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I. The Goblet Libel

Parashat Miketz presents us with Yosef's mysterious and complex plan regarding his brothers. The plan includes accusing them of being spies, demanding that they bring Binyamin to Egypt with them, and hiding money in their sacks.
 In one of the last stages of the plan, Yosef leads his brothers to think the danger has passed and they can lower their defenses to the point of drinking to drunkenness:

And portions were taken to them from before him; but Binyamin's portion was five times as much as any of theirs. And they drank and were merry (lit. became intoxicated) with him. (Bereishit 43:34)

Then, while the brothers are getting over their intoxication, Yosef prepares for the next stage of the plan – the libel concerning the stealing of his silver goblet:

And he commanded the steward of his house, saying: Fill the men's sacks with food, as much as they can carry, and put every man's money in his sack's mouth. And put my goblet, the silver goblet, in the sack's mouth of the youngest, and his corn money. And he did according to the word that Yosef had spoken. (44:1-2)

The sacks are filled to the brim, but in addition to the grain, the brothers' money is also returned to their sacks. Yosef's silver goblet is also placed in Binyamin's sack. Presumably, this is the same goblet with which he drank with the brothers to drunkenness. 

The trap laid by Yosef does not close on the brothers immediately. First, Yosef allows his brothers to breathe a sigh of relief and believe that they have succeeded to get out of Egypt safely. To counter the fear that the Egyptian plan is: "that he may seek occasion against us, and fall upon us, and take us for bondmen, and our donkeys" (43:18), Scripture emphasizes: "As soon as the morning was light, the men were sent away, they and their donkeys" (44:3).

No one tries to stop them from leaving Yosef's house, and they even leave the city safely. Then, while the brothers are still within reach but certainly believe that all the twists and turns of Egypt are behind them, Yosef sets the next step of his plan in motion:

And when they were gone out of the city, and were not yet far off, Yosef said to his steward: Up, follow after the men; and when you overtake them, say to them: Why have you rewarded evil for good? Is it not in this that my lord drinks, and whereby he indeed divines? You have done evil in so doing. (44:4-5)

Yosef instructs his steward not to explicitly mention what was stolen, as the Ramban explains:

"Is it not in this that my lord drinks" – he did not specifically mention the goblet, but he spoke with them as if it is obvious that they took the goblet, and therefore he said to them: "Is it not in this that my lord drinks." (Ramban, 44:5)
Not only is the goblet not explicitly mentioned, but even the very claim that something had been stolen is not spelled out clearly. It is as if there is no need to tell the brothers that a theft took place or what was stolen. Surely, if they are the thieves, they know very well what they stole. 

However, the brothers truly do not know what he is talking about:

And they said to him: Why does my lord speak such words as these? Far be it from your servants that they should do such a thing. Behold, the money, which we found in our sacks' mouths, we brought back to you out of the land of Canaan; how then should we steal out of your lord's house silver or gold? (44:7-8)

It is clear that valuable property was stolen from the man's house, but the perplexed brothers, who do not know exactly what was stolen or the extent of the theft, are forced to defend themselves in general terms: "such words… such a thing… silver or gold."
 The brothers then further announce:

With whomever of your servants it be found, let him die, and we also will be my lord's bondmen. And he said: Now also let it be according to your words: he with whom it is found shall be my bondman; and you shall be blameless. (44:9-10)

The brothers are so confident in themselves that they are willing to allow the man to search them without even knowing what had been stolen, and they suffice with the non-specific words: "with whomever it be found."
 Because of this confidence, they even decree a terrible punishment on themselves – death for the thief and slavery for all his brothers. The brothers' willingness to impose such an excessive punishment on themselves seems to cause a change in the man. Instead of continuing to accuse them as a single entity, he is prepared to distinguish between the thief and the rest of the group, who should be considered "blameless." And again, the man refrains from explicitly mentioning the theft or the goblet, preferring obscure language: "He with whom it is found shall be my bondman."

In the eyes of the brothers, the examination of their sacks is nothing but a means of proving their innocence, so they quickly cooperate: "Then they hastened, and took down every man his sack to the ground, and opened every man his sack" (44:11).

The man checks the brothers in the order of their age, thus postponing finding the goblet to the very end:

And he searched, beginning at the eldest, and leaving off at the youngest; and the goblet was found in Binyamin's sack. And they rent their clothes, and loaded every man his donkey, and returned to the city. (44:12-13)

The brothers rend their clothes in sorrow, and return helpless to the house of Yosef, who rebukes them with general wording similar to that which he had placed in the mouth of his representative:

And Yosef said to them: What deed is this that you have done? Do you not know that such a man as I will indeed divine? (44:15) 

The brothers do not try to defend themselves against the man's rebuke and claim their innocence. On the contrary: Yehuda accepts, on behalf of all the brothers, both the accusation leveled against them and the severe punishment:

And Yehuda said: What shall we say to my lord? What shall we speak? Or how shall we clear ourselves? God has found out the iniquity of your servants; behold, we are my lord's bondmen, both we, and he also in whose hand the cup is found. (44:16) 

But why is Yehuda willing to accept the charge of theft? Does he really believe that Binyamin stole the goblet? Even if he does, why agree to take upon himself and his brothers a punishment that is more severe than the one demanded by the steward of the king' house?

II. The Theft of the Goblet and the Theft of the Terafim
The story of the theft of the goblet is designed in a way that reminds the reader, and presumably Yosef's brothers as well, of a well-known family story from the previous generation – the story of the theft of the terafim. Thus, for example, Chazal expounded:  

So they arose and, striking Binyamin on his shoulder, said to him: Oh you thief, you son of a thief, you have shamed me! You are your mother's son. Thus did she [your mother] shame our father: "And Rachel stole the terafim" (31:19). (Tanchuma [Buber] Miketz 13)

Here are some of the similarities that Yair Zakowitz found between the two stories:

Many similarities unite the two stories about the mother and her younger son: a. The departure of Yaakov and his household in the first story, and the departure of Yaakov's sons in the second story, from a foreign land to the land of Canaan. b. Yosef's goblet was used for divining… so too the terafim serve a similar function… c. A group of people pursue the fugitives in order to catch up to them… d. The victim of the theft accuses the suspect of being a thief… e. The suspects, who are confident about their righteousness, justify themselves and are prepared to send the guilty party – if one is found – to death: "With whomever you find your gods, he shall not live…" (31:32); "With whomever of your servants it be found, let him die" (44:9)… f. In both stories a search is conducted… g. The last stop in the search for the terafim is Rachel's tent… and in the search for the goblet – the sack of her younger son…
 

It stands to reason that Yosef took the trouble to set up the story of the theft of the goblet in the format of the story of the theft of the terafim for a specific purpose. But for what purpose? If we adopt the midrashic explanation cited above, the goal is to convince the brothers that just as Rachel stole the terafim without their father’s knowledge, so her son Binyamin stole the goblet without their knowledge.

However, despite the similarities between the stories, it is hard to believe that Yehuda believes that. The goblet may have been found in Binyamin's sack, but it must be remembered that a foreign hand had already meddled with their packs in the past: "And it came to pass as they emptied their sacks, that, behold, every man's bundle of money was in his sack; and when they and their father saw their bundles of money, they were afraid" (42:35; and similarly 42:27-28). Already then, the brothers suspected a plot: "And they said: Because of the money that was returned in our sacks at the first time we are brought in; that he may seek occasion against us, and fall upon us, and take us for bondmen, and our donkeys" (43:18).

Moreover, throughout the story, the man avoided saying explicitly that he was searching for a goblet. Thus, the brothers who declared: "How then should we steal out of your lord's house silver or gold" (44:8), must surely have been frightened to discover that someone had hidden "every man's money in his sack's mouth" (44:1).

Does this not raise a reasonable doubt, if not more than that, as to the validity of the incriminating evidence?
 Why, then, is Yehuda prepared to confess to the false plot with which they were being framed?

III. The Dangers Associated with Careless Speech

One possible explanation of Yehuda's conduct follows from the brothers' hasty offer to Yosef's representative: "With whomever of your servants it be found, let him die, and we also will be my lord's bondmen" (44:9). This unfortunate proposition seems to be a repetition of Yaakov's words: "With whomever you find your gods, he shall not live" (31:32). If the brothers believe that Yaakov unknowingly decreed Rachel's death, they must now fear that they have similarly decreed Binyamin’s death. This fear is intensified in light of the fact that the story of Rachel's death is precisely the story of Binyamin's birth (35:16-20). 

On the realistic plain, as well, the brothers have cause for concern. Yosef's steward rejects their offer and insists on punishing only the thief: "He with whom it is found shall be my bondman; and you shall be blameless" (44:10). Yosef, however, does not address the "thief" alone, but once again blames them all collectively: "What deed is this that you [in the plural] have done?" (44:15). This could be a worrying indication that the "Egyptian" intended to punish them all, in accordance with the formula that they themselves had proposed. For this reason, Yehuda hastens to propose a new version, which in fact brings all of the brothers into servitude but does not include the death of Binyamin: "Behold, we are my lord's bondmen, both we, and he also in whose hand the cup is found" (44:16).

IV. “God Has Found Out the Iniquity of Your Servants”

Tracing the behavior of Yosef's brothers in the face of the false accusation of espionage can hint to another explanation, one that is perhaps even more reasonable, for Yehuda’s response to the false accusation of theft.

Earlier, Yosef at first turns to his brothers and demands: 

Send one of you, and let him fetch your brother, and you shall be bound, that your words may be proved, whether there be truth in you; or else, as Pharaoh lives, surely you are spies. (42:16)

It goes without saying that this false accusation does not stir up feelings of guilt in the brothers. After three days in prison, Yosef softens his attitude toward his brothers:

And Yosef said to them on the third day. This do, and live, for I fear God: if you are upright men, let one of your brothers be bound in your prison-house; but go you, carry corn for the famine of your houses; and bring your youngest brother to me; so shall your words be verified, and you shall not die… (42:18-20)

Surprisingly, it was precisely then that feelings of remorse arose in the brothers:

And they said one to another: We are verily guilty concerning our brother, in that we saw the distress of his soul, when he besought us, and we would not hear; therefore is this distress come upon us. And Reuven answered them, saying: Spoke I not to you, saying: Do not sin against the child; and you would not hear? Therefore also, behold, his blood is required. (42:21-22) 

Yosef's brothers know very well that they are not spies. They probably do not believe that "the Egyptian" is accusing them of espionage because of what they did to Yosef (although surprisingly, this is truly the reason for the accusation!). And yet, when one of the brothers is forced to remain behind in the Egyptian prison pit while his brothers return safely to their father, they cannot help but remember that this is how they behaved with their brother Yosef. Yaakov's sons understand that the connection between the "distress of his [Yosef's] soul" and "this distress" in Egypt is nothing but the hand of providence. God arranged the events, unconnected to the motives of "the Egyptian," so that they would finally be punished for their terrible sin.

It stands to reason that the brothers undergo a similar process when they are accused of the theft of the goblet. The Egyptian official is careful not to accuse them explicitly of stealing the goblet, thus leaving an opening to admit to some other unspecified guilt.
 Indeed, Yehuda does not confess to the theft of the goblet, but rather admits that God has found out their iniquity. As Rabbi Yitzchak Abravanel says:

When they said: "God has found out the iniquity of your servants," they were alluding to the merciless sale of their brother Yosef into slavery, and for that hidden iniquity, God judged them measure for measure. Thus, “we are my lord's bondmen,” for having sold him into slavery… And with this statement, they also alluded to the fact that Binyamin did not steal the goblet, God forbid, even though it is found in his hand… For this reason they did not say: "and he who stole the goblet," but rather: "he in whose hand the goblet is found." (Commentary of Abravanel on Bereishit 43:15)
 

The fact that "the goblet is found [nimtza] in his [Binyamin's] hand" does not prove that he stole it, but only that "the Lord has found [matza] out the iniquity of your servants" (44:15) – their terrible sin against Yosef.
 Of course, Yehuda does not claim that "the Egyptian" is acting out of awareness of their wrongdoing towards Yosef (although this is exactly the reason!); rather, he believes this is the hand of providence. For those who sold their brother to be enslaved in Egypt, their fitting punishment is that they all be slaves in Egypt.
 And what about Binyamin? What sin did he commit? Perhaps Yehuda speculates that the decree was issued against all the sons of Yaakov, and so Binyamin was "caught" by the sins of his brothers.

V. From Acceptance of the Decree to Non-Repetition of the Sin

The "Egyptian" viceroy does not wish to kill Binyamin, nor to enslave his brothers:

Far be it from me that I should do so; the man in whose hand the goblet is found,
 he shall be my bondman; but as for you, get you up in peace to your father. (44:17)

It is precisely this reaction that removes Yehuda from his position of accepting the decree and sends him to a fierce struggle over the fate of Binyamin (44:18-34). Why is Yehuda, who was willing to accept the bondage of all the sons of Yaakov (including Binyamin!), unwilling to come to terms with a lesser evil – the bondage of Binyamin alone?

It seems that Yehuda and his brothers acknowledge their terrible sin and are entirely willing to accept their punishment. But when the viceroy refuses to take them into slavery in Egypt and insists on the enslavement of Binyamin alone, they can no longer believe that this is a punishment for their sin. After all, it is not possible for the punishment to fall precisely on the head of the individual who did not share in their sin at all.

Yehuda suddenly recognizes a new historical structure: What we have here is not punishment for their sin, but the danger of repeating their sin! Once again, Yaakov's beloved young son faces a terrible fate of slavery in Egypt, and the brothers are being asked to leave him there and return without him to their mourning father.

Yehuda reveals himself here as a full penitent.
 Given a second chance, he does not repeat his sin, but risks his life in order to correct it. He who previously suggested selling Yosef, Yaakov's favorite son, into slavery in Egypt, now offers to be a slave in Egypt to save his father's preferred son. In doing so, Yehuda teaches Yosef, himself, and us, that if only he were able to return to that terrible day of Yosef's sale, he would behave differently.

VI. The Great Repair

Yehuda and his brothers attribute the strange events that befall them to providence, and by virtue of this belief they merit thoughts of remorse. At first glance, one might think this is based on deception and error, for he who designed the stage and arranged the meticulous setting on it was not God but Yosef. However, as Yosef himself will later teach us, human action does not nullify Divine providence, but rather helps to reveal it: "So now it was not you that sent me here" (45:8). Not only were the brothers’ awful schemes a tool in the hand of providence to ensure the family’s prosperity in Egypt, but so too were the benevolent ruses of Yosef.

It is hard not to marvel at Yosef's willingness to stand behind the scenes and build for his brothers a meticulous backdrop that would enable the repair of their sin, and it is hard not to marvel at Yehuda's complete willingness to seize the opportunity for that repair. On such a bed of sincere and honest repentance, the first buds of unity can grow, that will turn the haters of yesterday into brothers who will tomorrow establish a nation together.

(Translated by David Strauss)
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� Many of the commentators and academic scholars have attempted to reconstruct Yosef's plan. See, for example, N. Leibowitz, Iyyunim be-Sefer Bereishit be-Ikvot Parshaneinu ha-Rishonim ve-ha-Acharonim, Jerusalem 5727, pp. 325-328; the penetrating discussion of Rabbi Y. Bin-Nun and Rabbi Y. Medan, in Y. Bin-Nun, Pirkei he-Avot: Iyyunim be-Farshiyot he-Avot be-Sefer Bereishit, Alon Shevut 5763, pp. 165-222; Y. Priel, "Hitnakerut Yosef le-Echav: Nekama o Tahalikh Chinukhi," Talelei Orot 14 (5768), pp. 35-52; M. Tzippor, "Keri'a Kefula be-Sippur Mifgash Yosef ve-Echav," Sha'anan 20 (5775), pp. 57-72.


� As Abravanel explains: "Scripture mentions that as soon as the morning was light, the men were sent away from there. And it states: 'they and their donkeys,' to say that it was not as they had thought, that the master or his steward had set their eyes on them or on their donkeys to take them as slaves to work and to carry, for without delay early in the morning they were sent away, they and their donkeys." See also U. Simon, "Bakesh Shalom ve-Rodfeihu: She'eilot ha-Sha'a be-Or ha-Mikra – ha-Mikra be-Or She'eilot ha-Sha'a, 2nd revised and expanded ed., Tel Aviv 2002, pp. 76-77.


� The Septuagint adds a sentence here that can be translated as: "Why did you steal my silver goblet?" And the Vulgate: "The goblet that you stole is that from which my master drinks" (see M. Tzippor, Targum Shiv'im le-Sefer Bereishit, Ramat Gan 5766, pp. 540-541, who inclines to adopt this reading). It stands to reason that these translations attempt to eliminate the intentional ambiguity in the formulation of the accusation (see Tzippor [above note 1], p. 63, note 21).


� Thus the Abravanel explains: "He did not explicitly mention the goblet, but rather he spoke to them as if it were obvious that they took the goblet, and therefore he said: ‘Is it not in this that my lord drinks,' that is to say, is this that you have taken not that in which my lord drinks? And they answered him as people who do not know what he is talking about: 'How then shall we steal out of your lord's house silver or gold?'" See also A. Ahuviya, "Mei-Alilot Yosef," Beit Mikra 31, 3 (5746), p. 275.


A question may be raised against this explanation: Does the statement: "Is it not in this that my lord drinks" not make it clear to the brothers that it was a goblet that was stolen? A possible answer may be that the statement can in fact be understood differently, as Tzippor suggests: "The statement ... may indeed allude to Yosef's goblet, but the man's words can also be understood as follows: After you set out, the lord took the goblet in his hands, as was his custom every morning, and found through it that you had committed a crime, and so he sent me to arrest you. There is no hint in the man's words that in fact at that moment the goblet was not in Yosef's possession, because it was stolen, and that they are the suspects in the theft" (Tzippor [above note 1], p. 63). However, Tzippor himself is inclined to assume that the man explicitly accused the brothers of stealing the goblet, but Scripture skipped over that (ibid., pp. 63-64). 


Onkelos alludes to a different answer: "How then should we steal out of your lord's house silver vessels or gold vessels" (Onkelos 44:8). According to Onkelos, even if the brothers do not know that the reference is specifically to a silver goblet, they understand that the issue concerns vessels.


� The Septuagint, in accordance with its previous reading, reads here: "with whomever the goblet be found" (see Tzippor [above note 6], pp. 541-542]. Once again, this seems to be a secondary addition, which tries to reconcile the brothers' defense with the accusation brought against them.


� The Septuagint, in accordance with its previous reading, reads here: "He with whom the goblet is found" (see Tzippor [above note 6], p. 542]. Once again, this seems to be a secondary addition, which comes to eliminate the ambiguity in the story.


� As Rabbi Menachem ben Shlomo explains: "'They hastened' – quick ones, the sons of quick ones… 'and opened every man his sack' – because they had done nothing wrong, and therefore they tried to free themselves of him" (Midrash Sekhel Tov [Buber], 42, 11).


� Chazal explain: "And why did he do this? So that they not say he knew where it had been placed" (Bereishit Rabba 92, 8). See also Rashi, Bekhor Shor; Radak; Rabbi Avraham son of the Rambam; Abravanel. On the other hand, this reminds the brothers of the puzzling fact that Yosef knows their age order: "And they sat before him, the firstborn according to his birthright, and the youngest according to his youth; and the men marvelled one with another" (43:33). See Simon (above note 2, p. 77). But see Ahuviya, who maintains that it was the brothers themselves who sat down in their age order (Ahuviya [above note 4], p. 273, note 3). Tzippor (above note 1), p. 61 note 16, puts forward a similar position (see also his explanation of the order of the search on p. 65).


� Y. Zakowitz, Mikra'ot be-Eretz ha-Mar'ot, Tel Aviv 1995, pp. 18-19. Zakowitz argues that: "The relationship between the two stories clarifies that Binyamin paid for the sins of his mother, along the lines of the verse: 'The fathers have eaten sour grapes, and the children's teeth are set on edge' (Yirmeyahu 31:28)" (p. 19). However, it is difficult to adopt this explanation, for Binyamin is not punished at all in our story. More importantly, the assumption embedded in Zakowitz's words, that the connection between the two stories points to a directing hand, is certainly correct – though, as discussed at length below, this time it is not the hand of providence directing  events, but rather the hand of Yosef.


� The man turns out to have particularly selective vision, for he passes in complete silence over the money he finds in their sacks. In this regard, the Ramban offers two interpretations: "'And put every man's money in his sack's mouth' – with their knowledge, for he said to them: ‘My master knows that an injustice was done to you, and he wishes to benefit you’; for if he did this like the first time, without their knowledge, they would have an explanation for the goblet, that something was done with it as was done with the money. Rather, it was done with their knowledge, and they knew about the money… And if it was done without their knowledge, perhaps he argued against them that the money was once again a treasure in their sacks, but this cannot be the case with the goblet; and who can argue with one who is stronger than himself?" (Ramban 44:1; see also Seforno; Tzippor [above note 1], pp. 62-63).


The Abravanel sharply criticizes the Ramban's first explanation: "The Ramban writes that the money was placed [in their sacks] before their eyes, and that he told them that his master was doing them a kindness for their toil. But this is not mentioned in the verse. Just the opposite, for it says: 'And put my goblet, the silver goblet, in the sack's mouth of the youngest, and his corn money' – indicating that the goblet and the money were put there as one, both of them in secret." 


� According to Abravanel, the money was intended to prevent the brothers from believing the libel about the goblet:


"Because despite all of Yosef's testing of his brothers with the libel of espionage, he was still in doubt whether they loved Binyamin or whether they still hated the sons of Rachel, and therefore he wanted to involve Binyamin in particular in the test with the goblet to see if they would try to save him. But he was afraid that perhaps they would think that Binyamin truly stole the goblet, just as Rachel his mother had stolen the terafim belonging to her father. And perhaps for this reason, they would say, “Let the sinning soul die,” and they would not fight on his behalf, not because they hated him but because they were ashamed of the wickedness of his action. For this reason, Yosef commanded to place the purchase money along with the goblet, and so too the money of all of them, for in this way they would see that the accusation against Binyamin was a libel of the master. Knowing this, if they had pity on him and tried to release him from his servitude, he would know that they love him and they would be considered full penitents in Yosef's eyes, and he would make himself known to them, and benefit them, as he did. But if they would leave him to be a slave, he would know that they still stand firm in their rebellion, and Yosef would become their enemy, and fight against them." See also Ahuviya (above note 4), pp. 275-276).


� Thus Rabbi Chizkiya bar Manoach explained: "Because they had earlier said: 'With whomever of your servants it be found, let him die, and we also will be my lord's bondmen.' When his brothers saw that it was found in the hand of Binyamin, they said: 'Both we' – will be slaves as we said, 'and he also in whose hand the goblet is found' – will be a slave, for they were afraid that he would kill him."


� See Leibowitz (above note 1), pp. 330–331; Simon (above note 2), p. 73; E. Samet, Iyyunim be-Farashot ha-Shavua, 1st series, Tel Aviv 5769, vol. 1, pp. 124-125; L. Kas, Reishit Chokhma; Keri'a be-Sefer Bereishit (trans. M. Arbel), pp. 588-589. Ben-Reuven presents in great detail the chiastic symmetry, in both the wording and the narrative details, between the story of the sale of Yosef and the story of the arrest of the brothers (Sh. Ben-Reuven, "Mida ke-Neged Mida be-Sippur Yosef," Beit Mikra 49, 4 (5764), pp. 185-190. 


� See R. Alter, Omanut ha-Sippur be-Mikra (trans. Sh. Tzingel), Tel Aviv 5748, p. 195).


� See Leibowitz (above note 1), pp. 332–333; Y. M. Emanueli, Sefer Bereishit: Hesberim ve-He'arot, Tel Aviv 5737, pp. 565-566; Tzippor (above note 1), pp. 66-67. In contrast, some commentators maintain that Yehuda does not accept any guilt. Thus, for example, Ralbag explains: "There is nothing here to apologize for, but know that in truth we have not sinned here; but God has caused that something would happen that would be considered for us a sin. Perhaps the goblet was unintentionally placed into Binyamin's sack by the sack's filler, but in truth he did not steal it. He attributes what happens by chance to God" (Ralbag, 44:16).


Shadal suggests that Yehuda did in fact attribute the action to God, but: "He presented himself as confessing, for he saw that if he would deny the charge, it would not help and it would only make him angrier (Shadal, Commentary to the Torah 44:16). 


� Regarding the root mem-tzadi-alef in our story, see Tzippor (above note 1), p. 66. 


� It should be noted that in the end, this is the punishment to which the children of Israel were sentenced, as is related at the beginning of the book of Shemot. See also Simon (above note 2), pp. 88-92; D. Sabato, "Va-Tehi ha-Aretz le-Phar'o – Shoresho shel Shi'abud Mitzrayim," Megadim 52 (5771), pp. 41-57.


� Like Yehuda, Yosef too refers to Binyamin as: "the man in whose hand the goblet is found." If we accept the Abravanel's argument (cited above) that Yehuda does not concede that Binyamin stole the goblet, we have to say that Yosef as well is careful not to explicitly accuse Binyamin of stealing.


� In the opinion of Shadal: "Because he told them kindly: 'Get you up in peace to your father,' he mustered the courage to make a request of him beyond the letter of the law, based on grace and compassion" (Shadal, Commentary to the Torah, 44:18).


� As the Rambam writes (in the wake of Yoma 86b): "[Who has reached] complete repentance? A person who confronts the same situation in which he sinned, when he has the potential to commit [the sin again], and, nevertheless, abstains and does not commit it, because of his repentance alone and not because of fear or a lack of strength. For example, a person engaged in illicit sexual relations with a woman, and afterwards, they met in privacy, in the same country, while his love for her and physical power still persisted, and nevertheless, he abstained and did not transgress. This is a complete ba'al-teshuva" (Rambam, Hilkhot Teshuva 2:1).


Precisely at this moment of repentance, Yehuda reveals his full potential as Yosef's true competitor for leadership of the family. See Kas (above note 13), p. 604; see also G. Ch. Cohen, "Manhigut be-Imut be-Sippurei Yosef," in E. Hamenachem (ed.), Hagut ba-Mikra 4, Tel Aviv 5744, pp. 140-142. 






