Failure and success from Genesis (from the beginning?)

The story of the creation, as it appears in Genesis, is a founding myth in Western culture. In the biblical creation stories, appears a God who examines his self and the creation – his handiwork – as if situated within a discourse on success: “God saw that the light was good […] and the gathered waters he called ‘seas.’ And God saw that it was good” (Genesis 1.4-9). Following the creation of light, God evaluates his work– “God saw that the light was good” – likewise after creating the seas, fruit of the land, insects, etc. After completion, each endeavor is evaluated and ranked in terms of its success; and God looks upon his successful actions with satisfaction. At every stage in the biblical portrayal, God deems his actions good, giving the grade after the deed. While the creator gods in pagan cosmology preconceive creation, the biblical God determines his attitude toward creation after observing its nature (Galander 2009, 155). 	Comment by ALE: I think you should be more specific here. You go from singular in the first sentence to plural here and this is confusing. Perhaps: ‘In the various creation sequences’ or ‘narratives’	Comment by ALE: Perhaps consider ‘the product of his labor’ or simply – ‘his achievement’ or ‘accomplishment’
	When God creates man in his image, “God saw that it was good” is not articulated. In Chapter 2, God admits that the creation of man was not completely successful because he had created a single man. Although in Chapter 1 we are told that God created them male and female, in Chapter 2 the decision is made, in line with standards God set himself, that the creation is incomplete: “Then the Lord God said, ‘It is not good that the man should be alone; I will make him a helper as his partner”’ (Genesis 2:18). God understands, in hindsight, how harsh his sentence is; he learns from experience and decides to improve the creation. The words “not good” are especially conspicuous compared to the six times the expression “it was good” appears in Chapter 1. God improves the creation with which he is dissatisfied in Chapter 1: “And the rib that the Lord God had taken from the man he made into a woman and brought her to the man” (Genesis 2.22).	Comment by ALE: Maybe “lonely”	Comment by ALE: In Chapter 2, God improves you should indicate the transition from chapter 1 o 2	Comment by ALE: Changed from source: 2:28
	Hence, Genesis offers two different narratives on man’s creation: the first, in Chapter 1:26-31, is part of the general creation story and appears to be its emphasis; the second is in Chapter 2:7-25. The stories greatly differ, and seem to tell different stories about man’s creation. Generations of interpreters have pondered the contradictions between the very different creation stories to understand the relationship between them. In the context of our discussion, Soloveitchik’s (2002) interpretation is of particular interest – he argues that the biblical dialectic is founded on the fact that the first man (Chapter 1), the man of glory, governance and success, and the second man (Chapter 2), the singular man of faith, obedience and failure, are not two separate individuals caught in an external confrontation, but rather one man in a state of internal conflict (Soloveitchik, quoted in Zion 2002, 49).	Comment by ALE: Perhaps: “For the purposes of our discussion,”
	Motifs of success and failure are interwoven in the creation story. God examines every component of the creation and remarks that he is satisfied with the result, which could have been different. Upon completing the creation of man, which he will later regret, God admits that it was only partially successful, and therefore, warrants “improvement”. We also encounter various levels of success. As mentioned, at the end of each creation sequence in Chapter 1, verses 9-26 it is noted: “God saw that it was good”, except in the case of the creation of man. However, at the end of this chapter, God summarizes the measure of success for the entire creation as “very good”: “God saw everything that he had made, and indeed, it was very good. And there was evening and there was morning, the sixth day” (Genesis 1.31). One notices in this story a hierarchical ranking of success – from good to very good – and the correction of what was not good.	Comment by ALE: This is a bit wordy – perhaps simply – "evaluates the overall creation”	Comment by ALE: Perhaps: Improvement? Rectification?	Comment by ALE: Perhaps: “unsatisfactory”
	The creation stories present man as positioned at the epicenter of the created universe. Man’s purpose is to rule over the land according to God’s commandments, as God rules the heavens (Shavid 2004, 70). This is apparently the meaning of man’s description as created “in our image, according to our likeness” (Genesis 1.26); as God is omnipotent and has the potential for infinite success, so is man who is positioned at the epicenter of the universe. This status does not permit man to assume he is a god, but rather means that he represents God’s direct government in heaven on earth. The common meaning of “image” is statue: the biblical God prohibits the manufacturing of his image for ritualistic purposes, but does allow man, who is God’s image and statue, to represent him on earth. This is because man contains within himself the divine spark and divine potential for success.	Comment by ALE: Perhaps – “apparently, what is intended in describing man as …”	Comment by ALE: I’m not sure I understood this. He is a conduit for God’s divine government on earth?	Comment by ALE: Perhaps: Heavenly government? Heavenly kingdom?	Comment by ALE: Consider – ‘man is endowed with the divine spark…’
	In the first creation story, God grants man, by the very act of creating man in his image, the ability and right to rule over the world and his creatures. Man is separate from nature and manufactures his own assets – through his talent and labor – from the resources of creation. Thus, in the first creation story man is an effective and active ruler granted the potential to succeed. Biblical faith “transferred the divine drama from the domain of nature and its powers to the domain human will” (Kaufmann 1962, 472). The Bible commands man to interfere in processes and generate change. Nature becomes a purpose, an object of man’s will. In the creation story, man is granted permission to conquer and rule: “God said to them, ‘Be fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth and subdue it; and have dominion over the fish of the sea and over the birds of the air and over every living thing that moves upon the earth’” (Genesis 1.28).
Ludwig Feuerbach calls man’s separation from nature “Jewish Egotismˮ (1957, 34-35); he believes that the creation doctrine adopted by Christianity is based on the Bible and that its fundamental premise is this: Only where man separates himself from nature can there be the question where the universe came from. The separation reduces nature to the state of an object of human will. The Hebrews, according to Feuerbach, tie faith, natural domination and feeding: “at even ye shall eat flesh, and in the morning ye shall be filled with bread; and ye shall know that I am the Lord your God” 
(Exodus 16.12).
Lorberbaum (2004) notes that a principal theological innovation of ancient Judaism is not an abstract God, but rather the idea that man was created in his image, and therefore there is an element of the divine in every man, not only in Jews.  According to Lorberbaum, while the notion of man’s creation “in the image” ascribes holiness to his life, it at the same time renders this life dependent on that which is superior to man, thus constricting arrogance. Based on the fact that an object is reflected in its image, in our opinion the construct “in the image” denotes the conception that the object is present in the image. Thus, we adopt the interpretation of “in the image of God he created them” (Genesis 1.27) as an expression of man’s deification in relation to other creatures; like Hillel, who presents the idea of the creation in the image as a measure of self-deification: “If I am here, then all are here. And if I am not here, who is here?” (Hillel, Sukkah 53a qtd. in Lorbebaum 2004, 15). 	Comment by ALE: Perhaps: In God’s image. 	Comment by ALE: The implication here is that this is one of several conceptions – see previous comment. I suggest being more accurate here. 	Comment by ALE: Perhaps: “Thus, we can understand”
Now to failure. The first “failure”, the greatest of all, appears in the biblical Garden of Eden story. This story is a foundational myth in Western culture, mostly due to the principal status it received in Christian tradition; “this is the primordial sin that is the archetype of sin, because in its aftermath man became a vulnerable individual forced to struggle and compete with other individuals around him to survive” (Shoham 2003, 15). The creation myth presents a man who comes into the world bearing memories of the sweet garden (Genesis 2:8-15), the wonderful trees, his closeness to his creator and his being the only creature before his God, but above all, he bears the memory of the failure (Shalev 1985, 36). God puts man to a test in which man can succeed or fail – and he fails. The failure entails punishments: the punishment of childbirth: “in pain you shall bring forth children” (Genesis 3.16); the punishment of working the land: “By the sweat of your face you shall eat bread” (19); and the gravest punishment of all, expulsion from the Garden of Eden: “the Lord God sent him forth from the garden of Eden” (23). 	Comment by ALE: Added: creature
	By facing this kind of test, man was rendered psychologically predisposed to religious suggestion; bearing a sense of failure and longing in his heart, he will continue to search for his God. From the viewpoint of the religious interest, God acted in a calculated fashion: feelings of guilt, failure and deprivation are effective in creating a man passionate to satisfy his creator’s desires. This is a man concerned with succeeding in fulfilling the missions assigned to him by God, a man afraid of another failure. Following the expulsion from the Garden of Eden, the two types of man in the creation narratives meet for the first time. While both labor, procreate and serve God, one is motivated by a sense of destiny, success and accomplishment, and the other by his previous failure. According to Meir Shalev, this primordial struggle exists in every one of us to this day (Shalev 1985, 37). 	Comment by ALE: Perhaps: motivation?	Comment by ALE:  facilitate the creation of a passionate…
	Taking another approach, Zion contends that the ultimate sin – failure – is not manifest in partaking from forbidden fruit; indeed, all people occasionally err and violate prohibitions. The essence of the sin is in evading responsibility for committing it and in pointing a guilty finger toward others (Zion 2002, 107). Adam sins when he blames Eve: “The man said, ‘The woman whom you gave to be with me, she gave me fruit from the tree, and I ate”’ (Genesis 3:12), and Eve sins when she blames the serpent: “The woman said, ‘The serpent tricked me, and I ate”’ (13). Thus, sin is about the unwillingness to take responsibility for our failures. The sin of the Garden of Eden is comprised therefore of the sin of surrendering to impulse, the sin of pride and the sin of evading responsibility. 	Comment by ALE: the source reads “from the fruit of the tree” but this sounds better in my opinion. It can obviously be changed back. 	Comment by ALE: Perahps: desire
	The Christian interpretation for Adam’s act of disobedience exacerbates the conception of failure and views it as a great sin. The word “sin” does not appear in the biblical text; the first human deed is rebellion, man is punished by God because he rebels, and because God wants to maintain his own supremacy (Fromm 1975, 20-21). But despite his supremacy, God created a creature who doubts and endangers his authority. In this regard, there are two seemingly contrasting interpretative approaches to the Garden of Eden story. The first (as various scholars contend), views it as a pagan narrative: God possesses a tree with wondrous, magical qualities, and because he is envious of, and competes with man, he withholds it from him (Rosenberg 1985, 48-49). This motif is repeated in Greek mythology, the classic example of which is the Prometheus myth. Prometheus plays the role of a rebellious character and symbolizes the Titans’ struggle against the gods. When Prometheus steals fire from the gods, he grants man power and the possibility to succeed and develop in terms of technology. In the series of myths constructed by Western culture, Prometheus symbolizes human passion, the desire for success, the breaching of human boundaries, and the liberation of man and humanity 	Comment by ALE: Or: does not give it to him. 	Comment by ALE: And gives it to man? 	Comment by ALE: Perhaps: develop his technological skills…	Comment by ALE: Perhaps: ‘In Western culture’s mythological corpus’
(Ohana 2000, 3). 
The second approach stresses God’s mercy rather than his envy; that is, in terms of this fundamental mythology, the source of human distress is constituted in the very act of knowing. Knowledge is not as good as Prometheus assumed; knowledge is the source of suffering; and therefore, God prevents man from 	Comment by ALE: Perhaps specify which mythology – Prometheus? Garden of Eden?	Comment by ALE: Perhaps instead of “good” -- advantageous
acquiring it.
	In the Garden of Eden story, the serpent, the most cunning of animals, presents the prohibition decreed by God against eating fruit from the Tree of Knowledge as a prohibition rooted in the contest between God and man: “for God knows that when you eat of it your eyes will be opened, and you will be like God,[a] knowing good and evil” (Genesis 3.5). According to the serpent, the prohibition is based on competitive motives. Eventually, Eve does not resist the temptation, and Adam follows: “she took of its fruit and ate; and she also gave some to her husband, who was with her, and he ate” (6). Adam and Eve failed. 
	The epilogue to the Garden of Eden narrative harnesses the principal theme interweaved into the creation narratives. This theme stresses the relationship between humanity and God in the earthly domain and lays the foundations for faith based on the doctrine of life, faith that does not deal with the life beyond, with eternity and with the place in which the gods reside (Galander 2009, 200). In the first creation story, the positive commandment appears, commanding man to be an active and conquering creature, ruler and master of the creation, high on the hierarchal ladder and successful in relation to the other creatures. Conversely, in the second story, restriction and self-limitation are presented. Man is superior to all nature, but must remember his place in relation to God. The second creation story ends with expulsion and a new beginning. The conclusion drawn from the Garden of Eden story is that sin-failure obstructs the natural order and is opposed to it. Following it, God reacts in two stages: first, he assumes the role of examiner, and then announces the results of the action. The story encompasses the biblical conception of judgement – God is presented as an omniscient divinity, therefore impossible to hide from. The biblical conception of reward is also presented here, at the basis of which is the assumption that punishment is the consequence of failure. We learn that freedom of choice is limited, because at the foundation of human suffering there is always failure. 	Comment by ALE: Perhaps: Following the sin, 
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