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              Abstract

                    This essay seeks to demonstrate  the power of speech in changing given situations, in solving problems in the course of deep human crises, and thus creating new realities in human lives. The intention is therefore to focus on the act of human argumentation and verbal performance as the key for sound leadership. 

            The question presented in this essay is how, in terms of the Biblical world view, certain Biblical figures, created in God's image (possessing therefore the faculty of speech as the means of doing) utter their speeches and create therefore realities; how speech creates 'new realities'. Is it the word by itself that does this, or the word in its best form of wisdom, persuasion and power?

          As a matter of illustration of the power of speech in establishing realities, attention is given to the great novella of Joseph (Gen 37-45), which deals with severe human conflicts that take place in Jacob's family. The crises are reaching their heights through the means of uttering discourses, which are delivered as responses to acute situations. These speeches succeed in creating new realities. Furthermore, they also mirror a dynamic struggle for leadership, demonstrating the merit of a sound reasoning.  

A. The Word

                This essay seeks to demonstrate the power of speech in changing given situations, in solving problems in the course of deep human crises, and thus creating new realities in human lives. The intention is therefore to focus on the act of human argumentation and verbal performance as the key for sound leadership. 

          "You have made him a little lower than God and crowned him with glory and honor" (Ps 8:6). This is the Biblical description of the Homo sapiens who is above the other creatures, as Homo sapiens may be compared only to God. As a matter of fact, the Human faculty is distinguished through the linguistic skill. Many creatures other than human beings are able to communicate through voices or other gestures, but only human beings are able to utilize their linguistic skill to create a moving poem or to compose their history or to create an argument, and to build a lexical discourse of reasoning. This is the 'glory and honor' of the human gift of language and wisdom (also see Ong 1967: 1-16). Through language human beings might question and investigate their surrounding and their existence. The human power to reason and to inquire provides them with a unique epistemological insight. 
             Indeed, human beings recognized the unique contribution of the faculty of speech. Thus, the Greek Sophists who were the first to theorize the power of the art of oratory promoted their profession as speakers through the unforgettable words of Isocrates (436-338 BCE), a member of the canon of the Ten Attic Orators. The following conveys his appraisal of speech, as the basis of civilization: 
In most of our abilities we differ not at all from the animals; we are in fact behind  many in swiftness and strength and other resources. But because there is born in us the power to persuade each other and to show ourselves whatever we wish, we not only have escaped from living as brutes, but also by becoming together have founded cities and set up laws and invented arts, and speech has helped us attain practically all the things we have devised. For it is speech that has made laws about justice and injustice and honor and disgrace, without which provisions we should not be able to live together. By speech we refute the wicked and praise the good. By speech we educate the ignorant and inform the wise. We regard the ability to speak properly as the best sign of intelligence, and truthful, legal, and just speech is the reflection of a good and trustworthy soul. With speech we contest about disputes and investigate what is unknown…Nothing done with intelligence is done without speech, but speech is the marshal of all actions and of thoughts and those most use it who have the greatest wisdom (cited in Kennedy 1963: 8-9).
 

Speech is the core of humanity. Without speech civilization would not be established.
     The Biblical world regards the word as a power of creation as Gen 1 and Ps 29 might demonstrate. The act of creation is a speech endeavor: 

Then God said: Let there be light; and there was light (Gen 1:3, and see vv. 9, 11,   14, 20, 24, 26). 
The voice of the Lord is over the waters; the God of glory thunders, the Lord over mighty waters. The voice of the Lord is powerful; the voice of the Lord is full of majesty (Ps 29: 3, and more). 
   These verses are more than statements which describe the happening. They utter something else, they do; they perform. The creation of the light, for instance, is an utterance of doing through speech; that is, words act, words perform ((the 'performative utterance', as Austin (1996: 255-262) coined it)). Words create the world.
      Speech is an accumulation of words, thus, speech is similar to creation. The creative means of speech are taken by Alter as an ability to build new realities. He writes as follows:

    What is important to him is human will confronted with alternatives…because in the biblical view words underline reality…the Hebrew tendency to transpose what is preverbal or nonverbal into speech is finally a technique for getting at the essence of things, for obtruding their substratum (1981:69-70).  
    Words are not just sounds, words constitute reality.

          Accordingly, the question presented in this essay is how, in terms of the Biblical world view, certain Biblical figures, created in God's image (possessing therefore the faculty of speech as the means of doing) utter their speeches and create therefore realities; how speech creates 'new realities'. Is it the word by itself that does this, or the word in its best form of wisdom, persuasion and power?   
          Indeed, the faculty of human speech is well developed in the Bible. It appears, on the one hand, that through their speech people can control situations, create social status, build their leadership, but on the other hand may also fail and loose their power. Actually, the human linguistic faculty is a matter of self-responsibility, shaping the human character, as a two sided situation. For instance, Abraham's speech in his great argument regarding God's justice (Gen 18: 23-33) is considered as one of the most important utterances on morality, while Lamech's declaration about his desire for revenge (Gen 4: 23-24) may be regarded as a manifestation of the 'glory of murder'. The power of speech is almost endless, but is a two sided weapon.

          Given this assessment of the power of speech, as a performative utterance, we should not be surprised to find that the Bible regards speech as a means for creating leadership, or vice versa as the fatal cause of loosing the leadership as this essay seeks to demonstrate. Speech, as the Bible demonstrates, is the core of true leadership and false leadership is a victim of poor verbal performance. Thus, the human ability to speak—compared to the power of creation-- might 'do things' (constructively or destructively, depending how it is implemented by certain individuals). Language (speech) is instrumental in constructing social realities. Thus, Berger and Luckmann maintain that "the reality of everyday life is ongoingly reaffirmed in the individual's interaction with others" (1967: 149). Language is capable of generating the meanings people attach to various events (Cherwitz 1980: 36). 


                                     B. The Audience Situation

         Speeches are not delivered in a vacuum as a goal in itself. They rather respond to situations in a pragmatic way that seeks to affect the hearers (audience), in other words, creating 'new realities'. By creating 'new realities' through speeches we mean, in fact, to affect the audience's mode of behavior, to change attitudes or to bring people into action. This endeavor is the realm of Rhetoric, that is, the art of persuasion. Rhetoric is an act of a performative utterance: to say something is to do something (Austin 1978) when the purpose of the words are not to inform but to perform an act, to change attitudes, and to establish new realities, which respond to the previous realities
      Aristotle defined the study of Rhetoric as: "The faculty of observing in any given case the available means of persuasion" (Rhetoric 1355b). Rhetoric is the discipline of studying a speech as a means of persuasion, which might be determined as the relationship between social power and a concept of language which effects. Language might act powerfully (some might say even magically) when it responds to situations, that are determined by the circumstances of the reality of the speech. 
     Speech is a complex system of reasoning, pathos, ethos (credibility), structure and style, aiming (as an integrated endeavor to achieve a pragmatic goal) to affect the audience and to capture their minds. As such, Rhetoric is universal and can apply to various human situations.  
       As a rule, Rhetoric is a reaction to a situation. There are certain conditions, rhetorical situations, which design speeches. These conditions are defined by Lloyd Bitzer as follows:
First, there must be an exigence—a problem or defect, something other than it
should be, second, there must be an audience capable of being constrained in     thought or action in order to effect positive modification of the exigence. Third, there must be a set of constrains capable of influencing the rhetor and an audience (1968: 1).

 In short, a speech is an immediate response to a problem which seeks to bridge a possible gap between the speaker and the audience. As such, Rhetoric is actually a dialogue between addressers and their audience when close relationships of adherence or even identification or trust are established by the arguers in order to transmit their views in a persuasive manner (rather than a threat). Rhetoric seeks to establish liaisons between the speakers' and their audiences' views. This liaison is established through the portrayal of the reality as the audience perceives it. The presence is actually a reflection of the 'generally accepted', that is, a common argumentative ground shared by the speakers and their audience. The act of argumentation, the reasoning, draws on the 'generally accepted'. The speaker's aim is to establish this common ground of the 'generally accepted' through various means of appeal and presentation of the presence (consult Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca 1969 and Perelman 1982).
                                                 C: The First Test of Leadership
      As a matter of illustration of the power of speech in establishing realities, attention is given to the great novella of Joseph (Gen 37-45), which deals with severe human conflicts that take place in Jacob's family. The crises are reaching their heights through the means of uttering discourses, which are delivered as responses to acute situations. These speeches succeed in creating new realities. Furthermore, they also mirror a dynamic struggle for leadership, demonstrating the merit of a sound reasoning. 
         Two brothers are engaged in speeches when they respond to the severe dramatic events which revolve around the family. They are Reuben and Judah (Joseph's competition for leadership is conveyed through his dreams). Reuben is the eldest, the traditional leader given his birthrights, while Judah is only the fourth son by birth (Gen 29:35). The speeches of these brothers project their argumentative skills, as a reflection of a sound leadership through the means of oratory. We are given the opportunity to look at the Biblical model of leadership. 

       The story revolves around an acute tension between Joseph and his brothers, which reached its climax when the hateful brothers determined to kill Joseph. Nevertheless, at the end of the day, the brothers sold Joseph as a slave to traders who took him to Egypt where they believed he would disappear. Even though Joseph remained alive, a tragic situation had emerged as the old father was led to believe that his beloved son (from his beloved wife who had passed away), had been killed by a wild animal. Nevertheless, the events which led to Joseph's disappearance in Egypt were complex given the brothers' initial plan to kill him. Here, we are presented with the first trial of true leadership through a speech. 
     The trial revolves around the eldest brother, Reuben, the leader through birth rights. What is he to do when his brothers are determined to kill the despised Joseph? Will he surrender to the brothers' plan or will he try to save Joseph given his responsibility as the eldest, and if so, how? 
       As we know Reuben decided to save Joseph, which under the circumstances was an almost impossible task; how could he resist the brothers' cruel determination to kill Joseph? It appears that Reuben is well aware that he cannot change the brothers' determined minds. Thus, he decides to adopt a strategy of letting them believe they 'arranged' Joseph's death, but actually, he would not die. His plan is to throw Joseph into the pit under the brothers' assumption that he would eventually die there, but actually Reuben would later rescue him without their awareness. The argument that he employs to avoid a direct killing is based on the sense of guilt. The point is to bring the brothers to a situation of easing their consciences-- by knowing that their own hands did not shed their brother's blood: "Let us not take his life...shed no blood; throw him into the pit…but lay no hand on him" (Gen 37: 21-22). Reuben presents here a sophisticated argument, which seeks to persuade a committed group of people to do something bad, but still not to perform it directly; this is no doubt a difficult rhetorical task. 
      Reuben's tactic was to appeal to the fundamental sense of 'natural justice'. That is, most people still might have some sort of basis justice that binds them together (compare Aristotle, Rhetoric 1373b-1374a). In this regard, a distinction is made between an act and the facts, which implies its label. Thus, persons might admit that they took something, but not that they stole it
.  Reuben successfully employs this argument of the basic sense of 'natural justice': "Let us not take his life," accomplishing his aim through his distinction between a deed and its label: "throw him into this pit here in the wilderness but lay no hand on him"(37: 22). Still, under the circumstances it is not enough just to provide a request on behalf of the 'natural justice' in plain language. Reuben arms his language to reach his goal. Facing the reality of his brothers' determination, he is deliberately using a calculative language, which employs the device of repetition, a triple repetition at the beginning and the end of his appeal: 

לא נכנו נפש...אל-תשפכו דם...יד-אל תשלחו-בו                                           (37: 21-22). 

Further attention should be given to the linguistic design of the appeal, as the tenses vary when the start is in the imperfect, conveying a wish: "Let us not," and only then there is a repetitive transfer to the imperative. The repetition which follows the same grammatical form is designed to act directly on the audience. Thus, Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca explain the impact:

Repetition is important in argumentation…Repetition can act directly; it may also     accentuate the breaking up of a complex event into separate episodes, which, as we know, promote the impression of presence (1969: 174-175). 

Indeed, Reuben succeeded in his appeal, but only momentarily as when he returned to the scene he was terrified to find out that Joseph had disappeared. At that moment of despair he expresses his concern, as the eldest, to his brothers: "The boy is gone; and I, where can I turn"? (37: 30). 

     Reuben's rhetorical question implies another appeal, which was not used by him earlier. This is not the 'natural justice' type argument, but a personal appeal, also employing a personal language, which is in contrast to the previous assertive language (of the earlier argument). The language ילד ('child') used for a 17 years old teenager (37:1) is designed to stir emotions, as the rhetorical question in the first person: "and I, where I can turn?" heightens the emotional stress. Nevertheless, this sort of emotional and personal appeal was not employed earlier, and rightly so. Then Reuben sought to avoid any personal approach, referring instead to Joseph in the third person 'objectively'. Rhetorically, it is difficult to blame Reuben for not employing the personal and emotional appeal in the first place. The reason is that the brothers' were not ready for such a move, and in order to be effective speakers (arguers) must adapt themselves (at the beginning at least) to the audience's position (Perelman 1982: 21). The brothers were determined to kill Joseph therefore Reuben could not go directly against their will. He took an effective rhetorical venue by offering them a solution, which might satisfy their 'basic sense of justice', but will lead eventually to achieve their plan, as they saw it. Indeed, this rhetorical strategy saved Joseph's life. 

     Reuben's verbal explosion in front of his brothers questions, in fact, his fitness for leadership. His language reveals a stressful person who cannot control himself and is unable to reasonably calculate his steps under crisis.

     Meanwhile, when Joseph was still in the pit, a caravan passed through on its way to Egypt. This time it is Judah who decides to take the opportunity to save Joseph's life. How does he appeal to the brothers? He suggests to sell Joseph and to get rid of him forever without even alluding to the matter of his death. He even does not imply that Joseph will die at the end of the day, as the question of Joseph's death is not mentioned anymore. In contrast to Reuben's first appeal to the 'universal law of justice' Judah appeals here to the 'particular law'. He makes a personal appeal which is intended to stir emotions of shame: "pain or disturbance in regard to bad things" (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1383b). 

        Thus, Judah does not refer to Joseph in the third person (as Reuben did) but he uses the language:  אחינו הוא, adding: "our own flesh" (v 27). The reference "he is our brother" is twice repeated, and the addition "our own flesh" is referred to as apposition (when the co-ordinate element serves as an explanation or modification for the sake of emphasis of the first element; Corbett 1971: 468). As a matter of fact, Judah builds on Reuben's earlier successful argument of: "What profit is it if we kill our brother and conceal his blood?!"… not lay our hands on him" argued Reuben earlier successfully (vv 26- 27)
. However, Judah differs from Reuben; who through his appeal to the 'universal justice' could only open the door for the brothers to escape from labeling their act to a murder. But Judah, through his appeal to a 'particular justice,' was able to entirely avoid Joseph's death. 

     Given the sense of deep hatred towards Joseph, which created a mental situation, Judah presents a compromise that is accepted by his brothers. Furthermore, Judah presents an argument based on shame, but he still knows how to satisfy their deep feelings of hatred. Thus, Joseph would be out of their lives and they would be able to live with their consciousness. In this regard, his line of argumentation is more difficult than Reuben's, but its success was conditioned through Reuben's appeal. Reuben starts with a premise accepted by the brothers: Joseph will die: "Let us kill him" (v 20). The problem that remained for Reuben was to delay the execution and his argument is developed accordingly. However, under the new circumstances—with Joseph still alive—Judah could expand the brothers' premise regarding Joseph's situation rather than narrow it down as Reuben did. He developed a wider premise than the killing itself: he presents a premise that modifies the first one (killing) but still enables them to get rid of him-- apparently for ever. 

     Indeed, the brothers adapted this argument. Judah therefore argued practically, through the appeal to (their) sense of humanity. That is to say, people's minds are almost unchangeable when they are already locked on a certain position (Perelman 1982: 21). Judah operates according to this rhetorical principle and succeeds. He is wise enough to expand the already successful premise of argumentation, which enlarges the previous one. In other words, Judah's strategy is to adapt Reuben's premise (which proved itself) to the new circumstances. 

     Attention must be given to Judah's language, which is illuminating. He starts his speech through a rhetorical question: "What profit is it if we kill our brother and conceal his blood?" (v 26). As a rule, the rhetorical question is not a question which expects an answer, but aims to achieve a stronger emphasis than a direct statement regarding an issue, which is already accepted by the audience (see Abrams 1971: 149). Therefore, through the device of the rhetorical question Judah strengthens the brothers' feeling not to kill their own flesh and blood by their own hands. Indeed, attention must be given to the narrator's comment following Judah's appeal: "His brothers agreed (listened to him)" (v 27); a remark which did not proceed Reuben's speech. 


                                  D. The Second Test of Leadership

        Joseph is in Egypt. Given his distinguished talents, he becomes the deputy of Pharaoh-- "only with regard to the throne will I be greater than you" (41:40) --being in charge of the critical portfolio of the food allocation through the most difficult period of the famine. Meanwhile, in Canaan the brothers suffered heavily from the drought and are forced to travel to Egypt to fetch food. But in Egypt they are identified by the Deputy of Pharaoh (Joseph)—with out their own recognition—as his brothers. Joseph accuses them of spying, keeping one of them (Simon) in prison. However, he promises to release him under the condition that they bring his brother Benjamin (his only full brother from the same father and mother) back to Egypt on their return.
       Joseph therefore creates a situation that puts the brothers in an impossible position, as they know that the old father will not allow his second son from his beloved wife to leave him, given the tragic circumstances revolving around the disappearance of his first son (42: 36).  However, the famine is severe thus there is a desperate need to return to Egypt as a matter of survival.

      Here, the second cycle of speeches takes place when both Reuben and Judah seek to persuade the old father to let the youngest son to go with them to Egypt, as they were instructed by the "lord of the land" (42:30). The father, given the traumatic experience of the past, refused. At this critical moment the eldest Reuben took the initiative, and addressed the father, as follows:

You may kill my two sons if I do not bring him back to you. Put him in my hands and I will return him back to you (42:37)
.

That is, if the youngest, Benjamin, is not returned back home, Jacob will kill Reuben's own two sons, as a declaration of insurance for the safety of Benjamin. Reuben's utterance is a kind of a promise, a vow. This sort of argumentation through a means of promise is characterized in terms of Rhetoric as a 'process': 

 A process is a method of operating in order to obtain a given result…that which is    obviously a means or process is given its proper value in proportion to its effectiveness (Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca 1969: 450).

A promise (vow) is thus a process that proclaims to gain a specific result. The promise to kill the two sons indicates an uncompromising commitment, which might not be too persuasive at the end of the day. The problem is that Reuben's promise is a process furnished with overstated zeal of an absolute commitment that is beyond any human feelings and with no room for retreat. Such a promise, which commits the lives of two children, is too bombastic and is consequently ineffective. The point is that there must be a normal relationship between the situation and its consequence. Bossuet explains this relationship as follows:

…Eloquence to be worthy of a place in the speeches of Christians, must not be pursued with too much zeal. It must come by itself, drawn out by the greatness of the things and to serve as interpreter to Wisdom as she speaks (cited in Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca 1969: 451).  

There must be a sense of normality between the promise and the reality, and not something that seems to merely be a pathetic explosion. Indeed, under the circumstances in which the old father believes that he already lost one son, Reuben's proposal is absurd, as the tension between the promise and its sequences is out of any proportion, adding to the family tragic list of death two more grandchildren! Expectedly, the old father is not impressed by this argument, as he refuses to let Benjamin go (v 38).  

      Interestingly enough, when there is a need to approach the father again regarding the matter, which is now a question of life or death, Reuben is not the speaker any more. It appears that he lost his credibility. Given his rhetorical failure Reuben lost the trust and the authority (or the speaker's ethos in Aristotelian Rhetorical terms) of leadership in his father's and brothers' eyes. In other words, although he is the eldest he demonstrated through his utterance that he does not possess the quality of true leadership. His ethos, which is "the most effective means of persuasion" (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1356a) is unacceptable to his father. Actually, after this speech Reuben does not represent his brothers any more in the course of the future crises that are approached through skillful speeches. 
        Consequently, Reuben lost his leadership in spite of his birthright, as I Cr 5:1-2 reveal. Indeed, the Chronist indicates that a change in the brothers' hierarchy has taken place. Reuben the oldest lost his position to the sons of Joseph (see Gen 48: 5)
:  

יהודה גבר באחיו ולנגיד ממנו (1Chr 5:2)
       

                For Judah prevailed above his brethrens, and of him came the chief ruler.

Now, Judah, who already proved himself as a sound arguer, is the one who approaches the father, taking upon himself the responsibility regarding Benjamin. In response to the father's plea: "Go again, buy us a little more food" (43: 2) Judah is the brother who responds, the leader who speaks out: 

The man (the Egyptian) solemnly warned us, saying: you shall not see my face unless your brother is with you. If you will send our brother with us, we will go down and buy you food; but if you will not send him, we will not go down, for the man said to us: you shall not see my face, unless your brother is with you (43: 3-5).

This is a straightforward speech of coherent sentences; there is no pathos here and there are no unrealistic promises. This straightforward style proclaims, in fact, Judah's strategy, as a reflection of the situation. Judah presents the facts without pressing Jacob, but actually forces the father to make a decision. Judah's style avoids rhetorical climaxes relying instead on information and evidence as the primary mode of persuasion. This is, in terms of the Roman author of Rhetoric for Herennius (ad herennium) the simple (adtenuata) style designed to set up the facts (4.11-16). The delivery of the substance through the plain facts, as Judah's strategy aims to leave the weight of the decision on Jacob's shoulders rather than appealing to him. This strategy happened to be successful given Jacob's stubbornness to keep Benjamin. Accordingly, Jacob, who set the tone, will be the one to decide whether to let Benjamin go weighting Judah's narration. Judah's Rhetoric reveals that he is the right person who knows what to say and even when to speak throughout the course of the events. 
    Furthermore, even though Judah employs the plain style his utterance reveals still that he is aware of the use of the language, as a depiction of the reality as Aristotle has told his readers: "it is not enough to know what we ought to say; we must also say it as we ought" (Rhetoric 1403b). Judah delivers the facts in words that present the reality decisively in an absolute manner, thus excluding a chance of misinterpretation. He starts with the duplication  העד הע(י)ד  in the infinitive absolute, which is used for the purpose of amplification:

The reiteration of the same word makes a deep impression upon the hearer and inflicts a major wound upon the opposition—as if a weapon should repeatedly pierce the same part of the body (Ad Herennium 4.28). 

עוד                    ('call to witness') has a juridical connotation (see Ruth 4: 9-11, for instance); hence, it is irrefutable, an evidence. Judah therefore presents the reality as an ultimatum: either –or. We can bring food, but under one condition: we do as the 'man' told us: bringing with us the brother. After the use of the duplication Judah's presentation of the 'man' demand is given in a negative form--לא-תראו (my face)--rather than in a positive (such as 'bring him') language. The negative is designed to modify the presentation, as Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca point out:

the certainty or the importance of the data…if a negative formulation is made, the reference to something else is quite explicit…negative thought only comes to play if one's concern is with persons, that is, if one is arguing (1969: 154-55).

The negation connotes certainty, preciseness ('this way and not the other way!'). Judah's determination, speaking on behalf of the brothers in the first person plural, is emphasized again through the negation: לא נרד (v 5) supplemented by the repletion of his earlier formulation of the 'man's words: "You shall not see my face unless your brother is with you" (v5 and see v 3), as a conclusion of his speech. This is not an appeal to go to bring food; rather a presentation of the reality in term of the hearer's situation. 
     Still the old father hesitates, but he does not totally refuse as he did earlier. Out of despair and frustration the father asks the unavoidable question in a personal tone:  "Why did you treat me so badly as to tell the man that you had another brother?" (v 6). However, this emotional declaration of despair hints that the old father is giving up in his definite objection to let Benjamin go. Judah responds:
Send the boy with me, and let us be on our way, so that we may live and not die—you and we and also our little ones. I myself will be surety for him; you can hold me accountable for him. If I do not bring him back to you and set him before you, then let me bear the blame forever. If we had not delayed, we would now have returned twice (43: 8-10).

      The situation has been changed somewhat. Judah's present utterance shows that he adapts his rhetorical approach to the new situation, as a new reality has been established, and Jacob must take action. Consequently, Judah needs to put pressure, to persuade and to increase the father's trust in him. He starts in a positive tone: שלחה, in the cohorative, which 'expresses the direction of the will to an action, and thus denotes especially self-encouragement' (Gesenius and Kautzsch 48e). But, Judah adds: אתי that is, send him not with them, the brothers, but 'with me', the one that you can trust now. 
      Attention must be paid to the chain of verbs, which Judah employs in this speech: ונקומה ונלכה ונחיה a straight unit of sound, which connects the first two verbs through the assonance when the third verb breaks the pattern of the sound, stressing therefore, as the heights that we—all of us-- will live. The matter of life (versus death) is increased through the negation: ולא נמות aiming to cancel the alternative of death, which under the present circumstances is a real threat. Nevertheless, the reference to death alludes to what might happen just in case Jacob will decline Judah's appeal. 
       Argumentatively, it might appear that Judah's appeal does not totally differ from that of Reuben's, which also sought personal assurance. But there is a difference, as Judah learned the lesson and he avoids hyperbole, thus he does not mention a human sacrifice. Instead, he speaks of personal commitment and a feeling of non-ceasing guilt. The appeal is to the father and the function of Judah's statement of absolute commitment is designed to increase the father's confidence in him as a committed human being. Reuben exaggerated through a bombastic promise therefore failing to establish his father's confidence; thus his appeal was disregarded. Judah however appeals to gain his father's confidence through a sincere and trustful father-son approach. Confidence is indeed the key factor in the act of persuasion. "Confidence", Aristotle clarifies, "is the opposite of fear…it is the expectation associated with a mental picture of the nearest of what keeps us safe and the absence of remoteness of what is terrible" (Rhetoric 1383a). That is, the father will only let Benjamin go if he feels confidence in Judah. Judah seeks to gain this confidence through his commitment to bring back the boy on the basis of his guilt, which is a fundamental emotion that effect people; it is between the person and him/herself. Indeed, the father agreed.
                                                              E. Judah's Final Speech
         Judah's next important speech takes place in Egypt in the course of the acute crisis revolving around Benjamin's arrest. The situation seemed hopeless, and Jacob's fear that he would lose his youngest son looked to become a reality. Appearing as the brothers' speaker Judah actually offers that Joseph should arrest not just Benjamin but all of them, saying as follows:

What can we say to my lord? What can we speak? What can we say to justify
ourselves? (מה נצטדק?)  God has found out the guilt of your servants; here we are
then, my lord's slaves, both we and also the one in whose possession the cup has
been found (44: 16).

Judah admits that the situation is hopeless. The triple repetition of   מה ("what can we…") is designed to emphasize the despair-- there is nothing else to say. Nevertheless, Judah's reference to the brothers' sins, and consequently to God's punishment, and as a result the brothers' agreement that all of them should serve as Joseph's slaves, happened to be a turning point in the relationship between Joseph and his brothers. However, the switch did not take place on the spot and a further speech of Judah is needed to build the bridge. 
     In his first speech Judah publicly admits the brothers' guilt. "What more can be said", is Judah's motto. The brothers recognize that they cannot escape from their destiny, as a fundamental self-recognition of their deed. But Judah does not stop here. 

      It appears that he listened carefully to Joseph's response to his first appeal to release Benjamin. As a matter of fact, Joseph's response alludes to 'something'; he might not be indifferent to the situation, as he says:

    Only the one in whose possession the cup was found shall be my slave; but as for

     you, go up in peace to your father (44:17).

Joseph indicates that he is not against the brothers, rather he is a man of integrity, thus he only arrests the 'thief'. He presents himself as a man of universal justice. Such a declaration might be taken by many as a polite rejection of Judah's appeal. However, Judah seems to hear something more in the statement, which reveals certain sympathy to the old father. Thus, the desperate Judah who, at the end of the day, is the one who persuaded the father to let Benjamin go, taking upon himself a personal commitment to bring him back, does not hear Joseph's response as a total rejection of his appeal, but rather he senses the human side of the Egyptian officer who gave special attention to the old father. Judah will read Joseph's concern regarding the father as an open invitation for a further appeal. The question is, what to say and how?  
       Judah's only means is his speech. He can beg and beg, seeking to raise the officer's mercy. He can also appeal to the officer's sense of justice, as the great petition of the 'eloquent peasant' may illustrate. There, a simple Egyptian peasant appeals for justice complaining that he was oppressed by an official while he was innocent. The appeal, which is a long work from the Middle Kingdom, is called in the Egyptian literature, as the Eloquent Peasant. The peasant, Khun-Anup is going down to Egypt to bring food. On his way he was confronted by a man (who was related to the subordinate of the high steward) who robbed him and took his donkey. The peasant was left with no choice, and he proceeded to appeal to the high steward Rensi. 
       The peasant's strategy of appeal is as follows: he refers to an established 'topos' (source, place of an argument) which is commonly accepted in the society. In this regard the topos is justice. That is, the high steward is a man of social justice and the peasant emphasizes these virtues of the high official
  as the reason for his protection from disasters on sailing. Thus, the steward's good deeds secure his safety. Consequently, the poor peasant asks: is it possible that such a great man who possesses such virtues that protect him will risk himself by not doing justice to the innocent peasant?! The question is presented as an absurdity, which stands against the moral standards of the society. 

    The peasant's strategy of argumentation worked, but there was a second appeal, as the king-- who had heard from the high steward about the rhetorical skills of the peasant-- asked to proceed in order that they could continue to enjoy the beauty of the peasant's oratory. The peasant takes a similar strategy as earlier but changes the resource of his appeal. He appeals to the sense of common logic through the means of the rhetorical question, asking whether it is possible that such a great man of high hierarchy as the high steward who is a 'rudder of heaven' will steal from a 'lonely man'? Then, he refers again to the topos of justice: Do you seek to be a man of eternity or not? (Lichtheim 1976:173). 

      He continues by outlining a chain of cases that present the high steward in an absurd manner if he punishes the innocent: 'The punisher of evil commits crimes'! (ibid, 174). He repeatedly employs the previous tactic of the absurd: 'He who should rule by law commands theft, who then will punish crime'? (ibid)   He says in the seventh petition: 'Don't be angry; it is not for you' (179). This long appeal divided into nine petitions indeed appeals to the addressee's ethos and sense of consciousness as the models of behavior of the right order of the world. It cannot be that a man of such high virtues of justice who is in charge of order himself acts against order and justice. The peasant repeats himself again and again, developing the theme through many examples and a chain of rich metaphors that enrich the orations with a charming style-- providing the beauty of the speech.  

     Accordingly, when assessing Judah's options of appeal (as he finds himself in a similar situation to the peasant) he could also employ the appeal for the right order and the commitment to justice of a high status man of virtues. But he avoids this option and takes another rhetorical route, which dwells on the officer's sensitivity to human feelings towards the father. This reference to the father (44:18) is an addition that enables Judah to reveal his excellent skill for interpreting human utterances and for pressing the issue in order to recover his addressee's deep feelings, which at this stage might still be hidden. 
      Judah delivered a speech, which is considered by many critics to be one of the greatest of Biblical oratory. Thus, Hertz in his introduction to the speech writes as follows:

The pathos and beauty of Judah’s plea on behalf of Benjamin have retained their appeal to man’s heart throughout the ages. Sir Walter Scott called it ‘the most complete pattern of genuine natural eloquence extant in any language’ (1966: 169).

Von Rad calls it: 'One of the most beautiful examples of that lofty rhetorical culture' (1963: 389). And Skinner writes as follows: "The speech which is the finest specimen of dignified and persuasive eloquence in the OT" (1969: 485).

     Indeed, Judah's speech is distinguished, as it strategically switches the tone of the discourse that takes place between the 'Egyptian' and the brothers. Judah's speech seeks to turn the situation upside down and to involve the Egyptian officer as a partner in the tragedy. His speech therefore creates a new rhetorical sphere that presents the Egyptian as the one who is responsible for the grave situation, therefore he should release Benjamin. 
     Judah starts his speech with a moving attempt to create an atmosphere of ease regarding his powerful addressee in order to decrease the tension. The atmosphere is sensitive as the Egyptian who arrested Benjamin is the Deputy of the Pharaoh arrested Benjamin. Therefore, Judah is careful to keep the man sympathetic than hostile, specifically as the Egyptian closed his utterance in a tone which is not indifferent to the father's situation. Nevertheless, first Judah intends to remove the existing tension. Rhetoricians have always insisted that speakers cannot simply proclaim their views without taking their audience's position into consideration. Thus, Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca conclude that 

In argumentation, the important thing is not knowing what the speaker regards as true or important, but knowing the views of those he is addressing…Speech is like a feast at which the dishes are made to please the guests, and not the cooks (1969: 23-24). 

Aristotle points out that the aim of the introduction is to 'put the audience into a certain frame of mind' (Rhetoric 1356a). Indeed, Judah approaches the officer intimately; he establishes a relationship between the two of them, but does not ignore the social difference, as he says:

    O my lord, let your servant please speak a word in my lord's ear, and do not be

    angry with your servant; for you are like a Pharaoh himself (44:18).

This is an apology that paves the road for the speech itself which might express unexpected accusations against the powerful addressee. The speaker, Judah, is well aware of the situation and the frightening power of the figure that he is facing. Therefore, in order for his words to be heard he needs to create an atmosphere in which his addressee will listen to him patiently, letting his addressee realize that Judah respects and is in awe of him. That is, in order to avoid feelings of resistance in the beginning, there is a need to establish a sort of personal appeal to be accepted. 

     Judah proceeds, as he now seeks to elaborate on his sense of the Egyptian's human reference to the father.  Such a strategy requires a sophisticated rhetorical design. Judah's tactic is to emphasise the Egyptian's responsibility as the cause of the grave situation. He does so through a form of speech that reflects authenticity but paints the events that led to the disaster in high emotional colors. In contrast to his previous speech Judah does not accept the grave situation as a destiny, as a matter of cause and effect which is unchangeable. He alters his strategy, submitting an earthly argument, rather than the heavenly theologically of before. God is not mentioned any more (compare his earlier speech, 44:16). It is the argument of a human being, seeking to point the finger on the superior as the cause of the problem in order to involve his addressee emotionally in the matter.    
    In what follows Judah decides to focus on a specific issue, which he already sensed in the Egyptian's reply: the father. Therefore, he raises the matter of the father immediately after his introduction, revealing his rhetorical strategy, as he says: 'My lord asked his servants: have you a father or a brother' (v 19). This is his starting point. The lord initiated the situation, not the brothers. Here, attention must be paid to Judah's presentation of the family story, to the way that he constructs his narrative and to his choice of words regarding the father and the son relationship. He conveys all in one sentence: 
      We have a father, an old man, and a young brother, the child of his old age. His
      brother is dead; he alone is left of his mother's children, and his father loves him.
ונאמר אל –אדני יש לנו אב זקן וילד זקנים קטן ואחיו מת

ויותר הוא לבדו לאמו

ואביו אהבו ( v20).

Judah could retell the story in numerous ways through different styles given his choice. Now it is up to him to present the reality in his colors aiming to affect his hearer. In this regard, Judah's calculated speech, which focuses on the suffering father and the son's place in his bitter life, raises the suspicion that he knows who this Egyptian officer is. We are told earlier that the Egyptian sat the brothers down according to their age, and gave five times more presents to Benjamin than he granted to the other brothers (43: 33-34). Judah might suspect therefore that the Egyptian, who is actually not an Egyptian as the brothers discovered (ibid, v 32) is no other than the lost brother who was sold to traders on their way to Egypt. If this is the case, then Judah brilliantly matched his rhetorical skills with his addressee's situation. Thus, his selection of his words is crucial. 
     Thus, the word אב(יו) (' father', 'his father') appears as a key word in almost every line of the speech (compare the sample above, vv 19-20). This stress on the word 'father' in a chiastic order needs a certain elaboration. In the history of civilization the word fulfills two entirely different functions, the semantic and the magic or the discursive logic and the creative imagination. Words might be used in a descriptive, logical, or semantic sense. That is, the word concerned itself solely with the appreciation of 'facts' and the development of the orderly thought about facts. However, the magic word tries to produce effects and to change the course of nature. Therefore, in the course of speeches, in Rhetoric the magic word takes precedence to the semantic word. Cassirer has illuminated the matter as follows:

Theoretical, practical and aesthetic consciousness, the word of language and of morality, the basic form of the community and the state—they are all originally tied up with mythico-religious conceptions (1946: 44). 

Words are used magically as they constitute the specific vocabulary of a community and are destined to produce certain effects and to stir up certain feelings among the members of the community who respond emotionally to the Word. Thus, the word 'father', employed repeatedly by Judah, cannot be heard merely as a biological reference, but as a word of magic produced in the context of Judah's address to his addressee who might be a member of the same family, the son of the referred father.
     In accordance, further attention must be given to Judah's employment of the word 'father' in his speech. He concludes his introduction with a statement: "His father loved him" (v 20). Those are emotional words as the ending of the verse is emphatic (consult Waltke and O'Connor 1990:492). This style is for the author of rhetorica ad herennium the grand (gravis) style (4.11-16), which seeks to stir emotions (Judah is in control of his style as earlier, when he approached Jacob he employed the simple, informative style). Furthermore, the rhetorical question, which ends the speech through the mention of the old father in a personal tone 'my father,' as the last word of the utterance (v 34) heightens the effect. The entire presentation of the father is pathetic, as the reference to the father's old age is repeated three times (vv 20, 29, 31). Also the reference to Benjamin in the connotative word of 'a small' ('child' or 'brother') referring to the youngest son is repeated time and again (vv20, 23, 26 (twice)) for the sake of stirring the emotions. In short, stylistically, Judah does not employ a referential language, as the language of court, but he creates an emotional discourse.
 
         Judah presents his speech colorfully:
אדני שאל את עבדיו לאמר היש- לכם אב או-אח? (v 19)

The lord, recited by Judah, asks a simple question which requires a yes/no answer. Instead, Judah inserts an entire biography, which is a mixture of pathetic expressions with no coherent order, designed to affect emotionally. Judah has established the tone of the discourse: old father, one small beloved child, and a dead child, a tragic story, which revolves around his addressees' provocative initiation to ask questions regarding the family and even more, his insistence to separate the father from his beloved son. Thus, there is a strong emphasis in the speech on death or allusions to the disaster that affected the father. There is also a strong emphasis on the special relationship between the father and the youngest son. The speech also retells repeatedly the old father's deep sorrow regarding his son's death. Therefore, it appears therefore that the strategy of Judah's speech is, in fact, designed to appeal to his addressee's state of mind (Joseph is Benjamin's brother, his flesh and blood and he is the lost son of the old brother); he dwells on the subject again and again. He does so by avoiding a factual recitation of the events as a dry informative story. Rather, Judah presents the story repeatedly and pathetically; he immediately seeks to raise feelings, emotions and sympathy towards the old father, as the centre of his speech. 
This design of the events connotes an elegant accusation against Joseph, which actually puts the responsibility for the situation upon him. He is, in fact, the person who raised the critical question regarding the father and the son, hence he is the one to blame for creating such an acute problem: "My lord asked his servants: Have you a father or another brother?" (v 19). Judah seems to adapt his appeal to his addressee's interest, satisfying his curiosity through his pathetic elaboration on the old father-small son relationship. Thus, Judah is not aiming to a general audience, but to a particular listener who possesses a set of recollection that might be affected by Judah's specific elaboration (for the role of the particular audience, see Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca 1969: 28-31).
          Thus, Judah's speech is designed to create a sense of guilt in Joseph's mind through the employment of a language that is not indifferent to Joseph. Without being asked, Judah repeats the scene that took place at home when the father described his personal tragedy explaining why the youngest son could not leave him. In spite of this extremely sensitive situation in which the father will die upon separation from his beloved son (v 22), it is Joseph who demanded to bring the father's small beloved son to Egypt, therefore causing the tragic separation. For the sake of emphasizing the drama that is caused by the separation, Judah repeats twice the critical word of separation utilizing the verb עזב ('leave', v 22). 

      Judah again points out Judah that 'the Egyptian' insisted that the youngest son be brought to Egypt. Again, he recites the events in a moving description. He avoids factual language such as the father's belief that Joseph had died. Rather, he describes the tragic event quoting the father in the most traumatic language:  טרף טרף 'tear into pieces' using the duplication form for the sake of stress and stirring emotions (v 28). 

     The form that Judah employs in order to describe the father's hesitation to send Benjamin and the painful negotiation with him at home is a dialogue rather than a third person report. The dialogue not only depicts the situation but also creates a sense of credibility, as this is the way that it happened. The dialogue also provides a personal touch; the father and the brothers are presented in their authentic voices. In short, Judah's style is not figurative-- but it is also not plain; he selects words which connote emotions, as 'magic' words in the present context, and he employs the tactic of repetition to reach emotional climaxes. Yet, Judah's style is supposedly objective; he supposedly narrates the events as they occurred.  But he does not conceptualise, he does not reach his conclusions explicitly. He presents his case through a dialogue, letting his particular addressee experience the events as a participant. In this regard, Judah creates a vivid utterance as well as establishes his credibility: he quotes and seems to recite what happened almost word by word. 
       Judah, in fact, does not respond at all to the officer's accusations. He does not deny that the cup was found in Benjamin's belongings. He does not question whether Benjamin stole it at all, he even does not beg for Benjamin's release. If he did this, then he would be operating according to the 'Egyptian' rules and presuppositions, and he might loose his appeal. Hence, he turns the situation upside down, as he—and not the initial accuser-- sets the rules and as such, the speech is developed in his direction. 
       Judah is dwelling on the subject, presenting again the father's dilemma in light of the trauma of the lost son: "you will send my white head down to sheol in grief" (v 29). This in a way is a repetition of Judah's first reference to the father's life that depends on the youngest son, as he proclaimed earlier in v 22. However, the sentence is now conveyed in the first person, as a direct quote from the father, aiming to strengthen the impact. Here, Judah could end his appeal, given the strong impact of his dramatic citation. Nevertheless, he keeps dwelling on the subject and he describes the sequences, repeating the absolute dependence of the father on the son.
        Furthermore, Judah increases the impact by using two words (at least) to describe something for which one would suffice, as he says: 'When he sees that the boy is not with us, and he died (the boy)…' (v 31). Such a device (circuitio in rhetorical terms) is used by poets for a decorative effect and by speakers to stress a point, as perpetuating the matter. Furthermore, Judah dwells on the brothers' responsibility for the father's collapse and death in the case that Benjamin does not return back. Again, he describes the father's death, not in a factual language, but emotionally: ' your servants will bring down the gray hair of your servant our father with sorrow to Sheol' (v 31). He employs further the device of periphrasis, 'your servant', 'our father'. He dwells on the old age, illustrating it through coloring the father's condition: gray hair, and pointing out on the pain, sorrow. This is a sentence that is structured to stir emotions and sympathy. Actually, the description here is not new as Judah already indicated the grave situation earlier. However, this sort of repetition before drawing the conclusion (iteratio, consult Cicero. De Oratore. Iii. Liii. 203) is aiming to appeal to the emotions, to leave the addressee with the impact that the addresser intends to affect him. 
     Then Judah concludes in a personal tone as he offers to sit in prison in place of Benjamin. His motivation is again the father's sorrow: he can not face him mourning again; hence, he prefers to be in prison:

Now therefore,    ישב נא)) I pray thee
, let thy servant abide instead of the lad a   bondman to my lord; and let the lad go up with his brethren. For how shall I up to my father, and the lad be not with me? lest peradventure I see the evil that shall come on my father (vv 33-34).

       The focus is not on Benjamin, nor on the officer's accusation. Rather, Judah dwells on his main theme: the father's unbearable pain given the Benjamin's affair. He works out on this motive repeatedly, seeking to stir the feelings of his addressee on the ground of the special father-son relationships. He does not enable his addressee to be indifferent to the father's situation. 
     In short, Judah changes the context of the discussion from being accused he is now the accuser. He does so by establishing a common ground of human feeling of pity (cf. Westermann 1986: 135). But, he actually does more than that as he 'works' on the personal feelings of his addressee, Joseph.     
     Indeed, the effect is conveyed as follows: "Joseph could no longer control himself" (45:1).  There is no stronger appeal than this one, the full identification with the father’s situation (consult Burke: 1969). The form of the rhetorical question that ends the speech is sought to leave the addressee no alternative to causing the innocent almost starving old man to die.

      Judah's speech presents him as a true leader who distinguishes himself through his rhetoric.

                                          F.  Sepher Nopheth Zuphim: The Book of

                                                                   the  Honeycomb's Flow   
        Judah's speech is so well designed that Judah Messer Leon, a Rabbi and a Professor of Medicine as well as Rhetoric used this speech as a classical sample of a rhetorical design of an utterance. Messer Leon was a 15th century Jewish scholar who incorporated in his work and studies the great achievements of Italian Renaissance. He is the author of the monumental ספר נפת צופים ,The Book of the Honeycomb's Flow (first published in Mantua in 1475/6), which is the 'extraordinary treatise, the novel Rhetoric,' as the author himself called it (Rabinowitz 1980 ix). This book was intended to be a handbook of Rhetoric. The Book of the Honeycomb's Flow ranks as one of the earliest monuments of modern literary and rhetorical criticism of the Hebrew Scriptures. 
     In his presentation of the Hebrew Bible as a rhetorical endeavor exemplified with the principles of classical rhetoric
, Messer Leon took Judah's speech as a demonstration of a perfect arrangement of a speech. In this Messer Leon was declaring that the Hebrew Scriptures were composed, and are to be interpreted according to the same rhetorical and poetical principles-- those governing works of secular or profane character. 
   Nophet Zuphim was widely used in the training and preparation of Jewish students of medicine and philosophy at the Italian universities of the Renaissance. These students had to study Rhetoric as part of their curriculum, but preferred to use Jewish texts as their source rather than secular or profane works such as Homer (used regularly as the source exemplifying the art of Rhetoric). The Book of the Honeycomb's Flow introduces classical Rhetoric using for the sake of demonstrating the (Hebrew) Biblical discourse.
       As is known, classical Rhetoric pays close attention to the arrangement of the speech, that is, the various parts of the discourse and their function in the entire endeavor of affecting the audience. In this respect, Messer Leon (following Quintillian, Institutio oratorical, 7. Pr. 1) points out that

Just as it does not necessarily suffice the masons engaged upon building a house merely to have the essential building material available but the most important requirement is to put these materials together, to arrange them in order, and to build the structure part after part…just so it is necessary to do in the case of discourses (Rabinowitz 1983:109-111).

      Given the importance of Sepher nopheth Zuphim in the history of Rhetorical treatment of the Hebrew Bible I hereby outline briefly Messer Leon's remarks regarding Judah's speech (following Rabinowitz's translation). As Messer Leon indicates (in accordance with Quintillian's instructions) the parts of the speech are as follows: Introduction, Statement of facts, the partition, proof, refutation and conclusion.

     The introduction is the statement by which the mind of the hearer is prepared to heed and to comprehend what is going to be said. By virtue of our words we make the audience attentive, well disposed, and receptive.

     The statement of the facts is the telling of true or the quasi true facts with an appearance of plausibility.

      The partition is a means of making clear wherein one agrees with one's opponent and what remains in dispute.

       Proof: When both our evidence and the fact that it substantiates our hypothesis are simultaneously made clear.

    Refutation: is a statement by means of which it will be clear that the evidence contrary, and the doubts incidental, to the view we hold has been overthrown.

     Conclusion: setting of an artistic limit and end to all that has been said…to arouse the hearer to pity, or to heartlessness and anger; or it should recapitulate in a brief statement all that has previously been said (Messer Leon 1983: 57).

      Let us look now at Messer Leon's division of the speech under his definition of the rhetorical design:

     44:18: constitutes the introduction. The three conditions of the introduction are met here: first, to render the hearer well disposed—this is achieved partly by Judah's submissiveness before Joseph, and his entreaty: oh my lord     בי אדני ,   אל יחר אפך בעבדך, כי כמוך כפרעה.. These are words in which Judah has so highly praised Joseph as to make him of equal degree with the king. Also, Judah makes Joseph attentive and receptive by saying: 

ידבר נא עבדך דבר באזני אדני

       Vv 19-29 are the statement of facts where Judah gives of the facts involved in this case.

     V 30 forms a –Partition, for in this the point of their disagreement is clearly brought out—the disagreement, that is, on the point of leaving Benjamin behind. It was as though Judah had said: 'It is obvious to us that Jacob will die if he should not see the lad; hence to leave him behind is something which we must not do'; but did not say this openly because he was speaking with humility and tact, like a servant before a king. From here may be understood the point wherein the brothers agreed with Joseph—the coming of Benjamin thither. What remains in dispute is the question of leaving him behind, for this, indeed, we will not agree'. 
     V 31: The proof. It was as though he had said: 'What proves that we ought not agree with you in this is, that if we should so act, 'great punishment would overtake us (cf. 2K 7:9), for we would thereby have brought about the death of our father 'in sorrow to the grave—a criminal deed (cf. Job 31:28).
    V 32: The refutation. For it was possible that Joseph would say: 'why do you alone multiply exceeding proud talk while your brothers refrain'? But Judah refuted this by saying that he had become surety for Benjamin thus it was proper for him to make a greater effort than his brothers. 
    Vv 33-34: The Conclusion. In a short statement, Judah summed up what he had previously said (ibid, 57-59). 

      Messer Leon divided Judah' speech into the six parts of a speech in accordance with the classical rules of Rhetoric demonstrating therefore its perfect design.
                                                       G.   Concluding Remarks

                Max Weber sheds light on the role of the speech in establishing leadership, as follows:

How does the selection of strong leaders take place? Naturally, the force of demagogic speech is above all decisive…often purely emotional means are used (Gereth and Mills 1958: 107).

Indeed, Judah gains the leadership through the force of his speech. Judah's speech is demagogic in terms of its goal to capture his addressee's mind. However, his speech is not bombastic or reflecting mere propaganda. On the contrary, the one who employed bombastic speech in this endeavor actually failed. Never mind, Weber's point is well taken here. The Hebrew Bible is a book that reflects human tensions and struggles for power as well as leadership. It appears that the matter of gaining leadership through heritage is not sufficient as the leaders must prove themselves through the force of their speeches. 

       The Joseph narrative revolves around a struggle for leadership. Here, the real tension is between two brothers, Reuben and Judah. In terms of birth rights Reuben is the oldest and he actually considers himself as the leader. However, there are traumatic developments that test the proper performance of the true leader. The real leadership is assessed through speeches as the brothers and the father are all confronted with severe situations that ask for leadership, not through military acts or physical heroism, but in terms of human persuasion; how to persuade the brothers or the father to make the proper decision or how to solve critical problems, which seem unsolvable through verbal deliberation. 
       Rhetoric, the art of persuasion plays a crucial role in the course of the events that constitute the Joseph's narrative. Leaders through the rights of birth are called to prove their ability to lead through their power of persuasion. In the course of the Joseph's story Reuben, the eldest, failed to lead as his speeches were ineffective. On the contrary, Judah revealed himself as a true leader given the force of his speeches.

        Judah's persuasive speeches are not in line with the Greek's Sophists or Cicero's oratory, which reach stylistic and figurative heights. In this regard, Judah's speeches lack these electrifying stylistic and figurative features. Rather, Judah's speeches are down to earth; they are thoughtful and they penetrate into his audience's hearts. Judah knows how to appeal; how to present the reality in terms of his audience's condition. Judah's Rhetoric is not a mere photocopy of the reality, but the reality painted by him in colors that are designed to affect the addressee, as they are the addressee's colors as well.

      As a rule, Judah does not hurry to speak. He waits for the right moment and then he succeeds to say the 'right' words, which are accepted, without objections, revealing his talent to perceive his audience's views and positions, and to adapt them to his presentation, which is the true talent of a persuasive speaker.

       There are situations which seem as unchangeable, and people might yield and accept the reality as it appears to be. However, Judah's speeches show that he might turn the impossible into possible. Speech is an act of creation, thus, people have been given the ability to persuade and consequently to create new situations. Judah's speeches demonstrate that leadership is gained through sincere argumentation that listens carefully to the addressees' position and responds forcefully in accordance. 
    In short, Judah is a type of a leader who gains his leadership through his speeches. Rhetoric is therefore the proper means for studying the rise and fall of Biblical figures in their endeavor for leadership.                             
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� The Renaissance poet and Rhetorician Petrarch highlights the importance of speech as 


follows:


'Eloquence on its own can be of great help to the progress of human life…people are suddenly turned from a most wicked way of life to the greatest modesty through the spoken words of others' (cited in Wickers 1993:31).


�  For further examples, see Aristotle, Rhetoric 1374a.


� The בצע 'profit' in the context of trade was interpreted by Redford as "the reasoned proposal of a well- fed shepherd with his own interests at heart" (1970: 140).  My reading as is presented above differs. I read Judah's proposal as a shrewd rhetorical appeal to save Joseph's life, which is more effective than Reuben's. 


�  The New Revised Version uses here twice the verb אביאנו 'to bring' when the Hebrew makes a distinction between אביאנו and   אשיבנו


  . Such differences should not be dismissed even stylistically as a matter of ornamentation. But here the use of the verb שוב at the end of Reuben's speech reminds the same use when Reuben intended to bring back Joseph to Jacob (37:22) but he failed!


� אפרים ומשה כראובן ושמעון יהיו-לי  (Gen 48: 5).  Jacob's words might indicate the change of the hierarchy. 


� For נגיד compare 1Cr 28:4, and consult the citation at the BDB. Also see Japhet 1993: 133.


�  For further Biblical examples consult Konig 1900: 155-157.


� for the appeal to virtues see Aristotle Rhetoric 1366b.


� For a remarkable stylistic analysis of the speech, see Leibovitz 1967: 344-49.





� For a brief description of the two stylistic genres, see Fruchtman 1990: 17-20.


�  tation of theThis is the King James translation, which succeeds in transforming the literary conno


      imperfect plus נא. Consult Gesenius-Kautzsch 105b, 109b.


�  Consult Y. Gitay, Yehuda Messer Leon:  Nofet Zufim (1475):  A Review Article on the History of Hebrew Writing on Rhetoric.  The Quarterly Journal of Speech 71, 3(1985)   379-383.





� It is illuminating to notice in this context the campaign for leadership which takes place in USA regarding the Presidential nomination of the Democratic party for the 2004 national elections. After a series of electrified speeches of his deputy nominee as well the former President Clinton, there is a fear that the Democratic candidate, John Kerry, will fail in gaining support, given his uninspiring rhetorical skills. This is a statement which manifests Socrates' rejection of the Sophists. The following statement reflects the magical power of propaganda:


Public trust in Zimbabwe's President Robert Mugabe has more than doubled in the past five years      helped by propaganda despite chronic food shortages and political and economic crisis. Political propaganda is by far the most important determinant of presidential approval (Cape Times. August 20, 2004).  





