it has undergone, nor will | offer an aesthetjc evaluation, My concern isto
understand its meaning — not necessarily the intention of the writer but
tke intention of the Slary, as expressed through its words and its structure,
that is, by its external architecture and internal tectonics.

The story serves as prologue to the book of Job; in it are formulated
the assumptions upon which the entire book is based and according to
which everything that follows s to be understood. Opinion ciffers as to
the relationship between the prologue and the body of the book; while my

In reverence and awe, ] dedicate this book to the sacred memory of
those of my own students and congregants who were among the six
million of our brothers and sisters, sons and daughters, martyred when
Satzn’s whirlwind came from the wilderness that was the West and struck
the four corners of the kouse of Judah, toppling it upon its inhabitants, [
offer this work to our teachers. in appreciation of the sacred service they
perform.

May our people, the Job of nations. likewise be blessed more at its
latter end than it was at jts beginning.

Jeruszlem,
Holocaust Remembrance Day. 5727

THE STORY OF JOB'S BEGINNING
(Job 1-2)

Scenes may be viewed as the firsy act of a play. Although brief and spar-
sely sketched, the five scenes succeed in establishing the dramatic situa-
tion from which al| that is contained in the book develops and proceeds:

Scene 1:1-5
Scene 11 1:6-12

Job's way of life and his fortune
The first dialogue between God and
Satan about Job

Job in the first phase of his trial

The second dialogue between God and
Satan about Job

Job in the second phase of his trial

Scene III  1:13-22
Scene IV 2:1-11

Scene V. 2:12-13 13:1]

The setting elternates between heaven and earth with more scenes tak-
ing place on earth: the opening and closing scenes take place on earth.
This alone Suggests that the aim of the story is to portray events here on
earth rather than those on high. Heavenly events serve only to reflect and
elucidate earthly ones, alternating with and responding to them,

adversity, the two heavenly scenes Serve to reveal to the reader what is
hidden from the players, namely, the transcendent backdrop to events on
earth; this in itself is indicative of the problem with which the book grap-




where they do not appear or speak, ther presence is felt through mention
and reference. It is with the relationship between these two protagonists,
God and Job, that the prologue is concerned, as is the entire book.

While God is certainly predominant in Job’s speech, thought and ac-
tion, for God, Job is a single and exclusive preoccupation, which indi-
cates that Job is in fact the focus of the prologue and that he alcne is
the hero of the story.

Scene [
(1:1-5)

This section presents Job's way of life and his fortune. Verses 1-2 are

biographical, giving information on Job's name, home, and family status.’

But they also raise two questions: how does the narrator come to know
these facts, and why does he mention them? As to the first, scholars agree
that the narrator did not invent Job. He was familiar with both the name
and the character, either as an historic personage or as a legendary figure
frem written or oral (radition, which he used in part as raw material for
his story. One of Ezekiel's prophecies (14:14, 20) lends support to the ac-
cepted view that in biblical times, at least at certain periods and in certain
circles, various legends which portrayed Job as the prototype of the per-
fectly upright man were widespread.! Indeed, the opening verse of the

I. Had Ezekiel's listeners known the fate of Job as our story — or its zncient source ~
tells it. the prophet could not have mentioned Job at all, Placing him alongside Daniel
énd Noah. Ezekiel clearly intends to“illustrate the doctrine of individual reward and
punishment and to dispel the people’s illusion tat the merit of the fathers will save the
children from retribution. “Though Noah. Daniel and Job were in it, as I live, says the
LorD God. they shall save neither son nor daughter: they shall save their own selves
alone by their righteousness™ (Ezekiel 14:20). In our tale. Job’s children do not sin.
taey are righteous, yet they do not save themselves. Moreover, the story tells us. Job,
though spared death, suffers serious affliction. Our Job., therefore, could not have ser
ved as proof of the doctrine that Ezekiel. in referring to him, wished to propagate, i.e.
that a man’s lot is determined by his deeds alone. Nor can we assume that the cir-
camstances of our story derive from Ezekiel's prophecy or from the same legend from
which the prophet drew: a Job saved by his virtue could hardly have served our
narrator’s purpose. There probably circulated many legends about the righteous Job
which told of the hero's lot in many and varied ways.
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story, as an examination of its structure will show, reinforces the assump-
tion that the original readers of the book were already acquainted with the
person cf Job. whose righteousness had won him such renown. As for the
second question, it would appear that the author’s purpose in mentioning
Job’s neme and abode is essentially informative — the “flight from
anonymity”,> which is frequently found in folk legends. especially with
reference to the main character.

But the commentator has also to consider whether such biographical
details. :n addition to their strictly formal function. serve another,
thematic purpose, which contributes more significantly to a proper un-
derstanding of the story. The peculiar structure of verse la proves that
they do.

A man there was in the land of Uz; PV VIND 07 U
Job was his name. Y 2ix
(1:1a)

A compzrison with the opening sentence of 1 Samuel demonstrates the

uniqueness of our verse:

There wes a man from Ramathaim- D°DIX DMNIT Y IR UK M
Zophim in the hili-country of Ephraim [ahgnisl, Sninta]
and his rame was Elkana ... MRYR v

(I Samuel 1:1)

The becok of Job, to quote David Yellin. “begins with a measured
verse consisting of three sho-t. two-word members. each containing three
syllables and penultimate siress. with the emphasis upon the word of
greatest importance: 17 W A man there was,’ The style thus becomes
light and vivid . ... The alternative 278 1 FIV FAR2 R *™ "There
was a man in the Land of Uz and his name was Job™ would have detract-
ed much from the movement and brevity™.?

These remarks on the style of the opemng verse are correct as far as
they go. dealing essentially with the aesthetic aspect of the style. But there
is more tc style than this. Siyle is also expressive. Not only the artistic
\'alug_vgf”th_e“\;cj];sehllas&to Ere'_mcet‘erxpi}}gd. but als meaning it cor :

the meaning it conveys:

2. See Y. Heinemann, 779383 277, Jerusalem 1054, p. 20.
3 KW Mpa. L Job, Jerusalem 1927, p. 1.
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it is not enough merely to note that, were the opening verse of Job parallel
to that of I Samuel, it would {ose “movement and brevity”. We should
also ask: Apart from the actual information conveyed, what is implied in
“A man there was. . . Job was his name” which is not implied in “There
was a man...and his name was Elkana™? )

To determine the meaning inherent in the peculiar structure of Job I:1
in contrast to that of I Samuel 1:1. we shall turn first to Zsther 2:5, which
is similar to our verse:

A Jew there was in Shushan the
fortress
and his name was Mordecai . . . . DT e

I W3R 1 I whK

The sentence indeed bears a likeness to our verse, though it is not
identical. What is expressed in Job in two sentences is exprzssed in Esther in
one. In Job — MW 21K “Job was his name”: an independent clause,
predicate and subject; in Esther — 377 1w “and his name was Mor-
decai”, part of a compound sentence, subject and predicate (as in I
Samuel 1:1 7IPYR MW “and his name was Elkana™). Thus the verse in
Esther begins like the one in Job, differently from that in I Samuel, and it
ends like the verse in 1 Samuel, differently from that in Job. As we have
seen, the identical beginnings in Job and Esther can be explained on
metric grounds (Yellin: the purpose is “to put the stress on the main
point™). But can the different endings of the two verses be likewise ac-
counted for, on aesthetic grounds alone? Eviderce to the contrary can be
seen in the occurrance of many clauses which are informationally and
structurally identical to the one in Job, for example:

A champion of the Philistine nimpn 0N WK KYM
forces stepped forward; DAY YD
Goliath was his name, of Gath nan Y niv;
(I Samuel 17:4)

The text does not read “And his name was Goliath of Gath™ [y
n n*9al. Similarly “Nabal was his name (521 mw] (I Samuel
25:25); “A man from the hill-country of Ephraim, Sheba the son of
Bichri is his name” (19w *133 13 ¥2w 0MoR 0 wr| (11 Samuel 20:21);
“A son is to be born to the House of David, Josiah [will be] his name”
[ow W T neat o 12 man) Kings 13:2); and finelly, a sentence
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which recurs several times in the Bible, Mww 'n “The LoRD is His
name” (Exodus 15:3; Jeremiah 33:2; Amos 5:8, 9:6). Identical structure
€xpresses identical meaning. What, then, is the implicit meaning of a sen-
tence which, in naming someone, makes the name, the predicate, precede
the sukject, MW “his name”?

The answer must be prefaced by a syntactical note. In clauses such as
these, known as nominal clauses, the standard order 18 subject-predicate,
e.g. “The LoRrD is our king” [9%n ' (Isaiah 33:22); “the season is
rainy” [0°pW3 nyim) (Ezra 10:13); “I am a few men” [1oon nn Ny
(Genesis 34:30); “your heart is not with me” [Pnx px 729 (Judges
16:15); “his name was Elkana” [7175% W (F Samuel 1:1); “his name
was Mordecai” [*37 ) (Esther 2:5); etc. In our verse, however,
“Job was his name” 1w VK], as in other similar verses — “the LORD is
his name”, “Goliath was his name”, “Zemach wil be his name”
(Zachariah 6:12) — and nominal clauses of other types, e.g. “for dust
you are” [ANR 10y *3] (Genesis 3:19); “my sister are you” [PDX *ninx|]
(Genesis 12:13); “truly my bone and flesh are you™ [7nx ™wm MY IR]
(Genesis 29:14), etc., the regular order of nominal clauses is reversed.
Why? It is immediately apparent that the effect of the inversion is to
emphasize the predicate: nx "R — “you are my sister” (not my wife);
ANR 9BY %3 — “you are duss” (nothing more); anR MM MWIY — “‘you
are my bone and flesh” (not a stranger),

The anomalous placing of the proper name before the subject in “Job
was his name”, “Zemach will be his name” etc., indicates a deliberate ef-
fort to highlight the name. It is the emotional impact alone which dis-
tinguishes sentences like “and his name was Elkana” and “and his name
was Mordecai” from ““the Lorp is His name” and “Job was his name”,
The first type simply imparts information concerning the man in ques-
tion; the second type is intended not merely — if, indeed, at all — to im-
part information, but rather to convey something more, or something
other, than that which would have been expressed had the name appeared
in its usual position. By saying of her husband, “Nabal is his name”,
Abigail is certainly not trying to tell David her husband’s name — David
already knows it — but rather to draw to David’s attention the meaning
of the name Nabal, “churlishness”, for she gO€s on to say: MYy avan —
“churlishness is with him”. Such emphasis on a word is an indication that
what is being conveyed is its full and precise significance, especially when
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1.1

the word is a proper name whose original, root meaning has been forgot-
ten or at least neglected in conventional. everyday speech.

Such is evidently the case with 1mw a ("the Lorp is His name™). It
can hardly be presumed that the sentence is intended to inform us of
God's name. This would be meaningless in context: what could be the
point of such a sentence as “*The LORD is a mzn of war, the LoRD is
His name” (Exodus 15:3)? Our assumption, namely, tha: emphasizing
the name by placing it at the beginning of the sentence serves to call aiten-
tion to its etymology, rests on structural evidence ("MW ' and not ’n DY)
as well as contextual evidence. The Tetragrammaton is stressed so that its
root meaning — "7 “to be” as explained in Exodus 3:14 — may be un-
derstood; that is, to say of God ““as His name is, so He is™ (cf. Abigail's
words about Nabal, above): Being, here, being with us (Rosenzweig-
Buber).

As for the hero’s name. 21X or Job. it has often been suggested (even in
critical scholarship) that it is symbolic. teing a passive form of the verb
'R “to hate™, and its meaning is “one who is hated”, “one who has
enemies” (just as from the verb 15 “to bear”. the noun 7' means “one
wha is born™, “*a child”).* Indeed. Job's words 72 2R% 212wRN1 “You con-
sider me Your enemy ™" (13:24) do contain a play on words 2R (Job)/2MX
(“eremy™), as shown by the Midrash: “Said Job to God: Master of the
Universe! Have You confused Iyyob (218, Job) with Oyeb (enemy)?”
(Taimud Bab., Baba Baira 16a). But Job is not Heaven’s enemy, nor
does he make Heaven his enemy, neither in our story nor in the rest of the
boog, and it is unlikely that the author. if he chose a symbclic name for
his hero. would have chosen one that contradicts the story. We should
rathzr expect him to choose one that reflects the hero's character. or
his fate. or the lesson to be learned from his life.

But accenting the etymological root of the name is only one of the
possible roles of sentences of the type 1w 21N, Another possibility re-

4. Tte first to interpret the name Job in this manner was R, Zzrachya of 3arcelona (late
13th century) in his comnentary on Job (published by L. Scawarz in WuR mpn. Berlin
1898. p. 169, a collection of commentaries on Job). Most recently this same interpreta-
tion has been supported by N. H. Tur-Sinai (2R 19T, Tel Aviv 1954; also ”21R” in:
MR PINSRRIN, L Jerusalem 1950, p. 244),
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mains: that, as in our case, the stress on the name indicates a certain per-
son, one of many bearing that name, a person with whom the reader is
particularly acquainted. Such is the case in the sentence n*ab T 12 Man
W APWR® MT “a son is to be born to the House of David. Josiah his
name” (I Kings 13:2). Here the phrase 1w 1wR> “Josiah [will be] his
name” sounds completely different from the alternative Y1'WN> 1wy “and
his name [will be] Josiah. I: does not merely offer information as to the
name of the scion to be born, any more than the sentence ¥ '3 “the Lorp
is His name™ offers information as to the name of God. But neither does
it — unlike the phrase ¥ '3 “the LorD is His name™ -~ emphasize the
etymology of the name. Whoever made the statement W YTPWR> “Josiah
will be his name” was referring to the Josiah told of in II Kings 23. By
emphasizing the name, he indicates that this scion, whose birth to the
house of David is foretold, is the very same Josiah who is to gain renown
by destroying the high places. Similarly, when Joab tells ‘he wise woman
“A man from the hill-country of Ephraim, Sheba the sor. of Bichri is his
name, has rebelled against King David”. he obviously does not intend to
inform the woman of the rebel’s name. which evervone already knew. but
to say tha: it is this particular and well-known individual who is wanted.
The same holds for Goliath in the sentence MW N°%1 “Goliath is his
name” (I Samuel 17:4), which means Goliath, the infamous, the well-
known.

Now. if we recall that Job. too, was a common name, as evidenced by
its appearance in a pre-Hebrew form in ancient Near Eastern
archeological finds (Middle Bronze Age), it is logical to conclude that the
author, wishing to refer to this particular Job, famous in some connection,
used the introductory formula @ 2% “Job was his name™ instead of
AR IDWY “and his name was Job™, so as to draw the reader’s attention to
this one among the many beaers of the name Job. Moreover, bearing in
mind that legends about Job the righteous were current prior to our story,
we may conclude that the order of the words in the opening verse serves
to single out this specific, famous, righteous Job.

P 7I¥32 “In the land of Uz”: While we may conclude from the struc-
ture of the opening sentence that the name of the protagonist is borrowed
from another source, we shal. see that the name of his country is im-
aginary and original to this story. It is commonly accepted that the por-
trayal of Job as a non-Jew is explained by his prominent role in the an-
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ent legend.’ In the prophecy of Ezexiel (Chapter 14), Job is likewise
"depicted as a non-Jew to be compared with Noah and Daniel, alongside
whom he is mentioned. The fact tha: the narrator assigned to Job a
dwelling-place in a foreign land can be explained as a “flight from
snonymity” (see above, p. 17), but the choice of the Land of Uz demands
explanation, as does the fact that this is not a city but a country.
There are a number of traditions as to the location of Job’s place of
residence, but they alt relate to two principal regions: either Hauran, to
the northeast, in the territory of Aram, east of the Jordan river, or zlse in
the south, on the borders of Edom and Arabia. In the Bible there is no
conclusive evidence as to the exact geographical location of *the Land
of Uz”; apart from our verse, “the Land of Uz’ appears only in poetry —
Lamentations 4:21 and Jeremiah 25:20, and in both cases the ancient
Versions do not refer to “the Land of Uz”. In Lamentations, Uz is the
dwelling-place of Edom; in Jeremiah, it is mentioned before Philistia and

5. According to A. Cshana in his commentary on Job (pp. 22-23), and M. H. Segal
(x7ppN X1In, Jerusdlem 1964, p. 635), the reason for portraying Job as a Gentile is
apologetic, namely, that one who ponders the attributes of God and questions His
righteousness could not possibly be a Jew. But this exptanation is clearly untenable.
For the conceptual structure of the story is based on the perception of Job as
“blameless and upright, one who fears God and shuns evil™; it is further said of him
“here is no one like him on earth”. Hg is the ideal religious figure. The stability of the
structure would be undermined were the architect to perceive Job's doubts as even the
slightest flaw in the perfection of his faith and therefore to portray him as a non-Jew,
going out of his way to do so. To portray a non-Jew as the prototype of one who fears
God and fears sin would seem to imply an explanation opposite tc that given by Segal
and Cahana. The protagonist of the story is represented as a Gentile and nota Jew in
order to teach that perfect fear of heaven is not solely the possession of the Jews. God
calls Job “My servant™ like whom there is no one on earth, even though he belongs to
another people.' And indeed, to illustrate this universal viewpoint on the religious ap-
praisal of man, Job is mentioned alongside Noah and Daniel in the prophecy of
Ezekiel. These three men, who are not Jews, and not three others, who are, ars presen-
ted by the prophet as examples of righteous men, in order that we might realize that in
the eyes of God, affiliation with the Jewish people is not the deciding factor. This uni-
versalistic idea is clear in the prophecy of Ezekiel. Bu: the concem of the story of Job
is to show the reacuon of the perfectly righteous man to the occurrences which affront
the belief in divinz iustice, and not to teach the universality of the fear of God.
Therefore it would appear that this is not the intention of the narrator in portraying his
protagonist as a non-Jew.

22

Edom, 5ut in this instance its authenticity is doubtful. Uz also appears as
a personal name in genealogical records; here, too, are reflected the two
traditional possibilities: Uz is a descendant of Seir (in Edom, see Genesis
36:21, 28; II Chronicles 1:42) or Aram (Genesis 10:23; 22:21; I Chroni-
cles 1:17). In any case, the “Land of Uz” is located east of the Jordan
River, as implied by the statement that Job was “greater than all the peo-
ple of the East” (1:3). The “people of the East”” mentioned here were the
desert tribes who lived in the Syrian desert, east of Ammon, Moab anu
Seir. in an area extending north to Mesopotamia and south beyond
Arabia Petraea and Arabia Felix.

Why, then, did the narrator choose the Land of Uz? And furthermore,
if the Land of Uz is Edom, why did he not call the place by its politically
acceptable, geographical, “official” appellation — Edom — or by its syn-
onym — Seir? Or if the Land of Uz is Aram, why did he not call it
Aram? And why did he place Job not in a specific city, but in Uz, a land
appareatly called by its poetic name?

Evidently, the narrator chose the Land of Uz, that is, a country and
not a dty, and specifically Uz and not any other land, because this name
best suited his purpose. The name must have evoked the associations
most zppropriate to the narrator’s intention. In order to discover the
meaning implicit in the name “the Land of Uz” one must attempt t6 un-
cover the associative capzcity of the name Uz. One of the primary factors
of association — especially in the Bible — is the aural effect, and the
etymology based on it. Thus we must first explore the possibility that the
principal association in the use of M1¥ YR “the Land of Uz” in our story
is contained in the sound of the word P “Uz”, in particular, in a pop-
ular etymology based on its similarity to the word NY¥Y “council”,
“wisdom”. The term 1Y}, a leading concept in the Wisdom literature of
the Bible, has several times prompted the suggestion that “the Land of
Uz” as it appears here is to be interpreted in this connectiqn.® This may
be shawn to be the correct, or at least the probable, meaning of the namz
of Job’s homeland if it is corroborated not only by the context in which it
appears, but by the story in its totality — in other words, by every detail
of content and style.

6. Rashi; Maimonides, Guide to the Perlexed 111:2; R. Zerachya of Barcelona. See .
Derenbourg in Revue des Etudes Juives, 1 (1880), p. 3.
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And indeed, more than one detail in the story lends credence to the
above theory; viewed from this perspective. several details that are for-
raally organic but thematically superfluous, including the mention of “the
Land of Uz™ itself, take on a significance that :s organically consonant
with the theme of the story and even complements it. The following exam-
ples give a clear illustration:

1. The Land of Uz, according to Lamentations, is the home of Edom.
Both the name and genealogy of Eliphaz the Temanite, one of Job's three
friends. are associated with Edom (Genesis 36:10, 11, 15: I Chronicles
1:35, 36 and Genesis 36:11. Jeremiah 49:7, 20: Ezekiel 25:13; Amos
1:12: Obadiah 9). Edom and Teman are considered centers of wisdom in
the Bible (Jeremiah 49:7: Obadiah 8).

2. Job is described as “greater than all the people of the East™ (1:3).That
the greatness of “the people of the East” refers tc their wisdom can be un-
derstood from the verse “Solomon’s wisdom exceeded the wisdom of all
the people of the East™ (I Kings 5:10).

3. The conceptual starting-point of the story (and of the entire book) is
the world of Wisdom literature. The stery’s (and the book's) purpos: is to
dispute the conventional claims of Wisdom, and specifically that outlook
whose basic principle is expressed in the sentence 12 2 P13, the
rightecus man is blessed with good — material good, first and foremost.

From the above we may conclude with reasonable certainty that the
suggestion is correct: the narrator’s reason for choosing “the Land of
Uz™ as the home of Job. and the meaning expressed therein, is that “the
Land of Uz is Edom, the land of “Wisdom™, and in the name Uz is
echoed Wisdom’s concept of 73Y¥, “council”. The aim is to establisa that
Job. the archetype of he who fears Heaven and dreads sin, lived in the
world of Wisdom.

The attributes of the story’s protagonist, which in verse la are merely
implied by means of emotional, stylistic devices. receive explicit formula-
tion. both verbally and conceptually, in verse 1o and verses 2-3, further
supporting our conclusions as to the meaning of verse la. Verse 1b gives
a concrete illustration of what was stated or implied in the sentence “Job
was his name”, while verses 2-3 contain the application of verse 1b ac-
cording to verse la,since according to the teachings current in Uz, such a
man as is referred to, both implicitly and explicitly, in versz 1b must have,
as his lot in life, what is specified in verses 2-3.
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1:1-2

That man was blameless and upright: W OR RITT UORD )
he feared God and shunned evil. ataRate)] D'r_‘bg{ XM

(1:1b)

Job has four attributes as defined in the two couplets: 1) "wm or
“blameless and upright”; 2) ¥ 01 0% R “fearing God
and shunning evil™. The first couplet contains one-word expressions; in
the second, each expression consists of two words. The four expressions
are common terms in the doctrine of the Wisdom school: by defining Job
as possessing these four characteristics, the storyv defines him as having
those attributes which are desirable according to the Wisdom ideal. The
first two, “blameless and upright™, are a general description which is more
precisely stated in the second pair. Job was “blameless™. Innocence, in-
tegrity and not duplicity — this is the primary attribute upon which all
the other good qualities depend. BN “blameless™ refers to his character,
2w~ “upright”™ to his actions. He is upright in that he does not deviate
from the straight path, he does not follow crooked ways. These qualities
derive from the fear of God and are manifested in the shunning of evil
Fear of God in the Bible — with the exception of the book of Ecclesiastes
— is not just dread of God but the feeling of the religious experience (L
Heinemann). He who fears God is constantly aware that theie is ““an eye
that sees and an ear that hears™.

Seven sons and three daughters niia wivwy o3 nvaw it ey
were born to him.
(1:2)

Job’s righteousness was perfect and complete, hence his reward had to
be periect and complete. And so it was. He was blessed with happiness
and wealth: first of all with children, both sons and daughters. His sons
were seven, his daughters three — numbers which, as is well known. had
symbolic importance among the arcient Near Eastern peoples in general,
and in Israel in particular. Seven is considered a round number, a whole
{compare I Samuel 2:5: Ruth 4:15); likewise the number three indicates ¢
complete unit. Not only did Job have sons and daughters, but he had &
perfect number of them: thus the verse is telling us that Job's blessing was
complete. Moreover, the combined number of sons and daughters is alsc
indicative of perfect blessing, since the number ten is also perceived as a
perfect number.



1:3

Job’s material wealth was also complete:

His possessions were seven IRIDYR YW AMpn I

thousand sheep,

three thousand camels, 0%z >0 Ny

five hundred yoke of oxen, I3 NiRR Unm

ard five hundred she-asses, ninng nixn vam

ard a very great household IR 7P TN
(1:3a)

The total of each pair of animals is ten (3+7,5+5), a perfect number,
and each type in itsel’ comprises a perfect number. In other words, there
was nothing lacking, neither from any of the parts nor from the whole.
Furthermore, sheep and camels are usually the property of nomadic
tribes, whereas tillers of the land own oxen and asses. From this, too, we
may gather that Job’s fortune was consummate. In addition, he had 173y
XD 727 “a very great household”, that is, maaservants and maidser-
vants, who constituted a great intellectual as well as physical resource.
While of Isaac it is related that he had 127 772Y “a great household”
(Genesis 26:14), it is said of Job that he had a IX» 1737 7727 “a very great
household”, and the verse concludes:

so that this man was greater DIp32-%n Y3 Nang uhrd
than all the people of the East.

(1:3b)

According to the Targum and the majority of classical and modern com-
mentators, the meaning of ‘‘a very great household™ is that Job had abun-
dant property. This is the meaning in the parallel case of Isaac: “The man
became great, and grew greater and greater until he became very great”
(Genesis 26:13), where the context indicates that 1saac’s greatness was in
his wealth. Indeed, 977 “great” often denotes affiuence, as in the case of
Nabal (I Samuel 25:2), of Barzilay (II Samuel 19:33) anc of the Shun-
namite woman (I Kings 4:8). If this is the case here, then the phrase “so
that this man was greater than all the people of the East” resumes what

wes said earlier. However, it is not this interpretation — given b}' the
overwhelming majority of commentators — which is the carrect meaning
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of the verse, but rather, the less popular interpretation:” that the reference
is to greatness in wisdom. This idea is reinforced by the wording of the
sentence itself: a) Greatness is brought into the verse as an independent
entity; the syntactical construction of the verse implies that we are dealing
with something distinct from what was mentioned in the previous sen-
tence; b) The phrasing of the verse implies that it refers to wisdom: Job is
defined by comparison with “the people of the East”, and as we have
seen, the greatness of the “people of the East” lay in their wisdom (com-
pare I Kings 5:10). It does not say that Job was wiser “than all the people
of the East” but that he was “greater” than them, for the sentence wishes
to convey not only that he was wise, but that he was honored and respect-
ed by the people of the East, amongst whom it was surely a man of out-
standing wisdom that was considered great. Honorable social status is the
greatest blessing that a man can attain in this world.

That Job’s worldly riches are concomitant with his good qualities is
also clear from the number of each. The four good qualities described
above correspond to the four pairs of wordly riches: sons and daughters,
sheep and camels, oxen and asses, household, and greatness, in both
wisdom and status.

The first three verses that introduce the protagonist tell of Job's life
and fortune at the time of the story’s beginning, but they also hint at the
future. Careful examination of the wording reveals that what is to happen
is foretold at the outset. Concerning Job's familial bliss, we are told
“Seven sons and three daughters were born to him™ (verse 2). The full
significance of the verse is to be found not in its content but in its
wording, as emerges from a comparison between this verse and the
wording of another sentence in our book which likewise speaks of Job’s
Joy in his family: “He had also seven sons and three daughters™ (42:13).
The verse at the beginning of the story relates only that these children
were born to Job, and not that he had them, for the story proceeds to tell
of their death. Furthermore, with reference to Job's attributes, the story
tells us: “that man was (7°M) blameless and upright” (verse 1), while it is
with the words “that mar was (>™) greater etc.” that we learn about
Job’s material and social situation. Both "M and *1" indicate past events.

7. Rabbi Yosef Kimchi.
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Now, according to the conventional use of verb tenses in the Bible, if, at
the beginning of the story, the verb which is used as a predicate is in the
qatal (perfect) form, then the verb that follows will be used in the vayyig-
tol (converted imperfect) form, as in the example . . . MY M vmm
TUNT DX R “Now the serpent was the shrewdsst . . . and he said to the
woman” (Genesis 3:1); “He was (7°7) a mighty hunter . .. and the head
of his kingdom was (>nm) ... " (Genesis 10:9-10); *. .. the word of the
LoRD came (771) to Abram . .. and Abram said (ABX"1)” (Genesis 15:1-
2). According to this procedure, the wording here should have been “A
man there was (1°7 W°R) in the Land of Uz .. and the man was (>
WRM)ete.; not, as it stands, YR M, This anomaly has a significance
wiich derives from the precise meaning of the garal (perfect) form of the
verb as opposed to the vayyigrol (converted imperfect) form. Although
both indicate an action done in the past. the garai form also indicates that
the action was not an isolated one, nor an action that repeated itself
several times, but rather a permanent condition. The idea conveyed by the
unusual use of the verb tenses in the verse on Job’s personal charac-
teristics. and by the conventional verb usage in those verses which speak
of his wealth and honor, is that his character was consistent while his
wzalth and honor existed once but were lost., in other words. his material
and social status were but temporary. Hence our story’s beginning in-
timates at what will be revealed at its end.

His sons would go o feast, YR wy) 173 10t
each in his own home on his day; inb R nea
they would send to invite their DPDMR NWHY? IR YWY
three sisters -
to eat and drink with them. DRy ninYh PORY
(1:4)

What is referred to in general terms in the first two verses is described
in concrete terms in verses 4-5. These confirm and complement the earlier
pertrayal of Job's wealth and happiness. For the image now taking shape
shows the reader that this happiness lacked nothing. Not only was Job
blessed with sons and daughters, and with the privilege of seeing each of
them happily settled in his own home; he was also blessed in seeing
brotherly and sisterly affection abidinz among them. His children are
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always together;® Job, however, is absent. Job's happiness can be com-
plete cnly if his sons’ happiness is complete; therefore, when they gather
together, he is not present. Otherwise, his sons would no doubt take his
presence into account, and this consideration might inhibit their natural
Joy. Irdeed, making a point of Job's absence from the feasts not only
emphasizes his tact. but also indicates his confidence that his children wil
do no wrong. neither in word nor in deed. His absence is an important
detail, for not only does it shed light on what is to be related in verse 5,
but it elso enables us to uaderstand the events to come and the difficulties
that are to arise.

Verse 4 describes an idyllic situation in Job’s family: its function is to
illustrate his happiness. Verse 5 portrays Job's scrupulous fear of sin.
stressing that even in the midst of his greatest joy he was concerned with
serving God: its function is to illustrate his righteousness.

When the cycle of feast-days anwng vt DIPD 0D I
was complete,

Job sent to them and sanctified owIpn 2R nYwm
them,

and arose early in the morning 733 WM
and offered burnt offerings. nivy abym
cne for each of them; oy 7@075

(1:5a) ' '

In tke main clause of this complex sentence. the first two predicates
(MW" “sent” and QWIP™ “sanctified”) are verbs in the vayvigtol (convert-
ed imperfect) form; the last two (2°Wm “arose” and oym “offered”) are
in the gatal (perfect) form. This change of forms is not intended “to effect
some variation in style and put more life” into the sentence (Yellin). but
rather to express a change in aspect. The verbs that eppear in the garal
form express actions that occurred before those appearng in the vayyigtol
form. Therefore, the meaning of the sentence is: when the period of
feasting had passed, after the feast in the home of the seventh son ended
and before the next round commenced in the home of the first, Job rose up
early in the morning and offered burnt offerings, and afterwards he sent

8. All the verbs are in the qatal (perfect); see above on verse 3b.
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and sanctified them™, and summoned them. All this for what

for- Job thought, 21K MR D
erhaps my sons have sinned, "33 IRLA VPR
and 1272 God in their hearts.” 02372 0WI%R 1M

(1:5a)

Here, the verb 1212, literally “blessed”, has the opposite meaning, that
is, blasphemed, cursed, (see also 772 in verses 115 2:5, 9, and in I Kings
21:10, 13; Psalm 10:3). Critical commentators see in this usage of 712 a
later emendation in favor of euphemistic language; the traditional com-
mentators see it as a euphemism which was used in the criginal text out
of reverence for God. Examination of the story’s complex composition
reveals that in this case the received text (712 12932 373) is indeed the
original, and that the verb T3 serves in its two antithetical meanings, to
bless and to curse.

Job trusted his sons’ righteousness. He was confident that even during
a seven-day feast, their hearts merry with wine, they had not sinned. In
this, too, his joy was complete; he knew that his sons followed in his
footsteps. Yet this trust in his sons’ fear of sin did not lead to com-
placency. On the contrary, his reverence allowed for no respite in his ser-
vice of God. Job was innocent, but he was not naive; he was oh, not o"»n,
not unaware of the existence of evil. Even in his innocence he knew of the
ways of man, that “great is man's wickedness on earth, and every plan
devised by his mind is nothing but evil all the time” (Genesis 6:5).
But, although where the fear of God was concernzd he was strict with his
sons, he never had even the shadow of a doubt that they sinned in deesd or
even in word. His only apprehension was that they had sinned “in their
heart”, where man has no control. And even this was but a minute suspi-
cion: “it may be thal my sons have sinned”. It is odd that, on the one
hand Job’s apprehension should be so slight, and on the other, that his
fear concerned the greatest sin of all, blasphemy. But this detail, too,
seves to portray Job's conscientiousness and remarkable sense of
responsibility, to stress how seriously he took the service of God. Bring-
ing offerings to atone for his sons’ most hypothetical sin did not ease his
consctence. Not only did he bring offerings “one for each of them”, but he
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sacrificed them with the intention of atoning for the most serious sin of
all.

Thus Job did continually. omraba 2R Ay A

(1:5b)

The yigrol form of the verb expresses a repetitive action: this was his
regular habit. That Job’s meticulous piety is innate to his character is
demonstrated by the fact that in the first part of our siory, apart from the
sentence MW 21°KR (“Job was his name”), which is a parenthetical expres-
sion, i: is only in this last sentence describing his actions that Job’s name
appears. And, for no informative purpose, the name Job appears in three
consecutive clauses: “And Job sent”, ““for Job said”, “thus Job did”.

The episode related in verses 4-5 serves to ilustrate what was
previously only implied. In the first account, which simply states the facts,
Job’s righteousness is mentionec first and then the result of that
righteousness, its reward; in the narration which describes the facts, it is
first Job's circumstances in life that are depicted, and afterwards, as a sort
of explanation and Justification, his strict fear of God. This is the image
which concludes the first scene. Against the backdrop of Job’s absolute
righteousness we proceed to Scene I1.

Scene 11
(1:6-12)

One day, the sons of God

came to present themselves befors
the Lorb,
and Satan too came along with them.

(1:6)

DYIYRT "33 XY DI
Y agnab

D22 YT D) RiM

A moment ago, at the end of verse 5, we read “thus Job did con-
tinually (21 %> literally, “all the days™), and now, at the beginning of

.verse 6, we are told of what occurred “one day”, one of the days referred

to in &% 93 “all the days”, not in the Land of Uz but in heaven. We
were in the Land of Uz, watching Job arise at dawn in order to offer
sacrifices and to send for his children, and now we are in heaven watching
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10w “the sons of God came to present themselves before the Lorp™. At
the conclusion of tie earthly scene, Job stood alone on the stage; of his
children we heard only that they were summoned. At the opening of the
heavenly scene we see both the “sons of God" and the LorD. Of the
“sons of God™ it is clearly stated that they came; God’s presence is men-
tioned only indirectly. While it is implied that the “sons of God" stand at
attention before the LorD, we know nothing of God's position sxcept
for the inference that, in contr=st to the “sons of God”. God Himself is to
be perceived here as sitting. The scene before us is that of a divine
essembly. a concept that was widespread in the ancient Near East. In the
Ugaritic epic. and in Psalm 82 which it probably influenced, the assembly
is referred to as %% NIy “the assembly of God™. This heavenly scene
reproduces the scene on earth of a king seated on his throne surrounded
by his court: ministers. servants and subjects. In the Bible, this scene is
not merely mentioned. (see also [saiah 6). it is also depicted (I Kings 22:
19 and Daniel 7:9-10). The vision of Micaiah ben Yimla (I Kings 22) re-
sembles most closely the scene in our story: “I saw the LORD sitting on
His throne. and all the host of heaven standing by Him on His right and
cn His left™ (I Kings 22:19). The similarity of the two portrayals is
significant. but since we are interested not in :heir literary interdepen-
dence but in what our story represents, we have to focus rather on the
differences between the two scenes.

In the story of Micaiah ben Yimla, we read of o»wn 823 %3 “all the
host of Heaven™; in our story of the 0’1787 "12 “sons of God™. Much has
been written on the origin of this expression, on its earlier and later mean-
ings and those of its synonym DR "2 “sons of gods” (Psalm 29:1;
82:7).° In our case. the “sons of God™ are beings belonging to God's en-
tourage: they are called “sons™ of God in the same way that the members
o a prophetic band are called “sons™ of tire prophets (2X*217 °12) and
those wio belong to a company of gatekeepers, apothecaries, etc., are
called “'sons™ of gatekeepers (2IWn "33, Ezra 4:2) and “sons” of
apothecaries (0°N»7 0 "3, Nehemiah 3:8), etc. The “sons of God”, then,
are to be identified with those figures usually referred to in the Bible
as D"R"1 “messengers” (or “angels™. from the Greek word for

9. See M. D. Cassuto. "11*%¥ %2 ,D°5XG1) 2 09K 737 in: KPR ™IRIRIN, 1L
Jerusalem 1954, pp. 172-174.
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messerngers), or. in the story of Micaiah ben Yimla, as the “host of
Heaven™. If this is the case, why are they called by the unusual name
“sons of God™ and not by the more conventional QR “messengers”™
when in our story they come “to present themselves before the Lorp"?
Apparently because the literal meaning of IR s “agent”, “emissary”;
ueavenly beings in the Bible are called o73x5n only when they are spoken
of specifically as fulfilling a mission on behalf of God znd in our story the
019K 12 are not emissaries. But why does the appellaton used here differ
from its counterpart in I Kings 22, which offers so many parallels to our
story, and yet employs the expression DWW K3 “host of Heaven™? The
explanztion lies in the respective contexts of the two expressions. Each is
used as a function of different thematic consideratiors. The purpose of
the story of Micaiah ben Yimla would not be served in its entirety were
those wno stood before God ““on His right and on His left” called by the
name “sons of God”, and the effect or our story of Job would similarly be
lessened were those who came “to present themselves before the Lorp™
called the “host of Heaven™. In the expression “sons of God™ there is a
sense of intimacy, if individuality, that does not exist in the more general,
collectivz expression “host of Heaven™. This ditterence derives from the
distinct nature of each story. The description in the story of Micaiah ben
Yimla is intended to be a glorious, prophetic vision; the description in Job
is part of a story whose aspect is altogether more intimate. This distinc-
tion is conveyed also in the fact that in I Kings 22 God puts His question
to the entire “host of Heaven™, whereas in Job God turns to one of the in-
dividuals present and puts His question to him alone. Likewise. in 1 Kings
the question asked is to the point: here, the first question is purely formal.
Everything is determined by the ambience of the celestial scene, which
parailels that of the earlier scene on earth: this is the keyto understanding
the meaning and purpose of the two celestial scenes, and the names used
to denote the heavenly entourages.

It has been pointed out that the celestial scene in the story of Micaiah
ben Yimla is a reflection o" the events taking place on earth. God sits
upon His throne and all the host of heaven stand befors Him; on earth,
the two kings are on their tkrones “in a threshing floor in the entrance of
the gate of Samaria, the assembly of prophets standing and prophesying
before them™ (I Kings 22:1C). And the wind that steps forth from among
the “*host of heaven™ (verse 21) corresponds to Zedekiah ben Chenaanah
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among the prophets (verse 11).!” These parallels reveal Micaiah ben
Yimla's intention, namely, to indicate ironically that Zedzkiah ben
Chenaanah does indeed speak in God's name, but only as the tempting
spirit of falsehood. Likewise, in the description of the heavenly scene in
our story, one can discern the basic images that are present in the earthly
scene. At the close of the earthly scene, we saw Job meticulously serving
God; at the opening of the heavenly scene we see God defending Job’s
honor. On earth the sons of Job are summoned; in heaven thz “sons of
God” appear. Thus not only is the portrayal of the scene in hzaven jux-
taposed with that of the scene in the Land of Uz, thereby accentuating the
correlation between the two worlds, but in addition, the scenes are
described in parallel terms. This correlation is not simply aesthetic, it. is
also expressive, as is the description of the heavenly scene and the scene
in the gate of Samaria in I Kings 22.

One might counter the above view with the claim that the “Satan™ who
appears in the celestial scene (6b-12) has no parallel on earth. At first
sight this may appear to be true, but in fact the character of Satan in our story
does reflect one of the earthly events described previously. This becomes clear
when one examines the narrator’s use of the word “Satax”. It is not sufficient
to investigate the origin of Satan in ancient eastern mythology and contem-
porary folklore, or to discuss the role played by Satan or by similar figures in
the writings of pre-biblical civilizations, in post-biblical Jewish sources, or even
in other portions of the Bible itself, as scholars have usually done (in the course
of debate on the authenticity of Satan in our story). Although these elucida-
tions might shed light on matters outside the story, they do not pertain to the
story in question, nor do they revea the particular meaning with which our
author has invested the image of Satan. For zven were it to be proven that

Satan is not an original part of the story, he is nonetheless an iniegral part
of the story in its extant form. Whoever introduced the figure of Satan
into the story also endowed him with a specific meaning that is yet to be
discovered: this is the task of exegesis. Nonetheless, we must still in-
vestigate the linguistic origin of the name “Satan” znd inquire into the
origin of the concept and the additional biblical uszs of the image. In

order to make a precise and comprehensive examination, due attention

10. 1. L. Seeligmann, ~PDIRY 7oAn Yxwea mvam nvvadbe, Eretz Israel, 111,
Jerusalem 1954, p. 127,
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should be given to Satan’s speech and actions as they appear in the story,
as regards content, style and structure.

The word Jow occurs in the Bible as both noun and verb. Opinion dif-
fers as to whether the verb JOW is derived from the noun or the noun from
the verb, the verb being synonymous with DLW “tc hate”, “to speak evil
of ”.The use of the noun JOW in the Bible is not consistent. There are three
different usages, reflecting three stages in the semantic development of the
word:

1) Speaking of David, the Philistine princes say to Achish. “Let him not
go down with us to baitle. lest in the battle he be VWY (an adversary) to
us” (I Samuel 29:4); David says “What have I to do with you, you sons
of Zeruiah, that you should today be JOWY (an acversary) to me?” n
Samuel 29:13). Here TO® is not 2 proper noun, noris it an appellation or
an adjective, the bearer of which discharges a specifc function. Rather, it
is an indication of behavior or of a trait that leads to a certain type of
behavior. He who opposes is TOWY, the adversary of the opposed. And at
times the adversary is simply called JOW without the preposition 2, as
when Solomon sends word to Hiram “But now the Lorp my God has
given me rest on all sides, ¥ ¥p X1 Jow I’K so tnat there is neither ad-
versary nor evil hindrance” (I Kings 5:18). Here the word VW “adver-
sary” is used in conjunction with ¥ 30 “evil hindrance”, meaning opposi-
tion, trouble in general. Moreover, in the verse “The LORD stirred up
an adversary (Ju¥) to Solomen, Hadad the Edomite” (I Kings 11:14;
compare 23:25), the reference is to a political opponent, as it is in the
words of the psalmist “Set a wicked man (¥WM) over him; and let an ad-
versary (Jow) stand at his right hand” (Psalm 109:6); 10w is parallel to
¥@1, one who opposes justice. An angel, too, by opposing someone, may
become a JUW to that person, as can be inferred from the story of Balaam:

“The angel of the Lorp placed himself in his way oW as an adver-
sary”. Further on, the angel says to Balaam “It is I who came out Joub
as an adversary ... ” (Numbers 22:22, 32). From this usage we can also
deternine that the behavior indicated by the word JOW is not in itself ob-
jectively evil. Here, as in the other instances mentioned, the word 0w in-
dicates an attitude of opposition. occasional and transient, caused by
a specific, temporary situation.

2) In Zachariah we read: “He showed me Joshua the high priest
standing before the angel of the Lorp, and JOwR the adversary was
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standing at his right W0WY to thwart him. And the LorD said to the ad-
versary. ‘The LOoRD rebukes you, Jowa O adversary..."” (Zachariah
3:1-2). Here J0wn is the prosecutor, an officer in the employ of God. His
role is directly derived from his nature: to prosecute, to bring to justice. In
this vision, therefore, the word JOWN does not indicate a temporary state
but a permanent office; for this reason it is prefixed by the definite article.

3) “And 0w Satan arose against Israel and incited David ta number-

Israel” (I Chronicles 21:1). The precise meaning of the word 1OV as used
here becomes clear when one considers the corresponding verse in
Samuel “Again the anger of the LORD burned against Israel, and He in-
cited David against them, saying, ‘Go, number Israel and Judah’” (II
Samuel 24:1). In the Book of Sarruel it is God that incites David; in
Chronicles it is Satan. In Chronicles, unlike Zachariah and Job, the word
has no definite article; it is not a common noun but a proper noun,
denoting the heavenly being who incites and tempts human beings to sin
so that God will punish them. Hence a noun used to indicate a temporary
state of opposition became the term for an officz in heaven - the prosecutor
in the celestial court. From here we continue to the next and final stage,
where Satan is the proper name of a celestial personage who incites men
against God. The word 10® which we found in the third stage is used in
later demonology as well as in a few of the apocryphal works, and — es-
pecially — in the New Testament. Basically, this is also the concept of
the JUW as expressed in the baraitha:“He descends and leads men astray,
then ascends and moves God to anger” (Talmud Bab., Baba Batra 16a).

The author of our story uses the image of Satan as it is used in the vi-
sion of Zachariah, hence the.parallel use of the definite article. The con-
ceptual similarity is indicated by the fact that in Zachariah, the Satan
prosecutes, but his behavior and his opposition are not objectively evil: he
is the prosecutor, but not the informer, the diabolos, as the worc LW is
translated in the Septuagint (hence the Indo-European names: digble in
French, devil in English, Teufel in German). True, he “cpposes”, though
not in a spirit of malice, but rather because he meticulously clings to
justice, on the principle “Let justice be done though the heavens fall”. Af-
‘er all, Joshua the high priest (Zachariah 3) was in fact guilty: e was
dressed in garments covered with excrement, and he himself donned them
in his guilt. Satan did not garb him in foul clothes through an unjust ac-
cusation. The garments are removed when Goc forgives his sin: he is ac-
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quitied not through justice, but through mercy, through pardon, “for this
man is a brand plucked out of the fire” (Zachariah 3:2) — God grants
him immunity from prosecution. The same happers in the story of Job.
When Satan takes leave of God in order to destroy Job's possessions, and
later on to harm Job himself, it is on God's authority that he tests Job.
What he does may be evil from Job's point of view, but not from God’s,
for it is done with His sanction. When Satan argues against Job before
God, his opposition is perhaps that of a prosecutor, but it would be more
accu-ate to consider it as an expression of mistrust. Can it be said of
Satan in our story that his objections are a result of outright hatred? Is
not his hostility to Job. like his hostility to Joshua the high priest in
Zachariah, based on devotion to principle? Does he not merely insist on
the truth, and therefore suspect even the innocent, precisely because he
believes that there are no blameless men and that Job, therefore, cannot
be blameless either?

Th:s question has to »e answered. In fact, Satan’s very nature in our
story is an issue that requires clarification, since it involves a number of
unusual points. In the narrator's remarks on Satan, he conceals more
than he reveals. It is clear from the story that Satan is one of the “sons of
God™ He is, therefore, subordinate to God. At the same time, he dis-
agrees with God. And although God's view differs from that of Satan,
God does not oppose Sztan's suggestion but agrees to it without hesitz-
tion. The second time. he gives His full agreement immediately, even
though He has already proclaimec to Satan “You incited me against him
to destroy him without cause™ (2:3). Are God's words not surprising?
Perhaps Rabbi Yochanaa was correct in observing “Were it not written
in the Bible, it would be impossible to say: God is like a man whom
someone tries to incite and who is in the end incited” (Talmud Bab., Baba
Batra 16a). The author cf our narrative takes the same view of Satan as
Zachariah does: he regards Satan as the “leader of the opposition™ in the
celestial assembly. But while in Zachariah God rebukes Satan for oppos-
ing Him and Satan disappears, in Job God rebukes Satan for inciting Him
— and He is indeed incited — while at the same time allowing Himself tc
be incited yet again. What did the narrator see in his Satan? What role
did he assign him? Why did he portray the relationship between God and
Satan as one that contradicts the relationship between authority and sub-
ordination? These problems will not be resolved, nor will the nature of
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Satan in our story be determined, until we account for the use of the word
JOW. First, then, we have to explain why OV is used at all to refer to a
heavenly being.

As we have seen, the name JOW is related to a heavenly being even in
its original usage: in the story of Balaam, Ju® is used to indicate the
angel’s attitude of opposition to Balaam. The verse reads: “God's anger
was aroused at his going, so the angel of the Lorp placed him-
self in His way as an adversary” (Numbers 22:22). While
the subject of the first clause is God’s anger, the subject of the second is
the angel. The Jjuxiaposition of God and His angel is not unusual in
biblical narrative; for example, “And God heard the voice of the lad, and
tie angel of God called to Hagar® (Genesis 21:17); “God tested
Abraham ...and an angel of the Lorp called to him from heaven™
(Genesis 22:1, 11); “An angel of the Lorp appeared to him ... and
when the LORD saw that he turned aside to look ... ™ (Exodus 3:2, 4);
“Then Manoah knew that he was an angel of the LoRD. And Manoah
said to his wife, we shall surely die, because we have seer God™ (Judges
13:21-22). The interchanging of God and His angel reflects the idea that
God’s emotions. thoughts, will, speech, and action are made known to
mankind not by God Himself but through His angel. The angel is nothing
more than a manifestation of God Himself. God's objection to Balzam’s
mission is not expressed by God appearing in person “in his way as an
adversary”, but through the offices of an angel of God. The consistency
of this phenomenon, confirming its significance as a feature of style, is
evidenced in I Chronicles 21, where the inciting of David to take a
national census is attributed not to God Himself, as in the parallel ac-
count in 11 Samuel 24, but to Satan. It would appear that the account in
Chronicles was made to accord with the belief that God does not tempt
man to sin in order to punish him. What is done by God Himself in the
first account is done by Satan in the alternative version, just as it was
God's anger that was aroused against Balaam, and yet Balaam's “satan™
was not God, but His angel.

There is, however, an essential difference between the action of Satan
in Chronicles and that of the angel when he appears as Balaam's adver-
sary. In the story of Balaam, the angel’s action is in fact God’s action; the
appearance of an angel is God’s own appearance as a “satan”, For here,
as we have mentioned, the angel does not possess an independent per-
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sonality; he is but a shadow of the transcendent God. The Satan in
Chronicles, however, is an independent agent who does whatever he
pleases, even in opposition to God. Here Satan is not an image of God
but the embodiment (hypestasis'!) of opposition to God's will. Substitut-
ing “angel of God” for “God” in the story of Balaam is a purely formal
device, while in the story of the census in Chronicles. replacing God by
Satan &s “provocateur” is a real change of subject, in fact an emendation
of the original account given in 1I Samuel. In both the prophecy of
Zachariah and the story of Job, Satan is an independent personality, an
entity in himself, who has a mind of his own. Here, then, he is a
hypostasis. But although he objects to God's opinion, he does not
oppose His will. When God rebukes him, )he holds his peace and disap-
pears; only when God grants His consent does he act. Therefore the im-
age of Satan in our story is an intermediate concept between those reflec-
ted, respectively, in the story of Balaam and in the story of David.

Furthermore, in Zachariah and in Job, Satan is indeed a hypostasis —
not of actual opposition to God, however, but of one of the contradictory,
ambivalent traits of God Himself. Ir. the vision of Zachariah, Satan em-
bodies the truth that God abounds in kindness. Instead of God being
revealed as compassionate, gracious and forgiving, yet at the same time
not remi:ting punishment and visiting the iniquity of fathers upon children
(see Exodus 34:6-7), here He is only merciful, while His other attribute,
that of justice, is personified in Satan. This is similar to Satan’s role in
Job: whereas in the story of Isaac, it was God who tested Abraham
(Genesis 22:1), that is, God Himself needed to ascertain Abraham’s com-
plete faithfulness, even though He is conceived as understanding the
depths of the heart (for this reason itis the angel who later says “Now I
know that you fear God”, verse 12), in our story God is certain and con-
vinced of Job’s steadfast righteousness, while doubt, expressed in the
desire to put Job to the test, is attributed to Satan.

From this we may conclude that in both Zachariah and Job, the use of
the word JLW is a result of theological considerations. In Zachariah the
prophet wished to illustrate the notion that God is actusted only by His
quality of mercy; here, the story-teller sought to preclude the notion that

1. Hypostasis: perception of a particular characteristic or emanation of the Divine as a
divinity itself, as an independent entity, or as a personification of one of God's at-
tributes.
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He who is all-knowing can have any doubt. This assumption concerning
the narrator’s motive. which offers a solution to all the difficulties in the
description of Satan, is confirmed by both the wording and the structure
of the heavenly scene. In his vision, Zachariah is placed opposite God,
and in the midst of the divine entourage are the “angel of God” and “the
Saan™. The angel of God does not defend Joshua against Satan the
prosecutor, as would usually be the case, rather the defender is God Him-
seil. and the angel only executes the pardon granted by God to Joshua
delivering God’s word to him. Hence the role of the angel is the same as
in those stories in which God and the angel appear interchangeably. In
our story, only God is described as being present from the start; His en-
tourage is indicated as having come later. The “sons of God” are only
supernumeraries: they play no role. They come to present themselves
before God (1:6). The belief of most commentators that the sons of God
aprear in order to give an accounting before God and to receive orders
from Him has no basis in the text. The verb 2%°nn expresses only the ac-
tior. of appearing (Deuteronomy 31:14; Judges 20:2; etc.). The “sons of
God” come only to appear, to present themselves before God, and no
more.

All the details of this description support the assumption that the
celestial scene in the siory is intended to reflect the earthly scene depict-
ed earlier. Above, God alone is present at first, just as there was only Job
on carth. The “sons of God” come only to present themselves before
Gox, just as the sons of Job were sent for in order to be present with Job.
Of course, for the paraliel to be complete there would have to be some
heavenly analogy not only to Job’s calling for his sons but also to his do-
ing so in consequence of his doubt, as a father so concernsd about his
sons’ righteousness. Indeed, this detail is also to be found; however, in
view of the theological consideration already mentioned, the story-teller
did not embody the doubt in God Himself, but in the image of Satan.
Thus in this heavenly being, too, is reflecied a detail from the events on
earth. Satan is the heavenly counterpart to Job's apprehension concern-
ing his sons’ conduct. Satan’s words to God “He will blaspheme You
(7972°) to Your face™ (verse 11) echo Job’s thought “it may be that my
sons have sinned and blasphemed (9721) God in their hearts” (verse 5).

This provides the key to the full implication of “and JOWA 03 Satan too
came along with them™ (verse 6b). At first sight, it is unclear whether the
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word 01 (“too™, “also™)is meant to indicate that Satan oo was among the
“sons of God™, or that he too0. like them but not as one of them, came to
present timself before God. If the above assumption is correct, then
Satan also came, as did the “sons of God”, but not, like them, in order to
present himself before God, since he is no more than the embodiment of
God's apprehension. The phrasing of the verse lends credence to this
theory: in contrast to what is written later. “Satan, too, came along with
them to stand before God™ (2:1), here we read “Satan, too, came along
with them™. Further, while the “sons of God™ have a purpose in appear-
ing right from the outset {to present themselves before God), the ap-
pearance of Satan is given a purpose by God only later on, when God
speaks to him. In fact, the aspearance of Satan is brought about only as a
result of the appearance of the sons of God. If Job's invitation to his sons
to be present with him was a result of his apprehension, it would stand to
reason that in the heavenly parallel of this scene the arrival of the “sons of
God™ is what prompts God's apprehension. And so it is: first, “The sons
of God came to present themselves before the LoORD". taen, “Satan, too,
came along with them™.

Our idea of Satan’s function is reflected in his dialogue with God. This
will be clearer if we compare the beg.nning of the dialogue with another
story, evidently influenced by ours, ‘ound in the book of Jubilees and
concerning the trial of Abraham: “And the minister Mastema came before
God and said: Behold Abraham loves his son Isaac and he has given him
everything. Tell him to sacrifice him upon the altar. and see if he will do it.
Then You will know whether he is faithful under any test You may give
him™ (Jubilees 17:15). According to this story. the opering statement is
made by Mastema, that is, Satan (from the root BUW “to hate™. “to speak
evil of”", see above, p. 35). Similarly. in rabbinic homilies which speak of
the sacrifice of Isaac, it is either the “satan™ or the “ministering angels”
who open the discussion. In our story God does so. In the extra-biblical
stories that speak of the trial of Abraham. the dialogue between God and
either Satan or the angels comprises only two steps: eact of the two par-
ticipants speaks but once. In our story. God speaks three times and Satan
twice. His first is strictly a formality:

The LoRrD said to Satan. TORITOR 1Ky

“Where are you coming from?" R PRn
(1:7a)
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1:7-8

It is only Satan’s response that evokes God's secord, more im-
portant question:

TOI 2R 1KY

R >73Y %Y 737 non

783 Wby X "2

The LorD said to Satan,
“Have you observed my servant Job,
that there is no one like him
on earth,
a blameless and upright man,
who fears God and shuns evil?”

(1:8)

Y71 on v
YR W) DIYR XY

The variation in the structure of the dialogue indicates nct only the ar-
tistc superiority of our story but also deeper psychological insight, for the
structure reveals a struggle taking place. In order to view this struggle
correctly, we must examine the wording. God’s opinion of Job is ex-
pressed in a question and not as a declarative siatement. It cannot be
claimed a priori that this structure is merely a technical device which
allcws Satan’s reaction to be given in the form of an answer, or that it
serves only the aesthetic purpose of animating the dialogue; one must irst
assume that the use cf the interrogative is also (perhaps mainly) an ex-
pressive device. calling our attention to the fact that Job's righteousness,
so unequivocally postulated, is here being called irto question. Formally,
the question is put by God to Satan, but is Satan really being asked?
Although, as we said, the structure of the dialogue would seem to indicate
a struggle between God and Satan, neither style nor content betray any
trace of conflict! Satan proposes, and God immediately agrzes with him.
In fact, as we shall see in our treatment of verse 12, God even authorzes
Satan to do more than he had originally suggested. Does not this
rerarkable circumstance confirm the hypothesis that Satan’s reply to
God’s question was the answer that God Himself required? We have
already mentioned that this dialogue is characterized by a sense of in-
timacy: there is certainly no reverential tone apparent in the words ad-
dressed to God, and Satan’s speech is not that of ¢ servant to his master,
nor are God's words to Satan those of master to servant. Does this not in-
dicate that questioner and questioned, answered and answerer are in fact
one and the same? That the “dialogue™ between God and Satan is in truth
a monologue, a discussion between God and Himszlf, God’s own internal
conflict?
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The storyteller thus correlates the heavenly scene with the earthly
scene, not only by juxtaposing the two scenes without any transition, but
also by constructing the description of the heavenly occurrences from
constituents analogous to those which comprise the depiction of events in
the Land of Uz. This indicates the story’s perception of the heavenly
debate and its results as a reaction to Job’s way of life and his fortune on
the earthly scene. Job’s way of life: the life of perfect righteousness. His
fortune: perfect bliss. So it is, for “Job was his name”. So it has to be, for
he dwells “in the Land of Uz”, in a land whose religious world is built
on the principle of recompense for the righteous. Job is righteous, there-
fore blessed. He has faith in his righteousness, as in his sons’ righteous-
ness, and only “when the cycle of feast days was complete™ does there
arise within him the shadow of a doubt. And in order that he might con-
tinue even then to have complete faith in his sons, he “arose early in
the morning to offer burnt offerings, one for each of them.” In this he
places his trust; on this he relies.

However, this faith of the Land of Uz is dangerous. There exists within
it the concept of do ut des, 1 will give in order to receve. It is a foolish,
even pagan, attitude, and it is wholly misconceived. The aim of our story
is to show that the world of “the Land of Uz”, the world of the doctrine of
Wisdom, stands upon a false foundation. To destroy this world and to
build ugon its ruins a world of truth — this is the inteation of the story,
this is the meaning of the juxtaposition of the two worlcs, the Land of Uz
below, where Job lives, and the heavens above, where God dwells. In or-
der to destroy the world of the Land of Uz, the home of the righteous Job
must be destroyed, together with all that he has, and in order to build a
world of truth, it must first be seen how Job will react when reality
delivers an unexpected blow. Therefore it is not sufficient to compare
Job’s fidelity to God’s trust in him. It is also necessary that,
corresponding to Job’s apprehension and to his faith in his ability to dis-
pel that apprehension, there appear “Satan’s” (i.e. God’s) apprehension
and God’s agreement to Satan’s suggestion. Job, when apprehensive, of-
fers sacrifices, summons his sons, and is confident that all suspicions have
been dismissed and all errors corrected. In contradistinction and in con-
tradiction, God tells Satan to lay his hand on all that Job owns: will he
become a different person if the “Land of Uz” suddenly reverses itself?
Will he remain steadfast in the face of occurrences that in his spiritual
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werld would be considered a distortion? This is the qQuestion that is
vividly posed and presented in the form and content of the the first two
sections of the story, as we have seen in our survey of both scenes and as
we shall see further in our detajled examination of the second scene.

The dialogue begins with God's address to Satan. If jt is God’s inten-
tion to discuss Job's righteousness. then this matter must be on His mind.
To open the conversation, He asks Xan 'R “Where are you coming
from?” (1:7). The verb x3n is in the imperfect, not, as in the angel’s ques-
tion to Hagar, nXa jn ox “Where have you come from™ (Genesis 1€:8).
Both questions refer to an action already complete: the perfect implies an
action completed in the past, the imperfect an action at its momen: of
completion. The precise interpretation of God's question is: where are
you coming from just now?

Satan answered the Logrp, MRY DR Ton ym
“From roaming back and forth YIR3 vwn
over the earth
and from walking about there.™ A3 Toanam
(1:7h)

From the point of view of information, the first part of Satan’s answer
“from roaming back and forth over the earth™ is interchangable with the
second part “and from walking about there™. But in the first phrase twn
PIN2 there is also an intentional word-play on the verb v10 and the noun
JOW. This play on words does not, of course, indicate the original meaning
of the name Satan (as Luzzatto and Tur-Sinai claim): rather, 't illustrates
the icea that he is what his name-implies. When Satan responds to God's
queston “Where are you coming from™ with the answer PIR2 LYY, we
infer: I have come from fulfilling my task, the task implied by my name. |
am the JOW, the doubting, suspicious one; therefore I roam (V) about the
earth. Satan roams the earth just as the eves of God roam the earth (II
Chronicles 15:9: Zachariah 4:10) — another hint, perhaps, that Satan is
a hypostasis of an attribute of God?

God’s principal question comes as a reaction to Satan’s answer:

The Lorp said to Satan. TRWa-5% 1 nxh
“Have you observed My servant PR 2y Sy 72% nnwy
Job,
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that there is no one like him P83 303 Py

on earth

a blameless and upright man, N on wen

who fears God and shuns evil?™ ¥Im 901 0WbKR Ry
(1:3)

In other words, God asks, since you have come from roaming about
the earth. Satan, you the opponent, the doubter, the suspicious one, have
you noticed my servant Job? Is there still room for suspicion or doubt,
since there is no one like him on earth? Satan, however, does not answer
God's question, instead he takes up the characterization of Job as one
who fears God:

Satan answered the LoRrp. TR TR oI v
“Does Job fear God for nought?™ =Ll i G LI N oang

(1:9)

His answer is a question of double significance: it is = question which
requires an answer. and at the same time it is a rhetorical question con-
taining its own answer: that is, it is both an expression of doubt and an
expression of certainty. There is in Satan’s question no rejection, nor even
any doubt, of God's claim that Job is God-fearing. His question is “Does
Job fear God for nought?” Does Job serve God without reward, and not,
rather. in order to receive reward?

And to emphasize his words he adds:

“Have You not fenced him zhout, 37TV 1192 MY pxKYy
him and his household and all 730n RS2 Tym
that he has?”
(1:10a)

That is, You have surrounded his house with a hedge, You have en-
closed it in a fence of thorns, so that whoever even draws rear is pricked.
Satan places special emphasis on God's supreme protection of Job by
adding the pronoun “You” (PR), normally omitted in the verbal sentence
in Hebrew, as if to say, Are You not the One who has fenced him about?
He also states:

You have blessed the work of his hands D32 v v
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sc that his gossessions spread PIR2 72D ampm
out in the land.”

(1:10b)

That is, his cattle multiply so quickly that they exceed alt limits; there js
nc fence capable of containing his herds. Satan thus illustrates his conten-
tion that Job fears God for good reason by pointing out two contradic-
tory manifestations of God's blessing. In order to discover whether Job’s
fear of God is indeed without expectation of recompense, Satan suggests
to God:

“But put forth Your hand ™ x;'nbuj c‘gax]
and touch whatever he has, 1"7'12}{{"7;3; gy
then will he not blaspneme 7127127 7170y Kh-ox

You to Your face?”
(1:11)

“Whatever he has”, meaning anything of his, as is implied by the verb v
“touch™, which refers to contact with the very edge of the object. As long
as the present situation exists, Satan claims, as long as You have blessed
the work of his hands, Job fears You. But the moment You put out Your
hard and even touch something of his, then he will “blaspheme You to
Your face”. Either bless the work of his hands, or he will “bless” — i.e.
blaspheme — You. The sentence 7972° 735 5y XY OX may be understood
as a rhetorical question (“Will he not . . -7) or as a declarative statemant,
in which case the words X% DR are the idiom of oath (“Indeed he will
blaspheme You™). “To Your face” — in public, before everyone; com-
pare Isaiah 65:3. Far worse than what Job suspected of his sons
(blasphemy “in their hearts” [verse 5]). Satan says, Job will blaspheme
You openly, publicly, audaciously.

Satan makes his claim, offers his suggestion, and Cod, without
demurring and without hesitation, agrees:

The Lorp replied to Satan, TORIER 1 okn
“See, all that he has is in T2 0wRYs mn
your power”

(1:12a)
In fact, although Satan had only proposed that God “touch whatever
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he has”, i.e., merely touch something of his, God says “All that he has is
in your power”.

The dialogue between God and Satan ends in an agreement which has
but one condition:

“only do not lay your haad upon T N2WROR THN 1
him.”
(1:12a)

No mention is made of what will become of Satan if his doubts prove
to be unfounded. Will he have to keep silent and disappear? If we read the
dialogue as has been suggested, as a monologue of God with Himself,
then any such concern is out of place and the omission becomes perfectly
understandable.

Agreement reached,

Satan let the presence of ‘071D DYn un xym
the Lorp.
(1:12b)

Exit Satan, and the curtain falls on the heavenly scene, only to rise im-
mediately, without intermission, upon the familiar scene on earth.

Scene 111
(1:13-22)

One day, as his sons and
daughters were eating and
drinking wine in their eldest
brother’s house,

Dvbjx 1\::\'1;1 17;;1 DVU ,‘__PJ
T30 0Ny 32 1 ooy

(1:13)

Although the content of the verse is clear, the wording is difficult, for
while the zxpression “his sons and daughters”™ clearly refers to the sons
and daughters of Job, the possessive “his” appears to follow syntactically
upon the subject of the preceding verse, Satan. Scholars consider this
proof that the heavenly episode of verses 6-12 is alater interpolation, and
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that in the original version of the story, the present scene followed after
verse 5 and the sentence “Thus Job did continually” was followed by
“One day, as his sons and daughters were eating and drinking ....” In
support of this widely accepted theory, it has been pointed out that the
opening phrase of verse 13 D17 *1" “ane day” is identical with that of
verse 6: this duplication, it is claimed, is a further sign that the section be-
tween the two identical phrases is anaddition. The repeated phrase. known
as resumptive repetition or connecting repetition (“Wiederaufnahme"), is
a narrative device which is common to biblical literature. It mirrors the
phrase that immediately precedes a textual addition, thereby resuming the
stery. However, the task of exegesis is not to explain the reason for the
phznomenon, but rather its meaning; not to determine whether the
description of the heavenly scene is original to the story, but only whether
it is organic to the story. Our analysis of Scene 11 showed that it is indeed
an essential part of the story in its present form. This being the case, we
cannot ignore the unevenness in the phrasing of verse 12. If we finc the
unevenness to be of no significance, we must consider it an editorial over-
sight; but if it has any meaning, then that meaning must be a part of the
narrator’s plan, contributing to his overall intent.

Looking at verse 13 in its context, we can see that the narrator did not
mention whose sons and daughters precisely because the omission of
Job’s name was an appropriate way of indicating that verse 13 is indeed
the direct continuation of verse S. and that the occurrences in heaven in
verses 6-12 interrupt the narrative for reasons that are technical, not
chronological. Chronologically, verse 13 does not follow verse 12: rather
the events in verse 13 and those in verses 6-12 take pace
simultaneously.'> The opening phrase common to verses 6 and 13 "™
orR “one day™ is used here (but not in 2:1) as an indication of syn-
chronism.

In order to find support for the theory that the unevenness we detected
in verse 13 is intended to signal the continuation of verse 5, let us com-
pare this transition from the heavenly to the earthly scene with tha! of
2:7. Here, the heavenly scene concludes with “Satan left ths presence of

12. Compare the composition technique used here with the editorial device used, for ex-
ample. in Samuel, where the story of the Philistines’ preparations for the decisive sat-
te is interrupted by the account of Saul's visit to the diviner. indicating that the two
events occurred simultaneousty (I Samuel 28&:1-2; 29:1-3).
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the LORD"” (verse 12), and the earthly scene begins with “One day, as
his sons and daughters. .. (verse 13). In Chapter 2, however, we read
“Satan left the presence of the LorD and inflicted Job with severe sores”
(verse 7). In other words, when the scene changes in Chapter 2 and the
reader is iransported from heaven to earth, the heavenly scene does not
end but is transformed into the scene on earth. At the conclusion of 2:7a
the curtain does not even fall; rather. the revolving stage goes into mo-
tion. In our scene, on the other hand, the curtain falls, at the end of verse
12, and at the beginning of verse 13 itrises. Thus in Chapter 2 the earthly
scene is the temporal continuation of the heavenly scene, and the events
in heaven and on earth occur consecutively, while in Chapter 1 the
earthly scene is the tempora continuation of the previous earthly scene,
while the heavenly events which are interposed in the text occur con-
currently.

As the actors on earth do not know what is taking place in heaven and
are therefore unaware of Satan, it would be superfluous to specify the
referent of the possessive suffix in “his sons and daughters”. As far as the
players are concerned. the possessive suffix unmistakeably refers to Job,
for he is the subject in the sentence waich (for them) precedes our verse,
namely, verse 5. Only the reader, who knows of the heavenly scene and
recalls that the subject of the phrase preceding verse 13 is Satan, finds the
possessive suffix problematic. It is through this very difficulty that the
narrator involves the reader in the world of the actors on earth so that he
may identify with them as fully as possible.

The second scene on earth thus begins where the first ended. The first
earthly scene concluded at the end of the first round of feast days, in the
home of the youngest son, and with the sacrifices that Job brought. The
second scene opens with the beginning of the second round, with Job's
sons and daughters “eating and drinking wine in their eldest brother’s
house™. As we said, placing the second earthly scene in the same spot as
the first involves the reader in the world of a Job unaware of what is tak-
ing place in heaven. At the same time, this identity of time and location
also expresses a dramatic contrast between the two scenes on earth: there
where we have just seen Job's greatest happiness, we are about to witness
his greatest calamity: we shall behold his sudden fall from the greatest
heights to the lowest depths. Furthermore, there where we saw Job in his
most exemplary righteousness. blessed with sons and daughters, we shall
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see him, unchanged in this exemplary righteousness, as a bereaved father.
In order to grasp ths nature of this steadfastness, one must note that the
events in Scene III take place as the sons and daughters are eating and
drinking “in their eldest brother's house™. If, after seven days of feasting
there could not arise — even in the heart of a man like Job, unsur-
passed in his fear of God — more than the shadow of a doubt that *jt
may be that my sons have sinned and blasphemed God in their hearts™,
then after he offered sacrifices to atone for their hypothetical sin, on the
first day of the new round of feasting there surely was no suspicion what-
soever, and Job could be fully certain that his sons were absolutely inno-
cent even of the sin of contemplating blasphemy. And for all that — the
catastrophe occurred. And Job. on the very spot and on the very day that
he had offered sacrifices out of concern that his sons may have “blessed™
(i.e. blasphemed) God, now falis to the earth and says “Blessed be the
name of the LORD™ {verse 21).

To make the test that Job stands truly difficult, the disasters that befall
him are terrible indeed:

"'a messenger came to Job and said, XY 2PRGR XD PN

“The oxen were plowing and the MYY MINRT niwn 1 e
asses were feeding beside them oYy
"“when Sabeans descended and cap- DMIVITNRY onpm XAV Sem
tured them, and put the boys to 27 0% 117

the sword;
I aone have escaped to tell you.” 7?7 T2 720 o lebhy

"*This one was still speaking when IR RI N 120 A7 7Y
another arrived and said,

“A fire of God fell from heaven,
took hold of the sheep and the
boys and burned them up:

I alone have escaped 10 tel] you.” 77 T’ 727 ok by
"This one was still speaking when IIRM X3 an naTs a1 iy

another arrived and said,

“The ‘Kasdim' formed three columns DWRY WY my T3
and made a raid upon the camels and DIMp7 ovman Sy T0WDN
carried them off,

and put the boys to the sword; 2377°0% 100 0™YI°IN)

I alone have escaped to tell you.” 17 Ty 737 I nuYER)

QMYITIN 1903 DK W
02N 0™yI (X3 yam
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'®This one was still speaking when
another arrived and said,

“Your sons and daughters were eating 1 DMWY ovYax TIP3
and drinking wine
in their eldest brother's house, 237 oanN N2

and behoald, a mighty wind came 13TDT 29N A2 a1 An Im
from across the wilderness. v ' A

It struck the four corners of the
house so that it collapsed upon the
young people and they died:

I alone have escaped to tell you.” 7"?1»;;1'? vj;_:'? P -'1[3'?7;38)

(1:14-19)

TRRTY NI AN 2T A1 1y

naa nip Y32 v
NI 03~y Yony

The disasters number four, corresponding to the number of blessings
Job had previously enjoyed. They are caused alternately by man and
nature: by man — “Sabeans descended upon them and captured them™
(verse 15): by nature — “A fire of God fell from heaven™ (verse 16); by
man — “The ‘Kasdim' formed three columns™ (verse 17); by nature —
"A mighty wind came” (verse 19). The powers above and the powers
below are united in the service of Satan toinflict ruin and suffering on Job
(Malbim).

The “powers below™ are presented by X2Ww “Sabeans™ and “Kasdim™,
XA, in southwest Arabia, is considered in the Bible to be the most distant
spot on earth (Jeremiah 6:20; Jozl 4:8; compare also I Kings 10:1: Psalm
72:10). The Frovenance of "2 “Kasdim” in our story is unclear, hut
they come frcm afar, from the East. By attributing the raids to Sabeans
and “Kasdim”, the story seems to be saying that Satan’s emissaries of
disaster are summoned from the very ends of the earth, from the south
and from the east, from the Arabian desert and from the Syrian
wilderness. Tre Sabeans “descended” (Xzw Yom), indicating a sudden,
surprise attack: the “Kasdim” “formed thrze columns”, that is. they took
pains to plan their attack according to a tried strategy (Judges 7:16, 20:
9:34, 43, 49; I'Samuel 11:11; 13:17). In order to OVercome an enormous
herd of three thousand camels, they divided into three batallions, sur-
rounding and attacking from three sides,

Just as the forces below come from great distances. so too, do the
forces above: the fire “from heaven”, the wind “from across the
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wilderness™. In order to convey the intended effect, it might have been
more fitting that the source of the second natural disastzr be the depths of
the underworld, to stand in contrast to heaven, but as the underworld is
sometimes considered an area over which God has no sovereignty (Psalm
6:6; Isaiah 38:18), a disaster coming from that domain might be regarded
as being beyond God's control. The story avoids any such suggestion:
Job must not have even the slightest doubt that all the disasters which
befall him occur with God’s knowledge and consent.

The catastrophe that befalls Job is total. Cruel enough in itself, the ef-
fect it has upon him is even more horrifying because of the way in which
he learns of it. The catastrophe is especially distressing and the trial es-
pecially great since the news reaches Job's ears at a time when he is at
peace, in the company of those who are his greatest joy. For the narrator
prefaces the account with the line “One day, as his sons and daughters
were eating and drinking wine in their eldest brother’s house™ (verse 13).
The meaning of the verse is not the same as that of the parallel verse with
which the narrator prefaces the scene in heaven (“Onz day the sons of
God came to present themselves before the LORD™ [verse 6]). In the
latter verse, the point is to set the stage for what follows; verse 13,
however. does not indicate the place of the action, but rather the location
of one of the disasters, later to be reported. As to the setting for the ac-
tion, not even the vaguest hint is given. Where Job actually is does not in-
terest the narrator, for it is of no importance to Job himsclf. What in-
terests Job is the house of his eldest son, where his sons and daughters are
eating and drinking wine; hence this is the de:ail that is important to the
narrator. By opening the scene with the idyllic picture in the home of the
eldest son, the narrator places before us the same picture that Job sees, at
the moment that the first messenger appears and the plot begins to
thicken. It is against this peaceful setting that the narrator presents Job
and the messengers.

The messengers’ words are phrased uniformly, and their uniformity
dramatizes their ferrible content. The identical conclusion to each an-
nouncement rings with special horror, repeating itself like a refrain: “I
alone have escaped to tell you”. The repetitive conclusion has greater
force than could be attained by any variation, and the line “I alone have
escaped to tell you” gives the impression, as it is heard over and over
again. that the only reason that these individual boys were saved was so
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that someone might bring Job the terrible tidings, to cause Job to suffer.
This cruel irony contributes to the affliction that has already become un-
bearable. One report after another comes in; one messenger follows
another. Job does not even manage to absorb one catastrophe and the
next is already hard upon him: “This one was still speaking when another
arrived” (verses 16, 17, 18). In this typical narrative motif, the narrator
presents the reader with a messenger, out of breath from running, who
has made the journey as quickly as possible to tell his gruesome tale, and
waits for the previous messenger to conclude so that e may deliver his
own report. Not without reason does the author call tte young men who
escape to report the tragedies to Job not %5 “refugee” or ¥ “courier”
but IxYs “messenger”. They are emissaries of Satan — in fact, they are
collaborators with Satan in the trial. Even unwittingly, perhaps against
their will, they add to the pain of Job's trial by the manner in which they
announce the tragedies to him.

The first natural disaster is called a “fire of God”, which would seem to
mean a fire sent by God (see Leviticus 10:2; Numbers 15:35), and this is
how it has been understood by the ancient Versions, the Jewish commen-
tators, and some of the macderns. Yet against this interpretation one can
argue: a) Had the messenger meant to say that God sent the fire, he
would not have used the verb %3 “fell”", and would probably have made
God the subject of the sentence: b) The descriptions of all the other dis-
asters announced by the messengers are “secular’”, and the first disaster is
possibly of the same order. It is likely that the messenger is using the
word 0°1%X in one of its applied biblical meanings: in many passages. the
name of God, or other divine appellations. appears as a genitive to a
preceding construct noun (I Samuel 14:15; 26:12; Isaiah 14:13: Psalm
36:7; Song of Songs 8:6; so too TR MM in Genesis 1:2 according to
Radak) as an expression of the superlative. 0°ab% WX “a fire of God"
would then mean the greatest fire. It would seem that this particular idiom
was used by the messenger in order to make the effect of the tragedy on
Job even more horrifying. Job will autornatically hear in this expression
the literal meaning of 0°1%x as well as the idiomatic, even though this is
not the meaning intended by the use of the word. and he will think that a
violent injustice has been done to him. not only with the knowledge and
consent ¢f the LORD but even with His direct personal intervention.

The messenger who brings Job this sarticular piece of news is not alone
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in intensifying the trial. For the “coincidental” order in which the
messengers arrive, that is, the sequence in which the disasters are report-
ed, seems to have been arranged with the express purpose of maximizing
the impact of the calamitous events. This is especially apparent when we
compare the sequence of the messengers’ reports to that of the blessings
recounted by the narrator at the beginning of the story (verses 2-3):

BLESSINGS DISASTERS
Sons and daughters Oxen and asses
Sheep Sheep
{ Camels )\ Camels
Oxen and asses Sons and daughters
Servants

In the description of Job's wealth. the sons and daughters are men-
tioned first. This is not only the greatest of all of Job's blessings but is also
the most essential one. Next, of Job’s possessions, the text first mentions
two kinds of animals (sheep and camels) that are traditionally the
property of a nomad and whose value. because of their low work
caracity, is lower than that of the next mentioned pair (oxen and asses).
which are standard property of the farmear. Last to be mentioned are the
servants. human property whose value is not only in their physical
capacity but in their spiritual nature as well. This sequence indicates that
after Job was blessed with the most important personal wealth, he was
also blessed with material wealth. and not only with animals whose ability
to work was negligible but also those of higher work capacity. The list of
disasters does not incude the loss of servants. for servants are not con-
sidered an independent group in everydzay life: they are included among
the men lost together with the animals with whon: they wo-ked. A com-
parison of the list of disasters with that of blessings shows that while the
shezp and camels are mentioned as a pair in the list of blessings. the
tidings of their loss are brought separately. This is apparently because the
narrator wished the number of disasters to equal the number of blessings.
and the loss of “servants™, which had been included as a blessing of its
own. cannot appear as a separate disaster. And as to the sequence of the
disasters. its correspondence to that of the blessings is basically chiastic.
In this arrangement. the narrator adopts a construction customary in bib-
lical literature in general. At the same time. it can be said that by adopt-
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ing a conventional technique and then deviating slightly from it (he men-
tions the loss of the camels after the loss of the sheep, while according to
the chiaslic principle he should have mentioned the camels first), he is
able to give a psychological basis to the intensification of the trial. First, if
Job were to know of the deaths of his sons and daughters from the outset,
the announcement of the remaining catastrophes would have been an-
ticlimactic and ineffectual. Therefore the reports of the tragedies begin
with the loss of possessions and reach a climax with the death of the
children, =ven though this disaster had certainly taken place in the closest
physical proximity to Job and could taus have been reported to him first.
Rashi’s awareness of the intent behind the sequence of disasters is ex-
pressed in his comment on the messengers (on verse 18):*In order to tor-
ment him and cause him to sin, Job was told first of his lesser losses and
afterward of his greater ones.”

Yet careful examination of the sequence of material losses reveals that
the narrator does not “recount the misfortune gradually”™."* For the first
messenger reports that the most impontant of the material possessions has
been lost — the oxen and the asses — and the second brings the news of
the capture of the sheep, whose value as working animals was the least.
The third messenger announces the seizure of the camels. which were
more important than the sheep but less useful than oxen and asses. Had
the sequence proceeded from the least tragedy to the greatest, concluding
with the worst of all, the effect would have been less severe: Job's shock
would have been cushioned, for he would, to some extent. have become
gradually inured to disaster. For this reason he is told first of the greatest
material loss, which is followed by a great relief. then by another serious
loss, so that the most terrible calamity of all will be felt with its full force.

The first and the last disasters are the most severe, and the gravity of
these two worst tragedies is increased by the manner in which the
messengers announce them to Job. The style in which the first and last
messengers make their reports is identical, as is the style of the second
and third. The middle messengers report the tragedies from which they es-
caped with no introduction: the second opens “A fire of God fell from
heaven”; the third, “The ‘Kasdim® formed three columns” — they begin

13. As expressed by Ralbag in I Samuel 31:4.
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immediately with the description of the catastrophe. But the first
messenger begins his report: “The oxen were ploughing and the asses
were feeding beside them” (verse 14), and only after evoking the undisturb-
ed scene does he describe the disaster “Sabeans descended” (verse 15).
This style is also employed by the last messenger. He begins with “Your
sons and daughters were eating and drinking wine in their eldest brother’s
house™ (verse 18) and then goes on to say “a mighty wind came” (v. 19).
The stark contrast between the disasters and the serenity that
przcedes them undoubtedly increases the effect of the two messages upon
Job. Moreover, since, of these two greatest disasters, the last is obviously
greater than the first, the messenger who announces it intensifies its
severity. For while the first messenger magnifies the disaster by beginning
with a description of the tranquil scene prior to the onslaught, and
proceeds from the idyll directly to the catastrophe without transition, the
last messenger. proceeding from the scene of Jjoy to the disaster, begins
his announcement with the word 73 “And behold, a mighty wind
came” (verse 19). This addition contributes to the emotional effect, for it
increases the tension that Job already feels, particularly since the word
MM is one of emphasis, calling special attentior to the announcement
which follows. And the impact on the reader is made even greater by the
tragic irony in the word MM, whose effect on Job is not that intended by
the messenger: the latter added the exclamation only because he found it
difficult to report the death of the sons and daughters, and was trying to
gain time, or perhaps in order to cushion the blow that was to follow, on
the assumption that even the most terrible news is somewhat less shock-
ing if it is not sprung suddenly. In any case, from what he left out of his
message, we can tell that the messenger wished to make things easier for
Job. In the announcements given by all four messengers there appears the
term DIV “the boys™ (verses 15, 16, 17, 19). In the first three, the word
refers to Job's servants. They are called “boys” by the fourth messenger,
too. but here the word refers not only to Job's servants but to his children
as well. In his description of the happy scene preceding the tragedy, the
fourth messenger states specifically: “Your sons and daughters™; when he
reports the tragedy itself, he is not emotionally capable of teing explicit,
so he obscures his meaning by including the sons and daughters in the
word B™MYI71 “the boys”. Of course, by using this general word, he clearly
means to complete his difficult task as quickly as possible, but he cer-
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tainly also believes that by using the vague term a»19371 he will make the
tragedy less immediately perceptible than it would have been had he used
the words “your sons and daughters”.

One final comment regarding the story’s manner of describing the
catastrorhes that befall Job in this first stage of his trial. In biblical
narrative, when one character recounts to the others a word or event
which the latter have not heard nor seen, the narrator follows one of two
paths: a) the event is reported twice, both by the narrator (when it occurs)
and by the character himself (when he recounts it to the others); or b) the
event is reported only once, either by the narrator or by one of the
characters. Our author has chosen the second method to recount the dis-
asters, which means that the reader hears what happened once only, not
from the narrator but from the messengers. Although this is a standard
technique, the commentator feels compelled to ask why the author chose
it over the other. What meaning did he hope to convey ay arranging the
story so that what happens to Job is made known to the reader not
through the narrator but through the messengers? This device requires
comment especially in view of the narrator’s relationship to the reader up
to this point. He has revealed to the reader what is unknown to Job as far
as the events in heaven are concerned; but as regards the events on earth,
of these the reader learns together with Job. It would appear that the
narrator is motivated by didactic considerations both in what he reveals
to the reader and in what he conceals. He reveals to the reader what is
taking place in heaven for two reasons, one theological, one psychological.
The theological point is to inform the reader that what is about to happen
to Job is not an injustice on God's part but a trial. (This is also revealed in
the first verse of the story of Isaac: “And God tested Abraham” [Genesis
22:1].) The psychological pont is to inform the reader of Job's imminent
losses and of their purpose, in order to prepare him for what is to come.
How will Job, the righteous man, react to events the purpose of which is
unknown to him and which, he may deduce according to Wisdom
philosophy, constitute a negation of God’s righteousness? Afterwards,
however, the author conceals from the reader the events taking place on
earth because they are not important in themselves, but only as blows
that strike Job, as components of the trial which Job must withstand and
to which he must react. The reader, like Job, will be informed of the oc-
currences only by the messengers. The reader will thus experience each
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blow as a thunderbolt from the blue, as Job does, the swift succession
leaving no moment of respite.

Wien the fourth messenger had concluded his words and Job knew
that all was lost,

Then Job arose, tore his cloak, iy nx ¥ 2R opn
and sheared his head ‘iwx‘l‘ng{ 124

(1:20a)

Rending of the garments, symbolizing pain whicn rends the heart, is an
accepied practice at a time of great sorrow (see Genesis 37:29:44:13: 11
Samuel 15:32; Jeremiah 41:5; Esther 4:1). Shaving the head, and other
similar acts performed intimes of grief, indicates the deviation from social
norms that expresses distress (Jeremiah 7:29; 41:5; Micah 1:15; Ezra
9:3). By these reactions Job is only performing socially accepted rites that
may indicate religious faith, but may equally be signs of unbelief or
despair. Job does not, however, reveal through these acts whal is in his
own heart. Only in his next act do we see his state of mind:

and he fell to the ground NAY ngax Som

and prostrated himself.
(1:20b)

Falling earthward and prostrating oneself are no longer expressions of
grief, but neither are they in themselves expressions of praver. Tthey are a
sign of surrender prompted by awe (compare Joshua 5:4), a silent
testimony to the fact that man accepts what is done to kim. Since shaving
the head takes time, it would be mistaken to see this as a spontaneous
reaction; it is rather a conscious act of submission to the omnipotent
decree, though not a verbal submission to the omnipotent Authar of the
decree. Job fears God, but he is only human. He performs the rites of
mourning not only because the social order demands them. tut also
because he needs them to express his feelings. At first he is able to do so
only symbolically. Yet this symbolic action prepares himto arise from his
prostration, able to express himself, to verbalize what is in his heart:

He said, “Naked came I out of AR 103N N¥y 07y My

my motaer’'s womb

[:21

and naked shall I return there; WY R 0y
the LORD gave and thé Lorp ™% My
has taken away,
blessed be the name of the Lorp.” 7230 0 oy kK
(1:21)

The first two sentences are declarative Statements; the third, an ex-
clamation, and the three sentences express three different attitudes. The
first is an :xpression of secular, wordly wisdom, the second conveys
religious meditation, and the third articulates a feeling of faith. In the first
sentence is sxpressed the awareness of the wise man who sees not only
the outward aspect but also the heart of events, Such a wise man takes an
overall view and argues by analogy. The result of his thinking is: “Naked
came I out of my mother’s womb and naked shal] | return there.” The
word “there” requires explanation. It jg obvious that it is not intended
literally, anc that the speaker does nct conceive of returning to his
mother’s womb. Some commentators beleve that “there™ means into the
earth. This is the viewpoint impiied by Ben Sira “From the day he leaves
his mother’s womb tij] the day he returns to the mother of all life™ (40:1).
According to this explanation the term “my mother” is ambiguous. In ad-
dition to the litera] meaning, it also refers figuratively to the coneept of
“mother-earth”, as in the sentence “I was wrought in the lowest parts of
the earth” (Psalm 139:15). Others believe that the €xpression “‘there”
refers to the underworld, as does the word “‘there” in Jjob's first
monologue (3:17, 19), and that it s similar to the euphemistic term for the
dead in Egyptian, “existing there”, as the underworld is a place that js
only suggested by allusion but not named explicitly. In any case, the
meaning of the sentence “naked shall I return there™ is clear: Naked shall
I be brought o the grave. Whet is stated by Job in this sentence is
similarly expressed in Ecclesiastes (5:14): “As he came out of his
mother’s womb, so must he return, naked as he came.” Yet despite the

ment is an expression of nihilistic resignation, Job is expressing conces-
sion, born of a Selief in the unquestionable Justification of God's actions.
It is not the weary despair of Ecclesiastes that is expressed in Job's words,
but a strength-giving faith. The declaration which follows is simply the
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translation of the first sentence from the language of Wisdom to the
language of religion; it is a religious interpretation of the understanding
that comes from huran experience. The wise man’s recognition tha: man
is only temporarily the owner of his possessions induces in Job the
awareness of the religious man, that man is not even temporarily owner of
his possessions, but merely the keeper of a deposit, and for a brief while
only. The duration of the deposit is unknown to him, being dependent
upon the sovereign will of the Depositor, and when the time comes he will
have to return the deposit to its Ownrer.

This awareness also prompts Job tc feel a certain gratitude, the emo-
tion expressed in his third sentence when he exclaims: “Blessed be the
name of the Lorp”. Only now, when Job expresses his reaction as a
God-fearing man, does he call God by the Tetragrammaton; elsewhere,
thiroughout the story, he uses the name oY® — God — which is also
tie only name used by the narrator when speaking of God in relation to
Job, probably because of his desire to present Job as a non-Jew, asinthe
Bible only Jews call God by the Tetragrammaton. To explain this devia-
tion, which is also a departure from traditional biblical style, scholars
kave suggested that the author placed in Job’s mouth a commonly accep-
ted formula of blessing {part of which appears in Psalm 113:2) without
adapting it to the general style and intention of the story.

Job’s reaction to the tragedies that befall him has a psychological
aspect. Admittedly, Job is described as a man who, as a result of his pure
and perfect faith, controls his grief, but he is also portrayed as a man who
lived in “the Land of Uz”. Through the mechanical observance of rites of
mourning, Job relieves his shock somewhat and is able to go through the
movements that symbolize his submission to what has befallen him,
though he fears God like none on earth. However, as a human being, in
order to regain his emotional equilibrium and the strength to express in
words his submission to the One who has so dealt with him, he must ex-
plain to himself just what has happened to him, and allow his intelligence
lo check his emoticn. And since he is a man from the Land of Uz, that is,
a man whose world is that of secular Wisdom which is snaped by the ex-
perience of life and speculative inference from life’s events, the explanation
he gives for his situation must be the sentence “Naked came 1 out of my
mother’s womb and naked shall I return ther¢”. Only after this rational
explanation is he capable of giving another rational explanation, one
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wh-ich derives not from the purely philosophical point of view, but from a
religio-philosophical approach: “The LorD gave, the LORD has taken
away.” These two statements help Job to regain his composure and to
arrive at that emotional height at which he has the strength to exclaim
“Blessed be the name of the Lorp!”" Were it not for the two declarative
sentences which precede the exclamation, and for the two symbolic acis
before them, these words would be no more than lip service. And if Job s
indeed using a commonly accepted form of blessing, the blessing would
be one pronounced by rote only.

Satan said to God of Job: “Put forth Your hand, and touch whatever
he has, and he will bless i.e. curse You to Your face”. And in truth so it
was. The last sentence that Job utters, after all that he owns has been
taken from him, is “Blessed be the name of the LorD.” From this play
on the word 712 we may conclude, contrary to accepted theory, that all
the verbs of 712, of “blessing™, are original. Just how unfounded Satan's
view is, how far he is from knowing Job's soul, cannot be expressed
otherwise than ironically, by using the same verb in its two opposite
meanings. Satan said of Job “he will bless You”, literal meaning not
intended; and Job said, “Blessed be the name of the Lorp”, literal
meaning intended.

Scene 111, which presents Job in the first stage of his trial, does not con-
clude with Job’s own words. As in the two previous scenes, the words of
the protagonist are followed by the narrator's comment. Just as in the
ﬁrst two scenes, so here, the narrator’s observation is superfluous from an
informative point of view: there is nothing in it that was not already ur-
derstood. But these comments have a didactic importance. At the end of
the second scene, the narrator’s words mark the conclusion of the scene
so that it may be understood not only in the context of the preceding conj
versation but also in relation to wkat follows in the third scene, indicating
that Scene I1 is the background against which to understand Scene 111, At
the conclusion of Scenes I and I11. the purpose of the narrator’s interven-
tion is to summarize the import of the scene, not only so that we may un-
derstand it and not only so that the moral can be made clear, but also to
place the moral within our consciousness and to help us to feel the con-
trast between the earthly scene and the heavenly scene. Therefore, at the

conclusion of Job’s blessing in verse 21, there comes the appraisal of the
author:

-
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For all this, Job did not sin, 2R R XY nxr'b?;
nor did he cast reproach on God. 0*IoRY A%on (0]

(1:22)

The word 71%5n “reproach™, which appears further on ia Job (24:12)
and also in Jeremiah (23:13), is derived from the root %on, usually un-
derstood in its metaphorical connotation of “to do something useless™.
According to this explanation, the verse says of Job: “For &ll this” — all
the incomprehensible disasters notwithstanding — “Job did not sin™, nor
did he attribute meaningless and arbitrary behavior to God.

Scene 1V
(2:1-7a)

The description of the second heavenly scene is similar to that of the
first — indeed for the most part virtual'y identical to it:

One day, the sons of God came D‘n’?g:l ’33 IR 0 )

to present themselves before 1y axenay
the Lorp, » . '
and Satan came along with them 37 0INI JLPIEI RiN
to present himself before %y
the Lorbp.
(2:1)

In the Masoretic text, Satan’s reason for coming is added: this time it is
said not only of the sons of God that they came “io present themselves
before the LorD™, but of Satan as well. In the Septuagint the verse is
identical to 1:6. Most critics see in the Masoretic text’s rzpetition of
words from the end of the first half of the verse a dittographic error
resuling from a slip of the pen, and they therefore accept the Septuagint
as representing the authentic text. Their conclusion can neither be refuted
nor confirmed: one cannot discount the possibility that the Masoretic ver-
sion is a result of a technical error, a result of chance carelessness on the
part of the copyist. Yet one must also admit the possibility that the
Mascretic version is intentional, that the narrator meant to indicate that
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this tims, unlike the previous instance, Satan had a definite purpose in
coming with the sons of God. Admittedly, accepting the Septuagint
reading as authentic means that one can explain both that text itself and
the origin of the reading in the Masoretic text. But even if one accepts the
Masoretic version as authentic, not only can the formation of the Sep-
tuagint version be explained, but also the Masoretic text as it stands, Two
explanatons can be offered for not mentioning Satan's purpose in com-
ing, one or both of which may be accepted, depending on how one views
the Septuagint version of our book. Perhaps the translator harmonized
2:1b with 1:6b for aesthetic reasons. It is also possible that he altered our
verse to conform with its parallel for theological reasons, considering it
disrespectful to mention that Satan, coming among the sons of God,
came like them to present himself before God. And, of course, it is possi-
ble that the translator was motivated by both reasons, As for the
Masoretic version. this too can be perceived as meaningful. In the first
case, Saten’s reason for coming is not mentioned while that of the “sons
of God™ is, since it was the coming of “the sons of God" which prompted
Satan to join them. When “the sons of God” came, God recalled a parallel
detail in the earthly scene, namely, Job's apprehension, his doubt, which
led him to summon his sons and to cffer sacrifices. Recalling Job's ap-
prehension in turn led to God's own apprehension, i.e., the appearance of
Satan. The “sons of God™ came to present themselves, and Satan came
only because they did. According to this logic, the narrator mentions this
second time that Satan. too. came to present himself, for this time God’s
doubt was unlikely to arise, since, after all, Job has just said “Blessed be
the name of the Lorp™, The suspicion could not be aroused, for now
Job’s suspicion “It may be that my sons have sinned” can no longer exist:
his sons are no more. In other words, after Job's standing trial has proved
that he fears God, and that all the anger of Satan (= God’s suspicion) was
unfounded, the certainty of that whick was in doubt has been shaken,
Once it has been proved that Job fears God 21 “*for nought™, that is,
with no expectation of reward. God no longer has any doubt about Job's
righteousness. If, in spite of all this, a doubt arose, it did not arise spon-
taneously, rather, God purposely engendered it, because He desired, in
spite of all that happened, that a doubt remain. Consequently. if Satan
comes it is not incidental Hut intentional. It js conceivable, psy-
chologically, that if a suspicion exists it is not the same after the trial as it
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was before. Hitherto, it was a spontaneous phenomenon, now it is the
result of considered reasoning. This appears to be so since we read “And
Satan came along with them to present himself before the LorRD”. If this
assumption is correct, the addition in the Masoretic text is reliable, and
constitutes the only difference between the two descriptions of the
hzavenly scenes. Identical depictions would have implied that in theinter-
val between the two scenes, although the world of the man of Uz has been
destroyed, the rest cf the world, including the world on high, goes on as
usual. The same is implied by the stereotyped wording of the scene as a
whole:

The LORD said to Satan, TURITOR ‘71 IR
“Where are you coming from?” Xap T N
Satan answered the LORD, MR TR ORI M
“From roaming back and forth n3 70 PN VYN

over the earth
and from walking about there.”
(2:2)

God’s words to Satan, when He questions him as if nothing has hap-
pened, are also stereotyped, but here, too, a small deviation in style is
significant. God’s question is not X2n 'R», but rather Ran M °X. As far
as the sense of the words is concerned, both questions are the same, but
the change of wording lends a different tone to the second cuestion, giving
a sense of surprise, perhaps. In any case, Satan answers as before, as if
nothing has happened. God’s second question is also like the
corresponding question in the earlier scene:

The LorD said to Satan, 10w OX ‘7 mRn
“Have you observed My servant Job, IR 2y°hy 937 npwn
that there is no one like him PIX2 70D PR D
on earth,
a blameless and upright man, N an R
w1o fears God and shuns evil?” ¥R 101 IR XY
(2:3a)

This means that nothing has changed in Job’s character and behavior.
He is now as he was then — word for word. Yet as He continues, God
reveals that much has indeed happened in the meanwhile. For He says:
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“He still holds on to his integrity, WRANI PrIan W
so you have incited Me against him €N vya% 12 ptom
to destroy him without cause.”
(2:3b)

In the expression 0N “without cause” God refers to the operative
words in Satan’s claim “Does Job fear God 0in — for nought?” (1:9).
And as in Satan’s question, so in God’s reaction the word DIN denotes
both cause and effect. Satan asked: Does Job fear God without any
reason or purpose? And God answers: You incited Me against Job to
destroy him without reason or purpose.

In spite of God’s resolute atfitude, Satan is unconvinced. Not by
chance does he now come once again *'to present himself before the
LorD"; he still has a claim:

Satan answered the Lorp, R ATNR TOWS 1Y
“Skin for skin — all that a man T WY IWRTPIY 1yTIva 9y
has he will give for his life.” Wwnl Tya

(2:4) '

*“Skin for skin™ was probably a popular saying; parallels are known
from Arabic and Ugaritic. The phrase is best explained as originating in
the language of barter: the skin of one animal is exchanged for the skin of
another. According to this interpretation the saying fits in well with what
follows, that is, Satan’s application of the saying to the situation: “All
that a man has he will give for hislife”, i.e., a man is willing to give all he
has, including his sons and his dzughters, if his life is promised him in
return. It is typical, and psychologically understandable that, contrary to
the previous incident, Satan argues on the basis of “human” reason, using
a popular proverb. Now his charge is no longer a personal one agains:
Job, but a general one against mankind. Satan can no longer cast any
doubt on the unbroken faith that Job has demonstrated; he can no longer
cast aspersions on Job the individual, so he finds rocm for suspicion by
speaking of man in general, and having thus based his claim, he may
proceed from the general to the specific. to Job, and suggest:

“But put forth Your hand, 777 X Y ovx
and touch his bone and his flesh MY2T7R MYYOXR vn
then will he not blaspheme You to 1272 9 Sy xS ox
Your face?” (2:5)
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2:6-7

Once again, Satan suggests that the trial be through the personal action
of God, And once again, God has no argument to counter Satan’s asser-
tion concerning mankind in general, nor to reject his application of it to
Job in particular. He again agrees to Satan’s suggestion, and again
charzes him with its execution:

The LORD said to Satan, TRY IR T RN
“See, he is in your power,” 702 1N
(2:6a)

That is, God again offers Satan more than Satan requested of
God. Whereas Satan suggested “touch his bone and his flesh”, God com-
plies with “*he is in your power™, laying down but one condition:
“only spare his life.” MW WDITNR IR

(2:6b)

With that, the second heavenly scene comes to an end:

Satan left the presence of the LORD. 7D NND JOYD XY
(2:7a)

Scene V
(2:7b-13; 3:1)

We have already spoken of the difference between the transition from
the first heavenly scene to the earthly scene that follows it, and the trarsi-
tion from the second earthly scene to the next earthly scene. We said that,
in contrast to what preceded, there is no break in the narration between
scenes IV and V. Immediately after “Satan left the presence of the
LorD™ (verse 7a), follows:

and smote Job with severe sores Y 1RV 2RI
from the sole of his foot to the crown IR7R W) 93 e
of his head.

(2:7b)
Thus the sentence with which the heavenly scere concludes is not an
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independent sentence, but a clause contained in the compound sentence
that constitutes verse 7. By explicitly marking the connection between the
exit of Satan from the scene above and his smiting of Job with “severe
sores”, the narrator underscores the zreatness of Job’s spirit and his faith.
In the first stage of the trial, Job is robbed of all he has, both by man and
through the powers of nature. This is how the messengers view the dis-
asters, but Job sees in them the hand of God. In his pzrception, all that
was taken, "“God has taken™. And not only is he aware of this, he is also
grateful, for he says, “Blessed be the name of the LorD”. Thus Job’s
spiritual greatness and steadfastness are revealed at the conclusion of the
first stage of his trial. In the second stage, the direct, unmediated link be-
tween the disaster and God is made clear. And though it is now impossi-
ble to attribute Job's plague to the evil of mankind or to the blind ar-
bitrariness of nature — it can be attributed to God alone — Job's reac-
tion remains the same as before.

The siory wishes to emphasize the degree to which Job was aware of
this direct connection as it is illustrated in the structure of verse 7. R.
Yosef Kimchi interprets the verse “Satan left the presence of the LORD
and smote Job with severe sores’ as meaning “‘and the LORD smote
Job”, since the name of God, and not Satan, immediately precedes “‘and
smote”. Admittedly, the structure of the verse would permit R. Yosel
Kimchi's interpretation, since biblical prose sometimes has compound
sentences in which the object of the first clause serves as the subject of the
second (compare, for example, II Kings 8:14). But in view of the subject
matter, this interpretation is not appropriate to the verse. The disparity
between the meaning of the verse and its literal reading is thus a result of
a structural ambiguity, just as in the opening verse of the first stage of the
trial (1:13). And, although less prominent. here. too, the ambiguity is in-
tentional. The reader. who knows what Job does not. will understand
what the sentence means, namely. that the subject of “smote™ is the sub-
ject of tke previous sentence: Satan. To Job, who does not know what the
reader knows, the subject of the seatence is the object of the previous
clause: the LORD. And yel. in spite of this. Job does not rise up against
the LoRD.

He took a potsherd to scrape himself. 2 TRNAY wan ey
as he sat in the ashes. [BX7TYINg W R
(2:8) T '
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The second clause “as he sat in the ashes” is a subordinate clause
describing a situation, The verse gives a tangible description of Job's ex-
ternal reaction. vetit is of no clear significance. It relates a very neutral
detail while omitting the actual setting of the action. This method of men-
tioning “in passing” is characteristic of biblical narrative: only what is
relevant to the understanding of the story is mentioned; details are omit-
ted unless they have broader significance. By illustrating Job's physical,
external reaction to his disease, the narrator points to the absence of any
verbal reaction. The mention of Job sitting in the ashes enables the
reader to empathize with Job’s lot, to appreciate the anguish of his trial

tion that this is where Job is in spirit — a detail of deeper significance,
Here, at the beginning of the second stage of the trial, it is Job's
whereabouts that we are told of. for this is what is crucial to our un-
derstanding of the story.

When Job's spirit mourns, he suffers physical pain. Taking a potsherd
to scrape himself, he sits among the ashes (as is customary, compare
Jersmiah 6:26: Esther 4:3; Isaiah 58:5: Jonah 3:6), mourning his sons
and daughters. And Job's pain is indeed great. Not only is he afflicted by
great sorrow, but his cisease is also extremely painful, whatever the exact
natare of the severe 1PMY “*sores™. which is a subject of debate. To stress
the unpleasantness of the disease, the verse does not call them simply
“sores™ but adds the adjective v — yjle. evil, severe (compare
Detteronomy 28:35). This type of affliction causes the sufferer to scrape
the sores, and the scraping in turn causes greater pain. The second stage
of the trial is more difficult than the fist, for the afflictions are now
greater than they were before, Spiritual anguish rssulting directly from
physical torment is greeter than that which is an indirect result of material
losses, even the loss of children. Furthermore., in the first stage of the trial
(1:13), Job's whereabouts are given in an indepencent clause before the
disasters are reported. In the second stage. his location is mentioned in a
depeadent clause (2:8b). while the main clause (2:8a) tells of his reaction

thunder on a clear day. The narrator prefaces the loss of wealth and
family with an idyllic family tableau. In the second trial the disaster rubs
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salt into Job’s wounds. The narrator portrays the mourner sitting in the
ashes after describing in a subordinate clause, i.e. incidentally, his reaction
to the disaster. The blow that descends from the blue leaves Job stunned,
but he pulls himself out of his shcek and is even able to bless God.
However, the disaster that rubs salt into the wounds provokes rebellion.

keeps silent, not permitting the thoughts in his soul 10 pass his lips.

tensified because of what she says, and, further. because of who she js: his
wife, the person closest to him, partner in Joy and sorrow. It is she who
addresses him:

His wife said to him, PR 15 mxny

“You still hold on to your integrity? mnen2 prnn Iy

‘Bless” God and die!™ nRY oovR 2
(2:9)

What does Job's wife mean to say? From the context it is clear that the
meaning of 773 is not jtg literal sense *“bless™, nor does the imperative nm
“and die” mean what it appears to. The meaning of T2 is once again its
opposite: blaspheme. The imperative form of the verb nm “and dje" is a
result of the action expressed by the imperatjve form of the previous verb
(compare Deuteronomy 32:49-50; Proverbs 3:3-4; etc.). What Job’s wife
means is: blaspheme God, for then you will dje.

Different opinions have been expressed as to the character of Job's wife
and her state of mind when she utters these words. Beginning with the
Septuagint, where she is portreyed as giving a long speech, there have
always been those who view her positively and those who criticize her.
Augustine (Roman Church father, 354-430) compared Job's wife to Eve,
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for like Eve she wished to incite her husband. He described her as
“assistant to Satan”™ (diaboli adiutrix). However, cne canno: consider her
cheracter or the emotional context of her words without exceeding the
bounds of scholarship. The narrator did not reveal his opinion of Job's
wife, for he had no interest in her — she is not even given a name —
although her torment was doubtless equal to Job's, As is customary with
the biblical storyteller, he relates only those details that can shed lighton
the matter at hand. Of Job's wife we are told only what is necessary for
our proper understancing of how Job faced his trial. The commentator
canaot explain that which the author wished to leave unexplained. But the
narrator’s choice of words, while it leaves a great deal unaccounted for,
does after all reveal a little. For the verse is structurally woven from sen-
tence remnants of the deliberations that took place in heaven. His wife
says to him “You still hold on to your integrity™; God said of him “He
still holds on to his irtegrity™ (2:3). His wife suggests “* ‘Bless’ God™":
Satan expresses his opinion of Job ““He will ‘bless’ You to Your face”
(I:11; 2:5). By assigning to Job’s wife two sentences v 'hose origin are the
W0 opposing attitudes to Job in heaven, the narrator clarifizs what ap-
pears inexplicable: her feelings, her suffering, her role in the drama. Thus
it appears that her suggestion to her husband is identical to what Satan
said about Job, but her motivation is different. Satan speaks out of pure
apostasy: Job’s wife speaks out of pity. This is evident from the one
“original” word in her soeech: the verb nm “and die”, which indicates the
purpose of her advice, different from that of Satan. Satan wishes to prove
that Job serves God only in order to receive reward. Job’s wife wishes Job
to be relieved of his suffering. Her intention is good; her actior is not. Job
— atleast this time — does not understand his wife, and takes her words
not as she intends, but literally. Job’s wife unwittingly becomes partner to
Satan,

However, this “emissary” of Satan also fails in her mission. Job's im-
medizte reaction to his wife's words is a reprimand:

He said to her, TR MR
“You speak as any of the shameless ™27 nib;;a nox 7371
women might speak!
Shall we accept good from the hand of OIPR7 nxn Yap3 ANVINR D)
God and not accept evil?” 53p3 XY 337 NK
(2:10a) )
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In the first clause of his question n*ox NRD 52P) 2907 NX 03 the open-
ing word &3 — literally “also” — g problematic. Those who consider the
Masoretic version to be authentic assume that the word o3 here, as
elsewhere when used at the beginning of bibljca! verses (Exodus 10:25;
Numbers 22:33; etc.), appears simply for emphasis, and that its meaning
can be rendered by the word “indeed!™. In any case, the meaning of the
sentence is clear. It is a rhetorical question, just as the words of Job’s wife
included a rhetorical question. Thus Job reacts to his wife’s question with
one of his cwn. Her question was intenced to shake his fear of God, his is
meant to sirengthen it.

We are told how Job withstands this stage of his trial with the words:

For all this, Job did not sin
with his lips.

TRDWI 29K RUATKY nRT"%33

(2:10b)

Raba explained this sentence thus (Talmud Bab., Baba Batraq 16b):
“‘With his lips’ he did not sin, but in his heart he sinned”. The same inter-
pretation is reflected in the Targum. Scholars, however, consider this to
be a Midrasaic interpretation, while according to the literal sense of the
verse, the words “with his lips™ are not to be understood in the sense of
““as opposed to in his heart”, This consensus of opinion is a result of two
basic assumptions that are characteristic of biblical criticism: the first is a
general rule of exegetical methodology: the second, in specific relation to
the book of Job, is a historical-literary consideration, According to the
first, a commonly accepted exegetical principle, style plays only an
aesthetic role, beautifying and embellishing the work, varying the modes
of expression in order to avoid monotony. The second, a widespread
literary-historical assumption in criticism of Job, is that the story in its
present form consists of two originally independent works: one, the prose
narrative that now forms the framework of the book, and the second, the
poetic body of the book. The two components of the book, it is main-
tained, were not adapted tc each other with total consistency, hence the
evident contradiction in the description of Job’s character. The Job of the
poetic component is a wise man who ponders, and even doubts, the
Justice of God's ways in the world, while the Job of the narrative compo-
nent is a perfect, righteous man whom no earthly tribulations can move
from his perfect and absolute faith in the Justice of divine intervention,
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One cannot, however, determine Job’s character in the narrative ac-
cording to the book's prehistory (even if the above is a reasonable theory
and not mere conjecture), but according to proof found in the story as the
final author wrote it. Such proof must be culled from the story in its
totality, from content as well as style. Even if one rejects our theory of
the role of style in literature in general, and in ancient or biblical
literature in particular. and asserts that a word added or subtracted,
similar or dissimilar, is a matter of embellishment or chance and therefore
insignificant, even §0, dne cannot ignore the significance of the words
“with his lips™ in our verse. Since the use of stereotyped repetition is the
rule in our story, so that sentences and verses are reiterated word for
word, stylistic anomalies must have significance and cannot be merely a
techrique to avoid monotony. Therefore, in order to understand Job's
reaction to the second slage of the trial, in order to appraise his character
and the strength of his faith after his wife speaks to him, one must take
seriously the narrator’s comment in his closing sentence, and consider
the words “with his lips”.

It is particularly unsound method to ignore these words in view of the
fact that they do not occur in the previous, corresponding comment
(1:22). Nor is this the only difference between the two verses. Compare:

(1:22) For all this Job did not sin, nor did he cast reproach upon God.
(2:10) For all this, Job did not sin with his lips.

The two are both similar and different. Fach one lacks something and
adds something. The first lacks “with his lips” and adds “nor did he cast
reproach upon God™; the second — vice versa. In each one what is added
is expressed in what is missing; as a result of what is missing we infer the
addition. This intentional difference in the style of the narrator’s comment
makes no sense unless we assume that he was precise in his phrasing and
added or subtracted not merely to vary his style but in order to il-
lustratz through the style that a change had indeed taken place in Job,
that is, “with his lips™ he did not sin, but in his heart he did. The narrator
understood that the emotional stability which Job demonstrated after the
first stage of his trial was a psychological impossibility after the second.
that Job cannot be as stable after what he has discovered as he was when
he still possessed everything. After Satan’s actions, and after his wife’s
words, Job may not sin “with his lips”. But in his-heart — over which
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even Job has no contro] — he will sin, will rajse questions about God's
ways.

(verse 9a). Job's wife, as we said, wishes to shake her husband’s faith, and
Job, in his question to her (verse 10b), wishes to reinforce not only her
faith but also — perhaps primarily — his own. Psychological observa-
tion would suggest that the rational clajm which Job presents in order to
reject his wife's suggestion is actually directed toward dispelling those
thoughts that are in his own mind. This suggestion is not only the logical
result of psychological considerations, it is, more importantly. implied in
Job's own words. If We compare what Job saysin 2:10 “Shall we accept
good from the hand of God and not accept evil?” with his words at the
end of the first stage of the trial (1:2 1) “Naked came I out of my mother’s
womb and naked shall I return there; the LoRrD gave, the Lorp has
taken away: blessed be the name of the LoRD", we shall see that in both
cases Job's claim is a rational one, an attempt to force his mind to in-
fluence his feelings. But whereas in the first case he speaks three sen-
tences, here he speaks but one. His words in the first instance are personal
and tangible; here, they are general and abstract. In the firs; sentence the
subject is 1. Job; in the second, and actually in the third as well, it is God:
here, the subject s We. man in general, and God is only the indirect ob-
Jject. Here Job speaks of “gcod” and “evil” that we must accept;
previously, neither good nor evil was mentioned but rather God’s giving
and taking avay. Job's earlier utterance was a reaction not to the words
of those around him but to the action — or inaction — of the All-Present
God. Here, they are a reaction to the words of someone present. The
previous clair1 was phrased in declarative sentences followed by an ex-
clamation, a ceclaration; here, the claim is a negative question, eliciting a
negative answer. probably interrogative, but perhaps declaratjve. The

regained it and had arrived at the necessary conclusion: “Blessed be the
name of the Lorp™, Here, no conclusion is reached, a clear sign of the
deterioration in his emotional equilibrium. The differing reactions to djs-
aster reflect fluctuation in the soulof Job, a wavering of faith which began
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when his happiness; began to fade. Nonetheless, he has not yet
blasphemed God “to His face™; he has not sinned with hislips. The com-
monly held view that the Job of our story is a man whose righteousness
remains static from beginning to end, is not consistent with the story jt-
sell. Although the didactic aim of the story might require the existence
and collapse of a philosophy that s based on imagination and speculation
to be concretized in purely legendary figures and motifs, nonetheless, in

his wife’s words: his rebuke silences her immediately. Will he hold fast to
his new outlook when the champions of Wisdom’s doctrine of recom-
pensz appear?

Tke arrival of Job’s friends, with which the story closes (verses | 1-13),
is an integral part of this organic prologue to the book. Admittedly, the
story itself contains no mention of the ensuing dispute, byt its basis has
been laid and it has been anticipated psychologically. While the trial that
has just ended in Job dismissing the words of the challenger (his wife)
came as a result of hjs wife’s utterance, the next trial, destined 1o continue
in disputation, comes into being as 3 consequence of the silence of the
challenger (the friends). It was Job’s wife, the person closest tc him, who

When Job’s three friends hearq K Y DY vy
about these calamities that haq ™oy Axar nxra 317750 nx
befallen him,
each came from his home — WMpnn v WM
Eliphaz the Temanite, Bildad TP Curna oYy
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the Shuhite, and Zophar the Naamathie, NRYIT DI smwa
They met together to come to mourn MM 15 135 xisb 1 1T
with him and to comfor: him, 4 ' '

and children; the friends come WML b < mourn with him and (o
comfort him™, Both verbs, which form an alliteration, appear together
later in the book (42:] 1). The verb T assumed jts connotation of “t¢ ey
press sympathy with the troubles of ons’s fellow” (Isaiah $1:19; Jeremiah

p.rescriped by society. When Job appears to hjs friends, they do not know

When they looked up from ga distance, 23 By R NP
they did noy recognize him; W17 K5y

lhey Wwept aloud. 13;53 0?117 1vaj

(2:12q)
Then, after the natural, personal reaction, comes the conventional
fesponse when one js confronted with misfortune:

Each one tore hjs coat, 1oy w WIpN
and they threw dust over thejr heads TRRYI 0 wKg 5y oy P
toward the sky. ‘ o

the same custom in two detajls: (a) The verb by which the action js
denoted jg different. The Customary verb is nbyn “put up”; here, the verh
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used is P, Job’s friends “throw™ dust on their heads; (b) Thedust is used
differently: in other contexts a mourner puts the dust on his head; here we
are told that the characters throw dust over their heads toward the sky.
Biblical critics agree that the word AW “toward the sky™ is an addition
in the Masoretic text (in the Septuagint it does not appear), arguing that
the severe sores with which Job was afflicted reminded some later reader
of the plague of “boils"” (’MW) in Egypt, where, we are told, Moses threw
the soot from the furnace heavenwards: “The Lorp said to Moses and
Aaron, ‘Each of you take handfuls of soot from the furnace and let Mosgs
throw it toward the sky INPDWI in the sight of Pharoah. It shall become
fine dust throughout the land of Egypt, and. .. shall become boils Y
... " (Exodus 9:8). Influenced by the verse in Exodus. the “later” reader
recorded alongside our verse the marginal comment AW — “toward
the sky™ — which eventually made its way from the margin into the text
through a copyist's negligence, or else a punctilious copyist may have
written it at the end of the verse to indicate that it was an interpolation.
According to this commonly accepted opinion, the original text said that
Job’s friends all tore their coats and threw dust upon their heads. follow-
ing the general custom. But this explanation for the addition W does
not account for the use of the verb “throw™. Perhaps we should assume
that throwing dust over their heads toward the sky was not an expression
of mourning at all, but rather, just as in the case of Moses, the imitation
of a prevalent type of magic, “sympathetic magic”. This magic is based
on the theory that one action induces another similar one, The result of
throwing soot from the furnace heavenwards was that it fell back to earth
not as soot, but as something similar — boils. (In the case of the plague
of boils, Moses™ action is not really magic but merely symbolic, for the
boils do not appear automatically, as a result of the magical power of
throwing the soot into the sky, but rather as a result of the sovereign will
of God: the symbolic act, however, is clearly an imitation of the magical
act.) In addition, such magic serves not only to induce something similar,
but also to remove sometting similar. Thus itis possible that the action of
Job’s friends, described in the words “threw dust into the sky over their
heads™. is a magical act of self-defense: in order to ensure that the sores
with which Job is afflicted “from the sole of his foot to the crown of his
head™ will not fall from keaven on them as well, they throw dust over
their heads into the sky as they approach Job.
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As the friends arrive at Job's side,

They sat down with him on the ground 0°n; Nyaw IRy inn 12N

for seven days and seven nights, M9 nyaw
and none spoke a word to him, 327 PYR 27T PR
for they saw that his suffering was TR 2XRIT S WY 02
very great. ' '
(2:13)

In order to explain their behavior, modern commentators compare the
Arab custom in caring for the sick: “If the illness continues for a fong
time during the dry season, the relatives bring the ill one to a high heap of
garbage on the outskirts of the village, and they build a thatched awning
above him...there the patient lies, sometimes for days and nights on
end . .. when the news of his illness spreads friends and relatives come im-
mediately to visit him and form a circle around him. There is silence: no
one speaks; they only listen to his sighs and complaints. Only when he
turns and speaks to them do they reply, mourning his situation. But even
then not all of them; only the aged among them. The others almost do not
dare to join in the discussion™.'* From this description one might con-
clude, as do most commentators. that the silence of Job's friends is merely
an accepted custom observed when visiting the sick. The friends’ behavior
serves as the precedent for the Rabbinic law: *Those who come to com-
fort are not permitted to speak until the mourner speaks first, as is said,
‘and after this Job opened his mouth®” (Talmud Bab., Moed yatan 28b).
Job’s friends. however, were unaware notonly of this Talmudic law but of
the Arabic custom as well; this is clear from the explanation given for
their silence: “for they saw that his suffering was very great”. The friends’
silence is none other than sincere sympathy for the sorrow znd trouble of
stheir comrade, complete identification with his situation. In the same
manner, “the elders of the daughters of Zion™ sit in silence (Lamentations
2:10). since the pain of the destruction shocks them to the point that they
are unable even to weep. When Job's friends look up from afar, they raise
their voices and weep; but when they sit with Job they weep no more, nor
do they try to comfort him. Theugh their purpose in comingis “to mourn
with him and to comfort him"™ {(verse 11),in the end “none spoke a word

14. A. Musil, Arabia Petraea. 111, Vienna 1908. p. 413.
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to him, for they saw that his suffering was very great”. To consider the
silence cof Job's friends as simply a social convention observed when
visiting the sick or the mourner, would be to ignore what the verse says
and to disregard the dialectic and dynamics of the story. Such a view
would prevent the reader from perceiving the tragic irony in Job’s misun-
derstanding of his friends’ behavior, and without this perception, neither
the role of this irony nor of the last scene as a whole can be grasped, and
the storyteller’s artistic skill and psychological insight go unappreciated.
For from the terrible silence of seven days and seven nights that weighed
upon the spirits of the mourners, it was inevitable that bitterness, resent-
ment, and even rebellion should accumulate within Job’s heart, so that
when his distress reaches its pinnacle — and this is what is meant by the
period of “seven days and seven nights” — it is impossible for him to
hold back his outburst any longer. Forced by unbearable pressure, Job
must open his mouth, and what he utters is a curse:

After this Job opened his mouth, WMBTNR PR NND 970K
and cursed his day. PR o
3:1)

Just as the words ]2 *INK “after this™ in the verse “and after this his
brothers talked with him” (Genesis 45:15) open the sentence which tells
how Joszph’s brothers broke their shocked silence, so does the expression
19 "INX here open the sentence in which Job relieves the tension that has
become intolerable. Bowed under the weight of an oppressive silence, and
under the pressure of the thoughts that must by now have cried out in his
mind, “Job opened his mouth”. The expression “opened his mouth™, like
the expression “opened his lips” (Job 11:5; 32:21), is a poetic idiom for
the action expressed in prose by the verb “tc speak™. But, while the ex-
pression “opened his lips” only illustrates what is expressed in the verb
“to speak ", the expression “opened his mouth” can alsoindicate an active
decision to break a silence. This is apparently indicated by the fact that
only the expression “opened his mouth”, and never *opened his lips”, is
used to convey the opposite of keeping silent (Isaiah 53:7; Psalm 38:14;
39:10; cf. Job 33:2). Thus, Job’s decision to break the silence is implicit in
“Job opened his mouth™; tae same is suggested by the context: “A/fter this
Job opened his mouth” follows *“‘and none spoke a word to him, for they
saw that his suffering was very great”.
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The last direct information We Ndu Ul JUU 1UHUWLU 110 1vaesivis v sy
wife’s words: “For all'this, Job did not sin with his lips” (2:10); he did not
curse God to His face. When, in reaction to the silence of his friends, he
does open his mouth, is it possible that he will not sin with his lips? Thus
far he has not cursed God, now he curses — but only “his day”, his ex-
istence itself (compare Job 30:55), the existence to which he has been sen-
tenced, but not the Judge who issued the decree.

Some commentators see in the expression “After this” a seam with
which the author joins the prologue story with the poetic debate that
forms the main section of the book, since the same expression is used oc-
casionally in the Bible as an editorial device to connect originally indepen-
dent narratives. If however, this transitional verse is indeed a seam con-
necting the story.with the ensuing dispute, the author has used a common
editorial technique as a personal touch to the text, to lend emphasis.
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