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Rutherford 2 

 

In a matter of days, Job lost his children and his wealth; at the hands of Satan—by God’s 

permission—Job lost everything. Compounding this, the friends who came to comfort him fail to 

reckon that Job may not be suffering for his wickedness. For chapter after chapter, we read the 

accusations and self-styled remedies proffered by these friends. As these speeches draw to an 

end with the poem to wisdom in Chapter 28, the narrator presents three final speeches from Job 

in Chapters 29-31. Job moves from contemplating his past condition in Chapter 29 to his present 

state in Chapter 30; Chapter 31 concludes this series of speeches with a defense of his innocence. 

Though each of these chapters is worthy of study, the present paper will focus on Chapter 30, 

presenting a translation which aims to communicate the meaning of the Hebrew text to a similar 

poetic effect. Thus, an effort will be made to follow the form and particular emphasis of the 

Hebrew text in readable English, the goal not being good English literature but Hebrew literature 

that is comprehensible to the English reader and that achieves the emotive effect of the original.  

 

Before considering my translation, a word on the form of evidence and argumentation 

employed is necessary. Like many books of the Hebrew Bible, scholarly translation and 

interpretation of Job regularly involves significant emendation of the Masoretic Text.
1
 By their 

very nature, such emendations are speculative. Even on the level of explicit reasoning, setting 

aside theological presuppositions, one may take issue with this approach.  

An emendation is only invoked when the present text is considered suspect to the 

interpreter, yet what is suspect to one interpreter may not be so for another. Such suspicions may 

be a product of the reader rather than the text, of unfamiliarity with Hebrew or an overly 

                                                 
1
 “Emendation,” as used here, encompasses everything from the subtle changes of revocalization to the 

insertion of consonants and supposedly missing words without manuscript warrant. Emendation does not 

encompass the comparison of variant readings, which are measured by the canons of textual criticism. 
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constrictive understanding of language (e.g., an author is not credited with the freedom to create 

new constructions and grammatical combinations using rules exhibited elsewhere).  

Because of the speculative nature of emendation, the practice of the present author is to 

seek an explanation in the possible sense “awkward” texts may have when considered in light of 

similar grammatical and syntactical combinations found elsewhere in Scripture. Because we 

have no a-priori reason to doubt the Masoretic text we have received, and we have significant a-

posteriori evidence to trust it, this author will accord the MT the benefit of the doubt, leaving the 

burden of proof on the one who seeks to prove that their emendation is better than the received 

text. The principle of parsimony also favours any reading that explains the text as it stands, 

without need of multiplying explanations. Furthermore, because it is impossible to prove that the 

present text is unintelligible, no one being fluent enough in ancient Hebrew to make such a 

definitive judgment, any proof resting on “better sense” will be rejected, for this is a subjective 

judgment based on limited knowledge (i.e., that it makes no sense to us says nothing about its 

comprehensibility for the original author or audience). According to the definition of emendation 

given above, such claims of awkwardness or incomprehensibility are the only possible evidence 

in favour of consonantal emendation, so such emendations will be rejected.  

Proposed revocalizations will be considered not on the basis of “better sense,” for the 

reasons stated above, but on the basis of analogous misreadings in the present tradition and 

alternative textual evidence, thus being considered on the basis of a textual criticism as with 

consonantal emendation. For these reasons, the Masoretic Text will be given priority.
2
  

 

                                                 
2
 A full text critical analysis of the text falls beyond the scope of this paper, yet it should be noted that 

many of the appeals made to alternate manuscripts and translations violate the canon of lectio difficilior.   
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Concerning lexica, evidential priority for the interpretation of hapax legomena and other 

rare words will be given, in order of priority, to the canonical biblical text, other Hebrew texts, 

Aramaic, and then other Semitic languages. The canonical text will be given priority, for it forms 

a single body of intelligible language and exerted an influence on itself over the course of its 

writing (e.g., the Pentateuch and its language influenced the following works). Because extra-

biblical Hebrew texts share the same language and vocabulary where they can be compared, 

appeals to words that are present in these texts to explain those rare in the Biblical corpus are 

substantiated by this shared lexical stock. Aramaic clearly influenced the authors of the Biblical 

texts, including demonstrable borrowing of vocabulary, and is present in the Biblical text, so 

appeals to Aramaic of relatively the same period as the text under consideration are considered 

legitimate. Other Semitic languages yield many insightful parallels in lexical stock, yet one must 

tread carefully for it is impossible to be certain of the influence of a particular language and its 

vocabulary on the author or audience of a particular book, an issue compounded when the 

provenance and date of a book such as Job is unknown—despite the best speculations concerning 

the nature of its language.
3
 On the basis of these considerations, an interpretation is to be 

preferred when it can be supported by the context, analogous uses of syntax and grammar,
4
 and 

inter-biblical lexical appeals.  On this basis, the following translation is proposed.  

                                                 
3
 Cf. Aaron Hornkohl, “Periodization,” in Encyclopedia of Hebrew Language and Linguistics: Volume 1; 

A-F, ed. Geoffrey Khan, vol. 1, 4 vols. (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2013); Jan Joosten, “The Distinction Between 

Classical and Late Biblical Hebrew as Reflected in Syntax,” Hebrew Studies 46 (2005): 327–339; Choon Leong 

Seow, “Orthography, Textual Criticism, and the Poetry of Job.,” Journal of Biblical Literature 130, no. 1 (2011): 

63–85; Ian Young, “Is the Prose Tale of Job in Late Biblical Hebrew?,” Vetus Testamentum 59, no. 4 (2009): 606–

629. 

 
4
 “Analogy” is not restricted to identical grammatical and syntactical combinations (syntagms) but 

comparable uses of the same morphological (e.g., noun patterns), grammatical (clause level: e.g., a noun in a 

construct relationship with an adjective), or syntactical (sentence level: e.g., י  (functioning to subordinate a clause כִּ

patterns. 
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Job 30 

Strophe 1 – I Am Mocked by Wretches
5
 

Stanza 1 

1But now, men younger6 than I laugh at me, 

 whose fathers I refused 

 to put with the dogs of my flock.7 

 2Yes, the strength of their hands, what use was it to me? 

 men whose vigour had perished!8  

                                                 
5
 “I will employ the terms ‘strophe’ and ‘stanza’ in a particular way…: I employ these terms to describe 

greater and lesser sense units, respectively, made up of groups of colons (the smallest sense unit of poetry, a 

grouping of lines). Strophe in my use would be roughly equivalent to a ‘verse’ in contemporary lyrical poetry, the 

broadest division of a poem or song. Stanzas are the smaller units that make up a strophe.” J. Alexander Rutherford, 

The Book of Habakkuk: An Exegetical-Theological Commentary on the Hebrew Text, A Τελειοτητι Old Testament 

Commentary 1 (Vancouver, BC: Teleiotēti, Forthcoming), 52. 

 
6
יר    .can have connotations of social inferiority, which appears to be the case here (cf. DCH, HALOT) ָצעִּ

 
7
 This is read as enjambment, with the infinitive completing ָסא ָָמ . 

 
8
 This line appears to be describing further the “fathers” in the previous lines, so a past tense is appropriate 

in translation. ָTwo problems concern us here; the first is the meaning of ח ל  ח .(”vigour“) כֶּ ל   occurs only here and כֶּ

in Job 5:26. In Job 5:26, Eliphaz expounds the rewards of one who responds rightly to God’s corrective discipline; 

this man will “go to the grave in kelaḥ.” The idea would be that he will die while he still has strength, or vigour. 

HALOT identifies it as a collocation of ָ ָכ ָ and ֵלח  ח  , supporting this, contra David J. A. Clines, Job 21 - 37, ed. Bruce 

Manning Metzger et al., Word Biblical Commentary 18a (Nashville: Nelson, 2007), 944. The following line uses the 

imagery of a sheaf gathered at the appropriate time, supporting the English idiom used by the ESV “ripe old age.” 

What this means, though, appears to be the same as the previous line: “you will die at a good time, not too early nor 

will your life stretch on unnecessarily.” This idea of vigour, the vitality of life, thus works in 5:26 and here in 30:2—

these men are useless, their vitality is long gone. ח ל  ָ is used for its assonance with the initial כ     .כ ח 

The second problem concerns the use of  ָלע  here. Hartley, in agreement with DCH, suggests it means 

“from”; yet the lexical evidence for this meaning is lacking. John E. Hartley, The Book of Job, New International 

Commentary on the Old Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988), 396 . Clines argues that it is better understood 

according to the so called “pathetic” sense (advantage/disadvantage), yet the meaning this yields is not readily 

apparent to this author (a problem Clines acknowledges when he identifies it as “untranslatable”). Clines, Job 21 - 

37, 944. Clines’ interpretation further requires an implied possessive connecting “them” to “vigour,” a connection 

which  ָלע  suffices to make. By analogy with ֵאל (concerning), with which ל ל ,is often interchanged ע   here means ע 
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Stanza 2 

3Because of want and barren hunger,9 

 they were those who gnawed10 at the parched land 

 —only yesterday it was ruined and devastated—11 

 4who broke off the mallow from its bush, 

 and the root of shrubs for their food.12 

 

                                                                                                                                                             
“concerning them, vigour has perished.” This is equivalent semantically and emphatically with “men whose vigour 

had perished.”  

  
9
 “Barren” seems to emphasize their hunger while adding the idea of hopelessness, that it will not be 

satisfied.  

 
10

 The article on the participles in vv. 3and 4 indicates that they are functioning substantivally, further 

describing the fathers of those who now mock Job. ערק only appears twice (also in Job 30:17), yet the meaning 

“gnaw” seems clear from context and is supported by Syriac and Arabic cognates (cf. the Vulgate’s rodo). The 

LXX’s “flee” is contextually unlikely. Similarly, Clines, Job 21 - 37, 945. 

 
11

 The pair of nouns here appears to be in apposition with ָיה  describing it as it was when ,(”parched land“) צִּ

these men were alive. ׁש מֶּ  which refers specifically to the previous night or generally to the previous ,(”yesterday“) אֶֶּ֫

day,  is being used much like the English idiomatic use of “yesterday” for a period some time ago that seems much 

more recent. The land was at this time—as if only yesterday—ruined and devastated. 

  
12

ְחָמם  םלֶֶָּ֫ or (חמם) ”is either a verbal form “to warm themselves ל  חֶּ  with a 3mp pronomial suffix. The 

verbal form would require a revocalization or it would be an anomalous infinitive form (Isaiah 47:14 has the same 

form; HALOT suggests a revocalization, yet the line could be read as “this [fire] is no hot coal fire for their food, no 

fire to sit before!” that is, it is no campfire). The form in the MT is a standard form for ֶֶָּ֫םל חֶּ  and is best read as such.  

“Shrub” is usually identified as “broom,” the roots of which are inedible, yet this should not be used either 

to dismiss the possibility that the root could be food (contra Clines, Job 21 - 37, 946; Marvin H. Pope, Job: 

Introduction, Translation, and Notes (Garden City: Doubleday, 1973), 220) or to read too much into the line—such 

that the inedibility of broom-root emphasizes their desperate state. Either of the two possibilities above is plausible, 

yet it is not clear in context that either is intended. Whether mallow or saltwort, ָ ּלּוח   ;is not a preferable food option מ 

the context indicates that the root of this broom shrub—inedible or not—was likewise not preferable (cf. Franz 

Delitzsch, Job: Two Volumes in One, Commentary on the Old Testament in Ten Volumes IV (Grand Rapids: 

Eerdmans, 1978), 142–143).  
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Stanza 3 

 5They were driven from the community 

—they shouted against them as thieves!13 

6So they dwelt in the slopes of wadis,14 

 in holes of the ground and among rocks.15 

7In the midst of bushes they bray, 

 under nettle they huddle together. 

8Sons of lowly wretches,16 

 —yes, they are men without names— 

 they were violently driven from the land.17  

 

                                                 
13

 The shift in verbal subject in the second line creates a disjunction, a rapid change of perspective, best 

communicated with an emphatic parenthesis.  

 
14

 “Wadi” refers to stream beds that are dry until the rainy season, when heavy rains fill them.  

 
15

 Neither ה ר (“hole”) nor ֵכף (“rock”) has a preposition: the ְָב from the first line is assumed. This could be 

read as “in holes of dust and of rocks” or “in holes of the dust and in rocks.” A decision here is difficult, yet the 

second reading seems slightly more likely because the collocation of rocks and holes in the ground as hiding places 

for the destitute appears elsewhere (cf. 1 Sam. 13:6, 14:11; Isaiah 1:19). 

 
16

 plus a noun is often used attributively or substantively; with an adjective, this construct forms a ֵבן 

substantive. When ֵָןב  is in a construct relationship with an adjective, it is almost always with a gentilic adjective 

(15/18 times).  In two other cases, the adjective is an indefinite substantive (ְביֹון ְליֹון ;one who is needy [Ps. 72:4] ,אֶּ  ,עֶּ

(the) Most High [Ps. 82:6]). This leaves only Job. As with the two instances in the psalms, the adjective is indefinite, 

suggesting that it should be read as substantive genitive of relationship: “children of a lowly wretch.”  ָנָבל has 

usually been understood as “fool” (sensless, unwise), yet it is employed elsewhere in opposition with יב  .noble; Pr) ָנדִּ

17:7, Isa. 32:5): the sense seems to be “lowly of status” with negative connotations of the dregs of society (Isa. 32:6) 

or foolish people (Deut. 32:6) depending on the context. 

 
17

אכָָנָָ   is an alternate form for the more common ָנָכה (to strike; cf. DCH, HALOT); an adjective ָנֵכא 

(stricken) with these consonants is found in Proverbs 15:13, 17:22, and 18:44, with a meaning related to ָנָכה (cf. the 

adj. ה אכָָנָָ .(ָנכֶּ  in the Niphal, therefore,  means “to be struck”; followed by ן  the idea is to be struck resulting in ,מִּ

movement away, thus “to be violently driven from.” 
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Strophe 2 – I Am a Byword to the Unrestrained 

Stanza 1 

9But now I have become their sons’ song18 

 I am a byword to them. 

10They abhor me and keep themselves far from me; 

 yet from my face they withhold not their spit.19 

 

Stanza 2 

 11Because He loosed my cord20 and humbled me; 

 they cast off all restraint in my presence;21 

12At my right hand the rabble arises; 

  they shove my feet 

and raise against me 

  their calamitous ways22 

                                                 
18

יָנה   a musical composition, doesn’t necessarily have negative connotations; yet elsewhere it is ,ְנגִּ

contextually clear that a “mocking song” is intended (Lam. 3:14, 3:63). Heb., “their,” referring not to the fathers that 

were being described previously but their sons introduced in v. 1. 

 
19

 Clines objects that it is logically incoherent to say that they keep themselves far from Job but also spit on 

his face. Clines, Job 21 - 37, 948. This is not necessarily the case: both spitting and keeping their distance are 

actions of disdain and disrespect; Job envisions the young mockers at times giving him a wide birth and at others 

drawing near only to spit upon him. Therefore, the uses of ן  concluding the first line and opening the second are מִּ

visually and semantically parallel.  

 
20

ר  תֶּ  ”refers to a piece of material used for various functions for which we would use a “string” or a “cord יֶּ

(e.g., “bowstrings” Ps. 11:2). The idea here is not readily apparent to the contemporary reader, yet we can surmise 

from context that for God to loose Job’s “cord” was to bring about the humiliating and oppressing circumstances 

under which he now finds himself.  

 
21

 Lit., “they cast off reins in my presence”: because God has afflicted Job, these young men act towards 

him without any sort of restraint.   

 



Rutherford 9 

 

 13They break up23 the path before me24 

 and profit from my destruction— 

they have no need of help.25 

14As through a wide gap they come, 

 beneath a calamity26 they roll on.27 

15Sudden terrors are turned upon me,28  

  they chase away my nobility like the wind;29 

                                                                                                                                                             
22

 Clines describes ארחותָסלל  as “technical language for throwing up a siege-ramp”; I was unable to find 

any evidence for this contention. Clines, Job 21 - 37, 950. A noun from the root (ס ְלָלה) סלל does mean “siege ramp,” 

yet this noun is never used with the verb. The verbal form is used elsewhere with synonyms of א ָרח (Job 19:12, Isa. 

62:10) and is used absolutely for building a road (Isa. 57:13, 62:10). Another use of סלל describes the piling up of 

corpses (Jer. 50:26), which is similar in idea if “building a road” involves the piling of stones. Cf. the verbs used for 

siege ramps in Hab. 1:10 and Ezk. 4:2. It is probable, then, that the idea here and in Job 19:12 is not the making of a 

siege ramp but of establishing a way of acting towards someone that is intent on their destruction (corresponding to 

the well-established metaphorical extension of א ָרח and ְך רֶּ  as a way of behaviour).  “The paths of their calamity” is דֶּ

“their paths of calamity,” a descriptive genitive, and so equivalent to “their calamitous paths.”  

Each of these four lines is brief, forming an almost staccato description; this echoes the unrestrained, 

rebellious “rabble” it describes.  

 
23

ס  ץ is a hapax, best explained as an alternate form of (break up) ָנת    .cf. HALOT, DCH, BDB ,ָנת 

 
24

 Lit., “my path.” 

 
25

 Lit., “there is no helper for them”: contextually the idea is not that they have no helper and need one, but 

that they have no helper because they are succeeding so well in the afflictions they administer.  

 
26

 DCH lists ׁש ָאה as a hapax, yet it is better taken as a defectively written form of ׁשֹוָאה (cf. v. 3; so 

HALOT). The sense of “roll on” is obscure, but in light of use of גלל to describe the movement of rocks and the 

flowing of water, it probably has a sense of unyielding power. 

 
27

 At first these lines are opaque, but it seems that “calamity” and “wide gap” are parallel: Job envisions 

these young men assailing him during or after a disaster has wrought its destruction.  

 
28

 The written form is a Hophal, the only such instance for this verb; some conjecture a Niphal, yet the 

Hophal makes contextual sense. It emphasizes the terror while keeping the subject doing the turning in the 

background, fitting for a context in which Job expounds his suffering with reference to those who are assaulting 

him.  

 
29

 Some emend ףָדתר , a Qal 3fs verb, to a Niphal, “my nobility is chased away.” Hartley, The Book of Job, 

399. This is, however, unnecessary: though it is awkward to have a plural subject in the first line (“terrors”) paired 

with a singular verb in the second (“it chases away”), this is not unheard of and is to be preferred over the suggested 
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  my salvation passes away like a cloud. 

Strophe 3 – I Am Afflicted by God 

Stanza 1 

16And now my life is poured out before me, 

 days of affliction seize me! 

17The night digs out my bones from me, 

 and my gnawing pains do not sleep; 

18With great violence it disguises itself as my garment;30 

like the neck of my tunic, it clings tightly to me.31 

 

Stanza 2 

19He throws me to the mud, 

 I become like dust and ashes. 

                                                                                                                                                             
emendation. The resulting sense would be, “Sudden terrors are turned upon me, the terrors chase away my nobility 

like the wind.”  

 
30

 ;כְָ is translated with a comparative value. This function is often marked by the preposition (garment) ְלבּוׁש 

there are, however, exceptions where the comparative is unmarked. In poetry, unmarked comparisons are common 

and in prose at least two examples can be presented (e.g. Jer. 34:18, Ex. 7:1; cf. James Rutherford, “I Will Make 

Them Like the Calf: An Examination of Jeremiah 34:17-22 in Its Literary Context,” 2016, 5–7, 

https://teleioteti.ca/resources/technical-papers/). Reading the first line in this way allows us to make sense of the 

following line, which is often translated at odds with the first line (cf. ESV, NET). The masculine subject probably 

refers neither to “night” (a feminine noun) nor God (contra NET), but the night personified and collocated with י  ע ְרק 

(my pains): the night-pain, equivalent to v. 16’s “affliction,” wraps close like his garments. 

 
31

 These two lines are difficult, yet the second line seems to presuppose as its subject not ְלבּוׁש (garment) 

but ֶָ֫ הלָָיְָל  or ָ ְָרָע יק  . Neither of these readings is ideal, yet the idea is clear enough: “the afflictions (associated with the 

night) cling close to me, like my very garment they force themselves on me.” The usual reading (ignoring 

emendations) that his clothing disguises itself—i.e., distorts itself—is lexically difficult (the word does not have this 

extension elsewhere) and one struggles to make sense of it with the following line (though the image of tossed 

clothing fits well with the previous lines).  
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20I cry to you for help and you do not answer me, 

 I stand to my feet and you just look on me; 

21You have changed, become cruel towards me; 

 with your powerful hand, you harass me! 

22On the wind you raise me and cause me to ride; 

 you attain success causing me to melt.32  

 

Stanza 3 

23But I know that you will turn me to death,33 

 to the home appointed for all the living— 

24surely He would not stretch a hand against a ruinous heap, 

 if in his misfortune he utters a cry for these things!34 

25Though I did not weep for the man facing a difficult day,35 

                                                 
32

 Or “with great competence (or wisdom) you melt me.” This follows the qere, ָיה  sound wisdom or) ּתּוׁשִּ

success), translated as an adverbial accusative, “with success.” Many translations and commentators reject the qere 

as nonsensical; e.g., Robert L. Alden, Job, The New American Commentary v. 11 (Nashville: Broadman & Holman, 

1993), 293–294; Clines, Job 21 - 37, 956; Delitzsch, Job: Two Volumes in One, 161–163; Hartley, The Book of Job, 

402; Pope, Job: Introduction, Translation, and Notes, 223. 

“Cause me to melt” translates the verb מוג: the meaning is either that Job is like earth washed away by the 

wind and rain (cf. Ps. 65:11) or that God’s attack melts away Job’s courage, his strength, his resolve  (cf. Isa. 14:31, 

Jer. 49:23, Ezk. 21:20). The latter fits well with Job’s contemplation of death in the following verses.  

 
33

  ”.does not mean here “bring me to where I once was” but “ turn me towards a new place ׁשּוב 

 
34

 The identity of “them” is the pressing question of this line. It seems that the cry uttered by Job, 

describing himself as a “ruinous heap,” is directed to “death” and “home” in the previous verse. Cf. Alden, Job, 295, 

ft. 53. 

 
35

 Lit: “difficult of day,” functioning substantively. A few possibilities present themselves for these two 

lines: looking back on a difficult day, Job remembers his endurance, yet now as things have soured even further, he 

is broken; or, the initial lamed indicates the object for which one weeps and the second a comparison with one who 

grieves (cf. v. 4, Deut. 9:21; Bruce K. Waltke and Michael Patrick O’Connor, An Introduction to Hebrew Syntax 

(Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 1990), 206–207.). On the second approach, interpreting “difficult” as a 

substantive, Job’s position has been reversed. 
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 my soul now36 grieves as a needy man. 

26For I hoped for good, 

 but calamity has come 

and I waited for light, 

 but darkness has come. 

 

Stanza 4 

27My bowels are in turmoil and are not silent, 

 days of affliction meet me; 

28I go about blackened, but not by the heat of the sun’s; 

 I get up in the assembly and cry for help, 

29But I have become a brother to the jackals 

 and a neighbour to the ostrich’s children.37 

30The skin upon my flesh has blackened, 

 my bones burn with heat. 

31My lyre is now for mourning, 

my flute for the sound of those weeping. 

  

                                                 
36

 Though not explicit, the apodosis functions as a temporal contrast with “the difficult day” in the previous 

line.  
37

 The Hebrew does not have a conjunction opening v. 29, yet the relationship with what precedes and what 

follows implies the adversative relationship provided by “but.” The sense is that the blackening of his skin, his 

diseased state, results in his cries for help falling on deaf ears: he is rather like the animals of the wild deserts, alone 

and rejected.   
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