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The question of the place of Satan in the 0ld Testa-
ment has occasioned much debate. A key starting point in
this debate must be the Hebrew root from which the term
Satan comes, (0O®. It is important to determine its meaning,
evaluate its usage in the 0ld Testament, and use the data
thus gathered in formulating theological conclusions regard-
ing Satan in the 0ld Testament. Using these lines of argu-
mentation, the present writer concludes the 0ld Testament
believer had very little light regarding Satan.

The Semitic root (bW, as well as its parallel form
ob®w, indicate the concept of "opposition, antagonism."
Though some argue that the Hebrew term 7mw orlglnated in a
judicial context or a royal court contexf, it is better to
see its origin simply as that of a common noun for "adver-
sary, enemy." When used with the article, as in Job 1-2 and
Zechariah 3:1-2, it is best understood as a title. Thus,
only in 1 Chronicles 21 could (bt have the potential to be
understood as a proper name.

The root 1BW is used repeatedly in the 0l1ld Testament
in a non-technical sense indicating opposition. In only two
passages is TDW really best understood as a technical term
for a suprahuman being--Job 1-2 and Zechariah 3:1-2. Here
the noun has the article and would be seen by the 0ld Testa-
ment believer simply as a title for the Adversary par excel-
lence of the heavenly realm. All his information concerning
08T would come from these two passages. Only from the per-
spective of later revelation can this being be identified as
the personal Devil. 1 Chronicles 21:1 is usually taken as a
technical use of (DWW and its first use as a proper name.
This passage is better explained if (Bl is interpreted as a
common noun for "adversary." It probably referred here to a
military threat as it did in 1 Kings 11:14f.

The theological implications of this understanding
of 7B¥ in the 0ld Testament are important. As to related
issues, the Satan in Job need not be a proof for late dat-
ing and Persian religious influence is unnecessary to explain
the Satan in the 01d Testament. As to 0ld Testament theo-
logy, it is clear that 0Old Testament believers had very
little information about Satan who played little or no part
in their outlook on the universe. New Testament theology
regarding Satan is thus underscored as to extent and signi-
ficance, and is balanced as to the limited importance of
Satan in comparison with the sovereignty of God. As to Sys-
tematic theology, the 0ld Testament uses of TDW provide some
very limited material for Satanology and give an important
illustration of the principle of progressive revelation.
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INTRODUCTION

The amount of light shed by the 0ld Testament upon
the doctrine of Satan has been a point of much debate.
Often, conservative scholars have seen a nearly full-blown
Satanology in the 0ld Testament. To the opposite extreme,
others have argued that the personal Devil, as revealed in
the New Testament, does not exist on the pages of 01d
Testament Scripture. Rather, the satan presented there is
merely an obedient servant within the Divine Court who ful-
fills a particular function in behalf of God.

In a Th.D. dissertation on Satan of a couple decades
ago, William L. Hendricks gave "considerable attention . . .
to the 0ld Testament section because it was discovered in
research that this area has been greatly neglected in pre-
vious studies."l He found the major method used regarding
Satan in the 0ld Testament to be the proof-text method. He
noted, "Many well meaning authors . . . have woven a fanci-
ful web about the intriguing figure of the adversary, but
this is speculative fancy based upon a dubious method of

Biblical interpretation and it must not be taken as an

lWilliam L. Hendricks, "The Concept of Satan: A
Biblical and Historical Approach and Its Relevance to the
Christian Life" (Th.D. dissertation, Southwestern Baptist
Theological Seminary, 1958), p. iii.

L



accurate picture of the 0ld Testament concept of Satan.“l

Unfortunately, this trend has tended to continue in many
conservative circles. Hendricks appropriately calls for
three items in approaching the idea of Satan in the 0ld
Testament: 1) historical perspective, 2) the utilization of
only 0ld Testament cannonical material to discern an accur-
ate concept of Satan there, and 3) a sympathetic outlook
toward the reliability of Scripture.2 It is the goal of the
present thesis to honor these principles as well.

An appropriate starting point for an investigation
of the doctrine of Satan in the Cld Testament is the root
1bt; for, from it came the Greek catdv and the English
"Satan." An investigation of the uses of (BW® in the 01d
Testament yields less information about Satan than one might
expect. Even three passages usually applied to Satan--Job
1-2, Zechariah 3:1-2, and 1 Chronicles 2l:l1--are, upon
investigation, not without question as to their view of a
personal Satan.

The purpose of this thesis is to investigate the
implications of the root 1W®W for theology. It is argued
that the 0ld Testament saint had very little light regarding
Satan. To do so, the root (MW itself is studied first.
Second, each use of the root in the 0ld Testament is in-
vestigated in its context with special attention given to

Job 1-2, Zechariah 3, 1 Chronicles 21:1, and their unique

libid., p. 2.

2Ibid.



3
problems. Finally, the data from these two lines of inves-
tigation is evaluated as to theological implications.

In approaching the Scriptures, God's inspired Word,
it is important to come objectively and submissively. It is
the desire of this student to evaluate carefully what the
Bible itself actually says, to accept its teaching as
authoritative, and to follow its conclusions wherever they
lead. It is desired that this thesis give to Satan the
exact place the Bible gives him. But, more importantly, the
writer wishes, in the process, to give God Himself the

supreme place that the Scriptures give Him, the Most High.



CHAPTER I
THE ROOT ITSELF

An appropriate beginning for a study of Satan in the
0ld Testament is a discussion of the root (W@ itself. The
root is used 33 times in the 0ld Testament (including 26
uses of the noun 7@@, five uses of the verb (b, and two

appearances of the feminine noun form HQD@).

The Meaning of b

The verb 7@@ is often taken as denominative from
?@@.l Von Rad sees bW as belonging to the nouns of 11
formation or else as following the simple construction ?DP.
He geems to favor the former option and states the word
denotes a quality rather than a function.2 Rivkah S.
Kluger, however, argues for the functional denotation.3

It is likely, however, that bl is not denominative
at all.4 Evidence for this fact comes from the parallel

verb form oblt, which is found very early in the 01d

lepB, p. 966.

2TDNT, s.v. "8iLdBorog, 1bW," by W. Foerster and
G. Von Rad, p. 73. (Hereafter cited as simply TDNT.)

3Rivkah S. Kluger, Satan in the 0ld Testament,
trans. H. Nagel (Evanston: Northwestern University Press,
1967), pp. 26-27.

4

KB, p. 918, lists (b as a derivative of the verb
form.



Testament. Another evidence comes from the abstract noun
nabl, used in Genesis 26:21 for the name of a well. 71bl, as
Kluger remarks, seems to be of functional character and to
be derived from the verb 7@@.1
The basic meaning of the root seems to be "to ob-
struct, oppose."2 According to KB, the verb ?@Q means "to
bear a grudge, cherish animosity" and the noun 7@@ describes

3 The root occurs in Arabic with the basic

an "adversary."
idea "he was, or became, distant, or remote.“4 The term
appears in Aramaic and later Hebrew (sometimes with a D for

the w) and indicates "to be hostile to.“5

The Parallel Form onw

The verb Db, "to bear a grudge, cherish animosity

6

against," is evidently a parallel form to bit.” The term

lKluger, Satan, p. 26. Kluger comments, "The prem-
ise of the denominative is therefore untenable, and with it,
Von Rad's conclusion that the word 'accordingly expresses a
quality, not a function,' loses its foundation."

2IDB, s.v. "Satan," by T. H. Gaster, p. 224,

3k, p. 918.

4Edward W. Lane, Arabic-English Lexicon, Book I,
part 4 (reprint ed., New York: Fredrick Ungar Publishing
Co., 1956), pp. 1551-52. It was used of a distant or remote
abode or a distant place, for example. The term came to be
used mainly of a devil or, with the article, the Devil,
Satan. See Kluger, Satan, pp. 32-34 for an interesting dis-
cussion of the Arabic root. Kluger concludes the concept
was probably borrowed from Hebrew.

5Marcus Jastrow, comp., A Dictionary of the Targumim,
the Talmud Babli and Yerushalmi, and the Midrashic Litera-
ture, vol. 2 (New York: Pardes Publishing House, 1958), p.
973.

6KB, p. 918.



appears six times in the 0l1d Testament. These six usages
appear relatively early and render the emphasis of the term
clear: 1) Esau cherished animosity against Jacob because of
the stolen blessing (Gen 27:41). 2) In Genesis 49:23 obb
was used to describe the antagonism of archers who "bitterly
attacked him and shot at him and harrassed him (anggwa).u
3) Joseph's brothers worried he would cherish animosity
against them (Gen 50:15). 4) In Psalm 55:4(3) David spoke
of his enemies, the wicked who "in anger" (A83) "bear a
grudge against me" (’;HD@@T). 5) Job spoke of God's opposi-
tion to him with this term and used it parallel to ideas of
tearing him, gnashing at him with his teeth, and glaring at
him (16:9). 6) Job used the term in a similar way in

30:21--"with the might of Thy hand Thou dost persecute me."

Two characteristics of the term seem apparent in
most of these contexts: 1) A personal object receives the
animosity (usually expressed by a personal suffix ending).
Thus, the uses of the term reflect personal antagonism.

2) Anger or strong feeling is involved. This parallel form
supports the fact that "opposition, animosity" fits asg the
root meaning of (MW®W. It also argues against 7@@ being un-

. . 1
derstood as a denominative verb.

lRobert Gordis, The Book of Job (New York: The
Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1967), p. 1l4.
Gordis points to the name Mastema (iDBWN) for Satan as evi-
dence that the relationship between the two roots has been
recognized from antiquity.




Origin of bt

The origin of the concept of "the satan" as it
appears in the 0ld Testament has been variously explained.
The setting out of which a term arose is key to one's under-
standing of its meaning and significance. Three major pro-
posals call for consideration--a judicial setting, a court

setting, and a more general setting.

A Judicial Accuser
Many suggest a judicial setting for the original

L While admitting that the general sense of

usage of 7@@.
"adversary" does exist for ?Q@ in the 0ld Testament, Von Rad
argues it had a special place in the life of Israel. "The
satan is the enemy in a specified case, i.e., the accuser

at law."2 Thus, Von Rad connects the satan with another
legal term for a judicial functionary--the Tﬁy:ﬁ”pgg (Ezek
21:20f£, 29:16). In order to support this view, Von Rad
argues that the satans raised up against Solomon in 1 Kings
11:14f were specific legal adversaries theologically accord-

ing to the Deuteronomic view of the writer.3 He explains

the suprahuman Satan by saying, "Heavenly government as well

lFor examples of this common proposal, see TDNT;
Walther Eichrodt, Theology of the 0ld Testament, vol. 2,
trans. J. A. Baker (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press,
1967), pp. 205-06; and James Kallas, The Real Satan from
Biblical Times to the Present (Minneapolis: Augsburg Pub-
lishing House, 1975), pp. 22-23.

2

TDNT, p. 73.

31bid.



as earthly has a similar agent, i.e., one to fulfill the
function of judicial prosecutor in the court of heaven."l
Kluger well criticizes the view of Von Rad. The
connection of the 71y, 1"91Q with jbf is lacking. The view
takes the Job 1-2 situation of accusation and reads it back
into early texts. Also, Satan does more than just accuse.
In Job, for example, he also desires and is permitted to
take action against the object of his accusation.‘2 The

judicial accuser view fits some contexts; but, it is too

narrow to explain the original sense of 7@@.

A Court Official
Tur-Sinai finds the origin of the idea of the satan
in the heavenly court scene of the Job account as well. He
argues 1BY comes from the root BIY (which does appear in
Job 1:7, where (DWD describes his activity as Vg2 LI
13 q?gqnpa).3 Tur Sinai's argument rests heavily on the

appearance of MW in Zechariah 4:10 where God's eyes are

libid.

2Kluger, Satan, pp. 17-19. Note also that in Job,
it is God, not I1BWJ, that initially brings up the matter of
Job and his integrity. (b#7 did not initiate the discussion
as an official judicial accuser would be expected to do.

3N. H. Tur-Sinai (H. Torczyner), "How Satan Came
Into the World," Expository Times 48 (1936-37):563-65.




1 He then cites

described by the phrase YI87I-723 o unitn.
evidence that Persian court officials were called the "eyes
of the king" and concludes that 7@§U of Job 1 "is 'the
king's eye,' which runs to and fro through the land and then
reports on the political loyalty of the king's subjects."2
According to Tur-Sinai, the Satan in Job must be such a spy,
and that "roving" (n3t) in the earth was his God-ordained
function as a member of the heavenly court. The word (b
developed from the verb DA% since the heavenly spy who roamed
the earth and gave frequently unfavorable reports would be
viewed as an accuser or an adversary by men.3
The Satan first came into the world as a secret po-
litical official, acting under his master's orders. It
was only a later development that transformed him into

the spirit of opposition, who, against his master's will
brought evil into the world.

lN. H. Tur-Sinai, The Book of Job, rev. ed. (Jeru-
salem: Kiryath Sepher, Ltd., 1967), p. 40 (hereafter cited
as TS, Job). 1In this volume, pp. 38-45, Tur-Sinai gives his
most full-blown development of his court official view. He
builds the view primarily on the Job passage since it is
"the principal place in the Bible where Satan appears as the
bearer of a specific function" (p. 39). He then connects
the Job scene with Zechariah, stating, "the very same pic-
ture is Zechariah 4" (p. 39), only in symbolic form.

2TS, Job, p. 41. For grammatical support, Tur-Sinai
points to the masculine form o BMIWN with the feminine word
for "eye" in Zechariah 4:10. He also cites linguistic data
for the supposed evolution of BI¥ to 7Bl (pp. 42-43). The
writer claims that the hithpael of 7?1 (also used in Job
1:7) underwent similar development. Tur-Sinai argues the
Akkadian participle muttalika, "he who walks around," was
used to denote an evil eye walking around to harm people

(p. 44).

3Thus, it is Tur-Sinai's contention that "the origin
of the Satan as an official of the secret police explains,
simply and naturally, the entire later development." TS,
Job, pp. 43-44.

4

Ibid., p. 44.
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The view of Tur-Sinai is interesting, has had wide
influence, and is well-spoken of by many scholars.l It has
some significant problems, however. The derivation of 79@
from the root BIW is highly doubtful, especially in light of
the parallel form Dg@ and its early uses.2 Also, this view
makes the prose tale of Job the very source of the satan
concept, which is tenuous in light of some other very early

uses of (bW in Scripture.3

A General Term
A broader semantic range than either of the previous
views is called for by the evidence from usage in the 01d

Testament itself. (See chapter II for a discussion of all

lFor example, see Marvin Pope, Job, in The Anchor
Bible Series, ed. W. F. Albright and D. N. Freedman (Garden
City: Doubleday and Company, Inc., 1973), p. 10; and Edward
Ullendorf, "Thought Categories in the Hebrew Bible," in
Studies in Rationalism, Judaism, and Universalism in Memory
of Leon Roth, ed. R. Loewe (London: Routledge and Kegan
Paul, 1966), pp. 282-83.

2Gordis, Job, p. 1l4.

3Kluger, Satan, p. 31. Of course the date of the
composition of Job is extremely problematic. E. J. Young,
An Introduction to the 0ld Testament, rev. ed. (Grand
Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1964), p. 323,
lists at least nine proposed times of composition: 1) The
age of Solomon (Keil); 2) The eighth century (before Amos)
(Hengstenberg); 3) The beginning of the seventh century
(Ewald); 4) The first half of the seventh century (Pfeiffer);
5) The time of Jeremiah (Gunkel); 6) The exile (Cheyne);
7) The fifth century (Dhorme); 8) The fourth century (Eiss-
feldt); 9) The third century (Cornill). Young argues for
the first view. Of course, full discussion of this problem
is beyond the scope of this study. Yet, it does seem that
Job, as Wisdom Literature par excellence, best fits the
Solomonic age. For details regarding this view and the
complex question of the dating of Job, see also Gleason
Archer, A Survey of 0ld Testament Introduction (Chicago:
Moody Press, 1974), p. 459f.
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the usages.) Apparently, 7B originated as a general term
for "opposition." In judicial contexts, opposition takes
the form of accusing. But, the root is also found in mili-
tary contexts (1 Kgs 11:14f) and personal contexts (Gen
26:21). The connection with D@@, a verb for "animosity,"
argues for this more general idea. Kluger, in view of the
uncertainty of philological evidence, argues well for such a
more general concept faor 71b¥W based on actual 0ld Testament
usages.l Apparently, the term had broad application at

first and was a general term for "opposition or animosity."

The Article With b

Bible students encounter a specific problem regard-
ing the noun 7@@, for two of the three contexts in which it
could apply to an evil superhuman being use the article with
the noun. Some would argue that, when used with the article,
it becomes a proper name and denotes the personal Satan.

As a rule, however, real proper names do not take the arti-

3

cle. An interesting example of how the problem works out

lKluger, Satan, p. 34f.

2Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, s.v.
"Satan," by D. E., Hiebert, p. 282. 1In a similar vein, one
scholar argues, "In the first chapters of Job, God's adver-—
sary is called Satan for the first time. Here the article
indicates an individual already known to the reader." Paul
Heinisch, Theology of the 0ld Testament. trans. William
Heidt (Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 1950), p.
139.

3E. Kautzsch, Gesenius' Hebrew Grammar, 2nd ed.,
rev., A. E. Cowley (reprint ed., Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1980), p. 402. (Hereafter cited as GKC.) It is noted,
however, that proper names of which an appelative sense is
still evident to the mind frequently take the article.
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is found regarding Djﬁg in Genesis 1-5, where generally the
article indicates the proper name is not in view.l

Apparently, TQQQ is a case "when terms applying to
whole classes are restricted (simply by usage) to particular
individuals . . . or things, e.qg., ?@@, adversary, 1LWI, the

adversary, Satan . . . EEI T seems, then, that when 10U

has the article, "that the term is a title and not yet a
proper name."3 Thus, ?@@U in Job and Zechariah is used as a
title of a heavenly being and seems to provide a transition
between 7@@ as a common noun and the term used as a real
proper name, without an article.4 This leaves 1 Chronicles
21:1 as the only possible 0ld Testament appearance of 7@@ as

a true proper name.

Summary
The Semitic root (B (and its parallel form onw)

apparently originated as a general term for opposition. It
was used in various contexts, including personal, military,

and judicial. When the noun 7bi appeared with the article,

lA helpful discussion of this problem is found in
John Ellington, "Man and Adam in Genesis 1-5," The Bible
Translator 30 (April, 1979):201-5.

2GkC, p. 405.
3Pope, Job, p. 9.

4Another example of this kind of phenomenon could be
4 xplotog in the New Testament. In early usage, it appears
to be a title and has the article (John 1:41-42, Luke 4:41,
etc.). Later, it becomes a proper name (cf., 2 Tim 2:19).
See Sam Fowler, "The Doctrine of Satan in the 0ld Testament"
(Unpublished paper for Post-Graduate Seminar in 0ld Testa-
ment, Grace Theological Seminary, 1965), p. 16.
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as in Job and Zechariah, it most likely indicated a title of
a significant one who was antagonistic. In only one pas-
sage, 1 Chronicles 21:1, 1B could be taken as a proper
noun. Further study of the passages using this root in the

0ld Testament may now be undertaken.



CHAPTER IT

THE OLD TESTAMENT USAGES

OF THE ROOT

In determining word meaning, usage is, of course
key. The purpose of this chapter is to investigate each 01d
Testament appearance of (0¥ in order to glean its contribu-
tion to the topic. The majority of contexts using the root
can be designated as "non-technical"--that is, in terms of
theology, they clearly do not refer to a heavenly Satan.
Uses in passages in which 70%® is usually taken as referring
to the supernatural Satan--namely Job 1-2, Zechariah 3, and
1l Chronicleg 21l:l--may be designated technical usages.

Using this two-fold categorization, a study of the refer-

ences 1is now undertaken in cannonical order.

Non-Technical Usages

Genesis 26:21
The first appearance of the root is in the name

given to a well, ﬂ;@@. Though some see the passage here as
simply aetiological, Davidson well summarizes the signifi-
cance of the context as follows:

The material here, however, has not been preserved

solely to give an explanation of the names of three

wells. Isaac is moving around in the land promised by

God to Abraham and his descendants. Obstacles bar the

way to the fulfillment of this promise. The Philistines

14
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are hostile. They stop up wells; they dispute watering

rights with Isaac. Isaac moves on trusting the Lord to

remove the obstacles, and the LORD provides him with

undisputed room in which to settle and prosper.l
In this process, the three wells are named pwy ("difficul-
Ey™y, ﬂ;@@ ("opposition, enmity"), and Diann ("room").2
Thus, as is common in the 0ld Testament, places are named
for significant events which have taken place there. Though
the verb form of (bW does not occur here, it is obvious from
the context that mi0W refers to strife or opposition.

This is a significant text regarding the root under

study. It argues that 7B® was in early use as a general

term for opposition. The term in context is not judicial

and specific, but personal and general.

Numbers 22:22 and 32
In the Balaam account, the 1i1? nﬁ?@ stands against
Balaam, literally obstructing the path on which he travels.
The Hebrew construction (0¥%? could be taken in two ways.
Following the reading 17 1DW? (MT), the sense would be "as
an adversary against him" (NASB). However, "perhaps the
consonants lstn are rather to be read as the infinitive

3

liston, 'to oppose or obstruct'"™ (as in the NIV). The

lRobert Davidson, Genesis 12-50, in The Cambridge
Bible Commentary, ed. P. R. Ackroyd, et al. (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1979), p. 130.

2Ibid.

3Encyclopedia Judaica, 1971 ed., s.v. "Satan," by
Louis I. Rabinowitz, p. 902.
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latter option is doubtful since this verb does not seem to
construe its direct object with the preposition ?.l In any
event, the idea is clear. The Angel of the LORD is taking
action in direct opposition to Balaam and what he is setting
out to do.

It is interesting that the root 7D is applied to
the M g¥?n. Some have drawn great significance from the
fact that this is the first reference to a heavenly being as
Tg@.z Though used of the 111" J¥?N, the term is simply a
good illustration of the non-technical sense of 1W¥ as
opposition.3

Since the angel obstructs the road, he is referred to as

a satan. Here, for the first time a supernatural being
is called a satan, but again the sense is clearly that

le., Zechariah 3:1, where the pronoun is connected
as suffix to the infinitive (i3BW?).

2 ;

Kluger, for example, sees this verse as a key
transition. She concludes this passage is "the place where
the profane concept changes into the mythological concept"
(Ssatan, p. 57). While Kluger's linguistic material is quite
helpful, her hermeneutics are shaped strongly by her pre-
suppositions from Jungian psychology. Thus, to her, 1D% is
the personification of the dark side of God or that part of
Yahweh which obstructs the good. Therefore, her work views
the 0l1ld Testament uses of the term as showing the gradual
transferral of this aspect of God's character to a separate
being in the minds of the people. Of course, such an ap-
proach is extremely problematic to those who view the 014
Testament as inspired and inerrant revelatory material from

God.

3Kluger is certainly right that the judicial accuser
theory for the origin of (Ml "does not apply at all to the
situation in the Balaam story" (Satan, p. 18).
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of a common noun. The angel is not a being called "a

satan"; he merely acts in this particular instance as an

obstructor in the road.

1 Samuel 29:4
Here is the first use of OW in a military context.

The Philistine commanders object to David's presence among
their ranks. The fear they express to Achish is that David
might turn on them in battle (?Q@? sz_ﬂij‘ﬁ?j, "lest he
become an adversary to us"). They had suffered from Hebrews
who turned on them in similar circumstances on a previous
occasion (1 Sam 14:21). The context makes the meaning of
the term clear. A 7@@ is "an enemy, opponent."2 The gen-

eral sense of the term is again well illustrated by such a

passage as this.

2 Samuel 19:23(22)

Here, David, in returning to Jerusalem following
Absalom's death, condemns those who have suggested the death
of the traitor Shimei as being his opponents (*?7370773
7@@? ni®*7, "that you should this day become an adversary to

me") . YQ@ here could signify "one who would draw away to

lJeffrey Burton Russell, The Devil: Perceptions of
Evil from Antiquity to Primitive Christianity (Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 1977), p. 190. Most commentators
concur. For example, see George B. Gray, Numbers, ICC, ed.
C. A. Briggs, et al. (Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, 1912),
P 333.

2NEB is not wrong in this context to render the idea
as "traitor."
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evil.“l However, a general sense of "opposing my true
interests,"2 could be the simple intent of the term here.
David, returning to his position as rightful king was exer-
cising mercy as the order of the day. Bloodshed was not his
intent. The suggestion to kill Shimei opposed his interest.
Thus, the general sense of personal opposition fits quite

well here,

1 Kings 5:18(4)
Solomon's testimony to Hiram in this text states,
"but now the LORD my God has given me rest on every side,
there is neither adversary (7@@) nor misfortune." 7@@ here
is used with a national sense and certainly refers to active
military threat.3 Such freedom from foreign antagonists
could not be claimed later in his reign (11:14f). This

reference is a very typical use of Q¥ as a common noun.
T T

lC. F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, The Books of Samuel,
trans. James Martin, in Biblical Commentary on the 0ld
Testament (reprint ed., Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Pub~-
lishing Co., 1975), p. 447.

2A. F. Kirkpatrick, The Second Book of Samuel, in
The Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges, ed. A. F.
Kirkpatrick, rev. ed. (Cambridge: At the University Press,
1930), p. 394. The author lists Matthew 16:23 as an example
of this meaning. Perhaps Peter was called ocatdv merely for
opposing Christ's true interests.

3Kluger (Satan, p. 15) uses this text against the
view that 7mm originated as a term for a court accuser. It
is not very llkely Solomon could claim freedom from such an
individual. The term is clearly used in a national sense
here. But, one should beware of the idea that every non-
technical use in the 01d Testament would need to be used in
the same sort of context or with the same ideological bounds
as that from which the idea originally arose.
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1 Kings 11:14, 23, and 25

As is often the case in the historical books, ?@Q is
found here in a national, political, and military context.
God raises up (DOPR?1) Hadad of Edom (vv. 14-22) and Rezon of
Aram (vv. 23-25) as adversaries to Solomon and to the nation
he leads. The appearance of adversaries is an expression of
God's judgment on Solomon for apostatizing. But, this does
not necessitate the conclusion that (bl is a sort of techni-
cal judicial term.l The simple sense of "enemy" does
justice to the context.

The tendency of commentators to make more of the
non-technical uses of 7@@ than is supportable shows up in
comments such as the following one regarding this passage:
"A satan is a messenger of evil sent by God to punish the
sinner, or to try the good (Job 1l:6f). He may be either
human (as here) or a spirit (as in Job).“2 As used in
1 Kings 11, bl simply refers to a military adversary to the

nation.

lVon Rad refers to these as enemies in a specific
legal sense based on the Deuteronomic view of the author,
TDNT, p. 73. It is true that the sending of satans was
judicial here. But, this fact is clear from the context,
not the use of (bll. Von Rad seems to be reading the sense
of 1B in the Zechariah and Job passages back into other
contexts.

2William E. Barnes, The Two Books of the Kings, in
The Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges, ed. A. F.
Kirkpatrick (Cambridge: At the University Press, 1908),
p. 102,
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Psalm 38:21(20)

This is the first of three Psalms in which the verb
?@@ appears. In this acrostic, penitential Psalm, David in
verse 21 complains, "And those who repay evil for good, they
oppose me (13IBY?), because I follow what is good." Com-~
mentators tend to translate ?@@ in the Psalms as "accuse."l
Psalm 109:6 is often cited as evidence for this nuance.
Delitzsch also finds support for this translation here in
the possible historical context of this Psalm. He suggests
David's adultery as its occasion, stressing this was an
opportunity for God's enemies to blaspheme (cf., 2 Sam
12:14).

In this Psalm we find a repetition of a peculiarity
of the penitential Psalms, viz. that the praying one has
to complain not only of afflictions of body and soul,
but also of outward enemies, who come forward as his
accusers and take occasion from his sin to prepare the
way for his ruin.

Therefore, verbal opposition of "accusing, slandering" is
certainly a possible meaning for 7@@ in Psalm 38.
It is also possible, however, that ID® here is

broader than just accusation. The exact historical setting

is uncertain. But, even if the time following David's

lFor example, see Mitchell Dahood, Psalms 1-50, in
The Anchor Bible Series, ed. W. F. Albright and D. N. Freed-
man (Garden City: Doubleday and Company, 1966), p. 237; and
A. A. Anderson, The Book of Psalms, vol. 1, in The New
Century Bible, ed. R. E. Clements and M. Black (London:
Marshall, Morgan, and Scott, Ltd., 1972), p. 307.

2F. Delitzsch, The Psalms, vol. 2, trans. Francis
Bolton, in Biblical Commentary on the 0ld Testament, by
C. F. Keil and F. Delitzsch (reprint ed., Grand Rapids:
Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1975), p. 20.
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adultery is the historical occasion, the context of the
Psalm itself should be allowed to suggest the nuance of 7@@
in verse 21. Certainly slander is a large part of the means
used by David's enemies to oppose him (Diaj1 3737 of v. 13
and also v. 17). However, the antagonism seems broader than
just verbal ("seek my life," v. 13; "hate me wrongfully,"

v. 30; "repay evil for good," v. 21)., Therefore, it seems
best to understand 7@@ here as a more general term for the

. . 1
strong antagonism of enemies.

Psalm 71:13
The author of this anonymous Psalm2 prays for the
shame and destruction of w3 “;@Ew "the adversaries of my
life." ©Some translate this expression simply as "my ac-
cusers“3 (NIV). This is certainly possible. Again, however,
the context found in the Psalm itself involves more than

verbal opposition only. Slander is part of the problem

(v. 10a). However, the opposition has evidently progressed

lTh‘e tendency of writers to make too much of b¥ in
such general contexts is illustrated by Delitzsch's comment
in his Commentary on Pgsalms, vol. 2, p. 21: "The foes, who
would then prepare for his ruin, are the instruments of the
Satanic power of evil (cf., ver. 21, “333bwy)."

2F. Delitzsch, The Psalms, vol. 2, p. 290-91, sug-
gests Jeremiah as the author of this Psalm. His arguments
make this an attractive suggestion. Jeremiah certainly
suffered the kind of opposition described in verses 10-13.

3A. A. Anderson, Psalms, vol. 1, p. 515. He lists
Job 1:6, Psalm 109:6, and Zechariah 3:1-2 as evidence for
this word indicating "accuser at law."
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to actual plans and possibly even attempts at physical harm
(vv. 10b=11). Therefore, a broader translation for the par-
ticiple of 7@@ here, such as "enemies, adversaries," seems

to be commended by the context.l

Psalm 109
This significant imprecatory Psalm of David is char-
acterized by four uses of the root (bi!. There are three

verb uses and one noun use.

Uses of Verb

In verse 4 (’QHJQQY, Qal Imperfect), verse 20
(5;@ﬁw, Qal Active Ptc. used as a substantive) and verse 29
(ﬁ;@ﬁ@, Qal Active Ptc. used as a substantive) the term
refers to David's enemies and their action in opposing him.
There is disagreement as to whether the sense of these verbs
is opposition in general2 (as in KJV) or verbal accusation3
specifically (as in NASB). Verbal opposition seems to be

the primary means of antagonism on the part of the enemies

lCommentators who handle it this way include H. C.
Leupold, The Psalms (Columbus: The Wartburg Press, 1959),
p. 514 and J. A. Alexander, The Psalms Translated and Ex-
plainéd (reprint of 1864 ed., Grand Rapids: Zondervan Pub-
lishing House, n.d.), p. 300,

2See, for example, Leupold, Psalms, p. 765; Alex-
ander, Psalms, vol. 1, p. 452; Enc Jud, p. 902; and C. A.
Briggs, The Book of Psalms, vol. 2, ICC, ed. C. A. Briggs
et al. (Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, 1907), pp. 366-69.

3See, for example, A. A. Anderson, Psalms, vol. 2,
p. 760; and Dahood, Psalms 101-150, in The Anchor Bible
Series, ed. W. F. Albright and D. N. Freedman (Garden City:
Doubleday and Co., 1970), p. 101.
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mentioned in the Psalm (vv. 2-3). 1In fact, in verse 20 “3bk
is used parallel to “W93~?y VY7 0 7J7071. Therefore, there is
certainly weighty evidence within the context of this Psalm
for the translation of ?@@ with the idea of "slander,
accuse."

But, can the opposition of the adversaries involved
be understood as verbal only? There may be hints of other
forms of antagonism within the Psalm (v. 5, v. 16).l In
light of this and of the apparent general meaning of (B in
other passages discussed above (including Psalms 38 and 71),
it might be best to understand (B in verses 4, 20 and 29

as a term for antagonism in general.

Use of Noun

The use of 7@@ in Psalm 109:6 remains to be dis-
cussed. It is almost certain that 7D here refers to a
judicial accuser. The connection with verse 7 makes this

apparent—--"Appoint a wicked man over him; and let an accuser

1An issue of hermeneutics related to the interpre-
tation of this Psalm involves Peter's use of it in Acts
1:16-20 in regard to Judas. According to Acts 1:16, David
spoke concerning Judas. The early church referred to this
Psalm as the "Iscariot Psalm." This should not be too sur-
prising, for David, as the Annointed of Yahweh seems to be
typical of the final Messiah in other passages. This, how-
ever, does not detract from the reality of the historical
situation in which David wrote and to which he referred in
the Psalm. For an interesting discussion of the hermeneuti-
cal problem in relation to the term (B®¥, see Frederick S.
Leahy, Satan Cast Out (Edinburgh: The Banner of Truth Trust,
1975), pp. 177-79., Judas' opposition to Christ was certain-
ly more than just verbal. The weight this fact carries in
translating W% in Psalm 109, however, depends on one's view
of the hermeneutical issue as to how Peter used this passage
in Acts 1:16-20.
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(?Q@) stand at his right hand. When he is judged, let him
come forth guilty; and let his prayer become sin" (NASB).
Apparently, the Psalmist's desire is that his enemy may be
brought to trial under a "wicked man" where he will experi-
ence the same kind of treatment he has dispensed.l The
place of the "adversary or accuser" is at his right hand
(ﬁjﬁpz—?y). Other references mentioning the right hand in a
judicial scene include verse 31 of this Psalm and Zechariah
3:1. In Psalm 109:31, Yahweh is described as standing at
the right hand of the poor before the judges. Here is a
helper in the trial situation.® In Zechariah 3:1, oty
stands ﬁJW@:—?y in an obviously judicial situation. Thus,
most agree 7@@ in Psalm 109:6 is a prosecutor or accuser in
a court of law.
There is disagreement, however, as to whether the
satan of 109:6 is an earthly or heavenly one. Delitzsch
favors the heavenly view:
He is called 7@@, which is not to be understood here
after 1 Sam. 29:4, 2 Sam. 19:23(22), but after Zech.
3:1f, 1 Chron. 21:1, if not directly of Satan, still of
a superhuman (cf., Num. 22:22) being which opposes him,
by appearing before God as his watiywp; for according to
ver. 7§ the 1M is to be thought of as accuser, and
according to 7b God as Judge.

In recent times, Dahood has argued that V1 and bl of

verse 6 both refer to one supernatural being. He concludes,

lLeupold, Psalms, p. 767.
2The concept of being at the right hand to help
occurs elsewhere. See Psalm 110:5.

3F. Delitzsch, The Psalms, vol. 3, p. 178.
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"These descriptions warrant, then, the interpretation of the
Evil One and Satan as one personage who will serve as prose-
cutor at the trial of the psalmist's adversary before the
divine judge after death.“l

Certain objections can be raised to the heavenly
being interpretation. Those who take this view cannot
identify the Divine Judge in the heavenly trial as V@1 who
will be 7”22 (v. 6a); for, God cannot be a wicked judge.
Therefore, they must equate V@7 and (0¥ in verse 6 as refer-
ring to the same person. This is possible, but debatable.
A more serious problem with this view is the context. The
consequences following the trial of verses 6-7 seem to be
earthly conditions (v. 8f). Therefore, it is most natural
to see the trial as an earthly one.2

The most natural reading, therefore, of 109:6 is to
conclude ?@@ refers to a judicial accuser in an earthly

trial.3 Kirkpatrick well summarizes the sense of verses 6-7

according to this view:

lDahood, Pgsalms 101-150, p. 102. It is typical of
Dahood to find supernatural or mythological references in
the Psalms. What he means by such supernaturalism, however,
may not at all be what a conservative means by it.

2Dahood recognizes this tension, but simply sepa-
rates verses 6-7 from the following context without pro-
viding convincing proof for doing so. He writes, "The
identification of ra$a and £&tan is a long-standing puzzler,
but a measure of coherence can be won if vss. 6-7 are seen
as referring to judgment after death and vss. 8-19 as in-
voking terrestrial misfortunes upon the unprincipled judge"
(Psalms 101-150, p. 101).

3Most commentators concur. See, for example, C. A.
Briggs, Psalms, vol. 2, p. 369; A. A. Anderson, Psalms, vol.
2, p. 761; et al.
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Let this heartless persecutor of the innocent be put
upon his trial, and that before a judge as heartless,
and with a malicious accuser as unscrupulous as himself:
let him be found guilty, and let his cry for mercy find
no hearing.
Thus, in Psalm 109:6, the noun 7@@ igs indeed used in a non-
technical sense with the meaning of an earthly adversary at

law.

Ezra 4:6

This is the only appearance of the feminine noun
ﬂg?@ apart from Genesis 26:21. Here the term means "accusa-
tion."2 It refers to a written document from the enemies of
the Jews sent to King Xerxes of Persia. The contents of
this letter are unknown, though the root 7@@ and the context
certainly indicate that it was an antagonistic document or a
"charge in writing" (NEB).3 Thus, here is evidence that the
root 1W® continued to be used in post-exilic times in the
non-technical sense of "opposition™ in general. The antag-

onism here is expressed in a written document called ﬂgm@.

lA. F. Kirkpatrick, ed., The Book of Psalms, in The
Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges, ed. A. F. Kirk-
patrick (Cambridge: At the University Press, 1921), p. 655.

2BDB, p. 966. It could be argued that "accusation”
is too specific for this document of opposition.

3In this passage providing historical material re-
garding the opposition which the Jews of the post-exilic
period faced, "this isolated verse seems to be included only
because it provides a further allusion to opposition.”
R. J. Coggins, The Books of Ezra and Nehemiah, in The Cam-
bridge Bible Commentary, ed. P. R. Ackroyd et al. (Cam-
bridge: At the University Press, 1976), p. 30.
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Summary of Non-Technical Usages
A study of the non-technical usages of (bW in the
0ld Testament has confirmed the conclusions of chapter one--
a general sense of "opposition" being the original semantic
field of the root. The passages thus surveyed have indi-
cated the kind of things a 7@@ does. He may obstruct the
path one travels, threaten with an enemy army, slander verb-
ally, or write an antagonistic document. The scope of the
word is apparently broad enough to take in any form of an-
tagonism. Thus, in the non-technical sense, a satan in the
0ld Testament is simply an "enemy," "opponent," or "adver-
sary." With this background understanding, the technical

usages of 1B®W in the 0ld Testament may now be investigated.

Technical Usages

Three 0ld Testament contexts-~Job 1-2, Zechariah
3:1-2, and 1 Chronicles 2l:1--are usually interpreted as
referring to a suprahuman adversary. These references are
central to 0ld Testament Satanology and have been the source
of much discussion. Whatever concept the 0ld Testament
saint may have had of Satan would have been shaped by these

references. Each passage calls for careful attention.

The Satan in Job 1-2
A full exegesis of the prose prologue to Job is be-
yond the scope of this paper. Yet, the introduction to this
classic of Wisdom Literature contains the most significant

0ld Testament reference to (b. Therefore, detailed
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attention needs to be given to the character and identity of
the being called YQ@U, who figures prominently in the nar-
rative prologue, especially the heavenly court scenes of Job
1:6-12 and 2:1-7. Certain issues calling for particular
consideration are: 1) bR with the article, 2) 1bWad in
relation to the DYj?#] 33, 3) 7LWIT in relation to God,

4) the character of 1MW, and 5) the identification of 71B@i.

0% with article

It has been argued previouslyl that ?@@ with the
article is not a personal or proper name; but, it is rather
a title. Every use of the noun 0¥ in Job 1-2 has the
article. The reader of 0ld Testament times had a background
of 1M® indicating opposition in general, as shown already
through the non-technical 0ld Testament usages. Here, how-
ever, a being is introduced in the heavenly court scene re-
ferred to by the title "the adversary." One must avoid
reading New Testament or modern concepts of the Devil back
into this term at this point in the progress of revelation.
It seems best to conclude that the 0ld Testament saint would

simply view this being as "the adversary par excellence, the

suprahuman opponent"2 who here appears before the throne of

God.

.lSee chapter one above in regard to "The Article
With YQ@."

2Gordis, Job, p. l4. The view of Heinisch that "the
article indicates an individual already known to the reader"
(Theology, p. 39) is without support. There is no Scrip-
tural evidence that this title was given to a suprahuman
being before this time.
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The article is significant for another reason. It
seems to single out a specific being as the one designated
by the title. He is not "an adversary," but "the adver-
sary." Since the title is applied in the narrative to a
being who possesses personal characteristics (travelling,
speaking, reasoning, etc.), it can be concluded that a spe-

cific, personal being is in view.l Driver and Gray empha-

size well that a single being is evidently in view.

But here and in Zechariah, no less than in Chronicles,
though in these three passages only in the 0.T., the
term denotes a distinct and permanent personality, who
was thus designated originally in reference to his_ func-
tion of opposing or accusing . . . men before God.

Relation to "Sons of God"

TbWI appears among the DYf?87 33 in the heavenly
court.3 This scene where God's throne is surrounded by

heavenly beings certainly bears similarity to other such

l?@@ﬂ is not simply a non-personal force. Also, the
specificity of designation could argue against the view of
some that the satan was simply an ad hoc accuser in the
situation and not consistently the same individual. (For
example, see IDB, s.v. "Satan," by T. H. Gaster, p. 255.)

If that were so, why is the article used?

28. R. Driver and G. B. Gray, The Book of Job, ICC,
ed. C. A. Briggs et al. (reprint ed., Edinburgh: T. and T.
Clark, 1977), pp. 10-11.

3The expression DYif?§7 “3J3 indicates beings belong
to the "genus 'elohim, 'divine beings'" (Gordis, Job, p.
13). But, this expression need not be taken as indicating
recognition of polytheism. "Here, the bene (ha)'elohim,
'sons of God' (Job 1:6, 2:1, 38:7) compose the heavenly
court of 'angels' which are completely subordinate to Yahweh
and thus must appear before Yahweh to give an account of
their activities to Him and to receive His instruction."
TDOT, s.v. "ben in the Semitic Languages," by H. Haag, p.
159,
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scenes of the 0ld Testament--for example Isaiah 6 and 1
Kings 22:19-23. The passage in 1 Kings 22, the vision of
Micaiah, is quite similar; for, it mentions Yahweh sitting
on a throne, ng@ﬂ 8;¥‘?; standing around Him, and also a
pw QHW.l The identity of the evil spirit in this passage
is even less definite than TQ@Q in Job. This illustrates
the ambiguity associated with evil supernatural forces in
the 0l1ld Testament revelation.

There is disagreement among scholars as to the place
of 1BWT in Job 1-2 as a member of the assembly referred to
as "Sons of God." The debate centers around the phrase
DOin2 ybLWITD3 8¥32%1 in 1:6 and 2:1. Driver and Gray argue
that the satan must be a prominent member of the class
called "Sons of God."

7101 is not infrequently tantamount to: (one) of the
number of, with others of the same class (see Gn. 23:10,

lThe vision of Micaiah is important in relation to
Job 1-2. It certainly has similarities to Job 1-2, such as
the heavenly court situation, the presence before the throne
of God of a being who does evil, the absolute sovereignty
of Yahweh over the evil spirit as well as the entire "host
of heaven," and the eventual accomplishment of God's will
through the evil being. There are differences between the
two scenes, too (e.g., in 1 Kings 22, it is Yahweh who
solicits the evil spirit rather than being approached by
him). But, the vision of Micaiah illustrates well the 0ld
Testament view of evil beings and the total sovereignty of
God over them. For an interesting discussion of the signi-
ficance of Micaiah's vision to the 0ld Testament concept of
10, see appendix B in T. T. Perowne, Haggai and Zechariah,
in The Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges, ed. J. J.
S. Perowne et al. (Cambridge: At the University Press,
1886), pp. 153-56. For a listing of the views of the iden-
tity of the "spirit of lying" in 1 Kings 22, see Appendix 1
below.
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42:5; Nu. 17:21, 26:62; 1 Ss. 10:10; Ezk. 29:12). But as
in several of the passages just cited the person or per-
sons in question are peculiar or preeminent in the class
to which they are referred, so is the Satan here.

Others disagree, stressing that "he was not one of

2 This distinction seems

the sons of God, but among them."
hard to maintain. 1In addition to the term qﬁn;, the context
in general would support the right of 7BWI to be present at
such a heavenly gathering. The "days" in Job 1:6 and 2:1
are apparently normal times when the "Sons of God" come to
"present themselves" before God. Satan is allowed at both
occasions and is in no way rebuked for his presence. Most
writers at least admit his being a member of the class of
DYI?RI 232 in one sense or another . Therefore, he is a
being of the supernatural realm.

Though the Satan is evidently a member of the class
called Dﬁﬁ?ﬁg 32, it is questionable that he holds the pre-
eminent status for which Driver and Gray argue. Andersen,

though admitting that "the terrible Satan is only another

lDriver and Gray, Job, p. 1ll.

2S. Terrien and P. Scherer, "The Book of Job," in
The Interpreter's Bible, ed. G. A. Buttrick (New York:
Abingdon Press, 1954), p. 912.

3See, for example, A. B. Davidson, The Theology of
the 0ld Testament (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1907),
pp. 300-01; Edmond Jacob, Theology of the 0ld Testament,
trans. A. W. Heathcote and P. J. Allcock (New York: Harper
and Brothers Publishers, 1958), p. 71; Gordis, Job, p. 14;
Pope, Job, pp. 9-10; and Edward Langton, Essentials of
Demonology (London: The Epworth Press, 1949), p. 53.
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of the sons of God,"l argues against the view of Driver and

Gray.

The phrase among them has been interpreted as show-
ing that the Satan was a regular member of the court.
Indeed Driver and Gray (p. 11l) argue that he is not only
one of the sons of God, but 'peculiar or preeminent in
the class.' This is going too far. In many placeg the
preposition among is used to refer to an intruder.

The term qﬁn; is broad enough that it need not at all neces-
sitate the sense of prominence.3 Thus, it is best to con-
clude that 7b#d, while a member of the class of mYif?8y “ix,
is not necessarily a prominent member of the group. He,

like the other angels, must answer to God.

Relation to God

The (bW of Job 1-2 is tolerated by God. Yet, he is
totally subject to Him. The Adversary must report to God
(l:6) and does nothing without God's permission (1:12).

To compare him with the roving secret police of the
Persian administration, who spied on the disaffected
and reported disloyalty to the king, is conceding too
much to him. He is not God's minister of prosecution;
it ii the Lord, not the Satan who brings up the case of
Job.

lFrancis I. Andersen, Job, in The Tyndale 0ld Testa-
ment Commentaries, ed. D. J. Wiseman (Downer's Grove: Inter-
Varsity Press, 1976}, p. 82.

2

Ibid.

3A check of the concordance does yield examples of
the use of §in2 regarding "intruders"™ to which Andersen
refers. For example, see Job 15:19 ("when no alien passed
among them," NIV), and the common expression "the aliens
living among them" (NIV, Numbers 19:10, et al.). The term
has broad usage.

4Andersen, Job, p. 83.
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The message of the remainder of Job bears out the insigni-
ficance of (LW in comparison to the sovereignty of God.
The Satan is never mentioned again after chapter 2, and it
is the sovereignty of God alone which Job must finally

acknowledge (42:1-6).

His character

A frequent view among modern scholars is that 7B#I
of the 0Old Testament is not a morally corrupt being; but, he
is an obedient servant of God. Von Rad writes, "He is not a
demonic being. He is an official prosecutor."l Gaster con-
curs, arguing that "it is not implied . . . that he is
inherently evil."2 Of course, the viewpoint of Tur-Sinai
agrees, viewing Satan as a court official.3

Such a view is not supported by more objective ob-
servation of the text. There are several factors at least
hinting at the conclusion that 79@3 in Job is morally evil.
These include the following observations. 1) The Satan is
cynical and skeptical of virtue.4 In making this point,
Andersen argues, "Cynicism is studied disbelief; and a mind

turned in upon its own malice is the final horror of the

lTDNT, p. 73.

2IDB, S.v. "Satan," by T. Gaster, p. 225,

3TS, Job, p. 44.

4H. A. Kelly, The Devil, Demonology, and Witchcraft
(Garden City: Doubleday and Company, Inc., 1968), p. 6.
Andersen concurs and notes, "The Satan believes nothing to
be genuinely good--neither Job in his disinterested piety,
nor God in his disinterested generosity" (Job, p. 84).
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1 2) Satan seems to hate men and desire their

diabolical."
fall. He insinuates things about Job that are later shown
to be untrue (l1:11, 2:4). Thus a hint of the later Satanic
description, "the accuser of the brethren" (Rev 12:10), is
implied. 1In fact, he apparently desires the very destruc-
tion of Job, and that unjustly (2:3).2 3) The Satan's
antagonism is also directed against God. "There appears to
be an element in the character of Satan which is contrary to
the will of God. . . . Satan . . . would be pleased if he
could prove that God's confidence in Job was misplaced.3

Job 1:9-11 and 2:5 clearly are meant to be implications
against God, as if God were wrong in Hig evaluation of Job's
character or perhaps even were "buying Job off" to obtain
his loyalty.4 4) The Satan's very manner of speaking hints
at his perversity. Showing sensitivity to the text,

Andersen observes, "With vulgar manners he refuses to use

the conventional courtesies of court etiquette which avoided

lAndersen, Job, p. 84. G. A. F. Knight concurs:
"The portrait drawn of this special angel, however, 1is that
of a creature with a sneer upon his face." G. A. F. Knight,
A Christian Theology of the 0ld Testament (Richmond: John
Knox Press, 1949), p. 137.

2Trevor Ling, The Significance of Satan (London:
S. P, C. K., 1961), p. 6. Of course, the D3] of 2:3 could
be taken other than "without cause," i.e., "for no just
reason." Andersen, Job, p. 90, argues it means "in vain,"
i.e., without effect. Even though the force of Dil is de-
batable, the diabolical intent of Satan against Job is sup-

ported by the context in general.

3Langton, Essentials of Demonology, p. 53.

4Andersen, Job, p. 84. Andersen is probably right
that even the grammar implies this, the emphatic a¥, "thou"
of verse 10 being an accusation.



35
the personal pronouns by addressing a superior as 'my lord'

instead of 'you' and using the deferential 'your slave'

instead of 'I." The Satan's 'thou' is thus insulting."l

J. Barton Payne does a good job of summarizing the
evidence in Job 1-2 for the fact that TQ@U, though present
before God, is indeed a morally corrupt being as follows.

He appears from the first as adopting an insolent atti-
tude toward God (1:7). He is thoroughly corrupt. The
"adversary" insinuates untruth against Job (1:11, 2:4),
for he hates men and, as in Eden, desires nothing less
than their total fall. More basically, his opposition
is directed against God, from whose glory he would
detract by whatever means (1:9, 2:5).2

His identification

Can 7@@3 of Job 1-2 be identified as the Devil of
New Testament revelation? Conservatives have tended to
assume that (DW¥T equalled "Satan, the Devil." Yet, it is
important to look at the question at hand from the perspec-
tive of the 0ld Testament saint. He did not have the full-
blown Satanology of the New Testament. In fact, Job 1-2 is
apparently the first use of the root (BW in a technical
sense, that is, to identify a supernatural being.3 Thus,
the original readers of Job would apparently have been

limited to the information of Job 1-2 for their picture of

lAndersen, Job, p. 85.

2J. Barton Payne, The Theology of the Older Testa-
ment (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1962), p.
293.

3This assumes that Job was written in Solomonic
times. See above p. 10, footnote 3.
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1

7@@5. To them, he was a being known simply as the Adver-

sary of the heavenly sphere who was completely subject to
God.2

To admit the ambiguity of the identity of 7@@5 at
the time of the composition of Job in the progress of reve-
lation does not necessitate the conclusion that it is wrong
to identify the Adversary of Job with Satan on the basis of
later revelation. The characteristics of Ib##d in Job (as

discussed above) fit with the New Testament information

regarding Satan. The carry over of the root (B®W into the

lThe lack of information concerning Satan for the
0ld Testament saint is illustrated by Job, his three friends,
and Elihu. Never, in the course of their dialogues, do they
so much as imply that a suprahuman being besides God could
be responsible for Job's troubles. Whatever has come upon
Job must come from human failure or God Himself, they argue.

2Some argue for a connection of 7@@5 of Job with
Genesis 3 in the mind of the 0ld Testament saint. "Since
the Chokma turned, with a decided preference, to the earli-
est records of the world and mankind before the rise of
nationalities, it must have known the existence of this God
opposing spirit from Gen. 2 sq. The frequent occurrence of
the tree of life and the way of life in the Solomonic
Proverbs, shows how earnestly the research of that time was
engaged with the history of Paradise: so it cannot be sur-
prising that it coined the name (0WJ for that evil spirit.,"
C. F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, Job, vol. 1, trans. F. Bolton,
in The Biblical Commentary on the 0ld Testament (Reprint
ed,, Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1975),
p. 53. This line of argumentation lacks support apart from
mere speculation. In fact, though Genesis 3 implies some
suprahuman evil force through the serpent, it is not desig-
nated in the 0l1d Testament. There is no evidence from the
0ld Testament itself to identify 7n#d with this force.
Apparently, 0ld Testament individuals before Job was written
did not attribute evil to a Satanic being (cf., the attitude
of Job and his companions).
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New Testament as ocatdv would also imply a connection.l It
is imperative to emphasize, however, that the identification
of TQQQ with Satan is only an extrapolation backward based
on later revelation. The original readers of Job lacked any

such information.

The Satan in Zechariah 3:1-2

This post—exilic passage presents a heavenly court
scene that is quite similar to Job 1-2. Again, 7DQBI is
accusing a man of God. The term BT is used three times in
the two verses. It is also interesting that the activity of
the Satan is described as ﬁJ@m?, "to be a satan to him."
Just as in Job, the Adversary is identified by title (70
with the article) rather than by proper name. In consider-
ing this passage it will be helpful to investigate the
thrust of the context, the identity of b, and the charac-

ter of 7@@5.

Thrust of context

The prophetic vision of Zechariah 3 has a signifi-
cant setting. Leupold describes that setting quite well
since it follows:

+« « » the heavy weight of accumulated guilt of past

centuries that had finally driven Israel into captivity.
Then there were the instances of individual shortcomings

lThe connection is algo implied from use of the
Septuagint translation for TDWT which is & &udBoiog. The
New Testament uses & ﬁbaBokog “of Satan in such significant
passages as Revelation 12:9-10 where he is called "the
accuser of the brethren." That description fits his role in

Job.
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that marred life and character. The serious-minded
among the people might well have felt that their per-
sonal holiness did not merit any of the Lord's great
promises, in fact, might even frustrate the realization
of them. Timid consciences needed comfort and reinvig-
oration of their hope. . . . We find that the high
priest held a position that was representative of the
people. The fact that he is here under consideration in
this representative capacity is clear from the double
use of the title "the high priest" (vv. 1 and 8) in this
chapter. He represents and practially impersonates
Israel in his holy office.

The vision provides a description of the acquittal and

cleansing of Joshua the high priest, thus, representing

Yahweh's doing the same in behalf of Israel as a nation.

The vision portrays Joshua standing before the Angel
of Yahweh. (bW stands ﬁ37p7—722 and carries out his func-
tion described as i3WW?, which in this context is properly
taken as "to accuse him" (NIV, NASB). The Satan is rebuked
by Yahweh, Who is described as the One "that has chosen
Jerusalem." Then, Yahweh symbolizes His cleansing of Joshua
by removing and replacing his filthy garments (v. 3f).

The scene itself is clearly set in a judicial con-
text. As in Psalm 109:6, the prosecutor stands at the right
hand of the guilty party. Accusers were certainly signifi-

cant factors in the condemnation of the guilty in Israel

lH. C. Leupold, Exposition of Zechariah (reprint
of 1956 ed., Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1965), p. 64.

2"Satan stands on the right side of Joshua, because
the accuser was accustomed to stand at the right hand of the
accused (cf., Ps. 109:6)." C. F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, The
Twelve Minor Prophets, vol. 2, trans. James Martin, in
Biblical Commentary on the 0ld Testament (reprint ed., Grand
Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1975), p. 251.
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(1 Kgs 21:13).l Another hint of the judicial character of
the scene could be in the phrase 197 Y. This expression
is used in the judicial sense of standing before legal func-
tionaries in such passages as Numbers 27:2, 35:12; Deuter-
onomy 19:17; Joshua 20:6; and 1 Kings 3:16.2 Thus, the

vision is set in a court of law. The accuser 1is rebuked and

Israel's high priest is vindicated.

Identity of bW

The Satan here is variously identified. Some would
argue that he may be a human adversary. Tur-Sinai specu-
lates in this regard.

Here the judging angel alone represents a supernatural
force, and if the passage speaks of "the Satan," this
should be understood as a reference to one certain
accuser, known to the prophet's contemporaries and

possibly mentioned before in the story not preserved in
the Bible.3

But with M jg8%n and 1Y both involved in this apoca-
lyptic vision, it seems most natural to conclude that Wi,

with whom they interact, is also a supernatural being. The

lJacob, Theology, p. 70.

2David Baron, The Visions and Prophecies of Zecha-
riah, rev. ed. (London: Hebrew Christian Testimony to
Israel, 1919), p. 87. Unger takes the phrase Y397 TnV to
indicate standing before God in priestly service: it is
sometimes used in this way--Deuteronomy 10:18, 2 Chronicles
29:11, et al. Merrill F. Unger, Zechariah (Grand Rapids:
zondervan Publishing House, 1963), p. 57. However, the con-
text here does not otherwise indicate that Joshua is active-
ly functioning in priestly duties at this point. Thus, the
judicial understanding of the expression seems better here.

3

TS, Job, p. 45.
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striking similarity to the heavenly scenes of Job also
argues in this direction. "Satan (hassdtan) is the evil
spirit so well known from the book of Job . . . , and not
Sanballat and his comrades (Kimchi, Drus., Ewald).“l

Others tend to depersonalize JDWI in the context,
concluding the scene represents the triumph of divine mercy
over "divine justice."2 But, there is no indication in the
context that the characters are gsymbolic.

Neither of the previous views interpret TQQQ here in
light of Job 1-2. 1If the priority of the Job account is
recognized, the identity of the Satan of Zechariah should be

connected with 7B®7 in Job 1-2. Thus, in Zechariah 3:1-2,

the one known as the Adversary, par excellence of the

heavenly court is seen in action again. YQQU is still not
a proper name, but his identity with the evil being of Job

1-2 is logical to assume.

Character of 1BWD

Many conclude that the Satan of Zechariah 3 is not
evil; but, he is merely an obedient servant of God's court.
Von Rad expresses this common conception: "Here again we
have a heavenly prosecutor, and this time at an actual

trial. Here again the satan is not an evil power."3

lKeil and Delitzsch, The Twelve Minor Prophets, vol.
2, p. 251.

2H. G. Mitchell et al., Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi,
and Jonah, ICC, ed. C. A. Briggs et al. (Edinburgh: T. and
T. Clark, 1912), p. 151.

3

TDNT, p. 74.
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Gaster agrees.l Knudson, while observing a lack of com-
passion on the part of 7@@U, argues, "The Satan is not yet
conceived of as hostile to Yahweh. He is rather a minister
of Yahweh."?

The connection of 7WBA in Zechariah 3:1-2 with Job

1-2, as already argued, would certainly imply that the moral
character of the Satan in Zechariah is evil. But, a clear
understanding of the thrust of Zechariah 3 supports this as
well. Not only is the Satan rebuked for his harsh attitude
toward Joshua,3 he is acutally acting in opposition to the
will of God. Joshua is guilty. His garments are filthy.
But, it is God's plan to extend grace and cleansing. He
"who has chosen Jerusalem" will remain true to His commit-
ment to her. The Satan, however, "seems to have developed
by now a will of his own, and to have opposed the redemptive

plan of Yahweh."4 The very fact that Yahweh rebukes him

soundly (v. 2) points to his malevolent character.

"Satan" in 1 Chronicles 21:1
This final appearance of TQQ on the pages of the 01ld

Testament canon has provoked much discussion. Here 1bW

lIDB, s.v. "Satan," by T. H. Gaster, p. 225.

2Albert C. Knudson, The Religious Teaching of the
0ld Testament (New York: Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, 1928),
p. 211.

3“Satanvis rebuked by Yahweh on account of his harsh
attitude toward Joshua. Not content with all the calamities
that have come upon Jerusalem, he demands further punish-
ment," Langton, Essentials of Demonology, p. 53.

4Knight, Theology, p. 137.
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appears without the article in a verse that simply reads,
"Then Satan (?@Q) stood up against Israel and moved David
to number the people" (NASB). The various interpretive
possibilities of 7@@ in this verse now call for investiga-

Eion.

The prevalent view

The vast majority of scholars view this reference as
the first appearance of 79@ as a proper name since the
article does not appear.l This is true among liberals and
conservatives alike.2 The parallel passage in 2 Samuel 24:1
seems to ascribe the temptation to Yahweh directly. The
reason for the post-exilic Chronicler's attributing the
source of the temptation to Satan instead of Yahweh is
usually taken as due to later theological refinement or even
correction.3 A more accurate explanation from the viewpoint

of conservative scholarship is stated well by Payne: "What

lSee, for example, BDB, p. 966.

2TDNT, p. 74; J. Barton Payne and R. L. Harris,
"1ow," in vol. 2 of Theological Wordbook of the 0ld Testa-—
ment (Chicago: Moody Press, 1980), pp. 874-75; Eichrodt,
Theology, p. 206; Langton, Essentials of Demonology, p. 54;
Knudson, Religious Teaching, p. 212.

3Jacob M. Meyers, 1 Chronicles, in The Anchor Bible
Series, ed. W. F. Albright and D. N. Freedman (Garden City:
Doubleday and Company, Inc., 1965), p. 147. Meyers writes
"He cannot attribute, in his time, the source of evil to
God." Von Rad states, "The Chronicler felt that this was
to put it too badly, and therefore substituted Satan for
Yahweh," TDNT, p. 74.
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Satan does, in other words, is what God decrees."l The ap-
pearance of the personal Devil in this late literature is
taken by critics to be an evidence of the influence of
Persian religion.2

To take 7@@ as "satan" in 1 Chronicles 21:1 is cer-~
tainly possible. If this conclusion is correct, it marks a
further development in the progress of 0ld Testament revela-
tion concerning Satan. The being referred to by the title
7@@5 in Job and Zechariah is now well known enough to be
referred to simply by name, "Satan." If this interpretation
is correct, it shows an important step in the progress of

revelation.

Other views

A few scholars, however, remain unconvinced that 7@@

in 1 Chronicles 21:1 is indeed Satan. They would take the

lPayne, Theology, p. 295. Ellison makes some per-
ceptive comments in this regard. "In 2 Samuel David's act
is attributed to God's moving; here to Satan's. But, the
difference is only apparent. Popular Christian ideas of
Satan, in so far as they are derived from the NT at all, are
the result of that unsound exegesis which forgets that the
foundation of all NT conceptions are in the OT. In the OT
Satan, however evil, is an angel of God, a minister of God,
a being who has only as much power as God entrusts to him,
cf., Jb. 1 and 2; Zc. 3:1. So Satan here is only the minis-
ter of God's purposes." H. L. Ellison, "1-2 Chronicles,”
in The New Bible Commentary, ed. D. Guthrie et al., rev.
ed. (London: Inter-Varsity Press, 1970), p. 379.

2Millar Burrows, An Outline of Biblical Theology
(Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1946), p. 126. The
question of Persian influence is highly debatable and
discussed below in chapter three,
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term here simply as a common noun. At least three inter-

pretations surface among those following this suggestion.
First, 1O could simply indicate "an adversary" to

Israel, such as an enemy army.l David would have been moved

by such a military threat to make preparations for war.

This seems to be the view of Girdlestone, who well points

to the similarity of the concept to 1 Kings 11:14.

In 1 Chron. 21:1 we read that "Satan stood up
against Israel and provoked David to number Israel."
There is no article here in the Hebrew or Greek
(8LdpBorog), therefore, the word might be rendered "an
adversary," as in other passages. Turning to the
corresponding passage, 2 Sam. 24:1, we read, "And again
the anger of the Lord was kindled against Israel, and he
moved David against them to say, Go, number Israel and
Judah." As in 1 Kings 11:14 we are told plainly that
"The Lord stirred up a Satan against Solomon"; so, put-
ting these two parallel passages together, we may 3ather
that "The Lord stirred up a Satan against Israel."

Second, another possible interpretation that takes
7@@ here as a common noun is that of T. H. Gaster. He
writes, "Although the term is used without the definite
article, it is nonetheless no proper name, but simply a
common noun (i.e., 'a satan'), denoting a spirit--in this
case, virtually a personification of human frailty--who
happened on the particular occasion to act with untoward

effect."3

lCharles R. Smith, Christian Theology: God and the
World, Unpublished Classroom Notes, Grace Theological Semi-
nary, 1978, p. 50a.

2Robert B. Girdlestone, Synonyms of the 0ld Testa-
ment (reprint ed., Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing
Co., 1978), p. 289.

3

IDB, s.v. "Satan," by T. H., Gaster, p. 225.
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Thixd, 7@@ could even refer to a human adversary of
David's, such as a bad adviser.l Tur-Sinai makes a similar
suggestion. 1In referring to 1 Chronicles 21:1, he states,
"One would rather think about a human agent, such as a false

prophet, and not about a celestial messenger."2

Conclusion

The interpretations of 7@@ as a common noun in 1
Chronicles 21:1 present interesting possible alternatives to
the view which prevails among most scholars and which makes
this passage an important plank in the progress of 0Old
Testament Satanology. In fact, the first of these alterna-
tive views, seems most convincing. The following reasons
lend weight to this view--that (bW refers to an earthly
adversary such as a military enemy.

First, nothing else in the context alludes to an
evil supernatural being at work. While 2 Samuel 24:1 attri-
butes the motivation directly to God, the Chronicler varies
from this to show an intermediate agent. But, there is no
compelling reason to conclude that this intermediate agency
is suprahuman.

Second, the verb no1, "moved" does not necesgsitate
a supernatural Tempter. Those who see Satan here tend to

make a large point out of the fact that here is the first

lThis view is mentioned, but rejected, by Kluger,
Satan, p. 155, footnote 14.

2TS, Job, p. 44.
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time solicitation to evil is attributed to the evil being
called Satan.l The hiphil of 090 does often mean "insti-
gate, in a bad sense.“2 But, the term is often used of
human agents and does not at all necessitate the idea of a
demonic instigator. For example, the inciting agents in
some contexts where this term is used include Baruch (Jer
43:31), Jezebel (1 Kgs 21:25), Hezekiah (2 Kgs 18:32), and

others.

Third, 1B in other historical books of the 01d

Testament, is always a common noun for "adversary," and
often refers to a military threat. While admitting that
this book is post-exilic, it should be kept clearly in mind
also that it is historical narrative. The similarity to

1 Kings 11:14 and 23 is particularly striking. There, God
"raised up" (DEi}) satans as disciplinary action against
Solomon. In 1 Chronicles 21:1, Satan "stood up" (T0Y"1);
but, it is clear from 2 Samuel 24:1 that it was God who was
responsible for his activity of standing up to "incite"

David. Thus, it is clear that God "raised up" the bW in

lFor example, see Eichrodt, Theology, pp. 206-07.
Langton expresses this idea: "He now appears in the charac-
ter of tempter; he tempts David to number the people, and so
brings upon him God's punishment,"” Essentials of Demonology,
p. 54.

2BDB, p. 694, For example, it is used in 2 Chroni-
cles 18:2 of Ahab inducing Jehoshaphat to go up with him to
Ramoth~-Gilead to do battle in an unholy alliance. The in-
ducement was to evil. But, the agent in the text who was
inducing Jehoshaphat to this ungodly military situation was
certainly human.
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1 Chronicles 21:1 as well.l It is thus quite natural to as-
sume that the satan of 1 Chronicles could well be of a
similar nature to the ones in 1 Kings ll--that is, military
enemies.

Fourth, intertestamental evidence militates against
taking 7@@ here as a proper noun. Intertestamental litera-
ture refers to the Devil under a number of titles, including
Belial, Mastemah, and Sammael. 1D¥ is used relatively few
times.2 If 1 Chronicles 21:1 is intended to introduce Satan
under a proper name as the chief Evil One of the universe,
why is the name 7@@ so infrequent in intertestamental times
which follow soon after the time that Chronicles was writ-
ten? The plethora of names used for the Devil during the
period between the Testaments is best explained if a proper
name for the Adversary is never introduced in the 0ld Testa-
ment as this view in fact argues.

While admitting the possibility of the proper name

view, it is best to conclude that (bW in 1 Chronicles 21:1
is a common noun.3 This fits the context and synthesizes
well both with bl in the historical books and with inter-

testamental data. Thus, an enemy, apparently raised up by

lGirdlestone, Synonyms, p. 289.

2IDB, s.v. "Satan," by T. H. Gaster, p. 225.

3Burrows, OQutline, p. 120, well recognizes the pos-
sibility of either view. "Whether the absence of the defi-
nite article here means that the word has now become a
proper name, or whether we should translate 'an adversary'
(A.5.V. margin) cannot be determined."
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God, incited David to take his census, evidently as a part
of military readiness. The supernatural Satan does not

appear in the context at all.

Summary of Technical Usages

Investigation of Job 1-2, Zechariah 3:1-2, and
1 Chronicles 21:1 provides important data for 0ld Testament
Satanology. According to the conclusions reached in this
paper, 1 Chronicles 21:1 should actually be eliminated from
the category of technical usages. The satan there is
simply "an adversary" and not 7@@3 of the heavenly sphere.

Therefore, this leaves only two 01ld Testament ref-
erences which refer to Satan. Even in these, he is recog-
nized by title only and not by proper name. Therefore, the
only information available to the 0ld Testament saint about
this being were these two descriptions of "the Adversary"
of the suprahuman realm. They could see that an antag-
onistic creature existed within the heavenly court. Job and
Zechariah provide the only glimpse of this being; and, the

information they provide is quite sketchy.



CHAPTER III
THE THEOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

The data concerning the root (0¥ and its usages in
the 0ld Testament has been presented and analyzed in the
first two chapters. But what does this data really say
about Satanology in particular or theology in general? It
now remains to draw together the theological implications
of the data and to synthesize them into certain conclusions.
In order to do this, the implications will be categorized
under the headings of 0ld Testament Theology, New Testament
Theology, and Systematic Theology. Before looking at these
categories, a couple of issues related to one's view of ?@@

in the 01ld Testament call for comment.

Related Issues

Certain issues are directly related to one's view
of ?@@ in the 01d Testament. Two of these deserve comment
in light of what has been presented in the first two chap-
ters. These issues are the date of the composition of Job
and the gquestion of the influence of Persian religious ideas

on the 0ld Testament concept of Satan.

10 and the Date of Job
The appearance of the Satan in Job is frequently
cited as evidence for a late (often post-exilic) date for

49
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the book.l The common line of argumentation is represented

well by Hurvitz as follows:

It would appear that in spite of his efforts to write
pure classical Hebrew and to mark his story with "Patri-
archal colouring," the author of the Prose Tale could
not avoid certain phrases which are unmistakeably char-
acteristic of post-exilic Hebrew, thus betraying his
actual late date.

Hurvitz includes 7@@3 as one of these characteristically

late expressions.

In sum: the discussion of heavenly affairs and assem-
blies of celestial beings is by no means restricted to
the late literature. However, the emergence of the
figure of the Satan in the Bible--which is linguistic-
ally associated with a semantic development 1BW =
"Stumble" > 1Bt = "The Satan"--is an exclusive feature of
post-exilic literature, It would appear, that bW of
Job's Prose Tale~-whatever its_exact position in this

development--is a part of LBH.
The reason for requiring a late date for ?QQ is very
often due to critical contentions that Satan must be a

result of Persian religious influence.

Satan, who figures in the prologue, is probably a bor-
rowing from Zoroastrianism, which saw the world as a
battle ground between Ahura Mazda, the god of light and
righteousness, and Ormuzd, the god of darkness and evil.
But Satan has not yet become a quasi—inde%endent figure,
as happened in the post-Christian period.

lThis discussion centers only on the date of com-—
position of the book. The date of the life of Job and the
events of the book is a separate issue.

2Avi Hurvitz, "The Date of the Prose-Tale of Job
Linguistically Reconsidered," HTR 67 (1974):17.

31bid., p. 20.
4Robert Gordis, The Book of God and Man (Chicago:

The University Press, 1965). Gordis argues for a post-
exilic date no later than the fourth century B.C.
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The analysis of 7@@ in the 0l1d Testament, and es-
pecially in Job, that is presented in this paper does not
necessitate such late dating. The prologue to Job does not
refer to a developed concept of the personal Satan as an
opponent to God. Without using a proper name, it simply
affixes the article to a common noun to make it a title for
the Adversary in the heavenly court. This paper has argued
that the 0l1d Testament saint did not have a previous concept
of this being. Even Gordis admits, "He is not yet a fully
distinct personality but is merely one of the 'Sons of God,'
a member of the entourage in the heavenly court.“l

Such a view harmonizes well with a pre-exilic and
even Solomonic2 date for Job. TQQD is a minor, mysterious
character and is totally subject to Yahweh. 1In his very
lucid discussion of whether the concept of Satan is strictly
post=-exilic, T. T. Perowne points to the lack of evidence

that the Satan concept necessarily follows the exile.

The development of the doctrine of Satan does not seem
to be sufficiently marked and decisive in post-exile as
compared with early times, to warrant us in regarding it
as a safe criterion by which to test the age of any 01ld
Testament Book . . . The passage in Job, if it could be
assigned the late age which some writers have claimed
for it, might be held indeed decisively to turn the
scale. But the arguments in favor of an earlier date
for Job are too weighty, to be coun%erbalanced by so
precarious a consideration as this.

libid., p. 217.

2See p. 10, note 3 for documentation of the Solomonic
period of composition.

3T. T. Perowne, Zechariah, p. 156. Perowne makes
this fine statement even though taking 1 Chronicles 21:1 to
refer to Satan.
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If the contention of chapter two proves correct that 1
Chronicles 21:1 should be removed from consideration as a
technical use of 7@@ as a proper name, then the doctrine of
Satan is even less decisive in post—exilic times than it is
usually considered. Thus, Job need not be considered post-
exilic because of the use of 7bWm.

In fact, the divine court scene of which Satan is
a part in Job bears striking similarity to a very old
literary motif--that of the heavenly council (seen else-
where in the 0ld Testament, for example in 1 Kings 22:19f).
Pope, though following Tur-Sinai in contending that Persian
court concepts influenced the picture of the Satan in Job,
admits, "The Persian court may have contributed something
to the idea of Satan, but the background is much older, as
reflected in the divine court scenes of more ancient Near
Eastern mythological literature."l Thus, it is quite feas-
ible to place 1b¥#1 and the Job narrative in which it is
found at the pinnacle of Wisdom Literature composed in the

Solomonic Age.2

lPope, Job, pp. 10-11.

2Even Von Rad admitgs the Satan in Job cannot be
strictly post-exilic, TDNT, p. 74: "It is striking how
rarely the satan notion 1is expressed in the 0.T. The
literary attestation does not justify the conclusion that
it is exclusively post-exilic, for, whatever, the age of
the prologue of Job, there can be no doubt that it rests
materially on a very old source."
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?@Q and Persian Influence

The issue of the influence of Persian religion on
the Satan concept of the 0ld Testament has been mentioned.
It calls for further analysis, however. A full discussion
of the question of Persian influence is beyond the scope of
the paper; but, a quick survey of the issue as it relates to
7@@ is necessary. Many scholars see the Satan concept as
borrowed from Persian Zoroastrianism or at least influenced

strongly by it.l

Critical viewpoint

Gordis contends that Satan entered the prose tale of
Job from the source of Jewish contact with Zoroastrianism.
He writes:

This dualism had a powerful effect on popular religion
for two reasons. First, it offered a simple answer to
the problem of evil, freeing God from the onus of re-
sponsibility by attributing evil to a malevolent Spirit.
Second, in assigning to men a crucial role in the cosmic
battle between good and evil, it underscored their re-
sponsibility to fight the force of darkness and bring
about the triumph of righteousness.?

The logic of the critical suggestion of borrowing is ex-
plained by LeBosquet.

It should be remarked that the notion of Satan ap-
pears not only late but precisely after the exile gave
association with Persian ideas, and that it is found
during the period of Persian influence. This suggests
that Satan is derived from the Persian Ahriman, just as

lGordis, Book of God and Man, p. 216.
2

Ibid., p. 69.
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Persia 1is certainly responsible for the recrudescence of
angels and demons in the later 0ld Testament period.l

Other scholars do not accept the suggestion of bor-
rowing, but still see strong Persian influence upon Hebrew
thought. Edward Langton exemplifies this group as he

argues:

From the facts indicated, it is evident that Jewish
and Persian conceptions upon the subject of the Evil
Spirit have numerous common features. Even though it
cannot be proved that the original conception of Satan
was borrowed from the Persians, there is good reason to
believe that the more fully developed character of Satan
drew many of its features from the Persian conception of
Ahriman.

Such suggestions of borrowing or of influence are quite

common and should be analyzed.

Evil in Zoroastrianism

In order to evaluate the suggestion of Persian in-
fluence on the idea of the Satan in Hebrew thought, it is
important to have a grasp of the view of the Evil One in
Persian religion.

Zoroaster (lé6éth century B.C.?), who took ancient
Persian religious concepts and shaped them into the religion
that still bears his name, left no doubt about his view of
good and evil beings. He claimed to see a vision of Ahura

Mazda as the "uncreated God, existing eternally, and Creator

lJohn Edwards LeBosquet, "The Evil One: A Develop-
ment," HTR 5 (1917):377.

2Langton, Essentials of Demonology, pp. 70-71.
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of all else good, including all other beneficient divini-
ties."l However, "in a vision he beheld, co-existing with
Ahura Mazda, an Adversary, the 'Hostile Spirit,' Angra
Mainyu, equally uncreated, but ignorant and wholly malign."
Thus, Persian religion involves absolute dualism, holding
that "there is one supreme God who is the Creator; that an
evil power exists which is opposed to him, and not under his
control."3

Langton points out certain similarities between the
Persian Ahriman and the Satan of later Judaism. These
include the following: 1) Both are presented as head of a
host of evil spirits. 2) Both are associated with the Ser-
pent. 3) They have similar functions such as accusing,
seducing, and destroying. 4) Both will be finally destroy-
ed.4 But, there is a key difference even between the late

Judaistic Satan and Ahriman--Satan is a created, rebellious

angel, while Ahriman is an independent spirit. "In this

lMary Boyce, Zoroastrians: Their Religious Beliefs
and Practices (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, Ltd.,
1979)y b 20.

2Ibid., p. 20. Here, Boyce also points out texts
from Zoroaster in his "Younger Avesta" which read: "Truly
there are two primal Spirits, twins, renouned to be in con-
flict. 1In thought and word and act they are two, the good
and the bad . . . And when the two Spirits first encountered,
they created life and not-life, . . . Of the two Spirits,
the one who follows falsehood chose doing the worst things,
the Holiest Spirit, who is clad in the hardest stone (i.e.,
the sky) chose righteousness, and (so shall they all) who
will satisfy Ahura Mazda continually with just actions."

3Boyce, Zoroastrians, p. 77.

4Langton, Essentials of Demonology, pp. 68-70.
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respect the Persian conception differs entirely from the
Jewish."l It is imperative to bear in mind, however, that
the similarities just mentioned are not found anywhere in
the 0l1ld Testament references to 7@@ in any sort of developed

form. These are concepts of later Judaism only.

Evaluation

The suggestions of Persian influence need to be
evaluated in light of what the 0ld Testament really says
about the Satan. When they are, they come up lacking in
that which is probably the key tenet--the dualistic idea

that the Evil One is a spirit independent from God. 1In

fact, the 0ld Testament data is emphatic in just the oppo-
site direction. Satan is totally subservient to God. "The
figure of Satan as a servant of God is far removed from the
Persian notion of him, and this consideration leads to doubt
whether Persian influence be at all the source of the idea
of the evil one in Palestine."2 The Satan in Job and
Zechariah is totally subject to God. Even if 1 Chronicles
21:1 were taken as referring to Satan, nothing there indi-
cates that 1BW acts independently from God. (In fact,

2 Samuel 24:1 implies 7@@ to be an intermediate agent of
God.) Remove 1 Chronicles 21 from consideration as a tech-
nical use of 7@@ as suggested in this paper, and the point

is even more obvious. "The Dualism which Persian religion

Libid., p. 69.

2LeBosquet, "Evil One," p. 377.
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never overcame, and which is implicit in the eternity of
evil as well as the good spirit, at no time became proper to
the concept of Satan."l Thus, the possibility of borrowing
is ruled out.

Even those who see Persian religion as merely in-
fluencing Hebrew thought vary widely as to the extent and
time of such influence. Many see any positive influence as
intertestamental at best.2 Others limit any influence to a
negative reaction against Zoroastrianism. They contend,
"nevertheless, contact with Iranian demonology may have
occasioned the more accurate exposition of the true doc-
trine, e.g., the express exclusion of every vestige of
dualism."3 One must appreciate the honesty of a critical
scholar who writes: "In any event, all must rest upon

speculation. There is no conclusive evidence of wide

'Eichrodt, Theology, p. 209. This lack of dualism
is evident in the New Testament as well. "The view that the
NT picture of a personal Satan was derived from Persian
dualism is answered by the nature of the NT picture of Satan.
. « . While Satan is seen as a mighty evil being, his king-
dom is viewed as having a definite beginning and will have a
definite end. The operation of evil is always viewed as
being under the sovereign permission of the eternal God.

God allows Satan to continue his work in order to give a
cosmic demonstration of the bankruptcy of the satanic lie."
Zzondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, s.v. "Satan,"
by D. E. Hiebert.

2Eichrodt, Theology, p. 209; IDB, s.v. "Satan," by
T. H. Gaster, p. 226; LeBosquet, "Evil One," p. 377; Jeffrey
Burton Russell, The Devil, pp. 218-19.

3Heinisch, Theology, p. 141. T. T. Perowne,
Zechariah, p. 154, concurs.
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external influence upon Hebrew concept, and it is possible
to explain it as a natural development within Yahwism
itself."t

In conclusion, three facts seem apparent regarding
the question of Persian influence. First, contentions of
Zoroastrian impact in 0ld Testament Satanology are unneces-
sary. With only two passages referring to Satan (and those
only by descriptive title, not proper name), there is no
need to go outside the 01ld Testament for the source of the
idea.2 In fact, the divine council motif in which Satan
first appears is not of Persian origin at all. Second, the
claims are in the final analysis unsupportable. There is no
proof of borrowing. Those who hold to influence only, dis-
agree as to the extent and time framework. Third, most
concur that Judaism did not embrace dualism, even in inter-
testamental times. Dualism, a cardinal Zoroastrian tenet in
relation to the Evil One, is totally foreign to both 0ld and

New Testament ideas.

0ld Testament Theology

The data surveyed already certainly has implications
for 0ld Testament theology. In fact, it has a great deal to

say about how 0ld Testament saints and writers viewed Satan

lJeffrey Burton Russell, The Devil, p. 218. Trevor
Ling comments, "with regard to the extent and nature of
Persian influence in later Jewish demonology, it is unwise
to be dogmatic," Satan, p. 7.

2This is not to mention the presupposition of the
writer that the 0ld Testament is revelatory material from
God.
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and evil. The conclusion to which one is driven is that
they had very little information about a personal Devil and
that Satan played little if any part in their outlook on

life and the universe.

Limited Information

0ld Testament believers had very little information
about the heavenly being called 7@@5, "the Adversary." Only
two brief passages, Job 1-2 and Zechariah 3:1-2, provided
any knowledge of him. Even in these passages, he was fully
dealt with by God and passed quickly from consideration.
Thus, contemporary writer James Kallas is accurate to list
the first plank of the doctrine of Satan's role in the 01d
Testament as "insignificant.“l In fact, 0Old Testament
demonology was "very slight when compared with the religious
texts of surrounding peoples."2

The outlook of Job, his three "comforters," and
Elihu is quite instructive as to the outlook of 0l1ld Testa-
ment saints. In all of the cycles of dialogue and mono-
logue, no one even once suggested Satan as the source of
Job's problems. Gordis comments:

In the dialogue, on the other hand, it is essential that

neither Job nor the Friends have any inkling of the
source of Job's misfortune, since the very theme of the

lJames Kallas, Real Satan, p. 15. Kallas actually
lists two key words regarding Satan's role in the 01d
Testament--"insignificant" and "servant." What he means by
"servant" could be debated, however.

2Trevor Ling, Satan, p. 4.
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debate is the mystery of human suffering. The same con-
sideration would explain why Satan is not invoked in the
poetry as the source of evil. For the ancient Hebrews,
who could not conceive of God's existence apart from His
governing the world, to attribute evil to any other
powei beyond His sway would be tantamount to a denial of
God.

The lack of reference to the Satan in the poetry of
Job should not seem surprising. Nowhere was there any indi-
cation that God revealed to Job the fact of the heavenly
scenes of Job 1-2, 1In fact, there is no evidence of any

revelation of 7@@ﬂ before the composition of the book of

Job. The thrust of the entire book was the sovereignty of
God alone.

Even in Job and Zechariah, the Satan was clouded in
mystery. Only in the progress of revelation has the history
of a personal Devil been clarified. Without this perspec-
tive, the 0ld Testament saint had sparse information upon

which to draw.

Possible Reasons for Limited Information
Why was revelation about Satan so very limited in
0ld Testament times? While the Scriptures do not state a
reason as such, several answers have been suggested. At
least three of these suggestions correlate quite well with

Biblical material and should be discussed as possibilities.2

lGordis, Book of God and Man, p. 71.

2The general concept of the progress of revelation,
on which this issue ultimately turns, is discussed below
under Systematic Theology.
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First, the restricted information about Satan could

have been to avoid promoting polytheistic tendencies.

Israel lived in a polytheistic world scene. In commenting
on the monotheism of the Israelites, Kinlaw writes:
The faith that is founded in the 0ld Testament was
unique . . . not only in its elements but in the way it
treated the elements held in common with its neighbors
such as the demonic. . . . There is no world either good
or evil that exists alongside Him as equal or rival.
Second, information about Satan was perhaps limited

in order to underscore human responsibility. Baab states,

"Throughout the literary records of Israel one finds no real
belief that the power making for evil is outside of man;
there is unanimity in asserting that this power resides in
man himself. This was seen particularly in the utterances
of the prophets, but no book is completely indifferent to

3

this truth." The prophetic perspective of both the Former

and Latter Prophets put the stress on the personal guilt of

the people.4

lSam W. Fowler, "The Doctrine of Satan in the 01d
Testament" (Unpublished paper for Post-Graduate Seminar in
0ld Testament Theology, Grace Theological Seminary, 1965),
p. 1.

2Dennis F. Kinlaw, "The Demythologization of the De-
monic in the 0ld Testament," in Demon Possession, ed. John
W. Montgomery (Minneapolis: Bethany Fellowship, Inc., 1976),
pp. 33-34.

3Otto J. Baab, The Theology of the 0ld Testament
(New York: Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, 1944), p. 247.

4In commenting on this prophetic perspective of per-
sonal responsibility, Trevor Ling, Satan, p. 4, states that
"the evils men suffered were therefore declared by the
prophets to be the symptoms of a condition whose root cause
was moral evil or sin." Ling argues that this element was
de-emphasized later in apocalyptic writings which emphasized
the "corporate aspect of evil," Satan, p. 6.
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Third, and most significantly, Satan's place in 01d
Testament revelation was minor in order to stress the sover-

eignty of God. This doctrine was certainly a priority in

the progress of revelation. Because of this, "in all the
older books of Hebrew literature, especially in the Penta-
teuch, Satan is not mentioned at all. All acts of punish-
ment, revenge, and temptation are performed by Yahweh him-
self, or by his angel at his direct command."l
In the 0l1ld Testament revelation, the authority of
Yahweh was so great that even the powerful Satan was totally
subject to His permission, was accountable in the divine
council, and even ultimately accomplished God's purposes.
0ld Testament theologian A. B. Davidson well comments on
this phenomenon:
We must call to remembrance here a peculiarity in early
revelation, and indeed in all revelation, but particu-
larly in the 0ld Testament--the tendency to refer all
things back to God (Is. 45:7, 1 Sam. 16:14, 1 Kings
22:20-22). . . . Perhaps in our popular theology we ex-
aggerate . . . , and give to the kingdom of evil an
independence of the Divine will, and assign to it an

antagonism to God who is over it, which goes beyond what
Scripture warrants.

lPaul Carus, The History of the Devil and the Idea
of Evil (reprint of 1900 ed., LaSalle: Open Court Publish-~
ing Company, 1974), pp. 70-71. As examples of this, Carus
lists: the temptation of Abraham, Sodom and Gomorrah, the
slaughter of the firstborn, the evil spirit who troubled
Saul, the pestilence to punish David, the lying spirit of
1 Kings 22:21, et al.

ZA. B. Davidson, Theology, pp. 302-03. According to
Davidson, p. 303, "what is emphasized in the passage in Job
is not whether the Satan be an evil spirit or no, or a
fallen spirit, but this, that he is in the hand of God, and
that whatever he performs is only under permission of God
and for the furtherance of His designs.”




63

Yes, the Satan in the 0ld Testament was evil. But, the
sovereign God was turning even that evil to accomplish His
good ends.l

Thus, the place of the Satan in 0ld Testament theo-
logy was so minor that he received little mention and appar-
ently had no significant place in the outlook of 01d
Testament saints. Instead, the 0ld Testament stressed the
unity of God in contrast to polytheism, the personal respon-
sibility of man in contrast to blaming outside evil forces,
and most importantly, the total sovereignty of God in con-

trast to the insignificance of the totally subordinate

Satan.

New Testament Theology

What implications does the study of the 0l1d Testa-
ment term 7@@ have for New Testament theology? This ques-
tion will receive comment under three categories--the
extensiveness of its material, the explanation of the

extensiveness of its material, and a note of caution.

Extensiveness of Its Material
"It is a remarkable feature of the theology of the

OT that so little mention is made of Satan. . . . It is in

lOtto J. Baab, Theology, p. 247, comments on this
perspective of the 0ld Testament believers: "He began his
attack upon the problem of evil with a stupendous assump-
tion--a righteous God rules the whole universe!" He had
"faith in a just God who controls and uses evil for his
redemptive purposes."
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the NT that the picture of Satan receives its full unfold-
ing.“l Only two 0Old Testament writers referred to Satan
under the term ?@Q,. In the New Testament, however, every
writer referred to "Satan" or "the Devil" or used both
ter.ms.2 References were especially frequent in the Gospels
and the Apocalypse. This certainly underscores the impor-
tance of the New Testament revelation about Satan. It is
from New Testament material, then, that Satanology must

primarily come.

Explanation of Its Extensiveness

Why is the New Testament material so extensive in
comparison to the 0ld Testament lack of much data about
Satan? This question regarding the significance of the New
Testament material has at least two answers.

First, the extent of New Testament material regard-
ing Satan may have been partially due to intertestamental
development. It was during that time that Jewish belief

regarding Satan and the demonic grew and crystallized. (See

lThe Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible,
s.v. "Satan," by D. E. Hiebert, p. 282.

2This phenomenon is of great perplexity to liberal
theologians. The older material has the fewer references to
this supernatural being. Trevor Ling's book The Signifi-
cance of Satan is a liberal's attempt to explain the problem
of the frequency and prominence of Satan and the demonic in
the New Testament. He writes because of "the necessity of
giving a satisfactory theological account of its presence in
the New Testament, in view of the surprising reticence of
the 0ld Testament on this matter. That is to say, it must
be shown to represent something other than a deterioration
from the pure faith of prophetic Yahwism," p. 2.
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appendix 2.) This is not to say that the New Testament
accepted the accuracy of all intertestamental Jewish specu-
lations concerning Satan. But, the New Testament was
written to audiences with a very highly developed view of
the Evil One. 1In referring to Satan and the demonic, the
New Testament was careful to mention as true only those
aspects of intertestamental literature of which it ap-
proved.l Thus, care should be exercised in limiting theo-
logical conclusions about Satan to Biblical data only.
Unfortunately, some modern ideas about Satan come more from
intertestamental literature than from the Bible.

Second, the extengiveness of New Testament revela-

tion regarding Satan is due to a basic principle connected

lFor example, Jude 6 refers to certain aspects of
the demonology of the Book of Enoch. Yet, the passage is
careful to use only those aspects of which it approves and
which fit Jude's purpose. This should not be taken as an
endorsement of all that the Book of Enoch says about Satan
and evil angels. "Jude does not necessarily endorse its
truth; he does, however, like any shrewd preacher, use the
current language and thought forms of his day in order to
bring home to his readers, in terms highly significant to
them, the perils of lust and pride." Michael Green, The
Second Epistle of Peter and the Epistle of Jude, in The
Tyndale New Testament Commentaries, ed. R. V. G. Tasker
(Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1968), p.
165. A more debatable example of this phenomenon regards
the possible New Testament identification of the serpent of
Genesis 3 with Satan as found in the Wisdom of Solomon.
Revelation 12:9 calls Satan "that serpent of old." But,
that expression could be simply the use of the common
ancient serpent motif to refer to evil or evil beings. Walt
Kaiser also lists Romans 16:20 and 1 Corinthians 11:3, 14 in
this regard. The latter passage he connects so as to indi-
cate, "The serpent deceived Eve by his cunning . . . for
Satan disguises himself as an angel of light." Walter C.
Kaiser, Toward an Old Testament Theology (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan Publishing House, 1978), p. 77. This seems quite
debatable.
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with the progress of revelation in general. It is with the
incarnation of Christ and the redemption event that much
further revelation was given. This is true of the doctrine
of Satan. "The increasing light of revelation threw the
figure of Satan into deeper shadow, and with the full mani-
festation of redemption came a clearer knowledge and exhi-
bition of his power and malignity."l In fact, Satan and the
demonic appeared most clearly when Christ was present.
Kinlaw speculates, "It is to be noted that hell, Satan, and
the demonic are most fully treated in the Gospel and the
Apocalypse of John. Could it be that God is content to let
us see that negative world only in the presence of the in-

2 Perhaps that is to overstate the case;

carnate Christ?"
but, it was only with the incarnation of Christ that Satan

came into full view in Scripture.

Note of Caution
The argumentation of this thesis should call for
certain cautions for New Testament theology. It should
provide a balance regarding the place of Satan in the plan
of God. 1In certain New Testament passages, Satan looms
large. Yet, it is comforting to view him with the 0ld

Testament background clearly in mind. Thus, he is totally

lA. B. Davidson, Theology, p. 305.

2Kinlaw, "Demythologization,” p. 35.



67
subject to the sovereignty of God and in the final analysis
is insignificant in comparison with the greatness of God and
of His overall plan.

Another caution regards the care necessary in hand-
ling data concerning Satan. The tendency is to speculate
beyond what the Bible actually says in the 0ld or New
Testament. The 0ld Testament says little about Satanology.
Therefore, all the more care is needed in dealing with the

New Testament passages that actually mention him.

Systematic Theology

What implications does the study of the term have
for systematic theology and for Satanology in particular?
At least two answers present themselves for comment at this
juncture--the contribution of information for the doctrine
of Satan and an illustration of progressive revelation in

action.

Information for Satanology

This thesis has argued that less information relat-
ing to Satan than expected is found in the 0Old Testament.
The revelation is very limited. Yet, of the material that
does relate, three key planks stand out with great clarity.
Though primary support for these is found in chapter two
where passages are exegeted, they deserve mention and empha-
sis as to their place in systematic theology.

First, the study presented above says something

concerning the identity of Satan. It is very true that the
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idea "that Job's Satan is not to be confused with the late
Judeo-christian tempter, the Devil, is common place among

4 Is this legitimate? It has been argued

modern scholars."”
above that there is no compelling reason to deny the identi-
fication of (bW of Job and Zechariah with the personal
Satan of later revelation.2 But, this identification is
possible only on the basis of implications from later infor-
mation and not from the 0ld Testament passages themselves.
Therefore, the title "the Satan, Adversary" of the 0ld
Testament becomes a proper name in certain New Testament
passages.

Second, the Satan of the 0ld Testament has been
demonstrated to have an evil bent from the earliest glimpses
of him. As the New Testament states, "the Devil sins from
the beginning" (1 John 3:8). This is implied in both Job
and Zechariah.3 Leon Morris summarizes as follows:

It is sometimes said that in such passages Satan is not
thought of as especially evil, but as simply one of the
heavenly hosts. Admittedly we have not yet the fully

developed doctrine, . . . but he is consistently engaged
in activities against the best interests of men.

lS. Rao and M. Reddy, "Job and His Satan--Parallels
in Indian Scripture,"™ ZAW 91 (1979):416.

2See above in chapter 2, p. 35f on the identity of
the Satan in Job.

3See above p. 33 and p. 40 in regard to the charac-
ter of the Satan in these passages.

4Leon Morris, "Satan," in The New Bible Dictionary,
ed. J. D. Douglas et al. (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans
Publishing Co., 1962), p. 1l46.
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It has been demonstrated that the ultimate desire of the
Adversary in opposing men such as Job and Joshua (Zech 3:1)
is to thwart God's will. The evil character of the Satan is
not fully revealed in the Old Testament. Yet, a wicked bent
away from God's will is obvious.

Third, the 0ld Testament references to 1b¥ establish
unmistakeably what should be considered the most basic plank
of Satanology--that everything is totally subject to the
sovereignty of God, including any adversity or any agent of
adversity, whether earthly or heavenly. Even TQ@Q who
seemingly can be identified with the being that later reve-
lation calls Satan, is from the perspective of the 0ld
Testament, comparatively insignificant.l This perspective
does not necessarily down play Satan's reality or power.
But, no matter what else is studied about the realm of evil
or. Satan, it should be against the background that every
being is ultimately accountable to and subject to God. 1In
commenting upon the role of the Satan in Job, Andersen notes
that he is not even mentioned after 2:7, and appropriately
concludes, "The contribution of Satan to the action of the

book is minor. His place in theology is even less.“3

l“In the 39 books of the 0ld Testament, in the his-
tory of the Jews covering almost 1500 years, there is only
one lengthy description of Satan, Job chapter one," Kallas,
Real Satan, p. 16.

2The book of Job makes it clear that the Satan is a
real personal being. His tremendous power is also obvious
(cf., the destruction of 1:13f).

3Andersen, Job, p. 83.
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Illustration of Progressive Revelation

A careful sensitivity to the progress of revelation
is certainly a key hermeneutical principle. Although the
job of the theologian is not over when he determines what a
passage meant to the original readers, he must certainly
start there. God gave His revelation in quantitatively in=-
creasing amounts. This does not belittle the guality of
revelation given early in this process. ©Nor is later reve-
lation to be seen as correcting errors of the earlier. The
simple fact is that God gave His revelation in stages over a
long period of time according to His own priorities. There-
fore, early material may have contained only faint glimmer-
ings of what would later become full-blown doctrines.

The Biblical revelation concerning Satan provides a
prime illustration of the principle of progressive revela-
tion. The existence of evil suprahuman forces was implied

from the earliest portions of Scripture onward.l Evil

lT. T, Perowne, in tracing the progress of the reve-
lation concerning Satan comments, "The whole Scripture doc-
trine of Satan, both as gathered from the partial and
occasional intimations of the 0ld Testament, and as developed
in the full revelation of the New Testament, is virtually
included in the history of the Fall. . . . It is quite con-
ceivable, and is indeed what we should expect from our Kknow-
ledge of the methods of Divine procedure, that the true
conception of Satan should have been contained as in the
germ in the history of the Fall, and yet should for the most
part have lain dormant, till the requirements of the Church
in later ages occasioned its expansion," Zechariah, pp.
153-54, Perhaps this is to overstate the case; but, it
seems evident that the 0ld Testament reader would have seen
an evil force of some kind associated with the serpent of
Genesis 3. Eichrodt, Theology, p. 207, notes that "it is
true that one can point to certain passages in the 0l1ld Tes-
tament where there are glimmerings of the idea of a
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spirits were briefly mentioned in a few places in the 0ld
Testament (e.g., 1 Kgs 22:19f). And also, in two passages,

God revealed a glimpse of the Adversary par excellence of

the heavenly realm using a common noun for "enemy" to which
the article was added to make it into a title. Upon this
limited amount of revelation concerning the Evil One, the
New Testament built the doctrine of Satan in full detail.l
It was not correcting any 0ld Testament "mistakes" concern-
ing the Satan. The 01d Testament view of 7@@D allowed for
the facts of later revelation. But, there is no need to see
it as providing the 0l1d Testament saint with the same kind
of viewpoint he would have had if he had possessed the New
Testament. God's priority of revelation reserved most

information concerning Satan for Gospel times.

superhuman being hostile to God. Such is Genesis 3." See
also J. Barton Payne, Theology, p. 201lf in regard to Genesis
3.

lL. S. Chafer gives recognition to this fact. He
writes, "The whole revelation of Satan's rebellious world-
power is not found in the 0ld Testament . . . There is prog-
ress of doctrine concerning things evil as there is concern-
ing things good, and these developments could not lose their
interaction and balance." L. S. Chafer, Systematic Theo-
logy, vol. 2 (Dallas: Dallas Seminary Press, 1947), p. 44,
This is an accurate statement concerning progressive revela-
tion. It is unfortunate to read on in his theology and see
the extensive Satanology he draws from the 0ld Testament by
apparently reading the New Testament revelation of Satan
back into the 01d.




CONCLUSION

This paper has sought to objectively study the root
1bW, its usages in the 0ld Testament, and the theological
implications of the material thus gathered. It has been
concluded that godly people of 0ld Testament times were
given only slight revelation about the being we know as
Satan. This viewpoint is in contrast to many popular
Satanologies.

The root (W itself was determined to be a general
noun for opposition. It was originally used in a variety of
contexts and could not be shown to have originated as a
judicial term or one from the royal courts. When used with
the article, it seemed best to take the expression as a
descriptive title rather than a real proper name.

A study of the usages of (b in the Hebrew Bible
rendered fewer references to the Satan than one might
expect. This writer can identify with the one who wrote,
"I imagine that many people get a shock when they first
examine the 0ld Testament for evidences of the Devil or
Satan. It is almost like trying to find a needle in a hay-
stack.“l That might be a bit of an overstatement; but, the

vast majority of contexts using 7B% did prove to be

lWilliam Robinson, The Devil and God (London:
Lutterworth Press, 1945), p. 45.
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non—-technical. Only Job 1-2 and Zechariah 3:1-2 qualified
as technical references to a heavenly Satan. Here he was
identified by title, appeared in the group called "Sons of
God," was totally subject to God, and yet had an evil bent
to his character. The identification of this heavenly
Adversary is best taken as the personal Satan of later reve-
lation. But, 0ld Testament saints could not make such an
identification, since they were limited to these two con-
texts for definite information about (DW@WT of the heavenly
realm.

1 Chronicles 21:1 was evaluated in light of the most
prevalent interpretation--that this is the first reference
to Satan by proper name. This view was rejected in favor of
the simpler explanation that ?p@ here was a non-technical
use of the common noun. This view does no violence to the
context, fits the usage in other historical books, and cor-
relates better with intertestamental evidence. To take this
view eliminates much speculation“as to the evolution of the
idea of Satan in the 0ld Testament and as to the Chronicler's
reasons for such a theologically potent statement.

The view of 7b¥ presented in this paper has some
significant theological implications. It eliminates the
necessity for late dating Job based on the appearance of the
Satan. It also helps answer accusations of Persian influ-
ence upon the 0ld Testament view of Satan; for TQQE in no
way fits a dualistic pattern of any kind or shows any evi-

dence of dualistic influence. God greatly limited
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revelation about the Satan in the 0ld Testament. Perhaps
this was to avoid polytheistic tendencies or to underscore
human responsibility. But, most importantly, it was to em-
phasize His own sovereignty. The New Testament has exten-
sive revelation about Satan. This may be due to great
intertestamental growth in interest in the demonic or simply
because of God's desire to withhold much information about
Satan until Gospel times as He did with many doctrines.

This New Testament material must be handled carefully to
avoid theological conclusions without exegetical support.

At least three main planks of systematic theology in the
field of Satanology are underscored by this study--the
legitimacy of identifying (bW of Job and Zechariah with the
Satan of the New Testament on the basis of later revelation,
the evil character of Satan from the first intimations re-
garding him, and the total subordination of all evil beings
to the sovereign God.

This study has provided an interesting example of
the principle of progressive revelation. It has demon-
strated the importance of historical perspective in Biblical
studies. The significant guestion "How did the original
readers understand this?" must remain a key starting point
for Biblical interpretation. Objective study of that ques-
tion may not always render the results that twentieth

century interpreters expect.



APPENDIX 1

OLD TESTAMENT PASSAGES SOMETIMES

APPLIED TO SATAN

Apart from references actually using 7@@, several
other 0ld Testament passages have been applied to Satan by
various interpreters. Detailed consideration of these pas-
sages 1s outside the scope of this paper; yet, the approach
one takes to them has a bearing on the development of his
0ld Testament theology of Satan. Therefore, this appendix
will list these passages to create an awareness of the con-
tribution they may or may not make to the subject.

Some passages have been applied to Satan in the
past, but are basically recognized today as mistaken appli-
cations. Some of these references include 2 Kings 1:2-3
(znny ?VY3), Judges 1l:5-7 (ng ﬁJTﬁ), Deuteronomy 13:14(13)
(and other ref. using ?yYY72-733), Job 18:14 (ninya Ten) .,
Job 28:22 (and other ref. using 7i728), and Isaiah 51:9
(1>3m) .t

Other 0Old Testament passages sometimes applied to
Satan are still vigorously debated. For the sake of com-

pleteness, this appendix simply lists the passages involved

lSee Sam W. Fowler, "Doctrine of Satan," pp. 4f for
a discussion of these texts.
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and some main views taken in interpreting them, as well as
representative examples of those who hold such views. These
more debatable passages include the following:

I. Genesis 3:1f-~-the serpent.

A. NO SATAN--"The story knows nothing of a Satan”
(Koehler).l

B. MYTHOLOGICAL--". . . involuntarily recalls the
demons in serpent form who figure in the mythology
of almost all peoples" (Eichrodt).2

C. SERPENT EQUALS SATAN--"The Serpent" is a title
functioning as a proper name of him who throughout
the Bible is arch-enemy of God (Buswell).

D, SATAN BEHIND SERPENT--Satan indwelt4 or influ-
enced?® a real physical serpent (Pentecost, Payne).

E. SYMBOLIC--The serpent is a symbol of evil (Jacob).6
II. Leviticus 16:8-10--Azazel’

A. The name of the place to which the goat was sent
(Jewish tradition and rabbinic interpretation).
1. Lonely region in the desert.
2. Mountain ledge in wilderness to which the goat
was led and thrown to death.

lLudwig Koehler, 0ld Testament Theology, trans.
A. S. Todd (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1957),
Be L7174

2Eichrodt, Theology, p. 207.

35. o. Buswell, Systematic Theology of the Christian
Religion, vol. 1 (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House,
1962), pp. 264-65.

4J. Dwight Pentecost, Your Adversary the Devil
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1969), p. ii.

5

J. Barton Payne, Theology, p. 291.

6Jacob, Theology, p. 282.

7This classification of views and writers in regard
to this passage is based on the work of John Rea, "The Mean-
ing of Azazel: Leviticugs 16:8, 10" (B.D. Monograph, Grace
Theological Seminary, 1951), pp. 33-50.
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B. Name for the second goat as "scapegoat" of KJV
(Luther) .

C. The name of a personal being
1. A desert demon (Gesenius).
2. A fallen angel (Book of Enoch).
3. A name for Satan (Hengstenberg, Keil).

D. An abstract noun meaning "dismissal" or "complete
removal" (Kellogg, Rea).

IITI. 1 Kings 22:19f--the lying spirit3
A. The Satan interpretation (Langton, Montgomery).
B. Self-delusion view (Gray and Adams) (i.e., the
vision is saying "you wickedly desire to follow

false prophets, so God gives you up to that").

C. Evil spirit view (F. Davidson in The New Bible
Commentary) .

D. Personified spirit of prophecy (Keil, Caes).

lSee also Heinisch, Theology, p. 137, for this view.
This is a similar view to that of Tawil who takes ?TBTY to
be from ?¥77V, a "fierce god," an epithet of the god Mbt.
Hayim Twail, "Azazel, The Prince of the Steppe: A Compara-
tive Study," ZAW 92 (1980):43-59.

2Rea, "Azazel," p. 44, makes an appropriate comment
regarding this view: "Since Satan is never mentioned in the
Pentateuch, such an allusion to the devil would be entirely
too vague to have any meaning for the Israelites."

3This classification of views and writers in regard
to this passage primarily follows that of Clyde J. Caes,
"A Critical Investigation of 1 Kings 22:19-23" (B.D. Mono-
graph, Grace Theological Seminary, 1955).

4Other representatives of this very likely view
include T. T. Perowne, Zechariah, p. 154, and J. Barton
Payne, Theology, p. 294. The latter argues, "In this pas-
sage the evil one is identified as 'the (well-known) spirit'
(v. 21), which indicated Micaiah's knowledge of, and de-
pendence upon the Job context.”

5See also Heinisch, Theology, pp. 137-38.
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IV. Isaiah l4:l2—l4——Luciferl

A.

V. Eze

The Lucifer equals Satan view (some Church
Fathers, Pseudepigrapha, a few liberals, many dis-
pensationalistg, and a few non-dispensational
evangelicals).

The mythological view. (This view holds "Isaiah
drew from the mythological literary genre of his
day, adapted it to hig own need, and applied it to
the King of Babylon."3).

Normal-historical view (Meadors presents excellent
exegetical support for taking this as "a reference
to the natural phenomenon of the morning star
figuratively adapted in a pride-motif and applied
to the King of Babylon in apostrophe by the pro-
phet Isaiah."4).

kiel 28:11-19--King of Tyre>

lThis classification of views and writers in regard
to this passage is based mainly on the work of Gary T.

Meadors,

"The Identification of MW 72 2237 in Isaiah 14:12"

(M.Div. thesis, Grace Theological Seminary, 1976), pp.

46-84.
2

Meadors,

In regard to the view of dispensationalists,
"Isaiah 14:12," p. 57, writes, "Each of these

writers begins by assuming that Isaiah 14 and Ezekiel 28
look beyond earthly kings to Satan. Without proving the

validity
very deta

of this assumption, they then proceed to build a
iled doctrine." A prime example of the truth of

this analysis may be found in L. S. Chafer, Satan (reprint

ed., Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1973), p.

7, where,
"the prop

without proof, Chafer states, Isaiah 14:12-20 is
het's vision of Satan."

3Meadors, "Isaiah 14:12," p. 66. Eichrodt, Theo-

logy, P.

208, follows this approach.

4Meadors, "Isaiah 14:12," p. 83. Meadors does
admit, however, that "it is difficult to refuse to see any

mythologi

cal implications in the language used since the

terms chosen were so prominent in Canaanite cultic usage”

(p. 84).
5

This classification of views and writers in regard

to this passage is based on the work of Gary T. Meadors,

"Is There

a Theology of Satan in Ezekiel 28?" (Unpublished

Post-Graduate Seminar Paper, Grace Theological Seminary,
1976), pp. 4-14.
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A. The Satan View iTertullian, Origen, Pember, Sco-
field, Chafer).

B. The Myth View (Von Rad).
C. The First Man View {(McKenzie).

D. The Tyrian Temple View (Beran, Meadors).2

lBruce Waltke, who holds to this view, distinguishes
between the "Prince of Tyre" who is a human aspiring to
deity and the "King of Tyre" whom he takes to be a god. He
argues that 0ld Testament gods were devils (1 Cor 10:20) and
based on 1 Timothy 3:6 concludes the devil here is Satan
himself. Bruce K. Waltke, Cassette Tape Lecture #1, in the
series Understanding the Old Testament (Grand Rapids:
Outreach, Inc., 1976).

2Meadors follows this view, "Ezekiel 28," p. 14, and
states, "The Tyrian Temple view would interpret Ezekiel 28
from a reconstructed historical standpoint, understanding
Ezekiel's dirge against the Tyrian king to be directly re-
lated to the temple motif.”




APPENDIX 2
INTERTESTAMENTAL REFERENCES TO SATAN

Following the completion of the 0ld Testament canon,
the concept of Satan continued to develop in Judaism. As
far as the existence of a leading superhuman spirit who
originated evil, "the elaboration and dogmatic formulation
took place, strictly speaking, not within the 0Old Testament
but in the apocrypha and pseudepigrapha."l

The term 7@@ was not frequently used in intertesta-
mental literature. Satan was referred to by various names,
including Mastema, Belial, Sammael, Azazel, and Beelzebul.2

It was in the intertestamental period that concepts
first came clearly to light such as Satan as the leader of a
host of fallen angels, Satan's punishment, and Satan as the
serpent tempter in Eden. Eichrodt emphasizes the extent of
this development in contrast to the 0Old Testament. He
writes, "The formulation of the idea of Satan may therefore

be characterized by saying that concepts suppressed in the

3

01ld Testament awake to new life in later Judaism." In the

intertestamental literature, then, "the figure of Satan

lBichrodt, Theology, p. 207.

ZEQEZ, p. 79.

3Eichrodt, Theology, p. 208.
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gains more prominence, and many of the fancies which are
found even in current thought are attributed to this per-
iod."l

A full treatment of all intertestamental references
to Satan under his various titles is beyond the scope of
this paper. Yet, listed below are several key examples of
the kind of references to the Evil One found in intertesta-
mental literature. Such a list is helpful to demonstrate
the extent of intertestamental development as well as the
kind of things attributed to the Devil in this literature.2
Below are some key intertestamental references to the Evil
One:

1. Prompted initial sin of man and brought death into
the world (Wisd. Sol. 2:24; 2 Enoch 11:74-80; 22:42)

2. Implanted corruption among Noah's sons (Jub. 11:5;
2 Enoch 22:42)

3. Moved Dan to conspire against the life of Joseph
(Test. Dan 1:7)

4. Moved Potiphar's wife to attempt to seduce Joseph
(Test. Joseph 7:4)

5. Cause of sickness (Jub. 10:8)

6. Regularly sent ravens and other birds to peck new
seed out of ground (Jub. 11:11)

lWilliam L. Hendricks, "Satan," p. 46.

2The information for this listing comes primarily
from the excellent summary by Gaster in IDB, s.v. "Satan,"
by T. H. Gaster, pp. 225-26. Langton also provides further
material on this area. For a summary of Rabbinic writings
on Satan see his Essentials of Demonology, pp. 55-57. For
his summary of Jewish Apocryphal literature on Satan and
demonology, see the same volume, pp. 107-44.
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7. Held sway over evil men (Test. Asher 1:8; Test.
Benj. 3:3, 8; IQS 3:20-25)

8. Flew through the air on missions (Targ. Job 28:7)
9. Cause of all human tribulation (IQS 3:23)

10. At work before creation of man (2 Enoch 22:42) and
led a rival army (Ascension of Isaiah 2:9; Adam and
Eve 16)

11. Would eventually be defeated in a final conflict
(Enoch 67:6; 103:8; Test. Dan 5:10~11; Test. Judah
25:3; Sibylline Oracles 3:71ff, et al.)

12. 1Instigated Abraham to attempt to sacrifice Isaac
(Jub. 17:16-18:12)

13. Served as God's instrument in bringing death to
Egypt's firstborn (Jub. 49:2)

1l4. Ringleader of "sons of God" who consorted with
daughters of men (Enoch 54:6)

15. Tempter of Cain and Abel (Apc. Mos., 2)l

lSee TDNT, p. 76 for several temptation passages in
regard to the Golden Calf, David, the history of Israel in
general, et al.
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