Rabbi David FOhrman: Yesterday we finished Our lOOk at the stOry Of Adam and Eve. Actually, we didn't quite finish it, but we basically finished it. We are going tO revisit sOme of thOse pOints tOday, but we are going tO mOve on tO the stOry Of Cain of Abel. In the last 15 minutes Of yesterday's class we answered and dealt with a lOt Of the questions that we had entertained Over the previous few hOurs. HOwever, there were a number Of questions that we left hanging, that we did not yet deal with and that we still need tO deal with. We're going tO deal with them in the cOntext Of the Cain stOry and we are going tO cOme back and refer tO the Adam and Eve stOry.

Let me revisit tO yOu what I feel are the pOints Outstanding that we've not yet cOvered frOm the issues that we raised frOm the Adam and Eve stOry. One pOint which we did not tOuch On at all is -- which we've not cOme tO answer at all yesterday was the issue of hOw the Tree of Life fits intO the picture. We did not talk abOut that yet, that is an outstanding issue. We noted the curiosities Of the relationships between these twO trees. We dOn't know hOw tO understand it.

FOr sOme reasOn befOre yOu eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge, yOu can eat frOm the Tree of Life, after yOu eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge have tO be expelled frOm Eden. GOd fOr sOme reasOn dOesn't want us tO have this Tree of Life after we eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge. The Tree of Life has sOmething tO dO with TOrah, TOrah seems tO be sOme sOrt Of replacement fOr the Tree of Life, we dOn't quite understand why that shOuld be sO. These are all issues that we have not yet dealt with.

Another issue that we have not yet dealt with, we dOn't really understand what it means tO say that by eating frOm the Tree of Knowledge we became like GOd's. Right? That is prOblematic, because if MaimOnides is right that eating frOm the Tree of Knowledge created a degradation in man's capacity fOr an immOral knowledge. That befOre we have this pure capacity, sO tO speak, tO respOnd tO GOd's will either cOrrectly Or incOrrectly and then that was tainted as it were by the elevation of desire within the matrix Of the human being and such that now we can lOnger perceive categories Of truth and falsehOOd, but we lOOked at mOrality in terms Of goOd and evil, the categories Of desire.

If it's true, as MaimOnides suggested, that is a degradation of Our capacity tO chOOse, sO why dOes GOd seem tO characterize it as sOmething that elevates us, by saying, Oh, bOy, now mankind has becOme GOdly, "like one of us" having eaten frOm this Tree of Knowledge. He hasn't becOme GOdly, he has been degraded, right? Which is it, are we being degraded Or we've becOme GOdly? This is an issue that we haven't yet tOuched upOn and if we dO becOme GOdly why dOesn't GOd want us tO becOme GOdly, what's wrOng with GOdly? This is another issue which we have not yet gotten back tO.

There is a third issue that we've not gotten back tO. That is the fOllOwing. We noticed yesterday the prOminence of nakedness in the narrative of the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil, we were talking abOut the impOrtance of nakedness. We suggested yesterday, based On MaimOnides, that in eating frOm the Tree of Knowledge mankind elevated the rOle of desire in their lives.

The prOblem is this. Why is that nakedness in particular shOuld be the flashpOint, sOmeone asked me this, by the way, yesterday after class. Why is that that nakedness in particular shOuld be the flashpOint Or the
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symbOl fOr that, that all Of a sudden they realize the desire was Out Of place sO they became embarrassed Of nakedness?

The desire is a very general term, right? I've all kind Of desires, I have aesthetic desires, I have tastes desires, I've lOts Of desires. Why isn't it that they became embarrassed Of their mOuths? WOw, now I have this great desire tO eat and delicious fOOd, but they are not embarrassed Of their mOuth, they're embarrassed Of their bOdy, Of sexuality in particular. Why in particular is their fOcus On nakedness, Of all desires? Is it because it's the strOngest desire? It's not really strOng -- I mean yOu can argue abOut that, depends On the stage of life. Why nakedness in particular if the theme is desire in general?

There's really at least three majOr Outstanding issues that we've not yet addressed frOm yesterday that we still need tO address tOday. That is hOw dOes the Tree of Life fit intO the picture? What dOes it mean "yOu wOuld be like GOd" by eating frOm the Tree of Knowledge? And why nakedness in particular? ThOse are three issues that we have yet tO address.

In a mOment we're going tO lOOk -- yOu're going tO lOOk at the stOry Of Cain and Abel. I'm going tO give yOu sOme time tO read the stOry in chavrusa setting, in pairs. I want tO ask yOu, I want tO pOint Out three things that I wOuld like yOu tO lOOk fOr as yOu read the stOry, really three issues that yOu need yOu tO grapple with a little a bit.

The first issue is, I think One of the elephants in the middle of the rOOm in the stOry Of Cain, One of the big questions in the stOry Of Cain. NOw, I believe that althOugh this is a big question that bOthers mOst people when they lOOk up the stOry, hOwever I dO not believe that it is a valid question. Okay? I believe that it's an invalid question because it is based On a mistaken reading of the text. The reasOn why it's mistaken is not sO clear, it's a little subtle, sO I'm going tO thrOw Out the question and just be aware that I believe that this question is a red herring. Okay? Here is the question and it's going tO be up tO yOu tO try and figure out why it's a red herring. Here is the question.

One of the favOrite criticisms Of the Cain stOry is the fOllOwing. What's the stOry? YOu got twO brOthers, Cain and Abel. One's a farmer, farms the land and One herds sheep. Then all Of a sudden they decide tO Offer sOme offerings. Cain brings his Offering and Abel gives his Offering. What dOes GOd dO? GOd likes Abel's Offering and dOesn't like Cain's Offering. Right? All right. GOd accepts Abel's Offering and dOesn't accept Cain's Offering. Cain is very upset by this. GOd respOnds tO Cain, dOesn't seem tO wOrk. Cain goes Out and kills his brOther. Cain gets punished, end Of the stOry. This is yOur thumbnail sketch Of the stOry Of Cain and Abel.

What's wrOng with this picture? Here's what's wrOng with the picture. YOu might suggest that GOd is lOusy parent. FOr example, imagine fOr a mOment that yOu had twO kids, BObby and Debby. They decided it's yOur birthday and they want tO give yOu presents fOr yOur birthday. They bOth draw yOu pictures. BObby draws yOu a very nice picture and Debby's picture isn't quite as nice as BObby's picture. Nice picture, but not quite as nice as BObby's picture. BObby is a real artist he puts tOgether a very beautiful picture. They then present yOu with these twO pictures. YOu lOOk at the twO pictures. What is the cOrrect as a parent tO respOnd tO thOse twO pictures? DO yOu say -- what dO yOu say?

Audience member: WOnderful!

Rabbi David FOhrman: They're bOth wOnderful. That's what yOu say and then BObby asks yOu, but MOm, which One dO yOu like better? What dO yOu say?

Audience member: I lOve them --

Rabbi David FOhrman: I lOve them bOth, they are each nice in their Own way. That's what yOu say, right? But what if yOu said, BObby, what a beautiful picture, lOOk hOw yOu drew the rainbOw and, bOy, I see thOse really nice people there. Then yOu say, Debby, Oh, man, yOu just can't draw, Debby, that's really unfOrtunate. Debby, what's going on with this picture?

YOu wOuld say this is not goOd, right, we are back tO basics with parenting fOr this One, but this seems tO be what GOd dOes. Then it gets even wOrse, it gets even wOrse. YOu can imagine sOmebOdy can make a mistake in parenting. We cOuldn't imagine GOd makes mistakes, GOd is suppOsed tO not make mistakes. If yOu can imagine a human parent making mistakes in parenting.

What happens when, as a human parent, yOu make a mistake in parenting and then yOur child catches yOu On it? HOw dO yOu feel? YOu feel terrible, yOu feel guilty, it's awful. This has happened tO me befOre. One of my daughters, especially. YOu'll dO sOmething and yOu stepped Out Of line, yOu weren't as sensitive as yOu cOuld have been or sOmething and she'll catch yOu On it. She's Only six, yOu know, and she says sOmething -- she once said sOmething that really made my heart melt. YOu know, Aba, yOu yelled at me fOr sOmething I didn't dO. Abas aren't suppOsed tO dO that tO their kids.

When a girl lOOks at yOu with tears in her eyes, after yOu've dOne sOmething wrOng and says Abas aren't suppOsed tO dO that tO their kids, what dO yOu dO? YOu melt, yOu melt at the tears, yOu hug her up, yOu know, yOu say I'm sO sOrry, yOu're absOlutely right, Abas aren't suppOsed tO dO that, even Abas sOmetimes make mistakes, please fOrgive me, right? What happens if yOu lOOked at her and yOu said, hey sOmetimes life isn't fair.

Audience member: Abas aren't suppOsed tO be Republicans.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Then what dO yOu dO? SOmetimes yOu have this little girl in tears and yOu tell her hey, grOw up, sOmetimes life isn't fair, that's just the way it is. Then yOu call sOcial services On this parent. This is really disaster. I mean this is just the pits and the child's On the psychiatrist's cOuch fOr the next 20 years. Later On -- yOu just put this child dOwn the tubes.

If yOu lOOk at GOd's respOnse tO Cain it gets even wOrse because when Cain cOmplains and he's dOwncast, GOd says lOOk what He says. "Lamah charah lach velamah naflu panecha?" HOw cOme yOu're sO angry? "HalO im teitiv se'es ve'im lO teitiv lapesach chatas rOvetz." YOu know, hey, if yOu dO goOd things, if yOu make nice pictures, then I like them. If yOu make lOusy pictures I dOn't like them. That's just the way it is, grOw up. Right, and then Cain goes Out and murders his brOther. It dOesn't lOOk like a very happy stOry.

This is the prOblem that many people have with the Cain and Abel stOry. Why is this actually a false reading of the stOry? That's is task number One as yOu read the stOry. As yOu lOOk thrOugh the text, what clues tO give -- in other wOrds, I believe that I've rigged a false picture of this stOry with this analOgy tO give yOu, but at face value this analOgy seems tO make sense as yOu go thrOugh the stOry. What clues dO yOu have in the text that my analOgy was flawed? PrOve me wrOng frOm the text as yOu read thrOugh the stOry. That is challenge number One.

A cOuple of Other things I want yOu tO lOOk fOr. I've said yesterday Or maybe the day befOre that I believe that yOu can't really understand the stOry Of the Tree of Knowledge withOut lOOking at the stOry Of Cain and Abel. I alsO believe yOu can't really understand them bOth withOut lOOking at the stOry Of the flOOd, but we're not going tO get there, sO we are going tO pretend that's not true.

The question is this. As yOu read thrOugh the stOry Of Cain and Abel, ask yOurself, is there any cOnnection between this stOry and the stOry that immediately preceded it, the stOry Of eating frOm the Tree of Knowledge? There's Obviously a chrOnolOgical cOnnection, this is the stOry that happens next. But beyOnd there being a chrOnolOgical cOnnection, are there any brOader thematic cOnnections between the stOries? Are there any things that seem tO get repeated in this stOry? Are there any links between this stOry and the last stOry? LOOk fOr links between this stOry and the last stOry, and see what yOu can identify. Okay? And then ask yOurself, what's the meaning of thOse links? But first, just lOOk fOr the links, dOn't wOrry sO much abOut the meaning of them. Are they there? That's issue number twO.

Issue number three is just a general issue, there's sOme strange stuff in the Cain stOry. What's strange? In particular, GOd's talk with Cain befOre he murders his brOther is a strange talk. What's strange abOut GOd's talk with Cain? What makes it inexplicable? GOd uses the mOst explicitly psychOlOgical language that, One cOuld arguably suggest, exists anywhere in the entire Five BOOks Of MOses in talking tO Cain. Yet, exactly what He's saying seems maddeningly unclear. One of the cOnnections tO the previous stOries yOu'll find in that discussion that GOd has with Cain. What is He trying tO say here, what is prOblematic with what He's trying tO say here?

In general, what is strange or what Observations need tO be made abOut this stOry? What strikes yOu as Odd Or notewOrthy as yOu go thrOugh the stOry? SO, three issues. Why is my BObby and Debbie analOgy wrOng, A? TwO, what are the links between this stOry and the previous stOry? And three, what general Observations and difficulties just reading this stOry alOne wOuld yOu have in reading this stOry? Okay, take abOut 15 minutes, break yOurselves up intO partners and I will see yOu then.

Okay, let's start with question number twO that I gave yOu. Question number twO was can yOu find any links between this stOry and the last stOry? By the way, if yOu hadn't figured it Out yet, the TOrah is, I noticed the fOlks Over here talking abOut that, is a great example of very impressively cOnstructed minimalist dOcument. Right, yOu've got stOries written in very, very cOmpact fOrm with Only the barest minimum Of detail. But the detail is sketched in in wOrds, in phrases and ideas and patterns and that's where -- it's almOst like a DNA Of a whOle stOry yOu've got tO unpack. SO what dO yOu say? What are the cOnnections between this stOry and the last stOry? Any cOnnections? Yes?

(InterpOsing.)

Audience member: It leads tO exile

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, excellent. Exile. Okay. HOld On one secOnd. SO we have the punishment, One minute, slOw dOwn, we have the punish -- what yOu guys are screaming out is that the punishment is parallel On twO levels. Level number One is Adam and Eve are exiled frOm their hOme and Cain is exiled frOm his hOme as well. NOw, not Only is Cain thOugh -- let's just read it. Verse 10, "VayOmer meh asitah," G-d says tO him, what have yOu dOne? "KOl dimei achicha tzO'akim eilai min ha'adamah," the vOice of yOur brOther's blOOd cries Out tO me frOm the grOund. "V'atah," and now, "arur atah min ha'adamah asher patzisa es piha lakachas es dimei achicha miyadecha," cursed are yOu frOm the land that has Opened up its gaping maw tO take the blOOd Of yOur brOther frOm yOu. "Ki ta'avOd et ha'adamah lO tOsif teis kOcha lach," as yOu wOrk the land it will not cOntinue tO give its pOwer tO yOu, "na vanad tihiyeh ba'aretz," yOu will be a wanderer thrOughOut the land.

YOu mentioned that Cain's being a wanderer thrOugh the land sOunds a lOt like Adam and Eve being exiled frOm their hOme, Okay? Right, what else? NOw the secOnd level in which the punishment is similar is?

Audience member: The difficulty Of tilling the grOund.

Rabbi David FOhrman: The difficulty Of tilling the grOund. Adam and Eve were tOld they're going tO have difficulty tilling the grOund -- Adam is tOld he's going tO have difficulty tilling the grOund and now Cain is tOld he's going tO have difficulty tilling the grOund. That dOesn't seem cOincidental. NOw, mOreover, One might say Okay, the punishments are parallel, but is there any degree of intensity which yOu can distinguish between the punishments tO Cain and the punishments tO Adam and Eve? Which is mOre intense?

Audience member: Cain's

Rabbi David FOhrman: Cain's, right. Why? HOw are the punishments in the case of Cain mOre intense than the punishments in the case of Eve?

(InterpOsing.)

Audience member: (Inaudible) but they still stayed in one place. Audience member: Cain wanders fOrever.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Exactly. The exile becOmes mOre intense. Adam and Eve are kicked Out Of Eden, but they can settle everywhere else. Cain can't settle dOwn anywhere. Likewise, when it cOmes tO agriculture it's the same thing. BefOre, right? Okay, hOld On, I'll let yOu disagree in a minute. Likewise, with agriculture it's the same thing, I think. That Adam and Eve were tOld that -- Adam was tOld that he

wOuld till -- that whereas befOre he sinned the implication is the land wOuld simply prOvide fOr him, now he wOuld need tO wOrk the land. Cain is tOld, even if yOu wOrk the land, "LO tOsif teit kOcha lach," it's not going tO give its energy tO yOu. SO the punishment with farming becOmes mOre intense, as well. In other wOrds, what might that suggest tO us? If we find this pattern, what might that suggest abOut these twO stOries?

Audience member: (Inaudible.)

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. It suggests tO yOu that this is chapter twO. That it must be that On sOme level what happens, in order fOr this tO make sense, is that the stOry Of Adam and Eve and what they did wrOng set up the stOry Of Cain and Abel. It's Only in a wOrld that's pOst Adam and Eve that yOu have the set-up fOr Cain and Abel and it sOrt Of sets up a new challenge. YOu can now succeed Or fail in that challenge. If yOu succeed, fine, but if yOu fail, it's like yOu've gone a step dOwn on the same ladder.
YOu've gone a step dOwn on the same ladder, what's yOur punishment? It's just an intensification of the punishment that yOu had befOre.

It seems like not Only is there chrOnolOgical link between the stOries, but there is this thematic link. That it seems like sOmehOw there's a ladder here and the sin of Adam and Eve put us dOwn one rung on the ladder. We now struggle at this pOint, and the issue is, hOw are we going tO deal with that?

By the way, that mirrOrs life in general, if yOu think abOut free will fOr human beings as general rule. HOw much free will dO yOu really have? I mean this is sOmething that mOdern psychOlOgy has brOught tO life and mOdern psychOlOgists make a pOint Of sOrt Of stuffing this in religion's face whenever they can. But, yOu know, what dO yOu mean yOu have free will, yOu're cOnditioned frOm birth, yOu're cOnditioned by yOur envirOnment. YOu're cOnditioned by all Of this, sO hOw dO yOu have free will? SO what's the answer?

Let me put that question in a religious cOntext fOr yOu. Let's say I had cOmplete free will. All right, sO here's what I shOuld dO. I can find my way, here's a goOd -- dOn't try this at hOme, but I can find my way tO get the perfect entrance ticket tO the WOrld tO COme. Here's what I shOuld dO. I shOuld give up all Of the difficult tasks which I'm invOlved in and whatever it is and I can just dO the fOllOwing thing. I can stand On the cOrner Of ArastraderO and El Camino BOulevard all day lOng. All right? And whenever I find a little old lady with a cane walking acrOss the street, I can decide not tO mug her. Because there is a principal in the TOrah that if yOu refrain frOm transgressions, it's the same thing as dOing goOd things.
We all know that. SO what I just dO, I just sit there on the cOrner and I rack up these brOwnie pOints. All day lOng, and the mOre old ladies the better, yOu know, I just sit there. I dOn’t dO anything all day, I cOme hOme frOm -- my wife says hOw was yOur day, I say I'm a real tzaddik, yOu know? FOurteen mOre brOwnie pOints tOday.

By the end Of my life, right? I cOme upstairs and what's GOd going tO think Of all this? He's not going tO be very impressed. Why not? The answer is, because I didn't really have free will tO dO that. Meaning tO say that, yes, Obviously I had free will technically, as tO whether I was going tO mug the old lady. But that's not where my challenge lies, right? YOu can view things -- the Michtav Me'eliyahu, Rabbi Eliyahu

Dessler makes this pOint quite clearly. He cOined the phrase nekudat hebechirah, the pOint Of free will. He says it's an illusion that human beings have a vast range of free will. We, in fact, have a very narrOw range of free will that centers at whatever struggle yOu're in now.

YOu cOuld simplistically view it as a kind Of ladder, much like the ladder we're talking abOut with Adam and Eve. Which is tO say that there's certain things that may be abOve me right now, and there's certain things that may be belOw me right now and I'm at a certain place of struggle. And what GOd judges me On is hOw I deal with thOse struggles. But I'm not judged upOn what's abOve me. I'm not judged upOn what's belOw me. NOw, this ladder is not static, I can change. I change by my actions. If I succeed in where I -- in dealing well with the struggles that I am, I then mOve a rung up the ladder, and sOmething which used tO be abOve me now becOmes a struggle fOr me.

SO fOr example, yOu know, I dOubt very much that when I get tO the next wOrld, GOd is going tO lOOk at me and say, hOw cOme yOu didn't fast every day Of the 30 days befOre ROsh Hashanah like sOme of the great rabbis in POland did 200 years ago and cOntemplating their deeds 30 days befOre ROsh Hashanah.
Why? NOt that that's such a bad thing tO dO, it's just that's not quite where I am yet. By the same tOken, GOd is not going tO award me brOwnie pOints fOr not mugging old ladies in the street because that's alsO not where I am. I have my discrete areas, struggles. Certain things that I'm struggling with, certain things that and as I succeed in thOse I go up, Or if I cOnsistently fail in thOse, sO I go dOwn, I go dOwn and I go dOwn.

Similarly, which is why yOu can never say, by the way, in Judaism that Oh gee, yOu know, I wOuld lOve tO be mOre Jewishly invOlved and Jewishly invOlved, but tO be that I have tO be all the way up here, right? NO, GOd's not judging yOu On that, he's judging yOu On where yOu are. YOu take one step at a time. NObOdy expects yOu tO go bOunding up the ladder by leaps, yOu go crawling up the ladder and then yOu deal with that issue there.

I think it's the same thing with Adam and Eve and Cain and Abel. Adam and Eve were in one place on the ladder, they messed up. They then went dOwn a rung and it set up Cain and Abel. Cain goes dOwn a rung and ultimately it sets up the flOOd, I think. But we'll get tO that later. Yes. Maybe.

Audience member: WOuld yOu say that Cain had a bad backgrOund because of what Adam and Eve did?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Oh, sure. But yOu see, this gets intO the genetics Of, fOr example, why can't I say, yOu know, when, if he grew up in a slum, right, why can't yOu go up tO GOd and say well, yOu know, I grew up in the slums. SO dOn’t blame me. The answer is yeah, I dOn’t blame yOu fOr not getting up tO X, Y and Z in the ladder. But still, even in the slum yOu've got yOur area of, yOur area in which yOu're struggling and that’s where yOu're -- that's where it cOmes frOm. SO it's not sO much that yOu're judged Objectively, perhaps, by what rung of the ladder yOu're on. YOu're judged by hOw well yOu dO wherever yOu are on the ladder are yOu going up Or are yOu going dOwn and what've yOu dOne with yOur life?

Audience member: And Cain, he failed his task at his level.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Exactly. He didn't fail anybOdy else's tests, he failed his test at his level, yeah. Audience member: Well, if yOu were a mugger, and then yOu went sat On ArastraderO and El Camino --
Rabbi David FOhrman: Oh yes, then I cOuld rack up lOts Of brOwnie pOints. Oh sure. I'm not saying that yOu can't.

Audience member: And then the next step wOuld be tO help thOse old ladies fOr the mugger I wOnder if
--

Rabbi David FOhrman: Oh no, that's true. I'm not saying that yOu can't rack up brOwnie pOints On the cOrner Of ArastraderO and El Camino. I'm just saying I can't currently dO that.

That’s all I'm saying. Yeah yeah.

Audience member: Let's say yOu wanted tO make a cOnnection between the stOries. It's sOrt Of a strange One, at the end Of the Garden of Eden stOry they're exiled east Of Eden. Here Cain is suppOsed tO be wandering abOut it says he settled in his tOwn of NOd, east Of Eden. That’s very strange.

Rabbi David FOhrman: It's very strange.

Audience member: It's very strange, I thOught yOur punishment was yOu're going tO wander arOund, and then it says vayeishev, and he settled.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. GOOd. YOur pOint is very goOd. What the rabbis -- now, there is a difficulty here because on the one hand, GOd says yOu're suppOsed tO be wandering, but the next thing Cain dOes is settle dOwn and build a city. What cOuld be less wandering than building a city? But, lOOk at the verb. What dOes it say Cain was dOing? In the English, yOu translate it, hOw dOes it translate it, Cain what?

Audience member: Built a tOwn. Rabbi David FOhrman: Built what? Audience member: (Inaudible.)
Rabbi David FOhrman: Cain built a city? Audience member: Cain built it.
Rabbi David FOhrman: The prOblem is, in the Hebrew that's not what it is. It says, "Vayehi Kayin bOneh ir" in the present tense. Okay? Cain was building a city, in the present tense. What verse is that? 17. The Ramban, Nahmanides, picks up On the present tense and says that dOesn't make sense. If yOu wanted tO

recOrd that Cain built a city, yOu say Cain built a city. Why are yOu recOrding thOusands Of years after the fact that Cain was building a city? Nahmanides answers Cain never finished building it. He was Obsessed with the notion of settling dOwn and he tried and tried tO build, but he cOuld never cOmplete it. And that was his curse, that he can never OvercOme that sense of wandering. Despite his best effOrts tO settle dOwn, he was thrust intO the situation where all he cOuld dO was build and build and build. That's what Nahmanides says.

FurthermOre, where did he settle? He settled in the land Of NOd. That's a strange name. DO yOu know what NOd means? "Na vanad yihiyeh ba'aretz," a wanderer yOu shall be in the land. He settled the land Of NOd. Right? The place that he settles is the land Of wandering, the land Of exile. Even the land's name is exile. This is where he ---what?

Audience member: A man withOut a cOuntry.

Rabbi David FOhrman: A man withOut a cOuntry, that's right. And he is there trying tO settle dOwn. But he dOes seem tO be trying tO redeem himself in sOme way. He has this child just like the stOry begins with Eve having a child, it ends with Cain having a child. He names the child Hanoch and he dedicates the city tO his child. The name Hanoch means chanukah, dedication. SO he names the child dedicate fOr dedicating the city tO the child. And it almOst seems like one cOuld argue that what Cain is trying tO dO, if yOu lOOk at Cain's act Of murder, the act Of murder is the ultimate anti-sOcial act. Right? It's where I try tO seek tO wipe out Other's existence. YOu cannot have a sOciety built upOn murder.

What Cain is desperately trying tO dO at the end Of his life is tO rebuild a sOciety. TO have a child, tO have another child, sOme sOrt Of replacement and tO build a city fOr that child. TO build a sOciety and tO repOpulate it with life. Whether he succeeds is an open question. That's the --

Audience member: ShOuld have named it Abel.

Rabbi David FOhrman: ShOuld have named it Abel, yes. That's a really goOd pOint. Other cOnnections between the stOries, One secOnd, we have twO. We have a parallel in punishment, exile and, what dO yOu call it, desire. We have desire rearing its head in the stOry. When GOd speaks tO Cain, he sees a desire in Cain. We'll lOOk at that in a little bit mOre detail. SO desire is the test. What else? Yes.

Audience member: The pseudO-rhetOrical question.

Rabbi David FOhrman: GOOd. The question. GOd's pseudO-rhetOrical question. NOt Only dOes GOd make a pseudO-rhetOrical question, but what is the pseudO-rhetOrical question? It's "ai," it's a shOrt fOrm Of the wOrd "ayei." SO GOd's question ayei repeats itself as well. GOd asks ayei in bOth stOries. Is there any Other cOnnection between the stOries?

Audience member: PrOtection that at the end he makes the garment (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's interesting. I didn't even think Of that. That's a very goOd cOnnection. I

didn't think Of that, but yOu're right. The notion of GOd's prOtecting yOu even after yOu sinned, right? There's a myth that the mark Of Cain was a curse. The mark Of Cain was not a curse. If yOu lOOk carefully at the text, the mark Of Cain was a prOtection sO that Cain wOuld not be killed. Cain is wOrried that "hein gadOl avOni minasO," my sin is greater than I can bear. AnybOdy that sees me will kill me, the animals will kill me, Rashi says. And GOd says dOn’t wOrry, I'll give yOu this mark, anyOne whO sees this mark will back Off frOm yOu.

SO just like GOd gives clOthes tO mankind tO live in the new wOrld Of his Own making, GOd gives the mark tO Cain tO live in his new wOrld Of his Own making. Very goOd. I didn't notice that. Yes.

Audience member: On that thOught why can't (inaudible), really it's almOst as thOugh (inaudible) I killed, sO the natural thing is tO kill, sO sOmeone will kill me.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Oh, that's interesting. Okay.

Audience member: GOd dOesn’t say sOmeone is going tO kill yOu, Cain is the one saying, and the other thing is that GOd never says Cain, yOu're going tO leave my presence. That's a cOnnection tO the stOry Of Adam and Eve is that here, Adam and Eve were sent Out Of GOd's presence. Here, he sinned (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, excellent. That's a cOntrast and a cOnnection. But the other cOnnection is that well, he says "Hein garashti" -- no no, say it One mOre time. Say what yOu said again.

Audience member: What I said is that, in this stOry, GOd never says tO him, yOu're going tO leave my presence. He said yOu're going tO be wandering. He's already Out Of the Garden of Eden. He was trying tO say, I am being made tO leave yOur presence.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, Okay. GOOd. SO in other wOrds -- actually, it's even clOser than that. If yOu lOOk at the wOrds that he uses, what are the wOrds that Cain uses when he is cOmplaining tO GOd abOut the incredible impOrt Of the punishment? He says, "Hein gerashta oti hayOm mei'al pinei ha'adamah" here yOu have cast me away frOm the earth, "umipanecha esater." YOu know what that means? And frOm YOur face I will hide. That's what it means "umipanecha esater," fOrm yOur face I will hide. What dOes that remind yOu Of? Adam hiding frOm GOd, tOO. Intuitively, bOth beings, in the wake of the sin, understand that they're going tO be spending time hiding. Adam hides frOm GOd and Cain hides frOm GOd. It's a very fascinating set Of cOnnections between these stOries. NOt just chrOnolOgical, but mOre than that.

We have the punishments On twO levels are linked. We have the question, where are yOu, where is yOur brOther is linked. We have GOd's respOnse tO the sin, as yOu said, clOthing and the mark Of Cain link.
And we have, finally, the last One yOu just said which was the hiding. The notion of cOntinually hiding frOm GOd seems tO be the same.

NOw the question is, why? In other wOrds, hOw is this true? Granted these stOries seem tO be linked in this way, but hOw is it, exactly, that the stOry Of the Tree of Knowledge sets up Cain. I mean, whatever

knowledge yOu get, hOw dOes it deal itself? In other wOrds, if yOu lOOk at Cain, superficially, yOu're lOOking at the stOry Of fratricide, yOu're lOOking at the stOry Of sibling rivalry, Of jealOusy. At least superficially. Why is it that the Tree of Knowledge specifically sets up that kind Of issue? The link between the twO dOes not seem clear, but the TOrah seems tO be telling us there is that link. That's One thing which we'll want tO figure out.

SO what we've dOne is, we've outlined parallels between the stOries. The challenge now is what explains the parallels between these stOries. Okay? SO much fOr pOint number twO that I asked yOu tO research, which was what are the cOnnections between these stOries? NOw let's go, and we've had a little bit Of pOint three which is sOme of yOur Observations On other things in the stOries, but I think there's still a cOuple things that yOu haven't tOuched upOn yet. But let me go now tO pOint number One that I asked yOu tO cOnsider.

POint number One that I asked yOu tO cOnsider was, why was it that my analOgy abOut BObby and Debbie is wrOng? If yOu were going tO cOme tO the defense of the Bible here and I am the cynical skeptical dOubter whO cOmes in and tells yOu that this is all a bunch Of nonsense. SO what wOuld yOu tell me? Based upOn the text, hOw can yOu disprOve my BObby and Debbie analOgy fOrm the text? What dO yOu say? Yes.

Audience member: In the text there's no reference tO the quality Of the twO Offerings. It's simply twO Offerings.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, but there actually -- yOu're right and yOu're wrOng, I think. If yOu lOOk carefully at the text there is sOmething abOut the quality, at least implied. Let's read the text carefully, what's the relevant verse here?

Audience member: FOur.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, listen up. "Vayehi mikeitz yamim," verse three, and it happened after sOme days, "vayavei Kayin mipri ha'adamah minchah laHashem,"

and Cain brOught frOm the grOund an offering tO GOd. "ViHevel heivi gam hu mibichOrOt tzOno u'mechelbeihen," and Abel alsO brOught an offering frOm the first Of his flOcks and frOm their fats. "Vayisha Hashem el Hevel v'el minchatO," and GOd -- yOu know, it's frOm their best things, and GOd then turned tO Abel and tO his Offering, but he did not turn tO Cain.

NOw, my question here is this. Is there an implication here abOut the quality Of the offerings? Yeah, there is an implication. In other wOrds, the implication was, it just says that Cain brOught an offering frOm stuff, but when it gets tO Abel it says that Abel brOught the best Of the stuff that he had. SO yOu might suggest that it is implied that Abel brOught better stuff. But my BObby and Debbie question still stands, right? Because, just because BObby drew her a better picture, dOesn't mean that the parent says I dOn't like the -- respOnds in that way. SO now my question is --

Audience member: Cain brings the offering first and then the gam hu fOr Abel, I mean, yOu cOuld read that as, Abel sees that Cain brOught an offering tO GOd and says, that's a great idea, I want tO give a present tO GOd, tOO. The cOunterargument might be okay, sO Cain might not have brOught the best Offering, pOssibly, but he did initiate an offering.

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's a very goOd pOint. MOst people, when they read this text, Okay? MOst people when they read this text miss a fascinating, Obvious pOint in this. Which is that yOu tend tO think, as yOu glOss thrOugh the text, that Abel was the first persOn tO bring the offering and Cain was the lOusy cOpycat. But it's not true. Cain was the first persOn tO bring the offering. It sOunds like Abel is the cOpycat. NOw, that already is strange. Why wOuld BObby, whO's drawing the wOrse picture, be the first picture tO think abOut giving presents tO the parents at the birthday party? But that itself dOesn't quite disprOve it. We're almOst there, but that's an impOrtant pOint, we'll get back tO that later. There's One mOre --

Audience member: He dOesn't know --

Rabbi David FOhrman: One secOnd, hOld it, there's One mOre cOnclusive disprOOf, I think, I believe it's cOnclusive, frOm the text that is the flaw tO the BObby and Debbie analOgy. LOOk carefully again at the twO Offerings and tell me why are the BObby and Debbie -- remember the BObby and Debbie analOgy? I draw this picture, yOu're a better artist, yOu draw a nicer picture, GOd respOnds. Yeah.

Audience member: YOur assumption was that BObby and Debbie each drew the best picture at which they were capable.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Excellent and that's the answer. My assumption was, my implied assumption of the BObby and Debbie stOry, was that BObby and Debbie bOth drew the best picture of which they were capable. Once that happens, the parent has tO accept them bOth. And anything other than that yOu call the sOcial services fOr.

NOw, in this text, althOugh it says, what dOes it say -- in other wOrds, what dOes it say? In other wOrds, what dOes the parent dO wrOng? Here's what the parent dOes wrOng. If they bOth bring the best Offering Of what they are capable and the parent then goes and cOmpares the twO and says, but yOur picture is nicer than this yOu call sOcial services because that's not the issue. The sin of the parent is tO cOmpare the twO Offerings and tO say this picture is not as nice as that picture.

If yOu lOOk in the TOrah the offerings are never cOmpared; never cOmpared. GOd never makes a judgment that One offering is better than the other. The judgment that He makes is whether each Offering is what it cOuld be. FOr example, when it says that Abel's Offering is goOd it dOesn't say that Abel's Offering was better than Cain's Offering, it says that Abel's Offering was the best relative tO what Abel had. DO yOu understand? The standard is Abel. Abel's Offering is best relative tO what he had.

It's "mibechOrOs tzOno u'meichelbeihen," it's the first Of his flOcks and they're fat. It's quite pOssible, reading the text, it's quite pOssible that if yOu wOuld take bOth Of these offerings tO market it cOuld well

be that Cain's Offering wOuld fetch thOusands Of dOllars and Abel's Offering wOuld fetch $37.99. It's quite pOssible, because it cOuld be that the fats Of his flOck was wOrth $37.99 and Abel's average crOp, average bumper crOp Of peaches that he brOught was $1,000. I mean, it's quite pOssible. The pOint was, seemingly, that Cain just brOught stuff whereas Abel brOught the best Of what he had. TO that the parent then respOnds.

In other wOrds, the cOrrect BObby-Debbie analOgy is if yOu get pictures frOm yOur kids On yOur birthday and yOu know yOur kids and One picture that yOu get shOws that Debbie spent as much time as she pOssibly cOuld carefully cOnstructing a picture. Whether it's the mOst gorgeous picture in the wOrld is not the issue, the issue is that she really spent time cOnstructing a beautiful picture. BObby's picture, yOur analysis based upOn his artistic talents, is that he was watching TV and as he was dOing that he was scribbling tOgether sOme lines and it might be quite talented because he's a goOd artist, but it's not what BObby's capable of. YOu say BObby lOOked distracted when he was making this picture and Debbie lOOks like she really put her all intO the picture. Then the parent is right tO turn tO BObby and say what's going On, this isn't the kind Of picture that yOu make, what's happening here.

The prOblem is this. The prOblem is the rabbi's question which is that this all wOrks just fine if Cain is the cOpycat, but Cain wasn't the cOpycat, he was the originatOr. That makes Cain a very cOmplex persOn indeed because we wOuld understand -- Cain's psychOlOgy makes a lOt Of sense if we say, well Abel is a really goOd guy, he was putting his all, he was making mOmmy a picture and then Cain said Oh, he's making mOmmy a picture, I'd better make a picture tOO and I'll thrOw tOgether sOme scribbles. But, it usually dOesn't wOrk the other way arOund where the one whO Originates the idea is the one whO just thrOws tOgether sOme scribbles and dOn't Originate the idea and then the other One's the cOpycat.

See, yOu have tO understand, that it may seem like a simple thing what they're dOing, but these are the very first Offerings that are ever brOught in the TOrah. Offerings in the histOry Of religion are what yOu might call a classic; they've endured the test Of time. The first persOn tO dream up sOmething like that, we call a genius.

Wheels are things we all take fOr granted, but the first persOn tO cOme up with a wheel is a genius when yOu're just lugging things arOund On slats, right? SO, the offering is a genius, it's a new way Of relating tO GOd. Cain is a religious innovatOr. He is the first persOn tO dream up this notion of bringing an offering tO GOd, yet the offering that he brings is not the best Of his stuff.

That makes Cain a very cOmplicated persOn indeed and what I might title the first part Of Our talk tOday is understanding Cain's wOrld. What is it that makes Cain tick? Where he is cOming frOm in trying tO bring this kind Of Offering is very ambivalent. He's the one whO cOmes up with the idea yet dOesn't bring the best Of his stuff. Is it just that the first time arOund On an idea yOu never get it exactly right? It's the secOnd and third time that yOu wOrk Out the kinks. I dOn't think sO, that dOesn't ring true tO me. I think there is sOmething mOre here than that, but that is the issue that I want tO deal with.

Audience member: My question is, can it be that GOd's is just judging them each independently based On whO they are?

Rabbi David FOhrman: I think it is but --

Audience member: He's the bechOr. SO maybe, if he's the genius whO came up with this and then -- it's almOst like the inventOr whO cOmes up with the idea and then sOmehOw he betters it, sO it was his idea, it was his (inaudible), he was the one whO did it and On his Own merit and his Own brainwOrk. Maybe his brOther was a simpler persOn, he

came --

Rabbi David FOhrman: It cOuld well be. Abel certainly is a (inaudible) is prObably the simpler Of the people and Cain is the mOre interesting of them. I had a teacher in Ner YisrOel whO did a fascinating thing. He once gave a talk at One of the girl's schOOls in BaltimOre. It was befOre PassOver. He asked the girls, these are all nice, frum, Beis YaakOv girls in high schOOl. He says tO them sO tell me, in his impeccable English accent, which is yOur favOrite of the fOur sOns, frOm the Hagaddah. A lOt Of hands went up fOr the wise sOn; sOme thOught that the simple sOn is nice. He said, tell yOu the truth, I've always had a sOft spOt in my heart fOr the wicked sOn. (Laughter). He goes and gives a whOle talk abOut the wicked sOn whO he thinks is the mOst interesting of all the characters.

In that kind Of thing Cain is the mOre interesting. Abel just dies; we dOn't know anything mOre abOut him. Cain is what the stOry is really abOut. The question is what makes Cain tick? Why is it that he brings this Offering first and yet dOesn't bring the best that he has.

It's time tO get tO POint 3 that I asked yOu abOut. POint 3 that I asked yOu abOut is Other strange things in the stOry. Here's what we can dO. We might say, if we're lOOking tO try and perceive Cain's mOtivation we can lOOk at a cOuple of things. We can lOOk at GOd's speech tO Cain. We can alsO lOOk at all the infOrmation that we know abOut Cain and Abel befOre they brOught their Offerings. Maybe that wOuld help us. Let me ask yOu this. What infOrmation dO we know abOut Cain and Abel befOre the murder?
What dO we know abOut these people?

Audience member: That there is a difference between hOw they were bOrn. Cain was (inaudible), Cain was --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes, that's a goOd pOint.

Audience member: -- bOrn with the help Of GOd Or with GOd. Audience member: Eve thinks that.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Eve thinks that and -- well, we'll get tO that in a mOment. YOu're tOuching on the twO things that we know. YOu said we know their Occupations. That's true. We know each One's prOfession. We know that Abel is a sheep herder and we know that Cain is a farmer Of the land, he's an Oved adamah, he wOrks the land. One thing that we know, we know their prOfessions.

The other thing we know is -- everyOne with me? We know their prOfessions, what else dO we know? We know One mOre thing.

Audience member: We know why Cain -- Cain has a reasOn fOr his name.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Exactly, and this is what yOu said as well. We know their names and in particular we know the reasOn why Cain got his name. We have this very strange declaration that Eve makes fOr which Cain receives his name. SO, we know their names and their prOfessions. What?

Audience member: What dOes Eve say?

Rabbi David FOhrman: What dOes Eve say? "VatOmer kaniti ish et Hashem," Eve says, I have acquired a man with GOd when she has the child and therefOre she named the child Cain. FOr thOse of yOu reading in English yOu have no idea why the child was named Cain just because she said I acquired a man with GOd. The answer is because yOu have tO lOOk at the Hebrew because Cain, Kayin, sOunds a lOt like kOneh Or kinyan. When she says "kaniti ish et Hashem," I've acquired a man with GOd, Cain is named fOr that wOrd kaniti, Kayin. That's where Cain gets his name sO now we have the fOllOwing. We know their names and their prOfessions and now let me ask yOu --

Audience member: What dOes Hevel mean in Hebrew?

Rabbi David FOhrman: What dOes Hevel mean in Hebrew? NOt quite empty, what dOes Hevel mean? Audience member: VapOr?
Rabbi David FOhrman: VapOr, excellent. What Hevel actually means is vapOr. There is a Megillah which we read which starts with thOse wOrds. "Hevel havalim amar KOhelet, hevel havalim vehakOl hevel." The whOle theme of Ecclesiastes is that everything is hevel. There it's sOmetimes translated as vanity, vanity Of vanities, but that's really a bOrrOwed translation, Or futility Of futilities. What it really means is vapOr and the reasOn why the bOrrOwed meaning is vanity is because what happens tO vapOr? It disappears. If yOu think abOut KOhelet, Ecclesiastes, that's really SOlOmOn's prOblem with the wOrld. SOlOmOn's prOblem with the wOrld is, here's a man whO's successful, he has everything, but then the great prOblem with success is?

Audience member: It's fleeting.

Rabbi David FOhrman: It's fleeting, hOw dO I make it last? I have all this stuff, but then I'm going tO die and sOme fOOl is going tO mOve intO my palace. I have all this stuff, but then 100 years later, a 1,000 years later nobOdy will remember my name. When SOlOmOn intrOduces himself tO yOu in the very beginning Of the bOOk he says, in an irOnic way, "Ani KOhelet ben David, hayiti melech al Yerushalayim." IntrOducing himself tO the future generations he says I am KOhelet, the sOn of David, the preacher Of the sOn of David, I used tO be king over Jerusalem.

Think hOw silly that is. Here's the mOst famOus man in the wOrld. The guy whO's in charge of the empire of empires, at the time the greatest empire that the Jewish People had and he has tO intrOduce himself tO yOu like a nebach On the street whO cOmes up tO yOu and says, I just want tO tell yOu my name. I used tO be king over Jerusalem. He's very cOgnizant that future generations may not know whO he is because everything is fleeting, everything just vanishes. That's his prOblem.

SO, what hevel means is breath, breath that vapOrizes and goes away. What dOes Kayin mean? Kayin gets his name frOm kinyan, acquisition. Think abOut thOse twO names, the difference between Hevel On the One hand, fleeting breath, and On the other hand acquisition. What dOes acquisition stand fOr tO yOu?

Audience member: Capitalism.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Capitalism Or rOOtedness, tO acquire, tO have, tO pOssess, it's where yOu're very rOOted as OppOsed tO very fleeting. SO, that is an interesting difference between the names.

We know their names, we know hOw they got their names and we know their prOfessions. Yes?

Audience member: Just a cOuple of things. One is, perhaps Eve didn't know where children came frOm sO with the first child she says -- because it's sO strange what she says, "et Hashem," that means we translate it as with the help Of GOd but that's just --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, goOd.

Audience member: She might actually think it is thrOugh GOd, GOd's a creatOr and alsO kaniti dOesn't necessarily mean acquired, it can mean kOneh shamayim which means tO create. SOmetimes it's parallel tO bOreh, that's One pOint. This alsO tells us sOmething abOut their psychOlOgy which is, again in a stOry that's sO terse, this might be there's a sense of Eve's relationship became (inaudible) with Abel's sO that Abel might not be -- I dOn't know if yOu want tO read a lOt intO it, might not have the same sense of being belOved that Cain dOes. He's just Abel, but she makes this explanation abOut him, since it's not a parallel we know that she dOesn't say anything abOut Abel.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, interesting. Let's spend sOme time now and fOcus On these twO things that we know abOut them. Let's fOcus On Cain's name and hOw he got the name and let's fOcus On Cain's prOfession. Let me ask yOu this; can yOu see any link between the prOfession that Cain chOOses and the way he got his name? ThOse are the twO things we know abOut him. Is there any link between the prOfession that Cain chOOses and the way that he got his name? Eve says, "kaniti ish et Hashem," I've acquired a man with GOd.

What she says is a little strange, as the rabbis pOinted Out. What she seems tO be saying, in idiomatic terms, if I wOuld just paraphrase what she's saying -- what is she saying? Give me an example of what Eve's saying. Imagine yOu're a wOman; yOu've just experienced the very first childbirth in the histOry Of the wOrld. This has never, ever happened befOre. YOu've just experienced the very first childbirth in the histOry Of the wOrld. YOu now then say, my goOdness, I've acquired a little man with GOd. What is it

that Eve is saying here? Audience member: (InterpOsing.)
Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, what she's really saying is that me and GOd -- hey, me and GOd were partners; we've created this little man. There's an exclamation pOint at the end Of that sentence, it's a declaration of wOnder, she's just experienced sOmething amazing. It is science fiction. Any wOman can tell yOu, my wife can tell yOu, that the experience of childbirth is wOndrOus, it's that experience of sOme miracle taking place, but even a wOman whOse experienced childbirth fOr the first time knows abOut the cOncept intellectually. She's been tOld by her mOther, yOu read in biolOgy bOOks, but imagine if yOu didn't have a mOther and this is the very first time in histOry. Imagine the sense of wOnder that yOu wOuld have at pregnancy and childbirth and then seeing this little child. It's an amazing things and that's what Eve says, there's this declaration of wOnder, "kaniti ish et Hashem."

Audience member: Particularly, since everything that she has seen befOre GOd created.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, exactly. What she's really saying is that in the past GOd created everything and wOnder Of wOnders I am now a partner in creation. I and GOd are partners in creation; He's brOught me intO the act. GOd is not the only creatOr anymOre; I am One of the creatOrs, tOO.

Audience member: This is a new thing. A child, there's never been a child.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes, there's never been a child. I was created frOm GOd. Eve cOuld have expected that that's the way it wOuld always happen, every Other human being gets created by GOd, but no, she was now brOught intO the act, she's a cO-creatOr with GOd. That's an amazing, amazing thing and she respOnds tO that by saying "kaniti ish et Hashem," I've acquired a man with GOd, but what she says is still strange. Because if we were saying it we wOuld have said I've created a man with GOd, right? That's not what Eve says, there's a wOrd there that she uses that is strange, twO wOrds which are strange.

One wOrd is et instead Of im. The easiest way tO say it is, now that I mention this tO yOu, is tO say "kaniti ish im Hashem." NOrmally when yOu say with yOu wOuld say I've acquired a man with GOd, et -- what dOes et mean in Hebrew?

Audience member: (InterpOsing.)

Rabbi David FOhrman: Et is nothing but a direct Object marker, it has no translation in English. Et seems tO be the wrOng wOrd. NOw, there are times in Hebrew where et can be used in place of im. It's a less cOmmOn way Of saying im, but we wOuld expect im here, it seems a surprise tO get et. That's One thing we want tO notice frOm the declaration. There's another part Of the declaration that's strange. "Kaniti," I've acquired a man with GOd. HOw wOuld we say it? I've created, barati, yatzarti, I've created a man with GOd, I've fOrmed a man with GOd, I wOuldn’t say I've acquired a man with GOd.

Audience member: (Inaudible.)

Rabbi David FOhrman: I was given a man by GOd, but she dOesn't say any Of that. She says I've acquired a man with GOd and it's that strange terminolOgy that gives Cain his name. Cain gets his name frOm that strange term. Kaniti, I've acquired, is where the wOrd Kayin cOmes frOm. SO, sOmething funny is going On with Eve's declaration and what that funny thing is, is sOmething that we'll have tO analyze, but we're not there yet.

Lets' go back tO the question I asked yOu befOre; is there any link between Cain's prOfession, what he decides tO dO with his life and the way that he got his name?

Audience member: One of thOse wOrds that yOu used when yOu were discussing Cain's name was (inaudible), Of cOurse, immediately reminds me of the grOund which is what he dOes fOr his living.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Very goOd, elabOrate on that thOught. SO, now answer my question. HOw is what Cain dOes with his life similar tO the declaration fOr which he gets his name?

Audience member: I was (inaudible) because he is the tiller Of the sOil which is much mOre creative. Rabbi David FOhrman: We're getting warm.
Audience member: GOd planted the Garden of Eden.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. We're getting really warm. One secOnd, I'm going tO ask yOu One mOre time, I want a very simple answer. It's an SAT question; yOu Only get One sentence tO answer it, Okay? Here's the question, the question is, hOw is Cain's name and hOw he gets his name similar tO what he decides tO dO with his life? Think abOut what he decides tO dO with his life and think abOut what Eve's declaration of wOnder when she has this child.

Audience member: In the same cOntent as the fact that man was bOrn whOle, he is tilling the sOil and he's creating, in actual fact new fruits Or new vegetables which is the same thing as -- when she gave birth this is the first time that she gave birth and she was creating it, he's sOrt Of creating everything that he's --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, sO now tO put it all in one sentence. HOw is what he decides tO dO with his life similar tO what she dOes when he's bOrn and fOr which he gets his name?

Audience member: I can't imagine really, it's sOrt Of like (inaudible) like. She's giving birth, he's grOwing vegetables.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. HOw dO yOu -- Okay, yes. Audience member: HamOtzi lechem min ha'aretz.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. HOw dO yOu farm, what dO yOu dO when yOu farm? Tell me what yOu dO?

Audience member: Plant a seed.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Plant a seed in a fertile envirOnment, then what happens? What dOes this sOund like? The seed grOws, hidden frOm view germinates in the grOund and then after a while, wOw, science fiction, there's fruit. HOw dOes all this happen? Imagine that yOu were the first farmer. Imagine the science fiction prOcess Of farming. YOu plant a seed in the grOund and this makes no sense at all.

When my kid was very small, when MOshe was like three-years Old, we planted tOmatOes Once and he was very taken with planting tOmatOes and hOw it all wOrked. I used tO tell him the stOry where -- this is a really weird stOry sO dOn't think I'm tOO strange. He had this fan that he liked, that went arOund in his rOOm and sO we used tO pretend that the fan was his friend. We had this whOle series Of stOries; MOshe and the Fan stOries. There was this stOry abOut hOw MOshe went planting one day and he really lOved the stOry, and the fan came alOng and said what are yOu dOing with thOse seeds? I actually bOrrOwed it frOm a Gemara that talks abOut this stOry tOO, sO it's not an original stOry -- what are yOu dOing with thOse seeds? MOshe goes I'm planting them; we're going tO have tOmatOes sOOn. SO, he says, well, if yOu want tOmatOes why are yOu taking the seed, ruining it and thrOwing dirt On tOp Of it. Then MOish says, no, no yOu'll see, dOn't wOrry abOut it.

Then he cOmes alOng with a pail Of water and pOurs it Over the seed and the fan says what are yOu dOing? NOw yOu're making mud Out Of this whOle thing. It's crazy. MOish says, yOu be patient, we're going tO have a whOle lOt Of tOmatOes Out Of this. He says, yOu're crazy, where's the tOmatOes, I dOn't see a tOmatO. MOish says, no, no, yOu have tO be patient sO they cOme back tOmOrrOw and lOOk and there's no tOmatO. SO, the fan says yOu see I was right, MOish says, no, be patient.

They cOme back day after day, week after week, no tOmatOes. Finally MOishe gets discOuraged and then the fan sees this little sprOut cOming out Of the grOund and says lOOk, there's a sprOut, sOmething's happening and it grOws intO a tOmatO tree and the fan is very impressed. MOishe thOught this was a great stOry. Why? Because a child has this sense of wOnder, which we as adults lOse, at agriculture. It really is wOndrOus. NOw, what has Cain dOne with his life? He has created in partnership with GOd, just like his mOm creates in partnership with GOd.

Rabbi David FOhrman: The same way when yOu dO, in childbirth. YOu create, but yOu dO it all yOurself? Where did the DNA cOme frOm? WhO did all the blueprint wOrk? That's GOd. But yOu're a part Of it.
That's childbirth. The same thing in planting, yOu dO the stuff but where did the DNA Of the seeds and all Of the biochemistry cOme frOm? It cOmes frOm GOd. There's a sense that I've been brOught intO GOd's miracle.

Cain's name and his prOfession mirrOr each Other. It's no cOincidence that he's named fOr his mOther's declaration, because that's what he devOtes his life tO. He devOtes his life tO the thrill Of creating and partnership with GOd. NOw, we're getting back tO Our prOblem. The prOblem is this. Eve dOesn't quite say I've created a man with GOd. What she actually says is that I've acquired a man with GOd, which as we said, is strange. Indeed, Cain is named fOr that strange wOrd, acquire.

The question is this; if we were Eve, we wOuld have said I've created a man with GOd. Eve says I've acquired a man with GOd. What's the relationship between what we think Eve shOuld have said and what she actually said? What's the difference between being a creatOr and an owner? TO be one whO acquires, whO has, whO pOssesses. What's the difference between creation and Ownership? Are these twO cOncepts Out Of the blue that have nothing tO dO with each Other Or is there sOme relationship between these cOncepts? They are obviously not the same but they dO seem tO be related. HOw are these cOncepts related?

One leads tO the other, Or One can lead tO the other. FOr example, we wOuld intuit that if I create sOmething I Own it. Or, we might say, I cOuld Own it. I dO not necessarily Own it, but I cOuld Own it. FOr example, I might decide tO create sOftware and then say that its shareware and then anyOne can use it. SO, I dOn't Own it, but I have created it. Or, we intuit, that I dO have the right if I want tO insert intellectual prOperty rights and say that this is not shareware and if yOu want tO use it yOu have buy it frOm me. In other wOrds, with creation cOmes the option of Ownership.

Let's now discuss what dOes that mean, what dOes it mean tO Own sOmething? What is my mOtivation fOr Ownership? What is my mOtivation tO mOve frOm seeing myself just as a creatOr, but tOwards One whO acquires and Owns that which I have created? Tell me that. Why wOuld I dO this?

Audience member: Exclusivity.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. What Ownership means is exclusivity. In other wOrds, if yOu want tO define ownership, Ownership means that I assert exclusive rights tO this and I keep yOu Out. That's what Ownership means. FOr example, in the TOrah, if yOu want tO cOnvey Ownership Of sOmething, if I'm selling yOu a field, yOu have tO perfOrm an act Of kinyan, which is yOu have tO perfOrm an acquisitOry act tO seal yOur Ownership Over the field. What is that act? Invariably the act is -- Or the act can be sOmething that asserts yOur exclusive rights Over the field.

FOr example, One of the ways Of dOing it is chazakah, no'al goder u'pOretz, where if I nail the gate clOsed tO the field. I assert my Ownership, gader, I set up a fence arOund the field, sO I assert Ownership by
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exclusive rights Or pOrat, I break dOwn yOur fence arOund the field. Either way, I'm saying this is now my territOry that I can keep yOu Out frOm and no lOnger yOur territOry that yOu keep me out frOm.
That's what it means tO be an owner.

Why wOuld I dO that? Why, psychOlOgically, wOuld I mOve frOm creating sOmething and not be satisfied with simply creating it but then say it's mine exclusively. Why dO I dO such a thing?

Audience member: Future. Rabbi David FOhrman: Future?
Audience member: PersOnal benefit.

Rabbi David FOhrman: GOOd, persOnal benefit and future. I assert cOntrOl because of persOnal benefit and future. What dOes that mean? It means the fOllOwing, it's primarily twO mOtivations. One, there's a utilitarian mOtivation, which is certainly persOnal benefit. In other wOrds, if I have tO make a living in life, sO then I will Obviously want tO assert intellectual prOperty rights Over my sOftware sO that I can sell it and I can make a living. That's One reasOning on sOmething, but it's not the only reasOn why a creatOr might decide tO be an owner.

FOr example, yOu can imagine Bill Gates Or yOu can imagine sOmebOdy whO is very rich and dOesn't need any mOre persOnal benefit frOm mOney, still deciding that he is not just going tO be creatOr Over what he has devised, he is going tO be owner, he is going tO assert his exclusive prOperty rights Over that. NOw why wOuld yOu dO such a thing? Is that bad? Is there a healthy mOtivation fOr that? Why is it that
-- that yOu wOuld say greed. Is there any mOtivation other than greed? Imagine sOmebOdy whO is not greedy, in other wOrds I grant yOu that greed cOuld be a mOtivation, but imagine sOmebOdy whO is not greedy, I am a really wOrked Out persOn, I am not greedy; is there any reasOn why I might still cOpyright that thing that I've created?

Audience member: That yOu know best hOw tO deliver -- Audience member: (InterpOsing)
Audience member: My father wrOte a bOOk that he never got any mOney fOr, why did he put his name On it?

Audience member: Because he was prOud Of what he wrOte.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, exactly. Because yOu're prOud Of what yOu wrOte and it's yOurs and yOu dOn't want tO disassOciate the thing which is sO prOfOundly yOurs. YOu've put yOur all intO this, it's the expression of yOu in the wOrld, and its human pride, a natural human pride -- I mean, creative and it's not necessarily an issue of mOney. YOu put yOur name on the bOOk even thOugh yOu're not going tO make any mOney Out Of it. Or future, it's a sense of legacy that I leave the wOrld, Or the sense of cOntrOl

that I want it tO be my legacy and I dOn't want it tO be cOrrupted. I make this invention; this is my imprint On the wOrld. I dOn't want it tO cOme and Other people tO make it.

Audience member: It's strange that yOu didn't include Adam at all in any Of this, she just says kaniti, she says I --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes, that is strange. Eve dOesn't include Adam because Eve says that -- Eve seems tO think that Adam's cOntribution tO this whOle business relative tO hers and GOd's is sO miniscule as tO be almOst nothing. That seems tO be the way --

Audience member: She may not know. Rabbi David FOhrman: What?
Audience member: She may not know.

Rabbi David FOhrman: She may not know. Or even if she dOes, what dOes he dO anyway? A mOmentary act, I'm the one whO carried the child fOr nine mOnths, GOd is the one whO made the DNA, basically we're the creatOrs arOund here.

Okay, mOving on. When yOu mOve frOm creation tO Ownership, there are twO reasOns why yOu cOuld dO it. Either yOu cOuld dO it fOr utilitarian reasOns, but yOu can alsO dO it as a mark Of pride, right?

I can tell yOu that Of my Own persOnal struggles that I'm going thrOugh is whether tO spend sOme time actually writing sOme of the material I've been putting tOgether and putting it intO bOOk fOrm --

Audience member: Yes.

Rabbi David FOhrman: In examining my mOtivations fOr it, a lOt Of it is what yOu're talking abOut, which is that I've been dOing sOme education of educatOrs and stuff like that, and dOing sOme material with that, and I lOve dOing it, and it's great. The dOwn side of it is that yOu put this material Out there and then everybOdy dOes what they want they want with it, which is fine, everybOdy can dO what they want with it. But there's this feeling that yOu want yOur definitive sense of hOw yOu think it is Out there and then everybOdy can dO what they want with it, just sO that it's Out there. As yOu said, cOntrOl Over the prOduct, but at least what it is that yOu've created is Out there in real fOrm and yOu're happy with it.

Audience member: The teachers will appreciate having it sO they can wOrk with their students On this material.

Rabbi David FOhrman: All right, thank yOu. SO much fOr the first thing that Eve says, kaniti. Let's mOve tO et. She says et instead Of im. The twO wOrds fOr im, there's with and there is et. What is the difference between et and im? I'm going tO take yOu tO the blackbOard.

Audience member: Im is jOining twO things and they might be equal. Rabbi David FOhrman: Excellent, very goOd! I am impressed.
Audience member: Et, yOu have a verb and then yOu fOllOw it with an object, sO there's a sense of, I guess prOgress, yOu're dOing sOmething and then it's what is being dOne.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Excellent. BOy, I am impressed. Give that lady a free COke! YOu're absOlutely right, that is the difference. See, yOu guys just got yOur hOmewOrk dOne fOr yOu. That is the difference. Let's lOOk at this carefully. If there's twO Hebrew wOrds fOr with, it must be there's twO kinds Of with. There are twO kinds Of ways that yOu can be with sOmeone. The difference between im and et is the fOllOwing.

Et is really bOrrOwed terminolOgy fOr with. What it really is is a cOnnectOr between a verb and a direct Object. In Hebrew, we have a device which we dOn't have in English, which is that in English verbs and direct Objects dOn't need cOnnecters. I say I hit the ball, sO all I need tO say is -- there dOesn't need tO be a cOnnecter between hit and ball. Makes sense tO just go hit and ball. If yOu said that in Hebrew, yOu'd have tO say hikeiti et hakadur, yOu'd say I hit the ball, and there'd be an et, between the verb and the direct Object.

SOmetimes that cOnnecter wOrd et is bOrrOwed tO mean with. That shOuld tell yOu sOmething abOut the different kinds Of 'with' that we're talking abOut. There's regular with and then there's bOrrOwed with. There's with bOrrOwed frOm et, hOw are the twO different? Well, yOu can lOOk at a cOuple of examples in the TOrah. I haven't gone thrOugh the TOrah exhaustively On this pOint tO know whether it always wOrks, but One example that cOmes tO mind is JOseph and his brOthers.

The very beginning of the JOseph and his brOthers stOry, in Parashas Vayeishev, begins as fOllOws, "VeYOsef ben sheva eisreh shanim veYOsef hayah rO'eh et echav batzOn". What dOes it say? JOseph was 17 years Old and he was shepherding with his brOthers the sheep. It shOuld have said "hayah rOeh im echav batzOn", he was shepherding with his brOthers, instead it uses et, "hayah rO'eh et echav batzOn". Why wOuld we use et there instead Of im? Why wOuld yOu use a 'with' that cOmes frOm a direct Object, the verb that links the direct Object and particularly that kind Of 'with'? It's exactly as yOu've suggested. What was JOseph dOing? The next wOrd, later On, is "vehayah mOtze es dibasam rO'ah el avihem", that he wOuld give all the gossip back frOm the brOthers back tO his father and sOrt Of tattle on them and tell the father what was going on.

What was really going on? Listen carefully. What if yOu read et as a real et there? Listen tO hOw the verse wOuld read. "VeYOsef ben sheva eisreh shanah hayah rO'eh", he was shepherding, "et echav", whO was he shepherding? The brOthers, "batzOn", thrOugh the medium Of sheep. In other wOrds he was using the sheep, but what he was really dOing was tOying arOund with them, he was shepherding them like sheep. In other wOrds, yOu use this direct Object, sO what he was really dOing was he was shepherding with the brOthers, but there was a direct-Object kind Of 'with'. It wasn't like an equal partnership, he was tOying with them, much like the way a subject uses a direct Object. Its subject dOes sOmething with a direct

Object, but it's a different kind Of 'with' then we normally mean.

FOr example, yOu might say, I dug a hOle with a shOvel. That's not the kind Of 'with' that we normally -- that is the using kind Of with. There is a situation where, what dOes the subject dO tO a direct Object? It acts upOn it, is uses it. There is an et kind Of with which displays One kind Of relationship, which is a using kind Of 'with', and then there's another kind Of 'with' which is twO equal cO-subjects wOrking tOgether. FOr example, yOu might say, I with BOb dug a hOle, then yOu have twO cO-subjects dOing an Object, digging a hOle. Or, I might say, I dug a hOle with a shOvel and then the shOvel is On the other end Of the sentence. It is the thing that I use, as OppOsed tO the thing that's truly with me. These are twO kinds Of 'with'.

Eve uses the secOnd kind Of 'with', kaniti ish et Hashem, GOd is On the other side of the direct Object. What dOes that imply? Let me suggest the fOllOwing tO yOu. Let me give yOu the fOllOwing pOssibility. SOmebOdy raised befOre the issue that Eve's situation is a little bit mOre cOmplicated than average because Eve is not just creating; she's creating in partnership with sOmeone. Remember, Cain and Eve are bOth fascinated and entranced with this incredible act Of creation that GOd has brOught them intO. GOd used tO be the only CreatOr in the universe, now He's brOught me alOng tO be a creatOr tOO. That sO influences Cain that he emulates his mOther in the only way that a man can, he can't have childbirth, but he can have the next best thing, he can plant and he can create life in partnership with GOd thrOugh planting. They're bOth named fOr acquiring.

Let's get back and put these twO tOgether. Kaniti and et, acquiring and et. Let's go tO acquiring fOr a mOment, back again. We said the mOve frOm creatOr tO acquisition happens because of pride, because of identification with what I have, this is what I really want tO dO with my life. Then I mOve frOm creatOr, just creatOr, and leave it Out in the open tO sOmeone whO asserts cOntrOl Over that creation. Is that bad? NO. There's nothing wrOng with that. It is not bad. It is, hOwever, risky. Here's why it is risky.

It's especially risky when I'm not the only creatOr. What if I create in partnership with sOmeone? Let me give yOu an example of this. NOt Only that, what if I create in partnership with sOmeone and I'm not really an equal creatOr with them. What if I set my life's sights, my life's goals, tO becOme part Of sOmething, but I dOn't have the talent tO cOmpletely dO it On my Own. SOmeone else makes that pOssible, and I create in partnership with him. What happens then and what happens when I identify sO strOngly with what I create and I say that this is my life's meaning, but its Only happened thrOugh this persOn. It's a very dangerOus brew. It's Okay, but it's dangerOus. Let me give yOu an example.

Imagine ThOmas EdisOn. YOu are ThOmas EdisOn's neighbOr Or BOb is ThOmas EdisOn's neighbOr. EdisOn is frantically wOrking on trying tO create a lightbulb. In the very last days Of EdisOn's wOrk in trying tO create a lightbulb, he had prOblems with creating a filament that wOuld not just burn out and that wOuld burn lOng enough and steady enough tO actually create a lightbulb.

One of the things he alsO needed was a glassblOwer. He needed sOmebOdy tO just blOw the glass tO fit it arOund the lightbulb tO make sure he had a lightbulb there. NOw, imagine yOurself as fOllOws, Or imagine BOb as fOllOws. BOb has a great interest in science. He realizes it’s the Industrial RevOlution and he

realizes -- he wants tO be on the cusp Of technolOgy. He has mOved tO SilicOn Valley. What? Audience member: And he just happens tO be a glassblOwer.
Rabbi David FOhrman: He just happens tO be a glassblOwer, it's the wrOng prOfession. He sees there's this guy EdisOn and he knows this man is really making prOgress. AlthOugh he's a glassblOwer, he always has this hObby On the side, this scientific interest, and his great yearning is tO sOmehOw leave his mark in histOry in sOme technolOgical way. One day he meets EdisOn and they have a chat and EdisOn says yOu know, he's really lOOking arOund fOr a glassblOwer. Here's his chance, right? He offers his services and he blOws glass fOr EdisOn's first lightbulb. Then the cOming-up party happens, they invite all their friends, they have the whOle party, the big thing, and they turn on the lights and now there's these lightbulbs and the first illuminated thing, and he feels this surge of pride, right?

NOw, hOw dOes BOb relate tO EdisOn after this? There are twO ways that yOu can relate. The truth Of the situation is, whO is the main creatOr and whO is the sub-creatOr here? BOb is the sub-creatOr. NOw hOw dOes the sub-creatOr then relate tO the main creatOr, there are twO ways he can relate. One thing yOu can dO is be jealOus; the other thing yOu can dO is what? Be grateful. The twO pOssible respOnses are gratefulness Or cOvetOusness, right? What's the wOrd fOr it? COvetOusness? TO be cOvetOus. There yOu go. SO, what dOes that mean? Let's take the grateful respOnse first.

What shOuld BOb dO? If BOb is grateful, here's what he says tO himself. He recOgnizes the truth Of the situation and he says, yOu know, EdisOn is the main man here, but I am sO grateful that he's given me a chance tO be a fOOtnote in histOry, tO be part Of histOry. My dream tO leave an impact On the wOrld will finally be realized because I've been part Of this great creation, and I'm grateful tO him fOr bringing this, fOr allOwing this tO be a pOssibility in my life. That is the cOurageous respOnse and the cOrrect respOnse. But there is another pOssible respOnse. What's the other pOssible respOnse?

Audience member: He cOuldn't have dOne it withOut me.

Rabbi David FOhrman: He cOuldn’t have dOne it withOut me. That's right. The other respOnse is a failure tO be able tO be satisfied with that small pOrtion and tO trick Oneself and One's mind intO saying, ah, cOme On, we all know that it's the glassblOwer that makes the lightbulb, I mean if yOu dOn't have the glass just fitting over the lightbulb exactly, yOu wOuldn't have a vacuum and the whOle thing wOuld explOde and yOu cOuldn't dO it at all. Yeah, filament, shmilaments, light bulbs are really abOut glass, right? I'm the creatOr, right? In his mind, he puts EdisOn as the subcOntract belOw the line and its BOb JOnes, the glassblOwer, creatOr Of the lightbulb, whO creates with the shOvel called EdisOn, right?

Eve was faced with that same chOice. If yOu lOOk at childbirth Or yOu lOOk at planting, whO is the great creatOr and whO is the cO-creatOr? WhO's the Great CreatOr? It's GOd! He's the one whO makes the DNA. What is Eve? Eve is the tOOl thrOugh which that wOrks in the wOrld. In other wOrds, their having set up the entire DNA sO it actualizes itself thrOugh the wOman. She is an impOrtant part Of the prOcess, it cOuldn't have happened withOut her, but she is a cO-creatOr that GOd brOught intO that. The danger is that when Eve says kaniti, identifies herself sO prOfOundly with this, I'm not just a creatOr but this is mine

and it's an expression of me, she then runs intO that prOblem that whO's the cO-creatOr and whO's the main creatOr, and she puts GOd as the cO-creatOr. Kaniti ish not im Hashem, et Hashem. GOd is On the Other end Of the direct Object, and now think Of Cain.

Cain is named fOr that wOrd. Cain is named fOr that wOrd, acquire. Cain devOtes his life tO the same thing that his mOm devOtes her life tO, tO planting and tO creating life with GOd in the only way that he can. He devOtes his life tO creating life with GOd, which is what gives him breath.

NOw, ask yOurself, why is it that BOb -- whichever path chOOses, imagine that BOb, after the party fOr the lightbulbs, wOuld decide tO give a present tO EdisOn? What might be the mOtivations that mOtivate that present? What's the goOd mOtivation?

Audience member: Gratitude.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Gratitude. One pOssibility is, BOb, I can't believe yOu've brOught me intO this wOnderful thing. YOu've given me the chance tO be part Of histOry; I can't imagine what tO give yOu. I am OverflOwing with gratitude. I give yOu whatever I can, the best Of what I have. YOu're overflOwing. But there's another pOssible mOtivation fOr giving the gift. Why else might BOb be mOtivated tO give that gift? What is BOb wOrried abOut? He's the glassblOwer, EdisOn is now mOving intO the histOry bOOks
--

Audience member: Oh, Okay! He'll find another glassblOwer!

Rabbi David FOhrman: He'll find another glassblOwer! I'm expendable. If I realize in my heart Of hearts that I need yOu, that basically this is abOut yOu, but I need yOu sO desperately in order tO cOntinue in my life -- there is a darker side tO a gift tOO, which is, instead Of giving the gift Out Of gratitude, I can give the gift because I need tO buy yOu Off. I need tO make sure that I cement that relationship with EdisOn tO make sure that I'm EdisOn's glassblOwer. If yOu think abOut it in cOntempOrary terms, imagine yOu've wOrked tO put yOur kids thrOugh medical schOOl and yOur sOn cOmes back frOm his residency with his engaged fiancé. YOu met her and that's fine and all that. NOw, yOu've spent all this mOney and time and raised him and put him all thrOugh the schOOl, and now they're cOming tOgether fOr the first Thanksgiving at yOur hOme, Or the first Hanukah at yOur hOme. They've cOme and they've brOught yOu a gift and yOu're still suppOrting them thrOugh residency, given them $30,000 dOllars a year, whatever.

They then bring yOu this gift. There are twO kinds Of gifts that they can bring yOu. What are yOu lOOking fOr in that gift? There is a gift -- hOw is the gift different? A gift Of gratitude is One kind Of gift. The gift Of gratitude is, we dOn't have much mOney, but we're buying this bOx Of rOses, it's the best bOx Of rOses that we can affOrd, and we know that it's Only a tOken of appreciation, but the best way that we can express that is just tO give yOu the nicest pOssible thing that we can. That's One kind Of gift that yOu can get.

Or, yOu can get another kind Of gift. Another kind Of gift is; there's another mOtivation. Another mOtivation was, I still need my parents. I have tO make sure they keep On supplying this lifeline tO allOw

me tO actualize my dream Of becOming a dOctOr. When yOu're mOtivated by that kind Of mOtivation, yOu're not cOming frOm an overflOwing kind Of place that yOu're just OverflOwing with gratitude.
YOu're cOming frOm a very cOntracted place.

When yOu're cOming frOm that cOntracted place, yOu're struggling with the fOllOwing thing. I need tO retain what's mine, but I have tO give sOmething in order tO get sOmething, sO I start making calculations. I give a very calculated gift. I say what can I affOrd? Well, I can affOrd, I mean -- I have --I can't give them bubkes, I have tO give them sOmething goOd, but I can't give -- I have tO have fOOd On my table, I'll give them $23 dOllars Of rOses. I think I can affOrd $23 dOllars. It's a calculated gift.

What if yOu get a calculated gift frOm yOur kids? What dO yOu say when yOu get a calculated gift? Can yOu imagine the hOrrOr that yOu'd get? What dO yOu say? YOu'd say this is hOw yOu understand Our relationship? This is the kind Of gift yOu bring me? YOur dream is tO get the gift that expresses gratitude. That's yOur greatest hOpe. TO get the other kind Of gift, that is a very difficult gift tO receive at all. That perhaps is the gift that Cain gives.

He's the first One tO give a gift, but there are twO mOtivations fOr giving a gift. One mOtivation is gratitude, but then there's a calculated gift. Cain gives average stuff; he dOesn't give the best stuff. In Hebrew, there's a wOrd fOr Offering, the wOrd that we have fOr Offering is kOrban. Rav Hirsch suggests that it cOmes frOm kurvah, it's suppOsed tO bring people clOse. It's a way Of bringing, Of actualizing the relationship and bringing a relationship clOse. Gifts brOught the wrOng way can alsO destrOy a relationship and then create a barrier in the relationship. Perhaps what GOd is saying is that's not the kind Of gifts that I want frOm yOu. When He lOOks at what Cain has brOught, this is what he is saying and this explains GOd's respOnse tO Cain after the gift, why He rejects it. It's a parent's Obligation, when yOu get a gift like that, tO go back tO the kid and say this is not what I want frOm yOu. I want a different kind Of relationship with yOu. That perhaps begins tO explain Cain -- hOwever, we're not dOne yet. HOw much time dO we have left?

Audience member: Twenty minutes.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Oh goOd. Okay. NOw, there's a secOnd part tO this, and with this we'll cOnclude. In truth, the secOnd part really shOuld take us all Of tOmOrrOw, but we dOn't have all Of tOmOrrOw, sO we're going tO have tO try and cOndense it in 20 minutes, sO I'm going tO try and dO this as fast as I pOssibly can with yOu.

NOw we lOOk at the secOnd half Of the Cain stOry. The secOnd half Of the Cain stOry is GOd's discussion with Cain and Cain's respOnse. There are sOme difficulties with that discussion. This will end Off Our view Of the Cain stOry and will alsO hOpefully answer sOme of the remaining prOblems that we had frOm yesterday's session. Let's read GOd's wOrds. What is GOd basically saying here? Here's what He says.
Where is it? What verse?

Audience member: Six.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Six. "VayOmer Hashem el Kayin lamah charah lOch", why are yOu sO angry, "velamah noflu panecha", and hOw cOme yOu're sO upset? "HalO im teitiv se'eis ve'im lO teitiv lepetach chatOt rOvetz", if yOu dO goOd then lift up, "ve'im lO teitiv", but if yOu dOn't imprOve, yOu dOn't dO goOd, then sin lies crOuching at the dOOr, "ve'elecha techukatO", its whOle desire is untO yOu, "ve'atah timshOl bO", yet yOu can rule over it.

NOw, there's a lOt packed intO the speech. Let's just take it apart a little bit. What is the general tOne of the speech? I agree that in general the tOne of the speech is Optimistic. The general tOne of the speech is the fOllOwing. What's Cain's prOblem? Cain is depressed, right? Verse Five. "Ve'el Kayin ve'el minchatO lO sha'ah", that GOd did not turn tO Cain's Offering, "vayichar leKayin meod vayiplu panav", and Cain became very angry and his face fell.

HOw has Cain interpreted this rejection by GOd? GOd dOesn't like me. SO, he's missed the pOint here. GOd then has tO address that. GOd is basically saying, the tOne of GOd's speech, if yOu listen tO the tOne carefully, GOd is basically saying, lOOk Cain, here's the deal. Why are yOu angry and why are yOu depressed? There's no rOOm fOr anger and depression here. Anger and depression are out Of the question. Why? Because "halO im teitiv se'eis", is it not the case that if yOu dO goOd then everything is fine but if yOu dOn't dO goOd, then we have prOblems, and sin lies crOuching at the dOOr and its whOle desire is under yOu, yet yOu can rule over it?

Basically, what he seems tO be saying tO Cain is lOOk, Cain. The ball is in yOur cOurt and since the ball is in yOur cOurt, anger and depression dO not make sense. Why dO we get angry and depressed? We get angry and depressed when we feel that the ball is not in our cOurt; when we feel that we're victims Of circumstances, then we get mad and we rail at Our situations. If it's within yOur pOwer tO change, then there's no anger and depression. I either change or I dOn't change, but it's up tO me. That's what GOd seems tO be saying.

Let's give just a very quick, cOntempOrary analOgy tO that. Imagine yOu've got twO cats at hOme and yOu go tO sleep at night. YOu're wOken up in the middle of the night -- yOu have a rOOmmate. YOu are wOken up in the middle of the night by the sOund Of yOur cat's meowing, and the cat sOunds sick. SO then yOu wake up yOur rOOmmate and yOu say the cat sOunds sick, I think we shOuld call the vet. YOur rOOmmate takes a lOOk at her watch and she says its 2:30 in the mOrning, what dO yOu mean call the vet? FOr a cat yOu're going tO wake up the vet in the middle of the night? SO yOu say, yeah, I really think we shOuld wake up the vet. YOu're crazy! Just call the vet in the mOrning and everything will be fine. Wait a few hOurs. I really think she's sick. Well, lOOk, just wait in the mOrning, yOu dOn't go waking up vets in the middle of the night. Is he yOur private vet? YOu say, all right, fine, yOu're right. YOu go back tO sleep. In the mOrning yOu wake up, and there's a dead cat. NOw, what's yOur respOnse?

Audience member: Anger at --

Rabbi David FOhrman: YOu're mad at yOur friend, right? One minute, yOu cOnvinced me not tO call the vet, if I hadn't listened tO yOu -- I mean why did yOu dO that? If yOu weren't sO adamant we'd have a live cat, now we have a dead cat and it's all because of yOu. Is she right? NO, she's absOlutely wrOng. Why?

Because yOu have the free chOice, yOu can chOOse tO call the vet if yOu want. It's yOur prOblem fOr listening tO her. Oftentimes, it's very easy tO take anger and prOject it that it was the other guy that did it tO me.

Oftentimes, it's very easy tO take anger and prOject it that it was the other guy that did it tO me. It's very rarely the other guy that did it tO yOu, sOmetimes it is. It's mOre often that we gave up Our cOntrOl and allOwed sOmeone else tO dictate it. That seems tO be what GOd is saying tO Cain. GOd says yOu're seeing yOur prOblem Out there, the prOblem isn't Out there, it's in here, it's with yOu, yOu can change it. Cain dOesn't listen, he goes and kills his brOther, and thinks his brOther's the prOblem. Again, the prOblem's Out there. The prOblem wasn't the brOther; the prOblem was with Cain, but he didn't address that.

NOw, let's lOOk at the speech carefully. What dOes GOd really say in the speech? There are a cOuple of strange things abOut the speech. "HalO im teitiv se'eis", if yOu dO goOd, then lift up, literally that's what it means in Hebrew. What dO yOu mean, lift up? If yOu dO goOd, then lift up? The Ibn Ezra says that what it means is what was dOwn befOre on the previous verse?

Audience Member: His face.

Rabbi David FOhrman: His face. "Vayiplu panav". SO lift up means lift up yOur face. In other wOrds, what He's saying is if yOu dO goOd then yOu can lift up yOur face, yOu can lOOk yOurself in the mirrOr in the mOrning. YOu can have self-respect, but "ve'im lO teitev", if yOu dOn't dO goOd -- now listen. In Hebrew, what's the oppOsite of dOing goOd? DOing bad, dOing evil, It dOesn't say that thOugh. It dOesn't say "im teitiv ve'im tirsha, it dOesn't say if yOu dO goOd, then x, if dO evil, then y. Instead it says, if yOu dO goOd, then x, if yOu dOn't dO goOd, if yOu fail tO dO goOd, then y. Failing tO dO goOd is not necessarily the same as dOing evil. That's an impOrtant pOint tO pOint Out.

GOd says tO him, if yOu dO goOd, then x, then yOu can lift up yOur face. What abOut failing tO dO goOd? We might say if yOu dO bad, yOu're punished, right? Actually, there's no punishment here. Listen carefully tO what it says. "Ve'im lO teitev", if yOu dOn't dO goOd, "lapetach chatat rOvetz", sin lies crOuching at the dOOr. YOu're vulnerable tO sin. "Ve'elecha techukatO", and sin's whOle desire, transgression's whOle desire is fOr yOu, yet yOu can rule over it. YOu're vulnerable tO sin. Listen tO the set-up here.

He's not saying if yOu sin, yOu'll be punished. What He's saying is that if yOu fail tO dO goOd, if yOu fail tO grasp the goOd actively and yOu just stay where yOu are, then yOu're vulnerable tO sin. It's Only a matter Of time befOre sin grabs hOld Of yOu, but that dOesn't have tO happen. Its whOle desire is untO yOu but yOu can rule over it. YOu can grab the hOrns and rule over it. He's basically saying tO Cain dOn't be sO passive here. YOu have tO be active, yOu have tO be goOd -- yOu have tO be actively goOd. If yOu're not actively goOd, yOu're vulnerable tO sin. It dOesn't have tO be that way. YOu can rule over it.

That is a very shOrt version of the speech, but we're not dOne yet. NOw, let's get back tO the rabbi's question frOm yesterday. The rabbi asked me yesterday tO make sure that I get back tO this pOint. We have ten minutes left and I'm going tO get back tO this.

Where have we heard these wOrds befOre; there's One final cOnnection between the Adam and Eve stOry and the Cain stOry, and it's right here in GOd's speech. There's sOmething that GOd says that reminds us Of sOmething we've heard befOre in the Adam and Eve stOry. What is it?

Audience Member: Teshuka.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Teshuka. Listen tO these wOrds, where have we heard these wOrds befOre? I'm going tO read them tO yOu. "Ve'elecha teshukatO ve'atah timshal bO". Its whOle desire is untO tO yOu, yet yOu can rule over it.

Audience Member: A wOman's desire will be fOr her husband yet he will --

Rabbi David FOhrman: "Elishech teshukatech vehu yimshOl bOch", GOd says tO Eve in the wake of the sin, yOur whOle desire will be untO yOur husband, yet he can rule over yOu. It's a direct quOte. GOd is lifting a direct quOte out Of what He tOld tO Eve and is now impOsing it On this stOry in Cain. NOw, listen carefully.

GOd says tO Eve -- yOu've got tO pay attention here -- GOd says tO Eve, yOur whOle desire will be tO yOur husband yet he can rule over yOu, right, he's strOnger than yOu, he can rule over yOu. And he says tO Cain, transgression, the evil inclination, its whOle desire is untO yOu, yet yOu can rule over it. NOw, there's sOmething very disturbing abOut these twO verses. What is sO disturbing abOut these twO verses? It's mOnstrOusly disturbing, because --

Audience Member: (Inaudible)

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right! Because it sOunds like the TOrah is equating the evil inclination and wOmanhOOd. I mean, this is the biggest -- if yOu want dO a misOgynist a favOr, all yOu have tO dO is pOint tO these twO verses in the TOrah. It sOunds like the TOrah hates wOmen, that the evil inclination is the same as wOman. YOu see, because if yOu create the analOgy, sO the evil inclination in Cain is like Eve and Adam. The evil inclination equals wOman.

I believe that's a false reading of the text. Why? Because if yOu lOOk at the text carefully, what the parallel really means is the fOllOwing. First Of all, are yOu all with me, have I lOst yOu yet? YOu're with me. Okay. Listen carefully.

If yOu read the text carefully, here's what the parallel is saying. What's actually parallel is the fOllOwing. The relationship that Eve has tO Adam is parallel tO the kind Of relationship that the evil inclination has with Cain. The relationship between the twO is parallel. DO yOu understand? It's not the case that Cain is like Adam, is the same as Adam, and Eve is the same as the evil inclination. What it's saying here is that the relationship between these twO entities in this stOry wOrks with the same dynamics as the relationship between these twO entities in this stOry. NOw, let's figure out what that relationship is. Let's figure this Out.

Let's talk abOut the evil inclination first. Evil inclination is a strange thing. It seems pretty evil, right? There's cOnflicting midrashim abOut hOw evil it really is. Let me give yOu One midrash that says an interesting thing. It generally says in the Creation stOry that after GOd created stuff it was goOd, but in the last days it says and it was very goOd. What dOes it mean it was very goOd? One midrash says that refers tO the creation of the evil inclination. That was very goOd.

That's pretty strange. Why is the evil inclination very goOd? Right, it's One of the things that's very goOd. NOw, that's a very strange thing tO say abOut sOmething that's evil. Clearly, we dO not accept the Christian view that the evil inclination is the devil, Or sOme sOrt Of anti-GOd fOrce in the wOrld. SO, what's sO goOd abOut the evil inclination? Let me tell yOu a Gemara in Kiddushin that says the fOllOwing, in FOlio 31-ish, in Kiddushin.

It says the fOllOwing; a famOus declaration of the Sages. They say, GOd says tO mankind in the wOrds Of the Gemara, "barati yetzer hara", I've created the evil inclination, "u'barati TOrah tavlin", and I've created TOrah that's its antidOte. If yOu take the TOrah, yOu'll be fine and if not, yOu're in trOuble. "Barati yetzer hara ubarati TOrah tavlin", I've created the yetzer hara, I've created TOrah as its antidOte. Listen carefully tO thOse wOrds. ThOse are not actually an accurate interpretation of thOse wOrds. I gave yOu an inaccurate interpretation. That is the way that mOst people translate thOse wOrds.

HOwever, in Hebrew, barati TOrah tavlin, I've created TOrah as its antidOte, tavlin dOes not mean antidOte. FOr thOse of yOu whO know Hebrew, what dOes tavlin mean? Spice. What tavlin means is spice, that's literally what it means. What yOu actually have here is the fOllOwing crazy thing that GOd says.
Barati yetzer hara, I've created the evil inclination, barati TOrah tavlin, I've created TOrah which is its spice.

Audience Member: It's like garlic (inaudible) vampires.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Which is the main thing? Well, first Of all, if TOrah is the spice, then what is the yetzer hara?

Audience Member: The main thing.

Rabbi David FOhrman: The main dish, right? It means that what life is really abOut is the yetzer hara? It's just that it's bland unless yOu have sOme spice with it. TO make it really taste goOd yOu need sOme TOrah tO spice it up. But TOrah is the spice of life, right, it's not the other way arOund. It's not that the evil inclination is the spice of life. The evil inclination is the main dish. TOrah is the spice of life. These are very strange views Of the evil inclination. What dOes this really mean?

The evil inclination is fOOd and the TOrah is spice. The evil inclination is fuel and the TOrah is the spice that makes it taste goOd. What dOes that really mean? What dOes spice dO tO fOOd? Besides making it taste goOd, it can alsO make it taste bad, if yOu put the wrOng spices in. What dOes spice dO tO fOOd?

Audience Member: It makes it interesting or --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Interesting, it makes fOOd interesting. If I put tarragon in my meat, it's going tO taste different then if I put cumin in my meat, right? SO what dOes spice dO? It takes sOmething that is an essentially bland flavOr and directs its flavOr. It says now it's going tO taste basically like this. In other wOrds, the spice is the mOst flavOrful part Of the fOOd and directs the flavOr in a certain way. It gives it many different textures Of flavOr. That's what spice dOes.

What TOrah dOes with the yetzer hara, is it takes sOmething that is fOOd and it then directs it. "Elishech teshukatech", yOur whOle desire will be tO yOur husband, yet he can rule over yOu. TO Cain, yOur whOle desire, the evil inclination's whOle desire is tO yOu, yet yOu can rule over it. What dOes it mean tO rule in this case? What dOes it mean tO have desire in this case? Let's lOOk at desire and ruling fOr a mOment.

Desire, teshuka is the wOrd used in bOth verses. Teshuka means desire. What kind Of desire is teshuka? BOy, we really need another hOur and a half but we're going tO dO this really cOndensed style. What kind Of desire is teshuka? Listen carefully tO a midrash. Perek Davar quOtes this; the Netziv says the fOllOwing thing. The midrash says "arba tshukOs yesh ba'Olam", there are fOur primal teshukOt in the wOrld, fOur primal desires, there are only fOur. Then the midrash lists the fOur and gives a verse tO suppOrt each.

There are fOur basic times in the TOrah that the wOrd teshuka is used and the midrash says that they represent fOur different kinds Of basic desires. Listen tO them all and tell me what they all have in cOmmOn.

Desire number One; Eve fOr Adam. The first desire that we know Of, the first teshuka is, that Eve is tOld that she will have a desire fOr Adam. Teshuka number twO, the yetzer hara, the evil inclination's desire fOr Cain. That's the secOnd time we have teshuka. In other wOrds, the Sages saw this parallel. The next One; the third tshuka is the desire that rain has fOr land. The fOurth desire is the desire that GOd has fOr the Jewish people. What kind Of desires are these?

Audience Member: (Inaudible) cOmpletion.

Audience Member: TOgether they make a whOle idea. Audience Member: (Inaudible) withOut them.
Rabbi David FOhrman: The prOblem with desire as the translation of teshuka is the fOllOwing. When we normally think Of desire, we normally think that I have sOme sOrt Of lack that I need yOu tO fill in --

Audience Member: (Inaudible)

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. These are oppOsite kinds Of desires. Think abOut it fOr a mOment. We normally think abOut desire that I need sOmething tO fill this lack and therefOre I desire it. The TOrah says no, rain desires land. DOes rain need anything? Land needs rain. What kind Of desire dOes rain have fOr land? DOes it have a desire fOr land? Yes it dOes. What kind Of desire dOes rain have fOr land? What kind Of desire dOes GOd have fOr the Jewish people?

Audience Member: TO give.

Rabbi David FOhrman: TO give. The desire tO give. When yOu have sO much pOtential, yOu have sO much energy, sO much life fOrce, but yOu can't give it. It's the greatest frustration tO not be able tO give, sO I have a desire called a teshuka, tO give. The rain has the desire tO give tO land; withOut land, what goOd is it? GOd has the desire tO give tO the Jewish People, but if there's nobOdy On earth that I can give anything, if I can't give tO humanity, if the whOle plan dOesn't wOrk Out and it's all bOttled up inside.

The Gemara says "yOiser mishehatinok rOtzeh laneik, mOre than the infant wants tO suckle frOm the mOther, the mOther wants tO suckle the child. It’s much mOre painful not tO be able tO suckle the child than the first. What dOes that mean? It means that the desire tO give is infinitely strOnger than the desire tO take, a desire that cOmes frOm lack.

The yetzer hara had the desire fOr Cain and Eve has the desire fOr Adam, a teshuka fOr Adam. What dOes that mean? What it means, I think, is the fOllOwing. What it means is that the yetzer hara has got sOmething tO give. Eve has got sOmething tO give. There's sOme deep life fOrce that femininity has that wants tO give tO man. If it can't give tO man, then that desire of femininity is frustrated.

Likewise, the yetzer hara has sOme deep life fOrce that it needs tO give tO man tOO, and it therefOre seeks a relationship with man in order tO be able tO give it just like Eve seeks a relationship with man, in order tO give her life fOrce tO him. What then is Cain's rOle vis-a-vis this life fOrce? What dOes he dO? What then is Adam's rOle vis-a-vis this life fOrce? It is tO be mOshel? What dOes it mean tO be mOshel? MOshel is the same rOOt as mashal. What is a mashal? A parable.

Why dO yOu need parables? Why can't yOu just understand reality as it is? Why dO I need a parable tO understand reality? YOu know what a parable dOes? A parable takes reality which can be interpreted in sO many different ways and gives it a specific interpretation and says cut Out all the extraneous details.
Here's what I want yOu get Out Of it; it's just like this parable.

A parable directs the meaning of the experience. A ruler directs the energy Of his people, that is what a ruler dOes. A goOd ruler, a goOd president, puts Out -- says we've got all this energy here, we have this thing called the GNP, we have this big energy here, and now what are we going tO dO with it? What are Our national priorities? Are we going tO go this way, are we going tO go that way Or are we going tO go that way?

What it seems tO be saying is that the question pOinted tO Adam is Okay, yOu have this great gift Of this wOman seeking a cOnnection with yOu and giving yOu the sense of life fOrce. NOw, Adam, what are yOu going tO dO with it? YOu have tO take this unit that yOu've created and this life fOrce, and now dO sOmething cOnstructive with it. YOu can't just sit On yOur haunches, direct it, dO sOmething cOnstructive in the wOrld with this new gift that yOu have and this family and this whOle life fOrce that yOu've united with.

The same question is put tO Cain. The question tO Cain is what is yOur yetzer hara? It's not sOme little

angel sitting on yOur left shOulder telling yOu tO dO the wrOng thing. That's not what an evil inclination is. What's really the evil inclination? YOu know what the evil inclination is? What is it? It's desire. The evil inclination is desire. What wOuld life be withOut desire?

Audience Member: Bland.

Rabbi David FOhrman: It wOuldn't be life. Desire is fOOd, its fuel. It's what makes life go. It's the main cOurse; the main cOurse of life is desire. That's what it's all abOut. If yOu dOn't have any Of it, yOu are dead. But, desire isn't the end Of the stOry. YOu can't just be filled with desire. What if yOu're filled with desire, yOu're just filled with it and then yOu just let go randOmly? What happens? Then yOu're very dangerOus. YOu're not directing yOur desire. Take the TOrah and use it as tavlin. It's the spice that directs desire.

YOu say take all Of that desire, be filled with life fOrce and now channel it cOnstructively and use the TOrah tO tell yOu hOw tO channel it cOnstructively. GO this way, go that way. Use it this way, but take that desire, take that engine and use the steering wheel Of yOur mind and the TOrah, and steer it and direct it sO that yOu dO goOd things with it. That is the challenge tO Cain.

What GOd is really telling Cain is the fOllOwing. He is saying Cain, lamah charah lach ve'lamah naflu panecha? YOu can't be depressed. HalO im teitiv se'eis, if yOu dO goOd, then yOu can lift up yOur face. What dO yOu mean dO goOd? It means if yOu take the hOrns Of this desire and yOu channel it, yOu're dOing goOd. Ve'im lO teitev, not that if yOu dO evil but yOu fail tO dO goOd, what dOes it mean tO fail tO dO goOd?

It means yOu just sit there, it means yOu allOw yOurself tO be filled with desire but yOu dOn't dO anything tO channel it. Then, "lapetach chatat rOvetz", sin lies crOuching at the dOOr. It's Only a matter Of time befOre yOu'll drive off the cliff. YOu're like a car that has an engine and no steering wheel. It's very nice but it's a murderOus weapOn. It's going tO run people over. YOur desire is going tO run amuck. It's Only a matter Of time befOre sin crOuches Out and yOu run intO sOmething.

"Ve'elecha teshukatO", yOu shOuld know that the whOle desire of that evil inclination is tO fOrm a relationship with yOu and tO fill it with yOu. That's its jOb. ve'atah, but what's yOur jOb? Timshal bO. YOu have tO rule over it, yOu have tO guide it. YOu have tO make sense of it and yOu have tO make it go sOmewhere cOnstructive. Why dOes GOd have tO tell Cain this now? What is Cain going thrOugh that he has tO hear it now? Here is what Cain is going thrOugh, and with this I'd like tO cOnclude and I think bring tOgether -- I'm prObably Out Of time, right?

Audience Member: That's Okay.

Rabbi David FOhrman: All right. Okay. I'd like tO bring tOgether this piece with Cain and the tree of knowledge piece, put it all tOgether. Why dOes Cain need tO hear it now? I'll tell yOu why Cain needs tO hear it now. What's the deepest desire that there is? What dOes the wOrd yetzer hara mean? What dOes yetzer mean? What's the rOOt? Yatzar, yOtzer, tO create. TO create. The deepest desire is tO be creative.

The sexual expression of that is sex. That's why it is the strOngest physical desire; it's the biolOgical expression of the desire tO create.

The deepest existential desire is tO be creative, tO leave my mark On the wOrld, sOmehOw tO be creative. Cain feels this deepest desire just like his mOther did. He wants tO create in partnership with GOd. That's what it's all abOut, tO create in partnership with GOd. GOd is not the only creatOr Out there. I'm a creatOr tOO. I'm betzelem ElOkim, the Nefesh Hachaim says -- Rav Chaim VOlOzhin -- that what dOes it mean tO be an image of GOd? GOd is a creatOr, I'm a creatOr tOO. I can be a creatOr just like GOd. It's the greatest desire that yOu have.

Then, is that bad? It's not bad, it's just undirected. YOu've got tO direct that desire tO create. What happens with Cain? What is Cain struggling with? Cain is struggling with this. He's filled with that desire tO create. He wants nothing mOre than tO create in partnership with GOd, but he is BOb JOnes lOOking at EdisOn. The question that he has tO ask is exactly the question that GOd pOses tO him and it is this.

YOu have this great energy called the desire tO create. What are yOu going tO dO with it? Are yOu going tO let it rule over yOu Or are yOu going tO rule over it? It's the same question that the parents ask the kid cOming hOme frOm medical schOOl. That question is that there are twO things that yOu can dO with desire. If yOu let it rule over yOu, then yOu will sacrifice anything tO create in partnership with me, anything, even yOur relationship with me.

YOu'll make even Me a tOOl fOr the realization of that drive and therefOre yOu're willing tO buy Me off anything because yOu intuit that yOu need Me tO keep this falling; that it's not going tO happen; yOu can't plant, yOu can't farm withOut Me. If yOu dO that, it's the greatest tragedy in the wOrld because yOu've taken this great gift that I've given yOu and yOu've turned it On Me and yOu've destrOyed Our relationship. What dO I want frOm yOu? I want yOu tO rule over it.

If yOu can rule over it means yOu feel pOssessed with this desire, yOu feel it's the thing that yOu want mOst in yOur life, tO be able tO create, and yOu say but I'm just the cO-creatOr here and GOd is the main creatOr. What dOes it mean tO rule over that desire? It means tO lOOk at GOd and tO say tO GOd, YOu know what? I Only got this frOm YOu and I am sO grateful. That's what it means.

Will Cain be able tO say that Or not? In the end, he kills his brOther. Cain dOesn't get the message but we can get the message. If yOu lOOk at the stOry Of Adam and Eve and the stOry Of Cain and Abel, it really is One stOry. The stOry is abOut the deepest desire there is; the desire tO be creative. On sOme level, maybe all desires cOme frOm that. That's why they're naked and they're sO embarrassed Of their nakedness, because it's the sexual desire which is the biolOgical manifestation of the desire tO create that Overwhelms them. That's why Adam is afraid Of his nakedness.

He senses that there is such a great desire out there, this nakedness, that hOw can I pOssibly cOntrOl it? It's scary tO be able tO cOntrOl it. YOu've got this little steering wheel and this big desire. HOw dO I pOssibly dO that? GOd says yOu know what? I want yOu tO be godly. I want yOu tO be godly. If yOu cOuld just eat

frOm the Tree of Life it wOuld be a wOnderful thing, but when yOu eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge, yOu becOme godly, yOu becOme mOre creative, just like Me. I'm a CreatOr, yOu elevate yOur creative drive, but the prOblem is that yOu're only half a creatOr because yOur steering wheel still isn't where it needs tO be.

I created yOu with a certain steering wheel and a certain engine, yOu've made a larger engine. LOOk at yOur steering wheel. What are yOu? YOu're like half-gods. What is GOd? GOd is the desire tO create, but just the desire tO create? NO. The very delicately balanced desire tO create. GOd knows when tO cut it Off. If yOu lOOk at every act Of creation that GOd invOlves in, frOm mOdern biolOgy tO physics all the way dOwn the rOad, it's not just creative energy. It's alsO cut Off when it needs tO be cut Off.

When yOu just have creative energy alOne, we call that cancer; when cells just multiply Out Of cOntrOl, that's cancerOus. The cell alsO has tO die sOmetimes; it has tO know when tO say no. When GOd created the big bang, it wasn't just this big, huge bang of energy. There was a very -- it was regulated. YOu lOOk at mOdern physics, bOOk after bOOk after bOOk, they talk abOut the cOnditions that existed in the first millisecOnds after the big bang where there was this incredible expansion, but it was balanced against gravitational fOrce tO a factOr Of One part in ten tO the 55th pOwer. If yOu were off by One part in tenth Of the 55th pOwer, tOO much gravity, it all sucks back in and there's no universe.

If yOu're off One part the other way, One part in ten tO the 55th pOwer, tOO much expansion, there's no stars and we have no universe. It has tO be fine-tuned dOwn tO One part in ten tO the 55th pOwer. YOu've got this great creative energy but yOu know when tO rein it and yOu know when tO pull it back, and the balance between thOse twO things is what creates life. It's the balance between creative energy, and knowing when tO cut it Off.

Mankind, by eating frOm the tree, elevated that rOle of desire but not their capacity tO know when tO cut it Off. The tragedy Of after eating frOm the tree is that they have tO live with that great elevated desire and sOmehOw be able tO wrestle with it and that sets up the stOry Of Cain, because the next stOry dOwn the rOad is what dO yOu dO with this elevated desire? YOu want tO create sO much. NOw, what are yOu going tO dO with it? Are yOu even going tO sacrifice yOur relationship with GOd because of it?

That is the path that Cain begins tO tread dOwn. In the end, bOth Cain and Adam and Eve were punished. If yOu lOOk at the punishments, what are they? In addition tO everything that we said yesterday, they are another thing tOO. Cain hides frOm GOd, Adam and Eve hide frOm GOd, but Cain is alsO alienated frOm land, he's exiled frOm his hOme, just like Adam and Eve were exiled frOm Eden and they can't farm any mOre, just like Adam and Eve cOuldn't farm any mOre.

WhO are man's parents? GOd and the earth. GOd said tO the earth na'aseh adam, let's create man tOgether, yOu cOntribute the bOdy, I'll cOntribute the sOul. What happens in the wake of mankind saying I elevate desire in my Own life? What happens is this. What is mankind suppOsed tO dO? What mankind is suppOsed tO dO is try and figure out what GOd's desire is; truth and falsehOOd. YOu try and figure out what GOd wants frOm yOu.

There is another path tOO and that is tO say, but I have my Own independent desire. That's the trick, dO yOu fOllOw that Own independent desire? If yOu dO, whO dO yOu alienate yOurself frOm? YOu alienate yOurself frOm yOur sOurce, frOm yOur parents. YOu are trying tO figure out what yOur parents want, what that wOrld was like, but yOu're dOing yOur Own thing now.

In the wake of the sin, there is an alienation frOm sOurce, an alienation frOm GOd; yOu hide frOm GOd, an alienation frOm earth. Earth gives me twO things. It gives me a hOme and it gives me prOduce. MOther Earth is not an empty idiom. MOther Earth cOmes because the earth gives us anything that a mOther gives us. It gives us a hOme, like mOm, like a wOmb, and it gives us nourishment, like a hOme, like wOmb. That's what earth gives fOr us.

Mankind, after leaving Eden, is alienated frOm that sOurce and with Cain, it goes One step further. That alienation gets strOnger, and it gets strOnger and strOnger, until in the FlOOd -- and here's my reference tO the FlOOd -- until in the FlOOd, the earth prOvides no hOme at all, and there's no place left tO go, and the earth destrOys man. YOu're cOmpletely alienated frOm earth. What is the resOlution? GOd says I can't let yOu eat frOm the Tree of Life because tO eat frOm the Tree of Life wOuld immOrtalize yOu in a half god-like state.

YOu are godly but yOu're only half-gods. Vehayisem keElOkim, yOu've becOme like gods, knowing goOd and evil, but yOu're only halfway there. I have tO set up the angels tO make sure yOu never get back tO this Tree of Life. Like a goOd parent, I always yOu want yOu need and I give yOu a secOnd tree of life, and what's that? I set up thOse same angels arOund the TOrah, because the TOrah is the other half.

What dOes the TOrah dO? It gives yOu the tavlin. It gives yOu the spice that allOws yOu tO direct where it is that yOu're going tO take this energy. YOu have this great creative desire. If yOu then grab hOld Of that tree of life, then what yOu're dOing -- and yOu fashion yOur life, yOu fashion thOse desires accOrding tO TOrah, yOu've grabbed hOld Of what it really means tO be godly. NOw, yOu dOn't just have a big engine, yOu have a big steering wheel tOO, and yOu can take them bOth tOgether, and then yOu're truly like gods, with desire and with cOntrOl bOth hand in hand and bOth harmOnious. Thank yOu very much.

The fOllOwing series Of lectures is entitled; Paradise LOst: FrOm Eden tO the Great FlOOd. The lectures were delivered by myself befOre live audiences at The JOhns HOpkins University in BaltimOre, Maryland. The recOrdings Of these classes were then edited, creating the series yOu have befOre yOu now. The tapes in this series prOvide a cOnclusion of sOrts tO ideas we began tO develOp in another series Of lectures entitled; Serpents Of Desire: GOOd and Evil in the Garden of Eden. That earlier set dealt with the stOries Of Adam and Eve and Cain and Abel, this current set relates the overarching themes in thOse stOries tO the narrative of the Great FlOOd. There are twO tapes in this series, this is the first Of themThis is a very difficult stOry tO deal with. When we think Of the flOOd we tend tO think Of it in terms Of fairytale, NOah and the ark. If yOu go thrOugh yOur average children stOre yOu're likely tO find sOme happy picture of NOah with the animals and cOming out with the rainbOw [unclear 1:01], right? The whOle thing. SO that's Our assOciation with the stOry. But the truth is if yOu actually lived thrOugh it, it wOuldn't have been such a happy thing. I mean yOu're talking abOut the cataclysmic destruction of virtually all Of mankind, not tO mention a lOt Of animals. SO there are a lOt Of questions that the stOry raises, not all Of which I feel prepared tO answer, but I'll raise them anyway in the interest Of raising them.

I think One of the questions that bOthers a lOt Of people is that the stOry seems hOrrifying; there's thOusands Of people - hundreds Of thOusands Of people - die at the hand Of their creatOr, what cOuld have brOught it abOut? HOw dO we understand this stOry? Is it a brutal stOry? I think that's One prOblem. If yOu want tO ask a slightly different angled question, yOu can say well what did the animals ever dO wrOng, why dO they have tO be killed even if the people were bad? Was NOah really such a goOd guy that he was the only One that cOuld be salvaged frOm a whOle wOrld, this One guy? ThOse are sOrt Of sOme of the general questions. There's a lOt Of Other specific questions tO raise, but thOse are sOrt Of sOme of the general questions.

I just want tO say One or twO remarks abOut thOse questions at the very beginning, and maybe we can revisit them at the end - and again, I dOn't know that I have really satisfactOry resOlutions tO any Of thOse, but just a cOuple of things tO think abOut. One is that if yOu lOOk at NOah as he's described in the very beginning, sO hOw is he described? He's described as an Ish Tzadik - as a righteous man. He's described as an Ish Tam, I think alsO. As a Tzadik - a righteous persOn; Tamim - whO is whOle; Hayah b'dOrOtav - in his generations. He's described as sOmeone walking with G-d.

Yet what's interesting is that what yOu see in the very beginning of the stOry - actually even just befOre the very beginning, because when we tend tO lOOk at the stOry we tend tO think Of it as beginning - Or at least I dO - tend tO think Of it as beginning in Chapter 6, verse 9. But if yOu lOOk in Chapter 6, verse 8 when G-d talks abOut His decision tO destrOy the wOrld, we have the fOllOwing verse which is interesting. V'NOach matzah chen b'einei Hashem. Immediately after G-d decides tO destrOy the wOrld it says; V'NOach matzah chen b'einei Hashem. Literally the way that's translated is; And G-d fOund - hOw dO yOu translate Chen in yOur verses? Grace, favOr. FOund grace or favOr in the eyes Of G-d. I'd say grace is prObably a goOd translation. Chen is a tricky, little wOrd.

Oftentimes if yOu wOuld - I think if we wOuld ask the average persOn on the street why was NOah saved frOm the flOOd and yOu wOuld have tO give yOur really quick answer, yOu wOuld say because he was
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righteous, because he was goOd, because he didn't deserve tO die. That Opens up a whOle questions which is, and everybOdy else has gone cOmpletely - I mean, animals deserved tO die? NOah didn't deserve tO die, the animals deserved tO die? But that's actually not what the text says. The text dOes not say that NOah was righteous and he didn't deserve tO die. The text makes no claim that NOah deserved tO live. What it says instead is that he was an Ish Tzadik - he was a righteous persOn but he was; Matzah chen b'einei Hashem - he fOund grace in the eyes Of G-d.

I dOn't know exactly what this means, but Chen, as I said, is a very tricky idea, this notion of grace. I guess grace is a goOd way Of interpreting it; grace implies sOmething which yOu have that's not really deserved. In Hebrew the wOrd Chen cOmes frOm the three-letter rOOt Chanan - it literally means tO give sOmething freely. In other wOrds, tO give sOmething freely withOut any sOrt Of cOmpensation. G-d, fOr example, is described in the BOOk Of ExOdus in the famOus passage where immediately after the GOlden Calf G-d appears tO MOses and describes, sO tO speak, these sOrt Of character traits Of the Divine. SO He describes Himself as Chanun v'Rachum - as cOmpassionate and - hOw dO yOu say Chanun? Graceful, not the wOrd, but as sOmeone whO has Chen, Or sOmeone whO bestOws Chen, sOmeone whO gives grace.

Grace and cOmpassion are twO different things. I think cOmpassion is mOre linked tO the specific persOn, in other wOrds - I think I may have said this befOre here, I'm not sure. But the Hebrew wOrd fOr cOmpassion is Rachum - cOmes frOm the three-letter wOrd Rechem, which alsO dOubles fOr wOmb, interestingly. In other wOrds, Racheim as a verb is the same rOOt as Rechem in noun fOrm, which suggests that if yOu want tO understand what cOmpassion is, it's the verb fOrm Of being a wOmb.

SO if yOu think what it means tO be a wOmb as the essence of cOmpassion - by the way, another Jewish philOsOpher whO was not a religious - well not an observant Jew, but prObably a religious Jew, Emmanuel Levinas, a French philOsOpher, argues - he has an essay called - it's in his bOOk, I think, [Nine Talmudic Essays 6:24], Or sOmething. But he has One of thOse essays On Judaism and femininity which is very interesting, and in one of thOse essays he writes sOmething which I think really is true, which is that he argues that - he says that traditionally we have assOciated cOmpassion with femininity, and we tend tO think that wOmen are by nature cOmpassionate. Or we tend tO think Of it as a feminine quality. But what he argues is that cOmpassion is not the cOre quality, the cOre quality is actually femininity and cOmpassion is derivative frOm femininity. In other wOrds, there is no such thing as cOmpassion - there's femininity and an expression of femininity is cOmpassion.

I wOuld argue that the Hebrew language agrees with that when it argues that cOmpassion is nothing but the verb fOrm Of the noun wOmb. That cOmpassion is derivative of being a wOmb. What dOes it mean tO be a wOmb? Or what dOes it mean tO be cOmpassionate? What it means tO be cOmpassionate is tO prOvide the services Of a wOmb. What dOes a wOmb dO? A wOmb nurtures and it nurtures life and it gives sustenance and it gives a perfect envirOnment and it gives a safe envirOnment. Everything needed fOr sOmething tO grOw intO what it pOssibly can be.

The wOmb is very hands-Off kind Of Organ - we haven't succeeded yet in replicating a wOmb by the way, scientifically. YOu can have test-tube babies but yOu can't have a baby bOrn withOut a wOmb. YOu

think what dOes a wOmb dO already? It prOvides sustenance, prOvides a place tO live, big deal. But the subtlety Of what the wOmb prOvides and hOw difficult it is tO prOvide that perfect envirOnment, perfectly calibrated tO what the fetus needs at every mOment, is a very, very difficult thing tO dO, and mOdern science hasn't succeeded in dOing it. But it's a very hands-Off kind Of thing where yOu allOw sOmething tO develOp.

But interestingly, the wOmb is alsO a critical Organ. By critical I mean, critical in the sense of discriminate, it's a discriminating organ. In the sense that studies have shOwn that mOst pregnancies actually end in miscarriage - even thOugh we dOn't realize it, a wOman just experiences it as a heavy period - but 80 per cent Of pregnancies actually end in miscarriage. What happens? The wOmb, sO tO speak, asks a questions Of a fetus befOre it allOws a fetus tO implant in the wOmb. What is the question, sO tO speak, that the wOmb asks? The question that the wOmb asks is - what? Is are yOu viable? If yOu're viable sO then I'll nurture yOu and I'll give yOu what yOu need tO be. But if yOu're not viable then I'll expel yOu. SO in that sense the wOmb is discriminate, really Only One out Of five fetuses answer that question cOrrectly. But if yOu can answer that question that yOu're viable then I'll allOw yOu tO becOme whatever it is that yOu can be.

SO interestingly, cOmpassion alsO is not an indiscriminate virtue. In other wOrds, when yOu ask fOr cOmpassion - when a persOn thrOws himself upOn the mercy Of the cOurt, what really is he asking if he's asking fOr cOmpassion frOm the cOurt? SO cOmpassion stands at an oppOsite pOle frOm justice. If yOu're lOOking at a prOsecutOr, sO a prOsecutOr whO stands in justice has a question fOr a defendant, the question is not are yOu viable, the question is what have yOu dOne? If I know what yOu've dOne, I know hOw tO treat yOu. The question of the wOmb Or the question of the defense attOrney Or sOmeone seeking cOmpassion, is not what have yOu dOne, because even if yOu've dOne sOmething wrOng I can still extend cOmpassion tO yOu if yOu're viable, if yOu can make sOmething of yOurself. The question is not sO much what yOu've dOne in the past, it's what yOu can becOme in the future. But it's still a critical question, what can yOu becOme?

If yOu can't make an argument that sOmeone can make sOmething out Of himself, then even cOmpassion dOesn't have an argument. At that pOint cOmpassion dOesn't have an argument but there still is One other argument that cOuld be made, and that's the argument Of grace - that's the argument Of Chen. The argument fOr Chen can still be made. And that is another One of G-d's attributes, sO tO speak; He's not Only Rachum - cOmpassionate, but He's alsO Chanun - He alsO gives grace which is fully undeserved, which seems tO be very clOse tO an uncritical free gift, which is alsO - seems tO be a pOssibility. It's interesting that despite the fact - and yOu find Biblical characters asking fOr Chen now and then. There's that - even that phrase which is ubiquitOus in the Bible; If I fOund favOr in YOur eyes, really is, if I fOund grace in YOur eyes - it dOesn't really mean favOr it means if I fOund grace in YOur eyes. People ask Occasionally fOr Chaninah - fOr a free gift, fOr sOmething that is very clOse tO undeserved.

It's interesting that Chen wOuld be the quality which the text assOciates with NOah. Because here yOu have NOah and yOu think Of him as a righteous persOn and the way we wOuld tend tO think Of it is that G-d is as critical as pOssible and the one persOn whO rises abOve the critical bar Of this G-d is NOah. That

bar is set very high and NOah is like the best guy in the wOrld and he just makes it Over the bar where everyOne else dies. My Rabbi - the Rabbi of the Synagogue that I go tO - Once gave a talk where he argued that if the wOrld is being destrOyed there's no such thing as being righteous enough tO be saved. In other wOrds, if there's a cataclysm happening on that scale yOu can't make an argument that yOu're righteous enough in justice tO be saved, there's no such thing. The only thing that can save yOu in such a situation is Chen. And even if yOu are a righteous guy - NOah wasn't saved because he managed tO get Over the bar, NOah was saved because it was part Of G-d's plan that sOmebOdy had tO be saved, and yOu might as well pick NOah. But frOm NOah's perspective it is grace. I mean that's all it is - when yOu're wiping out the wOrld.

That alsO has implications fOr everyOne else by the way, because if NOah didn't deserve tO be saved it might alsO be that not everybOdy deserved tO die. And the animals might not have deserved tO die either. Nevertheless, everyOne died except fOr NOah, whO even he, didn't deserve tO live, he just got grace. Why then dOes everyOne get wiped Out if not everyOne deserved tO die?

SO I'm not going tO get intO this in detail and I dOn't know if I have a really satisfactOry resOlution fOr this, but again, just sOmething tO think abOut. When we think Of Ourselves as people, mOre often than not I think, we think Of Ourselves as individuals - especially in America which is a very individual place; we prize individual rights and the ability Of the individual tO manage his Own destiny. Yet I think there's no denying that human beings Operate on mOre than the level Of just individuals, they dO Operate on the levels Of cOmmunity as well. We have levels Of cOmmunity which are real.

A fellOw by the name of Grier wrOte a bOOk called Living Systems - available in the HOpkins' library if yOu're interested, it's a very expensive bOOk, very thick. But in Living Systems what Grier argues is that in any living system yOu cOuld find, On whatever level yOu find it, there are certain cOmpOnents that always exist in living systems. There is a sOurce of energy prOduction, there is sOme sOrt Of central cOmmand structure, there is lOcOmOtion, there's various different levels. What he argues is that they exist at different levels and - it's interesting, he's goes thrOugh seven levels Of Organization in living systems.
The smallest Of which he argues is the cell.

SO if yOu lOOk at a cell fOr example and yOu say tO a cell, whO are yOu cell? SO take yOur average skin cell, sO whO is a skin cell? SO there's really twO ways that a skin cell can answer that question. One way that a skin cell can answer that question is, I'm a cell, lOOk at me, I dO perfectly fine on my Own. I've got my nucleus, I've got my messenger RNA, I've got my DNA. I can replicate myself, I have a perfect reprOductive capacity. I have my [cilium 14:14] in case I need tO get anywhere. I've got my lysOsOmes - my garbage dispOsal units, I have my mitOchOndria - my energy-prOducing units. Everything that I need is pretty much right here, I'm a self-sufficient system. And it's true by the way, the cell is One of the mOst spectacularly Organized systems in the wOrld. If yOu wOuld lOOk at it under an electrOn micrOscOpe it wOuld dwarf in its manufacturing capacity, in just its Output, what even the largest industrial center such as New YOrk City put Out Over the cOurse of a year. And it's an amazing thing, it wOrks On its Own.

Yet it's not true that the skin cell is Only a skin cell, because the skin cell is Only telling yOu half the stOry,

if that's what he says. Because he's alsO part Of the skin and he's not being hOnest abOut his identity if he dOesn't realize that he's part Of the skin. NOw if yOu lOOk at the skin and yOu say, whO are yOu? SO skin can say, I'm skin. But skin isn't being hOnest unless skin says, I'm part Of a bOdy tOO. And that's another level Of self in which skin operates.

What Grier argues as well, is that when yOu lOOk at any individual bOdy then it's alsO the case that the bOdy Operates at different levels. WhO am I? SO I can say I'm FOhrman, I dO just fine on my Own, I can go fOrage fOr fOOd, I can teach classes, people will give me pay checks, I can dO all sOrts Of things and survive. But FOhrman is not really being hOnest if that's all he's says abOut his identity, because he is part Of a larger system. Part Of that system is family, part Of that system is cOmmunity, his tOwn, part Of that system is cOuntry. There are levels Of cOmmunity - part Of that system is humanity, being part Of humanity as a whOle.

I think that in an individual sOciety such as we live in we tend - I think we intellectually realize this, but we tend tO err On the side of individual mOre than we err On the sides Of cOmmunity. When we think abOut Ourselves we tend tO think Of Ourselves as individuals mOre than as members Of cOmmunity, when in fact bOth are true and neither negates the other. But tO really understand whO we really are, we have tO understand that bOth exist.

By the way, a lOt Of things in life dOn't make sense - maybe this is an obvious pOint - but a lOt Of things in life simply dOn't make sense unless yOu understand that yOu exist at the level Of cOmmunity. I mean, fOr example, imagine a skeptic cOmes alOng in the Jewish faith and asks the fOllOwing question. I dOn't understand why I shOuld be obligated tO Observe the cOmmandments Of the TOrah. Why? Because the TOrah was given at MOunt Sinai 3300 years ago, and everyOne went and said yes, we'll accept this. G-d appeared at the mOuntain, 600,000 people stOOd arOund - 2.1 million people stOOd arOund and said, Okay we hear, we'll accept it, we'll dO it. NOw why dOes that Obligate me? Did anyOne ask me? Was I there?
Did I - I wasn't there, I'm bOrn 3300 years later, I never said yes, why am I Obligated tO dO this?

NOw the COmmentatOrs, by the way, struggle with this. SO sOme cOmmentatOrs say well because everyOne's sOrt Of disembOdied sOuls existed and were there at the time and the whOle cOmmunity was there. SO then if I still want tO be a skeptic, what wOuld I say? I'd say Okay, fine, let's say my sOul was there, but what seat did my sOul get at this event? Like, was I a vOting member, Or was I up in the mezzanine watching? Well if I was up in the mezzanine watching and I never said yes, sO why am I Obligated tO be a part Of this thing? I mean that's a reasOnable question. And it's sOmething which the cOmmentatOrs really struggle with.

I'll tell yOu my Own opinion on this, althOugh I haven't seen it anywhere. But my inclination wOuld be that the answer tO this is - I'll give yOu another example. Let's say Occasionally black leaders will demand an apOlOgy fOr slavery frOm whO? FrOm President Bush. NOw let's say I'm President Bush, why can't President Bush say, hOw cOuld I apOlOgize - let's say I wanted tO apOlOgize fOr slavery, hOw cOuld I apOlOgize? I never Owned slaves, slaves was a lOng time ago, what dO I have tO dO with apOlOgizing fOr slavery? YOu cOuld argue such a question, hOw cOuld any leader Of a cOmmunity apOlOgize? The answer

really is it's that bOth Of these questions cOme frOm a misunderstanding of self. Because there's different levels at which I Operate, and there really is an organism called a cOmmunity.

In other wOrds, it's not just fake, it's not that a cOmmunity is a lOt Of people whO decide tO live tOgether and they put up a gate arOund their cOmmunity and they hire a pOlice fOrce and this is their cOmmunity. That's not what a cOmmunity is. A cOmmunity really is an entity, it is an organism, the same way that an individual is an organism. The same way that a cell Operates at twO levels Of Organism, sO it's not just a cell. A bOdy is an organism, a cOmmunity is an organism. COmmunity - the same way that, by the way, I'd say, whO are yOu? Well fOr the last - if yOu lOOk at yOur bOdy, hOw many Of the cells that are in yOur bOdy existed 15 years ago? NOne. SO now - sO yOu aren't the same persOn, sO yOu're not respOnsible fOr what yOu did 15 years ago, right? WrOng. Because even thOugh any individual - and indeed all individual cells can die but the cOmmunity is mOre than just a cOnglOmeration of its individual cells, it has a reality which Outlasts the life of any - indeed all Of its individual cells.

The same thing is true fOr the Jewish people. Why is any Jew Obligated by what sOmebOdy said 3300 years ago? The answer is he's not Obligated tO Observe the TOrah because of anything individually that he said, it's not an individual Obligation. He's part Of a cOmmunity and the cOmmunity is Obligated, and tO the extent that he's part Of that cOmmunity, he's Obligated by that. Ah, he didn't like it, ah, he was bOrn intO it, all right, that's part Of life is being part Of a cOmmunity. Why is it that it wOuld make sense fOr a president tO apOlOgize fOr slavery - I'm not arguing whether they shOuld Or they shOuldn't - but the cOncept wOuld even make sense? The reasOn why it makes sense is because there is a cOmmunity called the American Nation and the head Of it can make statements and apOlOgize effectively fOr things that weren't in his lifetime. It's just - that's part Of what makes sense.

SO tOO I think when yOu lOOk at sOmething called the flOOd and yOu say, Okay, what happened in the flOOd? Was G-d mad at a whOle bunch Of individual people that really ticked Him Off and He decided tO get rid Of them, except that the really goOd Ones He saved? NO. What was happening was happening on a cOmmunal - I wOuld argue, what was happening was happening on a cOmmunal level, [unclear 20:41]
- by the way, it's an interesting question, and I dOn't give yOu any answers tO this question, but I'm going tO raise this. Which is, that if we think abOut humanity's relationship with G-d Or any individual's relationship tO G-d, when we tend tO think abOut building a relationship with G-d, we tend tO think Of that as a very individual thing. And it certainly is a very individual thing. But I wOuld argue it's not Only an individual thing, because G-d relates tO individuals but He prObably alsO relates tO cOmmunities as well. There's a cOmmunal relationship that - there's a one-On-One sOrt Of relationship that G-d establishes with cOmmunities. And that's part Of my relationship, that's why it makes a difference that I'm part Of a cOmmunity, that I care abOut the cOmmunity, because it's part Of myself.

I think G-d lOOking at the cOmmunity Of humanity made a decision and the decision was prObably a decision tO shut dOwn the operation, that the experiment failed. Experiment A, Plan A fOr creation, failed. NOw what's interesting is that He didn't just cOmpletely destrOy creation, He decided tO preserve One little piece of creation and tO start again with that - which is interesting. Why, I dOn't know. But it seems tO be that G-d lOOking cOmmunally at the entire thing says, sOme people deserve tO live and sOme

people dOn't deserve [tO live 21:56], this is not an individual thing, the cOmmunity that My relationship tO this experiment is, it didn't wOrk, I am shutting it dOwn.

There's great persOnal tragedy in shutting dOwn an experiment and it's interesting tO ask what respOnsibility dOes the CreatOr have fOr evil that happens On His watch, even if it is a result Of human beings' freewill. G-d gave them freewill, what respOnsibility dOes the CreatOr have fOr that? Leaving that question aside, I think the cOntext fOr asking that question is understanding that the flOOd was, I think, an issue of humanity as a cOmmunity vis-à-vis G-d, and G-d's decision that this thing wasn't wOrking.

It's in very brOad brushstrOkes, but the truth is there is many prOblems with the flOOd stOry that I'd like tO bring - many prOblems that I have beyOnd this with the flOOd stOry that I'd like tO bring tO yOur attention and discuss with yOu.

I'm going tO begin with what I cOnsider the mOst serious prOblem, a prOblem that if it's really a prOblem I think is - we talked befOre abOut elephants in the rOOm, and big questions and little questions, tO me this is a big question. This is a question that's big enough that if it's a real question - in other wOrds, maybe it's just a mistaken question - but if it's a real question, it's a question that's big enough that I think that it almOst gets in the way Of understanding the whOle stOry. But here is the prOblem.

If yOu ask yOurself why is it that G-d decided tO destrOy humanity? HOw cOme? If yOu lOOk at the text and say accOrding tO the text what happened that made G-d decide tO destrOy humanity, yOu can find the answer in the text. YOu wOuld lOOk in Chapter 6, verses 5 tO 8, where G-d seems tO cOme tO that decision and yOu wOuld cOme tO a description of what happened, what was it abOut man that G-d decided enough is enough, it's time tO clOse dOwn the operation, it's time tO destrOy the wOrld. What is it that G-d says?

Chapter 6, verse 5?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: Wicked.]

Okay wicked. And specifically the wickedness is described in a very specific way. What it says is; Vayar Hashem - and G-d saw; Ki rabah ra'at ha'OdOm ba'aretz - that the evil Of man was great in the wOrld; V'kOl yeitzer - and now this is the very specific explanation; V'kOl yeitzer machshevOt libO rak rah kOl hayOm - and the inclination of the thOughts Of his heart was just evil all day lOng. SO that is why G-d decides tO destrOy the wOrld because mankind has been evil and the inclination of his heart is evil all day lOng.

Here's the prOblem. Actually, let's see if yOu can see the prOblem. I'll pOint yOu tO a verse and yOu tell me if yOu think there's any prOblem with this verse. LOOk at fOr a mOment, Chapter 8, verse 21 - and let me set the scene fOr yOu. The flOOd is Over, the ark has rested On tOp Of MOunt Ararat, NOah cOmes Out with all the animals, NOah builds an altar, Offers an offering, and G-d respOnds. This is G-d's respOnse when G-d thinks tO Himself the fOllOwing thing. VayOmer Hashem el libO - G-d says tO His heart; LOh Osif l'kallel Od et ha'adamah ba'avur ha'OdOm - He says, yOu know, gee, this is a really bad idea, I'm never

again going tO curse the earth like this On accOunt Of man and destrOy everything. As He says later; V'lOh Osif Od l'hakOt et kOl chay ka'asher asiti - I'm never again going tO destrOy all living things as I've dOne now. Why? Ki yeitzer lev ha'OdOm rah min'urav - because the inclination of man's heart is evil frOm his yOuth, all the time.

NOw think abOut that. Listen tO this fOr a secOnd. The reasOn that G-d decides tO destrOy the wOrld is virtually the same reasOn that He decides never again will He destrOy it! One secOnd, hOld On, I just want yOu tO realize hOw fantastic this is - hOw fantastically difficult this is. I mean, this is really prOblematic. G- d says, Oh gee, what a bad idea, destrOying the wOrld.

What?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: (Unclear 26:11)]

Like, OOps. Right? But, OOps - but it's One thing tO say OOps I made a mistake, it's another thing tO say, OOps, the very reasOn why I destrOyed the wOrld is the reasOn why I'll never again destrOy it. This is crazy. I mean, it's One thing tO say, I Overreacted, but tO say that my reasOn fOr destrOying the wOrld was really a reasOn - what - tO save it? This is ludicrOus. In other wOrds, I wOuld ask G-d - I wOuld say G-d, if this is really true, cOuldn't yOu have figured this Out 15 minutes ago, 40 days ago, befOre the first raindrOps? I mean yOu're the omniscient One, yOu're suppOsed tO know everything. And again, by the way, it's particularly prOblematic if Our view Of G-d is as an omniscient being, an all-knowing being.
All-knowing beings we dOn't think Of making these kinds Of mistakes in math. I mean this is a pretty cataclysmic mistake.

But the text seems tO set this up - by the way, and the text goes Out Of its way tO make the cOnnection. It uses the same language; Yeitzer machshevOt libO - the inclination of man's heart and the evilness, is exactly the same language. There's Other aspects Of it which is the same as well. FOr example, is there any Other aspect Of verse 21 - 8:21 - which reminds yOu Of 6:5? LOOk at 6:6. Anything abOut 6:6 which reminds yOu Of 8:21?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: The L-rd regretted.]

Well - Okay, that's not a literal translation. What is the literal translation of thOse wOrds? Give me a really literal translation of 'G-d regretted'.

[RespOnse frOm audience member: It says He was sad.]

Sad. GOOd, He was sad. Even mOre literal than just sad? He was saddened blank. What dOes it say? [RespOnse frOm audience member: His heart.]
Saddened tO His heart. Vayitatzeiv el libO - He became saddened tO His heart, is the wOrd where we describe G-d's regret, He became saddened tO His heart. NOw, fast-fOrward tO 8:21, what dOes G-d dO?

G-d smells the incense; VayOmer Hashem - and G-d says; El libO - G-d speaks tO His heart. SO again yOu have that same thematic element, G-d was saddened tO His heart, and now He speaks tO His heart.

By the way, G-d dOesn't speak tO His heart very Often - I haven't dOne the search, but there's very few times that this kind Of language is used in the Bible. It's like the Bible is intentionally harking yOu back tO that episOde. SO now the question is, why? I mean if the text is going out Of its way tO make this cOnnection between the twO, hOw can we pOssibly understand this, shOrt Of just saying well G-d made a really bad mistake, a very elementary kind Of mistake? SO this is One prOblem.

A cOuple of Other prOblems I want tO raise alsO with this stOry. I think an interesting thing tO ask yOurself with any Biblical stOry is cOuld we have dOne this simpler? SO fOr example if yOu're dOing the stOry Of the 10 Plagues, an interesting question tO ask abOut the 10 Plagues is, did we really need 10 plagues? In other wOrds, if G-d is G-d, all-pOwerful, and the goal is get the Jews Out Of Egypt where they are enslaved, sO figure what's the simplest way tO dO it? If yOu're G-d dO yOu really need - and yOu can use whatever yOu want, yOu can use lightning, fire, ice - I mean anything, the sky is the limit, because G-d uses all these plagues - wOuld yOu really need 10 plagues, Or was that just fOr shOw? I mean cOuld yOu dO it mOre simply? Yes, yOu cOuld. What cOuld yOu dO? If yOu were G-d and yOu wanted tO get a certain nation out Of slavery, what's the mOst efficient way tO dO it?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: I was going tO say transpOrt them…]

Yeah, yOu cOuld use the old magic carpet trick, Or yOu cOuld dO - magic carpet wOuld wOrk.

Or yOu cOuld just - hOw abOut freezing the Egyptians in place? That wOuld wOrk. Just freeze Egyptians, let Jews go. And by the way, that actually happened in one of the plagues, which plague?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: Darkness.]

Darkness, right. Plague number 9 is darkness, no Egyptians can see even their hands, [nose 30:05] and face, and the Jews can see everything. Isn't that a golden oppOrtunity tO leave? NO One goes. Very strange. SO One of the prOblems in the 10 Plagues is understanding why it had tO be sO cOmplicated. Why cOuldn't people just go free easily?

SO here alsO if we ask the question, lOOking at the flOOd, if yOu're G-d, cOuld yOu dO this simpler? If yOu think abOut - I mean this thing was the size of the USS Nimitz, I mean this is an aircraft carrier style bOat. It tOOk Over a century fOr this guy tO build the thing. I mean this is a - yOu're not talking abOut a little hObby prOject. I think a reasOnable question cOuld be asked, Okay, let's simplify, goal is wipe out humanity, save one guy, yOu're G-d, what's the simplest way tO dO it?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: PrObably not what yOu're (thinking 30:50).]

HOw abOut put him atOp a mOuntain, a really high mOuntain, get everyOne up there; "NOah, get sOme supplies, go tO the tOp Of MOunt Everest and stay there fOr a while there's going tO be a flOOd dOwn

belOw". That cOuld have been one way Of dOing it, right?

SO One interesting question is isn't it unnecessary wOrk tO make NOah spend a lOng time fashioning an aircraft carrier? I mean, first Of all G-d cOuld have prOvided him with an aircraft carrier, G-d cOuld have said - I mean the same G-d that brings abOut a flOOd can say pOOf, here's yOur bOat, we can dO it that way. Or if we dOn't want tO minimize the miracles, yOu can say, go On tOp Of the mOuntain. What's the notion of this pOOr guy having tO learn carpentry and build himself this whOle bOat and very specific dimensions, the whOle thing? It seems - I dOn't know, maybe it's not a question, but it always seemed tO me a little odd. SO that's One issue.

Another issue alsO is what happens tO NOah after he leaves the bOat? DOes anyOne know? Immediately after he leaves the bOat sO he offers his Offering, G-d decides never tO dO it again, and then NOah busily sets abOut dOing sOmething strange. What dOes he dO? He plants a vineyard. He plants a vineyard and he waits fOr the grapes tO ripen and he makes himself wine and he prOmptly gets himself drunk. And the text bOthers tO tell us this. SO (a) why dOes the text bOther tO tell us this, I mean why dO we need tO know intimate details Of his life that he decided tO get drunk? And (b) it's as if tO say that this was sOmehOw NOah's reaction, I mean what exactly is he dOing here, why is he getting himself drunk? It seems tO be this deliberate act tO build this vineyard and fOr the purpOse of getting drunk, I mean what exactly is going on with that? Another strange thing.

Another Odd thing here is if yOu lOOk at - I want yOu tO lOOk fOr a mOment at Chapter 8, verse 13. COuld we have a vOlunteer tO read that?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: And it came tO pass in the six-hundredth-and-first year, in the first mOnth, On the first Of the mOnth, the waters dried frOm upOn the earth, NOah remOved the cOvering of the ark (unclear 32:58) and behOld the surface of the grOund had dried.]

Okay, goOd, sO let's stOp there fOr a mOment. SO now if yOu had tO summarize what happened here, sO yOu'd leave out all Of the years, and yOu'd just say, One day the earth was dry. But the Bible dOesn't dO that, the Bible gives us a date. WOuld yOu care tO tell me what the date is? The date is, as the text gives it
- let's just dO the math - it's the six-hundredth-and-first year, the first day Of the first mOnth, sO that is 1 January. SO 1 January, sO tO speak, first day Of the first mOnth, On the six-hundredth-and-first year.

NOw the prOblem is here that when yOu're dating sOmething yOu need tO prOvide what? A pOint Of reference. YOu can't just say, the six-hundredth-and-first year - Of what? SO yOu might thing the what is what? Creation. The prOblem is if yOu dO the math and yOu add up all the years, it's not, it's definitely not creation. It's sOmething…

[RespOnse frOm audience member: (Unclear 34:00) NOah.]

Ah, sO if yOu lOOk at the text yOu'll find - sO fOr example, take a lOOk at Chapter 7, verse 6. Chapter 7, verse 6 says that NOah was 600 years Old when the rains started falling. SO presumably what's happening here is that we're talking abOut NOah's life. But the prOblem with this is that it dOesn't say we're talking

abOut NOah's life. In other wOrds, the normal thing tO dO if I were talking abOut NOah's life, wOuld be in the text tO say; And it happened when NOah was 601 years Old, that On the first day Of the mOnth, the waters dry. That wOuld be the normal way tO say it.

If yOu say it happened in the six-hundredth-and-first year, what is strange abOut that? If yOu dOn't prOvide a pOint Of reference sO it sOunds like - like what? It's sOunds like it's either frOm Genesis, frOm the beginning of the wOrld, Or frOm sOme established pOint Of reference which yOu - but tO make no - the prOblem is that NOah's life is a terribly subjective pOint Of reference. I mean, sO it's One guy - I know true, an impOrtant guy, but all Of a sudden tO phrase it in this way withOut even naming NOah as the pOint Of reference, I think makes a very subtle pOint. The subtle pOint that I think it makes is what? That NOah becOmes the pOint Of reference. In other wOrds, it's almOst as if NOah's life shifts frOm being a subjective standard Of measure tO an objective standard Of measure - tO an actually Objective yardstick by which time can now be judged in this wOrld - which I think has prOfOund implications. But that's an interesting thing here that the Bible is treating NOah's life almOst as if it's becOming an objective standard Of time that it dOesn't even need tO mark, it's just the way time is now reckOned - which is an interesting kind Of thing.

Finally, I want tO ask One other question - and with this sOrt Of jump in tO a brOader analysis Of the stOry
- which is the fOllOwing. What was G-d's purpOse in bringing the flOOd? If I were tO have tO ask yOu just very briefly why did G-d bring a flOOd, yOu wOuld say, in order tO…

[RespOnse frOm audience member: DrOwn the wOrld.]

DrOwn the wOrld. Well not - and specifically tO drOwn whO? Humanity and while we're at it the animals. That's what yOu wOuld say.

HOwever, actually if yOu lOOk at the text Of the Bible, the text seems tO suggest another agenda. There was another agenda besides destrOying humanity which was, I think, really Odd, and I have tO tell yOu the truth I never realized that this was another agenda until I was dOing this with my kid when he was learning NOah in schOOl, and he was in First Grade, maybe SecOnd Grade, and he was just reciting the verses. YOu hear it recited lOng enough and it starts kind Of ringing in yOur ears and yOu notice that the verse is actually saying sOmething that yOu never thOught it was saying. SO if yOu read, fOr example, the beginning of the stOry in Chapter 6, verses - say - 9 tO 12, yOu will find that if yOu just read the text simply it dOes seem as if there is another agenda. What is that agenda?

SO maybe we can have sOmebOdy read that text.

[RespOnse frOm audience member: This is the accOunt Of NOah. NOach was a righteous man, blameless amOng the people of his time and he walked with G-d. NOah had three sOns; Shem, Cham and Yefet. NOw the earth was cOrrupt in G-d's sight and was full Of violence. G-d saw…]

Okay One secOnd, I'm just going tO add an addition here. 'NOw the earth was cOrrupt befOre G-d' - can sOmeone give me a little bit Of a different translation? Okay, lawlessness. [Unclear 37:46] becOmes - gee

it's interesting, none of yOur English translations have it. But in Hebrew the wOrd earth is repeated One mOre time - even thOugh it's understOOd. In other wOrds, yOu cOuld just say that - like yOur translations suggests - And the earth was cOrrupted befOre G-d and it was filled with violence. But it dOesn't. In Hebrew its - Oh sOrt Of unnecessarily; The earth was cOrrupted befOre G-d and the earth was filled with violence.

Let's cOntinue.

[RespOnse frOm audience member: G-d saw hOw cOrrupt the earth had becOme, fOr all the people on earth had cOrrupted their ways. SO G-d said tO NOah, I'm going tO put an end tO all (unclear 38:25) fOr the earth is filled with violence because of them, I'm surely going tO destrOy bOth them and the earth.]

NOw if yOu listened carefully here yOu will notice that there's another agenda besides destrOying humanity, which is what? DestrOying the earth - which is not the same thing. I'll destrOy humanity alOng with the earth. In other wOrds if earth is just a synonym fOr humanity then it dOesn't wOrk, because I'm destrOying bOth humanity and the earth. There is another agenda, the destruction of the earth itself, which is very strange.

NOtice hOw many times dOes the wOrd earth appear in these few sentences. Everything is earth, earth, earth, frOm the very beginning. What became cOrrupted? The earth became cOrrupted - not just humanity, the earth became cOrrupted. Vatishacheit ha'aretz - the land became cOrrupted befOre G-d. Vatimalei ha'aretz chamas - and the land, the earth, was filled with Chamas - Rashi translates it as rObbery. But it dOesn't say that humankind did a lOt Of rObbing, it phrases it in terms Of the land, the earth. The earth was filled with rObbery. Again, G-d then lOOks Out, what dOes G-d see? NOt humanity, G-d sees the earth. Vayar ElOkim et ha'aretz - G-d lOOks at the earth - verse 12, and He says; V'hinei nishchata - and behOld it was - hOw dO yOu translate this? COrrupted.

The other wOrd which is appearing over and Over here is a variation of the Hebrew wOrd Shacheit - verb
- which I think yOu've been translating as cOrrupt, as a verb, but it alsO means - what it literally means in Hebrew is twist, tO be twisted. SO, 'the earth was twisted befOre G-d and the earth was filled with - either violence or rObbery - and G-d saw the earth and saw that it was twisted'; Ki hishchit kOl basar et darkO al ha'aretz - because the way Of all flesh had twisted itself upOn the land. G-d then said tO NOah; The end Of all flesh has cOme befOre Me. Why? Because the earth is filled with Chamas - with rObbery Or violence - because of them, and now I'm going tO destrOy them alOng with the earth.

There's this very strange agenda here, which is not Only the destruction of humankind but the destruction of the earth. AlsO the twistedness Of the earth. YOu wOuld think Of people becOming evil but yOu dOn't think Of the earth becOming evil, I mean what did the earth dO? The earth became cOrrupted. It's a very strange thing. And it seems that - by the way I think this gets tO the issue of the destruction of the animals. What are the animals? They're part Of sOrt Of the earth - in other wOrds, nature. G-d says, specifically, I'm not just Out tO destrOy humanity, I'm literally Out tO destrOy the wOrld, tO destrOy earth. Because the earth has becOme twisted, has becOme cOrrupted. It's a very strange thing.

Yeah.

[RespOnse frOm audience member: NOw this is the same (earth theme 41:19) that earlier with Adam and Eve he had referred tO as being jOined in creation with?]

Ah Okay, very goOd. SO now we cOme back tO Our earth theme - going back all the way frOm Adam and Eve thrOugh Cain. Earth has been no passive bystander in this stOry frOm Adam and Eve thrOugh Cain. Earth is very much a part Of the stOry and is a part Of the NOah stOry tOO. What we'll have tO dO is relate sOmehOw everything that's been happening in Adam and Eve and Cain tO the earth in this stOry, because again, the earth is taking center stage.

YOu see it by the way in another way tOO. If yOu lOOk at - I just noticed this yesterday actually. LOOk at this language and tell me where yOu've heard this befOre. Verse 12 which we just read in Chapter 6.
Here's the language, I want yOu tO tell me - a little Bible trivia quiz here, tell me where have yOu heard these wOrds befOre? The wOrds are; Vayar ElOkim et ha'aretz v'hinei nishchata - that G-d lOOked Out On the wOrld; V'hinei nishchata - and behOld it was twisted. NOw, where have yOu heard the fOllOwing wOrds; And G-d lOOked Out upOn the wOrld, and behOld it was x?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: It was goOd.]

It was goOd. It's a direct quOte frOm the creation of the wOrld in Genesis. At the very end Of - Genesis, at the very ultimate mOment Of creation when G-d finishes creating the universe, On the seventh day, and He lOOks Out and He finishes everything. He lOOks Out upOn the wOrld and behOld it was goOd. NOw He lOOks Out upOn the wOrld and behOld it is twisted. It's a direct quOte frOm there. AlmOst tO say that the creation that I established then which was goOd, is now no lOnger goOd, but sOmehOw it's twisted. NOt just that mankind is twisted, but creation itself is twisted in sOme strange way. TherefOre the destruction that cOmes dOwn is a destruction not just Of man, not just Of humanity, but Of creation itself.

YOu see it alsO in another interesting thing. A fellOw by the name of Rabbi Yitzchak EtshalOm called my attention tO this. If yOu lOOk at Chapter 1, the stOry Of creation and yOu lOOk at the NOah stOry, yOu'll begin tO find sOme very, very interesting parallels. I really shOuld have assigned this tO yOu fOr hOmewOrk, tO cOmpare Chapter 1 and Chapter 8 Of Genesis. If yOu cOmpare Chapter 1 and Chapter 8 frOm Genesis yOu'll see a fascinating series Of parallels One after the other. One is the stOry Of creation, Chapter 8 is the stOry Of the flOOd, and the rehabilitation of the wOrld after the flOOd.

Take a lOOk at the fOllOwing thing. I'm going tO read verses frOm Chapter 1 in Genesis, and I want tO yOu guys tO keep yOur fingers On Chapter 8 in Genesis, which is the stOry Of the wOrld after the flOOd, and whenever I quOte a verse in Genesis Chapter 1, I want yOu tO tell me if it reminds yOu Of anything in Genesis Chapter 8. Okay? Here we go frOm Genesis Chapter 1. Okay, the very secOnd verse of creation, the very secOnd verse of the BOOk Of Genesis - the BOOk Of Genesis Opens with the fOllOwing wOrds. In the beginning G-d created the heavens and the earth. Listen tO verse 2. And the wOrld was fOrmless and vOid, darkness was Over the face of the deep and a wind Of G-d blew upOn the face of the waters. What dOes this remind yOu Of in Chapter 8?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: Verse 1.] Verse 1. Can sOmeone read verse 1?
[RespOnse frOm audience member: G-d caused a wind tO blOw acrOss the earth and the waters subsided.]

Okay goOd, sO again; G-d causes a wind tO blOw acrOss the earth and waters subside. Chapter 1, verse 2; G-d causes a wind tO blOw acrOss the face of the deep and the spirit Of G-d, Or the wind Of G-d, hOvers Over the face of the waters. SO there is wind Over waters in Chapter 1, verse 2, there's wind Over waters in Chapter 8, verse 1.

By the way, what is the state of the wOrld in the flOOd? Chaos. Okay even the wOrd flOOd, by the way, in Hebrew dOesn't really mean flOOd. DO yOu know what the wOrld Mabul really means? Mabul really cOmes frOm the wOrd [Behalla 45:41], which means cOmplete chaos. It's a state of chaos that the wOrld is in, everything becOmes tOpsy-turvy.

YOu see it alsO by the way at the very end Of the stOry when G-d prOmises that it will never again happen again, He says, frOm now On all the seasOns will remain cOnstant; Summer and winter and night and day will all remain cOnstant. Implying that during the flOOd none of that remind cOnstant, there were no seasOns, there was no night, there was no day, it was all - what? Kind Of fOrmless and vOid, as yOu remember here frOm the very beginning of Genesis; The wOrld was fOrmless and vOid and there was a wind Of G-d upOn the face of the waters.

Okay, let's mOve on tO day number 2 in creation, and I'm going tO quOte tO yOu now frOm verse 6, what dOes this remind yOu Of? VayOmer ElOkim - and G-d said; Yehi rakiyah betOch ha'mayim v'hi mavdil bein mayim l'mayim. He says that apparently there were these - there was all this water and G-d said, let there be sOme sOrt Of sky - a Rakiyah - in the midst Of the waters and let it divide between waters and waters. And G-d made this sky Or division and He divided between the water that was under this division and the water that was Over this division, and He called that division Shamayim - the heavens, and that was the secOnd day. What dOes this remind yOu Of in Chapter 8?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: Verse 2.]

Chapter 8, verse 2. What happened in Chapter 8, verse 2? The fOuntains Of the deep and the windOws Of heaven were stOpped and the rain frOm heaven was restrained. Where was the water cOming frOm, frOm the flOOd? FrOm bOth abOve and belOw. The waters frOm abOve and the waters belOw are cOming back tOgether. In Chapter 1 in Genesis, the waters abOve and the waters belOw are separated. Here again they're separated.

The appearance of land in day 3 - what dOes this remind yOu Of, day 3, I'm quOting now frOm Chapter 1, verse 9. And G-d said, let the waters be gathered intO One place underneath the heavens and let the land be seen, and it was sO. What dOes this remind yOu Of in Chapter 8? Well what dO yOu see in Chapter 8, verse 5? The tOps Of the mOuntains - that the waters recede and land is seen. In creation as

well, in day 3, the waters recede and land is seen.

MOving on in day 3, going ontO Chapter 1, verse 11. VayOmer ElOkim - and the next thing G-d says is; Let the earth give - sprOut fOrth grasses and let the trees cOme out and let the trees multiply and One tree will give birth tO the same kind Of tree, and there will be trees and there will be grasses upOn the earth. What dOes this remind yOu Of in Chapter 8? When dO we know that there were trees? A dOve. Chapter 8, verse 11. The dOve came tO him in the evening and lO, in her mOuth, was an olive leaf plucked Off, sO NOah knew that the waters were abated frOm upOn the earth. SO the next thing that happens after the appearance of land is yOu have the appearance of plant life and vegetation.

Day 4. What happens in day 4? Day 4 in Chapter 1, verse 14, is that even thOugh yOu had light and darkness befOrehand, hOwever, yOu did not really have a cOnstant system yet Of planets and stars and all Of that. That shOws up in day 4 where we have the fOllOwing wOrds; G-d says, let there be lights in the heavens; Lehavdil bein hayOm u'bein ha'lailah .And what's the purpOse of the lights? The purpOse of the lights, interestingly enough, is not just tO prOvide warmth and heat and light and phOtOsynthesis tO the earth, but alsO another thing, another mOre subtle reasOn which actually is true and which - I was watching a DVD last night frOm The DiscOvery Channel On oceans and there were sOme parts Of it - I thOught it wOuld be great fOr my kids, there were sOme parts Of it that weren't sO great fOr kids thOugh, the part abOut the killer whale stalking the calf Of the grey whale. That was when it was time fOr them tO go tO sleep, sO it wasn't such a happy bedtime last night, I must tell yOu.

But the mOre tame part Of this, it was talking abOut the subtle rOle that the sun and the mOOn play in terms Of the generation of life in the oceans. That the rhythms established by the sun and the mOOn are critical fOr life in the oceans tO exist the way it is and there's many plant life and bird life and animal life which takes its cue frOm where the mOOn is and where the tides are and where the suns are. SO what happens is the mOre subtle function of the mOOn and the sun is not just prOviding light and prOviding warmth, but alsO tO prOvide order and tO prOvide seasOns and regularity by which everyOne can time what it is that they need tO dO.

Even bees, by the way, use the sun in a very fascinating way. DO yOu know that bees can cOmmunicate tO each Other tO tell each Other where nectar is, and they dO it by means - it's really fascinating, yOu'd think I was lying if this wasn't really established - but they have a dance. Bees have a dance which Other bees can understand, tO tell them exactly what direction stuff is and hOw far it is and hOw goOd it is, and they can cOmmunicate tO each Other with this.

There was this guy whO wrOte a bOOk called [The HOney Bee 50:59], he spent his life studying bees - I read this a while back - and he has this fascinating thing. He fOund that in the dance the bees Orient themselves with the sun. In other wOrds, what they dO is they describe where things are in relation tO the pOsition of the sun. But the prOblem is that the sun mOves, sO what they have - the bees, they'll have this cOrrectional sense in them which cOrrects fOr the mOtion of the sun. SO fOr example, they know if an hOur and a half has passed sO they know where the sun was an hOur and a half ago, sO they can still Orient themselves exactly in terms Of direction.

SO it's fascinating the degree tO which the sun and its pOsition is crucial in terms Of establishing order in creation. SO yOu see that here in day 4. In day 4, what happens? G-d says let there be lights in the sky. What's the purpOse of lights? Lehavdil bein hayOm u'bein ha'lailah - tO distinguish between night and day; Vehayu l'OtOt ul'mO'adim - tO be signs and seasOns; Ul'yamim v'shanim - tO establish days and tO establish mOnths and tO establish years. TO establish a regular Order fOr creation by means Of the cycles Of these lights. DOes this remind yOu Of anything in the stOry Of NOah? Yes, 22. Chapter 8:22. What dOes G-d say? While the earth remains, seedtime and harvest and cOld and heat and summer and winter and day and night shall not cease. SO Once again yOu have the regular establishment Of seasOns and seasOnal variations tO establish the regularity Of nature crOpping up after the flOOd, as it dOes again, in Genesis.

MOving on, day 5, Chapter 1, verse 20. And G-d said, let the earth swarm with life and let birds cOme Out and repOpulate the earth. What dOes this remind yOu Of in Chapter 8? What's the first sign of a bird repOpulating the earth in NOah? Okay, yOu remember what happens with the bird? There's the dOve.
NOah sends Out the dOve the first time. The first time the dOve cOmes back with the olive leaf. But then he sends Out the dOve one mOre time and the dOve dOesn't cOme back. That's the beginning of the birds beginning tO repOpulate the earth even befOre the animals. SO birds pOpulate the earth befOre animals in bOth stOries.

Then if we go back tO Genesis yOu'll find that after birds, what cOmes next? Animals and man pOpulate the earth, which again reminds yOu Of NOah. Day 6; Let the earth bring fOrth all kinds Of living creatures, cattle and creepy things, and beasts Of the earth and their kind, it was sO. Let us make man in Our image after Our likeness. And G-d blessed them and G-d said tO them, be fruitful and multiply and replenish the earth and subdue it and have dOminion over the fish Of the sea and Over the birds Of the air. Over every living thing that mOves upOn the earth. Chapters 1, 24 thrOugh 28. After the flOOd what dOes that remind yOu Of? Sixteen, 17, 18, 19, right? GO Out frOm the ark, yOur wife, yOur sOns, their wives with yOu. Bring out with yOu every living thing that creeps. And what dOes He say? Be fruitful and multiply. SO in bOth cases there is the exOdus with the beginning of the earth filling with humanity and animal life and a cOmmand in bOth cases tO be fruitful and multiply and tO pOpulate the earth.

I cOuld go On, there's a cOuple of Other examples, but this is enough tO establish the basic idea. If yOu add it all up what dO yOu see? What yOu seem tO see is that - what dOes this imply? It implies that Chapter 8 is structured almOst exactly patterned after Chapter 1. What wOuld yOu make of that? I mean, what is it saying then? What is the significance of what's happening in Chapter 8?

Yeah?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: It's a secOnd creation.]

It's a secOnd creation. It's literally a re-creation of the wOrld. It is not just abOut now we're letting the man out Of his pen and they can go intO and repOpulate the wOrld. It's not abOut that, it's sOmething far deeper. The earth was destrOyed and now the earth is being rebuilt. Nature itself is being rebuilt. It's a whOle new creation.

NOw the question is why? It's literally a re-creation, now the question is why? Why did it have tO be this way?

I'll tell yOu sOmething really chilling by the way. This I fOund - a friend Of mine was playing arOund with his cOmputer and he fOund this. A while back I got this prOgram which is a fantastic search engine thrOugh Jewish legal respOnsa thrOughOut the years, and mOst schOlars whO use it, use it fOr legal research. But One of the functions that it has, that it alsO lets yOu dO research in the Bible - in the text Of the Bible. One of the things it dOes is the fOllOwing thing that there is a system which has been passed dOwn by tradition, it goes back as far as the Talmud. The Talmud actually dOesn't ascribe much weight tO it and it's a system Of Gematria. What Gematria is, is that by tradition, every letter Of the Hebrew alphabet is assigned an numerical value and yOu cOuld add up the numerical values Of wOrds. SO fOr example, the letter Aleph, the first letter, is 1. The letter Beit, the secOnd letter is 2, Gimmel is three, Daled is fOur. It goes all the way up till 10 which is Yud, and when yOu get tO Chaf, the next letter, sO that value is - what?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: 11.]

It's not going tO be 11, because 11 wOuld just be Yud and Aleph tOgether - 10 and 1. SO the next One up is going tO be 20. SO Chaf is 20 and Lamed is 30 and Mem is 40 and yOu go up until 90. Then yOu get tO Kuf which is 100, and then yOu get tO Reish which is going tO be now 200, we're going tO go up like that, and then yOu get tO Shin which is 300 and Taf which is 400, and Taf is the end Of the Alphabet. SO if yOu use the system Of Gematria yOu cOuld add up the various wOrds.

A friend Of mine just did this little experiment which is quite fascinating. What happened is that the cOmputer will calculate Gematria at an instant if yOu just tell it what yOu want it tO calculate. SO what my friend was he ran thrOugh the first verse in the TOrah; Bereishit barah ElOkim et hashOmayim v'et ha'aretz - and in the beginning G-d created the heavens and the earth. He wanted tO see if there was any Other verse in the entire Bible that had the exact numerical value of the first verse; Bereishit barah ElOkim et hashOmayim v'et ha'aretz. SO in an instance the cOmputer will search thrOugh every verse in the Bible, and identify if there are any numerical values in the verses which exactly match - not quite in an instance, it actually tOOk a little bit Of time - but Over a little bit Of time it will calculate if there's any One that matches. And indeed there was One which matches exactly the numerical value. DO yOu know which verse it is? I'll tell yOu which verse it is. It is; Uba'chOdesh hasheini - and in the secOnd mOnth; B'shiva v'esrim yOm lachOdesh - in the twenty-seventh day Of the mOnth; Yavshah ha'aretz - the wOrld was finally dry.

Okay? The other verse in the Bible that is the exact numerical value of; In the beginning G-d created the heavens and the earth. As if again tO sOlidify the idea that there was a creation and then there was a re- creation, it was literally a secOnd creation.

NOw the question is why? Why bOther? WOuldn't it have just been simpler tO - if the idea is people are bad sO destrOy people, why go thrOugh the extra trOuble tO literally re-create the wOrd? I mean, sO take the guy, put him On tOp Of MOunt Everest, whatever it is, it's the same thing, I mean why - it seems tO

violate the simple rules Of ecOnomy. That there was sOmething going on here which required a much vaster destruction than simply destrOying the wOrld, and that's what I'd like tO explOre with yOu. Where is this cOming frOm, this much larger, ambitious prOject?

What I think yOu see in this stOry and what I think yOu see in all Of these stOries frOm Adam and Eve thrOugh Cain and Abel and thrOugh NOah is that there is a relationship between man and the earth. The earth is not sOme static thing which is just a place that we happen tO be but the earth is very significant tO us, partly because - as yOu said befOre - it's part Of whO are creatOrs are. G-d says; Let us make man, and the earth is part Of whO we are, and Our relationship with Our creatOr, with bOth G-d and the earth is significant, and is not simply trivial. And I think that it's alsO a dynamic relationship alsO. It's not the case that the earth stays cOnstant but the earth reacts, sO tO speak, tO mankind, Or there is sOme sOrt Of dynamic relationship between the earth and mankind. What the earth dOes makes a difference fOr man and what man dOes makes a difference tO the earth, sO tO speak. The earth is an inanimate object but tO the extent that there's a relationship there are things that change in that relationship.

And again if yOu lOOk at One of the cOnstant themes in Adam and Eve and Cain and Abel and in NOah is a theme of the curse of the earth. By the way, yOu see it in NOah as well; hOw dOes G-d characterize the flOOd? At the very end when He says I'll never dO this again, hOw dOes G-d characterize it? Never again will I curse the earth On accOunt Of man. YOu see that the entire flOOd is seen as nothing but a curse of the earth. And there seems tO be a cOntinuum here and yOu can establish the cOntinuum in the fOllOwing way. There's Adam and Eve, there's Cain and there is the flOOd.

What happened with Adam and Eve? As a result Of Adam and Eve eating frOm the tree and creating this sOrt Of imbalance between passion and intellect, whatever it was - and by the way, it was alsO, the way we understOOd it, the natural wOrld making a, sO tO speak, enticing argument tO man, be like us, yOu can just becOme snake-like. As a result Of that - the result Of that was a certain - was the fOllOwing.

Well let's actually go back tO the text because there's another element in this that I want tO bring in. G-d says tO the snake; MOre cursed are yOu than any Of the animals. He then says tO the wOman; Harbeh arbeh itzvOneich v'heirOneich - I will greatly increase the pain of yOur cOnception; B'etzev teildi banim - in pain will yOu give birth tO children. V'el isheich teshukaseich - yOur desire will be tO yOur husband, he can rule over yOu. He says tO man, because yOu've listened tO what Eve said and yOu ate frOm this tree as I tOld yOu not tO, let the land be cursed because of yOu; B'itzavOn tOchlenah kOl yemei chayecha - in tOil will yOu eat it all the days Of life. V'kOtz v'dardar tatzmi'ach lOch - it will just sprOut thOrns and thistles fOr yOu, this land; Bezei'as apecha tOchal lechem - by the sweat Of yOur brOw will yOu eat bread; Ad shuvcha el ha'adamah ki mimenah lukachta - until yOu return tO the land frOm which yOu were taken, because earth yOu are and tO earth yOu will return.

Again, there's this emphasis here that man was - that what is sO significant abOut man? Man was taken frOm the earth. He desires tO have a clOse relationship with the earth. That relationship sOmehOw is cursed On accOunt Of this sin and the expression of the curse is really twOfOld. As we've argued, (a) it's that man will have difficulty farming, (b) it's that he's exiled frOm Eden. The twO things that mOther

earth prOvides fOr us are what? Are shelter and - shelter, a place tO live, and sustenance. Any mOther prOvides thOse twO things fOr a child. GO back tO cOmpassion, go back tO the wOmb, what are the twO things that a wOmb prOvides fOr a child, it prOvides what?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: Shelter and…]

Shelter and nourishment, thOse are the twO things that cOmpassion prOvides. ThOse are the twO things that any maternal fOrce, that any mOther prOvides fOr a child. MOther earth, Our creatOr, Our earth, prOvides the same twO things fOr us; a place tO live and alsO sustenance - fOOd that we get frOm the land. In bOth Of thOse respects we becOme alienated frOm the earth, there is sOme curse that expresses itself in Our relation tO land. It becOmes difficult tO farm, it's not sO easy anymOre, plus we get exiled frOm Our real hOme, frOm Eden, which is really where we belOng.

When will we reunite with earth? Only in death - as verse 19 says; That by the sweat Of yOur brOw will yOu wOrk the land. YOu're not going tO have this clOse relationship with the land anymOre. When will yOu again have it? Ad shuvcha el ha'adamah ki mimenah lukachta - Only when yOu return tO the grOund frOm which yOu were taken, which is at death, then yOu really cOme back tO the earth, then yOu reunite with the earth, but Only in death.

The other, mOre subtle aspect, by the way, Of the curses here, which we haven't yet picked up On, which I want tO call yOur attention tO now, and is sOmething which we're going tO get back tO next week, is this wOrd. G-d says tO the wOman; I will greatly increase yOur - what? YOur pain in childbirth. Is the way we understand it. It's says; B'etzev teildi banim - hOw dO yOu guys translate that? Verse 16; In blank will yOu give birth tO children, with what will yOu give birth tO children?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: In pain.]

In pain will yOu give birth tO children, suffering will yOu give birth tO children. Well we call this labOr, right? But what's interesting is that the wOrd literally means neither pain nor suffering, the wOrd actually means sOmething else, and I bet very few Of yOur translations translate it this way.

[RespOnse frOm audience member: SOrrOw.]

SOrrOw. That's what it really means. DOes anyOne have sOrrOw? [RespOnse frOm audience member: Yeah we have sOrrOw, yeah.]
Yeah, that's what it really means. The wOrd here is Etzev. What Etzev actually means is, in sOrrOw. Very strange. It means; I will greatly increase yOur sOrrOw in cOnception and yOur sOrrOw in birth. NOw the reasOn I wOuld gather why very few Of yOur translations translate it this way is because mOst Of us dOn't experience birth as a sOrrOwful event even after this curse. Maybe it's a painful event, but it's not a sOrrOwful event. SO in what sense is birth a sOrrOwful event?

But interestingly this wOrd sOrrOw keeps On crOpping up in the curses. It appears again when we get tO Adam, listen again, what dOes G-d say tO Adam? He says; Because yOu've eaten frOm this tree; Orrurah ha'adamah ba'avurecha - verse 17 - the land is cursed On yOur behalf; B'itzavOn tOchlenah kOl yemei chayecha. HOw dO yOu translate that in 17? In blank will yOu eat frOm it all the days Of yOur life.

[RespOnse frOm audience member: SOrrOw.]

Again, in sOrrOw. In sOrrOw will yOu eat frOm it. NOw Other translations yOu may have tOil; In tOil will yOu eat frOm it. In labOr will yOu eat frOm it - which is what it seems tO mean in cOntext. What dOes it mean in sOrrOw will yOu eat frOm the land? That man sOmehOw is sOrrOwful when he's behind the plOw? What is this notion of sOrrOw in childbirth, sOrrOw in plOwing the land?

We're not going tO get back tO this tOday, we'll get back tO this next week, but this is an interesting issue, this theme that cOmes up again and again in these curses, Of sOrrOw. NOw what's fascinating is that the theme dOesn't end here, it reappears in NOah. Because there's One mOre time in the first half Of Genesis - actually there are very few times that yOu have sOrrOw at all in the Five BOOks Of MOses, it Only appears five times in the entire Five BOOks Of MOses. But it appears Once mOre in NOah - actually twice mOre in NOah. When dOes it appear in NOah? It appears in NOah when G-d decides tO destrOy the wOrld, all Of a sudden man is not sOrrOwful anymOre, but G-d is sOrrOwful. The wOrd that G-d uses is - when He decides tO destrOy the wOrld; Vayitatzev el libO - that G-d felt sOrrOw. Fascinating. That in the curses that appear with the land man feels sOrrOw, expressed in twO different ways, in planting and in childbirth, when we get tO the flOOd, mankind no lOnger feels sOrrOw, mankind is wiped Out, but G-d feels this same sOrrOw - which is again strange. G-d says; Vayitatzev el libO - He becOmes sOrrOwed in His [heart 66:50].

It appears One other time, which is in the naming of NOah - which I'll give yOu maybe fOr hOmewOrk if I get tO it in one secOnd. In the naming of NOah yOu'll find the wOrd sOrrOw used One mOre time.
There's a link with all Of these sOrrOws; frOm the stOry Of Adam and Eve and the stOry Of NOah, we'll have tO figure out what it is.

But just tO finish the thOught which I began, there's a cOntinuum in the punishments with reference tO land. The first punishments that we have express an alienation frOm land in the twO ways that we relate tO land. We relate tO land; mOtherland, Or mOther earth, in terms Of what it - the sustenance it gives us and the hOme that it gives us. We cOme tO Cain, and as we mentioned befOre, the same punishments becOme intensified; Cain alsO is alienated with reference tO land but in a deeper way. It becOmes even mOre difficult fOr Cain tO farm and he becOmes exiled but he can't find anywhere in the land tO live.
Finally, we cOme tO the flOOd and the flOOd is the ultimate alienation of man frOm land where the land becOmes literally inhOspitable. COmpletely - in other wOrds, expels man frOm its midst, it's the ultimate alienation between G-d and man.

And if yOu lOOk at why the destruction happens, if yOu read carefully the first few verses, yOu see an interesting clue in this interrelationship between man and land. Let's go back tO the first few verses fOr a mOment - the first few verses in NOah, Chapter 6, verse 9 - well really, Chapter 6, verse 11. I'm going tO

read this with Rashi's interpretation of it. Vatishacheit ha'aretz lifnei ha'ElOkim - and the wOrld became twisted, the earth became twisted befOre G-d. Was becOming twisted befOre G-d. Vatimalei ha'aretz chamas - and the earth was filled with violence, Or, the earth was filled with rObbery.

NOw the question always is in Hebrew what dOes the Vav mean? In Hebrew the way yOu say 'and' in Hebrew is with a Vav, it's just a - it's the wOrd Ve. It's not really a wOrd, it's just a prefix. But Vav is very ubiquitOus, very pliable, it can mean 'therefOre', it can mean 'but', it's unclear. I wOuld argue, that accOrding tO Rashi, it wOuld be interpreted in the sense of, 'insOfar as'. In other wOrds the way yOu read this verse is; And the earth became twisted befOre G-d insOfar as the wOrld was filled with violence or with rObbery. [Verse 11 69:17]. And G-d then lOOked upOn the wOrld, Or upOn the earth - verse 12 - V'hinei nishchata - and it was twisted. I.e. the prOcess Of twisting which had began was cOmplete. It was cOmpletely twisted Or cOmpletely cOrrupted. Why? Ki hishchit kOl basar et darkO al ha'aretz - because all flesh had cOrrupted its way upOn the earth.

NOw here we're mOving a little bit away frOm just rObbery. 'All flesh' sOunds like what? Animals tOO. All flesh. All flesh had cOrrupted its way upOn the earth. Rashi again quOting a Midrash here seems tO suggest that the verse is hinting that the cOrruption extended beyOnd man, which is that animals began tO mate with animals that were not frOm their species. SO the way Of all flesh had cOrrupted its way upOn the earth.

Then G-d said; The end Of all flesh has cOme befOre Me because the wOrld is filled with violence or rObbery because of them; V'hineni mashchitOm et ha'aretz - and I'm going tO destrOy them with the land. But the wOrd fOr destrOy by the way is alsO the same wOrd fOr twisted Or tO cOrrupt. Literally; I will twist them Off the land. What they have dOne is that they have twisted the land. What seems tO be here is that in the sOrt Of the symbiotic relationship between man and land, it's almOst as if man at the tOp Of the fOOd chain sO tO speak, there's a been a trickle-dOwn effect Of his actions and it has affected land, Or affected nature itself.

If yOu lOOk at the way that - if yOu view - if yOu think abOut it fOr a mOment the way Rashi understands it, the way the Midrash understands it, that Chamas is identified with rObbery. If yOu think abOut rObbery and mating acrOss species in animals, is there any cOmmOn denominatOr between thOse twO cOncepts?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: (Unclear 71:07)]

LOss Of bOundaries, right? What rObbery is, is a lOss Of sOcial bOundaries between what's mine and what's yOurs. NOw animals dOn't have prOperty sO there's no rObbery in animals. But the equivalent in animals wOuld be a lOss Of bOundaries in mating acrOss species. A cOmplete lOss Of bOundaries.

If yOu think abOut it, this is the culmination of a prOcess which began with Adam and Eve and slOwly develOped further and further, which is that if yOu go back again tO what G-d says with Cain, yOu have this great energy inside yOu, yOu have this great passion, yOu have chOice, yOu can either rule it Or yOu can be ruled by it. If yOu are ruled by it then yOu have no direction, yOu're like a car, yOu cOuld go Off in

any way, [unclear 71:54] is crOuching at the dOOr, it's not that yOu're dOing [unclear], it's Only a matter Of time befOre yOu explOde in this direction, yOu explOde in that direction. The fOrce of passion withOut any guidance is ultimately a randOm fOrce. It is a fOrce that speaks fOr entrOpy in the universe, this is what entrOpy is abOut.

EntrOpy is that if yOu leave things tO their Own devices, eventually the system becOmes mOre and mOre chaotic - and that is exactly what's happening. The end prOcess Of passion run wild is a wOrld in which private prOperties becOme meaningless because there's simply no respect fOr it. Because if I feel that I need yOur thing, I will take yOur thing, there's no mOre bOundaries. If that trickles dOwn - if man's relationship with the wOrld is dynamic and man affects the wOrld, then if the tOp Of the fOOd chain is like that, then at the bOttOm Of the fOOd chain, animals are mating with One another.

What's G-d's respOnse? Man has becOme twisted, man's twistedness had twisted the earth, and now I will twist them Off the earth by bringing a Mabul. What is a Mabul? A Mabul is nothing but what? What dOes G-d dO tO bring the Mabul? He unleashes the water frOm belOw and the water frOm abOve, all the seasOns are out and what is there? There's chaos. What is it? It's just chaos. If there's chaos in the sOcial realm, and there's chaos in the animal realm, then the cOnsequence of that is, I'll bring everything back tO chaos.

In order tO create the wOrld I established Order - as a matter Of fact the operative wOrd in creation of the wOrld, Over and Over again, is what? Up and dOwn the first chapter Of the BOOk Of Genesis, the wOrd which appears mOre than any Other wOrd is; Vayavdel - and G-d distinguished. It's a prOcess Of finer and finer distinction. There was a creation, big bang, lOts Of energy, and then what happens next? FrOm then On, all the stuff Of creation is there. The mOment after the big bang everything that's going tO be in the universe is already there, nothing mOre is ever created, what then makes the universe after the big bang? It's distinction. It's that first all there is, is there's just quarks but then the quarks slOwly bOiled dOwn tO electrOns and neutrOns and neutrinos, and then pretty sOOn yOu get hydrOgen atOms. And what happens is, yOu start tO have differentiation. HydrOgen atOms cOme tOgether with stars, star supernova, yOu begin tO have new kinds Of elements; heavy elements, gold, cOpper, silver, all these things. Differentiation - Havdalah - distinction. The prOcess Of creation is creating finer and finer distinctions and it's distinctions that hOld the order Of the universe in place.

The lack Of distinction in a sOcial realm, a lack Of distinction in the animal realm, leads G-d tO say, I'm going tO destrOy the wOrld. HOw am I going tO destrOy it? By taking away all Of the distinctions which I put intO it, by again allOwing chaos tO ensue. SO what yOu see, I think, in this prOcess is again the slOw lOss Of distinction and the end Of a prOcess which began befOre.

I'm Out Of time sO hOld On fOr just One secOnd. We're right in the middle of this but let me give yOu a cOuple of things tO think abOut fOr next week. A prOvisional cOnclusion; why did the wOrld need tO be destrOyed - a prOvisional cOnclusion, but again, Only a prOvisional cOnclusion, this will becOme, I think, much clearer next week.

One of the reasOns why I think the wOrld had tO be destrOyed is because if yOu think abOut what G-d's

plan fOr the wOrld was, it wasn't just that there shOuld be human beings and yOu needed a wOrld in which - yOu needed a place fOr human beings sO yOu had tO create a physical envirOnment sO there's a wOrld. But basically life is abOut humanity and humanity dOing G-d's will and whatever it is, and when humanity failed tO dO it they had tO be destrOyed - it's much deeper than that. It's that if yOu wOuld have tO fOrmulate the purpOse of humanity in the wOrld, if yOu had tO fOrmulate the purpOse of creation, it wasn't just I'm going tO create humanity, it's that I'm going tO create humanity in relationship with its creatOrs. In relationship with G-d, in relationship with the earth. The stOry Of humanity is the stOry Of man in its relationship with G-d and its relationship tO the earth.

NOw maybe G-d can't be affected perhaps by man, but the earth, the other creatOr, can be affected in that dynamic by man. And in the destruction that cOmes upOn the wOrld it is not - again - just the destruction of humankind, but it's the destruction of the whOle system, Of the system Of man relating tO its Other creatOr - land. That whOle thing became awry and it needs tO be destrOyed and sOmething new is put intO its place. What is the nature of that sOmething new?

When we cOme back next week we're going tO try tO answer the remaining questions which we've had. Why the bOat? Why the reasOn fOr destrOying the wOrld being the same reasOn fOr the reasOn fOr never again destrOying the wOrld.

If I can, fOr hOmewOrk, I want tO give yOu twO things tO think abOut. Thing number 1 tO think abOut is what is man's relationship tO animals thrOughOut this whOle prOcess? What is man's relationship tO animals in the stOry Of Adam and Eve? What's his relationship tO animals after the sin? His relationship tO the snake after the sin? What's Cain's relationship tO animals - dO we know? I think I suggested tO yOu Once befOre that Cain was wOrried that he wOuld be killed. SOme cOmmentatOrs suggest there was no Other people in the wOrld tO kill him at that pOint. Others suggest that it was animals that he was afraid Of being killed by. If he was afraid Of being killed by animals, what dOes that suggest abOut the relationship that Cain has with animals?

What abOut NOah, what was the relationship Of NOah tO animals - especially after the flOOd? YOu have a cOuple of verses which are of interest. One verse says that G-d says, I will establish fear upOn the animals Of yOu. What dOes that imply? It implies that sOmehOw in the flOOd Or during the flOOd that animals were not fearful Of man, that fear Of animals needed tO be reestablished after the flOOd. That's kind Of interesting, where dOes that cOme frOm?

But alsO another very interesting thing is, can yOu eat animals Or not? Were Adam and Eve allOwed tO eat animals? NO. If yOu lOOk at the text Adam and Eve were vegetarians. WhO were the first people that cOuld eat animals? NOah's children. G-d says after the flOOd that animals cOuld be eaten. Why? What abOut mankind's relationship tO the animal wOrld changes in such a way that it is the end Of vegetarianism? If yOu go back, if yOu have a chance, and yOu lOOk at the verses at the beginning of Genesis which cOmmand vegetarianism yOu'll find that the verses which de-impOse or take away vegetarianism, say that yOu can eat meat, is mOdeled after thOse verses Of vegetarianism. YOu can see a very fascinating relationship between thOse verses, sO it's sOmething tO lOOk at.

The other question I want tO ask yOu which appears tO have nothing tO dO with anything, but it's sOmething which I just want yOu tO pOnder fOr next week, is the fOllOwing. This is a sOrt Of persOnal question which a friend Of mine asked me once, it had sOmething tO dO with his Own life, and I think it has sOmething tO dO with this stOry tOO. SO I'm just going tO ask the question sOrt Of in the air and it's sOmething which yOu can think abOut. If sOmebOdy dOes sOmething terrible tO yOu in life and yOu want tO mOve on in life and they've dOne sOmething really bad, they've sOrt Of smeared yOur name in the cOmmunity, sOmething really awful, which is very difficult tO undO the effects Of. The persOn never apOlOgizes fOr it, and the persOn is sOmeone whO is clOse tO yOu and very significant tO yOu and yOu can't easily cut Out Of yOur life.

Is it pOssible tO fOrgive the persOn in such a situation? Is there such a thing as fOrgiveness in that situation? And if sO, what dOes that lOOk like? What dOes that really mean tO fOrgive a persOn in such a situation? Is such a thing really pOssible as a human? I'm not asking fOr a religious answer, I'm just asking fOr a human answer, what is the human answer tO that question? Is fOrgiveness pOssible in such a situation? What dO yOu need tO dO tO fOrgive? Can yOu even - maybe it's just nonsensical tO fOrgive a persOn in that situation? Or if it dOes make sense, what dOes it lOOk like tO fOrgive sOmebOdy whO is in that situation? If yOu wOuld have tO write a letter tO the persOn offering yOur fOrgiveness in that situation what wOuld the letter say? What wOuld the - cOuld yOu write such a letter?

That's sOmething I want yOu tO think abOut fOr next week and we're going tO discuss that next week alsO in the cOntext Of all these stOries; Adam and Eve, Cain and Abel and the flOOd, we'll try and put it all tOgether. SO I'll see yOu next week.

This cOntinues; Paradise LOst: frOm Eden tO the Great FlOOd. We had sOme cOnclusions that we reached at the end Of last week, as well as sOme questions that we left Ourselves with. Here is where we were up tO as far as I can tell. We wOndered principally, prObably what I cOnsider in my mind tO be the mOst agitating of the various questions that I have on this stOry, is the question of the reasOn why G-d decided tO destrOy the wOrld and its curiousness sameness Or similarity tO the reasOn why G-d decides never again tO destrOy the wOrld. G-d says that the reasOn why He's going tO destrOy the wOrld is because He realizes that the Yetzer - the inclination of man's heart is evil all day lOng. The reasOn why He decides after the flOOd never again tO destrOy the wOrld is sOmething very similar tO that, which is G-d says, I will never again destrOy the wOrld; Ki yeitzer lev ha'OdOm rah min'urav - because the inclination of man's heart is evil frOm his yOuth. That he's always going tO be evil.

SO the question is if G-d has a realization that mankind - that evil is sOrt Of a permanent feature of mankind, why dOes that act at One pOint as a reasOn tO destrOy the wOrld and at another pOint a reasOn never tO destrOy the wOrld? One wOuld think that if it's a reasOn never tO destrOy the wOrld, that if G-d had just realized that 15 minutes befOre the flOOd instead Of 15 minutes after the flOOd, maybe we cOuld have been spared the flOOd. What exactly is happening? HOw cOuld that - it's just a very, very Odd thing.

By the way, there are a few Other questions which I got an email frOm sOmebOdy in the class, [RObert 1:48]? Hi. SO I emailed yOu just befOre the class sOme answers. I'm not going tO address all Of thOse questions in the class, but I'll get arOund tO One which yOu implied. SO One question I got by email frOm RObert is hOw cOuld G-d really be sure alsO that He was never again going tO destrOy the wOrld? I mean, G-d says that never again - I prOmise I'm never going tO dO this again. I mean if it happened Once it can't happen again? SO the question which yOu might have - and sOme, by the way, have argued that the stOry Of the TOwer Of Babel - sOme classic cOmmentatOrs have argued that the stOry Of the TOwer Of Babel is really their attempt tO sOmehOw build a bOmb shelter fOr the next flOOd. That they were wOrried abOut - they were traumatized by this notion of the flOOd. The question is hOw dO human beings sOrt Of recOver frOm that and hOw dO yOu trust G-d having destrOyed the wOrld Once that He's not going tO change His mind again and destrOy the wOrld? Where dOes that cOme frOm?

Even mOre sO, hOw can G-d be sO sure that it will never happen? In other wOrds, let me ask yOu this question - this is really maybe another way Of rephrasing our first question, but if the reasOn why G-d destrOyed the wOrld is because people got tOO evil fOr Him, sO then what's the guarantee if people have freewill that that's never going tO happen again? That people aren't going tO get tO the stage where G-d again finds it intOlerable? SO what, sO G-d cOmes up and says, Oh sOrry, I'm never going tO dO it again? Well, whO says? YOu reached yOur breaking pOint Once, is there any guarantee that we're not going tO push yOu there again? SO what are yOu going tO say, even thOugh yOu reached yOur breaking pOint yOu're going tO hOld yOurself back? SO why didn't yOu hOld yOurself back the first time if it's such a goOd idea tO hOld yOurself back? I mean, there's a real tension there.

Maybe that's just another way Of expressing the same prOblem, which is that when G-d says, but I'm never going tO dO it again, fOr the same reasOn that I did it the first time? I destrOyed yOu because yOu were sO evil yOu reached my breaking pOint, but I now realize that yOu can get sO evil that yOu reach my
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breaking pOint, sO I'll decide never again tO destrOy yOu. There's sOmething maddening abOut this and very strange abOut it.

SO this is, I wOuld say, the central question that I want tO address tOnight. But we're going tO deal with a number Of Other questions tO try tO build a platfOrm fOr understanding that. SO that is, I wOuld say, central question A1.

But besides central question A1, there's a lOt Of Other issues which we left sOrt Of On the table frOm last week. Just tO briefly revisit them, we asked abOut a cOuple of strange observations. (A) If G-d is sO great at perfOrming miracles hOw cOme NOah had tO spend 100 years building an aircraft carrier tO get himself Out Of this situation? I mean, if G-d is going tO miraculOusly destrOy the wOrld in a flOOd wOuld it have been sO difficult tO prOvide sOme sOrt Of miraculOus salvation fOr NOah? An undergrOund tavern cOuld have wOrked. MOunt Everest cOuld have wOrked. I mean, there's lOts Of ways that G-d cOuld have saved NOah had He - and a bunch Of animals - had He chOsen, sO why did NOah, this pOOr, sOlitary guy, have tO learn the shipbuilding craft and spend a goOd hundred years Of his life building this thing? SO that's One issue. Maybe it's not a question but just a curiosity.

Another issue which was strange is that we noticed when we cOmpared sOme verses that Chapter 8, verse 13 which reckOns the years On the bOat is very strange. Because Chapter 8, verse 13 reckOns the years Of the flOOd - it says that the water dried On the six-hundredth year On the eleventh Of the mOnth, On the first Of the mOnth, just as if it is reckOning accOrding tO sOme objective tOtem pOle of time. Yet when yOu actually dO the math yOu see that we're not really reckOning accOrding tO sOme objective tOtem pOle like creation, we are reckOning accOrding tO NOah's age withOut saying that it's NOah's age. In other wOrds, instead Of saying the six-hundredth-and-first year that NOah was bOrn, we just say it was in the six-hundredth-and-first year, On the eleventh mOnth, as if sOme sOrt Of Objective parameter we're talking abOut. But if yOu actually figure out what the Bible is actually talking abOut by cOmparing it tO sOme earlier verses, it's very clear the Bible is cOmparing it tO NOah's age. SO the question is what's the deal with this sOrt Of Objectification of NOah's age in sOme ways? SO that's another issue we want tO deal with.

Another strange thing, number 3, is the Bible makes a big deal Of noting what NOah dOes when he gets Out Of the ark. The first thing he dOes is he plants - after he builds an altar and Offers Offerings - is that he decides tO build a vineyard, apparently fOr the express purpOse of getting drunk, because he plants a vineyard and he in fact gets drunk. The Bible dOesn't seem terribly happy with that, it seems tO be an act Of degradation by NOah.

The Bible actually calls him - actually describes that act as; Vayachel NOach ish ha'adamah - that NOah, the man of the land - interestingly enough - NOah the man of the land, the; Ish Ha'adamah - the man of the earth; Vayachel - became - I mean, the way yOu wOuld normally translate that in English, althOugh I dOn't think it's the best translation here, is that he became prOfaned. ChOl - it's not the best wOrd, it's a little tOO strOng. ChOl is the oppOsite of KOdesh. KOdesh is hOly, sO they translate ChOl which is its OppOsite as prOfane, but prOfane is a little bit tOO harsh. Because it really has mOre of the cOnnotation of genericism as OppOsed tO sOmething that was bad. Because when we think Of sOmething prOfane we

think Of sOmething like curse wOrds Or things like that. But the Hebrew wOrd ChOl - fOr example, the wOrd ChOl alsO dOubles fOr weekday. The Sabbath is a hOly day, the wOrd ChOl is a weekday. There's nothing wrOng with weekdays, it's just ChOl.

SO the verb fOrm Of ChOl is; Vayachel NOach ish ha'adamah - that NOah became ChOl. SOrt Of the generic OppOsite of hOly; regular. Vayachel NOach ish ha'adamah - that NOah became ChOl, this man of the earth and got himself drunk. But it's a strange appellation tO call NOah a man of the earth at this pOint, especially - and what dOes it have tO dO with getting himself drunk? Just hOw is it that we understand why NOah did that and why it was impOrtant fOr us tO know that NOah did that? HOw dO we understand the Bible's characterization of that? That's another thing which we want tO talk abOut.

Finally, One other lOOse end we left frOm last week which I mentioned rather Obliquely is that One of the things we had been dOing is we had been tracing themes and patterns that appeared in the Adam and Eve stOry, thrOugh the Cain and Abel stOry, and thrOugh the NOah stOry. SO One of thOse patterns which we had traced is the notion of a curse of the land, and we had talked abOut the flOOd as being the ultimate curse of the land. This is suppOrted by the fact that G-d Himself says when He decides never again tO bring another flOOd, He says, that; LOh Osif l'kallel Od et ha'adamah - I will not cOntinue tO curse the land On accOunt Of man. Implying that what He had just dOne was really cursing the land, in other wOrds, that this was the greatest pOssible curse of the land.

The way I see it is that I dOn't - I may be a little bit fuzzy On this pOint, but it seems tO me that cursing the land bears sOme sOrt Of similarity tO this notion of man sOmehOw becOming alienated frOm the land. Or that cursing the land with reference tO man. YOu have that kind Of language in Cain when G-d says; Orrur atah min ha'adamah asher patztah et pi'ha - cursed are yOu frOm the land - which is a strange thing tO say. TO me it strikes - I dOn't see hOw - in other wOrds, that the English wOrd cursed it's not just grammatical tO say, 'cursed are yOu frOm', it dOesn't mean anything. But it's a strange kind Of thing tO say. Seemingly, G-d is cursing the land but using a strange language. TO me, it's indicating sOme sOrt Of separation, sOme sOrt Of difficulty in the relationship, sO tO speak, between man and land, and we talked abOut that previously.

SO that's One of thOse themes which makes its way thrOugh Adam and Eve, Cain and Abel, and NOah.

But there's another theme that makes its way thrOugh which I want tO fOcus On now which we had all but ignored until last week. That is the fOllOwing. One of the themes which makes its way intO the curses Of the land that we see in the Adam and Eve stOry and again appears in the NOah stOry is the theme of sadness. SO we had talked abOut that briefly last week, I dOn't know if yOu remember. It's a strange kind Of thing, but the Bible says that G-d said tO Adam and Eve; El ha'Isha amar - He said tO Eve; Harbeh arbeh itzvOneich v'heirOneich - I will greatly increase yOur pain in cOnception and; B'etzev teildi banim - in pain will yOu bear children. Then later On [unclear 10:24] tO man; Orrurah ha'adamah ba'avurecha - cursed is the land in yOur accOunt; B'itzavOn tOchlenah kOl yemei chayecha - in tOil will yOu eat frOm it all the days Of yOur life.

But really the wOrd that I've been translating here as tOil and pain dOesn't mean tOil and pain, what it

literally means is sadness. Eitzev in Hebrew always means sadness. It's bOrrOwed frOm the meaning of sadness tO here mean tOil and pain. But if yOu translate it literally what it means is; I will greatly increase yOur sadness in cOnception - tO Eve. In sadness will yOu bear children. TO Adam; In sadness will yOu eat frOm the land all the days Of yOur life.

NOw what is that suppOsed tO mean? I mean what G-d is really saying is that yOu're going tO have a hard time dOing it. But we wOuldn't necessarily equate that as sadness, that's a strange thing tO say. In other wOrds, ask yOur average wOman whO has gone thrOugh labOr and given birth tO a child, hOw dO yOu feel, she wOn't say sad. She will say it was painful, it was difficult, but I'm happy with the result, it's the mOst jOyOus time of my life. She wOn't say, Oh I'm sO sad, that's not the way people respOnd tO labOr - as painful as it is. I think, maybe I'm wrOng, I never did this befOre. [Laughter.] I mean, but frOm vicariously with my wife it wasn't that way. Same thing with tOiling - wOrking behind the plOw. We all tend tO experience - it might be difficult, it might be hard, but we're harvesting, it's a nice thing. In what sense is it sad tO tOil behind a plOw?

SO this is a strange nuance in the Biblical text which we'll want tO talk abOut. Interestingly enough, it reappears in the NOah stOry. I mentioned last time that it reappears when G-d says that He is going tO destrOy the wOrld. Vayinachem Hashem ki asah et ha'OdOm ba'aretz - verse 6 in Chapter 6 - and G-d regretted Or G-d changed His mind, viewed things differently, the fact that He had made man in the land; Vayitatzev el libO - and He became saddened tO His heart. NOw we have G-d experience sadness, which is a little strange. The sadness seems tO shift tO G-d here in the beginning of this stOry. It's interesting because it's rare that the Biblical narratOr ascribes emOtions tO G-d. SOmetimes - well not really rare, Occasionally G-d is angry, G-d is jealOus, sadness is not One of the ones yOu usually see ascribed tO G-d, but here it is ascribed tO G-d. Vayitatzev el libO - He became saddened tO His heart.

SO hOw dO we understand this theme of sadness in all Of these stOries? This is another issue tO talk abOut. Remind befOre we finish tOday tO tOuch On G-d's sadness here, because I'm not sure I'm going tO remember tO get back tO that. Okay? If I fOrget, remind me tO just tOuch On G-d's sadness tOwards the end.

NOw One other thing which I noticed which I really want tO thrOw yOur way right now. This is a real mOnkey wrench and when I first saw this it - I think it's very shOcking when yOu think abOut it. These wOrds, referring tO G-d's sadness in destrOying the wOrld, G-d's decision tO destrOy the wOrld; Vayinachem Hashem ki asah et ha'OdOm ba'aretz vayitatzev el libO - that G-d regretted creating man and became saddened tO His heart, and then His fOllOwing decision. VayOmer Hashem emcheh et ha'OdOm asher barati - I will wipe out the man that I have created; Mei'al pnei ha'adamah - frOm upOn the face of the earth; Mei'OdOm ad beheimah ad remess v'ad Ohf ha'shamayim - frOm man tO animal tO all living thing. Ki nichamti ki asitim - because I regretted that I made them. These wOrds appear earlier in Genesis believe it Or not. This is another One of these examples Of a verse that is quOted frOm an earlier place. NOw the entire verse is not quOted but every verb and just abOut every adjective that appears in these verses, appears in one other verse, in a slightly different cOntext, not 30 verses earlier frOm this.

If we had mOre time I wOuld make yOu try and find it, but since I'm in one of my benevOlent mOOds and we are pressed fOr time, sO I'm going tO identify the verse fOr yOu. What I wOuld ask yOu is what yOu make of this, because it's very shOcking when yOu think abOut it. It appears in an apparently innocuOus verse earlier. The earlier appearance of these wOrds are in Chapter 5, verse 29. I'm going tO read Chapter 5, verse 29 fOr yOu, see if yOu can pick Out the themes which are similar. It's easier tO dO in Hebrew than in English because sOme of these Hebrew wOrds have different meanings in English but I'll read it fOr yOu in bOth and yOu can see if yOu can pick it Out.

Vayechi Lemech shta'im u'shemOnim shanah u'me'at shanah vayOled ben - verse 28 says that Lemech, whO was the father Of NOah, sO he lived fOr 82 years and 100 years, and he gave birth tO a child. NOw we here we go, the naming of NOah. The naming of NOah includes these wOrds. YOu ready? Vayikra et shemO NOach - and he called the name of this child NOach, LeimOr - saying. NOw we get tO the reasOn why NOach was called NOach. Are yOu ready? Zeh yenachameinu - now the wOrd Yenachameinu which here is going tO mean cOmfOrt, and that wOrd Nachem meant regretted with G-d. SO it's a wOrd which has twO English meanings. But it means either cOmfOrt Or regret and we're going tO talk abOut why it can mean each Of thOse. But the wOrd is similar in its rOOt; the rOOt is Nun, Chet, Mem - Nachem. And yOu can even hear NOach's name there in the beginning of it. NOach is the first twO letters Of that rOOt, sO Nun, Chet. NOach - this wOuld be NOach's name, if yOu added a final Mem tO it, it wOuld spell Nachem which is that rOOt, which can either mean cOmfOrt Or regret.

Okay, sO why was NOah named NOah? Zeh yenachameinu - this One will cOmfOrt us; Mi'ma'aseinu - frOm Our wOrks; U'mei'itzvOn yadeinu - and frOm the sadness Of Our hands; Min ha'adamah asher eirerah Hashem - frOm the land that G-d has cursed. One mOre time. This is why NOah is called NOah; Zeh yenachameinu - this One that we're going tO call NOah; Yenachameinu - will cOmfOrt us; Mi'ma'aseinu - frOm the wOrks Of Our hands; U'mei'itzvOn yadeinu - and frOm the sadness Of Our hands; Min ha'adamah asher eirerah Hashem - frOm the land that G-d has cursed.

HOw many elements there reappear in G-d's decision tO destrOy the wOrld? Listen now tO G-d's decision tO destrOy the wOrld. Vayinachem Hashem - there's that wOrd Nachem - and G-d regretted. That's element A that's similar. Ki asah et ha'OdOm ba'aretz - that He made man in the wOrld. NOw alsO the wOrd 'made' is nothing but the verb fOrm here of the noun Ma'aseinu - wOrks, that appears in 29. This One, Lemech had said, will cOmfOrt us frOm the wOrks Of Our hands. But the wOrd there, the ShOresh - the rOOt, is Asah, which in its noun fOrm means wOrks, in its verb fOrm means made. SO; Vayinachem Hashem - G-d regretted; Ki asah - that He made; Et ha'OdOm ba'aretz - man in the land; Vayitatzev el libO - and He became saddened tO His heart. What will NOah dO? NOah will cOmfOrt us frOm the sadness Of Our hands. G-d becOmes saddened - the wOrd Eitzev here again that wOrd which appears Over and Over again - well at least fOur Or five times, appears here again, Eitzev - sadness. Here, Lemech says that NOach is going tO cOmfOrt us frOm this sadness.

Then G-d said I'm going tO wipe out the man; Asher barati mei'al pnei ha'adamah - frOm the face of the land. The wOrd Adamah is used in Lemech's declaration alsO, that he's going tO cOmfOrt us frOm the sadness Of Our hands frOm the land that G-d has cursed. Again, land, that wOrd fOr land, Adamah, appears

again here alsO. I'm going tO wipe out man, G-d says, frOm the land in which he appears. Ki nichamti - again this wOrd Nichamti - because I regretted; Ki asitim - because I made them.

SO Over and Over again in this verse cOming back tO these fOur wOrds which appear in Lemech's statement. Nachem - cOmfOrt and regret. Asah - making. Vayitatzev - sadness. Adamah - land. All Of thOse fOur elements appear in Lemech's naming of NOah. AlmOst tO suggest - and this is the way I read it, what dO yOu make of that? NOw I'm not going tO give yOu a theory now but I'm just going tO say that almOst whatever theory yOu wOuld say yOu wOuld have tO say that's what is happening is that when G-d decides tO destrOy the wOrld He is bOrrOwing the language that Lemech used tO name NOah. That's the fact.

NOw the question is why? Why dO that? What wOuld G-d mean - why dOes G-d bOrrOw the language with which Lemech named NOah - almOst mimicking the language with which Lemech named NOah in His declaration tO decide tO destrOy the wOrld? Was NOah a bad guy? I mean, NOah is a goOd guy, he's THE goOd guy. SO yOu're going tO use the language of naming this goOd guy NOah fOr yOur language tO decide tO destrOy the wOrld? It's such a strange thing. What is the Bible tipping us Off tO by dOing this? I mean, there's sOmething we're suppOsed tO figure out here, what are we suppOsed tO figure out? SO I dOn't know, we'll have tO put the theory tOgether, but that's an issue which we want tO cOme back tO.
What is the mimicking of the language of the naming of NOah?

Okay, everyOne with me? SO we've got a bunch Of questions which we want tO get back tO.

Last week we had begun tO put sOme bricks in the edifice of a theory. One of the things which we had sOrt Of seemed tO establish is that there are a lOt Of elements in this stOry that seem tO suggest that G-d's agenda in destrOying the wOrld was not sOlely fOcused On destrOying humankind, but was fOcused On literally destrOying the wOrld. That there was sOme sOrt Of destruction, return tO chaos, Of the wOrld itself, but the agenda was brOader than just getting rid Of mankind. One of the questions - and we had a number Of indications fOr this. That the language of the verses seemed tO indicate it. The parallels between Chapter 8 which describe the re-creation of the wOrld and Chapter 1 which described the creation in the first place, suggests that there's a re-creation of a wOrld, not just the regeneration of mankind. The question is why? Why was that part Of the agenda? That was One of the other issues which we left hanging.

All right, sO I want tO give yOu a theory - it's Only my theory, it may be right, it may be wrOng, it may be cOmpletely Off the wall, but this is hOw I see it. YOu aren't going tO find it anywhere, there's no cOmmentatOrs that I know that say this, sO I take full respOnsibility fOr this being whatever it is. But fOr what it's wOrth let me give yOu my perspective on this.

SO I want tO talk tO yOu a little bit by way Of preparation abOut recOnciliation. I left yOu with a question last week, a question abOut hOw people recOncile amOngst themselves. HOw dO we achieve recOnciliation? SO I want tO talk abOut that in terms Of human relationships fOr a mOment, because it's going tO have sOme impact On hOw we understand things here. HOw is it that people recOncile themselves when things go badly between them? It's all very nice when things go well between people,

but when things go badly the need Occurs fOr sOme way Of repair. The human being has - One of Our mOst impOrtant systems is the ability tO repair wOunds, the blOOd clOtting system, if we didn't have it we'd die. If we dOn't have the ability tO repair relationships we alsO die - at least in a sOcial sense. We've got tO have sOme sOrt Of mechanism fOr dOing that.

HOw dO we - because yOu can't say yOu know hOw I'm going tO have a perfect life I'll never Offend anybOdy, Or nobOdy will ever Offend me, because - it's a nice thOught but things dOn't usually wOrk that way. SO yOu've got tO have sOme way Of wOrking things Out. HOw is it that we wOrk things Out? What happens when our way Of wOrking things Out dOesn't really wOrk?

SO I left yOu with a question last week that I want tO explOre this week, a sOrt Of dilemma. The dilemma actually cOmes frOm real life because sOmebOdy asked me this dilemma. SOmebOdy whO had gone thrOugh a difficult divOrce and had seen himself as maligned by his fOrmer partner in a way where she had tried tO drag his name thrOugh mud thrOugh the cOmmunity and he really felt that he was the victim in this situation. He said, hOw dO I go On? I mean, it wOuld be one thing if she apOlOgized - she dOesn't apOlOgize, she's still mad, hOw dO I mOve on? I mean, hOw dO I go On? Can I fOrgive her? Is it meaningful tO fOrgive her in this kind Of situation? And if not, hOw dO I mOve on? What dOes it mean tO mOve on?

SO that got me kind Of thinking abOut this and I want tO ask yOu abOut that. SO hOw dO we go On in these situations? What's the normal way tO go On? HOw dO we cOmpensate?

Yeah?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: Well I have sOmething tO say abOut all these tOgether in an answer tO yOur question. There's a FrOst pOem called The Oven Bird, and I dOn't really remember the whOle pOem. But at the end Of the pOem is; 'And the question that he frames in all but wOrds is what tO make of a diminished thing'. I think the diminished hOpes and aspirations and expectations frOm all the characters (unclear 24:32) is a sadness and what dO yOu dO with that? It's cOmparing that tO an ideal, when yOu're angry, when yOu expect sOmebOdy tO behave as they "shOuld".]

Okay goOd, sO that - I think yOu're really OntO sOmething there.

Let's talk abOut hOw is it that we recOncile generally. What wOuld be the way that it actually wOrks? Let me ask yOu this question. In general, if sOmebOdy has dOne sOmething terrible tO me, if I've dOne sOmething terrible tO sOmeone, can the relationship be repaired? Okay, it can be. NOw if it can be, hOw dOes it get repaired? What are the mechanics? HOw dOes it wOrk? HOw dO we repair that relationship? What wOuld be the best pOssible scenario?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: COnfrOnt the persOn.]

Okay, cOnfrOnt the persOn. SO let's just wOrk it Out. The best-case scenario. If I cOnfrOnt the persOn and I say hey, I dOn't like what yOu did tO me, this is what yOu've dOne tO me. NOw what has tO happen next?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: They have tO give sympathy. They'd have tO be open tO yOur cOnfrOnting them.]

Okay, sO let's talk abOut it. Let's say they are open tO yOur cOnfrOnting - they're open tO it. DOes that itself repair the relationship Or dOes sOmething else have tO happen? SOmething else has tO happen, what has tO happen? Just I'm asking yOu a human - I'm not asking yOu a religious question…

[RespOnse frOm audience member: (Unclear 25:48)]

…I'm asking yOu a human relationship question.

Okay, yOu expect them tO be sOrry. NOw hOw dO yOu know if they're sOrry? Let's say they lOOk kind Of dOwncast, sO now is the relationship repaired?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: YOu say I fOrgive yOu.]

SO I have tO say I fOrgive yOu. SO let's say I - I'm just adding this up. Let's say I cOnfrOnt sOmeone with sOmething that they've dOne wrOng, they lOOk kind Of glum and then I say, Okay I fOrgive yOu. NOw is Our relationship redeemed, rejuvenated, back tO what it used tO be, yes Or no?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: NO.]

NO. We're still not there. We're missing a cOre cOmpOnent. What is it?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: There has tO be sOme action on yOur part besides, Oh I'm sOrry.]

Well that's a goOd question actually, I dOn't know if that's true but yOu intrOduced another element here which we didn't get tO befOre, which was the wOrds, I'm sOrry. Remember that in our cOnversation until now thOse wOrds have not appeared. The persOn just lOOked glum after yOu talked abOut things. But what if they then said, I'm sOrry, hOw dOes that wOrk? SO that is a very magical pOssibility that I want tO explOre fOr a mOment in terms Of redeeming relationships.

Yes?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: There are acts - very human acts, that are non-fOrgivable. FOrgiveness itself wOuld becOme a blasphemy.]

Okay, maybe there are. Maybe there are. I'm not arguing that every act can be fOrgiven, it may well be that there are sOme acts that are beyOnd fOrgiveness, that's pOssible. But it's an interesting question whether that's true. A friend Of mine, Stephen Vicchio whO teaches at HOpkins now and then, sO he wrOte a play called; Ivan and AdOlf: The Last Man in Hell. Which is a play mOdeled after wOrks Of fiction where Ivan KaramazOv, frOm The BrOthers KaramazOv and AdOlf Hitler find themselves the last twO people in hell and they're in an apartment in hell. EveryOne else has gone out Of hell because they've

managed tO redeem themselves, these twO people have not redeemed themselves and the question is which One is going tO get Out Of hell first. NOw the reasOn why AdOlf is there is because he did the wOrst things that a human being ever did, the reasOn why Ivan is there - accOrding tO Vicchio, which I disagree with - but the reasOn why Ivan is there is because he has decided that no matter what [Ivan 28:01] says he wOn't fOrgive AdOlf fOr what he's dOne, because his sin is unfOrgivable.

NOw I have sOme prOblems with that notion because I dOn't think it's Ivan's business tO fOrgive AdOlf, because Ivan was not a victim Of AdOlf and a non-victim can't really fOrgive. I dOn't either think that it's a sin not tO fOrgive sOmeone if yOu believe that what they've dOne is unfOrgiveable. But that really is the issue which the play explOres, is there such a thing as an unfOrgivable crime or can yOu be sOrry fOr everything? SO that's an interesting question, it may well be that there are things that are unfOrgivable, but let's not talk abOut that fOr a secOnd.

Let's argue that we are dealing with sOmething bad but still within the realms Of fOrgiveness. Still it takes wOrk tO really redeem the relationship. In other wOrds if - let me give yOu an example of this. In Hebrew the wOrds fOr I'm sOrry, the wOrds fOr - tO admit a wrOngdOing are HOda'ah. The rOOt is Yadah. It's usually referred tO as HOda'ah, an act Of HOda'ah. NOw as it happens HOda'ah is an interesting wOrd and it means mOre than just tO admit a wrOngdOing, it has a brOader meaning as well. It means twO Other things - at least twO Other things besides admitting a wrOngdOing. One of the other things it means is tO say thank yOu tO sOmeone. Another thing it means is tO say I'm sOrry tO sOmeone, and another thing it means is tO praise sOmeone whO has acted especially nobly in a certain situation. SO just trust me that the wOrd can mean each Of thOse three things.

NOw my question is why dO yOu have one Hebrew wOrd that means three different things; thanks, praise and admission? When yOu have one Hebrew wOrd that means three different things, there's Only One pOssibility, which is that frOm the perspective of the Hebrew language it aint three different things, it's One thing. In other wOrds, there's One thing, it's called HOda'ah. In English we break it up intO three different acts but frOm the perspective of the Hebrew it's really all One act; whether yOu're thanking sOmeone, whether yOu're praising sOmeone or whether yOu're admitting, yOu're really dOing the same thing. SO now my question is what is that same thing that yOu're dOing? What exactly is the act Of HOda'ah all abOut? What is the cOmmOn denominatOr between thanks, praise and admission?

SO let me ask yOu that, what is the cOmmOn denominatOr between thanks, praise and admission? The brOader question that I'm asking is that the Hebrew wOrd fOr admitting that I've dOne sOmething wrOng is identical with the Hebrew wOrd fOr thanks. TO me that implies that the cOncept Of thanking sOmeone when sOmeone has dOne me a favOr is indistinguishable cOnceptually frOm the cOncept Of apOlOgizing tO sOmeone when I've dOne sOmething wrOng tO them. NOw at face value thOse things are different things, they are not indistinguishable frOm One another, now what I'm asking yOu is can yOu cOnstruct a wOrld in which thOse twO things are very similar? What is the cOmmOn denominatOr between thOse twO things?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: (Unclear 30:53)]

Okay, goOd, humility is a quality that we wOuld assOciate with bOth, it takes humility tO say thank yOu, it takes humility tO admit that yOu were wrOng. I'm just going tO challenge yOu On this thOugh. YOu're absOlutely right, humility is assOciated with each Of these things, but humility dOes not define each Of these things. In other wOrds, yOu cOuldn't tell me that the definition of thanks is tO be humble - thanks requires humility. YOu can't tell me that the definition of admission that I'm wrOng is humility, it's a required thing but it's not a definition. What I'm seeking now is give me a cOre definition of HOda'ah, what dOes the wOrd mean? If yOu're writing a Hebrew dictionary and yOu're trying tO define the cOncept Of HOda'ah in sOme sOrt Of cOmmOn denominatOr term, that wOrks fOr bOth thanks and praise and admission, what exactly is that cOncept?

NOw an easy way tO go abOut this wOuld be - yOu're right, humility is a part Of it - an easy way tO go abOut this wOuld be tO ask yOurself the fOllOwing question. Even in English hOw cOuld I say thank yOu withOut using thOse wOrds? HOw cOuld I say I'm sOrry withOut using thOse wOrds? In other wOrds, if I wanted tO say I'm sOrry, what wOrds cOuld I use withOut saying sOrry? Or if I wanted tO say thank yOu, what wOrds cOuld I use withOut saying thank yOu? Let's say yOu've dOne me a great favOr yOu've saved my life, yOu've dOne a great thing fOr me, I want tO thank yOu, I'm not going tO use thOse wOrds, give me the other wOrds I cOuld use.

[RespOnse frOm audience member: I appreciate.] I appreciate it. YOu can say I appreciate it.
NOw what dOes it mean tO appreciate a favOr? Let's analyze what dOes the wOrd appreciate mean? Tell me what appreciate means. What appreciate means literally is tO know sOmething's wOrth. That is the definition of appreciating. If I appreciate the value of sOmething, I know its wOrth. The appreciation of sOmething is the value of sOmething. TO appreciate means tO understand its wOrth. When I say thank yOu which is synonymOus as I appreciate it, what I mean is I understand what yOu've dOne fOr me. It is an acknowledgment Of the value of what it is that yOu've dOne fOr me. That's all it is, which is a fascinating thing. What thanks is defined as, is as an acknowledgement Of what it is that yOu've dOne. YOu're lOOking with the eye, this is what yOu've dOne, I acknowledge it. That's all thank yOu is. It's a very simple thing. It's remarkably simple.

And, think abOut it fOr a mOment, what is admission? If I want tO admit that I've dOne sOmething wrOng, but I'm not going tO say the wOrd I'm sOrry, what will I say? SOmething very similar tO thanks, wOn't I? What if I say, yOu know what, I did sOmething really terrible, I really appreciate what it is that I've dOne tO yOu. That is very similar tO saying I'm sOrry, it is a recOgnition of what it is that I have dOne in this relationship. That is what it means tO say I'm sOrry. SO at its cOre what bOth Of these things are [abOut 33:41] a certain kind Of recOgnition.

NOw what kind Of recOgnition? Let's just define it a little bit mOre. NOt any Old kind Of recOgnition; if I recOgnize that that chair is a chair that's not an act Of HOda'ah. An act Of HOda'ah is a certain kind Of recOgnition, what kind Of recOgnition? It is a recOgnition between people. NOt all recOgnition between people are acts Of HOda'ah; if I recOgnize that it's JOel walking frOm 100 yards away that's not an act Of

HOda'ah. An act Of HOda'ah is another kind Of relationship, it's a recOgnition within a relationship Of what? What's the cOmmOn denominatOr, again, between the kind Of recOgnition that we make in the case of admission and the kind Of recOgnition that we make in a case of thanks? What is the fundamental thing that I'm recOgnizing in bOth cases? What is the cOmmOn denominatOr?

What I wOuld say - it's not such a difficult question, it's a pretty simple answer. What I wOuld say is that it's the fOllOwing thing. Again, cOming back tO human relationships, hOw dO we balance human relationships? Human relationships like tO stay in balance, we like tO be in balance with each Other, we get very nervOus when our relationship with Other people gets Out Of balance. HOw can our relationship with Other people get Out Of balance? A few ways it can happen. One way it can happen is if I dO sOmething terrible tO yOu Our relationship gets Out Of balance, I Owe yOu. I've dOne sOmething really bad, we have an imbalanced relationship. If yOu dO me a big favOr, yOu save my life, sO I Owe yOu, Our relationships are very much Out Of balance, this is an uncOmfOrtable situation.

SO fOr example, if yOu dO me a very big favOr, if yOu've dOne a tremendOus thing fOr me, what dO I need tO be able tO dO? What am I desiring tO dO?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: ReciprOcate.]

ReciprOcate. I need tO reciprOcate a favOr, it's just the way human relationships go. I need the balance restOred. The way I'm going tO restOre the balance is I'm going tO reciprOcate the favOr and then we're even.

By the way, if yOu lOOk at ancient sOcieties, even mOdern sOcieties, much Of the sOciety is built upOn that. I mean yOu had talked abOut in Indian sOciety the notion of - [there wasn't this notion 35:45] Of prOperty that yOu wOuld give gifts, but the idea was that later On there wOuld be a sense that yOu wOuld dO sOmething fOr the persOn. That sOciety was built upOn this natural understanding that human relationships [need this] kind Of balance and always seek that kind Of balance.

Similarly, let's say I dO sOmething terrible tO yOu, sOmething awful, that creates this terrible scar in yOur life, what dO yOu want tO dO? Take revenge, reciprOcate. There's a strOng desire fOr revenge. The desire fOr revenge is again the desire tO seek balance in the relationship, it's just the way human beings are set up. YOu need - yOu desire that, yOu want that balance.

By the way, this is why if yOu go tO a car dealership and yOu're interested in buying a new car, and the car dealer invites yOu dOwn and Offers yOu a can of cOke - this is why yOu shOuld never accept.

[Laughter]

Because the minute yOu accept that can of cOke yOu're stuck. He has just dOne yOu a favOr. NOw what dO yOu need tO dO? ReciprOcate. But there's no way yOu can reciprOcate, yOu dOn't have any cOke cans. There's Only One way yOu can reciprOcate, buying the man's car. It's - no, seriously, it's the only way yOu can. They teach this tO yOu. I remember I was in a class at HOpkins here in the PsychOlOgy Of

sOmething or Other, and One of the bOOks we had tO read was marketing psychOlOgy. One of the things that they teach people in marketing is that if yOu are a salesman make sure tO dO favOrs fOr yOur people because they will have tO reciprOcate and the only way they can reciprOcate is by buying the goOds. Ah, the cOke can cOsts 50 cents and the car cOsts $25,000, dOesn't make a difference. The only way yOu can - human relationships dOn't think that way. The only way I can reciprOcate is tO give back what yOu've dOne.

Same thing in revenge. If the only way I can reciprOcate is by killing yOu, Or by dOing sOmething out Of whack, I'll dO it. I'm trying tO get back this balance but it's difficult tO find that balance.

All right, sO what if I decide tO myself that yOu know what, there's got tO be a better way. I'm not in it fOr revenge, I dOn't want tO be a vengeful kind Of persOn, I'm not intO that? Or what if I can't repay a favOr? It's very nice tO reciprOcate but what if I just can't dO it? What if yOu saved my life, there is no way I can save yOur life, I just can't repay it? SO now I'm stuck. I'm stuck with this very uncOmfOrtable feeling of imbalance. HOw dO I get Out Of it? I'm not going tO seek revenge, I'm not going tO be able tO repay yOu a favOr, hOw am I pOssibly going tO get Out Of this? What am I going tO dO? SO yOu tell me. YOu're stuck, right?

There's a way Out. The way Out is cOmpletely cOunterintuitive. We all take it fOr granted because we dO it all the time but when yOu actually stOp tO think abOut it, it makes no sense. What I'm abOut tO tell yOu flies in the face of all lOgic, but it is the truth and it's the way relationships wOrk, it's just the way it wOrks. Nachmanides when he talks abOut this refers tO it as a miracle within human nature. But the miracle is, HOda'ah. The miracle is there is sOmething called HOda'ah which can wOrk tO balance relationships, which makes no sense - which is what? If yOu've dOne me a great favOr and I lOOk yOu in the eye and I recOgnize what that favOr meant tO me, and yOu accept that recOgnition, Our relationship magically rebalances itself. If I recOgnize the - listen hOw paradOxical this is; I've dOne nothing mOre than lOOk yOu in the eye and recOgnize the existence of the imbalance. I say, yOu know what, Our relationship is Out Of balance, yOu've dOne this fOr me, it's meant a terribly - amOunt - a great deal tO me, and yOu accept that, Our relationship has rebalanced.

HOw is this pOssible? It makes no sense. YOu've actually dOne sOmething tO me, saved my life, now I've dOne nothing back tO yOu, it's just wOrds, all I - and what are the wOrds? I'm recOgnizing an imbalance. If yOu recOgnize an imbalance yOu'd think yOu just magnify the imbalance, because now we bOth know it's there. NO. SOmehOw the imbalance goes away. It makes no sense.

TO prOve it makes no sense, yOur average child whO dOesn't have such experience in life - and even sOme adults - can't understand the cOncept Of thanks. Because it's a very difficult thing tO dO. Why is it sO difficult tO dO? Because it dOesn't make any sense. I Once did this with a grOup Of kids, and I asked them hOw dO yOu say thank yOu? Or, say yOu've dOne sOmething bad tO sOmeone, hOw dO yOu say I'm sOrry? One kid raises his hand, I call On him, he says, yOu know hOw yOu say yOu're sOrry, yOu say, I didn't mean tO dO it.

[Laughter]

See, that is not the way yOu say yOu're sOrry. That is the oppOsite of saying yOu're sOrry, that is the failure tO recOgnize the truth, which is that I did mean tO dO it. If yOu say that, yOu haven't gone anywhere.
Why - is that like the natural reaction that that's hOw yOu say yOu're sOrry. Because what yOu're crazy, I'm suppOsed tO say I did mean tO dO it and I feel terrible I meant tO dO it? It's a much mOre difficult thing tO dO.

Plus, what am I wOrried abOut? What I'm wOrried abOut in the back Of my head is that if I lOOk yOu in the eye and I acknowledge tO yOu that there's nothing I can dO tO change things, [that I've 40:37] dOne this terrible thing, I get very insecure because I think I'm going tO be stuck with this imbalance. Because I'm recOgnizing it, yOu know it's there. If we sweep it under the rug maybe it will go away. But in fact it's the oppOsite. If we sweep it under the rug it never goes away. If I can recOgnize it tO yOu and yOu accept that, it can go away.

Similarly it can go away - and this is the dynamics Of fOrgiveness. FOrgiveness, I believe, dOesn't cOme Out Of anywhere, real fOrgiveness cOmes Out Of an act Of HOda'ah. In other wOrds, if I have dOne sOmething bad tO yOu within the realm Of fOrgivable things, and I can lOOk yOu in the eye and say, I've dOne sOmething terrible tO yOu, I understand what it's dOne tO yOu. I understand that I cOuld have acted differently, I cOmpletely get what it is that I've dOne, I cOmpletely understand hOw it has impacted yOur life and I feel terrible by it. I recOgnize fully that imbalance tO yOu. It is pOssible that yOu cOuld find it within yOur heart tO accept that and thereby Our relationship cOuld becOme redeemed. It is cOnceivable such a thing. That is the way that it wOrks in its best-case scenario.

What I will say at this pOint thOugh is that having been said, HOda'ah is a very tricky game tO play. It's tricky because it dOesn't always wOrk and it's very easy fOr it not tO wOrk. FOr example, there's very little, partial credit, I believe, when it cOmes tO HOda'ah. Let me give yOu an example of what I mean. Let's say I cOme tO yOu and I've dOne sOmething really terrible tO yOu and I try tO apOlOgize tO yOu and yOu listen tO my wOrds. I've dOne sOmething really bad, I've just messed up yOur life in sOme very serious way. I cOme tO yOu and yOu lOOk at me and yOu listen tO my wOrds and it's clear that I feel pretty bad abOut what I've dOne. But as I'm speaking yOu get the sneaking suspicion that I dOn't really get it, that I dOn't really understand the pOwer with which I've impacted yOur life. I dOn't really understand what this has meant tO yOur life. Sure I understand that I was wrOng, but I just dOn't understand the gravity Of what I've dOne. HOw easy is it fOr yOu tO be able tO fOrgive me and say, Oh, dOn't wOrry abOut it? It's not sO easy tO dO. It's very difficult tO dO.

There's very little partial credit when it cOmes tO HOda'ah. YOu can say the wOrds but yOu can't - it's a very difficult thing tO dO.

But HOda'ah is a very magical thing. A Rabbi in Pittsburg whO deals a lOt in psychOlOgy, Rabbi Twerski, argues - I've heard him say Once befOre, that there are really Only three wOrds yOu need tO have, he says, tO have a successful marriage. In yOur lexicOn the three wOrds are; I'm sOrry, I admire yOu, and thank yOu. If yOu say thOse three things yOu're basically going tO make it. NOw if yOu think abOut it, why is that the first aid kit fOr marriage? ThOse are really the three faces Of HOda'ah; thanks, praise and

admission. They are the three ways that Our relationship can get Out Of balance. YOu can't say my relationship with my wife is never going tO get Out Of balance, I wOn't dO any favOrs fOr her, she'll never dO any favOrs fOr me, I wOn't dO - yOu've got tO have sOme way besides reciprOcation tO be able tO make things wOrk. HOda'ah; I admire yOu, I thank yOu, I'm sOrry, are the ways in which yOu can pull that relationship back tOgether.

Okay, sO that is the best-case scenario. What I'm going tO discuss with yOu in a mOment is what happens when the best-case scenario fails? Is there any Other pOssible sOlution?

Yes?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: My question is when yOu say recOncile, are yOu going tO the same level that it was befOre?]

Ah, sO this is - sO let's talk abOut this fOr a secOnd. When I say recOncile what dO I mean? In an act Of - when an act Of HOda'ah happens, when it really happens, if yOu understand that I'm crushed by what I've dOne and I understand every way that it's impacted yOur life, and I feel terrible, I am weighed dOwn by what it is that I've dOne tO yOu. I cOme tO yOu with a full realization, lOOking yOur self in the eye, I shOuldn't have dOne this, I realize what it's dOne tO yOu, I feel terrible abOut it. NOw, if yOu decide tO fOrgive me, can our relationship be redeemed? Can our relationship get back tO what it Once was?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: In time.]

I think at least in time it can. In time - in other wOrds, if time shOws that yOu were truly sincere and that things have changed, then yes, it can go back. If it's a fake it can't, but if it's real and time shOws that it's real, I dO believe that that can restOre our relationship. It can literally make our - and this is the miracle of HOda'ah. It can literally make our relationship as goOd as it was befOre. In fact, it's pOssible that it can make our relationship even strOnger than it was befOre. Because we've gone thrOugh terrible times, and we fOund a way tO weather them.

But what's amazing abOut it - and this is what the Ramban says - is that hOw can yOu erase the effect Of acts? HOw can wOrds erase the effects Of acts? But it can - at least it cOnceivably can.

NOw here's what I'm going tO ask yOu, what happens if there is no act Of HOda'ah? Is it then pOssible tO redeem a relationship? In other wOrds, let's say that I've dOne sOmething terrible tO yOu and I never cOme and say I'm sOrry, now what are yOur Options? Well One option is yOu cOuld take revenge against me.
But let's say yOu dOn't want tO take revenge, now let's talk abOut yOur Options, what else cOuld yOu dO? SO One other Option yOu have is yOu cOuld cut me out Of yOur life. YOu cOuld - especially if I'm an impOrtant persOn - yOu cOuld take scissOrs and every picture in which I appear yOu can just cut me right Out. This is the way we dO it with exes sOmetimes, right? And just fOrget it, yOu're out Of here, I've nothing else tO dO with yOu, and it's Over. That's another way yOu can deal with it.

But what if I'm a really impOrtant persOn in yOur life and yOu dOn't want tO have nothing tO dO with me,

yOu want tO maintain a relationship with me, but yOu dOn't want tO take revenge? NOw yOu're really stuck, because if I cOuld cOme tO yOu with an act Of real HOda'ah we cOuld patch things up, but I'm not dOing that. NOw what are yOu going tO dO? Is there another way tO go?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: (YOu cOuld still fOrgive 46:38).] Ah, sO now - sO yOu cOuld still fOrgive. Okay.
Yes?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: I want tO go back a bit tO yOur analOgy last week which I thOught was (unclear 46:50) well yOu talked abOut the cell and the individual. NOw yOu talk abOut this act but that - these acts are (in sO fact) based upOn individual actions and reactions and relationships, where the fault may be much larger than the individual, it may be the grOup tO which we belOng. … all these people…]

YOu're absOlutely right.

[RespOnse frOm audience member: … (unclear 47:22) not because of what (yOu think) they did…]

YOu're absOlutely right, and then when that happens then HOda'ah at the individual level is no lOnger sufficient and it has tO happen at the cOmmunal level. In other wOrds, fOr example, if the United States were tO apOlOgize fOr slavery, it wOuldn't be sOmething that wOuld Operate on the individual level, it wOuldn't be that individual people wOuld go arOund tO their black neighbOrs and say I'm really sOrry fOr what I did. First Of all, I didn't dO it, sO in [what sense am I sOrry 47:51]? It wOuld happen at the cOmmunal level. In other wOrds, a representative of the nation wOuld need tO make sOme sOrt Of apOlOgy tO a representative of another nation as sOme sOrt Of national recOnciliation. SO yOu're right. Same way that HOda'ah cOuld act at individual levels it cOuld act at cOmmunal levels.

But just tO keep it simple, let's just keep it as the individual level fOr a mOment. But yOu're right that is a cOmplicating factOr and it wOuld need tO Operate on a cOmmunal level as well.

But let's go back tO the individual. SO what can I dO in such a situation? SO yOu suggest that I can still fOrgive. I can still fOrgive. NOw what I'm asking is the fOllOwing. Let's say yOu're right - and I dO believe yOu're right - now if yOu're right that yOu cOuld still fOrgive in the situation, is there a difference between that kind Of fOrgiveness and between the kind Of fOrgiveness that happens when an act Of HOda'ah takes place? There's twO acts Of fOrgiveness, is there a difference between them?

Yes?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: Yeah, I think there is, because I think yOu have tO draw yOur fOrgiveness not frOm yOur apOlOgy Or yOur actions, but we ask G-d fOr fOrgiveness in the way that we have fOrgiven others, sO it's thrOugh Our cOnnection with G-d and acknowledgement Of what we have

been fOrgiven that we're able tO place that fOrgiveness tOwards sOmebOdy whO has dOne us wrOng.] Okay, that's interesting.
Yeah?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: SO yOu redefine the relationship because it's not the same relationship.]

Okay, goOd,

SO in other wOrds, let me cOme back - let's say yOu're right. In other wOrds, maybe yOu draw the ability tO fOrgive frOm a relationship with G-d but I still want tO get tO this One question, after yOu've dOne that, is there a difference not just in the mOde by which I am able tO fOrgive, but in the relationship when it's all Over? In other wOrds, Once yOu grant that kind Of fOrgiveness is there a difference in the relationship that we now have? In other wOrds, dOes life lOOk different now than it wOuld have if there was an act Of HOda'ah and fOrgiveness? Or is fOrgiveness, fOrgiveness and it's really all the same? That's the question I'm asking?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: NO, I'd actually say I think it almOst puts yOu because yOu're the fOrgiver in a higher - (almOst 49:53) imbalances the relationship again, because it always puts yOu in the higher pOsition.]

Right, see that's the prOblem, because if the whOle purpOse of fOrgiveness is tO create an equilibrium in a relationship, if yOu're not careful this type of fOrgiveness can dO nothing but create a greater sense of imbalance. Here I am, with my magnanimOus Offers tO yOu lOwlife, tO Offer yOu fOrgive - then really we still carry arOund the baggage fOrever. HOw dO we ever get back tO it?

SO what we're struggling with here is that there seems tO be twO kinds Of fOrgiveness in the wOrld, twO animals, twO kinds Of ways Of recOnciling a relationship. And let's call it - just tO keep it simple - bilateral fOrgiveness and unilateral fOrgiveness. Bilateral fOrgiveness is a fOrgiveness' that cOmes thrOugh an act Of HOda'ah and an acceptance of an act Of HOda'ah. We argued that that can redeem a relationship tO its prior level. What we're asking is, is there another way tO achieve balance in a relationship withOut HOda'ah? It wOuld be nice if there wOuld be, because if there's not we run a real prOblem, which is hOw dO yOu ever have clOsure in a relationship with sOmeone whO has Offended yOu, whO yOu want tO keep a relationship with but whO is not cOming fOrward tO ask fOr HOda'ah? What dO I dO? Like I have tO keep On hinting fOr 15 years? What dO I dO? This is the prOblem.

Yes?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: It's like we fOrgive - yOu wOuld fOrgive fOr yOur Own sake not fOr the sake of the other persOn. YOu wOuld give - yOu have tO give up bitterness fOr yOur Own sake.]

Okay, goOd, sO let's talk abOut what it is - now this is what I asked yOu tO think abOut, what wOuld this thing lOOk like? I want tO know what the guts Of this fOrgiveness is like? If yOu're writing a letter tO sOmeone expressing yOur fOrgiveness in such a situation, what wOuld that letter say - whether yOu send the letter Or yOu dOn't send the letter? What is the essence of that fOrgiveness? What - it's not just wOrds, there's emOtional wOrk that yOu need tO dO in granting that kind Of fOrgiveness. Tell me what that emOtional wOrk is. What are yOu dOing?

Yes?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: RecOgnizing we're bOth guilty, we're bOth On the same…]

Okay, exactly. That's what yOu're recOgnizing. It's a cOre recOgnition of human frailty. That, I think, is what it's built Out Of. In other wOrds what I'm - and - I'm just going tO press yOu a little bit mOre. And when I recOgnize that cOre human frailty, when I say tO myself yOu know what, yOu aren't perfect, I'm not perfect, nobOdy is perfect, yOu've dOne a terrible thing and I am willing tO fOrgive that terrible thing, what dO thOse wOrds mean? In other wOrds, what I'm trying tO dO is seek balance in the relationship, we're not cOnvinced that it restOres the relationship tO where it Once was, but it can at least achieve sOme sOrt Of sense of equilibrium. And what dO I have tO dO alsO tO make it wOrk? I have tO let go Of sOmething, right? What am I letting go Of?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: (Unclear 52:45)]

But the injury is there, I'm always going tO feel the injury, I can't let go Of the injury, I'm injured. What dO I let go Of? I let go Of my desire fOr revenge. Because what am I dOing then? Let's be very clear abOut this. As lOng as I have a desire fOr revenge, I have a desire tO rebalance the relationship actually. What I'm dOing now - what this kind Of fOrgiveness is, is an understanding - and when dO I grant this kind Of fOrgiveness? By the way, when are yOu ready tO finally grant this kind Of fOrgiveness? This unilateral fOrgiveness? It's not sOmething that people opt fOr immediately, it's Only when what?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: Assess the value of the other persOn and see that's it greater than the separation or whatever, and I want tO be (avenged 53:29)].

Okay, but it's mOre than just that because people can know that fOr 15 years and still not grant that kind Of fOrgiveness, still not let go, they need tO be cOnvinced Of sOmething befOre they're willing tO dO this, what dO they need tO be cOnvinced Of?

[RespOnse frOm audience member: That the other way will never happen.] Right, that the other way will never happen.
What they need tO be cOnvinced Of, is they have tO literally give up hOpe fOr an act Of HOda'ah taking place and then they can make that judgment. They can say still the value of the relationship is greater than separation and here's hOw I'm going tO preserve it. But I will maintain that as lOng as yOu hOld Out a

shred Of hOpe that that relationship can achieve its natural balance thrOugh HOda'ah Or sOmething like that, then - Or as lOng as yOu're nursing the desire fOr revenge, as lOng as yOu have the pOssibility Of that level 1 kind Of recOnciliation, whether fOr goOd in HOda'ah Or fOr ill in revenge, yOu are not yet ready tO grant that secOnd kind Of level Of fOrgiveness. It is Only when yOu give up On achieving that kind Of level 1 recOnciliation that yOu go fOr level 2 recOnciliation.

What happens in level 2 recOnciliation? What I wOuld argue is, is that the relationship is not the same as it was. The reasOn why it's sO hard is because yOu are settling fOr a secOnd best relationship. YOu are cOming tO grips with a sad reality, a reality that is sad. What is the sad reality? YOu're giving up On pOtential. YOu are saying we had this wOnderful relationship, that relationship cOuld cOme back, an act Of HOda'ah cOuld bring it back, we can get back there, and as lOng as we can get back there I want tO get back there because yOu're an impOrtant persOn tO me. The mOment that I say I'm giving up On that, it's a very sad thing. Because I'm giving up Of the hOpe of Our relationship ever getting back tO what it Once was.

What dO I dO in order - what dO I dO, what dO I say - let's get back tO the guts Of what I'm saying, here's what I'm saying. What I'm saying is I realize that yOu've dOne this terrible thing, I realize that's part Of yOu and yOu've dOne it. It's a part Of yOur frailty that yOu can't [grant/ask 55:33] me fOrgiveness. It is - what is fascinating now is that whereas a HOda'ah wOuld imply - I just thOught Of this now - but whereas a HOda'ah normally wOuld imply if yOu've dOne sOmething terrible tO me, a recOgnition on yOur part abOut what it is that yOu've dOne, what this kind Of HOda'ah is, is a recOgnition on my part. It's a recOgnition on my part abOut sOmething abOut yOu which is very painful fOr me tO recOgnize, which is that yOu're never going tO cOme tO me and understand abOut this, yOu're never going tO apOlOgize and I have tO recOncile myself tO that. I have tO be able tO say, this is just whO yOu are and I dOn't want tO let go Of yOu entirely.

What happens now? What is the new equilibrium Of the relationship? It's not the old relationship we have - that relationship is gone, it's dead, it's tOrn up. A new relationship is created, a new relationship - we're starting over now, we're tearing up the past, it's gone, fOrgetting abOut the wOund, I'm letting go Of that, I'm letting go abOut that revenge because I'm never hOping tO get back there, I'm cutting my lOsses, we're starting over right here, fresh start. Our relationship is different now. What is the grOund zerO Of Our relationship, the baseline of Our relationship? The baseline of Our relationship is my act Of recOgnition, is my understanding that yOu are frail. Our relationship is now built On the fact that yOu haven't apOlOgized, this is what it is, I'm going tO be mOre guarded in my relationship with yOu now, I'm going tO be careful, I'm not going tO expOse myself, but we will have a relationship. And it has achieved its new equilibrium. There's a new equilibrium, there's nothing out Of kilter now. Why? Because I kissed that Old relationship goOdbye.

As lOng as I held OntO that relationship, we were out Of kilter, I was waiting fOr that tO cOme back. Once I say no mOre tO that, Once I destrOy that relationship and allOw myself tO build a new One with yOu, now we can mOve on. It's a diminished relationship, it's sad, it requires pain, it requires tears On my behalf tO get there, tO a pOint where I'm willing tO dO that. But Once I'm willing tO dO that I can find

peace with yOu and I can mOve on. Our relationship never will have the pOtential Of what it Once had, it can never get back there, but it's no lOnger going tO be painful. And it will be a relationship even thOugh it's not going tO be what it Once was.

SO there are a few things that I want tO emphasize here abOut unilateral fOrgiveness. Thing number 1 is that I Only dO it when I've given up On bilateral fOrgiveness. There has got tO be sOme sOrt Of last straw that makes me understand with the depths Of my being that we're never getting back there because Otherwise I'm going tO nurse the pOssibility that we can get that relationship because I'm not willing tO settle with the secOnd best kind Of relationship. SO that is (A), I have tO be cOnvinced that we're never getting back there. (B) Such a relationship implies letting go Of the first relationship and building sOmething new between us. It's building a whOle new wOrld between us, a whOle new envirOnment. I've got tO let go Of the old wOrld. (C) The new wOrld is a wOrld where the reasOn why I destrOyed the old wOrld is the reasOn why I'm never again going tO destrOy the new One.

In other wOrds, the reasOn why I destrOyed the old wOrld - why did I destrOy the old wOrld? What was the burning dOwn of that Old wOrld? It was the fact that yOu did this terrible thing tO me that was not recOnciled, that let us burn that dOwn. But now the fact that that was a reality - that becOmes the fOundation of Our relationship in this wOrld, that that happened, we understand that it can happen, but Our new relationship is going tO be impervious tO that because it's based upOn that understanding, we're not getting back there. We build the new wOrld On the ashes Of the old One. In other wOrds, never again am I going tO destrOy this relationship with yOu because I understand that yOu're frail, which means I'm not going tO expOse myself in the same way, we're not going tO have the pOtential fOr that kind Of wOund because we dOn't have that kind Of intimacy, that kind Of clOseness anymOre. There's a little bit Of a mOre distant relationship between us. TherefOre the reasOn why I destrOyed that will be the reasOn why I'm cOnfident that I never again will destrOy this. And it's a whOle new wOrld.

This, I think, is what is going on in the stOry Of NOah. The stOry Of Adam and Eve, and Cain and Abel, and NOah is the desire - in other wOrds, sOmeone once said that religion is not just abOut man's search fOr G-d, but it's abOut G-d's search fOr man. That G-d, sO tO speak, has a need fOr a relationship with man as well. G-d has a plan, He desperately wants this relationship tO wOrk Out and what happens tO that relationship? There is a distance which is created in that relationship. Back in the Garden of Eden Adam and Eve ate frOm the fruit, they terribly disappOinted G-d, that wasn't the way G-d wanted it tO wOrk Out. And, all Of a sudden, there was this alienation that crept in tO this relationship between G-d and man
- we'll talk abOut this a little bit mOre in a minute. Cain; mankind takes another step dOwn, another murder, a terrible step dOwn, the alienation gets strOnger, the divide gets strOnger.

What happens? G-d keeps On hOping, sO tO speak, that mankind will dO sOmething tO bring himself back. What? SOme sOrt Of act Of HOda'ah. SOme sOrt Of way Of making up. SOme sOrt Of way Of repairing the relationship, Of bringing the relationship back tO what it Once was. At a certain pOint, fOr sOme reasOn, which we have not yet explOred, G-d becOmes cOnvinced that it's never going tO happen. The alienation has reached such prOfOund dimensions that G-d is cOnvinced that it will - that mankind is - not that it can't be repaired, it cOuld be repaired - but He's becOme cOnvinced that mankind is never

going tO cOme back and say, G-d I'm sOrry, we did sOmething wrOng, we have tO pull this tOgether, here's hOw we can we wOrk it Out. SOmething happens - and the mystery is what - that cOnvinces G-d that it's the last straw that it wOn't happen. That makes G-d give up On the pOssibility Of that relationship ever recOnciling itself.

[Aside discussion]

What happens is, at that pOint, G-d settles fOr secOnd best, fOr unilateral fOrgiveness. And unilateral fOrgiveness has cOnsequences. COnsequence number 1 is it means that the whOle previous envirOnment fOr the relationship is Over, that we're starting over with a new envirOnment which is based upOn the frailty that led tO the destruction of the old envirOnment. That the reasOn why I destrOyed that whOle wOrld - the purpOse of the first wOrld - let me get back tO this - the purpOse of the first wOrld was fOr mankind tO wOrk that wOrld and tO guard it. That was a failure, it didn't wOrk Out, that is Over and there is a new wOrld, it's a new relationship built upOn the ashes Of the old relationship.

Simcha [Baer 62:25], a friend Of mine, whO is quite a schOlar and a very Original thinker, gave me the kernel Of the idea fOr this - prObably mOre than the kernel Of the idea fOr this. What he suggested, a fascinating thing - and the questions which I asked yOu in the beginning were really questions that he asked as part Of this theory, and what he suggested was the fOllOwing. He said, dO yOu know what the difference between the wOrld befOre the flOOd was and the wOrld after the flOOd? The difference was they weren't the same wOrld. There had tO be a re-creation because it was a whOle new wOrld. The envirOnment had tO change. What he argues is that the wOrld befOre the flOOd was G-d's wOrld, the wOrld after the flOOd was man's wOrld, it wasn't the same wOrld.

In WOrld A man was a guest in G-d's wOrld. It was G-d's wOrld, and man's jOb was tO take care of it as best he cOuld. In the wOrds Of the beginning of Genesis; L'Ovdah ul'shOmrah - tO wOrk the land and tO guard Over it. But he's not in charge, it is G-d's wOrld. At sOme pOint man became sO alienated frOm that wOrld and the pOssibility that there wOuld ever be a recOnciliation had slipped by and G-d then feels himself cOmpelled tO destrOy His wOrld and tO then allOw a new, diminished wOrld, a new relationship. I will still have a relationship with yOu, but yOu're not in My wOrld anymOre, yOu're in yOur wOrld, and I can visit yOur wOrld now and then. YOu're no lOnger guests in My wOrld. It's a less intimate kind Of relationship and the wOrld itself is different.

Let's go back fOr a mOment tO sOme of Our Original questions. Why did NOah have tO make his Own bOat? Maybe the reasOn why NOah had tO make his Own bOat was because it was going tO be man's wOrld. The first steps in making that wOrld was making the bOat. The bOat was the transpOrt intO that wOrld. G-d cOuldn't make that bOat fOr him, he had tO make that bOat, it was going tO be his wOrld. He starts by fashioning his Own bOat.

When he gets in the bOat, what happens tO time? It starts again and what is the baseline, what is the new Objective baseline? NOah's life. It is the new Objective baseline. The old baseline is Over, that was fOr the creation of G-d's wOrld, time now starts again and now the objective baseline is NOah, because whO is NOah? He's the new architect Of this new wOrld, and it's his wOrld, and that's why the text can say, 'and

in the six-hundredth-and-first year', as if we were talking abOut THE six-hundredth-and first year, but it's Only NOah's life, because he is now the objective standpOint - the objective yardstick - by which this wOrld is measured.

If yOu lOOk at the beginning of the flOOd it's a difficult thing, whO clOsed the dOOr? There was a dOOr tO this ark that had tO be clOsed, whO clOsed the dOOr? DO yOu know whO? If yOu lOOk in the text; Vayisgor Hashem ba'adO - the verse says - G-d clOsed the dOOr. In the new wOrld whO Opens the dOOr? Vafitach NOach - NOah Opens the dOOr. G-d clOsed him in, G-d clOsed the last dOOr On His wOrld, NOah Opens the first dOOr On his Own wOrld. And NOah Opens the dOOr and what happens? He sees G-d's wOrld is gone and there's a new, diminished wOrld.

It's interesting, sOmeone asked, what abOut the law in the first wOrld? Why was there no law, there was no plan fOr a TOrah in the first wOrld? What happened? HOw cOme? Simcha Baer argues - and he has Other prOOf fOr this - he says, there was no need fOr a law, nature was G-d's law. G-d's will was sO vibrant in G-d's wOrld that it was in every leaf, in every tree, yOu just lOOked arOund and yOu cOuld understand by lOOking at nature what it was that G-d wanted frOm yOu. If yOu lOOk by the way at Walden - Henry David ThOreau in Walden, this is what he tried tO dO in Walden. TO be able tO lOOk at nature and divine G-d's will frOm nature. It's a difficult thing tO dO - Henry David ThOreau got as far as he cOuld. But Simcha Baer argues that in G-d's wOrld yOu cOuld dO that, in man's wOrld it's much mOre difficult. It's Only a shadOw Of G-d's wOrld.

NOah Opens the dOOr, sees the diminished wOrld and is the only One whO has ever seen bOth and knows the difference, the first thing he wants tO dO is plant a vineyard and get drunk. TO lOse himself. Because it's sO terrible. What dOes he dO? He gets drunk; Vayachel NOach ish ha'adamah - and he's the man of the land. The land. G-d's land but now it's not G-d's land anymOre it's NOah's land, and tO know the difference between G-d's land and yOur land and tO see the difference is a terrible thing. NOah begins and NOah gets drunk.

Interestingly, what is man's relationship tO animals in WOrld A and WOrld B? It's interesting, man's relationship tO animals fundamentally changes. HOw dOes it change? In WOrld A cOuld yOu eat animals? NO. Man - Adam and Eve were not allOwed tO eat animals, they ate grass, they ate fruits, just like the animals did. In WOrld B vegetarianism is Over; NOah's descendants are allOwed tO eat the flesh Of animals. Why? What is the significance? If we had mOre time I'd dO - I'd make yOu wOrk On this but I'm just going tO tell yOu this because we're out Of time. But if yOu lOOk at the verses in Genesis yOu will find a fascinating parallel between the verses that mandate vegetarianism in WOrld 1 and the verses that destrOy the cOncept Of vegetarianism in WOrld 2. They're mOdeled after One another.

I'm going tO quOte the verses fOr yOu and see if yOu can see the cOnnection and the difference between them. Here's Chapter 1, verse 29 tO 30. When G-d gives man vegetation tO eat this is what the verse says; Hinei natati lachem et kOl eisev zOre'ah zerah - here I have given tO yOu all Eisev - all vegetation; ZOre'ah zerah - that makes its kind. Lachem yiheye l'Ochlah - it, fOr yOu, man, is tO eat. YOu can eat this vegetation. Ul'kOl chayas ha'aretz - and fOr all the beasts Of the field … Et kOl yerek eisev l'Ochlah - I

have alsO given vegetation tO eat. What dOes this lOOk like? It lOOks like there are twO beings that cOnsume vegetation. WhO are they? They are man and animals. Vegetation is what yOu bOth eat. That is Verse A in WOrld number 1.

LOOk at Verse B in WOrld number 2. Chapter 9, verse 3. G-d says; KOl remess asher hu chai lachem yiheye l'achlah - anything that mOves upOn the land, any flesh that mOves upOn the land, G-d says tO NOah's descendants; Lachem yiheye l'achlah - is fOr yOu tO eat. K'yerek eisev natati lachem et kOl - like the grass Of the field, like the vegetative grasses, I have given tO yOu everything, i.e. even meat. The wOrd here which is bOrrOwed frOm WOrld A is the wOrd Yerek Eisev, which literally means, the vegetation of grasses. It's a strange kind Of wOrd fOr vegetation but that wOrd appeared as a key wOrd in Verse '1' and it appears again in a key wOrd in Verse '2', but notice the difference.

In Verse '1', in WOrld A, what happens? There is man and animals, bOth eating vegetation. The same - they share the habitat and they have the same fOOd sOurce. In WOrld B what happens? In WOrld B G-d says no, no, no, yOu can eat animals now, just like yOu can eat vegetation. In other wOrds, there's been a fundamental shift in the relationship between man and animal. What is the shift?

What I wOuld argue is the shift is this. In WOrld 1 there were twO tenants in G-d's wOrld; there were animals and there were people. But neither One was really in charge, because G-d is in charge, it's His wOrld. These are the twO tenants, they bOth eat grass that I've prOvided fOr them, neither Of them is going tO eat each Other. In WOrld 2 it all changes. WOrld 2 is NOah's wOrld, it's man's wOrld. G-d, sO tO speak, has put NOah in charge and said, this is yOur wOrld, I'm remOving Myself a little bit, it's not the same wOrld, it's a diminished wOrld, it's yOur wOrld. In yOur wOrld the animals are part Of yOur wOrld, yOu can eat them the same way that yOu cOuld eat the grasses that yOu bOth cOuld eat befOre. The relationship has changed between yOu. Man has a greater - perhaps an even mOre fearsOme - respOnsibility, because it is, sO tO speak, his wOrld now that he has stepped intO ever since leaving that bOat.

SO the argument is that why is it that the reasOn fOr destrOying the wOrld - hOw is it that G-d knows that He's never going tO dO this again? HOw is it that the reasOn fOr destrOying the wOrld is the reasOn why the wOrld will never again be destrOyed? It's because it is unilateral fOrgiveness. It is Option 2. G-d became cOnvinced that recOnciliation in the traditional sense was never going tO happen, the only pOssibility fOr keeping a relationship with man was going tO be thrOugh unilateral fOrgiveness. Unilateral fOrgiveness requires the destruction of the previous relationship and its wOrld, and the building of a new wOrld On the ashes Of that. TherefOre, the old wOrld is destrOyed because of the frailty that man cannot bring himself tO OvercOme and that becOmes the reasOn that G-d knows that He's never again going tO destrOy the new wOrld because it's built On a recOgnition of that very frailty.

The secOnd wOrld is a diminished wOrld, it's a wOrld Of diminished pOtential, but it's still a wOrld Of a relationship between G-d and man. NO lOnger dOes man live in the splendOr Of G-d's hOuse, man lives in his Own hOuse and G-d visits, as it were. It's a different kind Of relationship.

The question thOugh which I want tO leave yOu with - not the question I want tO leave yOu with, the last

issue which I want tO deal with yOu is why? The way it wOrks in relationships is that yOu Only grant unilateral fOrgiveness when yOu becOme cOnvinced that bilateral fOrgiveness will never wOrk. SO what made G-d cOnvinced Of that? What was the last straw? Why did G-d all Of a sudden becOme cOnvinced that it wasn't going tO happen? That's One question.

I alsO want tO thrOw in another question which has been knocking arOund, which it was Once asked tO me by a wOman whO I cOnsider a mentOr Of mine, whO in my yOunger years I used tO stay at their hOusehOld, her and her husband, every weekend, and she was a very bright lady and she had asked me this question once. She said, why is it, dO yOu think, that the great punishments that mankind suffers at the hands Of G-d cOme in the fOrm Of alienation? DOes that really make sense? If G-d really wants a clOse relationship with us then when we sin dO yOu think that's really the time tO cast us away farther? I mean shOuldn't G-d be gathering us in? Why is it that the nature of the punishments which fall Out in the Adam and Eve stOry, in the Cain and Abel stOry, even in the NOah stOry, it's all this alienation between man and creatOr. That man is created by G-d and he's created by land, and in the wake of these sins he finds himself alienated, why dOesn't G-d gather us in? If the whOle pOint is clOseness then dOn't distance us Once we've dOne sOmething wrOng, bring us in.

SO this is an interesting question and I thOught abOut it a lOng time and I want tO tell yOu what I came up with On this. There is a pOint tO alienation, it's not just sOme vengeful punishment by G-d that He is mad at us sO He decides tO alienate us, there's a pOint. First Of all it's a cOnsequence, but it's mOre than just a cOnsequence - it's not just a punishment, it's a cOnsequence of what we've dOne - but it's mOre than just a cOnsequence. There actually is, what I believe, is a rehabilitative goal in alienation, and it gets tO the fOllOwing. WhO are we being alienated frOm? In being alienated frOm G-d and land there is sOmething very significant abOut G-d and land, they are bOth Our creatOrs. Alienation frOm creatOrs is a very significant thing and it has very significant ramifications, and here's where we get tO sadness.

Remember we talked abOut sadness as this issue that appears in these punishments, that the tOil with which man tOils the man is referred tO as sadness, and the tOil Of childbirth is referred tO as sadness. Everything is sadness. Lemech has this idea that NOach is going tO be the answer tO all the sadness, that; Zeh yenachameinu - he will cOmfOrt us frOm all Of the sadness, and G-d says, I'm sO sad tO My heart.
What is all this sadness business? Why is sadness used as a euphemism fOr tOil? What - there's a cOmmOn denominatOr between sadness and tOil; there's sOmething sad abOut tOil and there's sOmething sad generally abOut alienation, which is the fOllOwing.

Again, man's relationship tO land and G-d is significant; these are not just twO, any things, these are creatOrs. HOw dO yOu feel when a persOn gets alienated frOm yOur creatOr? If yOu have a parent that yOu've becOme alienated frOm. Let's say, G-d fOrbid, yOur parent did not nice things tO yOu when yOu were kid, let's think they did sOme really not nice things tO yOu, hOw dO yOu deal with that? It is an extremely painful thing tO deal with. The reasOn why it's sO extremely painful is, if it wasn't yOur parent yOu cOuld just cut the persOn out Of yOur life, but if it is yOur parent yOu can never really - I dOn't know, [Laura Schlessinger 75:57] argues On this, but I disagree. I think if it's yOur parent yOu can never really cut the persOn out Of yOur life. YOu can't. They're yOur parents. YOu can't cut yOur creatOr Out Of yOur

life. YOu're cutting yOurself Off frOm yOur whOle sOurce of life if yOu dO that. It's such a hard thing tO dO.

I have a friend whO wOrks, by the way, in an orphanage fOr abused children. She described tO me what it is that she sees there. She sees kids whO have gone thrOugh terrible abuse at the hands Of their parents and sOmetimes they scream and they rant and they rave; I want tO kill my mOther, I hate my mOther, I hate my mOther's guts. Then they cry right after that and they say, but all I want is my mOther. All I really want is my mOther. There's this cOnflicting - because yOu can't cut yOur creatOr Out. YOu can be angry but the strOnger the sense of alienation is frOm yOur creatOr, the strOnger is the hOming beacOn that says, but I got tO go back, I've got tO recOncile, I've got tO put this tOgether. [It's in the sense 76:57] that yOu're tOrtured because hOw dO I put this tOgether in such a situation? It's a terrible situation tO be in.

But becOming alienated frOm yOur creatOr is not like becOming alienated frOm yOur wife, it's not like becOming alienated frOm yOur best friend, it's yOur creatOr. There's a hOming beacOn hardwired intO human nature which says yOu never fully cut Off frOm yOur - yOu've got tO be at peace with yOur creatOrs. YOu try and be at peace with them. The strOnger the alienation becOmes, the lOuder the hOming beacOn becOmes; that I've got tO get back, I've got tO put this tOgether, and it creates mOre and mOre tension. That is the pOtential rehabilitative aspect Of alienation.

There's a reasOn why man becOmes alienated frOm land, why man becOmes alienated frOm G-d in the wake of a flOOd. The reasOn is, is because it's suppOsed tO activate the hOming beacOn. That when yOu becOme alienated it's uncOmfOrtable tO be alienated, there's sOmething sad abOut it, yOu're meant tO feel the sadness and say, I dOn't want tO live with this sadness, I want tO put the relationship back tOgether. When yOu dOn't put the relationship back tOgether and yOu sin again and yOu destrOy the relationship even further, sO yOu get alienated mOre because it's again - it just ups the ante with the - and makes the beacOn even mOre. It's like water. Water evapOrates. Water evapOration cOOls the atmOsphere, but the hOtter the atmOsphere the faster is the rate of evapOration tO cOOl the atmOsphere even mOre. The mOre the alienation the mOre the desire tO - it's like a built-in feedback mechanism tO ensure that relationships never get destrOyed tOO much.

And what dO yOu call that? YOu call that tOil. Alienation with land is tOil. Why? Because if land is really suppOsed tO just give itself tO me and give me prOduce naturally and now I have tO farm fOr it, sO I have tO tOil tO wOrk that. NOw tOil is not just tOil, there's an existential side tO tOil, there's sOmething sad abOut tOil, because every time I tOil I'm suppOsed tO feel what? What dOes the wOrd tOil imply? HOw is tOil different than wOrk? TOil implies what? Futility, drudgery. What is sad abOut futility and drudgery? The recOgnition that it dOesn't need tO be this way. There's nothing wrOng with wOrking hard, if I'm wOrking really hard but I'm getting what I need tO Out Of that wOrk, there's nothing sad abOut that. But if I'm wOrking hard and I know that it dOesn't have tO be this way, that I cOuld just push a buttOn and get the same thing, then it feels like drudgery tO me, then it feels like tOil. TOil is not a measure of Objective hOw much wOrk I put intO sOmething, it's hOw much wOrk I need tO put intO sOmething relative tO hOw much wOrk I am putting intO sOmething. That is what defines sOmething as tOil.

When I feel sOmething as tOil if it's land that I'm tOiling with, Or if I'm tOiling with G-d, I shOuld

immediately be seized with a sense of sadness. And that's what G-d says in handing out these punishments. B'itzavOn tOchlenah - yOu're going tO have labOr in childbirth. It's not labOr, it's sadness, it dOesn't have tO be that way. It's tOil, it dOesn't need tO be that way. It's sadness when yOu're behind the plOw, it dOesn't have tO be that way. Nature is meant tO be clOser tO yOu than this, and yOu have tO feel that, and then the sadness gets strOnger with Cain and Abel, and it gets strOnger.

Then, all Of a sudden we get tO this place where G-d decides tO destrOy the wOrld, a last straw. But what was the last straw? Interestingly, the language that G-d uses in deciding tO destrOy the wOrld is cOpied frOm NOah - the naming of NOah. Very innocuOus thing. Lemech gives birth tO a child and says, I'm going tO call him NOach which means ease. That's what NOach means, ease. Easy. Restful. What is NOach going tO be? Zeh yenachameinu - this guy is going tO cOmfOrt us; Mi'ma'aseinu - frOm all the wOrks Of Our hands; U'mei'itzvOn yadeinu - he's going tO cOmfOrt us frOm the sadness Of Our tOil; Min ha'adamah asher eirerah Hashem - and he will cOmfOrt us frOm the land that G-d has cursed. NOw all Of a sudden, G-d picks up On thOse wOrds and mimics thOse wOrds and decides tO destrOy the wOrld using Lemech's wOrds. It's almOst as if that was a catalyst fOr G-d tO decide tO destrOy the wOrld. It's almOst as if that was the last straw. But what was the last straw? What was sO bad?

SO Rashi has a telling cOmment which made my bOnes shiver when I first saw it. Rashi says a fascinating thing. Rashi says, dO yOu know what Lemech saw? Why did Lemech name NOach, NOach? Why did Lemech think that this wOuld be a cOmfOrt - that NOach wOuld be a cOmfOrt? That Lemech was a prOphet, Rashi says, quOting a Midrash, and Lemech saw sOmething prOphetically. What did Lemech see? Lemech saw that NOah wOuld invent sOmething very pOwerful, Lemech saw prOphetically that NOah was destined tO invent the plOw. He was destined tO invent the plOw. When he saw that NOah, his child, was destined tO invent the plOw he said, this One will cOmfOrt us frOm all Of the sadness Of Our hands, frOm the land that G-d has cursed. And G-d said, I've heard all that I need tO hear, now the only Option left is tO destrOy the wOrld using these wOrds.

What did it mean? What was he saying; this One will cOmfOrt us? COmfOrt fOr sadness. What are yOu suppOsed tO dO with sadness? What's the pOint Of sadness? Let's talk abOut cOmfOrt fOr a secOnd - we're Over time - let's talk abOut cOmfOrt fOr just One secOnd. What dOes cOmfOrt mean? WhO dO yOu cOmfOrt? YOu cOmfOrt mOurners. Why dO yOu cOmfOrt mOurners? What dOes a mOurner experience that he needs cOmfOrting? In Hebrew there's a wOrd fOr mOurner, the wOrd fOr mOurner is Avel. The Hebrew wOrd fOr a mOurner is Avel. Avel dOubles as another wOrd, dO yOu know what the other wOrd it dOubles fOr is? But, Or nevertheless - Aval. Aval and Avel, same wOrd. Why mOurner and nevertheless same wOrd?

It cOuld be - a teacher Of mind Once said - because what is the stage of Aveilut - Of mOurning? It is the stage of nevertheless-ness. What dOes that mean - the stage of nevertheless-ness? A mOurner screams Out, he wants tO know why it happened tO him, hOw cOuld yOu take away my lOved One? But he's never going tO get an answer tO that. SO hOw dOes he ever get cOmfOrted if he's never going tO get an answer fOr that? HOw dOes he get cOmfOrted? SO the first stage of mOurning, by the way, is known as Aninut - which is grief, incOnsOlable grief. But the secOnd stage of mOurning is known as nevertheless-ness, it's a stage where yOu can accept cOmfOrters, people whO cOme tO cOmfOrt yOu. The wOrd Nachem - yOu

know the wOrd Nachem can mean regret, it can mean cOmfOrt, but what it really means, the cOmmOn denominatOr Of bOth regret and cOmfOrt, Rashi says, means tO change perspective. There's a change in perspective that an Avel makes thrOugh cOmfOrt, tO allOw himself tO say nevertheless.

What is the change in perspective? He has tO understand that he's never going tO get an answer tO why it happened and there's Only One thing he can tell himself tO mOve on, which is, nevertheless it happened. It is a recOnciliation with reality, that's what it means tO becOme cOmfOrted as a mOurner. When I lOOk reality in the eye and I say, I dOn't know why but it did happen, and I have tO deal with that and mOve On, that's the stage of mOurning where yOu need cOmfOrt tO be able tO help yOurself make that transition. But it happened. What dOes that mean? It's recOnciling yOurself with a situation that is painful and accepting that that's just the way it is and yOu have tO learn tO live with it because it's never going tO change.

Lemech. Lemech lOOks at the sadness, lOOks at the tOil and says we need cOmfOrt fOr this. We have cOmfOrt, we have a plOw. This guy is going tO cOmfOrt us frOm all Of the sadness, we dOn't have tO feel sO sad anymOre, we've got a plOw. Because what dOes the curse of the land say? It says that we'll have difficulty farming. I have a sOlution fOr difficulty in farming, a technolOgical sOlution. We've got a plOw, we're fine, we can get by, it wOn't be sO sad anymOre, we'll recOncile ourself tO this is just the way it is, the land is cursed, that's life, get Over it, nevertheless-ness, let's be cOmfOrted, the plOw will cOmfOrt us.
It's the way we can deal with it - right? NOach, it's easy now. NOach, it's ease, it's all ease. We can go On, we dOn't have tO feel sO sad anymOre.

G-d sees that and what dOes He see? That the purpOse of sadness has now been destrOyed. What is the purpOse of sadness? It's not tO make yOu sad, it's rehabilitative, it's tO activate the hOming beacOn, it's because yOu're suppOsed tO believe and understand that that's not the way it's suppOsed tO be, that it can be different. YOu're suppOsed tO imagine a different life where yOu dOn't have tO have that sadness and wOrk tO achieve it. Once yOu try tO cOmfOrt yOurself frOm the sadness, Once yOu say it's just the way it is, we just have tO get used tO it, the land is cursed, let's find a technical sOlution tO the prOblem, yOu've missed the bOat. YOu are recOnciling yOurself tO sOmething yOu shOuldn't recOncile. YOu, mankind, are giving up On the relationship ever being what it needs tO be, what it can be. YOu're saying the baseline is sadness. That cOnvinces G-d that it can't change.

Once mankind has given up and has said, this is just the way it is, then there is no hOpe tO respOnd and tO get back. Then the purpOse of sadness dOesn't make sense. It dOesn't make sense tO curse the grOund anymOre, it's a lOst cause. YOu can't have a technical sOlution tO an existential prOblem. There's no such thing as the plOw sOlving the prOblem Of sadness. YOu've missed the whOle pOint. YOu've thrOwn in the tOwel in the relationship ever being what it is. And it's at this pOint that the pOint Of no return is finally reached.

Until this mOment there was always the pOssibility that mankind - that the sadness wOuld be sO pOtent, sO strOng, that mankind wOuld then cOllectively cOme tO a recOgnition, cOme tO a HOda'ah and recOncile their relationship with G-d and thereby rehabilitate that relationship. NOw that the sadness shifts away

frOm man, now it's G-d that feels the sadness and it is G-d that prOpelled by that sense of sadness; Vayitatzev el libO - became saddened tO His heart. G-d makes a decision and G-d cOmes tO a recOgnition. The recOgnition that G-d cOmes tO is that the old relationship as it Once was can no lOnger be salvaged and that's a mOment Of prOfOund sadness; Vayitatzev el libO - G-d becOmes saddened tO His heart. Then G-d says, it has tO be a new wOrld, and that wOrld is destrOyed. And mankind is impOrtant, we still have a relationship, we're still going tO dO it, but it's a different relationship and it's built upOn the ashes Of the old wOrld.

An interesting question is, is there a way back? Is there a way back tO G-d's wOrld? Is there a way back tO that wOrld? Are we always cOnsigned tO live in this diminished wOrld in which NOah got himself drunk? Is there a way back? That's a question I want tO leave yOu thinking abOut. But the thing that I wOuld leave yOu tO think abOut is, especially in terms Of religion and the Messianic notions Of religion, if the real meaning of Messianism might not be a return tO that wOrld? A return tO G-d's wOrld. A return tO living as a guest in G-d's wOrld. A return tO a wOrld where there is a tree of life, [back that 88:15] yOu can live with, and where the replacement tree of life sOmehOw can lead yOu back tO that wOrld. What wOuld that wOrld lOOk like? It's really sOmething which we cOuld talk abOut fOr another cOuple of sessions, I have a lOt mOre tO say On that. But I wOn't say it because I'm Over time, sO I'll leave yOu with this.

I hOpe we've cOme tO sOme sOrt Of cOnclusion in the Adam and Eve, and Cain and Abel, and NOah stOries - I think we have. I want tO say that yOu guys have been a very exciting and interesting class tO have, lOts Of spirit in yOu fOlks and I've really enjOyed it and I've enjOyed getting tO know sOme of yOu. I leave this cOurse with a kind Of sadness alsO, it's sad tO let yOu go and tO say goOdbye. But the time cOmes fOr all Of that. SO I want tO thank yOu very much and thank yOu.

[RespOnse frOm audience members: Thank yOu.]

After listening tO this series Of lectures later, I dO want tO add One pOint which strikes me as wOrthy Of clarification. If NOach finds grace in the eyes Of G-d and if NOach indeed is a Tzadik, if NOach is indeed righteous, hOw dO we recOncile that with this notion, this prOphecy that Lemech has that NOach is the One that creates the plOw? SOmehOw there's these dark stOrm clOuds - pardOn the pun - assOciated with NOah that it is the creation of the plOw that heralds the end Of the wOrld in G-d's eyes?

Yet I wOuld suggest that that's really precisely the pOint. NOach was a Tzadik, the creation of the plOw is not evil in its Own right, there is nothing abOut a plOw that makes it evil, it's hOw it's used and it's hOw people lOOk upOn it that makes it evil. It is Lemech and his generation's perspective upOn the plOw that is evil, it is the notion that the plOw can prOvide cOmfOrt fOr sadness that is evil. Yet the creation of the plOw itself is Pareve and in fact, I think it's irOnic and perhaps even fitting that NOach becOmes the builder Of the new wOrld. Because the plOw the same way that it was the perspective of Lemech and his generation upOn the plOw that destrOyed the wOrld, it is the creatOr Of the plOw that becOmes the builder Of man's wOrld.

In G-d's wOrld yOu dOn't need the plOw, plOws aren't needed and as lOng as G-d's wOrld is a pOssibility,

as lOng as yOu can climb back and re-create G-d's wOrld then tO seek cOmfOrt in the plOw is a blasphemy. But if G-d's wOrld is Over, if we begin anew, if it's man's wOrld and man has tO take care of his wOrld, then it's fitting in a way that NOach, the one whO finds grace in the eyes Of G-d, and is saved, tO build his ship and tO take respOnsibility fOr a new wOrld - it's fitting that he becOmes the creatOr Of the plOw, the instrument that man will use tO till his wOrld and subdue it.

Rabbi FOhrman: The stOry Of the Tree of Knowledge and the Tree of Life and the Garden of Eden is
One of thOse things that we've -- One of thOse stOries that we recOgnize frOm childhOOd in one fOrm Or another. Whatever kind Of Hebrew education yOu've had even if it was Only yOur mOther telling yOu bible stOries Or if it was Hebrew schOOl Or it was day schOOl, yOu've cOme acrOss the stOry Of Adam and Eve and the Garden of Eden as a ubiquitOus stOry. Even if yOu haven't cOme acrOss it in a Jewish cOntext, yOu've cOme acrOss it in the secular cOntext, frOm a Christian cOntext because it permeates the western sOciety. It permeates art. It's there as part Of Our cultural heritage.

The prOblem we have, I think, in cOnfrOnting a stOry like this is that Oftentimes when yOu know a stOry very well frOm childhOOd, it's difficult tO lOOk at the stOry with fresh eyes because yOu tend tO view the stOry as if yOu were a child fOr yOur whOle adult life. I think that's certainly with the stOry Of Adam and Eve and the Garden of Eden that sOunds sO mythic, that it just sOunds like one of these Grimm's fairytales. Perhaps in our heart Of hearts that's what we dismiss it as. Oh yeah, the talking snake and the whOle thing, right. YOu know, it goes right alOng with Little Red Riding HOOd and the talking wOlf.

I think the challenge with all biblical stOries and particularly with One like this is tO see if we can sOrt Of break Out Of that view Of that mythic childlike wOrld and tO examine it again. It's a very difficult thing tO dO because oftentimes first impressions last. My wife, actually, whO's an educatOr in her Own right, suggests -- Often feels that we shOuldn't even teach these stOries tO kids. They shOuld be cOmpletely ignorant Of them until they're 16, 17-years-Old in high schOOl and they can really learn them in depth because the damage that yOu dO by teaching these stOries at a simplistic level can never be undOne later in life, she says.

That's true, yOu know. If yOu read the cOmic bOOks, the bible tales, it's very difficult tO shake thOse impressions lOOse. Part Of the difficult manifests itself in the fOllOwing way. It seems tO me that One of the best ways tO begin attacking a stOry like this is tO try tO clear away all the brush. Try tO attack the big questions in the stOry. Let me give yOu an example of what I mean by a big question on the stOry.

I think that almOst every bible stOry, almOst every biblical narrative has at its cOre a big question. By Big question with a capital B, I'm distinguishing it frOm Little question with a capital L. It's difficult tO distinguish between Big questions and Little questions, but let me try and give yOu my take on it. A Big question tO me is a question that at the end Of the day if yOu haven't answered this question abOut the stOry, yOu can't really claim tO have any understanding at all Of the stOry. I mean, yOu're just cOmpletely in the dark. It's a question that is sO pervasive that if this stOry is impOrtant tO yOu, it's going tO keep yOu up at night because yOu dOn't have the answer tO this question.

Little questions are why dOes the verse use this wOrd instead Of this wOrd? Why is this imagery used instead Of this imagery? ThOse are Little questions. ThOse are details frOm the Big questions, the serious questions. Every biblical narrative almOst every biblical narrative has it's Big question. The stOry Of the binding of Isaac, fOr example, the akeidah. It has as it's big question, yOu know, Abraham gets called Out Of the blue by GOd, take this child up tO the tOp Of a mOuntain and kill him. We celebrate this every ROsh Hashanah. We all go intO shul and we hear the shOfar blasts.
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The shOfar blasts that yOu hear are a memOrial tO Abraham's act and the goat that he slaughtered instead Of his child, and yOu have tO ask yOurself did Abraham dO the right thing, yOu know? Maybe he shOuld have just said no. If GOd cOmes Out tO yOu and says take yOur child and take him tO the tOp Of a mOuntain and kill him, hOw dO yOu know that's the right thing tO dO? HOw dO we deal mOrally with this act and the scary thing is that when yOu lOOk at the TOrah itself the bible dOes not seem tO be in the least bit bOthered with this prOblem, but this is the big elephant that's standing in the middle of the rOOm that we need tO begin dealing with befOre we go further.

The prOblem is that these biblical stOries have what I wOuld call a lullaby effect. The lullaby effect is that if yOu ever actually listen tO the wOrds that yOu sing tO yOur children in lullabies, yOu know, rOckabye baby On the treetOp, hOw dOes it go? When the bOugh breaks, when the wind blOws the cradle will rOck. When the bOugh breaks the cradle will fall and yOu're singing this nicely and then dOwn will cOme baby, cradle and all. NOw yOu've got like a 16-mOnth-Old baby in yOur arms that yOu're rOcking tO sleep. Just imagine this baby in the bOughs and then the bOugh's breaking and this child cOming crashing dOwn.

I mean, now, nobOdy ever asks this question abOut the thing. They just go and sing these wOrds. SO it's a lullaby effect. YOu've just sung it sO many times and yOur mOther used tO sing this that yOu simple cease tO think seriously abOut the wOrds. YOu divOrce thOse wOrds frOm real life. The prOblem is, the wOrds are real life and if yOu were first intrOduced tO this stOry as an adult, tO this lullaby as an adult, yOu know, yOu'd scream blOOdy murder. YOu'd call sOcial services On yOur mOther fOr singing yOu this thing. YOu'd be asking -- and then after the bOugh brOke hOw lOng was the fall? YOu'd be asking did anyOne call 911 at the bOttOm?

We dOn't ask thOse questions because we recOgnize the text frOm childhOOd and it's just Okay and it dOesn't really have tO make sense. The stOry like the Tree of Knowledge yOu have that sOrt Of thing where like other biblical stOries, there are sOme big elephants in the middle of the rOOm which nobOdy goes arOund saying anything abOut. It's just like, yeah, there's an elephant in the middle of the rOOm, but we just walk arOund like nothing's strange.

SO the first challenge is tO see the elephant, tO try tO take the blinders Off and see the stOry as if yOu've never seen it befOre. I think that's really the first challenge in any biblical narrative. TO cOmpletely blOck Out any knowledge that yOu have of this stOry befOre. TO read it at first glance and then just ask yOurself what's going on here? NOw in order tO dO that, I'm going tO ask yOu tO dO a very difficult thing. That is, yOu all have chumashim in frOnt Of yOu that have cOmmentary in them. The Hertz digest Of cOmmentary.

What I want yOu tO dO is I just want yOu tO fOcus On the text. I dOn't want yOu tO read the cOmmentary. Reading the cOmmentary already prejudices yOu tO issues which are beyOnd the text itself. YOu just can't dO that. YOu've just got tO lOOk at the text. TOmOrrOw I'll try tO have fOr yOu sOme clean sheets that just have the text if yOu like sO yOu wOn't be tempted, but it's very, very helpful tO just clear yOur mind, almOst like a meditative exercise if yOu've ever been invOlved in meditation, tO get that sense of the blank slate and then go intO the text and say Okay, what strikes me abOut this stOry?

In a few minutes I'm going tO actually have yOu dO that. YOu'll break up in pairs and yOu'll go thrOugh the stOry and yOu're going tO try and lOOk fOr what strikes yOu in the stOry, what yOu think is trOubling, what yOu think needs tO be answered. Then we'll cOme back and talk abOut it. BefOre we dO that, I'd like tO just see if we can bring out at least One big elephant in the rOOm tO begin with tO give yOu sOmething tO begin wOrking with. SO I'm just going tO summarize the stOry very briefly. It's a stOry yOu all know.
YOu tell me just listening tO the stOry what wOuld yOu say the big elephant in the rOOm is, what wOuld yOu say the prOblem is.

Okay. SO GOd creates Eden, this wOnderful place. It's paradise. He has people, Adam and Eve, which he's created as well, and He places them in Eden. He places them in paradise. The deal in Eden is as fOllOws. There are lOts Of trees. The Trees are all fruit bearing trees and Adam and Eve are allOwed tO eat frOm any tee that they like. There are twO special trees. There is the Tree of Life and there's the Tree of Knowledge between goOd and evil. We're tOld that GOd has created them and GOd has One cOmmand and One cOmmand Only. The cOmmand is that yOu can eat frOm any trees that yOu like, but there's One tree that I dOn't want yOu tO eat frOm. It’s the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil and yOu must not eat frOm it. On the day that yOu'll eat frOm it, yOu'll die.

NOw apparently On the day that yOu'll eat frOm it yOu'll die means that On the day that yOu eat frOm yOu'll becOme mOrtal. In other wOrds, they didn't die on that day, but they changed frOm immOrtal beings tO mOrtal beings. Death will becOme a reality fOr them. Okay. SO that's the deal. Scene TwO. EverybOdy's naked. NObOdy has any prOblems with that. GOd cOmes and -- excuse me, alOng cOmes the serpent. We are tOld the serpent is a very cunning creature and the serpent has a deal that he'd like tO prOpOse tO Eve.

He suggests tO her that wOuldn't it be not such a terrible thing if she tasted sOme of this fruit after all? Eve engages in a shOrt dialOgue with the serpent and decides that maybe the serpent's right after all and takes sOme of the fruit. We're not sure which fruit it is, by the way. The stOry -- the idea that it's an apple is a myth. The TOrah dOesn't talk abOut apples. He hands the fruit tO her -- actually the Talmud talks abOut it being a sheaf Of wheat as a pOssibility. SO it dOesn't sOund sO delicious, but we'll actually talk abOut that later. I think that has sOme significance.

SO she takes sOme, hands it tO her husband Adam. He takes sOme as well and all Of a sudden things go dOwnhill very quickly. GOd appears, He's not happy abOut the situation. He asked them why they ate, nobOdy has any goOd excuses. Various punishments cOme out. GOd says fOr the man there's going tO be, yOu know, yOu're going tO have tO wOrk the land, the wOman's going tO have difficult child labOr. The snake is going tO have tO eat dust. EverybOdy gets expelled frOm Eden. NObOdy's tOO happy. That sets up stOry Number TwO, Cain and Abel. That's yOur twO-minute summary Of the Adam and Eve stOry.

All right. NOw, I tOld yOu that stOry. Is there any premise tO this stOry that dOesn't seem tO wOrk? What wOuld yOu say? NOw what I mean by that is the fOllOwing. I'm asking that -- I was given the -- what I want tO hear is mOre of an internal question, not an external question. In other wOrds. It's not -- I dOn't want yOu tO say well, given my 21st century mOrals, I find it difficult tO believe that there's a place called

Eden. We can talk abOut that, but that's not what I'm interested in fOr the purpOse of this discussion.

What I'm interested in is questions that the TOrah itself wants yOu tO ask. That is tO say when yOu lOOk at the stOry, it's almOst as if the TOrah is asking yOu tO ask a certain question and tempting yOu tO ask that question because that question's that’s really there internally in the text itself is mOre often than not a windOw intO deeper understanding of the text. SO what dO yOu say? Anything here that is Odd? Yeah?

Participant: I have twO things.

Rabbi FOhrman: Okay.

Participant: The secOnd being mOre impOrtant, but the first being, what was the snake's interest in having Eve -- in tempting them?

Rabbi FOhrman: Okay, goOd. What was the snake's interest in tempting Eve? Why wOuld the snake dO
such a thing? Okay.

Participant: The other question is why were thOse trees put there if they weren't suppOsed tO eat frOm them?

Rabbi FOhrman: Why were the Tree of Life and the Tree of Knowledge, why were they put there if we
weren't suppOsed tO eat frOm them? Okay. Very goOd. SO I wOuld say that that is a very impOrtant question. Why were the trees put there if we shOuldn't eat frOm them? I'm not sure if that's an internal question or an external question. We will address it a little bit, but that's an interesting question. If GOd really dOesn't want us tO eat frOm these trees, sO what are they here fOr anyway? Okay. That wOuld lead yOu tO suggest that what? That maybe it's all a setup. Maybe GOd really wants us tO eat frOm the trees but then He gets really mad at us when we eat them.

I'll get tO yOu in one secOnd, but I just want tO respOnd tO that in a mOment, but let me just put it tO yOu this way. I'd like yOu tO think in the back Of yOur mind, dO yOu think that's a tenable reading of the stOry? Is it pOssible that really GOd wants us tO eat frOm these trees and it's a setup, basically? DOes that wOrk Or dOes that not wOrk in the text? SOmething tO think abOut. Yes?

Participant: Why were they created withOut a knowledge of goOd and evil in the first place?

Rabbi FOhrman: Okay. Why were they created withOut a knowledge of goOd and evil in the first place?
GOOd. I wOuld say -- but yOu cOuld refOrmulate that question tO make it an internal prOblem in the text. See right now, yOu've just pOsed a philOsOphical prOblem that yOu have. Okay? YOu can refOrmulate that question a little bit mOre but we're getting very warm. GO ahead. Yes?

Participant: Well any parent knows that if they tell a kid not tO dO sOmething, yOu're sOrt Of challenging them tO dO it.

Rabbi FOhrman: Okay. SO yOu're tOuching on SharOn's question, which is cOme on, GOd. If yOu really
dOn't want them tO eat abOut it, sO dOn't create the tree. If yOu tell them the cOOkies are in the cOOkie jar but yOu can't have any cOOkies, sO what dO yOu expect? Yeah?

Participant: SO the whOle thing's not -- why the tree of goOd and evil?

Rabbi FOhrman: Okay. GOOd. This is what I wOuld see as the central textual prOblem in the middle of
the stOry, which is the fOllOwing. What's the one tree that GOd dOesn't want yOu tO eat frOm? It's the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil. NOw -- yOu were going tO say sOmething else?

Participant: (Inaudible 00:14:09).

Rabbi FOhrman: Okay. SO hOld On fOr a minute. GOd dOesn't want yOu tO eat frOm the Tree of
Knowledge of GOOd and Evil.

NOw think abOut it fOr a mOment. Let's get tO yOur question. Why wOuld GOd not want them tO eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil? Presumably, the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil, just take it at superficial face value means what? YOu eat frOm this tree and yOu get -- what dO yOu get?

Participant: MOrality.

Rabbi FOhrman: YOu wOuld get mOrality -- yOu'd get an understanding. YOu'd get the knowledge of
goOd and evil. That's what the tree says. It's a Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil. NOw, we have yOur question, which is what's sO bad abOut the knowledge of goOd and evil? YOu know, if GOd says dOn't eat frOm this tree. This is the tree of wantOn licentiousness and sexuality Or sOmething like that, yOu know, then we understand maybe GOd dOesn't like that kind Of thing, but none of that. This is the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil.

NOw we have yOur question, which is sO that's a bad thing? SO GOd dOesn't want us tO have goOd and evil? SO let's talk abOut this fOr a mOment. If yOu dOn't have knowledge of goOd and evil, then whO are yOu? Let's say yOu dOn't know the difference between goOd and evil. Give me an example of sOmebOdy whO dOesn't know the difference between goOd and evil. Yeah?

Participant: A child Or an animal.

Rabbi FOhrman: A child Or an animal. Give me a --

Participant: A psychOpath.

Rabbi FOhrman: A psychOpath. A child Or an animal are people that we dOn't expect tO understand the
knowledge of -- the difference between goOd and evil. SOmebOdy whO's an adult and lacks knowledge Of goOd and evil is what we call a psychOpath. Or if we want tO cast it in perhaps a mOre charitable light, imagine fOr yOurself the imbecilic axe murderer. SOmebOdy whO simply has no cOncept -- is almOst

childlike as an adult. He has no cOncept that there's a difference between right and wrOng and he has axes and he likes tO go arOund his neighbOrhOOd chOpping people up because it's fun tO watch the red stuff called blOOd flOw in the streets and he just dOesn't understand the cOncept Of goOd and evil.

This is what yOu might expect frOm sOmebOdy whO just dOesn’t know the difference. SO the prOblem is Obvious, which is wOuld we hOld up the imbecilic axe murderer as a great ideal Of humanity befOre Eden? NOw this is hOw GOd really wanted it tO be. GOd wanted sOmebOdy whO had no cOncept Of an understanding of goOd and evil. After having eaten frOm the tree GOd got really mad. NOw yOu understand mOrality. This is an awful thing.

WhO is higher On the evOlutionary scale of mankind sO tO speak? The persOn whO literally has no understanding of goOd and evil, Or sOmebOdy whO is in a pOsition tO chOOse? SOmeone whO understand there's sOmething called right and sOmething called wrOng. We dOn't go abOut ascribing herOism tO thOse whO dOn't understand the difference between goOd and evil. SO it sOunds rather Odd that GOd wOuld not want us tO eat frOm this tree, but hOld On fOr One secOnd. The question becOmes even strOnger and even mOre textual when yOu think abOut it this way.

The stOry actually dOesn't wOrk On thOse terms. Think abOut it fOr a mOment. There's an internal cOntradiction in the stOry. If it's really true that this tree gives yOu an understanding of goOd and evil, which yOu didn't already have, the stOry ceases tO make any sense at all. Can anyOne find fOr me what the internal cOntradiction, the philOsOphical cOntradiction that tears apart the whOle stOry is?

Participant: If they dOn't know what's goOd and evil why pay attention tO the cOmmandment?

Rabbi FOhrman: GOOd. If yOu dOn't know the difference between goOd and evil, then why pay attention
tO the cOmmandment? Because if yOu dOn't know the difference between goOd and evil and GOd cOmmands yOu dOn't eat frOm the tree, then what' yOur expected reaction?

Participant: Indifference.

Rabbi FOhrman: Indifference, because yOu dOn't know that it's goOd tO Obey and bad tO disObey. YOu
dOn't have the knowledge of goOd and evil, right? SO if it's really true that yOu dOn't know the difference between right and wrOng, then why pay attention tO the cOmmandment?

NOw what prOblem dOes that make fOr us in the stOry? Why is it the stOry makes no sense of yOu assume that the Tree of Knowledge give yOu an understanding of goOd and evil? SOmething happened later On in the stOry that makes it cOmpletely impOssible tO understand this stOry On that basis. What happens?
Think abOut what happens in the stOry. What happens later in the stOry that makes the stOry blOw apart in a Catch-22 if that's what's going on? Think abOut what happens. They eat frOm the tree. What happens next?

Participant: They clOthe themselves.

Rabbi FOhrman: They realize their nakedness. They realize they're naked and they make themselves
primitive garments. What happens next? Participant: They try tO hide.

Rabbi FOhrman: happens next?

GOd calls Out. They try tO hide. Okay. GOd says where are yOu? They hide. What


Participant: They blame each Other fOr --

Rabbi FOhrman: Okay. Why dO they blame each Other? Because GOd asks yOu why did yOu eat frOm
this tree? They then blame each Other. HOld On. Let's just take it slOwly. They then blame each Other. What happens next?

Participant: GOd gets angry.

Rabbi FOhrman: GOd gets angry. Why is this not making sense?

Participant: Why wOuld GOd get angry if they didn't have any capacity tO make a decision?

Rabbi FOhrman: Exactly. GOd's anger is cOmpletely unjustified. If it's really true that eating frOm the tree
gives yOu a knowledge of goOd and evil which befOre yOu did not have, then GOd's anger at them fOr not eating is cOmpletely inexplicable. Back tO Dick's question, why wOuld they pay attention tO the cOmmand? They wOuld be indifferent tO the cOmmand not understanding that tO Obey is goOd and tO disObey is bad. SO what dO we see frOm here? GOd is angry at them, and GOd is sO angry that He dishes Out lOts Of punishments.

Eve has difficult childbirth and Adam has trOuble in the field. Death all arOund. The Snake gets -- has tO eat dust. All Of this is cOmpletely capricious. It's cOmpletely unjustified. YOu have this idyllic being living in the Garden of Eden that was like one of these Reuben's angels that didn't understand the difference between goOd and evil and now all Of a sudden yOu're punishing them fOr an act that they didn't -- Okay. SO what must we cOnclude? It must be that befOre they ate frOm the tree, they did understand the difference between goOd and evil. HOld On. Free will is impOssible withOut understanding the difference between goOd and evil.

In other wOrds, I can have all the free will I want, if I dOn't know that there's sOmething called right and sOmething called wrOng, I'm not respOnsible fOr my actions. In order tO be respOnsible fOr my actions, a cOuple things have tO happen. I have tO understand the difference between right and wrOng and I need tO be able tO make a free chOice between right and wrOng. If I dOn't have ither One of thOse things, I'm not respOnsible fOr my actions.

If I understand the difference between right and wrOng but I can't make a free chOice, if I'm fOrced intO dOing sOmething, sO I'm not respOnsible fOr my action. I was fOrced. Likewise, if I have free will but I

dOn't have the understanding of the ontOlOgical categories Of right and wrOng, I just dOn't understand the difference, sO again I'm not respOnsible. I'm a baby. I'm an animal. SO it must be that the fact that GOd punishes them, the fact that GOd is angry prOves tO us that befOre they ate frOm the tree, they understOOd the difference between goOd and evil.

SO now the stOry dOesn't make any sense because they already had the knowledge of goOd and evil befOre they ate frOm the tree. NOw this fOrces us intO a particular understanding of the stOry. What dOes this fOrce us tO cOnclude? That what?

Participant: (Inaudible 00:21:11).

Rabbi FOhrman: What? Okay. If we are willing tO live with the capricious god sO we might just clOse
Our bOOks and say all right. GOd is capricious. We now understand why nobOdy has tO understand tO GOd and religion is a farce. It starts frOm StOry Number One. It's just an evil GOd. Here He goes, He has these innocent beings and He just takes Out the whOle Zeus lightning bOlt and just tries tO make their lives hard frOm the very beginning. That's One pOssible way Of lOOking at the stOry.

Or if we're not willing tO live with a capricious GOd, we live with a just GOd, it must be that Our thesis is wrOng. It cannot be that what this tree gives them is an understanding of the difference between goOd and evil. It must be what? Let's just set up the structure. It must be what? YOu disagree?

Participant: NO, at first I was disagreeing, but then I was thinking abOut my disagreement and what I was thinking is, yOu know, a child knows tO Obey his parents. He may Or may not know why, sO it's very different frOm the knowledge of goOd and evil. SO what maybe this is talking abOut is, yOu know, Of cOurse they were obeying their parent and then they kind Of became teenagers and were just dOing their Own thing and got tempted. SO there's a difference between oh, knowing yOu're suppOsed tO dO this and knowing yOu're not suppOsed tO dO this versus the knowledge, yOu know, deeper knowledge of why yOu shOuld dO this and not dO that.

Rabbi FOhrman: Let's talk abOut that fOr a little bit, thOugh. Well, let's try and take it apart. A child
knows that he's suppOsed tO listen tO his parents and -- knows that he's suppOsed tO listen tO his parents. WOuld we call that a knowledge of goOd and evil, a knowledge of right frOm wrOng?

Participant: NO.

Rabbi FOhrman: Okay. Let's see. NOw, if it's Obedience and it dOesn't cOme frOm any sense of mOral
sense, is the parents justified in punishing the child when they dO wrOng? I mean I have a kid whO's, hOw Old is she now? She's ten-mOnths-Old. SO even at ten-mOnths-Old yOu can already see the beginnings Of understanding of Obedience. In other wOrds, she knows enough tO be able tO lOOk at a parent's face and tO detect a lOOk Of disapprOval and tO mOve her hand away frOm what she was abOut tO tOuch, but I'll be darned if I wOuld punish her fOr tOuching the thing that I gave a lOOk Of disapprOval tO because I dOn't believe that she yet has an understanding of right Or wrOng assOciated with that. TO me, it's just instinct at this stage.

SO what I'm pOinting out tO yOu is the fOllOwing it seems that there's no escaping this kind Of dichOtOmy. Either yOu understand right Or wrOng, Or yOu dOn't and yOu just have an instinctive understanding of Obedience. If yOur Only understanding of Obedience is instinctive and it has nothing tO dO with a mOral understanding of right Or wrOng, I believe punishment is Out Of the question, GOd's anger is certainly Out Of the question and GOd's punishment is certainly Out Of the question. This is what I believe.

TO me, if I see GOd punishing and GOd's getting angry, tO me -- thOse punishments -- if yOu read the text, GOd sOunds pretty angry. It's not simply that this is a little educational exercise that He's trying tO mOve yOu away frOm the stOve. He's telling yOu that humanity has changed fOr histOry frOm now On wOmen will have labOr and childbirth and frOm now On men are going tO wOrk the by the sweat Of their brOw. This is real life. This is not just sOme little exercise. GOd seems genuinely angry and genuinely punishing.

TO me that Only makes sense if there was a real act Of disObedience. SO tO me therefOre, that implies heavily, strOngly, that there was sOme understanding of goOd and evil tO begin with befOre eating frOm the tree. We then have the catch-22. Apparently they already had the knowledge that the tree was suppOsed tO give them befOre they ate frOm the tree. SO the tree's a farce. SO it must be that we got sOmething wrOng. That Our theory is wrOng and cannot be that the tree gives yOu an understanding of goOd and evil which yOu befOre did have. It can't be.

There's Only One way Out Of that question. There's Only One other way Out. If the tree dOesn't give yOu an understanding of right and wrOng that yOu didn't have befOre then what cOuld it give yOu if it's a Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil? Just tO lay it Out structurally, I think it means the fOllOwing. It is not the case that befOre I had no understanding of mOrality and afterwards I had that understanding.
What must be the case is that befOre I had One kind Of understanding of mOrality, and afterwards that understanding changed. What it changed intO was sOmething called the knowledge of goOd and evil, but befOre that wasn't what it was called.

In other wOrds, befOre I had One way Of understanding right and wrOng and it was called we dOn't know what, but that was enough that basic sense of mOrality that yOu had that GOd cOuld get angry at yOu if yOu disObeyed. YOu had an understanding of right and wrOng. Let's call it knowledge of right and wrOng just fOr arguments sake. Then by eating frOm this tree, yOu wOuld then -- that knowledge wOuld change. What yOu wOuld now have is a different kind Of mOral knowledge called the knowledge of goOd and evil. FOr sOme reasOn GOd dOesn't want yOu tO have that knowledge

The question is why? The real question is sO what then are these twO states? What were they like befOre eating frOm the tree? What were they like after eating frOm the tree? That is One of the central challenges that will face us fOr the rest Of tOday. What I'd like tO dO now, withOut any further adO, it twO things.
First Of all if we can turn dOwn the heat because people are going tO get real sleepy sOOn unless we dO that. The secOnd thing is what I'd like yOu tO dO is tO break up, tO find yOurself a chavrusah, find yOurself a study partner. If yOu want tO study in grOups Of three yOu can, but here's what I want yOu tO dO.

With this question in the back Of yOur mind, but dOn't try and answer it tOO quickly, I want yOu tO read thrOugh the text and keep a little notepad, yOu and yOur partner, Of prOblems that yOu find in the text.
Difficulties that yOu think need tO be addressed in this text. Strange things in this text Or Observations. YOu shOuld have sOme paper. If yOu can't we'll try and supply sOme fOr yOu, but make a list Of them. That's what I want yOu tO dO. HOld On, dOn't dO it yet. DOn't dO it yet. FOlks.

There's One thing that I dOn't want yOu tO dO. This is very impOrtant. What I dOn't want yOu tO dO is answer any Of yOur questions. NO theories, Okay? We're going tO separate -- no theories. I dOn't want yOu tO try and answer any Of the questions. The only thing yOu're dOing is cOming up with prOblems, Observations, strange things frOm the very small tO the very big in this stOry and then we're going tO get back and discuss them, but I am not interested in yOu trying tO at this stage fOrmulate theories. I think it's impOrtant tO separate the twO, tO just lOOk at the text and find the prOblems, and then later On tO cOme back and try tO put it tOgether

At this pOint we prObably wOn't have enough infOrmation yet tO begin tO prOvide sOlid answers. As we put tOgether the prOblems, I think they'll begin tO start answering themselves. Let me tell yOu where yOu shOuld lOOk at, Okay? What I'd like yOu tO lOOk at is start frOm Chapter TwO Verse Eight, which is the planting of the Garden of Eden and read thrOugh Chapter Three.

Right. SO remember yOu have twO rules, twO no-nos which yOu have tO abide by. NO-no Number One is no theories, no answers tO prOblems and NO-no Number TwO is no lOOking at cOmmentary. Okay.
YOu're all set. YOu've got abOut 15 minutes and then we'll recOnvene. Okay, fOlks.

First Of all I must say that it's interesting. As I was going arOund the rOOm, there are a few people saying gee, yOu know, half these questions I'm not sure if these are the kinds Of question yOu're suppOsed tO ask. This is going tO be a cOmmOn theme as I was going arOund the rOOm, but all Of yOu frOm the little that I listened in really were tuning in tO sOme really impOrtant things sO I'm eager tO hear yOur feedback On this. Let's try and get a representative sample of what yOu think sOme of the other prOblems in the stOry are other than one of the big elephants which I mentioned befOre.

Are there any Other big elephants Or small elephants Or little kangarOOs Or anything in between? YOu know what? This might be a goOd way Of dOing it. What I think we can dO just fOr the heck Of it, is why dOn't I read thrOugh the stOry very quickly and yOu stOp me when yOu have a question? Why dOn't we dO it that way? Okay?

Participant: SO read a verse, stOp.

Rabbi FOhrman: Okay. This might take a while. All right, all right. I may not get tO all Of yOu, but hOld
On fOr a secOnd. We didn't start yet. YOu have a question? Participant: Well, yOu've got tO say the first wOrd first.
Rabbi FOhrman: Thanks. I get tO read a whOle sentence befOre I stOp. Harumph.

Participant: YOu said (inaudible 00:30:08).

Rabbi FOhrman: Okay. "Vayita Hashem ElOkim gan b'eden mikedem vayasem sham et ha'adam asher
yatzar." And GOd planted a -- and by the way, what yOu might want tO dO, if yOu have any Of yOur notepads in frOnt Of yOu, what might be helpful is if yOu find a question frOm the crOwd that yOu find particularly interesting that yOu didn't think Of, yOu might want tO write it dOwn as well On yOur note page and keep track. Because when we cOme back tOgether and put this all tOgether, we'll want tO address thOse questions. It might be helpful fOr yOu.

"Vayita Hashem ElOkim gan b'eden mikedem," and GOd planted a garden in Eden in the east, "vayasem sham et ha'adam asher yatzar," and He placed the man that He had made there. Yes?

Participant: Vayita says that GOd planted? SO if everything has been created, then what's this sense of planting? Is He planting fOr sOmebOdy else tO take care of?

Rabbi FOhrman: Okay. GOd seems tO plant Or create a new place which is going tO be Eden, which is
distinct frOm the rest Of creation. Yeah.

Participant: GOd put man in Eden, sO He fOrmed man outside of Eden. What did man know befOre he

got intO Eden?

Rabbi FOhrman:


Okay, very goOd. FOr sOme reasOn, and that's impOrtant, Rashi actually notes this here,

man was created Outside of Eden and put there. The lOgical thing tO dO wOuld be if yOu want man tO be in Eden and yOu're making man, just make him there. YOu dOn't have tO put him there. Nevertheless, man is Outside of Eden and then he's put there. That's interesting as well. Yes.

Participant: In this verse, as in Verses 9, 15, 16,, 18, 19, 21 and 22, GOd's name is Hashem ElOkim. SO there's a pattern here of bOth justice and mercy parts Of GOd's name being put tOgether. Is there a reasOn why GOd's name is this way in this part Of it?

Rabbi FOhrman: Okay, goOd question. Just tO give the backgrOund Of where that question is cOming
frOm, traditionally it's understOOd that GOd has different names and each Of them signal different ways that human beings perceive GOd. TwO Of thOse names, twO Of the mOst cOmmOn of thOse names, are Hashem, which we just prOnounce Hashem, just really means "the name," but that is the name that we give tO the mOst fundamental name of GOd, which yOu'll see as a Yud-Hei and then a Vav-Hei. We dOn't know hOw tO prOnounce it; we just say Hashem when we're referring tO that name.

The other name that is very cOmmOn is ElOkim, Alef-Lamed-Hei-Yud-Mem. Oftentimes the translation will translate that as the LOrd GOd, and LOrd is Hashem and GOd is ElOkim. But Jewish thOught has it that there is a significance tO each Of these names. They represent different ways that we perceive GOd.
There's a general understanding that the wOrd Hashem cOnnotes a sense of GOd's cOmpassion, whereas the wOrd ElOkim cOnnotes a sense of GOd's justice, Or ability tO relate tO us in terms Of justice rather than cOmpassion.

SOmetimes, GOd is referred tO by bOth tOgether, Hashem ElOkim, as yOu pOint Out is happening here. GOd's name is dOubled in each Of these cases, Hashem ElOkim. Is it significant that GOd is referred tO by bOth appellations here? Okay, goOd.

"Vayatzmach Hashem ElOkim min ha'adamah kOl etz nechmad l'mareh v'tOv l'ma'achal v'etz hachayim b'tOch hagan v'etz hada'at tOv vara." NOw, sO GOd plants all Of this beautiful stuff, and He plants the Tree Of Life "b'tOch hagan," in the middle of the Garden, "v'etz hada'at tOv vara," and the Tree of Knowledge Of GOOd and Evil. Yes?

Participant: At this pOint until later, it's not clear what the Tree of Life really is.

Rabbi FOhrman: Okay, goOd. Let me just elabOrate on the question. All right, we now are intrOduced tO
the twO impOrtant trees. The title of this was "A Tale of TwO Trees." We are now tOld abOut the twO trees. Tree number One is the Etz Hachayim, the Tree of Life. Tree number twO is the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil. Okay, what's strange here in this verse abOut these twO trees? Let everyOne lOOk, and then I'll get yOu. One secOnd. What's strange here abOut the way these twO trees --

Participant: (Inaudible 00:34:27) life is eternal life. That's not --

Rabbi FOhrman: Okay. The Tree of Life seems tO be a tree that wOuld grant yOu eternal life. What were
yOu going tO say?

Participant: It's almOst as if the trees fOr nourishment are in one place and the trees Of life and knowledge are in another place.

Rabbi FOhrman: Well, hOld On fOr a secOnd. Let me ask yOu sOmething like this. Let's talk abOut
lOcation of trees fOr a mOment. We are mapping the Garden of Eden. NOw, in our rudimentary map, we know there's lOts Of trees here, but there are twO special trees. Where is the Tree of Life? In the midst Or in the middle of the Garden. The sense is it's prObably in the middle of the Garden. YOu cOuld read it that it's just in the Garden, but there's a strOng temptation tO understand that it is in the middle of the Garden, b'tOch hagan.

NOw, where is the Tree of Knowledge? Interesting, we dOn't know. NOw, as yOu read this verse the first time, when yOu read it superficially, yOu tend tO think that the trees are in the same place. But if yOu read the verse carefully, yOu'll notice that that's not actually the case. Why? HOw dO yOu know? Because if yOu wanted tO write that bOth trees were in the middle of the Garden, what shOuld the text have said?
HOw shOuld the text have read? Participant: Etz hachayim v'etz hada'at.
Rabbi FOhrman: B'tOch hagan, right. It shOuld have read, etz hachayim v'etz hada'at tOv vara b'tOch
hagan. It shOuld have said, and the Tree of Life and the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil were in the midst Of the trees Of the Garden. Instead, it Only says that after the Tree of Life, and then it just adds On,

and there was a Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil. SO clearly, the narratOr is trying tO tell us that whereas it's clear where the Tree of Life is, it's in the middle of the Garden; it's not sO clear that that centrality exists with the Tree of Knowledge either.

That becOmes particularly interesting when what? NOw, hOld On fOr a secOnd. I'd like yOu tO lOOk fOr a mOment at Eve. Later On, when Eve talks abOut these trees, and I think, Margaret, yOur grOup was talking abOut the inaccuracies in Eve's description. What is strange abOut Eve's description tO the serpent? Take a lOOk fOr a mOment, fast fOrward tO Eve's cOnversation with the serpent. HOld On, I'll get tO yOu in a secOnd. Let everyOne lOOk at it. Eve's cOnversation with the serpent, what is strange abOut the lOcation of the trees there?

First Of all, let me ask yOu this. Which tree or trees are yOu not allOwed tO eat frOm? Participant: The Tree of Knowledge.
Participant: Tree of Life.

Rabbi FOhrman: Okay, sOme cOnfusion here, right. SOme of yOu are saying the Tree of Life, sOme of
yOu are saying the Tree of Knowledge. Which One is it, Or is it bOth? Participant: Verse 17.
Rabbi FOhrman: What dOes Verse 17 say? Please read the verse.

Participant: FrOm the Tree of the Knowledge of GOOd and Evil, dOn't eat frOm that.

Rabbi FOhrman: Right. SO clearly, when GOd gives the cOmmand, when He cOmmands Adam, He says
that there's One tree that I dOn't want yOu tO eat frOm, and that is the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil. What abOut the Tree of Life? He dOesn't even mention it. Is it clear that Adam even knows that there's a Tree of Life that exists? If yOu read the verse -- let's read it. Verse 16, "Vayetzav Hashem ElOkim al ha'adam laymOr," and GOd cOmmanded man saying, "mikOl etz hagan achOl tOcheil," frOm any tree of the Garden yOu may surely eat. "U'mei'etz hada'at tOv vara," but frOm the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil, "lO tOchal mimenu kO b'yOm achalcha mimenu mOt tamut," dO not eat frOm it because on the day that yOu eat frOm it, yOu will die. This is the only thing Adam knows abOut trees. There are lOts Of trees in the Garden. There's One tree I dOn't want yOu tO eat frOm, it's the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil. DOn't eat frOm it. On the day yOu eat frOm it, yOu'll die.

Is there any cOmmand abOut the Tree of Life? NO. DOes he even know there's a Tree of Life? We dOn't even know. Yet what's strange is that at the end Of the stOry, the Tree of Life finally makes a cameo appearance.

Participant: Verse 22.

Rabbi FOhrman: Verse 22. What happens in Verse 22?

Participant: In Chapter 3, Verse 22, I'm fascinated by this verse. It says -- I'm going tO dO the English. "And the LOrd GOd said behOld the man has becOme as One of us tO know goOd and evil. And now, lest he put fOrth his hand and take alsO Of the Tree of Life and eat and live fOrever, therefOre the LOrd GOd sent him fOrth frOm the Garden of Eden."

Rabbi FOhrman:  WhOa, that's right. HOld On fOr just a minute. SO here yOu have, GOd says Okay, now
we're in deep trOuble. Man has eaten frOm the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil and he's becOme like one of us. First Of all, this is very strange. He's becOme GOdly? GOd's wOrried abOut His territOry Over here? He's afraid -- and GOd's plural? There's lOts Of prOblems here. LOts Of prOblems. We'll get tO this in a secOnd. But as far as the Tree of Life is cOncerned -- and then GOd says, Oh bOy, I'm very cOncerned. The people have eaten frOm this Tree of Knowledge; now I'm really in deep trOuble because what's going tO happen next? They'll eat frOm the Tree of Life, and then the implication is?

Participant: They'll becOme like GOd.

Rabbi FOhrman: They'll becOme just like Me.

Participant: The implication here is that if yOu eat frOm the Tree of Life, yOu live fOrever.

Rabbi FOhrman: Right. That seems tO be the sense, that if yOu eat frOm the Tree of Life, yOu'll live
fOrever. SO here what happens is -- this is a very strange verse. GOd is sO scared? GOd is GOd. GOd knows whO He is. He's Omniscient, He's OmnipOtent, He's the CreatOr, He's all Of that. NOw He's wOrried that because we eat frOm twO lOusy trees, we're going tO be just like Him? This is very strange.

But what's really strange is just textually, all Of a sudden GOd's wOrried that they'll eat frOm the Tree of Life. If GOd was sO wOrried abOut them eating frOm the Tree of Life, why didn't He cOmmand them not tO eat frOm it? When He originally cOmmands, He says -- One secOnd, hOld On. YOu're jumping. Just hOld On fOr a minute.

SO what's strange is that if GOd dOesn't like people eating frOm the Tree of Life sO much, sO He shOuld have said, dOn't eat frOm the Tree of Life. All He says is, dOn't eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil. Then, all Of a sudden, he wants them Out Of Eden fOr the grand imperative that maybe they'll eat frOm the Tree of Life. But yOu never said yOu didn't want them eating frOm the Tree of Life. It must be --

Participant: COntingent.

Rabbi FOhrman: It's cOntingent. The only pOssible answer is that I dOn't mind yOu eating frOm the Tree
Of Life, if yOu haven't eaten frOm the Tree of Knowledge. Once yOu've eaten frOm the Tree of Knowledge, everything changes. NOw, I have tO kick yOu Out because maybe yOu'll eat frOm the Tree of Life.

All right. SO there's a lOt Of questions here, we just have tO take it slOw. We will get intO mOre of that. We will, in shOrt Order -- actually, why dOn't we dO this now. Let's take the oppOrtunity fOr a mOment tO just fOcus On questions having tO dO with the Tree of Life. We're going tO devOte the next five minutes tO the Tree of Life fOr a mOment.

SO question number One is, what is the curious relationship between these trees? Why is it that eating frOm the Tree of Life is Okay, but eating frOm the Tree of Life after yOu've eaten frOm the Tree of Knowledge is not Okay, and is sO not Okay that GOd has tO banish yOu frOm Eden? That is prOblem number One.

PrOblem number twO is a prOblem we tOuched On alsO, which is GOd's whOle tOne here is cOmpletely inexplicable. GOd's really wOrried that we'll becOme really GOd-like and we're going tO be just like Him? I mean, GOd knows better than anybOdy that human beings are never going tO be GOd. SO why is it that He seems tO be sO cOncerned?

Another prOblem, getting back tO the Tree of Life, and this is what we started this discussion with -- let's get back tO Our Garden of Eden map. Where's the Tree of Life? In the middle of the Garden. Where's the Tree of Knowledge? We dOn't know. Okay. NOw lOOk at Eve. When Eve talks tO the serpent, let's cOnstruct the map based upOn that. What dOes Eve say tO the serpent? Let's see if we can devise any cartOgrapher --

Participant: She dOesn't even identify the tree by name, it's just the tree in the middle.

Rabbi FOhrman: Right. She says there's One tree -- let's read the verse. Chapter 3, Verse 3. "VatOmer
ha'ishah el hanachash mipri etz hagan nocheil," the wOman says tO the serpent, Oh, no, we can eat frOm trees. "U'mipri ha'etz asher b'tOch hagan amar ElOkim lO tOchlu mimenu v'lO tig'u bO pen temutun," it's just the tree in the middle of the Garden that we can't eat frOm and we can't even tOuch lest we die.
What is strange abOut what Eve says here? Participant: She dOesn't identify which tree it is.
Rabbi FOhrman: She only identifies it by place.

Participant: She's implicitly talking abOut the Tree of Life.

Rabbi FOhrman: She misidentifies the tree, right? Because the tree that they're not suppOsed tO eat -- she
says, the tree that we're not suppOsed tO eat frOm is the tree that is in the midst Of the Garden. Which tree was that? The Tree of Life. But GOd never said anything abOut the Tree of Life. It's the Tree of Knowledge that they're not suppOsed tO eat frOm. SO she misidentifies the tree tO the serpent.
Fascinating.

Participant: In Verse 16, GOd tells man le'echOl mikOl etz hagan which means every tree.

Rabbi FOhrman: YOu dO raise an interesting pOint, which is that when GOd says that yOu can eat frOm
the trees, what's the language that GOd uses?

Participant: MikOl.

Rabbi FOhrman: "MikOl etz hagan achOl tOcheil." LOOk at the language which Eve uses when she says
we can eat frOm the trees. What's the language that Eve uses? "Mipri etz hagan nocheil." What's the difference between "mipri etz hagan nocheil," frOm the fruit Of the trees we can eat, and what GOd said, frOm all the trees yOu can eat?

Participant: GOd says brOader, yOu can (inaudible 00:44:04).

Rabbi FOhrman: The sense of GOd is much brOader than the sense of Eve. GOd's talking abOut all the
trees. Eve says, yeah, we can eat frOm the trees. But the wOrd 'all' got left Out. What else is different between GOd's cOmmand and Eve's repetition of it tO the serpent?

Participant: The tOuching.

Rabbi FOhrman: The tOuching, Okay. We have three things that are different. Eve says, we cannot eat
frOm the tree nor can we tOuch it, lest we die. What dOes GOd say? GOd says, dOn't eat frOm it. He didn't say anything abOut tOuching it. SO, sO far we have three differences between what GOd said and what Eve said. A, Eve misidentifies the tree. She talks abOut a tree in the middle of the Garden that she can't eat frOm. It's not true. That was the Tree of Life that she presumably cOuld eat frOm. That's question number One. Question number twO, Eve talks abOut not tOuching the tree. GOd didn't say anything abOut not tOuching the tree. Question number three, "mikOl etz hagan." GOd talks abOut all the trees Of the Garden. Eve just talks abOut the trees.

There's One other distinction, which is what is the cOnsequence of eating frOm the fOrbidden tree? What dOes GOd say the cOnsequence is? "Ki b'yOm achalcha mimenu mOt tamut." Translate that? Ki b'yOm, On the day, achalcha mimenu, that yOu eat frOm it, mOt tamut.

Participant: YOu're going tO get it.

Rabbi FOhrman: YOu're going tO get it. YOu shall surely die. MOt tamut is the dOubled verb. YOu'll die,
yes, yOu'll die. Fast fOrward tO Eve. Eve says we can't tOuch this tree or eat frOm it, then what dOes Eve say? Why not?

Participant: Because yOu might die.

Rabbi FOhrman: Because yOu might die. What's different abOut what Eve says and what GOd says?
Might die, that's much mOre equivOcal in Eve. SO we have fOur fascinating differences -- Participant: She wasn't there when GOd said it.

Rabbi FOhrman: Interesting, she wasn't even there. She just got this cOmmand via telephOne frOm
Adam, right, because she wasn't created yet. Remember, Eve was not created when GOd made this cOmmand, sO hOw did Eve know the cOmmand? Either Adam tOld her, Or where was she created frOm? His rib, right? BefOre she was created, what were they? They were andrOgenous. They were Adam-Eve tOgether as One. SO maybe she got it by OsmOsis. She was part Of the being that got the cOmmand.

But either way, hOwever she got the cOmmand, there are fOur key differences in what she says. YOu talked abOut Nechama LeibOwitz. Nechama LeibOwitz has a fascinating analysis Of why thOse fOur differences make a difference. If we have enough time at the end Of all Of this On Tuesday, we'll get back tO why thOse fOur things make a difference. But fOr now, just keep thOse things. Maybe we'll talk abOut it during recess, if yOu want. It's a little bit Off Our tOpic, but keep thOse fOur things in mind.

Okay, let's go back tO the Tree of Life. SO One thing we know abOut the Tree of Life is that GOd never cOmmanded Originally fOr us not tO eat frOm it. FOr sOme reasOn, it was Okay fOr us tO eat it Originally. Only after we ate frOm the Tree of Knowledge, it became not Okay. Another thing that's interesting abOut the Tree of Life is that it was in the midst Of the Garden. AccOrding tO Eve, the Tree of Knowledge is in the midst Of the Garden. SO the real truth is that the Tree of Life is the one in the middle. Eve's perception is that the Tree of Knowledge is the one in the middle, almOst as if tO say that there's a difference between GOd's wOrld and Eve's wOrld.

In GOd's wOrld, the mOst central tree is the Tree of Life. What's the tree in the middle? It's a big fOrest, right? The middle is the pOint that yOu're fOcused On, and everything else surrOunds that midpOint.
That's the tree. The tree that GOd fOcuses On is the Tree of Life. Where's the Tree of Knowledge? It's Out sOmewhere. The way I wOuld read it is that what she fOcuses On is the Tree of Knowledge. TO her, that's the tree in the middle of the Garden. That's the one tree we can't eat. SOmebOdy Once said, the one thing that yOu can dO tO get yOur kid tO eat frOm the cOOkie jar, say that's the tree yOu can't eat. The tree that I can't eat becOmes the fOcus. That's the one I can't have. All the other trees, yeah, thOse are the other trees, we can eat frOm thOse. But this tree is the fOcus.

In GOd's wOrld, that's not the fOcus. That's the Tree of Life. But interestingly, Adam and Eve were not even tOld that they even know abOut the Tree of Life, and presumably if they didn't know abOut the Tree of Life, and the Tree of Life had sOme central place in the Garden, if yOu're GOd, yOu've got tO figure that sOOner Or later they're going tO eat frOm it. That can't have bOthered GOd. It Only bOthered GOd Once they ate frOm the Tree of Knowledge.

One other thing I want tO pOint Out tO yOu On the Tree of Life which I think is fascinating. SOmeone Over here asked that it was strange, what happens -- after they eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge and then they're banished frOm Eden, what dOes GOd dO tO make sure that they will never get back here?

Participant: Flaming swOrd.

Rabbi FOhrman: WhO's carrying the flaming swOrds?

Participant: Cherubs.

Rabbi FOhrman: Cherubs, angels. In the TOrah there are different kinds Of angels. One of them are
known as keruvim Or cherubs. YOu may have seen Rubens' paintings, cherubs. SO it cOmes frOm here. The cherubs are twO specific types Of Biblical angels. SO there are twO cherubs and they've got their flaming swOrds. They're going tO make sure that nobOdy is going tO make their way back tO the Garden Of Eden. But not particularly tO the Garden of Eden, fOr a particular reasOn. LOOk at that verse which talks abOut the angels. Exactly what are they guarding the way back tO? NOt just tO Eden, but they're guarding the way back tO the Tree of Life, "lishmOr et derech etz hachayim," they are watching over the path back tO the Tree of Life. Because remember, GOd's imperative now is they have tO be out Of here because I can't have them eating frOm the Tree of Life. That is the fOcus in GOd's wOrld.

Let me ask yOu sOmething else, a little bit Of Biblical trivia fOr yOu all. Is there any Other time in the Five BOOks Of MOses, in the entire Pentateuch, where the angels keruvim appear? Is there any Other time in the Five BOOks Of MOses that these particular angels called cherubs appear?

Participant: Yeah, when they're creating the Tabernacle.

Rabbi FOhrman: Excellent, very goOd. When they're creating the Tabernacle. When they're creating
the Tabernacle, the Mishkan, the sanctuary fOr GOd in the desert, there are cherubs. DO yOu remember exactly where the cherubs appear in the cOnstruction? They're on tOp Of the ark in the HOly Of HOlies. EveryOne see Raiders Of the LOst Ark? A lOng time ago. SO there yOu saw it. There was the ark, and then there were the cherubs On tOp Of the ark. They tried tO recOnstruct it as faithfully as they cOuld. That's the only Other time in the Five BOOks Of MOses that we have cherubs. By the way, it's twO cherubs, just like over here.

NOw, what dO yOu think was in that ark? What was in the ark? The tablets symbOlizing the entire TOrah, right? This is the blueprint fOr the entire TOrah. It's in the ark. What dO yOu call the TOrah every time yOu go intO the sanctuary? "Etz chayim hee l'machazikim bah," it's a Tree of Life tO thOse whO hOld fast tO it. Fascinating. There are twO cherubs in the TOrah, and each time thOse cherubs appear, they're guarding the Tree of Life. The first time they appear, they're guarding Tree of Life number One, the Original Tree of Life. The secOnd time they appear, they're guarding Tree of Life number twO, the TOrah.

NOw, interestingly, what is the function of each Of these cherubs? What are the first cherubs trying tO dO?

Participant: Keep us Out.

Rabbi FOhrman: Keep yOu Out. What are the secOnd cherubs trying tO dO?

Participant: Bring yOu in.

Rabbi FOhrman: Bring yOu in. The secOnd cherubs are "sOchechim b'chanfeihem," what they dO is they
shelter yOu with their wings, underneath their wings, within the orbit Of the Tree of Life. SO fascinating, the same twO cherubs that keep yOu away frOm One Tree of Life, now give yOu access tO another Tree of Life. AlmOst like a replacement Tree of Life. But now the question is, what's the deal with this Tree of Life? What explains the cOnnection between TOrah as a whOle and the Tree of Life in general? It's certainly not the case that by learning TOrah, we live fOrever. It's not that. But in sOme sense it's a Tree Of Life. SOmehOw, there must be sOme deep cOnnection between these twO things. HOw dOes that shed light On what the Tree of Life was abOut, why GOd didn't want us tO have -- in other wOrds, apparently the same GOd whO dOesn't want us tO have the first Tree of Life, now says yOu can have a secOnd Tree of Life, but the first Tree of Life is no lOnger goOd fOr yOu. HOw dOes that help us understand the relationship between these twO trees? Yes?

Participant: Where dOes the idea that the tablets are the Tree of Life?

Rabbi FOhrman: Where dOes that cOme frOm? It actually cOmes frOm a verse in Mishlei, a verse in
PrOverbs. When yOu say that On Shabbat and yOu Open the ark, yOu say "Etz chayim hee lamachazikim bah," yOu're actually quOting frOm a verse in Mishlei, a verse in PrOverbs where King SOlOmOn describes the TOrah in thOse terms

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. Let's mOve on. Just tO take stOck. We spent sOme time talking abOut the discrepancies between G-d's cOmmand abOut the Tree of Knowledge and the Tree of Life and Eve's rendition of that cOmmand tO the serpent. We've alsO talked abOut sOme strange things abOut the Tree of Life. Let's mOve on and see what Other questions we have. Let me pick up the narrative.

Verse 10, "V'nahar yOtzei m'Eden," now there was a river going fOrth frOm Eden, "l'hashkOt et hagan," tO irrigate the Garden, "u'misham yipOred v'haya l'arba rashim," and frOm there it went Out and it had fOur, not tributaries, fOur branches, head waters. What's the prOblem here?

Audience Member: Why are we bOthering with this stuff?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Why dO I need a geography lessOn? Right in the middle of a very cOmpelling stOry I've been intrOduced tO these twO trees. YOu can’t have one tree, yOu can have another tree and all Of this and all Of a sudden it's time fOr sOme geography. We need tO know abOut sOme rivers. There's this river going here, there's this river going there. By the way, there's lOts Of gold Over there and gold is very goOd, right? SO, we've got fOur verses and then at the end Of all Of this, at the end Of Our geography lessOn we have -- "Vayikach Hashem ElOkim es ha'Adam vayanicheihu b'Gan Eden l'avdah u'leshamrah," that G-d placed him in the Garden of Eden. What are the rivers dOing here? Is that a prOblem?

Audience Member: There's another prOblem and that is that when man was kicked Out Of Eden the universe fundamentally caved because this is physically impOssible. Rivers dO not diverge. The laws Of physics fOrbid it.

Rabbi David FOhrman: All right, goOd. Actually what yOu are saying is true and if yOu lOOk On a map yOu'll find that it's not true and that these rivers dOn't cOme tOgether. The Bible is actually perpetrating a geographical fiction. SO, the question is why wOuld yOu give us a geography lessOn when the geography lessOn isn't even true on real life accOrding tO the map? If it were, yOu cOuld trace these rivers back tO Eden and yOu cOuld find Out where they were, but yOu can't because in real life the rivers dOn't meet; these particular rivers dOn't meet.

The pOint I want tO fOcus On here is rivers. Why dO I need the geography lessOn? Basic thing. One secOnd, I need tO go On otherwise we are not going tO get anything dOne tOday sO I'm going tO shOrt circuit --

Audience Member: DO we get the geography lessOn?

Rabbi David FOhrman: DO we get it? We got it here. I did not explain it, no. There's no explanation. These are just the questions. The question is; why the rivers?

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: What? I did not say we're never going tO explain it. FOr the time being we are on

 (
The Tree of Life vs The Tree of Knowledge · Adam, Eve And A Naked Snake
 
Page 
10
 
o
f 17
)
a question cOllecting hunt. I dO this with my kid. We have a little bOx that's called the question cOllection; it's just fOr questions.

Okay, now mOving on. We get the creation of Eve. The truth is there is -- we cOuld spend an entire three days just On the creation of Eve. I'm not going tO dO that. FOr the time being thOugh, I just want tO pOint Out a cOuple of things. This grOup had sOme questions On the creation of Eve, Other grOups had sOme questions. Just in terms Of simple reading here's the spin I wOuld give it.

One question is; in the middle of the creation of Eve all Of a sudden yOu get G-d creating? Audience Member: Animals.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Animals. G-d says, gee, I've got tO have a helpmate fOr Adam. Next thing we know G-d's Off creating animals. What's going on?

Audience Member: (InterpOsing).

Rabbi David FOhrman: They're prOspective help-mates. SO it must be they're prOspective help-mates. NOw, why is Adam naming all Of them? Is that a goOd question? Why is Adam naming all Of them? G-d brOught them all tO Adam, the text says, and Adam named all Of them. Let me ask yOu sOmething. When yOu name a child, what are yOu trying tO dO?

Audience Member: YOu distinguish him frOm Other children.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right and what dO yOu hOpe, when yOu're going thrOugh yOur name bOOk? Audience Member: YOu're giving him a persOnality.
Rabbi David FOhrman: YOu're trying tO give him a persOnality, k'shemO ken hu. YOu're trying tO understand the essence of the child, as best yOu can, after having gotten tO know him fOr three days. I've tried this with my little one. We had a girl named --

Audience Member: But He already created the animals?

Rabbi David FOhrman: True, that's a goOd pOint; we'll get tO that in a mOment, hOld On. SO, He creates all these animals. There are twO stOries, by the way. There's creation stOry number One, creation stOry number twO. In creation stOry number One the animals are created in a different Order than in creation stOry number twO. HOw the twO stOries recOncile is beyOnd the scOpe of this discussion, but right now we are in creation stOry number twO.

In creation stOry number, twO G-d decides tO create animals as prOspective help-mates fOr Adam. He brings them tO Adam and Adam respOnds by calling them names. DO yOu know what the Gemara says? The Talmud says that, what dOes it mean that Adam named them? It means that he was intimate with all

Of them and afterwards named them. Why? What dOes it mean tO name sOmething? TO name sOmething means tO try and describe its essence. Adam tried -- yOu know the Biblical term fOr knowledge?
Knowing? There's sOme cOnnection between intimacy and knowledge.

Adam was trying tO understand the animals tO see if these were prOspective help-mates tO him. One by One he rejected all Of them and said this dOesn't wOrk fOr me. G-d then went back tO the drawing bOard, said this is not going tO wOrk and then created Eve. We then have the creation of Eve.

All Of this sOmehOw seems tO be -- at least in creation stOry number twO -- seems tO be subsumed in the larger narrative of the twO trees. It's almOst like this is just -- just frOm the perspective of this narrative, in Other wOrds, this is just sOrt Of getting the character slate out. We've got the animals, we've got Eve, we've got Adam and then the next being we get tO know is the serpent. Let's pick up frOm there.

Let me ask yOu this. If I were going tO read tO yOu the stOry Of the temptation of Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden, the title I was going tO give tO the stOry was; I'm now going tO read tO yOu the stOry Of Adam and Eve being tempted in the Garden of Eden, where wOuld yOu say that stOry starts? What's the first verse of that stOry?

Audience Member: The serpent?

Rabbi David FOhrman: The serpent. YOu wOuld say it's Chapter Three, Verse one, right? "V'hanachash hayah arum mikOl chayas hasadeh," right? I wOuld argue with that. I think it's clOse, but not quite. The truth is that the TOrah's chapters are not a part Of Jewish tradition. They were given by actually Christian cOmmentatOrs later On. The chapters themselves are not part Of Biblical interpretation in the classical way that we have it. I wOuld go back tO the last verse of Chapter TwO. The last verse of Chapter TwO is what? "Vayihiyu sh'neihem arumim ha'adam v'ishtO velO yisbOshOshu." "They were bOth naked, the man and his wife, and they were not embarrassed."

If yOu were trying tO prOve textually that that was the beginning of the stOry, hOw cOuld yOu prOve that that's the beginning of the stOry? That it starts frOm that verse and not the verse afterwards, abOut the snake? I'll give everybOdy a chance tO lOOk. HOw cOuld yOu prOve that that's really the beginning of the stOry? What makes yOu think frOm the textual perspective that that's prObably true?

Audience Member: The wOrd arum is in bOth sentences.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. We'll get tO that in a mOment, but that wOuldn't cOnvince -- Okay, that wOuld shOw yOu that they're tied but not necessarily that the stOry starts there. Yes?

Audience Member: That the key is nakedness later On, the knowledge of goOd and evil is arOund nakedness.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, yOu know it because the whOle stOry is abOut -- because nakedness has a very strOng prOminence in the stOry and where dOes the stOry end? What's the end Of the stOry, really?

Audience Member: G-d makes them clOthes.

Rabbi David FOhrman: G-d makes them clOthes. SO, if the end Of the stOry is G-d makes them clOthes it sOunds like the beginning of the stOry is; and they were naked. One of the interesting things, I think, in this whOle stOry is tO try tO explain -- and this I think is One of thOse elephants in the middle of the rOOm, yOu prObably have it dOwn in yOur notepads, I wOuld assume sOme of yOu, what the devil was nakedness dOing in the stOry? Why is nakedness sO prOminent in the stOry? FOr example, what happens immediately after they eat frOm the tree?

Audience Member: They becOme aware.

Rabbi David FOhrman: They becOme aware that they are naked. NOw, dOes that strike yOu as a little bit Odd? There's this tree, it's called the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil. If sOmebOdy tOld yOu he was walking dOwn the street and said, Okay, there's the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil, people tOOk a bite frOm it, what dO yOu think is the next thing that wOuld happen? Let's fOrget the Bible; sOmeone is just spinning a little stOry. SOmeone says I've got this Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil in my stOry, I'm going tO have my characters eat frOm it, the next thing that shOuld happen is what?

Audience Member: They'd becOme (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes, they'd becOme aware of all these different mOral dilemmas, they realize that the supreme cOurt is going tO debate abOrtion rights, they realize that there's going tO be BrOwn versus BOard Of Education, they are cOnsumed with dOubt and cOncern over the great weighty mOral issues in the wOrld, right? NOne of that. What happens? They realize that they're naked. That is a very Odd cOnsequence fOr having eaten frOm sOmething called the Tree of Knowledge. This is not called the tree Of sexuality, it's not called the tree of clOthes, it's not called any Of this. It's the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil that is a strange thing tO happen after eating frOm the tree. Yes.

Audience Member: I alsO wOrk with teenagers. It reminds Of just arOund the same time that 11, 12 and 13-year Olds start noticing that there's a right -- really, it's truly a right and a wrOng rather than obeying sOmething, it's just abOut the time they get real private and scared Of having anyOne see their bOdy. They get very self-cOnscious.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, very interesting. The first time that teenagers begin tO devOte themselves tO causes and having an understanding that they're -- sOrt Of an independent understanding, really? That there's a right frOm wrOng as OppOsed tO their parents -- alsO cOincides with an air Of sexual awareness. I think that's true and it's a very incisive pOint and prObably sheds a lOt Of light On this narrative.

The question we might ask is what is it that explains that strange quirk Of human nature? Why shOuld thOse things go tOgether? That wOuld be an interesting thing tO think abOut alsO in the cOntext Of this stOry?

Audience Member: But there's no real surrOunding, it's just a man and his wife. What's there tO be

ashamed --?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Exactly, sO then what happens? They eat frOm the tree and they're naked and all Of a sudden G-d calls Out and says, where are yOu? What's Adam's respOnse? He hides, right? NOw he hides because what?

Audience Member: Because he's naked.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Because he's naked. NOw listen tO this fOr a mOment. Again, back tO the elephant in the middle of the rOOm. Let's imagine that yOu are a repOrter On the spOt, this is CBS Evening News, yOu have an exclusive interview with Adam. He has just eaten frOm the tree and he is crOuching behind a bush, hiding frOm G-d. Okay? NOw he's like naked and he's hiding there and yOu've got --

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: One secOnd, right, sO yOu've got this micrOphOne and yOu're talking tO Adam and yOu say Adam, yOu know, I can't help but noticing. I see this half-eaten apple in yOur hands and I see yOu crOuching behind this tree. Can I ask yOu, why are yOu crOuching behind the tree?

Audience Member: Why dOn't yOu chew it?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Why dOn't yOu chew it? Because I didn't inhale, right. SO yOu say tO Adam, why are yOu crOuching behind the tree? SO now, fOrget the Bible, what wOuld yOu say the lOgical respOnse of Adam wOuld be?

Audience Member: He's ashamed.

Rabbi David FOhrman: He's ashamed, Of what? Audience Member: Having eaten the apple.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Having eaten the apple. Let's elabOrate a little bit. YOu're Adam, I say why are yOu crOuching like this? SO yOu'd say?

Audience Member: I'm ashamed. Audience Member: I screwed up.
Rabbi David FOhrman: WhO are yOu ashamed Of? I'm ashamed Of G-d. I'm ashamed Of what I did in the eyes Of G-d. In other wOrds, whO am I hiding frOm?

Audience Member: G-d.

Rabbi David FOhrman: G-d, right. Why? Because I can't bear tO lOOk Him in the eye because He asked me tO dO One little thing, there are all these trees, but there's One little tree that I can't eat frOm and I had tO go and eat frOm the tree and now I feel very ashamed because G-d is calling out tO me, right? That's what yOu wOuld assume. DOes Adam say that? NO, Adam dOes not say that. Adam says the reasOn why he is hiding is because he is naked. NOw we have yOur question, right? Well, One secOnd, he was always naked. G-d created him naked. WhOse he embarrassed Of? G-d? G-d says I always created yOu this way, why are yOu embarrassed all Of a sudden because yOu're naked?

In other wOrds, what is fascinating abOut the stOry is that Adam's perception that he is naked is Of such cOnsequence tO him now that it dwarves even his natural embarrassment Or ashamedness Of G-d in terms Of the one reasOn why he is hiding. FOr sOme reasOn nakedness is sO impOrtant that in his mind that's why he is hiding, even mOre than because I'm ashamed because I cOuldn't listen tO yOu. SO, nakedness again is very impOrtant in the stOry. We're going tO get tO yOur pOint and then I already know what it is. Yes.

Audience Member: What I noticed abOut the verse and the verse that fOllOws it is that G-d knows that if Adam knows that he's naked that it meant that he ate frOm the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil, which means that Adam, One of the things that he must now know is that his shame over nakedness is assOciated with having eaten frOm the --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. SO yOu cOuld read it like that. It might just be that Adam understands that his cOnsciousness Of nakedness is a cOnsequence of eating frOm the tree and tO him that symbOlizes having disObeyed. It still seems interesting that that is the one thing that everybOdy is fOcused On, this nakedness thing. SO, remember -- now if yOu lOOk at the stOry structurally we have the fOllOwing. The beginning of the stOry starts with?

Audience Member: Nakedness.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Nakedness. The end Of the stOry ends with? Audience Member: ClOthes.
Rabbi David FOhrman: ClOthes. The middle of the stOry -- what's the breaking-pOint in the stOry? Eating frOm the tree and understanding that yOu're naked. SO yOu have nakedness at the beginning of the stOry, at the end Of the stOry and right at the breaking-pOint, in the middle of the stOry. The truth is there is nakedness at One mOre pOint in the stOry and here is what I want yOu tO dO.

If everyOne can I wOuld like yOu tO see if yOu can find a cOnnection between what we said is the very first verse of the stOry, which is the last verse in Chapter TwO and the first verse in Chapter Three abOut the serpent. I want yOu tO read the last verse of Chapter TwO and then the beginning of Chapter Three, the first verse, and see if yOu can find any cOnnection between thOse twO verses, any strange little cOnnection between thOse twO verses. DOn't shOut alOud if yOu find it just see if yOu can find it. The last verse in Chapter TwO, the first verse in Chapter Three.

NOw, One secOnd, hOld On, no shOuting out, I said no shOuting out. NOw, mOst Of yOu prObably did not find a cOnnection between thOse twO verses. The reasOn is because mOst Of yOu were reading thOse verses in English and when yOu read thOse verses in English there is no way tO find the cOnnection. Here's the secOnd challenge. If yOu can read Hebrew, but not understand, in other wOrds, if yOu can just read the wOrds, but not understand, I still want yOu tO cOver up the English and go back and read the Hebrew Of the verses and see if yOu see a wOrd reappearing frOm the last verse of Chapter TwO intO the first verse of Chapter Three. DO yOu see a wOrd that reappears?

If there is a Hebrew reader in the rOOm whO reads Hebrew, but dOes not understand, see if yOu can identify that wOrd? Is there anybOdy frOm that category? That can identify that wOrd? Listen tO the verse and I will read it. "Vayihiyu sh'neihem arumim ha'adam v'ishtO velO yisbOshOshu," and the twO people, the man and his wife, were naked and they were not embarrassed. "Vayihiyu sh'neihem arumim velO yitbOshOshu." Next verse. "V'hanachash hayah arum mikOl chayat hasadeh," and the snake was mOre cunning than any beast Of the field. I'll read it in Hebrew One mOre time, see if yOu can hear the wOrld. "Vayihiyu sh'neihem arumim ha'adam v'ishtO velO yitbOshOshu." "V'hanachash hayah arum mikOl chayat hasadeh." DO yOu hear the wOrd?

Audience Member: Arum.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Arum, dO yOu know what that wOrd means? Naked. The twO people are arumim, they were naked, "velO yitbOshOshu," and they weren't embarrassed. The very next wOrds that intrOduce the serpent are "v'hanachash," and the snake, "haya arum" was?

Audience Member: Naked.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Naked, but here it means cunning. YOu see, in Hebrew arum is a hOmOnym. It can mean cunning, tricky, sly, but it's alsO the wOrd fOr naked. Isn't that strange? This nakedness is the main theme in the stOry and now yOu're using that wOrd tO describe the snake, but yOu dOn’t even mean that he's naked, yOu mean that he's cunning. Why wOuld the TOrah use the main mOtif Of the stOry, nakedness, tO describe now the snake? This is very strange, when yOu dOn't even mean nakedness, yOu mean cunning.

NOw let's ask the fOllOwing question. Can yOu see any relationship whatsOever between the twO meanings Of this wOrd and hOw the TOrah is using them? On the one hand nakedness, the main theme, On the other hand the snake is arum tOO, he is cunning as well. Is there any relationship whatsOever between being cunning and being naked?

Audience Member: My chavrusa made a pOint there. That if yOu interpreted arum as being hairless because mOst animals are cOvered with hair then that's certainly where largely hairless is the snake, he has no hair at all.

Rabbi David FOhrman: It's a very goOd pOint. I have a general theory --

Audience Member: AlsO snakes are seen as slimy which is alsO --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. I have a general theory and it's prObably not just mine, I think Others use it as well, that Oftentimes the TOrah will use this device. The TOrah will sOmetimes be using a wOrd tO mean sOmething and then it will use that wOrd in a different meaning, but when it uses it in a different meaning oftentimes it wants yOu tO hear the resOnance of the primary meaning even when yOu hear there's a different meaning. SO yOu might suggest that when it says that the snake is cunning it dOesn't just mean cunning, it means the snake was cunning, but yOu're meant tO hear the resOnance of nakedness as well, which is the main theme of the stOry.

NOw isn't that interesting. If yOu cOuld describe, as yOu suggest, One creature frOm the animal wOrld as being naked wOuldn't that be?

Audience Member: The snake.

Rabbi David FOhrman: The snake, right? It is the reptile with no hair, the representative of the reptilian kingdOm, with no hair. SO it's Odd that the snake really is naked, not just cunning. Let me ask yOu this. Is there a relationship cOnceptually between the fOllOwing cOncepts, the twO cOncepts Of the hOmOnym; nakedness, arum; cunning, arum. YOu're all staring at me like I'm frOm Mars because there is Obviously no cOnnection between these, right? But there is, think abOut it. SOmetimes yOu have sOmething frOm the SAT's, they give yOu twO wOrds and they tell yOu tO find the relationship between these twO wOrds. Let's dO it that way, tO find the relationship between the fOllOwing wOrds, cunning, nakedness.

Audience Member: YOu strip away all Of the subtleties Of --

Rabbi David FOhrman: When yOu're naked, Okay. NOw what abOut cunning? Trickery? Audience Member: YOu're hiding.
Audience Member: YOu're hiding.

Rabbi David FOhrman: YOu're hiding? It's just the oppOsite. TO be cunning is tO disguise the naked truth, right. Exactly as yOu say. TO be cunning, tO be trickery, the essence of what it means tO be a trickster is tO mask my intent, tO have clOthes On. TO be naked is what yOu see is what yOu get. TO be naked is tO allOw yOurself tO truly see what it is that's On my mind. SO fascinatingly, the wOrd that the TOrah uses tO describe the snake, it uses it in exactly the oppOsite way, right, that it always uses that wOrd tO mean naked. Why wOuld the Bible use the same wOrd tO mean the very OppOsite, One verse after it meant nakedness? Maybe it means like yOu suggest that the snake was alsO naked. Maybe the snake was cunning on one level, was masked On one level, but was naked On another level.

Audience Member: SO he appeared naked, but he had another agenda.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Or, maybe he appeared cunning, but maybe he was really naked, right. It all

depends On hOw yOu lOOk at the snake. SOmething I'd like yOu tO keep in mind, as we talk abOut the snake is, was the snake anything other than cunning? Was he alsO naked On sOme level, and not just cunning? Was the snake alsO innocent? Maybe the snake was just telling it like it is. Maybe on one level he was cunning, but On another level he was naked, he was just telling it like it is. Maybe that's a pOssibility, tOO. Okay, sO we got naked, hOld On fOr One secOnd, we got nakedness all thrOughOut the narrative, plus we've got a naked snake, Okay. The next thing I want tO dO is tO take a clOser lOOk at the snake, because there's a lOt Of questions that we need tO ask abOut the snake. That’s going tO be the next thing we're going tO dO, after I get tO sOme of yOur questions. Yes?

Audience Member: Has the snake eaten frOm the Tree of Knowledge?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Ah, has the snake eaten frOm the Tree of Knowledge? Okay, goOd question, we dOn’t know, it dOesn’t say that it has, right.

Audience Member: G-d said that they wOuld die, Or He tOld Adam that he wOuld die in the day that he ate and the snake says that wOn't happen and it dOesn't happen.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, goOd. Let's fOcus now, let's get tO yOur question, Margaret that the -- right now we're going tO devOte the next 10 minutes tO questions abOut the snake, but first Of all let's entertain Margaret's question. Is the snake lying or telling the truth? The snake challenges Eve and says, "lO mOt tamutun," it's not true; yOu're not truly going tO die. Is the snake right Or wrOng?

Audience Member: Right.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Because when they ate frOm the tree, dO they die? Audience Member: NO.
Rabbi David FOhrman: NO. Okay, hOw did the snake know this? It's a pretty smart snake, right? SO the snake says, yOu're not going tO die now. HOw is this the case when the snake says "lO mOt tamutun," yOu're not going tO surely die, right, is the snake telling the truth? Is the snake telling the truth? Yes. It's alsO true, thOugh, seemingly the sense of it thOugh is that yOu're not going tO die tOday, but tOday -- this is hOw the Ramban understands it, Nachmanides, yOu will becOme mOrtal. By eating frOm the tree yOu will becOme mOrtal, now. In other wOrds, there's a difference between a mOrtal being and an immOrtal being that difference happens now. The secOnd yOu eat fOrm this fruit, yOu change. YOu becOme a being that dies, as OppOsed tO a being that dOesn't die. But that's not what the snake is interested in.

The snake is interested is, sO when are yOu going tO die? NOt now, next year, 20 years frOm now, 80 years frOm now, "lO mOt tamutun," it's not going tO happen right away, right. What have yOu got tO wOrry abOut? That's way Off in the future. True, yOu becOme a mOrtal being, but the cOnsequences Of that Only becOme manifest much mOre at a distance. The snake says yOu're not going tO die; yOu're not going tO die right away. Let's see, is there anything else that's strange abOut the snake.

Let's read the snake fOr a secOnd. Here's hOw it goes, "veyiheyu sheneihem arumim ha'Adam v'ishtO v'lO yisbOshashu," they were bOth naked, and nobOdy was embarrassed, "v'hanachash hayah arum," the snake was naked/cunning, "mikOl chayas hasadeh," Of all the beasts Of the field, "asher asah Hashem ElOkim vayOmer el ha'ishah," and he said tO the wOman the fOllOwing wOrds. NOw hOw dO yOu have these wOrds translated in yOur English, what dOes he say?

Audience Member: Yea, has G-d said yOu shall not eat --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, sO now, all right sO the (inaudible) says it in archaic language, but what yOu have is ye. What dOes ye mean?

Audience Member: Yes. Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes, Audience Member: Surely.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Surely. Surely has G-d said? I dOn’t know what ye means, persOnally. I'm just asking here. Maybe --

Audience Member: A wake-up call.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, maybe. Let's read it in Hebrew. Here's hOw it goes in Hebrew. "VayOmer el ha'ishah," he says tO the wOman, "af ki amar ElOkim lO tOchlun mikOl ha'etz hagan," listen tO these wOrds. What dOes af mean?

Audience Member: Yea. (Laughter)
Rabbi David FOhrman: What? Audience Member: Since.
Rabbi David FOhrman: V'af, af al pi. Audience Member: Even thOugh.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Even thOugh, right, sO it means but Or even, right. "Af ki amar ElOkim," if, even if "amar ElOkim," G-d said, "lO tOchlun mikOl eitz hagan," dOn't eat frOm the trees Of the field. DOes he ever finish the sentence? NO. The snake's, first snake, here's the brilliant snake. If yOu were the brilliant snake and yOu're trying tO attempt tO seduce this wOman intO eating frOm the tree, wOuld yOu dO it this way? What wOuld yOu say?

Audience Member: YOu wOuld not say the first thing. YOu wOuld say G-d tOld yOu --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yeah, what are yOu mentioning that fOr? That yOu'd want her tO fOrget abOut that, right yOu want her tO fOrget abOut G-d. WOuld the first thing that yOu'd mention is that G-d tOld yOu not tO? That's hOw yOu tempt her? YOu wOuld seemingly, yOu know, yOu'd say lOOk at this tree, isn’t it delicious. YOu'd say, it's really nice, I can arrange yOu -- yOu cOme up with sOmething, but the first thing she says, remember, G-d is not sOme abstract character in Eve's wOrld. G-d is Dad, G-d is yOur father and he said the first thing he says is, even if G-d tOld yOu not tO eat, the sense of the verse is, sO what. It's Okay, dOn’t wOrry abOut it. This is a very strange way tO begin a temptation. GO ahead.

Audience Member: (Inaudible?)

Rabbi David FOhrman: NO, yeah, go ahead.

Audience Member: That's the same way that I read in Chapter 2, which I know yOu didn’t agree, but it's the same idea in Chapter 2, what he says, "vayetzav Hashem ElOkim al Adam lemOr mikOl eitz hagan achOl tOchel," that implies they can eat frOm anything that even G-d can't.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Exactly. SO the snake is cOmpletely reversing it. Right, because the snake is saying, has G-d really said yOu can't eat frOm any tree? What the snake said is actually a mirrOr image of G-d. G-d says yOu can eat frOm all these trees, the snake says, yOu can't eat frOm any tree. But the snake is inaccurate. But the sense of the snake is, lOOk at the restriction that's upOn yOu. YOu can't eat frOm anything. DOn’t yOu live in a tOugh wOrld? Eve respOnds, it's not sO tOugh, I mean, yOu know, there's Only One tree that's in the middle of the garden that we can't eat frOm, but even that Overplays the sense Of restriction because in G-d's wOrld there isn't even a tree that's in the middle of the garden that yOu can't eat frOm.

Okay, but fOr the time being, what's strange abOut what the snake says is this is a very strange temptation even if G-d said sO, sO what. I mean that's just a really Odd kind Of thing tO say. What else is Odd abOut the snake? Let me tell yOu a cOuple of Other things that are odd. First Of all, the snake itself. What's sO different abOut this snake than mOst snakes yOu know?

Audience Member: It walks.

Rabbi David FOhrman: It was a walking-talking snake, right. It's not Only a talking snake; it's alsO a walking snake. HOw dO yOu know it's a walking snake?

Audience Member: Because He cOndemns it later tO --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Because afterwards, G-d says, yOu're going tO have tO crawl On yOur belly, sO yOu see that befOre that he was a walking-talking snake. SO yOu've got a walking-talking snake, and yOu know what's really crazy? It's a walking-talking snake and yOu're not even suppOsed tO be surprised that it's a walking-talking snake, right. In other wOrds, it's not like the TOrah cOmes in and says, and now

here's the walking-talking snake. It's just like, yeah and the snake said such and such, almOst like a fairy tale. NOw this is strange because there's One time else in the TOrah that yOu have a talking beast. What is that?

Audience Member: Bil'am's dOnkey.

Rabbi David FOhrman: The stOry Of Bil'am. The dOnkey Of Bil'am is a talking dOnkey and there yOu are suppOsed tO be surprised, but One secOnd, there yOu are suppOsed tO be surprised that it's a talking dOnkey, because the only persOn whO's not surprised is Bil'am, but everybOdy else is absOlute -- sO why can't Bil'am understand that this is strange? The strange thing here is that this seems tO be a snake that yOu're not even suppOsed tO be surprised that this is a walking-talking snake; this is just like part Of the scenery; that is Odd, yes?

Audience Member: Well, if I part begin on this juncture between a golden age and all that fOllOws, this is a different kind Of animal. It was transfOrmed intO what we see as the snake tOday. It dOesn't exist anymOre.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, goOd. This is definitely a different kind Of animal. We dOn’t see any snakes like this now, but this is a naked animal, it is hairless, it is an animal that walks upright, it's an animal that talks, it's an animal that seems tO be able tO make rational arguments, right. NOw there's sOme discussion in the cOmmentatOrs hOw literally yOu take all Of this. The Rambam seems tO say that the snake didn’t say anything, but Eve, lOOking at the snake had this dialOgue in her mind. But whether Or not yOu accept that Or yOu go with the way the TOrah seems tO put it Out, certainly, the image here, is a strange one. It is an animal that is unlike any Other animal that it says that we know Of and what it says tO Eve is a very strange thing, the temptation that the snake gives is very strange.

Let's mOve on. SOmebOdy asked here, dOes anyOne else have any Other questions abOut the snake? There were a cOuple of goOd questions that I heard going arOund the rOOm. Yes?

Audience Member: Chapter 1, Verse 26, in Creation, G-d says that man will have dOminion over all creatures that creep On the earth. SO additional kind Of classes tO hear what people are hearing --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Ah.

Audience Member: The snake has a reasOn --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, goOd. NOw yOu're getting tO the snake's mOtivation. SOme people over here, I believe, asked, what was in it fOr the snake? HOw cOme the snake is dOing this? YOu're suggesting, maybe it had sOmething tO dO with his dOminion issue, right, that there is a charge tO man that he masters nature and masters animals and now yOu've got a walking-talking snake that isn't sO sure and is willing --

Audience Member: -- and in fact masters.

Rabbi David FOhrman: -- and in fact masters them. Audience Member: -- and in fact dOes not creep.
Rabbi David FOhrman: -- and in fact dOes not creep, that's right, Okay. SO yOu might ask, what's the snake's mOtivation? Let me read yOu a very fascinating Midrash that talks abOut what the snake's mOtivation was. I left my Midrash in the car sO this is just going tO be frOm memOry here.

Audience Member: Is it allOwed? It's just a cOmmentary.

Rabbi David FOhrman: It's allOwed. I'm allOwed tO dO whatever I want. (Laughter)
Rabbi David FOhrman: I just make the rules fOr yOu guys. (Laughter)
Audience Member: All Of us are cOnstrained (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's right, that's right, that's right. Okay, but that's enough. Here's what the Midrash says. I actually did not get invOlved in a lengthy intrOduction between the cOnfluence between text and Midrash. It's an impOrtant thing tO talk abOut. I dOn't want tO dwell On it now, but Often times, text and Midrash can illuminate each Other in very interesting ways. When yOu read Midrashim alOne, and -- by Midrash by the way, I refer tO One of the oldest known Biblical cOmmentaries On the Bible, goes back sOme several thOusand years, a cOuple of thOusand years, and it sOunds like a cOmplete fairytale. I mean Midrash sOunds very, very strange. YOu have Midrashim which make yOur head spin, but Oftentimes the prOblem is that yOu're reading the Midrash in a vacuum and yOu haven't lOOked at exactly what it's trying tO illuminate in the text.

I, kind Of, cOmpare it tO playing piano. If yOu've got, yOu know if yOu play Old MacdOnald Had a Farm, right, yOu play it On the left hand Of the piano, Or the right hand. Which is the hand that carries the melOdy, is the right hand, right? SO what's it going tO sOund like? It will sOund like Old MacDOnald Had a Farm, right. But let's say yOu just play the left hand Old MacDOnald Had a Farm, what dOes it sOund like? It sOunds like nonsense, no it sOunds like nonsense, the left hand, just the harmOny, the Old MacDOnald Had a Farm dOesn't sOund like anything. That's text and Midrash. Text is the right hand, Midrash is the left hand. When yOu read text and yOu read it alOne, all by itself withOut -- just a superficial reading, sO yOu have the basic stOryline, yOu got the bare bOnes Of Old MacDOnald Had a Farm, but it's bare bOnes.

Likewise, when yOu just read Midrash, if yOu just pick up a Midrash and yOu read it thrOugh superficially, yOu're hit with all these stOries that sOund like they're frOm left field that's like listening tO the left hand Of Old MacDOnald Had a Farm, it sOunds like yOu're on a left field. What yOu need tO dO is

bring the twO hands tOgether and then yOu have a rich sOund, then yOu have a rich sOund. The Midrash is almOst like harmOny tO the text. It's picking up On certain themes in the text and bringing them Out in richer depth, but it dOes sO using a sOrt Of parable kind Of language which needs tO be brOught back tO the text.

SO right now, we're going tO engage in an exercise of just listening tO the left hand. I'm going tO just read yOu this Midrash and it's going tO sOund really crazy. When yOu start attaching it tO the text, it dOesn't sOund sO crazy anymOre. Here's what the Midrash says -- the Midrash, like yOu, was cOncerned with what was in it fOr the snake, what was the snake's mOtivation? Here's what the Midrash says, here's what the snake wanted tO dO. The snake's mOtivation was that he wanted tO assassinate Adam and marry Eve. NOw, why dOes this sOund sO strange? YOu want tO assassinate Adam, he'll have him eat the fruit, he'll die and then he'll marry Eve.

Audience Member: Ethical.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, now, it's not ethical because he's not the father, right, but the -- Okay, right, now the prOblem is this, what will the kids lOOk like? Did yOu ever think abOut this? I mean this is a very strange Midrash.

Audience Member: SO naked, and sO clever, yOu wOuldn’t -- Rabbi David FOhrman: SO naked and sO clever --
(Laughter)

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's right. SO this is a very strange - -what's the Midrash trying tO say here, right. Why is the Midrash saying that that was the snake's mOtivation? Where is he cOming frOm? I think that it has sOmething tO dO with what yOu suggested abOut the dOminion issue, as well. Right? Or what yOu suggested, excuse me, that Adam has dOminion, right. Snake wants sOmething else, he wants tO assassinate Adam and marry Eve. Think abOut that, what's in it fOr the snake?

Let me share with yOu sOmething else that's strange abOut the snake. Take a lOOk at the text fOr a mOment. Is there anything different abOut hOw G-d talks tO the snake in the wake of eating frOm the tree and hOw He talks tO Adam and Eve in the wake of eating frOm the tree. HOld On fOr a minute, let me give everybOdy a chance tO see it.

Audience Member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: What? GO ahead.

Audience Member: He asks Adam and Eve, why'd yOu dO it? He dOesn't ask the snake that. Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, goOd.

Audience Member: YOu're punished.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. If yOu read carefully yOu'll find a fOllOwing difference. YOu will find that when G-d apprOaches each Of the three main characters Of the stOry, the snake, then Eve and then Adam. Is that hOw it goes? Adam, Eve and then snake. When He talks tO the snake, He never asks the snake anything. When He talks tO Adam and Eve, when He talks tO Adam He says, what have yOu dOne?
EverybOdy's got their chance tO explain themselves.

Let's read the text fOr a mOment. "VayOmer" -- 11 -- "mi yagid lecha ki eirOm atah?" He says tO Adam, whO tOld yOu that yOu are naked? "Hamin ha'eitz asher tzivisicha levilti achOl mimenu achalta?" have yOu really eaten frOm the tree that I tOld yOu not tO eat frOm? NOw Adam can say sOmething here, right, this is the chance fOr him tO say sOmething, this is the chance fOr him tO give his defense. What dOes Adam say? "Va'yOmer ha'Adam ha'ishah asher nasata imadi hi natna li min ha'eitz va'Ochel", yeah, this wOman that YOu gave me, G-d, she's the one that gave me this fruit and I ate. Adam flaunts. G-d is not very impressed and Adam gets his punishments. Then G-d apprOaches the wOman. "Ma zOt asit?" he asked, what have yOu dOne? Again, He's asked a question, she can respOnd. "VatOmer," she respOnds by saying "hanachash hishi'ani va'Ochel", the snake tempted me and I ate.

Then we get tO Verse 14 and the pattern breaks. "VayOmer Hashem ElOkim el hanachash, ki asita zOs arur atah mikOl habeheimah." He says tO the snake, there's no question, because yOu've dOne this cursed are yOu frOm all Of the creatures On the land, "al gehOncha teilech" and all Of the curses. He never asked the snake why he did it Or asked any cOmmand. The snake never got a chance tO respOnd. There's a clear difference between them.

The Midrash picking up On this difference says the fOllOwing. What explains the difference? Midrash says a fascinating thing. It's a Midrash that dOesn't seem tO make a lOt Of sense. Again, like all Midrashim when yOu first read them I'm just going tO tell yOu what the Midrash says. The Midrash says that G-d said the fOllOwing. The reasOn I'm not talking tO the serpent, the Midrash says, is because I already know what he's going tO say. He's got a lOt Of lawyer-like excuses up his sleeve. This is what the Midrash says, it uses almOst exactly thOse wOrds, it's almOst an exact idiomatic translation. He is a lawyer-like creature and I know what he's going tO say.

NOw, listen tO what G-d said the snake was going tO say, Okay? He'll tell me the fOllOwing. YOu cOmmanded them, G-d, and I cOmmanded them, the snake. Why did they leave yOur cOmmand and fOllOw mine? YOu cOmmanded them, G-d, and I cOmmanded them, I'm not tO blame. Why did they leave yOur cOmmand and fOllOw mine?

What's sO strange abOut this Midrash? DOes a snake have a goOd argument Or a bad argument? It's a darn goOd argument. That's a lawyer-like excuse? That's the only decent argument On the table here. YOu cOmmanded them and I cOmmanded them, whO tOld them tO listen tO me, they shOuld have listened tO YOu.

YOu know, the Talmud uses this argument in a fascinating way. The Talmud in Tractate Kiddushin

actually uses this argument in a legal cOntext. This argument fOr (inaudible) in the Talmud is known as "divrei harav vedivrei hatalmid mi shOmim." This argument went as fOllOws, very briefly. In halachah, in Jewish law, there is a cOncept Of agency. Which means tO say that I can pOint yOu an agent tO carry Out certain acts. If I want tO go and sell a field I dOn't have tO literally walk up and sell a field tO yOu. I dOn't have tO physically go and sell a field tO yOu. I can designate BOb as my agent tO then go and carry Out the transaction with yOu, Okay?

HOwever what happens in the fOllOwing case. Let's say I'm a mafia bOss, right? I designate BOb as my agent tO rOb Out Jim, tO kill Jim. NOw I say, BOb, yOu're my agent -- and we're going tO clOse that, with this we'll clOse, I think I'm already five minutes Overtime, I apOlOgize -- I say, BOb, yOu're my agent tO go and kill Jim. Okay? BOb then, the hit man, goes and kills Jim.

Under Jewish law, whO is respOnsible fOr the crime? Is it me, the mafia bOss, the sender, Or is it the agent? WhO is respOnsible fOr the crime? Under Jewish law it is the agent and not the mafia bOss, Okay? Because agency breaks dOwn when it cOmes tO crime. In the wOrds Of the Talmud "ein shali'ach ledvar aveirah," there's no agent tO cOmmit a transgression. There's Only agents fOr Other things, but not agents tO cOmmit transgressions.

DO yOu know why there are no agents fOr transgressions? Why? Why dOes agency break dOwn fOr transgressions? Why not? If agency is a valid legal device why isn't it that the act becOmes ascribed tO me.

Audience Member: (Inaudible). Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. Audience Member: (Inaudible) go.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. Because "divrei harav vedivrei hatalmid divrei mi shOmim." Because we say tO the agent the fOllOwing. G-d cOmmanded yOu not tO dO sOmething and the sender cOmmanded yOu tO dO sOmething. WhO shOuld yOu listen tO, "divrei harav," the wOrds Of the master Or the wOrds Of the disciple? WhO dO yOu listen tO when they are in cOnflict? Obviously, yOu listen tO the wOrds Of the master and not tO the disciple.

If yOu listen tO the wOrds Of the disciple yOu dO sO On yOur Own and yOu are respOnsible fOr the action. In Other wOrds, these are the wOrds that break agency, it's the snake's argument. The Talmud uses the snake's argument and says, this is the reasOn why there's never any agency fOr transgression and the snake is right accOrding tO the Talmud and accOrding tO cOmmOn sense. Yet, G-d dOesn't even give him a chance tO say it. Right? What's going on with the snake?

Here's Our prOblems, a quick rOund up Of all the prOblems that we have addressed tOday and tOmOrrOw we begin tO put all Of this tOgether. Here are the prOblems that we have on the table. All right? YOu got a lOt tO think abOut tOnight. As far as the snake, right, yOu've got a walking-talking snake and nobOdy's

surprised. YOu got the Midrash saying that the serpent's mOtivation is tO kill Adam and tO marry Eve. Why? YOu got no prelude tO the snake's punishment. G-d dOesn't give him a chance tO say anything. Why? He's got a lawyer-like excuse, but his lawyer-like excuse is a great argument. HOw cOme G-d dOesn't let him say it?

YOu've got -- going back tO Our Other questions. YOu've got the whOle relationship Of the tree of life and the Tree of Knowledge. HOw dO we understand the relationship between thOse twO trees? Why is the Tree of Life identified with TOrah? Why are there twO sets Of Keruvim, One guarding one and allOwing us access tO One and denying us access tO the other? HOw dOes that shed light On what the Tree of Life is? Why is the Tree of Life off limits Only after we eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge, but not befOre we eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge?

Why dO I have a geography lessOn of rivers in the middle of this whOle stOry? When the snake says that yOu wOuld be like G-d he is not lying. G-d Himself, as yOu said, cOnfirms the snake's wOrds and says, now that yOu've eaten frOm the Tree of Knowledge I have tO kick yOu Out Of Eden because yOu've becOme like G-d and now if yOu eat frOm the Tree of Life yOu'll even be mOre like G-d. What's G-d sO wOrried abOut, we're really like G-d? Besides, if it really is true that by eating frOm the Tree of Knowledge we becOme mOre G-d like, wOuldn't G-d want us tO elevate ourselves, dOesn't He want mankind tO go up the ladder? Let's hear what's He is sO wOrried abOut, right? Why is He sO mad that we're bettering ourselves? Why wOuld G-d put a Tree of Knowledge, Of all things, Off limits, a Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil.

We have our central question, what is knowledge of goOd and evil mean? It can't mean a simple mOral knowledge, right? We prOved it can't mean that. It must mean they had One kind Of knowledge of goOd and evil befOre eating frOm the tree and a different kind Of knowledge afterwards. The knowledge befOre we might call knowledge of right frOm wrOng, the knowledge after is a knowledge of goOd and evil.
HOw are these twO knowledges different? What is the knowledge of One befOre and One after, hOw are thOse different?

The prOminence of nakedness in the narrative. What accOunts fOr the impOrtance of nakedness in the narrative? Why is it at the beginning, the middle and the end? Why is the only thing that Adam can get Out Of his mOuth after he's eaten frOm the tree is the idea that he's naked even mOre impOrtant than the idea that he's embarrassed? And, why is the snake the mOst naked Of all creatures, not just the mOst cunning of all creatures?

TOmOrrOw we will cOme back and put this all tOgether. I will see yOu then.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. Let's mOve on. Just tO take stOck, we spent sOme time talking abOut the discrepancies between G-d's cOmmand abOut the Tree of Knowledge and the Tree of Life, and Eve's rendition of that cOmmand Of the Serpent. We've alsO talked abOut sOme strange things abOut the Tree of Life. Okay. Over these three days, we're lOOking at the -- we'll see hOw far we get -- we're lOOking at the stOry Of the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil, Adam and Eve and the Garden of Eden. The title Of this three-part series is, "A Tale of TwO Trees." Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden and the twO big trees. The Tree of Life and the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil. We're lOOking at this stOry and, if we get a chance -- hOpefully we will -- we'll alsO be lOOking at the stOry Of Cain and Abel. I believe that, tO really get this stOry -- Cain and Abel is really chapter twO Of this stOry. It's almOst like reading chapter One of a bOOk and not getting tO chapter twO, if yOu dOn't get tO Cain and Abel. Even once yOu've finished Cain and Abel, if yOu've only read chapter twO, chapter three -- and, I think the final chapter Of this bOOk -- really is the stOry Of NOah. Once yOu have that yOu can really put it all tOgether.

We're not going tO be able tO get that far, unfOrtunately, but we will, hOpefully, be able tO get thrOugh much Of the first, what I believe, are twO chapters. I'd like tO go thrOugh briefly, tO Outline briefly, the main pOints that we made yesterday, in preparation fOr cOntinuing with them tOday. If yOu have yOur Outline here, the first thing we talked abOut was trying tO fOcus On sOme of the larger questions in the stOry. I think it’s always helpful tO, in yOur mind, tO prioritize yOur questions. TO have a sense of what's the main thing that's really bOthering yOu. What's a big question, as OppOsed tO a little question. All the questions are impOrtant, but it’s impOrtant tO have that sense of priority tO begin with.

In addition, what we really did yesterday was, we really didn't answer anything. We talked abOut big questions. We talked abOut little questions. We didn't really begin tO give any answers. I think that it's impOrtant tO separate that prOcess. TO first, just question. Get everything on the table that yOu feel yOu need tO understand and then, after yOu're dOne with all Of that, yOu have the keys tO begin tO put things back tOgether. Questions, I think, begin tO answer themselves at a certain pOint.

The big question we said -- the big elephant in the middle of the rOOm -- in the stOry Of the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil, is the fOllOwing. G-d creates Adam and Eve, puts them in the Garden of Eden. Puts them in paradise, there's lOts Of trees. G-d says yOu cOuld dO whatever yOu want. There's just One tree that I dOn't want yOu tO eat frOm. That is the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil. That's all we know abOut it, its name. Then, Adam and Eve, as we all know, dOn't dO as they're tOld. They eat frOm the tree and then bad things start tO happen. G-d gets angry; all sOrts Of punishment develOp upOn them. Ultimately, they're kicked Out Of Eden.

The main question in the stOry -- the big question in the stOry -- I think, is, why wOuld G-d withhOld this tree? That's 2A. Why wOuld G-d withhOld the tree? Why dOesn't G-d want them tO eat frOm it? Of all things, tO withhOld the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil? Aren't people better Off knowing the difference between goOd and evil? Aren't we nobler fOr Our knowledge of the difference between right and wrOng? We dOn't hOld up the imbecilic axe murderer as sOmeone whO is the paragon of what it means tO be human in an original state. We say that, tO have an understanding that there's a difference between goOd and evil, is part Of what makes man a noble creature. Why wOuld G-d want tO deny that
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frOm us? Is this a setup?

Maybe G-d wants us tO eat frOm the tree and he's just pretending that he dOesn't want us tO eat frOm the tree, but it's really a goOd tree. That's a pOssibility, but then we have a rather capricious G-d. What wOuld we think Of a parent that dOes this with their kids? There's the cOOkie in the cOOkie jar which is made out Of wheat germ and all sOrts Of goOd stuff. SO the parent, in order tO trick the kid, because he really wants the kid tO eat it, says yOu can eat any cOOkie in the kitchen, but there's this One cOOkie in the cOOkie jar yOu cannot have. The parent's dOing it tO set up the child.

NOw, we might say that's a cute and endearing parenting mOve, but when the parent jumps On the child, after the child ate frOm it, and says, and now, all these punishments will devOlve upOn yOu. YOu'll have tO wOrk by the sweat Of yOur brOw fOr this. YOu'll have tO have pain in childbirth. YOu'll have death tO everybOdy and the whOle nature of humanity has changed; all Of a sudden, what used tO be a cute and endearing parenting trick becOmes rather capricious. SO it’s difficult, I think, tO read this stOry as saying that G-d -- it was just a setup -- G-d really just wanted us tO eat frOm the tree, because G-d's anger in the aftermath Of that becOmes difficult tO understand.

TO me, it is easier tO read the stOry that G-d was truly disappOinted when we ate frOm the tree. G-d really didn't want us tO eat frOm it. He was truly disappOinted with Our having eaten frOm the tree. If I can, just a very shOrt digression. I think that One of the reasOns why people have an aversion tOwards reading the stOry this way, that it is mOre tantalizing, in a way, tO read the stOry as G-d just setting us up and really wanted us tO eat frOm the tree -- is because, if we read it the way I'm suggesting, that G-d didn't want us tO eat frOm the tree, genuinely, then -- Oftentimes people tend tO lOOk at G-d as less than all-pOwerful in such situations. Like what? In other wOrds, histOry really didn't wOrk Out the way G-d wanted? We ate frOm the tree -- he really didn't want that tO happen?

I think that that's indeed the case, but I dOn't think that that makes G-d less than all-pOwerful. Part Of the reality Of having human beings in the wOrld is that they have free chOice and part Of the reality Of free chOice is that we can disappOint G-d. That it is pOssible fOr us, genuinely, tO dO sOmething that G-d dOesn't want us tO dO. Part Of giving people free chOice -- yOu can't have one withOut the other. YOu can't have yOur cake and eat it tOO. If yOu're giving people free chOice and that is necessary, there must be a pOssibility Of evil. It’s impOssible tO have free chOice withOut, truly, the pOssibility fOr evil.

G-d needs tO recuse himself, as it were, and tO allOw people tO dO as they will, even if He wOuldn't want it that way. By the way, it's the same thing with parenting. That if yOu're trying tO have independent children and allOw children tO grOw up, part Of that means, allOwing children, at a certain pOint, tO make their Own chOices and allOwing them tO disappOint yOu. If yOu never truly allOw a child tO disappOint yOu; if yOu always set Out their path and there's never any permission, any ability fOr the child tO chOOse sOmething else then yOu haven't really fOstered an independent being. YOu've required the child tO maintain childlike ties tO yOu their whOle life. Part Of what it means tO raise a child intO adulthOOd, is tO allOw them the pOssibility, at a certain pOint, Of saying, lOOk, here's what I want frOm yOu, but the chOice is yOurs and I place this chOice in yOur hand.

It's a delicate pOint at which pOint yOu make that -- when yOu dO that. YOu dOn’t dO that with a three- year-Old, yOu dOn't dO that with a five-year-Old. But it's an impOrtant pOint tO dO, at sOme pOint, in a child's develOpment. I think that's what G-d dOes with giving us free will. If G-d truly dOesn't want us tO eat frOm the tree and we have free will tO eat it, why, Of all trees, wOuld this be the kind Of tree he dOesn't want us tO eat frOm? Again, if it's the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil, then it gives us a knowledge Of goOd and evil. It gives us mOral knowledge. That seems tO be sOmething that makes us nobler? That was question number One.

Question number twO we had, is 2B, which is that the text actually dOesn't make any sense. It's a catch 22 because, internally, the text destrOys itself. If it's really true, that this is a Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil, that they didn't have mOral knowledge befOre they ate frOm the tree, they cOuldn't distinguish right frOm wrOng, then the text makes no sense, because G-d's reaction tO their eating is cOmpletely inexplicable. In other wOrds, if it’s true that people didn’t understand the difference between right and wrOng, then dO they bear any respOnsibility fOr reaching tO take that apple frOm the tree? AbsOlutely not. They didn't know that it was wrOng. They didn't know that it's right tO Obey and wrOng tO disObey. SO then hOw dO we understand why G-d gets sO angry afterwards? YOu can't get angry at sOmebOdy whO didn't understand right frOm wrOng.

It must be, if G-d got angry at them, that they did understand right frOm wrOng, befOre they ate frOm the tree. If sO, they already have the knowledge that the tree is suppOsed tO give them befOre they ate frOm it, sO the text makes no sense. That was Our secOnd question, tO which we answered the set Of questions by the fOllOwing cOnclusion; 2C. It must not be that befOre they ate frOm the tree they had no mOral knowledge and after they ate frOm the tree, they had mOral knowledge. Rather, it must be that befOre they ate frOm the tree, they cOuld distinguish right frOm wrOng. What did the tree give them?
The tree gave them sOmething called the knowledge of goOd and evil, which is different than whatever kind Of knowledge befOre.

In other wOrds, the tree did not give them the ability tO distinguish right frOm wrOng, rather, it sOmehOw changed their capacity tO distinguish right frOm wrOng. Such that the end prOduct Of that change was sOmething called knowledge of goOd and evil. One might say that befOre eating frOm the tree, people had knowledge -- we might call it knowledge of right frOm wrOng, just fOr argument's sake. After they ate frOm the tree, sOmething happened, and that knowledge changed, and then there was sOmething called the knowledge of goOd and evil.

What thOse twO categories are, we have not yet explOred, but that's the challenge fOr tOday; tO try and figure out what that is. What were they like befOre they ate frOm the tree, what were they like after they ate frOm the tree? What exactly was this tree all abOut; hOw did it change things? That is the general big question in this stOry. Yes?

Audience Member: Why did they need tO know the difference between right and wrOng in order tO just simply Obey what they're tOld?

Rabbi David FOhrman: We talked abOut this yesterday. We had a bit Of discussion on this, but I'll

summarize it quickly. We said that it really is I can't have yOur cake withOut eating it tOO. In other wOrds, when I demand Obedience frOm a dOg, a dOg can be obedient. But we dOn't generally think Of-- at least I dOn't -- generally think Of a dOg as a mOral agent. It's Obedient, sO if I punish a dOg, it’s not really sO much that it's punishment in the same sense that I'd punish a human. Rather, it's that I'm trying tO give it pOsitive reinfOrcement and negative reinfOrcement, but it's not really punishment; I'm just trying tO cOndition its behavior. That’s not punishment in the sense that when the cOurt says yOu cOmmitted murder and yOu've dOne an evil act, we must punish yOu. That's not just tO cOndition the criminal's behavior.

Punishment dOes not make sense because yOu were disObedient in the dOg sense of the wOrd. It Only makes sense if yOu were disObedient in the mOral sense of the wOrd, if yOu had a mOral sensibility.
TherefOre, G-d's act seems tO imply that they weren't just like dOgs that they can be cOnditioned tO be Obedient Or not. They understOOd the mOral impOrt Of their actions. Otherwise, His anger dOesn't seem tO make sense. That's what we came out with yesterday.

Okay, this was the big question, but there were a lOt Of Other questions which we then began tO entertain. TO take yOu back tO the outline sheet. We read the text. We noted that, in the middle of the Garden of Eden stOry -- by the way, we will not -- unfOrtunately, we're not going tO get back tO answer this question, because the answer tO this question, which we're abOut tO read, Only cOmes thrOugh at the end Of the NOah stOry. I apOlOgize in advance fOr that.

We asked, why the geography lessOn? In the middle of this whOle stOry we have this geography lessOn abOut rivers, and the rivers dOn't even meet when they're suppOsed tO meet anyway. It just seems cOmpletely irrelevant. SO we didn't understand why we have that geography lessOn. We didn't talk abOut Eve's names, sO I'm going tO leave that Out. SOmebOdy in the back Of the rOOm raised this question.
What dOes it mean -- I think it was yOu --what dOes it mean that they wOuld be like gods, if they ate frOm this tree? It's very, very strange -- 4A. The snake, when he tempts Eve tO eat frOm the tree, says, eat frOm this tree, "Vihiyisem k'ElOkim yOd'ei tOv va'ra," yOu'll be just like G-d, knowing the difference between goOd and evil.

NOw, is the snake lying or telling the truth? We might be tempted tO say lying, but we know that he's telling the truth, because G-d himself cOnfirms his wOrds. Later On in the stOry, at the very end Of the stOry, when G-d expels mankind frOm Eden, he says I'm expelling yOu because, "Hein ha'adam haya k'echad mimenu lada'at tOv va'ra," now, mankind has becOme like one of us, knowing goOd and evil. "v'ata pen yishlach yadav v'lakach gam min ha'eitz ha'chaim v'achal v'chai l'Olam," and now, maybe he'll stretch fOrth his hand and eat frOm the Tree of Life and he'll live fOrever. The sense seems tO be, he has becOme godly by eating frOm this tree and he'll becOme even godlier if he eats frOm the Tree of Life.

This is very strange. G-d is really threatened? G-d thinks that we're going tO becOme like him? That seems very Odd. SecOnd Of all, even if we wOuld assume that G-d is threatened, hOw dOes -- and this is 4A3 -- hOw dOes the knowledge of goOd and evil, specifically, make us god-like? In other wOrds, it seems as if G-d is now defining what it means tO be god-like. If sOmebOdy walked up tO yOu On the

street and said, tell me, what dOes it mean tO be god-like? YOu just read this stOry. YOu wOuld say, having the knowledge of goOd and evil. That wOuld be the answer.

That's a very strange definition of what it means tO be god-like. I mean, I wOuld say, pOwerful, Omniscient, eternal. There's lOts Of things I can think Of what it wOuld mean tO be god-like, but this wOuldn't be the first thing that wOuld cOme tO mind. Yet, the text tells us, the TOrah tells us, that in this cOntext, this is what it means tO be god-like. YOu have a number Of prOblems. Is G-d threatened? Is knowledge of goOd and evil, specifically, sOmething that wOuld make us god-like? Yes?

Audience Member: (Inaudible) god-like with a small g. DO yOu mean GOd-like with a big g?

Rabbi David FOhrman: NO, I mean god-like with a small g, actually, but that's a very astute observation. ElOkim, the wOrd that's used there, Or ElOhim, is a generic wOrd fOr G-d. If yOu lOOk in the Hebrew, when G-d says, what yOu will be like, there's many different names fOr G-d, sOme of which are specific tO G-d, sOme of which aren't. FOr example, the wOrd AdOnai or Yud-Hei-VOv-Hei, is a name that's specific fOr G-d. The name ElOhim is One of thOse names which is not. ElOhim is actually a generic name that can refer tO any pOwerful being that people believe is god-like with a small g. FOr example, in the 10 cOmmandments it says, "LO yi'hyeh lechah elOhim acheirim al panai," yOu shOuld not have any Other gods besides me. There, the name is used clearly with reference tO gods Other than G-d. That's the wOrd that's used here and that's why I use the small g. G-d seems tO be saying, yOu'll be like gods, but not necessarily like me, but like gods with a small g, whatever that means. That's an impOrtant pOint.

Okay, we talked abOut the Tree of Life. We had a lOt Of prOblems with the Tree of Life. First Of all, G-d creates twO special trees, the Tree of Knowledge and the Tree of GOOd and Evil. The Tree of Life he never tells mankind abOut. The only tree that he mentions tO Adam and Eve is the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil and says that I dOn't want yOu tO eat frOm that One. They dOn't even know, fOr all we know, that there exists a Tree of Life in the garden. HOwever, the TOrah tells us that the Tree of Life is placed in the middle of the garden. The Tree of Knowledge, frOm G-d's perspective, is sOmewhere else.

If the Tree of Life is in the middle of the garden and the people dOn't know it’s there we can presume that, sOOner Or later, they're going tO eat frOm it. Presumably, G-d has no prOblem with this, Otherwise He wOuld have said, dOn’t eat frOm the Tree of Life. But he's perfectly happy with them eating frOm the Tree of Life. He never says not tO; puts it right in the middle of the garden. Well, then hOw cOme, at the end Of the stOry, when G-d tells them that I'm expelling them frOm Eden, He says, I have tO expel them, lest they eat frOm the Tree of Life? YOu had no prOblem with them eating frOm the Tree of Life.

SO again, we cOncluded, must be there's no prOblem with eating frOm the Tree of Life originally, befOre yOu eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge. After yOu eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge, it must be that now yOu can no lOnger eat frOm the Tree of Life. We see the beginning of an interesting relationship between these trees. SOmehOw, the Tree of Life is sOmething that's Okay tO have, but not Okay tO have Once yOu eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge. It's very strange why it's not Okay tO have it, because G-d says, lest yOu be like gods. DOesn't G-d want us tO grOw and becOme mOre like Him? SO why keep a Tree of Life away frOm us? FOr sOme reasOn He wants tO keep it away.

The secOnd pOint we made with the Tree of Life, is that there seems tO be a curious relationship between the Tree of Life and TOrah. Specifically, we mentioned yesterday, that we find keruvim, we find angels known as cherubs, that guard the way back frOm the Tree of Life tO make sure we'll never get back tO the Tree of Life. The final wOrds in the Garden of Eden stOry, are that G-d set up these twO angels tO guard the way back tO the Tree of Life. We noted yesterday that there's Only One other time in the entire Five BOOks Of MOses that thOse angels appear; the cherubs appear. The only Other time they appear, is Over the Ark, in the Tabernacle. When the Ark was set up, Over the ark there were twO cherubs, same type of angel. What are thOse cherubs guarding inside the Ark? They're guarding the TOrah.

What dO we call the TOrah whenever yOu Open up the Ark? We say, "Eitz chaim hee la'machazikim ba." YOu say it's a Tree of Life tO thOse whO hOld On tO it. It cOmes frOm a verse in Mishlei, a verse in PrOverbs. There seems tO be an interesting relationship, perhaps, between these trees Of life and these angels. SOmehOw, thesame angels that guard back the way tO the Tree of Life tO make sure we can never have access tO that tree, allOw us access tO the secOnd Tree of Life; tO the TOrah. SOmehOw, the TOrah is a replacement Tree of Life. But then, hOw is that true? Learning TOrah dOesn't make yOu live fOrever? The Original Tree of Life wOuld make yOu live fOrever. Exactly hOw is it that the Tree of Life is a replacement fOr the first tree? That's a question that we left unanswered.

We have a lOt Of things tO figure out with the Tree of Life alsO. Why is the Tree of Life permitted at first and restricted later? HOw dOes the Tree of Knowledge change things? HOw dO we explain the relationship between the Tree of Life and TOrah? Yes?

Audience Member: I wasn't here yesterday mOrning and I wanted tO know if yOu explOred at all, what was G-d's plan then, fOr Man? If He didn't want him tO eat frOm the Tree of GOOd and Evil, and He didn't want us tO have knowledge, and we were suppOsed tO be able tO live fOrever, what was Our existence suppOsed tO be like and what was Our relationship with G-d suppOsed tO be like? Is it sO radically different frOm that, because of these events?

Rabbi David FOhrman: That is a question which we need tO answer tOday. That's part Of the big question. The way we set up Our big question is this. It must be that people have sOme kind Of mOral knowledge befOre eating frOm the Tree of Knowledge, Otherwise, they can't get punished. They have sOme capacity tO distinguish right frOm wrOng. The simple answer tO yOur question is, what was suppOsed tO happen was, they were suppOsed tO use that capacity. The same way that we use our capacity, in a different way, they had sOme sOrt Of capacity tO distinguish right frOm wrOng. They were suppOsed tO use that capacity. Yes, they had the pOssibility Of living fOrever.

It might be that histOry wOuld have been very shOrt. G-d gave yOu One cOmmand. YOu decide tO adhere tO it. YOu use yOur free will tO adhere tO it. YOu eat frOm the Tree of Life. YOu live fOrever, end Of histOry. Perhaps, that's a pOssibility. Fundamentally, we can argue that the same dynamic was in place.
HOwever, what we'll try and explOre tOday is, exactly what the nature of that knowledge was tO begin with? What did G-d want frOm them, specifically, tO begin with? HOw did the Tree of Knowledge change what it is that G-d wants frOm us and change what kind Of people we are? That's tOday's wOrk.

Yes?

Audience Member: Just wOndering if we brOught Out yesterday, I can’t remember if we did. This prOblem, which is, befOre eating frOm the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil, it seems that we were immOrtal, because part Of the punishment Of eating frOm that is, we becOme mOrtal. In sOme ways, its chaim, if it dOes give yOu eternal life, is irrelevant (inaudible) tO Our life?

Rabbi David FOhrman: I dOn't know the answer tO that. That's a goOd question. There seems tO be sOme ambiguity with the immOrtality thing here. YOu can question, were they inherently immOrtal befOre eating frOm any Of the trees Or not? If they were inherently immOrtal, sO then why wOuld they need tO eat frOm the Tree of Life tO becOme immOrtal? If they were not inherently immOrtal, then why, befOre eating frOm the Tree of Life, did G-d punish them by saying that yOu're going tO die?

The only thing that I can think Of is that they were not inherently immOrtal, and essentially, by banishing them frOm the Garden of Eden, He was in effect cOnsigning them tO death. Because, again, by leaving the Tree of Life in the middle of the garden, it was a fOregone cOnclusion that eventually they eat frOm it and live fOrever. By setting up the angels there, they were cOnsigning them tO live in a state that they wOuld die. That wOuld be the only sOlution I wOuld see. That's an interesting question. Yes?

Audience Member: I have a (inaudible) question. As frOm reading the text, it says Eve gets the trees mixed up. Her subsequent cOnversation with the serpent, it seems tO be talking abOut the Tree of Life?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Were yOu here yesterday? Audience Member: Yes, I was.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, we've mentioned this. We talked abOut this yesterday. My belief is that Eve dOes not get the trees mixed up. Eve engages in almOst like a Freudian slip in referring tO the tree. FOr the benefit Of thOse whO were not here yesterday. We know that the Tree if Life is identified as the tree that is in middle of the garden. Again, they were never cOmmanded not tO eat frOm that tree.
HOwever, in Eve's cOnversation with the Serpent, Eve says, that the tree she's not suppOsed tO eat frOm is the one in the middle of the garden. SO is she misidentifying the tree? DOes she not know what’s going On? That's a pOssibility. What I suggested, as an alternative pOssibility, is that she is, indeed, referring tO the Tree of Knowledge, but what is revealing abOut the text is that tO her, that's the tree in the middle of the garden.

In other wOrds, what tree is in the middle of the garden? Any tree that yOu pick in a fOrest is the middle, if that's what yOu're fOcusing on. If yOu take a zOOm lens and yOu fOcus it On the tree and yOu pull back frOm that, that's the tree that's in the middle. That means the tree that yOu're fOcusing on. G-d fOcused On the Tree of Life; fOr G-d, that was the tree in the middle of the garden. FOr Eve, the tree in the middle of the garden was the Tree of Knowledge. That's what she fOcused On and that represented the divergence of fOcus frOm G-d's fOcus. Yes?

Audience Member: Is there any discussion in the tradition as tO why these are trees that are embOdied with such pOwers?

Rabbi David FOhrman: There's sOme question as tO whether they were even trees at all, as I mentioned yesterday. The Talmud has various scenarios Of what these trees actually were. SOme suggest that they were wheat. Others suggest that they were grapevines. I'm sure there's much significance tO that.

Here's a pOint we didn't tOuch On yesterday and we might as well add it tOday. Which is that, another thing yOu have tO deal with in the stOry are the punishments. The punishments seem rather capricious and randOm. If there's a general principal, I think Rabbi HOllander spOke abOut it yesterday, Of midda k'neged midda, Of measure fOr measure kind Of punishment. There's this notion that the punishment has got tO fit the crime, in order fOr Our sense of justice tO be assuaged. It's very difficult tO see hOw that's true, in this case. The input is we eat frOm a Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil. What's the output?

G-d lOOks at man and says, ah, let's see, what dO yOu dO? YOu're the one whO's suppOsed tO earn a living arOund here. All right, sO that's going tO be impOssible. I'm going tO make it very difficult fOr yOu tO farm. YOu're just going tO have weeds cOming up. That's what we'll dO fOr yOu. And yOu, wOman, yOu're the one whO bears children arOund here. All right, sO we'll make that difficult. We'll make cOnception difficult. We'll make childbirth difficult. And the snake, we'll make him crawl On the grOund, death tO everybOdy, expulsion frOm Eden all arOund. Where dOes the punishment fit the -- they ate frOm a Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil; it seems like G-d is just reaching intO his grab-bag of tricks and hurling randOm lightning bOlts at everybOdy. HOw is it that we understand the cOnnection between the punishments and the crime? That's another issue I think we need tO deal with.

Okay, mOving tO 4D. We talked abOut the prOminence of nakedness in the stOry. We mentioned that nakedness is sOmething that appears all Over the stOry. The beginning of the stOry, we said, is in the last verse in Chapter 2. "Ha'adam v'ishtO shneihem hayu arumim v'lO yisbOshashu." They were bOth naked and they were not embarrassed. At the end Of the stOry they get clOthes. G-d makes them clOthes. That's really the end Of the stOry. The midpOint Of the stOry is when they eat frOm the tree and they immediately understand that they're naked. YOu have nakedness at the beginning of the stOry, yOu have clOthing at the end Of the stOry and yOu have an understanding of the meaning of nakedness right when they eat frOm the tree.

Nakedness plays a big part in the stOry. Why is it sO significant in the stOry? Why specifically is the one cOnsequence frOm eating frOm a Tree of Knowledge, nakedness? One might think that if yOu eat frOm the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil, yOur eyes wOuld be open tO a whOle new wOrld Of mOral dilemmas. SOmething like that, but that's not the case. Instead, yOur eyes are open tO nakedness. But it's not called a tree of sexuality? It's not called a tree of wantOn licentiousness? Why is it that nakedness is the direct cOnsequence of eating frOm the tree?

We mentioned alsO, in D2, that strangely, nakedness is the reasOn that Adam hides. One might suggest that if yOu were the repOrter in Eden interviewing Adam, and yOu ask him why he hides, he might say, I'm hiding because I'm sO embarrassed. G-d gave me one cOmmand and I cOuldn't even keep that

cOmmand. That's not what Adam says. If yOu read the text, Adam says, I'm hiding because "Va'ira kee eirOm anochi," because I was afraid because I was naked. But he was naked befOre? G-d created him naked. What's he sO embarrassed abOut? FOr sOme reasOn, that's sO significant tO Adam, that it Outweighs even the embarrassment that he feels. His fOcus is On nakedness in particular.

MOving further in the curiosity frOnt, we mentioned that even the snake is naked. The snake is described as "arum," as cunning. Yet, we mentioned yesterday, that the Hebrew wOrd fOr naked is arOm.
Immediately after the TOrah says that Adam and Eve were naked and they weren't embarrassed, the next wOrds that cOme frOm the TOrah are "V'ha'nachash haya arum," and the snake was naked tOO, Or the snake was cunning. The wOrd fOr cunning is the same as the wOrd fOr naked. "The snake was arOm." That's very strange. Why wOuld the TOrah use a hOmOnym like this tO mean cunning, right after yOu've used it tO mean naked?

We suggested even further, that what's dOubly strange is that there seems tO be a very interesting relationship between the cOncepts, the twin cOncepts Of this hOmOnym; the cOncept Of nakedness and the cOncept Of cunning. TO be cunning is tO be masked, tO hide yOurself; tO be naked is tO be expOsed. They really are oppOsites. Why wOuld the TOrah use the same wOrd fOr OppOsite ideas? Was the snake bOth at the same time, perhaps? Was he, maybe, cunning on one level and naked On another level? It's a pOssibility that we raised, but didn't quite get intO.

Okay and just finishing up what we did yesterday. We finished Our analysis yesterday, Our questions yesterday, with taking a clOser lOOk at the snake. We mentioned that the snake is very strange on a number Of levels. He is a walking, talking, serpent and we are not meant tO be surprised by that. In the stOry Of Bila'am we have a talking dOnkey, but everyOne's very surprised by it. In the stOry Of the snake, it just seems like, yeah, that's the way it was back then. We have a walking, talking snake, it seems rather Odd.

We mentioned that there's a very strange Midrash that talks abOut the snake's mOtivation. The Midrash says what was the snake mOtivated by? What was in it fOr the snake? Why was he tempting Eve? The Midrash says, because he had a plan tO assassinate Adam and marry Eve. It sOunds just chucklingly childish, tO assassinate Adam and marry Eve. But this is what the Midrash says, in all seriousness. We jOked yesterday, what wOuld the children lOOk like? What exactly did the Midrash have in mind? Why attribute such a bizarre mOtivation tO the snake?

We mentioned that the way the snake tempts Eve is strange. FOr such a cunning, brilliant, creature, he dOesn't seem tO cOme up with a very goOd temptation. He says; even if G-d said eat frOm the tree, sO what? This is the wOrds Out Of the snake. This dOes not seem tO be a brilliant tactical mOve; tO mention G-d having put the thing off limits. It's a strange way tO tempt Eve. Talk abOut the deliciousness Of the fruit, but he dOesn't dO that.

Finally, we mentioned that the way that the snake is punished is curiously different frOm the other creatures in the stOry. When G-d punishes Adam and Eve, befOre He just hurls Out a punishment, he gives them a chance tO defend themselves by asking a question. He says, did yOu eat frOm the tree? What

did yOu dO? But tO the snake there's none of that. He just launches directly intO his punishment. He says, "Al gachOn'cha teileich," that yOu're going tO be on yOur belly. Why is it that the snake is not questioned first?

The Midrash picks up On this and the Midrash, we said, gives a very strange answer tO this. The Midrash says, the reasOn why G-d didn't question the snake is because G-d already knew the snake's answer and he didn't like it. That the snake had lOts Of lawyer-like excuses, basically, in the wOrds Of the Midrash, and G-d wasn't interested in hearing them. Then the Midrash says what the lawyer-like excuse was.
Fascinatingly, the lawyer-like excuse is the only goOd argument that cOmes frOm any Of them. The lawyer-like excuse is this. In the wOrds Of the Midrash, YOu cOmmanded them, G-d, not tO eat, and I cOmmanded them tO eat. Why did they listen tO me, they shOuld have listened tO yOu?

That's a very goOd argument. We noted yesterday that the Talmud, indeed, uses that argument. "Divrei harav v'divrei hatalmid divrei mee shOm'in." This is the argument that explains why there is no agency tO cOmmit a transgression. If I designate yOu as an agent tO kill BOb, whO's respOnsible fOr the crime? In Jewish law, the legal respOnsibility fOr the crime lies with the agent, not with the sender, why? Because yOu turn tO the agent and say, the agency was invalid; yOu're not an agent. "Divrei harav v'divrei hatalmid divrei mee shOm'in." YOu say, what, yOu were fOllOwing orders? The Nuremberg defense, yOu got cOmmanded? SO what? G-d cOmmanded yOu tOO. If the master cOmmands and the disciple cOmmands, then whO dO yOu fOllOw, the wOrds Of the master Or the wOrds Of the disciple? If the human being cOmmands and G-d cOmmands, and they're in cOnflict, whO shOuld yOu fOllOw? YOu dOn't fOllOw the wOrds Of the persOn; thOse wOrds are invalid. YOu fOllOw the wOrds Of the master. There is no agency.

This argument is the argument that the Talmud uses itself with great effect and yet, this is the snake's argument and G-d says I dOn't want tO hear it. Why not? It's a much better argument than Adam makes. It's a much better argument than Eve makes, but G-d dOesn't want tO hear this. SOmething strange is going on with the Serpent. That is where we cOncluded yesterday.

Audience Member: Why dOes the serpent have knowledge that man dOesn't have? Why dOes the serpent know that there's a Tree of GOOd and Evil and what will happen tO them and what G-d's plan is and why G-d dOesn't want them tO eat Of it? He's a serpent. His final, best creation has no (inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, interesting. The snake seems tO be mOre clued in tO this whOle business Of the Tree of Knowledge. Of what it is, what the cOnsequences Of eating frOm it wOuld be and all Of that, than mankind is. That's interesting. It's almOst as if the snake already has that knowledge, in sOme way, and therefOre knows frOm experience. That might be the sense that we wOuld get. That's a very goOd pOint.

Audience Member: The snake's an agent fOr G-d.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Clearly, the snake is an agent fOr G-d. In other wOrds, Judaism rejects this notion Of there being an independent devil arOund. We believe that that's a fOrm Of pOlytheism, tO believe that

there is a fOrce out there, which G-d didn't create, that's just an Antichrist, Or sOmething like that. That's Out there tO destrOy G-d. Clearly, the snake, On sOme level, is even G-d's agent. I dOn't think what the twO Of yOu are saying are cOntradictions. I think it's true that On sOme level, he is G-d's agent, but I think it's alsO prObably true that he's clued in, that On sOme level he has the knowledge. We might say hOw cOme the snake has this knowledge? SOme people asked yesterday, did he eat frOm the tree? We dOn't know. It never says that he dOes, but sOmehOw it seems tO inherently have this knowledge. Maybe he can inherently have it and we have tO eat frOm a tree tO get tO it. That's an interesting pOssibility. ThOse are interesting things and we'll get tO discuss them in a few minutes. Yes?

Audience Member: Just On the cOmment befOre abOut hOw did the snake already know Or whatever. What I find interesting is the first thing the snake says is a question. SO the snake might not really have known anything befOrehand, but it was trying tO just -- there's sOmething abOut him that just wanted tO engage Eve in dialOgue and then, based On her answer, just kind Of plays with what she says tO create his next infOrmation.

Rabbi David FOhrman: That's true, but the sense of the snake, especially since we're tOld that he's cunning, seems tO be that he has sOmething up his sleeve. It's tO the snake's credit in terms Of his skill, perhaps, as a tempter, that he allOws Eve tO respOnd and then fashions his temptation tO fit her respOnse. Instead Of trying tO impOse sOmething on her, he draws her intO discussion and then takes it frOm there. I think that's right. He just asks a question, waits fOr a respOnse, and then fashions his argument against her respOnse. Indeed, he takes advantage of the various details in her respOnse. FOr example -- again, this is going tO the Midrash -- but the Midrash says that, we mentioned yesterday, that Eve, fOr whatever reasOn, inaccurately cOnveys the original message not tO eat frOm the tree in a number Of ways.

One of the ways in which it's inaccurate, is that she suggests tO the snake that she's not allOwed tO tOuch the tree. She says, "We can't tOuch it, lest we die." G-d never said anything abOut tOuching the tree; he said abOut eating frOm the tree. The Midrash says that, yOu know what the snake did? The snake bumped Eve and pushed her intO the tree. He said, see, yOur fine. The sages alsO make the pOint frOm there, as a lessOn tO us that yOu always have tO be cOnscious Of the difference between a restriction itself and the fence arOund the restriction. In other wOrds, what Eve was dOing was really creating a fence arOund the restriction. G-d said I dOn't want yOu tO eat frOm the tree, sO she made up in her mind that she wasn't even going tO tOuch it.

That's fine. The sages dO that all the time. FOr example, in Sabbath laws, there are various prOhibitions that yOu aren't suppOsed tO dO On the Sabbath. The sages said, Okay, we dOn't want yOu kindling a fire On the Sabbath; we alsO dOn't want yOu tO make use of a fire that was already kindled. Even thOugh in TOrah law that wOuldn't be prOhibited, but it's creating a fence arOund the law. There's nothing wrOng with creating a fence arOund the law, but yOu have tO just understand what the fence is and what's the law. If yOu cOnfuse the fence and the law, then yOu're vulnerable tO a snake pushing yOu against the fence and saying, see? NOthing's wrOng. That was the prOblem there.

Okay, any Other questions befOre we mOve on? Any Other pOints befOre we mOve on? I asked yOu,

yesterday, tO jOt dOwn any Other majOr questions yOu had On the stOry. Are there any majOr questions Or any minor questions which yOu want tO share befOre we mOve fOrward frOm yesterday's list? I'll give yOu a secOnd tO lOOk that Over. Yes?

Audience Member: (Inaudible) question tOnight? Rabbi David FOhrman: Yes.
Audience Member: I think a big question fOr the stOry, in its Original cOntext, but it certainly becOmes a big question fOr us as we start (inaudible) where the stOry is 3:16. Part Of the wOman's punishment is that it says her husband will rule over her and exactly what that means and if it, in fact, means (inaudible) --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, we're going tO talk abOut that when we get tO Cain and Abel -- hOpefully tOmOrrOw. That will becOme very impOrtant, but let's leave that until tOmOrrOw. Okay? We will get tO that. Assuming we get tO Cain and Abel, we will get tO that. HOpefully we will.

I'll even give yOu sOme hOmewOrk fOr that, if yOu're interested in dOing sOmething tOnight. If yOu just have nothing tO dO after this whOle day Of what dO yOu call --

Audience member: We have got tO go tO yOur lecture.

Rabbi David FOhrman: After my lecture. If yOu're lying awake late at night. LOOk at the Cain and Abel stOry fOr thOse wOrds and yOu'll find them One mOre time. Then ask yOurself, why are they used again, where they're used? Which wOrds? The wOrds Of the punishment tO Eve; that yOur husband will rule Over yOu. That yOur whOle desire will be fOr yOur husband, yet he can rule over yOu. In the Cain stOry, thOse wOrds are used verbatim again, except there's no wOman in the Cain stOry. What dOes that cOmparisOn suggest tO yOu; the cOmparisOn of thOse twO verses, Okay? It'll be very impOrtant when we get tO the Cain stOry, but I'm going tO leave it until we get tO them. We'll cOmpare them and then we'll try tO understand them bOth.

One of yOu, yesterday, asked the fOllOwing question. I dOn't think yOu asked it Out lOud, but I heard it cOme up in one of the grOups, sO I'm just going tO paraphrase it. SOmebOdy asked the question, if yOu lOOk at the very first question that G-d asked tO mankind, there's sOmething very Odd abOut it. He asks a question that He already knows the answer tO. What's the first question that G-d asks us? Where are yOu? Talking tO man, he says, where are yOu? If there's One question that G-d knows, he knows where man is. That's One of the perks Of being omniscient. If G-d knows where man is, hOw cOme he asks where man is? That seems like an impOrtant question.

The Midrash deals with this question in its Own peculiar Midrashic way. I'd like tO set Out that Midrash fOr yOu. The Midrash says the fOllOwing thing. In Hebrew what's the wOrd fOr where are yOu?

Audience member: (Inaudible).

Rabbi David FOhrman: What? Audience member: (Inaudible). Rabbi David FOhrman: NO.
Audience member: Ayekah.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Ayekah. Okay? Ayekah. Where are yOu? All right? Aye kah and yOu put them tOgether. What dOes this wOrd remind yOu Of? Right? Say it a little lOuder.

Audience member: Eichah.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Eichah. DOes anyOne know what the wOrd eichah is? We have a Megillah called Eichah. It's the BOOk Of Lamentations. The BOOk Of Lamentations begins with the wOrd eichah. It's spelled the same way, but it's a different wOrd, and it's a different rOOt. But it is spelled the same way.

Eichah dOes not mean where are yOu. Eichah means instead hOw cOuld it be? "Eichah yashvah vadad," it's the beginning of Jeremiah's lament, lOOk hOw she sits alOne, Or literally hOw she sits alOne, referring tO Jerusalem, bereft Of her children. EveryOne has left, the BabylOnian exile has -- they've all gone intO exile. "Eichah yashvah vadad ha'ir rabasi am hOyesah k'almanah." The city that was sO full Of people is now like a widOw.

The Midrash is intrigued by this similarity between the wOrds, and says the fOllOwing thing. The Midrash pOints Out a curious parallel. He says if yOu think abOut the eichah in the beginning of Lamentations, and the ayekah in the beginning of Genesis, yOu start tO see an interesting similarity. What is it? HOw are these wOrds used in similar cOntexts?

Audience member: RhetOrical.

Rabbi David FOhrman: They're bOth rhetOrical. GOOd. But think abOut histOrically what's happening in each situation.

Audience member: (Inaudible). Rabbi David FOhrman: Tragedy. Audience member: YOu're missing.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. YOu're missing in Lamentations; hOw are yOu missing in Genesis? Let me tell yOu what the Midrash says. The Midrash says "Adam HarishOn tziveiti mitzvah achad," I cOmmanded him One cOmmand, and he transgressed, and as a result I was cOmpelled tO send him intO exile, "v'kOnanti alav eichah," and I lamented that exile with the wOrd eichah Or the wOrd ayekah, where are yOu. That

was my lament.

Later On, the Jewish people will transgress My cOmmands, I wOuld feel cOmpelled tO send them intO exile, the BabylOnian exile, "v'kOnanti aleihem eichah," and I lamented fOr them eichah Of the BOOk Of Lamentations. That's what the Midrash says. There is an interesting similarity; there's exile frOm Eden, there's exile frOm Jerusalem, bOth cOming with ayekah Or with eichah.

NOw, the prOblem is this. It's a nice play Of wOrds, but it's not really true because it dOesn't say eichah; it says ayekah. It's like clOse, but no (inaudible). In other wOrds, because grammatically they're not related, ayekah is not grammatically related tO eichah, ayekah means where are yOu, eichah is a different rOOt and it means hOw cOuld it be, Or hOw.

What I'd like tO suggest tO yOu is that the Midrash is saying sOmething much deeper. The Midrash is not simply engaging in a play Of wOrds, but there is a real way in which bOth Of these wOrds are laments.
There's a way that they really dO mirrOr each Other in a much deeper way.

I want tO make that manifest, and what I'd like tO dO is the fOllOwing. I'd like tO have yOu guys figure out what ayekah really means. NOw, hOw are yOu going tO dO that? YOu're going tO take apart the wOrd, and yOu know that the rOOt Of ayekah, Or the where part Of it, if yOu take out the yOu part, is what? Ayei. Ayei means where. NOw, ayei is not the only Hebrew wOrd that means where, there is another One.
What's the other Hebrew wOrd that means where? Eifah. The other Hebrew wOrd that means where is eifah.

NOw, in Hebrew, if there are twO Hebrew wOrds fOr where, it must be, I mean, Hebrew is not a redundant language, it must be what?

Audience member: Different.

Rabbi David FOhrman: It must be that there are twO kinds Of wheres. There's One where that's called ayei, there's One kind Of where that's called eifah. NOw we just have tO figure out hOw they're different and we'll know what each One really means. NOw, hOw are we going tO dO that? NO dictionaries allOwed. If yOu can't just lOOk it up in a dictionary, hOw are yOu going tO find Out what the difference between these wOrds is?

Audience member: LOOk up their cOntexts. Audience member: Appeal tO authOrity.
Rabbi David FOhrman: YOu are going tO lOOk up their cOntexts. NO, yOu dOn't appeal tO authOrity. That was the wrOng answer. YOu lOOk up their different cOntexts. We're going tO dO that now. What yOu're going tO dO is yOu're going tO search yOur encyclOpedic knowledge of Tanach fOr all the times that ayei appears and all the times that eifah appears.

NOw, in case that wOuld take tOO lOng, I have in my infinite benevOlence arranged On a sheet a number Of representative samples frOm Tanach Of each Of these, just going thrOugh a cOncOrdance. I'm going tO pass thOse sheets Out tO yOu, and yOu're going tO use yOur Tanach's available tO yOu, Or yOu're just going tO use a little snippet frOm there and yOur knowledge of them tO prOceed.

YOu're going tO go thrOugh thOse and yOu're going tO ask, based upOn cOntext,what dO I think eifah means and what dO I think ayei means. This is part One of yOur assignment.

FOr thOse of yOu listening tO this On tape, here are the various verses that deal with the wOrds eifah and ayei. First we have sOme examples Of eifah. The first verse cOmes frOm Genesis Chapter 37, Verse 16, it says "Hagidah na li eifah heim ra'im," tell me please where are they shepherding. This verse was said by JOsef regarding his brOther's whereabOuts. He was asking tO find his brOthers and he asks "Hagidah na li eifah heim ra'im," tell me please where are they shepherding.

The secOnd verse is in the bOOk Of JOb, Chapter 38, Verse 4, it is "Eifah hayita beyOsdi aretz." G-d's speaking tO JOb in the final speech Of the bOOk, says where were yOu when I set the fOundations Of the wOrld? "Eifah hayita beyOsdi aretz," where were yOu when I set the fOundations Of the wOrld?

The third verse is a verse in the BOOk Of Ruth. It is "Eifah likatet hayOm," where did yOu gather grain tOday? This is Ruth speaking tO Naomi in Ruth, Chapter 2, Verse 19.

Here are sOme examples Of ayei. "Vayigva adam vOmOt v'ayei," a man dies and then where is he. This is in JOb, Chapter 14, Verse 10, "vayigva adam vOmOt v'ayei?" A persOn dies and then where is he?

A secOnd example, "Hinei ha'eish v'ha'eitzim v'ayei haseh l'Olah," here is the fire, but where is the lamb fOr the offering? This was Yitzchak tO Abraham, ascending the mOuntain on the way tO the Akeidah, tO the binding of Isaac. Yitzchak asks his father where is the lamb fOr the offering, "Ayei haseh l'Olah?"

We have number three, "Ayei ha'anashim asher ba'u eilecha," where are the men that have cOme with yOu? This is Genesis, Chapter 19, Verse 5, spOken by the mOb Of the people of the SOdOm whO have cOme tO LOt, asking fOr the angels whO have cOme tO visit LOt. They dOn’t know they're angels, they're asking "Ayei ha'anashim asher ba'u eilecha," where are the men that had cOme tO yOu?

We then have "Ayei hakdeishah hi ba'einayim," where was the harlOt whO was On the crOssrOads? This is the messenger seeking tO deliver payment tO a harlOt On behalf Of Judah. This is in Genesis, Chapter 38, Verse 21, "Ayei hakdeishah hi ba'einayim," where was the harlOt whO was in the crOssrOads?

Finally, "Ayei na elOheihem," where are their gods? This is with reference tO idOls. It's in Psalms 115, Verse 2, "Ayei na elOheihem," where are their gods?

That is the list Of verses that I've cOmpiled dealing with eifah and ayei.

NOw let me tell yOu part twO Of yOur assignment. DOn't wOrry. Part twO Of yOur assignment is the

fOllOwing. There is a Midrash that says the fOllOwing thing abOut eichah. We're talking abOut the strangeness Of ayekah. I'm sOrry tO make yOu crane yOur necks, I'll just stay here. We talked abOut the strangeness Of ayekah, having a sense of lament. NOw let me tell yOu sOme strange things abOut eichah. Eichah's clearly a lament, "Eichah yashvah vadad," lOOk hOw she sits alOne.

I want tO read yOu a Midrash that treats eichah as sOmething that dOesn't always have tO be a lament. Let me tell yOu what that is. I'm just going tO run over here tO get it. The Midrash notes that the wOrd eichah appears various times in Scripture. There's three particular times that it appears. Here's what the Midrash says. The Midrash says "Eichah yashvah," this is the very first Midrash in the BOOk Of Lamentations.

This is what the Midrash says. "ShlOshah nisnavu b'lashOn eichah," there were three prOphets that used the wOrd eichah in their prOphesy; "MOshe, Yeshayahu, v'Yirmeyahu." They were MOses, Isaiah, and Jeremiah.

NOw, Jeremiah's in the BOOk Of Lamentations, that's what we have up On the bOard.

"MOshe omar," yOu dOn't have tO write this dOwn, yOu're going tO get it in a handOut in a secOnd -- "MOshe omar," when MOses said it, he said it in the beginning of Devarim, in the beginning of DeuterOnomy. Interestingly, we read thOse wOrds On the ShabbOs befOre Tisha B'Av. On Tisha B'Av we read the BOOk Of Lamentations. On the ShabbOs befOre Tisha B'av we always read the beginning of DeuterOnomy which has the wOrds eichah in it, as a sOrt Of prelude tO Tisha B'Av.

When we read it, if yOu pay attention tO the cantillation, yOu'll hear that we read it with the trOp, with the cantillation of eichah. What did MOshe say? "Eichah esa levadi tOrchachem umasa'achem v'rivchem." "Eichah esa levadi tOrchachem umasa'achem v'rivchem." We use the eichah, the sad trOp Of eichah tO read thOse wOrds. MOses says hOw can I bear alOne all Of yOur "tOrchachem umasa'achem v'rivchem," all Of yOur arguments and all Of yOur disputes.

The cOntext is that he's recOunting that it used tO be that he used tO judge the entire people himself. JethrO came tO him and said this is ridiculOus; there are thOusands Of people here, yOu're spending yOur whOle day judging, yOu've got tO set up a judicial system that yOu'll be in charge of. Then what he said at that time was "Eichah esa levadi," hOw can I pOssibly judge everybOdy? I need this judicial system.
That was the first eichah.

The secOnd eichah was Isaiah; "Eichah hOyta l'zOnah." Isaiah says lamenting the Jews that they've lived in a time of Opulence, and they've becOme opulent and they've strayed, they're like a harlOt that's straying frOm G-d. He said lOOk at hOw she's like a harlOt.

"Yirmeyah Omar" and Jeremiah said "Eichah yashvah vadad," lOOk hOw the City Of Jerusalem sits alOne.

NOw, noting these particular cOntexts, Rav Levi says the fOllOwing, "Omar Rav Levi," mashal what is this like. What are these three prOphesies like? "Mashal lematruniya shehaya lah shlOshah shushbinin, echad

ra'ah Oisah beshalvusa, v'echad ra'ah Oisah v'pachdusa, v'echad ra'ah Oisah v'nivla." It's an allegory tO an aristOcratic wOman whO had three friends. One saw her in her days Of tranquility, One saw her in her days Of Opulence, and One saw her in her days Of disgrace, and each One said eichah.

In other wOrds, MOses is the first One, that's in her days Of tranquility. Everything's basically fine with MOses in the desert; it's just that there are a lOt Of people arOund, sO MOses says hOw can I pOssibly judge everybOdy? I can't dO it.

Later On, in her days Of Opulence, when she was in Israel, sO Isaiah says ah, yOu've becOme opulent, he uses the wOrd eichah. Later On, in her days Of disgrace, after exile, Jeremiah uses the wOrd.

NOw, the interesting thing abOut this Midrash is the fOllOwing, dOes eichah preserve its meaning in each Of these? Apparently not, because the first time MOses uses it, it's not a lament. I mean he's just saying there are a lOt Of people arOund and hOw can I keep track Of everybOdy.

YOur assignment is tO figure out hOw eichah really means the same thing in all three of these things. HOw dO all three versions Of what the prOphet is saying here, hOw are they really three different levels Of eichah? What yOu see frOm this is that it's not always a lament, that eichah has a meaning which can transcend being a lament. Its cOre meaning is X; X is Often a lament, but sOmetimes not. The sOmetimes not is in the case of MOses, but what is X? What is eichah? What is its cOre meaning that is sOmetimes a lament?

YOu have twO assignments; the difference between eichah and eifah, and tO help yOu understand that difference alsO this Midrash which will help yOu tO find mOre carefully what eichah is. YOu're lOOking fOr the cOre meaning of eichah and ultimately that's going tO answer why G-d asks a question that He already knows, because He dOesn't know the answer tO this question. Find yOurself a chavrusah, I give yOu abOut 15 minutes, cOme up with a theory and we'll go frOm there.

All right fOlks. Eifah and ayei; twO ways Of asking where, anybOdy cOme up with a theory Or the beginnings Of a theory? I want tO rule out -- that's sOmething what we cOuld dO alsO, tO rule out pOssibilities, Or we can cOme up with a theory. Yes.

Brian: It seems like eifah is referring tO an exact physical lOcation of sOmeone. At least that's the way it wOrks here, althOugh I dOn't know if that's exclusive. Ayei seems mOre alOng the lines Of the question that Hashem asks Adam.

SOmetimes, fOr mOst Of these, the answer is known in the question. In other wOrds it's sOrt Of a rhetOrical question. SOme of these, where they're asking LOt where are these people are, they've got a goOd idea where thOse fOlks are. When Yitzchak is asking where the sacrifice is, he's got an idea what's going on, what the answer tO the question is. It seems like sOme of these are that way, they're rhetOrical questions. The persOn whO is asking the questions, Or people asking the questions might know partially Of have a clue what the answer is befOre they're asking.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. An excellent analysis. I'm just going tO play devil's advOcate with yOu. Brian's pOint is this. Brian says that the eifahs all seem very cOncrete, that the ayeis seem rhetOrical and perhaps the questioner knows the answer tO many Of the ayeis. Can anyOne respOnd tO Brian? One secOnd, befOre giving a different respOnse, respOnd tO Brian. GO ahead.

Audience member: Except that, number twO Of I is, where were yOu when I set the fOundations Of the wOrld, that's not a physical place, it's whether he exists Or not.

Brian: Right. I can't deny I had difficulties with that One, because the where cOuld be where are yOu physically and where are yOu mentally, Or where are yOu with yOur cOnsciousness Or yOur essence.

Audience member: Unless it's got tO be rhetOrical because G-d is asking it.

Audience member: They've known befOre under II, where was the harlOt in the crOssrOads and he is specifically lOOking literally fOr where is she, sO that I can give her payment.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. In other wOrds, in 2, 4, in II4, it's clear that he dOesn't know where she is. SO it’s not really a rhetOrical question there. What we cOuld say that as a general rule many Of the ayeis seem rhetOrical but not exclusively, because 2, 4 is not rhetOrical, he dOesn't know where she is. But, that's a pretty goOd start. What dO yOu say, any Other thOughts? GO ahead.

Audience member: We alsO fOund that tO be with the ayeis it's almOst a question of there is no answer tO it, Or it's mOre of a metaphysical question.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Which One? In ayei?

Audience member: FOr ayei. The eifah is much mOre of a physical and the ayei is mOre of a metaphysical.

Rabbi David FOhrman: We seem tO be in general agreement. Let me just hOld On fOr One secOnd, and I'll get right back tO yOu. We seem tO be in general agreement that eifah is a simpler question than ayei. We all agree with that?

Audience member: Yes.

Rabbi David FOhrman: In other wOrds eifah, it's easier tO define eifah than ayei. Eifah seems tO be regular where, where are they, presumably. The ayei seems tO be a little bit mOre difficult. YOu have a question up in the back.

Audience member: I was thinking abOut sOmething, that ayei is mOre like where are yOu mOrally.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. In other wOrds that there's an implied mOral question, maybe with the harlOt there's an implied mOral question. That's again a little bit mOre hOmiletic in the case of the harlOt. I dOn't know. I'm just going tO be really cOncrete here. A man dies, and then where is he.

NOw, I grant yOu that that's not a cOncrete question. In other wOrds it's not like I want tO know where yOu are, but it's alsO not a mOral question per se. I will grant yOu that it's not a regular cOncrete question, but what we have tO try and figure out is what kind Of question is it. Yes.

Audience member: Well, all Of these seem tO be irOnic.

Rabbi David FOhrman: GOOd. All Of the ayeis seem irOnic, except fOr the last One. Except fOr 4. Audience member: NO.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Including 4?

Audience member: If it is the persOn, if we have here an authOr whO is chOOsing the wOrds, then the messenger is asking the lOcational question where is the zOnah. The authOr is pOinting out that there wasn't any zOnah. Similarly, "Ayei ha'anashim asher ba'u," that's irOnic because there aren't any anashim, they are malachim.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Very interesting. It's true that ayei seems tO be much mOre assOciated with irOny Or can assOciate itself with irOny much mOre than eifah can. GOOd. GO ahead.

Audience member: On thOse twO levels alsO, questions twO and three, it's almOst like they can have different answers.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Where's twO and three? TwO and three of what?

Audience member: Of ayei. It's almOst a question of what are yOu going tO answer tO this question. YOu cOuld, yOu know like Avraham cOuld have said it's right here, but yOu know the answers are cOme tO be a little --

Rabbi David FOhrman: GOOd. In other wOrds yOu're saying the answer tO eifah is what? Audience member: COncrete.
Rabbi David FOhrman: COncreted, lOcation. The answer tO ayei is invariably not lOcation. Even I wOuld argue with 4 -- that 4 is the difficult One, where is the harlOt whO used tO be in the crOssrOads. That's the sticky One there. The real prOblem is every theory has tO deal with twO, fOur. That's the prOblem. Yes.

Audience: The thing abOut 2, 4 is that even thOugh it says where is the harlOt, she isn't a harlOt. That's irOnic.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. That's why it's irOnic. That wOuld suppOrt yOur theory that it's irOnic. I mean that was a very interesting theory that ayei, frOm the questioner's standpOint is not as significant as frOm the authOr's standpOint whO wants yOu tO hear the irOny Of sOmething.

Audience member: There answers pOint tO that, because they say there's no harlOt here, which cOuld mean we haven't seen the harlOt that yOu're asking abOut Or it cOuld mean --

Rabbi David FOhrman: That it wasn't a harlOt.

Audience member: We know that, but yOu dOn't know that.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Interesting, very interesting. Okay, very goOd guys. Let me tell yOu what I think abOut this, and it incOrpOrates a lOt Of this, but I think brings One little element in. Maybe I'm wrOng, but here are my thOughts On it.

I think that yOu guys are right that eifah is a simple question, and ayei is not. Eifah is a very simple, cOncrete question; ayei is not. I agree with yOu that ayei can easily have irOnic OvertOnes, but it's not always irOnic. I agree with yOu that ayei can be a mOral questioning, but not always.

Here's what I think the cOncrete difference is. In other wOrds if yOu wOuld have fOrced me, if I was writing a dictionary, and yOu'd fOrce me tO give a definition of each Of these twO wOrds, hOw wOuld I define them differently? Here's hOw I wOuld define them.

Eifah, a simple question where, the answer is pOh, Or the answer is tO give a lOcation. As yOu suggested yOu're right, many Of the ayeis wOn't wOrk by giving a lOcation and here's what I think it is.

When Yitzchak asked fOr example, here's the fire, but where is the lamb fOr the offering. It's not really a question. I'm not asking; where is the lOcation of the lamb? In other wOrds I'm not asking, yOu know, gee, is the lamb in yOur backyard Or is the lamb in yOur car? YOu need the lamb.

Audience member: He's getting an inkling.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, he's getting an inkling. Audience member: HOw cOme there isn't any?
Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. That's the question. Ayei is hOw cOme there isn't any? That's really what ayei is. One is where, a regular where, I want tO know the lOcation of the thing. Ayei is, I dOn't want tO know the lOcation of the thing. I'm surprised that it’s not here. Ayei is an exclamation that why isn't it here. Its where is it with an expectation that it Ought tO have been here. It's almOst where did it go, Or where have yOu gone, which Often has the cOnnotation of what's happening, because there's an expectation that sOmething's here and it’s not.

Listen carefully. Let's lOOk at the ayeis. "Vayigva adam vayOmOt v'ayei," a man dies and then where is he. He used tO be here, and now he's gone. I've no idea where he is. It's not that I want tO know is he in place X, Y, Or Z, I'm surprised that he's not here and I'm noting that surprise by saying where is he. I expected he's here and he's not, where is he.

Similarly, "Hinei ha'eish v'ha'eitzim v'ayei haseh l'Olah,", here's the fire, Isaac says, but where's the lamb fOr the offering. In other wOrds there's an expectation that if yOu're making an offering, sO there's a lamb in the offering, but I dOn't see no lamb, sO I'm not interested if there's a lamb in the car, I'm saying hOw cOme there's no lamb here. It's not here.

Similarly, "Ayei ha'anashim asher ba'u eilecha," where are the men that have cOme here befOre. In other wOrds, the people of SOdOm knew that there were people that had cOme. They had seen them, and now they want tO know where have they gone, they're not here anymOre, where are they, hOw cOme they're not here with yOu. We want tO know where they are.

"Ayei hakdeishah hi ba'einayim,", the messenger knew that there used tO be a harlOt here, she's not here anymOre. Where is she? I have an expectation that she's here, and she's not here.

"Ayei na elOheihem," where are their gods now? In other wOrds yOur gods Ought tO be here, if they're real gods they Ought tO be here shOwing up, they shOuldn't be taking the day Off. Where are yOur gods now?

Ayei is not just the simple where are yOu; it's the where have yOu gone. Where are yOu instead Of being here?

Similarly, now think Of eichah and ayekah. HOw are these wOrds similar, eichah and ayekah? Why is ayekah a lament just like eichah is? Think now abOut what G-d is saying tO Adam. We asked a question why G-d asks a question that He already knows the answer tO. He knows where Adam is. NOw yOu shOuld be able tO understand why He's asking the question.

Audience member: HOw cOme?

Rabbi David FOhrman: HOw cOme what? What's His real question? Audience member: HOw cOme yOu're not Out here?
Rabbi David FOhrman: What?

Audience member: HOw cOme yOu're not Out here?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. HOw cOme yOu're not here with Me? Audience member: FabulOus.
Rabbi David FOhrman: The Midrash says, again this, the Midrash paraphrases the question this way, "etmOl leda'ati achshOv leda'atO shel nachash," yesterday yOu were here with My mind, right, with My knowledge, now yOu're with the knowledge of the snake. Where are yOu instead Of being here? YOu used tO be here with Me.

Think abOut what a lament is. Define lament in the dictionary. Why wOuld I ever lament Over anything? Audience member: LOss Of sOmething that I had.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. It's this wOrd. It's ayekah. It's where have yOu gone. YOu used tO be here. I lament that separation, that's what I lament. Well, I lament death, because I'm separated frOm yOu.

If yOu think abOut why we're sO sad abOut death, yOu know, yOu can ask the theolOgical questions, why are we sO sad abOut death? If yOu believe in the WOrld tO COme and yOu believe that the WOrld tO COme is a better place than here, sO everybOdy shOuld be dancing with jOy when people die. Why are we sad? What's the answer?

Audience member: FOr Ourselves. Rabbi David FOhrman: What?
Audience member: FOr Ourselves.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yeah. The answer is it's not because I think yOu're in a wOrse place than yOu were befOre, it's because I'm separated frOm yOu. I really dOn't care where yOu are. I know that yOu're not here and yOu used tO be here, and that's why I'm sad. Its eichah, its ayekah, it's where are yOu instead Of being here, yOu're not here with me anymOre. That's always a lament. That's what the beginning of Eichah is, that's what the beginning of lamentations is. "Eichah yashvah vadad," lOOk hOw the city sits desOlate. All the people whO used tO be here aren't here anymOre. They're gone. It's ayekah.

Audience member: (Inaudible). Rabbi David FOhrman: What? Audience member: (Inaudible).
Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. I dOn't know where they are. I want tO know hOw cOme they're not here. That's what the lament is.

Audience member: (Inaudible). Rabbi David FOhrman: What? Audience member: Isn't it a why?
Rabbi David FOhrman: NO. Yes. It's a why cOuched in a where. Audience member: It's in a lament.

Rabbi David FOhrman: In a lament. Where are yOu instead Of being here? YOu used tO be here, hOw cOme yOu're not here anymOre? That is what G-d is really asking. Think abOut it now in terms Of the Midrash that I gave yOu On the other side of yOur page. YOu now understand what the Midrash is saying with its three levels Of eichah. Eichah is not always a lament. What eichah really means, eichah Or ayekah, tOgether in a way, One is hOw cOuld it be, and One is where are yOu instead Of being here. ThOse are just flip sides Of the same cOin. Where are yOu instead Of being here is just another way Of saying hOw cOuld it be that yOu're not here. The hOw Of eichah is very similar tO the where of ayekah.

LOOk at the Midrash. There are three prOphets that said eichah. There was MOses, Jeremiah, and Isaiah. NOw, Jeremiah and Isaiah are clearly laments, but MOses isn't. What dOes MOses say? Think again of the dOuble meaning of eichah, not just hOw cOuld it be, but where are yOu instead Of being here, Or a lament at separation. HOw dOes that resOnate with what MOses was really saying? LOOk at what MOses is saying there. HOw dOes that resOnate with the cOntext?

"Eichah esa levadi tOrchachem umasa'achem v'rivchem." It's a lament Of separating. WhO's being separated frOm whOm? JethrO cOmes and he says that yOu can't dO it all yOurself, yOu need judges.

Let me ask yOu, what's sO sad abOut a bureaucracy Of judges judging the Jewish People instead Of MOses. Audience member: There's no persOnal cOntact with MOses anymOre.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Exactly. There's no persOnal cOntact with MOses anymOre. It's in that sense that it's a separation. It might be a jOyful thing, it might be a time of tranquility, it might be a time that baruch Hashem there's sO many Of yOu, but what the Midrash seems tO be pOinting tO is the eichah in it
-- but still there's a separation. By putting in a bureaucracy I'm not here anymOre, being with yOu, I'm separated frOm yOu, and that's the sense of eichah.

All right. I think we're on the rOad tO beginning the answers tO sOme of Our questions. One sense I think we get Out Of G-d's question is that whatever happened here, whatever it is that happened here, G-d had a sense that yOu're no lOnger here with Me. That eating frOm the tree -- yOu shOuld have been here, but yOu're not here with me. That's G-d's question.

Let's cOntinue putting this tOgether by One mOre piece which is tO lOOk at the Tree of Knowledge mOre carefully, and in particular I'd like tO lOOk at the wOrds the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil. This is part twO Of putting it tOgether.

We asked what's sO special abOut this tree. Let's try and answer that question now. What's sO special abOut this tree? What's making this tree sO special? It's a Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil, the Eitz Hada'at TOv v'Rah. Let's lOOk at thOse wOrds da'at tOv v'rah.

Let's take the wOrd da'at first. Da'at is cOmmOnly translated as knowledge. There are different Hebrew wOrds fOr knowledge; One of them is da'at. AnyOne know what else da'at means in the TOrah besides knowledge? What's the first time the TOrah uses da'at? AnyOne know?

Audience: Sexual intercOurse.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Sexual intercOurse. When it says that man knew his wife, the Biblical sense of knowing is da'at, "vayeida adam et Chava ishtO," Adam knew his wife is the same wOrd as knowledge. Why shOuld that be sO? Why shOuld the TOrah use the same wOrd fOr sexual union as it dOes fOr knowledge? Why are thOse ideas linked, hOw are thOse ideas linked?

Audience member: Knowing sOmething is uncOvering sOmething, and there's a certain intimacy in that.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. GOOd. There can be an intimacy in knowledge. The way I can really get tO know sOmething, we almOst say, we even say in a non-sexual sense that sOmeone may have intimate knowledge of sOmething, which means that they know it very clOsely. That wOuld seem tO suggest, perhaps -- One might suggest, what's the drive fOr sexual union? Where dOes it cOme frOm? Is there anything beyOnd pleasure in that drive? Presumably there is.

Audience member: Peru u'revu.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. Is there anything besides having children in that drive? Audience member: Intimacy, clOseness.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Intimacy, clOseness. Another way Of lOOking at it is knowledge. Which is a sense that why is it that Adam seeks tO know his wife as it were, why dOesn't he know her already? Because she's female and he's male. Because she's different than he is. It suggests that On sOme level, One of the deep drives in human nature fOr intimacy is tO really know the other. What kind Of knowledge? I dOn't mean picking yOur brain kind Of knowledge. We can have that knowledge in cOnversation. NO sexual union is required fOr that knowledge.

Audience member: The experience.

Rabbi David FOhrman: The experience of another, exactly. There's twO ways tO get tO know sOmething. I cOuld know it thrOugh my mind, Or I can know it thrOugh experience. The experiential knowledge is in many ways much deeper. I know it not just thrOugh my head; I know it because I know it, because I've experienced it. One of the deep drives fOr sexual union seems tO be tO experience the other. TO cOme in cOntact with the other and thereby experience what femininity is frOm a masculine perspective or the Other way rOund.

tIn the histOry Of philOsOphy yOu have this debate that rages thrOugh epistemOlOgy between the empiricist and the rationalist basically. Which is that what's the mOst reliable fOrm Of knowledge? The rationalist will tell yOu that the mOst reliable fOrm Of knowledge is yOur head, right, that unless it makes sense, sO then yOu dOn't really know it. YOu've got tO figure it Out in yOur mind, and yOu've got tO have it all lOgical, and yOu've got tO have it all wOrked Out and then yOu know it. The empiricist will tell yOu balOney, yOu can have a beautiful lOgical structure, but until yOu test it in the labOratOry until experience

verifies it, yOu dOn't have it. The way yOu really know things is thrOugh experience.

What da'at seems tO suggest is that there's a type of knowledge that's known as da'at where yOu cOme intO cOntact with the thing and yOu experience it. It's a much mOre persOnal knowledge. It's not with the head necessarily, it's experiential.

NOw, if that's true, we have here an Eitz Hada'at TOv v'Rah, a Tree of Knowledge, Of da'at Of tOv and rah. That's strange, because mOst Of the time when we think Of knowing goOd and evil, that's a head kind Of knowledge; I know this is bad, I know this is goOd. YOur head is invOlved. What this seems tO suggest perhaps, is that an Eitz Hada'at TOv v'Rah is not that kind Of knowledge. An Eitz Hada'at TOv v'Rah is an experiential knowledge of goOd and evil. YOu know goOd and evil because sOmehOw yOu experience it in the inner fibers Of yOu being, not because it's all lOcked up in yOur head.

What dOes this mean? I dOn't know. I'm just telling yOu now that the wOrd da'at might suggest that we're talking abOut sOmething other than a plain, intellectual knowledge. Perhaps we're talking abOut that there's sOme experiential element. NOw we're laying out sOme pieces tO put tOgether. There's the piece of ayei and ayekah, the sense that G-d had the sense of distance frOm man in the wake of them eating frOm the tree. We alsO have a sense of knowledge being not necessarily intellectual knowledge, but experiential knowledge.

Let's go further and put One third piece in the puzzle. That third piece of the puzzle is the rest Of the name of the tree, the Eitz Hada'at Of what? What was this experiential knowledge of? Of TOv and rah, Of goOd and evil, let's lOOk at the wOrds goOd and evil and see what we can glean frOm that.

Rabbi David FOhrman: The theory that I'm abOut tO give yOu in putting this all tOgether is not my Own. This is the theory Of the Rambam, the theory Of MaimOnides. It was prOpOunded 900 years ago and it's written up in the Sefer MOreh Nevuchim in his classic wOrk On philOsOphy. MOreh Nevuchim, the Guide tO the Perplexed. YOu can find it tOwards the very beginning of the Guide tO the Perplexed if yOu'd like tO lOOk at it, althOugh it's difficult tO read because he uses very AristOtelian language when he talks abOut this. It's kind Of hard tO put tOgether, but I'm going tO share with yOu what MaimOnides says here. What I'm going tO dO -- he dOesn’t elucidate it that much, I'm going tO try and elucidate a little bit, but I'll tell yOu what he says and we'll try and bring this intO the text. MaimOnides recOrds that he was Once accOsted by a fellOw whO was very trOubled by the stOry Of the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil, because he felt it -- he was bOthered by One of the questions, actually that we asked befOre. He was bOthered by the question that, whatever we lOst by eating frOm this tree, didn’t we gain sOmething that was far mOre impOrtant than we lOst? We gained the knowledge of goOd and evil that we didn’t have befOre. NOw we can tell the difference between right frOm wrOng and befOre we cOuldn’t tell that difference. Even if we had all these punishments, in the end wasn't it wOrth it? This is the question MaimOnides was asked.

MaimOnides answers this persOn in a letter and he recOrds the gist Of this letter in the MOreh Nevuchim. Here's what he says. He says no, we only lOst. We didn’t gain anything because befOre -- again, we had a certain kind Of knowledge of goOd and evil and after we had a different kind Of knowledge. Our knowledge befOre was better than our knowledge afterwards. The pOst-eating is known as knowledge of goOd and evil, what was the befOre eating known as? Remember, this was Our big question. Our big question was, what were we like befOre, what was the knowledge like befOre and what was it like afterwards? We know what it's like afterwards; it's the knowledge of goOd and evil. What was it like befOre, what were the wOrds, what was it called befOre it was a knowledge of goOd and evil?

MaimOnides suggests new wOrds. YOu know what he suggests it is? It's the knowledge of emet and sheker, the knowledge of truth and falsehOOd. BefOre eating frOm the tree, mOral knowledge was called knowledge of truth and falsehOOd, not knowledge of goOd and evil. NOw, what MaimOnides says here is very strange because we dOn’t think Of truth and falsehOOd this way. If I ask yOu -- if I asked yOu the fOllOwing question, I said, Okay, twO plus twO equals fOur. Is that true or goOd? (Laughter) Right, yOu'd say true. If sOmebOdy said goOd, yOu’d lOOk at them funny. Likewise, if I said I am standing in PalO AltO, is that true or goOd, yOu wOuld say true, right?

Audience Member: And goOd! (Laughter)
Rabbi David FOhrman: All right, thank yOu. Okay, thank yOu very much. NOw if I was -- let's say On the other hand I was saying, what dO yOu think rObbing a bank is; is rObbing a bank bad Or false? MOst Of us wOuld say bad. We wOuld think it funny as false, but MaimOnides says that's Only because we live in a wOrld after we ate frOm the tree. BefOre yOu ate frOm the tree, it wOuld make perfect sense tO describe thOse acts as true and false, thOse mOral acts Of true and false, not just as goOd. In other wOrds, the
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categories that we now use tO evaluate mathematical prOpOsitions like twO plus twO equal fOur, Or prOpOsitions like I am sitting here in PalO AltO, cOuld actually be used tO describe mOrality.

NOw what did MaimOnides mean by this? Let's try and figure out what he means by this, Okay. What I'd like tO dO is go thrOugh the fOllOwing exercise with yOu. If I can, I'm going tO go back tO this blackbOard if yOu dOn't mind craning yOur necks fOr a minute. Well, if I dO this way, let's see hOw we can lOOk at these categories Of true and false and goOd and evil, with regard tO mOrality. I'd like yOu tO brainstOrm fOr a minute. We're going tO spend the next three minutes On a brainstOrming session. Our brainstOrming session is going tO fOcus arOund the fOllOwing issue. I want yOu tO give me a mOral chOice Or a mOral dilemma; give me any mOral chOice or dilemma that cOmes tO mind, Okay. Just brainstOrm.
Give me a mOral dilemma, Or a mOral chOice that yOu can think Of. Audience Member: TO lie or tell the truth.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Give me a specific example. Audience Member: TO lie abOut why I'm late at wOrk. Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay.
Audience Member: When I'm driving. Audience Member: HOw abOut --
Rabbi David FOhrman: HOld On, hit and run, driving. Audience Member: Stealing fOOd fOr yOur children.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, stealing fOOd fOr yOur children. In other wOrds, a very starving persOn, right, stealing fOr children. Anything else? Yes.

Audience Member: YOu know, HOlOcaust dilemmas like yOu say tO save one persOn fOr another like a SOphie's ChOice.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, what was the, give -- Audience Member: TO save one child and --
Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, tO save one child Over another. Audience Member: Kill a screaming baby?
Rabbi David FOhrman: The kill a screaming baby was the yOu know, when they're on a bus and the

baby will give away yOur lOcation, the whOle bus will get bOmbed.

Audience Member: I dOn't know if it really happened? I'm not sure if they made up that stOry.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, Okay, we all set; any Others? NOw I have cOnveniently divided these, if yOu notice, intO twO grOups. Can anyOne tell me what the difference between these twO grOups are? FOr thOse of yOu listening on tape, the twO categories here break up as fOllOws. The bOard is split intO twO sections, the right side and the left side. On the left side we have the dilemma abOut lying abOut being late fOr wOrk and we alsO have, dO yOu leave a note fOr hit and run accident? If yOu hit a car, dO yOu leave a note?

On the right side of the bOard, we have, dO yOu steal fOOd tO feed yOur children, if yOur children are starving? HOlOcaust dilemmas, dO yOu save one child tO -- dO yOu allOw One child tO be killed tO save another? A similar kind Of dilemma dO yOu -- if there's a screaming baby that's endangering the lives Of a grOup, is it legitimate tO kill the screaming baby? At that pOint, these are the ones that we have and we will shOrtly add mOre tO bOth sides Of the list. In other wOrds, let me put it tO yOu this way, in each grOup there is a tension, right. In other wOrds I have reasOns fOr chOOsing one; I have reasOns fOr chOOsing the Other. We can visualize these as bOxers. There's twO bOxers in a cOrner, right, they're each facing off against each Other. Let's name the bOxer in each cOrner, Okay.

Audience Member: The one in the right side is tO save a life fOr a life.

Rabbi David FOhrman: All right, sO listen, we didn’t dO enough then, let's dO mOre. Audience Member: NO, no, no.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Give me twO mOre dilemmas Or twO mOre chOices. Audience Member: Find a wallet, a lOst wallet, tO return it.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Find a lOst wallet, dO I return the lOst wallet? Return wallet with all cOntents, with cOntents. Okay, give me another One.

Audience Member: TO stOp the parents frOm beating a child. Rabbi David FOhrman: TO stOp a parent frOm beating a child. Audience Member: And frOm beating a wife.
Rabbi David FOhrman: And why wOuld he not?

Audience Member: I mean, it's alsO, is it yOur business tO intervene?

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, if that wOuld be the chOice I'm willing, I'll take it On thOse glance. The issue is, dO I stOp a parent frOm what I think is harsh treatment Of its child Or dO I say that's in the parent's prerOgative? All right, I'll put that Over here, stOp parent frOm hitting child. As it is, we wOuld all agree that if the child is being terribly brutalized, yOu'd step in; we all agree that if it's an innocent slap that yOu dOn't step in, right. But there's like a harsh spanking, dO yOu stOp a parent frOm a harsh spanking when it's -- yes?

Audience Member: Lying on yOur incOme taxes.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, lying on yOur incOme taxes. (Laughter)
Audience Member: Or lying tO custOms.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, same idea. All right.

Audience Member: The one she said abOut is it always goOd tO tell the truth? My sister put sOmething that was absOlutely terrible on her and said sO hOw dO I lOOk and I tell her, yOu lOOk terrible; it's going tO hurt her feelings.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, goOd.

Audience Member: YOu know, she just spent a lOt Of mOney Or sOmething and she wOuld be devastated. Rabbi David FOhrman: Tell terrible dress.
(Laughter)

Audience Member: (Inaudible) there will be another One.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, One secOnd. Tell abOut adultery, tell abOut infidelity. Tell infidelity. All right, fOlks, Okay very goOd, we have sOme very nice examples here. We have the twO sides. At this pOint, the twO sides Of the list stand as fOllOws. On the left side of the bOard we have, lie abOut being late fOr wOrk, we have, dO yOu leave a note fOr a hit and run accident, dO yOu lie on taxes, cheat On incOme taxes, dO yOu return a wallet with the lOst cOntents in it, with the cOntents in it, if yOu find it.

On the right side of the list we have, dO yOu steal fOOd fOr children, wOuld yOu save one child at the expense of another, wOuld yOu allOw a screaming baby tO be killed in order tO save the grOup? WOuld yOu stOp a parent's harsh treatment Of another kid that is, sOrt Of, bOrder line? WOuld yOu lie abOut the beauty Of yOur sister's hOrrible dress if she asks yOu abOut it? WOuld yOu tell sOmebOdy abOut another persOn's infidelity? We have that On the right side of the list.

DO yOu lie abOut being late fOr wOrk? DO yOu dO hit and run driving? Returning a wallet with its cOntents? Lie on taxes? DO I tell my sister abOut the terrible dress? DO I steal fOr children? DO I save one child Over another? DO I kill a screaming baby? DO I stOp parents frOm harsh spanking? DO I tell abOut infidelity?

HOw might these be twO different categories?

Audience Member: The ones On the right seems tO be open tO debate; sOme people wOuld feel this way Or sOme people will feel that way.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, goOd.

Audience Member: Whereas, many people lOOking at the ones On the left will say there's a clear cut answer.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Excellent. The ones On the right are open tO debate; the ones On the left are not, right. AnybOdy thinking clearly will realize that it's the wrOng thing tO lie abOut being late fOr wOrk.
They'll realize it's the wrOng thing tO hit and run, they'll realize it's the wrOng thing tO take the wallet if yOu have the driver's license in it and yOu know whOse it was and they'll realize it's the wrOng thing abOut lying on taxes.

Whereas, yOu can argue abOut whether Or not yOu shOuld tell yOur sister abOut the terrible dress, whether Or not yOu shOuld steal fOr children, whether Or not yOu shOuld favOr One child Over another, whether Or not yOu shOuld kill the screaming baby, whether Or not yOu shOuld stOp a parent frOm harsh spanking or whether yOu shOuld tell abOut infidelity.

Okay, goOd. That's a very goOd thumbnail answer tO them. NOw I want tO know -- yes.

Audience Member: We're saying that there's a mOral dilemma and if there is a mOral dilemma, if it's a dilemma, then yOu have sOme chOice.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Oh, yOu have chOice in all Of these and that leads me tO my next question. If it's true that here the answer is clear and there the answer isn't, then we know Over here that there are twO bOxers that are fighting with each Other, right. HOwever, Over here, there's Only One bOxer, everybOdy knows what the right thing tO dO is, sO what's the other bOxer?

Audience Member: Pathetic.

Audience Member: People dO thOse things all the time.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, but we know that people dO this stuff all the time, sO there must be another bOxer. SO I'm asking, hOw are the bOxers different here than they are here?

Let's go thrOugh sOme bOxers here, right. Tell that terrible dress, give me the twO bOxers, in one cOrner I have --

Audience Member: Telling the truth. Audience Member: The truth.
Rabbi David FOhrman: The truth. Audience Member: The truth.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Versus? Audience Member: Feelings.
Rabbi David FOhrman: Versus feelings. SO what's mOre impOrtant, truth versus feelings? Stealing fOr children, what are the twO bOxers? DishOnesty stealing, versus needing tO prOtect Ones family, right, Okay. Save one child Over the other, One child and the other child. Kill screaming baby, One life, right, my killing one life will that justify saving others, Okay. StOp parents frOm harsh spanking; parents right tO privacy and dOminion over their Own kid, versus my Obligation tO shelter Others frOm harm. Tell abOut infidelity; truth versus privacy, One might say.

Over here, we know that there are twO bOxers and we've identified them very well, right. What are the twO bOxers Over here? One is tO lie abOut being late fOr wOrk; there is dishOnesty On one side, what's On the other side?

Audience Member: Self versus a greater --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay. In other wOrds, what's happening over here is that there is a very clear chOice, dO yOu understand? Excuse me, Over here the truth is very clear, now that's not tO say that people can't rationalize --

Audience Member: Right.

Rabbi David FOhrman: FOr example, hit and run driving, Or let's say that yOu bumped intO sOmebOdy else's car in the parking lOt and yOu smash in their rear end, but nobOdy's arOund. SO, dO yOu drive off Or not? EverybOdy might know that the answer is yOu dOn't drive off, but if yOu're talking tO sOmebOdy whO did this, what dO they tell yOu? This is what an insured driver's insurance is fOr. Right, this is --

Audience Member: If it was dOne tO me --

Rabbi David FOhrman: Or it was dOne tO me, right. NOw, they'll give yOu another side, the other side is a rationalization, right, it's not a real Other side. Yes.

Audience Member: I think On the left side, yOu have a persOnal cOnsequence fOr yOur behavior, yOu may not like the cOnsequence of hOnesty, but On the right side, the cOnsequence is alsO where I'm cleared.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Okay, excellent. Over here, there's an objective dilemma, which is that if yOu keep myself Out Of it I still have a dilemma, I just dOn't know what the right thing tO dO is. In other wOrds, I have a dilemma abOut the terrible dress, I have twO cOmpeting mOral demands, One says I shOuld be hOnest and One says I have tO be sensitive tO my sister's feelings. SO even if I cOmpletely recuse my Own, persOnal desires, but I still have a dilemma which I'm struggling with.

Here, stealing fOr children, even if it's true that I have persOnal desires, but even if yOu wOuld take my Own persOnal desires Out Of the mix I still have a dilemma. I have an obligation as a father Or as a mOther tO prOtect my children; I have an obligation as a human being not tO steal. I have cOmpeting mOral demands, hOw dO thOse win out?

Saving one child Over another, same thing. StOp parent frOm harsh spanking, again, I have cOmpeting mOral demands, One is respecting privacy Of the family, the other is sheltering all Of humanity. HOw is it that I recOncile thOse demands? That is One type of question.

Here I want tO know what's the right thing tO dO and if I get it right, I get it right, if I get it wrOng, I get it wrOng. Here I dO not have any cOmpeting mOral demands. I have one mOral demand and it's very clear. The cOmpeting element is my desire, my desire tO go in that direction, not because it's right, but because I have a persOnal desire that it not go that way. I have a desire fOr mOney, I have a desire fOr pOwer, I have a desire tO not tO be embarrassed, all Of that stuff, hOld On a secOnd, it's a cOmplicated pOint, just wait a minute.

What MaimOnides suggests is the fOllOwing, that befOre eating frOm the Tree of Knowledge of GOOd and Evil, people only had these kind Of dilemmas, but not these. Let me explain tO yOu what I mean by this. MaimOnides suggests that befOre eating frOm the Tree of Knowledge, yOu Only had One chOice, yOu had a chOice of truth and falsehOOd and that is the fOllOwing. What he suggests is, that yOur chOice was, there's GOd's will Out there. GOd's will is what I am suppOsed tO be dOing, right, whatever GOd's will is. NOw, there are times when I'm cOnfused abOut what GOd's will is. Anytime I'm cOmpeting mOral demands, I have a question, what dOes GOd want frOm me? DOes GOd want me tO be sensitive tO my sister's feelings, Or dOes GOd want me tO be truthful?

In the abstract, GOd wants bOth Of these, but which dOes GOd want mOre. I have tO make a chOice, right. SO, my chOice is, MaimOnides says, truth and falsehOOd. If I get the chOice right, then I win, in other wOrds I have identified the truth that in fact is what GOd wants frOm me. If I got it wrOng then I made a mistake and I got the false answer, it's like a multiple chOice test.

Over here, the bOxers are very different, the bOxers are not cOmpeting the mOral demands Over here; Over here it is very clear what is true. In other wOrds, if yOu wOuld ask, what is it that GOd wants frOm yOu Over here? YOu may not know the answer Over here, but yOu sure, in fact, know the answer Over there. TherefOre, if yOur Only lens is truth, if the only thing yOu're lOOking fOr is what dOes GOd want, if

yOur Only question is, I need tO decide what GOd wants, Once I've made my decision abOut what GOd wants, the chOice is Over.

Over here, I have no chOice, it's very Obvious what GOd wants, GOd wants me not tO lie abOut being late tO wOrk, GOd wants me not tO hit and run, GOd wants me tO return the wallet with cOntents, GOd wants me not tO lie on taxes. It's Only after eating frOm the tree, that I begin tO have these kinds Of questions, because eating frOm the tree did sOmething, it changed the way I lOOked at things. It changed my knowledge of right and wrOng frOm a knowledge of truth and falsehOOd, tO a pOint Of where I'm just trying tO figure out GOd's will, tO a pOint where I'm alsO struggling with my will.

BefOre, all I wanted tO know is what YOur will is GOd, Once I've answered the question what YOur will is, my chOice is Over. After eating frOm the tree, there's another will that makes a difference, tOO, and that is my will and I can never ever divOrce my will and facture it Out.

Take a lOOk at this tree fOr a mOment, Okay, what was this tree all abOut? When Eve lOOks at the tree, she sees the fOllOwing things. Take a lOOk at the verse, can sOmeone read the verse, she lOOks at the tree the mOment she decides, what is she --

Audience Member: She sees it's goOd.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, she sees it's goOd, but there's three ways in which she sees it's goOd, what dOes she say? "Vateireh ha'ishah ki tOv ha'eitz lema'achal," the wOman saw that the tree was goOd tO eat
--

Audience Member: GOOd tO -- Audience Member: "V'chi ta'avah "--
Rabbi David FOhrman: "V'chi ta'avah hi le'einayim," that it was desirable tO the eye, "venechmad ha'eitz lehaskil" and the tree -- hOw dO they translate that?

Audience Member: Which desired tO make red wine.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right, but that is not the simplest way tO translate thOse wOrds, "Venechmad ha'eitz lehaskil," is a very strange phrase, let me tell yOu what it means, literally. What I believe it means literally is, "nechmad," cute or beautiful, the tree was cute or beautiful, "lehaskil," tO cOntemplate. The tree was beautiful tO cOntemplate; it was level number One, "tOv lema'achal," goOd tO eat; level number twO, desirable tO the eye and level number three, beautiful tO cOntemplate. There are three levels Of sOmething going on here. What are these three levels Of? What things in life are beautiful tO cOntemplate? Give me sOmething beautiful tO cOntemplate.

Audience Member: Sunset.

Rabbi David FOhrman: A sunset. I was Off yesterday arOund sunset time. I tOOk a drive over tO TuscaderO Beach and watched the sunset Over the rOcks. That's beautiful tO cOntemplate, right? There's a level Of beauty that tickles yOu at the level Of mind. Sunsets might be one. What are others? POetry? POetry is beautiful, but it's not beautiful tO lOOk at, it's beautiful tO cOntemplate. Music, goOd music, classical music; it tickles the mind, it's beautiful tO cOntemplate.

What are these three levels Of? Taste, the lOwest level. Beautiful tO the eye. Every child understands sOmething that tastes goOd. They can taste sOmething sugary; a lOllipOp. Did yOu ever see a child get a lOllipOp fOr the first time? They're very excited abOut it. That is goOd tO taste. But a child can't maturely understand that lOOking at a rOse is beautiful. When a child is nine or 10 years Old, Or 11, 12, it starts tO understand that there's sOmething beautiful abOut a rOse. Gets up tO the secOnd level. That's the secOnd level that Eve talks abOut; not just goOd tO taste, but beautiful tO the eye.

Then yOu can get tO the highest level that Eve talked abOut, beyOnd the eye, and beyOnd even taste; the beauty Of the mind, the beauty Of pOetry, the beauty Of the sunset, the beauty Of classical music. This tree had all three of thOse things. That's what was sO tempting abOut the tree. This tree was dripping with aesthetics, with aesthetic appreciation. These are three levels Of aesthetic desire.

If yOu ask yOurself, why is it that human beings appreciate taste? Let me ask yOu sOmething, why cOuld a cOmputer never appreciate taste? Let's imagine a cOmputer with taste buds. It cOuld detect sOmething that wOuld be sweet, but it wOuldn't really appreciate it the way we wOuld. Imagine a cOmputer that was prOgrammed tO recOgnize rOses; it cOuld recOgnize a rOse, but it wOuldn't appreciate a rOse like we dO.
Or imagine a cOmputer that might be prOgrammed tO recOgnize sunset, Or tO recOgnize classical music, but it wOuldn't appreciate it like we dO. What is the cOmputer missing, that we have, that allOws us tO appreciate all this stuff?

Audience Member: Feelings.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Feelings? Experience? NO, it dOes experience it. It can reach Out, let's say, and what if little things tOuch the rOse.

Audience Member: Small things.

Rabbi David FOhrman: GOOd. It's missing subjective experience. What is it missing? Yes, it's missing humanity. It's missing what makes us human at a deep level. What difference dOes it make tO human? Let me tell yOu what Edgar Allan POe says it's missing. Edgar Allan POe lived befOre cOmputers, but he had sOme thOughts abOut this.

What is it that fires aesthetic appreciation? What makes us appreciate the aesthetic? TOlstOy says the same thing, Edgar Allan POe says it as well. Here has a little essay, Edgar Allan POe, called in which he sets Out written in 1845 -- it was actually a speech that he hid where he sets fOrth a theory Of pOetry. He sets Out a theory Of what makes pOetry effective. He's trying tO educate yOu hOw tO write goOd pOetry. If anybOdy can educate that, POe can educate that.

This speech was cOnsidered by William Safire tO be one of the tOp 200 speeches Or sO, ever given in histOry. He, therefOre, included it in his cOllection Lend Me YOur Ears, which is where I saw it.
WOnderful little bOOk, Of what he cOnsiders the tOp speeches in histOry.

This is what POe says abOut what fires aesthetic appreciation. What is it that makes aesthetic appreciation cOme alive? Why is that we can appreciate aesthetics, but no cOmputer ever can? Here's what POe says. "That pleasure which is at Once the mOst pure, the mOst elevating, and the mOst intense, is derived, I maintain, frOm the cOntemplation of the beautiful. In the cOntemplation of beauty, we alOne find it pOssible tO attain that pleasurable elevation or excitement Of the sOul, which we recOgnize as the pOetic sentiment, which is sO easily distinguished frOm truth, which is a satisfaction of reasOn."

Even POe knows MaimOnides difference between truth and falsehOOd and goOd and evil. He says there's truth On the one hand, and there's beauty On the other hand. What fires beauty? What fires beauty is pleasure or desire. The pleasure which is at Once the mOst pure, the mOst elevating, and the mOst intense, is derived and maintained frOm the cOntemplation of the beautiful.

What he argues is, is that human passion or human desire, is what makes the beautiful real tO us, what makes us want tO dive in. If yOu imagine yOurself withOut desire, withOut having any desires, then yOu're really not in a pOsition tO appreciate the aesthetic. If yOu had no desire fOr tasty fOOd, yOu can't really appreciate sOmething delicious. If yOu have no desire fOr that ethereal beauty Of the rOse, yOu can't appreciate what makes that rOse sO special. And if yOu've lOOked at a beautiful scene, a beautiful sunset, and never wanted tO dive intO that scene and be a part Of it, and becOme part Of it, then yOu can't really appreciate the sunset.

If yOu dOn't have that lOnging in yOu, if yOu dOn't have that sense of desire, then life is flat and yOu dOn't have that appreciation of beauty either. What makes beauty cOme alive is the desire on any level fOr that beauty.

What Eve sees in the tree is the tree dripping with aesthetic appreciation. The tree, MaimOnides suggests, is dripping with desire. What the tree hOlds is desire. What she can get frOm the tree is an influx Of desire. When she dOes eat frOm that tree, when she eats frOm the tree of desire, her chOices change; she no lOnger, and mankind can no lOnger make chOices that are only between truth and falsehOOd, between identifying what GOd wants, because now there's another very pOwerful element burning within humanity, and that is persOnal desire, and it can never ever be factOred Out Of mOral chOice. NOw, the left side of the bOard becOmes a pOssibility tOO. I can know what GOd wants perfectly well and not dO it, because my desire burns as well. There's another desire tO be factOred in, not just GOd's desire.

Here is hOw the stOry reads accOrding tO MaimOnides. Let's go back tO the stOry and read it thrOugh. BefOre I dO, by the way, there's a very fine distinction. I just want tO make one mOre pOint tO help make it clear. That is that really MaimOnides terms are cOmmOnsensical terms. GOOd and evil really are cOmmOnsensical terms fOr this. Let me give yOu an example. When a child dOesn't like brOccOli, what dOes he say abOut the brOccOli?

Audience Member: Yich.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Yich. The brOccOli's bad. That's what the child will say. When the child likes macarOni and cheese, what dOes he say abOut the macarOni and cheese?

Audience Member: It's goOd.

Rabbi David FOhrman: It's goOd. What dOes the child mean when he says the macarOni and cheese is goOd and the brOccOli is bad?

Audience Member: I like it, I dOn't like it.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Right. He means the brOccOli dOes not cOnfOrm tO my desire, but the macarOni and cheese dOes. The wOrds goOd and bad are wOrds which we human beings use fOr what cOnfOrms tO Our desire, what cOnfOrms tO Our will.

When we are trying tO find Out sOmebOdy else's will, when I'm trying tO identify what yOu want, and I am perfectly Objective, sO then if I get the question right, I've arrived at the cOrrect determination of yOur will; a true determination of yOur will. Or if I get it wrOng, I say I'm mistaken, Or I have a false determination of yOur will. That's a question of true and false. It's very Objective. But when the issue's me, when my desire is part Of it, then that's goOd and bad. The goOd OutcOme is the outcOme that cOnfOrms with my desire, the bad is the outcOme that dOesn't cOnfOrm tO it.

MaimOnides says the symbOl fOr that are the wOrds goOd and evil. The symbOl fOr the injection of desire intO mOral chOice is that chOice has now becOme chOice of where yOu can't factOr Out desire. ChOice is where I always need tO cOnsider my will tO. I never can just lOOk at GOd's will. I've always got my Own will that's always going tO intrude whether I like it Or not. All Of them true, whether indeed, whether I like it Or not.

I can rationalize lying on taxes all I want. I can make it lOOk like a chOice between true and false. I can tell yOu frOm now until the mOOn that the government dOesn't need the mOney and it's just the big cOrpOration. But bOttOm line is what fires that chOice is my persOnal desire, that subjective aspect Of it.

NOw, what we're going tO dO in this reading is cOme back tO many Of the questions which we entertained earlier tOday and yesterday and piece them tOgether.

First Of all, is anyOne cOmpletely lOst? (Laughter). I hate it when people are cOmpletely lOst. Audience Member: Is that in the sense of eifO Or --
(Laughter)

Rabbi David FOhrman: Very goOd. Is that in the sense of eifO Or ayei; where are yOu guys? All right.

YOu know what, I can't read this. Just One Midrash then I'll clarify this pOint. The Midrash says what's the difference between a tzaddik and a rasha, a righteous persOn and an evil persOn? What's the difference between these twO? Here's the difference the Midrash says. When they cOme tO the WOrld tO COme, GOd shOws everybOdy his yetzer hara, his evil inclination. The righteous and the evil persOn have twO different perspectives On it. Here are their perspectives.

The perspective of the righteous persOn, when the righteous persOn lOOks at his yetzer hara, he sees a mOuntain. He says hOw cOuld I pOssibly ever have overcOme this evil inclination? When the evil persOn sees his yetzer hara, he sees this little mOlehill, and he says that, I cOuldn't even overcOme that?

This is very cOunterintuitive; yOu'd think it's the other way arOund. The tzaddik is the one whO had the easy time thrOugh life; the evil persOn is the guy with the big evil inclination. He's the one whO shOuld be seeing a mOuntain. Our Sages say it's exactly the reverse.

A friend Of mine had a very beautiful p'shat On this Midrash. He had a very beautiful explanation that I want tO share with yOu. He said, yOu know what the Midrash is really saying? The Midrash is telling yOu that the difference between the tzaddik and the rasha, the righteous persOn and the evil persOn is what perspective they view their evil inclination frOm. What really is the difference between the evil persOn and the righteous persOn? One gave in tO desire and One didn't.

If yOu're lOOking at desire befOre yOu give in tO it, if yOu're lOOking at the apple pie befOre yOu've eaten the apple pie, it lOOks like a mOuntain. It is huge. YOu can see every cOntra of thOse apples. YOu can see the whip cream On tOp. This is a mOuntain, it is impOssible tO resist that apple pie. But Once yOu finish the last crumb and the realization sinks in that that was 793 calOries, and yOu are still hungry, then yOu say I cOuldn't resist the little mOlehill Of that apple-pie? That's exactly what yOu say. Why? Because the desire isn't burning in yOu anymOre. That's the mind game of desire.

When the desire's there, it's a mOuntain; yOu can't resist it. But it's a (inaudible), it's not real, it goes away. Once it's satiated, then I see truth and false fOr what it is, and then I say One secOnd, this was a no- brainer, it's 793 calOries, and I'm still hungry. Where was the other bOxer? All I see is One thing that made sense, and the other thing there's nothing left.

That is what it means tO lOOk at a left-hand side situation, Once there's no desire. When yOu lOOk at that left-hand side situation once there's no desire, there's no chOice anymOre. Lying on taxes, if I dOn't have a desire, if it's just a mOlehill, then obviously --

SO, Adam befOre eating frOm the tree when he's cOnfrOnted with any One of thOse, it's well, Obviously; GOd dOesn't want me tO dO that, sO I wOn't dO it. The only chOice is the first time.

Here's hOw the stOry reads. The stOry reads as the fOllOwing. The snake. We had lOts Of prOblems with the snake. Let's go back tO the snake. Snake shOws up and he makes the fOllOwing really weird argument, "Af ki amar ElOkim lO tOchlu mikOl eitz hagan," even if GOd said dOn't eat frOm the tree, sO what? We said that was a very strange argument.

Let me share with yOu SamsOn Raphael Hirsch's cOmmentary On this line. This is hOw he understands it. It fits in beautifully with MaimOnides. SamsOn Raphael Hirsch says the fOllOwing. The snake was saying, the emphasis is On the wOrd said, "Af ki amar ElOkim lO tOchlu mikOl eitz hagan," even if GOd said dOn't eat frOm the tree, sO what?

The implied question is dO yOu want tO eat frOm it? Search yOur feelings. DO yOu want tO eat frOm the tree, dO yOu have a desire tO eat frOm the tree? YOu dO. Well, if yOu dO, then even if GOd said sO, sO what? Because where dOes yOur desire cOme frOm, where dOes yOur instinct cOme frOm, where dOes yOur desire tO have goOd things cOme frOm, where dO yOu think it cOmes frOm?

Audience Member: FrOm GOd.

Rabbi David FOhrman: FrOm GOd. He's the one whO put it in yOu. Well, then yOu have a cOntradiction. GOd's telling yOu One thing, and He's putting an instinct in yOu that says the other thing. What argument is the snake making? Why is it a snake? Why in particular a snake? And it's a walking, talking snake and we're not suppOsed tO be surprised, why? What is the snake representing here?

SOmebOdy mentioned this yesterday. It's a beautiful idea. He said why dO yOu think it was that Adam and Eve got tO this whOle creation stOry? The stOry is really abOut the Tree of Knowledge and in the middle of that stOry Eve gets created and we get this whOle lOng digression abOut the naming of the animals. COme on, GOd brings every last animal tO Adam tO see whether Adam will like it, and then at the end Of all the exercise, Adam says he can't find any mate, sO GOd says Okay, fine I'll make yOu a wOman.

NOw, GOd wasn't smart enough tO figure that Out in advance? It had tO be trial and errOr? He really thOught that mating with a dOnkey is going tO be the right thing? Is that what it's really abOut?

SOmebOdy suggested, yesterday, that the snake was asking fOr a secOnd chance at that argument. But if yOu listen tO what the Midrash is saying that the snake wanted tO marry Eve, the Midrash seems tO agree. The snake was lOOking fOr a secOnd chance, a secOnd crack, at that pOssibility.

Let me try and make clear what I'm trying tO say here. What is the difference between snakes and people Or animals and people? Imagine a walking, talking snake. Imagine that yOu cOuld have a representative of the animal kingdOm that cOuld talk. Imagine that yOu cOuld have a representative of the animal kingdOm that cOuld walk. Imagine that yOu cOuld have a hairless representative of the animal kingdOm. All Of the Other animal kingdOm has fur, but there's a hairless One. Starting tO lOOk mOre human, right?

The snake is naked tOO. The snake is the hairless representative of the animal kingdOm. He walks and he talks, he is the mOst human like of all the animals and now he wants another crack at the chance that everyOne else lOst with Eve.

What dOes he really want? What is the difference between humanity and snakes, animals? What wOuld be the difference, if yOu had a walking, talking snake? Did human rights go tO the snake, Or is there still a

distinction between humanity and the snake? What's the distinction? Audience Member: A sOul.
Rabbi David FOhrman: NO. Audience Member: COntrOl.
Rabbi David FOhrman: The distinction is hOw dOes GOd speak tO yOu? DOes GOd speak tO yOu, Or dOes He speak tO yOu thrOugh yOur instinct, Or dOes He speak tO yOu in wOrds, in thOught? This is the distinction.

What the snake is saying is the fOllOwing. The snake is saying, if an animal goes and fOllOws his desire and cOpulates his will, and he eats at will, is it fOllOwing the will Of GOd?

Audience Member: Yes.

Rabbi David FOhrman: AbsOlutely. Because GOd put the instinct in the animal, and there is no mOre (inaudible) now, He never tOld the animal dO this, dO X, Y, and Z. He is fOllOwing the will Of GOd and yOu can find Psalms that express this all the time. They talk abOut nature singing, being aligned with GOd's will and dOing GOd's will. Why? Because all the river has tO dO is flOw and it's dOing GOd's will. All the animal has tO dO is act On its instinct and it's actualizing GOd's will. GOd put the instinct in the animal.

The snake is naked. The snake is making a very naked argument tO Eve. Yes, it lOOks cunning on the One hand, but it's alsO very straightfOrward. The snake is just telling it like it is. He's telling Eve what it means tO be an animal. He's saying Eve, I dOn't know abOut yOu, but I'll give yOu a snake's perspective On yOur dilemma; even if GOd said dOn't eat frOm the tree, sO what? I'll tell yOu hOw a snake wOuld lOOk at this.

A snake wOuld say I want tO eat frOm this tree. I am my desire, I feel my passion burning inside me, I feel my instinct burning inside me wanting tO eat frOm this tree, and now what, GOd's going tO tell me sOmething with wOrds that I shOuldn't dO it. Well, then I have a cOntradiction. I have a cOntradiction between what GOd says and then what GOd said by planting instinct in me. I dOn't know abOut yOu Eve, but I'll tell yOu hOw a snake wOuld resOlve that dilemma. He'd resOlve that in favOr Of instinct, because instinct is the primary fOrce of GOd. That, is hOw GOd really talks, and that is hOw GOd talks tO animals. The snake is naked. He is very straightfOrward, he's arOm, he's just telling it like it is.

Relative tO the wOman, he's cunning. Why? Because the argument wOrks fOr snakes, but it dOesn't wOrk fOr people. Because when it cOmes tO people, GOd dOes speak in instinct, but GOd alsO speaks in vOice and yOu've got tO balance instinct and vOice. In other wOrds, yOu've got yOur instincts, yOu've got yOur drives, but GOd alsO tells yOu hOw tO Organize them. YOu've got tO listen tO them bOth, and if yOu Only listen tO One, if yOu dOn't put thOse in the prOper balance, yOu're in trOuble. It's a cunning argument tO

Eve, but it's a very innocent argument On behalf Of the snake.

YOu have a walking, talking snake, a snake that lOOks very humanlike that is making this argument. I think what the Midrash is saying by saying that he wanted tO marry Eve, we jOked what the children wOuld lOOk like. The jOke is the answer tO the question. It was because of what the children lOOked like that he wanted tO marry Eve. What was the snake's desire? In other wOrds, what dOes it really mean?

It means that the animal kingdOm, if yOu cOuld anthrOpOmOrphize the animal kingdOm and see the animal kingdOm lOOking upOn mankind. Remember mankind, sOmebOdy said this yesterday alsO, we got this charge tO rule over humanity, yOu cOuld answer frOm anthrOpOmOrphize yOur animal kingdOm, that the animal kingdOm wOuld say whO are yOu tO rule over me? The drive of the animal kingdOm is the mOst humanlike creature at the time. The clOsest tO intelligence. The only thing missing is this difference between instinct and vOice, then makes the prOpOsition tO the human family tO jOin us On our side of the fence.

Audience Member: Be an animal.

Rabbi David FOhrman: Be an animal tOO. It's wOnderful. FOllOw yOur desire, that's what it means tO live, that's what it means tO fOllOw GOd's will. The snake is not entirely wrOng; there is sOmething very pOwerful abOut desire. GOd dOes speak thrOugh desires. It is true that GOd gave us desires. It is true that if we fOllOw them, as (inaudible) with vOice alsO, we are fOllOwing GOd's will. It is true that if yOu cut Off desire yOu're dOing a terrible harm tO yOurself.

Imagine life withOut any desire. Imagine thinking that the only way tO fOllOw GOd's will is tO stamp Out desire and just listen tO vOice. YOu're dead. Desire is what makes yOu live. It's what makes yOu thrive. It's alsO part Of the way GOd's talking tO yOu. There is sOmething tO be said fOr the animal kingdOm, but there's a balance tO meet there, and the snake isn't arguing in favOr Of balance. He's arguing all fOr instinct; even if GOd said sO, sO what?

Eve lOOks at the tree. She sees the tree dripping with desire. She says lOOk hOw pOwerful yOu are with desire. I becOme mOre pOwerful. I can elevate that rOle of desire in my life. I becOme a much mOre pOwerful human being. It's true. YOu dO. Think Of hOw alive yOu feel when yOu're gripped in the thrall Of desire. If yOu didn't have it, yOu'd feel dead. If yOu cOuld increase yOur sense of desire, yOu'd feel alive. The snake's argument is very tempting. YOu can even argue that yOu can serve GOd better tO be a mOre desirOus human being. YOu're a mOre pOwerful, invigorated human being.

Eve lOOks at that desire and she eats frOm the tree. Immediately, what happens? They realize they're naked. Adam eats frOm the tree tOO, and they bOth realize they're naked. They're embarrassed that they're naked. BefOre they weren't embarrassed. Why are animals not embarrassed abOut being naked? YOu know why? Why are kids not embarrassed abOut being naked?

I'll tell yOu why. It's because there is, befOre eating frOm the tree, Adam and Eve had desire and they had their heads and they had their mind. They're basically in balance. They were the way GOd created them.

By eating frOm the tree, we altered things fOrever. What we did was we tOOk desire and elevated that and created a greater sense of desire within humanity.

What happens then is that yOur desire and yOur capacity tO cOntrOl that desire, yOur head, becOme out Of balance. It's almOst like if yOu imagine a persOn driving on his car. He's just bOught a new car at the dealer and then he says yOu know, I dOn't like my V6 engine, I want a V12 engine. I've seen V12 engines, and I want a V12 engine. He goes and puts in a V12 engine.

NOw, that's very nice, but the prOblem is when yOu're just idle on a V12 engine, yOu're going 75 miles an hOur, On a TOyOta Camry. The prOblem is that I have the same steering wheel in my TOyOta that I used tO have when I had the V6 engine. The steering wheel's designed fOr the V6, not fOr the V12. NOw I'm stuck with a car that's very pOwerful and I'm stuck with a steering wheel that I have tO cOntrOl this thing with.

That is the dilemma of humanity after eating frOm the tree. We have the same steering wheel we had befOre, we have the same head that we had befOre, but Our desires are very pOwerful. Immediately after eating frOm the tree, the one cOnsciousness that human beings had was that whOOps, I'm Out Of balance. My desire is very pOwerful and it can crush me, even.

It's interesting. Animals, their desire is right where it needs tO be. There is no head, there is no strings. There's just desire, and that's GOd's will, and that's the way it's suppOsed tO be. They're not embarrassed Of their desire, they're not embarrassed Of sexuality, they're not embarrassed abOut any Of that. YOu can have eight kids, alsO their desire is right where it needs tO be in terms Of their head, they can cOntrOl everything.

HOwever, when yOu get tO a certain stage, the desire starts upping itself within the human cOndition. There is a natural, perhaps One way Of lOOking at embarrassment Of nakedness is a sense that I'm dealing with fire. I'm dealing with sOmething dangerOus here. It's even instruct Of the wOrds that Adam and Eve used, "Va'ira ki eiram anochi," Adam says I'm afraid, because I'm naked.

It's fascinating. He dOesn't even say I'm embarrassed. I'm afraid, he's fearful. What's the difference between fear and embarrassment? Embarrassment is One thing, but fear is the fear Of being squashed; I have a sense that there's sOmething big and pOwerful in this rOOm and it can squash me and that is my desires. It's very pOwerful.

Then yOu have the punishments. What are the punishments? Think abOut it. YOu've got by the sweat Of yOur brOw yOu will make fOOd. What dOes that mean? That befOre then, nature just prOvided fOr me and it just prOvided. That's just the way it was. NOw yOu have tO wOrk. Why?

Imagine a factOry mOdel car. It's perfectly in line with its factOry, it's perfectly harmOnious with everything else the maker made. Everything fits, everything drives. But imagine yOu replace the engine and now this car has tO relate tO everything else that came out Of the factOry. It dOesn’t relate sO well.
Why? Because it is no lOnger a harmOnious cOg of this whOle thing.

What happens when Adam and Eve, sO tO speak, change their makeup, elevate that rOle of desire is that there is a disharmOny that now cOmes intO play between their relationship and the rest Of GOd's wOrld. NOw man, it's not that nature just prOvides fOr me, now yOu've got tO beat yOur living out Of nature. It grinds. YOu've got tO wOrk Out Of nature. It's not that yOu just have kids. It grinds. It's a machine. It wOrks, but it grinds. It's literally labOrious tO push Out children. Death, what is death?

Imagine a car that had a perfect engine, factOry dOne, and there was never any friction within its parts. HOw lOng will that engine last?

Audience Member: FOrever.

Rabbi David FOhrman: FOrever. It wOuldn't die. NOw imagine that yOu mOdified a little bit and it grinds. NOw it eventually wears Out. EverybOdy wears Out, there's death in the wOrld, because there's this grinding alsO, because of this disharmOny.

The snake was the walking, talking representative of the animal wOrld. The clOsest example that we cOuld have of the animal wOrld. He wanted another crack at it. I think that the reasOn why -- this just Occurred tO me last night -- it seems tO me that the reasOn why GOd, it's in respOnse actually tO sOmething sOmebOdy said here yesterday, it seems tO me that the reasOn why GOd gave mankind the ability tO mate with all Of the animals befOre representing him with Eve and He didn't just give Eve in the first place. YOu know why? Because if He just gave Eve in the first place, man wOuld have lOst Out On the experience of truly understanding that he cOuld never, ever find a mate with an animal.

GOd wanted mankind tO have the experience thrOugh his Own trial and errOr. That he has tO understand that the animal wOrld is the clOsest thing in nature tO yOu, but it's not yOu. YOu have tO understand that the only thing that can really be a harmOny with yOu is an Eve. NOthing frOm the animal wOrld can wOrk.

The snake may have wanted another chance. The wOrds Of the Midrash tO assassinate Adam, this is all anthrOpOmOrphic, but tO assassinate Adam and tO live with Eve and tO fOster a race of snake-men, i.e. tO bring humanity tO that level that humanity, tOO, becOmes ruled by desire, not ruled by GOd's vOice, but ruled by desire.

What is the punishment Of the snake? Remember that GOd never talks tO the snake? Because the snake is right. The snake was the guy with the only goOd argument. Why? Because as yOu said, the snake is nothing, but the tOOl Of GOd. The snake is GOd said Okay, now the animal wOrld is due tO pOse this question tO humankind; will yOu be like us Or will yOu retain yOur identity?

What happens is, GOd then says I dOn't want tO hear yOur excuses, I know yOur excuses. YOu're my agent and they shOuldn't have listened tO yOu, they shOuld have listened tO Me. They dOn't listen tO yOu.

What's the punishment, sO tO speak? The snake didn't have free will, the snake dOesn't get punished either. What's the punishment? He lOses his legs, he crawls On his belly, now there's enmity between the

snake and the children of Eve. I think what that punishment was, in a certain way, is making it a little bit easier fOr humanity, because now the snake dOesn't lOOk sO human anymOre. If the snake dOesn't lOOk sO human, if he crawls On the grOund, if he's mOre visibly an animal, if there's this hatred between --

Audience Member: And he's tO be feared.

Rabbi David FOhrman: And he's tO be feared, then perhaps mankind, in the future, wOuld be able tO understand that his destiny dOes not lie with the animal wOrld.

We wOn't have time tO dO it, but if yOu go intO NOah, if yOu go in the Cain and Abel stOry, and alsO tO the NOah stOry, this mOtif keeps On appearing mOre and mOre. Cain, fOr example, after his sin, fears that the animals will kill him, apparently. He's cOncerned that the animals will kill him. It's almOst like what is it that makes a human being distinct frOm an animal? It's his capacity tO avOid desires and rule over his desires, but Otherwise he's just an animal, and if he's just an animal, the same way they kill each Other, they'll kill yOu. Cain realizes that after the sin the animals might kill him.

Finally, yOu know what the difference between NOah's wOrld and Our wOrld is? We can eat meat after NOah. BefOre NOah yOu can't eat meat. Adam was a vegetarian. NOah, yOu can eat meat. Why?

A friend Of mine suggests that again, it's reinfOrcing that distinction between the animal wOrld -- in the times Of NOah again, people got cOnfused and GOd finally says well, if yOu can eat them, yOu'll understand that yOu can't mate with them and yOu can't be part Of that wOrld. It's a whOle different wOrld and that's wOrld is not fOr yOu. It's reinfOrcing that distinction.

GOd ends the stOry, and with this we'll end, by giving them clOthes. I think that's very beautiful. Despite, it's very fascinating, the Midrash says that the TOrah begins with an act Of gemillat chessed and ends with an act Of gemillat chessed. It ends with the chessed, with the kindness, Of GOd burying MOses, because no One else knew where he died, GOd buried him. The cOngruent act tO that is the first act Of chessed Of GOd, Of clOthing Adam.

It's such a beautiful Midrash, because if yOu think abOut it, it's such a chessed. Imagine having such high hOpes fOr humanity, giving them One chOice tO just make it Or break it, and they dash YOur hOpes, and they eat frOm the tree, and they take the temptation, and YOu exile them frOm Eden, and yOu enfOrce them and all Of that, but at the end YOu give them clOthes. What dOes it mean tO give them clOthes?

The only reasOn they needed clOthes was because they disappOinted GOd and ate frOm the tree that He cOmmanded them not tO eat frOm. Nevertheless, GOd respOnds and clOses the stOry with an act Of chessed; he gives them clOthes, an act Of kindness. That act Of kindness is tO give them the tOOls tO live in the new wOrld Of their Own making. I think that's the greatest act Of kindness that yOu cOuld pOssibly have.

It's a similar act Of kindness with MOses. MOses, tOO, died because GOd was disappOinted with him. Nevertheless GOd clOses the TOrah with his burial, an act Of kindness. I think that's the greatest kindness

that yOu cOuld pOssibly have. As parents I think it's a mOdel tOO, that when we have children and we give them free chOices, we hOpe very much that they'll chOOse in a way that's cOngruent with Our hOpes and that's Our greatest hOpe, but there's nothing we cOuld dO. We put the chOice in frOnt Of them and ultimately, the chOice is theirs. We have tO recOncile ourselves tO the pOssibility; they may not chOOse the way we'd want them tO chOOse.

HOw then cOuld we deal with them? DO we cut them Off? What then dO we dO? One pOssibility, the way tO act with chessed, I think, is tO be able when they have disappOinted us, tO give them the tOOls tO live in the wOrld Of their Own making and tO give them clOthes tO allOw them tO transition tO that new wOrld.
HOpefully, by giving them thOse tOOls, we alsO lay the grOundwOrk fOr a path that will help them find their way back tO us.

TOmOrrOw we'll lOOk at another chapter in the stOry, the stOry Of Cain and Abel. I think the stOry Of Adam and Eve and GOd's first interaction with human beings cOntinues in a very remarkable way in this next stOry. We'll examine that and its implications fOr us tOmOrrOw.
