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THE DATE OF THE PROSE-TALE OF JOB
LINGUISTICALLY RECONSIDERED
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I

On several occasions we have attempted to demonstrate the sig-
nificance of a certain :ype of linguistic analysis, for discussing
biblical texts whose date of composition is questionable. The
main advantage of this analysis lies in the fact, that, being an
autonomous and independent criterion, one may use it without
subscribing to any particular theory prevailing in biblical Higher
Criticism. Most of the complicated and unresolved problems of
Higher Criticism — literary, historical and theological — simply
have no bearing upon its procedures.

This analysis seeks to identify linguistic elements, the very
existence and the unusual concentration of which may reveal the
late origin of chronologically problematic texts. It is the distinct
corpus of unquestionably late compositions written in post-exilic
times — as manifested by the historical episodes and persons
- menticned therein — which provides us with reliable data for
- determining just exactly what late Biblical Hebrew (= LBH)
~is. Examples are the book of Esther (which tells about “the days
of Ahasuerus” [I 1], Chronicles (which men:ions Zerubabel
[1 Ch III 19]) or Ezra (the hero of which lived “in the reign
of Artaxerxes King of Persia” [VII 1]). The late linguistic ele-
- ments in such compositions are unmistakably discernible." Most
significant among these are the Persianisms, which constitute, so
‘to speak, an “Archimedean point” for confirming the whole sys-
tem. This is so, since the close contact between Hebrew and
Persian — through the mediation of Imperial Aramaic — is not
recognizable, in the literary sources at our disposal, prior to the
Persian conquest in the sixth century B.C.E.

*Cf, for instance, s.R. DRIVER, An Introduction to the Literature of the Old
Testament, New York 1956 [=Meridian Libraryl, pp. 473-4; 503-6.
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Furthermore, it has been already pointed out that the late
features, ctaracteristic of post-exilic writings, are by no means
restricted to prose works. Non-classical expressions and idioms,
which are best explained as imprints of post-classical Hebrew,
may be found in the elevated style of the late prophecy as well 2
The same holds true of compositions which fall under the category
of poetic literature. Thus, both in Psalms included in the canon-
ical Psalter * and in non-canonical Psalms discovered a: Qumran,*
distinct elements of “Late Hebrew” are clearly traceable.

Here we shall apply the above mentioned analysis to the lan-
guage of the Prose Tale of Job (chapters I-IT; XLII 7—17),
which is said to preserve epic elements.” We believe that there is
some exaggeration in the statement saying that “the prose tale in
the prologue and epilogue is written in exquisite biblical Hebrew,
on a par with the classic narratives in Genesis and Samuel”’; or
that “the author [of the Prose Tale — A.H.] uses perfect classi-
cal Hebrew with practically no trace of a later style”.* It would
appear that in spite of his efforts to write pure classical Hebrew
and to mark his story with “Patriarchal colouring”, the author of
the Prose Tale could not avoid certain phrases which are unmis-
takeably characteristic of post-exilic Hebrew, thus betraying his
actual late date.” '

2 Ibid., p. s503.

*Ci,, for instance, A. nURVITZ, “When was the Hebrew Phrase I8N Sy e
coined?” Leshonenu XXVII-XXVII, 19634, tp. 297-302 lin Hebrew].

* Idem., “Observations on the Language of the Third Apocryphal Psalm from
Qumran”, RdQ V, 1965, pp. 225-232.

®N.M. sarNa, “Epic Substratum in the Prose of Job”, JBL LXXVI, 1957, pp.
13-25. Cf. also u. cassuto, Knesset VIIL, 1944, p. 142 [in Hebrew]. Feor the reasons
why the method cannot decidedly be utilized fcr the poetic discourses of Job, see
our remarks in TEJ XVIII, 1968, p. 236. An interesting parallel in another Wisdom
composition, where a clear distinction between the language of the narrative frame-
work and the gnomic portions must be drawn, is supplied by the Aramaic Words
of Ahigar: here as well the kind of lenguage in which the proverbs are formulated
is distinctively different from that used in the framework story (Cf. E.Y. KUTSCHER,
JBL LXXVI, 1357, p. 338; J.C. GREENFIELD, Leshonenu XXXII, 1967-8, pp. 364—5
[in Hebrew]). :

°R. GorD1S, The Book of God and Man, Chicago-London 1965 [1966], pp. 163;
164 (Gordis allows, however, for one exception — 92p%; ibid., p. 345, n. 32).

" Mention should be made here of k. xautzscu’s study Das sogenannte Volks-
buch von Hiob, Leipzig 1900, pp. 22-39, where, while discussing the thronological
problems of Job's Prose Narrative, he analyses its peculiar expressions. Unfortunate-
ly, however, some good observations were indiscriminately mixed up with dubious
material and, as a result, completely neglected by subsequent scholars. It seems that
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II

JobI6,7,8 09,12; Il 1, 2,3, 4,6, 7: 1BW(1)8

The biblical concept of Satenic figures, which exist in the
universe, goes back to ancient times. The word U itself is found
already in Numbers (XXII 2232), 1 Sam. (XXIX 4), 2 Sam.
(XIX 23) and 1 Kings (V 18; XI 14,23,25). However, j2% —
whatever its etymology — still carries in these passages the gen-
eral meaning of “stumble”. The clear emergence of a definite
image of “The Satan”, as was pointed out by many scholars, is
late. It is not until Zechariah (IIT 1,2) and 1 Chr. (XXI 1) that
The Satan as such is first mentioned in the Bible (with or without
the definite article).?

Furthermore, the appearance of “The Satan” in Chronicles
illustrates very clearly the decisive transition which took place
in biblical thought — as well as in Biblical Hebrew (=BH) —
in the post exilic period. For the early parallel of 1 Ch. XXI 1,
in 2 Sam. XXIV 1, is quite unaware of “The Satan”: 1°

2 Sam. XXIV 1 — . TIT AR NN P82 Mn® 1 ER oM

1 Ch. XXT 1 — CTITAR DD 9N 9y B Ty

That the phenomenon under discussion is indeed late, is par-
ticularly obvious in the light of the post-biblical sources. Both
Rabbinic and Apocryphal literature, when referring to various
biblical episodes, tend — like Chronicles — to insert “The Satan”
into the context. Yet, in the biblical models The Satan is missing

Kautzsch’s failure is due mainly to his lack of disciplined standards in determining
what “late” linguistic elements actually are. Nevertheless, our criticism of the Old
School methods — in this case as well 1s in others — hardly justifies a complete
discarding of the #ssues they dealt with. In the light of the new data available —
and the refined methods developed — we are at present in a much better positicn
to examine thoroughly the whole issue of LBH. Cf. A. Hurvitz, Bein Lashon
Lelashos (the Transition Period in Biblical Hebrew: a Study in Post-Exilic He-
brew and its Implications for the Dating of Psalms), Jerusalem 1972.

®In order not to enter irto detailed reconstructions, which inevitably involve
non-linguistic considerations, the follow:ng discussion is limited to a presentation
of the essential semantic development of 1¥¥ in its general outline only.

®Cf. for instance, S.R. DRIVER — G.B. GRAY, The Book of Job (=ICC), 1921,
pp. 1o-t1. Ps. Cix 6 is of no help fer a chronological study, since its date is
unknown.

1 Cf, for instance, DRIVER, 0p. cit (Supra, n.1), p. 434.
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altogether.'’ On the other hand, even in such a passaze as 1 Kings
XXIT 21, where the heavenly court is gathered and a seducer is
called upon for stumbling Ahab, that seducer is still named mn,
The term 1B (57) obviously has not been coined yet in BH.

It is also significant to note, in this context, that the occurrence
of Angels with proper names in the Bible (P8"M23) 78DM) s
exclusively limited to the late book of Daniel. Though much is
said about Angels in early biblical literature, those heavenly
beings do not have yet proper names and definite jobs which are
so characteristic of the angelological phraseology in the later
times.?

In sum: the discussion of heavenly affairs and assemblies of
celestial beings is by no means restricted to the late literature.'®
However, the emergence of the figure of The Satan in the Bible —
which is linguistically associated with a semantic development
1BY = “Stumble” > ¥ = “The Satan” — is an exclusive feature
of post-exilic literature. It would thus appear, that J0¥i1 of Job’s
Prose Tale — whatever its exact pasition in this development —
is a part of LBH."*

= p B

5
Job IT 10: —_—

Gy -
92p

? = “to receive, take” is widely used in post-exilic Hebrew,
in Tannaitic and Talmudic literature alike.’* It is also very
common in the Aramaic sources: earlier and later, western and
eastern.” In BH, however, the usage of 92D% is clearly char-

" Cf. c. BRANDWEIN, “The Legend of Job According to its Various Stages”,
Tarbiz XXXV, 1965-6, p. ¢ [in Hebrew]. Cf also 11Q Ps* Plea, line 15: 2o%n 98
1% 12 as against Ps. CXIX 133 18 92 '3 wown 98 (r. porzin, HThR LX, 1967,
PP. 470—471).

¥ Cf, for instance, M. Testuz, Les Idées Reugieuses du Livre des Jubilés, Genéve-
Paris 1960, p. 87. In Yer. Rosh Heshana 1 2 it is explicitly stated, that the names
of the angels — as well as the names of the months — were introduced by those
who returned from Babylonia: 9330 1793 15y Dran%mn mnw,

¥ Cf., for instance, SARNA, 0p. cil. (Supra, n. 3), p. 22.

*In non-linguistic terms: The Satan in Job is far from being an immediate
“reflex of early Near Eastern mythology” (ibid.; italics are mine — A.H.). Its
late character within Hebrew suggests that rather we ought to consider it a re-
flex of post-exilic angelology.

®See the tich variety of examples quoted in E. BEN-IEHUDA’s Thesaurus . .. X1,
s.V.

¥ Cf. the etymological references in KOEHLER-BAUMGARTNER’S Lexicon, p. 1117
s.v.
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acteristic of the post exilic writings: out of 9 occurrences outside

" Job, & are found in Esther, Ezra and Chronicles — all of which

are known to have been written in the Persian period at the ear-
liest. Once (XIX 20) ?2p? also appears in the chronologically

. disputable book of Proverbs — which, therefore, cannot bear upon

our discussion — but never does it occur in any of the biblical
compositions which were without doubt written in pre-exilic times.
Furthermore, in not a few cases it is possible to illustrate how

-~ other roots, which clearly belong to the stock of classical BH, are

functioning in pre-exilic literature — before the penetration of the

- late 22P? —in the same meaning. This is explicit particularly
‘when we come to confront certain BH idioms with those of MH

or Targ. Aram.'™ Cf., for instance,

Deut. XVI 19— M¥ TMpRN9Y  Ex. XXIV7 — oW mwys
Onkelos — NI 93PN N Onk. — 9%2p31 ™Y
B.Ket. tosa  — T 93pD
Gen. XXIIT 13 — unm ap oI 50D N
M. Sheq. V 4 — BRI 13mn 93pm npn s 1M
Lev. XIV 15 —

o Rl at0s B T boly W 5Y PN W A9 L. PN
Tos. Zeb. T 11 —

YREI TN M SIP0 PN SW nw 1S
Ps. VI 10 — Py WN%BN 7
Targ. — 22p APy 1
uN?HN NN L. ovRn2 2ap.

Jewish liturgy —
Within BH see:

Esr. VIIT 30 —
DOWI? N2 L2 A0 YpWE L L. CITON 193
128 N2,
Num. XXXI 54 — 2% ...2°1
T AN PR INN

IT Ch. XXIX 22 —

an2mn POImM
Ex. XXIV 6 —

By PATCTANM ... 2T N0 AwR Opn
Y Cf. E.Y. KUTSCHER, Leshonenu XXX, 1965-6, pp. 2123 [in Hebrew]; a.

BENDAVID, Biblical Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew, Tel Aviv 1967, index [in Hebrew].
807 93p% is a common expression in MH. Cf., for instance, M. Yoma III 4;

DR T YN W Y

77 DN Y107 123pM
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Est, IV 4 —

Z:E N9 LT DN 250 oY Nt
Gen. XXXIII 10-11 —
PN LLonmm PR e N¥S® NI DN
[But Ork. —

912p1 .. NN Sapm
Compare also 71272 22p? in 11Q Ps® Zion,'® whereas classical
BH employs instead 11372 AR/ NnpY:

CPBRAT PNOWS 1D R,

11Q Ps? Zion. 13—
Ps XXIV 5 —
[ But the Targ. —

SOZPN DY7221 NIDAZY. LMY PN
1072 NW»
Nno72 %2pr !

Gen. XXVII 35 — JADT2 MPM IR PN N3
Onk. — 0373 92p1 KRN NN 5
Num. XXIIT 20 — ‘DD,‘)E J3 mn

Onk. — FOTap 157S K

It seems, therefore, that the usage of 22p? in BH *! is indeed

Meila T 1; Zeb. IIT 1. It is being discussed, among other tecknical idioms, in
“The Evidence of Language in Dating the Priestly Code (a Linguistic Study in
Technical Idioms and Terminology)”, RB LXXXI, 1974, pp. 52-83.

YR, POLZIN, 0p. cit. (Supra, n. 11), p. 474.

* Many instances for the equations NPT =71p KW =91p YW = 22D may be found
in cu. j. Kasowskl, Thesaurus Aquilae Versionis 1, Jerusalem 1940, s.v. 73p. It
should be emphasized that only after 2P found its way into literary/written
Hebrew, a clear differentiation in use was developed between 732 on the one hand,
and NpY R¥> yY on the other This was not the case with classical/pre-exilic
Hebrew; since in that period various connotations of the yet-not-known %3 are
being expressed, as mentioned above, by Np? 8wy ¥ For a parzllel development
compare N2/0322: in MH, which employs both roots, there is a clear distinction
between N2 (meaning ‘“come, arrive”) and 0333 (meaning “enter”). However, in
BH — which is unaware yet of the post-biblical 8322 — the meaning “enter” may be
conveyed by 82 (Jos. VI 1; Cf. E. v. KUTSCHER, Words and their History, Jerusalem
1961, p. 76 lin Hebrew]).

“ “Though w.F. ALBRIGHT believes he has discovered the root in a Canaanite
Gloss in the Tel-el-Amarna Letters . .. the exclusively late usage of the verb makes
it a late word in Hebrew” — GORvIS, op. cit (Supra, n. 6), p. 345, n. 32 (italics are
mine — A.H.). Against the uncritical identification — prevailing in certain circles -—
of Hebrew=Ugaritic=Amarna Glosses=Phoenician, see A.F. RAINEY’S most im-
po-tant remarks in Leshonenu XXX, 1965-66, p. 253 [in Hebrew]. This point
was emphasized, as a matter of fact, by ALBRIGHT as well. Cf. his “A Re-interpreta-
tion of an Amarna Letter”, JCS II, 1948, p. 240, footnote: “research on each
dialect must take constant stock of pertinent phenomena in all the other dialects,
without reading interpretations valid for one dialect into another unless these
interpretations fit the facts of the case in question”. [due weight is not given to

late.”* Consequently its employment in Job IT 10 should be con-
sidered late.

Job XLIT 8: 2y %99nn%

In standard BH the meaning of “to intercede, to pray for [the
sake of | somebody” is expressed by means of T2 275Ni1 (about
fifteen times). Cf., for instance, Gen. XX 7 Y3 ¥ORI NN W)
T7Y2 95NN NI 8Y21) or 1 Sam VII 5.. CONARY 90 NN I8P
1 9% ©2TY2 998nN8Y). Once this meaning is conveyed through
9 995N (1 Sam. II 235), but never does one find, in the earlier
sections of the Bible, the combination 7} 725N with the meaning
“intercede”.?® 9y 999N = “intercede” occurs in the Bible —
outside Job — only in Nehemiah and Chronicles:

Neh. I 6 —
2 Ch XXX 18 —

SRMWY N12 9P ... DI I 995NN DN

oY%y WP 295011 2.
5y 95BNNY is, further, used for “intercede” in post-biblical litera-
ture. Cf.

M.Ber. V3
Mech. Bo’ (Ex. XII j2)

PN 9Y 970ND TAW L. 1YY 1IN

D3N Inn A%INw Y13 Y9y 175‘5@.2*

Tt seems, therefore, that the appearance of 7} 725171 “intercede”
in Job XLII 8 reflects late Hebrew phrasaeology.*

this linguistic point in K.A. KITCHEN, Ancient Orient and 0ld Testament, London
1966, p. 145. However, as far as the book of Proverbs is conczrned, K. is undoubted-
ly rigat in insisting, that the occurrence there of 93P cannct be taken as evidence
for the lateness of the book. Cf. our remarks in IEJ 18, 198, p. 236].

2 BDB., p. 867 s.v.

2. Sam. I 10 71 9 999075 means, of course, “to pray to God” (and not “to
intercede for God”). Ps. XXXII 6; 2 Ch. XXXIT 20 598Nn1% DN 7Y again do not
belong here, since they involve “something” and not “somebody”. v

21 Note that the preposition 7Y is also used in the Aramaic equivalent 2y 9%
which renders, in the Targumim, the hiblical T3 298nn. Cf, for instance,

Gen XX 7 TIp2 9%en LU RINT DwR 2wn
Targ. Onk Ty on L..023 nhoR nR
Syt Top RO¥N ... N723 PRI N

(Gen. Apocr. XX 23 TR Raes AR B e e ARD
9y 990N may be considered, consequently, as a further illustration of late Arama{c
“calque” in Hebrew. Cf. E.Y. KUTSCHER, “Aramaic Calque in Hebrew,’ Tarbiz
XXXIII, 1963-64, pp. 118-130 [in Hebrew]. ) o

% The fact that in XLII ro use is made of the normal T¥2 79N seems to indicate
that the author — unwilling to repeat himself — deliberately modified his wording.
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JOb XLII 16 AN YMN

Classical BH makes intense use of the expressions ,}2 Y18 N
JUNTENSTT NS AT ST ()ans o ()R
This is true of Genesis as well, a boox whose language constitutes
our only means for determining what biblical “Patriarchal colour-
ing” should look like. In connection with summing up of years of
primeval generations, another formula — ;Igm "INN — s repeated-

ly employed. Job’s Epilogue, however, does not adopt any of
these:

Job XLII 16 —
I DYY2ORY TIND DNT MO 2N M
as against -
GenV 7 —
3w DIND asne L V22 WUR AR TN N ow s

Josh. X 26 — TN 1D AN P oom
Gen. XXIII 19 — T DN D728 2P 13 AN 26
Gen. XV 1 — B73N 98 1 927 197 A98A 29937 v h etc.

A glance at the concordance reveals, that the peculiar NNt YRR
—as well as INT 93 1N and 11 8 — s entirely missing not
only from the book of Genesis, but from classical Biblical prose
as a whole.” On the other hand, PN (73) "MINN and 71 M8 —
which are duplicated in M3~ =83 and 737 NN of Biblical
Aramaic (Dan. I1 29,45; VI16,7) — eppear in BH solely in Ezra
(IX 10) and 2 Chr. (XXI 18; XXXII 9; XXXV 20). See, for
instance,

2 Ch. XXXIT g —

ARYE L 2D o 7NN
as against
Gen. XV 1-— ... D928 98 71927 M7 1987 0217 TN
Gen. XL 1— ... DY31 770 Apwn WL 7987 079214 A0 A,

The revelant point for discussion is that such interchanging, between 2y 9%enit and
TY227DAA, could not arise before the idiom 9% 99NN was coined. It is only in the
late period — when %Y 998M1 found its way into BH — that a biblical writer was
able to play with the two synonymous idioms (fcr a parallel phenomenon cf. Eccl.
III 1, where M7 and DY are used syncnymously. This interchangeability however,
is inconceivable in pre-exilic Hebrew, before the penetration of the late, obviously
Persian, {7 into BIL).

®In Job III 1 this idiom was indeed employed: 118 n& 21 ARy 13 08,
Cf. Supra, n. 25.

“ 1 Kings XIIH 33 A1 270 90 being close, Lut not identical, to them.
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We have, therefore, to define N8t (72) NN and 77 97N as
“late”,*® and to regard the occurrence of NNT “MIMR in Job XLII 16
as an imprint of LBH.*

JobI6; IT 1: 7y 23nnY

237 = “present oneself before”, “take one’s stand on the
side of” is accompanied in Ex. VIIT 16; IX 13 by “35% This is
also the preposition used in Josh. XXIV 1, 1 Sam. X 19 (and
Prov. XXII 29), where an “implication of readiness for service”
is involved.*® Outside Job it is only in 2 Chr. XI and Zech. VI
that 2307, carrying the above mentioned meanings, is being
followed by °Y. Compare

2Ch XI13 —
D7122 901 POY I2XAM ONTYY 902 WR .. CUOM
against
Josh. XXIV 1 —
TYI2RT 1357 128N L LU 9NY L 90 ANy RDONM;

Zech. VI g —  JTINT 9D IS 9P 23O’ MRS Dmwn mm

against
1 Sam. X 19 —CDY22W9 7 1309 12307 8L

The only instances attested, in early biblical literature, for 7y
following the root 23°/2%1 are in the Niph‘al — not the Hithpa'el
— con/ugation. 7} 233 meaning “Stand by (lit. over ...) esp. of
persons standing about a superior, as servants or courtiers . . . of

’ 32

persons surrounding a judge ...of ’s heavenly ministers”*? is
indeed characteristic of classical BH, as manifested in the book of
Genesis and other pre-exilic compositions.

* BDB, pp. 29; 30; 260.

= Most’ r}eXZent(;;' }I\H SNAITH has drawn attention to this fact (The book of
Job, its Origin and Purpose, London 1968, p. 5, n. 6).

“ The definitions are taken from BDB, s.v. 28}, p. 426. )

* Numbe ¢ XXIIL 3 (13) 0% % (72) 23300; Hab IT 1 M0 2p A2¥08Y; P,
XXXV 5 21 82 797 7y 330 are all cases of “Y loc.” —not “9Y pers.” — and
therefore are irrelevant to our discussion.

s BDB, s.v. %y 6c, p. 756. v
®Ci ’for instanéc Gen. XVIII 2 15y D'ay: Drwan av9®; Gen. XLV 1
')

119y 0¥ 50% PENNANY A0V T2 R MY MY is also found in similar contexts
ZEDB., ¢p. cit.y. Ci, for insiance, Gen. XVIII § 22y Iy 1M, Jud. III 19
119y 22730 93 IR¥1). Both roots are found in parallelism in Ex. XVIIT 13-14



?Y 231 of Job thus is not just a stylistic variant of accepted
pre-exilic phrasaeology (where either 392 23N or %Y 333 are
used). 7Y 2X'N1 is an idiom whose late character is attested by
2 Ch. XTI 13 and Zech VI 53¢

Job I 18: 7Y -+ Participle

T = “while”, followed by a present participle, is exceedingly
rare in BH: it is found once in Neh. VII 3 — Y on )
P27 19'2%) and another time in Job I 18 —T3TR M )
82 7M).% In classical BH it is T — not T} — which serves in such
contexts.® However, 7Y +pres. part. (or adj.) is a standard
Aramaic expression which renders, in the Aramaic translations,
the Heb. 7'} +pres. part. (or adj), thus illustrating the correspon-
dance between ‘“‘the Aram. 7Y construction” on the one hand, and
“the BH 7'Y construction” on the other. Compare:

1 Kings I 42 — B2 .INI M — 3T uTy

Aram. Targ. — RON .. J030 8 — 5980 8T Ty

Syr. — ROR ...1N3 8M — 9900 M T w
Gen. XXV 6 — n UNPI 123 phye SYm Bnowm
Onk. — DY NWT TP M pnE Spp pamows
Syr. — MM TP 73 PRDW MY PN 9T
2 Sam. XIT 22 — MIINTRY — M TN Tpa
Aram. Targ. — SDT2Y DY — DY) 8haNT Y.

The Aramaic construction, substituting 7Y for Y, is attested
in MH as well. Like Targumic Aramaic, which employs ... T 7Y
= “while” with pres. part. (or adj.), MH resorts to...¥ .

119) 283 DY S L Awn Sy oyt e, In judicial contexts, 3¥3/3%" (Ps. LXXXII
1) and T2 (1 Kings XXII 19) may denote — beside “stand” - “participate as a
member” in tie court. This is suggested in particular by the Accadian parallel
uzuzzu; cf. Far. cross, “The Council of Yahweh in Second Isaiah”, JNES XII,
1953, Pp. 274-5, N. 3.

* The late Prof. KUTSCHER called my attention to MH 9y D' pna (Cf. E. BEN-
IEHUDA, Thesawrus . . . XII, p. 5018), which may elucidate the preference for
%Y in LBH.

® BDB, s.v. 111 W, 11 2c, p. 725.

* This normal expression is used twice in Job T 16, 17 82 71y — "2 v My,
Ci. Supra, n. 2:.

“ For the same construction with the same root — (N)327 1/13MY — Cf. Gen.
XXIX 9; 1 Kings I 22; 2 Kings VI 33. All of these are rendered, in the Aram.
Targumim and the Syriac, by R9PR/9(0)%n () 'n/(R)1A(T) Ty,
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Compare:
Mech. Beshall. (Ex. XIII 22)
MPIY WRT TP I — NP 1N Ty Ty
Ibid. (Ex. XVI 6)
C2ON DINDD 7772p7— C2YMRN2 0w CONY L}‘

Cart. Rabbati (Can. 1V 8)
DONN NN SNYHP-_DYIZ BYRZ PPIDY DONY Y.

The characteristically post-biblical nature of this...¥ 7Y,
meaning “while”, is further attested by the formally identical
expression of MH . . . ¥ 7Y meaning “before, prior to, in place of,
instead”; *® for instance,

M. Neg. X 1 — AP D T3 — PN DY U TY
M. Nid. VI 14 —
mnpyan _R upMm IR DR BUIPNn CﬂSL‘/’T_},‘
Yer. Suk. V1 —
DYTIT AR 2929112 — B33 D8 w230 Ny 1Y

B. Bab. Bat. 183 —
A hin ks’ fivie i Fa CoUREN '\‘?'l'\ﬂ elninte ¥9 '\TJR:{__ NRY IZ

Compare also:
Mech. Mishp. (Ex. XXIII 1)

MY TONT W PN R TP — LT T RS
against
Is. VIT 16
AN 2PN — . pIT YT oobl,

where the same MH 7)) +part. is again preferred in post-biblical
literature; this time replacing another old biblical idiom — E7t23.

We may, therefore, conclude:

(1) the active and wide-spread employment of parallel forms i.n
Aramaic and MH, using the same 7Y construction, make it
unnecessary and unjustifiable to “correct” the punctuation of
Job I 18 7Y into 'I}:’, as suggested repeatedly by many com-
mentators.3?

% Note that in “Jewish Aramaic” as well...T T} covers both BH Ty and

7 7Y means “wihrend . .. bis ... ehe”; cf. G. DALMAN, Aramdisch-
new 3 ch, Fi 3 i 6. See also:
neuhebriisches Handworterbuch, Frankfurt a. Main 1922, p. 306. S

Is. LXV 24 PRWR ’J;n — 0193 0 MY, AR IRI-YD IRTDY DB mm

s 1w 13Ty wan,
Num. XTI 33 Loomanaan nn3Y o an “’ 1 ._1_2 A
@ Cf., for instance, H. GRAETZ, “Verwechselung der Partikeln ?Y mit 7Y ...un
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(2) its evistence in MH and Neh., and its total absence from stan-
dard BH, where classical Y is used instead, further indicates
the lateness of the phenomenon under investigation. Conse-
quently the penetration of the non-classical T3 - pres. part. into

the Prose Tale of Job is to be considered an Imprint of post-
classical Hebrew.

JobIr: W) s
The opening formula un < N O —ejther cemmencing

a new book or a new scene —- serves in pre-exilic narratives as a
classical introduction for presenting the person (¥%) around
whom the story is going to be centered. Cf.

Jud. X111 : — 130 men

STPIED TN WS N
Jud. XVII 1 —

WM MW oveN n BN Y
1Sam 1 — TRV Y L EvAm TN B A
I Sam IX 1 — VAR ald | vcn UOR .

In contradistinction to the above, a quite different formula is
employed in Esther IT S, where (a) the order of the words is

reversed; (b) the Waw consecutive form is discarded and replaced
by the regula- past form m1:

Est. IT 5 — 2T MY el R Ietht DN

It was correctly noted, that the preference for this new ex-
pression in Esther is but one of a whole series of linguistic neo-
logisms, “indicating the forthcoming Mishnaic Hebrew”*0 As is
well known, the complicated system of the consecutive tenses has
been completely discarded in MH.*' This revolutionary develop-
ment affected the whole grammatical and syntactical structure of
the Hebrew language, and its traces are to be found in LBH and

Qumran Hebrew as well *2 Thus, the emergence of the new open-

W mit MY MCWT XXX, 1881, pp. 2:3-5. GRAETZ failing to take into considera-
tion Aram. and MH, concluded that 7Y =“While”, “ist grundfalsch” and, as a result,
“corrected” the pertinent biblical examples of 1Y into 7%,

A, BENDAVID, op. cit. (Supra, n. 17}, pp. 61-62.

“' MLH. SEGAL, A Grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew, Oxford 1927 [1958], § ro4, P 54.

*Cf. A. kropaT, Die Syntax des Autors der Chronik, Giessen 1909 [= BZAW
XVII, p. 22; Ev. RUTSCHER, The Languege . . . of the Isaiah Scroll, Jerusalem 1959,
P- 269 [in Hebrew’.
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ing M1 ¥ in Est IT 5, which approaches the.prevalentlopefnmi
... M/ 9IR/EP WIND TN ete. recorded in the Pa iztn;z;
Talmud, is a by-product of that comprehensive process. . 'e
lack of mastery of LBH writers in the use of the out-dated ’h. 1}?
further manifested by a great many of te:mporal sentencei:,’:v ic
in post-exilic literature signiﬁcan?ly omit the prefixed 1M pre-
valent in classical BH. Thus, for instance,

i XXII 3 — .
2 Kings ’ LR L 0T W aawey manea pRkS

against
2 Ch. XXXIV 8§ —

il g il ol WY M nawxy >

? 2% M230 N
1 Kings VIIT 54 — ...29500% Mn i

inst
Ck \?fglalxns ...9%n005 Sy Mvoyy >
2 L. _—

The MW (%) ... ¥R formula is found in the Bible, beside
Esther, only at the beginning of Job:
JobIx DWW 2PN

P PIND M R

Here the lack of 1" has often been in?erpreted as b'ein? dufe
to the tendency of *1" to denote continuity of happenmgi t(c]
JoshIr; JudI1; 1 Sam I 1; 2 Sam I 1) rather than C(f)m}[: e eesi
new events. Since Job is not linked in conter?ts'to any of the p;
ceding compositions, it was claimed that this is the reas.ortx ?\rrleg
the author avoided ™. The commentators furlthef n;?;:luw
that the Nathan Story in 2 Sam. XII 1 DR 32 Iﬂ = X
PRI MR PP IR proves the sequence f)f Job 1 ﬂ. v N' to i‘
classical.** However, these explanations miss tbe ba51_c .p01{1tst}(l)e
the issue: (I) it is not an isolated “*1/7%7 and its po.smon (1jn ¢
sentence that needs clarification, but rather a certa.m_“ﬁjxe+ ;?N
stereotyped formula which consists of three elements: %

“*The disuse of biblical *7"Y also underlies the.other t?'pes oIf ?D;?’lnfioillzrlrf;l}
in the Tosephta and Bab. Talmud (BENDAVID, 0p. c‘zt. [Supra, n. 7‘;* srﬁ«n)
int (iy -mx[: neyn . W MR DIND PYD (against .. . TR W 2),‘ o
“ Cf. s.r. DRIVE;Z, op. cit. (Supra, n. 1), pp. 538 (n. 37),85060@.31;0 ;ROPAT:
Notes on...the Books of Samuel®, Oxford 1913[1960], p. 148. R
i n. 42), pp. 2-23.
op.‘:lct.f.,(?grpric:;stan(i},)DRII)\"ER—GRAY, op. ¢t. (Supra, n. g), Part 11, p. 1.
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-.F C¥; *® (II) The classical pattern of this formulaic introduc-
tion, as manifested in pre-exilic literature, is Y1 ... N -
.(II.I) The non-classical construction PO LM e WhiC}’l
is in accord with linguistic developments characteristic of post-
exilic Hebrew — is found, outside Job, only in the late book of
Esther. It would thus appear, that Est. IT 5 and Job I 1 — both
avoiding the formalized opening ™ in their peculiar formulation
of the classical model 121 . w8 S — reflect the same linguis-
tic background; that of LBH.

III1

The story of Job may well have been known among the Israelites
long before the sixth century B.C.E.| as suggested particularly in
the light of the ancient Near Eastern records: *7 the ‘“Babylonian
Job” (Ludlul bél némeqi) provides us with a parallel to the story
of Job, while other sources atiest to the antiquity of the name of
Job among the West Semites througkout the second Millenium
B.C.E. — fram the Egyptian Execration Texts ('ybm), via the
Alalakh Letters (A-ia-bu/i) to the Amarna Tablets (:&-ia-ab).“8
That t-he figure of Job was indeed considered by the Israelites as
belonging to primeval times is clear from biblical sources as well.
‘I‘g Ef9 XIV 14 Job is mentioned in one breath with M3 and
/RIT,* two non-Israelite heroes, the far off adventures of whom
are well-known to us from the Mesopotamian literature (Ut
Napis,i'ztim the hero of the flood story) and the Ugaritic epos
(Dan’il the righteous judge). Needless to say, such an exegesis

* Besides, as fa W i i i i
clreads in biblica tmes. The aptionl thaiee o 1) by s 1y eeaa connolation
tr;s‘ti'uc;;z/heoinhthfe: case of Esthex:: on the one hznd, the book opens in I 1 witﬁ
fouo;vs‘ h 51 ts}gherhha; nothing to do in conte_nts with_ any of the books it
; ’S; on the other hand, the book of Esther avoids '1'Y in II 5 thcugh we are
right in the middle of the plot. The conclusion seems inevitable: the usebor disuse

of the introductory 'M"1 is not necessarily indicati i i
] i S y indicative of the text’s { -
ship with the surrounding compositions. rarrative relation
47 : '
. C'f., for instance, M. poPE, Job [ =Anchor Bible], 1963, p. XXXV.

W.F. ALBRIGET, JAOS LXXIV, 1954, pp. 225226 B. MAISLER, Tarbiz XIII,
1941-2, p. 72. 1’>r0bably Hayabum of the Mari Letters reflect the same name; Cf.,
ALBRIGHT, 0p. cit. and H.B. HUFFMON, £morite Personal Names . . ., Baltmore 1965
pp. 103; 161. ’ )

“Cf. s. sPIEGEL, “Noah, Danel and Job”, L. Ginzb ] 7olu i
section, New Yo tore pl; ronel an » L. Ginzberg Jubilee Volume, English
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finds support in the “Patriarchal colouring” which characterizes
the prose framework of Job. This is noticeable, infer alia, in
idioms and phrasaeology encountered elsewhere, ir biblical litera-
ture, only in connection with personalities mentioned in the Penta-
teuch.”® Sarna’s conclusion, that an “epic substratum” is pre-
served in the Prose Tale of Job, also relies on the occurrence of
idioms which are ascribed to a language of remote antiquity.”
However, all this does not imply that the prose narrative, in
its extant version, is necessarily old.”*> As was emphasised long
ago, “it is a mistake to infer the age of the writer from the cir-
cumstances of the kero of the bhook.” We have to consider the
possibility, that it may be only the writer who “intends us to
think of Job as living” in the Patriarchal age.” That is to say,
we may actually be dealing not with an archaic but rather with
an archaizing language. Another possible explanation of the ex-
istence of old linguistic elements could be, of course, that (some
of) the material in the Prose Tale is indeed old, its final form
being shaped, however, in a late period.™ Be that as it may, we
ought rot to be mislead by these seeming archaisms. This is true

®Amep a0 AT2Y 00 pIwy IR (See the commentaries)

5L SARNA, 0p cit. (Supra, n. 5). The interpretation which links Job with the
background of the Pentateuch was already adopted — and further developed — in
Rabbinic Literature, in the early Bible Translations and in the Apocryphal Litera-
ture: in 3ab. Baba Bathra 14b we find the view that “Moses wrote his own book
and the portion of Balaam [Num. XXII-XXIV] and Job” (taough other Rabbis
assume tiat “Job was among those who returned from the [Babylonian] Exile”
or “in the time of Ahasuerus [ibid., 15"; 15°]); In a certzin tradition of the
Peshitta the book of Job immediately follows the Pentateuch; the addition ap-
pended to the Septuagint of Job identifies 31'R® with 221! King of Edom, mentioned
in Gen. XXXVI 33, and so does the apocryphal composition “The Testament of
Job”. Ttis composition even claims that Job was married to Dina, Jacob’s daughter
(as do the Aramaic Targun to Job II 9 and other Rabbinic sources).

52 This is also sarRNA’s own view (orally).

% $R. DRIVER — G.R. GRAY, op. cit. (Supra, n. 9) p. LXVI. Sce also corpis, op.
cit. (Supra, n. 6), p. 164.

% Note that for our discussion it is irrelevant to decide whether the author “ein
schriltlich nicedergelegtes Volksbuch vorgdunden hat” or “er eine miindlich iiber-
lieferte, obwohl schon in ziemlich feste Form gebrachte Volkserzihlung iibernahm
oder verwertete”; Whether “cr die Erzihlung umgearbeitet, redigiert oder frei
gestaltet hat” or “sie ihm nur als aiisserer Ankniipfungspunkt fiir sein Gedicht
gedient oder ihn dazu inspiriert hat”; whether or not “die Rahmenerzihlung nicht
vom Dichter selbst mit seinem eigenen Werk verbunden, sondern erst spiter zu
diesem hinzugefligt worden sein” (these being the alternative explanations usually
suggested while analysing the book of Job: ¢ romrer, “Zur Vorgeschichte und
Komposizion des Buches Hiob”, VT VI, 1956, pp. 250-1; Cf. also m.H. ROWLY, “The
Book of Job and its Meaning”, BJRL XLI, 1958-9, p. 177).
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particularly at present, wken the current tendency :o push back
the date of biblical compositions is rather exaggerated, resulting
occasionally in uncritical consequences,

The conclusion seems therefore inevitable, that we are unable
to infer from old idioms and phrases, embodied in a given text,
definite ccnclusions as to the date of its author.> However, the
situation is different when we treat /ate linguistic elements. Such
elements co betray their actual background; and if they are not
few or sporadic — in which case their occurrence may be regarded
as purely incidental — they effectively date a given (ext."® [t is,
therefore, the existence of possible late elements which has to
be considered in the first place, while discussing the age of the
prose narrative of the biblical book ¢f Job as we have it

Above, it has been our purpose to show that the examples dis-
cussed are not merely deviations from the accepted standards of
classical BH. Neither are they problematic Aramaisms, whose
date is often undetermined. These deviations from standard
BH are duplicated in late Hebrew phrasaeology, both in biblical
and non-biklical sources. Their wide usage in the late sources ——
as well as their complete absence, in similar contexts, from early
biblical writings — is undeniable. Owing to the existence of a
considerable number of sych elements in the Prose Tale, there
seems to be no justification ejther for ignoring them altogether *7
or for claiming that their concentration in Job I-II; XLII 7-17
is a mere matter of chance. As far as can be judged from the
linguistic da‘a at our disposal, these non-classical idioms ought to
be explained as post-classical — namely, as imprints of late He-

®Cf., for instance, s. MOWINCKEL, “Zur Sprache der biblischen Psalmen”, ThL
LXXXI, 1956, p. 201: “das Vorhandensein von an sich alten ., . Vorstellungen und

Wendungen in ¢inem Gedicht nichts iiber die chronologische
beweist”.

*Cf. a. HURVITZ, 0p. cit. (Supra, n. 4), p. 231. Some of the linguistic pe-
culiarities discussed above involve the substituion of prepositions, and not of
words or roots. It must be emphasized that it is often the selection of preposi-
tions which indicates mastery of a laaguage and, therefore, deviations from clas-
sical usage in this regard should be given due corsideration.

S"“Apart from the reference to the Satan, there is scant ground for dating the

Prologue-Epilogue in the Post-exilic period” — y. POPE, op. cit. (Supra, n. 47),
p. XXXV,

Ansetzung desselben
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brew — thus making the final shaping of the extant Prose Tale
incompatible with a date prior to the Exile. )
This suggestion is, of course, not new. In fa»c.t, the book of Jo
as a whole “is by most held to be post—exi{ic”.”f Hmy{)ever, as far
as Job’s Prose Tale is concerned, it is not in spite of b.u.t rather
because of, its language that we consider it to be an exilic/post-

exilic product.

APPENDIX

. . , oh
Some other peculiar expressions employed in the Prose tl'al;:.) Lhm}t,
i Si v i in the main discussion
being definitely non-classical, were n.ot 1}1Cluded in : S
above since they do not seem to exist in post-exilic Hebrew. Tv
these will be mentioned here:

I. A common mourning practice in antiquit_\:’ was the pllac.mg ofh d\lTlIS;
(78}') upon the head. This practice is described in iet'zn} in ‘1]05 .
6, Ez. XXVII 30, Lam. II 10 and Job IT r2. However, it is on) }1]n J.ot
that tke root P71 = “throw” is employed in such a context.. tbff I:he
of putting dust on the head is nowhere else ex.pressed by this VP.,t He
usual phrase is... %Y1~ (DRIVER—GRiXY, op. cit. [supra,n. 9], rar 't.,
p. 15. In 2 Sam XIII 19 (7BN) Mp? is employed. Cf. also Lrgazlvjl‘c
(TP72%...798Y...) p¥Y — Text 67\"1f 14-16 [CH. GORDON, th,
p. 180]). To this excellent observation it may be a.dded, Fhat in the
Aramaic translations the parallel Aramaic (and Syfxac) expﬂress\lvolri (155
NI2Y MAN (Aram. 7127 = Heb. 271). Cf. the Syriac to ]oaTh.h ’I\: ,
Ez. XXVIT 30 and Lam 11 10 mentioned above as well as t‘o Neh. 41 I
(though, curiously enough, not in the case of Job IT 12). Complzirf a i?
the Hebrew text of 2 Sam XV 32 1WN7 7Y A9INY, whe‘re'the've_r : 1{)u :
is only implied, with the syriac and Tgrg. Jon,, wh‘erei‘xt is ‘eixl)lfélt% ex
pressec by means of F7: 71(%) ()12 v/N@" ZﬂD,:1 (Cf. a 507 arf.
Jon. to 1 Sam IV 12, 2 Sam I 2 and Syriac to 2 Sam XIII 19). “\’\ (i suo;y
gest, tkerefore, to regard the non-classical 19} 27 as a 'furth.er ,Ca,E:l;
(Cf. Supra, n. 24), resulting from the Aram. expression h‘t\)EjJE 2 IX.
Whether or not the writer of Job’s Prose Tale was mﬂuenc:&d --»} x._\_”
8; 10— which supplies the only biblical parallel f(?r [niakinliinil P t
used in Job II 12 (DRIVER-GRAY, ihid.) — the basic argum}e}nt 13f rtfe
affected. In creating the unique expression 18} 2771, the author o

n

* H.H, ROWLEY, 0p. cit. (Supra, n. s54), p. 197.
“ R. CORDIS, 0p. cit. (Supra, n. 6), p. 163.
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Prose Tale did two things: (1) he sharply deviated from the phraseo
ogy preya]ent in BH (with which, allegedly, he was thorough]ypfam
and which, certainly, he was eager to follow); (2) he strikingl
proached the phrasaeology prevalent in Aramaic. e

CONFLICTING VERSIONS OF
VALENTINIAN ESCHATOLOGY:
IRENAEUS’ TREATISE VS.

THE EXCERPTS FROM THEODOTUS *
ELAINE H. PAGELS

BarNarRD COLLEGE
NEw York, N.Y. 10027

.II. In Job XLII 8 the punishment imposed by God on Jcb’s friends
is str.angely referred to in terms of 7921 WY an idiom common in
classical BH, but invariably with a sErong negative connotation (‘“‘do -
a t.hin'g disgraceful according to Israel’s standard” — BDSB, p 61'0
E‘:llﬁ is, probably, why the Septuagint :akes 11921 1} ir; ];)b :s
23 .n-ll'/",’). The best explanation to reckon with the anomalous meanin,
1m[,')11ed by Job XLIT 8 seems to be supplied by Aram SJ‘?‘J‘- NI7p f
‘\:/'h.lCh indeed renders in the Aram. Targumim BH n%:ﬁ — ’m‘eans ‘both
disgrace” (=BH 11723) and “shame” (=BH 11?P). Thus Job XLII8
.CY 1923 My, being influenced by Aram. 83?D (Cf. Supra, n. 24)
means “to do shame to” (Cf. Gen. XXVI 29 ...0}) 71 .‘I"‘L: _ w
9 Y0 WY = “to do hurt to”)- SR

For more than a hundred years the Excerpts from Theodotus
(especially 42—6 5) and Irenaeus’ Treatise have served as primary
sources of Valentinian eschatology.! Since Dibelius’ article ap-
peared in 1908, discussion of Velentinian eschatology has fol-
lowed his premise that these two sources contain essentially the
same teaching, and may be derived from a common source.”
Dibelius makes this claim on the basis of observable parallels of
terminology and structure between the two passages.

Vet Dibelius (and those who have accepted his premise) has
failed to observe that in his major description of Valentinian
- eschatology — AH 1.7.1 — Irenaeus not only selectively omits
' essential points of Valentinian doctrine that are included in Theo-
~ dotus’ account (and even in other passages of his own treatise)
* but he also revises crucial terms and concepts so that — in effect
— he changes the whole theological conception. Critical exami-
nation of AH 1.7.11n comparison with both the Excerpts and other
passages of Irenaeus’ account (including those directly preceding
and following 1.7.1) indicate that Irenaeus offers in this passage
a highly polemical version of Valentinian eschatology. Specifical-
h other sources indicates that in 1.7.1:

If we are right in our interpretation of 19} P77 and 71723 7Y, then
tﬁe author of the Prose Tale may be denounced for his loss of “Sp:z;ch e-
fub%” for genuine classical BH — which is rather surprising for a %e
exilic writer. However, in order to advence the argume:tation fha;
these two Aramaisms are in fact post-classical — not just na-n-classical
— elements in BH, it would be desirable to follow one of two procedures:

}I{) To adduce parall.els for the Aramaisms under investigation from late
ebrew sources (which we were unable to reveal);
)

2) To evaluate these Aramaisms only after the lateness of the Prose
Tale _has been sstablished on grounds other than 993 Pt and 11223 Yy
(fqr instance, relying on the analysis carried out above, on pa;es 19~
30). Only after it has been agreed that the Prose Tal,e is written ?n
LBH, may, perhaps, these two Aramaisms be regarded as late. (“The
Chronological Significance of ‘Aramaisms’ in Biblical Hebrew,” .IE] 18

) ’

1968, pp. 234-403).

ly, comparative analysis wit

1. Trenaeus describes the relation of the elect to the rest of mankind

* The writer gratefully acknowledges conversations with Dean Cyril Richardson

of Union Theological Seminary.
1G. Henrict, Die Valentinians
g2; C. BARTI, Die Interpretotion
Gnosis (TU 37.3, 1911), 11f.; RO P.
of Alexendria (London, 1934), 22-28; F. SAGNARD,
Témoignage de Saint Irénée (Paris, 1947), 526-37.
2. DiseLius, Studien zur Geschichte der Valentinianer: Die Excerpta ex

Theodo'o und Irendus (ZNW, 1908), 230.

che Guosis und die heilige Schrift (Berlin, 1871),
des Neuen Testaments in der Valentinianischen
Casty, The Excerpta ex Theodoto of Clement
La Gnose Valentinienne et le



