOmOrrOw?

The answer is because "hinei anochi hOleich lamut." What is death? Death is the ultimate unknown and tOmOrrOw. Esau is the one whO is crushed by the great unknown and the Circle of COncern. What is Esau's way Of dealing with it? COntract the Circle of COncern sO that it's no larger than the Circle of COntrOl, which says the only thing I care abOut is the immediate things that I can cOntrOl; nothing else matters tO me, and he lives in that illusion.

What I want tO argue tO yOu, and this is the cOntrOversial part, is that JacOb at this pOint is the other extreme. What JacOb is dOing is "vayazed YaakOv nazid." ThOse are illegitimate wOrds. The wOrd zadOn is an illegitimate wOrd fOr planning fOr tOmOrrOw. That's the definition of illegitimate planning, is zadOn. The wOrd that JacOb made fOr that pOrridge, "vayazed YaakOv nazid," the only Other time that wOrd appears in the TOrah is "vechi yazid ish al rei'eihu lehargo be'armah," when a man will lie in wait tO kill another man, premeditated murder, which is the ultimate illegitimate cOntrOl Of tOmOrrOw.

Whereas Esau is crushed by the pOssibility Of the end Of life, Of death, JacOb is the cOmplete oppOsite. What JacOb is trying tO dO in this stOry is he's trying tO change the beginning of life. He's trying tO change birth Order and he's going tO buy the firstbOrn rights, sOmething which prObably yOu can't even buy. HOw are yOu going tO buy that yOu were bOrn first? HOw can yOu change that? But sOmehOw this is what he's going tO dO.

YOu have an obsessive fOcus On tOday by Esau, and just not caring abOut tOmOrrOw. YOu have JacOb trying tO cOntrOl things, sO desperate tO get the firstbOrn rights that he's either spinning in illusions, which is like I'm going tO buy sOmething that I can't buy and maybe bOth. He's trying tO sOrt Of illegitimately get what he can't really get in any Other way, which is tO take advantage of my brOther and lie in wait fOr him, make this pOrridge, and then maybe he'll sell me the firstbOrn rights.

YOu have these twO energies at the beginning of the stOry; the energy Of the tOmOrrOw On the one hand, the energy Of tOday. The answer is neither is great. The stOry castigates Esau "vayibez Esav et habechOrah," Esau degrades the firstbOrn rights. Yet, the stOry isn't sO cOmplimentary Of JacOb either. It dOesn't seem --

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. I'm not going tO go there now. Just stick with me. TO frame this back tO the series Of parallels Of Laban and JacOb. NOw, let's talk abOut this. If JacOb gets dOwn tO Laban's hOusehOld thrOugh these twO deception, stOry Of Esau and JacOb number One, with the pOrridge, stOry Of

Esau and JacOb number twO, with the deception of the firstbOrn rights; if that's the way he gets dOwn, let's talk abOut hOw the Jews get dOwn tO Egypt. They get dOwn tO Egypt thrOugh the mechiras YOsef (the selling of JOseph).

NOw, if yOu think abOut the selling of JOseph, the selling of JOseph as we said befOre reminds us a lOt Of the deception of JacOb and Esau. A father treats the yOunger child as if he's the bechOr (firstbOrn) in the sale of JOseph, just like father had treated --actually an older child has abused the firstbOrn rights, but the brOthers tricked the father abOut that child, killing a goat, and then they present their brOther's cOat tO their father, wearing Esau's cOat. Just the whOle thing, it's basically -- it's a replay at sOme level as JacOb being deceived the way that JacOb deceives his Own father with goats and cOats.

What I just noticed this mOrning is that the selling of JOseph actually dOesn't Only parallel the stOry, the deception stOry number twO, it alsO parallels deception stOry number One. Let's think abOut JacOb and Esau in deception stOry number One, which is the selling of the firstbOrn rights stOry. What abOut the selling of the firstbOrn rights stOry reminds yOu Of the selling of JOseph?

Audience Member: Selling.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Selling. Selling what? Audience Member: A persOn.
Rabbi David FOhrman: What kind Of persOn? The firstbOrn. WhO was JOseph? Audience Member: FirstbOrn.
Rabbi David FOhrman: JOseph was the firstbOrn of Rachel. NOw the wOrds "michrah kayOm et bechOratcha li" back in the sale, take on a chilling new tOne. When JacOb had said sell me "et bechOratcha" sell me yOur -- another way tO read it is sell me yOur firstbOrn rights tOday, he said tO Esau, well, what wOuld JacOb becOme the victim Of in his Own life? SOmebOdy else selling his Own firstbOrn Out frOm under him. YOu think yOu can fOrce Esau tO sell his firstbOrn rights? YOur firstbOrn will be sOld frOm under yOu. In fact JOseph is sOld in a kind Of picture tab.

Audience Member: One is literally and One is --

Rabbi David FOhrman: One is figurative firstbOrn, firstbOrn rights, right tO firstbOrn. One is a physical manifestation of yOur firstbOrn, which is JOseph. NOw, just tO cap it Off, what did JacOb give tO Esau in Order tO get his firstbOrn rights?

Audience Member: Lentil sOup. Rabbi David FOhrman: And?

Audience Member: Bread.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Bread. NOw, where dO we have bread in the JOseph stOry? (InterpOsing).
Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. NOa (ph) knows what happens here. The brOthers are sitting dOwn and eating bread just like Esau, after having sOld their firstbOrn, their brOther the firstbOrn. After having let go Of their firstbOrn, they're eating bread just like Esau after having sOld his firstbOrn rights. Esau is sitting dOwn eating his bread. It's the same stOry. YOu with me?

What happens is yOu hear in the selling of JOseph the echOes Of "vayakveini zeh pa'amayim," bOth deceptions; deception stOry number One and deception stOry number twO. Are yOu with me guys?

Audience Member: Yeah.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. NOw, inquiring minds want tO know what abOut stOry number three? StOry number three is the third and final stOry Of JacOb and Esau which is the recOnciliation stOry in Parashat Vayishlach. Let's keep On going. This is what I did with yOu last week. If yOu keep On going after the Jews leave Egypt, as we said befOre, they then crOss a sea. After JacOb left the hOuse of Laban he crOssed a river. YOu with me?

Audience Member: Yeah.

Rabbi David FOhrman: After JacOb crOsses that river, he meets up with Esau. After the Jews crOss the sea, they meet up with Amalek, the grandsOn of Esau. What shOuld have happened in that stOry was recOnciliation, but it didn't. Instead, Amalek attacked.

NOw, keep all this in the back Of yOur mind. This is the cOmplicated part. I have been talking abOut these parallels in terms Of what happens with JacOb happens later with his children. But the wOrd children is tricky because there's a metamOrphOsis that happens with thOse children alOng the way. What metamOrphOsis happens? At sOme pOint they're not just his children anymOre. What are they? They're a nation.

There are really three levels Of existence. There's JacOb's Own existence, there are JacOb's family, and then there is JacOb's --

Audience Member: Nation.

Rabbi David FOhrman: -- nation. NOw, here's what happens. At a certain pOint the Jews becOme a nation. At what pOint dO they becOme a nation? They becOme a nation in yetzias Mitzrayim (exOdus frOm Egypt). When? They becOme a nation with -- when they -- and this gets tO kOrban Pesach (Pesach Offering). We go back tO the Pesach Offering.

There are twO things and this is what I was talked abOut in YOung Israel Of Cedarhurst, fOr thOse whO were there, that there are twO -- I talked abOut it even here, but tO just review. There are twO very pOwerful mOtifs that yOu wOuld hear in the Pesach Offering.

One very pOwerful mOtif here in the Pesach Offering is birth. There are birth metaphOrs. There's the blOOdy dOOrway, there's the waiting all night tO go thrOugh the blOOdy dOOrway, blOOd On all sides Of the dOOr, and then there's the idea that yOu're going tO be -- then "hachOdesh hazeh lachem rOsh chadashim," it's yOur birthday. There's all that sense of birthdays.

There's alsO all these goats and cOats parallels tOO. Everything that happens in the Pesach Offering reminds us Of stuff that happened in the twO JacOb and Esau deception stOries. I dOn't have time tO go thrOugh all this now, we did this befOre. If yOu go thrOugh all the language of the Pesach Offering, it reminds yOu Of goats and cOats. Stuff like "U'matzOs al merOrim yOchluhu," eating the bread, like the brOthers ate the bread in family grOups; "al merOrim," Esau's great and bitter cry; izim (goats), the fact that yOu can use a goat. It's goats and cOats, (inaudible), cOvering the blOOd. MOses. I mean all the language is there. NOt eating it raw, "u'bashel mevushal bamayim," no water. Why? Because of JOseph with the pit, there was no water in the pit. It's all the memOries Of that.

What seems tO be happening, and bOttOm line is with the Pesach Offering, is that we are replaying the goats and cOats stOries, the twO deception stOries that GOd has bOund Egypt and we're cleansing ourselves Of them. If we got dOwn tO Egypt thrOugh the twO deceptions Of the selling of JOseph and JacOb, the goats and cOats stOries, we are letting go Of all Of that as we leave. We are prOclaiming that we are the firstbOrns Of GOd. We literally becOme firstbOrn. We becOme bOrn. We're bOrn again.

Here's the theory I want tO give yOu. This is the cOmplicated part. There are three levels Of reality; there is JacOb, JacOb's family, and JacOb's nation. We becOme a nation at the mOment Of the Pesach Offering. We're alsO a family, but we becOme a nation at the Pesach Offering.

NOw, if the experience of JacOb's family, JacOb's children, mirrOrs JacOb's Own experience, we saw that, is it pOssible that the experience of JacOb's nation is alsO going tO mirrOr JacOb's Own life? It's certainly pOssible. NOw, if it were true, then at the mOment Of birth, what pOint in JacOb's life wOuld we be up tO?

Audience Member: (Inaudible). Rabbi David FOhrman: NO. (InterpOsing).
Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. Let's lOOk at it this way. Audience Member: Can yOu rephrase the question?
Rabbi David FOhrman: All right. I'm going tO rephrase the question. At the mOment Of the Pesach

Offering, when yOu are waiting by the dOOrway tO go thrOugh the blOOdy dOOr, what part Of JacOb's life dOes that remind yOu Of?

(InterpOsing).

Rabbi David FOhrman: JacOb in the wOmb. We hear abOut JacOb in the wOmb. NOw, what dO we hear abOut with JacOb and the wOmb?

(InterpOsing).

Rabbi David FOhrman: He's struggling with Esau. NOw, what's happening here in our stOry, magically is, there's no Esau. It's Only JacOb. JacOb is in the wOmb now, and One of the great questions is what happened tO Esau. Are yOu with me?

Audience Member: Yeah.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. NOw let's try tO find the missing Esau. Audience Member: Maybe Esau's in Egypt.
Audience Member: NO. Maybe it's Laban.

Rabbi David FOhrman: One secOnd. Let's slOw dOwn. Where's the missing Esau? Here's JacOb in the wOmb and he's struggling with Esau. But now there's JacOb in the wOmb, the nation of Israel, and they're going thrOugh the wOmb and they're anointed firstbOrn and there is no Esau. Okay. NOw, let's slOw dOwn. NOw, the energies Of JacOb and Esau that we're talking abOut, I want tO argue that yOu see in their early lives are the energies Of tOmOrrOw and the energies Of tOday. "VayOzed YaakOv nazid," and all Of that.

What I want tO argue tO yOu abOut is that the nation of Israel's nisayOn (challenge), their main challenge in their early life is tO replay the stOries Of JacOb and Esau the right way. SlOw dOwn. The right way. Just listen fOr a secOnd. They need tO dO it the right way.

The first time arOund, it wasn't great. StOry number One wasn't great and stOry number twO wasn't great. What they just did in the Pesach Offering was they cOmmitted tO GOd tO dO it the right way. They said we remember all the bad stuff, we remember goats and cOats, we're bringing YOu an offering that is suffused with the memOries Of all Of this stuff that we went thrOugh that brOught us dOwn tO Egypt, and we are cOmmitted tO not dOing it again.

GOd says, yOu're cOmmitted? Let's see. YOu're bOrn. DO it again. We go in the wOmb and this time there's no Esau. What dO yOu mean there's no Esau? NOw, here's the tricky thing. If JacOb the persOn is JacOb and JacOb the nation is the nation of Israel, now let's talk abOut Isaac. Isaac is the father Of JacOb. WhO wOuld the Father Of the nation of Israel be? GOd. NOw, GOd is the Father. NOw, we're prOclaiming

tO Father we are the firstbOrns, and Father is granting us the firstbOrn rights.

NOw, let's talk abOut Isaac. What did Isaac really want? WhO did Isaac want tO bless? Audience Member: Esau.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Esau.

Audience Member: He wanted the one whO had bOth.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. The answer really is he wanted the one whO had bOth. That's the only way tO really make sense of the stOry, because otherwise, why when he screams Out "hakOl kOl YaakOv vehayadayim yedei Esav", why dOesn't he stOp right there and say, impOster, get Out Of the rOOm? I mean he saw that "hakOl kOl YaakOv vehayadayim yedei Esav," but what he was really thinking was, I thOught that I Only had JacOb Or I had Esau. TwO pOles, neither Of which I was entirely happy with. I really wanted a merger Of the twO, if I had tO chOOse one of thOse, I'd chOOse Esau.

If yOu're telling me that the child befOre me, I dOn't care whO it is, but if there's a child in frOnt Of me, whether it's JacOb Or Esau, that has the vOice of JacOb and the hands Of Esau, I want that. TherefOre, I'm going tO bless that child. When Esau stands up he says, no, gam baruch yiheyeh. He cOnfirms the blessing even after he realizes whO it really was, even thOugh he's upset.

NOw, this dOesn't mean that JacOb did the right thing. JacOb did deceive him. The right thing wOuld have been, I want tO argue, tO shOw up -- and this is where I argue with Hirsch -- but the right thing wOuld have been tO dO essentially what I think his mOther had Originally tOld him tO dO, which is, Esau, yOur father wants a guy whO can prOduce, yOur father wants sOmebOdy whO can make things, whO can make fOOd.

YOu know what, yOu're not a lemelle (little lamb), yOu're not just a guy in a tent, yOu can dO it tOO. YOu go tO yOur father with the stuff, with the matamim (delicacies) and yOu say tO yOur father, here I brOught yOu delicacies, bless me. If yOu listen tO her wOrds, that's exactly what she says. She never says deceive in the beginning.

NOw, he says, One secOnd, I'm going tO lOOk like I'm deceiving my father if I dO that. SO she says, yOu're not up tO dOing that, yOu dOn't have the cOnfidence or whatever, sO fine, sO go deceive him, put On the clOthes, actually dO that. But the real truth is that had he dOne that, he wOuld have really shOwed that he has the hands Of Esau and the vOice of JacOb. He wOuld have shOwn that I have the integrity, I think abOut tOmOrrOw, but I can alsO dO things tOday, and even mOre than that, he wOuld have shOwn himself tO be a man of faith.

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: What's that? It's my theory, I might be wrOng, I cOuld be wrOng --

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Let me finish my theory and then yOu can yell at me. If he wOuld have gone tO his father and said bless me, basically what he wOuld have been saying is -- here's where I'm going tO make yOu guys uncOmfOrtable -- there's no stOry that makes people mOre uncOmfOrtable than the JacOb and Esau stOry because we cOme frOm the stOry and the stOry gets us very, very nervOus.

What I want tO suggest is, is that in the stOry the attempts tO deceive, it seems tO be wrOng. It's not just me, Our Sages say it. When our Sages say "vayitzak tze'akah gedOlah umarah" and we hear frOm that frOm Haman, when Haman has license in the heavens tO destrOy all the Jews because of the tears Of Esau. That can't have cOme frOm sOmething which was right.

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: This is not a hundred vOices, this is genocide. This is the hOlOcaust that wOuld have actually happened and destrOyed all the Jews because of the tears Of Esau. That's not just a little thing. It's even mOre than that, I'll shOw yOu another saying of Our Sages. Here's another saying of Our Sages yOu need tO know.

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. That's what he cOuld have said. I'm having a hard time finding this particular thing here. Let me just see. Here it is. Midrash Rabbah On Bereishit says the fOllOwing thing. "HakOl kOl YaakOv," the midrash says, "Omar Rav Berachia", Rav Berachia says, "besha'ah sheYaakOv merakin bekOlO", when JacOb minimizes his vOice, Or when JacOb dOesn't say the right things with his vOice, then "yedei Esav shOltOt", then Esau has pOwer with his hand. "Dichtiv", and listen tO the prOOf, as it says, "vayivOlnu kOl ha'eidah" with the manna, that the Jews cOmplained with the manna, and the next wOrds are "vayavO Amalek," and then Amalek cOmes, Esau cOmes. When yOu dO the wrOng things with yOur vOice, then Esau has pOwer Over yOu.

"Ubesha'ah shehu metzaftzef bekOlO", but had he screamed Out with his vOice, at the time when he screamed Out with his vOice, "ein hayadayim yedei Esav," the hands are not the hands Of Esau, they're my hands that are in frOnt Of yOu, then "ein yedei Esav shOltOt." Esau's hands cannot reach him anymOre.

This is what Our Sages are saying, this is not FOhrman, this is Our Sages. Our Sages are saying that had JacOb gone and answered his father, no, thOse are not the hands Of Esau. YOu're lOOking at JacOb, they're my hands and I have the ability tO dO, they're not Esau's hands. If he cOuld take respOnsibility tO answer that, Esau has no pOwer anymOre because he has dOne the right thing, and if yOu think abOut it even in terms Of faith, he's had faith.

What he's saying is I can cOntrOl what I can cOntrOl, I can't cOntrOl what I can't cOntrOl. This is what Our Sages are suggesting, which is that dOn't deceive yOur father, dOn't try tO have illegitimate cOntrOl Over a situation that yOu can't cOntrOl. NO, have as much cOntrOl as yOu can and put yOurself in GOd's hands.

YOu say, Dad, I'm me. This is me. YOu like it, bless me. Make yOur case as strOng as yOu can and then let the chips fall wherever they may, and aye, yOu have a gap between yOur Circle of COntrOl and Circle of COncern, sO that's GOd's business, that's yOur father's business. YOur father and GOd will figure it Out.
This is hOw Our Sages seem tO paint this picture. YOu dOn't see it in what Our Sages say? (InterpOsing).
Rabbi David FOhrman: What I what tO argue is that now GOd is saying, dO it right. There is no Esau. YOu know why there's no Esau? Because it's up tO yOu tO be Esau and JacOb tOgether. ShOw me JacOb's hands and Esau's vOice. ShOw me the synthesis Of the twO. ShOw me tOmOrrOw and tOday. YOu know what tOmOrrOw and tOday tOgether is? TOmOrrOw and tOday is faith, where yOu care abOut tOmOrrOw but yOu fOcus On tOday. DO yOu know what a cOmpOund is in chemistry? A cOmpOund in chemistry is when yOu bring twO different things tOgether and then the merger Of them creates sOmething which is unlike either Of them.

What GOd is saying is that the primal JacOb and the primal Esau are just elements that are suppOsed tO cOme tOgether in a cOmpOund. The true firstbOrn is the cOmpOund Of bOth Of them, and yOu, my chOsen child, JacOb, the Jewish people, are meant tO be the firstbOrn by incOrpOrating what Esau has intO yOu, and when yOu dO, that will be the strOngest pOssible thing yOu can imagine. Then take yOur tOmOrrOw fOcusness and incOrpOrate a little bit Of tOday intO it. In other wOrds, stay within tOday, fOcus Only On tOday just like Esau, but not because yOu're crushed by tOmOrrOw. NO, keep yOur fOcus On tOmOrrOw. If yOu bring thOse twO tOgether yOu have what we call faith.

YOu're back in the wOmb; there's Only JacOb. SO now let's go tO the text. NOw immediately as they cOme Out Of Egypt, these are the wOrds in Chapter Twelve. "VayOfu et habatzek asher hetziyu meMitzrayim ugot matzOs ki lO chOmetz" they went and baked their matzah, "ki gorshu miMitzrayim velO yOchlu lehismahmeihah vegam tzeidah lO asu lahem." Tzeidah reminds yOu Of what? Esau. NOw lOOk at the next wOrds, twO wOrds later, after tzeidah. What dO yOu see?

Audience Member: It cOuld be read as Esav.

Rabbi David FOhrman: It cOuld be read as Esav. Esau actually cOmes frOm the wOrd asu, tO make. NOw what dOes this mean? These are Esau wOrds, twO Esau wOrds right Over here, here's a missing piece of Esau. Let's explOre this. First Of all, let's talk abOut this. They're going off intO the desert withOut prOvisions. What dOes that remind yOu Of in the JacOb and Esau stOry? WhO went intO the fields withOut prOvisions?

Audience Member: Esau.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Esau went, because when Esau came back he was hungry, he hadn't packed lunch, that's why he had tO buy it frOm JacOb. The Jews alsO didn't pack lunch, they had breakfast but they didn't have lunch. They're going off in the fields just like Esau. On the other hand, it's not like Esau. "Tzeidah lO asu" almOst sOunds like but not Esau. SO the question is, is this not Esau Or is this yes Esau?

The answer is, it's sOrt Of. It's bringing Esau intO JacOb. Let's see hOw. SO lOOk at this Rashi. This Rashi will knock yOur sOcks Off.

Here's what Rashi says. "Vegam tzeidah lO asu lahem laderech," they didn't make any fOOd. Why didn't they make any fOOd? "Magid shevcham shel Yisrael." This tells yOu the great praise of Israel. "ShelO Omru heich netzei lamidbar belO tzeidah," they didn't say tO GOd, hOw can I pOssibly go intO the desert withOut fOOd fOr tOmOrrOw, "ela he'eminu", they had faith, "vehalchu," and they went, "hu shemefurash bekabalah."

This is what Jeremiah later On says "zacharti lach chesed ne'urayich ahavat kelulOtayich lechtech acharai bamidbar be'eretz lO zerua," yOu have gone intO the desert intO a land where there is no fOOd, and that's what? It's the greatest gift Of faith, that is the greatest gift. YOu've just given GOd the mOst unimaginable gift and GOd will always remember that. YOu trusted Him sO much that fOOd, the one thing yOu want cOntrOl Over, yOu say I have no cOntrOl Over, I have breakfast but I dOn't have lunch, GOd, lunch is up tO yOu fOr the next 40 years and I'm putting myself in YOur hands and I went intO a desert where yOu can't make fOOd, yOu can't grOw fOOd. That was a great gift.

NOw, umah sechar, what was the reward fOr that gift? That is the gift Of faith. By the way, this is back tO what they needed tO dO in the Garden of Eden. This is leaving what needs tO be in GOd's hands in GOd's hands. I make the bread I can make, but I Only make bread as much as I can make and then it's up tO GOd. YOur Circle of COntrOl and yOur Circle of COncern is exactly where it needs tO be. This is cleaving, this is faith, and the greatest gift Of lOve is when yOu can give the gift Of faith.

What happens when yOu give sOmeone faith in a relationship? When yOu lOve sOmeone and yOu trust them, what happens? The other persOn lives up tO the trust by what? YOu can cOnceive of a relationship as like a tennis cOurt. There's my side of the fence and there's yOur side of the fence. Faith is crOssing the tennis cOurt. Faith is when I go and I put myself in yOur hands. I say it's uncOmfOrtable fOr me tO go Outside of my circle over here, but I am delivering myself. I'm saying I am vulnerable and yOu're in charge. YOu take care of me.

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Let's not get intO that. YOu can read the ChazOn Ish fOr that. What happens when yOu dO that? HOw dO yOu reciprOcate that? What yOu reciprOcate is by going over -- what yOu can dO is reciprOcate by going over the other side of the tennis cOurt alsO. Let me explain what I mean.

LOOk at Rashi. "Umah sechar mefurash acharOv," what's the reward? The reward is the very next verse in Jeremiah. What is the next verse in Jeremiah after zacharti lach chesed ne'urayich ahavat kelulOtayich?" It is "kOdesh Yisrael laHashem reishit tevu'atah kOl Ochlav yeshamu." NOw listen tO thOse wOrds. The Jews are "kOdesh laHashem reishit tevuatah," tevuatah is grain. NOw go back tO the last verse, where were they?

Audience Member: In the desert.

Rabbi David FOhrman: In the desert, a place where yOu can have no grain. What's the reward? GOd says yOu ran intO the desert in a place where there was no grain; dO yOu know what that trust is? That trust is grain, that's my grain. YOu've just given me grain. "KOdesh Yisrael laHashem reishit tevuatah," yOu guys, yOu're the grain. That what yOu've just dOne, that's grain. DO yOu know what I'm going tO make Out Of that grain? I'm going tO take care of yOu. After yOur fOOd is used up, 30 days later, I'm going tO take care of yOu. After 30 days there's the time when a father takes respOnsibility fOr his firstbOrn. We call it pidyOn bechOr (redemption of the firstbOrn).

The date of the manna was 30 days after the exOdus frOm Egypt. When the fOOd is used up and it's time fOr the father tO take respOnsibility fOr the child, and the child puts himself in the father's arms, GOd says, I will give yOu the manna. What is the manna? The manna is bread. Bread? What's the definition of bread? Bread is man-made fOOd. It's not bread, it's GOd-fOOd. The whOle definition of manna is frOm GOd, hOw can it be bread? The whOle definition of bread is fOOd that's not made by GOd, it's the independence fOOd that man can make. NO, that's the greatest gift that GOd gives us in respOnse tO Our gift Of faith.

I know yOu like Twinkies. I know yOu like prOcessed fOOd. DO yOu know what I'm going tO give yOu? I'm going tO give yOu bread. It's very uncOmfOrtable fOr me tO make bread; I usually make fOOd, I usually make fruit, I usually make animals. I make raw materials, that's what GOd dOes. GOd says no, I know yOu like bread, I'm going tO give yOu bread. I'm going tO take this grain, this faith as it were, and I'm going tO prOcess it and it's going tO be bread, which is why the people didn't know what the manna was.

It's an oxymOrOn. The manna, it's bread that cOmes frOm GOd. There is no such thing as bread that cOmes frOm GOd. There's fruit that cOmes frOm GOd, there's raw materials that cOmes frOm GOd, there's no man-made fOOd that cOmes frOm GOd. That's the paradOx Of the manna. It's man-made fOOd and what it is, is a rectification of the Garden of Eden.

YOu're going back tO the Garden, and GOd is saying, back in the Garden yOu wanted independence and because of that yOu had tO make yOur Own bread? NOw that yOu have given me the faith that I asked fOr in the Garden, yOu have given me that cleaving, I'm going tO prOvide yOu with fOOd again. It's not going tO be "bezei'at apecha tOchal lechem," I'm going tO give yOu fOOd every mOrning and it's going tO be easy, and it's going tO be bread. It's going tO be the very fOOd that yOu said that yOu like, that fOOd I might be a little angry abOut because it symbOlizes yOur belligerent independence. NO, I'm going tO give yOu that fOOd, it's going tO be bread.

When I give yOu that fOOd, it's going tO cOme frOm tal (dew), "veyiten lecha ha'ElOkim mital hashamayim." It was the blessings that GOd gave, in the sadeh (field), when they lOOked Out at the field, "re'ei reiach beni kerei'ach sadeh asher berachO Hashem" is what Isaac said when he smelled JacOb. They lOOk Out and they see the field that GOd has blessed, the field with the manna. GOd, the father and not Isaac has now given them the blessing and it is the blessing of the manna, which is the realization of the blessings Of JacOb, because the people of Israel did what they were suppOsed tO dO. What was JacOb lOOking fOr? "HakOl kOl YaakOv vehayadayim yedei Esav." He was lOOking fOr bOth. They synthesized

bOth, except they blew it.

Right befOre this happened they then say "mi yiten muteinu beyad Hashem be'eretz Mitzrayim." They go back and they get Esau-like and they drOp tOmOrrOw and they get crushed by tOmOrrOw and they just fOcus On tOday, and they say, if Only we wOuld have died in Egypt, we just want bread, we're going tO die anyway. At that pOint, they becOme Esau-like, willing tO trade in their firstbOrn rights. At which pOint GOd says yOu can't trade anymOre, yOu are my firstbOrn, yOu've given me that faith, all yOu're dOing is testing Me. This can't wOrk. YOu know what I'm going tO dO? I'm going tO give yOu the TOrah.

What's the TOrah? The TOrah Of the manna. I'm going tO help yOu deal with this manna. I'm going tO give yOu sOme rules. All yOu've got tO dO is tO fOllOw these rules. What are the rules? The rules are tO let yOu fOcus On tOmOrrOw and tOday at the same time. NO cOllecting mOre fOr tOmOrrOw. There's going tO be just fOOd every day, but yOu're going tO care abOut tOmOrrOw. What is the TOrah Of the manna? All that is, is the scaffOlding and laws tO help them get back tO the faith which they had befOre "vegam tzeidah lO asu lahem." They had that faith, it's just the laws that help yOu get tO that, but they dOn't keep the laws.

Then they shift tO the other way. First they were shifted and just fOcused On tOday, ah, whO cares abOut bread, we're going tO die anyway, whO cares abOut the firstbOrn rights; we're going tO die anyway, just like Esau withOut any JacOb. Then what dO they dO? They dOn't keep the laws and they try tO illegitimately gather fOr tOmOrrOw, which is the sin of the Tree of Knowledge all Over again, when they're gathering fOr tOmOrrOw and they're not keeping the laws. SO now they shift tO the other extreme, they becOme only JacOb, and they're vacillating between only Esau and Only JacOb. At this pOint, what happens is, whO shOws up?

Audience Member: Amalek.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Amalek shOws up. WhO is Amalek? Amalek is the grandsOn of Esau says, it's the midrash again, besha'ah sheYaakOv merakin bekOlO," when JacOb uses his vOice right and presents himself prOperly tO his father, "ein yedei Esav shOltOt." When he can take respOnsibility fOr his hands, when he screams Out and says no, the hands are mine, I have bOth tOgether, he's not deceiving father, everything is fine; but when yOu deceive father, everything is not fine. What GOd is saying is yOu're playing arOund with Me, yOu're deceiving me. WhO are yOu? YOu're JacOb, yOu're dressed up as Esau. But it is not -- yOu haven't integrated the twO. There's no cOmpOund here and at that pOint Amalek can cOme and has the ability tO say what's going on.

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's right. This is all I can dO now. Next time we'll get tO the battle against Amalek. We'll talk abOut that in light Of this.

Rabbi David FOhrman: All right. WelcOme back. I know MOnday mOrning's very exciting. Okay. I have a little POwerPOint presentation fOr yOu here; by way Of review. Just tO put things in cOntext. I kind Of left yOu in the middle last week.

SO here's what we're in the middle of. The argument that I was making tO yOu last week is that JacOb's life becOmes the paradigm fOr his children and his nation. There are -- classically this is known in the RishOnim as sOmething which the Ramban often calls, "Ma'aseh avOt siman labanim." It's an idea that I think is Often misunderstOOd. In the sense that "histOry repeats itself." And that we dO nothing but relive the events Of the past. Or that children are sOmehOw destined tO relive the experiences Of their parents.

I dOn't think it means that. I think it means that the lives Of Our fOrefathers are a -- that they charter a path, which -- the path that we tOO take, but we have chOices. We have cOmplete freewill. We can dO whatever we want. But whatever we want, we're going tO be acting in relation tO the same thing our fOrefathers reacted tO. We're going tO be struggling with the same things. We can chOOse hOw we're going tO deal with that. But, One way Or another, Our lives Our going tO be played Out in relation tO the lives Of Our fOrefathers.

I think we see this in twO successive iterations with JacOb. We see it if we take JacOb the man, and that is One life. Then we take JacOb's children, and they live lives. Then we take JacOb's nation, Klal Yisrael, and they live a (cOllective) life. SOmehOw the lives Of JacOb's children on the one hand, and JacOb's nation on the other hand, are going tO be played Out, that is, their experiences, with reference tO JacOb himself.

They'll have their chOices tO make, but their chOices will be in reference tO JacOb's life. What dOes that lOOk like? Basically we argued that the idea here, these descendants we classified in orders Of magnitude, as it were. The first Order Of magnitude cOntains his children. The secOnd Order Of magnitude cOntains his nation. At sOme pOint his children transfOrm intO a nation. They're still his children, but at that pOint, an additional layer Of existence cOmpiles On tOp Of this; namely, the layer Of nation. At sOme pOint, his children becOme a nation.

Audience Member: Why dOes it have tO be that way? I mean, just because (inaudible) sOmething else dOesn't mean that the (inaudible) have tO fOllOw all Of the same rOute.

Rabbi David FOhrman: I dOn't know the answer tO that question. I'm not saying, it's always that way in life; that yOur children have tO go thrOugh the same rOute as yOu. But I am saying that, in this case, that's the way it is. I mean, with JacOb, that's the way it is. I can demOnstrate that that's the way it is. Why is that the way it is? YOu'll have tO ask GOd. I dOn't know. I can specualte.

One pOssibility is that, if yOu dOn't quite dO it right the first time, yOu get a secOnd chance. If yOu dOn't quite dO it right the secOnd chance, yOu get a third chance. SOmehOw yOu keep On getting chances until yOu dO it right. In Kabbalah, mysticism, this is the idea of gilgul. Right? YOu cOme back. YOu get another chance. I'm not necessarily a mystic, but yOu see sOmething like this. If yOu want tO go tO HOllywOOd, yOu have a similar idea in the mOvie, GrOundhOg Day.
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(Irrelevant discussion 00:05:09-00:08:01.)

Rabbi David FOhrman: SO basically we can lOOk at there being three episOdes. These are -- the three episOdes are sOrt Of markers On the life of JacOb. JacOb interacts, in the cOurse of his life, with Esau in what amOunts tO three encOunters.

In encOunter number One, JacOb "skins" Esau intO selling his FirstbOrn-rights fOr lentil sOup and bread. TwO, JacOb deceives Isaac intO giving him Esau's blessing. Three, JacOb meets Esau and ultimately recOnciles with him.

HOw dO the lives Of JacOb's children relate tO these episOdes? Last week, just tO review, we charted this. The summary Of the chart lOOks like this slide on the screen. If yOu can't see it, I will read it tO yOu. Just relax. Okay?

JacOb and Esau, number One. First, Esau sells his FirstbOrn-right. Then he sits dOwn tO eat bread. In other wOrds, Esau brazenly sells his FirstbOrn-right. Then, he's got bread tO eat. He still needs his bread.

Later On in life, JacOb deceives his father. A different child, JacOb deceives his father abOut the FirstbOrn- right; using "goats and cOats." Isaac says these wOrds, "Mah zeh michartah limtzO, beni?" Remember when JacOb cOmes back with the fOOd. Isaac thinks he's Esau, and asks, "Gee, hOw did yOu cOme back with fOOd sO fast?" "Mah zeh michartah limtzO, beni?" HOw cOme yOu came back with the fOOd sO fast? Similarly, when he didn't recOgnize him, the text says, " - velO hikirO -- " Isaac did not recOgnize whO JacOb was.

If yOu take all Of these elements, that I cOlOred in on the slide, JacOb-Esau One and JacOb-Esau twO, yOu find that these twO events in JacOb's life resOnate with a single event, in immediate succession, in the lives Of JacOb's children. That event is the sale of JOsef. Let's think abOut the sale of JOsef in terms Of JacOb and Esau "One." That is, frOm JacOb's Own life.

Esau sells his FirstbOrn-right, and sits dOwn tO eat bread. What dOes that remind yOu Of in the sale of JOsef? The brOthers sell an actual firstbOrn, namely JOsef. He is the firstbOrn of Rachel. Then they sit dOwn tO eat bread. It's a mimicry Of the first event in JacOb's life. Immediately after that just as the children sell him, they have tO cOme up with an alibi fOr their father. When they dO, they deceive their father, abOut his firstbOrn, using goats and cOats. That reminds yOu Of JacOb and Esau "twO". Right?
When JacOb deceives his father abOut his firstbOrn using goats and cOats. NOw the children deceive their father abOut the firstbOrn using goats and cOats.

Remember hOw Isaac said, "Mah zeh michartah limtzO, beni?" HOw did yOu find the fOOd sO fast JacOb [sic]? Then, " - velO hikirO -- " and he didn't recOgnize him. ThOse wOrds resOnate in the stOry Of the sale of JOsef. Instead Of "Mah zeh michartah limtzO," spOken by Isaac, the brOthers say, " -- zOt matzanu;" this is what we fOund. "Haker na -- " dO yOu recOgnize it? This echOes bOth the "Mah zeh michartah limtzO," and the "velO hikirO," Of the other stOry.
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What yOu see here then, is that JacOb-Esau One and JacOb-Esau twO in JacOb's life, are being mirrOred by the sale of JOsef in his children's life. This slide shOws hOw the diagram Of this might lOOk. When JacOb's life replays itself in the lives Of his children, using an arrOw tO represent the trajectOry Of JacOb's life, we have JacOb-Esau One, which represents the sale of the FirstbOrn-right. We have JacOb-Esau twO, which represents the deception of Isaac stOry. AlsO, JacOb-Esau three, which represents the recOnciliation stOry. The arrOws On the slide signify the events in the lives Of JacOb's children that mirrOr thOse twO events.
Right? JacOb-Esau One and JacOb-Esau twO are mirrOred in the sale of JOsef. Are yOu with me?

NOw we cOntinue frOm JacOb's life. This shOuld be a sOrt Of a bridge between episOdes twO and three. I'm sOrry abOut that. If we go tO JacOb's life, and we go frOm JacOb-Esau twO tOwards JacOb-Esau three, we see the fOllOwing event.

After betraying his brOther and deceiving his father, JacOb goes dOwn tO exile in Laban's hOuse. He wOrks hard there. He leaves with great wealth. Laban runs after him. He catches up, but GOd saves JacOb. JacOb crOsses the river. He meets Esau. That's the bOttOm line in JacOb's life, after he deceives his father.
A thirty-secOnd snapshOt Of JacOb's life. Well, that thirty-secOnd snapshOt Of JacOb's life gets mirrOred in the thirty-secOnd snapshOt Of the lives Of his children.

After the sale of JOsef, and remember the sale of JOsef sale is analOgous tO JacOb-Esau One, JacOb-Esau twO. If we lOOk fOr the bridge between thOse twO JacOb-Esau events and JacOb-Esau three in the lives Of his children, we're going tO see sOmething similar tO this bridge in JacOb's Own life. Ready?

Here are the lives Of his children. After the great (inaudible) scene fOllOwing which JacOb went dOwn tO exile in Laban's hOuse, and after the brOthers deceive their father, the children of JacOb go dOwn tO exile intO Pharaoh's hOuse. Just like JacOb wOrked hard in Laban's hOuse, they wOrk hard in Pharaoh's hOuse. Just like JacOb left with great wealth frOm Laban's hOuse, they leave with great wealth frOm Pharaoh's hOuse. Just like Laban ran tO catch them and caught up with them, sO tOO Pharaoh ran and caught up with them. Just like GOd saved JacOb, GOd saved them. Just like JacOb crOssed the river, they crOssed the sea.

Then, JacOb met Esau; but the Jews met Amalek, the grandsOn of Esau. And, instead Of recOnciling, Amalek attacked. That is the break. SOmething went wrOng. In other wOrds, until now everything was fine. SOmehOw, thOugh, there was no recOnciliation. Instead there was this terrible attack.

YOu might say, it's because, again, Amalek (inaudible). Remember the recOnciliation stOry. They dOn't know, they wOuld -- but the truth is Amalek knows very well abOut the recOnciliation stOry. HOw dO we know? LOOk whO they attack. The people whO they attack, " -- vayezaneiv becha kOl hanecheshalim acharecha -- " They tailed after yOu; after all the fragile ones.

Why wOuld they specifically attack the fragile ones? If yOu think abOut the JacOb-Esau recOnciliation stOry, in JacOb's Own life, in that recOnciliation stOry JacOb references tO Esau the fragile ones.
Remember? Because Esau says, "COme with me dOwn tO Seir." JacOb's respOnse is, "I can't. I have all these fragile people." Esau says, "Fine. YOu go yOur Own way and take yOur time with the fragile

people."

Amalek remembers that, but instead Of Amalek cOnceding tO JacOb, and saying, "It's Okay. YOu have the fragile people;" he specifically attacks the fragile. YOu with me?

Okay. SOmething went wrOng. What went wrOng? All right. If we lOOk at what we've seen thus far, this is what we've seen. JacOb-Esau One, JacOb-Esau twO bOth get mirrOred in the life of JacOb's children with the sale of JOsef.

JacOb-Esau three gets mirrOred in Amalek's attack. The recOnciliation alsO serves as the bridge between twO and three, as we just saw. All Of this specifically is padding on the bridge frOm One tO the other.

The prOblem with this is, the fly in the ointment, what I was bOthered by, weeks ago, when I shared with yOu my innermOst struggle over here. One, if this were true, then yOu wOuld expect that, when we get tO the stOry Of the manna, we shOuld be hearing abOut -- if yOu see the cursOr On the screen -- sO where wOuld the manna be?

SO the manna wOuld be sOmewhere on the trajectOry Of JacOb's children up until right befOre Amalek's attack. That means that, if we're going tO find parallels tO JacOb and Esau in the manna, it shOuld parallel sOmething over here in the area of the sale of JOsef. Why? Because if the sale of JOsef parallels JacOb-Esau twO, and Amalek's attack parallels JacOb-Esau three, this whOle bridge of parallels, taking all the way frOm JacOb-Esau twO tO JacOb-Esau three, gets mirrOred in everything that happens frOm the sale of JOsef tO Amalek's attack, sO yOu wOuld expect that, if yOu're going tO find JacOb-Esau parallels in the manna, it's going tO have tO mirrOr sOmething pretty clOse tO JacOb-Esau three.

What was JacOb-Esau three? It was the recOnciliation stOry. Right befOre that yOu wOuld say, JacOb's crOssed the river, fOught with the angel, maybe sOmething like that we shOuld see in the manna stOry. But, yOu dOn't see any Of that in the manna stOry. YOu, in fact, see JacOb-Esau parallels. But they go back much earlier tO the beginning of the JacOb-Esau stOry. I'll shOw yOu what thOse parallels are in a mOment. Let’s just -- we cOuldn't talk abOut them last week, but they're there.

The prOblem is, because the parallels that yOu see in the manna, yOu see them, except the parallels are all the way Over here. Are yOu with me? They take yOu all the way back tO the JacOb-Esau One stOry and pre-JacOb-Esau One. SO the prOblem is the parallels are all wrOng.

The parallels break the pattern. That was my prOblem. All Of the parallels Of the manna break the pattern. SO the theory which I began tO suggest tO yOu last week, and I wanted tO try tO make clearer tO yOu, is that it all wOrks Out.

In the histOry Of science, befOre the COpernican revOlution, which is the idea that there is a heliocentric universe [sic], up until then, when everyOne thOught that the earth was the center Of the universe, and everything revOlved arOund the earth, it became harder and harder tO recOncile the data. SO they came up with these successive iterations Of the sun-cycle. This is what it reminds me of, all these false theories; but

this One's true.

It actually is pretty elegant. Here's what I want tO argue tO yOu. What I want tO argue is, the reasOn why yOu're seeing JacOb-Esau parallels going over here, and that we are all cOnfused by that is because we're no lOnger in the wOrld Of JacOb 's children at this pOint. We're in the wOrld Of JacOb 's nation. Right?

One section of this slide is the wOrld Of JacOb 's children. But the other area is the wOrld Of JacOb 's nation. There are three lines that are parallel. There is JacOb's life. There's JacOb's children. And there is JacOb 's nation.

At sOme pOint, JacOb's children take on a secOnd identity. In addition tO being JacOb's children, they are alsO JacOb's nation. What I want tO argue tO yOu is that, at that pOint sOmething cOmplicated happens. There is still the playing out Of everything in relation tO JacOb's Own life, except that, if yOu lOOk at them as JacOb's children, they're at One pOint in this playing out Of JacOb's life. If yOu lOOk at them as JacOb's nation, they're at a different pOint in JacOb's life. But bOth things are true at the same time, and the really cOOl thing is that, even thOugh these timelines are different -- in other wOrds, where they are as JacOb's children and where they are as JacOb's nation are different, there's One pOint at which the timelines intersect exactly. That pOint is Amalek's attack.

That's when they're all at exactly the same place. That's where everybOdy is up tO JacOb-Esau three. In Other wOrds, what I'm arguing is that, as JacOb's nation they are undergoing a very quick replay Of JacOb-Esau One and JacOb-Esau twO. This leads up tO JacOb-Esau three, which is exactly where their children are up tO at the manna, and that's where everything cOnverges. Are yOu with me? That's the idea.

NOw, let me shOw yOu hOw this plays Out in later life. Okay? AlOng the way, the twO -- dOes this sOund like a repeat Of what I did last week? Or, is this --

(InterpOsing.)

Audience Member: NO, this is a summary.

Rabbi David FOhrman: This is a summary Of what I did last week. Actually, it's understandable. Okay. AlOng the way, the Jews transfOrm themselves intO a nation. NOw, when dOes that happen?

(Irrelevant discussion 00:20:46-00:21:01.)

Rabbi David FOhrman: SO alOng the way, the Jews transfOrm themselves intO a nation. I haven't cOme up with the graphics tO be able tO illustrate this part prOperly yet. I have tO figure out hOw tO dO that. Here, On this slide, is where they transfOrm themselves intO a nation. They transfOrm themselves intO a nation at the ExOdus frOm Egypt. Particularly, the night they leave; at the PassOver Offering.

We talked abOut this befOre. What's interesting is that now, when we think abOut the way we were at

the time of the PassOver Offering, it makes sO much mOre sense. What we saw when we lOOked at the PassOver Offering was that, if yOu lOOk at the PassOver Offering carefully, yOu get all these strange laws that seem tO have nothing tO dO with each Other. But, if yOu fOllOw the trajectOry Of thOse laws, yOu find they all remind yOu Of things.

What dO they remind yOu Of? They remind yOu Of JacOb and Esau's lives. What dO they remind yOu Of? They remind yOu particularly Of goats and cOats; Of the sale of JOsef, and they remind yOu Of events in JacOb's life and events in JacOb's children's lives.

They remind yOu, fOr example of -- there is this -- remember there's this animal. The animal cannot be eaten with water. YOu cannot cOOk them in water. Why? What dOes that remind yOu Of in the sale of JOsef? NO water. " -- vehabOr reik ein bO mayim." Remember, the pit was empty. There was no water in it.

The blOOd "asher besaf". "Saf-saf;" yOu dip it in the blOOd. " -- utevaltem badam - " (with kOrban Pesach). YOu have tO dip the hyssOp in the blOOd. Where's Our dipping of blOOd? When the brOthers dipped JOsef's cOat in the blOOd. It was suppOsed tO be JOsef's blOOd. " -- badam asher bassaf;" samech-pei. It's a play Off Of JOsef (yud-samech-pei). Everything that happens in that stOry, it's all JacOb and Esau stuff.

There are these memOries Of goats and cOats everywhere. Why? Because it's goats and cOats that brOught yOu dOwn tO Egypt. SO it's goats and cOats (inaudible) Over here while yOu're in Egypt. TherefOre, tO get Out Of Egypt -- hOw are yOu going tO get Out Of Egypt? YOu've got tO sOmehOw deal with goats and cOats. The PassOver Offering is Our way Of dealing with goats and cOats. LOOking it straight in the eye.

What was goats and cOats all abOut? It was all abOut this attempt tO sOrt Of illegitimately becOme the firstbOrn. TO try tO deceive father intO thinking that yOu were the firstbOrn. Whether it was JacOb himself dOing it tO Isaac. Or, whether it was JacOb's children dOing it him. One way Or the other, there was this desperate attempt tO becOme the firstbOrn at all cOsts; even at the price of deceiving father.

In the exOdus frOm Egypt, in order tO get Out Of Egypt, we have tO cOnfrOnt that past. But in cOnfrOnting that past, we were bOrn again. And we were bOrn again as GOd's firstbOrn. " -- beni bechOri Yisrael." We becOme bOrn as GOd's firstbOrn in the exOdus frOm Egypt.

That leads tO another layer Of imagery in the PassOver Offering that we talked abOut. This is the birth analOgy with the PassOver Offering. There's the idea of this blOOdy dOOrway. BlOOd On the tOp Of the dOOrway. BlOOd On the bOttOm Of the dOOrway. BlOOd On the sides Of the dOOrway.

" -- ve'atem lO teitzu ish mipetach beitO ad bOker." That until the mOrning no-One can go thrOugh the dOOrway.

Then yOu rushed bechipazOn thrOugh the dOOrway. Then GOd said, "Ufasachti aleichem." Pas, by the way, alsO reminds us Off what in the JOsef stOry? The ketOnet pasim, the striped garment.

"Ufasachti aleichem," I will give yOu the pas. What were the pasim? The pasim were the way that JacOb signifies tO JOsef that he was the firstbOrn. GOd says, yOu'll go thrOugh this dOOrway; yOu'll be my firstbOrn. " -- beni bechOri Yisrael." All the firstbOrn will die in this plague; except fOr my firstbOrn.
Right? My firstbOrn will live. We becOme GOd's firstbOrn.

When that happens, we are literally bOrn again, and we're transfOrmed intO a nation. At this pOint we are twO things. We are JacOb's children, again; but we're alsO JacOb's nation. We are Beit Ya'akOv, we're the HOuse of JacOb as JacOb's nation. But as JacOb's nation we are not at the same place in JacOb's life as where are his children. In his children we just got Out Of Pharaoh's hOusehOld which is like just getting Out Of Laban's hOusehOld, sO we're pretty far alOng JacOb's life. But as JacOb's nation we're being bOrn sO what part Of JacOb's life are we up tO now?

Audience Member: In the birth.

Rabbi David FOhrman: The very beginning. The birth Of JacOb when he's struggling with Esau in the wOmb. Right, that's where we're up tO. SO now what's happening is that we're going tO see a whOle series Of parallels now between JacOb's nation and JacOb's life that are going all the way back tO pre-JacOb One; tO JacOb's struggle in the wOmb with Esau and all that stuff.

NOw, what dO we see? In the wOmb, JacOb struggles with Esau and they struggle abOut whO's going tO be the bechOr (firstbOrn). The interesting thing is that now there's no Esau. In other wOrds, if we think abOut JacOb in the wOmb, JacOb in the wOmb wOuld be the Jews in Egypt Or the Jews right abOut tO leave on the night Of PassOver. They were slaughtering the PassOver Offering. There is no Esau there; there's JacOb, there's no Esau. What happened tO Esau? One of the great questions is where is the Egyptian Esau in the stOry? If the parallels cOntinue, and I'll shOw yOu that the parallels are there, but One Of the strange things is we have a missing Esau. We have a phantOm Esau.

The theory I'd like tO suggest tO yOu is that the reasOn why we have a missing Esau is because the Jews are suppOsed tO be Esau tOO. In other wOrds, this is yOur chance tO dO it right. The only way that yOu dO it right is becOming bOth JacOb and Esau. The Jews, in order tO succeed have tO be bOth JacOb and Esau. Because bOth JacOb and Esau are sOrt Of the firstbOrn. Esau was bOrn first. The Jews have tO integrate Esauness intO them in order tO really be the firstbOrn. In order tO really -- that's what GOd wants frOm them.

Why? Because that's what Isaac wanted, alsO. If we go back tO the original stOry, that's really what Isaac wanted. HOw cOuld Isaac have said the wOrds, "HakOl kOl YaakOv vehayadayim yidei Eisav" and then blessed the kid? He knew he was being deceived, he shOuld have said "HakOl kOl YaakOv vehayadayim yidei Eisav", the only pOssible answer is he wanted sOmeone with the kOl (vOice) Of JacOb and the yadayim (hands) Of Esau. He just didn't think he had a kid like that. SO whichever kid it is, I dOn't care if it's JacOb and I dOn't care if it's Esau, but if there's a kid that integrates bOth "HakOl kOl YaakOv vehayadayim yidei Eisav," fine, I dOn't recOgnize yOu, but I'll bless yOu. And then I'm surprised when I see it's JacOb. I didn't think but I say, "Gam baruch yihiyeh", sO tOO yOu shOuld be blessed. That's what Isaac wanted. Isaac was lOOking fOr a dOer, an (inaudible), a persOn with hair, sOmebOdy whO cOuld

accOmplish and he didn't think that JacOb had that.

JacOb actually was a dOer. He got himself the blessing. It was thrOugh deception, it wasn't nice, it was Machiavellian, but JacOb prOved himself tO be a dOer. But that wasn't nice and JacOb suffered greatly in his Own life, fOr that deception. He suffered eternal enmity, JacOb. He suffered his children dOing the same thing tO him. He suffered getting Laban dOing the same thing. DOing the switch Of the yOunger One befOre the firstbOrn. JacOb's life is a panoply Of pain cOming frOm the fact that he didn't dO it straightfOrward.

He cOuld have dOne it straightfOrward as we already said last week -- he cOuld have dOne what Rebecca essentially said that was the way tO dO it. Which is basically go tO yOur father and bring him the stuff and say I heard yOu say tO Esau tO go hunt fOOd, Father, here is fOOd. I can prOvide fOOd fOr yOu tOO, bless me. Which is the literal wOrds Of what Rebecca says befOre JacOb says I can't dO it, he's going tO think I'm deceiving him (inaudible). But befOre that it was go tO yOur father and get the blessing and give him fOOd. He didn't need tO dO that.

What I want tO argue is that right now we're going tO be replaying the stOries and what GOd wants frOm us is tO dO it the right way. SO we're going tO go thrOugh the blessing stOry, but what GOd wants frOm us, the Nation of Israel, is GOd says right now I am the Father. I, GOd, am the Father. If Isaac is the father Of JacOb the man, GOd is the Father Of JacOb the Nation. NOw, yOu have tO relate tO me the way that JacOb was suppOsed tO relate tO Isaac in that stOry, which is lOOk me in the eye and tell me I can dO this.
Tell me I'm a dOer, tell me I am JacOb and Esau tOgether. I'm the "KOl kOl YaakOv vehayadayim yidei Eisav."

This goes back tO a Midrash which I shared with yOu last week. The Midrash says that "Besha'ah sheYaakOv meracheim bekOl bO", when JacOb degrades his vOice and says and allOws Isaac tO say -- and lies basically and says I am Esau, then when JacOb degrades his vOice "hakOl kOl YaakOv", then "yidei Eisav shaltO", the hands Of Esau have pOwer. But when JacOb is "metzatzech bekOlO", when JacOb raises his vOice and said, "Ein hayadayim yidei Eisav", the hands are not the hands Of Esau, they're my hands. When JacOb said that then "Ein yidei Eisav shaltO," then Esau can't be shOlet (rule) anymOre.

JacOb has tO take respOnsibility fOr thOse hands and the prOOf that the -- interestingly, in the Midrash the prOOf Of this is when the Jews cOmplain in the man (manna) they meet Amalek. It's fascinating. YOu see what the Midrash is dOing? The Midrash is making the jump. The Midrash is saying what's happening with the manna is relating tO JacOb and Esau's Own life. It's the replay, which is exactly the argument we're making, but the Midrash writes the argument lOng befOre us.

Let me shOw yOu hOw it wOrks. SO JacOb's in the wOmb. There is no Esau, why? Because he's suppOsed tO be the Esau. NOw, let's talk carefully abOut what it means tO be Esau. Let's talk abOut the twO qualities we know Of that Esau has. One quality shines thrOugh -- what dO we know abOut Esau? Tell me what he are his qualities.

Audience Member: (InterpOsing) ish tzayid.

Rabbi David FOhrman: One quality is tzayid befiv. One quality is that he's a hunter. A hunter has tO dO with his ability tO accOmplish. He's a man whO can go Out and tO get things dOne, tO get fOOd, tO prepare fOOd, he can make things, whO is a man of action. That fits with Esau's name. Eisav which cOmes frOm the wOrd la'asOt, right? The dOer, the man whO can dO. That is One quality Of Eisav.

What's another quality Of Esau? Audience Member: FOcus On tOday.
Rabbi David FOhrman: The other quality is fOcus On tOday. That we see that with JacOb and Esau One where I am going tO die tOmOrrOw. I dOn't care abOut tOmOrrOw, as lOng as I have the TOrah I dOn't care abOut that, either way I'm going tO die. I want tO be happy tOday, I want the bread tOday. SO the twO qualities Of Esau are dOer and fOcus On tOday.

The theory that I want tO suggest tO yOu is that what it means fOr JacOb tO integrate with Esau is tO sOmehOw integrate bOth Of thOse qualities intO his persOna. SO the Jews are going tO be faced with the nisayOn (test) cOming out Of Egypt where they're going tO have tO integrate these twO qualities Of Esau: A, dOer; and B, fOcused On tOday. Except that bOth Of thOse qualities will be the same, as yOu'll see in a mOment. They will cOme tOgether rather elOquently in exactly the same thing. They will be one expression of bOth qualities.

Let's see hOw this wOrks. NOw, here's what we get. One final thing we need tO be able tO understand this. When we lOOk at JacOb and Esau in JacOb and Esau One, Or we lOOk at JacOb and Esau as paradigms, we see JacOb as JacOb and Esau as Esau. NOw, what I want tO suggest is whO dOes Isaac really want tO bless? WhO Isaac really wants tO bless is a merger Of JacOb and Esau. Which means that neither JacOb nor Esau, as they first appear in the TOrah, are the ideal that Isaac their father is lOOking fOr. It is the merger Of bOth Of them that is the ideal.

NOw, in this I want tO alsO suggest another thing. When we talk abOut mergers, I am not suggesting a mixture tO use that term frOm chemistry, a mixture kind Of merger, I am suggesting a cOmpOund type of mixture. The difference between a mixture and a cOmpOund is that in a mixture yOu just have twO things and they're tOgether, but theoretically yOu can separate them. YOu can get them apart again because there is no fundamental change. TwO things have transfOrmed themselves. It's just like buying salt and pepper seasOning, lemOn pepper seasOning frOm Malky's Fish. It's a little bit Of lemOn, a little bit Of pepper, but there's lemOn there there's pepper there. YOu can see the lemOn and yOu can see the pepper. And if yOu wanted tO yOu cOuld separate out the twO Of them.

That's not what a cOmpOund is. A cOmpOund is when the twO fuse becOme sOmething different than either Of them. FOr example, water. Water is hydrOgen and Oxygen. YOu'd never know it by lOOking at water because water is a cOmpOund. It is a fusion of hydrOgen and Oxygen tO create sOmething that is utterly unlike any -- salt is the fusion of sOdium and chlOride. It dOesn't lOOk like sOdium. It dOesn't lOOk like chlOrine. It is sOdium chlOride. If yOu ingested chlOrine, yOu're dead, but if yOu ingest salt yOu're not dead. It's a cOmpOund, right?

What I want tO suggest is that what Isaac is lOOking fOr is not a mixture of JacOb and Esau, a little bit Of JacOb tOgether with a little bit Of Esau. He's lOOking fOr a cOmpOund Of JacOb and Esau. He's lOOking fOr sOmething that happens when yOu take JacOb and Esau tOgether and really integrate them, that's when yOu get sOmething really, really special. What is that? YOu see that in the life of Israel as a nation.

In order tO see this mOst clearly let's lOOk at JacOb and Esau as they express themselves in JacOb and Esau Number One. In JacOb and Esau Number One the twO elements that are not yet a cOmpOund are bOth lacking in sOme fundamental way. Esau is just fOcused On -- is a hunter, a dOer and JacOb is not such a dOer. Esau is a dOer fOcused Only On tOday and JacOb is not such a dOer fOcused exclusively On tOmOrrOw. JacOb's fOcus is exclusively really On tOmOrrOw and Esau's fOcus is exclusively On tOday. Esau is crushed by the pOssibility Of death in the future and we talked abOut this in terms Of circles Of cOntrOl and circles Of cOncern, right? Esau deals with the dichOtOmy between the circle of cOntrOl and the circle of cOncern by cOnstricting a circle of cOncern that's no larger than a circle of cOntrOl. There's death Out there that I can't cOntrOl, and therefOre the only thing I really care abOut is tOday.

JacOb On the other hand, is exactly the pOlar OppOsite. JacOb Only cares abOut tOmOrrOw. He is Obsessed with getting the bechOrah (firstbOrn rights); whereas Esau sees death, the end Of life, as the crushing blOw that causes me not tO care abOut anything, JacOb lOOks tO the beginning of his life and wants tO try tO change it. I want tO be firstbOrn. I'm going tO buy it frOm him. YOu can't buy that. The prOblem is that when yOu try tO expand yOur circle of cOntrOl beyOnd where it really is, directly, yOu can't dO that.

SO One of twO things happen. YOu either spin yOur wheels and yOu're dOing sOmething ridiculOus because yOu can't cOntrOl mOre than yOu can cOntrOl. SO I'm trying tO change my birth Order. YOu can't change yOur birth Order. Or yOu dO sOmething illegitimate like yOu stuff the ballOt bOxes, which yOu get hints Of with what JacOb is dOing with "vayazed YaakOv nazid." We talked abOut this befOre. That language of "vayazed" is the language of zadOn. He's plOtting -- he's really lying in wait fOr Esau tO like get him sO that he can take advantage of Esau's fOcus On tOday and get himself the firstbOrn rights fOr this piece of bread. JacOb is really persOnally not sO nice because he desperately wants tOmOrrOw and he's going tO expand the circle of cOntrOl until he gets it.

NOw, what is the cOmpOund, if yOu mix the twO tOgether? The cOmpOund wOuld be perfect and here's why. Because what dOes GOd really want frOm us? GOd wants sOmeone whO, like JacOb, cares abOut tOmOrrOw, whO is not crushed by the pOssibility Of death. But GOd alsO wants sOmeone whO is able tO stay within their circle of cOntrOl tOday and fOcus On tOday withOut illegitimately trying tO manipulate tOmOrrOw.

HOw dOes sOmeone have that? HOw can sOmeone be that? And the answer is that's where emunah (faith) cOmes in. Faith in GOd is that. Faith in GOd dOes twO things. A, Faith allOws yOu not tO be crushed by the pOssibility Of death, because if I live "Eitz chaim hi lamachazikim bah", if there's a GOd in the wOrld then I can cOnfrOnt death and not wither. I can make it thrOugh death. Either because death means reunion with GOd, Or it means that Okay sO I wOn't live fOrever but even in this life I have a cOnnection tO the eternal sO that's enough. But sOmehOw Or another death is "Gam ki eilech begay tzalmaves lO ira ra

ki atah imadi." It's a great thing of faith that even as I walk thrOugh the shadOw Of death I dOn't fear because YOu are with me. That's the bOttOm line, that is what faith is abOut. It's Our ability tO cOnfrOnt death and not wither in the face of it and therefOre care abOut tOmOrrOw because otherwise there is no caring abOut tOmOrrOw. TOmOrrOw still matters even thOugh there's death. That's the one thing that faith dOes.

The other thing that faith dOes is not just allOw my circle of cOncern tO remain large, it alsO allOws my circle of cOntrOl tO remain where it Ought tO be because I dOn't have as much Of a temptation tO illegitimately spin my wheels and manipulate things that I dOn't cOntrOl because I can say it's not faith that cOntrOls thOse things, it's not just randOmness.

There's a lOving GOd. SO sOmetimes I get what I want frOm my lOving GOd and sOmetimes I dOn't get frOm my lOving GOd. But then the lOving GOd whO knows I'm here, He cares abOut me, is wOrking all that Out and therefOre I can leave that in His hands, I can pray tO Him, I can say GOd, yOu know, I really wOuld lOve it if YOu can make sOme allOwances fOr me over here. I cOuld dO that, but I can leave that in GOd's hands. I can stay within my circle of cOntrOl.

That is the fusion of JacOb and Esau. It is JacOb-like in the sense that I care abOut tOmOrrOw unlike Esau whO dOesn't care abOut tOmOrrOw. But even thOugh I care abOut tOmOrrOw, Esau-like in the sense that I am Only wOrking with him tOday. I am not trying tO manipulate fOr tOmOrrOw. I am not deceiving anyOne. I'm not going tO go and dO things I shOuldn't dO. I can say that GOd, YOu're a big bOy, YOu'll figure out. That's fOr YOu, I'm wOrking on what I can dO. Are yOu with me? That is the fusion. That's bOth Of them tOgether.

SO, here cOme the Jews, cOming out Of Egypt, and the first thing they dO, as we talked abOut last week is they pack as much fOOd as they pOssibly can. They pack 30 days Of bread, right? The matzah in their knapsacks, but "Gam tzeidah lO asu lahem", they dOn't pack prOvisions beyOnd that. And thOse wOrds "Gam tzeidah lO asu lahem," are Esau wOrds. Say them. Eisav -- asu -- Eisav, tzeidah -- tzayid befiv.
ThOse are Esau wOrds.

JacOb, the Jews, are integrating Esau. Are yOu with me? Apparently it's Esau-like. They are going out intO the fields, intO the desert, not packing any fOOd. Just like Esau did when he went not packing any fOOd. NOw, Esau did it because he didn't care abOut tOmOrrOw. He didn't think abOut tOmOrrOw. The Jews are not dOing it because they're not thinking abOut tOmOrrOw, they care abOut tOmOrrOw. Why are they dOing this? They're dOing it because they have faith and that is the great merger. That's the Rashi of "Gam tzeida lO asu lahem -- zeh keheminu", that they had faith and that because of that was what Jeremiah said in the BOOk Of Jeremiah, Jeremiah said that "lechtech acharay bamidbar be'eretz lO zaruah." GOd remembered hOw we went intO the desert like a bride, we called him, and He is going tO take care Of us because we allOwed Him tO cOntrOl the circle of cOncern and that is the greater thing. And that's why He's going tO give us the manna, right? "Bemah haschar?" and what's the reward? That the nation Of Israel is "reishit tvu'atO", we are this first Of GOd's grain. GOd's going tO prOvide us with grain. GOd's going tO take grain. He's going tO make bread. It's going tO be great.

That was the ultimate. We had it there, if we cOuld have just stayed there, but at that pOint things started tO go disastrOusly wrOng. Take a lOOk at JacOb's life fOr a mOment. Here is JacOb's life. JacOb struggled with Esau in the wOmb. JacOb is bOrn, not the firstbOrn, hOlding ontO the heel. Then Esau goes Out intO the field withOut prOvision. Esau says either way he'll die, he might as well have sOme bread. Then
JacOb-Esau TwO the father, Isaac, wants tO test JacOb by asking him are yOu my sOn Esau Or not? The father wants a child with the hands Of Esau and the vOice of JacOb. The father eventually blesses the child whO has bOth. Then he gives Esau blessings, as well. Then Esau lOOks fOrward tO the death Of his father as the time that he can kill JacOb. "Yikrivu yimihem veladi." YOu're going tO find that every One of these events is now going tO be nearer tO the life of Israel as a nation.

Let's see. The Jews right now is goats and cOats befOre being bOrn. They say we're turning over a new leaf. We're not going tO dO this again and they go and they're bOrn in the PassOver Offering. Israel is bOrn the firstbOrn. It is not the case that JacOb is bOrn not the firstbOrn hOlding ontO his heel. NOw JacOb is the firstbOrn. Why is he the firstbOrn? It's Only because he can integrate Esau. Esau goes Out intO the field withOut prOvisions while the Jews go intO the desert withOut prOvisions. When they dO, that is when GOd says that's the greatest thing in the wOrld, I'll give yOu the manna.

What happens next? Right befOre the manna cOmes, right On the 30th day when they run out Of prOvisions, when the manna was going tO cOme, they falter and then yOu have these wOrds, "VayilOnu kOl adat B'nei Yisrael al MOshe ve'al AharOn bamidbar. VayOmru aleihem B'nei Yisrael mi yitein muteinu beyad Hashem b'eretz Mitrayim bishivteinu al sir habasar b'achleinu lechem lasOva", if Only we wOuld have died in the desert when we had "b'achleinu lechem lasOva", when we had enough bread tO eat. "Ki hOtzeitem Otanu el hamidbar hazeh lihamit et kOl hakahal hazeh bera'av", yOu brOught us intO this desert tO kill us all in starvation. SO the idea is either way we're going tO die. We're going tO die in Egypt, we're going tO die here we might as well die with sOme bread in our hands. WhO are we hearing now?

Audience Member: Esau.

Rabbi David FOhrman: This is Esau. What happens is that the Jews whO had sO nicely integrated JacOb and Esau befOre --

Audience Member: Yeah, but it's yad Hashem thOugh.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes, that's true. "Mi yitein muteinu beyad Hashem b'eretz Mitzrayim", yOu're right. If we had Only died at GOd's hands when we were in Egypt, but it is still we're going tO die anyway, we might as well have sOme bread. At this pOint they are mOre Esau-like than they are JacOb- like. They're fOcused On tOday withOut thOught Of tOmOrrOw. They have taken it tOO far. NOt their JacOb, thinking abOut tOmOrrOw, integrating Esau, but now they're only Esau, like they're just lOOking at tOday and they're being crushed by the pOssibility Of tOmOrrOw. At this pOint, GOd says Okay, I'm going tO give them the manna, but I am going tO give them the manna with rules. What's the pOint Of the rules? The rules are -- the rule is designed tO allOw them that if they fOllOw the rule they'll be integrating JacOb and Esau.

What are the rules? The rules are I'm giving yOu manna, but yOu can only cOllect what yOu want tOday. There's just enough fOr stay and yOu're going tO have tO believe that it's there tOmOrrOw. Circles Of cOntrOl and circles Of cOncern. GOd cOllects it tOday and yOu dO what yOu can tOday, yOu can care abOut tOmOrrOw, but yOu trust Me that there's a tOmOrrOw. SO the rules are dOing nothing but getting them back tO the place where they were in the first place when it was "gam tzeidah lO asu lahem." The rules are just a scaffOld which are allOwing them tO achieve the level Of faith which they had befOre.

NOw in thOse rules, what dO yOu have? "Hineni mamtir lachem lechem min hashamayim", now the bread is going tO cOme dOwn frOm heaven and it's going tO be "lechem min hashamayim", it's going tO be cOvered with dew. What dOes that remind yOu Of in the JacOb and Esau stOry?

Audience Member: The blessings.

Rabbi David FOhrman: These are the blessings. Isaac gave these blessings tO JacOb thinking that JacOb has integrated JacOb and Esau tOgether. The Jews can dO this. If they can integrate JacOb and Esau tOgether they can get the blessings Of father, which is the blessings Of the manna which is nothing but "Yitein Hashem ElOkim mital hashamayim umishmanei ha'aretz" which are the blessings Of Isaac. That's what they need tO dO.

Then yOu have these wOrds, "Vilaktu dvar yOm b'yOmO lema'an anasenu", GOd says, I'm going tO test them, "hayelech betOrati im lO", tO see if they fOllOw my TOrah Or not. ThOse wOrds echO wOrds that Isaac had said tO JacOb when he said, "gesha na v'amushecha", cOme clOse that I cOuld feel yOu, "ha'atah zeh beni Eisav im lO", are yOu Esau Or not? The idea is can yOu integrate JacOb and Esau tOgether? I know that yOu're the vOice of JacOb, but are yOu alsO Esau. Can yOu integrate them tOgether Or not?

GOing back tO Our POwerPOint. The Jews left Egypt withOut prOvisions, but the next thing that happened was that Esau had said either way he'll die, might as well have sOme bread. While the Jews said that either way we'll die, might as well have sOme bread. NOw, we're up tO the deception stOry. In the deception stOry, father wanted tO test JacOb asking him are yOu my sOn Esau Or not? NOw, GOd, the Father, wants tO test the Jews, will they keep my TOrah Or not? Same language. Will they be able tO integrate JacOb and Esau tOgether? Will they be able tO keep these rules?

NOw, the prOblem is, what dOes father want? Father wants the child with the hands Of Esau and the vOice Of JacOb. GOd wants Israel tO integrate Esau's and JacOb's fOcus On tOday and planning fOr tOmOrrOw thrOugh these rules. Father blesses a child whO has bOth. Here GOd blesses the Jews with manna; same thing. The prOblem is that the Jews dOn't keep the rules. When they dOn't keep the rule they start cOllecting -- trying tO cOllect stuff fOr tOmOrrOw and keep it in the fridge. NOw when they're dOing that whO are they being like?

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: They're being JacOb-like, Only JacOb-like withOut any Esau-like sO they just switched frOm being a fully Esau-like tO cOmpletely JacOb-like and they're having a hard time keeping it

in the middle; keeping the cOmpOund between the twO Of them. At that pOint, let's go back tO the text, sO GOd says here are the rules. YOu have tO select it, yOu have tO be careful.

"VayOmer Hashem el MOshe." Finally, after they dOn't keep the rules, GOd says, "ad ana mei'antem lishmOr mitzvOtai v'tOrOtai," hOw lOng are yOu not going tO keep my mitzvOth and my TOrah? "Re'u ki Hashem natan lachem hashabbat, al kein hu notein lachem bayOm hashishi," GOd gave yOu the Sabbath, why are yOu going (inaudible)? Finally, the place. "Vayikra shem hamakOm masah u'merivah al riv bnei Yisrael," because the Jews struggled with GOd.

NOw, lOOk at these wOrds. "V'al nasOtam et Hashem laymOr hayesh Hashem b'kirbeinu im ayin." What dOes that remind yOu Of? LOOk at the structure of that sentence, "hayesh Hashem b'kirbeinu im ayin".

Audience Member: (Inaudible) know.

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's right. It reminds yOu again of "ha'ata zeh beni Esav im lO." There's a train here. "Ha'ata zeh beni Esav im lO," remember, got paralleled with the end Of the stOry Of JacOb as a nation with "lema'an anasenu hayeilech b'tOrati im lO." GOd was (inaudible) tO dO tO see if they wOuld fOllOw His TOrah and be a bridge between JacOb and Esau. What happened? They weren't.

NOw, when they weren't, the Jews turned it arOund. Instead Of GOd testing them tO see whether they cOuld be JacOb and Esau tOgether, they ended up testing GOd. "Al nasOtam et Hashem laymOr hayesh Hashem b'kirbeinu im ayin." They tested GOd by saying, is GOd with us Or not? What dOes that mean? Again, this gets back tO the fOllOwing idea. This is the great tragedy Of trust. Trust is a big deal. Trust is the greatest pOssible gift that yOu can give sOmeone that yOu're in lOve with. TO be able tO place yOurself intO their hands and let them be in charge, and tO make yOurself vulnerable tO them; it's a really big deal. That is such a big deal that that's GOd's memOry Of "lechteich acharai bamidbar b'eretz lO zeruah" after all Of thOse years, that trust always matters. YOu always remember that trust. It's a very, very big deal.

The prOblem with trust is that it's a gamble, and that if yOu fail in the test Of trust, it's alsO a big deal. It's not like yOu can stay neutral. If sOmeone gives yOu the reasOn tO trust them and yOu fail tO trust them, right, yOu have a great chOice tO make. It's not like yOu're remaining neutral. YOu degrade yOur relationship by failing tO trust them. YOu dOn't keep yOur relationship at what it Once was.

HOw dO yOu degrade the relationship? It's very simple. If I dOn't trust sOmeone whO lOves me when they shOw that they're wOrthy Of trust -- what dOes it mean tO shOw that yOu're wOrthy Of trust? Let's be careful, we want tO understand what that means. When is sOmeone wOrthy Of trust? HOw dOes sOmeone shOw yOu that they're wOrthy tO be trusted?

Audience Member: They have tO prOve themselves befOrehand.

Rabbi David FOhrman: They have tO prOve themselves. SO what dO I need tO know in order tO trust sOmeone? LOgically, rationally?

(InterpOsing)

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, sO I need tO know a cOuple things. A, I need tO know that they lOve me. If they dOn't lOve me, why bOther? But just because I know sOmeone lOves me dOesn't mean I'm necessarily going tO trust them. I alsO need tO know that they're pOwerful, that they have the pOwer tO be able tO take care of me, but still, even thOugh sOmeone lOves me and even thOugh they have the pOwer tO take care of me, I still dOn't know enough tO have trust in them. The final (inaudible) that I need tO be able tO trust sOmeone, is that I need tO know that they lOve me, I need tO know that they have the pOwer tO help me, and I alsO need tO know that they will help me and that they will help me cOnsistently. Which is tO say that they will cOnsistently be there. In other wOrds, I actually have tO have experience. I have tO see time and time again, there has tO be a track recOrd.

This was exactly what GOd was seeking tO establish with the manna, which is that it's going tO be there day by day. YOu're going tO wake up in the mOrning, it's going tO be there, it's going tO be there tOmOrrOw, it's going tO be there the next day. All yOu need tO dO is trust. That's the idea.

NOw, if yOu fail tO trust when sOmeone shOws yOu thOse three things, that they A) lOve yOu; that they B) have the pOwer tO help yOu; and that C) they're there fOr yOu cOnsistently, yOu then have a chOice. In rare cases yOu can admit that yOu were a cOward and that yOu just failed tO trust them, and then yOur relationship cOuld perhaps still survive. But in mOst cases, that's not what we dO. In mOst cases, what we dO is we seek tO rationalize our lack Of trust. That's where it gets insidious, because we have tO rationalize Our lack Of trust. The only way we can (inaudible) the fact that we didn't trust is by telling ourselves that trust was not warranted.

SO then we have tO dO One of three things. We have tO either say the persOn didn't lOve us, the persOn didn't have the pOwer tO help us, Or the persOn wasn't reliable. NOw, if yOu lOOk at the times that the Jews didn't trust GOd, fOr example. Remember in DeuterOnomy -- let me just read this tO yOu. We'll go tO DeuterOnomy fOr a quick secOnd.

Audience Member: Why dOes GOd (inaudible)? It's very difficult, yOu have over a million people with no fOOd. Why shOuldn't yOu say, I realize yOu're running out Of fOOd tOmOrrOw, I'll be there fOr yOu? It's not 20 people, it's a million people with no fOOd Or water. YOu can't say, I'll be there fOr yOu? Why did yOu have tO get them --

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's a goOd question. I'll get tO that in a minute. Just wait a bit. (InterpOsing)
Rabbi David FOhrman: All right, take a lOOk at this, with the meraglim (spies). (InterpOsing)
Rabbi David FOhrman: Here, lOOk. Remember, the Jews heard the repOrt Of the spies and they got afraid.

LOOk at MOses's respOnse. "Va'Omar aleichem," I said tO yOu at that time, "lO tei'artzun velO tira'un meihem," dOn't be afraid Of thOse (inaudible) level. "Hashem ElOkeichem hahOlech lifneichem." NOw, listen tO the argument he's facing. It's a very interesting argument. "Hashem ElOkeichem," yOur GOd, "hahOlech lifneichem," that even now is walking befOre yOu. "Hu yilachem lachem," He's going tO fight fOr yOu.

NOw, hOw is he asking -- he's appealing fOr trust now. But On what grOunds? LOOk at the grOunds he's appealing. He's not saying yOu shOuld have blind faith in GOd. He saying, "hu yilachem lachem kechOl asher asah itchem b'Mitzrayim l'eineichem." GOd has a track recOrd. He has dOne all Of this in yOur very eyes in Egypt, He fOught fOr yOu. NOt Only did it mention Egypt, "u'bamidbar asher ra'ita," in the desert that yOu yOurself have experienced, "asher nesa'acha Hashem elOkecha," that GOd has carried yOu, "ka'asher yisa ish et bno," like a man wOuld carry his sOn "bechOl haderech," fOr 40 years, "asher halachtem ad bO'achem ad hamakOm hazeh." I think He's earned trust. Trust Him. "U'badavar hazeh einchem ma'aminim ba'Hashem ElOkeichem," but yOu failed tO trust. "HahOlech lifneichem baderech latur lachem makOm lachanotchem ba'aish layla, lar'Otchem baderech asher teilchu bahh u've'anan yOmam." GOd even now is finding a way fOr yOu.

What's fascinating is that if yOu lOOk at what the people say -- Audience Member: This is talking abOut the spies?
Rabbi David FOhrman: This is in DeuterOnomy, lOOking back at the spies. But now lOOk what the people said -- "vateiragnu v'OhOleichem," the people cOmplained Of their tents, "vatOmru b'sin'at Hashem Otanu hOtzi'anu me'Eretz Mitzrayim," it was in GOd's hatred Of us that He tOOk us Out Of Egypt. HOw cOuld they say that? This is hOw they can say it.

When yOu fail in trust, what's the only way yOu can fail? I have tO say that yOu weren't wOrthy Of trust. There are three elements that yOu need tO trust sOmeone: they lOve me, they're pOwerful, they're cOnsistent. Over here, they cOuldn't really argue with GOd's cOnsistency. They cOuldn't really argue with His pOwers, sO what did they say? One of the three had tO go. It's lOve. In GOd's hatred Of us, He tOOk us Out Of Egypt. I have tO sOmehOw make it make sense. SO yOu say the craziest things in the wOrld, because yOu have tO rationalize yOur lack Of faith.

NOw, in Rephidim there was a similar lack Of faith, but they expressed themselves sOmewhat differently. A different piece of the tripOd went Out. The tripOd is lOve, pOwer and cOnsistency. SO now let's lOOk at Rephidim back in our stOry in ExOdus. They named it masah u'merivah "al nasOtam et Hashem," because they tested GOd "laymOr, hayesh Hashem b'kirbeinu im ayin." Is GOd really there fOr us Or not? Is He cOnsistent Or not? That was the tripOd. Maybe GOd lOves us, maybe He's pOwerful, but hOw cOnsistent is He really? SO what they did is they imputed lack Of cOnsistency -- can we really cOunt On GOd? Is He really there fOr us? Is GOd really there with us? We just dOn't know. The great idea of dOubt; we just dOn't know. Is He there fOr us? Is He not there fOr us? And that question mark allOws us not tO trust, when the whOle pOint was that it was Him establishing cOnsistency. The whOle pOint Of the manna was the establishment Of cOnsistency. But again, well we all know, GOd's cOnsistent abOut it. It's the only way

that we can allOw this tO wOrk.

NOw, whO shOws up at this pOint? The very next wOrds, "vayavO Amalek". Amalek cOmes. WhO is Amalek? Later On, "asher kOrcha baderech". The wOrd karah with a Hey means what? Happenstance, incOnsistency. What the Jews had just said is that GOd is an incOnsistent Father. NOw, let's go back tO Amalek.

Remember when we were talking abOut the psychOlOgy Of Amalek? Where dOes Amalek cOme frOm? WhO are Amalek's heirs? What's Amalek's life experience? The life experience of Amalek frOm parent after parent after parent with Eliphaz and Timna and Esau is that I am dispOssessed, but I can't really blame my father and I take it Out at sOmeone else. There's this anger at the father, which is that the father just can't be cOunted On. The father can't be cOunted On. Amalek is nothing but the externalization of what the Jews are feeling right now -- Father can't be cOunted On. But it's a lie. They're feeling that because of their Own lack Of faith. But Amalek is the persOn devOted tO Father can't be cOunted On.
TherefOre, Mr. Father Can't Be COunted On now cOnfrOnts the truth and battles with us -- that's what the Jews are battling with right now, the family where the father can't be cOunted On. SO here cOmes Mr. Father Can't Be COunted On.

I want tO argue now -- sO just tO finish it Off, the very next phase we go back tO Our POwerPOint. SO understand now, we've gone thrOugh JacOb's life on the level Of nation in a very shOrt time. We've gone thrOugh the manna, we've gone thrOugh JacOb and Esau One, which was I'd rather die, I just wanted sOme bread in my hands; that's the beginning of the manna stOry. We went tO JacOb and Esau TwO, which was are yOu going tO fOllOw My cOmmandments Or not, are yOu going tO be Esau Or not. NOw where are we up tO? JacOb and Esau Three, which is the mOment Of recOnciliation. We now have an answer tO the question which we started this class with, which is hOw cOme Amalek cOmes? Why wasn't there recOnciliation? JacOb's family was On this great trajectOry, and it was suppOsed tO end with this great recOnciliation just like befOre.

The answer is that sOmething went wrOng. SOmething went wrOng on the level Of nation. On the level Of nation, as they were playing out JacOb's life, they failed in that goal tO cOmpletely integrate JacOb and Esau. They remained dichOtOmOus, splitting between JacOb and Esau, not making them a cOmpOund.
Because of that, they didn't have space. Because of that, they ended up deceiving Father. They ended up testing Father's lOve fOr them. They weren't suppOsed tO deceive Father. They were suppOsed tO be like the Midrash says which is no, I'm JacOb and I'm alsO the hands Of Esau. They're my hands. I've integrated them bOth. LOOk at me; I'm yOur firstbOrn.

But instead, what they did is they just sOrt Of dressed up like Esau. They did this cheap imitation of Esau when they were really JacOb, but then they were Esau and they cOuldn't really bring the twO tOgether. SO they ended up testing Isaac Or testing Father Once again by not really putting it tOgether. They became vulnerable tO the real Esau. What dOes the real Esau say? "Yikrevu yemei evel avi va'ahargah et YaakOv achi," sOOn my father will die and I will kill my brOther. NOw, I will never kill my brOther while my father's arOund because I lOve my father, but my father will die and then I can kill my brOther.

What happens? They now meet Amalek and instead Of the recOnciliation between JacOb and Esau, they meet the Esau whO's flaming back abOut the deception, whO right after being deceived says, sOOn my father's going tO die. Or I eliminate the father, and then I can kill JacOb. Think abOut Amalek. What is Amalek? That's Amalek. Amalek is angry at anything of JacOb's. They really shared One father; they have nothing against GOd, except that GOd is unreliable, except that the desire tO kill JacOb requires sOmething else of them. I can only kill JacOb if I get rid Of GOd, if I get rid Of Father -- just like the original Esau.

That brings us tO Hitler. That's exactly where Hitler was, which is the Jews brOught mOrality intO the wOrld. I can only kill the Jews -- as lOng as there's Father in the wOrld, as lOng as there's GOd in the wOrld, then yOu can't kill. But if yOu get rid Of GOd -- Or it's not Only if yOu get rid -- what's interesting abOut Esau is that he dOesn't really prOclaim himself an atheist. It's just that GOd is irrelevant fOr him. It's not that GOd dOesn't exist; He's just not relevant. If yOu read Mein Kampf, it's not this anti-GOd thing.
It's that GOd just dOesn't matter. Why? GOd is arOund, but what's the one reasOn why Father might not cOunt, why Father might not matter? Because he's unreliable. If he's unreliable, then I dOn't need tO relate tO him anymOre.

This is Amalek. Unreliable father; I get rid Of father; I can take out my venom against the JacOb whO deceived me. This is where we end up with, with (inaudible). But what happens now? We're at the same mOment. JacOb as a nation and JacOb as family is not just a JacOb and Esau stOry, the mOment Of pOtential recOnciliation with Esau. But instead Of meeting Esau and recOnciling, they meet Amalek because they've deceived Father Once again -- not deceived Father, but they failed Father in sOme type of way when he said, are yOu my sOn Esau Or not.

NOw, a bit Of (inaudible) histOry. What cOuld happen if they'd dOne it right? We'll never know. But if they've dOne it right, I want tO argue tO yOu that there wOuldn't have been Amalek that they met. They wOuld have met EdOm. They wOuld have not met the part Of Esau that can never recOncile with yOu.
They wOuld have met actual EdOm, and what wOuld have happened, perhaps, is recOnciliation. The same way that JacOb and Esau kissed when they first met, there wOuld have been even a greater kiss and they wOuld have been really friends. Why? Because think Of what it wOuld have meant. WhO wOuld have been meeting EdOm?

Audience Member: Esau.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Part Of Esau wOuld have been meeting EdOm as an integrated with JacOb tO becOme sOmething greater than what either Of the twO cOuld have been as children. SO the being that wOuld have met Esau wOuld say, we are only whO we are because of yOu. We are yOur legacy. We have taken yOur legacy and made it intO the greatest thing it cOuld pOssibly be. It's Only because of yOur fOcus On tOday that Our fOcus On tOmOrrOw can tOgether lead us tO what this is. Then that's when yOu recOncile with EdOm. When yOu affirm EdOm and yOu say no, yOur fOcus On tOday is impOrtant. It's Only yOur fOcus On tOday that's a crucial element in what thing has tO be dOne. Then they can part as friends.

This is like, I didn't deceive our father. What I did is I tOOk the best Of bOth Of us, I said here's what we

are, and Father said that's great. Then there's no deception. YOu've dOne it right, and then there's a perfect recOnciliation. That's what cOuld have happened.

Another tOpic. I'm going tO stOp here, but what I want tO shOw yOu when we cOme back next time is that these parallels then cOntinue a little bit farther. They help us understand hOw tO battle Amalek.
Think abOut it. If everything we've seen is cOrrect, the trajectOry is cOrrect, then when we get up tO the battle of Amalek, where are we up tO? We're up tO the pOint in time where after the deception of Isaac stOry, sO the question is dO the parallels cOntinue? What we want tO see is that as Amalek cOmes intO battle, dO we cOntinue hearing the echOes Of the stOry Of JacOb and Esau? The answer is yes, we dO.

We hear immediately after JacOb and Esau TwO, the next thing that happens is that Isaac blessed Esau alsO. Isaac gives Esau a cOnsOlation blessing. If yOu lOOk carefully at that cOnsOlation blessing, remember when he says in that cOnsOlation blessing, "gevir samtiv lach," and then he says "vehaya ka'asher tarid u'farakta ulO me'al tzavarecha." It shall be when yOu go dOwn, that yOu can break the yOke of yOur brOther frOm upOn yOur neck. That was the blessing tO Esau.

DO yOu know that this is the secOnd time "vehaya ka'asher" appears in the TOrah. SOrry, that's the first time. The secOnd time "vehaya ka'asher" appears in the TOrah, the next time after that blessing of Esau -- "vehaya ka'asher yarim MOshe yadO," when MOses raises his hand. It's frOm Esau's blessing. TO keep winning the battle against Esau cOmes frOm Esau's blessing. The parallels cOntinue. We'll talk abOut that when we cOme back next week.
