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Matan – Great Debates in Jewish History, Philosophy, and Halakha 

Part 6 – God, Satan, Iyov and His Friends 
 

Primary Sources 
Sefer Iyov Chapters 1-3, 4:7-9, 8:3-4, 11:4-6, 34:10-12, 38-42 
 
Rambam, Moreh Nevuchim 

 
 .החגשהב םדא ינב תופקשה רואיבל לשמ אוהש :רמולכ ,וב ונחנאש המ גוסמ איה האלפנהו האלפומה בויא תשרפ
 
 ,היהש השעמ אוהשו ,ארבנו היה אוהש בשח רשאו .היה לשמ אלא ארבנ אלו היה אל בויא :שוריפב םהמ דחא רמאמ תעדי רבכו
 .םוקמ אלו ןמז אל ול עדי אל
 ,תובאה ימיב היהש רמא םימכחה דחא אלא
 ,השמ ימיב היהש רמא דחאו
  דוד ימיב היהש רמא ]אכש[ דחאו
 ,לבב ילועמ היה אוהש רמא דחאו
 .ארבנ אלו היה אל אוהש רמאש ימ ירבד קזחמש הממ הזו

 
 ותחגשהבו 'ה תעידיב ורמאש דע ,םדא ינבמ םירקוחה לכ וכובנ דימת יוצמה וערואמב אצויכב ירה ,היה אל ןיב היה ןיב רבד לש וללכ
 םיפוכת םילודג םירוסיי וילע םיאב ,רתויב אטחה ארי םישעמה רשי 3* םלשה קידצה םדאהש המ :רמולכ ,ךל יתרכזה רבכש המ
  ןכ בייחמה אטחב אל ,ופוגו וינבו ושוכרב
 ודיב ותריסמו ,ןטשל 'ה ירבדו ,ןטשה רבד :רמולכ ,םתוא םידקהש םירבדה םתוא - היה אל וא היה םא :רמולכ - תופקשהה יתש יפלו
 .לכש לעב לכ לצא קפס ילב לשמ הז לכ -

 
Rav Yaakov Medan – Avraham vs Iyov 
 
      The comparison between Avraham and Iyov raises another question. Earlier in our parasha we encountered 
Avraham's seemingly brazen words to God regarding the fate of the cities of Sedom and Amora. How is it 
possible that Avraham formulated his words in such a decisive manner? Avraham was required to teach his 
children "the way of the Lord, to do righteousness and justice" (Bereishit 18:19), and therefore he had to 
understand God's way, identify with it, and even judge it. Nevertheless, as much as we appreciate the need to 
examine the manner in which God governs His world so that we can educate our children in its light, it is hard to 
ignore the danger in such an examination. For it is but a step away from the path taken by Iyov, who momentarily 
lost his innocent faith in the justice of God's judgment and asserted: “It is all one; therefore I say: He destroys 
the innocent and the wicked” (Iyov 9:22). Elifaz too accuses him of this: 
  
Is not God in the height of heaven? And behold the topmost of the stars, how high they are! And you say: What 
does God know? Can He judge through the dark cloud? (Iyov 9:22) 
  
Who can guarantee a person that he will know how to distinguish between examining the truth of God's 
judgments for the purpose of teaching his children, as Avraham did in connection with Sedom, and examining 
the truth of His judgments because of doubts and uncertainties whether God is indeed a righteous judge, as did 
Iyov? Who can guarantee Avraham that the personal example that he provided his descendants when he cast 
accusations at Heaven will be a favorable example, and not, God forbid, open the door to the path taken by Iyov 
in the time of his afflictions, a path that was defined by Chazal (Bava Batra 16a) as blasphemy? 
  
It seems to me that the Akeida comes to answer this question. In addition to the test of his readiness for self-
sacrifice, Avraham faced another test, which may not have been any easier than the first: a test of his faith in a 
God of righteousness and justice. For Avraham could have asked:  What will that God who sentenced Sedom to 
destruction for the cry of one girl answer regarding the cry of an old woman whose only child was taken from her 
to be slaughtered on Mount Moriya? Does the God of justice have an answer to this question? Is a God who 
made multiple covenants with Avraham, and promised the land to his seed, and now comes and rips it all to 
shreds with that awful command: "And offer him there for a burnt-offering" – is He the God of justice? 
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For three full days, God gives Avraham the opportunity to contemplate these difficult questions as he makes his 
way to the Akeida. But over the course of all three days Avraham says only one word to his Creator: Hineni, here 
I am. In the four hundred and eighty verses in the book of Iyov this word does not appear even once. Those 
three days of silence and acceptance of God's judgment during which Avraham headed to Mount Moriya, dispel 
any fear that the way that he was teaching the world's inhabitants was one of "blasphemy," as Iyov did. That 
single world of Avraham when he received the command – Hineni – establishes a tall barrier between Iyov, who 
examined God's ways of justice and judgment based on doubt about their existence, and Avraham, who lovingly 
accepted God's command with innocent faith and without any possibility of finding an answer to his questions 
about God's way. 
	

Bava	metzia	58b 	

GEMARA: The Sages taught: It is written: “And you shall not mistreat [tonu] one man his colleague; and you shall 
fear your God, for I am the Lord your God” (Leviticus 25:17). The tanna explains: The verse is speaking with regard to 
verbal mistreatment. The baraita proceeds: Do you say that it is speaking of verbal mistreatment [be’ona’at devarim], 
or perhaps it is speaking only with regard to monetary exploitation [be’ona’at mammon]? When it says in a previous 
verse: “And if you sell to your colleague an item that is sold, or acquire from your colleague’s hand, you shall not 
exploit [tonu] his brother” (Leviticus 25:14), monetary exploitation is explicitly stated. How then do I realize the 
meaning of the verse: “And you shall not mistreat one man his colleague”? It is with regard to verbal mistreatment.  

 לא הרות דומלל אבו רג היה םא ךיתובא השעמ רוכז ול רמאי לא םירג ןב היה םא םינושארה ךישעמ רוכז ול רמאי לא הבושת לעב היה םא דציכ אה
  הרובגה יפמ הרמאנש הרות דומלל אב םישמרו םיצקש תופירטו תוליבנ לכאש הפ ול רמאי

How so? If one is a penitent, another may not say to him: Remember your earlier deeds. If one is the child of 
converts, another may not say to him: Remember the deed of your ancestors. If one is a convert and he came to 
study Torah, one may not say to him: Does the mouth that ate unslaughtered carcasses and animals that had 
wounds that would have caused them to die within twelve months [tereifot], and repugnant creatures, and creeping 
animals, comes to study Torah that was stated from the mouth of the Almighty?  

בויאל ויריבח ול ורמאש ךרדכ ול רמאי לא וינב תא רבקמ היהש וא וילע ןיאב םיאלח ויה םא וילע ןיאב ןירוסי ויה םא  ( ו ,ד בויא  ךתארי אלה (
  דבא יקנ אוה ימ אנ רכז ךיכרד םותו ךתוקת ךתלסכ

If torments are afflicting a person, if illnesses are afflicting him, or if he is burying his children, one may not speak 
to him in the manner that the friends of Job spoke to him: “Is not your fear of God your confidence, and your hope 
the integrity of your ways? Remember, I beseech you, whoever perished, being innocent?” (Job 4:6–7). Certainly 
you sinned, as otherwise you would not have suffered misfortune. 

םיכובנ הרומ 	

It is the opinion which suggests itself as plausible at first thought, especially in the minds of those who meet with mishaps, 
well knowing that they have not merited them through sins. This is admitted by all, and therefore this opinion was 
assigned to Job. But he is represented to hold this view only so long as he was without wisdom, and knew God only by 
tradition, in the same manner as religious people generally know Him. As soon as he had acquired a true knowledge of 
God, he confessed that there is undoubtedly true felicity in the knowledge of God; it is attained by all who acquire that 
knowledge, and no earthly trouble can disturb it.1 So long as Job's knowledge of God was based on tradition and 
communication, and not on research, he believed that such imaginary good as is possessed in health, riches, and children, 
was the utmost that men can attain: this was the reason why he was in perplexity, and why he uttered the above-mentioned 
opinions, and this is also the meaning of his words: "I have heard of thee by the hearing of the ear; but now mine eye seeth 
thee. Wherefore I abhor myself, and repent because of dust and ashes" (42:5, 6); that is to say he abhorred all that he had 
desired before, and that he was sorry that he had been in dust and ashes; comp. "and he sat down among the ashes" (ii. 8). 
On account of this last utterance, which implies true perception, it is said afterwards in reference to him, "for you have not 
spoken of me the thing that is right, as my servant Job hath." 
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Rav Soloveitchik, Kol Dodi Dofek 
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Rabbi	Jonathan	Sacks,	To	Hear	A	Fractured	World	
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 בל קרפ םירבד
 :אוה רשיו קידצ לוע ןיאו הנומא לא טפשמ ויכרד לכ יכ ולעפ םימת רוצה )ד(
  

 זש אקסיפ וניזאה תשרפ םירבד ירפס
 וארבו םלועב ןימאהש ,הנומא לא
  
 "׃Dתֶֽנָוּמֽאֱ הבָּרַ .הלָמְחֶבְ יתִמָשְׁנִ יבִּ תָּרְזַֽחֱהֶֽשֶׁ .םייָּקַוְ יחַ Eלֶמֶֽ Dינֶֽפָלְ ינִאֲ )הדָוֹמ( הדֶוֹמ"

 
 הרורב הנשמ
  קספה ילב ךתנומא הברו אתחנתאב היהי הלמחב תביתו
 רקובב םידקפומה תומשנ ריזחהל ותנומא םייקמ ה"בקהש 'וגו םירקבל םישדח בותכה ןמ אוהו

Rav	Aharon	Lichtenstein,	God	and	Man	According	to	Hellenism	
As	a	point	of	departure,	I	have	chosen	one	specific	subject.	This	aspect	-	one	of	the	most	central	ones	-	in	the	debate	
between	our	world	and	that	of	the	Greeks	can	be	highlighted	by	comparing	the	character	of	Iyov	(Job)	with,	lehavdil,	
that	of	Prometheus	(as	portrayed	both	in	mythology	and	in	literatures,	and	especially	in	Aeschylus'	work,	Prometheus	
Bound).	
The	myth	of	Prometheus	presents	him	as	a	bold	individual	who	went	up	to	heaven	and	stole	fire	from	the	gods	in	order	
to	bring	it	down	to	mankind.	For	this	he	was	punished	by	Zeus,	who	chained	him	to	a	rock	for	the	rest	of	his	life.	While	
chained	to	the	rock	he	sings	and	declares	his	objection	to	the	actions	of	the	gods,	thus	expressing	his	sovereignty	and	
independence.	This	presents	a	certain	similarity	to	Iyov	(a	comparison	already	dealt	with	by	many)	from	two	points	of	
view:	firstly,	as	regards	the	subject	-	a	person	who	is	controlled	by	a	higher	force,	and	secondly	-	from	the	point	of	view	
of	the	book's	structure.	Sefer	Iyov	is	quite	unique	among	the	books	of	Tanakh	in	terms	of	its	outstanding	dramatic	
structure.	It	contains	almost	a	classic	Greek	drama:	each	"character"	expresses	himself	in	turn:	"monologue,"	
"response,"	etc….	
Prometheus	represents	the	tragic	situation	in	which	a	man	suffers	despite	his	innocence.	At	the	same	time,	there	
certainly	exists	a	possibility	that	some	day	Prometheus	may	succeed	in	freeing	himself	of	his	chains,	as	presented	in	
Shelley's	play	of	the	early	19th	century	-	"Prometheus	Unbound."	
How	great	is	the	disparity	between	this	description	and	the	one	we	find	in	Sefer	Iyov!	The	question	of	the	relationship	
between	power	and	justice	runs	through	Sefer	Iyov,	too.	According	to	certain	opinions	among	Chazal,	sharp	criticism	
is	leveled	against	Iyov's	stand.	At	the	conclusion	of	the	first	chapter	of	Bava	Batra	(15b),	very	serious	accusations	are	
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raised	against	his	blasphemy	and	cursing.	At	the	same	time,	these	opinions	must	be	seen	within	a	broader	context:	
Iyov	knows	his	place	in	relation	to	the	Holy	One.	It	never	enters	his	mind	that	he	is	engaging	in	battle	against	an	
"equal	opponent"	with	a	chance	of	emerging	victorious.	Within	the	very	depths	of	his	being	he	may	await	Elihu's	
response,	but	he	is	conscious	throughout	of	the	fact	that	the	Power	concerned	is	not	within	his	understanding.	
Even	nearer	to	the	end	of	the	Sefer,	God	does	not	provide	a	real	answer	to	the	questions	which	Iyov	raises.	The	essence	
of	the	Divine	response	is	"Lav	ba'al	devarim	didi	at,"	Iyov	is	not	a	legitimate	claimant	of	God:	"Where	were	you	when	I	
laid	the	earth's	foundations?	Speak	if	you	have	understanding.	Do	you	know	who	fixed	its	dimensions,	or	who	measured	
it	with	a	line?"	(Iyov	38:4-5).	In	other	words,	we	are	talking	about	a	different	dimension	of	reality.	It	is	as	if	God	is	telling	
him,	"You	don't	know,	you	don't	understand.	After	all	is	said	and	done,	you	are	a	mortal,	and	are	not	capable	of	
debating	with	Me."	The	very	most	a	human	being	can	say,	in	fear	and	trembling,	is:	"You	will	be	in	the	right,	O	Lord,	if	I	
make	claim	against	You,	yet	I	shall	[nevertheless]	present	charges	against	You"	(Yirmiyahu	12:1).	In	short,	Iyov	is	not	-	
and	does	not	perceive	himself	as	-	an	equal	opponent	or	partner	for	discussion	with	God.	
Two	fundamental	principles	are	involved	here.	One	pertains	to	the	relationship	between	God	and	man,	the	other	to	the	
nature	of	the	reality	in	which	man	lives.	With	regard	to	the	first	point,	in	the	Greek	perception	there	is	no	fundamental	
difference	between	man	and	his	gods.	The	gods	may	perhaps	be	wiser,	stronger	and	richer,	but	the	difference	is	not	a	
qualitative	one.	From	this	point	of	view,	it	is	the	humanistic	outlook	of	Greek	culture	which	represents	both	its	greatness	
and	its	weakness.	
Other	religions	which	had	preceded	it	had	not	perceived	the	gods	as	being	in	any	way	on	a	par	with	man.	They	perceived	
their	gods	as	being	hostile	to	man,	laying	in	wait	for	him	and	threatening	him.	Their	gods	were	depicted	in	grotesque	
form	(as	we	see	from	their	sculptures)	as	something	inhuman	and	completely	dissimilar	from	man.	These	philosophies	
highlighted	the	fear	and	terror	which	characterize	man's	relationship	with	his	gods.	
The	world	of	the	Greeks,	on	the	other	hand,	displayed	a	considerable	rapprochement	between	the	transcendent	world	
and	that	of	mortals.	The	fear	and	terror	which	had	surrounded	the	gods	in	other	cultures	diminished,	to	a	large	degree,	
and	in	its	place	came	a	closeness	between	man	and	his	gods.	Thus	the	Greeks	largely	succeeded	in	overcoming	much	of	
the	primitive	instinctual	fear	of	the	gods,	attaining	a	position	of	relative	peace	of	mind	and	equilibrium,	a	belief	based	on	
logic	rather	than	primitive	fear.	Obviously,	what	we	describe	here	refers	to	a	long	process.	Anyone	examining	early	
Greek	culture	can	see	that	it	was	much	closer	to	the	general	pagan	world.	F.	M.	Cornford's	book,	"From	Religion	to	
Philosophy,"	which	deals	with	the	transition	from	Homer	to	Aristotle,	describes	both	periods.	
As	mentioned	above,	this	progression	represented	a	great	achievement.	The	Greeks	perceived	their	existence	in	the	
world	as	being	under	the	aegis	of	forces	which	could	be	understood	and	which	one	could	deal	with.	This	perception	
allowed	for	some	of	the	self-assurance	characterizing	Greek	culture,	which	was	so	distant	from	the	primitive	feelings	of	
other	pagan	cultures	which	preceded	it.	
Indeed,	this	very	point	is	the	source	of	the	main	weakness	inherent	in	Greek	culture,	when	viewed	from	a	religious	
standpoint.	Toynbee	was	correct	when	he	wrote,	in	his	book	about	Greek	culture,	that	the	cardinal	sin	of	Greek	culture	-	
from	the	Christian	point	of	view	-	was	its	humanism.	On	one	hand,	this	was	an	achievement:	a	culture	with	a	profoundly	
humanistic	basis.	They	held	man	in	high	esteem	and	viewed	the	world	through	human	lenses.	On	the	other	hand,	the	
achievement	in	no	way	diminished	the	problematic	nature	of	this	philosophy.	Together	with	abandoning	all	the	primitive	
feelings	of	fear	associated	with	paganism,	the	transition	to	Greek	humanism	also	did	irreparable	harm	to	the	concept	of	
holiness.	
The	sense	of	awe	-	not	the	primitive	fear	of	the	early	pagans,	but	true	religious	fear,	the	awe	associated	with	"Holy,	holy,	
holy	is	the	Lord	of	Hosts,"	the	God	on	High	-	this	diminished	and	disappeared.	When	we	see	gods	as	humans	(only	
slightly	more	sophisticated,	perhaps)	or	as	philosophical	abstractions,	then	there	is	no	longer	any	room	for	a	sense	of	
fear,	awe	or	majesty. 

 


