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MiKetz 5723 “The Cup in Binyamin’s Sack” http://www.nechama.org.il/cgi-

bin/pagePrintMode.pl?Id=311&Guidance=1  

(Additional questions for Section Alef: 

 

פירושו הראשון של הרמב"ן )מן "והנכון"( לבין פירושו השני )מן "או טעם כן יהיה" עד "והוא מה ההבדל בין  .7

 ?הנכון בעיני"(

 

 ?כיצד מבין הרמב"ן את דברי חז"ל במדרש רבה )בראש השאלה(, וכיצד הבינם רש"י .8

 .("שים לב לדברי הרמב"ן: "נתכוונו למה שפירשתי ולא כדברי רש"י)

 

 ?מה רצה לישב על ידם - הוסיף הרמב"ן את דבריו האחרונים )החל מן "ונוכל לתקן"(לשם מה  .9

 

 בראשית פרק מד
ֵבֵ֣   √  ֹנבָ֙ מִׁ גְּ יְך נִׁ ֵאֶּ֗ ָנַָ֑ען וְּ ֶרץ כְּ יָך ֵמֶאֵ֣ נו ֵאֶלֶ֖ יֹבֹ֥ ינו ֱהשִׁ ֹחֵתֵ֔ תְּ י ַאמְּ ֵ֣ פִׁ אנוָ֙ בְּ ר ָמָצָ֙ ֶסף ֲאֶשֶׁ֤ ן ֶכֶּ֗ ב:)ח( ֵהֵ֣ ֹו ָזָהָֽ ֶסף אֹ֥ יָך ֶכֶ֖  ית ֲאֹדֶנֵ֔

ים:   √ ָֽ י ַלֲעָבדִׁ ֶ֖ אֹדנִׁ ֶיֹ֥ה ַלָֽ הְּ ָֽ נו נִׁ חְּ ַגם־ֲאַנַ֕ ת וְּ יָך ָוֵמָ֑ ֹו ֵמֲעָבֶדֶ֖ תּ֛ א אִׁ ָמֵצֹ֥ ר יִׁ  )ט( ֲאֶשֶׁ֨

√    ָֽ יִׁ קִׁ ו נְּ יֹ֥ הְּ ם תִׁ ַאֶתֶ֖ ֶבד וְּ י ָעֵ֔ ֵ֣ ֶיה־לִׁ הְּ תֹוָ֙ יִׁ א אִׁ ָמֵצֶׁ֤ ר יִׁ וא ֲאֶשֶׁ֨ ֵריֶכֶ֖ם ֶכן־הָ֑ בְּ דִׁ ה כְּ אֶמר ַגם־ַעָתֹ֥ ַֹ֕  ם:)י( ַוי

Alef.  

1.  The problem in the verses is whereas in v. 10, the authority states “כדבריכם”, but what the 

brothers proposed in v. 9, is not what the counterproposal states. 

2.  RaShI: Even though according to the letter of the law, when a group is caught for the crime of 

one of the group, all are considered culpable, Yosef states that he will be lenient, and only 

punish the perpetrator.  

 RaMBaN: Literally, the words “גם עתה” do not appear to fit, since they imply a complete 

literal rendering of “כדבריכם”, rather than only a partial application, i.e., there will be a 

distinction made between the perpetrator and the rest of the group. But not the distinction 

that you have suggested.  

 Figuratively, it is not a just punishment to hold the entire group accountable for the crime of 

a single person, when that person’s action was not shared with the entire group prior to his 

committing the transgression.  

3.  RaMBaN attempts to validate RaShI by stating that the verse is to be read: “ גם עתה

 i.e., what you say truly makes sense; however, I do not wish to be seen as a cruel ,”כדבריכם

ruler and therefore, I will enact a more lenient position with regard to this case, for the 

reason stated in Alef 2 above.  

4.  RaShI:  The brothers were proposing that the entire group be given a “death penalty,” i.e., 

the perpetrator would literally suffer death, while the other members of the group would 

suffer a figurative death in the sense that their freedom would be taken away and they 

would become slaves.  

 RaMBaN: As long as someone is alive, they cannot be considered “dead” even figuratively.  

So the brothers are proposing that the limitation on their freedom in terms of being made 

slaves is just, and is to be distinguished from actually dying. 

5.  RaShI: “גם עתה” You stated correctly that all of you should suffer some consequence for 

being part of the group, a member of which stole the cup.  

http://www.nechama.org.il/cgi-bin/pagePrintMode.pl?Id=311&Guidance=1
http://www.nechama.org.il/cgi-bin/pagePrintMode.pl?Id=311&Guidance=1


2 
 

 RaMBaN: “גם עתה” According to the letter of the law, you are correct, that since all of you 

were caught at the same time, circumstantial evidence suggests that you all knew about 

stealing the cup, and therefore you are all subject to the death penalty. 

 The entire group should be subject to some sort of punishment (the ”כדבריכם כן הוא“  .6

brothers had proposed death for the perpertrator, enslavement for the remaining members 

of the group.) 

7.  In RaMBaN’s first interpretation, “כן הוא” is explained: despite the fact that I could have 

judged all of you as having complicity in the thievery of the cup, this is the way I am going to 

adjudicate the situation—whoever stole the cup will be a servant and everyone else can go 

free. 

 In RaMBaN’s second interpretation, “כן הוא” is explained: despite the fact that the law is not 

the way that you say (the same punishment should not be given to all of them) I will accept 

what you have said, i.e., a differentiation should be made between the perpetrator and the 

rest of the brothers, albeit I will differentiate differently than the way you suggested. You 

stated: the perpetrator should be put to death and the others siblings should be servants. I 

will split it: the perpetrator shall be a servant and the others can go free.  

8.  RaMBaN understands Beraishit Rabba 92: the basic premise expressed by the brothers, while 

not the law, is nevertheless correct, i.e., while the same punishment should not be applied to 

all, all should be punished in one way or the other. However, I will make an exception to the 

law and pardon all those not directly involved.  

 RaShI understands the Midrash: while the law calls for the entire group to be punished, I will 

act leniently and only punish the person who actually took the cup.  

9.   

 בראשית פרק מד
ֶבד וְּ  י ָעֵ֔ ֵ֣ ֶיה־לִׁ הְּ ֹו ֚הוא יִׁ ָידֶּ֗ יַע בְּ ִ֜ א ַהָגבִׁ ָצֶׁ֨ מְּ יש ֲאֶש֩ר נִׁ את ָהאִִׁ֡ ָֹ֑ ֹות ז י ֵמֲעשֶ֖ יָלה לִֵׁ֔ ֵ֣ אֶמר ָחלִׁ ַֹ֕ ֹום )יז( ַוי ָשלֶ֖ ו לְּ ם ֲעלֹ֥ ַאֶתַ֕

ם:  יֶכָֽ  ֶאל־ ֲאבִׁ

Because the head of Yosef’s household took the initiative in stating that he would pardon all 

those not directly involved in the theft, althought that was not according to the law that all 

those who knew about what was to transpire should be equally punished, Yosef states that 

he cannot go back on the leniency that had already been stated, and will have to accept it as 

his own policy.. 

Beit.  

Whereas RaShI and RaMBaN understood the antecedent of “גם עתה כדבריכם” as the 

proposed punishment that the brothers suggested, i.e., the thief be put to death and the rest 

of the group become slaves to Yosef, R. Arama understands the phrase as related to the 

three claims that the brothers made that should demonstrate their innocence: a) the money 

which had been placed in their sacks on their first trip to Egypt, and that they now had 

returned, had no identifying marks and therefore they were not bound to return it; b) the 

money was found in their sacks and therefore the laws of “found objects” applied to it, again 

not necessitating its return; c) the fact that the money was found within sacks belonging to 

them, established their legal claim to it, and nevertheless they had returned it to Egypt. Upon 

hearing all of their claims, the representative of Yosef said: “ בריכםגם עתה כד ” to indicate that 

he did not need to hear anymore with respect to establishing their innocence, assuming the 

cup be not found in any of their sacks.  
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Gimel.  

  .א1

ר  מא,טז ה ֵלאֹמֶ֖ ֹעּ֛ ף ֶאת־ַפרְּ ַען יֹוֵסֵ֧ יַוַיֶׁ֨ ָעָדָ֑ לְּ ֹוקֱאֹל בִׁ לֹ֥ ֲעֶנֶ֖ה ֶאת־שְּ ם ים ַיָֽ

ה׃  ֹעָֽ     ַפרְּ

א  מב,י ֵֹ֣ יו ל ו ֵאָלֶ֖ רֹ֥ אמְּ ָֹֽ יַוי ָ֑ ֶכל׃ ֲאֹדנִׁ ָבר־ֹאָֽ שְּ או לִׁ יָך ָבֶ֖ ֲעָבֶדֹ֥  ַוָֽ

ים  מב,לא ֵ֣ יו ֵכנִׁ אֶמר ֵאָלֶ֖ ֹֹ֥ נוַונ ים׃ ֲאָנָ֑חְּ ָֽ לִׁ ַרגְּ ינו מְּ ֶ֖ א ָהיִׁ ֹֹ֥  ל

ים מב,כא ֵ֣ יו ֲאָבל֮ ֲאֵשמִׁ יש ֶאל־ָאחִֶּׁ֗ ֵ֣ ֞רו אִׁ אמְּ ָֹֽ ינוּ֒  ַוי נ֮ו ַעל־ָאחִׁ ר ׀ ֲאַנחְּ ֲאֶשֶׁ֨

א  ֵֹ֣ ל ינו וְּ ֹו ֵאֵלֶ֖ נֹ֥ נְּ ַחָֽ תְּ הִׁ ֹו בְּ שּ֛ ת ַנפְּ ינו ָצַרֹ֥ נו ָראִִׁ֜ עְּ ָאה ָשָמָ֑ ַעל־ֵכןָ֙ ָבֵ֣

את׃ ָֹֽ ה ַהז ינו ַהָצָרֶ֖  ֵאֵלֵ֔
Nechama suggests that one would have expected the Etnachta to have appeared 

beneath the verb with the root אמר and thereby serve as a colon (:). The rule 

that emerges from the application of the Etnachta under other words would 

therefore be: when a word in the speech must be set off from the rest of the oral 

proclamation for the sake of special emphasis, the Etnachta appears under that 

word.  

 Yosef wishes to emphasize to Pharoah that his dream-solving is not so much a (41:16)  .ב

function of his own wisdom, but rather a matter of what God has Disclosed to him. 

 (42:10) Because the brothers wished to insist that Yosef’s accusation of their espionage was 

false, therefore the first two words of their statement is set off from what follows.  

 (42:31) Since the first portion of the statement is a positive affirmation of their veracity, 

while the second part is the negative of the original statement, the Etnachta separates the 

two parts of the statement.  

 (42:21) The brothers are realizing 22 years after the event that they were so full of hatred, 

that they simply did not hear Yosef’s pleas, even though he certainly expressed how awful 

were his sufferings. (see Aviva Zornberg’s chapter 10, “The Pit and the Rope” in her book, 

The Murmuring Deep: Reflections on the Biblical Unconscious.) 

  .א2

אֶמר יֹוֵסףָ֙ ֶאל־ מא,כה ֶֹׁ֤ ת ַוי וא ֵאֵ֣ ד הָ֑ ה ֶאָחֵ֣ ֹעֶ֖ ֹום ַפרְּ ה ֲחלֹ֥ ֹעֵ֔ רַפרְּ  ֲאֶשֵ֧

ֱאֹל ה׃קָהָֽ ֹעָֽ ַפרְּ יד לְּ ֹ֥ גִׁ ה הִׁ  ים ֹעֶשֶ֖

ָגֵ֧א     ַדרְּ

ַבע  מא,כו תֶשֵ֧ ת ַהֹטֹבֶּ֗ ת  ָפֹרֵ֣ יםָ֙ ַהֹטֹבֵ֔ לִׁ בֳּ שִׁ ַבע ַהָֽ ֶשֶׁ֤ ָנה וְּ יםָ֙ ֵהֵ֔ ַבע ָשנִׁ ֶשֶׁ֤

וא׃ ד הָֽ ֹום ֶאָחֹ֥ ָנה ֲחלֶ֖ ים ֵהָ֑ ֶ֖ ַבע ָשנִׁ  ֶשֹ֥

יע     ֻמַנֵ֣ח בִֶּׁ֗  רְּ
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It would appear that these notes also serve as separation marks, setting off the word(s) in 

connection to which they appear from what follows.  

In 41:25, because what HaShem Does is complex, the word Asher is set apart to emphasize 

the many things involved in bringing about what Pharoah’s dreams signify.  

In 41:26, the significance of the seven good-looking cows is meant by Yosef to sink in, 

perhaps in the interests to set up his eventual suggestion that someone, in fact himself,  

should be appointed to oversee food storage during this relatively good time.  

  .ב

ַבע  מא,כו תֶשֵ֧ ת ַהֹטֹבֶּ֗ ַבע  ָפֹרֵ֣ ת ֶשֹ֥ יםָ֙ ַהֹטֹבֵ֔ לִׁ בֳּ שִׁ ַבע ַהָֽ ֶשֶׁ֤ ָנה וְּ יםָ֙ ֵהֵ֔ ַבע ָשנִׁ ֶשֶׁ֤

נָ  ים ֵהָ֑ ֶ֖ ואה ָשנִׁ ד הָֽ ֹום ֶאָחֹ֥  ׃ֲחלֶ֖

א  ָחֶ֖ פְּ ָכֹ֥א  טִׁ וק ֵמרְּ  סֹוף ָפסָֽ

 
 מלבי"ם, ר' ברכר:

ָכֹ֥א  א    ֵמרְּ ָחֶ֖ פְּ וק טִׁ  סֹוף ָפסָֽ
  

 במדבר פרק טז
ם  ָחָתָ֑ נְּ ֶפן ֶאל־מִׁ ק ַאל־ֵתֶ֖ ֹקָוֵ֔ אֶמרָ֙ ֶאל־יְּ ָֹ֙ ד ַוי ֹאֵ֔ ֹמֶשהָ֙ מְּ ַחר לְּ ֶׁ֤ י)טו( ַויִׁ אתִׁ ד ֵמֶהםָ֙ ָנָשֵ֔ ֹור ֶאָחֶׁ֤ א ֲחמֶׁ֨ ֹֹ֠ י ֶאת־ ל תִׁ א ֲהֵרֹעֶ֖ ֹֹ֥ ל וְּ

ם: ד ֵמֶהָֽ  ַאַחֹ֥

  רש"י 
לא חמורו של אחד מהם נטלתי. אפילו כשהלכתי ממדין למצרים  -לא חמור אחד מהם נשאתי 

משלהם, לא נטלתי אלא  והרכבתי את אשתי ואת בני על החמור, והיה לי ליטול אותו החמור

 של מלך שחוור: משלי. ותרגום אנקלוס, שחרית, לשון ארמי, כך נקראת אנגריא

R. Heidenheim is concerned that the phrase “וא ד הָֽ ֹום ֶאָחֹ֥  were it to have the Trop ”ֲחלֶ֖

suggested by MaLBIM and R. Brecher, would be understood as “the dream of a single 

person,” just as the phrase in BaMidbar 16 is explained by RaShI as referring to the donkey of 

a single individual member of the Jewish people, rather than “a single, two-part dream.” 


