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Introduction: the Book of Job and the Issue of Tdiep

Chapter 1
Introduction: the Book of Job
and the Issue of Theodicy

1.1 Introduction

1.1.1 Introduction

The Christian community of faith uses the bibleonder to give state of affairs in
the world and events in people’s lives a contexbiblical texts, the very language
used helps people to make sense of existence amgetdate themselves in their
lives. The bible provides the community of faithttwimaterial which helps them to
react to existential questions. It is for this mashat this present study consults a
biblical text —the book of Job— in order to explte issue of how to deal with the
presence of evil in this world.

The presence of evil in the world is a mystery foany human beings. It
represents the hard reality of existence and apgedack any sens&vil can be
defined as harm that is caused to sentient beiitgsut justification® The fact that
a specific, painful, horrifying, or distressful ewecan not be justified by an
obvious reason makes this event evil. Two broacgmates of evil can be
distinguished. On the one hand, we speakaifiral evilif the evil is caused by
natural processes or impersonal forces; incurabkades, death, and becoming the
victim of a natural disaster are examples of natavd. On the other hand, the
category ofmoral evil contains evil which is the result of wrong or fuirctions
performed by free human beings. People can berhetdlly accountable for these
things? For example, atrocities in World War |l belongthis category. Those who
suffered in concentration camps were the victimmofally wrong actions by free
human beings. Awareness of such evil in this worldctually experiencing evil in
one’s personal life is frequently disconcertingpiople. It makes them question
how it should be dealt with.

At the same time, the existence of evil may chaken person’s relationship
with God. Theism, for instance, says that Godnsigthty, omniscient and perfectly
good. It describes God as the Creator of this wbidlomeone is faced with evil,

! See also §8.4.2.

2 M. Peterson-W. Hasker-B. Reichenbach-D. Basingds.j,Reason and Religious Belief.
An Introduction to the Philosophy of Religi@f ed., Oxford 2003, 129.

®See also §8.2.1.
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the question arises of whether a God with theseneliattributes should have
prevented the existence of evil; is it not moradprehensible that God permits the
possibility that human beings might suffer innotghturthermore, to what extent
is such a God still reliable or worth worshippiricailegitimate reason justifying
the existence of natural or moral evil can notdrenuilated? So, God becomes the
subject of debate because of the phenomenon ofagimarently unjustified
suffering of sentient beings. This debate centrearal the question of how God’s
involvement in the existence of evil should be usti®d. This is what | call the
issue of theodicyA theodicyis a specific kind of answer to this questionisla
defence of God’s justice in spite of the existeatevil in his Creation.The issue
of theodicy more generally asks which role God pliayrelation to evil.

Reading the book of Job makes one recognise sesleraknts in it which are
also matters in the issue of theodicy. The leadmyacter, Job, suffers innocently.
He wrestles with his miserable fate, questions &aidjhteousness and looks for
reasons which can explain God’s role with regardig blameless misery. The
book as a whole casts doubt on a specific formhebdicy, which was broadly
found in the Ancient Near East. This is the vieattdod acts according to a strict
relation between a person’s actions and what Isefhiém. According to this
theodicy, God rewards upright behaviour with progpeand punishes wickedness
with misery. Furthermore, the prologue of the b@oiggests the alternative that
suffering might serve in order to test one’s loydti God. Some of Job’s friends
suggest that evil has a pedagogical or warningtiommcAmong other things these
clues indicate that the book of Job somehow ded#ls aspects of the issue of
theodicy®

This impression is confirmed by a survey of theaahas well as non-
theological literature. When authors deal with thpic of (innocent) suffering,
they frequently refer to the book of Job. Obviouslg debate between Job and his
friends, God’s words from the whirlwind, and theses of the framework of the
book have inspired them. However, their way of ibgalith the book of Job, the
topics to which the authors refer or which they,used the interpretation of
particular passages, differ considerably. Here amme examples which

“ If one draws the conclusion that this God is imtleet perfectly good, this frequently
leads to the inference that God does not exidt ttee §8.2.2).

® According to Sarot, the term ‘theodicy’ has beéveq three different meanings in the
course of the history of research: 1. philosoph#tatly of the relation of God and evil; 2.
the defence of the justice of God in spite of thigseén God'’s creation; 3. rational theology
(M. Sarot, “Theodicy and Modernity. An Inquiry inthhe History of Theodicy”, in: A.
Laato-J.C. de Moor (eds.Jheodicy in the World of the Bibleeiden-Boston 2003, 2-4).
This study uses the term in the second way.

® Miiller also points out several clues in: H.P. Miijll“Theodizee? AnschluBerdrtungen
zum Buch Hiob” ZThK 89 (1992) 249-279.

2
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demonstrate the diverse uses of the book and tfieredit interpretations of
particular passagés

1 The view that an individual’'s sufferings are a devipunishment for his sins is
repudiated in the book of J8b.

2 God’'s answer makes it clear that God’s omnipotésncestricted. According to
Kushner, God admits that he does not have abspawer and that therefore
he is not always able to prevent bad things hapgetoi good people.

3 God’s answer argues that God’s ways are unobserfablhuman beings and
that it is therefore impossible to formulate a tiep.'® For example, Miskotte
says that God’s answer particularly manifests @adl is the hidden one who
reveals himself as the very powerful one, who carnrhbsted. From this, he
concludes that each attempt to formulate a theodigyores God’s
elusiveness$:

4 God acknowledges in the epilogue that he has amastly in the case of
Job*

5 God'’s actions as depicted in the prologue are agsetemonic and amoral and
as the actions of someone without any consciotectefn®

6 The ordeal is a key for explaining Job’s positiomelation to God?

7 The book of Job serves to show how one should keeimatimes of suffering®

" See, for example, A. de WildBas Buch Hiob. Eingeleitet/bersetzt und ErlautefOTS
XXII), Leiden 1981, 32-37.

8 J. Hick,Evil and the God of Lové.ondon-Melbourne-Toronto 1966, 179.

°® H.S. KushnerAls 't kwaad goede mensen treiaarn 1983, 44-47 [&hen Bad Things
Happen to Good PeopldNew York, 1981; transl. by R. Vink]. Kushner baghis view
particularly on 40,9-14. In several translationsJob 38-41, the numbers of the verses
differ from the numbering of the Masoretic text fime BHS. In this study, | use the
numbering of the BHS.

19 50 for example D.Z. Phillips, “On not UnderstargliGod”, in: D.Z. Phillips,
Wittgenstein and ReligionNew York 1993, 154-159 [originally published inFA56].
Phillips here deals with reflections of Tennesserihe book of Job. He also refers to 9,32
as a key text for this view.

1 K.H. Miskotte, Antwoord uit het onweefVerzameld werk 10), Kampen 1984 [1935],
182-209.252-281.

12 A, van de BeekRechtvaardiger dan Job. Gedachten bij het boek Blijkerk 1992, 91-
92.

13 C.G. JungAntwort auf Hiob Ziirich 1952, 13.39. Bloch also characterizesGbe of the
prologue as demonic and holds that Job accomplishesodus from this God (E. Bloch,
“Grenze der Geduld, Hiob oder Exodus nicht in, swndaus der Jachwevorstellung selber,
scharfe des Messianismus”, in: E. Blodktheismus im Christentum. Zur Religion des
Exodus und des ReicfGesamtausgabe Band 14), Frankfurt am Main 1968,166.

%S, KierkegaardFear and Trembling; Repetitiored. and transl. by H.V. Hong-E.H.
Hong, Princeton 1983, 209-21R¢petition 1843].

'3 This is the basic thought in the commentary ofrEaH'Wie zu Verhalten im Leiden” (G.
Fohrer,Hiob (KAT 16), Guhtersloh 1963, 549). Clines also psgittt this aspect, although it
dominates his commentary less (D.A.J. Clinksdy 1-20(WBC 17), Dallas 1989, 53.66).

3
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8 Some reflect on the book of Job from a specifimpoif view. For example,
Gutiérrez interprets the book from the perspeatifverhat it means with regard
to talking about God in the context of the suffgripoor in Latin America®
Girard understands Job as the scapegoat of his goitynAccording to him,
the scapegoat represents the innocent who takbatned of the community
upon themselve¥.

While, for instance, one thinks that God partidylatemonstrates the elusiveness
of his actions with regard to evil in his answenpther reads God's answer as
God’s acknowledgement that he lacks omnipotenceigntherefore, unable to

prevent cruel events. While on the one hand thek lwiters valuable clues for

theological thinking in the eyes of various scheldats concept of God evokes
some very critical reactions on the other. So,ltbek of Job plays a considerable
role in people’s reflections on God’s involvement the existence of evil and

suffering. Several aspects of the issue of theodi®y recognised in it. But the

understanding and the use of the book differ sutistly. Sometimes they even

oppose each other. Therefore, it is worthwhilextaneine how the book of Job can
be understood and what it could contribute to theent debate on the issue of
theodicy'®

1.1.2 Purpose of this Study

This present study intends to examine what the bwiokob could contribute to
systematic theology with regard to the debate @nisBue of theodicy. Which
useful language does the book provide for bringum the issue of God'’s

However, in a more recent article, Clines says tigahas come to doubt his support to this
position (D.A.J. Clines, “Does the Book of Job Sesfgthat Suffering is Not a Problem?”,
in: E. Blumenthal-D.J.A. Clines-H. Lichtenbergedg$e), Weisheit in Israel. Beitrdge des
Symposiums “Das Alte Testament und die Kultur derdéne” anlasslich des 100.
Geburtstag Gerhard von Rads (1901-1971) Heideld&@1 Oktober 20QIMunster 2003,
95). Noort similarly states that the book of Joksafie question adealing[Noort's italics]
with suffering that suddenly happens to a humandeiithout a clear reason for it. From
this experience, it is further questioned, but adity to him the centre is here (E. Noort,
“Job en zijn uitleggers. Het boek Job in de spiegel de oudtestamentische exegese”, in:
B. Siertsema (ed.)Job: Steen des aanstootsRampen 1996, 12). Rather comparably
Steinmann says that the central concern is hoghdedus person maintains faith and how
integrity comes in a crisis (A.E. Steinmann, “ThteuSture and Message of the Book of
Job”, VT 46 (1996) 95-100).

16 G. GutiérrezOn Job: God-talk and the Suffering of the Innocétew York 1987, xviii-
xix [translation ofHablar de Dios desde el sufrimiento del innocehtma 1986; transl. by
M.J. O’'Connell].

" R. Girard,Hiob. Ein Weg aus der GewalFirich-Diisseldorf 1990 [translation bf
Route antique des hommes pery@aris 1985; transl. by E. Mainberg-Ruh].

'8 An impetus for such an undertaking is e.g. giverH.P. Miiller, “Die Theodizee und das
Buch Hiob”,NZSThR39 (1997), 140-156.

19 For a definition of ‘systematic theology’, see &1.
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involvement in situations of unjustified sufferingf sentient beings in our
contemporary world? What does the book of Job haveffer and to ask of
systematic theology with regard to the problem rofocent suffering? For this
purpose, it is necessary first to investigate hiogvliook of Job can be understood.
As this study restricts itself to the value of thaok of Job for systematic theology,
it does not reflect on the hermeneutical process lies at the basis of specific
interpretations or use of some material from thekbof Job? | only deal with
these regarding their exegetical or systematicltiggzal claims. Also, since | look
at the value of a biblical book for systematic fbgaal thinking, the question
arises of how these two are related to and intexéttt each other and | examine
this topic in more detail in the next section.

1.2 The Relation between Scripture and Systematic
Theology

1.2.1 Biblical Theology

Scripture has been constitutive for the Christiammunity of faith throughout the
centuries and the community has based its belig@fpaactice on it. However, this
basis is not self-evident. Because of changing ectst and worldviews, the
community must rephrase again and again how Gochanthn beings living in a
relationship with God should be spoken about. Dogmd theology have been
formulated in order to indicate how God and humaimds living in a relationship
with God should be spoken about in a particulartextn The discipline of
systematic theologg concerned with this process of formulating tbenmunity’s
belief. It critically reflects on how Christian lefl raises the issues of God, human
beings, the world and the interaction between thethin the context of our
contemporary world. With this, systematic theolagyncentrates on what is meant
when God is mentioned as well as on what livingeadoram Deoimplies. Since
the Christian community of faith values the biblieeritings as relevant for its
belief and daily practice, Scripture is also an omtgnt source for systematic
theology?" It inspires systematic theological thinking. Theestions now are; in
what way can systematic theology appeal to Sceptar its reflections? How do
Scripture and systematic theology communicate e#th other? What status does
biblical material have for systematic theology?

In the main, the bible does not contain theologégdositions in the sense that
it can directly be transferred ingystematicdheological tracts. Whereas a certain

2 For a reflection on the hermeneutical procesafesinterpretations of the book of Job,
see M. WisseScripture between Identity and Creativity. A Heregrcal Theory Building
upon Four Interpretations of JOHADSS 1), Utrecht 2003 [http://adss.library.uu.nl/
index.html].

2! gystematic theology also has other sources suthea€hristian tradition and insights
from modern times.



GOD-TALK IN THE BOOK OFJOB

level of reflection in some biblical texts can maifid?, these texts mostly do not
have the character of explicit reflection on orcdission about specific beliefs. This
is also demonstrated by the fact that systematoltigy often refers to biblical
texts as a ‘proof’ text instead of taking bibligglssages themselves as systematic
theological expositions. However, the question ravises of how the community
of faith and particularly systematic theology caaken an appeal to these texts in
order to support or inspire their theological clairkven though biblical texts do
not generally include systematic theological exiimss$, they do nevertheless often
have —what we would label as— theological implmadi Take, for example, the
deuteronomistic work. This work deals with the commity of faith’s burning
question of how the traumatic devastation of Jéemsaand the deportation to
Babylon could happen. Whereas the compd3dsnot elaborate their theological
view on this event explicitly, a pattern of thouglain be found in these texts that
reveals how they explain God'’s involvement in #aignt and answer this question.
Repeatedly straying from God and showing devotion dther gods were the
reasons for this catastrophe, which could be int¢ed as a divine punishment
according to them. With this, God’s actions arearstbod according to a relation
between a person’s actions and what befalls thdmns gattern of thought, which
occurs in the deuteronomistic work again and ageam, be characterized as the
implicit or implied theology of these texts. Thiwmplicit theology is a pattern that
underlies or is behind the text, but is not stdtedhe text itself. It is theology in a
person’s mind —perhaps not even conscioudlyFhese theological implications
can only be revealed by means of reconstruction.

It is the task ofbiblical theologyto explicate theological implications of
biblical texts?®> The implicit theological insights in biblical texare made explicit
by biblical theologians. This discipline is insgréy the significance of biblical
texts for the community of faith and systematicolbgy. They recognise clues in
these texts which can be of importance for or alagle in their own theological
thinking. Biblical texts have theological implicatis because the community of
faith presupposes that their concepts, ideas, andgds are relevant for
contemporary discussion about God, human beings,ttaa interaction between
them. This implies that biblical theology raises external question within the
biblical texts and interprets them with a specifiterest. The leading question in
the Theology of the Old TestamasitBrueggemann is: “how does ancient Israel, in
this text, speak about God?"However, this is too limited because biblical

22 E.g. the Pauline letters.

23 The authors/collectors/redactors.

24 J. Barr,The Concept of Biblical Theology. An Old TestanRerspectivelLondon 1999,
248.

%5 Barr, Biblical Theology 248.

% W. BrueggemannTheology of the Old Testament. Testimony, DispAtiocacy
Minneapolis 1996, 117. In addition, he also inckdethis question how God speaks.
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theology also deals with the issue of what it metndive a life coram Deo
Therefore, biblical theology reconstructs and mapshow God, human beings,
and the interaction between them in biblical texts spoken about. Its result is an
external construction which the scholar brings ihi text?’ Nevertheless, biblical
theology is still an exegetical discipline. Butdistinguishes itself from ‘non-
theological' approaches like, for instance, higtakior literary readings that it
reconstructs and arranges the exegetical resutism fthe perspective of a
theological interest. The discipline of biblicaletilogy presupposes that the
biblical texts are also relevant for the communityelief now?®

The reconstruction of the implicit theology of alal text can result in the
material sometimes being rendered into (theolopicaincepts and categories
which would not always have been understood byemmndsraelites. This happens
because theological implications are not expligily into words by the text itself.
Moreover, theological concepts and modes of thostdrn from later periods or
are developed throughout periods. Barton's exangfleGod’'s omnipotence
illustrates this. He points out how Jews and Ciamst often read the Old
Testament in the light of their understanding ohgotence, that God is able to do
everything, and has complete control of the unizzemad the history of human
beings. While in classical theism God's plans caven be frustrated, God's
power, however, consists of the ability and williegs to be prepared for specific
circumstances and situations in the perspectitbefld Testament, according to
Barton?® In this way, there is a considerable differencewvben views on God’s
power in the Old Testament and in later theologyis Example demonstrates the
area of tension in which a biblical theologian @pes. On the one hand, the
interpreter’'s own theological concepts and viewghhinfluence the explanation
of a text and the reconstruction of its theologiogblications. Biblical theologians
have to be aware of this risk. They should try to jdstice to the supposed
authentic meaning of the text in its historical t&(s) as much as possible in
order to give it a fair chance to speak. This viswmbedded in the conviction that
Scripture has an independent position over and ealloe community of faitf’
This independence is best guaranteed, if onetfiest to retrieve what the author(s)
of a text wanted to communicate in their own coptths prevents the explanation

" See also L.J. van den Brom, “Systematische théley het publieke oordeel. Religie en
het patatpantheon”, in: E. Noort-H. Zock (ed3pends in de Groninger Theologie. ‘“You
Need a Busload of Faith to Get bypelft 2002, 76. L.J. van den Brorfheoloog als
jongleur. Positionering van de Christelijke gelde&s (Utrechtse Theologische Reeks 50),
Utrecht 2006, 28. Barr describes this process asBnaginative one, which involves an
imaginative construction (BarBiblical Theology 204).

8\/an den BromTheoloog als jongleyr29.

29 J. Barton, “Alttestamentliche Theologie nach Ata@t, in: Religionsgeschichte Israels
oder Theologie des Alten Testamer{tdBTh10), Neukirchen 1995, 29-34.

% 'See also §1.2.2.
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of a text favouring specific views of the communi&though it is of course true
that one’s frame of reference affects one’s undadihg of a text. On the other
hand, the community of faith and systematic theplognsider biblical texts as
relevant for their thinking. Therefore, theologigaplications of biblical texts have
to be reconstructed. This calls for a space withiirich the encounter between
Scripture and theology can take place. In this epé#ue religious categories of
ancient Israel are expressed and reconstructesdniemporary categories. The
discipline of biblical theology is the space foistencountef® “Biblical theology
may thus have a sort of mediating function betwestical biblical study and
theology in the stricter sense”, as Barr sdys.

There is some debate on the issue of the extemthioh biblical theology
should take the historical critical study of thédlbiinto account. For example,
Brueggemann is of the opinion that questions ofohisty do not belong to the
work of Old Testament theology. According to hifme tspeech of the community
which can be found in the biblical texts is the p@o object of study for Old
Testament theologl. However, with this Brueggemann ignores the faat this
speech or text has functioned within a specific mamity. It put the community’s
belief into words and answered questions which vesieed by the community.
The texts were embedded in a religious, culturalitipal, and economic situation.
It seems to me that biblical theology should takeseé historical factors into
account, because the awareness that biblical dextdetermined by their situations
has considerable impact. On the one hand, it opeas eyes to the diversity of
traditions in the bible. Groups have been argulngua how God could and should
be spoken of in specific situatioffsAt the same time, Israel has confessed the
different forms, names, and places of God as airumnn?® Biblical theology
operates in the area of tension between this diyemad believed continuity. On
the other hand, the processes of modification litidal texts teach that God-talk is
context related and has to be reinterpreted angtedan changing circumstances
in order to be able to mention God satisfactoiityetand again. If we acknowledge
this fact and realize that we also theologize withi specific situation, it leaves
systematic theology room to modify existing consegt God and to develop new,
creative, and actual God-talk in order to formulatequate God-talk for this
moment:®

31 Barton, “Alttestamentliche Theologie”, 29.

%2 Barr, Biblical Theology 83.

% BrueggemanriTheology of the Old Testamefhi8.

% See E. Noort, “Tussen geschiedenis en theologier @alkuilen en mogelijkheden in de
bijbelse theologie”’KeTh53 (2002) 214-215.

% E. Noort, “Teksten van toen voor lezers van nu? Glede Testament in de theologie”,
in: Noort-Zock (eds.)Trends 129.

% See Noort, “Teksten van toen voor lezers van A32. He remarks that we do not
theologize for eternity nor describe truth apastrirtime and space.
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1.2.2 The Interaction between Scripture and Systematic
Theology
Gabler can be seen as the founder of biblical dygoas an independent discipline
outside the sphere of influence of dogmatic thepldg a well-known speech from
1787, he argues that biblical theology and dogmttanlogy are two distinct
disciplines. Gabler characterizes their distinsk$aas follows. Biblical theology
has a historical character and hands down whahdhe authors thought about
divine matters. Dogmatic theology has a didactiarabter and teaches what each
theologian thought about the divine matters from &wvn skill or according to,
among others, influences of school, time, and pﬁéde my view, such a
distinction between biblical theology and systemdtieology is fundamental. On
the one hand, it safeguards Scripture as an indepérsource for systematic
theology which can surprise and offer new insigbtsconflicts with theological
views due to its independence. On the other hdndaves room for systematic
theology’s own creative process in order to finoiglaage by means of which God
can be spoken of satisfactorily in conversatiorhviite modern age. The relation
between Scripture and systematic theology can leettescribed as an interaction.
On the one hand, systematic theology appeals iptSa as one of the sources for
its thinking. On the other hand, biblical theologjfers systematic theology
insights from Scripture. The material from Scrigtus accessible and applicable
thanks to the fact that biblical theology maps thetological implications of
biblical texts. This biblical theological expositiois descriptive. Systematic
theology takes a critical stand towards the biblaterial and evaluates its utility
and relevance for speaking about God and humam®émrelation to God in our
contemporary conteXtand is thus prescriptive.

The basis of Gabler’'s thinking is that dogmaticeudti depend on exegeses
instead of the reversé.Gabler describes this path from Scripture to ddgma

37 J.P. Gabler, “Von der richtigen Unterscheidung bitslischen und der dogmatischen
Theologie und der rechten Bestimmung ihrer beida&leZ in: O. Merk, Biblische
Theologie des Neuen Testaments in ihrer Anfang@4@ihSt 9), Marburg 1972, 275-276
(For a shortened version: G. Strecker (e@$s Problem der Theologie des Neuen
Testament§WdF 367), Darmstadt 1975, 32-44. The originalinidéxt can be found in:
J.P. GablerKleinere Theologische Schriftdh eds. Th.A. Gabler-J.G. Gabler, Uim 1831,
179-198).

% Compare Van den Brom, “Systematische theologi8”,|i an article, Clines mentions
some ethical problems which he sees in differesspges of the book of Job. Among
others, he refers to the imposition of Job’s siffgin the prologue and the fact that Job is
kept in ignorance of the reason for his sufferibgA(J. Clines, “Job’s Fifth Friend: An
Ethical Critique of the Book of JobBiblical Interpretation12 (2004) 233-250). One could
say that these comments are systematic theolagiftattions on the biblical material.

% R. Smend, “Johann Philipp Gablers Begriindung diélisBhen Theologie”, in: R.
Smend, Epochen der BibelkritikGesammelte Studien. Band 3), Minchen 1991, 104
[originally published irEvTh22 (1962) 345-357].
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theology as gradual one-way traffic. He thinks thmblical theology starts
collecting the ideas of the various biblical authby first interpreting the places
and subsequently comparing them with each dthd@hen dogmatic theology
finally translates these ideas to today and questieir validity in Gabler's
view.** However, the idea that biblical theology first plies the scriptural
building blocks upon which the construction of sysatic theology can
subsequently be built is a simplification of théhex complex interaction between
Scripture and systematic theology. The relatiomvbeh both can be characterized
as an interaction between two relatively indepen@atities in which they affect
each other mutually.

On the one hand, there is a movement from systerttablogy to Scripture.
Since the Christian community of faith regards @are as guidance for its
thinking and practice, systematic theology confsotite biblical texts with the
question of what their theological implications .afdis approach influences the
way in which the biblical material is expressed aacbnstructed because biblical
theologians themselves also have certain theologieas. Therefore, they operate
in an area of tension. They try to do justice te sipposed authentic meaning of
the text on the one hand, but their own frame &éremce also impacts on the
articulation of a text's implicit theology on thether’? Either way, these
preconceived ideas can have a heuristic functionefeegesis. They can draw
attention to specific facets and challenge the eteetp investigate how exactly to
deal with this element in the text. For example,dloagmatic opinion that nobody is
blameless before God can challenge an exegeteatnie® more closely the exact
implications of Job’s claim that he is blameless.

On the other hand, there is a movement from Seepiu systematic theology.
Scripture provides systematic theology with insigtitleas, and concepts which
can be useful for systematic theological thinkifigis biblical material is somehow
authoritative for systematic theology. Howeverisia question of how systematic
theologians attach authority to biblical texts amdvhat way they take them as a
source. In a study on the uses of Scripture in motheology, Kelsey analyses the
different ways in which theologians appeal to Sar@. He suggests that “scripture
may properly be said to be ‘authority’ for a theptal proposal when appeal is

40 Gabler makes a distinction in his work betweene biblical theology, which is
historical, andpure biblical theology, which isolates basic biblicabncepts from the
modifications of age by means of philosophicaligu¢ (Smend, “Gablers Begriindung”,
107; R. Smend, “Universalismus und Partikularisnmuder Alttestamentlichen Theologie
des 19.Jahrhunderts”, in: Smerighochen 118 [originally published irEvTh 22 (1962)
169-179]; see also Gabler, “Biblischen und dogmhats Theologie”, 276). However, such
a distinction does not take into account that thppssition of timeless basic concepts
ignores the historical aspect (compare Smend, ‘@abBegrindung”, 114). Moreover,
God-talk or language more generally is always bdorttie form of life in which it is used.
“! Gabler, “Biblischen und dogmatischen Theologi&7-280.

“2See also §1.2.1.
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made to it in the course of makingcasefor a proposal*’ Kelsey mentions
Toulmin’s analysis of an informal argument’s paiterhen an attempt is made to
make a case for the conclusion (C) by appealindata (D). Toulmin sums up
different elements which can play a role in ordemiake a case for the move from
(D) to (C). He mentions warrants (W), qualifiers)(@ebuttals (R), and backings
(B).* Kelsey’s point is that a passage or passages $mipture might be entered
as data or as one of these elements —(W), (Q),0fRRQ)-, if we take theological
proposal itself as the conclusion (C) of an argumEhnis means that Scripture may
play somewhat different roles in an argument anithérefore lends authority in
quite different senses, according to KT hese reflections give insight into the
various ways in which systematic theology appealbiblical material. Scripture
does not only produce concepts or models, but fsotions as a support for
systematic theological arguments. So, its authtor@avorking is more complex
and varied than is often assumed.

Even though there is more clarity now about théousrways in which biblical
material can be authoritative in systematic theicklgargument, the question
remains as to what extent it is authoritative ocislee. Kelsey suggests that a
theologian’s decision to use the Scripture in ati@aar role in a theological
argument is shaped by a theologian’s prior judgerabout how best to construe
the mode in which God’'s presence among the faitbéutelates with the use of
Scripture in the common life of the chur®. would put this as follows; opinion
about the authority of a scriptural argument depemid a person’s view of how
God reveals himself in this world and how Scriptigeelated to this revelation.
Whereas it is not my intention to deal with theuissof scriptural authority
extensively in this study, | outline some presuppmss. In my view, human
experience of God’'s presence and actions in hisforgs its expression in
Scripture. When the community of faith reads Sarigtit also recognizes God’s
own speaking in this expression of human obsemati®n the one hand, the
diversity of how God is spoken of in Scripture t6king. This shows that these
texts are situationally bound and make the commumiitfaith aware that these
texts are speaking in a human way about God’s pecesand actions in this

43 D.H. Kelsey,Proving Doctrine. The Uses of Scripture in Modetmedlogy Harrisburg
1999, 125 [Fhe Uses of Scripture in Recent Theolo@hiladelphia 1975]. Kelsey
considers it more illuminating to consider theokotgs appeal to Scripture as part of an
argumentrather than characterising the relation betweeipce and theology by means
of what is in his eyes a misleading picture ‘tratish’ (122-124).

4 Kelsey, Proving Doctrine 125-129. A warrant is a general, hypotheticalesteent that
authorizes the move from (D) to (C). A qualifiedicates that the move from (D) to (C)
can only be made tentatively. Rebuttals indicagecihcumstances in which the authority of
a warrant would have to be set aside. A backirmmiassurance behind the warrant, without
which the warrant would have neither authority camrency (126-127).

“5 Kelsey,Proving Doctring 144.

“6 Kelsey,Proving Doctring 167-170.

11



GOD-TALK IN THE BOOK OFJOB

world*” Because of this, systematic theology evaluatesichlbmaterial and
wonders to what extent it is useful for contemppi@nversations about God and
human beings living in relation to God. The implioa of this is that systematic
theology can give rise to arguments that critcizebdical picture or even see it as
inadequate for contemporary theological speafinghis also means that, in
comparison to those from Scripture, other arguméota traditional and modern
thinking are somehow seen as authoritative foresyatic theology? On the other
hand, theological thinking can not be detached flwow God is mentioned in
Scripture, because the community of faith has ie way or another experienced
continuity in the diversity of how God is spoken dhe community has also
determined a canon of texts which function as enfof guidance for its thinking
and practicd® Therefore, the collective diversity somehow presd the
community of faith with boundaries for how God mntidghe spoken of within its
daily practice’ Scriptural authority operates within this areatefsion where
Scripture has a guiding role but is not infallible.

The concept ‘Scripture’ suggests a kind of wholenes unity. At the same
time, biblical material displays diversity withitsibelieved continuity. This raises
the question of exactly what systematic theolodgreeto in Scripture. According
to Kelsey, theologians do not appeal to Scriptwwesiach to help authorize their
theological proposals, rather they decide on sosmea or some pattern in
Scripture to which they appeal. He states thattéxt-construed-as-a-certain-kind-
of-whole’ is appealed 3.1 think that systematic theology indeed refersome
pattern in Scripture, but the extent of such agpattan differ considerably. While
it might be a broad line of thought in some bibé®k, a singular image can also be

“"See also §1.2.1.

“8 A similar process has already been found in tiéebitself. | mention two examples.
First, Jehu was originally praised by the Lord ligg total extermination of the Baal cult in
Israel (2 Kgs.10,30). Since the reason for the Babign exile is that each king has sinned
to some extent in the eyes of the deuteronomistiactors, they added the editorial remark
that Jehu did not carefully follow the law of thertd by omitting to destroy the golden
calves in Bethel and Dan (2 Kgs.10,29.31). Secqritl books of Job and Qohelet can be
seen as critical reflections on theology of thatieh between a person’s actions and what
befalls them that is supposed in a considerable gfahe Hebrew bible (e.g. in Proverbs
and the deuteronomistic work). So, a process tdizimg and reformulating specific views
on God and human beings living in relation to Gaodthe light of new events or
experiences has already been found within the [itkdéf.

49 Kelsey suggests saying that theological criticisnguided by adiscrimeninstead of a
‘norm’ or ‘criterion’. A discrimendesignates a configuration of criteria that aresdme
way organically related to one another as recigrooefficients, according to him. Kelsey
refers to J.C. Roberts with this description (KgJ$&roving Doctrine 160).

%0 Although | do not intend to say that this canonledes the possibility that there can also
be other writings which can be valuable for the oamity of faith.

*1 See also Kelseyroving Doctrine 196-197.

%2 Kelsey,Proving Doctring 103.
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useful as a systematic theological model or argam@fhile an interrelated
structure between bible books or even testamemnysoeaelpful, the value of some
biblical material can also be found in debate betwtvo characters in a particular
passage. In this way, the authority of Scriptukesadifferent shapes. The nature of
some biblical material which is appealed to as aelthe way in which it is used in
systematic theological thinking differs from casease.

1.3 Outline of this Study

This study examines what the book of Job has teradihd ask of systematic
theology with regard to the issue of theodityrhis means that | approach the
book with an external question. The community @hfaonsiders biblical texts as
relevant for its thinking and it has the impressibat the book of Job somehow
deals with the problem of innocent suffering. There, it consults the book of Job
and investigates which possible contribution theek might have to systematic
theological thinking on this burning topic. The &mtion of the interaction
between Scripture and systematic theology in tlqaing section showed that
two steps are to be made in order to achieve tbisl>} First, theological
implications of a biblical text have to be recoansted. This is the task of the
discipline of biblical theology. Secondly, systeinaheology evaluates the value
and usefulness of this biblical material for itsnking. These two stages are
successively undertaken in Part 1 and Part 2 sfstiidy.

Part 1 is the biblical theological division of thi#udy. In it, | map out
theological implications of the different parts thfe book of Job and offer a
reconstruction of the frame of thought behind thessages of the different
characters in the book of J&bin my opinion, the book of Job as a whole wants to
guestion some consequences of a theology that stadds God's actions
according to a relation between a person’s actouswhat befalls themi.As Job

>3 See also §1.1.2.

>181.2.2.

°°| take the all-knowing narrator as one of the ahters.

*% | do not fully deny that the book of Job also deaith the question of how to deal with
situations of unmerited suffering (as several satsotlo; see note 15 in this chapter). But |
am convinced that the heart of this book is a thgiohl problem. This is already
highlighted by the satan in the prologue. His goesbf whether or not Job fears God for
nothing (1,9) not only denounces Job’s motives,distb questions the way in which God
gains worship (see 8§6.2.2). The debate in the gisoreveals some problematic
consequences if God’s actions are understood aogptd a relation between a person’s
actions and what befalls them. In the case of ianbsuffering, God'’s righteousness is at
stake. God’'s answer makes clear that God’s actionthis world can not simply be
indicated by a retributive scheme because humargbédack insight into God'’s counsel. It
becomes clear from these different elements tlebtiok of Job deals with the debate on
how God’s involvement in the occurrence of innoceuffering should be understood.
Thus, it touches on a theological issue. Compamngnothers the following views on what
the book of Job is about: 1. The nature/charadt&aal (N. Whybray, “Wisdom, Suffering
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9 is the heart of this questioning, the biblicatdlogical part begins with an
examination of the specific role that Job 9 playthie book of Job (Ch.2). Later, it
elaborates upon how Job’s friends (Ch.3), Job (CIGéd (Ch.5Y, and the all-
knowing narrator (Ch.6) deal with God's involvem&nthe occurrence of evil and
particularly in Job’s miserable fate. In this w&grt 1 expounds how in the various
passages of the book of Job, God is spoken oflatiar to the existence of evil on
the basis of a detailed exegesis.

Part 2 offers some systematic theological reflesticoncerning the issue of
theodicy. These reflections are inspired by thdidabmaterial from the book of
Job. Here, | evaluate the results of Part 1 andgnae what the biblical material
has to offer and to ask systematic theology withard to the issue of theodicy
(Ch.8). | emphatically speak abagmereflections because | am aware of the fact
that the issue of theodicy is an extensive fieldcwitan not easily be grasped.
Nevertheless, | hope to give some useful clues.short, these systematic
theological reflections consist of two aspects.ti@mone hand, the biblical material
is challenged by systematic theological questionerder to investigate what the
implications of its implicit theology are. This & necessary step in order to
evaluate whether or to what extent some material lma useful for systematic
theological thinking. | wonder, for instance, wtatlthe prologue’s representation
that Job’s suffering is meant to be a test of Jadyalty is not too problematic for
understanding God’s involvement in evil toddyOn the other hand, some
contemporary theological views and models are ocomdéd with topics that the
book of Job mentions. It has become clear how matie theology appeals to
biblical material in various way$. This is also the case in the systematic
theological part of this study. The book of Johl wdt only offer data for how God
can be mentioned when evil happens, but also sasyeamong other things,
warrant and rebuttal in critical reflections ongiig theological models.

and the Freedom of God in the Book of Job”, in:.K0&ll —M. Barker (eds.)Wisdom. The
Collected Articles of Norman WhybrgMSSOTS), Ashgate 2005, 195-196.199-200; D.
Cox, “A Rational Inquiry into God: Chapters 4-27tbhé Book of Job”Gr 67 (1986) 624-
625; see also the dissertation D.W. Ndoh 42: 7-9 and the Nature of God in the Book of
Job (Studies in Biblical Literature 49), New York €.2003); 2. The suffering of the
innocent (M. Tsevat, “The Meaning of the Book obJdHUCA 37 (1966) 96. He remarks
in opposition to Fohrer that there is a theoreticzdtise in the book of Job); 3. The issue of
God -God in his relation to evil and suffering (TDN Mettinger, “The God of Job:
Avenger, Tyrant, or Victor?”, in: L.G. Perdue —W.Gilpin (eds.),The Voice from the
Whirlwind. Interpreting the Book of Joblashville 1992, 39); 4. How to speak about God
(Gutiérrez,On Joh 12.16-17: in the midst of poverty and suffering); The conflict
between God and Job, between the integrity of tleaiGr and the integrity of a particular
mortal (N.C. HabelThe Book of Job. A Commentd@TL), London 1985, 60).

> This chapter also includes Job’s response to Gadisls.

*%88.5.5.

%981.2.2.
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The content of Part 2 illustrates this diverse afstne biblical material. On the
one hand, elements from the book of Job serve lasttad and warrant in the
evaluation of some systematic theological perspestil argue on the basis of
God’'s exposition on Job’s lack of insight into Gediounsel that theological
realism and theological idealism are both not ten®¥bThe book of Job serves
here as a rebuttal. Thesis of this study is sulm#tyuthat theological relationism
very closely meets the point of God’s ansielhus, God’s answer provides
systematic theology with a warrant that supporlibgizing from the perspective
of theological relationism. On the other hand, bloek of Job also supplies data.
For example, | propose that the book of Job dematest which different roles
God fulfils or, in the eyes of a victim of evil aggrs to fulfil, in times of innocent
suffering®® In this way, the book provides systematic theolagth language for
speaking about God when evil happens. These difféiads of appeal to the book
of Job by the systematic theological reflectionghiis study confirm that scriptural
authority functions in diverse ways.

1.4 The Book of Job in Its Broader Setting

A text has functioned within a certain group or coumity. Insight into the form of
life of this group can help to understand a textdose the historical setting of a
text has determined its opinions and concepts.bfidail theological approach also
has takes note of this asp&However, one is directly faced with the limitstbé
preceding statement if one tries to place the bafolob in its historical context
because this book hardly offers any decisive cluedating it. It has a rather
universal atmosphere and the leading characten@andsraelite. Egyptian as well
as Mesopotamian elements occur. Therefore, itffcdt to determine the time
and place of its origif{.

It becomes even more complex if one also takeautliiy of the book of Job
itself into account. For example, a considerablmiver of scholars agree that it is
clear that the book itself also does not stem fooa hand. Firstly, there is debate
about the relation between the framework and tagdue of booK® If one reads
the prose of the prologue and epilogue togethesipjiears to give a reasonable

%088.2 and §8.3.

°l 88.4.

°288.5.

* See §1.2.1.

% See also Clines’ conclusion that ‘the author hasseded well in disguising his own age
and background in his creation of the characterthef hero’ (Clines,Joh Ivii). The
proposals for dating differ from seventh to foucdntury. There is further debate on which
kind of group should be thought to be behind thaskb For instance, is it a professional
class of sages and if so, to which group in sociedy it related? Or is it the work of an
individual?

% The framework consists of the prosaic prologué (I€2) and epilogue (42,7-15). The
dialogue contains the intervening poetic speechals 8-42,6).
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story. Here, Job is depicted as a kind of wealthjrigrch of high regard. The
dialogue, on the other hand, consists of poetiedpes and depicts a rebellious Job
in debate with his friends and is addressed by &oithe end. These differences
have lead to the suggestion that two independ&raiy sources may lie at the
basis of these two parts. Secondly, it is quiteegally held that the ‘Song of
Wisdom’ (Job 28) and the speeches of Elihu (JoBB2are later additions to the
dialogue. The message of the Song of Wisdom, tisttamn is hidden and that fear
of the Lord is wisdom, is strange in the mouthhaf tebellious Job, who considers
himself as blameless and charges God with unjusbrec It is likely that the
speeches of Elihu are later added; he is not meedian the framework, he refers
to several elements from the dialogue as well ad'sGanswer in his speeches, he
stresses a pedagogical view on evil, his speedresgsly interrupt Job and God,
and the language of these speeches differs fromother speechés.So, the
internal complexity of the book of Job increases difficulty of embedding it in a
historical setting.

It is not my intention here to deal extensivelyhwill possible arguments for
one or another particular settifigl only mention some general considerations
which lead to my opinion that it is most likely ththe origin of the book of Job is
in the fifth century BCA (maybe the end of it). Whas an earlier folktale about
Job may lie at the basis of the story of the frao®, | am of the opinion that
framework and dialogue in their current form arenstoucted with reference to
each other. The dialogue assumes the scene inrh@aw@der to confirm Job’s
innocencé® Furthermore, it would not have been necessaryention the arrival
of Job’s friends (2,11-13) and God'’s address tdiikads (42,8-9), if they had not
spoken in between. Therefore, it is reasonablaippase that the framework and
the dialogue stem from one hafldThe deviating views of the Song of Wisdom
and the speeches of Elihu make it probable thatethparts are later additioffs.
What is striking is the rather monotheistic concepGod. God operates outside

% See for an overview of the different arguments tfiis position during the research
history: H.M. Wahl,Der Gerechte Schopfer. Eine redaktions- und theetgeschichtliche
Untersuchung der Elihureden -Hiob 32-3B8ZAW 207), Berlin-New York 1993, 8-14.
Wahl's own arguments for this view: 172-175. Clinm®poses that the Elihu speeches
originally followed Job 27 and were concluded withb 28 (D.A.J. Clines, “Putting Elihu
in his Place: A Proposal for the Relocating of 3@B37”,JSOT29 (2004) 243-253).

®7 See for an overview of different arguments andwsiee.g. FohrerHiob, 29-43; De
Wilde, Hiob, 51-60; Habel,Job, 35-42 (he defends the integrity of the book)n€$,Job,
Ivi-lix.

% The reference to Job in Ezek.14,14.20 could biedination for this.

®See §2.2.2.3 and §2.2.3.

0 Compare Clines]ob, Ivii-lviii.

™ There are some other smaller passages in thegdialhich are probably later additions
(e.g. the passage about the Behemoth and the hewigt0,15-41,26)). | will indicate this
when | deal with such particular passages.
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the boarders of Israel and is also the God of thelsraelite Job, although Job
does not mention his particular nafi@his observation makes dating the text after
the Babylonian exile all the more likely. The regmptation of ‘the satan’ in the
prologue supports this view. It is related to teeresentation in Zech.3,1 where
‘the satan’ is also a kind of opponéhfThis can be dated around 500 BCA. Two
hundred years later, Satan becomes a proper natheepresents an entity who
accomplishes evil on his own initiative (1 Chron1This last observation can be
taken as a further development and thereforetasnginus ad querff It is on the
basis of these observations that | assume thabdbk of Job came into being in
the course of the fifth century.

It is unclear whether the author either belonged group of sages or was a
rather independent individual. However, the highisic level of the book’s
composition and the apparent familiarity with inrserd outer biblical traditions
indicate that he was a learned person who was itamilith topics and literature
from Wisdom circles. In these circles, it was gefigrheld that there is a relation
between a person’s actions and what befalls thdrarelis debate as to whether
God is particularly the preserver of such a rathdependently operating order or
God's actions themselves are understood accordirthis relationship® In the
book of Job, the latter is the cd8&@he book of Job appears to be a critical reaction
to an all too strict application of the relationtlseen a person’s actions and what
befalls them. Some have depicted this as a crisisdom thinking”” This is a
rather strong characterization if it is applied tte book of Job. This book
questions some aspects of the relation betweemnsangs actions and what befalls
them but it does not fully reject it. The youngerok Qohelet is more sceptical.
That has the impression that this relationship & longer adequate for
understanding God’s actions with regard to humangse The book of Job can be
placed within this development of exploring theitsrof ‘traditional’ Wisdom. At
the same time, it has to be said that the problemrmcent suffering does not
completely come out of the blue. Several writingsf the broader surroundings in

2 The fact that Job is an Edomite has lead to tlygestion that this might be a protest
against the exclusivist politics of Ezra around 8IDA (see e.g. De Wildé{iob, 54).

" See §6.2.2.

" Cf. De Wilde,Hiob, 55. See also Fohretjob, 83.

> See e.g. K. Koch, “Gibt es ein VergeltungsdogmaAiten Testament?”, in: K. Koch
(ed.),Um das Prinzip der Vergeltung in Religion und Redbs Alten Testamen(8VdF
125), Darmstadt 1972, 130-180 [originally publishedZThK 52 (1955), 1-42]; N.A.
Schuman,Gelijk om gelijk. Verslag en balans over goddelijeergelding in het Oude
TestamentAmsterdam 1993.

"®See §3.2.1.

" E.g. H.D. PreuREinfithrung in die alttestamentliche Weisheitslitera Stuttgart-Berlin-
KdIn-Mainz 1987, 69-70. He states that theologiohjections by the book of Job and
Qohelet make clear that Wisdom was and is falsegntated with its basic view (185).
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the Ancient Near East have also touched on théoelaetween innocent suffering
and the involvement of the divine being ifit.

8 E.g. “Dialogue between a Man and his God”; “A ®uéf’s Salvation”; “The Poem of the
Righteous Sufferer”; “The Babylonian Theodicy”; ‘@ogue of Pessimism”. For a
translation, see W.H.Ph. Romer-W. von Soden (etlgeisheitstexte, Mythen und Epen:
Weisheitstexte (TUAT III/1), Gutersloh 1990, 110-163. See also tcaBe Moor,
Theodicy in the World of the Bible
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The Central Position of Job 9 in the Book of Job

Chapter 2
The Central Position of Job 9
INn the Book of Job

2.1 Introduction

It is the assumption of this study that an impdr{aurpose of the book of Job is to
question the ‘theology’ that understands God's oacti according to a relation
between a person’s actions and what befalls thdms. iiew on God’s actions has
been indicated abun-Ergehen-Zusammenhaagd was widely spread in Wisdom
literature® It supposes that human acts and their consequeneadosely related.
Koch is of the opinion that in Wisdom literatureisthrelationship is an inner
worldly mechanism where a person’s action bringartfate about without the
intervention of God.According to him, the poet of the dialogue of buk of Job
also supposes such an inner worldly mechadisimwever, this is not the case. Job
and his friends consider God as the acting atémtheir eyes, God rewards the
righteous with prosperity and punishes the wickéith wisfortune> The book of
Job forcefully questions this concept of retribatid=irstly, the prologue casts
doubt on it by pointing out some possible —undésira side effects. The motive
for devotion could be the reward with prosperitgtéad of fear of God. At the
same time, one could get the impression that Gémtes devotion because of the
threat of misfortune if one sifisSecondly, the dialogue demonstrates the limits of
the concept of retribution in the case of innocaiffering. This concept becomes
problematic in cases where a miserable fate canbaoéxplained by previous
wrong behaviour. Then either the righteousnessaif’$sactions or the tenability
of the concept of retribution comes under attadiis happens in the course of the
dialogue because, as Job holds to his innocencearmenly draw the conclusion
that God perverts justice (i.e. the concept ofilvation) by punishing instead of
rewarding him. The author of the book of Job questithe concept of retribution
by depicting this impasse in the dialogue.

! See e.g. the book of Proverbs. In the text | thgeconcept of retributioto meanTun-
Ergehen-Zusammenhang.

2 Koch, “Gibt es ein Vergeltungsdogma”, 131-140. sfeaks of a ‘schicksalwirkende
Tatsphére’.

% Koch, “Gibt es ein Vergeltungsdogma”, 172.

* See §3.2.1.

® See also FohreHiob, 140.

® See §6.2.2.
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In order to come to grips with the book of Job &sdeading topic(s), it may
be helpful to determine which part(s) of the bod&ypa crucial role. By this, |
mean passages which express an important or decidea or argument in
expounding the leading topic in the course of tbekb Different passages have
been labelled as a culmination or crucial partta tlialogue or the book as a
whole. Job’s proclamation that he is sure that Gifidact as his lawyer at the final
decisive moment and thereby bring about the deisivn in process (19,25-27) is
regarded by Hesse as one of the central partseodiithogu€’. According to him,
the dialogue’s culmination and aim are reached Wathis declaration of innocence
(Job 31), since this speech once again serves doiwsence and demands God to
answer® Laurin attributes a rather central function to 8wng of Wisdom (Job 28).
According to him, it summarizes what Job had heatttk traditional wisdom
doctrine— and prepares the insight that faith fimdsbasic ground only in a
personal encounter with G8dSeveral other scholars call God’s answer the
culmination and decisive point of the book of 3bBor instance, Weiser regards it
as theologically relevant that it is God who figatakes the decision. Here it
becomes clear that the solution to Job’s questioes chot occur through some
intellectual insight, but through an event in whigbd takes Job out, according to
Weiser:* Van Wolde calls God’s speech a climax becausesqgidetic beauty and
since its poetry is so strongly connected with pheceding speeches that it is a
fulfilment of several key passages of the bookotf™3

The Song of Wisdom takes a rather deviant stacdmmparison with the rest of
the book of Job. What is more, the opinion thatdwia is hidden and that fear of
the Lord is wisdom does not summarize Job’s precedebellion and charges
against God at all. Therefore, it is not a centnament in the book. Job’s final
declaration of innocence (Job 31) is an import@eesh because it confirms that
Job has not lost his conviction that he is blanselsspite the arguments of his
friends. With this, Job’s charge that God has beeting unjustly persists.
However, Job’s innocence is one of the buildingck#o of the more drastic
inference that God is guilty. This charge is deili brought against God in Job 9.
In it, Job draws the conclusion from his innoceuffexing that God has been
treating him unjustly. This inference questions thencept of retribution

" F. HesseHiob (ZBK 14.AT), Ziirich 1978, 127-128.

® Hesse,Hiob, 170. Clines calls Job 29-31 “the climax to JoHafence of his own
innocence and his demand upon God that he exptainwhat reason he has been
tormenting Job” (Clines]oh, xliv).

°R. Laurin, “Theological Structure of JolZAW84 (1972) 86-89.

19 E g. FohrerHiob, 536 (he includes Job’s turn).

1 A, Weiser,Das Buch HioATD 13) (2" rev. ed.) Géttingen 1956, 241 [1951].

12 E. van WoldeMeneer en mevrouw Job. Job in gesprek met zijnwjraijn vrienden en
God, Baarn 1991(% ed.: 1995), 121 [also available in English tratistaby J. Bowden:
Mr and Mrs Job London 1997].
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inescapably. For, Job’s innocence leads to thereosigen that God is not fully

righteous, if God's actions are understood to badcordance with the concept of
retribution. This conclusion in Job 9 overshadols further continuation of the

dialogue. The situation does not change until Godsélf takes the floor. He

replies to Job’s accusation and places Job’s oasens and conclusions in a
different perspective. Since the concept of retidvuis decisively questioned in
Job 9, this chapter holds a central position intihek of Job.

Job 9 introduces the image of the lawsuit in thekbdt calls the concept of
retribution into question by means of a reasoridgbsurduni® Job points out his
impotent position before God, but holds to his ¢oten that he is blameless at the
same time. Reasoning that according to the conafepttribution, Job can only
draw the conclusion that God perverts justice beearf his undeserved misery.
The tragedy of Job’s situation is that he is unablehallenge this injustice after all
because he lacks strength before the powerful Ginile Job 9 plays a central role
in questioning the concept of retribution, it alsonnects the dialogue with the
prologue and forms a bridge to God’'s answer andsJaply at the end of the
book!* The relationship with the prologue intensifies '3adccusation. For, Job’s
conviction that he is blameless is confirmed by pha@logue in which the narrator
and God both mention Job’s innocent®ifferent elements from Job 9 return in
both God’'s answer and Job’s reply. In each par'$Spower as Creator is an
important motif. The legal terms of Job 9 returrGad’s answer. Furthermore, Job
foresees his final reply to God (40,4-5) in Joly8.has already stated in Job 9 that
he is unable to answer God because of God’s supasiser® In this way, Job 9
takes up a key position in the book of J8bt decisively questions the concept of

3 Compare H. RichterStudien zu Hiob. Der Aufbau de Hiobbuches, dardjeste den
Gattungen des Rechtslebdi$A Xl), Berlin 1959, 127.

* God's answer: 38,1-40,2; 40,6-41,26. Job’s refly3-5; 42,1-6. See Ch.5

!> Compare E. NoorEen duister duel -Over de theologie van het bodk(3erie Kamper
Cahiers 59), Kampen 1986, 17.

16 Cf. Noort,Duister due] 15.

7 Cf. Noort, Duister due) 14-15. See also K. Fullerton, “On Job, Chaptean® 10”,JBL

53 (1934) 344-345. Egger-Wenzel considers Job 8slihe central chapters of the book of
Job in a similar way (R. Egger-Wenz&lpn der Freiheit Gottes, anders zu sein. Die
zentrale Rolle der Kapitel 9 und 10 fir das ljobbu&zB 83), Wirzburg 1998). She
mentions the following two elements. First, 9,19i24he first culmination in the dialogue,
since Job declares God guilty there (the seconaination is in 27,2). Legal terms, which
play an important role throughout the book, carfdumd here in high concentration (7-8).
9,20-24 forms a bridge between prologue and epdpgince God’'s opinion about Job
corresponds with Job’s claim to be righteous andingirectly confirmed by the
denomination ‘servant’ in the epilogue (292). In,810God adopts these same legal key
words and answers Job’s charges (117). Secondse ih a thematic culmination of terms
of light and darkness and their interrelated woetd§ in Job 9-10. These words point out
Job’s personal life-situation and support the filisnexposition of the ‘Tun-Ergehen-
Zusammenhang’ in the book of Job (120.149). Howeirermy opinion, Egger-Wenzel
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retribution and connects the debate between Jothianidiends with the prologue
on the one hand and God’'s answer and Job’s repligeoather.

This second chapter deals with the central positiojob 9 in the book of Job.
Firstly, | offer a detailed exegesis of this spegtR). Secondly, | indicate how Job
9 connects the dialogue with the prologue (2.3e Tdlation of Job 9 with God's
answer and Job’s reply is considered later in #iigdy after | have further
elaborated God’'s answer and Job’s reply in Ch&Z%.

2.2 Exegesis of Job 9

2.2.1 Translation
1'® 9.2  Indeed, | know that this is so,
but how can a human being be righteous before God?
9,3  If He' wished to contend with him,
he would not be able to answer Him one in a thodisa
9,4  Even awise one of heart and a mighty one @ngti?’,

does not make clear exactly how Job 9-10 playsarihg role in the book of Job (117)'.
Her study does not prove in what way the legal seconstitute the book and how Job 9-10
functions in questioning the concept of retributidfurthermore, it is unclear why the
symbolism of light and darkness is a leading imagethe book. Egger-Wenzel, for
example, only mentions two wordg1( (day) in 9,25511% (pit) in 9,31) for Job 9 in her
survey (125). Such a limited number is not reatipvincing for being a leading image in
the book. Kéhimoos calls Job 9 the culminationtef part Job 3-14 and later states that
both Job 9 and Job 4-5 are decisive for the wholeklof Job (M. KéhimoosPas Auge
Gottes. Textstrategie im HiobbudFAT 25), Tubingen 1999, 150.181). See also C.
WestermannPer Aufbau des Hiob Buch¢€TM 6), Stuttgart 1977 (2 ext. ed.) [1956],
75-76; Cox,Rational Inquiry 628.

8 In a study on the poetic structure of the bookla, Van der Lugt takes the overall
structure of the composition as a starting poirg. ploceeds from the overall structure to
the lower levels of structuring, the strophes, lmels. Van der Lugt distinguishes strophes,
canticles, and cantos (P. van der LiRfietorical Criticism & the Poetry of the Book obJo
(OTS XXXII), Leiden-New York-Kéln 1995, 33-35). Haawver, starting from the overall
structure can lead to forced structures. Therelawke the smallest unit —the colon— as the
starting point. Several lines together form a dteopSeveral strophesan form a larger
unit, mainly based on a relationship with respedhe content (compare the arrangement in
larger units of Job 9 by S.L. Terrielgb (CAT 13), Neuchétel 1963, 93-101; A. van Selms,
Job 1 (POT), Nijkerk 1982, 82; Habeloh, 178-180). These lager units are called ‘stanzas’.
In Job 9, | distinguish three stanzas: 9,2-13, 244nd 9,25-35. On the poetic structure of
Job 9, see also J.P. Fokkelmamtgjor Poems of the Hebrew Bible. At the Interfade o
Prosody and Structural Analysis. Volume Il: 85 Pssland Job 4-14SSN), Assen 2000,
346-352.

9 The personal pronoun refers to God in this traisiaf it is written with capital letter.

%0 Many scholars read 9,4a asasus penden® 15 (to him) (so FohrerHiob, 204; F.
Horst, Hiob | (BKAT 16/1), Neukirchen-Viuyn 1968, 145; Hesddipb, 82; Van Selms,
Job |, 83; HabelJoh, 190; ClinesJoh, 216; C.A. NewsomThe Book of Job. A Contest of
Moral Imaginations Oxford 2003, 152). Fullerton is of the opiniorathihe description of
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who resisted Him and remained undamatfed

9,5  Who moves mountains and they do not know it,
He overturns them in his anger.

9,6 Who shakes the earth from its place,
and its pillars tremble.

9,7  Who speakto the sun and it does not rise,
He seals the stars.

9,8 Who alone stretched out the heavens,
and treads on the heights of the’3ea
9,9 Who made the Bear and Orion,
the Pleiades and the chambers of the s8uth.
9,10 Who does great things that can not be fathomed,
and marvellous things that can not be counted.

9,11 If He passes by me, | do not see Him,
and He moves on, | do not perceive Him.

God’s omnipotence in 9,5-10 attaches most natutall9,4a, if that clause refers to God
(K. Fullerton, “Job, Chapters 9 and 1&JSL55 (1938) 238). However, Job would not call
God wise of heart if the first half of the hymnJ9) was taken into account. It is described
there that God can act destructively in his angéis reference to God’s power explains
why nobody remains undamaged before him (9,4b)ismbt an elaboration of a ‘wise’
action of God. Therefore, 9,4a is a compound meddi*’d (who) in 9,4b with concessive
force (so R. GordisThe Book of Job. Commentary, New Translation, gretial Studies
(MorS), New York 1978, 102; Egger-Wenz€keiheit, 180; TerrienJob, 93-94: he also
mentions some formal reasons: 9,2-4 and 9,5-7vesedifferent strophes ard3n (wise)
and "R (mighty) are not participles with a definite alg¢ic which is a formal
characteristic of a doxology).

2L Cf. LXX.

229K (to speak) reminds of the creative power in Gégalne use ol in Isa.44,26-
27; Lam.3,37; Ps.33,4.6; 105,31.34; 107,25).

% Some commentaries chang® (sea) into2Y (cloud) following some Hebrew
manuscripts which is reminiscent of Baal who ridesthe clouds (so Fohrediob, 206;
Hesse,Hiob, 78; De Wilde,Hiob, 141-142). Ini1732 (height), others see a reference to
mythic images in which the back of the god of tha ¥am is trampled by El as a victory
against chaos (so M.H. Popimb. Introduction, Translation, and NotéaB 15), (3% rev.
ed.), Garden City-New York 1973 [1965], 70; Gordiep, 103; HabelJob, 191; Egger-
Wenzel, Freiheit, 207). However, the mythological notions are bedigested in this
context of concrete mountains, earthquakes, dackstaes, and a stretched out heaven (cf.
J.L. Crenshaw, “itlorek “al-bamoté 'ares”, CQB 34 (1972) 47.52).

24 For identification of the stars, see G. SchiapiarBie Astronomie im Alten Testament
GieRen 1904, 51-55; G.R. Driver, “Two Astronomi¢&ssages in the Old Testament”,
JThS NS (1956) 1-11; De WildeHliob, 142-147.
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9,12 If He snatches away, who can resist Him?
Who will say to Him: “what are You doing?”
9,13 God does not withdrdwhis anger,
the helpers of Rahab bowed beneath Him.

119,14  How much less will | answer Him,
will I choose my words before Him,
9,15 if I were right, | would not be able to answim;
| can plead for mercy to my adversary
9,16 If | called and He answered me,
| would not believe that He listened to my voice.

9,17 Who crushes me in a tempést

% Fohrer translates ‘does not have to turn his angerthinks that God can freely display
his anger because he is so mighty and that hedglreanquered the forces of chaos at the
time of the Creation (Fohreiob, 206-207). However, 9,13 does not express thatcaod
choose whether or not he wants to display his armerdescribes the divine characteristic
that God continues his plans.

% There is debate on the issue of where the fidtgfghe poem ends and the second part
begins. For example, Van der Lugt sees a divisietwéen 9,12 and 9,13. According to
him, there is a parallel construction between 9483and 9,19-24: (a) 9,13 and 9,19 deal
with God’s power; (b) 9,14 and 9,20 contain a steet about Job’s weakness and
innocence respectively; (b") these second thengslaborated upon in the following lines
(9,15-16; 9,21-22); (a") God’s power is elaboraipdn in the final strophes (Van der Lugt,
Rhetorical Criticism 121-122). Fokkelman also sees the division inzta between 9,12
and 9,13 (Fokkelmariajor Poems 346-349). However, Van der Lugt's construction b-
b'is artificial. 9,14-16 is a unity around the topllY. Furthermore, 9,22 is a statement
about God and thus should earlier be counted as\diile 9,13 is formulated in the third
person and is a general statement about God,ritgérson is used from 9,14. Therefore,
it is likely that 9,13 belongs to the first staresad the fourth strophe. In response to 9,12,
9,13 states that God does not tUBM). The more general statements of 9,2-13 are applie
to Job from 9,14 (so also Van Selrdsb |, 82-83).

2719 means in this legal situation ‘adversary’. Godléd’s adversary at law in this
context and not his judge (cf. Habelpb, 182; Van SelmsJob | 86; see also the
translations of Pope, Clines, Horst, Fohrer, anddGp

2 70D is related toTYD (tempest) and means ‘tempest’. Chandthgnto O is not
necessary (see Nah.1,3). Several scholars chaageotalization into‘fj:;f&_?; (hair) and
take it as a ‘trifle’ parallel t@317 (for no reason) in 9,17b (so Terrighoh, 97; GordisJob,
106; De Wilde,Hiob, 148; Pope,Job, 72; Clines,Job, 235). Tg. translates witR)"2
MM (for a hair/trifle). However, the meaning ‘tempeatbes not cause any tension in the
context and can therefore be rendered. Some sehiok&rpret ‘tempest’ as an instrument
with which God wounds (HorsHliob, 148; HabelJob, 179). But in correspondence with
38,1 and 40,6, the tempest is the place in whicl &ads (cf. Van Selmgob |, 86). Job
feels personally attacked by God. Taking the tempssan instrument makes God too
detached.
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and He multiplies my wounds for no reason.
9,18 He does not let me take my breath,
for He satisfies me with bitternesses.
9,19 If it is a matter of strength, behold Him
if it is a matter of justice: “who can summon M&?”

9,20 If I were right, my mouff would condemn me,
if | were blameless, it would prove me guilty.
9,21 | am blameless; | do not know my soul,
| despise my life.

9,22 ltis all one; therefore | say:
He destroys both the blameless and the wicked.
9,23  When a flootf brings sudden death,
He mocks at the desp&iof the innocent.
9,24 The earth is given into the hand of the wicked,
He covers the faces of its judges.
If it is not He, who then is it%

Il 9,25 My days are swifter than a courier,
they flee away without seeing good.
9,26  They go by like skiffs of re&t
like a vulturé® fluttering®” for his prey.

% ReadingT3iT (see him) cf. Tg. becauSBT (see) does not make much sense without a
reference (cf. FohreHiob, 199).

% This verse contains an ellipse. ‘Then he says'tthaghought afte®u 5N (ifitis a
matter of justice) (cf. Van Selm8pb |, 87). So, there is no need to change the suffix of
1707 (summon me) intd- (him) (so PopeJob, 72; FohrerHiob, 199; Terrien,Joh, 96;
Hesse,Hiob, 79; Gordis,Job, 107; De Wilde,Hiob, 148; Clines,Job, 218). Nor does
37707 refer to Job (so HorsHiob, 149; Egger-Wenzekreiheit, 224), since this strophe
(9,17-19) deals with God.

11t is not necessary to chant® (my mouth) into12 (his mouth) (so FohreHiob, 199;
Hesse,Hiob, 79; De Wilde, Hiob, 148), since Job expresses his own impotence in
answering God in this chapter (9,3.14-15).

2 MU means ‘flood’ cf. Isa.28,15.18. Fohrer and De Wiwbint out that a suffix{) is
required for the meaning ‘scourge’ (Fohretiob, 199; De Wilde,Hiob, 148). Compare
22,11.

%3101 can be derived fro@Dn (to melt). It expresses the despair of the innbcBae
also 42,6 (85.3).

3 LXX readsR1DR 1 RI7T 8D OX. The wordst1DN (then) and®17 (he) seem to be
confused in MT from a dogmatic point of view in erdo tone down a direct accusation
against God. | follow the reading of LXX.

%5112N is probably related to the Akkadiapuand the Arabi¢aba which means ‘reed’.
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9,27 If I say® “l forget my lament,

| restoré® my face and am cheerful”,
9,28 | am afraid of all my sufferings,

| know that You do acquit me.
9,29 | have to be guilfy),

why then do | labour in vain?

9,30 If I washed myself with sndwwater,
and cleansed my hands with ley,

9,31 You would plunge me into in a it
and my clothes would abhor me.

9,32 Fof® He is not a human being like me; | could answien’®y

% According to Keel, the bold place on his head nosed in Mic.1,16 and the attribute of
feeding himself with bait (39,29-30) characterizke 7 as a ‘vulture’ and not as an
‘eagle’. (O. Keel,Jahwes Entgegnung an ljob —Eine Deutung von ljobtB8/or dem
Hintergrund der zeitgendssischen BildkufBRLANT 121), Géttingen 1978, 69, note
234).

% parallel to?) 5 (to go by) in 9,264, the vei) expresses a fluttering around looking
for food.

% Reading11N cf.7,13 instead of N,

%9 Dahood read&71Y Il (to restore) here, which he derives from theatiti ‘db (arrange)
(M. Dahood, “The RooLi7Y Il in Job”, JBL 78 (1959) 304). HAL also read®iD Il.
However, Williamson doubts whether a derivationnirdhe Ugaritic ‘db is possible
(H.G.M. Williamson, “A Reconsideration ¢tb Il in Biblical Hebrew”, ZAW 97 (1985)
77). Parallel ta12U (to forget), restoring Job’s face expresses leabighind his worries.

% The imperfecZIR (I am guilty) expresses a necessity accordingiéojadgement of
another person (E. Kautsch (ed3esenius’ Hebrew Grammgtransl. and rev. by A.E.
Cowley), 2° ed., Oxford 1910, §107n). Egger-Wenzel states fodt declares himself
guilty (Egger-WenzelFreiheit, 235). But Job, on the contrary, is convinced thatis
blameless (9,21). He argues in Job 9 that he hbs tuilty beyond his influence. See also
the interpretation (§2.2.2.3).

* PreuR reads®l as an equivalent of the Mishndittit and the Talmudi®&5d, which
means ‘soap’ (J. Preuf@Biblisch-Talmudische Medizin, Beitrdge zur Gesctacller
Heilkunde und der Kultur GberhaypBerlin 1921, 431). Clines, Fohrer, Gordis and De
Wilde follow him. They read 5 parallel to122 (with ley) as ‘soap’. However, snow can
be an image for cleanness (Isa.1,18; Ps.51,9; L@n.8ince cleansing is the topic here,
‘snow’ is preferable.

42 A pit filled with water and mud is the most likeilyterpretation of Y (cf. Van Selms,
Job |, 89; ClinesJob, 220; Gordis,Job, 110). Other proposals: 1. The loathsome waters of
the netherworld (Popeob, 75); 2. The netherworld (Habelph, 196); 3. Changin§in
into MY, which is equal t¢MD (Isa.5,25) and means ‘filth’ (Fohreriob, 200; Horst,
Hiob, 141).
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we could come to a lawsuit together.
9,33 There is 8 arbitrator between us,
who could lay his hand on us both.

9,34 That He removed his rod from me,
and his terror did not terrify me,

9,35 | would speak without fear of Him,
for 1 am not so in myself.

2.2.2 Interpretation of Job 9

2.2.2.1 Introduction

The general issue of Job 9 is brought up by meahsmcentral lines interacting

with one another. On the one hand, Job mention®wis situation. He assumes
that he suffers unjustly because his righteoussiessld have been rewarded with
prosperity according to the concept of retributidab introduces the image of the
lawsuit. He considers his misfortune as God’'s chagginst him and wonders how
a human being can be righteous before God. Jolyndies that he can not be
proved right before God despite his innocence lexae is unable to respond God
adequately in a legal case. Job has the feelinghias in the hands of God'’s

43 Clines reads 9,32-33 as a third attempt to beaighéeous before God after 9,27-28 and
9,31-32. He translate® (for) with ‘if’ (Clines, Job, 242). But’2 in 9,32 expresses the
reason why any effort to find justification can rsoicceed. Moreover, while the condition
begins with AR (if) in 9,27 and 9,30 and God is addressed irsdeond person in 9,28 and
9,31, 9,32 begins withd and God is not addressed in the second perso83n Bherefore,
9,32-33 is not a third attempt.

43108 (I could answer him) is not restricted to a preldidr 9,32b, in which 9,32b is the
content of the answer and is understood as a clgalléo God (so Popdpb, 70; Clines,
Job, 215.242). It stands parallel to 9,32b. Both egprthe possibility of answering God in
a lawsuit.

% Several scholars read (would that there were...) instead ®b (not). They consider
9,34-35 as a continuation of this wish (so Terrilahy, 99; PopeJob, 76; GordisJob, 111;
Van SelmsJob |, 90; Clines,Job, 220). Different Hebrew manuscripts also rédand
LXX readse=€ +v. However, 9,33a stands parallel to 9,32a. In Ipatfts, an attribute of
God is formulated by means of a negation. Becausghie parallelism MT can be
maintained. Either way, the argument that the coatimni® %5 is not found elsewhere in
the Hebrew bible is not really tenable for a poédixt in which ahapax legoumenaiore
often appears.

6 Fohrer and Gordis changB2X (1) into X177 (he) and translaf® (so) with ‘just’: ‘for he

is not honourable/just with me’. According to thedmb concludes that God lets power
come first before justice, through which the innucare treated unjustly (Fohrédsiob,
200.213; Gordisjob, 111). However, such a correction is radical drerheaning ‘just’ of
13 is improbable because there is an inclusion w@wéhere] 3 means ‘so’.
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power. Any attempt to evade his misery will noteed. It seems that he has to be
guilty before God beyond his guilt. On the othendhaJob describes God. He
depicts God’s superior power and sovereignty anscrilees God’s actions as
inscrutable. From this, Job infers that God has dpgortunity to abuse his
sovereign position. The accusation that God indlees so follows in the course of
the speech. God increases wounds for no reasotreats the righteous and the
wicked equally. At the same time, God can not bkedato account for this
injustice because of his sovereignty.

These two lines —Job’s own situation and the desori of God— expound the
main topic of Job 9. Job’s innocence and impotereeopposed to God’s power
and sovereign position. Facing God’s power Jobnible to be proved right in a
lawsuit with God despite his innocence. This implteat he can not challenge
God'’s unjust treatment of him. As God’s actions iaserutable and because God
holds a position in which he has the freedom tesaliis power at the same time as
Job is convinced that he is blameless, Job cananriglude one thing. God must
be the one who perverts justice. Considering Jotiortune, God treats Job as a
wicked, even though Job is blameless.

2.2.2.2 Stanzal

Job’s impotent position before God is directly lgbuup at the beginning of this
speech. In 9,2, Job refers to his friends’ preqgdipeeches]J (so) refers the
previous speech of Bildad (Job 8). There, Bildaargntees that God does not pervert
justice (8,3) and does not reject the blamelESy (8,20). The word ‘justice’ here
refers to the concept of retributidhlob knows this guarantee but doubts whether it is
viable. A reference to words of Eliphaz servesxjaress this doubt. In 4,17, Eliphaz
tells of a night vision which askghethera human being can be righteous before God.
The further course of the night vision makes clémat this is impossibl&. Job
addresses this same question in 9,2b, but chahgesnewhat and wondel®w a
human being can be righteous before God. The mighin's negative answer can
also be heard in Job 9. For, in the course ofctépter, Job draws the conclusion that
being righteous before God is impossible despiggsannocence. Even though Job is
familiar with Bildad’s assurance in 8,3, he willnotude that as a blameless person he
can not be righteous before God. Therefore, 9,2athebe read ironicall‘i?. The
nature of this ‘being righteous’ is forensic unter influence of the following verse.
In 9,3, the image of the lawsuit is introducedtia book of Job by the wol@l' ™ (to
contend). The verflY (to answer) in 9,3b has a juridical meaning i florensic

*"See §3.2.1.
“84,18-21. For the explanation of this night visieag §3.4.
“9 Fullerton, “Job” (1938), 244. Compare Fohidipb, 203: he also refers to the ironic tone

of OIIR (indeed) in 12,2.
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context and is the opponent’s charge or defé%kz‘éhereasp'rB (to be righteous)
has an ethico-religious meaning in 4,17 and expeeasnoral and religious state of
human beings, next o1 (to be pure), this verb means ‘to be proved righa
lawsuit’ in 9,2°* A human being can not be proved right before Gecabse he
will not succeed in defending his case in the fafrGod.

It is unclear who are the subjects in 9,3. Sevargluments are in favour of
taking a human being as the one who wishes to cdntéth God (9,3a); just as in
13,3 where Job wants to pled®() with God, it could be that a human being is
also the subject ¢far7 (to wish) in 9,32 Furthermore)Y (with him) in 9,3a can
be read aSXOY (before God) in 9,2b, so that ‘him’ refers to g@@me person in
both 9,3a and 9,2b, namely GBd=inally, Elihu takes Job as the subject when he
asks why Job contends with God, whereas God witllamswer (33,13). It could
therefore be that in 9,3, God would not answerif@nd was brought to trial by
him.>* However, the verR'™ is used each time for another person contenditty wi
Job in Job 3-31. In 13,19 and 2367 is used for the reaction of the other at Job’s
attempt to be proved right. Job reproaches hisidgefor contending with him in
the name of God (13,8) and in 10,2, Job asks Gog @dd is contending with
him. Correspondingly, the other —God- is also thigiext of277 in 9,3%° Within
the image of the lawsuit, Job understands his soffeas God’'s charge against

*0 Cf. Fohrer Hiob, 204.

L Cf. Fullerton, “Job” (1938), 250. Fullerton disginishes between a forensic and an
ethico-religious meaning of the vgPiTX, although there is not a strict distinction betaee
both meanings. According to him, they sometimesgménto each other (244-254). See
also HabelJJob, 189; K. BuddeDas Buch Hiob Ubersetzt und erklgHK 11/1), Gottingen
1896, 40; B. Duhm,Das Buch Hiob (KHC), Freiburg-Leipzig-Tubingen 1897, 50;
Newsom,The Book of Jghl51. Some think that this shift into a forensieaming in 9,2 is
meant to be ironic (so Fullerton, “Job” (1938), 2&6hrer,Hiob, 203-204. They read the
author’s ironic intention up to and including 9,Bowever, this is not the case because that
would ignore the sharpness of Job’s complaint is $peech. For similar reasons, | would
not call Job 9 garody on a trial with God (so NewsonThe Book of Jgh153ff). Job
bitterly establishes that each attempt to enter dntawsuit with God will fail.

°2. S0 Budde,Job, 40; HorstHiob, 144-145; De WildeHiob, 141. They also read a human
being as the subject ONY (to answer) in 9,3b because he is not able tocobjeGod.

%3 So Fullerton, “Job” (1938), 232. He also pointdtt4, where Job can not answer God.
In this way, no change in subject is required 2b%nd 9,3a.

** So Habel,Job, 189. Most scholars read ‘human being’ as theeslgf 9,3a: e.g. Fohrer,
Hesse, Gordis, Clines, Egger-Wenzel.

% S0 also KéhimoodDas Auge Gotte205.207 (note 1). Van Selms reads God as subject
of }'dM too. He mentions Gen.3,9-13 as an example forsputation of God with a
creature. Van Selms also points to Job 38-39 wBew puts a ‘thousand’ questions to Job,
but Job is unable to answer them (Van Seldad, |, 83). The Dutch bible translation of
1951 (NBG) also takes God as the subject of 9,8ardyretfully the new Dutch translation
of 2004 (NBV) has not maintained this.

31



GOD-TALK IN THE BOOK OFJOB

him.*® Egger-Wenzel argues that for God there is no adganin beginning to
contest with a creature. Therefore, she reads hiureany as the subject @r=.>’
However, being proved right against the satan cbeltb God’'s advantage. While
God is the one who is contending with Job in Jd®)9dJob will later also express
his intention to bring God to court. In this waketimage of the lawsuit does not
work one-way, from Job to God. Both God and humaimd can be plaintiff as
well as defendant in the book of J3b.

A human being is the subjectiol2 (to answer) in 9,3b. For, the impossibility
of answering God in a lawsuit is elaborated uportthi course of this speeth.
This impotence has already been expressed in 9/3uman being is unable to
answer one in a thousand questions of God. Thisrs&mt gives a first answer to
Job’s question of how a human being can be riglstdmfore God (9,2). It is
impossible because he is unable to reply to Goa itawsuit. This tenor is
continued in 9,4. Even a wise and strong humangoiti not remain undamaged
in an attempt to oppose God.

The rather ambivalent character of this God is iesd in the following hymn
(9,5-10). The hymn elaborates upon why a human gbelnes not remain
undamaged before God (9,4). The first half of thenh (9,5-7) shows how God
can act destructively in his anger. This angeixdieitly mentioned in 9,5. God'’s
SR (anger) is a reaction against injustice and wicksd and results in punishment
and destruction by Gddl.Outbursts of anger is a divine characteristic {#pand
God's actions in 9,5 are examples of this. Movinga (P1Y) a rock is used as an
image of God’s destruction of hope (14,18-19) andannected with Job acting in
anger (18,4). Furthermore, the ve€BiT (to overturn) expresses God's destructive
action. The waters overwhelm the earth throughapency of God (12,15) and
God overturns the mighty in the night (34,25). histway, 9,5 describes violent
and destructive actions which are performed by @®&adais angerl2T” x5 (they
do not know it) points out their unexpected andcabs naturé' These wrathful
actions demonstrate God’s power and sovereigntig. ddémonstration continues in
9,6-7. The earth and the heavenly bodies also bdlwiod’'s dominion. God can

%% Elihu and God subsequently turn this view arodftey accuse Job of being the one who
is contending with God (33,13; 40,2).

" Egger-WenzelFreiheit, 178-179.

%8 Cf. M.B. Dick, “The Legal Metaphor in Job 31CQB 41 (1979), 38-40. Dick points out
that Job’s lamentable state is evidence that Gedrhiiated legal action against him (40).
Job’s request in 13,23 implies that he is the mctif a prior juridical action (38). In his
defence against Eloah’s judgement Job becomesiriflé40, note 17). Pace Many, who
argues that only Job is contending in the bookotf Because a charge by God or by his
friends is lacking. The speeches of God are onlyg’&eelf-defence according to him (G.
Many, Der Rechtsstreit mit Gott (RIB) im HiobbydWiinchen 1970, 217).

°9,14-16.20.

% The evildoers perish by the breath of God's arfge). See also 16,9; 20,23.27-28.

®1 Here, Habel refers to the ignorance of Job in $Habel,Job, 190).
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prevent the sun from rising to its common place eomkr the stars so that they do
not shine. With this, 9,7 mentions God’s controbafy and night? Human beings
are subordinated to this superior power with whBibd can act destructively and
because of this they do not remain undamagedyfringst God (9,4).

The second half of the hymn (9,8-10) depicts Gart'sative power. God
stretches out the heavens like the canvas of 3¢8#)°° Here, the modifiet 125
(alone) emphasizes God’s power as Creator inthitie stars are also made by
God (9,9) in which the notion of God as the Creatothe seasons plays a réte.
However, God also has the strength to act in theai@m. In God’s answer, God
asks Job whether he has penetrated the sourcke ska (38,16), while in Job’s
speech God is walking on the crests of the waveh)9The hymn ends with a
characterization of the nature of God'’s violent anéative actions (9,10). These
actions are unfathomable, marvellous, and uncoilsmtabhe word 1PT‘I
(unfathomable) is used for God’s inscrutability fbuman being® It also
expresses the fact that God fathoms Creation (28,2ifike Job who is unable to
do this (38,16)m&'333 (marvellous) returns in 42,3, where Job admits lleahas
spoken about things without understanding themphalt interprets God's
unfathomable and marvellous actions as righteous twemeficial. According to
him, God saves the humble and catches the wiséheir traftiness (5,9ff).
However, Job describes God’'s unfathomable and rhangeactions as powerful
and wrathfuf” He also counts God’s unforeseeable and violeribraatamong
them. With this, a first trace of Job’s accusatgainst God appears in Job 9. The
impossibility of being righteous before God is amgmaly connected with God's
inscrutability.

The consequences of God’s powerful and unfathonedtiens are elaborated
upon in 9,11-13. In 9,11, Job applies God’s ingtility to his own experience. If
God passes by, Job does not observe*hifhis physical experience bears a deeper
meaning. The verh'2 (to perceive) in 9,11b sometimes occurs parasi¢he verb

62 Compare Isa.13,10-13.

%3 Compare 1sa.40,22.

% See also Isa.44,24. Gordis thinks that the poessts the monotheistic theme?EM'?
(Gordis,Joh 103). So also Egger-Wenzel, who states that tteat©n hymn shows that
God will carry through his claim to the absolutemeo against the polytheistic pantheon
(Egger-WenzelFreiheit, 209). However, it is out of the question that thehor of the
book of Job would be interested in a polemic adgioes/theism. God’s dominion is clear
from the prologue, where the satan and the heawenlycil fall within the control of God.

®® Cf. Fohrer Hiob, 206; De WildeHiob, 144-146.

®11,7; 36,26.

67 Compare Habeljoh, 191; ClinesJob, 232; H.J. Hermisson, “Notizen zu HiokZThK
86 (1989) 131.

% This seems to allude to Exod.33,18-23, where Meses God from behind when God
passes by. Eliah covers his face and hears God @bdrpasses by (1 Kgs.19,11-13).
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DT (to know)® Job states that he does not perceive God, if leisng for him
(23,8). He also uses the verb when he admits tleathds spoken without
understanding (42,3). So, not seeing God point¥ots inability to see through
God’s ways. The implication of this observatiorihiat nobody is able to stop God
or call him to account (9,12). Zophar mentionsrailsir view in 11,7-10 when he
states that Job can not find the unfathomable ¢himigGod and asks who can
restrain God QW "), if he passes bﬂbﬂm) ‘and captures’. In 9,12, Job draws
the conclusion that God is able to misuse his osiand act in a morally
reprehensible way. For, ‘who can resist God, ifdmatches away?’ There is a
fundamental difference between God and human beirgrefore, God’s actions
can not be fathomed or stopped nor can God beddallaccount.

The absence of human influence on God’s actiofgtker illustrated by 9,13.
God continues his plans and does not change hid benause of human requests
or protests! The verb2W (to withdraw) refers t& in 9,12. The question of
who can resist God (9,12) is responded to withstatement that God does not let
himself resist and thereby does not withdraw higeaf|X (anger) refers to God's
violent actions due to his anger in 9,5ff. The rimimey submission of the forces of
chaos in 9,13b illustrates that this anger is grsible’?> The helpers of Rahab
seem to be related to the helpers of the mons@mndi inEnuma Elish 277
(Rahab) expresses that what opposes to order. drhaiming submission of the
forces of chaos is the result of God’s permanegeant indicates his strength and
shows that God operates imperturbably in his afiger.

2.2.2.3 Stanza ll

The second stanza applies the impotent positiohuafan beings before God as
mentioned in the first stanza to Job. Thanks tooening’3 SR (how much less)
in 9,14, the question of how to be righteous, timage of the lawsuit, and the
impossibility of responding adequately to God resping now apply to Job. If a
wise and strong person and even the forces of ct@amain submissive to God,
how much less will Job be able to formulate an adéganswer in a lawsuit with
God while facing God'’s superior power? On the omedh even if Job was right, he
would not be able to answer God because impresséislsuperior power (9,15).
Pleading for mercy seems the only solution in dase. Bildad mentions the verb
131 (to plead for mercy) as a condition for restordiup’s righteous abode (8,5).

%914,21; 15,9; 42,3.

°515m also alludes to 4,15, wheT@™ (wind) passes by the face of Eliphaz.

" Compare 23,13-14.

2 van Selms points to the perfect™M (to bow). According to him, this indicates that

the helpers have to submit beneath God's feet anddor all (Van Selmslob |, 85).
"®See also 26,12; Ps.89,11; Isa.51,9.
™1n 19,16, Job has to plead for mercy from his aetv
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It is unclear whether Bildad supposes that Jobitked to some extent, when he
gives this advic& In 9,15, pleading for mercy opposes the attempiegroved
right by means of answering God in a lawsuit. Blgagding for mercy seems
insufficient for Job. He can not do this withousitg his integrity® On the other
hand, Job would not believe that God had listewelig voice if God did answer
his call in a lawsuit (9,16). Eliphaz advised Job to place his cause before God
(5,1)"® However, Job does not believe that God would ipote Job’s complaint
in his response. Instead, God would ignore whathwbsaid and overpower hith.
In this way, it is impossible to be righteous bef@od, even if someone is right.
Job accentuates the imputative character of Gaodatrhent of hini® God
crushes him in a tempest and multiplies his wouimdsno reason (9,17). The
tempest refers to the whirlwind, in which God spe#k JoB* Job feels hurt by
God in the tempest but he will come to experiehet God speaks to him from®ft.
The charge of 9,17b is even more serious. Jobsstage God improperly inflicts
harm. He refers to his blamelessness. God doebawat a reason for letting Job
suffer because Job has not sinned. The JViif@l (for no reason) refers to the
prologué® in which God states that the satan incited Godnagalob for no
reasorf* In this way, the reader knows that Job speakstriite in his charge
without being aware of it. God indeed increased ndsufor no reason by letting

™ See §3.2.2.

"8 Cf. Clines,Job, 234.

n 13,22 and 14,1%7P (to call) andTI¥ (to answer) are used for the possibility that
God calls and Job answers.

8927 (cause) does not have juridical meaning here aeehis question in 5,1.

9 Cf. Habel,Joh, 193. Compare FohreHiob, 208; ClinesJob, 234. Jepsen points to the
fact that the verlidX (to believe) occurs with a negation nine timeshia book of Job.
According to him, the verb seems to be accompamwigid some extent of scepticism in
Wisdom literature (A. Jepsen, dmR, in: ThAWAT |, 322-324).

8 Newsom takes this violent action by God as a detien of Job’s imagined encounter
with God in a trial (NewsomThe Book of Jab144). However, | take these verses as a
depiction of God’s current behaviour towards Jobr, Bob’s wounds have already been
multiplied for no reason.

®138,1; 40,6.

82 Compare A. Luc, “Storm and the Message of JABQT87 (2000) 111-123. He thinks
that the use of ‘storm’ in 9,17 carries a forwacbHing function, providing an ironic
foreshadowing of God’s speaking to Job from ‘tharlmtind’. Then Job will see that God
does not crush him with a whirlwind, but appeard ifl12-113.120). Habel points to the
fact that Job had already experienced the terrca trhighty wind’ wrecking his abode
(1,19) (HabelJob, 193). Luc thinks in this case that the storm ieagrves as a bridge
between the prologue and the speeches (Luc, “StdrivB).

8 Hermisson, “Notizen”, 129.

82,3. See also §6.2.2.
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the satan hurting the righteous Jdfhis awareness intensifies Job’s complaint
because God confirms that Job’s claim is ffudob continues his complaint in
9,18. God does not give Job opportunity to bredthg&8a) wherd11? (breath)
refers to the spirit and the breath by which Goekgilife®” Job accuses God of
depriving him of his ability to live his life anchstead God satisfies him with
bitternesse® Therefore, Job does not believe that God wouldvan&im (9,16).

It seems unlikely that a God who increases woundsid reason would seriously
respond a human being in a law$giit.

These injuring actions by God are connected witkl’'&power. In 9,19a713
IR (strength) is ascribed to God. Job depicts Godength in a bad light. He
expresses the suspicion that God misuses his #gtréygmultiplying wounds for
no reason. A quotation of God's words increases thispicion (9,19b). The
question ‘Who can summon me?’ is reminiscent of es@mallenging words from
God in Jer.49,19; 50,44. In it, God announces astating action against his
opponents and challenges: “For who is like me ahd wan summon me?” This
appeal to God’s sovereign position can also bedhear9,19. It intensifies the
foregoing accusation because it provocatively eordithat nobody can call God to
account when he multiplies wounds for no reasonth\his, Job slowly works
around to his ultimate charge that God abusesdsgipn and acts unjustly (9,22-
24). Again Job’s impotence in relation to God emergsod can not be called to
account because of the inequality between God anthh beings.

The seventh strophe (9,20-21) mentions another rifmpbingredient for Job’s
argument besides Job’s innocence. In 9,21, Joklfrataims that he is blameless.
This conviction questions God's actions. For, adoay to the concept of
retribution, Job’s suffering would be unjust if Jalas innocent. The conclusion
that any attempt to answer God adequately in adawsll not succeed precedes
this statement. In 9,20, Job maintains that he avaohdemn himself, even if he
was innocent. The divine sovereignty as describedthie preceding verses
impresses Job to such a large extent that his meotlid condemn him, even
though he is in the righi?. Horst thinks that Job can not defend himself iis th
situation because at the moment of God’s angeicgust withdrawr’® However,
Job does not mean that God’s emotion overrules $Soeisonableness. On the

80U (wounds) sometimes serve to change people and tivem into a good way of
life (Isa.1,6; Prov.20,30; 27,6).

% Noort, Duister due] 17-18.

8727,3; 33,4.

% See also 13,26 and 27,2.

89 Compare Clines]ob, 235.

%0 Compare Clines]ob, 235.

°1 Horst, Hiob, 150. Van Selms is of the opinion that Job condehimself by only daring
to charge God (Van Selm3dpb |, 87). However, this is more a dogmatic than arbtea
exegetical statement.
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contrary, he suggests a conscious perversion t€guby God in Job 9. If it was
possible to defend his case before God, Job wayldre wrong things because he
is overwhelmed by God's appearance and actions.slriking that Job’s ultimate
conclusion that he is unable to answer God (4(ad)diready been mentioned here
in Job 9. Job now foresees that he will not be &blenswer God impressed as he
is by God’s powerful appearance.

While Job presents the possibility of his innoceimc®,20, he explicitly claims
that he is ‘blameless’ in 9,21. The wdkl (blameless) refers to the words of the
narrator and God in the prologue. They state tbatid a blameles€2()) and
upright man who fears God and turns away from ®vih this way, Job’s
conviction is confirmed by God in the prologue. Bz asks Job whether the
integrity @) of his ways is not his hope (4,6). Bildad guaeastthat God does
not reject a blameless person (8,20). However, plwbts out his integrity, but
concludes that it is to no avail. The relation bé tdialogue to the prologue
increases this contrast; whereas God himself dabisa blameless man, Job suffers
heavily in spite of his integrity. From Job’s pomwit view, this suffering is unjust
because he ought to be blessed according to tmelasth of the concept of
retribution. The relation with the prologue intdies Job’s charge because the
readers know that Job’s conviction that he is blasseis not unfounded. This
hopeless situation of being subject to God'’s cagridespite his innocence makes
Job desperatélD] DIRRD (I do not know my soul) in 9,21b expresses a nienta
confusion in which a person feels beside themséfvdsb distances himself from
his life as it is now. Several scholars think thab states that his integrity is more
important to him than his lif€. But this view idealizes Job more than the text
permits. Job articulates his despair and wondeettven his life has any sense yet.
For, there is no way out of his unjust misery.

A heavy charge follows. The implicit feeling duritige previous part of Job 9
is now clearly articulate®f. God acts unjustly in Job’s eyes treating the blasse
(@) and the wickedl{Z) equally: God destroys them both (9,22The perfect

%21,1.8;2,3.

% Noort, Duister due) 17. This relation is further elaborated in §2.2.3

% S.M. Paul, “An Unrecognized Medical Idiom in Cafes 6,12 and Job 9,21Bjblica 59
(1978) 545-547. In Cant.6,12 this confusion is beeaof the ecstasy of love. See also
Gordis,Job, 107.

% Pope,Joh 73; De Wilde Hiob, 148; Van Selms]ob |, 87; TerrienJob, 97; Habel Job,
194. According to Habel, Job has nothing to losé iartherefore ready to risk his life by
preparing charges against God (9,22-24).

% He hinted to it in e.g. 9,12.17-18.

" Abandoning God or practising injustice can causel ® 753 (to destroy). Then, it
sometimes serves to bring about a turn in the vidifeoof human beings (e.g. Deut.28,21;
Jer.5,3; 14,12; Ezek.22,31; 43,8-9). However, i229the blameless undergo equal
treatment. The book of Qohelet knows a similar fi¢hought. It states that the same fate
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TAR (I say) in 9,22a expresses an action in directatian which, although
really only in process of accomplishment, is nevaldss meant to be represented
as already accomplished in the conception of tlealsgr’® According to Job, God
abuses his sovereign position and allows the raylgeo suffer. This is injustice
according to the concept of retribution. The wortlk (one) refers to Job’s charge
that the blameless and the wicked are as one.<imieks that it refers to the man
Job in his contrasting states: he is ‘blamelessthenone hand, while he despises
his life on the othet? However, this is not the case because the eqeathient of
the righteous and the wicked is the central isduthis verse. So, Job denies that
the view, by which his friends confronted him, iget. They proclaimed a distinct
treatment of the wicked and the righteous and dtttat God does not reject the
blameless (8,20). However, Job charges God witkctieg the blameless for no
reason and treating the wicked and the righteouslsg With this, God actions
are morally wrong if God’s actions are understoodé in accordance with the
concept of retribution.

Job’s charge is continued in 9,23. God mocks atdéspair of the innocent
when a flood brings death and destruction. In tlalms, God mocks his
opponents and the wicked because they will get teserved punishmetf But
in 9,23, the despair of the innocent is subjedbtal’s mockery. This implies that
God treats them as he would the wicked. Eliphar@ske rhetorical question who
ever perished innocently (4,7). Job now describ&od who does not intervene
but only mocks at the despair of the innocent. &hera considerable chance that
the righteous perish according to Job. Clines thitlat God'’s response forms the
gravamen of Job’s charge in 9,22-24. Accordingito, lit is not primarily God’s
justice which is on trial in this speech, but himpathy and aloofnesS: However,
this view does not do justice to the heart of Ja@Tsusation. Job’s charge is more
than a complaint about God’s sympathy. In lighttledé concept of retribution,
God’s righteousness is on trial. For, God deniesbilameless their legitimate share
by treating them equally with the wicked.

The charge against God comes to a climax in 9,24ileithe wicked and the
blameless were treated equally in 9,22-23, Job smates that God favours the
wicked above the blameless. Receiving land expseageward for the righteous
because of their upright way of Iité However, in 9,24a Job charges God with
offering the wicked this recompense. Although Gedot directly the subject of
the passive1)] (is given), this unjust situation can only serngeam accusation

comes to the righteou®17X) and the wickedX{¥7). Qohelet calls this an evil{) in all
that happens under the sun (Qoh.9,2-3).

% Gesenius-Kautzsch-Cowle§rammar §106 i.

% Clines,Joh, 236.

10pg 2 4:37,13; 59,9.

191 Clines,Job, 237-238.

192prov.2,21; 10,30; Ps.37,9; Matt.5,5.
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against God. God is the one who gives and takéss gbarge is further continued
in 9,24b. Gordis proposes to read &7 (wicked) as subject 6102 (to cover)
there. He thinks that the faces are covered byirtyithe judges® However, the
subject of 9,24a is also the subject in 9,24b.chalyges God with causing injustice
on earth. God clouds the judgement of judges avneksdand to the wicked instead
of the blameless. Whereas Bildad stated that Ged dot pervert justice (8,3), Job
charges God with that very thing. In Job’s eyesd Gewards the wicked with
prosperity and sabotages justice on earth. Thenibat question in 9,24c makes
the reader face the seriousness of this ch&ye. (he) refers t&17 in 9,22b,
where it refers to God, who destroys. So, the quesif 9,24c is: if God is not the
one, who destroys and perverts justice; who els& i¥he reader realizes that it
can only be God.

2.2.2.4 Stanza lll

The third stanza focuses on Job’s situation. Jabptains about his miserable
state. His days pass by without prosperity or arospect® Job compares this
with couriers rushing along, the sliding by of §kibf reed, and vultures fluttering
for their prey:® This passage does not deal with the brevity ef 4§ such, but
with the misery of life that is in no way relieveg the progression of the days.
In his speeches, Job mentions several times tbaddyis are aimless and without
hope®’, while the wicked spend their days in prospef@y) (21,13). Whereas in
the prologue, Job has admonished his wife to admathtgood 110) and evil from
God (2,10), some opposition and despair appearihgine dialogue. A life without
seeing any good does not seem to have much senkabfo

It is impossible to evade this miserable situatitwb considers two possibilities
to escape from his misery, but he draws the coiwiuhat these attempts would
fail.'® This emphasizes the hopeless situation in whi¢higccaught. First, Job
imagines leaving his struggle and worries behimd and becoming happy (9,27).
Zophar states that Job will become happy if hewikr@away his wrongdoing
(11,14-16). But Job is convinced that he would sutceed, since God does not

193 Gordis,Joh, 108.

1049 25.26. Compare a similar kind of complaint i-7,

19 Gordis thinks that each image represents a cemtaince: the runner speed, the papyrus
skiff the idea of fragility, and the vulture thenoé cruelty (Gordis,Job, 109). Egger-
Wenzel sees an analogy between God and the vatutdob and the prey (Egger-Wenzel,
Freiheit, 233). However, such aspects are not clear. Thet md comparison is the
movement. Moreover, if the image of the flutterigiture was meant to express cruelty,
the image would have been formulated more explicitl

196 Cf. Clines,Job, 240.

1073 3.6; 7,6-7.16; 17,1.11; 30,16.27.

1089 27-28 and 9,30-31.
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acquit him (9,28} Therefore, he fears his grievance. The image eflawsuit
appears again. Job interprets his grievance assGedtence. Since Job is not able
to answer God adequately in a lawsuit and therafarenot be proved right before
God, he remains guilty before God and can not esd¢ap misery. From this
observation, Job draws the conclusion that hedas uilty beyond his influence
(9,29). This conclusion straddles both attemptsel&as earlier Job’s own words
declared him guilty in light of God’s superior paw@®,20), Job now states that his
behaviour and his actions do not matter at all. ¢lidt is certain beyond his
influence. Therefore, attempts to bring out Jolosocence are in vain (9,29b).
Such exhausting efforts would not change anything.

The second attempt is expressed by means of a codtie image (9,30-31).
Job imagines becoming righteous by purifying hims@fashing the body can
serve to become put¥ Furthermore, the parallel verl$17 (to wash) and137
(to clean) articulate an image for doing away widwigg and evil (Isa.1,16). The
cleanness of one’s hands matches the extent ofquiks™ However, an attempt
to become pure is doomed to fail from the verytsdimce even the heavens and the
stars are not pur€]DT) before God:? Bildad says that God will restore Job's
righteous abode if he is purg1] (8,6) but Job is of the opinion that he has to be
guilty beyond his influence (9,29). Therefore, hauwd never succeed in becoming
pure. Whereas Job tries to clean himself, God pmitevieand makes him impure by
immersing him in dirt (9,31). This image suppoit®’§ statement that he has to be
guilty beyond his influence and that God delibdyatmauses despair among the
innocent; as Job attempts to become righteous, fdaks him guilty. The image
describes that God would plunge Job’s nude body @tpit. Since his body
becomes dirty and unclean in this way, his clothesld loathe plunged body?

One of the basic themes in Job 9 is clearly expreby the concluding image
of the arbitrator in 9,32-33. Here is the fundamaénifference between God and
human beings. This is the reason for Job’s inghiditbe proved right before God.
If God were equal to human beings, it would havenbgossible to have a fair case
with God. Then it could have been determined whethhenot Job was right. The
verb 712 (to answer) in 9,32a refers to 9,3.14-16. Thete dlso uses the verb

19 The verb 1" (to fear) in 9,28 expresses the fear for an immtinealamity (see
Deut.9,19; 28,60; Ps.119,39).

1105ee e.g. Lev.17,15-16.

112 sam.22,21; Ps.18.25; Job 16,17; 22,30; 31,7.

11215,15; 25 5.

113 Compare FohrerHiob, 212; HesseJob, 84: Van SelmsJob |, 89; Clines,Job, 242.
Pope sees in 9,31b an allusion to Zech.3,3-5, whashua has to take off his filthy clothes
and God takes his guilt away and gives him newhelst According to Pope, Job means
that even if he were clean (innocent), God wouldkdhim in muck so that he would be
unfit for the clean garments given to the acquitfedpe Job, 76). However, this allusion is
not clear, since it is not a matter of changindhes, but the state of Job changes in relation
to the same clothes.
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within the context of the image of the lawsuit aays that he is unable to answer
God. In 9,32-33, Job clearly explains why thishis tase. Whereas the description
of God’s superior power has already pointed out difeerence of character
between God and human beings, it now becomes ttlad@a lawsuit with God is
impossible because God is not a human being like There is a fundamental
difference between God and human beings. The ioadke arbitrator in 9,33a
explicates this inequality. There is no independehbitrator between God and Job
controlling a fair progress of the trial. TR&@311 (arbitrator) refers to an arbitrator
above both parties? Laying his hand on both expresses his power teepra fair
court procedure. However, there is no such indepeingerson between God and
human beings. Ultimately, God himself is the judg® judges what is just. With
this, 9,32-33 responds to the challenging questWwho can summon me?’ in
9,19b: ‘nobody can.” Nobody is able to control Gardcall him to account. This
makes it impossible for Job to get his supposdtt.rig

Job ends the first half of his answer to Bildadwétplea. He begs God to take
away the misery that hurts and frightens him. Savecholars think that he
addresses his plea to the independent arbitrat@mmove God's rod, so that there
could be a fair controversy between God and"¥oBut Job has just established in
9,33 that such an arbitrator between Job and Ged dot exist. Therefore, he
addresses God in these two verses. In the dialdigee/erbn10 (to remove; 9,34)
expresses God’s power to withhold things from peb8IThe2U (rod) can serve
as an instrument of God to ‘hit’ his opponents @ndegularly an effect of his
anger'*’” Job interprets his miserable situation as thelre$ibeing hit by God’s
rod. He is treated by God as an opponent. Joblysadrte to speak to God again if
God removes his frightening rod from Hithbecause now the situation prevents
Job from being himself (9,35b). De Wilde means {Iaf(so) in 9,35b refers to
9,29, where Job talks of being guilty beyond hfkignce. According to De Wilde,
Job states that he is not guilty.However,"2 (for) connects 9,35b with 9,35a.
Therefore ]2 refers to the situation as it is now. Job canbehimself and speak
adequately to God without fear as long as Godi®teind rod affect hirf?° With
this, Job’s words of 9,15 appear to be true. Inchisent miserable situation, Job
can only plead to God for mercy.

114 See also Gen.31,37'21M returns in 40,2 where it refers to one of the ipartn a
lawsuit. There, it is the person who demands jastan accuser or lawyer (see for this
meaning of13" also Isa.29,21; Ezek.3,26; Amos 5,10).

15 Terrien,Job, 100; Gordis,Job, 98; Habel,Job, 197; Clines,Job, 243.

11612 20.24; 19,9; 27,2. Except 27,5.

7ps.2,9: 89,33; Isa.10,5; 11,4; Lam.3,1.

118 Compare 13,21.

19 De Wilde,Hiob, 151. See also Van Selndab |, 90.

120 5ee also 9,20.
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2.2.2.5 Conclusions

Job 9 questions the concept of retribution in aliréct way. Job does not question
this concept as such but interpreting God’s invaigat in Job’s innocent suffering
on the basis of this concept causes a conflict detvthe concept of God and his
situation*?! It leads to the conclusion that God apparentlyenms justice and
consciously causes injustice on edfthThis conclusion serves to question the
theological concept that brought Job to it. A tlegatal concept in which God can
be thought as unrighteous is as such unteridblhe image of the lawsuit is the
leading figure in this process. After the questidrwhether a human being can be
righteous before God was put in a moral-ethicakeen 4,17, it is placed within a
forensic context in Job 9. Job puts the issue ®frighteousness into words with
the question of how he can be proved right beford @& a legal case. Habel sees
the futility of litigation as a central notion obd 9'** However, although the
futility of litigation plays an important role irhé course of Job 9, it is not the
central issue of this chapter as such. The inghititanswer God adequately in a
lawsuit and the impossibility of having a fair casgh God are ‘only’ building
blocks of the more general issue that God'’s rigldeess comes under discussion
in Job’s case if God's actions are understood adcgrto the concept of
retribution.

Job contrasts his impotence with God’s superior ggowle describes God's
power in the Creation, in which God can act destraty in his anger. This divine
action is marvellous and unfathomable for humamdmeiat the same time. Job
concludes from these attributes that God has thityalo abuse his divine
position; nobody can stop him or call him to acdouBod does not allow his
actions be affected by human beings. After Jobgbeed God’s ability to abuse his
position due to God’s superior power and inscriitgbihe introduces his own
innocence. According to the concept of retributi@od rewards an innocent
person with prosperity and punishes a wicked ortb wiisfortune. Since Job is
convinced that he is blameless, the implicatiotin& he suffers unjustly. The only
conclusion must be that God is acting unjustly. Guisuses his sovereign
position'® Clines is more reserved and thinks that the spéediest read as a
protest that it is hopeless for a person to see#lization from God?® However,

121 Compare Von Rad, who states that ultimately Ganldtezome problematic (G. von Rad,
Weisheit in IsragINeukirchen-VIuyn 1970, 286).

122 gee also T.N.D. Mettingein Search of God. The Meaning and Message of the
Everlasting Nameg=Gudsbeteckingar och gudsbild i Gamla Testaméiebro 1987,
transl. by F.H. Cryer], Philadelphia 1988, 181-183.

128 Compare Fullerton, “On Job” (1934), 333: “...he (Jalttacks the current dogma of
penal sufferinghroughhis attack upon the justice of God.”

24 Habel,Job, 185.

125 Compare CoxRational Inquiry 632.

128 Clines,Joh, 225-226.
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Job’s charge extends further and questions Godjstepusness. Treating the
righteous and the wicked equally is a perversiothefconcept of retribution and
so God does not act justly from Job’s point of vigdesse says that Job is
powerlessly turned over to God’s arbitrary actitiisdowever, Job’s charge goes
one step further. Job suggests a conscious permeddi justice and misuse of
divine power by God.

The image of the lawsuit emphasizes Job’s impotémdhis situation. Job is
turned over to God’s superior power. Even if haight, he will be unable to
answer God adequately in a lawsuit because heeiswielmed by God’s strength.
This difference between Job and God ends in thecladmg image of the
arbitrator. Having a legal case with God is impbiesbecause of the fundamental
difference between God and human beings. Theredod,s actions can not be
stopped, nor can God be called to account. Fokagrssthat Job depicts a situation
in which a human being is never right and in whighd is always right because
justice equates to power for God; God is able forer his will as his justice and
nobody can resist because he possess all fifghib’s attempts to be proved right
do not succeed because of this sovereign posifiddod. Job is in the hands of
God’'s power because God is also the judge who pagsdgement. This
fundamental difference between God and human bemgsbasic idea of Job 9.
Job encounters God’s sovereign position in the ssowf this speech again and
again. It is the reason for his inability to cortenith God in a fair way and to
challenge God’s treatment of him. It is becausénis that Job can not be proved
right before God according to his innocence.

With this, Job 9 causes a decisive turn in theodia¢. It brings clarity to Job’s
accusations in the course of the dialogue. Jobnocaravoid the sharp charge that
God perverts justice when considering Job’s innoeerso, the reader can not
ignore any longer that the concept of retributisnproblematic. Job holds God
responsible for his misfortune. He understandsnhisery as God’s accusation
against him?® Since Job is convinced that he is blameless, Gost fve wicked.
With this, the concept of retribution is calleddmjuestion because it leads to the
conclusion that God has to be seen as wicked. ilipasse —the possibility that
God is wicked- is not surpassed in subsequent glialobut it does require a
response. Thus, Job 9 overshadows the continuefitine dialogue. On the one
hand, it questions the concept of retribution s the reader requires a result. On
the other hand, Job 9 demonstrates Job’s impotapeeeans of the image of the
lawsuit. In the dialogue, each attempt by Job tgugice before God is overcome
by the awareness that it will not succeed. Alsaccheaomplaint about Job’s
miserable situation stands in the light of Job’priession that God perverts justice.

127 HesseHiob, 81.
128 Eohrer Hiob, 201.
129 K5himoos,Das Auge Gottesl 34.
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2.2.3 The Relation of Job 9 with the Prologue

The relation of Job 9 with the prologue intensified’s charge. The narrator and
God characterize Job as a blameless and upright¥h&his confirms Job’s claim
that he is innocent. Furthermore, God admits tbat i3 wounded for no reason
when he reproaches the satan for inciting God agdwb in order to destroy him
for no reason (2,3). Thus, God’s words in the gyol legitimate Job’s charge.
Whereas a person’s conviction that they are blagseig normally unverifiable,
thanks to the prologue the reader knows that Jdgtilyi mentions his innocenc?.
Job’s struggle to be proved right is appropriate.tBe relation between Job 9 and
the prologue strengthens the questioning of theeainof retribution. This issue
can not be brushed aside by doubting the legitim@fcyob’s claim that he is
blameles$® Actually, it is only thanks to the relation withe prologue that the
questioning of the concept of retribution succeét§he reader can not ignore any
longer that innocent suffering forms a problem @imderstanding God’s actions
according to this concept. The connection betwasn 9 and the prologue also
sharpens Job’s charge against God because God lhiatseits that Job is
blameless and is wounded for no reaS8his implies that God confirms the
legitimacy of Job’s charge against him from Jolbmpof view. It is this necessary
dependence of the dialogue on the prologue thatemaklikely that each is
construed with a view to each other. The wholedssiithe book of Job would fade
away without the scenes of the prologue.

%01,1.8;2,3.

131 Fox also points to the two dimensions of realitytie book of Job; the world of Job (the
world within the narration) and the world above tharration, in which the author
communicates to the reader. The book’s teachirgifiehe interplay between these two
lines of communication according to him (M.V. Fd¥pb the Pious”ZAW 117 (2005)
351-366 (here 351)).

32 This is actually done by the motif of human impetfon in the speeches of the friends
(4,17-21; 15,14-16; 25,4-6). See §3.4.

133 Compare Fullerton, “On Job” (1934), 340.

3 Noort, Duister duel 17.
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Chapter 3

God, Suffering, and the
Human Condition in the Eyes
of the Friends

3.1 Introduction

3.1.1 Introduction

The speeches by Job’s friends introduce the corafergtribution in the dialogue.
For the friends, this concept is the basic modeékplaining God’s involvement in
a person’s miseryThe friends back this ‘theoretical concept’ byemsive lists of
examples of miserable fates that befall the wickdtese observable cases prove
the right of this theoretical model and at the séime they also serve as a warning
for Job. The friends explain Job’s misfortune byamse of the concept of
retribution. They hold to God’s righteousness. Goaltions do not deviate from
this concept according to them. Therefore, they oaly deduce from Job’s
suffering that Job must have sinned before. Evengh the concept of retribution
is the basic model with which the friends perce@ded’'s involvement in human
misery, some modifications to or some stretchingha§ model appear in their
speeches. Suffering a miserable fate because d&edmness is not irreversible.
Changing one’s behaviour might accomplish a turnoime’s destiny. Even
forgiveness of sins is once mentioned, although iised in a negative way and
serves to show that Job would have suffered evae ih&od had blamed him for
all his setbacks. The motif of human imperfectitieds a different light on the
concept of retribution. It expresses the opiniat tiobody can be righteous before
God. Finally, Elihu in particular also emphasizés {pedagogical function that
suffering might perform. These somewhat distincti@ments are different aspects
of the occurrence of suffering in the eyes of tienfds. With these different facets,
they try to get a hold on the function of sufferimythe Creation and on God's
relation to it.

This third chapter deals with the view of Job’sefrils of the function of
suffering and God’s involvement in it. It succes$yvelaborates upon the concept
of retribution (3.2), the possibility of change afwmigiveness (3.3), the motif of

! Job does the same anyway.
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human imperfection (3.4), and suffering as a pedagd instrument (3.5). One

might argue that the friends do not distinguishs¢hélifferent elements to this
extent but consider them as different aspects efshime case. However, it is the
aim of a biblical-theological study to reconstrtletological implications of a text.

As a result, such a reconstruction implies a aereinount of systematization

which the text itself might not contain to this ext However, the aim of

reconstructing theological implications of the spgess of Job’s friends in order to
make them applicable for current debate on thecigduheodicy justifies such an

exercise.

3.1.2 The Approach of the Speeches of the Friends

Job’s friends are presented as three individudlhey successively enter into
conversation with Job. The question is, to whatrixtan they be treated as three
different characters? For instance, Kuhl stated tha poet has somewhat
differentiated the characters of the friends eVmugh they basically represent the
same type. According to him, Eliphaz is depictechasold sage with sensibility
and experience; Bildad represents tradition andahasmewhat more aggressive
attitude; as the first of the friends, Zophar is yloungest, he is blunt and sharpens
the situation because he brings a charge agaihsart utters the gravest chafge.
Clines points out some differences with regard lte tontent of the friends’
arguments. According to him, Eliphaz argues frompglety of Job in order to offer
consolation. His intention is to encourage Jobatemce and hope; Bildad argues
from the contrast between the fates of Job andchiklren in order to offer
warning. Bildad’s intention is to urge Job to séahis heart before God; Zophar
argues from the suffering of Job in order to demeudob. His intention is to
summon Job to repentance for his Silghereas somewhat distinct interests could
be pointed out in the individual speeches of thenfts, the problem is that this
difference actually only occurs in the first cy@l&loreover, Bildad expresses a
view —the motif of human imperfection— that was vwesly raised twice by
Eliphaz! As a result, this particular motif does not indéca characteristic that
distinguishes one from the other. These consideraitall into question whether it
is possible to attribute a specific character wheadividual friend.

> See also §1.2.1.

% Elihu is a fourth friend. His speeches are latkteal to the book of Job. See also §1.4.

* C. Kuhl, “Neuere Literarkritik des Buches Hio@hRN.F. 21 (1953) 272.

®> D.A.J. Clines, “The Arguments of Job’s Three Fdgh in: D.A.J. ClinesOn the Way to
the Postmodern. Old Testament Essays, 1967-1998lI\(dSOT.SS 293), Sheffield 1998,
730-731 [earlier published in D.A.J. Clines-D.M. BdA.J. Hauser (eds.)Art and
Meaning. Rhetoric in Biblical Literatur@)lSOT.SS 19, Sheffield 1982, 199-214)].

® Therefore, Clines argues that the first speechash friend serves as a hermeneutic key
for their following speeches (Clines, “Argumentg32).

" Eliphaz: 4,17-21; 15,14-16; Bildad: 25,4-6.
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Since, in my view, distinct positions between theeé friends can not be
distinguished clearly enough, | treat their speedcm® one voice in the debate with
Job. They basically represent the same view. Howyédfvene takes the interaction
with Job’s speeches into account, a different phresrmn may be seen. The
speeches of the friends develop somewhat and wowkartd a climax in
cooperation with each other, particularly in thstficycle, but also in the course of
the main part of the dialogue. While Eliphaz intiods the concept of retribution
(Job 4-5), Bildad assures that God does not defriate this concept (Job 8). This
provokes Job’s charge that God does pervert juglme 9-10), which subsequently
makes Zophar react, saying that Job is the oneisvboilty (Job 11). Eliphaz takes
up this suggestion and expresses clearly that &wbising is inspired by guilt (Job
15). After some extensive lists of the fates of whieked (Job 18 and 20), Eliphaz
finally concludes that Job must be wicked. He psotbeés by means of citing some
sins which Job would have committed (Job 22). Jobnters this definitive
accusation with his oath of innocence (Job 31)hd@igh the dialogue does not
have a strict linear structure toward a climaxhaténd, this progress can be found
in the course of the dialogue in my view. This cagpion between the speeches of
the friends in order to accomplish progress inKimg during the course of the
dialogue backs up the view that the speeches & didnds should be approached
as representing one voice.

3.2 The Concept of Retribution and Its Implications

3.2.1 The Concept of Retribution

The first speech of Eliphaz introduces the conoépetribution in the dialogugin
the preceding speech, Job wonders why God givegdithe troublesome (3,20).
Eliphaz now proposes an explanation of the oriditr@uble. He divides human
beings into two groups. There are upright and wickehe difference between
them is the fate which they meet. While those wiw miquity and trouble perish,
those who fear God do not. The blameless prospBiidsd makes clear (8,20-21).
Eliphaz tackles Job about his righteous way of |He wonders why Job’s
piety does not give him confidence, now that hedudfered this miserable fate.

4,6 Is not your fear of Gd8lyour confidence,
and* is not the perfection of your ways your hope?

8 | have e.g. already argued that Job 9 containsc@uisation against God that is not
surpassed in the rest of the dialogue (Ch.2).

° Job 4-5. This concept has already been suppod&e prologue (see §6.2.1).

10 N7 refers to ‘fear of God'. See also the prologueerehJob is calle@' 758 R
(1,1.8; 2,3). The word returns in both other spesaif Eliphaz (15,4; 22,4).

" The of M1 has to be read befofE1Pi.
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47 Remember: who ever perished innocently,
and where were the upright annihilated?

4,8 As | have seen: those who plough iniquity,
and those who sow trouble, reap it.

4,9 By God's breath they perish,
by the breath of his anger they vanish.

Eliphaz explains his appeal to Job’s righteoustgsa reference to the concept of
retribution. This concept shows that Job does awgtho fear for his future if he is
upright. In 4,8, the concept of retribution is suamiped. Those who plough
iniquity and sow trouble, reap it. There is a closanection between the actions of
human beings and what befalls them. The suffiXOIXP" (reap it) refers to the
preceding iniquity and trouble. Evildoers encourther trouble and miseywhich
they caused before. Although 4,9 expresses a nageirit does not articulate a
different element of the concept of retributidnt offers a metaphor of God’s
execution of this concept.God is clearly mentioned as the actor HérEhe verb
TR (to perish) is a typical verb to describe thee faf the wicked in Wisdom
literature. Wicked persons perish like their du@@,7). Furthermore, their hope
(8,13), refuge (11,20), and memory (18,17) pefsrishing does not only refer to
a physical death; Barth has shown that someonmible can also feel that they
are in the realm of deatf.In this way, perishing can also refer to the tteuh
4,8. God's®|X (anger) in 4,9 is a reaction against injustice anckedness and
results in punishment and destruction by Gold.hits those who have committed
iniquities. Eliphaz is convinced that human beidgsnot perish innocently (4,7).
Misery only touches evildoers. Therefore, he app&alob’s supposed fear of God
and perfection of his ways of life (4,8)These attributes characterize an upright

2738 can be the act of wrongdoirgi *5¥9 (those who commit iniquity: 31,3; 34,8.22)
and occurs parallel tG " (iniquity: 11,14). But it can also be the misehatt someone
encounters (18,12; 21,19). See also Clideb, 126.

3 pace Clines]oh, 127.

14 Compare FohrerHiob, 139; S.R. Driver-G.B. GrayA Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on the Book of Job together with a NemsIation (ICC), Edinburgh 1921,
43,

!> pace Koch, “Gibt es ein Vergeltungsdogma”, 172.

16 C. Barth,Die Errettung vom Tode. Leben in den Klage- und Kliadern des Alten
Testamentgnewly published by B. Janowski), Stuttgart-Be#idln 1997 [1947], 72-97.

" See §2.2.2.2. According to several scholars, Bliphlludes to the death of Job’s sons
and daughters here and attributes their deathrtoeiosinfulness (so e.g. Clinelb, 124;
D.W. Cotter,A Study of Job 4-5 in the Light of Contemporaneisgty Theory(SBL DS
124), Atlanta 1992, 165-172).

¥ The words ‘fear of God’ and ‘upright’ remind of ethcharacterization of Job's
righteousness in the prologue (1,1.8; 2,3). Asahb 9, the link to the prologue here also
intensifies Job’s charge. The friends will conclubat Job is wicked. However, the reader
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and innocent persof.According to Eliphaz, if Job is upright he will reginly
survive his suffering. Thus, the positive side lné toncept of retribution is also
assumed. God will turn Job’s fate around and dffer prosperity if, indeed, Job is
righteous.

The origin of affliction and trouble is explicitigttributed to human beings in
the second half of the first speech of Eliphazplediz prepares a general statement
in 5,6-7 with a concrete example from daily lifeoabthe fate of a fool. He has
noticed how a fool lost his possessions and hovelildren became victims of his
misfortune too (5,3-5). Then Eliphaz explains:

5,6 For affliction does n8tspring from the dust
and trouble does not sprout from the saill,
5,7  butahuman being begétsouble
and the sparksfly high.

In 5,6, Eliphaz repeats that there is a relatiomveen a person’s actions and what
befalls them. Misfortune has a specific sourceloés not spring from the soil as
vegetation does (Gen.2,5). The wotd8 and S0 from 4,8 return in 5,6. They
are now used in the sense of the consequence ofgdoing. The example of the
fool’s fate (5,3-5) makes clear that trouble arfiction do not spring from sources
other than human behaviour itself. A human beingpsethe]IR (iniquity-
affliction) and thenw (trouble) that he has sown (4,8). There is debhtit the

knows that Job is upright. See also K. Fullertddotible Entendre in the First Speech of
Eliphaz”, JBL 49 (1930) 342-343, who remarks that the words fidigion’, ‘blameless’,
‘innocent’, and ‘upright’ in 4,6-7 are intendedremind of 1,1.8; 2,3.

19 P (innocent) stands parallel @' 7X (a righteous) in 22,19 and 27,17. It describes a
righteous way of life.

%0 Habel changes the vocalization %D both times intd3'7 (surely). According to him,
suffering can be interpreted as the work of thedting powers arising from the depths of
the accursed earth as well as the result of overtam actions (Habelob, 117.132; Pope,
Job, 42). However, the example of the destiny of tha 8imply shows that suffering stems
from the behaviour of human beings themselves. &gz, the vocalization &> does not
have to be changed.

2L The vocalization oﬂ'?ﬁ' has to be changed inﬂb'?i’ cf. LXX (for explanation, see
main text).

2 There is considerable debate on this word. Sevecablars see a mythological
background here and think that it refers to a Ifirditure), which transmits a disease
(Hélscher, Das Buch Hiob(HAT 17), 2°rev. ed., Tibingen 1952, 19; Van Selrsb |,
55), or to the god Resheph, who is the god of leeste and the netherworld (Pogeb,
42-43; Habel,Job, 132). According to Habel, this verse means taldse a chthonic
dimension to human misfortunes: suffering can kerpreted as the work of invading
powers as well as the result of overt human actfblabel, Job, 132). However, in 5,7b, the
only fact established is that tH’p:?T'J: fly high, but they are not explicitly identified &

source of misfortune. Therefore, | prefer to teﬂeﬂt&ﬁ"l: as sparks.
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vocalization of7 '-?-'1’ (is born) in 5,7. This line means ‘for a human lgeis born
for trouble’ if the Masoretic text is maintained.oWever, this meaning is
inconsistent with the preceding context becaugapties that trouble has another
origin than human action. Some scholars think Btiza refers to the night vision of
Eliphaz in 4,17-21, where an apparition states thahan beings can not be
righteous before God.In this view, it would be natural for human beinigs
experience some misfortune and human beings waulibin to i£* Then human
beings would be determined to sin to a certainrgxbeyond their own influence.
However, it does not seem plausible that Eliphagptdthe view of the night
vision in this part of his speech because he teippesented the voice of the night
vision as having a different opinion independentivhself. Moreover, the word
519D connects 5,7 with 5,6. It would take the edgetlo& previous argument that
the destiny of human beings depends on their betigvif the vocalization of the
Masoretic text was maintained. Because of the woityi of the elaboration of the
concept of retribution (5,2-7), it is preferabledieange the vocalization Gf‘?ﬁ’
into 71*.2° Trouble does not spring from the soil, but humamgs beget it. As
much it is natural for a fire to cause sparks andeshigh sparks may cause danger
(5,7b), so the chance that human beings begetl&rcand suffer a bad fate is
considerable, maybe even natufal.

The first speech of Eliphaz introduces in the djak the concept of
retribution. This concept describes how God actgatds human beings. God
rewards or punishes human behaviour. So, humamgbeaiatually have their fate
under their own control. Bildad calls this concgpstice’. He is convinced that
God does not deviate from it.

8,3 Does God pervert justice?
or does the Almighty one pervert right?
8,4 If your children sinned against him,
he handed them over into the power of their treassgjon.

In 8,3, the words®UN (justice) and PTX (right) refer to the concept of
retribution as brought up in Job 4-5. They refarh® the order which describes

% For the explanation of the night vision, see §3.4.

4 So Driver-Gray,Joh, 51. According to Fohrer, 5,6-7 does not contdi@ toncept of
retribution as in 5,1-5, but returns to the badexai of 4,17ff that weak human nature is the
origin of an unfortunate destiny. Misery springsenfr human beings themselves who are
born for it as weak, mortal and inadequate beifrgéier,Hiob, 148).

% See also 15,35: they conceive trouble and bringp fmiquity (R 7"7:). Many scholars
change it. For an overview of positions see: Dedé/iHiob, 111; Clines,Job, 116.

%6 Compare H.H. Rowley (ed.Job (The Century Bible. New Series), London e.a. 1970,
61.

50



God, Suffering, and the Human Condition in the Eyfethe Friends

how God acts in his righteousnéé®ildad safeguards God’s position in advance
after Job’s first complaints about his miserableiagion and some questions on
God’s treatment of him (Job 5-6). In his view, H#reswer to the rhetorical question
of 8,3 can only be: ‘No, God does not pervert pesti®° God acts justly, if he treats
human beings according to the concept of retribut®®od does not deviate from
this concept. This assurance makes it possiblestablish a person’'s previous
behaviour based on their fate because it is cetttainmisery is punishment for sins
and prosperity reward for righteousness. This mmeisha also counts for the
situation of Job’s sons (8,&) There can not be another reason for their dedtr ot
than their own transgressions according to Bilddmt statement in 8,3 puts a lot of
pressure on the rest of the dialogue. Here, Biltltérmines God’s immunity for
the rest of the dialogue. This is the basis fothier arguing by the friends.
According to them, God can not have done sometiirming in Job’s case. At the
same, it provokes Job’s opposite conclusion in doBecause of his innocence,
Job can no longer hold to God’s righteousness.

The subsequent speeches of the friends particuliaidyrate the working of the
concept of retribution by depicting the fate of thizked. Security and freedom
from concerns cea¥eand terrors frighten theth They come to a premature efid.
Different aspects of the downfall of the wicked dam found. They loose their
property”®, that which was sometimes obtained illegéllyTheir memory passes
away®® Their house or tent vanishes or is destrdyethd they do not have
offspring or their progeny perishésThe prosperity and the security of the wicked
are only on the surface and tempdfahccording to Eliphaz, the wicked live their
life in constant fear of their approaching fate.

It is striking that God is hardly mentioned in thedepictions. Witnessing the
concept of retribution in action is the startingrpd® Thus, the mechanism can be

278U bears a similar meaning in 40,8 where justicersetie the order or patterns behind
God's actions. The point there is that Job’s urtdeding of justice —the concept of
retribution— is assessed as frustration of Godstiga (see §5.2.6).

8 See 8,20. Elihu repeats this claim in 34,12.

% This remark seems to be a reference to the prel(td8-19).

%011,20; 15,21; 18,14.

%118,11; 27,20. It is not clear whether 27,7-23 banattributed to Job, since it describes
the fate of the wicked as Job’s friends do in thpigeches.

%28,11-13; 15,32; 20,5-7.11.

%815,29; 20,15.18; 27,16-17.19.

%420,19.

% 8,18; 18,17.

% 8,22; 15,34; 18,15.

%715,34; 18,19; 27,14.

%8 8,16-19; 20,5.

%915,20-25.

“9 Job’s friends refer to their own observations &mdnsights, which they received from
wise people and former generations (8,8; 15,17-18).
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verified in the experience of daily lifé Nevertheless, God is supposed as actor in
the illustrations of the fate of the wicked. Hengs the destiny of the wicked
about. In Job 20, God is explicitly mentioned twésethe subject of an action. God
drives the possessions that the wicked swalloweaydwm their belly (20,15) and
he sends his burning anger (20,#3furthermore, the fate of the wicked is called
their ‘inheritance on the part of Gotf.So, the concept of retribution is not an
inner worldly mechanism beyond the active workifgod in the book of Job.

The emphasis on the miserable fate of the wickeghimsuggest that the
concept of retribution is one-sided and only ref@ysevildoers. For, only the
negative outcome seems to be mentioned. Howeverfribnds’ speeches also
assume the positive side of this concept. The ifa@tethat a change for the better
in Job’s fate is possible, if he is upright (8,8)ifohe throws away his iniquitié%
departs from the idea that a righteous way ofifeewarded® Eliphaz says that
the righteous will rejoice about the fate of theked?® A realization of retribution
appears in 27,17, where the righteous receive @idedthe possessions of the
wicked. Whereas Eliphaz hinted at the positive sidine concept of retribution by
urging Job to have confidence in his righteousn@g$-7), both outcomes
explicitly occur at the end of Bildad's first spbec

8,20 Behold, God does not reject a blameless person,
nor does he grasp the hand of evildoers.

This statement refers to the rhetorical questime&dGod pervert justice?’ (8,3). It
confirms that evildoers as well as the blamelesgive their legitimate share
according to the concept of retribution. The wd (blameless) is used in order
to express Job’s righteousness in the prolé§gdeb expresses his conviction that
he is innocent by it and states that God treatsbilheneless and the wicked
equally®® Bildad holds that God’s actions do not deviatenfrthe concept of
retribution. ‘To grasp the hand’ (8,20b) means @xeive God’'s help and
solidarity*® This belongs to the blameless, while God rejéwsavildoers® In this

“Lt is also because of this perceptibility thatpBkz lists some of Job’s iniquities (22,6-9)
in order to offer convincing proof for Job’s guitee §3.2.2).

42 Compare with 4,9, where the evildoer vanishesHeyhreath of God’s anger. In 8,18,
both God or an indefinite person can be subjediefwhe destroys him from his place...".
According to Job, God destroys (alﬁb:) him (10,8). In the same way, God might be
subject in 8,18, but this remains unclear.

#20,29; 27,13.

*11,13-16; 22,23.26.

5 This is elaborated upon in more detail in the mextion (§3.3).

4622,19. See also Ps.58,11. On the contrary, Jolplems that the wicked rejoice (21,12).
*71,1.8;2,3.

*89,21-22. See §2.2.2.3.

*1sa.41,13; 42,6; Ps.73,23.
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way, Bildad lays down God's two-sided retributivetian for the rest of the
dialogue. His statement implies that God helps ftighteous and rejects the
wicked. While the friends will hold to this point wiew further, Job directly rejects
it after he hears this first speech of Bildad ib 9o

3.2.2 Job’s Wickedness

In the course of the dialogue, the friends comia¢oconclusion that Job must have
sinned. On the basis of the concept of retributibley can only interpret Job’s
misery as a result of earlier wicked deeds. Zogisafirst one explicitly attributes
iniquities to Job. After Job’s claim that he isrbkless (9,21), Zophar rejects this
possibility and declares that God even forgetsspaftlob’s sin(J) (11,6). The
subsequent speeches of Job’s friends then assuriseewickedness. Eliphaz sees
Job’s rebellious words as proof of Job's guilt. Bates that Job’s sif1Q)
instructs his mouth (15,5-8).The culmination of the verdict of guilty is foura
the final speech of Eliphaz. Here, Eliphaz menticlesr transgressions which Job
would have committed. These transgressions paatigutoncern the social sphere.

22,6 For you took a pledge from your brothers fmreason
and stripped the naked of their clothing.
22,7 You did not give water to the weary
and you withheld bread from the hungry.
22,8 But the powerful possessed the land
and the honourable lived on it.
22,9 You sent widows away empty-handed
and you crushé@the arms of orphans.

This list of transgressions demonstrates that begigeous emphatically bears a
social dimension. The legal and prophetic call aoecfor the weak and to stop
exploiting them can be heard héfdob’s wealth is assumed here but he has failed
to apply it for feeding the hungry. What is moree suggestion is made that Job
has enriched himself at the cost of the weak. dok & pledge, exploited people so
that they did not have enough money to live, arclipied an unnecessarily large
expanse of land. With this, Eliphaz reproaches fdoba lack of loyalty to the
community and his fellow human beings. Clines ctiarézes these sins as sins of
omission rather than sins of commisstotHowever, taking pledges and sending
widows away gives the impression of rather actind deliberate actions. Several

*Ps.53,6.

*L Compare 9,20, where Job states that his mouthdamridemn him, even if he was right.
*2 Rendering{2 T asRITN (cf. LXX).

3 E.g. Deut.24,12-13.17-22; Isa.5,8; 58,7.10; E&K.16; Mic.2,1-2.9.

* Clines, “Arguments”, 733.
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scholars call this list of transgressions a pogtuts the concept of retribution,
which requires that Job must have acted in this3W&jnce the legitimacy of Job’s
misfortune has not been proved by the friends unatW, Eliphaz has to suppose
that Job has committed these severe sins. Thalfieave made it clear by means
of extensive lists which misfortunes the wicked mééhese expositions act to
emphasize the visibility of the working of theiretilogical scheme. Since it is
beyond question that Job’s misfortune is the resfulormer sins, the friends have
to find out which transgressions Job has commiitedhe past time. These
transgressions have to be generally observablerder do be verifiable. Their
severity has to correspond somehow to the misetyttie evildoer has met. Even
though Job will claim that he has not done any gragainst the slave, the widow,
the orphan, and the poor (31,13-23), Eliphaz bostftes the opposite in Job 22.
He is familiar with different transgressions whithe wealthy and supposedly
pious Job has committed. This concrete and grasesation is needed in order to
construct the impasse with which the dialogue effitiss is the conviction of the
friends that Job has sinned as opposed to Jobigatimm that he is innocent (Job
31). This impasse can only be overcome, if a thady —God— enters the stage and
offers a new perspective.

It is unclear to what extent Eliphaz and Bildad mege that Job is guilty in
their first speech. Zophar mentions it explicitly the first of the friends. The first
speech of Eliphaz is ambivalent. On the one hdreappeal to Job’s fear of God
(4,6) might imply that Eliphaz sees Job as a righsepersor® Then it would
express an encouragement for the future. On trer bdlnd, it could also be that it
already presupposes that Job has given up hisfé&aod because Job’s misfortune
indicates wrong behaviogf.Clines argues that Eliphaz does not for a moment
mean to imply that Job is in the company of theketi; since Job has not
perished® But actually, Job’s miserable fate is already mnfof perishing?® This
would indicate that Job is wicked. In his first spl, Eliphaz leaves open the
question of whether or not Job is wicked, althoagme indication for his opinion

% Holscher Hiob, 57; WeiserHiob, 173; FohrerHiob, 356.

%6 Fullerton e.g. thinks that Job is not includedhvitte sinners here. According to him, the
formulation is purposely ambiguous, so that Job ldienisunderstand it as a warning (K.
Fullerton, “Double Entendre”, 330-332).

" So HesseHiob, 55. Noort points out that the clause ‘from théesof his foot to the
crown of his head’ (2,7) is a quotation of Deut3Bwhere it is a consequence of not
observing God’s commands (E. Noort, “UNDE MALUM. gliRelation between YHWH
and Evil in the Old Testament”, in: A. Amaladasd.JeThe Problem of Evil. Essays on
Cross-Cultural Perspectives. Proceedings of thef®ginm Held in January 1996 at Satya
Nilayam Research Institute, Madras, Indi@hiruvanmiyur-Madras 1997, 64-65). This
would imply that Job’s appearances are againstdnah his miserable condition conveys
the impression that he has sinned.

%8 Clines,Job, 124-125: “the righteous do not die prematurely”.

*See §3.2.1.
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may be found. The night vision, which Eliphaz men$, expresses the opinion

that nobody can be righteous before God (4,17)s Thihe first step towards the

view that it is impossible that Job would be rights® Whereas Eliphaz expresses
no opinion on Job’s righteousness explicitly instlstage of the dialogue, the

reference to the night vision might indicate thiplaz has already suspected that
Job is somehow guilty of sinning in Job 4-5.

Bildad also remains silent on this point. On the tiand, his advice to seek
God and implore mercy (8,5) might indicate thatdBd suspects wickedness in
Job’s case. But the vetb (to implore mercy) does not necessarily supposgeso
amount of wrongdoing. On the other hand, the end of Bildad'’s first spegiwes
the impression that Bildad trusts that a good outeds possible. He thinks that
God will fill Job’'s mouth with laughter (8,21-22}ence, Bildad keeps both
options —righteous or wicked— open.

3.2.3 The Benefit of Being Righteous

In the dialogue, the friends and Job touch sevaras on the issue of how human
behaviour affects God. For example, Job wonderg Whaloes to God if he sins
(7,20). He seems to suppose that human behavioes dot affect God. The
suggestion is that God might cease punishing ifngrrbehaviour does not affect
him at all. Later on in the dialogue this issudtar concentrates on the effect of a
person’s righteousness. Does it make any differéocé&od if one is faithful to
him or not? Job doubts this. He asks what profigeefor praying to God (21,15).
Eliphaz replies that only human beings themselve§itfoy their righteousness. It
does not affect God.

22,2 Can a mortal be of use to God?
Can even a wise be of service to him?

22,3 Isit any delight for the Almighty that you aighteous,
or is it gain for him that your ways are perfect?

Eliphaz mentions the purpose of an upright way it by means of several
rhetorical questions. Does it benefit God anyhow33,3, the verb2D (be of use)
is used parallel to the verp (to get profit). Here, Elihu refers to a questmin
Job and paraphrases ‘how am | better off tharsih?'. In 22,2, Eliphaz wonders
whether a human being can be useful to God or whe&dod profits from them.
Some scholars redd in 22,2b as a denial: ‘no, on the contré‘FyThis would
mean that Eliphaz explicitly answers the questibi22)2a negatively. However,

0 See §3.4.

®' See §3.3.

%2 |n this case ‘him’ refers to the wise one. Dri&my, Job, 192; FohrerHiob, 349; H.J.
Hermisson, “Von Gottes und Hiobs Nutzen. Zur Auslegvon Hiob 22"ZThK 93 (1996)
333.
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since 22,2-5 is constructed by a successive rowuestions, it is unlikely that
22,2b breaks through this pattern. Thereféfecan better be read emphaticafly.
In 22,2b, the reference to the wise serves to gtinen Eliphaz’ point. Even a wise
person can not mean anything to God.

In 22,3, the general question of whether God wddde any benefit from
human beings is focused on Job’s righteousnesarticplar. Eliphaz suggests that
there is no joy in heaven when someone is rightdba®es not provide God with
delight or gain. With this, Eliphaz counters Josigygestion that human beings do
not profit from their piety (21,15). On the confrahe suggests that a righteous
way of life is particularly of use to human beirthemselves. Their fate depends
on it. It is interesting to note that this questionches on the issue that the satan
brings up in the prologue. The satan wonders wingtbig's real intention for living
a pious life is devotion or self-interéétlf someone’s behaviour does not affect
God, the danger of self-interest as motive for peaighteous increases. Then the
question arises of what kind of relationship God hdth human beings if their
ways of acting do not make any difference to Gdtke personal aspect in the God-
talk would fade into the background. God becomesenaf a mechanism that
rewards and punishes according to a person’s deé&ds.there is more. The irony
is that the readers know that God has a very spesterest® His gain is namely
being proved to be right against the satan. Sphgl’' case is not as strong as the
force of his speech might imply.

Elihu connects Job’s remark about the use of beighteous (21,15) and
Eliphaz’ reply that it does not affect God (22,2i8)his third speech (35,3-8).
This serves to counter Job’s suggestion that it sme make any difference to God
whether one is righteous or not because God tthatsighteous and the wicked
equally. Elihu now emphasizes that human behavidluences their state of life.

35,6 If you have sinned, what do you accomplishragdiim,
if your transgressions multiply, what do you ddbm?
35,7 If you are righteous, what do you give to him,
or what does he receive from your hand?
35,8 Your wickedness affects people like you
and your righteousness human beings.

In comparison to Eliphaz, Elihu extends the fiefdhaman actions which affect
God. While human beings do not benefit God in amy writh their uprightness,

% De Wilde,Hiob, 233.

641,9. See §6.2.2.

% See also FohreHiob, 355.

% See also Hermisson, “Von Gottes und Hiobs Nutz@g7-338.

®" Most scholars assume that the speeches of Eléhinserted at a later time into the book
of Job. See §1.4.
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their criminal or wrong behaviour does not touchd@aher. God’s greatness is the
reason for this. The clouds and the heavens agadjrhigher than Job (35,5). God
is exalted above human beings. Therefore, God isdependent upon human
actions for his well-being. There is nothing thatdould receive from their hand.
The conclusion is that human behaviour only afféuiman beings. It looks as
though Elihu has an eye for the result of humaioactts effect touches fellow
human beings for good or bad. It has already beentioned that righteous or
wicked behaviour includes a person’s actions towantthers? Job’s actions have
consequences for fellow human beings instead of @Gotthis way, Elihu does not
hint at the consequences of human actions for thles according to the concept
of retribution in the first instance. Whereas thepression23 (like you)
includes Job, the statement makes a particularasinbetween God and fellow
human beings. While human beings can be victimisedr benefit from the deeds
of fellow human beings, these deeds do not affect. G

3.3 Change and Forgiveness

3.3.1 The Possibility of Change in One’s Fate

The consequences of the concept of retributiomar@reversible or definite in the
eyes of the friends. A change in one’s fate is ipes$ one alters one’s behaviour.
This process of change occurs within the spher¢hefconcept of retribution.
Changing the causes of a miserable fate bringstaoalteration in one’s destiny.
All three friends leave open the possibility thalb'$ fate will change for the better.
They connect this possibility to the condition tldab direct himself toward God
again and remove his iniquities. Job’s miseralieuonstances will improve if Job
mends his ways.

Even though Zophar is the first of Job’s friendsl&xlare that Job has sinned
(11,6), he is not pessimistic about Job’s futumeplzar thinks that a good outcome
is possible, if Job gives up his sinful actions.

11,13 If you direct your heart
and stretch out your hands towards him.

11,14 If there is iniquity in your hand, remove it
and let no injustice dwell in your tent.

11,15 Then you will lift up your face without blerhis
and you will firmly stand without fear.

The two conditions for a change in Job’s fate affereéntly formulated. While the
first one (11,13) is constructed willik (if), the second one (11,14) includes an
imperative [TP"M77: remove it). The first condition deals with Jolaititude.

%8 E.g. 22,6-9; Job 31.
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The combination o113 (hifil; to direct) with 25 (heart) can be found with the
word &7 (to seek): to direct one’s heart to seek the [*dttdexpresses devotion
to God and contrasts with doing evil (2 Chr.12,1yxecting one’s heart to God
indicates loyalty? It is used in the context of leaving other deitm=hind and
converting to God (1 Sam.7,3). Zophar calls on ttolledicate himself to God
again. He supposes that Job has drifted apart @ochby committing sins (11,6).
Therefore, only a renewed dedication to God mayngora change in Job’s
miserable fate. The second half of 11,13 cemetgsdidication. Spreading one’s
hands describes the position of pralfein this way, Zophar asks for a renewed
concentration on God.

The second condition is concerned with Job’s iigasfl1,14). Some scholars
take this verse as a parenthesis because of itstraotion by means of an
imperative’” However, this verse introduces a rather indepensiecond element
in the protasis because it now explicitly mentions iniquity andustice as
obstacles that have to be removed in order to aglistma change in Job’s life.
The emphasis here shifts to Job’s actions. Thefgignce of this second condition
is that it explicitly places the possibility of hange in one’s fate within the sphere
of the concept of retribution. The mention of reingviniquity makes it clear that
an alteration in Job’s miserable state can onlydadized by an alteration of his
wicked way of life. So, here it also applies thab Yeaps what he has sown. A
renewed dedication to God and a pure way of lif¢ give him a happy and
untroubled life again.

After Eliphaz listed several sins which Job wousd/é committed according to
him (22,6-9), he ends his speech by showing Jolayaout of his misery (22,21-
30). This concluding part of the final speech oipEhz begins with a general
appeal. Eliphaz urges Job to be familiar with aahd to accept God’s instruction.
By doing so, Job will encounter prosperity (22,2):2Then some concrete
conditions for a change in Job’s destiny follow:

22,23 If you return to the Almighty and b6ty

%92 Chr.12,14; 19,3; 30,19.

°ps.78,37; 112,7.

™1 Kgs.8,22.38; Isa.1,15; Ezra 9,5. Newsom poinshmw rituals can provide human
beings with real power in order to cope with thgituation. According to her, the friends
urge Job to make use of the resources of power dietban the ritual of prayer. She
concludes that in this way the friends do not offeb an illusion that overlooks his ‘true’
situation, but offer him access to power, the opputy to take action to influence his
situation (NewsoniThe Book of Johl06-115).

2 Budde,Hiob, 56; Clines,Job, 256.

3 See for the verpdD (hifil) also Ps.139,3 and Num.22,30. In Ps.13®8,verb describes
God’s familiarity with the poet’s life. In 22,21t riefers to Job’s familiarity with God.
711D has to be read instead 2 cf. LXX (for explanation, see the main text).
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(if) you remove injustice from your tent,
75
22,26 Then, you will take your delight in the Almigh
and lift up your face to God.

The conditions in 22,23 correspond to those in 3-14. The two elements —Job’s
attitude and removing injustice— return here. Tkebv1J20 (you will be built)
seems to break through theotasisof 22,23 because it already expresses the result
of returning to God. However, this result only occin 22,26. This interruption
also makes it more difficult to suppdS® in the second half of 22,23. Therefore, it
is preferable to readl Y (you bow) forr7320 in accordance with the LX¥ The
verb 2 (to return) carries an appeal for conversion artbduces an almost
prophetic sound in the dialogleAfter Eliphaz has openly declared Job guilty by
pointing out some concrete social iniquities, om@gewed submission to God and
removing Job’s iniquities will change Job’s sitoati Within the context of this
speech, the wordl " (injustice) refers to the question of whether 3ob’
wickedness is not great (22,5) and to the examufid®b’s iniquities, which then
follow (22,6-9). According to Eliphaz, a change tbe better in Job’s situation is
possible only if Job mends his ways and abandansihs.

Bildad mentions the possibility of restoration iobJ8. The context of Job 8
differs from the two preceding passages becauiseuinclear whether Bildad has
already assumed that Job is guilty h&rm this speech, Bildad safeguards God’s
righteousness and assures that God does not déaiaiehe concept of retribution
(8,3.20). At the same time, he reckons with thesiidlty of a good outcome with
regard to Job’s fate: “God will yet again fill younouth with laughter” (8,21).
Within this context, Bildad states:

75 22,24-25 brings up a different theme with its refees to precious metals. Furthermore,
its is constructed with an imperative. This makelgkely that 22,24-25 is an independent
unit which disturbs the coherence of 22,23 and@2:2 HolscherHiob, 56; FohrerHiob,
351; Hesseliob, 141). In this way, the same construction vth...TR® "3 (if...then) as in
11,13-15 can be found here, if 22,24-25 is lefd@asiGordis considers 22,23a as an
independent and complete condition. He takes 22a83bhe protasis of a new condition, of
which the apodosis is to be found in 22,24-25. Adow to Gordis, God promises Job
security, when he has made peace with God, andbwilible to leave his gold unregarded
in his tent (Gordis,Job, 249-250. Habel also reads 22,23-25 together (Haod 342-
343)). However, it is not clear how 22,23 is retate 22,24-25 with regard to the content.
It is questionable whether security is the topic2@f24-25. Job has to put gold aside in
these verses. Straul’3 considers 22,25 as the apanfodR,23 and 22,24 as a glossarial
extension (H. Strauffiob 19,1-42,11{BKAT XVI/2), Neukirchen-Viuyn 2000, 67-68).

6 Budde, Hiob, 127; Driver-Gray,Job, 198; HélscherHiob, 56; Weiser,Hiob, 171;
Fohrer,Hiob, 351; Hesseliob, 141.

" Compare FohreHiob, 190. He states that in 22,23, the prophetic isiinserted in the
belief of retribution, after Job was accused of,rearious sins.

" See §3.2.2.
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8,5 If you seek God,

and implore the Almighty for mercy,
8,6 if you are pure and upright,

then he will rouse himself for you

and will restore your righteous abode.

Since Bildad does not say explicitly that Job hased, there remains the question
of how the first condition in 8,5 should be undecst. Does the verbl (to
implore mercy) imply that Job has sinned to songrel? Some scholars think that
Bildad supposes here that Job has sinned, everghhba does not say 5b.
However, the verljJn does not necessarily imply that Job is wicked ames
extent. This verb 21 (hitp.)— occurs in the context of forgiveness andversion
from wickedness. At these points, imploring meragams asking God to forgive.
But the verb also appears as an appeal for a cHangke better in a distressing
situation. In these cases, it is not directly as=dithhat someone has sinned or is
guilty.®* Hence, the verhiM does not always presuppose that someone has sinned
It is striking that ‘removing injustice’ is not migoned as a condition in 8,5-6 as it
is in 11,14 and 22,23. Bildad is silent upon trsaiésof Job’s guilt? The conditions

in 8,5-6 do not express which change Job shouldenmakis life because Job’s
guilt has not been mentioned yet. Instead, Bildfier® more general advice and
characterizes the true nature of a righteous perdbnJob meets these
characteristics, God will restore his former life.

Such righteous persons direct themselves to Go®,3a, the vernY (to
seek) expresses ‘addressing oneself to’. It deseribe attitude of those who
address themselves to God after they have con¥&xedvho are righteous and
expect their salvation from the L&fdRighteous persons address themselves to the
Almighty and implore God for mercy because theyesmtgghat God achieves an
outcome in miserable situations. The favour in th&ése consists of being
recompensed for right behaviditSeveral scholars delete 8,6a, since they consider

" Fohrer Hiob, 189; HesseHiob, 75; Driver-Gray,Job, 76.

801 Kgs.8,33.47; 2 Chr.6,24; Hos.12,5.

® Ps.30,9; 142,2; Esth.4,8; 8,3. In Ps.26,11, thet psks God to be graciodsT gal),
since he is blameless. In 9,15, Job considers wmgjanercy as the only way to become
righteous before God because he will not be praigitt in a legal case with God. Asking
God for a favour seems the only chance. See atsos of )7 (hitp.) in 19,16.

82 See also Clinesph, 204.

# Hos.5,15; Ps.78,34.

% |sa.26,9; Ps.63,2. In 5,8, Eliphaz advises Jateek {17) God.

8 Fohrer,Hiob, 190; Clines,Job, 204.
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it as a moralising gloss to 85However, it can be read as a further depiction of
the righteous person; they are pure and uprighis Tharacterization places the
possibility of restoration within the sphere thecept of retribution” (upright)
refers to 4,7, where Eliphaz asks where the upmgire annihilated. At the same
time, the author calls to mind the words of theratar and God in the prologue.
They state that nobody is as upright as®dh.Job 8, Bildad introduces into the
dialogue the possibility of a change in Job’s fa@d will restore his righteous
abode, if Job is righteous. Whereas Bildad doegivet his opinion on whether or
not Job is righteous, he makes clear what is reddir a prosperous life. If Job is
wicked, it is clear how he can bring about a changeis fate. For, God does not
reject the blameless (8,20).

3.3.2 Forgiveness

Whereas the possibility of a change for the bdt#s within the sphere of the
concept of retribution, Zophar once mentions thespmlity that this concept is
broken. Reacting to Job’s conviction that he iotent (Job 9), Zophar states that
Job would draw a different conclusion if God spékéim and told him the secrets
of wisdom (11,5-6). Then Job would learn the foilogv

11,6¢ then you would kndifithat God forgets some of your sin.
While Job wonders why God does not overlook his(%j81)% Zophar states that

God does forget some of his sin. This view of feegiess in the sense that God
does not punish someone for some sins is rathguenn Wisdom literatur®.

8 Holscher Hiob, 26; FohrerHiob, 184; HorstHiob, 126.129; HesséJiob, 73. De Wilde
moves 8,6a behind 8,20 (De Wilddipb, 134).

§71,1.8; 2,3.

8 An imperative can also express a consequence vibith be expected with certainty
(Gesenius-Kautzsch-Cowley §110i).

8 On the relation of this question with Job’s cotivio that he is innocent, see §4.3.2.2.

% Fohrer,Hiob, 226; ClinesJob, 262. 22,30 could be a second place with a notibn
forgiveness. There Eliphaz states: ‘He will delivéto is not innocent; he will escape by
the cleanness of your hands.’ If God is taken asstibject in 22,304, this statement would
be inconsistent with the opinion of Eliphaz in tlegegoing part that God rewards and
punishes according to someone’s behaviour. Thexefomny scholars propose to change
the reading ot¥ (not). Habel, on the contrary, takes &R (the guilty one) as subject
of 22,30a. He thinks that the restitution of Jobludes Job’s elevation to the status of a
mediator. According to Habel, Job’s superior punitpuld provide the ransom for
delivering someone who is guilty (see 42,7-9) (Habeb, 343-344). But 22,29-30 can best
be read as an explanation of God’s actions. It makear why Job will be restored (22,26-
28), if he has removed his injustice (22,23). lis tase, God is the subject of 22,29-30. He
delivers the innocent and helps the humble, butilates the arrogant. So, different
changes in the reading of 22,29-30 have to be miadbat case'\X can best be rendered as

'R (man) (so Driver-GrayJob, 199; HélscherHiob, 56; Weiser,Hiob, 171; Fohrer,
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From a systematic point of view, it seems to becamtrast with the common
concept of retribution. How does this notion relate that concept? 11,6¢
functions as an argument against Job’s convictian e is blameless (9,21). This
conviction leads to the conclusion that God pesv/prstice (9,22-24). Zophar calls
this conviction idle talk (11,3-4) and contrastsaith the secrets of wisdom in
order to reject it (11,6a). 11,6¢c apparently elates upon the content of these
secrets. It belongs to God's secrets of wisdom @atl sometimes breaks the
concept of retribution in his mercy and does natagls punish human beings for
all the sins that they have commitf8drhis is a mystery in the sense that human
beings are unable to notice whether or to whatnex@od applies this freedom.
Although God’s forgiveness is beneficial for humagings, it serves a negative
purpose here. In opposition to Job’s accusatioh &ad punishes him unjustly,
Zophar holds that God does not punish Job for fatis sins. In this way, the
notion of forgiveness serves to support Zopharisvigion that Job is guilty. Even
though God may break the concept of retributiob,slmiquities are still so many
that he has to suffer some extent of misery.

3.4 The Motif of Human Imperfection

3.4.1 The Night Vision

Whereas the concept of retribution is the domirmattern in the thinking of Job’s
friends, they also approach Job’s case from a réffiteangle. In the friends’
speeches it is mentioned three times that humargbeire unable to be righteous
before God at aft! These passages present a fundamental oppositivedre God
and the Creation. God is of a different order avats above everything. The whole

Hiob, 352; TerrienJob, 170; RowleyJob, 199; HesseHiob, 143; De Wilde Hiob, 238-
239). Then Eliphaz ends his call for Job to rembigeinjustice and to turn to God again
with his opinion that God delivers the innocent lambeing. This means that forgiveness
is not mentioned in this verse.

%1 Several scholars have difficulties with this seoand make proposals for changing the
reading of 1Y) (to forget): for an overview, see the textual soté Clines (ClinesJoh,
254-255, note 6d). Holscher deletes this senteidéés¢her,Hiob, 32) and De Wilde reads

it before 11,18 (De Wildgsliob, 156-157).

%2 Fohrer Hiob, 226; Clines,Job, 261-262.

% Fohrer and Hesse think that Zophar wants to esgiest Job owes the fact that he is still
alive and has not yet perished like his childrenGod’'s clemency (FohreHiob, 226;
Hesse Hiob, 90). However, this is not clear because Zophasdwt state that Job would
already have died if God had not forgotten somei®sin.

% 4,17-21; 15,14-16; 25,4-6. Witte attributes thpassages to a redaction, which he calls
the ‘Niedrigkeitsredaktion’. According to him, thiedaction contains the passages 4,12-21,
15,11-16, 25,1-6, 40,3-5 and 42,3B8&b-6 (M. Witte,Vom Leiden zur Lehre -Der dritte
Redegang (Hiob 21-27) und die Redaktionsgeschidete HiobbuchedBZAW 230),
Berlin-New York 1994).
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of Creation is of a lower state than its Creatteréfore, no creature can be
righteous in the eyes of God. | call this view thetif of human imperfection.

Eliphaz introduces the motif of human imperfectiorthe dialogue. In his first
speech, he presents it as the content of a nighdnvi After the exposition of the
concept of retribution (4,7-9), Eliphaz speaks aifight vision. He describes that a
form appeared to him in nocturnal hours and thatdsed a voice (4,12-16). Then
the content of this vision follows:

4,17 Can a mortal be righteous befd@od,
or can a man be pure before his Maker?

4,18 Behold, he does not trust his servants
and he charges his angels with folly,

4,19 how much less those who dwell in houses of, clay
with their foundation in dust,
they are crushed befdfehe moth.

4,20 From the morning till the evening they are dmeds
and they perish forever without being notited

95]?3 can specify the point of view of the person whpassing judgement (aftd, HAL II,

598, 5a). See also 32,2; Gen.38,26; Num.32,2251)ér. The night vision deals with the
comparison between the being of God and human beMgrtals can not be righteous or
purein relation to or over againstGod (Newsom,The Book of Jgb140). Fohrer also
translateg” as ‘gegenuber’ (FohreHiob, 128). See also LXX. Some wonder whether or
suggest that the author expresses a deliberateyaitybivith 123 (before/ comparative: more
than) (e.g. HabelJob, 129; J.E. Harding, “A Spirit of Deception in JaHL57? Interpretive
Indeterminacy and Eliphaz's Vision'Biblical Interpretation 13 (2005) 152-153.158-
159.163-165). However, this is unlikely becausgoiés not belong to the range of thought
of Eliphaz at all that human beings can be moréteigus than God. Moreover, it is
unlikely that Eliphaz hints to Job’s claim that iseinnocent and God acts unjustly with a
comparison here, since Job has not mentioned dhigation yet.

% Some think thaliT (behold) states a premise (if; so Clindsh, 112; HabelJoh, 113).
But it stresses what follows.

7 Some také)D" as ‘in the way of (see also 3,24; e.g. Clingsy, 113.135; LXX). Other
scholars consider 4,19c as a gloss (HolsdHmb, 18 (4,19¢-20 as a gloss); Fohrdiob,
131; Hessetiob, 51). However, a temporal used®? is most likely (‘before’; so Driver-
Gray, Joh, 47; Habel Joh 113). Elsewhere the moth is the subject thatrdetst (13,28;
Isa.50,9; 51,8; Hos.5,12; Ps.39,12). This maklesi likely that the moth is used here as an
image of vulnerability, with which human beings ammpared. The night vision states that
those who dwell in houses of clay will be crushedbobe the slow destructive work of the
moth can reach its culmination (cf. Cotteé8fudy of Job 4-5194-196). Thus, the
vulnerability of human beings is emphasized.

% The hifil of 2" does not occur elsewhere. It is rendere@izigname; so Popdoh, 38;
Habel,Job, 116), as a substantive (attention; so Hd#bb, 61), as I (helper; so De
Wilde, Hiob, 109; RowleyJob, 56; cf. LXX) or as’:@ (ptc. qal; so Fohretkliob, 131). |
read the latter as an abbreviated forr 6f0%) (to pay attention) cf. 23,6.
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4,21 Is not their tent-cord pulled out?
They die without wisdom.

The question of whether a mortal can be righteaidsrb God (4,17) as such could
be a neutral question. However, the continuatiothefnight vision shows that the
answer to this question is negative. Reasoningaiore ad minushe night vision
makes clear that human beings are lower creatbaesangels. Since God does not
trust his own servants, how much less are humargbeible to be righteous before
their CreatoP’ So, the night vision indicates a fundamental diffee between
God and creatures. The nature of human beings pgctdd from 4,19. Most
scholars regard the ‘houses of clay’ as an imagaehuman bodif° 1 (clay)

is the material from which a human being is forffédlhe image refers to the
Creation story, where God forms the human beingfdoist 022) (Gen.2,7). The
flood washes the foundatiofi1C") of the wicked away (22,16), but the foundation
of the righteous is for ever (Prov.10,25). Sinds trerse deals with the weakness
and mortality of human beings, it is likely thatetiouses of clay refer to the
human body. A strong foundation on rock is lacki®m, human existence is
vulnerable. Human beings are perishable like theeria they are made from. The
fact that they are vulnerable and perishable indgaheir low state. These
dwellings of clay are crushed before a moth is &bkeat them up.

The depiction of the human state is continued 20-21. Whereas evildoers
perish {128; 4,9) but the innocent do not (4,7), perishing isharacteristic of all
human beings in 4,20; they pass away during the\8dnen they die, nobody takes
any notice of it So, it appears that an individual human life ishea
insignificant. Pulling out their tent-cord (4,2F) an image of a person’s death (cf.
Isa.38,12). Death often comes suddenly and unexglgctPeople die without
wisdom. The word7221 (wisdom) can refer to God’s inscrutable wisdomtar
human understanding in the book of 3¥tvan Hecke demonstrates, by means of
a semantic study ofd2M that it expresses the regular amount of educdtiona
knowledge a person is supposed to acquire durimdjfetime. Dying an untimely
death deprives man of the possibility of ever aggiT33M, since it comes with

% Weiser and Clines restrict the content of the nigsion to 4,17. They consider 4,18-21
as Wisdom's extensions to it (Weiseélipb, 50; Clines Job, 133-134). However, the night
vision would not make much sense if it only posegugstion without showing the
implications of it. Furthermore, the same contamt atructure return in 15,14-16 and 25,4-
6. This makes the unity of 4,17-21 plausible (coragdorst,Hiob, 78).

1% pe wilde, however, thinks that dwellings are memstead of bodies. According to
him, these are symbolically used for the occupédésWilde,Hiob, 109).

19110,9; 33,6.

192 Cf. Clines,Job, 136.

103E g.11,6; 12,2.12-13; 15,8. Wisdom is the ceripic in the later added Job 28.
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age (e.g. 12,12) according to Van HetKeThe limited length of life hinders

access to full wisdom. This distinguishes humanndeei from God and

demonstrates their subordinate position in relatmrhim. It is because of this
subordinate position of human beings in relatiorGimd that human beings can
never be righteous before God.

The motif of human imperfection sheds a somewhi&reint light on human
existence in comparison to the concept of retrinuifi® While humankind is
divided into the righteous and the wicked accordiagthe relation between a
person’s actions and what befalls them (4,6-9),nilght vision seems to remove
this distinction. For, it holds that nobody can hghteous before God. This
distinction can be illustrated by means of the VEIR (to perish). While the verb
describes the fate of the wicked in 4,6-9, it is thestiny of each human being in
the night vision (4,20). This perishing in the rtighsion indicates that all human
beings are wicket® In particular, a systematic point of view raises guestion of
how these two distinct aspects, which occur togeth®ne speech, relate to each
other. For, they seem to conflict to some extdrihay are compared to each other
systematically.

Fohrer solves this issue by supposing that bothvsiiare concerned with
different fields of human life. He makes a distiaot between the area of
retribution and the infinite subordination of aleatures before God. He thinks that
the night vision does not deal with the retributafrgood or bad people, but with
the impotence of creatures beyond the doctrinetibution. Even a human being

1%4p_van HeckeJob 12-14. A Functional-Grammatical and Cognitive@ntic Approach
Melle 2005, 338-339. He reads this verse as a Ipiigsinstead of a sketch of human fate
in general.

195 Compare Hesséjiob, 56; Witte,Leiden 74. Witte sees 4,12-21 as a part of a redaction
(Niedrigkeitsredaktion Wirthwein describes it as a piece of traditichalology which can
hardly be explained in the context; a “Fremdkorper Denken der Freunde” (E.
Wirthwein, “Gott und Mensch in Dialog und Gottesrrdles Buches Hiob” [1938], in: E.
Wirthwein, Wort und Existenz —Studien zum Alten Testam@bttingen 1970, 239).
According to Tur-Sinai, Eliphaz quotes Job to refthis argument. Tur-Sinai is of the
opinion that Job has experienced the night vishbs( Tur-Sinai,The Book of Job. A New
Commentary Jerusalem 1957, 90-91; G.V. Smith also defen@sdpinion: G.V. Smith,
“Job IV 12-21: Is It Eliphaz's Vision?"VT 40 (1990) 453-463). However, it does not
become clear that Eliphaz quotes Job. Moreoverfattethat the view of the night vision
returns in the second speech of Eliphaz (15,14at®) the third one of Bildad (25,4-6)
makes it even more likely that it is a topic of 3ofbiends.

1% See also NewsonThe Book of Job140. Since Clines regards 4,18-21 as the words of
Eliphaz, it becomes even more problematic to himr, FEliphaz would contradict his
former words. Therefore, Clines distinguishes 4;tt%s a universal truth about mankind
from 4,19c¢-21 as particular possibilities. He tfates the verbs in 4,19c-21 as modal verbs
(D.AJ. Clines, “Verb Modality and the Interpretatiof Job 1V 20-21"VT 30 (1980) 355-
356; Clines,Job, 135). Van Hecke adopts this view (Van Heckeb 12-14 338).
However, 4,19¢c-21 belong to the general the detionipf the state and unavoidable fate of
mortals within the content of the night vision).
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who lives a perfect life according to the doctrai@Visdom is not pure before God
according to Fohref” He concludes from the image of the house of clgy9)
that infinite subordination to God is not due taehgious or ethical base, but stems
from the perishable nature of humankifitiSo, the concept of retribution as
described in 4,6-9 would deal with the religiousl athical behaviour of human
beings, while the night vision expresses the albslylimperfect state of human
beings beyond the area of retribution, accordingdbrer.

In the opinion of Witte, the night vision serves d@ffer a modification to
retributive thinking. He takes this vision as ateipolation that makes it clear that
suffering does not have to be considered any loagexr punishment of immediate
transgressions, but can be understood as an alsghtgous destiny of the, as
such, naturalll® and morally (15,16) unworthy human being. The emtion of
this opinion of the night vision with the conceptretribution means that a human
being is absolutely corrupt, but can be relativéfjnteous according to Witte?
The views of Fohrer and Witte correspond with eattfer in the sense that both
assume that the concept of retribution (4,6-9) thiechight vision (4,17-21) refer to
different fields of human life. The night visionipts out the absolutely imperfect
state of human beings or absolute corruption orotleehand, while the retributive
logic of 4,6-9 is concerned with the possibility refative righteousness or ethical
and religiously correct behaviour on the other. ldegr, the nature of absolute
imperfection in the night vision differs in bothews. Fohrer places the innate
impotence of human beings beyond the area of tinib''* Witte, on the other
hand, is of the opinion that the night vision refew the area of retribution. In his
view, the night vision regards each human beingsasentialy2" (wicked), but
denies that suffering always stems from immediagesgressions. Sin is an
integral part of human nature according to Wtte.

Both of the above views suppose that the first pidiob 4 refers to the area of
retribution, in which people can be righteous ocked. Then it deals with ethical
or religious behaviour. Subsequently they argu¢ tiwe night vision refers to a
different field and expresses the absolute impédeof human beings in relation

97 Eohrer Hiob, 144.

198 Eohrer,Hiob, 145. Cf. Holscherdiob, 21.

1094,19-21 and 25,6.

110 witte, Leiden 225. Remus makes a similar distinction: from pleespective of human
beings, a human being can be characterized asoghtwhen he behaves loyally in his
many relationships in the communion. But nobodyghteous from the perspective of God
(M. Remus,Menschenbildvorstellungen im ljob-Buch. Ein Beitrag alttestamentlichen
Anthropologie (BEATAJ 21), Frankfurt am Main e.a. 1993, 21, n@®). Also, Hesse
thinks of a modification to retributive thinking,osthat Job’s misfortune does not
necessarily have to be caused by his wickednesssééiob, 56).

1 Hesse similarly considers the night vision as @enapt to explain Job’s misery beyond
the area of retribution: caused by another redsamn wickedness (Hesddiob, 56).

12 witte, Leiden 225-226.
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to God. However, two problems arise with regardhis distinction. First, Fohrer
bases this distinction mainly on the descriptioouses of clay’ (4,19). From this
image of the perishable human body, he deducedigtiaction between a lapse,
which stems from the natural weakness of humangiseamd falls beyond the area
of retribution, and iniquities in an ethical sentat fall within the area of
retribution and point to wickedness. Fohrer arghes the depiction of the human
body in 4,19 demonstrates that the night visionte/émbase Job’s suffering on his
human nature beyond the area of retribution instefa@dn sins committedf
However, it is questionable whether the depictibrhaman bodies as houses of
clay can also serve as an explanation for whictheftwo is the origin of a sin.
This image indicates the low state of human beifgse perishable materials
represent their subordinate position to God’s ses/and angels. But it does not
express a source of sins due to the natural wealsfedsuman beings beyond the
area of retribution.

Secondly, this distinction would imply that the bgrTX (to be righteous) in
4,17 would refer to the area of imperfection beydine area of retributioh” In
22,3, Eliphaz asks Job whether it is any delightGod that he is righteous. Here,
the verbPTX stands parallel t6['277 0NN (make your ways perfect]] 17T
(way) refers to a person’s way of livin§y. After this question, Eliphaz describes
some concrete transgressions which Job would hamenitted (22,5-9). So, the
verbPTX refers to the area of retribution in Job 22. ltvdobe strange if the verb
PX referred to the area of retribution in 22,3 altfjiout would point out some
imperfection beyond the area of retribution in 4 Mbreover, when the content of
the night vision returns in the second speech iphak (15,14-16), it is explicitly
placed within the area of retribution. In this sge@uman beings are characterized
as those who drink injustice like water (15,38)This makes it plausible thRtTs
in 4,17 also refers to the area of retributiontHis way, it becomes clear that a

113 Fohrer,Hiob, 145.181.271. Fohrer distinguishes the opiniorthef night vision from
15,16, where Eliphaz attributes Job’s sufferinghte sins and so places the motif of
imperfection within the area of retribution ther271). Furthermore, 7,21 plays a role,
where Job asks why God does not overlook his itiegli According to Fohrer, Job can
only refer here to the iniquities which stem fromtural human weakness (cf. 4,17-21)
(181). Because of among others 7,21 and 13,26,r&ckéstinguishes between sins that
stem from the natural weakness which fall beyoredatea of retribution and sins that are
committed consciously and deliberately, which fadthin the area of retribution (A.
Scherer, “Relative Gerechtigkeit und absolute \Mmitknenheit bei HiobUberlegungen zu
Spannungsmomenten im HiobbucBiplische Notizerl01 (2000) 90-91.95-97). Compare
also V. MaagHiob. Wandlung und Verarbeitung des Problems indlley Dialogdichtung
und Spatfassunge(FRLANT 128), Gottingen 1982, 158-165. Accordirg Maag, Job
charges God with blaming him for sins that stenmfrihve natural weakness of humankind
(159).

14 This verb also occurs in the two other passageh@human imperfection (15,14; 25,4).
15 5ee e.g. 4,6.

16 For the description of 15,14-16, see §3.4.2.
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distinction between an area of retribution (4,683 an imperfect state of human
beings beyond the area of retribution (4,17-2hpoistenablé’’

Since it is not possible to distinguish betweenarse of sin within the area or
retribution and one beyond it in Job 4 and sipT& functions within the area of
retribution at the other places in the speecheghef friends, the concept of
retribution also counts for the content of the higision. Thus, Witte is right to a
certain extent when he says that the night visimmsitlers each human being as
being essentially wicked. However, this view of thight vision does not speak
about a level other than the concept of retribuisrdescribed in the first half of
Job 4. On the contrary, the night vision offers samodification to the retributive
thinking of 4,6-9. Whereas the concept of retributassumes that somebody can
be wicked or righteous, the night vision argues bwang fully righteous is only a
theoretical possibility. However, practically spewk it is impossible to be fully
righteous before God, according to the night visién

The presentation of the night vision puts pressuréne further continuation of
the dialogue. It prepares Job and the reader wibw that will develop in the
course of the speeches of the friends: Job carbeaighteous because of his
suffering. The argument of the night vision intdiesi this view. Since no human
being can be righteous before God, a person’s cbanithat he is blameless can
not be trué!® By introducing it as a night vision, the argumesft human
imperfection is somewhat distanced from Eliphaz. Hphaz leaves the question
of whether or not Job is guilty open at this stafjghe dialogue. But the night
vision has already rejected the possibility of beirighteous. Hence, Job’s
conviction that he is blameless (Job 9) has alrdmiyn refuted by the night vision
in Job 4. In this way, the night vision provides iamportant argument in the
attempts of Job’s friends to safeguard God’s righteess and theology that
understands God’s actions according to the conckpetribution. It backs the
conviction of Job’s friends in the course of thaldgue that Job must have sinned.

Y17 A similar kind of problem arises when Witte makesdistinction between relative
righteousness and absolute corruption. It would ket PTX refers to the absolute
corruption in 4,17, while it concerns the areaahtive righteousness in Job 22. For, the
mentioned sins in 22,5-9 belong to the area optissibility of being relatively righteous in
his way of reasoning.

18 Cf. Clines. He thinks that the night vision makEbphaz aware that terms like
‘righteous’ and ‘innocent’ are simply rule-of-thundesignations that do not correspond to
the reality of a universe where only God is truighteous’. Therefore, according to Clines,
Job has to expect some degree of suffering asaHaa perfectly righteous person (Clines,
Job, 132-133; also 128: “...the righteous can neverdréeptly righteous...”).

19 Compare Hermisson, “Notizen”, 133.
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3.4.2 Further References to the Motif of Human Imperfectbn

While Eliphaz introduces the motif of human impetien by quoting a night
vision (4,12-21), he uses this motif by himselfJob 15. The situation has now
changed. While Eliphaz asked the question of Jgbils aside in Job 4-5, he now
explicitly declares that Job is guilty. Eliphaz ¢tsa against Job’s rebellious
behaviour and his claim that he is blameless. Ritas) he concludes that sin is at
the root of what Job says (15,5). The motif of harmaperfection now serves as
an argument to support Eliphaz’ impression thatidauilty.

15,14 What is a mortal that he can be pure,
and that one born of woman can be righteous?
15,15 Behold, he does not put trust in his holy ties
and the heavens are not pure in his eyes.
15,16 How much less one who is abominable and cgrrup
a human being who drinks injustice like water.

While the night vision in particular depicted therighable nature of human beings
(4,19), 15,16 emphasizes their sinful charactereHeorruption is connected with
the nature of humankind® Sinning is as natural for human beings as drinking
water'?® The characterization of humankind as sinners @seh in view of the
specific function of the motif of human imperfection this second speech of
Eliphaz. Here, it serves to support the open dattar that Job is not blameless
(15,5). Since all human beings are corrupt, itipassible that Job’s plea in Job 9
is true. The wordJTP (holy one) can refer to a specific group of hurbaings

as well as to angels or beings who dwell in thémeaf God?’. Because of the
parallel with heaven (15,15b) and because God'wvasés and angels are
mentioned in 4,18, the holy ones are heavenly Iseirege’® God does not even
trust the heavenly beings that dwell in his redlow much less, then, does he trust
human beings who are used to sin. In Job 15, Etipmentions several ‘arguments’
in order to demonstrate Job’s wrongdoing. He wosdehether Job has the
wisdom to see through God’s actions (15,7-9) andtidr the God’s consolations
are too small (15,11). Then the motif of human infge&ion is introduced as the
decisive argument. Job’s conviction that he is lell@ss is incorrect because a
human being can simply not be righteous before God.

"2 ReadinglTP2 as a plural.

121 compare Ps.14,3; 53,4, where the VBB (to be corrupt) is used to describe all
human beings who turned away from God and no ore dood.

122 cf, Pope,Joh 116; Clines,Joh, 353.

123 g. Ps.16,3; 34,10.

124E g. Ps.89,6.8; Zech.14,5.

125 See also the representation of the heavenly aotite prologue.
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One could argue that in Job 15 the motif of hunmaperfection does not refer
to a general characteristic of humankind, but Bdusith an eye on the particular
case of Job. In this way, Hesse thinks that Elipfeders directly to Job because
otherwise there would be a discrepancy betweergémeral world view of the
wise, which is exposed in 15,20ff, and the motif mfman imperfection, if it
regarded all human bein{§.However, the general formulation by mean&/tft
(mortal) andTZR T pA (born of woman) in 15,14 implies that this statatme
points to a general characterization of humankihthis is the case, the question
arises of how the exposition of the fate of thekeit (15,20-35Y relates to the
first part of Job 15. For, each human being woulides this fate to some extent, if
nobody is fully perfect. One has to establish Hlgthaz describes different aspects
of the phenomenon suffering here. While sufferiagai consequence for wrong
behaviour on the one hand, Eliphaz can not imadiv people never do
something wrong on the other hand. The implicatbthis observation, then, is
that human beings are incited to limit wrong bebawi For, the more one sins, the
more one suffers. Because of this, the depictiotheffate of the wicked (15,20-
35) bears a double function. On the one hand, riteseas a warninf® Job’s
suffering might increase with more of these eleméhhe keeps sinning. On the
other hand, some elements of this list seem teespaond to Job’s situatidfr. For
instance, the wealth of the wicked will not end(itB,29). Hence, the depiction of
the miserable fate of the wicked also serves tegtbat Job is wicked to a certain
extent. In the eyes of Eliphaz, Job can not beaemion to how humankind
generally is. Therefore, he rejects Job’s claint tima is innocent. Thus, Job’s
accusation against God also lacks foundation aougtd Eliphaz.

The last mention of the motif of human imperfectmecurs in Bildad’s final
speech (Job 25§° This speech starts with a depiction of God’'s migje$his
majesty is characterized by the words ‘dominiond &ear’ (25,2). According to
Bildad, God has an untraceable number of armies3)2Bildad contrasts the
human state with this mighty God.

126 HesseHiob, 109. Also PopeJob, 116.

127 Horst thinks that 15,20 shows that it is not aegaehdescription of the wicked but
regards a particular type, namely {he1D (the ruthless) (Horstliob, 228). However, the
word 1"710 occurs parallel tolZ7 (wicked) and is, therefore, meant as a general
characterization of the wicked. So, 15,20-35 deétls the fate of all wicked.

128 cf, Driver-Gray,Job, 132; WeiserHiob, 116; FohrerHiob, 272; Horst,Hiob, 227;
Habel, Joh, 251. Driver-Gray and Fohrer also see a terrifyghgment in it. Pace Clines,
who thinks that Eliphaz wants to encourage Jobrbgaount of what his life-history will
not be (ClinesJoh, 354).

129 Cf. Weiser Hiob, 116; Habel,Joh, 251.

130 This speech is remarkably short. For exampleastlreen proposed that 25,1-6 and 26,5-
14 should be read as one speech of Bildad (Phy®,180-181; HabelJob, 366-368; De
Wilde, Hiob, 246; StraufRHiob, 103-105; Holschetliob, 62-63: the whole of Ch.26). For
an overview of the different proposals in the resedistory, see: Wittd,eiden 1-55.
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25,4 How can a mortal be righteous before God

and how can one born of woman be pure?
25,5 Behold, even the moon is not bright

and the stars are not pure in his eyes.
25,6 How much less a mortal, a maggot,

a human being, a worm.

After Eliphaz declared Job guilty because of coecieiquities (22,5-9), the motif
of human imperfection in Job 25 ensures Job’s vdclstate. Whereas the
imputation of concrete iniquities may be calledbinjuestion —Eliphaz may have
given wrong information—, this motif guaranteesttldab’s conviction of his
blamelessness can not be true. In Job 23, Jobdewaghe possibility of having a
lawsuit with God. He states that an upright per&it’') would argue with God, if
he had a case (23,7}.Bildad opposes the impossibility of being rightedefore
God to this claim. A reference to the concept dfilbation is lacking in this
speech. Here, the insignificance of human being®igrasted with the majesty of
the Creator. Human beings are like a maggot or mmw@®he wordT37 (maggot)
refers to the death and to the underwdHdrhe designationﬂ:]'ﬂﬂ (worm) is
used in Ps.22,7 to disqualify the poet as a huneamgb This third mention of the
motif of human imperfection concentrates on thetmrsof a mortal in relation to
the Creator. Because of a fundamental differencevden the Creator and
creatures, a human being is not able to be rigktdéefiore God. In this way, the
motif of human imperfection expresses the awarertbas God's greatness
surpasses all creatures.

3.5 Misery as a Pedagogical Instrument

3.5.1 A Pedagogical Twist in the First Speech of Eliphaz

Even though the concept of retribution is the basitern of thought in the friends’
speeches, a somewhat different perception of thetiin of evil also appears.
Human beings should understand their misery asraeamn or warning from

God's side. This is an expression of God’'s engagemath the well-being of

human beings. Eliphaz ends his first speech with supedagogical twist. After
the exposition of the concept of retribution (4P-land the motif of human
imperfection (4,17-21), he mentions a more positigpect of suffering. It can be
understood as a correcting intervention by God.

31 The word " refers to the characterization of Job by the narrand God in the

prologue (1,1.8; 2,3). A similar claim is made B,70: if he tested, | would come out like
gold.
13217,14; 21,26; 1sa.14,11.
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5,17 Behold® happy is the human being whom God reproves,
do not reject the discipline of the Almighty.

5,18 For, he causes pain and binds up,
he wounds, but his haridheal.

After Eliphaz has depicted God’s marvellous deadshich God rescues the lowly
and frustrates the devices of the crafty (5,9-h6)mentions a pedagogical view on
misery. The vertiid” (to reprove) in 5,17a gets a pedagogical meanaoguse it
stands parallel tBiD12 (discipline) in 5,178 The statement that God causes pain
(5,18) makes it clear that, to some extent, thisaach consists of suffering. Job
should understand his misery as a warning from Ggi7-18 refers to Prov.3,11-
13, where God’s reproof is connected to his lovestameone; he calls those who
find wisdom happy*® Human beings consider receiving God’s reproof as a
privilege because it is an expression of God's eamcwith them. If Job
appreciated the trouble, which God takes in favofirhim, and took God's
discipline into account by changing his wrong wdydoing, a prosperous life
would be in store. However, how can Job accept §diBcipline if he is truly
blameless when a reason for God’s reproof is lagkinEither way, this discipline
is not applied in a vacuum. In 5,18, Eliphaz makiesr that God not only hurts
people in order to correct their way of life, ble@aheals them, if they accept his
discipline™® This topic is formulated by means of a merism. &rism is a figure
of speech that expresses a single thing by refetdrmore (sometimes opposite)
parts’® This means that the aim of God'’s actions is netsidedly to punish or to
correct someone. God'’s causing of pain is alwayseocted to the goal of letting a
person better their life and them being able tol hieemselves because of the
change in behaviour as a result of this disciplElig@haz subsequently depicts the
following prospect; if Job accepts God's reproodl @naws the obvious conclusion
from it, a bright future lies ahead of him (5,19-26

133 Several scholars delef® (behold) (HélscherHiob, 20; FohrerHiob, 133; Hesse,
Hiob, 52; De Wilde Hiob, 114).

134 Reading the Qerg 1.

135 pace Horst, who states tifdd” has a forensic meaning in 5,17, so that suffeisrtg be
received from God as a forensic as well as pedagbgneasure according to this verse
(Horst,Hiob, 86). The verth12" also has a pedagogical meaning in e.g. 2 Sam.Pgl8;2;
38,2.

130 If 2821 (like a father) in Prov.3,12b is rendered3¥2" (he causes pain), 5,18a refers
also to this part. Compare also Ps.94,12.

137 Compare Clines]ob, 147.

138 Compare Hos.6,1, where it is connected with rémgrio the Lord.

139E g.in Gen.1,1, ‘heaven and earth’ refer to thigerse.
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This pedagogical turn offers a rather new vievsuffering in comparison to
the concept of retribution. One could wonder hoesthtwo different aspects are
related to each other. The specific issue, thewhisther God also wounds people
in order to reprove them beyond the area of reinbu This would imply that
Eliphaz holds it possible that human beings can siléfer more than they deserve
in retributive proportions. Hesse thinks that tbaaept of retribution retreats to the
background in this passage. According to Hessegamharrassment caused by the
concept of retribution affecting the innocent igyented if one understands that
suffering is a possible chastisement of G8dHowever, the pain and wounds
which are caused by God refer to the trouble tteahs from one’s own behaviour,
as Eliphaz argued in the preceding part of hig §meech. The pedagogical twist
sheds light on an additional aspect of being pwddhy means of a miserable fate.
Whereas suffering is a consequence of committadstice, the pedagogical view
also urges us to understand this misery as an eag@ment to remove injustice
and turn towards God. Suffering will be temporat those who accept God's
discipline (cf. 5,18ff). So, the pedagogical viewed not go beyond the area of
retribution here. Only the perspectives on suffgdiffer in both case¥?

3.5.2 The Emphasis on the Pedagogical Function of Suffery in
the Speeches of Elihu
Elihu in particular defends God'’s righteousness.sdbscribes to the concept of
retribution. God repays the deeds of human beirgggarding or punishing them
according to their ways. The Almighty would not et this justice’” Therefore,
Elihu strongly attacks Job’s claim that he is bless. Considering his misery, Job
must have sinned® Although Elihu adopts the basic theological stiuetof the
other three friends with this, some modificatiorp@grs. In the speeches of Elihu,
the pedagogical aspect of suffering gets more egmiphd&lihu takes up the
pedagogical view of Eliphaz (5,17-18) but elabaataore extensively. He
attributes an explicitly pedagogical sense to opaisishment.

After Elihu’s statement that Job is not right whenclaims that he is blameless
(33,12), he refutes Job’s complaint that God refuseanswer him* According to
Elihu, God answers human beings in several way4433

33,15 In a dream, in a vision of the night,

140 Hesse,Hiob, 58-59. Fohrer also places this passage outsieleatba of retribution.
According to him, Eliphaz has the misfortune whatems from the natural weakness in
mind (FohrerHiob, 152).

141 Compare Clines]ob, 148.

19234 11-12. See e.g. also 36,6.

14833,9.12; 34,5-7.

144 This claim can be found in 19,7; 30,20. In 13,k invites God to communicate with
him and in 23,4-5.8-9, Job wants to contend witll Gout God is untraceable.
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when deep sleep falls on human beil{gs,
while they slumber in bed.
33,16 Then he opens ears of human beings,
and terrifies theM® with warnings®’,
33,17 to turn a human being from his ddffig
and to cut away® pride from man.

Elihu confronts Job with his impression that Godnownicates with human
beings during sleep. God reveals himself in dreand visions. While Job
complained that God terrifies him with dreams argions (7,14), Elihu points out
that they had a specific purpose. Dreams and \dsienve to warn people. In 5,17,
the wordTD1 bears the meaning ‘discipline’ because it is ugetthe context of
misery. However, this word means ‘warning’ in 33,4ice discipline in the sense
of experiencing suffering occurs as a second waywhich God speaks in
33,19ff1*° This warning is concerned with a person’s behavihe actions of a
human being in 33,17a refer to reprehensible agtthre to the parallel withi1.
(pride) in 33,17b. In Jer.13,17;2 refers to the refusal to listen to God. God warns
human beings about wrong ways of life in order @kenthem remove their pride
and rescue their lives (33,18). This warning doet precede possible lapses in
order to withhold people from them, but happensabee of the injustice which
someone has committed. For, the pride in 33,17gdfe wickedness. It is this
wickedness that Elihu has also determined in Jifle’'§33,12). So, wickedness is
the starting point for the description of God’s aliag by means of dreams (33,15-
16) and pain (33,19ff). God’'s pedagogical actiomamwns the wicked in the
speeches of Elihtr!

Physical suffering is a second way by means of iwliod communicates with
(wicked) human beings in the view of Elihu. Godre@s them by pain:

33,19 Or he is reproved by pain on his bed,
with a continual strif€?in his bones.

145 Many scholars consider this line as an additioTgesit is a literal inserted quotation of
4,13 (Wahl,Gerechte Schopfe60 (note 46); Buddeliob, 196; Driver-Gray,Job, 287;
Hoélscher Hiob, 80; FohrerHiob, 454; Hessehliob, 179; De WildeHiob, 313).

“® ReadingfmM” (cf. LXX).

“" Readingn0m27.

18 Reading Twwmn (cf. LXX, Tg.).

¥ Reading102".

%0 Cf. Budde Hiob, 196; Habel,Joh, 468.

%1 50 also WahiGerechte Schopfe69.

12 Reading the Kethib.
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Severe physical pain can be a way of God corredtiegwrong way of life of
human beings. This divine communication is mor@risive. The verlii2" (to
reprove) refers to 5,17, where Eliphaz states éhperson can be referred to as
happy, when God reproves him. As in 5,17-18, sunféealso has a reproving and
disciplinary function in 33,19ff. The further degdion in 33,20-22 indicates that
Elihu is talking about serious and life-threateniigyysical diseases. However, a
person in these circumstances does not stand dtiha.introduces the figure of a
mediator in this life-threatening situation (33,28his mediator informs the sick
person how to turn to a righteous way of life oa tme hand and intercedes with
God on the other hand. If sick and reproved persi@tgde to do their duty as an
upright person again, God will consider this dexisia ransom by which he
delivers them from going down into the pit (33,%%).In this way, Elihu
emphasizes God’s efforts to save people from aratite fate and to return them
to a righteous way of lif€* The misery of the wicked is a pedagogical measure
the first instance from Elihu’s point of view. Hower, it does not mean that he
rules out the function of punishment. For, thos@wb not pay attention to God’s
warnings and reprovements, will not be rescued fgmimg into the pit and will
perish!*®

The pedagogical perspective returns in Job 36.r&liéutive context is clear
in this chapter. Elihu states that God does nop kbe wicked alive (36,6). God
declares their transgressions against those whahai@ed or caught in cords of
affliction (36,8-9). Subsequently Elihu summarizles main line of thought of the
pedagogical perspective on suffering.

36,10 He opens their ears for a warning

and says that they return from iniquity.
36,11 If they listen and serve,

they complete their days in prosperity,

and their years in happin€ss.
36,12 But if they do not listen, they perish by aa’

133 Cf. G. Fohrer, “Die Weisheit des Elihu (Hi 32-37)A: G. Fohrer Studien zum Buche
Hiob (1956-1979YBZAW 159), (2% Berlin-New York 1983, 97 [AfO 19 (1959/60) 83-
94)]; Fohrer Hiob, 459-460.

14 Compare Fohrer, “Elihu”, 110. He points to thetftwat Elihu puts less emphasis on
human action and more on God'’s helpful and mereiftion.

155E g. 34,17-30.

1%6 Several scholars delete this line (Driver-Gragh, 311; HoélscherHiob, 85; Fohrer,
Hiob, 473; Hessehliob, 187; De WildeHiob, 336).

157 Several scholars considBRE2 (by a spear) as a repeating gloss of 33,18 (Fohrer
Hiob, 473; Driver-Gray,Job, 311; HolscherHiob, 85; HesseHiob, 187; De WildeHiob,
336). Others think thdl U bears the meaning ‘channel’ and refers to thengyto the
underworld across the ‘channel’ (Habdipb, 508; Pope,Job, 266; Wabhl, Gerechte
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and they die without knowledge.

Returning from iniquity is the purpose of sufferitigat is received as consequence
of committing transgressions. The veZbi (to return) in 36,10 refers to 22,23
where Eliphaz mentions returning to the Almightyaasondition for change in
Job’s miserable fate. God attempts to make theegidee their wrong way of life.
However, the decision to interpret their sufferagga warning and to change their
way of life is left to the wicked themselves. Thigcide whether or not they listen
to God’s warning. The implications of such a dewisare clear; those who take
their punishment as a warning and change their avdife will be rewarded and
end their days in prosperity. By contrast, those wgmore or miss this sign perish
because of their wickedness. Thus, the pedagog@apective does not break the
concept of retribution. Elihu does not mention etiffg as a means for testing
human being$®® suffering is the result of human behaviour in Vieswv. However,
he modifies the view of the other three friendshi® extent that he emphasizes the
pedagogical function of misery more than the othiends do. Punishment for
iniquities has to be taken as a warning and repneve by God in first instance. It
demonstrates God’'s concern for human welfare. iy, the main issue in the
speeches of Elihu is not why people have to sulfet,for what purpose they are

suffering®®

Schoépfer 60 (note 53) and 107). HAL carefully prefers theaning ‘spear’ (arfl 50 1V,
HAL 4, 1518).

138 Cf. Wahl,Gerechte Schopfel12. Wahl contrasts this view with the opinionEtiphaz

in 5,17ff. According to him, Eliphaz mentions suffegy as a test of human beings (112).
However, in my opinion Eliphaz also refers to stiffg which human beings encounter
because of their sins (see 8§3.5.1).

199 Cf. Weiser, Hiob, 223; Fohrer, “Elihu”, 110; Hesse{iob, 181; Wahl, Gerechte
Schopfer72.
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Chapter 4
Between Rebellion and Hope
INn the Speeches of Job

4.1 Introduction

The central charge in the dialogue is that God grts\justice. Job utters this grave
and decisive accusation in JoB Bven though this allegation is one of the main
points of the dialogue, Job’s speeches also inattlder elements. Job holds on to
his innocence, keeps his wish to enter into a l#wgith God, and insists that God
treats him unjustly. But he also explores his situnafrom different perspectives
and looks at whether other insights could be heélpfu explaining God’s
involvement in his current blameless suffering. Jaimsiders several possible
motives for God’'s intangible, unintelligible andjust actions. However, at the
same time he also places his hope in this same Tod. ambivalent attitude
towards God shows how complex the situation offfeser is. On the one hand, it
looks as if God manifests himself as an opponent &ven brings upon himself
the suspicion that he abuses his sovereign posisofreator. Job suggests that
God had intentions other than partnership whentiaggduman beings. On the
other hand, sufferers can only place their hophignsame God because only God
has the power to free them from his hand. Theretlk also cautiously hopes that
God can force an opening in his immovable caseisasvitness and redeemer. In
this way, Job moves between rebellion and hopésisfeeches.

The doubt about God’s righteousness remains anrtargiatopic in the course
of Job’s speeches. On the one hand, Job uses hisase in order to demonstrate
the unjust nature of God’s actions. He holds todaisviction that he is innocent
and repeats that God’s hand has wrongfully turrgadnat him. After Job 9, Job’s
wish to plead with God and the impossibility of mya case with God return. On
the other hand, Job also casts doubt on God’'sroaehable actions by directing
the attention to the fate of the wicked. Contraris friends, Job observes that the
wicked live in prosperity. According to Job, they aot punished with misery as
may be expected according to the concept of rdtabuSo, there are two lines of
argument in order to prove that God's dealings warsound, if it is understood
according to this concept: Job’s own innocent sinf§eand the apparent prosperity
of the wicked.

1 See Ch.2.
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This fourth chapter explores the different aspadigh Job mentions in order
to understand his situation and to explain God®Ivement in his misery outside
Job 9. It elaborates upon how Job perceives Golisaepponent and how he
searches for motives for God'’s hostile treatmerttiof (4.2). Subsequently it maps
out in the way in which Job applies the image @f ldwvsuit in his other speeches
outside Job 9. The chapter depicts how Job holdsigoconviction that he is
blameless until the end and questions whether deb, devertheless, admit that he
has sinned to some extent (4.3). In order to sugmsrclaim that God perverts
justice, Job also draws attention to the fate efwiicked. They prosper instead of
suffering misery (4.4). Another topic is the matbérwhy God gives life to those
who meet trouble. Thus, the question of the sefise life in suffering is raised
(4.5). Finally, this chapter deals with Job’s trirstGod in God's role as heavenly
witness and redeemer (4.6).

4.2 God as Job’s Opponent

4.2.1 God’s Hostility towards Job

Job considers his miserable fate to be the resalthostile attack by God. In Job’s
eyes, God treats him as if he is God’'s enemy. Gbd&ile action towards human
beings does not need to be controversial as sucbording to the concept of
retribution, God legitimately punishes the wickedchuse of their opposition
against him. However, God’s action becomes dubinu¥ob’s case because Job
insists that he is blameless. Therefore, Job doésieserve to be treated as an
evildoer. In Job 9, Job makes it clear that he €&ed's treatment of him as
perversion of justicé This implies that each depiction of God’s hostitifter Job
9 has even more impact; then it not only pointstbat God is the origin of Job’s
misfortune, it also has the connotation of unjudiom. The images of attack and
hostility emphasize the intensity of Job’s suffgrihis distress is all the more
painful because, in Job’s eyes, it affects him sihju

In the dialogue, Job identifies God as the oridiie misery for the first time
in 6,4. Here, he uses the image of the archerderaio depict how God harasses
him with trouble. Job reacts to Eliphaz’ questidmdy Job is dejected so and
does not trust his fear of God (4,2-6). Job treegustify his outburst of words by
pointing to the weight of his trouble (6,2-3The reason for this intense reaction is
that God has afflicted him with severe suffering.

? See Ch.2.

° The verbY5 (to speak uncontrolled) in 6,3 does not mean #wdt apologizes for
untruthful speaking, since that would undermineghés in the continuation of the dialogue
(see also Van Selmspb |, 63; Clines, Job, 170). It characterizes more shenetimes
emotional and sharp nature of Job’s words. Furtbegmin the words of Job in 6,2-4, a
reference could be seen to the remark of Eliphdz 2nthat resentment kills the fool. For,
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6,4 For the arrows of the Almighty are in me,
my spirit drinks their poisof.
The terrors of God line up against fe.

God’s arrows, which have pierced Job, symbolizeatiguish and misfortune (6,2)
that God has sent to Job. Normally, God’s arrovesgei evildoers or opponents
and bring disastérIn Ps.38,2-3, the psalmist characterizes hissnas God’s
arrows that have stuck in him. He implores God twodiscipline him for his
iniquities in God’'s anger. In 6,4, the image of Godrrows similarly evokes the
context of the concept of retribution, in which Gadnishes evildoers. Job
attributes the origin of his misfortune to an aggiee act by God. He considers
himself as a target of God’'s hostile actions, withich God normally treats his
opponents. Within the image, Job’s spirit drinks goison of God’s arrows (6,4b).
This causes his illness and troublEhe word117 (spirit) can express the centre of
someone’s thinking and feeling. Several times fiegps parallel with®) (breath
of life/lsomeone’s inner centre) which indicates ¢emtre of someone’s lifeJob
indicates that his misfortune has affected his whioéing. In the words of a
dichotomy with which Job is not familiar: he suBephysically as well as
mentally? A new image occurs in 6,4c. Here, the terrors ofl @epresent Job’s
trouble. God lines up his terrors before his opporike a general besieges and
attacks an enemy.The images of God’s arrows and terrors illusttheeorigin of
Job’s distress, but they also underline the weidlitis anguish. God afflicted Job
with a miserable fate that God’s opponents nornslffer.

One could wonder whether this depiction of God'sthe actions in 6,4
already suggests the feeling that God wrongfullg atJob’s case. This accusation
is explicitly heard for the first time in Job 9.i# true that Job casts doubt on the

the wordQY2 (resentment) in 5,2 returns in 6,2. However, @, 8he wordY2 has the
broader meaning ‘anguish’ because of the paralksl W17 (Qere; my misfortune).

* Hesse considers this line as an addition (Hésisd, 62).

® Fohrer considers this line as a gloss (Folieb, 160). Several scholars charig&gaY”
(are arrayed) intd2172Y" (‘disrupt me’) (FohrerHiob, 160; HolscherHiob, 20; De
Wilde, Hiob, 121: Van SelmsJob |, 63). However, the meaning of the Masoretic text i
clear and does not need to be changed (sega¥t. HAL 11, 885).

® Num.24,8; Deut.32,23.42; 2 Sam.22,15; Ps.7,14:5t%4,8; 77,18; 144,6; Zech.9,14.

" The image of God as archer belongs to the categbGod as ‘divine warrior’. It can
probably be more specifically traced back to thea®yand Egyptian (18th dynasty) deity
Resheph, who sends plagues to people by meansoefsar

87,11. See also 16,13, where God affects Job’skisin

° See also FohreHiob, 169; Van Selms]ob |, 63.

19 Compare Ps.88,16-18, where the psalmist understaisl miserable and desperate
situation as the result of God’s terrors which sund and destroy him. He associates
God’s terrors with God'’s burning anger.
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relation between the extent of his misery and lisviction that he has lived a
righteous life in Job 6-7 He does not understand why God pays such close
attention to insignificant human beings and malkas his target (Job 7). Job also
mentions his righteous way of Iité However, Job does not draw any conclusion
from these considerations and leaves the questi@od's injustice open in Job 6-
7. The images of God’'s arrows and terrors showotigin and severity of Job’s
anguish. They explain Job’s tempestuous reactiohJBb has not yet suggested in
Job 6-7 that divine injustice is at the basis sffaie’®

In the course of the dialogue, the images of arelnertarget return. Job then
uses even more extensive military images in ordexxpress his feeling that God
harasses him. The image of God as archer returh6,i?-14. Job complains that
God afflicts and crushes him. God has set Job upsagrget and his projectifés
surround him (16,12c-13a). These projectiles hetthal parts of a human being.
God pierces Job’s kidneys without pity (16,13bid)e kidneys as well as the liver
symbolize the vital core of human lif2God’s hostile attack affects Job’s vigour
and mental state. In Job 9, Job has charged Gddunmjust actions because he is
convinced that he is blamelé$dn this light, the depictions of God’s attack wih
great display of power demonstrate the lack of prtign in God’'s actions in
relation to Job’s casé.They now represent God’s unjust actions in theatiua.
Job is a defenceless victim of God’s hostile angisinshow of strength towards
him.

The depiction of God'’s hostility in 16,12-14 combas with images from the
battlefield. Job compares God’s attack to a conmbatdno breaches through the
wall of a besieged cit}? In Job’s view, God acts like a warrior on the leditld.

16,14 He breaches me breach after breach,
he rushes against me like a warrior.

'16,30; 7,12.20-21.

12.6,10c (some scholars delete this line (Fohkiob, 161; HélscherHiob, 22; Hesse,
Hiob, 62) or are unsure of its originality (Driver-Graph, 61; PopeJob, 52)); 6,29b.

'3 Cf. Clines,Joh, 171.

% In Jer.50,29, the worl™ means ‘archer’ because of the parallel \W&?P 277 (those
who bend the bow). Therefore, several scholars ra@lad ‘archer’ in 16,13. They see God
as a commander directing his archers to the td@jetes,Job, 371; PopeJob, 122; Habel,
Job, 273). However, the meaning ‘projectile’ is morelmble in 16,13 because God is the
subject in 16,12-14. God personally attacks Jothese verses (so Holschétiob, 40;
Fohrer,Hiob, 278; Horst,Hiob, 250; De Wilde,Hiob, 189.192; Hessesliob, 113; Van
Selms,Job |, 145).

!> Compare Lam.3,12-13 and Prov.7,23.

16 Job repeats this conviction in 16,17.

" Fohrer Hiob, 287; Clines,Job, 383-384.

18 See also 30,14.
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These two images express the gravity of God’s lattaccording to Job, he has
become an enemy in God’s eyes. The image of Gaatbireg walls suggests that
God has turned away from a person or his peoplelefdhem in the hands of
opponents. Normally, the reason for this attituglé&od’s disappointment in their
way of life!® Apparently, Job belongs to this category. The ditea in the wall
could refer to the blows, which Job experiencebiinlife. These actions by God
are compared to those of a warrior assaulting ya (@#6,14b). In Isa.42,13, God
goes to war against his enemies as a warrior ieraa bring deliverance to his
own peopl€® This bellicose attitude has also turned againbt ehile Eliphaz
depicted the wicked as those who rush against Ga@6§), Job now describes God
as the one who rushes against him. God besiege$ikéoh warrior besieges a
hostile city. In this way, Job attributes the iiitve for hostility and attack solely to
God*

These military images are further extended in 12,.8There, God sends his
troops like a commander would in order to besiaggsitent (19,12). These more
or less military images attribute Job’s misfortuaeviolent characteristics of God.
Job still supposes that God acts according to sectelation between a person’s
actions and what befalls them. Therefore, theseeagiye measures against Job
illustrate the disproportionate and unjust charack God’'s treatment of Job
because Job is convinced that he is innocent. @atstJob unjustly as an evildoer
or enemy. Job is obviously an opponent and an emne®@pd’s eyes.

19,11 He has kindlédhis anger against me
and counts me as his enéthy

God’s perception of Job has apparently changedimparison to the beginning of
the book of Job. Job’s former prosperous stateatdd that God considered Job to
be a righteous man (1,1-5). His current misery caly be a sign that God has
changed his mind. Job understands his fate asthnrstiof God’s angéf. This is
usually turned on evildoers and opponents and sraagamity?”> God only sends

|sa.5,5; Ps.80,13; 89,41.

20 See also Jer.20,11; Sef.3,17; Ps.78,65. In Ps.@6@is calledTdr 5m 1122 (mighty in
battle).

21 Cf. Fohrer Hiob, 288; Clines,Job, 385.

%2 Changing the vocalization 6T (to kindle) into qal (so Driver-Graylob, phil. notes,
123; FohrerHiob, 308; Straul3Hiob, 3) is not necessary because the line expresses th
active action of kindling God’s anger (cf. Clindsh, 429.444).

% Reading a singuldX2 (cf. LXX) is more probable because in 13,24 andl@3the
comparison is also in singular. Moreover, the liekers to Job.

** See also 14,13; 16,9.

?54,9; 20,23.28; 21,17.
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such grave misery if he judges Job to be an evildbeerefore, Job can only
derive from his misfortune that God now counts hBsrhis enemy.

While God considers Job as his enemy, accordinpln there is the question
of whether or not Job also sees God as his eneggube of his currently unjust
miserable state. Job calls God his adversary in(@a®b) and depicts his suffering
as hostile assaults by God. However, do these isnsigggest that God has become
Job’s enemy? Possible proof for the view that Jsb aalls God his enemy is
16,9¢, in which Job states that his enemy sharpegyes against him. 16,9¢
would also refer to God and call God an enemyt isitaken as a third colon
parallel to 16,9ab, where Job describes that Geddra him in God’s anger and
gnashes his teeth at him like an aniffidlowever, it is preferable to read 16,9c
parallel with 16,10a because of the parallelismveet sharpening the eyes (16,9¢)
and opening the mouths wide (16,18&Jhus,"7X (my enemy) refers to the group
of pursuers that is mentioned in 16,10a and n@dd?® Whereas Job takes arms
up against God, calls God his adversary in law, emtges God with perverting
justice, he does not go to battle against God &od is his enemy. Instead of a
frontal counterattack, Job chooses the way of #weslit in order to denounce
God’s hostile attitude towards hith.

Job also mentions other images in order to depiot’'$s hostility. He
characterizes his miserable state as a situatiarajofivity and persecution. God
has put Job’s feet in stocks (13,27has thrown his net over Job (19°6preaks

?° So HorstHiob, 248-249; Clinesjob, 382.

%" |n this way, a regularly composed poem by meardisifches comes into being (16,12-
13 can also be read as three distiches).

%8 S0 FohrerHiob, 280; HesseHiob, 112.118; Holschetiob, 40; Driver-GrayJob, 145;

De Wilde,Hiob, 192; PopeJoh, 123. Except for Pope, these scholars considé&ciBl as

a later interpolation that interrupts the cohereoicthe speech, since 16,9ab and 16,12-14
deal with God, while 16,9c-11 deals with a grouphafman adversaries. Because of the
relation with 16,10a, they mostly change the vaedion of*7X into *JX (my enemies),
which has been changed in order to adapt 16.96,8alb.

29 Within the context of Job 16, this keeps opengbssibility of making an appeal to God
as Job’s witness. This would hardly have been ples#iJob had called God his enemy.

%0 Elihu refers to this passage in 33,11. Fohrer gaafiO2 (in the stocks) intd1"02 (with
lime) cf. Tg., since the footprints in 13,27c suppdreedom of movement and not being
kept in stocks (FohreHliob, 238). However, the change is not necessary bedhaeasthree
cola in 13,27 can be read as separate depictio@®dfwho is restricting Job’s freedom of
movement (compare Clinedph, 321-323).

31 Some scholars deriv8X0 (his net) froniTT182 (fortress) because the image of laying
siege to a city is more appropriate in the light8f7-12. They also take the verpr (to
surround) as an indication of this interpretati@tir(es,Job, 428; GordisJob, 201; Habel,
Job, 291). However, the content of 19,7-12 is not esielely military. Moreover,
iconographic evidence shows that throwing a net lmara more or less military image.
Enemies or prisoners are caught in a net (J.BcHzuit, The Ancient Near East in Pictures.
Relating to the Old Testamer2™ edition with supplements, Princeton 1969, 94.98).
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him down on every site (19,10), and persecutes(h#l?2). Job experiences God's
hostility personally. God terrifies Job with dreaarsd visions (7,14) and Job has
the feeling that God hides his face from him (13,2ding God’s face can be an
expression of his angémwhich has been caused by transgressions, turainther
gods, or a lack of faithfulnedslt puts into words Job’s feeling that God refuses
be concerned with somebody’s distressing situdfidn. Job’s eyes, God has
turned away from him and considers him as an oppuoriEhis impression is
summarized in 30,20-22 in which Job complains Gatl does not answer his cry
for help and has become cruel.

4.2.2 The Hand of God and Its Effect

In an appeal to his friends for mercy, Job alsaesges the origin of his misery in
a different way. He describes his suffering asaioa of the hand of God.

19,21 Have pity on me, have pity on me, you my filen
for the hand of God has touched me.

The image of the hand of God touching Job attridite origin of Job’s trouble
and disasters to actions by God. The hand of Gyl fepresents God's power
over all living things®> The hand of God effectuates positive as well agatine
things. It creates and it heBlsbut it can also cause calamity. Job identifies’'&o
terrors with the working of the hand of Go‘i‘.j:().37 The words™T" and V) (to
touch) in 19,21b are also used by the satan ipriblegue when he challenges God
to stretch out his hand against Job in order tohalob’s wealth and bod§In this
way, a bitter irony appears. For, the reader knthatJob’s analysis is right but the
reason for God’s touch is something other than edcless. The satan’s challenge
is at the basis of God's permission to touch tlwpiJob. In 30,21, Job mentions
the activity of God’'s mighty hand parallel to Goelcbming cruel. So the touch of

Therefore, this image is not incongruous here @dse 18,8-10). Cf. C.L. Seow, “Job’s
go'él, again”, in: M. Witte (ed.)Gott und Mensch im Dialog. Festschrift fiir Otto Eexi
zum 80. Geburtstag (BZAW 345/I1), Berlin-New York 2004, 692.

%2 Deut.31,17; 1sa.64,6; Ps.27,9.

% Deut.31,17-18; 32,20; Isa.59,2; 64,6; Jer.33,5¢kE39,23-24; Mic.3,4. See for the
expression also 34,29.

% Ps.30,8; 69,18; 102,3. See also Fotéop, 252; Clines,Job, 319.

%10,7; 12,10.

%5,18; 10,37)2); 14,15.

%713,21. See also 6,9.

%1,11; 2,5. Compare e.g. Ruth 1,13.
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God’s hand not only expresses the origin of Joate,fbut also indicates some of
the aggressive and hostile nature of God'’s acfions.

The results of Job’s afflictions affect Job in #uxial sphere. Job has lost his
honourable state and has been an outcast from dineen his misfortune befell
him. Job’s former social status and prosperity wenenected to his righteousness.
His wealth showed that he was righteous in Godissdyecause God blesses the
righteous (1,1-3). Job’s sensible and high mordhab®ur demonstrated his
upright nature and made him an esteemed persarciatg. Job helped the weak,
people listened to his advice, he was respectddld9) and offered burning-offers
for his children in case they had sinned (1,5). elesv, those around Job conclude
from his current miserable state that Job must kaveed before. Apparently, such
a conclusion is reason enough for placing someosedial isolation. Job has lost
his prominent position and is cast out by his re¢@t Young and humble people
mock and reject hirff Job blames God for causing this alienation frors hi
surroundings. God has stripped Job’s honour fram (1i9,9) and has made him a
byword of the people (17,6). In this way, Job’sfimigine not only affects his own
body and life, but also deprives him of his honand places him in an isolated
position in society.

4.2.3 The Search for Motives for God’s (Unjust) Actions

The experience of such grave and unjust sufferiage® Job wonder what motives
could be at the bottom of God’s hostile treatmenhim. Since punishment for

wickedness can not be the reason because of Joiwsdnce, Job has to explore
other possible reasons for God’s puzzling behavidab first focuses on God’s
perception of human beings. In Job 7, he wondeesthven God’s hostile treatment
of human beings and intensive concern with them bmajollows from an

overestimation of the significance of human beinse disproportion of God’s

suspicious treatment of humankind and the imbalah€&od’s grotesque measures
against people with their actual offences and tle@lat are important issues in this
speech. Job tries to find reasons for this diviabaviour towards human beings.
Job complains that God even harasses him in rep ¢l&14). He appeals to God to

%In 12,9, Job also attributes his misery to aroéithe hand of God. However, this verse is
controversial. Several scholars consider it as phd later insertion, partly because the
divine naméeT1i7” is used in this verse and does not occur in teeakdialogue (Driver-
Gray,Job, 114; HdlscherHiob, 33; Horst,Hiob, 184; De WildeHiob, 166; FohrerHiob,
244; HesseHiob, 93). Clines reads 12,7-12 as Job paraphrasingvihein which the
friends address him (Cline3pb, 292. Van Hecke adopts this view (Van Hecka) 12-14
151)). Tur-Sinai thinks that here the writer givies customary version of the story in Israel
(Tur-Sinai,Job, 210-211).

%019,13-19; 30,1.9-10
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leave him alone (7,16). Then Job asks why God pagh close attention to human
beings.

7,17 What is a human being that you make so mutingf
and that you fix your attention on him,

7,18 that you inspect him every morning
and test him every moment?

These verses are a parody on Ps.8%53bb hints at the prominent position of
human beings in the Creation and God’s particuse dor them of which the
psalmist here sings. In Ps.8,5f, the psalmist iprised at God’s high esteem of
human beings. God is well-disposed to humble nmortaid looks after them
according to the psalmist. However, this promingogition of human beings and
God'’s care are placed in a bad light within theteghof Job 7. The significant
position of humankind seems to be a reason forimemtsly observing and
harassing them. Whereay32 (to be concerned with) has a positive meaning
standing parallel t&37 (to be mindful) in Ps.8,5, this verb is colourezhatively
because of its parallel 072 (to test) in 7,18. God's attention now becomes an
examining interest. God tes{$1R) the heart and the kidneys of people in order to
evaluate their way of lif& He tests both righteous and wicked (Ps.11,5) aresg

to them according to the result of this test (Jef.@). Job connects this privileged
position with God’s observing and suspicious attentHe bitterly wonders why
God values mortal$ so highly that God harasses them with his inspgctind
testing attention each moment. Is such concern digproportional and an
overestimation of the real significance of peridhdiuman beings in comparison
to God?

This general question is applied to Job’'s own dastne rest of Job 7. The
significance of human beings as well as the natfir&od’s attention is further
specified. Job mentions the significance of humainds in two ways. On the one
hand, he suggests that God considers him as a klurgat than he actually is. Job
asks whether he is the sea or a sea-monster (TH@R" (sea) and th¥'I (sea-
monster) refer to powers of chaos which God hagrassed® In 38,8, God shuts

“1 Pope and Fohrer transldran (Pi) with ‘to rear’ or ‘to bring up’ (Popeloh, 58; Fohrer,
Hiob, 164. Horst gives this interpretation in his commgHorst, Hiob, 120)). However,
Job does not ask here why God creates human bbimgsvhy he attributes so much
significance to them.

42 Compare also Ps.144,3.

* Jer.11,20; 17,10; 20,12; Ps.7,10; 17,3; 26,2; R®8; 1 Chr.29,17. In 23,10, Job states
that he would be as gold if God tested him.

“4 See the description in 7,1-10.

45 &

1" 51,9 (parallel to Rahab); Ps.74,I3. represents the mythological and dangerous
sea-god Yam, who is the adversary of Baal.
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the sea in with doors. God seems to treat Job he is a power of chaos that
threatens God's ordét. However, this would be an overestimation of the
importance of the mortal Job and his threat to Qoth's suggestion is that God’s
measures against him which come up in his suffeanegnot in proportion with his
position as a perishable mortalOn the other hand, Job wonders to what extent
God'’s ‘well-being’ depends on right behaviour bynthle mortals® He asks what
he does to God if he has sinned (7,28&ccording to Clines, Job means that
every sin he may have committed is hardly worthilvetion since in any case he
will be dead sooR’ However, Job does not mention retribution in 7,20at
suggests that the sin of a humble mortal does m@oinhthe exalted God.
Therefore, God’'s well-being can not be a reasoref@mining human behaviour
so intensively. For, it does not depend on huméinres>? The following questions
assume the same view: why does God make Job d,taige has Job become a
burden to God, and why does God not overlook Jeliig? Job plays with the
significance of humble mortals in his search fonative for God’s treatment. Does
God not overestimate the power of human beingseifcbhnsiders Job as a
threatening force of chaos? Moreover, is it nog et human behaviour does not
affect God? God would undermine the fundamentdéihce between creatures
and Creator if he considered Job as a serioustthrea

The nature of God’s attention is elaborated upodififerent ways. First, Job
describes the negative nature of God’s attentionasinuous harassment. Even
when Job tries to find rest in his sleep, God fiegihim with dreams (7,14). Job is
not able to swallow his spittle as long as God ek him (7,19) and it is his
express wish that God leave him alone (7,16). S#igpdob uses the image of
watcher in order to illustrate God’s observingtatte. He calls God @787 X3
(watcher of humanity; 7,20). Furthermore, he ubesrbot™W (to watch over) in
order to express that God set a guard over hin2)'atd watches him in order to
punish any iniquity (10,14). Whereas the veTi¥ and™0 mostly express that

“® Habel,Job, 162; FohrerHiob, 179; Clines,Job, 188.

*’ Clines,Job, 188-189; Hesseiob, 70-71.

8 See also the remarks of Eliphaz and Elihu onttpi: §3.2.3.

49 Several scholars consider 7,20ab as a gloss (FdHi®b, 164; HoélscherHiob, 24;
Hesse Hiob, 64). Pope only deleteSIRM (Pope,Job, 62). Even if 7,20ab is a gloss, the
following questions bear the same view.

%0 Clines,Job, 194. He thinks that Elihu comes closer to thetfmwsthat the sins of mere
human beings are so trivial as to be unworthy afi’&oonsideration (35,5-8).

1 Horst, Hiob, 121; De Wilde Hiob, 130; Driver-GrayJoh, 74; Weiser Hiob, 64. The
same idea can be found in 22,2-3 and 35,6-8.

*2 The question of whether God profits from havincaae with Job (10,3) hints at the same
idea that God’s well-being or enjoyment does nqteshel on human behaviour.

53 7 20cd-21ab? Y (to me) in 7,20d is one of th@que sopherinand has to be read as

‘['73] (to you) (cf. LXX). On the relation between 7,21abhd Job’s conviction that he is
blameless, see §4.3.2.
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God preserves people from evil or threAtthese verbs have an observing and
examining meaning in Job’s mouth. God’s watchinye® to inspect and test in
the light of 7,18° Thus, God’s watching is a negative activity in'3oéyes. God
pursues Job constantly in order to test and prosdgon.

After Job charged God with unjust actions in Jolh@, focus of Job’s search
for a motive for God's actions changes. While Jaimoentrated on God’'s
perception on human beings in Job 7, he considedss®wn nature and being in
Job 10. Now the wicked nature of God’s actions heen determined (Job 9), Job
openly casts doubt on God's upright motivations andgests that God had false
intentions for creating human beings (Job 10). Bdvepossible motives are
considered. God might benefit from playing with lamrbeings or he might lack
some divine characteristics; what we would labehisgience and immorality. The
second half of Job’s first answer to Bildad (Job09-opens with Job’s question of
why God contends with him (10,2). As in 9,3, Joldenstands his misfortune as
God'’s charge against hith.While Job draws the conclusion that God treats him
unjustly in Job 9, he asks for reasons for thidileobehaviour towards him in Job
10.

Three rhetorical questions place some possiblevemtbefore God (10,3-7).
The questions are constructed with the interrogapiarticler and followed by a
conclusion introduced withd (that). The first one concerns God'’s benefit.

10,3 Does it benefit you to oppress,
to reject the work of your hands,
and shine on the plan of the wick&d?

While the dependence of God’'s ‘well-being’ on hun@aations has already been
mentioned implicitly in 7,20, Job now explicitly wders whether God’s unjust
treatment of him gives God any benéfiThe combinatiorT['? 2 (good for you)
expresses the benefit someone has from somethiGguld it be that God
oppresses human beings in order to obtain somentaya for himself instead of
rewarding them for some wrong? This oppressionrajettion refer to God's cruel
treatment of Job. Whereas Bildad stated that Ged dot rejectq¥?) the upright
(8,20), the innocently suffering Job now suggelsé God rejects the work of his

*=10: e.g. Ps.121,7; 140,5; 141,9; 145,283: e.g. Deut.32,10; Isa.27,3; Ps.64,2; 140,2.
%5 See also 13,27; 14,16. Elihu refers to it in 33|@1Prov.24,12, God is the one who keeps
watch over TXJ) the soul and examines the heart.

%' See §2.2.2.2.

®" Several scholars regard 10,3c as a gloss (FaHieb, 200; HolscherHiob, 30; Hesse,
Hiob, 80; De Wilde Hiob, 151; Driver-Gray,Job, 98 (maybe a gloss)).

%8 See also the remarks of Eliphaz and Elihu onttpi: §3.2.3.

% pace HAL, who takes it as ‘s it all right with o(art. 210, in: HAL II, 371, nr.4).
Terrien explains the nature of the benefit as ‘slea’ (TerrienJob, 101).
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hands in general. The combinatigr®2 U"1" (the work of your hands) expresses
the result of someone’s labour which has been aplisined with efforf’ It refers

to Job within this conteXt. This expression sharpens the poignant charactireof
guestion because it would be a harrowing conclushatt God rejects what he
himself has created with labour and c&r@oes it offer God any pleasure or
benefit when he harasses what he himself has dfzate

The status of 10,3c remains unclear because the&r (to shine) can have a
positive as well as a negative meaning. This verkcdbes God’'s manifestation
among human beings. God appears in order to bheksdeliver or in order to judge
the wicked®® Negatively understood, 10,3c would mean that Gititally stands
in relation to the plan of the wicked and condentrasr actions® Understanding
U9 positively, it would mean that God favours thenptdi the wicked according to
Job®® 10,3c only has sense in Job’s mouth if it is ustberd in the latter way. For,
then it fits with Job’s charge that God pervertstige. 10,3c contrasts with 10,3b
and serves as an illustration of the unjust charast God’s action& While the
righteous are rejected and oppressed by God, Guefitsethe wicked! Does such
perversion of justice benefit God in any way? DiddGactually create human
beings in order to have playthings which he carigbuarbitrarily instead of having
a relationship with them which is based on respadtcare? However, it would be
strange, if God benefited from ‘playing’ with higeation as he has everything at
his disposal. It would be questionable whether @Godvorth worshipping any
longer if this was the case.

Job further explores an example of a possible liteimefl0,8-17. Here, he
contrasts God’'s meticulous creation of Job andcchieful providence with God's
hidden purpose to watch and persecute Job. Gazhisonited with the fact that he
has created Job but now destroys him (10,8-9)e3pbunds how God constructed
his body and provided him with care and loyalty,{1312). But he must conclude

0 Gen.31,42; Hag.1,11.

®L Cf. Clines,Joh, 245.

%2 See also 10,8-12. Terrien understands the befoefiGod as ‘pleasure’ and states that
God would be a kind of masochist if he enjoys danmgvhat he created (Terriedoh,
101-102). However, this way of dealing does notessarily suppose a masochistic nature.
It can, in Job’s eyes, also point to an evil pugos creating human beings as is further
explored in 10,8-17.

%3 Blessing and delivering: Deut.33,2; Ps.80,2. JugtgPs.94,1.

% See also 5,13; 18,7. Obviously, Fohrer and Hesderstand 10,3c in this way since they
think that 10,3c is a gloss that attempts to rets@iod intervening with the wicked (Fohrer,
Hiob, 200; HesselHiob, 80). So, God’s shining is an elaboration of Gasj)pression and
rejection and is attributed only to the wickedheit view.

® So Clines,Job, 245; Habel,Job, 198; HorstHiob, 154.

% Although the lack of an introducii@ could be an argument for taking 10,3c as a gloss.
" Compare 9,23-24.
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from his current miserable situation that God's im®tfor this concern was
something other than a partnership between Godhangn beings.

10,13 But this you hid in your heart,
| know that this was your purpose:
10,14 if I sinned, you would watch fffe
and would not acquit me from my iniquity.

Job suggests that God’s hidden aim for creatingamubeings was apparently to
raise them in order to be able to observe thenmémely and to punish them if
they make a slip. The WOrdsoN (this) andfNT (this) in 10,13 refer to 10,14,
where the image of God as watcher (Job 7) retdreordplay with this roofaW

(to watch) makes clear the contrast between theated and hidden real purpose
of God’s providence. Whereas in 10,12 God’s watgh@characterized as loyal
and caring, it is understood as God hunting fonisip people in 10,14. God’s
seeming preservation now turns out to be an inyatstig and observing activity.
The verb "ORVMT (I sinned) expresses a hypothetical case becafistheo
conjunctiondR (if). Therefore, Job does not admit that he hasesd. Also, he
does not charge God with punishing slight sinseefthNor does he restrict this
hypothetical case to sins stemming from natural dumveaknes®. For, the verb
NV (to sin) is not restricted to a specific field sins’* In 10,13-14, Job
denounces God's obsessive desire to catch JoBpparently, God created him in
order to make him into a target which God couldthithus, Job does not critcize
the fact that God would discipline him if he sinnétbwever, he reproaches God
for God's obsessive behaviour which goes beyondithi¢ of fair treatment. In
Job’s eyes, being righteous or guilty does not enathymore: in both cases, Job is
weighted down by his misery.

The second and third rhetorical questions that esigg possible motive for
God's current treatment of J8bcompare God's being and actions with human
being and actions. Job wonders whether a limiteidityalof perception or a
restricted lifetime is the cause of God's hostih&viour towards him. While

% Fohrer and Hesse translate the vati with ‘to imprison’ (Fohrer Hiob, 218; Hesse,
Hiob, 80). However, 10,14 refers to the image of Godiacher and therefore the verb has
to be translated with ‘to watch’.

% pace RowleyJob, 103.

" Pace Fohreltiiob, 218.

™ In the prologue as well as in Job 31, the W5 refers to conscious and rather serious
sins. In the prologue, the narrator assures thatddes not sin (1,22; 2,10) and in 31,30,
Job says that he did not permit his mouth to simvtshing his enemies dead by a curse. In
7,20, such a hypothetical case is also supposed.

’210,15. Cf. 9,22.29.

3 The first is 10,3.
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God’s answer will later confront Job with the félcat Job does not posses divine
attributes (40,8-14), Job ponders whether God basah characteristics.

10,4 Do you have eyes of flesh
or do you see as a human sees,
10,5 are your days like the days of a mortal
or your years like the years of a man,
10,6 that you seek out my iniquity
and search for my sin,
10,7  althougH you know that | am not guilty
and nobody can deliver out of your hand?

Job’s second question touches on —what we woulll ¢abd’'s omniscience
(10,4)” Job considers the possibility that God’s obseovais limited. Could it be
that God misjudges Job’s way of life because hksléice ability to oversee all Job
has done? The wortiJ2 (flesh) refers to the human body. The eyes ohfiefer
to human perception. Human beings are unable tweguthe coherence of
everything that happens in the woffddoes God’s perception of what happens in
the Creation go no further than that of human =intp Isa.31,3, the divine is
distinguished from creatures by the fact that thind is spirit (717) instead of
flesh Q). This makes it clear that this consideration sahbe true. God is not
flesh. His perception goes beyond a person’s oghappearance and looks upon
the hearf’ Human ways are under his gaze and his eyes rdmgaghout the
entire eartH® Thus, God would deviate from his divine charastas$ if he
perceived in the same limited way as human beimgsrte third question (10,5)
proposes that a restricted lifetime forces Goddbrashly and with such close
attention”® This might harm the caution of God’s judgementwdwver, God is
everlasting (Ps.102,28). Therefore, he does notl teequicken the process of
observation and examination by risking careles®iast In this way, Job confronts
God with the possibility that he lacks some divinkaracteristics. Limited
perception or inaccurate judgement might be theaedor the unjust treatment of
Job. However, at the same time it is clear thatdlemnsiderations are not correct.
The content of God’s actions, for which Job is logkfor explanations, is
elaborated upon in 10,6-7. The conjunctl@n(that) in 10,6 connects these verses
with the two preceding ones. It is the paradox od@ dealings that puzzles Job.

7 For the same meaning O, see 16,7; 34,6.

’® De Wilde,Hiob, 151.

® This will be an important argument in God’s answer

71 Sam.16,7. See also 31,4; 34,21.

" Prov.5,21; 2 Chr.16,9.

" Thus, 10,5 introduces a second element sepawte ¥0,4. Pace Horst, who interprets
10,5 as a close parallel to 10,4 that reinforced (l@orst,Hiob, 155).
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On the one hand, God closely examines Job in dadénd sins (10,6). With the
verbs(ﬁp: (to seek) andM7 (to search), the issue Qf intensive inspectiofh 7,
18) returns in 10,6. While Eliphaz incites Job ¢els 7) God, here God is the
one who searches for sins. On the other hand, Gad be familiar with the fact
that Job is innocent (10,7a). Therefore, such stersi and intensive observation
seems a pointless undertaking. What is more, if @Godnspecting Job so
intensively, he must have noticed Job’s integfliige tragedy of Job’s situation is
that a human being is not able to escape from Gualiger or to prevent what God
wants to dd° Nobody can deliver him from the misfortune withiethGod afflicts
him (10,7b). Thus, two important elements from Jblreturn in 10,7: Job’s
conviction that he is blameless (10,7a) and hisobemce to contest or evade his
unjust suffering (10,7b). In this way, an accusat@an be heard in 10,6-7. It
smacks of abuse of power because God ceaselesatyiress Job and looks for
iniquities, even though he knows that Job is innbemd God’s actions can not be
stopped by human beings. It was this dubious acahiprehensible action by God
that forced Job to examine what motives might dbeatoot of this.

4.2.4 The Irresistibility of God’s Actions

There is a different notion in the speeches of thal strengthens the impression
that Job finds himself in strained circumstancdss1s the awareness that human
beings will not succeed in influencing God’s acioriccording to Job, God
executes what he has planned to do. Human reqi@sist change these activities.
This notion can be found in 9,12-13 where Job aske can resist God, if he
snatches away. He concludes that God’s angeréd;fi®od does not withdraw®t.
The idea that God'’s actions are irresistible retinnJob 23. Here, Job explores the
possibility of bringing his case before God. Heedeiines that God is untraceable
(23,3.8-9) and assures that he kept God's way @&hahat turn aside (23,10-12).
Then he says about God:

23,13 But he choos&sand who can resist him?

% Deut.32.39; Isa.43,13.

8 See §2.2.2.2. In 10,7b, this notion returns ireéed way; nobody can deliver out of the
hand of God.

82 Reading M2 (to choose) cf. LXX (BuddeHiob, 132; Fohrer,Hiob, 363; Driver-Gray,
Job, 203; HolscherHiob, 58; HesseHiob, 145; De WildeHiob, 243; PopeJjob, 172-173).
The verbsTM2 (to choose) andT® (to wish) also occur parallel in Ps.132,13.
Furthermore, the lack of a verb in the first hdlf8,13a, also compared to 9,12 and 11,10,
can be mentioned as an additional argument for gthgn(Driver-Gray,Joh, phil. notes,
162; FohrerHiob, 363). Several scholars maintaIAR2 (in one) and understand tBeas

a beth-essentiae (Gesenius-Kautzsch-CowBrgmmar §119i; Habel Job, 346; Strauf3,
Hiob, 73; A. van Selms]ob Il (POT), Nijkerk 1983, 24; Gordigpb, 262). They explain it
as an expression that God is unchangeable, sowaveignique. However, changimgiR1
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What he wishes, he does.

The notion that nobody can resist God or influewbat he does is connected with
Job’s feeling of impotence. Challenging God’'s attiois as such already
impossible because of God’s superior power andusec&od is untraceable and
imperceptible. However, it would not make any seasell since nobody can
change God’s mind or influence his way of dealidgb’s questiord12 "
(who can resist him) in 9,12 returns here. Job eotsnGod'’s wish or choice to do
something with human impotence to change this. giestionT 721 "2 occurs
elsewhere parallel to the question who can anitB( what God has planned and
the statement that nobody can deliver from the feir@®od®® God works and who
can hinder it (Isa.43,13)? So no human being is tbthange or resist what God is
doing or what he has planned to do. In 23,13, Gddgsions and wishes can not
be influenced, therefore, each protest or attemmhtllenge God’s dealings in a
lawsuit will not change God's treatment of JobGibd wanted to ‘play’ with his
creatures or treat them unjustly, no human beinglavbe able to stop God or alter
his conduct towards them. Thus, the notion of thesistible nature of God’'s
actions underlines the fact that God has a powgdsition which he could also
misuse unhindered. It stresses Job’s impotena#lteence God's treatment of him
or alter his miserable fate in any wiy.

The questior12*" " (who can resist him) is also asked by Zophar @ first
speech (11,10). This speech takes up several etenfiemm Job 9. Zophar explicitly
declares Job guilty (11,6) and asks whether Jobfindrthe depths™®m) of God (11,7).
With questions that call to mind God’s answer, lafonts Job with his own lack of
power and knowledge (11,8-9). Then Zophar asks wéio resist God, if God passes
through, imprisons, and summons (11,10). Job meetidhe inscrutability of God’'s ways
and the irresistible nature of his actions as aepumfor his charge that God misuses this
sovereign position and perverts justice (Job 9).tkn contrary, Zophar connects these
elements with God’s righteous actions. He expladhes impossibility of resisting God's
actions with the fact that God is aware of the hegs people and sees injustice (11%11).
Job referred to the notion of the irresistibilitf @od’s actions in order to show that he
powerless before God and can not influence anyilglesabuse of divine power by God.
Zophar, on the other hand, makes it clear that dplman resist God’s dealings because
they are righteous rather than arbitrary actfSms.other words, it is not necessary to affect

into M2 is preferable since the sense of the idea thati§ote remains unclear within
the context. For, it is questionable to what exthig means that God is unchangeable or
expresses sovereignty. Readmig= gives a better parallel with 23,13b and expresises
fact that God'’s plans can not be influenced ineai@r way.

8 |sa.14,27 (compare with 40,8); Isa.43,13 (see Hisdb).

8 This notion of the irresistible nature of God'sians also occurs in 12,14-15.

% This statement also refers to 10,4, where Job emsnahether God has eyes of flesh.

8 Fohrer Hiob, 228. See also Clinedoh, 264.
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God’s actions since God is doing right accordingaphar. It would even be overconfident
if human beings were to think that God’s actionsd®eal to be influenced or critcized.

4.3 The Image of the Lawsuit: Job’s Innocence and
God’s Wickedness

4.3.1 The Lawsuit between Job and God

The image of the lawsuit plays an important roleghia book of Job. It channels
Job’s struggle with God with regard to the issuewtfether his misfortune is
justified and it puts Job’s charge against God imtords®” This image is
introduced in Job 9. There, the dispute between auwlh God has a mutual
character. On the one hand, Job understands hfsrtuise as God’s trial with
him.28 On the other hand, Job wants to enter into a witbeGod in order to call
God to account for what is, in Job’s eyes, unjuffiesing. Hence, God and Job are
both plaintiff and defender in the book of Job.’3akish for having a legal case
with God is overshadowed by the awareness thgatitin with God is impossible
(9,32-33). Each time Job mentions his intentiorchallenge God’s treatment of
him and to defend his blameless way of life agaiechoes the fact that a proper
case between God and human beings is impossibleubecf God's powerful
position and the observation that God is untragedbb, the image of the lawsuit
expresses Job’s impotence in relation to God buttha same time, it also
communicates that Job does not reconcile himseHigomiserable destiny. Job
perseveres in his attempts to be proved right @ncbinviction that he suffers
unjustly. He holds on to his wish to bring his céefore God. In this way, one
could say that Job is moving between wish and avess of real proportions
during the dialogue.

Some scholars consider the image of the lawsuth@dasic and organizing
image of the book of Job or even regard the gehtheobook as such as a legal
action® However, the speeches of Job and his friends itotda diverse and too
many non-legal elements to be characterized ascpsdn a legal case, even

87 Compare NewsoniThe Book of Job151.155. She states that “the notion of the trial
provides a powerful means by which Job can recandighe nature of his situation,
including roles, norms, and values that governréiigtionship with God. At the same time,
it enables him to expose the problematic assumgtignwhich the friends have defined his
situation.” (155). In my opinion, the second eleman particular takes place in Job 9.
There, the understanding of God'’s actions accorthrnpe concept of retribution, which is
also starting point of the thinking of the friendsads to a concept in which God acts
unjustly (see §2.2.2.5).

8 Therefore, the subject &7 in 9,3 is God (see §2.2.2.2). See also a remafKinés in
his commentary on 13,22: “God has already effeltitaken the plaintiff's role by
initiating punishment against Job” (Clindsb, 317).

% Habel, Joh, 54-57; Richter,Studien zu Hiop17.59-132; B. Gemser, “ThRIB- or
Controversy-Pattern in Hebrew Mentality” (SVT 3gitlen 1955, 134-135.
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though some parts do have formally legal elemeats. Job 29-31% Therefore,
the image of the lawsuit can better be describeal @attern within the book of Job
through which Job’s conviction that he is blamelessl his charge that God
perverts justice are brought up and elaborated .ufioputs into words Job’s
impotence as well as his drive to challenge hienaisle fate.

After its introduction in Job 9, the image of tlagvkuit returns in Job 13. In Job
9, Job particularly concentrates on the questiomwloéther he would be able to
answer God and to defend his case before God.defénsive position changes in
Job 13 where he adopts the attitude of a plairttiéf.makes clear to his friends that
he also knows the insights they presented him @i8h2). Job is familiar with their
perception that misery generally points to wrongddn the past. Nevertheless, he
wants to address God.

13,3 But | would speak to the Almighty
and | desire to argue with God.

Job utters his wish to call God to account. Thebv@D" (to argue) with the
preposition'?& (with) in 13,3b refers to the dispute with Godttdab wants to
initiate. Some scholars think that Job wants toedef himself before Got.
However, the questions in 13,23-25 show that tharaaf Job’s arguing is rather
accusative than defensive in this speech. Jobertgs God to reveal reasons for
God’s hostile attitude towards him (13,24) andiso lhis sins (13,23). Therefore,
the verb12" articulates the act of denouncing God'’s attitumkeards Job in 13,%.
According to Van Hecke, “Job’s aim is not primarity engage in a lawsuit, but
rather, in a reciprocal conversation with God, wille aim not of winning a
dispute, but of restoring the relation between kifrend God. According to him, a
lawsuit is simply envisaged by Job as the best farrachieve the goal of such a
conversation® Although it is true that Job desires to enter ichoversation with
God, it is unclear whether or not conversation ankkgal case can be thought
separately in such a way in 13!3The fact that God has been declared guilty (Job

% See also Newsorithe Book of Johl50-151.

%1 Fohrer, Hiob, 247; H.J. BoeckerRedeformen des Rechtslebens im Alten Testament
(WMANT 14), Neukirchen-Viuyn 1964, 46.

%2 However, in 13,15 this same express'mm M2 has the meaning of defence due to the
object”277T (my ways). Here, Job wants to defend his wayfef li

% Van Hecke,Job 12-14 410. He suggests that the prepositim might indicate the
directedness towards God of the conversation (4f@djne with this, he understand&™

in 13,3a as to speak or have a conversation witth 8&5). According to him, Job uses
straightforward juridical language from 13,18 onel&ar(410). Van Hecke here refers to
Clines,Job, 305 and NewsonT,he Book of Johl50-161.

% van Hecke does admit that it is hard to imagire the verd13" hifil would not have
any legal connotations in 13,3.15 (Van Heckeh) 12-14410).
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9) makes it likely that Job does not see normalesation as an option anymore.
While God apparently considers Job as guilty, Jas Hetermined that God
perverts justice. In order to solve this impasskegal case seems appropriate. The
subsequent verses contain forensic terms. The @tsand31*7 occur parallel in
13,6. In 13,7, the speakingq™) of the friends gets forensic connotations because
in Job’s eyes they plea@ ) the case for God (13,8). This forensic contexkesa

it reasonable to suppose that a legal case is udahie for Job at this stage of the
dialogue. Job’s aim is to denounce God’s actiorgs tandefend his way of life.
Whereas Job is aware that doing this in a lega eath God is impossible (9,32),
he does not give up and engages in ‘battle’ witll.Gdnis feeling is expressed in
Job’s desire to argue with God (13,3). Job doed teawin the dispute at this stage
of the dialogue because God has done wrong to Dapicting Job’s basic desire
as ‘conversation’ does not do enough justice tohiduen and anger that Job feels
towards God at this moment. Being proved right He bnly way to regain
confidence in the goodness of God. Because of dhallplism with27, the verb
127 (to speak) means speaking within a legal contett3i,3a. This ultimate wish
to call God to account in a legal case, despiteatlvareness that it is actually
impossible, demonstrates the fact that Job is owtggto reconcile himself to his
unjust suffering. Job challenges God to specify tbgitimate grounds for
punishing him. Thus, the image of the lawsuit seri@ portray Job’s objection
against to what is, in his eyes, unjust destinythid point, Job particularly takes
the role of plaintiff. However, the mutual charaadé the image of the lawsuit also
occurs in Job 13. For, Job leaves the possibifignahat God opens a legal dispute
and questions him (13,22).

This desire to enter into a legal case with God (18) seems to contradict
Job’s earlier conclusion that this is impossiblbenefore, Horst thinks that Job’s
opinion in 13,3 differs from 9,32f. According to k&t Job now considers it
possible to bring his desire for justice before Gddowever, the question remains
to what extent Job’s view on the feasibility ofaavbuit with God has changed in
13,3. It is possible that a person keeps arguiragjnag their better judgement
because of their own sense of justice or a finedugl of hope. Moreover, it would
be understood as an admission of guilt if Job eigned himself in his current
misery. Therefore, Job pursues his efforts to bhiggcase before God although
they are overshadowed by the awareness thatnipsssible to bring a case with
God or to be proved right before him. Job’s attemptbe proved right before God

% Horst, Hiob, 198. Clines observes a different kind of shifecArding to Clines, Job has
now abandoned the idea of ‘legally’ compelling Godvindicate him and instead invites
God to accuse him. Clines values this new pos#isress strident and thinks that it leads
more naturally into a hope for a renewed dialogith Wod (Clines Joh, 305). However,
the questions in 13,23-25 still imply a charge agaiGod’s actions, even though the nature
of Job’s approach has changed. Job is now denagitead’s unjust treatment of him by
asking for an explanation of God’s behaviour.
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serve to support the credibility of his claim tihat is blameless in his debate with
his friends. Job states that nobody will be ablerdfute his claim of being
blameles$® The ceaseless wish to prove this innocence igal ase supports the
persuasiveness of this conviction.

Job’s awareness that a legal case with God is isilples(Job 9) and his desire
to enter into such a case (Job 13) are integratiedJiob 23. Here, the wish for
having a case with God goes together with doubtsitatyhether it is possible to
realize this. Job 23 objects to the accusation lighB&z that Job has committed
serious sins and therefore suffers justly (22,538p replies that God would see
and admit that Job is righteous, if he only fourmi@ order to be able to expound
his case.

23,3 Oh, if I only knew how to find him,
that I might come to his dwelling.

23,4 | would lay my case before him
and fill my mouth with arguments...

The fact that Job is unable to find God is the atistfor entering into a lawsuit
with God. Job does not know where God resides. &\Faphar uses the vel{¥n1
(to find) in order to pose the rhetorical questafmwhether or not Job is able to
find and see through the depths of God (11,7),uttdys the wish to find God in
23,3% However, it appears that Zophar has been right mowv. For, Job has not
found God yet. This issue of discovering God isinsaent of 9,11 in which Job
states that he does not perceive God if God pdmsseSince God is so intangible,
Job is unable to grab God and call him to accowftat is more, God has the
possibility to abuse his intangible positi§nin Job 23, Job connects God’s
intractability with his desire to lay his case hefd@sod. Breaking through God’s
intractability and entering into his dwelling plag® the condition for making
progress in Job’s struggle to be proved right.yistematic theological terms, this
means that the condition for a successful lega¢ egith God is undoing God's
transcendence. But as long as God’s ways are hi@diwsuit with God will not
take placé® So the elusiveness of God frustrates Job’s atetapprove his right
before him.

% 13,18-19. Because of the consequences mention&8,19b, the ver®" (to contend)

in 13,19a refers to a successful disproval of Joldsn that he is right. If someone entered
into a lawsuit with Job and was able to prove fludt had sinned, Job would stop objecting
and die.

" Elihu will react in 37,23 that we can not find tidémighty. Zophar draws a similar
conclusion (11,8ff).

%8222.2.

% The motif of 23,3 is further elaborated upon in&8. Job says that he does not perceive
God in any of the four points of the compass. Havethe originality of these two verses
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From 23,4, the progress of a possible lawsuit W@t is explored. Job would
take the role of plaintiff and be anxious to leatmat God would answer to his plea
(23,5). The expressidd®ir 37 (to lay (my) case) in 23,4 can also be found in
13,18. Here, Job expresses his resolution to eXpissease because he knows that
he is right P7X). The same conviction lies at the basis of Jobh&hwo argue with
God in Job 23% Whereas Job earlier feared that his mouth woutcbrcable to
put his situation correctly into words (9,20), hewnwants to fill his mouth with
arguments (23,4). Job is confident that God woell Isis integrity, if God would
only pay attention to his case. Job considers dhsaxuences of such an encounter
with God in 23,6°* He wonders whether God would contend with him with
superior power (23,6a), as he feared in JO¥ But relying on his integrity, Job
thinks that God could not ignore his case any loragel would give heed to his
situation (23,6bj%° Nevertheless, such an encounter has not yet falleee since
God has been untraceable until now.

is subject to debate and several scholars contliden as a gloss that interrupts the close
connection between 23,7 and 23,10 (FoHhréob, 363; BuddeHiob, 131; De WildeHiob,
242-243; Holscher,Hiob, 58; Hesse,Hiob, 145; Driver-Gray,Joh 202 (perhaps)).
However, according to Gordis the argument of infetion (also) represents here an
illegitimate application of Western standards dfital relevance to Oriental composition,
which is based upon the association of ideas (Gp¥dh, 261; compare StrauBliob, 74-
75). However, it is not at all clear to what extdre interruption of the connection between
23,7 and 23,10 is insurmountable. If in 23,1D,is read as expressing a contradiction with
the preceding verses, 23,8-9 fits rather well witthie context. Then the conviction that an
upright person would plead with God (23,7) is falldl by the rather leading issue of this
speech that God’s elusiveness hinders such a pemadlso Habellob 349-350). Then
Job'’s situation becomes even more harrowing becawese God knows that Job has lived a
blameless life (23,10).

10093,7.10-12.

191 Gordis,Joh, 260.

192 50me scholars tak&2™27 in 23,6a as ‘plenipotentiary’ since, accordingtiem, 23,6a
does not fit into the response in 23,6b with tlaastation ‘superior power’ (Tur-Sinalpb,
354; PopeJoh 172; De WildeHiob, 242). Others think that now Job again fears Gad
would not be willing to take notice of Job’s eviden even if Job appeared before him
(Fohrer, Hiob, 365; HesseHiob, 148). However, in 23,6, some confidence is apgare
(compare 13,16). Job is convinced that God carigmaire him when God takes notice of
his integrity. Therefore, God will heed him insteafl overwhelming him with superior
power and frustrating litigation. Compared to JobaMdere Job feared that God's power
would obstruct his right, Job’s confidence in beimght and having integrity seems to
dominate somewhat more in Job 23, though Job idraetof fear here either (23,13-17)
(cf. Driver-Gray,Joh 201).

103 The verbD'® is an ellipse o0 DD (pay attention to). Fohrer and Habel take the
imperfectD" as a necessity and translate with ‘must heed’ @Hdbb, 344; FohrerHiob,
362). However, Job expresses an expectation instedecessity.
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The notion of being untraceable and hidden is adplo wisdom in the later-added
Song of Wisdom in Job 28* While valuable metals and stones can be founahéhrained
from deep in the earth (28,1-11), wisdom remaimkléin to human beings (28,12-22). In
Job 28,7221 (wisdom) is an entity that is independent from G8dd knows its dwelling
place, established it, and fathoms it (28,23-2/)tHis Song, wisdom stands parallel to
12"2 (understanding; 28,12.20). Since this understandimes beyond insights found by
human observation, here wisdom refers to coheramciesights which only God observes.
In 11,6, Zophar speaks of hidden wisdom wheredbimected with God’s dealings. On the
one hand, in Job 28 wisdom is not divine thinkingtself, but on the other hand it is not
beyond God'’s range of influence. For, God has é&steddl wisdom and fathoms it (28,27).
Therefore, wisdom does somehow refer to the omléng Creation or the course of things
which came into being with creating the earth. Witk notion of being hidden, the Song of
Wisdom anticipates what will be one of the centoglics in God’s answer. This is the idea
that the order of the Creation and the consideratlzehind God’s actions surpass human
observation; Job lacks understanding of God's celur{88,2). Whereas wisdom is
something independent from God in Job 28, the aiityl between Job 28 and God's
answer is that both expound the view that humandseare unable to grasp completely
how the Creation functions and in what way God #yateals in it. Parts of this are hidden
and can not be fathomed by human beif{ys.

Job concludes his speeches in the dialogue withrgent appeal to God in
order to force God to respond to his questions agwlisations. In a monologue,
Job expresses his desire to return to his formesparous state (29,2), depicts his
current miserable state (Job 30), and exposeddriseess way of life in an oath of
innocence (Job 31). This oath has the charactisfia defenc&? Job interprets
his misfortune as God’'s accusation against him.idgjahis charge, he defends
himself by swearing that he has lived a rightedfiesdnd has always kept sincere
intentions. This oath is ended with an appeal td @aanswer this defenc®:

194 For Job 28, see among others, E. van Wolde (6db, 28. Cognition in Context
(Biblical Interpretation Series 64), Leiden-Bosg003.

195 1n 28,28, the content of wisdom is fear of the d.ohis is a different view in
comparison to the preceding description of wisdordab 28. Therefore, 28,28 is regularly
held as a later addition to the Song. For instaWe® Oorschot’s contrary view does not
see this tension as problematic. According to hthe reader is invited to grant a
theocentrically founded scepticism and the feaBod is offered as ‘his’ wisdom to him (J.
van Oorschot, “Hiob 28. Die verborgene Weisheit diel Furcht Gottes als Uberwindung
einer generalisiertefi’33M”, in: W.A.M. Beuken (ed, The Book of JOUBETL CXIV),
Leuven 1994, 200).

196 Cf. Dick, “Legal Metaphor”, 45-49.

10731,38-40 seems to be moved from another placater 4dded, since this last sin breaks
through the conclusion with Job’s final appeal B35-37 (FohrerHiob, 424-425.428;
Hélscher,Job, 76; Pope,Job, 230; De Wilde,Hiob, 303; Driver-Gray,Job, 261; Van
Selms,Job I, 98; HesselHiob, 174; Gordis,Job, 354).
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31,35 Oh, if only someone would listen to me!

Here, is my sigh?® Let the Almighty answer me!

And the document, which my adversary at law hagewn}®
31,36 truly, | would wear it on my shoulder,

| would bind it to me as a crown....

The termsT)Y (to answer) an@™7 LR (adversary at law) in 31,35 place the oath
of innocence (Job 31) within a forensic contexb dballenges God to reply to the
passionate defence of his integrity that he haswxged in this speech. Job opens
this final section of his oath with the expressafrhis ultimate wish that someone
will take notice of his plea (31,35a). Some schothink that Job hopes that a third
party like an arbiter or judge will liste®) to him within this legal context’
However, the participlé? can only refer to God, who is incited to react in
31,35b because it is Job’s first concern that Godsginto his declaration of
innocence and admits that Job is blamel¥sBor, God has caused his misery. A
written dispute seems to be assumed because ahéiméion of a sign and the
request for a counter document. The téfimis used for signs on the forehead of
men in Ezek.9,4.6. Job uses this word in ordemnforee the claims of his oath by
subscribing it with a personal sign (31,35b). Iib B4, Job makes a final effort to
confront God with the contradiction between hisarable fate and his blameless
state. Job agrees that misfortune is the legitirhatgage of evildoers (31,2-3) but
he argues that he does not belong to this groupusecof his blameless way of

1% e Wilde read3MIN (this is my wish) cf. Vulg. (De WildeHiob, 304).

199 several scholars assume that a line precedinglittésgot lost. According to them,
31,35c requires some kind of further demand becaus®w floats in the air (Driver-Gray,
Job, 274; HolscherJob, 77; FohrerHiob, 427; HesseHiob, 170). Witte reads 31,35c
parallel to 31,35b and identifies the sigit() of 31,35b with the12D that Job’s opponent
has written. According to him, there is an amuldtbn with the Decalogue or a part of the
Decalogue under the sign that expresses Job's tyoyal God (M. Witte, “Hiobs
>>Zeichen<< (Hiob 31,35-37)", in: M. Witte (edGott und Mensch im Dialog. Festschrift
fur Otto Kaiser zum 80. Geburtstag (BZAW 345/11), Berlin-New York 2004, 727-737).
While I am not sure whether a reference to the @gce would be so obvious here, the
place of the call ‘Let the Almighty answer me!’ s&® problematic to me in this
interpretation. For, whereas the whole sectiondwéth Job wearing this sign, this call is
directed at God and summons God to answer in tp&aeation. In my view, it is more
probable that this change of direction is continire@1,35c. Then the document is related
to God’s answer. 31,35c can then be read with 2 26d forms a tricolon with them. So,
it is not necessary to suppose something thattisvailable anymore. Habel translates the
perfectdND (to write) as cohortative: ‘let my adversary awldraft a document’ (Habel,
Job, 425). However, it is more likely that Job refewsa document that is available because
earlier this perfect points to a result or someghimthe past.

110 Habel,Joh, 438; Dick, “Legal Metaphor”, 47-49.

1L Cf. FohrerHiob, 443.
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living and his sincere intentiori¥. This plea ends in a final call on God to take
notice of Job’s situation and explain why he treib in such an obscure and
unjust way. It is a final attempt to force God &act to Job’s case and to give
shape to any form of legal process with God.

Job considers the result of God’s reaction in 3&-3%. His adversary at law
will reply in a written document. The expressi@i™ 'R (my adversary at law)
refers to the one who contends with Job. It cay bel God who is addressed here
in 31,35b*™ The nature of this document is not fully clear.18,23, Job wishes
that his words are recorded in a docum&&X) in order to prevent his complaint
about his innocent suffering would getting losh& passes away. Several scholars
think that the document in 31,35c is the writteousation, on the basis of which
God has judged Job and which Job has taken the efigeith his oath of
innocence, but with which Job is not familiar. Aoting to them, binding this
document as a diadem (31,36) demonstrates Job'seaess that he is blameless
and his feeling of triumph before God’s chatffeHowever, it is more probable
that an acquittal is meant here because of Joligicton that he is blameless and
the public presentation of this document as a finHf Job enforces his ultimate
desire that God take notice of his declarationnofocence (31,35ab) by already
anticipating what is, in his eyes, the inevitatdsult of such attention. If God faces
up to the facts of this oath, he will not be alddgnore Job’s blamelessness any
longer. Therefore, God’s response can only incladeacquittal of guilt. So, Job
concludes his speeches with a final call on Gorkéxt to the fact that he suffers
innocently. He is prepared to give an account sfuy of living (31,36) because
he fully trusts his blameless state. After thisafiplea of innocence, it is now
God’s move.

4.3.2 Job’s Innocence

4.3.2.1 Job’s Conviction that He Is Innocent

The main pillar of Job’s rebellion against God ks ibelief that he is blameless. Job
Is convinced that God's treatment of him is dispmbipnate, if God’s dealings are

11231,1.5-34.38-40.

11310 Judg.12,2, Jephtah and the people are thosehew® a conflictZ* ™ L'8) with the
Ammonites. In the dialogue of the book of Job, Godob’s friends on behalf of God are
each time those who contend (v&1) with Job (8§ 2.2.2.2).

11450, FohrerHiob, 443-444; HesseHiob, 175; Driver-GrayJob, 275-276; Van Selms,
Job II, 97-98. Richter sees an allusion to Egyptian Ipgatedures where each process was
introduced by a written charge (Richt8tudien zu Hiop109; so also Fohreldiob, 443).
11550 PopeJob, 238; Habel adopts a middle course by taking theuthent as the official
written counterpart of the adversary at law to §akgth. However, according to him Job is
convinced that this document will mean his publiedication because the document will
be a writ of release or because the charges wikkapto be false (Habelob, 439).
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directed by the concept of retribution. This belreflob’s integrity leads to doubts
about God’s righteousness. In Job’s eyes, God &resacting and treats him
unjustly. This conclusion is uttered in Job 9. Heleb sees only one way out.
Since he is blameless, it can only be that Godguejustice. God has afflicted
him with misery like a wicked person, but Job woblave expected prosperity
because of his blameless way of life. Thus, Job& @uestions some implications
of the concept of retribution. Job himself assuithés concept in his thinking. But
the contrast between his severe suffering and laimdiess way of life makes it
hard to maintain that sinful behaviour is the rea&w this fate. Readers can not
ignore the legitimacy of Job’s claim that he isnbdess because of the relation
between the dialogue and the prologue. They knattie narrator and God have
already confirmed Job’s conviction that he is reghtst*® So, it turns out that it
becomes problematic when a person’s previous betiavs derived from one’s
fate according to the concept of retribution. THerao place for innocent suffering
in this scheme. During the dialogue, Job maintdiissrighteousness. He is not
prepared to let himself be convinced by the woffdsfriends.

Job mentions his integrity in the dialogue sevinaés again as an argument in
the presence of God or his friends. He mentiofarithe first time in 6,29. In this
speech, Job expresses the fact that the wordssdfibhds are imputing and he
blames them for reproaching him wrongfully (6,29-2Then there follows an
appeal to the friends to change their point of vidab motivates this appeal with
the argument that his integrity is still intact 28)''’ Here, Job’s integrity is
expressed by the substantfV8X. This word is used in 29,14 in order to state that
righteousness(TX) clothed JoB:® Job rejects the reproaches of his friends by
pointing out his conviction that he is blameleshisTintegrity is also raised in
Job’s debate with God from Job 9. In 9,21-24, theeal to Job’s integrityD(?)
leads to the charge that God perverts justicesrcase. After this decisive charge,
Job enforces his charge by the assurance that Seeeli acquainted with his
innocence. In 10,7, he asks about God's motiveopmressing him even though
God knows that Job is not wickeZ{7).° While Job first concludes that he has

1161,1.8; 2,3. See §2.2.2.3 and §2.2.3.

7 Translation of 6,29 cf. Clineslob, 156. In the context of Job 6, this appeal to Sob’
integrity is initially uttered in the presence a$ ffriends. Here;12 (in it) does not as much
refer to Job’s lament (so Fohrétiob, 174-175), but expresses the fact that Job stlitih
on to his own integrity (cf. Clineslob, 182; Gordis,Job, 78). Even though his misery
could point to a different conclusion because efdbncept of retribution, Job makes clear
that his friends should not reprove him, sincethiebglieves in his innocence.

118 Here, it occurs parallel 92T (justice) (see also 8,3).

119 Clines thinks that a less strained reading cagaieed by taking 10,7 as an independent
sentence and renderin'gl’ as ‘because’ (Clinesjoh, 246-247). But>Y expresses a
contradiction between God's treatment of Job arsdkhiowledge of Job’s innocent state
(cf. 16,17).
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to be guilty PUM) beyond his influence (9,29), he now points to ftet that God
knows that he is not guilyf® This sharpens Job’s accusation against God. God
wilfully perverts justice. In this way, Job’s frida as well as God are familiar with
Job’s conviction that he suffers innocently.

Job’s belief in his integrity is an important mativn sustaining his wish to
challenge God'’s treatment of him in a legal casgs Totivation can be found in
both speeches where the image of the lawsuit @ayisnportant rolé?! In 13,18,
Job declares that he dares to lay his case befodeb@&cause he knows that he is
right. The verbPTX (to be right) has a forensic meaning because efle¢gal
context here. Whereas Job earlier made it clearhavill not succeed in proving
himself right before Gd& his conviction that he is blameless forces hirgdmn
making efforts to enter into a lawsuit with GBdThe same basis for Job’s striving
for having a lawsuit with God can be found in J& 1 23,7, Job maintains that
an upright person ") would argue with God. Again the prologue supptiis
claim; nobody is as uprighflf") as Jod? Job is convinced that he would be
proved pure if God tested him. He guarantees thdtds not departed from God'’s
commandment?® Therefore, Job longs to discuss his situation liegal case with
God.

Elsewhere Job also mentions more concrete exarples righteousness. He
has not committed any violent deed and his prayer een pure (16,17). He
swears that he has not spoken any deceit or falseffoVhat is more, Job assures
that he will not depart from his integrit§. So, integrity consists of an honest,
devote, and non-violent way of life. Job assureas ltle will not alter this attitude to
life.

Job’s efforts to prove his innocence culminate moath of innocence with
which he concludes his speaking for the time béludp 31). Job tries to convince
God of his innocence by showing his blameless wagcting in several areas of

120 Clines calls this verse a milestone because ferfitst time Job now asserts thHabd
alsoknows that he is innocent (Clingkab, 247).

121 Job 13 and 23.

1229.2.15.20.

12310 13,18b, Job does not say that he will be ateplif he has the opportunity to present
his case (so Habellob, 231; Driver-Gray,Joh, 124; PopeJoh 97), but expresses his
conviction that he is innocent (cf. Clindgh, 315).

1241,1.8; 2,3.

12523,10-12. The same idea of testing can be fouridh6.

126 27,4, Compare 13,7, where Job asks his friendsheh¢hey are willing to utter deceits
(7737) and faIsehoods‘IOW) in favour of God. In 6,30 Job asks in a rhetdrogpaestion
whether there is falsehood "QWSJ) on his tongue.

127.27,3-6. In the prologue, God uses the wott (integrity) when he points out to the
satan that Job has persisted in his integrity a&fgperiencing such extended misery (2,3).
Job’s wife asks whether Job still persists in htegrity (2,9). The reader realizes again that
Job’s claim of innocence has already been confiriméke prologue. See also 31,6.
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life. The oaths are formulated witAR® (if). Job accompanies them with a
condemnation of himself if he were guilty of suchadfence. God is challenged to
prove that the opposite is trif€. The concept of retribution is still the basis of
Job’s thinking in Job 31. For, the portion of theighteous is calamity (31,2-3). In
Job’s opinion, God has treated him wrongfully sogas no lapse in Job’s life or
thoughts can be identified.

Job opens his declaration of innocence with a canethat he has entered into
with his eyes. This verse deviates from the reneimd this chapter because the
structure of an oath is lacking.

31,1 | have made a covenant with my eyes,
how then would I look out for a virgin?

Although this verse concentrates on a specificeisgus an exemplary expression
of Job’s general attitude. Job has imposed reistneton himself in order to avoid
each possible temptation to lapse. In 31,1, theesgoni1’12 73 (make a
covenant) refers to an obligation that is imposeé-sidedly. Job has restrained his
eyes from watching other women. Because of thigeagent, he excludes the
option that he would look out for a virgin (31,180, the oath of innocence starts
with a depiction of Job’s own conscious choice higdefforts to live a blameless
way of life. Job subsequently lists a cataloguenwitiths concerning different
kinds of lapse in this speech (31,5ff). He mentifadsehood, adultery, ignoring the
rights of slaves, heartlessness towards the po®rvidow, and the orphan, trust in
riches, superstition, joy in the fall of one whddshhim, being inhospitable, hiding
sins, and exploitation of the land. Several oatless@companied by a sanction in
case God observes a transgression at one of fletd® 5o, it appears that Job has
placed high demands on his own integrity. He wamtforce God to react to his
reproach that God has punished him unjustly by medrthis oath. The onus of
proof of whether or not Job correctly claims thatidiblameless falls now on God.

4.3.2.2 Did Job Nevertheless Sin?

Whereas Job maintains his belief that he is blagseleome sayings seem to
undermine this conviction. In a few places, Jobld¢@ive the impression that he
has committed some iniquities. For he mentionsiVertgess (7,21; 14,17) and sins
of his youth (13,26b). Furthermore, Job’s statentbat nobody can be brought
forward purely (14,4) seems to imply that Job soablameworthy to a certain
extent. A strict way of reasoning may raise thestjoa of how these remarks are

128 Fohrer and Dick point out that these elements stem Wisdom teaching (G. Fohrer,
“The Righteous Man in Job 31”7, in: J.L. Crenshaw-MVillis (eds.), Essays in Old

Testament EthicsNew York, 1974, 9-19; M.B. Dick, “The Oath of locence, and the
Sage”,ZAW95 (1983) 50-52).
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related to Job’s conviction that he is innocente®dob nevertheless admit that he
has sinned in some way? Job explores several flid&sbIn his attempting to find
an explanation for his suffering and to denouncel’&dreatment of him, he
considers different aspects. There is no questiat fob’s misery is out of
proportion to his way of life. Nevertheless, Jokoagxplores a different side. Why
is such punishment necessary and does God notysfonglive sin? Moreover, if
God is rewarding possible transgressions of Jobisthy is he then not acting
unreasonably?

In 7,21, Job mentions the issue of forgivenessamkd God:

7,21a Why do you not pardon my transgression
b and do you not overlook my iniquity?

This question could suggest that Job has sinneduseca blameless person does
not need to ask for forgiveness. The vakii§ and12Y are rather common terms
for God removing someone’s transgressindhis notion of forgiveness in Job’s
mouth has been understood in two different waystFseveral scholars make a
distinction in the character of transgressions. istance, Fohrer distinguishes
consciously committed sins from sins that stem flarman weakness because of
the fact that they are creatures. According to &ghtob refers here to the second
kind of sin which does not justify his sufferifj.However, the problem of this
view is that this distinction is not supported I tterms that are used for sin. It
would, for example, mean th#tD refers to a lapse stemming from the fact that
human beings are imperfect creatures in 7,21, vitW@uld refer to a consciously
committed transgression in 8%.The context of 7,21 does not provide any reason
for such a distinction in meaning. Moreover, thiedent terms for iniquity 202,
119, andIRBM- do not really differ in nature and weight in theok of Job
because they are used parallel and altern&feljherefore, Job’s question about
forgiveness can not be reconciled with Job’s cdiuicof innocence by letting it
only refer to sins stemming form human nature.

29 E.g. 710 72D: 2 Sam.24,10; 1 Chr.21, &) with DU, 110, and/or T/)NRQM:
Exod.34,7; No.14,18; Ps.32,1.5; Mic.7,18.

130 Fohrer, Hiob, 181-182. Scherer favours a similar kind of dision and speaks of
relative righteousness and absolute perfectiondi®ch“Relative Gerechtigkeit”, 89-99).
They apply the same distinction to the motif of fmimperfection (see §3.4.1).

131 1t seems reasonable to assume that there Bildagosas consciously committed
transgressions.

327,21, 10,6; 13,23; 14,16-17; 33,9.
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The second —in my opinion— preferable view takexl 7as a hypothetical
consideration in the shadow of 7,20. In 7,20, Bsumes that he has sindétlob
wonders how he would affect God if he committedraquity. This question is the
background to Job’s request for forgiveness in .7J2e thought is that it would
not touch God himself, if God reacted to an evitdaéh forgiveness instead of
punishment. Therefore, Job wonders why God coutdpaodon his hypothetical
lapses instead of besieging him as a target acwptdi the concept of retribution.
So, Job suggests that God would consider not diegiftom this concept. Even if
Job had committed a transgression, God could haw#oped this sin instead of
punishing it with misery because it does not makg difference to God himself.
God could have chosen this different approach. Shiggestion also implies the
request to be treated differently now. If God cdess Job as wicked —as God
apparently does considering Job’s misery—, why d&@s not choose to forgive his
transgression$? Here, Job mentions an unconditional forgivert&sgven if God
regards him as wicked, there is no need to purniatsh severely.

The option of forgiveness returns in Job 14. H8oky wonders whether God
could hide him in the underworld for a while ur@bd’s anger is past (14,13-14).
In 14,15ff, Job imagines how the situation would Wwhen God’s anger had
ceased God would then call Job and not observe a sirigl¢lg,15-16).

14,17 My transgression would be sealed in a bundle
and you would cover over my sin.

The act of sealing and covering has been understotvdo different ways. On the
one hand, it is explained as an act of keeping.oAting to Fohrer, God neither

133 1n 7,20, the perfect IR (I have sinned) expresses @realis without a particle.
Several scholars consider the first line of 7,20%7..."5IRYM) as a gloss (so Fohrer,
Hiob, 164; HoélscherJob, 24; Hessetiob, 64) or deleté RN (I have sinned) in 7,20 (so
Pope,Job, 62) because ahetri causaor the content. However, these are not convincing
grounds for deleting it. Considering the situattbat Job would have sinned fits within the
context of Job’s speeches, where on the one hadéfeads his innocence and on the other
hand explores several perspectives and optionsder do understand God’s treatment of
him. Therefore, taking 7,21 also as a hypotheticakideration is plausible.

134 Compare ClinesJob, 194. According to Clines, Job means by ‘my sity sin as God
reckons it, for God must have something againstdahbake him suffer as he does.

1% See also 11,6 (§3.3.2).

136 14,16f refers to the future situation after Goargjer has ceased. For, the depiction that
God sees that Job is blameless (14,16) contradatis current situation in which God
apparently regards him as wicked considering hsemgi Therefore71Y™ 1 refers to the
future situation and means ‘for then’ (cf. Clindsj, 333; HabelJoh, 235; HorstHiob,
211; De WildeHiob, 176-177. Pace Fohrdijob, 259; Driver-Gray,Joh, 130; Van Selms,
Job |, 122; HolscherHiob, 36. The last group reads 14,16f as a descrigtialob’s current
situation (some of them chang&2i in 14,16b intd12Y0 (to pass)).
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forgives Job’s sins nor considers them as beingneted by his suffering, but
saves them in order to be able to let the suffeciminue™*” On the other hand, it
is taken as removal of or hiding Job’s sins, st ttha@y can not be used as evidence
against himt® Although the verbDM (to seal) is used for sealing wrong
behaviour in treasuries until the day of God's an@®eut.32,34), this meaning of
saving does not fit within the context of 14,1&i God will not descry any sin in
the future situation when God’s anger has ceas¢d g}, the verlDM expresses
an action through which Job’s transgressions aréonger visible or existing®®
The verb5on (to cover) is used for plastering with lies (13,deaning covering
the truth. In 14,17b, God covers over Job’s sifh &imagining a situation, in
which God’'s anger has ceased. Possible transgnsssiould not be effective
anymore because they have been sealed in a budalewould remove possible
sins. However, this does not directly imply thab daimits that he has sinned. Job
reasons from God’s point of view. God obviously siders him guilty. Now Job
imagines how God would approach him differentlyairsituation where God'’s
anger has come to an end. Then God would coves Jgipothetical sins instead of
punishing them.

Since Job can not recall any transgression in #st, ne explores a different
explanation of his misery. Perhaps God blames dplpdssible sins of his youth.
In 13,24-25, Job asks why God considers him asnamg and wants to frighten
him. He explains God’s treatment by referring foskes in his youth.

13,26b And you make me inherit the sins of my youth.

It might be possible that God punishes Job forsthe of his youth. In Ps.25,7, the
psalmist prays for God not to remember the sinsi®fyouth. Obviously, youthful
naiveté can be put forward in mitigation for blaghisomebody for sins that are
committed in their youth. In 13,26b, Job mentiohe possibility of youthful
lapses. One could interpret this as a contradicbbnlob’s belief that he is
blameles$?° However, the main point here is not that Job aslmitransgression,
but the disproportion between a possible sin in'slglouth and his serious
suffering now*** The preceding verse supports this opinion becaiee Job
characterizes God's treatment as frightening a blowin leaf (13,25). This
comparison of Job to a windblown leaf expresses disproportion of God’s

137 Fohrer,Hiob, 260. So also Hesskljob, 102-103. Driver-GrayJoh, 130. Fohrer points
among others to Deut.32,34f and Hos.13,12.

138 Clines,Job, 334; Habel,Joh, 244.

139 Compare De WildeHiob, 177.

190 Fohrer again considers this sin as a sin stemtiog human nature (FohreHiob,
253). De Wilde does not exclude that a copyist lagexr added this passage in order to
weaken Job’s accusation (De Wildtpb, 171).

141 Ct. Clines,Job, 321; HesseHliob, 101.
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dealings with Job. Even if Job left open the paksitihat he sinned when he was
a boy, his belief that he is innocent and sufferjsistly would not be undermined.
For, his current misery is disproportionate to gossible sins from his youth
because God should to turn a blind eye to suchl sraakgressions.

A different approach to Job’s situation can be ftbun 14,4. Here, Job
mentions the motif of human imperfection. This sglg that nobody is fully
pure’* It would imply that Job argues that he is not ablée fully righteous too.
Thus, —strictly reasoning— Job would admit thaish@lso guilty to a certain extent.
In this speech, Job mentions the brevity of a huiifan(14,1-2) and establishes
with some astonishment that God even contendsswith an insignificant being as
he is (14,3). Then Job wonders:

14,4  Who can bring what is pure from the impure?
No one can.

Job denies the possibility that anything righteaosild stem from the unrighteous.
Whereas the term31TY (pure) andRXDY (impure) are mainly used in cultic
settings, in 14,4, they function within the widemtext of Job’s plea that he has
lived a blameless life. Therefore, being pure lmeeans displaying a correct moral
behaviour:** Wondering why God brings human beitfsto judgement even
though their life is short (14,3), Job adds theuargnt that the expectation of fully
blameless conduct as such is an illusion, sinceuimmloes not produce pure.
Several scholars delete or bracket 14,4 becauseatteeof the opinion that the
motif of human imperfection is a topic of the fritnand does not fit to the context
of Job 14, where the brevity of life has been ctéeHowever, the reference to
the motif of human imperfection can serve to intigndob’s reproach that God’s
treatment of mortals bears no relation to theirkyeasition. For, God himself has
attributed this weak position to them (14,5). Owoeld value it as unjust, if God
blames human beings for lapses, while he has ctéfa¢en in such a way that they
can not actually avoid doing wrong.

The question then remains of whether Job statésathuman beings as such
are impure. According to Fohrer, 14,4 refers tohalinan beings since the fate of

142 This motif is mainly brought up by Job’s friends17-21; 15,14-16; 25,4-6. See §3.4.

143 pace J.K. Zink, “Uncleanness and Sin. A Studyalf XIV 4 and Psalm LI 7"VT 17
(1967) 360.

144 Reading ™R (him) instead of1X (me) in 14,3b cf. LXX.

15 Driver-Gray,Joh, 127. phil. notes 89; De Wildéfiob, 173; HélscherHiob, 37; Pope,
Job, 106-107. Horst speaks of a dogmatic correctioargtiHiob, 207). Hesse does not
delete the verse but notes that there is someotengith the context (Hesséliob, 101).
Gordis takes it as a virtual quotation of the id&pressed by Eliphaz which Job counters in
14,5 (Gordis,Job, 147). Furthermore, the brevity of the second Imédrought up as an
argument against its originality.
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death implies that nobody is completely ptifedowever, in 14,1ff, Job does not
connect the mortality of human beings with the fdtt creatures will always
commit some sins because of their being a crealofeonly mentions the brevity
of life in order to contradict God’s intensive obssdion and judgement of
humanity’s way of life. Therefore, the fate of deat such does not reveal human
impurity. Job ‘only’ notes that what is pure cant i@ brought forward by the
impure. Apparently, only the pure produce the pure.

However, does Job believe that being pure is implessIf Job did, it would
seem that he undermines his conviction that hdamsédless. The answer to this
issue depends on the interpretation of the exmeSaiR 7 A (born of a woman)
in 14,1. Some scholars think that this expressieama that a human being is weak
by naturé®’ or impure because childbirth is regarded as unti&arhis would
imply that being pure is impossible for human bsirtgoweverTUR 715" occurs
parallel tol12% and means mortal in the first instari&Whereas Job’s friends
conclude that each person born of a woman is @taio extent unrighteous before
God*®, Job does not explicitly draw this conclusion. Jmtings forward that
something really pure can hardly be found becabseirhpure do not produce
anything puré®* In this way, the choice is made to question Go#*atment of Job
from a different approach. The chance that humamgbelapse is rather
considerable. Therefore, it is unreasonable that Guserves and judges human
beings so intensively. Job does not explicitly egel the possibility that someone
is pure although it might be possible that he bekethat nobody is completely
pure as his friends also believe. The particulamtgwere is the question of whether
God’s ‘hunt’ for the wrongdoing of human beingsoisis not out of proportion
because the chance that they do wrong is ratheifisant.

4.3.3 God Withholding Justice from Job

The central charge of Job in the dialogue is thatl Beats him unjustly. Thus,
God’s righteousness is at stake. This conclusiainas/n in Job 9. Although God’s
unjust actions towards Job is assumed in the retaniof the dialogue — for
instance, Job goes on depicting how God besiegas, the accusation that God

146 Eohrer,Hiob, 255. See also Hesddiob, 101; WeiserHiob, 102.

147 Eohrer,Hiob, 254; Van Selms]ob |, 119.

148 Rowley,Job, 127-128 (he refers to Ps.51,7); Van Selind |, 120; Zink, “Uncleanness
and Sin”, 359-361. Tur-Sinai thinks that it refdos the unclean state of a woman in
childbirth and even in conception (Tur-Sindob, 232).

14915,14; 25,4. Cf. De Wilddiob, 173. Also Sir.10,18.

1%015,14-16; 25,4-6.

31 According to Clines, it has to do with the potehtsinfulness of humankind here
(Clines,Joh, 326).
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perverts justice has not been uttered by means @xplicit charge until Job 27.
Here, Job repeats his actual chdrge.

27,2 As God lives who has taken away my right,
and the Almighty, who has embittered my life.

This verse is the opening of an oath. Job sweathdyiving God that neither his
lips will speak falsehood nor he will give God rig7,4-5). The character of this
God is further depicted in 27,2. In Job’s eyes, Gedts Job unjustly and spoils his
life.™* Taking away Job’s right is placed parallel to eabing his life. This
embittering of Job’s life refers to the misery witthich God has afflicted him.
God’s treatment of Job is unjust because it brélaigsconcept of retribution. The
word D2 (right) refers to the legal right to which someohas the right
according to this concept! God has taken away Job’s right by letting him euff
innocently. God has the power to take awayd( hifil) things from human
beings'> Job opposes God’s actions to his own. Whereash@sdaken away his
justice (27,2), he swears that he will not take ya{@dl, hifil) his integrity from
him (27,5). A bitter irony appears in this versar,Fthe God to whom Jaob is
appealing in his oath is the same God who is trgatim wrongly**° It becomes
clear in what discord Job finds himself. On the dlaed, Job charges God with
withholding his legal right to him and ruining Hie for no reason. On the other
hand, this same God is the only one who could phsgirovide Job with a way
out.

4.4 The Prosperity of the Wicked

Besides his own situation, Job mentions a secoigtepof evidence’ in order to
demonstrate that God deals unrighteously. Job attBstion to the fact that there
are evildoers who live a prosperous life withoutoaty or setbacks. Job’s friends
base their view that the wicked will meet misfoeuaccording to the concept of
retribution on their own experience and the wisdufnthe forefathers®” To this
opinion, Job opposes his observation that the wieke doing well. This objection
is first mentioned casually in 12,6. There, Jobagks that the tents of robbers are
left in peacé>® Job elaborates upon this topic in more detailherton in the

152 Egger-Wenzel considers 27,2 as the second clihtheadialogue after 9,22-24 (Egger-
Wenzel Freiheit Gottes290).

133 5ee also 9,18; 13,26. Elihu summarizes this chargé,5.

¥ pace Habeljob, 376.

1959 34; 12,20.24; 19,9.

1% Gordis,Job, 287; Habel,Job, 379-380.

157E g.15,17-18.

%8 There is a debate about 12,6¢ because here tjgcsubanges from plural to singular.
Clines reads o8 (God) as the subject because of the singular dwdeexplains that God
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dialogue (Job 21). After the friends each expoged rmiserable destiny of the
wicked in their speeches, Job replies:

21,7 Why do the wicked stay alive,
do they become old and even grow in power?

In Job 21, Job counters the conviction of his fleithat the wicked are always
rewarded with bad for their wrongdoing. He alludesseveral elements in their
depictions of the fate of evildoers. While the ride maintain that the wicked
(VM) live their life with continuous fear, enjoy thelelight only for a short time,
and die a premature dedffi,Job objects to the fact that they stay alive a@mbme
old. While Zophar claims that evildoers loose tHaimjustly) obtained possessions
(20,15.18), Job has observed that their wealth @vaeases in the course of their
lives. The substantive™ (power) can refer to property and wealth (20,18p%
wonders why the wicked are not treated accordinthéoretributive scheme, but
live a prosperous life and attain a great age. @atwexactly does Job cast doubt
with this? Does he want to demonstrate the lacthefviability of the concept of
retribution®® or to show that God indeed acts unjustly? Probaiigh elements
play a role here. One could doubt whether a comriusom someone’s misfortune
that one has sinned is reliable because a conblderaumber of evildoers
apparently do not meet such a miserable fate. Bt W6 more, Job keeps taking
the concept of retribution as point of departure fds reasoning during the
dialogue. Therefore, the examples of the prospefigvildoers foremost illustrate
God’s perversion of justice. Job'’s case is not §imap incident, but God generally
fails to act justly and benefits the wicked wrontyfd®*

Job elaborates upon the prosperity of the wickdt wdncrete examples. They
spend their days safely and in prosperity, theyhamgpy, and their offspring are
able to grow up carefree (21,8-13). They refusesdove God (21,14-15). The
excuse that the children of evildoers will pay foe sins of their parents is not a
sufficient explanation for the failure of their fogune in Job’s eyes. God should
repay the wicked themselves before they die, sotltey suffer the consequences
of their deeds (21,19-21). But, as it stands, thero difference between the fate

does nothing about evildoers, although they ardignpower (ClinesJob, 291). Even
though this suggestion is attractive, it would iiegua modal meaning of the veli2
(hifil) and therefore an imperfect. For, the petfdescribes the situation of being in God'’s
power and this is not the fact cf. 12,6ab. Theefdr is better to take the evildoer as
subject. The evildoer thinks that he is controllagd (compare Habelph, 218-219).
1991520, 20,5, 8,22; 18,5.

180 50 Habel,Job, 326; Fohrer,Hiob, 339. According to Fohrer, Job emphasizes this
observation because Job’s misfortune is proofleaits not a wicked person if the end of
the wicked is happiness, success, and honour.

161 Cf. Job’s charge in 9,22-24.
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of righteous and that of evildoers. Both die anatgleath and the wicked do not
have to give account after they passed a#ayhus, Job places his own case in a
broader perspective. God’s treatment of Job fits B more general tendency in
which God does not treat human beings accordintiheéoconcept of retribution.
Hence someone’s fate might not be as indicative dioe’'s former behaviour
anymore as some might think that it is.

4.5 Doubt on the Sense of a Laborious Life
The debate in the dialogue particularly concensraie the issue whether Job’s
suffering can be justified. However, Job’s reacttonhis hopeless situation of
distress also contains a different aspect. Thisagjuestion of what the meaning of
life full of misery is. Job opens the dialogue hyrsing the day of his birth. He
wonders why God did not let him die when he waspso that he would have
been spared his current troubf2Furthermore, Job more generally characterizes a
human life as the hard service of a labourer anupeoes its brevity with a
breath'®* These observations lead to the question of why @eeb life to a human
being, if such a life mainly exists of trouble amatd servicé®

After Job has uttered his complaint about the tlaat he exists (Job 3), he asks
more in general:

3,20 Why does he give light to the troubled
and life to the bitter on&%,

3,23 to one whose way is hidden
and whom God has fenced in.

After Job has cursed the day of his birth and lskec@why he did not die when he
came into the world (3,3-19), he places the difficof his existence in its current
state within a broader perspective. In 3,20, Jobengenerally raises the matter of
the sense of a troubled life. Although God hasexmlicitly been mentioned until
now, the subject g&1" (he gives) can only be Gol.For, God is the origin of life.
TR (light) stands equally with life, also because thé parallel withd™ M
(lifetime).**® Twice, Job uses the combinatidi®) =1 (bitterness of my inner

16221,23-26.31-33.

16%3,1-19. See also 10,18-19.

1047,1-2.7.16; 14,1-2.

1%51n 10,3.13-14, this question even leads to thegssiipn that God might have created
human beings for his own benefit; namely as ahay he can prosecute if they sin.

166 iterally: those with a bitter inner self.

7 pace GordisJob, 38; LXX, Vulg., Tg..

188 ForIN in this sense: 3,16; 18,5-6. In 33,8071 1IR3 (light of life).
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self) in order to express his distressful situatfdnn 3,20, the bitter ones refers to
those who meet trouble and anxiety in their iffeClines thinks that Job wishes
that he could cease lit& However, this view reads too much into the finaitpf
Job 3. Although the desire for death is mentioredraracteristic of the troubled
(3,21-22), it is not meant as a description of dabvn wish here. The central issue
is what reason God might have to make a troubléstance possible. If one is
unable to enjoy life, it seems to lack all seH8&o, Job does not raise the question
about the meaning of life in general, but asks abweiintentions for giving life to
human beings, who meet trouble and therefore désimgass away during their
laborious life.

The uncertainty and lack of prospect of the trodhe further emphasized in
3,23. The change from a plural in 3,20b-22 intangudar in 3,23 makes it clear
that Job explicitly includes his own situation withose who are in depressed
circumstances. The wor@T refers to a person’s way of life. Job makes iacle
that people in trouble do not know whether therd & any change in their
miserable fate and how their life will further wookit'® Job places the origin of
this situation with God. God has fenced in the @eris trouble. In 1,10, the satan
suggests that Job fears God because God has utedround JoBTY2 2W),
about his house, and all that he has. There, terois a blessed protection by God.
But in 3,23, God hinders each perspective by hiding road ahead? This
situation of misery is experienced as a kind of isgnment caused by Gog.
Hesse understands this description as an accusbéioause God first calls a
human being absurdly to life, only to cut off atlgsibilities of life subsequently®
However, Job only describes the reality of a tredbperson her€! Such persons
do not see any perspective because God has femeedin. Job struggles with the
question of whether creating human beings, whaaffering to a great extent, has
any sense.

1097,11; 10,1

9 The plural of"™1 (bitter ones) means that this question is putenegal and does not
refer to Job’s case only.

71 Clines,Job, 98. He mentions this theme for 3,20-26.

72 |n this way, one could say that Job raises thetipre of the meaning of a life of misery
and affliction (so Habel]Job, 111; HorstHiob, 54).

173 Compare Driver-Gray]oh, 39; FohrerHiob, 125.

174 Cf. Fohrer,Hiob, 126. See also 19,8; Thr.3,7-9. Clines underst@ut$s hedging as
keeping someone alive (Clinelph, 101). However, the issue is that the troubledhdb
know whether there will be any change in their fate

175 Compare HorstHiob, 55-56. See also Van Wolddeneer en mevrouw JpB6-47, who
calls the term ‘to put a hedge’ in 1,10 and 3,23roni images of each other. She
understands it in 3,23 as God withholding goodfui.

176 Hesse Hiob, 49. According to Fohrer, some of Job’s later oaph can be found here
(Fohrer,Hiob, 126).

7 Ct. Clines,Job, 101-102.
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4.6 Job’s Trust in His Heavenly Witness and
Redeemer

4.6.1 General

Despite his desperate situation, Job does not #dlsdhope. He wishes that
permanent registration of his bitter fate keepsaususation against God alive,
even if he has passed away, and he places hisihopeheavenly witness and
redeemet’® Some cautious traces of hope have already appémfede these
rather famous passages. In 13,15, Job statesehaillthope in God, even if God
may slay him soof’? Job relies on his innocence and expects thatendefof his
conduct to God’s face will be his salvation (1316)- In 14,13ff, Job wonders
whether it would be possible for God to hide Joldhe underworld until God’s
anger has passed. Such a prospect would make dolvent service endurable
because there would be some prospect for bettestiifhus, Job maintains some
hope for relief and outcome at several placesardiblogue.

After these first cautious traces of hope, a nem tan be found in Job’'s
speeches, when Job speaks of his trust in a hgawénkss (Job 16) and redeemer
(Job 19). The structure of these two speechesadynequal. Both speeches open
with some critical remarks on the misjudgementa’d situation by the friends.
Job subsequently exposes how God has turned adiinsind besieges him. He
pictures elements of his misery, makes an attemgéep his charge going in case
he dies prematurely and finally expresses his tmisdh heavenly withess and
redeemer?® This equal structure makes it plausible to supplstthe witness and

17816,18-22; 17,3; 19,23-27.

7% As in several Psalms, the velh" (to wait) means hope on God, who brings good
(Ps.31,25; 33,18.22; 71,14; 130,7; 147,11). In 88,keveral scholars prefer to read the
Kethib 5 (not) instead of the Qeﬂé? (for him) (Clines,Job, 312-313; Driver-GrayJob,
123; Habel,Joh 225; FohrerHiob, 238; Van Selms,Job |, 116; HdlscherHiob, 36).
Clines argues that a reading according to the @en®t appropriate because the context
stresses no hope on Job’s part, but rather tHéy@nd danger that surrounds his approach
to God. According to Clines, the expectation thadGvould vindicate Job in an afterlife
would be out of step with Israelite thinking (Clgédob, 312). Others think that Job expects
to die because of the appearance in the sight dfiorder to expose his case (so Fohrer,
Hiob, 251; Horst,Hiob, 201). However, some hope in vindication can henébin Job’s
wish to enter into a case with God. Moreover, af&od’s current hostile attitude towards
Job may lead to Job’s death, Job can only hopeXbdtwill be moved by the exposition of
his righteousness. For, God is the only one whable to release Job from his misery. As
long as Job keeps on arguing with his friends aad,Gob must have this hope. Otherwise,
his struggle for vindication would be senselesseréfore, Job expresses some faith in a
good outcome here.

180 The speech of Job 16 is followed by a second (@at 17), in which Job complains
about his current miserable situation, among attiegs.
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the redeemer both refer to the same b&hblowever, the identity of the witness

and the redeemer is a hotly debated issue. Onrtbéhand, they are identified as
God. On the other hand, several scholars argudhbatitness and redeemer refer
to a third party besides Job and God. Habel, fataimce, argues that Job’s
depiction of God as his attacker, enemy, adversariaw, hunter, and as an

intimidating terror can not be united with the rofeadvocate, saviour, or impartial

judge’® In this section, | will argue for the first optioBince the whole struggle

with divine justice and the concept of retributionthe book of Job is concerned
with the problem that all power is vested with Godly an appeal to God can be
an effective gesture in order to change Job’s raidersituation. God apparently
fulfils different roles for human beings at the satime.

4.6.2 The Heavenly Witness

The final part of Job 16 can be read within theterinof the image of the lawsuit.
The cry of Job’s blood and the witness both seovedve Job’s cause in the hope
that his innocence will be acknowledged, even ihhe already died. After Job has
exposed how God besieges him (16,7-14) despitategrity (16,17), he states:

16,18 Earth, do not cover my blood,
and let there be no place for my cry.
16,19 Even now, see, my witness is in heaven,
and he who testifies for me on high.
16,20 My spokesmen are my friends,
my eye waits sleeplessiyfor God.
16,21 That he pleads on behalf of a man with God,
as a human being does for his neighbour.
16,22 For a few years will come,
and | will go the way without returning.

The reason for Job’s appeal to the earth and aehgawitness is that only a
limited lifetime seems to be left before he die§,22). This reference to his short
lifespan would imply that Job makes an attemptewibdicated before his death in
16,18-21'*" However, the image of 16,18 can not refer to aaauring Job’s

life. The blood of one who died innocently cries tanGod for vengeance, as long
as it remains uncoverét. Such an image supposes that Job’s blood has been s

181 Compare ClinesJob, 459.

182 Habel,Joh, 306.

18 As in Ps.119,28, the ve®>T can be derived from the Akkadic rodalapu (be
sleepless) (cf. Fohreiob, 281; HorstHiob, 254-255; ClinesJob, 372).

184 50 FohrerHiob, 290; Habel,Joh, 274.

18 Gen.4,10; 37,26; 1sa.26,21. In Ezek.24,7-8, toedls placed on a bare rock in order to
rouse God’s anger and take vengeance.
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Therefore, 16,18 can only refer to an action afieh’s deati®® However, the
insights of Barth put this into a different persjpez. Barth makes it clear that
death does not always refer to one’s physical déatthe Hebrew bible. For
instance, disease or loneliness can mean that senukeells in the realm of death
according to hin¥’ This entails that the statement of 16,18 may eer to Job’s
current miserable situation. For, that is a forndeéth.

The earth)(TIR) discloses the blood shed on it and does not angelr cover
its defeated in Isa.26,21. In 16,18, the earthgisally the acting entity in Job’s
appeal. Job addresses the earth with the requett nover his blood. Because of
the parallel with"37 (my blood),PUT (cry) is the cry for vengeance that comes
forward from the uncovered blood. The wa@tpr (place) can be a fixed place or
a dwelling placé®® Giving the cry a dwelling place stands parallelctvering
Job’s blood. It means silencing the cry for vengeafor Job’s innocent physical
death or innocent dwelling in a situation of miselgb tries to assure in 16,18 that
his charge against God does not fall silent if ks ar is silenced without being
vindicated. If he is unable to speak, his blood mMmake an appeal to God to be his
avenger of blood. Thus, Job actually makes an amvat 16,21, where God is
incited against God. For, the blood calls on Godale his case up against God,
who has let him die innocent? Job is not willing to let God get away with his
case if he dies. Even then, God has to be forcegdount for his treatment of the
innocent Job. Job’s short lifespan makes him thierappeal to the earth.

After this attempt to prevent his accusation falisilent if he dies without
vindication, Job turns to a perhaps more apprapoation in the short run (16,19).
MY (even now) expresses a certain contrast to 18°1®b switches over to
the short term and expresses his trust in a heawathess before his death. The
identity and task of this heavenly witness depemudhe interpretation of 16,20-
21. The verf12" in 16,21a describes the activity of the witnessgéneral, this
verb is understood in two different ways. On the dw@nd, it is translated as ‘to
mediate’. In this case, an arbitrating role betweental and God is attributed to
the witness® On the other hand, it is translated as ‘to ple@itien the task of the
witness is to argue man’s cause with G8dince it is Job’s aim to convince God

188 Cf. Clines,Job, 388. See also Driver-Grayph, 147-148; HorstHiob, 251-252. This
view is supported by 19,23-24, where Job also makeattempt to let his accusation be
permanent after his death.

187 Barth,Erretung vom Tode72-97.

1887.10; 14,18; 18,4; 28,12.20.

189 pace Clines]ob, 389.

199 Cf. Horst,Hiob, 252. See also 1 Sam.12,16; Joel 2,12.

191 This meaning off2" can also be found in 9,3801M). In this case? in 16,21a means
‘between’ (compare Isa.2,4; Mic.4,3).

192 For this meaning 012" see 13,3; 23,7. In this cast)” is read witlQY in 16,21a (cf.
23,7; Mic.6,2 (hitp.)). The witness pleads with Godhen means ‘on behalf of .
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of his innocence, this second option is preferabteh hopes that a heavenly
witness will plead with God on his behalf. Becaashis understanding of 16,21a,
16,21b can best be read as a compari§dn.this Way,mSﬂ'? (for his neighbour)
in 16,21b stands parallel with215 (on behalf of man) in 16,21a. Furthermore,
m31"7 (16,21a) is assumed in 16,21b. The actions ofhidvenly witness on
behalf of man is comparable with how someone waotcn behalf of anothé¥
Who or what is this heavenly witness? The witnesgeinerally identified with
God or with a third party between Job and &8dror considering the witness as a
third party, several arguments arise. First, thistemce of a third party in the figure
of the satan in the prologue does not provide agicél reason why such a third
party could not be found in the dialogue. The fegaf the witness could be seen as
a counterpart to the sat&i.Secondly, Elihu also accepts the idea of an angel
figure qr*'m) in heaven (33,23). Some also point to 9,33, wlarearbitrator
(M"23) is mentioned as third party. Thirdly, some diffty with a concept of
God in which God has two sides or is split alsg/pla role'®” However, there is
the question of whether thepus alienumand opus propriumare incompatible
within God. Firstly, such a combination has alrehégn implied in 16,18. Job’s
call to the earth not to cover his blood means Jloéit makes an appeal to God to
act as an avenger of blood against God, who iseptgg him. In this way, Job
assumes that it is possible that God acts favoytablards him. Secondly, Job has
excluded the possibility of the existence of anepehdent intermediary between
him and God (9,33). Job’s whole problem consistsheffact that different roles
come together in God. God has a sovereign positichis Job’s adversary as well
as his judge. Nobody can stop God or call him tooant for what he is doing

1933 in 16,21b then expresses a comparison. Cf. Tglg.Vand Gesenius-Kautzsch-
Cowley, Grammar 8161a. So Clineslob, 391; HabelJob, 263; Van Selmsjob |, 148.
Some Masoretic versions regtl (and between) instead fit1. However, the text does
not need to be changed if 16,21b is taken as a ansamn.

194 Some scholars understatih (friend) as an opponent in a lawsuit in this legahtext
(so e.g. S. Mowinckel, “Hiobsagél und Zeuge im Himmel”, BZAW 41, GieRen 1925,
211). However, this interpretation is not satisfagtf 16,21b is taken as a comparison.

19 For this third party, several options are mentibran arbiter or advocate (Habébh,
275-276); an intermediary, intercessor (Papal, 125); a guardian angel (cf. 33,23) or
tutelary deity (Mowinckel, “Hiobs @ &l”, 209); a personal private deity who is distinct
from the high God (J.B. Curtis, “On Job’s WitnessHeaven”,JBL 102 (1983) 549-562).
The opinion of a third party is also defended byrika, Job, 133-134; Van Selmslob |,
147-148; KoéhimoosDas Auge Gottes241 (however, she takes {2 in 19,25 as
referring to JHWH (277)).

1% Habel,Joh, 275; HorstHiob, 256.

197 Habel e.g. says that Job is not contemplatinggthed side of a schizophrenic deity
(Habel,Job, 275).

116



Between Rebellion and Hope in the Speeches of Job

(9,12). Therefore, Job has no other possibly affeaption than putting his hope
in a different side of this same Gb8.

God can beTY (witness) on behalf of or against human beifigslob
addresses God'’s in this role of witness. A secoitdess is necessary in order to
make a case sustainable (Deut.19,15). Job wislas@bd fulfil this task and
affirm before God that Job’s conviction that hélsmeless is true. So, a new twist
can be found in Job 16. Despite his feeling thatl @eats him unjustly, now Job
also expresses a certain trust in this same Goid. §thp actually contains two
aspects. On the one hand, Job does not have asyagttion than to appeal to God
for a way out. For, nothing outside God can relelde from God’s hand. On the
other hand, this appeal to God puts some pressufgod to respond somehow in
Job’s case. If God helps human beings in desgas,i$ the moment to put this
attribute into operation.

Clines excludes both options —God and a third paaityd thinks that Job’s own
protests of innocence are the witness in heavenargees that the witness can
neither be God, because God himself has no interdsb’s case or in the question
of Job’s righteousness, nor a heavenly mediatamgpire since Job has excluded
this possibility in 9,33 However, the images of witness, spokesman, and
redeemer (19,25) in heaven are too marked to be peFsonifications of Job’s cry
of protest. Moreover, the nature of the task okéhéigures is assisting someone
else in a legal procedure or an anxious situat@n.example, the witness is called
in order to support and confirm the testimony ofaggused. It is implausible that
Job’s own protestation or claim of innocence falfthis role of witness or
redeemer because then a second testimony isaskihig.

How can 16,20 be understood within this context@ frfeaning of%"51 and
"D7 (16,20a) in particular is rather unclédrThe word 351 can be derived
from two different roots. It can be taken as aipiute hifil of '("‘? (to scorn) or as

198 Gordis mentions 27,2 as a decisive refutatiorhefiiew that Job has been appealing to
an unnamed third party because there the God tormidab is appealing is identical to the
God who has wronged him (Gordikb, 287). Holscher states that it matters to Jobhbat
really finds God, namely a God who is not only anand demonic, but a God of love and
loyalty, a friend and a protector of all uprightopée. According to Holscher, this
conviction breaks through in 16.18-19.21 (Holschdigb, 43; also cited in De Wilde,
Hiob, 194). In general, | think that it would deservermemphasis that Job is also forced
to appeal to God because only God can provide Jitbamvay out of his misery. There is
no hope beyond God.

1991 Sam.12,5; Mic.1,2; Jer.29,23; Mal.3,5.

200 Clines, Job, 389-390 (Clines also identifies tl&2 (champion/redeemer) in 19,25 as
Job’s cry for innocence (459)). So also C. Grokigtés on the Meaning of Job 16,2The
Bible Translator43 (1992) 239-240.

%L For an overview of a considerable number of déffértranslations and emendations see
Curtis, “On Job’s Witness”, 552-553, note 7.
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the substantiv@"'m (interpreter/spokesmafiy. In the former case, Job describes
his friends as those who scorn him. This would Hee reason for turning to God
with his plea or complairff® In the latter, Job characterizes his friends @ th
heavenly witness as his intermediary or spokesifawhile the participle gal of
'("'? meaning ‘mocker’ occurs in the Hebrew bible selvBraes, a participle hifil
would be unique. Therefore, it seems more reasertablinderstants” "1 as the
substantive’™ 213 (spokesman’’®

However, to whom or what does this spokesman refara textual level, it
can be a further characterization of the heaverilgess (16,19) or be taken with
"D (16,20a). However, the wotdn is not univocal and has been read in different
ways. Most scholars tak&™ from Y7 1l (friend) and read a plural or singufaf.
In the plural, Job’s friends would be called hiolgsmen. However, such a
characterization can hardly be intended seriousbiabse Job earlier qualified the
comfort of the friends as worthless (16,2-5). Thaes this reading is only
possible if it is taken ironically or as a questidhAs a singular, bothY™ and
351 would refer to the heavenly witness (16,19), whoalled Job’s spokesman
and friend®® Furthermore,”Y7 can be taken fron¥™ | (cry) or Y7 I
(thought/intentionf®® Then Job’s cry or attempt at vindication would be
representing him. Since the heavenly witness has lentified with God, it is
unlikely that the spokesman and the friend refaheowitness. For, Job would not
call God his friend in his current situatidfi.It is less plausible that spokesman

202 £yrthermore, several emendations are suggestedndimther things:? 823" (Duhm,
Hiob, 90; FohrerHiob, 281);R¥" niyia) (De Wilde,Hiob, 194).

2350 BuddeHiob, 86; Driver-Gray,Joh, 148; TerrienJob, 134.

2 The wordy™ 1 can be found in Gen.42,23; 1sa.43,27; 2 Chr.32]81;33,23.

295 Duhm mentions this fact as a reason to excluddirtsteoption (Duhm Hiob, 90). This
view is supported by Tg.

2% |y the singular, the vocalization of the suffixtfth X" 91 and* D7 is changed intd-.

27 30 GordisJob, 170.179. He actually gives different options. trEnslates 16,20a as a
question: “Alas! Are my intercessors my friends27Q). He states that the Masoretic text
can be defended. Then one can read: “Oh, my irgsots, my friends!”, where a bitter
irony can be heard according to Gordis. Besides dption, Gordis proposes to ale
(God) after'V7: “My intercessors are God'’s friends”, by which ‘@e friends’ is an ironic
epithet (179).

2% 50 Habel,Jobh, 263.266; HorstHiob, 254; Van SelmsJob |, 147-148; Mowinckel,
“Hiobs ¢o &l”, 210.

29 pope,Joh 122: ‘thoughts’. Clines takes up Pope’s suggastémd explains it as
equivalent tof1Y7 (longing/striving) from the same roat¥7 Ill. Though he calls
Dhorme’s translation ‘clamour2(1 I) almost as attractive (Clinedob, 371). It is striking
that Clines’ commentary on 16,20 seems to tend nora derivation fromd™ | (see
Clines,Job, 390.459). Hoélscheriob, 42: ‘cry’. Curtis readss 1 (my shepherd) (Curtis,
“On Job’s Witness”, 552-554).

219 Moreover, nowhere is God called friend in the Hsbiible. Only in Exod.33,11, a
comparison of God witl)Q can be found: Moses speaks with God as one wgh hi
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refers to Job’s cry or his striving because thé& t#sintercession is attributed to a
helping entity which is different from Job himseif16,19-21. Thereforé U7 can
best be read as a plural referring to Job’s friemdw are ironically called Job’s
spokesmen.

So, Job depicts his current situation in parenshasth bitter irony (16,20)
between his utterances about his heavenly witn&6sl4.21). Job has been
dependent on his friends as his spokesmen until owever, their words have
been qualified as idle at the beginning of thisege(16,3). Job has sleeplessly
been waiting for any response by God to his regioesh reason for his suffering
and to his claim that he is blameless. Since thiseat situation does not progress
Job any further, Job now takes the next step beapm to God as his witness. In
this way, Job calls God up against God. Despite’ $Smoktile attitude towards him,
now Job also puts some trust and hope in this €émade He hopes and wishes that
God will plead as his witness with God, who apptyemolds him guilty. Maybe
this witness can confirm Job’s integrity and coreinGod that Job’s conviction
that he suffers innocently is vafitf. In 17,3, Job makes a similar appeal to God.
There, Job asks God to set a pledge for him witlh mself because nobody else
appears to be prepared to accept this ¥4skroviding such a security would make
it possible to release Job from his current troubiethis way, Job chooses new
openings in the course of the dialogue in ordeviade his miserable fate and to be
proved right. He appeals to God in God'’s role as&gs and protector.

4.6.3 Job’'s Redeemer

In one of the most famous verses of the book of Job places his hope in a
redeemer. He states that he knows that his redeldrasr(19,25). As in Job 16,

this affirmation is preceded by an attempt to 'S case go on after a possibly
premature death. Job wishes that his conviction ltleais blameless and suffers
unjustly is written down, so that his charge agatded will not cease if he dies

(19,23-24Y" Subsequently, Job assures:

friend/neighbour. Though Fohrer thinks it possitilat God is called friend here (Fohrer,
Hiob, 291).

211 Are the readers again confronted with bitter irdygcause they know that God has
confirmed Job’s integrity in the presence of thiasg1,8; 2,3)?

?12 Reading')271Y as object of12'Q. Objects can serve as pledge (e.g. Gen.38,176120)
persons can be surety for someone else (Prov.5,15117,18; 22,26).

413 Several scholars are of the opinion that thesétemriwords are addressed to posterity.
According to Fohrer, Job wants to prevent his fl@rslander remaining unchallenged if he
dies (FohrerHiob, 316; so also Habellob, 303; HesseHiob, 127). However, a human
acknowledgement that Job is innocent would not Belpany further. Moreover, this is not
Job’s real problem. Job’s real striving is convimiciGod that he is innocent and therefore
suffers unjustly. Therefore, these written wordsveeto keep on confronting God with
Job’s undeserved and unjust suffering even if lrepagsed away, like in 16,18 (see Clines,
Joh, 455).
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19,25 But | know that my redeerm&tlives,
he will stand up at last on dust.
19,26 After my skin has thus been stripped'off
my eyes shall see God from my flesh,
19,27 whom | myself shall see,
and my eyes shall see and not another,
my kidneys long (for it) in my inner self.

There is a major difference between post-mortemaartd-mortem interpretations
in the exegetical literature about 19,25-27. Thetymortem position is of the
opinion that the redeemer will stand up after Jalgath. After Job’s death, Job
will become aware of his vindicatiéff The ante mortem position, on the other
hand, thinks that Job expects to experience arvienéon of the redeemer before
he dies. This ante mortem view is favourable bezausvhere does Job mention
the option of an afterlife or resurrection.There is, nevertheless, the question of to
what extent a distinction between post-mortem amig-enortem is tenable. The
line between life and death is fluid because iknean also mean staying in the
area of death?'® but resurrection after a physical death is unyiketcause the
book of Job is not familiar with this perspectiBeeing God (19,26b-27) is only
possible in Job’s present lif€ Moreover, Job’s aim each time is to seek an

214 For DRY several translations can be found: ‘vindicatochampion’, ‘advocate’,
‘avenger of blood’, or the traditional ‘redeemdr.German translations the term ‘Léser’ is
used. Since it is hard to find a translation thatresponds exactly with the role and the
different nuances of th@X here, | choose to use the conventional translateteemer’.

In the explanation, the identity and the functidnhis redeemer will become clear.

?1° ReadingIXTD™¥)1: the is emended to 2.

218 50 e.g. Holschertiob, 48-49; Driver-Gray,Job, 171-172; WeiserHiob, 150-151;
Habel,Job, 307-309; RowleyJob, 173. TerrienJob, 150-154.

217 One could argue that Job’s request to hide hiiénnetherworld until God’s anger is
past (14,13) contains the view of a second lifeesurrection. However, here Job explores
the option of staying at a place beyond God’s griice during a period of his life. This
interpretation is supported by Job’s remark in 44Hat he would have had hope if mortals
would live again, after they had died. For this agkimplies a denial of such an option.

18 Barth, Erretung vom Tode72-97. See also H.J. Hermisson, “>>Ich weiR3, defin
Erléser lebt<< (Hiob 19,23-27)", in: M. Witte (ed.sott und Mensch im Dialog.
Festschrift fir Otto Kaiser zum 80. GeburtstadBZAW 345/I1), Berlin-New York 2004,
684.

219 Some of the post-mortem views are aware of thablpm. Therefore, they do not
assume an afterlife or resurrection but think fbata moment Job will become aware of his
vindication in a state without body (Ho6lschétiob, 48; Driver-Gray,Job, 172, Terrien,
Job, 153-154). However, such a solution is not convigdecause Job has expressed the
conviction that death is the ultimate end of humeatstence (7,9; 10,21; 14,10-12).
Therefore, K6himoos, among others, thinks that dads not express any hope at all here.
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immediate acknowledgement of his innocence fromfhends and God in his
other speechéd® Therefore, it is likely that Job speaks of an acttby his
redeemer and of seeing God before he dies. Hehe§, ih 19,25a expresses a
contrast between Job’s attempt to preserve hisgehafter a premature death
(19,23-24) and a possible way out in his currdespan (19,25f%* A permanent
description of Job’s case seems unnecessary bettarseis a redeemer who can
take care of Job’s situation now before he &iés.

What are the exact identity and task of this redae@mwhich Job puts his trust
(19,25)? ASR] (redeemer) is an avenger of blood who takes revémgthe one
who is murdered? It can also be someone who buys property backetvalbof a
relative (Lev.25,25-26) or who marries a relatedaw in order to give heir to her
dead husbar®. In this way, thebR2 protects and acts on behalf of a weaker
relative. God can also have the epitt’fm:l. This is generally translated as
‘redeemer?® The redeemer sometimes operates within a legalngetin
Prov.23,11, for instance, a stroﬁ@m pleads 2°7) the cause of the orphans,
where it seems to refer to GHd.The context of th&R2 in 19,25 also suggests a
forensic use of this word. The veIBP (to stand up) can have a legal connotation.
It is used for a witness who rises in order toifest’ So, the function of th&X)
can be understood within the framework of the imafehe lawsuit that is an
important and constituent element of the book &f Jaoist like the withess (16,19),
the redeemer stands up and pleads on behalf of dalbise. Like an advocate, he
will denounce the injustice that is done to 38b.

According to her, Job indicates that his savioull ¥ too late (KéhimoosPas Auge
Gottes 277). Habel understands this passage as thessipmeof Job’s radical hope that he
will see his divine adversary face to face, eveth#t happens post mortem (Hab#bp,
309).

20 Eohrer,Hiob, 320.

221 An equal contrast can be found between 16,18 &riDff.

?22 Budde Hiob, 101-102.

222 Num.35,12.19.21.24-25.27; Deut.19,6.12; Josh.2®32 Sam.14,11.

224 Ruth 2,20; 3,9.12-13; 4,3.4.6.8.

2 |sa.43,14; 44,6.22-24; 47,4; 48,17.20; 49,7.265:580,16; Ps.19,15; 78,35.

226 50 also Jer.50,34 where th] certainly refers to God. See also Ps.119,154, evtrer
verb P81 is used parallel with the vely 7.

227 Deut.19,15-16; Ps.27,12; 35,11. In 16,8, Job'sideas rises up and testifies against
him.

28 Compare FohreHiob, 321. He characterizes tiR2 as advocate. Kessler understands
the function of theDR2 closer to its social connotation as ‘Loser’ anéreger of blood.

According to Kessler, th&X) describes a new basis for the relation with God.argues
that it becomes clear from the divine speecheglamdestitution of Job at the end that God
acts like a8 (R. Kessler, “ ‘Ich weil3, dall mein Erléser leb&bzialgeschichtlicher
Hintergrund und theologische Bedeutung der Ldsenstétlung in Hiob 19,25"ZTK 89
(1992) 139-158).
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The identity of this redeemer is matter of debatfere, a rather similar
discussion arises as about the witness (16,19lbedhe redeemer and the witness
are generally held to be the same entity. Likewlisee options are suggested. The
X1 refers to God, a third party, or Job’s own prateBbr a discussion about the
different options, | refer to the discussion abthg identity of the witnes$®
There, | argued that it is most likely that Job egdp to God for assistance. Since
the term X2 is used as epithet for God and can even bringtabguridical action
of God, it is likely that the redeemer refers toddn 19,25. Moreover, it is not
uncommon that someone puts trust in God for a gagdome, while this same
God is seen as the origin of the trouble. In Psf88,example, the psalmist
expresses his hope in God (Ps.38,16) who, in higrarhas punished him with
illness (Ps.38,2-9). Therefore, an apparently cetepteversal in the pattern of
Job’s thoughts is not unthinkaldf@.Job’s only chance of a way out of his misery is
an appeal to God himself.

The use of the terIN3 is not coincidental. The fact that being SOMeom3
was the task of relatives seems to play a F0l&Vhereas Job’s family has
abandoned him and has not provided him with anystasge (19,13-19), a
different entity, namely Job’s redeemer, takeshanrole of helper instead of Job’s
relatives. This redeemer is characterized as livirfge adjective (living) can
emphasize God'’s active presefiteSo, Job opposes the effective assistance of his
redeemer to the lack of useful help by his relatiard friend$> Job’s redeemer is
ready to take up his cause. The redeemer will stgndt last. The worfhmR
(last) refers within this legal context to the prdare of a lawsuit in which the one
who speaks the last deciding argument wins a Tasieb is convinced that his
redeemer brings a decisive turn in his controvevghh God. In comparison to

2298 4.6.2.

230 Hermisson, “Ich weiRR”, 680-681". Pace Habdbh 306; Clines,Job, 465. Seow
remarks that while Job may not have had a suddesrgal of his view of God, he certainly
must have had God in mind, albidnically (my italics), when he speaks of lyg el. God

is reminded of a role that he is supposed to playhbs not done so until now, according to
Seow (Seow, “Job’ga él”, 700-706).

?% Clines,Job, 459.

232 E g. Josh.3,10; Ps.42,3. In 27,2,is used as part of an oath formula.

233 Although Job might also mention a contrast betwismpossibly soon death (19,10) and
his redeemer who lives forever (see Clingsl) 460; HabelJoh 307-308), the emphasis
lies on the readiness of the redeemer to act ois bebalf (Clines also mentions this aspect
(Clines, Job, 460)). It is also proposed thal (living) and 171X are read as divine
epithets or names (so e.g. J. Holman, “Does My Bwde Live or is My Redeemer the
Living God? Some Reflections on the Translatiodath 19,25, in: Beukenlob, 377-381;
W.L. Michel, “Confidence and Despair. Job 19,25-Ri7the Light of Northwest Semitic
Studies”, in: BeukenJob, 166-170; Seow, “Job'go el”, 702).

2% Pope derive31MX from the Mishnaic and Talmudic tert$M% (guarantor) (Pope,
Job, 146). However, MT can be understood.

122



Between Rebellion and Hope in the Speeches of Job

16,19, the place of action differs. The wotBY (dust) in the modifieN20~ bp
refers to the face of the eaffiWhile the witness operates in heaven, the redeemer
will stand upon the earth. In this way, everybody diear the redeemer’s plea.
Job’s friends will see that Job’s trust was noeidhd discover that their insights
are wrong. Job is convinced that God in the fumctbredeemer will successfully
look after his interestS® His advocate will make his innocence clear anchgha
God'’s hostile attitude towards hi.

The result of the intervention of the redeemeresctibed in 19,26f. Job hopes
to encounter the hostile disposed God in a diffeveay. He compares his current
miserable state to this new turn in his life. Whileb has now been deserted by
God and suffers gravely (19,26a), his eyes shallGed after the redeemer’s final
plea (19,26b-27). Job mentions his misery by rafgrto his disease. He has been
afflicted with sores (2,7). This disease has harrhed skin [112) and flesh
(O2).2* Job describes the damage of his skin by mearteoferbm23 | (to strip
off). Furthermore, this verb only occurs in Isa34),where it is used for cutting
down thickets in a forest. Job’s disease has stdppff his skirf>° After having
suffered to such an extent, the intervention of ibdeemer will bring change.
Experiencing this change is characterized as se®ing) (19,26b-27). The verb
111 (to see) occurs in 23,9, where Job is not ablerawve his innocence in a
lawsuit because he does not see God. In his finaler, Job describes the
observation of God’'s appearance and speaking asgséed with his eyes' 'Y
‘[ﬂ&ﬁ; 42.5). So, the experience that God somehow rdacf®ob’s claims and
situation is a fulfilment of seeing God. After thetion of the redeemer on his
behalf, Job will also learn where God is and see. Aihe author alludes to Job’s
final response with this characterization (42,5)c@urse, Job can not foresee how
God will react. But he is convinced that God, wlas kturned against him, will take
a different attitude towards him thanks to therveation of his redeemer.

The event of witnessing God is given further dstdil 19,26b, Job says that he
will see God from his flesh. The expressIcian can be translated as ‘from my
flesh’ or ‘without my flesh’. The second option isderstood as a process of
emaciation as a result of Job’s disé¥ser as a description of Job’s situation after

#2530 also in 4,19; 5,6; 14,8; 28,2.

3¢ The verbY™T" (to know) expresses a conviction or belief (9,2.28,13; 13,18) (see
Habel,Job, 303-304).

%37 Clines calls this passage a breakthrough sincéndsimever said before that he believes
that he will in the end be successful in his law§Olines,Job, 458).

2% 75; 30,30.

239 Some scholars read 19,26a as a description oflés&uction of the skin after Job's
death (HabelJob 293; WeiserHiob, 152). However, such a view is not plausible bseau
its implication that Job would see God after hiattiés not likely within the context of the
book of Job.

24030 FohrerHiob, 322; HesseHiob, 128.
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his deatf"". The word122 (flesh) can refer to the whole bodfy.Since an ante-
mortem interpretation of 19,25-27 is more plaustdnel seeing God without flesh
in a spiritual form does not fit with Job’s desicebe vindicated now, the meaning
‘without’ is less likely. Job will see God from hixdy. That means while Job is
still alive > There is some contrast between 19,26a and 19\R&kertheless, even
though Job’s disease has affected him considerdblywill encounter God before
he dies. Job emphasizes WitR (1) and™b (for my self) in 19,27a that he will
personally experience a change in God’s attitudatds hin?** While earlier God
hid his face (13,24), Job will then witness Gode Htcentuation of this personal
experience is concluded WitmT ™5 (not another) in 19,27b. Driver-Gray
understand this expression as a qualification o @ho will not be estranged®
But the emphasis on Job’s own observation of Gokies# more probable thaf
refers to someone other than 38hlob’s deepest inner self longs for this moment
of vindication (19,27c§*" After the redeemer has taken action, Job hopeego
God personally.

4.6.4 Conclusions

With the expression of Job’s trust in God as hisess, protector, and redeemer,
the book of Job reaches a new milestone in thegli@. It demonstrates the full
complexity of Job’s situation. As such, Job is pdess. He lacks the ability to do
anything about God'’s arbitrary and hostile actidbsallenging God’s actions in a
legal case seems impossible because God is dfeaediif order than human beings.
The only possible gesture that could be effectsvan appeal to God himself. For,
only God is of the same order as God and is thils @binterfere with God.
Therefore, Job has to turn to God in God’s rolevésess and redeemer, if he

241 50 Driver-GrayJoh, 174; HélscherHiob, 49; WeiserHiob, 152. This translation can
also be found in Popdph 139; StraufHiob, 3; TerrienJob, 153-154.

242E g.4,15; Qoh,12,12.

243 Cf. Clines,Joh, 461. In the Christian tradition during the pashtwries,’ 2% has
been interpreted as referring to a bodily resuizactAfter Job’s death, Job would be
resurrected and encounter God thanks to the imgoreof the redeemer. It has been made
clear here that such a view does not corresponrtd duib’s worldview. For an overview of
the history of interpretation of see 19,25-27: pe&, “Zur Exegese von Hiob 19,25-27",
ZAW25 (1905) 47-140.

24 several scholars think thap expresses that Job will see the redeemer on tiés si
(Budde,Hiob, 107; Driver-GrayJob, 174; RowleyJob, 174; PopeJob, 139). But Job’s
point is here that he will personally encounter Gib@refore also the use Bt and™J*7)

(cf. Clines,Job, 434).

4 Driver-Gray,Joh, 175.

24 Clines,Job, 462; FohrerHiob, 322.

247 The kidneys are the vital part of a human bodyi3Band can be the seat of emotions
(Ps.73,21; Prov.23,16). The Vet can express a deep longing of something (Wh:

Ps.84,3; 119,81; with' J: Ps.119,82.123).
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wants to evade his miserable circumstances. This step remains within the
context of the image of the lawsuit. Since Job haidsucceeded in entering into a
legal case with God until now, he calls on Godleagd as his witness and advocate
against God on his behalf at the present.

One could wonder to what extent Job believes tisahbpe for action by his
witness and redeemer comes true. Clines makes tactien between Job’s
expectation and his desire. According to him, Jepeets his case to be resolved
after his death (19,26a), but desires to see Gddasee his name cleared while he
is still alive (19,26b¥*® However, such a distinction is not plausible beeal9,25-
27 deals entirely with hope for a change duringsitte. Moreover, Job wins little
if he is vindicated after his death. Others thihttJob does not have any hope at
all and only complains that any help will be totef&® but that is too pessimistic
an interpretation. Job presents his hope with taicemeasure of conviction. He
keeps striving for vindication and conducting a daw with God. This shows that
he has not lost all hope. Moreover, the appearah¢god at the end of the book
makes it plausible that Job assumes that a goadmet is possible. Therefore, Job
does display some realistic confidence in an imtetion by God as his witness and
redeemer. Nevertheless, Job is not one hundrecmtestre. The appeal to the
earth not to cover his blood (16,18) and Job’srdettiat his words are written
down (19,23-24) also show some doubt. Job moveseset hope and despair,
between conviction and desire, waiting and hoporgsbme kind of reaction from
God’s side.

%8 Clines, Job, 461. See also D.J.A. Clines, “Belief, Desire aNish in Job 19.23-27:
Clues for the Identity of Job’s ‘Redeemer”, in: ids, Postmodern LI 762-769
[=(BEATAJ 13), Frankfurt 1988, 363-370].

249 3 K. Zink, “Impatient Job. An Interpretation ofh]d49,25-27",JBL 84 (1965) 149-152.
So also Van Wolddyleneer en mevrouw JpB88-89; KéhimoosDas Auge Gotte77.
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Chapter 5

Creation, Insight, and Power:
God’s Answer from the
Whirlwind and Job’s Reply

5.1 Introduction

5.1.1 General Introduction

Job’s ultimate wish that God would somehow reawlfy comes true. At the end
of the book of Job God gets up to spéaKke answers Job by means of an
impressive speech from the whirlwind. This divipgesch has an overwhelming
character. It deluges Job with questions, impressiochallenges, and
representations. God raises a corner of the veihiefcounsel by expounding
various elements of the Creation’s structure arsigthe He focuses attention on his
role as Creator and preserver. This expositionroois Job with his lack of power
and understanding. God makes it clear that Godisrecand insights go beyond
Job’s capacities and knowledge. He disqualifiessJalords as darkening God’s
counsel. Thus, God’s answer corrects Job’s peaejolfi God’s actions. This does
not answer each issue Job has mentioned, rathefuites Job’s charges more
indirectly by the depiction of a counter pictureodsopposes Job’s charges through
demonstrating that he is at the threshold of thlyenious order of the Creation,
guarantees the cycles of seasons and procreatioishes the wicked, and even
provides desolate places with life. This differ@etrspective on God’s actions in
the cosmos and the rejection of Job’s charges tr@subome change in Job’s
attitude. After God’s answer, Job admits in hidy&fhat he has spoken about God
without having sufficient knowledge.

This fifth chapter deals with God’s answer and daleply. First, it examines
which view God presents on his actions in the @waaand on his position in
relation to Job. There is special attention to H&wd assesses and reacts to the
issues which Job has raised. For, this sheds tighthe perspective in which the
author wants to put Job’s accusations and comglaiite fact that the author has

! 38,1-40,2 and 40,8-41,26. In several translatifndob 38-41, the numbers of the verses
differ from the numbering of the Masoretic text fimle BHS. In this study, | use the
numbering of the BHS.

?40,3-5 and 42,1-6.
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placed these words in God’'s mouth makes it likegt he wants to give them more
weight in comparison to the preceding speechesteftre, | assume that God’s
answer is intended to be a next step in the dewsdop of the thinking about the
issue of how God'’s involvement in the existencginhocent) suffering can be
understood.Secondly, this chapter considers Job’s reply td’&answer from the
whirlwind. It explores how God’'s exposition, quests, and challenges have
changed Job’s attitude compared to the dialoguetdar to deal with these various
topics, | first elaborate upon the substance of'&adswer and reconstruct God’s
view of Job’s words (5.2). Then, | consider Jol@ply (5.3). and last of all | deal
with the relation of God’'s answer and Job’s replghwlob’s speeches in the
dialogue. This examination first concentrates om riblation with Job 9 because
this chapter takes up a central position in théodize. Subsequently, Job’s other
speeches are also involved (5.4).

5.1.2 Starting Point: the Genesis of the Divine Speeches

The genesis of the divine speeches has been thecsubd debate. While some
scholars think that the book of Job did not iniyi@lontain any answer from God at
all, others regard God’s exposition as partiallicompletely originaf. Because of
this diversity of opinion, it is necessary to gima account of the assumptions
which are made in this studyin my opinion, several reasons favour the view tha
the book of Job originally contained a reactionnfrd@sod’s side. First, the
evocative nature of Job’s challenges, charges,cumastions require a response.
Even the mention of a reaction by God without a@betation of its contehtvould
not be sufficient because Job’s requests and appeéamand a substantial
responsé.Second, the outcome of the book of Job would Ibg wesatisfactory, if

® Pace NewsonThe Book of Jok21-31. She thinks that the author of the boolialf does
not take sides concerning the views of the diffexdraracters in the book and considers
them as equal voices. However, such a view is @ahljksince first God’s answer
fundamentally criticizes the preceding speechekbf This indicates that the divine speech
corrects the former view and reveals the problesvagpects of it. Furthermore, the fact that
the author brings JHWH up in order to speak impliest the author wanted to give these
words more weight. See also Fox’s comment thaattibor of the book of Job remains in
control, though Fox is of the opinion that thidmne by means of the prologue (Fox, “Job
the Pious”, 358).

“ For an overview of different models and opinioes §. van OorschoGott als Grenze.
Eine literar- und redaktionsgeschichtliche Studi¢ den Gottesreden des Hiobbuches
(BZAW 170), Berlin- New York 1987.

® Understanding of the genesis of God’s answer liisticurrent shape also gives more
insight into the structure of God's answer andgpecific focus of the individual parts.

® So Hessetiob, 11-12.192.

" See Job’s questions and appeals in 3,23; 7,121722-14.18; 13,3.18-27; 16,19-22;
19,7.25-27; 23,3-7; 30,20; 31,6.35-37. See also @arschot,Gott als Grenze47 (note
103). Here, Van Oorschot also mentions formal d®blogical reasons (compare Fohrer,
Hiob, 486-487).
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the stalemate in the debate between Job and lisdfiwould not be broken
through by a new perspective. Therefore, it isgrable to suppose that the book
of Job has always contained a divine reaction inesway.

However, several indications make clear that thendi speeches have not
always existed in their current shape. First, therm difference in style and focus
between the passage about the Behemoth and thathawi(40,15-41,26) and the
previous part (38,2-39,30; 40,2.7-14). While thiseyious part contains a
considerable number of questions and deals withelagion between God and Job,
the part about the Behemoth and the Leviathan yhaatitains any questions and
concentrates on the relation between Job and febiosature§. Second, the
position of 40,2 is striking because it is remafiadeparated by Job’s first reply
(40,3-5) from its forensic context in 408Third, the position of Job’s first reply
can be described as curious. For, if it answere@,40would be a rather early
reaction because the forensic topic is mainly elaied upon in 40,8-14. If it was
meant as a reaction to 38,1-39,30, the forensic tur40,2 would disturb this
relation’® These three clues make it probable that 40,1564(08 the Behemoth
and the Leviathan) was added later to God’s ansiiveeems likely that the book

® However, there are some questions in 40,25-31stwh similar to the questions in 38,1-
40,14. Some scholars cite this as proof of theimalgy of the passages about the
Behemoth and the Leviathan (so e.g. Kdahwes Entgegnung an 1joB9-40. See also V.
Kubina, Die Gottesreden im Buche Hiob. Ein Beitrag zur D&dion um die Einheit von
Hiob 38,1-42,6(FThSt 115), Freiburg-Basel-Wien 1979, 117-119;rdBx Job, 568).
However, the character of these questions differa tertain extent. While in 38,1-40,14,
God keeps more closely after Job and forces hitakie position, the rhetorical questions in
40,25-31 are less pressing. They do not challeopetd admit that creative power and
insight can only be attributed to God as the qoastiformulated withi?d in the first part
do. For a further elaboration of the differencesmMeen 38,1-40,14 and 40,15-41,26, see
Van OorschotGott als Grenzel59-171. Kubina takes the divine speeches agtyawith a
bipolar structure, in which the first part predoanitly deals with God'’s ruling over nature
(38,1-40,2) and the second part with the themedhys (40,6-41,26). She argues that the
theme ‘creation’ does not have an independent iposibut is attached to the theme
‘history’ in the divine speeches (Kubin&ottesreden 122-123). However, this bipolar
structure with dependency on both parts is notrchnile the first part deals particularly
with the relation between God and Job and demdastithat Job does not hold a similar
position to God (38,1-40,14), the second part dessly with the relation between Job
and lower beings than God (40,15-41,26). The ingmdrissue of knowledge in the first
part is lost in the second one. Furthermore, iha$ clear how the descriptions of the
mythical beings in the second part represent ‘hystd herefore, both parts can better be
taken as two separate more independent expositions.

° van OorschotGott als Grenzel48-158. Habel considers 40,2 as a pivotal foétiveen
two balanced speeches, which are opened by aalichallenge in 38,2-3 and 40,7-14
(Habel,Job, 528). However, the forensic turn of 40,2 is clpselated to the legal topic
that is further elaborated upon in 40,8. Therefdrés more feasible to consider it as the
introduction of the legal image, after the foregppart dealt with creative elements, than to
take it as a central point between both speeches.

1% See also Van Oorscha@optt als Grenzel55-156.
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of Job initially had one divine speech (38,1-39,30;2.8-14) followed by one
response from Job (40,3-5.42,2*6)n this divine speech, among others, God’s
creative and preserving actions as well as Jolols ¢di insight into it play a role.
Job subsequently replies that he is insignificaut ia unable to see through God’s
counsel. When the passages about the Behemothah@vtiathan were added, the
divine speech and Job’s answer became divideds Jinist answer was placed
between the two divine speeches. The challengirestopn of 40,2 was placed
before 40,3-5 in order to create a reason forfitis answer?” The reason for this
addition seems to be an attempt to increase thénasigpon Job’s impotence. It
takes the sting out of the direct contest betwedm and God concerning the
question of whether or not Job has divine capac{g€,8-14). Each suggestion that
Job could somehow measure up to God is discourgeduise Job already lacks
strength compared to the threatening powers of<kizat are lower than God. At
the same time, this history of development makéssJast response that he is too
small and will not speak again (40,3-5) more undedable. It is a reaction
following God's speech and fits in with God’s clemlje to be and act like God
(40,8-14).

5.2 God’s Answer from the Whirlwind

5.2.1 Introduction

God’'s answer from the whirlwind carries a rejectiminJob’s words. God labels
Job’s words as darkening of his counsel and asrfttin of his justice. The crux
lies in the nature and quality of Job’s knowled@ad’'s basic point is that Job
lacks sufficient knowledge in order to be able &® shrough the order of the
Creation and the rationale behind God’s behavibhis is so because Job does not
hold a divine position and lacks divine strengtlod@onfronts Job with this fact
by revealing several elements of the Creationiscstire and pointing out some of
his preserving activities in the world. God has staucted the earth, preserves it,
and has the power to go and act in it. These dreredtive activities. With the
presentation of these activities, God want to makdear that the real coherence
and logic behind his actions go beyond Job’s oladiemv. What is more, God tries
to show that his actions differ from the impressiot had. While Job charges God
with unjust actions, for instance benefiting thekeid, God demonstrates that he
provides dead places with new life and punishesvibked. God begins his speech
with its central point? He reproaches Job for darkening (his) counsel égns of
words without understanding (38,2). The subsequgemistions, challenges, and

1 Cf. Van OorschotGott als Grenze180-191; FohrerHiob, 36-40. Both scholars also
consider some verses or parts in 38,38,1-39,312r#16 as secondary.

12y/an OorschotGott als Grenzel80-191. At this moment, 40,1 and 40,6-7 wereeddd

13 Compare Hesséfiob, 193: “das grundlegende Verdikt” (fundamental vet)d
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depictions all have this basic thought in the baokgd!* They touch upon several
reasons for this darkening and confront Job withfliwed impression of God’s
behaviour. God argues that it is impossible for &nrbeings to have insight into
God’s plan. For, there is a fundamental differelmegveen God and human beings.

God’s answer broaches this message in three diffevays. First, God uses
questions which are formulated with the interrogatpronoun™ (who). These
guestions emphasize that God is the Creator agthaf the earth. Secondly, God
confronts Job with his lack of understanding. Henders whether Job’s insight
underlies the order of the Creation and challedgdsto demonstrate some of his
acquaintance with the earth’s structure and déSighirdly, Job is faced with his
lack of strength to act creatively and preserviniglythis world. In this section, |
further elaborate upon these separate topics dwbquently deal with the opening
of God's answer (5.2.2), the questions formulateth Wl (5.2.3), the issue of
knowledge and insight (5.2.4), Job’s strength amgabilities (5.2.5), and the
image of the lawsuit and God'’s final challenge .2

5.2.2 The Opening of God’s Answer

God opens his speech with a frontal attack. He wona/ho it is that darkens (his)
counsel (38,2). This question bears a rejectioit. ilob’s understanding of God'’s
actions does not do justice to God’s counsel. Whth, Job is directly faced with
God’'s central point. God gives Job the opporturtity defend himself and
challenges him to provide God with evidence todbetrary.

38,2 Who is this that darkens counsel
with words without knowledge?
38,3  Gird your loins like a mah
I will question you and you will inform me.

God begins his speech with an open question (38&)ertheless, it is obvious that
17 1 (who is this) refers to Job because Job is etpyliaddressed starting from
38,3 Job is designated as the one who darkens GodissebuThe wordTXY

14 Compare Strauftiob, 356.

15 Among others, the rootsT" (to know) and”2 (to understand) are used here.

6 Some scholars rea?iDJ: (like a warrior) cf. Tg. (Driver-GrayJoh phil. notes, 298;
Holscher Hiob, 88; Tur-SinaiJob, 521).

" wilcox argues that, here, God refers to Elihu beeait violates the grammatical
structure of the verse if it is read as referringJob. This also solves the contradiction
between 38,2 and 42,7 that comes into being if B3;@ad as reference to Job, according to
him (K.G. Wilcox, “Who Is This...?": A Reading of $038,2”,JSOT78 (1998) 85-95).
However, Bimson convincingly refutes this view (Bdmson, “Who is ‘This’ in “Who is
this...?” (Job 38,2)? A Response to Karl G. Wilcoxd$SOT 87 (2000) 125-128). An
important issue of God’s answer is to demonstizdé Job is the one who lacks knowledge
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(counsel) includes several aspects. It occurs lparéd the word 2w
(thought/plan’®’, which is specified with the thought of God’s hearPs.33,11. It
can express God’s decision or intention to dea ispecific wa}’ and is linked
with such terms as wisdom, understanding, knowledge strengﬁ‘i. In this way,
XD refers to God’s inner considerations, which areden&n wisdom, and to
God’s decisions to act in specific ways that areénan the basis of these thoughts.
This counsel of God was determined in the pastiefinite, and will be carried
out? It is different from human plans and thoughti 38,2, God’s counsel refers
to the thoughts and decisions that underlie theroatid scheme of the Creafidn
and form the basis of God’'s dealings in the wolldexpresses the divine
intelligence with which this order came into beamg with which God operaté$.
Kubina thinks that God'§XY can be related exclusively to his active decretbén
life of nations or individual§> However, the presentation of parts of the Cre&tion
ingenious construction makes it clear that the eonbf God's counsel goes
beyond the arena of histofylt is the background of history and not histoself.
God's counsel refers to the order and construatiothe cosmos which God has
realized and to the well-considered coherence af$3working in the world.

God blames Job for darkening this divine counseP4$.139,12, the vel’qﬁ?ﬂ
hifil (to darken) occurs in order to express thatredarkness is not able to hide
from God. In 42,3, which alludes to 38,2, the vqizt?ﬂ is represented by the verb

of God’s counsel (see §5.2.4). Moreover, God'satéjg attitude is not limited to 38,2 (e.g.
40,8 (see 85.2.6)). The problem of the relatiowben 38,2 and 42,7, therefore, is not
solved by reading it as a reference to Elihu.

'8 Jer.49,20; 50,45; Mic.4,12; Ps.33,11.

¥ |sa.14,26; Jer.49,20; 50,45; Mic.4,12.

2012,13; Isa.11,2; Jer.49,7; Prov.8,14; 21,30.

% |sa.25,1; 46,10; Ps.33,11. In Ps.20,5, the psapmiys that God fulfils his plans.

%2 Ps.33,10-11 (see also Prov.21,30). In the same avdifference is made between human
beings and a divine beinQWM (thought/plan). See e.g. Isa.55,8-9.

23 Compare also De Wildéjiob, 359 and KeelEntgegnung53: “Weltplan”.

24 Compare Habeljoh, 536. According to Habel, God3XY (he translates ‘design’) can
be found in the order, mystery, and balance ofttmeand this design reflects the profound
wisdom and knowledge of God. Hoélscher particulagyphasizes the element of
‘intelligence’ and circumscribeSXY as God's “Vernunft” (HolscherHiob, 91). Fohrer
definesrT¥Y as God’s wanting and doing in the Creation andgbigernance of the world.
It is, according to Fohrer, on the one hand theldvorder and on the other hand the
inscrutability of God’s wanting and doing (Fohétiob, 500). However, the component
‘wanting’ seems too limited. Although the wan®Y can refer to an intention or decision
(Isa.14,26; Jer.49,20; 50,45; Mic.4,12), it moreduily expresses the knowledge and
wisdom upon which God'’s right way of dealing is é@sFor, the ingenious construction of
the Creation and God’s preserving actions not atdym from his wish but are also the
result of his knowledge and wisdom.

%5 Kubina,Gottesreden122.

%6 Habel calls this view of Kubina ‘forcing the textiabel,Job, 528).
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ooy (to hide). In 38,2, God reproaches Job becauséntaspretation of God’'s

behaviour obscures the real order and logic whicldedie God's actions.

According to Driver-Gray, God rebukes Job for olsw the fact that a divine

purpose underlies the constitution and maintenafdée world, what should be
plain?’ However, God does not reproach Job for denyingettistence of such a
purpose as such but for depicting a specific pugpbat does not correspond with
God’'s real counsel which is the basis of God'scmsti Job has drawn the
conclusion that God deals unjustly because GodHietssuffer innocently. This

conclusion is based on the concept of retributBmt now God judges that this
explanation darkens his counsel. It does not docpigo the real basis of God’'s
actions. The cause of this darkening is a lack obéwedge (38,2b). Job’s

interpretation of God'’s actions appears to be igadee due to insufficient insight
into God’s counsel.

The question arises whether or to what extent Godissel is knowable for
human beings. Is it completely unknow&Bler does God expound (parts of) his
counsel® God’s answer presents a certain pardd®a the one hand, it exposes
several elements of the Creation’s order and Gadi®ns in it. God wants to
make it clear that a good and well-considered sirecunderlies the Creation and
God'’s preserving actions. On the other hand, Jiark of understanding of this
structure is one of the crucial points in God’svegis God hammers away at Job’s
inability to see fully through the coherence of tismos and of God’'s behaviour.
Thus, Job’s lack of insight into God’s counsel lraes clear by revealing several
aspects of this couns&lHowever, human beings are unable to have a view on
God’'s complete counsel because of their limiteéngith and their inability to
adopt a position from which they can observe Gadisons.

God challenges Job to show his discernment in Gamligisel (38,3). This adds
strength to God’s reproach in 38,2. God startsritesrogation by calling on Job to
prepare for a strong disputeThe expression ‘to gird the loins like a man’ isadl

%" Driver-Gray,Job, 326. So also KeeEntgegnung54.

8 For example, De Wilde states that &Y consists of a number of mysteries. Among
other, these mysteries are the issue of the ongisuffering and evil, the issue of the
world’s origin, the laws of the world, and the aairmstincts (De WildeHiob, 359).

# 30, for example,. Habel. According to Habel, Gbdves that paradox and incongruity
are integral to the world’s design (Hab#bp, 534-335).

%0 Compare Fohrer, who thinks that God points oufidb the paradox of a meaningful
order and its utmost unfathomableness. Accordinbing this paradox is a unity in God
and is cancelled out in the personal community v@thd (FohrerHiob, 500). However,
whereas it is true that there is such a kind odgax, God does not make clear how such a
paradox constitutes a unity in himself.

1 In §5.4, | argue that the depiction of severahwats of the Creation’s order and God’s
actions provide a counter picture in order to k&b Jealize that his impression of God’s
actions is incorrect.

%2 This verse returns in 40,7.

133



GOD-TALK IN THE BOOK OFJOB

to get ready for a strenuous or difficult undenak?’ It is, for instance, an appeal
to someone to gather the necessary strength inm twdgpeak on behalf of God
(Jer.1,17) or run (1 Kgs.18,48)In 38,3, God summons Job to gather all his power
and courage in order to reply God’s questions amallenges adequately. Job
suggested that God should call and Job should answéhat Job should call and
God should answer (13,22). God now chooses theofition. He challenges Job to
disclose his knowledge by answering God's questidvisereas Job asked God to
inform (U77; hifil) him about his transgressions (13,23), Gmadv summons Job to
inform God (38,3). Offering this opportunity to véé God’s reproach sharpens
God’s assessment of Job’s words. As long as Jolotigble to refute God or to
provide him with additional information, God’s assment that Job has darkened
God’s counsel with words without knowledge persists

After this opening statement (38,2-3), the inteatomn begins (38,4ff).
Whereas the remainder of God’s answer deals wsthes such as insight, strength,
and the question of who acts creatively, the fipséstion (38,4) mentions Job’s
presence at the moment that God created the &d¢hconstruction of the earth is
the first topic that God addresses. Its structund design stem from God's
counsel. Understanding of this counsel is relabggrimordial wisdom. If only Job
had been present at the time when the earth wasléoly he might have some
knowledge of God’s counsel. Therefore, God asksthrdneJob kept him company
in those days.

38,4 Where were you when | laid the foundation efelarth?
Tell it, if you have understanding!

The motif of the primal human being is combinedhwiite issue of knowledge.
This primal human being was present before thetoreaf the world began and
could watch God’'s actions and considerations. lavB¢22ff, wisdom existed
before all time. Eliphaz sarcastically inquired wie Job was first born of the
human race, attended the council of God, and lanitessdom to himself (15,7-8).
God now takes up this motif agathThe combinatio}" R 70" (to found the

earth) is regularly used to stress that God iostteewho founded the earthSince

Job did not observe this process of creation, bkslaubstantial knowledge of
God’s thoughts and the order behind the earth’stcoction. God accompanies

% Pope Joh, 291; Habel,Joh, 536; De WildeHiob, 359.

3 In both references, the wol12 is used instead @"X5m (loins). Furthermore, in 1
Kgs.18,46, the verBlW is used instead 6TIR (to gird).See also, Isa.5,27 where a person’s
strength is also meant. The expression might refe¢he practice of belt wrestling (C.H.
Gordon, “Belt-Wrestling in the Bible WorldHIUCA 23 | (1950-51), 136).

% See also 38,21.

% |sa.48,13; 51,13.16; Zech.12,1; Ps.24,2; 104 6y.Br19.
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this question with a renewed appeal for informat@®4b)3’ The verbT2] (to tell)

is used by Zophar in order to suggest that Jobsslevh would double, if God told
him secrets of wisdom (11,6). Whereas God revealsesof these secrets in his
answer, he now summons Job to inforfidl) him, if Job has understandiﬁ‘b.
Here, understanding refers to primordial knowled§&sod’s counsel. Thus, the
fundamental difference between God and human beimgs already been
introduced at the beginning of God's exposition d@listinguishes himself from
Job by his knowledge of the Creation’s and by nésative power. Job can not be
acquainted with the details of God’s counsel begaddis absence at the moment
of creation.

5.2.3 Who Else than God?

The fact that God and human beings are of a diffeseder is an important issue in
God’'s answer. God attempts to persuade Job ofuhdamental difference. Job’s
lack of insight into God’s counsel is connectedhe position that Job adopts in
relation to the Creation and God. Job does not &divine position from which he
can observe the coherence of the cosmos. God atsfdob with this distinction
between Job and God by focusing attention on his pasition as Creator. By
means of questions constructed with the interrggagironoun™ (who), God
emphasizes that he himself is the Creation’s origiml preserver. The only
possible and correct answer to these ‘who’ questisrtlear in advance. It is God
who acts preservingly and creatively.

God continues the theme of creation after his quesibout Job’s presence
during this operation (38,4). From 38,5, he elatezraon some of his creative
activities when he constructed the earth. Jobenttin is immediately focused on
the distinction between himself and his Creatob. 3dforced to admit that God is
the only one with creative capacities.

38,5 Who fixed its measurements,?cyou know!

Or who stretched out a measuring line over it?
38,6 On what were its bases sunk,

or who laid its cornerstone...

The answer to the question of who designed andmemed the earth (38,5.6b) has
already been given by the suffixime) of 7702 (when | founded) in 38,4. The
interrogative pronoufd (who) points to God. In 38,5, God presents himaslthe

3" This appeal returns in 38,18.
% See also Job’s promise that he will inform Goduthis steps (31,37).

%9 According to Fohrer'J has a conditional meaning here (Fohkéinb, 491). However, a

causal meaning is more obvious; God challengesbéchuse Job would have knowledge
of God'’s counsel.
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architect of the cosmos. He has fixed its measunesn@he wordP (measuring
line) occurs in Isa.34,17, where God portions dwet kand with a line. In 38,5a,
God makes it clear that he has carefully determiheddimensions of the earth.
Here, Job’s knowledge is challenged ironicallyJdb had sufficient understanding
of God’s counsel, he would know that God had fitedse measurements. The
‘who’ questions are interrupted by a test in sultshknowledge (38,6a). Can Job
explain on what base the foundations of the eagt?rThe structure of the world is
compared to the construction of a hoysas (base) is a pedestal in a buildifign
38,64, the earth rests on such suppgdr®od also mentions the cornerstone which
is a supporting section of a building. The strerafta construction depends orft.
Job has to make it clear who laid the earth’s astnae. But actually, he can not
ignore the fact that God is the founder of the keahd that God’'s wisdom
underlies its ingenious construction.

In 38,8-11, God steps even more pointedly intdithelight. Whereas Job had
the opportunity to choose between God and somedse i the preceding
questions (38,5-6), God now only mentions the aptltat somebody else acted
creatively during his own creative activities. Gasks who shut in the sea with
doors (38,8), when he bound it with clouds and desk (38,9} The sea can be a
threatening power (7,12) but in 38,8-9, it is déegcas a baby, which stems from
the womb and is bounded with clothes by Gb@od has put a check on the sea
and has prescribed it its boundafie$hus, creative activity consists particularly in
controlling and limiting. Job does not even havehance to suggest something

“°See e.g. Exod.26,19.

“l See also 9,6.

*?1sa.28,16; Jer.51,26; Ps.118,22.

“n 38,8,770™ can best be read &0 " cf. VIg. in correspondence with 38,6b (so
Budde,Hiob, 228; HoélscherHiob, 88; FohrerHiob, 491; HesseHiob, 194;Habel, Job,
521; PopeJoh 288; WeiserHiob, 238; Van SelmsJob II, 169). Straul? maintains the
Masoretic text (StraufHiob, 337). Driver-Gray and De Wilde want to reatfim 2R
(where were you) and changé&h 572 (with doors) intad 572 (at the birth) because of a
dittography (Driver-Gray,Job, phil. notes, 299; De Wildeiliob, 361). De Wilde argues
that it would be strange if the sea had already st in with its birth (361). However,
shutting in the sea (38,8a) does not contradictalewing description of 38,9-11 because
38,8a expresses an action that is further elalmbrgien with concrete details in 38,9-11.

4 Fohrer Hiob, 503; Habel,Job, 538; WeiserHiob, 245.

538,10-11. In 38,10, it is better to emeRALNRY (and | broke) because breaking a limit
does not make much sense. Some scholars readdh@)®d (to shut in) (FohrerHiob,
491; HesseHiob, 194) but | prefer reading¥R1 (and | set) in correspondence with LXX
(so Driver-Gray,Job, phil. notes, 300; De Wildéiiob, 362) (compare 14,13)P1 does
not need to be changed i@ (so FohrerHiob, 491, De Wilde Hiob, 362; Hdlscher,
Hiob, 88; HesseHiob, 194), since it can be understood as the limibgeGod (cf. Habel,
Joh, 521).
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different. For, God himself gives the answer todugstion of who shut in the sea
with doors (38,8). It is God who has set bars amatsito the sea (38,10).

The next ‘who’ question concentrates on a presgraition. God points to the
water supply in waste land. This sustaining meadereonstrates how ingeniously
the cosmos is constructed according to God’s cduHs® counsel provides details
that were not directly expected by everyone. Gahdwings rain to desolate land.

38,25 Who has cleft a channel for the torrents iof ra
and a way for the thunderstoffh,
38,26 to bring rain on land where no one stays
on wilderness where no human being is,
38,27 to saturate waste and desolate land,
and to let the dry groufitisprout fresh grass?

The distribution of rain is depicted as a heavémigation system. God leads water
to specific places by means of irrigation chann€he word pisiy (channel) can
be a trench (1 Kgs.18,32) or a pool (Isa.7,3). 28kE31,4, channels lead water to
all trees of the field. God has built a heavenlgroel in order to irrigate waste
land (38,25f). In 38,27, the combinatidiir1 MRY (waste and desolate) occurs
parallel tor1'Y (dry land)* It also stands parallel 8277 (wilderness) (38,26),
hence it means dry and desolate land. Rain andiénstorm function according to
God's rule® Therefore, the presence of a channel in ordezdd Water to desolate
places implies that God intended to let it rainr¢hdt belongs to God’s order and
insight that it also pours on those unexpectedldesplaces.

The meaning of this rain fall in the desert is sabjto debate. Since it can be
considered part of God’'s counsel, the questiorearigshich divine thoughts are
represented by this action. Some scholars emph#sizeenselessness of rain in
such regions from a human perspective. Accordinbsevat, for instance, the lack
of relevance for human beings when rain falls andbhsert demonstrates that rain
is not a vehicle of morality at all. For Tsevatisteerves to deny the existence of
retribution®® However, wasting water is not the central pointehdain can be a

*® Cf. 28,26b.

*" The wordRX!M (source) makes little sense in this context. Seeieolars readttx
(thirsty) (so Driver-Gray,Job, phil. notes, 305; Popdob, 298). However, it is better to
readT’¥1 (from the dry land) because of the parallel WKL (desolate land) in 38,27a
(so FohrerHiob, 492; HolschertHiob, 90; HabelJoh 522). See for the same parallel 30,3.
*® Also, in 30,3.

4928,26. Compare also 38,37, where God tips theel@s$ heaven.

* Tsevat, “Meaning”, 99-100. In the same way, Vanliféaargues that here God makes it
clear that ethical categories of reward and pungttrhave nothing to do with the Creation
and the continued existence of the Creation (Varldé/Meneer en mevrouw Joh41).
Albertz particularly sees a demonstration of theed@or's freedom in this senseless
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vehicle of blessing or punishmehtlin Gen.2,5f, God makes life on earth possible
by giving rain that moistens the dry unfruitful Isé similar action can be found in
38,25-27. God sends rain to desolate areas in dodaerake vegetation possible.
Ecological data shows that rich vegetation comewitlgn a few days after rain on
the desert’ The flocks of the Bedouin can find food at thessdlate places thanks
to these incidental raind.Therefore, the rain at desolate places is a lifing
deed®® God creates new life at places that are beliewdzkbtbarren and unfruitful.
This is a preserving action that might go beyonché observation. Whereas it
may be true that God wants to show that his conéarrthe Creation exceeds
human interest§ this passage in particular serves to refute dabe first place.
Job reproached God for saturating him with bittesn@ithout reason (9,18). God
now replies that he saturates waste and desolade(88,27). With this, he makes
life possible even at unexpected places insteapafing a person’s joy in life. It
belongs to God’s counsel to provide places of destthnew life>®

The elements from the Creation’s structure and tfaning (38,4-38,38) are
alternated with a presentation of several animag30-39,30). God asks who
provides the raven with prey (38,41) and has assighe wilderness as a dwelling
place for the wild ass (39,5-8). The list of animah 38,39-39,30 raises the
question of whether these particular animals remtespecial intentions. Keel
considers them all as somehow representative ofoppositional world’
According to him, God makes it clear with thesega®mthat the world indeed does
not lack chaotic powers but that God as lord ofahenals keeps the chaos under
his thumb without falling into a boring rigid ord&Fuchs acknowledges such a
chaotic background but, on the contrary, recorda these (mythical) chaotic
qualities hardly survive in the descriptions at darShe says that God
predominantly appears as the Creator of the animilscare for his creaturés.
The depictions of the animals favour the obserwatiof Fuchs. For, they
concentrate more on their specific characteristdgch God has given them, and
on God's caring treatment of them, than on Godigtrob over them. The examples

moistening of the desert (R. Albert#/eltschépfung und Menschenschopfye@dM 3),
Stuttgart 1974, 143).

°l Blessing: e.g. Ps.65,10-11. Punishing: e.g. D&ut7, where rain is withheld, or
Ezek.38,22, where God enters into judgement withsrand hailstones.

°2 Cf. 38,27b. Fohreiob, 507; De WildeHiob, 365-366.

*3 S0 FohrerHiob, 507. See also 39,5-8, where the wild ass hamdbits food at barren
places.

>* Compare KeelEntgegnung58.

*® S Driver-Gray,Job, 332; De WildeHiob, 366. See also Gordidph, 435.449.558.

%% See also Namalking About Gog136-137.

*" Keel, Entgegnung63-70.

%8 Keel, Entgegnung81-125.

% G. Fuchs,Mythos und Hiobdichtung. Aufnahme und Umdeutungriehtalischer
Vorstellungen Stuttgart-Berlin-Kéln 1993, 210-220.
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of the raven and the wild ass confirm this. Godascerned with the raven’s food
supply. The case of the wild ass demonstrates Guat gives each individual
creature its particular function and place. In thigy, the reference to several
animals illustrates different facets of God's calnand is a demonstration of
God’s powerful, creative, and preserving actions.

Some ‘who’ questions remain. God is the origin aodtroller of the weather.
Ice stems from God’s womb (38,28f)God counts the clouds in his wisdom and
pours celestial vessels of water in order to letiit (38,37). Some intelligence has
been applied to specific elements of the Creatidwd equipped thE1MY and the
"120 with a certain kind of wisdom and insightSo, each ‘who’ question
mentions a specific element of God’s counsel. Epgistion focuses the attention
on God's creative and sustaining activities. Whdahis brain behind this order?
Who is the driving force that designed the eartt Brought it into being? Who
preserves its cycles and provides it with life? dah only admit that God is the
origin of this ingenious structure. God has givexthe detail of the Creation its
function, characteristics, and place. The onlyedranswer to each ‘who’ question
is ‘God'.

5.2.4 Knowledge and Insight

The opening of God’s answer has already madeatr ¢hat the issue of knowledge
and insight is a very important consideration fovdGGod reproaches Job for
having a wrong impression of God’s order and astidne to a lack of knowledge.
Job is challenged to inform God, if he has knowdéﬁg\fter this introduction, the
issue of knowledge and insight is further elabatatpon in three different ways.
First, God tests Job’s knowledge by means of questivith regard to the content.
He incites Job to present some details of God'si\selu Secondly, God confronts
Job with ‘yes or no’ questions. Finally, God goew sstep further. He wonders
whether it is Job’s own insight that underlies tinder of the cosmos. In this way,
God wants to let Job realize that he lacks adequaderstanding of the logic and
coherence in the cosmos. Job is not able to explgaoint out God'’s actions in it.
In the first place, God examines whether Job hdstantial knowledge of
God’s counsel. He asks Job to clarify several faoéthe earth’s construction. Can
Job explain on what the bases of the earth werk &86)? Does he know the
way to the light's dwelling and where the placettw darkness i§?Where is the

% |n 37,10, ice comes into being by God’s breath.

6138,36. The meaning 6NMY and™12Y is unclear.

°238,3-4. See §5.2.2.

63 38,19. Here, light and darkness are depicted #sHmving their own abode. According
to Gen.1,3-4, they are separated. Some scholarsideon38,19-20 as a gloss that is
unnecessary after the reference to the mornin@®jb23 (H6lscherHiob, 90; FohrerHiob,
492; HesseHiob, 195). However, the argument of unnecessary tépefs not convincing
because the points of view differ in both parts.id/I38,12 deals with Job’s ability to
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way to the place where the wind is scattered olerearth (38,24%% So, Job is
challenged to demonstrate his knowledge and infGiod. If Job thinks that he is
able to assess God’s actions and value them aghtewius, one may expect that he
has insight into the construction of the Creationl &od’s operating in it. His
charges against God would lack each basis other8seondly, God also tries a
different tack and wonders whether Job’s insightlerties the design of the
Creation. Is it by Job’s discernment that the faltakes flight (39,26)? As long as
this is not so, Job’s statements about God’s asts@em rather doubtful.

In two ‘yes or no’ questions, God wonders whettar Surveys the coherence
of the cosmos and is familiar with the laws andeorthat regulate life and
continuation in the Creation.

38,18a Do you direct your attention to the expandéise earth?
38,33a Do you know the laws of heaven?

The crucial problem is that Job lacks the survethefwhole earth. He is unable to
direct his attention to the expanses of the e&¥ith the question of 38,18a, God
hints to what he elaborates upon at the end oaissver in more detail where he
confronts Job with the fact that Job does not podagne attribute&® Job does not
adopt a divine position. He is unable to direct dtiention to the expanses of the
earth because he lacks a God’s eye view. Job ip#ne Creation. He does not
adopt a standpoint independent from it from whietohserves the expanses of the
earth. The same counts for Job’s insight into t@esl of heaven (38,33a). In
Jer.5,24, the wor@pr (law) refers to the appointed weeks for the haraes in
Jer.33,25 to the laws of heaven and earth. In Gad®wer, the regularities of
heaven refer to the constellation and the cyclethefcelestial bodies (38,31f). Is
Job familiar with the scheme behind the positiond emovements of the stars?
Subsequently, another type of cycle is also broughtGod asks Job whether he
knows the length of the gestation of an ibex oimal [§39,1-2). In this way, Job is
confronted with his lack of knowledge of God'’s ceah His reply to each question

summon the morning in order to take its positid®,19f deals with Job’s knowledge of the
way to the dwelling places, where both light andkdass live. Moreover, 38,19f fits the
context where Job’s insight into different partstleé cosmos and his ability to be present
there are explored (38,16-24).

% |n 38,244, the word R (light) can best be read &37 (wind) because of the parallel
with 0*7TP (east wind) in 38,24b (so Driver-Grajgb, phil. notes, 304; FohreHiob, 492;
Budde,Hiob, 231; HdélscherHiob, 90; HesseHiob, 196). Understanding1R as lightning
(so Habel,Job, 522; StrauRHiob, 330; Van SelmsJob I, 173) is less probable, since
lightning is mentioned by means of the wgpd2 (38,35) and11X does not have the
meaning of lightning in 38,19.

®%40,9-14. See §5.2.6.
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can only be ‘no’ or ‘I do not know’. With wonderinp what extent Job has
knowledge of the order of the Creation and God'ssiterations behind it, God
wants to make it clear that God's wisdom and iigelice are beyond human
understanding. Human beings are unable to direat éititention to the expanses of
the earth. Finally, Job will admit this lack of kmedge in his reply (42,3).

5.2.5 Job’s Strength and Capabilities

A very clear example of the fundamental differetimween God and human
beings is the distinction in strength and capaédibbetween them. God points to
Job’s lack of divine power. Has Job ever operatedtovely or preservingly in the
world? Or is he able to move freely in each renthtgsion of the cosmos? Job is
faced with the fact that he is not equipped withirgé power or other divine
attributes. This serves to demonstrate that Jabtiqual to God. In order to have
insight into God'’s counsel it is necessary to baagétp God. Since God and human
beings fundamentally differ, Job lacks this insight this way, the confrontation
with Job’s impotence backs up God’s claim that Bab darkened God’'s counsel
because of a shortage of understanding. It prdwasJob simply does not hold a
similar position to God.

The first question about Job’s capabilities is aaneple of God’s actions
which contains creative as well as sustaining @sp&wod mentions his control of
day and night and his treatment of the wicked.

38,12 Have you ever commanded the morning in ydeyr li
caused the dawn to know its pléte,

38,13 in order to take hold of the skirts of thetlear
so that the wickéd are shaken out of it?

38,14 It changes like clay under a seal,
and it becomes dyed like a garm&ht.

% Reading Qere.

" Thel is one of thditerae suspensatsee also 38,15a). However, it is not clear what a
alternative reading could have been (cf. Fohréop, 492). An original readind@ " (the
poor) is unlikely because God would not withholghli from the poor. Other scholars
regard it as an omission by a scribe that has bemected (Driver-GrayJoh, phil. notes,
302; GordisJob, 445; Strauf3Hiob, 338; BuddeHiob, 229).

® Since the sense of 38,14b in its current shapenoaibe explained satisfactorily, change
is necessary. Gordis read¥” 093 (all put to shame) instead &125 1173 (Gordis,Joh,

446-447; see also Holschétfiob, 88). Various other scholars emerik™* (they stand)

the root can be found as a substantive in Judg.:8@ding the rooV2X is preferable

because this verse expresses the change of calbdesvn (so FohreHiob, 492; Hesse,
Hiob, 194; PopeJob, 295; Driver-GrayJob, phil. notes, 302; De Wilddjiob, 363; Van
SelmsJob I, 170).
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38,15 Then their light is withheld from the wicked
and the upraised arm is broken.

God asks whether Job has ever called a new daybeitgg. Each new morning
breaks thanks to divine effort. God orders the gafied dawn to rise and shows it
its place. In this way, he limits the indefinablecamstances of the night by
summoning the morning to take its pldtdhis act belongs to God’s sustaining
work. A part of the dawn’s task is to take holdtbé earth’s skirts (38,13J.In
combination withj" X, the word®))2 means the edge of the edrtfThe verblD?

(to shake) several times expresses an action agaawss opponents. In Neh.5,13,
God shakes someone, who does not perform this wartdfrom their house and
possession€. When the dawn breaks, it seizes the edges ofdtik and shakes it
like a cloth. Some scholars think that in 38,1% tight is depicted as a coverlet
that covers the earth and under which the wickednaib their crimes? However,
the representation of shaking the wicked out métkieely that the earth itself is
depicted as a clotlf. Wicked actions are characterized as dealing innilgét
(24,13-17). The light of the dawn unmasks such grdeeds. Like shaking the
crumbs out of a cloth, the wicked are dispersedtheg hide when the morning
dawns” So, the light of the day functions as an opporwinthe chaotic and
threatening forces of the night. God limits thesecés and comes into action
against wrongdoerS. Has Job ever accomplished such creative and pieger
deeds?

Subsequently, the rise of daybreak is depicted wittecond image (38,14).
Here, YR (earth) from 38,13a is subject. The earth recovsrsontours and
colours when the day dawns. Its relief returns the transformation of clay under
the pressure of a seal. The grey and dark envirohivecomes dyed again like a
garment. The effects of the daybreak for the wicklednot remain limited to
dispersion. In 38,15 it becomes clear that ‘shaking of the earth’ (38,13b)
implies more than a temporal halt to their actdgti Their light is withheld and
their upraised arm is broken. HeTéR (light) refers to the light of life. According
to Bildad, the light of the evildoe®¥™) will be extinguished! Job, by contrast,

% Compare 9,7 where, on the contrary, God summanstih and it does not rise.

° Some understand ‘you’ as subjectTdf&'? (to take hold) in 38,13a because of 40,9ff
(Habel, Job, 521; Gordis,Joh 445). However, the change of the second persofeqte
(38,12) into an infinitive (38,13) suggests thataation of the dawn is described.
"sa.11,12; 24,16; Ezek.7,2.

" See also Ps.109,23; 136,15; Exod.14,27.

3 Pope Job, 295; Habel,Joh, 540.

" Cf. Driver-Gray,Joh, 330; FohrerHiob, 504; Gordis,Job, 445.

'S Fohrer Hiob, 504; Gordis,Job, 445.

5 Compare StraufHiob, 360; HesseHliob, 195-196.

718,5-6. See also Prov.13,9; 24,20.
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complains that the wicked hardly meet this fate 12ff). He states that God treats
wicked and righteous equally (9,22-24) but God'sveer presents a different
picture. Here the light is withheld from the wickéthe expressioma® Y177 (to
break the arm) is used for breaking the force gfoments or the wicke@.So, the
wicked loose their power and prosperity at daybr8diey have to fear for their
lives. This implies that God holds on to the conaafpretribution’® Whereas Job
established that the wicked prosper and live ceeefGod presents an order in
which the wicked meet setbacks and get what thegrde. In this way, God's
presentation of his treatment of the wicked as r& glahis counsel rejects Job’s
impression that the wicked prosper and are favouredccomparison to the
righteous”

The ability to move freely within the cosmos is #mw topic in God’s
examination of Job’s capacities. God wonders wheflod is able to enter into
several regions of the cosmos.

38,16 Have you entered unto the springs of the sea
and have you walked in the recesses of the deep?

God presents some invisible places in the cosmashwdre usually inaccessible
for human beings. The deep1{1) refers to the primeval ocean that is below the
earth® The sea is filled with water from this soufé®oes Job have access to this
area? The ver®12 (to enter) is used again in 38,22, where God asksnilar
question. Here God wonders whether Job has entieeestorehouses of the snow.
It belongs to God'’s abilities to traverse eachargif the cosmos. The observation
of such areas provides knowledge of their constncand functioning. God also
refers to the dark part of the Creation that gagshd the borders of a human life.
Has Job seen the underworld (38,17)? Job’s inghditvisit these different places
shows that he does not have divine capacities.eftra, it is also reasonable to

"8 Jer.48,25; Ezek.30,21.24; Ps.10,15; 37,17. In,4B¢@ asks whether Job has an arm like
God.

" pace Tsevat, “Meaning”, 99. Clines follows Tseamtl is of the opinion that the divine
speeches make clear that there is no divine justiceording to him, these passages do not
refer to God’s actions but are only an ironic iatitn for Job to take the place of a god and
to make such judgements for himself (Clines, “Dties Book of Job Suggest”, 100-105).
However, God confronts Job with some of his diviaetions in order to make the
difference between Job and God clear. Thereforearit not be denied that some kind of
retributive action through God returns in God’swaes Driver-Gray also see a retributive
act here: “..., the wicked are brought to justind punishment” (Driver-Graylob, 330).

8 See also Habelob, 540; P. Ritter-Miillerkennst du die Welt? —Gottes Antwort an ljob.
Eine sprachwissenschaftliche und exegetische Smudiersten Gottesrede ljob 38 und 39
(Altes Testament und Moderne 5), Minster-Hamburgeam 2000, 178.

81 Ex0d.20,4; Ps.24,2; 136,6. The earth was thowgstaind on pillars above the deep (9,6).
82 Gen.7,11; 8,2; 49,25; Prov.8,28.
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suppose that Job’s knowledge of these regions ssffinient; he has never
observed them.

The issue of Job’s strength and capacities is durtHaborated upon in two
different ways. On the one hand, God questionssJability to act with divine
strength. He confronts Job with several divinevitatis: the control of the course
of the stars (38,31-32), letting it rain and segdiarth lightning (38,34-35), the
food supply of lions (38,39), and guaranteeing tyele of gestation of the
mountain goat and the hind (39,2). In this listjesal facets of the Creation’s order
and God's persevering work are mentioned. God gwvéne cycles of seasons,
procreation, and food supply. He rules the weatHas Job ever played a role in
any of these divine occupations? On the other h@ad, mentions Job’s creative
capabilities. Does Job give the horse its might isidapacity to jump as a locust
(39,19-20)? The power with which God acts contngllicreating, and preserving,
fundamentally distinguishes God from human beingss confrontation has to
make Job aware of his limited strength.

The added parts about the Behemoth (40,15-24) hed_éviathan (40,25-
41,26) particularly follow up on this topic of stgth and capacity. Here, God
considers Job’s strength in relation to these tmpréssive beings that are lower
than God” Both the Behemoth and the Leviathan are strikingalnse of their
impressive build and considerable strength. Goddsm whether Job would be
able to subject them and domesticate them like lessripets® The identification
of these creatures is rather unclear. Whereas dbink that these creatures
represent zoological animals, it is more likely soippose that they have
mythological connotation.For, the earlier depiction of the Leviathan’s ifging

8 In 39,10-11, the first beginnings of such a corigmar can be found. There, God asks Job
whether Job is able to control the wild ox.

84 40,25-31. The passage about the Behemoth probetlg with a similar question
(40,24). Then, 40,24a has to be taken as a qugstoDriver-Gray,Job, 358; Strauf3Hiob,
377) or®1 "1 (who is it) has to be inserted which disappearechbse of the preceding
179758 in 40,23b (so Budddliob, 246; WeiserHiob, 252; FohrerHiob, 523; Gordis,
Job, 480; De Wilde Hiob, 384; Pope,Joh 327; HoélscherHiob, 95; Van SelmsJob II,
197; HesseHiob, 205): who will grasp him by his eyes?

% The identity of these creatures is subject to teetRespectively, the Behemoth and the
Leviathan are frequently identified with the hipptgmus and the crocodile because their
depictions seem similar to these animals (so eofrd¥, Hiob, 528; HolscherHiob, 99-
100; De Wilde,Hiob, 380-381.385; Gordislob, 475-476.567-572). Some think that there
could be a relation between the wérthiT2 and the Egyptian worg'-th-mw (water rind).
However, Keel argues that identification with thegopotamus only makes sense if it is
not taken as the zoological hippopotamus but asridle, red hippopotamus, for which the
Egyptian king and Horus hunted and which symbolizgd. Only in this way is the
hippopotamus invincible according to Keel (Keehtgegnung132-141). Keel notes that,
in the same way, the crocodile is representativevilfin Egypt (Keel, Entgegnung143-
154). Ruprecht differs in the sense that he suggﬁléﬁ (Leviathan) as another surname
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and monstrous appearance (41,4-26) leaves the ssipreof a mythical figure
rather than an actual anirﬁ‘ﬁl.}ﬁ’?‘? (the Leviathan) is one of God's mythical
opponents and represents the threatening forcelsamis®’ According to Gammie,
the descriptions of the Behemoth and the Leviath@n caricatures of Job and
function as a mirror for hiff However, God explicitly compares Job to the
Leviathan when he asks whether Job is able to edge this fellow creature
(40,25-31). Therefore, it is unlikely that the Latian represents Job. God
confronts Job with his limited strength by pointiogt his impotent position with
regard to the Behemoth and the Leviathan. Thisqgatimm of Job to the forces of
chaos is compared to the relation between Job aad iGnobody is fierce enough
to stir up the Leviathan, then who can hold bef@G@ and remain undamaged
when they confront Go8%?Since Job already lacks strength in confrontatitth

of the hippopotamus because the hunting equipngedepicted in 40,25-31 does not match
the crocodiles (E. Ruprecht, “Das Nilpferd im Hioich. Beobachtungen zu der
sogenannten zweiten GottesredeT, 21 (1971) 221-222). However, Keel maintains that
the methods mentioned were also used for captuniogodiles (KeelEntgegnung 142).
Fuchs follows Ruprecht to a certain extent by sspppthat, in her eyes, the text refers to
one mythical being. However, she considet®12 as its generic nhame at’pﬂ’ﬁ as its
proper name (Fuchsfythos und Hiobdichtung?47-248.259-260). Others think that each
similarity of 112372 and ]WT'? to a hippopotamus and a crocodile is lacking and,
moreover, is not supported by any other texts. dfoee, they consider them as
mythological terms that refer to the myth of theaah battle and represent the forces of
chaos (so e.g. Kubin&ottesreden 45-59; PopeJob, 320-322.329-331). See also, the
overview in HabelJoh, 557-558.

8 Some scholars regard this part as a later additidghe description of the Behemoth and
the Leviathan (e.g. Ruprech¥ilpferd, 223-224; WestermanrAufbay 121; De Wilde,
Hiob, 384).

87 3,8; Isa.27,1; Ps.74,14. Ruprecht sees the Belheasoa representation of the historical
superpowers (Ruprecht, “Nilpferd”, 230). This vieverresponds with the opinion of
Westermann, who considers the second part of Ganbsver (40,6ff) as glorification of
God as Lord of history (WestermanAufbay 112-114). However, it is unclear to what
extent actual historical powers are meant. Theréigqaf the Behemoth seems too vague in
order to permit such a specific interpretation.

8 J.G. Gammie, “Behemoth and Leviathan: on the Didaand Theological Significance
of Job 40:15-41:26", in: J.G. Gammie-W.A. Brueggeam&V.L. Humphreys-J.M. Ward
(eds.),Israelite Wisdom: Theological and Literary EssapsHonor of Samuel Terrien
Missoula 1978, 217-231. Habel adopts this view {dakel,Job, 558-574).

89 41,2b-3a. Compare Ruprecijlpferd, 224. Several scholars change the suffixof
95 (before me) and of3* TP (confront me) into d- (him), so that it refers to the
Leviathan instead of God (Fohrétiob, 527; 529; HélscheHliob, 96; Pope,Job, 337; Van
Selms,Job I, 200; StrauRHiob, 335.346 (only 41,2)). However, this passage iamh¢o
connect the passages about the Behemoth and thethaavto the relation between Job and
God as it is discussed in the first part of Godissveer. If this animal is already
overwhelming to human beings, how then will Job asmundamaged before God?
Therefore, it is not necessary to change the suffire verbd U in 41,3a alludes to 9,4,
where someone who resists God does not remain wgktnin the same way, somebody
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some of God’s opponents, he will certainly not lbdeato measure up to God.
God’s restriction and control of these threaterpogvers of chaos can be labelled
as a creative deed. For, it leaves human beings foo an undisturbed life. It is
clear that Job does not have the capacity to aperauch a creative way.

5.2.6 The Image of the Lawsuit and God’s Final Plea

God concludes his speech with a final plea (4012)8-Here he sums up the issues
which have arisen from different perspectives geatral point and comes back to
his rejection of Job’s words. In this final paltetimage of the lawsuit returns. God
wonders whether Job is willing to carry through fhustration of God'’s justice and
confronts Job with his divine position. The preséioh of God’'s creative and
preserving work and the questions about Job’s kedgé and capabilities in the
preceding part of God’s answer have all served a&enit clear that Job does not
hold the same position as God. In a final, provgkitea, God challenges Job to
prove whether or not this observation is wrong.

40,2  Will the faultfinde? contend" with the Almighty?
Let the one who argues with God answer!
40,8 Will you frustrate my justice,
will you condemn me so that you have right?

God assesses Job’s words rather clearly. God ttlegtie is being reprimanded by
Job (40,2) and values Job’s words as frustratioBa’s justice (40,8). Things are
turned around. While Job uses the V&3 (to contend) in order to express how
others contend with him and understands his mishertas God’s legal case with

looking for a confrontation with God does not remaindamaged in 41,3a. Hence, it is
reasonable to rea@ Y™ (and he remains undamaged) cf. LXX instead oEiN (and 1
remain undamaged) (Fohrdtjob, 527; Gordis,Job, 483; PopeJoh, 337; Driver-Gray,
Job, 364; BuddeHiob, 249; HolscherHiob, 96; HesseHiob, 206; De WildeHiob, 388).

% The word1®" (fault-finder) is a hapax legoumena. It can bewveer from the roofD"

(to correct/instruct) and is constructed IiR&22 (cf. Budde,Hiob, 240). Other scholars
change the vocalization and reatD? from the verb™D (to turn asidelyield) (so Pope,
Job, 318; HolscherHiob, 94) orWﬁDj from the verb"7D (to be stubborn) (De Wilde,
Hiob, 394). Gordis reads an impf. qal 9D because of the parallel withll2" (let he
answer) in 40,2b: ‘let he instruct him’ (Gordigb, 465; so also NBV). However, a chiasm
can read in 40,2 through whiCiD" stands parallel t5°22 (the one who reproves) and
can be taken as a substantive.

%1 Several scholars change the vocalization of theains.2 into a partc27 (so Pope,
Job, 318; HolscherHiob, 94; De Wilde,Hiob, 394). Gordis argues th&7 can be an

archaic ptc. qal. of the Media waw verbs (Gordish, 464; adopted by Habelph 526).
However, the infinite absolute can represent adifiorm (Gesenius-Kautzsch-Cowley,
Grammar § 113,4b). Therefore, emendation is not necessary
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him (9,3), God now designates Job’s actions asecwlitg with God? Job’s
attitude is characterized by the worthiD” (faultfinder) and7*2%) (the one who
argues). The ver@d” can mean ‘to reprove’ (5,17) as well as ‘to arguease’
(13,3.15). In 40,2, both elements play a role. @a bne hand, the forensic
atmosphere of this verse suggests that God redfelsli’'s attempts to enter into a
legal case with God. Job’s accusations are chaizetieand experienced as Job’s
pleading with God. On the other hand, the meaniagrove’ is supported by the
parallel word™0". For, the rootTD" expresses an instructing and reproving
activity.” In God'’s eyes, Job is the one who argues with Bamhuse of supposed
wrongdoing and rebukes God for incorrect behaviéawmd makes it clear that
things are turned around. According to God, Jolths one who blames God
unjustly. Job should respond to God’s questions aswkpt his challenges if he
wants to continue instructing and contending whig Almighty (40,2b). Otherwise
his accusations become unreliable.

God further turns up the heat on Job in 40,8. He aghether Job wants to
frustrate his justice. According to Huberman-Schun here the wordd®Ln
(justice) has an executive dimension and refersGtm's governance of the
universe’* However, Job does not have the capacity to hiGtel's actions as
such because God is free to act in the way he waherefore, it is unlikely that
Job is accused of frustration of God’'s governanidee problem is that Job’s
reasoning did not do justice to the standards enbtisis of which God values,
creates, and acts. Bildad assures that God doepemeért justice (8,3). Here,
justice refers to the logic behind God’s actiongl aefers to the concept of
retribution®® Equally, DU expresses the patterns behind God’s dealing . 40,
This word is reminiscent 0TS (counsel) in 38,2. While first God more generally
values Job’s words as darkening of his counsdiebeginning of his answer, he
now uses forensic terms. Job’s way of reasoningpased on the concept of
retribution. From his innocent suffering, he ded\bat God perverts justice in his
case. This conclusion is backed by the observdtiah the wicked prosper. God
now takes this reasoning as frustration of hisggastApparently, God’s actions can
not be derived from reality and be pointed out lo@ basis of a person’s fate by
such a strict application of the concept of retiimu®®

In 40,8b, God summarizes the impasse in Job’s ithinkuite to the point.
Job’s conviction that he is righPTX) results in a condemnatio®¥) of God.
Whereas Job comprehended his misfortune as Godeoamation of him (10,2),

%2|n 33,13, Elihu also designates Job as the oneisvbontending with God.

%4,3,517.

% Huberman-Scholnick, “The Meaning dipa in the Book of Job”JBL 101 (1982),
521-529. So also Habelpb, 562.

% See §3.2.1.

% Meanwhile, readers know that there is indeed amotason for Job’s suffering other
than sinful behaviour.
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God now points out that Job declares God guiltyeifpersists in accusing God. In
this way, the provoking questions in 40,8 contatlisapproval of Job’s striving to
enter into a legal case with G8dGod is of the opinion that Job’s motive for this
attempt is based on an incorrect understandinfpeidgic and coherence behind
God'’s actions. The interpretation of God’'s actiomgeality according to a strict
application of the concept of retribution appearbé frustration of God’s justice.

In order to enforce these reproving questions, Guttludes his speech with a
final plea. He confronts Job with the fundamentfflecence between God and
human beings by challenging Job to be and actGikd. For, only somebody with
divine power and knowledge would be able to judged’® actions properly.
Therefore, Job should prove that he holds suchviaaliposition if he wants to
declare God guilty. Otherwise his charge can bmigdsed.

40,9 Do you have an arm like God

and can you thunder with a voice like his?
40,10 Deck yourself with pride and dignity,

cloth yourself with majesty and splendour.
40,11 Pour out the outbursts of your anger,

and look on all the proud and abase them.
40,12 Look on all the proud and humble them,

tread down the wicked where they stand.

God provokes Job to demonstrate divine capacitiekob thinks that he can see
through and judge God’s actions in the Creation,sheuld be able to adorn
himself with divine dignity and undertake variouside tasks. God distinguishes
himself from Job with regard to his power. He wasderhether Job has an arm
like God. The word>)17T (arm) expresses God’s power, with which he pusishe
fights, creates, judges, performs wonders, or etseficently’® While Job’s
impotence has already been mentioned in God’s ansexeral times, God now
explicitly asks whether Job possesses the samaggireas God (40,9). The
thundering of God’s voice is an illustration of i power (40,9b). It is an
utterance of God’s majesty While God earlier wondered whether Job is able to
lift up his voice (?WP) to the clouds (38,34), he now asks whether Jalktlvander
with his voice like God.

God challenges Job to be like God. In 40,10, hensoms Job to adorn himself
with God’s royal dignity. The wordR2 (pride) can be found, among others, in

" See also Kubina, who states that God’s speecls aelob’s challenge to enter into a
lawsuit with him in order to reverse it (Kubirapttesreden77-78).
% E.g.: to punish: Isa.30,30; to fight: Jer.21,5;create: Jer.27,5; to judge: Isa.51,5; to
9pgerform wonders or act beneficially: Deut.5,15;86sa.40,11; 59,16; Ps.77,16.

37,2.4.5.
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Ps.93,1, where the Lord is king clothed with maje@tR2).' In Isa.5,16, the
Lord is exalted if22) by justice. The combinatioMT71 717 (majesty and
splendour; 40,10b) refers to the dignity of a KiffgGod gets the royal title ‘king’
and is attributed with this dignify? In Ps.104,1, God is clothedZ") with
majesty and splendour. Job should deck himself thigise royal vestments and act
like God. If Job was equal to God, he would be ablgidge God’s ways but, since
Job has none of these divine qualities, he carnfarat an opinion about God’'s
actions. There is a fundamental distance betweeth &a Job. This makes it
logically impossible for Job to be like God andstovey his actions.

The divine tasks include ruling and judging. Golet punishing measures
against the proud and wicked (40,11-13). In 40QAdd calls on Job to pour out the
outbursts of his angefR). Job’s friends have argued that God's anger thes
wicked. For instance, Eliphaz makes it clear thasé who sow trouble vanish by
the breath of God’s ang&f On the contrary, Job is of the opinion that God’s
anger is incalculable. For, God’s anger has tumgainst him even though he is
innocent'®* Moreover, according to Job’s observations, thekedcescape their
punishment and are even favoured compared to eedus>® In 40,11f, the
outbursts of anger are connected with God’s opjrgsteps against the proud and
the wicked. Proud human being®¥) are characterized by their haughtiness and
the setting of traps. They fall into disfavour wi@od!® In 40,12, they occur
parallel to thed¥™ (wicked)*’ In this way, God takes the edge off Job’s reproach
that the wicked prosper. He depicts an image ircvitibelongs to the divine tasks
to humble and tread down the proud and wicked @@2)°® Obviously, God acts
according to the concept of retribution in the cakevildoers in a certain wdy®
How this exactly happens is beyond human observatio

The challenge to be and act like God reveals tbhhtdbes not have divine
capacities. This is the reason for Job’s lack aight into God's counsel. The
fundamental difference between God and human bdmgders human beings

1% 5ee among others Isa.2,10.19; Mic.5,3.

101 pg.21,6; 45,4.

192ps 96,6.10; 111,3 (God's deeds); 145,5; 1 Chr716,2

103 4.9. See also 20,23.28. The friends are convinbatithe wicked meet setbacks and
perish (8,22; 11,20; 15,20; 18,5; 20,5.29. See 2Isd3ff). See §3.2.1.

10416,9; 19,11.

1059 22.24; 10,3, 21,7.17.

1% jer.48,29; Ps.94,2; 140,6; Prov.8,13; 15,25.

19750 also in Ps.94,2f; 140,5-6.

198 According to Clines, this is not a divine judgmenat some humans are wicked and
some not because YHWH is ironically inviting Jobtae the place of a god and to make
such judgments for himself (Clines, “Does the Babklob Suggest”, 101). However, the
expression'?&: (like God) in 40,9 implies that God does referhts own actions in this
final part of God’s answer.

199 Ct. 38,13-15.
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from moving to a similar position as God. Brennesgmses to understand 40,7-14
as a straightforward, although partial, admittantalivine failure. According to
her, God is conceding that he can not disposeeofvibked and of evil, at least no
more than Job cah’ However, God does not challenge Job to operate diiine
power because of his own incapability or lack dfisient power to act in such a
way. On the contrary, God wants to make it cleat titobody is able to carry out
such divine tasks except himself. Therefore, Gadigque power is underlined
instead of reduced in this final pl&a.Job does not adopt the same position as
God. This implies that he is unable to overlook kbhgic and coherence behind
God’s actions completely. Job concluded on thesbafsthe concept of retribution
that God perverts justice in his case. However, Geds this reasoning as
frustration of his justice. Apparently, a persob&haviour can not be derived so
directly from their fate. Nevertheless, God maimsaihe fact that there is a balance
between a person’s deeds and their consequencqaurtighes evildoers for their
wrong deeds but this action goes beyond the huidity af observation.

5.3 Job’s Reply

The strenuous nature of God's challenges and qumsstiorces Job to react.
Therefore, Job takes the floor and respdid$his answer shows a turn in Job’s
attitude. God’s answer changed Job’s perceptio®ad. Job has the feeling to
understand God better thanks to the fact that Beshmehow seen God in a more
direct way. The fundamental difference between @&od human beings returns in
Job’s reply. Job acknowledges that he holds a spwition in relation to the
mighty God. He admits that he did not overlook é&xact logic of God’s dealing
when he earlier spoke about God. This fact hindhéms in answering God and
leads him to the conclusion that he has told withmderstanding. Therefore, Job
expresses some regret about his former attitudartsrGod.

Jobs’ reply follows on God'’s final challenge to ded act like God (40,9-14).
God summons Job to answer (40,2). But in fronhisf overwhelming appearance,
Job can only acknowledge that he does not holandasi position to God and is
unable to perform some of the divine tasks. Theegfdob will not answer
anymore.

40,4 Behold, | am small; how can | respond you?

110 A, Brenner, “God’s Answer to Job¥/T 31 (1981) 133. According to her, God subtly
admits to the basic duality of his nature in theirdd speeches (132). Kushner suggests a
similar interpretation for 40,9-14 (Kushné\s 't kwaad 44-47).

LA criticism of Kushner's interpretation can alse found in J.J.J. Spangenberg, “Om te
teologiseer oor God en lyding: Opmerkings na adimgi van Harold Kushner se
interpretasie van Job 40:9-1#TS50 (1994) 995-996.

112 40,4-5; 42,2-6. It is likely that the book of Johginally contained one reply to God'’s
answer. See 85.1.2.
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I lay my hand on my mouth.
40,5 | have spoken once and | will not answer dgain
twice and | will not go on.

God’s impressive speech makes Job draw the cooolusiat he is small in
comparison to God (40,4). The presentation of Gaiperior power and the
confrontation with Job’s lack of insight into Godisgays seem to inspire Job with
awe. Habel is of the opinion that Job suggestshbas reduced to smallness and
humbled by the divine speeché§However, it is questionable whether the verb
'7'?13 (to be small) refers to such an act of humiliati®everal times this verb
refers to a person’s small state in comparisonnitter:™ In 40,4, it similarly
establishes Job’s position in relation to God. Go@dmpestuous exposition has
made Job aware of the fact that he is not on dquais with God. Faced by God’s
powerful (creative) actions in the Creation and’ddack of knowledge of the
counsel behind this, Job wonders how he could respo God adequately.
Answering God refers to a forensic context. In $oldob has made clear that he
would not be able to answer God in a legal casauss God's powerful and
terrifying manifestation would hinder him in putfiran adequate answer into
words™® This expectation now comes true. For, in 40,5,dwds not accept God’s
challenge to answer him (40,2). God’'s majestic app®ce, his provoking
questions, as well as the elaboration of sevetalldef his counsel have silenced
Job. Within a legal context, ceasing to respontllj means that a plaintiff is
convinced by the arguments of the adversary oeadtldoes not see any good in
continuing to argué'’ Thus, Job does not mean that he completely spgEking.
He makes it clear that he abandons further comtentith God as his adversary at
law.™® In this way, Job’s silence can be understood aacknowledgement that

113 several scholars read R (I will repeat) instead ofIDR (I will answer) (so Budde,
Hiob, 240; Driver-Gray,Job, phil. notes, 325; FohreHiob, 532; De Wilde Hiob, 396).
However, such an emendation is not necessary beCAiMR fits the context very well.
After Job’s question about how he can respond @04}, Job now makes it clear that he
will not answer again (40,5). Van Selms points thatt 7Y also includes the meaning ‘to
take the floor’ (Van Selmgob II, 187). Job will not start arguing again.

114 Habel,Joh, 549. Habel sees the mood of complaint here.

' Gen.16,4-5; 1 Sam.2,30; Nah.1,14.

116 93.14-16.20. Although Job later keeps the pdisibbpen that God calls and he
answers (13,22).

117 Compare Driver-Gray: Job will give up the rolecoitic (Driver-Gray,Job, 347).

18 Therefore, possible difficulty with the fact thiib still speaks in 42,2ff is not necessary,
even if there were two separate answers originglly, in 42,2ff, Job does not start arguing
with God again but further elaborates upon the equsnces of his small position and
explains why he ceased answering God. Pace Gla#uy,states that the existence of the
second speech implies that Job has taken his Hah@sanouth and has repudiated his vow
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God has a stronger case at this moment. Awareméss small position in relation
to God forces Job to give up further arguing.

The question arises of what the nature of Job&neé is. Does it demonstrate
humbleness, disapproval, or awe? Fohrer sees aletengifference between 9,3
and 40,4f in the fundamental attitude of the one wkeps silence. Whereas it is an
impotent and teeth gnashing silence in 9,3, it ihiumnble silence in 40,4f,
according to Fohrer? However, it is questionable whether Job’s silehege
particularly expresses a humble attitude. The gestfi laying the hand on the
mouth (40,4) may throw more light on its characiéris gesture means becoming
or being silent and at several points it is thelltesf awe or dismay?° Earlier, Job
expressed his desire to speak up and fill his muaiith argument§* although he
was conscious that his mouth would condemn him @sged by God’s superior
power (9,20). However, Job now decides to keeprtuath closed (40,4). Glazov
understands this gesture as disapproval because dalare that he did not get the
freedom to ‘open his mouth’ and to state his castyfas he wished in 9,34f and
13,20f* However, this argument neglects the fact that @t meets Job’s
wishes by getting up to speak and by reacting teersé elements in Job’s
speeche¥?® It appears that Job’s silence contains a forced anavoidable
element. In the sight of God's powerful actionsjahhalso reveals Job’s ignorance
of God’s counsel, Job can only acknowledge thetfaatthe is small and unable to
refute. With this, the characterization ‘humble’peasses too much deliberate
resignation and submissioff.God’s impressive and overwhelming manifestation
earlier evokes surprise and dismay. Such a shostrehgth silences Job. In this
way, Job'’s predictive expectation in Job 9 thatoald not be able to answer God
comes true at the end of the book.

Job further determines his position in relatiorGied in the continuation of his
reply. He contrasts God's unlimited possibilitieghahis own restricted capacities.

not to speak again (G.Y. Glazov, “The Significané¢he ‘Hand on the Mouth’ Gesture in
Job XL 4",VT 52 (2002) 37).

119 Fohrer Hiob, 533.

120 21,5; 29,9; Mic.7,16; Judg.18,19. In Judg.18,1@ckcurs parallel to the vet (to
keep silent).

21711, 23,4.

122 Glazov, “Gesture”, 36.40. See also Brenner, whiokththat Job’s answer in 40,4-5
shows disapproval because God did not learn aryytheaw in his first speech (Brenner,
“Answer”, 133).

123 Job’s statement that his eye has seen God (4&d)paoves that Job does not value
God’s answer negatively. See 85.4, where | argae®od takes notice of several elements
from Job’s speeches by depicting a counter picture.

124 For a similar reason, the suggestion of StrauRithdeals with the silence of a sage
(Strauf3,Hiob, 375; see also T.F. Dailey, “The Wisdom of DiviBésputation? On Job
40,2-5",JSOT63 (1994) 113-119, who takes it as a sophisticatkuhce) is less likely.
Such a suggestion supposes too much calmnesstanhlity at this moment.
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While God is able to do everything, Job lacks usterding. However, the
paradox is that, nevertheless, Job feels that bevkiisod better now. For, his eye
has seen God.

42,2 | know?® that you can do everything
and that no plan is impossible for you.
42,3 *°
Therefore, | have spoken without understanding it,
of things too wonderful for me, which | did notdua.
42,4
42,5 By the listening of the ear, | heard of you,
but now my eye has seen you.

Job establishes his relation to God in more détaibpposing his small state to
God’s (unlimited) capacities. He declares that heows that God can do
everything (42,2). The verBT" (to know) expresses a convictith.The poet
plays with this verb. God provoked Job to showkniewledge of God’s counsét
and to operate with divine power. Now Job, statethe contrary that he knows
that God can do everything (42,2) but that he hiimisas spoken about things
which he did not know (42,3). The subject of thisowledge in 42,2 is God's
ability to do what he wants. This could be indicatas a kind of divine
omnipotence. In 42,2b, the substantivd’?) (plan) refers to God’s intention to
deal in particular ways. This can include avengigments? The verb1X2 (to
be possible) occurs in Gen.11,6, where God is wgrttat nothing that the human
race proposes to do will be impossible. Job desl#nat God is able to execute
everything he wants to do. Some scholars read amisabn of God’'s wisdom in
this versé® However, such a designation is not explicitly n@med™*' Job
acknowledges God's sovereign position. God freetg & the way he wants. This
powerful and sovereign divine position fundamentdiktinguishes God from Job.

125 Reading QereVT.

126 Most scholars regard 42,3ab and 42,4 as latertioss which cite 38,2 and 38,3b
(Fohrer, Hiob, 532; De Wilde,Hiob, 396; Driver-Gray,Job, 372; Budde,Hiob, 253;
Holscher Hiob, 98; HesselHiob, 202). Others treat it as an intended quotaticab@t Job,
576; Gordis,Job, 492; Strau3Hiob, 386-387; Van Selmsjob Il, 207-208; Kubina,
Gottesredenl107).

2" Compare 9,2.28; 10,13; 13,18; 19,25.

12838,3-5.18.21.33; 39,1-2WT: 38,2.

129 Jer.23,20; 30,24; 51,11.

130 Eohrer Hiob, 534; HesseHiob, 203; De WildeHiob, 397 (quoting Davidson).

131 An appreciative overtone can mainly be heard bisleemark that he has now seen God
(42,5).
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This ultimate position of God has as a result dadit is unable to overlook and
judge God's functioning. God wondered who it waatttlarkened God’s counsel
with words without knowledge®T; 38,2). He summoned Job to sayl), if he
has understandingT{’2)."** Job now admits that he spok&2I) without
understanding it]{2), about wonderful things which he did not know ,@)2 In
the dialogue, Job complains that he does not percgil) God if God passes
by.** Meanwhile Eliphaz asks rather provocatively whalb knows PT7) and
understands]{3) but which is not clear to the friends (15,9). 'Soteply now
displays the awakening that his knowledge is ledfable than Job earlier
thought*** Job is already familiar with the fact he is unatiesee God’s ways
through. However, this insight is now connectedhwiitis reasoning. Job has
become aware that his interpretative tools weraldgaate for valuing God's
actions in reality correctly. Things are too woridefor Job’s understanding. The
word PR 593 (wonderful things) can refer to powerful and bésief actions of
God (5,9; Eliphaz) as well as include God’s unmtadile and devastating actions
(9,10; Job)*®In 42,3, it characterizes the unfathomable charauftGod’s actions.
God’s actions are different, more wide-ranging, amoke complicated than Job
supposed. This functioning goes beyond Job’s gbiit observation and this
awareness also includes an admission. Job ackngededte fact that his reasoning
and arguments did not do justice to God’s counsel.

Job indicates the experience of God’'s answer flmewvthirlwind as the cause
of this process of awakening. While Job had eauiely heard of God by the
listening of the ear, he has now seen God (42 /5. dontrast between ‘hearing’
and ‘seeing’ typifies the situation before and mafteod’'s speaking. These
characterizations indicate the quality of obtaikadwledge. The expressioiiw
1R (by the listening of the ear) refers to informatihiat has reached someone in
an indirect way* Job values the earlier interpretative frames whiethad at his
disposal in order to understand God’s comings anthgg as second-hand
knowledge in comparison to the insights into Gddisctioning that he acquired
from God’s answet*’ In 9,11, Job complains that he does not 8% God, if
God passes by. Hereafter he expresses his wisketGed with his eyes (19,27).
The notion ‘seeing God’ in 42,5 expresses thelfént of this wish. Whereas Job
experienced God as obscure and unreliable in 8dhas now encountered some

1%238,4.18.

1339 11. See also 23,8.

134 Habel calls this statement a public confessioat, Job is ‘indeed’ the one who obscured
God’s cosmic design (Habelpb, 581). However, the characterization ‘confessignioo
strained. It is more the expression of a new avem®ithat Job has obtained experience of
God’s answer.

135 Elihu also refers to the wonderful nature of Gaatiions in 37,5.14.

1362 Sam.22,45; Ps.18,45. In 28,22, the hidden wisidaonly heard by rumours.

137 Fohrer Hiob, 534-535; Driver-GrayJob, 372.
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signs of God’s involvement in his case and hasnkrGod’s reaction to his

questions and charges. God's answer from the wihidvinas provided Job with

some insight into God’s functioning. Paradoxicalhis new knowledge is the

consciousness that God’'s ways are too wonderfudotoprehend. Nevertheless,
Job has the feeling that he has come closer to daddknows him better. The

combination of experiencing that God has takenceotif Job’s case and getting
the opportunity to observe several details of Gambsinsel has caused a new
awareness and some change in‘Jbb.

In the final verse, Job summarizes the effect ef éhcounter with God. He
expresses some regret. God’s answer has let hitlhaebe is insignificant before
God’s overwhelming appearance. The unbridgeabtartis between God and Job
is the reason for Job’s lack of insight into Godwsunsel. Impressed by God’s
superior power and having become aware of the igipitity of fathoming God’s
actions, Job dissolves and regrets that he hagspodequately.

42,6 Therefore, | dissolve and regret,
for | am dust and ashes.

This verse is rather controversial because neadyyeword is problematit®® The
first obstacle is the vef®R?. This verb can be read @& 1 (to reject) oDRNA 2

(to dissolve). The main problem is the absencendblgect, by which it is unclear
what DR exactly means and to what it refersDIR? is taken a©NRD 1, three
different meanings can be found. Some scholarslaamnit as ‘to retract’® This
meaning is unlikely because it would be uniqued®id 1. Others understand it as
‘to feel loathing contempt and revulsiofi’. Curtis, for instance, argues that Job
feels loathing contempt towards God, since Godaieded with contemptuous and
arrogant boastin? However, such an attitude is improbable becaudgsJo
statement that his eye has seen God (42,5) sugg@stse positive impression of

138 Fohrer calls it an inner transformation, througtiakh Job bears his fate with
unconditional devotion to God and in complete comityuwith him (Fohrer Hiob, 535).
However, within the context, this verse particylaréfers to nature of knowledge and
insight. Job now has the feeling of knowing Godtdrebut he does not mention an
unconditional devotion or complete community.

%9 For an overview see e.g. T.F. Dailey, “And Yet Repents —On Job 42,6ZAW 105
(1993) 205-206. Morrow argues that the ambiguityléiberately built into 42,6 by the
Joban author (W. Morrow, “Consolation, Rejectiond &epentance in Job 42,GBL 105
(1986) 211-225).

190 Fohrer Hiob, 535-536; Habeljoh 575; PopeJoh, 347 (recant); NBV.

141 50 J.B. Curtis, “On Job’s Response to YahwelBl 98 (1979) 503-505; Tur-Sinai,
Job, 578 (abhor). Both the meaning ‘feel loathing’ ahd possibility of readin@N?2 2 are
mentioned in D.A.J. Clines (ed.Jhe Dictionary of Classical Hebrew. Vol, 8heffield
2001, 120-122.

142 Curtis, “On Job’s Response”, 505.
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God's answet?® The final option, which take3¥? as a rejection according to the
verb’s basic meaning, would therefore be most yiklDNX2 is read a®ND 114

In that case, the question is what does Job refdwmost probable object is Job’s
speaking in the dialogue and in particular his gearagainst God based on the
concept of retributioh® For, Job has already acknowledged that he argitedwy
sufficient insight into God’s counsel (42,3).IR2 is read aORD 1, it is an
intensification of Job’s awareness that God's astigo beyond Job’s ability of
observation. Then Job would take the next steprajatt his former conclusions
and charges. However, Job’s friends would finatlyrbph if Job repudiated his
accusations. For, they summoned Job to give ugraydurther with God® It is
questionable whether such a consequence is likEélyt is also taken into
consideration that God rejects the friends’ word42,7**’

The versions LXX and 11QtgJob present trouble aitmeaning of rejection
and both show a preference iR 28 This is especially striking in the case of
LXX because a rejection or retraction of Job’s veonbuld have fitted better in its
theology of weakening the sharpness of Job’s rieimetigainst God®® In Ps.58,8,
the psalmist asks God to let the wicked dissolke livater flows away. This is a
prayer for depriving the wicked of their influenaad strength®® Similarly, Job
has the feeling of losing his strength and beconmsignificant in the sight of
God’s majesty. In this way, the experience of sgé&od (42,5) and the realization

143 Kuyper argues that the usage of vBIR2 hardly allows the extreme emphasis of ‘to
despise, to abhor’ (L.J. Kuyper, “The Repentancéo’, VT 9 (1959) 92-94).

144 Cf. Kuyper, “Repentance of Job”, 91-94; Driver-@Graob, 373; StrauRHiob, 336.

145 Retracting his attitude and words (Popet, 348); his words (FohreHiob, 536; NBV).
Rejecting/repudiating his words: Kuyper, “Repentaraf Job”, 94; BuddeHiob, 253;
Driver-Gray,Job, 373. Despising his arguments: Gordigh, 492. Several other objects are
proposed. For example; 1. Job withdraws his casensig God (HabelJob 576.582
(following Scholnick)). However, it is not necesgap mention that explicitly because
Job’s silence has already made it clear that hesgiy further arguing. 2. Job despises his
life (cf. 9,20) (T.F. Dailey, “He Repents”, 207 ghiife and ‘Lebenswelt’ as it is now)).
However because of the new perspective in Joledlife to God’s answer, this is unlikely.
3. Job despises himself (S. Wagner,@W?2, ThWAT IV, 627 (as part of penance); Strauf3,
Hiob, 336; Rowley, Job, 342; M.C.A. Korpel, “God heaeftijd gelijk. Theodicee in het
Oude Nabije Oosten’NTT 58 (2004) 202 (as reflexive meaning)). 4. Dust asles (D.
Patrick, “The Translation of Job XLII,6'VT 26 (1976) 369; E.J. van Wolde, “Job 42,1-6:
The Reversal of Job”, in: W.A.M. Beuken (gdThe Book of JOBETL CXIV), Leuven
1994, 249 (one of the two possibilities)).

“® Noort, “Duister duel”, 50.

47 One could object that there God only rejects tienfls’ speaking of God. However,
their call on Job to change his view on God andal® his accusations back directly
concerns their opinions about God.

1% 11QtgJob readSMINT TOIMR (I am poured out and dissolve); LXX: ‘I consider
myself little and melt’.

%9 Noort, “Duister duel”, 50.

150 Compare 2 Sam.14,14. See also 6,15-18.
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of having spoken without sufficient understanding?,8) have evoked the
consciousness of being small (cf.40,4a). Becaus¢h®fsupport of LXX and
11QtgJob, the solution to the problem of an implagect and a well fitting
meaning within the context of the book, it is prafde to readdNn 2% It
expresses Job’s condition after hearing God’s ansiad’s observation that he is
unable to answer God (40,4f) has already articdlties state. Job has experienced
his own insignificance during God’s overwhelmingeagprance and dissolves.

The remaining part of 42,6 is equally problemalic particular, the relation
between S and DR DY 5Y s the issue here. The velldn) (nif.) can
express the reconsidering of a decision about dongetthat was planned or
performed. This can involve regret about such asiec'>? The reason for Job’s
regret is having spoken mistakenly about God'soasti Seeing God (42,5) did not
only cause a feeling of insignificance but alsougta a change in Job’s attitude
towards God. Job regrets that he has spoken dvefie of insufficient knowledge.
Now the question is, how 32X 12D~ D related to this? The veid) occurs
several times with the prepositioP which indicates the object of regrét.
However, can1®X1 19Y be such an object? Patrick thinks that this waatt p
refers to the action of lamenting or mourning. Aclbog to him, Job forswears the
physical setting associated with mourning and laat@n>* However, if the verb
OM) also bears an aspect of regret, mourning canyhaellthe object. For, why
should Job be sorry for his grief in his miseraditeation? If one takes notice of
the caesura, 42,6b should be read independendggitiobmally, the prepositiob&]
has often been read as an indication of place.slsiiting on dust and ash¥s.
However, other occurrences of the word P& 12D express the mortality and
insignificance of human beiné?. In 30,19, Job has become like dust and ashes
due to God'’s hostile actions. Since Job’s awarepégss insignificance plays a

1 50 HélscherHiob, 98; Van SelmsJob II, 208; De Wilde,Hiob, 398-399; Noort,
“Duister duel”, 50-51. De Wilde and Noort translate‘l recognise my insignificance’. The
verbOR? also occurs a®RM 2 in 7,5. In 7,16 this seems likely too, wheredh express
the lack of sufficient strength to keep going (sg. éMorrow, “Consolation”, 214). One
could even wonder whether in 36882 2 should be read. For 36,5 can articulate the
guarantee that God does not rej&®0 1) the righteous (cf. LXX) or Job but it can also
confirm God’s power and express that God will nissdlve PR 2) (so e.g. Habellob,
497-498).

152 See e.g. Gen.6,6-7. Though the VBIM could also be a pi‘el (to comfort) due to its
punctuation, it is not likely that Job speaks afnéorting within this context.

133E g. Jer.18,8.10; Amos 7,3.6.

%4 patrick, “Translation”, 370. In a similar way, CBoer is of the opinion that Job
abandons the period of mourning about the calasnitiat affected him (P.A.H. de Boer,
“Haalt Job bakzeil? (Job xlii 6)NTT31 (1977), 191-193).

135 This is then taken as a reference to 2,8 (soHBtscher,Hiob, 98; Van SelmsJjob II,
208; FohrerHiob, 536; Habel,Job, 583).

%6 Gen.18,27, Sir.10,9; 1QHXVIIS.
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considerable role in his reply, it is likely théig word pair also articulates Job’s
insignificance in 42,6. Such a meaning also coordp with the feeling of
smallness expressed by the vERRD. The particle'?SJ can indicate a reasor. If
one takesDY as a conjunction instead of a preposition and seé2l6b as a
nominal clause with2)R from 42,6a as its implicit subjec‘D,SJ does not refer to
the place where Job dissolves and regrets butxqaess the reason for it. Job has
become aware that he is insignificant comparetieéateatness of God. Therefore,
he dissolves and regrets his former attitude. Jals,is dust and ash&.

5.4 The Relation of God’s Answer and Job’s Reply
with the Dialogue

5.4.1 Introduction

The introduction of God’s answer characterizes #ifisech as a response to Job
(38,1). However, God steers his own course. Hisvansloes not clearly reply to
all of Job’s questions, accusations, and complairtierefore, there is doubt as to
whether or to what extent God takes notice of Jolmsds. Some scholars think
that the divine speeches completely ignore Jobrgritmutions in the dialogu®?
For instance, they argue that the fact that Godeaygpand the event of the
encounter between Job and God is more essential ttie content of God’'s
speeche¥’ On the contrary, other scholars recognise a sutistaeaction to
Job’s arguments in God’s answer. They read objestagainst Job’s views in it,
understand it as a rejection of Job’s attitudes@® concrete allusions to Job’s
words in it®* | have already elaborated upon the fact that Gadver contains a

57 Art. HD, HAL 11, 827, n.9. In 32,2, Elihu becomes angrytiwlob becausedp) Job
considered himself to be correct before God.

198| XX has further paraphrased this: | consider miyagldust and ashes.

159 E g. WeiserHiob, 241; HesseHiob, 11-12. Clines understands the failure of thergivi
speeches to respond to Job’s problem implicitlyaasefusal of the validity of Job’s
complaint (Clines, “Does the Book of Job Suggekdl).

1050 e.g. Weisetliob, 241. He speaks of ‘das Geschehen’. See alsofStizb, 356.

161 E.g. Habel Job, 530-535; KeelEntgegnung51-158; Van OorschoGott als Grenze
26-49; Van WoldeMeneer en mevrouw Jph18-142; NamTalking About God123-185;

R. Alter, The Art of Biblical PoetryNew York, 1985, 85-110; Mettingdn Search of God
186-198;Ritter-Muller, Kennst du die Welt?138-262. Unfortunately, the study of Ritter-
Miiller only concentrates on Job 38-39, so it isle@mchow one of the most crucial parts of
God’'s answer (40,2.8-14) relates to the dialoguehér view. Engljahringer states
somewhat paradoxically that in the images of théndi speeches there is an answer with
regard to the content but that it is not at allemsible for contemporary readers (K.
Engljahringer,Theologie im Streitgespréach. Studien zur Dynamiklaloge des Buches
ljiob (SBS 198), Stuttgart 2003, 164-165). Newsom segsirticular dialogical relation
between Job 29-31 and Job 38-42,6 (Newsbme, Book of Joh27.237-241). According to
Maag, God’s answer is a response to Job’s compiailob 3 (MaagWandlung und
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rejection. Job’s impression of God’'s actions ididded by the qualifications
‘darkening (God’s) counsel’ (38,2) and ‘frustratiohGod’s justice’ (40,8Y%? This
present section aims to demonstrate that thesetije in God's answer are
accompanied by the depiction of a counter piclti&od has taken notice of
several issues which Job brought up and respontteto in a more indirect way
by showing that his functioning and dealing aréedént than Job thought.

Job 9 occupies a special position in the book &f Jdis chapter has a key
function in the dialogue and connects the dialogth the prologué® It is
striking that a notably high number of elementsrfrdob 9 return in God’'s answer
and Job’s reply. This is the reason for examiniog rthe relation between Job 9
and the final part of the book in more detail (8)4l argue that God’s answer
refutes Job’s charge that God perverts justice feggnting several elements of
God’s counsel. This presentation portrays a couymitgure, in which the earth is
well constructed and designed, God acts presegyiagld the wicked are punished
for their wrong deeds. It appears that Job 9 bedge dialogue and the final part
of the book. The returning elements from Job S aftnal part of the book connect
both parts. Subsequently, the question arises eftven or not the relation between
the remaining speeches of Job and this final dattteobook corresponds with the
impression that God’s answer depicts a counteurgct explore this in 5.4.3.

5.4.2 The Relation of God’s Answer and Job’s Reply to Jol®

5.4.2.1 Creation Images

In both Job 9 and God’s answer, the constructiothefearth and God'’s creative
power play a considerable rdf8. The description of the foundation of the earth,
the pillars, and the cornerstone (38,4-6) is resaiemt of the world’s pillars in 9,6.
As God determines the boundaries of the sea (3B,8+k controls the waves
(9,8b). In both speeches, God is able to let tlyeddavn'®® They name the stars in
the same wayf’ The question of who is able to bind or loose tla@ssand make
them rise (38,31-32) alludes to the remark in @fiere God lets the sun rise and
seals the stars. The Creation images function ite qhe same way in both
speeches. In 9,5-9, they show God’'s power, withctvhhe can also act

Verarbeitung 99-123). Alter also sees a particular relationween Job 3 and God's
answer (AlterArt, 96-100).

%2 See §5.2.2 and §5.2.6.

183 Compare Van Woldéyieneer en mevrouw Jph22.126-128. She remarks that some old
views of Job and the friends get new connotatiarthé speech of God because God gives
them a new overtone and colour and places themtallyt different perspectives (122).
According to her, God confronts Job with similamiges but turns them around (128).

4 See Ch.2.

165 See also Ritter-MiilleKennst du die Welf261.

1069 7, 38,12.

1979 9: 38,31-32. See also Ritter-Miill&ennst du die Welf207.
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destructively in his anger. The Creation imagesfiomnthat a rebellious human
being does not remain undamaged before God (9dipeepare Job’s observation
that God’s dealings can not be seen through opstbf©,10-12). In God’s answetr,
they serve to demonstrate some aspects of Godissebbehind the cosmos and
God's way of working in it®® Job lacks insight into this construction of thetlea
because he was not present when God created the dar has Job the capacity to
create in an equal way. In both parts, the Creatmages demonstrate God’s
superior power over human beings and point out muimability to understand the
structure of God’s creative work. Both Job and @odclude from God’s creative
power that Job is unable to see through this digcteon. Nevertheless, the use of
this power differs to some extent. While Job aldésesves a devastating and
incalculable dimension in God’s actions (9,5-7),dGmarticularly emphasizes his
creating and sustaining wot¥.

5.4.2.2 Knowledge and Observation

Knowledge is a central issue in God’s ansW&bue to a lack of discernment, Job
has wrongly spoken about God's counsel and deali@gsl challenges Job to
demonstrate his insight into the structure of tmeaGion. God shows elements of
its arrangement in order to let Job realize thhtldoks knowledge of this. In 42,3,
Job admits this lack of insight. He has spoken alibings that he did not
understand]{2% &), things too wonderful 1% 722) that he did not know(Ts
&'7). These words have already been uttered in 9,104idre, Job establishes the
same observation. He states that God does wondeiffigis that are unfathomable
(9,10). Job does not observgaR &'?) God if God passes by (9,11). God's
conduct and actions can not be seen through bySkmblob and God both point
out that God’'s ways pass by human knowledge and hilmman ability of
observation. God illustrates this topic by confiogt Job literally with the
inscrutability of the Creation. He asks whether bals entered™@®2i7) into the
sources of the sea and the storehouses of the 8®@22) and is able to walk
through the unfathomabl&pr1, compare 9,10) depths of the waters (38;16).
While Job determines that it is impossible to co@od’s actions (9,10), God, on
the contrary, makes it clear that he counts theddowith wisdom (38,37) and
counts the months of the gestation of the hind2)39n this way, God and Job
agree about the fact that God’s actions can npebeeived by human beings.

Even though the inscrutability of God’'s ways is ti@med in both speeches,
this divine characteristic serves different purpoggod wants to let Job see that the

18 See also AlterArt, 90.

169 Cf. Ritter-Miiller, Kennst du die Wel{?161. See also Habelob 1985, 530; Van
Wolde,Meneer en mevrouw Jpb24-125; NamTalking About God129-130.

See §5.2.4.

"1 Compare Ritter-MiilletKennst du die Welt253.
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order of the Creation and God'’s actions are beylmids knowledge and ability of
observation. This implies a reproof. For, Job vdlUgeod's actions as unjust
whereas he is not able to survey the rationaleauf'ssbehaviour. Job has already
mentioned this inscrutability in Job 9 but usethére as an argument against God.
God can not be stopped when he misuses his powkrcam not be called to
account for what he is doing (9,12) because hissveaig unfathomable. While Job
uses God’s greatness as an argument against Gale @ontrary, God brings up
his position as Creator as an argument againstGath.confirms Job’s observation
that God’'s comings and goings can not be seen ghrdaut he rejects Job’s
conclusion that he abuses this position. Therefiie connotations of Job’s reply
that God does marvellous things, which Job doesindérstand (42,3), somewhat
differ from this similar observation in Job 9. Whas it supports Job’s conviction
that God misuses his position and acts unjustBoin 9, it loses its accusatory tone
in 42,3. In Job’s reply, it expresses the intargyidhd unobservable character of
God’s order and actions which human beings ladklmsnto.

5.4.2.3 The Image of the Lawsuit

Job 9 introduced the image of the lawsuit into didogue. This image returns at
the beginning of Job 40. In 40,2, God uses thenficeterms2™7 (to contend),
721 (arbitrator), and7)Y (to answer). God asks whether Job wants to contend
with the Almighty (40,2a). Whereas Job interpretdd misfortune as God’s
contention with Job (9,3), God now labels Job’sugations as Job’s contention
with God. God forces Job to choose a position. dites who argues with God and
rebukes him, must respond (40,2b). Job answersliaikenge with the admittance
that he is too small to refute God. He will notweas again (40,4-5). With this, an
important line of thought from Job 9 returns in 3b In Job 9, Job states that he
will not be able to answer God adequately when Gmuends with him (9,3.14f).
Impressed by God’s strength (9,17-19), his mouthild/@eclare him guilty even
though he is right (9,20). Thus, Job’s conclusieet the is too small before God's
impressive and powerful appearance and that heftrer can not answer God
(40,4-5) has already been foreseen in J&B 9.

God continues to speak in legal terms in 40,8. Kks avhether Job will
frustrate God’s justice and condemn G&T), so that Job is proved rigmes).
Job is convinced that he is blameld38;(9,21) but has to be guiltg ") beyond
his influence (9,29). Reasoning according to ratiile patterns, Job concludes that
God has perverted justice in his case (9,22). lk@deserved prosperity because of
his righteousness instead of misery. God and Julalhc blame each other for the
same offence. While Job thinks that God unjusthidéichim to be guilty, God

172 Noort, Duister due] 15.
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accuses Job of the sam&God values Job’s reasoning as frustration of God’s
justice. According to God, Job accuses God on Hwshof false reasons. In this
way, God rejects Job’s charjé. The indication ‘frustration of my justice’
demonstrates that Job’s charge was unjust. Undelish God’s actions on the
basis of the concept of retribution apparently does do justice to the divine
considerations behind God'’s actions. Thus, the hafokob questions the concept
of retribution as an adequate tool of interpretafar understanding God’s actions
towards human beings. Whereas God’s answer dodsillyoteject this concept, it
becomes clear that it is impossible for human beitm derive one’s former
behaviour from one’s fate. Obviously, not all suffig is punishment.

The following challenge in God’s answer (40,9-1#derlines this rejection.
Job would only be able to make such a judgement field a divine position. God
confronts Job with the fundamental difference betwhim and Job. Can Job act
wrathfully (40,11; compare 9,5-7.13) and thundethwiis voice (40,9; compare
9,16) like God? Job has already brought this difiee up by the image of the
arbitrator in 9,32-33. There, he establishes tleatdn not have a legal case with
God because God is not a human being like JobisJabt able to judge God’s
actions correctly or to denounce them because be dot adopt God’s position
and does not have his eye vi&Therefore, Job lacks divine power and insight.

5.4.2.4 God’s Power, Actions, and Appearance

Job and God's answer value God'’s actions rathderdifitly. While Job accuses
God of satisfying ¥2%) him with bitterness (9,18), God, on the other hatates
that he saturates waste and desolate land withrarder to let dry ground sprout
fresh grass (38,27§° According to Job, God treats the righteous andviteéed
equally and even favours the wicked by giving thetein their hands (9,22-24).
However, God’s answer presents a different view3®)13-15, the wicked are
shaken from the earth and God withholds them thgit. Treading down the
wicked explicitly belongs to the divine tasks (4%),JWhereas Job reproaches God
with deviating from the concept of retribution tbgh punishing a blameless man
instead of rewarding him, God refutes this reproaicti demonstrates that he does
treat the wicked as he should do according to Jopision of justicé’” Another
point of contradiction is God’s actions from thergt. Job charged God with
increasing his wounds for no reason in the storrh7(© However, God answers

173 Engljahringer also remarks that 40,8 in particukfers to Job 9 and then especially to
9,21-24 (EngljahringeiTheologie im Streitgesprach73-174).

174 Compare Mettingein Search of God195.

175 \an Wolde Meneer en mevrouw Joh25.

176 Compare Ritter-MiilleKennst du die Welt295; Van OorschoGott als Grenze28.

177 Ct. Habel,Job, 540; Ritter-Miiller Kennst du die Welt278.
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Job from the whirlwind instead of wounding or pumiigy him!™® In this way,
God’s answer indirectly refutes parts of Job’s itagions by depicting a counter
picture. Whereas Job portrayed a concept of Gadhich God unjustly satisfies a
blameless person with bitterness, benefits the edckand wounds Job in the
tempest, God's answer depicts a different condaptyhich it belongs to God’s
counsel and order to saturate the desolate lartd wwter, to punish the wicked
according to justice, and God unexpectedly answets from the whirlwind.
Responding to Job’s allegations, God presents atepupicture, in which he
maintains justice, acts preservingly, and providegiving facilities.

5.4.2.5 Conclusions

The similarities between Job 9 and God’s answestildng. Both mention God’s
superior power in the Creation and the inscrutghilf God’'s ways. However, they
draw different conclusions from these divine chtastics. Job concludes that
God can not be stopped or called to account. Toerefcod has room to misuse
his sovereign position and he indeed does in Jabig. Job sums up how God can
act devastatingly, wounding him unjustly, and ebemefiting the wicked. Job’s
impotence in relation to God hinders him denouncthgs behaviour. God
confronts Job with this same divine power and imsdyility but, on the contrary,
he uses these in order to point out Job’s lacknoiwkedge of God’s counsel and
actions. He judges Job’s reasoning to be a frusitraif God's justice. So, God
rejects the suggestion that human beings are alileduce what a person’s former
conduct was from their current fate by reasonirgpeding to a retributive logic, as
Job did. A shortage of insight into God’'s counssl the reason for this
impossibility. Human beings do not adopt a diviresipon in order to survey
God’'s actions. In order to underline this rejectioBod contradicts Job’s
impression of God’s actions with a counter pictiifede shows elements of an
ingenious order in which he acts preservingly arshtively, provides desolate
land with the possibility of life, and withholdsetwicked their light. In this way,
God has taken notice of several important elemé&ota Job 9. Through these
similarities, Job 9 connects the dialogue with Gaahswer and Job’s response at
the end of the book of Job.

There is the question of what significance showddatiached to the fact that
Job has already foreseen in Job 9 that he wouldirtsble to answer God
adequately because of God’s overwhelming strenigiis observation appears to
sharpen Job’s accusation that he is in the han@odf—justly or not—. For, God
confirms that Job takes a powerless stand in titg sif God. It becomes true that
nobody can defend himself in a lawsuit with Godfriont of God’s power. This

178 38,1; 40,6. Cf. Ritter-MillerKennst du die Welf?2145. See also Habelph, 535-536;
Van OorschotGott als Grenze29; EngljahringerTheologie im Streitgesprach89.
179 See also KeeEntgegnung61l.
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consciousness underlines Job’s impotence in higraide situation. If human
beings have the feeling of being wrongly done byl@Ghbey lack the possibility to
denounce it.

5.4.3 The Relation of God’s Answer and Job’s Reply with he
Remaining Speeches of Job

5.4.3.1 Introduction

The former subsection demonstrated how God reféesral accusations in Job 9
by means of the depiction of a counter image. Ekaa is now whether the thesis
that God answers Job by means of a counter pialscecounts for the remaining

speeches of Job. In order to prove that this igeddthe case, it is necessary to
examine the relation of God’s answer and Job’syrejfith the remaining speeches

of Job in more detail. That happens in this sulisect

5.4.3.2 God'’s Creative Power and Activities

Nowhere does Job question as such God's power eatd@rand ruler of the
world® However, God and Job have different views on tise wof these
capacities® Job wishes that God would have exerted his powerder to prevent
the Creation of his existence on the one hand aadeclimiting the perspectives of
a troubled one on the other hand. On the contfaog shows that he applies his
creative power in order to create and continue'fffélis limiting activities serve to
restrict threatening chaos in order to give roomlife. Job’s request for a deed of
anti-creation occurs in Job 3. There, he cursesldlyeof his birth. Job wishes that
this day would perish and is claimed by darknes8-%$3. Clouds may cover it
(3,5). It would have been better if the night ohception had never been ended by
daybreak and got stuck in the chaos of the nigl)(35o0d confirms that the
control of day and night belongs to him. He comnsatice morning (38,12). God
knows the way to the dwelling of light and darkné&&,19) and to the place where
the light is dispersed (38,24). He counts the cdowtth wisdom (38,37) and has
made them the sea’s garment (38,9). God is familidh the gates of deep
darkness and death (38,17). Although Job doesnedeiGod directly, it is clear
that God should have prevented his birth by briggatbout this deed of anti-
creation. For, God rules day and night.

However, God applies this control of day and nidifterently than Job desires.
Job wishes that the night of conception does notecinto the number of the
months (3,6). On the contrary, God presents hinasethe guarantor of the process

180 The only exception might be when Job considersofit®n that God has characteristics
similar to human beings (10,4-5).

181 See also Van Wold&jeneer en mevrouw Joh26-128.

182 Compare AlterArt, 96-97.

164



Creation, Insight, and Power: God's Answer from\tfieirlwind and Job’s Reply

of procreation and counts the months that the godtthe hind bear (39,5
Whereas Job hopes that the stars of the night'sydae dark (3,9), the morning
stars rejoice when God constructs the earth (38/1¢y value what God created
positively, while Job condemns'ft: While Job encourages God to darken the stars
(3,9), God blames Job for darkening his counsel2j3& Job longs for the
undoing of a creative deed by wishing that he wagenborn. The reason for this
desire is the fact that Job does not notice angesehgiving light —life— to one in
misery (3,20). On the other hand, God governs ttegnation of day and night.
This is a creative and chaos-limiting deed. He s the world with new life by
guarding the process of procreation instead of wmgdmew life. His creative
activities bring joy. Although Job’s question abdhe sense of a life in misery
remains unanswered, God counters Job’s desirepwitinaying a picture in which
God’s creative power is utilized for sustaining difel-giving actions. Such a deed
of anti-creation such as Job wishes appears tatsening of God’s couns&i®
Another component of God’s creativity consists ohding and limiting
actions. In God’s answer, this activity concensab@ the restriction of the sea.
That the sead”) is a threatening force becomes clear from Jolsstion of
whether God sees Job as the sea which he thea gatrd over (7,12). God shuts
in the sea with doors when it bursts &X{) from the womb@m7) (38,8). On the
other hand, Job wonders why God has not shut thesdaf his mother's womb
(3,10) and why he did bring$&") him forth from the wombZ77) (10,18)**’
Paradoxically, the act of limiting would be a desfdanti-creation in Job’s case,
while it is a creating and chaos-limiting act ind3ospeech® God binds the sea
as a baby with clothes (38,9). Job feels that Gmakdhot care for him. According
to Job, God wilfully obstructs any hope or perspecdf a troubled person because
he fencesT230) them in (3,23). God, on the other hand, preskats he creates
room for living by shutting the sea in with door38(8). Job refers to God's
limiting activities by pointing to the fact that @chas set bound$T) to the
duration of human life. Job wonders why God stibubles human beings despite
their limited time on earth (14,5-63’ Since Job does not understand the reasons
for God's actions, he wonders whether God’'s dagsliae the days of a mortal
(10,5). On the contrary, God makes it clear thab&ae set his bound®T) to the

183 According to Ritter-Miiller, here God answers tlab does not have power over the
moment of his origin because he is not even abtetmt the months until the hind’s young
are given birth (Ritter-Mdlled{ennst du die Welt218).

184 Compare Ritter-MiillerKennst du die Welf?170; Van OorschoGott als Grenze28;
Alter, Art, 98-99.

185 Compare Ritter-Miillerkennst du die Welt248.170; AlterArt, 97.

18 van OorschotGott als Grenze26-27. It is true that light is withheld from thécked
(38,15). However, this action serves to disarm-argative forces in the Creation.

187 Nam, Talking About God130.

18 See also AlterArt, 99.

189 See also 7,16, 9,25, 17,11.
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sea in order to restrict this threatening force,X88 He confronts Job with the
difference between a human’s limited lifetime anad@ eternity. Job would have
had more knowledge if the number of his days weeaty38,21). In this way, the
opinions about how God acts and should use higiceggower differ. Job accuses
God of improperly using of these limiting activii®en the one hand and asks him
to perform a deed of anti-creation with this power the other hand. However,
God shows that he only invests his limiting andrimbng efforts in creative and
chaos-restricting acts in order to provide roomlifer*® He rules day and night in
order to continue life.

5.4.3.3 God’'s Handling of Creatures

Job’s opinion of God's actions with regard to cueas is also altered in God’s
answer. Whereas Job and God both mention simik@ritaes of God, they hold
different views on the application of these occigret Job thinks that God
actively watches him in order to judge him whensires (10,14§* Job calls God
‘watcher of humanity’ (7,20718]) and wonders whether God sees him as the sea
that God sets a guard over him (7,12). On the dtaed, God demonstrates that he
observes W) the time that the hind calves (39,2). While God'atching has a
negative and prosecuting connotation in Job’s moiittserves to secure the
continuation of life according to Gdif: Job has the feeling that God has not taken
precise notice of his way of life. Therefore, haltdnges God to count his steps
(14,16) and is prepared to give account of themimer (31,37}* God makes it
clear that he indeed practices this activity ofrtog. He counts the clouds with
wisdom (38,37). In this way, Job’s suggestion f@atl has not carefully observed
his real way of life, when God decided to affliob)is challenged. God does count
in wisdom. Job has the feeling that God hunts tike & lion (10,16). On the
contrary, God says that he applies his huntingviiets for sustaining goals; he
provides the lion with prey (38,38} While Job complains that his cry for help is
not heard by God, God shows that he does ansveey foni assistance. He provides
the raven with prey when its young ones cry to G88,41)*° So, Job’s
impression that God utilizes some of his qualitieselessly or for wrong and evil
purposes is corrected. God presents a picture iohwie operates conscientiously
in the world. He governs the world with wisdom applies his capacities in order
to guarantee the continuation of life.

The handling of the wicked and the application afer attract particular
attention. Job understands his misery as a maaiif@stof God’s anger (19,11).

19 Compare HabelJob, 538-539.

911n 14,16, Job assures that God will not obseryesim

192 pitter-Miiller, Kennst du die Welt217-218.

198 See also 31,4.

194 Compare Habellob, 544; Ritter-Miiller Kennst du die Welf210.
195 Compare Habellob, 544; Ritter-Miiller Kennst du die Welf213.
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According to Job, God tears him in his anger (16]8p proposes that God should
temporally hide him in the underworld until Godisger has passed (14,13). Job is
of the opinion that he suffers the effect of Godisger unjustly because he is
innocent in his eyes. This conclusion is enforcgdhie observation that the wicked
are not punished for their deeds. On the contrtrgy even get preferential
treatment. According to Job, God favours the plathe wicked (10,3), while Job
has always distanced himself from such a plan @1he evildoers live on (21,7)
and their lamp is not put out (21,17). God has ed@ivered Job into the hands of
the wicked (16,11). However, God’s answer conttadiais impression. God does
indeed act sometimes with anger but he denieshthamploys this anger wrongly
and benefits wicked. It belongs to divine task@oar outbursts of anger over the
proud and wicked (40,11). The wicked are shakerobthe skirts of the earth and
their light is withheld (38,13.15). They meet Godisger and are trodden down
(40,11-12). So, God refutes Job’s accusation thatfdvours the wicked in
comparison to the righteot®.To Job’s complaint that God has set darkness upon
his paths (19,8), God responds that light is wilthfiem the wicked (38,15). Thus,
according to God, the lamp of the wickisgput out. An important aspect of God'’s
answer is the question of whether human beingsalsieeto recognise these deeds
of anger. Whereas Job and his friends meant tlegt ¢hn perceive and point out
this action by God by means of a strict applicatidrthe concept of retribution,
God, on the contrary, designates this reasonindaslsening of his counsel and
frustration of his justice. God underlines thisesssnent by depicting a counter
picture. He treats creatures differently than Juiught. This presentation of the
treatment of the wicked serves to support God'stagibn of Job’s charge that God
perverts justice. In this way, God does not demydbncept of retribution as such.
But the way in which God’s actions are determingdthis concept is beyond
human observation.

5.4.3.4 Knowledge and Insight

Job touches upon several facets of the issue aflkge and insight. On the one
hand, he expresses different convictions by me#tiseoverbdT" (to know). Job
knows that God had a hidden purpose when God crdatman beings (10,13),
that he himself is right (13,18), and that his exder lives (19,25). On the other
hand, Job is faced with the limits of his knowledg® ability of observation. He
does not know God's dwelling (23,3), nor does hegige God in any quarter of
the world (23,8-9). At the same time, the reasarhfe suffering remains unclear.
Therefore, Job presses God to inform him aboutoffiences (13,23) and the
grounds for God’s contending with him (10,2). Heern Job would learr(7") and
understand]{3) what God would answer him (23,5). Job’s convitsi@re more
or less related to his uncertainties. Job’s bdhet he is righteous and therefore

196 Habel,Joh, 540; Ritter-Mller Kennst du die Welt278.
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suffers unjustly raises the question of why God actsuch a way. Since God is
untraceable, it is impossible to understand andudis this action with God.
Nevertheless, at the same time Job keeps relyingsam for a change in his
miserable situation.

The nature of God'’s knowing is also denounced.dinibts God’s omniscience
and questions the reliability of God’s observatidde wonders whether God sees
like human beings see (10,4). Therefore, God shootite carefully and weigh
Job in a just balance, so that he learns Job'grityg31,6). On the other hand, Job
uses this omniscience as an argument against Gedcalls God to account
because God is familiar with Job’s way of life (@3, and knows that Job is not
wicked (10,7). Why does God pursue Job, althougknosvs that Job is innocent?
Job’s unjust suffering makes him question the bditg of God’'s capacity to
observe.

At the end of the book, God puts the ball back ilwb’s court. Job’s call to
inform him about the reasons for his misery is ggabby God'’s challenge for Job
to inform God**’ Job should display his knowledge and insightseitttiinks he is
able to judge God's actions. God’'s answer configmgeral of Job’s convictions
and observations. Firstly, God does somehow apgedpb’s spokesman. In 42,5,
Job also declares that his expectation that his weiesee God (19,27) is
fulfilled.**® Secondly, God confirms that his ways are untrdee#te points to the
fact that Job was not present when God foundeeédhth (38,4) and confronts Job
with his inability to enter into unfathomable reggoof the Creation (38,16.27.
Something paradoxical can be found with regardhto issue of knowledge and
insight. While Job expresses his impotence to dischis case with God by
referring to God’s inscrutability, God partly renssv this inscrutability by
answering Job and presenting several elements thhenCreation’s order and his
preserving work. However, this presentation denrates that this order and God’s
actions go beyond human knowledge and observalmhis charges based on the
concept of retribution are characterized as worithout knowledge that darken
God’s counsel (38,2). Job’s doubt about God'’s gtiiti observe is contradicted by
the question of whether Job has any knowledgeeoé#rth’s order and whether his
understanding underlies the Creation’s dedigithe construction and order of the

197 God's challenge: 38,3; 40,7. See also 38,4-5.181al’s call: 10,2; 13,23. Van Hecke

also says that it is easily possible to read Gathallenge as a direct reaction to Job’s
claims of knowing how God deals with people and Hmwvgoverns the world, voiced in

particular in Job 9-10 and 12-14 (Van Heckely 398).

198 Compare Van Oorschdgott als Grenze36.

1995ee also §5.4.2.2.

2 For the elaboration of the different questions ahdllenges with regard to the issue of
knowledge and insight in God’'s answer, see 8§85.ZHe inadequate nature of Job’s
knowledge can also be illustrated by Job’s knowdedfithe underworld. Job depicts the
underworld as place of rest and equity (3,16-19) &emporal dwelling place out of range
of God’s anger (14,13-15), and as a land of daskr{#6,21-22). God, on the contrary,
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cosmos are based on God’s counsel. God overse€sdhton, controls the cycles
in it, and acts sustainingly in it. All this pass#sb’s insight and power. In his
answer, Job acknowledges this paradox. Now thatydshas seen God, he realizes
that he has spoken about things that he did na¢rstahd (42,3.5).

5.4.3.5 The Image of the Lawsuit

Despite his consciousness that a lawsuit with Gachpossible (9,32-33), Job does
not put aside his attempts to take up his case @idtth. Job interprets his miserable
fate as God’s judgement. He asks God not to cond@tim) him (10,2)** Job
sees his suffering as unjust because he is corviviceis innocence. He states that
he is not guilty PN RO 10,7) and that nobody would be able to reff&) him

if he explained his casé’ Job refuses to think that God is righf1&; 27,5). This
belief that Job is blameless has two implicatidfisstly, Job draws the conclusion
from it that God perverts justice. In Job’s eyegidGhas taken away his right
(2LM; 27,2). Job complains that justice is lacking ituations where a weak
person needs it (19,7). Secondly, it encouragestdqgiersist in his attempts to
denounce God’s conduct in a lawsuit. Job wantdeadphis case before God and
fill his mouth with argument&? He leaves it open as to whether God calls and he
answers or he calls and God replies (13°%2%0, the image of the lawsuit is used
to explicate Job’s misery as a manifestation ofnéijudgement on the one hand
and to express his desire to discuss the legitintdidpis fate with God on the
other.

Job’s attempts to provoke a reaction from God ostéme a debate with God
are answered in a particular way in the final mdrthe book. God answers Job
from the whirlwind (38,1). However, this answer tains a rejection of Job’s
charge. God contests Job'’s accusation that Gothkaes away his right (27,2) by
asking whether or not Job will frustrate God’s jcst@2Lr; 40,8a). Job argues
that he is not guilty (10,7) and refuses to thihkttGod is right (27,5). On the
contrary, God wonders whether Job will conde®@™T) him, so that Job has right
(P7%; 40,8b). Job and God blame each other for a sirflence>®® While Job
accuses God of withholding his justice, God ishef dpinion that Job frustrates his
justice. Job labelled God as wicked on the basishefconcept of retribution.

wonders whether Job has ever seen the gates afnierworld (38,17). How is it then
possible that Job has substantial knowledge o dfhpare HabelJob, 541; Ritter-Mdiller,
Kennst du die Welt282.

21 1n 14,3, Job designates God as the one who bdialgsinto justice with him. See also
23,6, where Job wonders whether God would contghd)(with him with superior power.
20213 18-19. Job’s innocence is elaborated upon irerdetail in §4.3.2.

20313,3; 23,4. In Job 31, an element of such a lawesui be found. There, Job defends his
righteousness in an extended oath of innocence.

2%41n 31,35, Job calls on God to answer to his oathrmcence.

2% See also §5.4.2.4.

169



GOD-TALK IN THE BOOK OFJOB

According to this concept, God has let Job suffgustly. However, God sees this
reasoning as frustration of his justice. Obviouslyperson’s former conduct can
not so easily be deduced from their fate. Such r&closion can not be drawn
because Job does not hold a divine position ark ldiwvine knowledge. Job seems
to reconcile himself to this reproach. For, afterating God's answer, Job’s
intention to fill his mouth with argumerif§ has changed into the gesture of laying
his hand on his mouth (40,4). Within the contexthef image of the lawsuit, God
wins the case and is proved right because Job doesespond with counter
arguments.

5.4.3.6 Conclusions

God’s answer meets Job’s conviction that his eyesee God. It takes up Job’s
challenge to speak to him and counters Job’s caniglaat God does not answer
when Job calls for help (30,28Y.God does not go into Job’s charges and requests
explicitly. He does not mention or reject Job’s iagportant argument that Job is
blameles$® Neither does God answer the question of why #ifgiven to one in
misery, nor does he respond to Job’s request t® igigsons for Job’s suffering.
Nevertheless, God does take notice of Job’s spedoha more indirect way by
questioning the frame of interpretation that wass gburce of most of these issues.
Job’s charges and accusations were inspired by Jebling of suffering unjustly.
Job based this on the concept of retribution. Galdes this way of reasoning as
darkening of his counsel and frustration of higifigs God’s actions in the world
can not be interpreted by such a strict applicatbrthe concept of retribution.
Human beings lack knowledge of the exact detailS@d’s counsel. What is more,
they are unable to observe God's dealings objdgtivecause they do not adopt a
similar position as God. Therefore, they are unablgudge God’s actions in the
world.

God disproves Job’s reasoning by depicting a counitdure. God does not
address each question or accusation of Job selyaaterefutes Job’s impression
of God’s actions by giving an alternative view. Jeproaches God by applying his
attributes wrongly. According to Job, God guardsnhas in order to prosecute
them, punishes the wrong people with distress, doesarefully observe the ways
of human beings, restricts the perspectives of lpeop misery, and does not
prevent an existence that is marked by strife. &odhswer counters this
impression. It presents some details of God’s imgenplan that underlies the
order of the Creation and is the basis of God'soast God shows elements of a

20623,4. See also 7,11.

207 Cf, Ritter-Miiller,Kennst du die Welf242.

%8 This implies that Job'’s claim that he is innocess just. One could wonder whether
God also does not reject this claim when he valobss words as darkening God'’s counsel
and frustrating his justice. However, Job’s ownoioent state is not part of God’s counsel
or justice.
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well-constructed earth, in which he has given etlichg its specific place. He

points to his preserving activities, with which hmits threatening powers of
chaos, keeps the cycles of day, night and seasaing,gorovides nourishment,
creates conditions which make life possible, tatasful notice of each detail, and
guards the process of procreation. Job is facell witertain kind paradox, in
which God reveals some details of his counsel deoto make it clear that the
complete coherence of this counsel goes beyond muki@owledge and

observation. So, God enfeebles Job’s charge thdtadts unjustly and arbitrarily
in this world®®

However, God's answer does not fully repudiate ¢bacept of retribution.
There remains a certain amount of balance. Godhaiitls the wicked their light.
What God rejects is that such measures can bewduséy human beings. His
actions transcend human observation. The implicadhat God indeed punishes
the wicked but other factors might cause sufferito@. Human beings can not
know or judge that. Therefore, a person’s condantrot directly be deduced from
their fate. In this way, God’s answer does notroffeomplete denial of retributive
thinking as such but denies that such a relatignishvisible for and calculable by
human beings. This keeps open the possibility shi#fering is brought about by
causes other than sin.

One could wonder why God does not take notice bfsJcharges and requests
in a more explicit and visible way. This would hgwevented a lot of doubt about
the exact impact of God's answer. Perhaps theivelgtintangible nature of God’s
answer should be understood as an utterance osGouéreignty in comparison to
human beings. Although God does answer human dalipes not mean that
human beings are able to direct or manipulate Gadt®ns. This would imply
that, in particular, the shape of God's answer espnts God's freedom. In the

299 van Oorschot thinks that the defence of God’sdoee is the central point of God's
answer. According to him, both Job and his friehdse exceeded the limit of human
possibilities with their arguing and God now deferids freedom, which a human being
experiences as hidden (Van Oorscl@dft als Grenze192-209). However, God’s freedom
as such is not the problem. Job acknowledgesrésidbm and even argues that God abuses
this sovereign position (Job 9). The issue at stak&od’s righteousness. Job charges God
with unjust actions. However, God’s answer makeslear that such an accusation is
unfounded.
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prologue, the satan’'s question of whether Job f&aosl for nothing (1,9)
denounces Job’s motives for being righteous as agelGod’'s method of earning
honour and worshifi® A strict order of reward and punishment would iynfiiat

in fact God procures his worship on the one hamtthat human beings are able to
affect his actions on the other. At the end of bieek of Job God opposes this
suggestion. His actions can not be directly affécbe determined by human
beings.

20 5ee §6.2.2.
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Chapter 6
Prologue and Epilogue

6.1 Introduction

The poetic dialogue is surrounded by the prosé@fprologue and epilogdélhe
prologue introduces the main character, Job, aodges the necessary ingredients
that constitute the central issue of the book &f Jogives the reader insight into
the cause of Job’s miserable fate. This is notveare for bad behaviour but a
battle of prestige between God and the satan iolw@iod’'s honour is at stake. The
satan discredits Job as well as God. His insinogtiead to a testing of Job’s
motives for living an ultimately pious life. The gbogue presents a case of
extremes. While Job is presented as someone whitinsately righteous, his
miserable fate touches truly everything he has aifects even himself. In this
way, the reader can not ignore that Job’s suffergiges a disproportionate
impression and occurs beyond the concept of retoibuWith this, the prologue
creates the necessary conditions for a debate abootent suffering. The
epilogue reports Job’s restoration. God acknowledhat Job has spoken correctly
and gives Job twice what he had. The story abaut#tuse of Job’s suffering and
his final restoration forms the framework of thekof Job.

There has been great debate about the questiawofite framework is related
to the dialogué.For, both entities differ, for example, in theiayvof mentioning
God, their social setting, and their style of fotating! These differences have
produced theses which suppose that the framewatldatogue came into being
independently. They vary from assuming the exisgteraf two originally
independently written sourcesr an older chapbook to taking older oral tradisio
or stories for granted. Furthermore, several schaddso notice a literal growth

! Prologue: 1,1-2,13. Epilogue: 42,7-17.

? See also Clinesiob, 8.

% For an overview see W.D. Syringjob und sein Anwalt. Die Prosatexte des Hiobbuches
und ihre Rolle in seiner Redaktions- und Rezepgesshichtd BZAW 336), Berlin- New
York 2004, 25-49.

* Framework-dialogue: prose-poetry; kind of taleespees; patriarchal (pastoral) setting-
urban setting; frequent use of divine name (JHWeheal designation of God
(OR/MHR/TY) (except 12,9).

® In a recent study, Syring e.g. reconstructs tviefrendent sources which are connected
and completed by a redaction (Syriktipb und sein Anwalt151-168).
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within the prologue and epilogleAlthough it is possible that an older oral or
written story lies at the basis of the book of bk, framework and dialogue are, in
my opinion, constructed with reference to each wthEhe dialogue intends to
demonstrate the limits of the concept of retributioy means of which God'’s
actions are understood. This requires the prolagbatking that Job is righteous
and does not suffer because of Sigince the central issue of the book of Job is
constructed by the interdependence of prologuediadgue, it is reasonable to
suppose that the same hand created thentboth.

This sixth chapter deals with the prologue anddpibogue. First, | deal with
the embedding of Job’s righteousness (6.2.1), éséng of Job’s intentions that
result in his misfortune (6.2.2), and Job’s reattio his misfortune (6.2.3) in the
prologue. Subsequently, | consider God’s final vgof6l.3.1) and Job’s restoration
(6.3.2) in the epilogue.

6.2 The Prologue

6.2.1 The Embedding of Job’s Righteousness

Job’s conviction that he is righteous is an impariaillar of Job’s protest in the
dialogue. Job is of the opinion that God treats hinjustly because God has
reserved a miserable fate for him while Job comsid@mself as blameless.
However, such a claim of being innocent is as slisputable because it can not be
verified by bystanders. Nobody can fully observpesson’s conduct or fathom
person’s inner thought8.Therefore, Job’s claim that he is righteous needse
confirmed by an independent authority. Otherwid@sletruggle with God and his

® See the overview of Syring. While the mention ob Jn Ezek.14,14.20 leads to the
suspicion that the story of Job has older origittee representation of the satan is
considered as a post-exilic development. Therefeveje scholars regard the parts about
the satan (1,6-12;2,1-8) as later additions (eofprét, Hiob, 29-32; SyringHiob und sein
Anwalt 151-168). On the other hand, among others, Mhatks that a third heavenly
scene, where the satan is said to cease becahsedsfeat, was deleted when the dialogue
was inserted into the story (Maa@/andlung und Verarbeitung39-41). However, the
problem of such a view is that the assumption chsaumissing scene remains speculative.
’ Clines e.g. thinks that the framework and theatjak (except Job 28 and 32-37) are
written by the same author although the story &f day be much older (Clinedob, Ivii-

lix). He calls the impression that the framework igrimitive tale a strategy of false naivety
(D.J.A. Clines, “False Naivety in the Prologue b in: Clines,Postmodern || 735-744
[originally published inHebrew Annual Revie® (1985) 127-136]).

® This relation is also proved by the occurrenceseferal words and details which the
prologue and the dialogue have in common. E.g.raéverms for describing Job’s
righteousness (1,1.8; 2,3Ff: 9,20-22; L 23,7; A0 PIm: 27,5-6; the lack of
reason/caus&1n (1,9; 2,3): 9,17; 22,6; Job’s children (1,2.4-511318-19): 8,4.

° See also §2.2.3.

1 This is one of the reasons that Job’s friends db believe Job’s claim that he is
blameless is true.
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questioning of God’s behaviour could lack legitimgtounds. The prologue of the
book of Job offers this embedding of Job’s rightrmss™* It informs the reader
about Job's irreproachable way of life. The namated God both assure that Job is
blameless:

1,1.8/2,3...He is blameless and upright, fears Gatltams away from evil.

Job’s righteousness is described by four diffedraracterizations. The first two
words 51 (blameless) an@” (upright) are general indications. These rBots
occur parallel several timé&The rootD1 can point to one’s innoceriégis in
keeping what God has commanded (1Kgs.9,4), andifurscas a characterization
of one’s heaff. MPTX (righteousness) guards one whose way is irrepedreh
(@0; Prov.13,6). SAZ makes it clear that nothing can be reckoned agaois®
The rootZ" can be found parallel [/ A (righteous)’ and is the opposite of
DU (wicked)®. The upright turn away from evil (Prov.16,17) amidl be blessed
with prosperity (Ps.112,2-4). Job can be rated antbis group of upright people.
His uprightness is subsequently elaborated uporthbysecond word pair that
describes the attitude of a righteous person. kRgaBod refers to a person’s
respect for God and results in ethical behavioushbws wisdom and insighit.
Those who fear the Lord hate evil (Prov.8,13) amd faway from it (Prov.16,17).
A righteous way of life combines respect for Godyrship, and ethically pure
behaviour. ThereforePT (evil) here means neglecting to serve God and
performing ethically wrong actions. The prologuetpmys Job as one who meets
the conditions of an ideal human being according/tedom literature’s standards.
Compared to the narrator, God even increases tlheemess of Job by stating that

1 Wierenga points to the reader’s ‘information sigmity’ in comparison to Job thanks to
the scene in heaven. According to him, the readardevelop compassion and sympathy
for the pathetic victim thanks to this lead. At g@me time, the reader is also forced to sort
out the unpleasant knowledge that Job’s troublebleas caused with permission of JHWH
(L. Wierenga,<<Job>>: het leed, het vuil en de laster. De proeaties van <<Job>>
gelezen als routeplanner voor het boek <<Joh¥ampen 2004, 110-118).

2o, 0f, anddaR; W and L.

1¥E.g.1Kgs.9,4; Ps.25,21; 37,37; Prov.2,7.21;@8,1

Gen.20,5; Ps.26,1.11.

1°E.g. Gen.20,5-6; 1 Kgs.9,4; Ps.78,72; 101,2.

'8 Noah, Jacob, and David also receive this quatifica(Gen.6,9; 25,27; 2 Sam.22,24.26;
Ps.18,24.26). In Ps.15,2, the ones who may dwelGod’s holy hill are those who walk
irreproachably@{?), do what is right, and speak the truth of theiat.

"E.g. 1sa.26,7; Ps.33,1; 64,11; 97,11; 140,14; Riq¥8.

¥ Prov.11,11; 12,6; 14,11.

1928,28; Prov.9,10.
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there is no one like Job on eafftSo, the reader knows from the very beginning of
the book that Job can not be blamed for any trassgrt*

The narrator illustrates this irreproachable waylifd with two examples.
Firstly, Job’s prosperity is mentioned. He has sesens and three daughters and
possesses an extended stock (1,2f). Although theegd of retribution has not
explicitly been mentioned yet, it is already assdrhere?? Job’s wealth is related
to his uprightness. In Deut.28,1-14, the one wheeokes the commandments of
the Lord is blessed with prosperifyThis implies that upright behaviour can be
derived from a person’s prosperous state. Equtidly prologue understands Job’s
prosperity as God’s blessing for upright behavidab’s wealth proves that he is
righteous. Secondly, the narrator provides the eeadlith insight into Job’s
religious life. Job’s cares for his family to suah extent that he even sacrifices
offerings regularly on behalf of his children (1,50me scholars regard this as a
rigid aspect of Job’s pieyf. One could easily get such an impression. However,
this seemingly over the top practice serves to timgeunconditional devotion to
God. Job takes full responsibility as head of #maify. In this way, no reader can
deny that Job’s exceptionally uprighitThis is the necessary condition with which
the understanding of God’s actions according tocthvecept of retribution can be
questioned in the dialogue.

201,8;2,.3.

2L For instance Driver-Gray state tf2l (blameless) does not mean perfect in the sense of
absolutely sinless (Driver-Grayphb, 3). But Clines rightly remarks that the issueshaf
book are posed in simple terms of innocence anlt, goi that a suggestion tHahh would
not mean that Job is sinless is rather questior{@tilees,Job, 12).

2 Fohrer and Clines differentiate between blessimyraward. They are of the opinion that
it is not a retributive theology of virtue and redahat is at play here but the old idea of
God’s blessing in which the pious have a share rgfoldiob, 74; Clines,Job, 13).
However, such a distinction is unlikely in the ligif the remainder of the book. Sharing in
God’s blessings is the logical result of righteassaccording to the concept of retribution.
The insinuations of the satan in 1,9-11 make iarctbat it is seen as a kind of reward. For
the satan doubts whether Job remains loyal to Gde iloses this reward and receives
trouble (compare Hesséliob, 24: what befalls one corresponds to a persontiore).
Elsewhere, Clines states that Job’s offering ofiaes for his children each morning in
case they have offended God (1,5) is a narratigtuge to retributionist theology (D.A.J.
Clines, “Job’s God", in: E. van Wolde (edJpb’s God(Concilium 2004/4), London 2004,
44).

3 The satan will question this automatism.

24 E.g. Clines,Job, 15. Brenner calls the portrait of Job in the feastory an ironic
exaggeration of conventional piety. According ta,tieis almost a parody of faith (A.
Brenner, “Job the Pious? The Characterization bfidothe Narrative Framework of the
Book”, JSOT43 (1989) 37-45).

%5 See also e.g. Syringliob und sein Anwal63; HesseHiob, 26.
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6.2.2 Testing Job’s Intentions for Living a Pious Life

After a general introduction of the leading chagadf the book, the focus shifts to
heaven (1,6-12). There, God receives his heaveanlytclike a king®® The
members of this court are tE&TTR "2 (sons of God) who can be considered as
heavenly beings in the surroundings of GoGod enters into conversation with
one of these heavenly beings who is more precdetyjgnated as the satan. When
God becomes aware that the satan has returnedifeorderings over the earth, he
rather proudly enquires whether the satan has takéne of God's servant Job.
This would be worth it because nobody on earthsisupright as Job (1,7f).
Apparently, the satan is familiar with Job’s pietgd seizes the opportunity to
denounce the nature of this piety.

1,9-11 The satan answered the Lord: “Does Job feal fGr nothing? Have
you not shielded him, his house, and all that he fram every side?
You have blessed the work of his hands and hisessgms have
increased in the land. But reach out your handtauadh all that is his,
then he will surely curégyou in your face.”

In the book of Job, the figure quﬂﬂ (the satan) operates within God’s sphere of
power. The satan can only accomplish somethingaoth evith God’s permission
(1,12). The article makes it clear that the t¢m\7 refers to a function instead of a
proper namé’ However, there is the question of what this functiexactly
includes. The worqjmw is used for human as well as heavenly beings astdily
represents a role of adversary or opponent to Gotuman being® Some
scholars say that the satan fulfils the role ofuaec® However, it is unclear
whether the word appears in a juridical contex¢wlgere, so that a semantic basis
for this view is lacking? Moreover, the satan’s words do not bear a fullaation

% The representation of a divine court can alsocamd in 1 Kgs.22,19-22, Dan.7,9-14,
and Ps.82,1.

2" Here, the word2 (son) indicates membership of a group and notrétetionship of
father and son (cf. Clinedoph, 19).

%8 Here, the verB]73, which normally means ‘to bless’, is a euphemigm ‘fo curse’
because the satan refers to a negative action sig&iod (so also in 1,5; 2,5.9; 1
Kgs.21,10.13; Ps.10,3).

29 Cf. Horst,Hiob, 13; Habel Job, 89; ClinesJoh, 19-20; PopeJob, 9; Driver-Gray,Joh,
10. In 1 Chr.21,1, it can be found as a proper name

%E.g. Num.22,22.32; Ps.38,21; 71,13; 109,4.20.29.

31 G. von Rad, artsiporoc B., TRWNT 2, 71-74; De Wildetiob, 87 (‘Anklage-Engel’);
Van SelmsJob |, 21; Driver-Gray,Job, 10-11 (‘opposing or accusing men before God’);
Gordis,Job, 14 (‘prosecutor’). Partly also Habdbh 89 (‘accuser, adversary, doubter’).

%2 Horst,Hiob, 14. In Ps.109,6 and Zech.3,1f, a juridical raleacuser is regularly attested
to me. However, a juridical context is not clear at #hedaces. In Zech.3,1f, legal terms

and an accusation are lacking. Here, the actiVith® satan is described with the v@:&?
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but can better be seen as insinuations which attemput Job in a bad light and
provoke God. Therefore, here the role of the s@tame of adversary. The satan

is Job’s adversary in the first place. His oppodirbaviour towards Job consists of
discrediting Job’s piety in front of God which his-reaching consequences for
Job’s life. However, the satan functions as an appbof God too. Although he is
under the strict supervision of God, his provokiagnarks challenge God and cast
doubt on the way God gains worship. Fohrer calissétan the embodiment of the
divine doubt about the disinterestedness of humaty pvhich must be teste.
However, such doubt would contravene God’s uncantit conviction that Job is
blameless within the framework of the story. WhywebGod be suspicious if he is
omniscient and is convinced that Job’s piety isivadéd by devotion? Moreover,
the satan has an ontological status in the steejfitTherefore, the satan is not the
embodiment of a dark side of God but functionsragndependent member of the
divine court. Whereas it is clear that God givesnpssion to test J3B this
permission is inspired by the will to enfeeble thsinuations of the satan rather
than God’s own doubts about Job’s motiteEhe satan operates as an adversary

that can mean ‘to thwart’ or ‘to be/act hostile(/licompare A.S. van der Woudgacharia
(POT), Nijkerk 1984, 62-63; HorsHiob, 14). In Ps.109,6, th‘pﬁf&? does not necessarily
fulfil an accusing role. There, he can function as adversary or hostile enemy (cf.
Ps.109,4.20.29). Tur-Sinai sees the origin of #tarsas an official of the secret police and
describes him as the eyes of God (Tur-Sidalb), 38-45. Compare Popdph, 10-11).
However, the semantic argumentation of this propssguestionable (see Fohrétjob,
83, note 18). Hdlscher identifies the satan withewsih spirit that roams about the earth and
brings calamity (Hoélscheliob, 13). This is unlikely because bringing calamiyniot a
goal as such in the prologue.

% Clines, Job, 20; Hesse, Hiob, 28; Horst, Hiob, 13-14; Fohrer, Hiob, 83
(“Menschenfeind”).

* Fohrer Hiob, 83. See also Habelph, 89. Clines makes a distinction between the letel
the story and the level of theological reading. M/lihere are two heavenly personalities in
uneasy confrontation for the storyteller, the satmn embodiment of some of God's
functions at the level of a theological readingraises the question of whether Job’s piety
is disinterested, and he puts into effect the @aathorization to afflict Job, according to
Clines (ClinesJob, 22). Spieckermann is also of the opinion that #teological level the
satan represents the drawback of God. Accordifgnn the ‘satanization’ (Satanisierung)
of God in Job’s speeches and particularly the dste verbDD® in 16,9 show that the
poet of the dialogue has also understood the niavelich a way (H. Spieckermann, “Die
Satanisierung Gottes. Zur inneren Konkordanz vowele, Dialog und Gottesreden im
Hiobbuch”, in: I. Kottsieper et al. (eds.)Wer ist wie du, Herr, unter den Gottern?”
Studien zur Theologie und Religionsgeschichte Isrdestschrift fur Otto Kaiser zum 70.
Geburtstag Gottingen 1994, 435.439).

1,12; 2,6.

% However, this does not mean that the Lord alrdauyws that Job will pass the test on
the basis of his omniscience. God has confidend®lnbecause he has carefully observed
Job’s inner side but does not know what has nop&ag@d yet (compare Clinelgh, 29).
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who tries to sow doubt and suspicion. His approackomewhat tempting and
disturbing. Within his limited sphere, the satapages Job as well as God.

The satan’s role as adversary finds expressionsimgestion of whether Job
fears God without reason (1,9). This question danes Job'’s intentions as well as
God’s credibility. Here, the worB11 (for nothing) refers particularly to the lack
of compensatiof’ The satan doubts whether Job’s exceptional uprgstis only
the result of pure worship. He suggests that Jefitsts to lead a pious life are
inspired by the reward Job receives in exchangéifopiety rather than by respect
for God. God blesses the work of Job’s hands antepis® Job and his property
(1,10). According to the satan, it would becomeaxckhat Job’s loyalty is not only
motivated by devotion, if this prosperity was darthdl,11). God can reach out
his hand 17° I'l'?(ﬂ) and touch ¥13) in order to perform blessing as well as
destructive deed$.The satan incites God to apply this power destreigt and
touch everything Job has because the disinteresteae of Job’s piety can only
come to the surface if Job looses his rewards. &pdes to such an experiment
under certain conditions. He forbids the satantitetch out his hand against Job
himself in the first instance (1,12). So, a testaiglob’s intentions is born with
God’s permission.

Whereas the satan explicitly denounces Job’s iimesitfor being upright, his
insinuations also refer to God. The satan triedisoredit God's credibility in two
different ways. Firstly, God’s proud presentatidnJob’s uprightness would be
undermined if Job’s piety appeared to be motivategrofit. This would mean that
either God’s ‘omniscience’ has faiffdecause God has let himself be dazzled by
Job’s outward show without taking notice of Joliseér intentions, or God has
wilfully given the truth a twist in order to showfon the presence of the satan.
Secondly, the nature of God's relationship with Banbeings is denounced. The
satan casts doubt on the way God gains worships Ramusal relation between a
person’s actions and what befalls them not meah &ad actually procures
devotion by rewarding them for their faithfulne¥sPhe satan suggests that the
reward of protection and blessing could promotatdgus behaviour motivated by
wrong intentions. One could get the impression thatd more or less enforces
worship under threat of disaster. It would meant tie motive for having a
relationship with God is one of fright or profitther than respeét. So, the
question of whether Job fears God for nothing (4|99 brings into question God’s

37 See also e.g. Gen.29,15; Isa.52,3.

% |n 3,23, Job understands God’s shieldiMPP) as a negative deed that limits the
prospects of human beings.

% Blessing: e.g. Jer.1,9. Destructive: e.g. Amos 9,5

“9 Fohrer, Hiob, 85.

130 also SyringHiob und sein Anwalf71.

2 Compare Weiser, who states that God would be dietiar and degraded to a guarantee of
happiness if the satan gets right (Weistob, 30).

179



GOD-TALK IN THE BOOK OFJOB

credibility and honouf® It denounces the way in which God gains trust and
worship.

If readers take note of these implications of $htan’s words (1,9-11), they
realize that the satan plays a paradoxical roleeMs the satan appears as a ‘bad
guy’ within the framework of the story in the prglee, his role is considerably less
negative from an overall perspective. To Job and,Gloe satan appears as an
adversary who tries to discredit them. But thiseadary voices one of the basic
issues that the narrator wants to bring up ondfel lof the book. The book of Job
comments on the concept of retribution. It introeli@ case of innocent suffering
in order to show the limits of a strict applicatioh this concept. Now, it is a
remarkable detail that it is the satan who gives itfitial impetus to call some
aspects of this concept into questfd@n the one hand, he points to the danger of
a do ut desmentality in such a theology. A causal relatiortween upright
behaviour and reward with prosperity may lead toongr intentions for
worshipping God. On the other hand, he remarks od'$capproach of gaining
worship. God seems to force devotion which wouldrel@se his dignity. This
would mean that a relation between God and humargdés not fully free. Then
the relation between them would not have worship atarting point but mutual
interest, in which both interests do not need tcedmal‘.‘S So, the narrator calls in
the figure of the satan in order to initiate hidbae about the tenability of the
concept of retributiod® This debate will be held by questioning in pafticisome
consequences of this concept.

In the second scene in heaven, God meets the agtam (2,1-7a). Here, God
establishes with considerable satisfaction thathbkxb passed the trial after a first
round of calamities (1,13-19). Job’s misfortune has caused him to curse God,
even though it is not a punishment for wrong betnvavand, therefore, may be an
unjust fate in Job’s perception. God underlineg #gianing is not the reason for
this suffering.

2,3 “...He still persists in his integrity, althouglowy have incited me against
him in order to destroy him without reason.”

Job’s attitude towards God has not altered dedpgemiserable fate. Job still
persists in his integrity. In the dialogue, Jobsue same terms in order to stress
that he will not put away his integrityT®f; 27,5) and persist§2{M) in his
righteousness (27,6). Job’s wife urges him to cgassisting in his integrity (2,9)

“3 Fohrer,Hiob, 85; De WildeHiob, 87-88.

4 See also Habel, who states that the satan alslemipes the entire doctrine of reward and
retribution with the expressidiin (Habel,Job, 85)

5 See also §8.5.4.

6 Compare Clines]ob, 27.
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but Job will not compromise on this. The oppositleetween God and Job has
come into being as a result of the trouble thatsttan has brought about. The verb
IO (to incite) expresses the action of opposing anartothef” The satan has
incited God against Job, whereas a legitimate reasdacking in light of the
concept of retribution. God designates the sataat®ns a€2)7. Some scholars
think that here it means ‘without result’ and reféo the fact that the supposed
effect of Job’s calamities fails to occlitHowever, here it is more likely that God
points to the lack of a legitimate reason for Jahisery if one takes the concept of
retribution as a starting point. In this way, thesic problem of the dialogue, that
Job suffers innocently, is mentioned here. In 9,Joh states that God multiplies
his wounds without reaso@]7).*® There, he reasons according to the concept of
retribution and concludes that God’s actions towdrin lack legitimate grounds.
A similar intention can be found in 2,3. The w@1 does not express a complete
absence of reasons for Job’s fate because a rafezstige between God and the
satan has led to it. But the destruction of Jobsdu@ have a legitimate grounds
according to the concept of retributithSo, God confirms that Job’s wounds are
multiplied without reason and explicitly declarbsttthe concept of retribution has
been broken in Job’s case. He admits that he mag giaden a hostile impression
to Job, even though it was not his intention.

6.2.3 Job’s Reaction on His Miserable Fate

Job reacts to the loss of his possessions andehi(d,13-19) and the infliction of

loathsome sores (2,7) with an attitude of acceptaHe does not reproach God for
acting wrongly (1,22) nor curse him (2,30ut accepts God’s divine right to give

"1 Sam.26,19; 2 Sam.24,1; Jer.43,3.

*® Horst,Hiob, 23-24; HabelJob, 94.

9 See for the meaning ‘for no reason’ also e.g. $%.39; 69,5. A reason for hostility is
also lacking.

*0 2 3 alludes to the question of the satan in 1,8rel refers to the disinterested nature

of Job’s piety. Ebach describes the basic mearfij® as ‘ohne Aquivalenz’. According
to him, ‘without reason’ and ‘without result’ areth meant in 2,3 (J. Ebach, “>>Ist es
>umsonst<, dall Hiob gottesfiirchtig ist?<< Lexik@iiache und methodologische
Marginalien zulJT in Hi 1,97, in: J. EbachHiobs Post. Gesammelte Aufsatze zum
Hiobbuch zu Themen biblischer Theologie und zurhbliik der ExegeseNuekirchen-
Vluyn 1995, 15-31; particularly 19). In 10,8, Jdhtes that God destroyd "Q:) him even
though he is God'’s creature.

*1 |n 2,10, sinning with Job’s lips refers particljaio the prediction of the satan that Job
would curse God if he lost his prosperity. Popéestéhat it was apparently not regarded as
culpable for Job’s thoughts if they remained unesped in word of deed (Popmb, 23).
However, such a distinction between thoughts andisvés unlikely here because, first of
all, the entire story of the prologue serves to desirate the imperturbability of Job’s
loyalty to God and secondly a person’s mouth exg@e®ne’s inner life (compare 15,5).
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and take. This reaction in particular consists afrenor less existing formulas.
After the messengers informed Job about the cafdsts that had affected his
children and all he has (1,13-19), he plunges Himm#e® mourning and says:

1,21 Naked | canmé from my mother’s womb
and naked | shall return there.
The Lord has given and the Lord has taken away;
blessed be the name of the Lord.

This reaction depicts Job’s current situation amav@s that his loyalty to God does
not end despite his innocent suffering. The firalf lof this verse can be found
almost word for word in Eccl.5,14. There, this sayillustrates the state of a
wealthy person who has lost all his riches: he dam¢®btain anything from his toil
and dies as naked as he was born. So, ndkad)(refers to the loss of all
possessions. Job indicates the relativity of beeglthy with this saying. Riches
do not belong to the vital elements of life becatls®y are temporal phenomena
and do not give profit at the moment of one’s dé4tfhis implies a parrying of
the insinuation that Job’s piety is inspired by tbeard with prosperity. Job makes
it clear that riches as such are not his goalfe There is debate about the word
DU (there) because a return to the mother’'s womb vamendies seems strange. In
Ps.139,15, the depths of the earth are depictéiegdace where the poet has been
made. There, they stand parallel to the womb ofother (Ps.139,13). It is likely
that such a representation of the earth’s innes figelso the background of 1,21.
Job is deprived of all his properties and thus &thkHis prospect at this moment
is living his life in a destitute state until heedi Nevertheless, Job indicates that he
is not stuck with riches because they can not kentalong into death. Some
tension could be seen between this kind of resigmatnd the idea that wealth is
the result of a pious Iif€. It is a proper illustration of the fact that thetimation

for Job’s loyalty to God goes further than the rechiae receives.

The second half of 1,21 identifies God as the oradiJob’s misfortune as well
as his prosperity. From Job’s perception, God has brought his suffeabout
because he is the one who gives and takes. Botlhgdbd and the bad are
accomplished by God. Nowhere in the book of Jdhigbasic thought questioned.
All speakers presuppose that God gives and takewetkr, the issue at stake is

2 Among other things, the use of the divine name #HbY the non-Israelite Job points to
this assumption (Habelph 94; ClinesJob, 39; GordisJob, 18; De Wilde Hiob, 89).

*3 Reading Qere.

> Fohrer Hiob, 93; Hessetiob, 35.

%5 Cf. Clines,Job, 37. See also Popéaoh, 16. Some scholars understdlidi as a (covert)
reference to the underworld (e.g. BudH@b, 6; HesseHiob, 35).

% See also Clinesiob, 36.

*"|n 42,11, God is also mentioned as the originotfs) calamities}=evil).
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whether God does it in a proper way. This will lmloted by Job in the dialogue.
Job’s blessing of God’s nhame demonstrates that&epés at this moment that God
has taken his prosperity and assesses it as aofjupermissible actioff The
blessing of the Lord’s name expresses respecisfatributed to him (Ps.113,2).
Ironically, the expectation of the satan comes,tthieugh differently from how he
intended it t&° While the satan used the worM2 euphemistically in order to
predict that Job would curse God (1,11), Job noesuhis verb to express his
continuing loyalty to God. Job accepts that God tak®n away the prosperity,
which God had earlier given him, and he does rennbl God for it (1,22).

After the satan had inflicted Job with loathsomeesan a second round of
testing (2,7) and Job’s wife urged him to leavelbyalty and curse God (2,9), Job
explicitly declares that he accepts both good awiflom God.

2,10 ...Would we then receive the good from God
and not receive the bad?...

Job maintains a certain kind of balafit&omeone who enjoys the blessings, with
which God provides one, should also be prepareactept the bad from God’s
sight. The contrast between good and bad refeifsetdlessing with prosperity on
the one hand and the calamities which harm Jotherothef? Job demonstrates
that a righteous person accepts both good andrbad&od’s hand. This attitude
presupposes that God always acts justly and kndves e is doin§® It is proof of
true faith if one is able to accept God’s actionthaut questioning them. This
almost stoical attitude of acceptance has beerssedaifferently. Miskotte, for
instance, sees it as Job’s highest and best mashéourishing belief that he later
loses in the dialogu®.Kierkegaard, on the contrary, designates theselsvas no
more than what professional comforters scantily sugaout the individuaf. So,
there is the question of whether Job’s words ofpt@nce only express intense
faith in God or are also the words of someone wdm ot registered the real pain
of his miserable fate yet and is so paralysed lieatan only utter fixed formulas
without being fully aware of all their implication¥he doubt is then not so much

%8 See also FohreHiob, 94.

% See for the blessing of God’s name also Ps.982.21; Neh.9,5.

® Habel,Joh, 83.93; Clines,Job, 36.

®1 pace Wierenga, who suggests that one should adtadormal parallelism, so that here
evil is not directly attributed to God. According him, here Job does not give his opinion
on the origin of evil (Wierengas<Job>>, 227-229). However, Job always regards God as
the origin of both good and bad in the book of Job.

%2 Here, 1M refers to the disasters that have affected Jdterahan to moral evil (Habel,
Job, 96; ClinesJoh, 54).

63 Compare Clines]ob, 54.

%4 Miskotte, Antwoord 93-94.

% KierkegaardRepetition 197.
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concerned with the issue of whether it is true tBatl gives and takes but more
with whether one should accept this fact withoubtest. Either way, the
continuation in the dialogue shows that acceptaaceot Job’s only and final
response. A way of wrestling, complaining, askiagd accusing will follow.
Obviously, more needs to be said rather than jatsémt acceptanc®.

6.3 The Epilogue

6.3.1 God’s Final Words

The rejection of Job’s words in God’s answer is @od’s final response to Job’s

speeches. When God takes the floor in the epilagume again and addresses
Eliphaz, he makes it clear that Job has spokentlings unlike his three friends.

Apparently, Job’s arguing, accusing, and complgrane not fully rejected after

all.

42,7 ..“My anger is kindled against you and your tiniends because you
have not spoken &fme what is true as my servant Job.”..

The friends have kindled God’s anger because theids were not true in God’s
eyes. In 1 Sam.23,23, the veflD refers to reliable and correct data about the
hiding places of Davi® Contrary to Job, the friends have said things tiéck

% Newsom remarks that in the prose tale the priraigiretribution quite literally has no
place in Job’s moral imagination (Newsomhe Book of Jab64). | would say that at this
moment Job does not fully realize yet what it imaplivith regard to his perception of God
that this miserable fate happens to him as a bksagberson. Indeed, his faithfulness to
God prevails. Later, the problematic side of thisre in relation to his concept of God is
also getting through to Job.

%7 Some scholars translat8® as ‘to me’, referring to the attitude with whicbbJand the
friends have spoken because the meaning ‘of mehcamadequately be explained (Budde,
Hiob, 254; M. Oeming, “>>lhr habt nicht recht von margredet wie mein Knecht Hiob<<
Gottes Schlusswort als Schlussel zur Interpretates Hiobbuches und als kritische
Anfrage an die moderne Theologi€2yTh 60 (2000) 103-114). Van Hecke adopts this
translation and is of the opinion that, unlike Jibie friends are blamed for not speaking to
God (Van HeckeJob 12-14 425-426.432). However, the issue at stake is Bd's
actions towards Job should be understood. The eebatween Job and his friends
concentrated on the question of whether or not aatiperformed reprehensible actions in
Job’s case. God now refers to the views which tlends and Job have expressed about
this. Moreover, if God meant to blame the friends fiot speaking to God at all, the
characterizatiom]13]) (what is true/right) is somewhat strange. Forythwuld not have
spoken in a wrong way to God rather they wouldhate directed themselves to God at all
(cf. I. Kottsieper, “ >>Thema verfehltl<< Zur KitiGottes an den drei Freunden in Hi
42,7-9”, in: M. Witte (ed.)Gott und Mensch im Dialog. Festschrift fir Otto 8&i zum 80.
Geburtstag 1I(BZAW 345/11), Berlin-New York 2004, 777; Syringdiob und sein Anwalt
108-109; See also Strauflipb, 397).

% See also Deut.17,4. In Ps.5,10, there is no truthe mouth of the enemies.
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such correctness according to God. The statemahtith has spoken correctly of
God is particularly puzzling because God rejectsslepeaking as words without
knowledge in God’s answer. Therefore, there isaihestion of which elements in
the speeches of Job and his friends God exactysé6°® Since it is likely that the
dialogue and the framework were constructed witbremce to each other, it does
not suffice to explain this apparent contradictioetween the dialogue and the
epilogue diachronically. It is improbable that Grafers to Job’s words in the
prologue or only to Job’s acknowledgement of lagksafficient insight into God'’s
counsel at the end of the dialogue because Godseppbe words of the friends to
Job’s wordsg? Moreover, since the prologue provides the readih s own
affirmation of Job’s correct behaviour, a new omethe epilogue would be
unnecessary. Therefore, God's statement in 42,7 can best besidered as
concerning all that Job and his friends have saitié dialogué?

% For an overview of the different proposals in Higtory of research see Oeming, “Nicht
recht von mir geredet”, 104-110.

0 Cf. Noort, Duister due] 51. See also Oeming, “Nicht recht von mir geréd&06.
Several scholars think that Job’s final answer44),42,2-6) speaks the truth about God
(Holscher,Hiob, 4; Fohrer,Hiob, 539; Straul3Hiob, 397). De Wilde selects an element
from the dialogue and one from Job’s final answeouwt which Job is right (De Wilde,
Hiob, 405). However, such an approach is rather arpjt@od should have specified what
is true more precisely.

1,22; 2,10. In 2,10, the narrator even expliaiigntions Job’s speaking.

2 30 PopeJob, 350; HabelJob, 583; GordisJoh, 494; Noort,Duister due] 51. Oeming
argues that God does not dismiss the words ofritieds because he basically does not say
anything new with regard to the content of his arstlat the friends have not already said
(Oeming, “Nicht recht von mir geredet”, 106). News@oints out that several elements
from the speeches of the friends come true in @i®gue. For her, this is one of the
reasons for reading the book of Job polyphonicatigrause the epilogue displays a
different opinion to the dialogue and the divineaghes (Newsonthe Book of Jgb20-
21). However, there is a fundamental differenceerEthough Zophar, for example,
preludes God’s most important point that human deeican not fully see through God's
ways (11,7-8), the friends differ in the sense thaly do not render account of this insight
for their own reasoning. The friends have a fixéelai of how God operates and think that
they can observe God's dealings in this world bdudéng them from a person’s fate.
Therefore, God can criticize the words of the fdgnwithout undermining his own
statements. Kéhimoos thinks that Eliphaz was wrisngot accepting the opportunity to
answer God when God spoke to him in the night wigi$,12-21). According to her, Job
acted correctly because he answered God after @okiesto him from the whirlwind
(Kéhimoos,Das Auge Gottes349). However, this view is rather unlikely besaldirst it is
unclear exactly who delivers the night vision (be ambiguous character of 4,12-16, see
Harding, “Spirit of Deception”, 137-166) and sechndhe reference to Eliphaz’ two
friends in 42,7 remains unexplained. Kottsiepenkhithat the friends are reproached
because they failed to go into the actual theméobfs complaint; that is why God gives
life to human beings if they have to suffer (Katfsér, “Thema verfehlt!”, 781). However,
Job’s complaint particularly addresses God'’s urieghs actions in the dialogue.
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If this judgement refers to the complete dialoghe, following two questions
have to be answered. What exactly was incorretttdrspeeches of the friends and
how is God’s approval of Job’s speaking relate@Goal’s former rejection in God’s
answer? One could argue that Job and his friendeadaeally differ in their
approach. Both understand God's actions accordintpe concept of retribution.
Both are hardly prepared to deviate from this etedr picture. However, the
application of this fixed concept of God leads ppasite conclusions. On the one
hand, Job thinks that God acts unjustly becausesiiffiers innocently; on the
other, the friends conclude that Job must haveesimince misery is a punishment
for wrong behaviour. The contrast between Job asdriends lies in this different
outcome. The reader knows that the conclusion efflends is wrong because a
trial is the cause of Job’s suffering. On the camtr Job speaks the truth in the
sense that he is right in his conviction that Gad not have inflicted his suffering
because of possible sifislt is true that also Job’s conclusion is inadequéor
this, God reproaches Job in his answer. Howevérwhs right in questioning the
legitimacy of God’s actions towards him from higggeective with the concept of
retribution as the interpretative framework. Theref God prefers Job’s struggle
in order to understand the background of God'soastito the friend’s frenetic
efforts to save their clear-cut concept of Gochatyrice of false allegations against
Job!* So, the whole diversity from complaining, askingestions, accusing, and
denunciation of God to a trust in God that is neyigen up is assessed as correct
speaking of God. After God’s rejection of Job’s d®in God's answer, a reader
might have thought that the friends were right heit conclusion that Job had
sinned and that Job had followed their advice tange at the end. However, this
source of misunderstanding is eliminated Howlthough Job’s conclusions were
inadequate as such, Job has spoken true thingediv@hin the limited space that
his range of interpretative tools allows him, ualtis friends®

6.3.2 Job’s Restoration

The book of Job ends like a fairy-tale. After aipérof intense misery, God alters
Job’s sad situation. Job is restored and receives more than he had.

42,10 And the Lord turned Job’s f4tefter he had prayed for his friends.
And the Lord gave Job twice of all he had.

3 Compare RowleyJoh, 344.

" Compare Gordis]oh 494; HabelJob, 583.

"> Weiser,Hiob, 267; FohrerHiob, 538; De WildeHiob, 404.

5 With this, the whole divine speech does not nemélgsbecome ironic if 42,7 is
understood to refer to the complete dialogue (f2eming, “Nicht recht von mir geredet”,
107).

" Reading Qere.
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The restoration follows Job’s mediation on behélfis friends. Only Job’s prayer
can stop God's anger at the friends (42,8). They dtls that Job has granted this
favour to them (42,10). Subsequently, God restbig$ormer state. The word pair
FN2W 2 indicates a change which God brings in one’s fiabstly for the better
but sometimes for the word&lt can refer to a return to a previous sfat&od
restores Job’s previous prosperity and even giwesdouble the amount he had.
He blesses Job’s remaining life with enormous wealtnew family, and longevity
(42,12-17).

There is debate about the nature of Job’s restorathile several scholars
understand it as an act of gr¥fcethers regard it as a rightful consequence of the
recognition that Job was right. If grace is takenGaod's favour, which does not
depend on a person’s deeds, it is questionablenehitis a matter of grace in this
context. The conclusion that Job has spoken righ®y7) and the mention of Job’s
prayer on behalf of his friends (42,10) as proofJob’s continuing upright
behaviour precede Job’s restoration. These indigatiof Job’s righteousness
suggest that a certain kind of balance betweerrsops actions and what befalls
them is maintained. The restoration of Job’s previstate seems a logical
consequence of the fact that Job has passed theftésnocent suffering by
remaining faithful to God despite his rebelliousnealthough there could be an
element of restitution for suffered dam&lger of consolation for undergoing an
unwarranted trigf in this generous restoratfSn its basis is Job’s righteous
behaviour during the dialogue for which he receessperity agaifi* Noort calls
the book of Job a book of the united antithesisabse nowhere is the doctrine of
retribution attacked in such a way as in this bbak almost no book has such a
fairy-tale ending in which the relation betweenesigon’s actions and what befalls
them is fully confirmed® However, if one realizes that God’s answer does no
fully reject the concept of retribution but in gadiar criticizes the reducibility of a

"8 For better e.g.: Deut.30,3; Jer.29,14; Hos.6,511487. For worse e.g.: Ezek.16,53ff.

" E.g. Ezek.16,53ff, although it is the return toaal state here.

% Habel,Joh, 584-585; Weisettliob, 269; FohrerHiob, 543

81 StrauR Hiob, 399; Wierengas<Job>>, 242-248.

%2 Habel,Joh, 585.

8 van de Beek thinks that the double amount inclu8led’s acknowledgement that he has
been acting unjustly in the case of Job. He arghasin Ancient Eastern criminal law,
double must be given if something has been stalerprding to Exod.22,4 (Van de Beek,
Rechtvaardiger dan Jol®1-92). However, God can restore (Isa.61,7; ZgtR) or punish
(Isa.40,2; Jer.16,18; 17,18) someone with a doaivieunt. This is not always connected to
an assumption of suffered damage that has to be@asated. In the epilogue, a further
indication that God admits guilt is lacking. Thenef, the double amount indicates the
abundance with which God restores Job (Folitah, 543).

8 Compare HesseHiob, 209. Understanding Job’s restoration as onlyveare for his
willingness to pray for his friends (so Holschidipb, 101) is, therefore, too restricted.

% Noort, Duister due) 52.
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person’s former behaviour by means of it, thisytafle ending in the epilogue
conflicts less with the previous dialogue than $afsosometimes thin¥. Job’s
restoration is the confirmation that Job’s claimtthe is righteous was not vain.
Wickedness was not the cause of his severe sugferin

8 E.g. Newsom is of the opinion that at the nareatavel the prose conclusion introduces
a contradiction. She refers in particular to 4EGr. Newsom, this is an important argument
for reading the book of Job as a polyphonic texdwislom,The Book of Jah20-21). Clines
has argued that the epilogue undermines the fanrgguart of the book because it affirms
the doctrine of retribution again while the book Jidfb has tried to demolish it in the
foregoing part (D.J.A. Clines, “Deconstructing tBeok of Job”, in: D.J.A. Clineswhat
Does Eve Do to Help? And Other Readerly Questiorth¢ Old TestamerfdSOT.SS 94),
Sheffield 1990, 112-114). Either way, Clines leso proposes a second possible reading
of the epilogue in which the epilogue does notraffthe doctrine of retribution at all
(Clines, “Does the Book of Job Suggest”, 106).
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Chapter 7
Summary and Conclusions of
the Biblical Theological Part

The book of Job does not fully reject that therex iselation between a person’s
actions and what befalls them. God shows that néspas the wicked. Also, Job’s
restoration at the end of the book appears to septea balance between one’s
behaviour and one’s fate. Nevertheless, the boakobfdoes question a theology
that understands God'’s actions in this world adogrtb the concept of retribution.
Firstly, it points to the nature of devotion thhistretributive view might provoke.
For Job as well as God, keeping a relationship thighother could be prompted by
ado ut desmotive. On the one hand, Job’s reason for livingaus life might be
reward with prosperity instead of unconditionalpes. On the other hand, God
might procure or force human devotion, if punishinisnthe consequence of a
wicked way of life. Secondly, it becomes clear thia concept of retribution
leaves no room for innocent suffering. This is plognt where the concept fails. As
long as it remains true that Job is blameless &adl lis suffering is out of
proportion in relation to his way of life, the ontpnclusion can be that God deals
unjustly if it is assumed that God acts accordmthe concept of retribution. Job’s
observation that the wicked prosper serves as kirlgafor this conclusion. This
unrighteous action makes God unreliable in JobsseWith this impasse —the
impression God acts arbitrarily and unjustly if tbemmon concept of God is
maintained- that culminates in Job 9, the boolobfdemonstrates the limits of the
concept of retribution. It gets stuck in casesmwfocent suffering. Thanks to the
prologue, the reader knows that Job rightly beliefhis integrity. What is more,
the prologue shows that the concept of retributiais already been broken by
permitting the testing of Job’s motives for liviagpious life. So, the book of Job
reveals some problematic aspects of a theology uhderstands God’s actions
exclusively according to retributive standards.

Job and his friends take the concept of retributiera starting point. Eliphaz
makes it clear that people reap what they have sdwe friends in particular
demonstrate another implication of the concepttibution. This is the fact that a
person’s behaviour is calculable. For, a persomite freveals one’s former
behaviour: The friends hold to their belief that God does petvert justice. In

! Job is actually doing the same when he derives fiis fate that God treats him unjustly.
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their view, it is therefore unavoidable that Jols k@mmitted serious sins. His
miserable fate can only be punishment for wickesn&ghile this strict nexus
between deed and consequence is the basic worldfidve friends, they mention
several other facets of suffering within this framoeek. There is the call to take
account of the pedagogical aspect of a bitter fatsl warns by means of setbacks
and tries to correct wrong ways of life. When hunfeings unconsciously act
sinfully, their trouble should make them awarehdit behaviour. However, divine
punishment is not irreversible. If a sinner abarsdbis wicked way of life, his
miserable fate will change for better. In ordeptotect God’s righteousness from
each possible attack, some modifications to thecepin of retribution are
introduced. The motif of human imperfection limitee chance that a human being
is completely righteous. In its view, being rightsois mainly a theoretical
possibility. However, the fundamental differencéwieen God and human beings
entails that practically nobody is righteous befthie Creator. With this, the friends
undermine in advance Job’s conviction that he @mmeless. Nevertheless, the
concept of retribution is broken once by a summanypark of Zophar. Zophar
suggests that God has forgiven some of Job’s Biamdoxically, this excursion
outside the concept of retribution actually serteslefend it. For, the notion of
forgiveness is mentioned in order to reject thet fdbkat God has treated Job
unjustly.

While Job initially appears to accept his innocsuffering, a struggle with his
miserable fate unfolds in the dialogue. The palyesiiffering Job of the prologue
changes into a rebel against God in the dialoguéid speeches, Job considers
several aspects of God’s involvement in human suaffe The image of the lawsuit
offers a pattern by means of which Job is ableuttipe impasse of his situation
and his desires into words. On the one hand, Jdbratands his misery as God’s
accusation against him. Apparently, God considets as an opponent. On the
other hand, Job uses this image in order to expiestesire to denounce what is in
his eyes God’s unjust treatment of him. Job defdmnglsighteousness extensively.
For him, God has become one who besieges him hinhetause God does not act
according to the concept of retribution. So, Jolesdoot reject this retributive
concept. It is because Job holds on to it thatdreanly infer that God perverts
justice. At the same time, the image of the lawalsb indicates Job’s impotence.
For, it is impossible to have a fair case with Gmetause of the fundamental
difference between God and human beings.

This experience of being treated unjustly by Godkesalob wonder whether
God is different from how he thought or whether Guall other motives for
creating human beings than is commonly accepteds tva Creation of human
beings meant for having a toy to play with and himstead of having a mutual
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relationship based on respect? Or, does God lacle givine attributes such as
omniscience, through which he can not observe Jodse correctly? While Job
charges God with unjust actions and suggests thdthad dubious motives for the
Creation of human beings, the only possible wayabutis misery is an appeal to
this same God. With this, the ultimate consequaricg monotheistic concept of
God comes to light in all its intensity. When Gashurned against someone, only
God himself is able to cause a change. Among dthiegs, the image of the
lawsuit demonstrates the impotence of human bdiefire God. They are unable
to enter into a legal case with God. Thereforeplat®n in Job’s case can only
come from God himself. Only God himself is a mdwhGod. Therefore, Job calls
on God as his witness and his redeemer in ordactt@gainst God. Even though
God is hostile towards Job, the only realistic hfégrean outcome is placing his
trust and hope in this same God.

God’'s answer discusses two different aspects vétfand to the concept of
retribution. On the one hand, it does not fullyerjthis concept. God gives the
wicked their just reward. At the same time, Jokesvrprosperity in the epilogue
also displays the awareness that Job’s sufferimgrib reason’ and his remaining
faithfulness to God need to be acknowledged by seénestoration of his former
state. On the other hand, God criticizes that hutm@ngs can determine and
observe God's actions by a theology in which thsra close relation between a
person’s actions and what befalls them. Job’ststdasoning according to this
scheme darkens God’s counsel and frustrates Gastisg. God’s actions are more
diverse or at least surpass human frames of referdrhis entails that a person’s
previous behaviour can not simply be deduced frogifate. Hence, the concept
of retribution is not generally applicable to Godistions. This has already been
confirmed by the prologue where the battle of pgesbetween God and the satan
was the cause of Job’s trouble. So, God is not anlautomaton that calculatedly
rewards human beings according to their conductf' €sactions are more complex
and go beyond human observation.

There is some substance in God's answer to Jowhich he uses a counter
picture in order to respond. In reply to Job’s iegsion that God acts arbitrarily,
perverts justice, and benefits the wicked, God makelear that divine actions are
creative, preserving, provide with life at unexgecplaces and punish the wicked.
The fundamental problem is Job’s lack of insighbiGod’s counsel. The order
and considerations which are at the basis of tleatitm and God’s actions in it go
beyond Job’s ability to observe. God confronts iih the fundamental difference
between God and human beings. Actually, God masifbés transcendence.
Paradoxically he makes this clear by revealing isdvedements of his counsel. Job
lacks knowledge of God's counsel because he doeadupt a similar position to
God. He does not have God’s eye view. This is #dason for Job’s inadequate
assessment of God's treatment of him. After Godar@helming exposition, Job
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admits that there is a fundamental difference betwdm and God. He is indeed
impotent before God and unable to reply to God amgmas he foresaw earlier.
God’s answer makes Job aware of the fact that hespaken about divine matters
without having sufficient knowledge. Therefore, d@ases making further charges
or replying with counter arguments.

Whereas the book of Job wants in particular to deane some implications of
a theology in which God’s actions are understoodosing to the concept of
retribution, it also demonstrates how to cope Wifn in times of distress. Job’s
continued faithfulness to God might be exemplantfimse who suffer innocently.
This is shown to have an extra dimension due to'$Geanark in the epilogue that
Job has spoken rightly of God. Even though Jobjzréssion of God’s actions was
not correct, his protest and his conclusion that @id not treat him correctly were
right within the frame of the interpretative tooteat was at his disposal.
Apparently Job was allowed to have this battle @thd when misfortune affected
him. If the book of Job is also meant to give sansruction on how one should
behave in times of trouble, it offers a frame witlthich the struggle with trouble
can be pursued. This ranges from despair and reeid holding on to and
maintaining hope in God despite everything thatpesg. Hence, the correct way
to behave is not restricted to unconditional acoeg according to the book of
Job?

2 See also E.J. Keulen, “Van acceptatie tot rebell®b als paradigmatisch gelovige”,
Schrift218 (2005) 55-59.
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Chapter 8
Systematic Theological
Reflections on the Issue of
Theodicy by Means of the
Book of Job

8.1 Introduction

This study intends to explore the contribution bk of Job could make to the
systematic theological issue of theodicy. It tti@sealize this goal in two different
steps. First of all, it maps out from a biblical theologl point of view how the
different characters in the book of Job speak ofl @ed human beings in relation
to the existence of eVil.This has been elaborated upon in Part 1 of thidyst
(Ch.2-7). The second step consists of a systentia¢iglogical reflection on the
issue of theodicy by means of this biblical matenaorder to examine what the
book of Job has to offer and to ask systematicldiggowith regard to this issue.
This eighth chapter (Part 2) deals with the seaied. It considers the value of the
book of Job for systematic theological thinking abdsod's relation to the
existence of evil.

The evaluation of the value of the book of Job dontemporary theological
discussions with respect to the issue of theodinsists of an interaction between
the biblical material and systematic theologicasights. On the one hand,
systematic theology is confronted by topics whiod hook of Job gives rise to. For
example, the issue of knowledge is an importarittimpthe book; it becomes clear
that the extent of one’s insight into God'’s acti@epends on the position which
one adopts. While the all-knowing narrator infortime reader about the encounters
between God and the satan in heaven, Job andiéngl$rdo not know what has
taken place in the divine realms. God points owstdifference to Job. Job lacks the
capacity to adopt a position from which he is aldleobserve God's actions in
relation to the Creation (40,9-14). Therefore, Jas not comprehended the
expanses of the earth (38,18) nor does he knoviathe of heaven (38,33). The
possibilities and limits of having insight into Gedmotives and acting play an

' See §1.3.
2| take the all-knowing narrator to be one of tharacters.
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important role when one reflects on the issue ebtlicy. This issue deals with the
question of how God’s involvement in the existen€evil should be understood.
A theodicy offers an answer to this question ambstto justify God’s choice to

create a world that includes evil and clarify hmgentions. Now, the biblical

material from the book of Job confronts this systBmtheological debate on the
issue of theodicy with an epistemological questlbasks whether the position of a
systematic theologian is equal to Job’s or th&adiwing narrator’s position. What
does this imply ways of speaking about God in refato evil?

On the other hand, the biblical material is chajkshby systematic theological
questions. This is necessary in order to evaluatehiat extent specific views from
the book of Job are applicable in current theolalgibinking. The implication of
this approach is that it is possible that the balimaterial can be confronted with
an issue that would not have been raised at trefginthe text came into being. For
instance, | contrast the concept of retributionhvilie free will of human beings.
Then | wonder to what extent belief in God is stilfree choice, if worshipping
God is affected by the threat of a miserable fatemwone fails to worship. Don'’t
human beings more or less become puppets or rabatach a theology? One
could argue that notions such as ‘puppet’ or ‘robot unfamiliar concepts in the
Ancient Near East. Or that such a theological qoesiverreaches the scope of the
biblical text. It is justifiable, nevertheless, &3k such a question because it is
necessary for the evaluation of the relevance ebihlical material for systematic
theological thinking’

The epistemological issue, which the book of Jokegirise to, acts as a
guidance for the structure of this eighth chapiére chapter examines three
epistemological perspectives from which a systerriéeologian can theologize.
They are theological realism (8.2), theologicalaitien (8.3), and theological
relationism (8.4). Special attention is paid to h@ad’s role with regard to evil is
understood within the context of these perspecti@sthe one hand, | consider
what implications the insights about knowledge frtm book of Job have for
these three epistemological perspectives. On ther dtand, | look at whether the
book of Job offers clues which support specifideystic theological views on the
relation between God and evil. The conclusion @& theological relationism meets
the insights of the book of Job more closely thaotogical realism or theological
idealism. Subsequently, | propose to approach tbécaél material from this
perspective (8.5). The book of Job can then bentalsea debate about how the
relation between God and human beings can be unddrashen evil occurs. This
debate concentrates on the different roles Goddutf relation to the sufferer in
times of innocent suffering.

3See §1.2.2.
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8.2 Theological Realism

8.2.1 Theological Realism

The perspective ofheological realismpretends to describe the reality, when it
deals with God and God'’s relation to the world eofirfan beings. Theological
realism supposes that its models are reliable sopiighe structure of the reality
between God and the wofldAn example of a form of theological realism is the
work of Pannenberg who sees ‘the reality of God'tlas central topic of a
systematic theological expositidiccording to him, knowledge of this reality can
be acquired because God reveals himself in thisdwmy his historical action$.
For Pannenberg, these historical actions by Godelfeevident and do not require
additional (inspired) explanatidrin this way, Pannenberg assumes that the divine
reality is knowable independently of the frame eference with which human
beings perceive the reality around them. It is clibjely clear that a certain event is
an action by God according to him. However, thigprigblematic. For, events can
be interpreted with and without God’s interfereficEhat a specific event is an
intervention of God can only be established obyetyi if someone is able to adopt
a neutral position external to God and the worlak, Bnly from such an external
position, can one observe God’s actions in the tiéneas an object from which
s/he is not part of her/himself. This can be ilastd by means of the book of Job.
While the all-knowing narrator watches the deliherzs in heaven as well as their
consequences on earth and knows the true causi’'sf isfortune, Job and his
friends are not familiar with these things. Theeenains the question of which
position a systematic theologian adopts; that efal-knowing narrator or of Job
and his friends.

Pannenberg’s approach is reminiscent of the wayhith Job and his friends
perceive God’s actions in actual historical evenitke friends and Job both
interpret misfortune as punishment from God andspedty as his blessing. For
them, these events are self-evident actions by God. reveals himself with such
deeds in histori’/. Thus, God's actions are traceable and calculabtd’s
misfortune must therefore be a punishment for simsommitted® However, a
problem arises here; the suffering Job considensdif to be blameless. Job draws

4 See also L.J. van den Brom@reatieve Twijfel. Een studie in de wijsgerige g,
Kampen 1990, 31.

> W. Pannenber@Systematische TheologieGéttingen 1988, 69-72.

® PannenbergSystematische Theologie 266. Pannenberg thinks that it is closer to the
spirit of the biblical traditions if theology seeks reconstruct God’s historical actions in
the sequence of events which the bible records)(254

" PannenbergSystematische Theologig272-273

8 van den BromCreatieve Twijfel25-26.

° Elihu also stresses the warning and correctingraaif misfortune (§3.5.2).

1% See the conclusion of Eliphaz in 22,5-9 (§3.2.2).
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the conclusion that God acts unjustly in his caseabse he suffers innocently.
What happens is that Job’s ‘theological’ frame mtkipretation —the concept of
retribution— determines how Job (and also his é#@rassociates a historical event
to God’s dealings in the world. But God criticizksh’s way of reasoning and calls
this frame of interpretation ‘frustration of Gogisstice’*? Job lacks understanding
of God’s comings and goings because he does ngt adsimilar position to God
(40,9-14). While Job interpreted his misfortuneaasillegitimate punishment by
God, God calls this opinion a flawed explanationndfat has befallen Job. This
illustrates that God's actions in history are reif-sevident. The problem is that Job
does not have a God's eye view from which he cgactibely observe how God
acts in the world® Job is not familiar with everything that the naémrahas
observed from his point of view, a view which igerral to God and the world.
God’s answer makes it clear that Job’s understgndfnGod’s dealings which is
based on Job’s specific ‘theological’ frame of iptetation does not fully
correspond with the divine reality. This entailattbvents are not as self-evident as
Pannenberg thinks.

Job’s knowledge of God's actions in the world difféfrom the narrator's
insight into it due to the different positions whithey adopt in relation to God and
the world. The narrator, who surveys everythingjaes the true reason for Job’s
misfortune from a position external to God andweld. This is the position that
theological realism supposes in its theologizimdp, bn the contrary, does not have
such a view into heaven. He can only try to un@ethis miserable fate by means
of his frame of interpretation while being unfamiliwith what happened in
heaven. If this difference in position is appliedl the perspective from which
systematic theologians theologize, the questiowh&h position do they adopt
when they speak of God and human beings in relatidBod? Do they adopt the
position of the all-knowing narrator who watchesaven and earth from an
external point of view? Or are they situated in’dqiosition, which is that of a
relationship to God in which he tries to understaiglsuffering by means of the
interpretative tools at his disposal, without lawgshis belief in God? In my view,
the second option adheres to the position of sysientheologians most closely
because human beings are unable to step outsides¢hes and the world in

1 This impression is strengthened by Job’s obsematiat there are wicked people who
live prosperous lives.

12.40,8. That Job’s impression of God’s actions does correspond with the reality
becomes clear in two ways. Firstly, the readerbiex®me aware from the prologue that a
battle of prestige between God and the satan isstluece of Job’s misfortune and not
previous wicked behaviour. Secondly, God demorettran his answer by means of a
counter picture that his actions differ to what Sadught.

3 See e.g. God's question of whether Job observets@oeation of the world (38,4).
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which they live in order to observe heaven andhefaoim a position external it and
God!*

This conclusion has considerable implications fbe tway systematic
theologians can portray God and human beings atioal to God. Job becomes
aware of the fact that he is not able to desctiber¢ality of God because this goes
beyond his abilities of observation (42,3). If gysatic theologians adopt a similar
position to Job, then they are unable to obsend sGeality from a point of view
external to God and the world. This implies that goal of theological realism to
describe the reality of God can not be achieveid;iihpossible to watch the reality
of God. God's answer demonstrates the limits of d&unobservation and
knowledge. This insight asks for modesty with relgtr the status of theological
claims. Systematic theological descriptions can betmore than attempts to
perceive God'’s reality’

A specific form of theological realism is theisrmhélism thinks that there is one
personal God who is eternal and omnipresent, akyigbmniscient, perfectly
autonomous, perfectly good, and transcendent and hthe Creator of the
universe'® One can label theism as a form of realism bec#usgpposes that its
sound construction represents a reality which aldets independently from the
theologian. However, the presence of evil in theldvihas given rise to a huge
debate about the viability of theism. On the onadhaatheists argue that the
presence of evil is incompatible with the existenta theistic God. On the other,
theodicists defend theism and try to explain wheydRistence of evil is compatible
with the existence of a perfectly good God. Botie&#m and theodicy deal with a
form of theological realism. In this section, | keakighlighted some problems in
theological realism and illustrated them by meahdhe book of Job. I now
examine further what implications the story of bats for the ideas and arguments
of atheists and theodicists. First, | deal with scanguments for atheism (8.2.2)
and consider several defences of theism (8.2.3grL.hmake some remarks about
the fact that these opposing parties both treat & d member of our moral
community (8.2.4).

8.2.2 Evil as Argument for Atheism

The existence of evil has functioned as an impor@mgument against the
conviction that a theistic God exists. Atheistsueaévil as logically or evidentially

14 ..J. van den Brom, “Theologie als verbeelding oyemzen heen'NTT 58 (2004) 282;
Theoloog als jongleyi36.

!> One could argue that critical realism takes teistriction into account. Pannenberg e.g.
ascribes the status of ‘hypothesis’ to his dedonigt (Pannenbergystematische Theologie
1, 66). However, this does not change the methodtdbgbjection that human beings are
unable to take an external position in order tceolbs and describe the divine reality.

® See e.g. R. Swinburnghe Coherence of Theis(€larendon Library of Logic and
Philosophy) (rev. ed.), Oxford 1993 [1977], 99-238.
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incompatible with the existence of an omnipotertt parfectly good God. Belief in
the existence of such a God is therefore irrati@eabrding to them. An example
of the logical argument can be found in a classticla of Mackie!” Mackie
formulates some additional premises, which contleetterms ‘good’, ‘evil’, and
‘omnipotent’, in order to demonstrate the contridit between the existence of a
theistic God and the presence of evil in this wofldese additional principles are
that ‘good is opposed to evil, in such a way thgbad thing always eliminates evil
as far as it can’ and that ‘there are no limitsvttat an omnipotent thing can do’.
Mackie is of the opinion that, from these premisitsfollows that a good
omnipotent being eliminates evil completely andréfimre that the propositions
that a good omnipotent thing exists, and that exiits, are incompatibf&.This is
proof that religious belief is positively irratidreccording to Mackié?

However, these two additional premises have bebjesito debate. The issue
is whether they are as cogent as Mackie thifKsrstly, one can say that Mackie’s
premises suggest that there is a kind of balanteelea ‘good’ and ‘evil’. In his
reasoning, good and evil are related to each otimer this gives rise to the
impression that this relation can be influenced icausal way. It appears that evil
can be removed or compensated for by good. Howeven a lot of good can not
remove the pain and damage which evil causes. fdrerethe tenability of
Mackie's additional premises becomes question&seondly, the question arises
of how human beings can establish the validityhafse premises with certainty.
Howard-Snyder points out that the two addition&npises and the proposition that
‘God is omnipotent and God is wholly good’ rule dbe possibility that ‘evil
exists’ only if the additional premises are necgsseuths. However, he doubts
whether the premise that ‘good is opposed to eviuch a way that a good thing
always eliminates evil as far as it can’ is a neapstruth. For, it is possible to
formulate the proposition that ‘there is a morglgtifying reason for God to
permit evil He could prevent, a reason we couldkmmw of, and He permits evil
for that reason, and evil results’, according toMdmd-Snydef* This observation

7 J.L. Mackie, “Evil and Omnipotence”, in: M.M. AdanR.M. Adams (eds.)The
Problem of Evil(ORPh), Oxford 1990, 25-37 [=J.L. Mackie, “Evil catOmnipotence”,
Mind 64 (1955), 200-212].

18 Mackie, “Evil and Omnipotence”, 26. In his articackie disputes several attempts that
try to justify why God created or permitted evilthe world.

9 Mackie, “Evil and Omnipotence”, 25.

% This subsection mainly concentrates on the fingtnjise. There has also been a
considerable debate about the question of how Gaaisipotence should be understood.
Does it e.g. go beyond the rules of logic or caroamipotent being limit its omnipotence
so that its power is restricted?

2L D. Howard-Snyder, “Introduction: The Evidential ghment of Evil”, in: D. Howard-
Snyder (ed.)The Evidential Argument of EyviBloomington-Indianapolis 1996, xiii. For a
more extensive treatment of the issue of moralfficent reason, see e.g. N. Pike, “Hume
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reveals a crucial problem. Human beings can nexelude the fact that God has
morally sufficient reasons for permitting evil. Thean only exclude the fact that
God could have a morally sufficient reason, if somehas insight into the motives
underlying God’s behaviour. This requires the aptlb adopt a position external to
God and the world as the all-knowing narrator ia ook of Job does. As long as
human beings are unable to adopt such an exteosiiqm, they can not claim to

have examined all of the possibiliti&sTherefore, it is impossible to maintain that
‘good is opposed to evil, in such a way that a gty always eliminates evil as

far as it can’ is a necessary truth. Hence, Maskminclusion on the basis of
logical arguments is not cogent. Human beings thekoverview to determine this

with certainty.

This objection is partly met by the evidential argnt derived from evil. The
evidential argument distinguishes itself from tbgital argument by its awareness that it
can not beproved that God permits some suffering which is pointleskerefore, it
considers whether an omnipotent, omniscient, anallwlgood being does haveasonable
groundsfor failing to prevent the occurrence of any irgersuffering. This would be the
case if, for instance, there is some greater gbatli$ obtainable by the wholly good being,
only if the wholly good being permits an instanddértense human or animal sufferifi).
Rowe cites the example of a fawn that is trappealforest fire, is horribly burned, and lies
in terrible agony for several days before deattevek its suffering. Even though Rowe is
unable to find any greater good which would haverblst if the fawn’s suffering had
been prevented, he makes it clear that we aremnatpbsitionto prove that this is true.
According to him, we can only have rational groufatsbelieving that this is tru&.So, the
evidential argument displays some modesty with needa what can be said of God. It
realizes that human beings are unable to adoptigo$iom which they can observe God'’s
actions as well as the coherence of everythinghbppens in the world —as God'’s answer
has made clear.

However, it is questionable whether Rowe draws dhgious conclusion from the
awareness which he puts into words. For, he finadigcludes that we do have rational
support for atheism. Rowe concludes that “it seqoite unlikely thatall the instances of
intense suffering occurring daily in our world anémately related to the occurrence of a
greater good or the prevention of evils at leasiat > Whereas Rowe'’s inductive way of
reasoning shows some modesty with regard to theahuoapacity of observation, he

on Evil", in; Adams-AdamsProblem of Evil 38-52 [=N. Pike, “Hume on Evil'PhRev72
(1963), 180-197].

*2 gee Pike, “Hume on Evil”, 41-42.

% For an elaboration of this argument see e.g. \Rdwe, “The Problem of Evil and Some
Varieties of Atheism”, in: Howard-SnydeEyvidential Argument2-5 [originally appeared
in APQ16 (1979)].

4 Rowe, “The Problem of Evil", 4-5. Rowe states ttatvould require something like
omniscience on our part before we could lay clairkriowing that this is true.

> Rowe, “The Problem of Evil”, 5.
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subsequently violates his own restrictions. Rowa ftates that human beings do not adopt
a position external to God and the world but hesegbiently adopts such a position when
he generalizes some patrticular observations ofrapfg pointless suffering and comes to
the general conclusion that it seems unlikely #fiahstances of suffering result in a greater
good. Wykstra formulates his criticism of the evitlal argument by means of the
application of what he calls ‘the Condition Of Reaable Epistemic Access’. He
summarizes this as follows: ‘we can argue from sge no x” to “there is no x” only when
x has reasonable seeability’According to Wykstra, Rowe’s argument does nosghis
test because it is likely that for any selectedainse of intense suffering, there is good
reason to think that if there is a prevailing gaafdthe sort at issue connected to it, we
would not have epistemic access to tfik.is exactly this point of epistemic access tisat
also made in the book of Job. God’s answer dematestithat human beings are unable to
know the details of God’s counsel. Therefore, thagition from a logical to an evidential
argument is insufficient in order to give in to tbbjection that we are unable to survey
God and the world from an external point of vievheTevidential argument still assumes
the perspective of the all-knowing narrator in bio®k of Job.

The logical and the evidential argument both comteénat belief in the
existence of a theistic God is irrational becaube existence of evil is
incompatible with it. It is striking that the figeirof Job follows a rather similar
course as these arguments but draws a differemiusion. All three cases see a
conflict in the concept of God which concentrates@od’'s goodness. Goodness
here refers to morally correct actidisThey value a particular instance of

%35.J. Wykstra, “Rowe’s Noseeum Arguments from Eniift Howard-SnyderEvidential
Argument 126.

" This argument is elaborated upon in S.J. Wyké&frae Humean Obstacle to Evidential
Arguments from Suffering: On Avoiding the Evils #ppearance™, in: Adams-Adams,
Problem of Evil 138-160 (especially 151-157) [originally appeared International
Journal for Philosophy of Religiod6 (1984) 73-93] and Wykstra, “Rowe’s Noseeum
Arguments”, 126-150. It is striking that Rowe angk&tra both mention in their arguments
that human beings lack the ability to survey Godtions and purposes. This is
reminiscent of the debate between Job and God wbetle use the fact that God is
unfathomable against each other. On the one hafdrefers to God'’s inscrutability and
concludes that God abuses this position by letting suffer unjustly (Job 9). On the other
hand, God points out Job’s lack of insight into Gotbunsel because Job does not adopt a
similar position to God. Therefore, Job lacks kredge of God’s actions (Job 38-41).
Plantinga also points to the lack of insight intod® thoughts in Plantinga’s criticism of
the evidential argument. He mentions the storyotif. According to Plantinga, there may
be much that God takes into account which is dgtibeyond our ken and our cognitive
powers are too feeble to understand all the rea€mts might have. In order to illustrate
this, Plantinga refers to the book of Job: “Thenpdiere is that the reason for Job’s
suffering is something entirely beyond his ken.tlsat the fact he can’t see what sort of
reason God might have for permitting his sufferitoggesn’t at all tend to show that God has
no reason” (A. Plantinga, “Epistemic ProbabilitydaBvil”, in: Howard-SnyderEvidential
Argument 70-76 [originally appeared iaF 56 (1988)]).

81n Job’s case, these are actions according todheept of retribution.
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suffering which is incompatible with God’s omnipote and utter goodness.
However, for Job, these conflicting elements doleatl to the inference that God
does not exist] Job holds to his belief in God and trusts that @dbcome to his
assistance despite his feeling that God harms hjmstly *° This remaining trust in
God raises the question of whether belief in thsterce of God can be denied on
the basis of exclusively rational arguments. Thgicdal and evidential arguments
suppose that the proposition ‘God exists’ is of $hene epistemological nature as
‘this chair in this room existsHowever, here is a considerable difference. If there
is disagreement about the issue of whether orhwtchair exists, the opponents
can both enter into the room and observe the ¢t@in a position external to the
chair. However, this does not apply to the existeott God. It would require the
independent position of the all-knowing narratothanis viewpoint external to
God and the world in order to determine whethenairGod exists. Human beings
are unable to adopt such a position. The issue hgheadr not God exists can
therefore not be decided on the basis of logicauislential arguments. This is of a
different epistemological order than knowledge af existence of the chair. One
could characterize belief in the existence of Gedwareness and a conviction that
a divine being is present in this reafftySomeone experiences God as being a part
of his or her world. Rational arguments stemmingmfrinnocent suffering or
inexplicable evil do not directly apply to this adction because belief in God is of
a different epistemological order. The confrontatiwith evil may undermine a
person’s belief in God in an individual c&sbut it can also initiate a process of
examining how the relation between evil and God banunderstood without
saying farewell to God. In this way, the existendevil as such is not a cogent
argument for atheism.

2 E.g. Ps.14,1 and Ps.53,1 demonstrate that thdusim that God does not exist was an
option at that time, although it is true that tisi:iot a theoretical but a practical atheism (cf.
H.J. KrausPsalmen (BKAT XV/I) (5", Neukirchen-Viuyn 1978, 248).

% These apparently conflicting impressions of Gael laest demonstrated by Job’s call for
God to plead on behalf of Job against God (16,21).

31 E.g. Plantinga is of the opinion that belief in d5oan also be warranted by non-
propositional evidence: “Perhaps belief in God masies certain perceptual beliefs,
memory beliefs, certain a priori beliefs and othersbeing properly basicin the right
circumstances” (Plantinga, “Epistemic Probabilit§3). Nevertheless, the existence of God
remains a propositional claim for Plantinga.

%2 Compare e.g. D.Z. Phillipghe Problem of Evil & the Problem of GoMlinneapolis
2004, 118: “If the questions go far enough in aaterdirection, they will lead, not to
changes within the relationship with God but to ¢imel of that relationship”. | further refer
to this book by means of the short tieil & God.
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8.2.3 Defending Theism by Means of a Theodicy

8.2.3.1 General

The suggestion that the existence of a theistic @Gothcompatible with the
presence of evil in the world has been answereld séveral proposals that try to
explain how these two can be reconciled. They lagesb called theodicies. These
proposals defend God’s justice in spite of theterise of evil in God’s creation.
Some see a greater good which justifies the fatt@od permits the existence of
evil. Important representatives of this type ofattiey are the free will defence and
pedagogical views. They regard evil as an inewtddy-product of a greater good
or as a means to accomplish it. A somewhat difteemproach is offered by
eschatological theodicies. This type of theodicgfishe opinion that God can not
be blamed for permitting the existence of evil heseathere will be a future
compensation for current unjustifiable harm. Ondhe hand, one could see clues
in the book of Job for all three forms of theodide free will defence can be
recognized in the concept of retribution to a gerextent because this concept
also maintains the starting point that the freeiahof human beings has positive
or negative consequences as a result. Job’s fieepet relationship with God
(42,5) could be seen as an illustration of the ithed evil is necessary for personal
growth. This would support a pedagogical view oit E\dob’s ultimate restoration
(42,7-17) seems to confirm the eschatological vibat innocent suffering will
finally be compensated for. However, on the otrerchone could also wonder to
what extent each theodicy assumes a general ovenfig5od’s actions and the
coherence of all that happens in the world whictriticized by God’s answer. The
confrontation of these three forms of theodicy #mel book of Job is now further
examined in this section.

8.2.3.2 The Free Will Defence

The free will defence justifies the existence ofl ey pointing out the value of a
world in which human beings are free to chooseetdogpm morally wrong or good
actions. Plantinga depicts the free will defenceaimwvell-known description as
follows; the free will defence considers a worldnt@ning creatures who are
significantly free as more valuable, all else besggal, than a world containing no
free creatures at all. It supposes that God cay aelate such a world if creatures
are capable of moral good as well as moral evilabse creatures are not
significantly free if God prevents them from perfong wrong actions. The free
will defence claims that it is possible that Godildonot have created a universe
containing moral good without creating one thatoatontained moral evil.

% Moreover, Elihu also suggests a pedagogical fanctif evil when he suggests that
setbacks can be a warning from God.
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Therefore, God had to permit moral evil as a resfiivrong actiong? Thus far
only moral evil has been mentioned. An additionapds required in order to give
natural evil a place. Therefore, Plantinga addkiscargument the possibility that
natural evil is a result of the actions of sigrafitly free but non human entiti&s.
He also suggests that some natural evils and sensems might be related in such
a way that the person would produce less moral gfoibed evils had been absent.
Then the existence of natural evil serves to actismpmore moral goodf.
Plantinga distinguishes hidefence emphatically from a free willtheodicy
According to him, a theodicy claims to state what reason for permitting evil
really is, while a defence doesmot claim to know or even believe that its
proposition is true but at most wants to show whatl's reasomight possibly he
Hence, Plantinga’s only aim is to show that thamnise that ‘God is omniscient,
omnipotent, and wholly good’ can be consistent i premise that ‘God creates
a world containing evil and has a good reason éimgiso’®’

The heart of this free will defence is the assuampthat a world containing
human beings who are significantly free is moreughle than a world without free
human beings. However, there is the question of tmyudge that our current
world is more valuable than another one. Thergwaoeproblems, namely. Firstly,
the comparison between two possible worlds is jerohtic. It requires that
someone can adopt an independent position in gelath the two objects of
comparison in order to be able to judge which aligve is more valuable. This
would be the position of God or the all-knowing nadéor in the book of Job.
However, God’'s answer makes it clear that humangsedo not occupy such a
divine position. Job does not have primordial kremige, nor did he fix the
measurements of the earth (38,4-5). Human beirgsiaible to step out of their
form of life in order to objectively compare thedituation to an alternative.
Therefore, they can not establish that our worldluding significantly free
creatures, is more valuable than another one. 88cdhe question arises of what
precisely one would compare, if such a compariserevpossible. Since free will
is an essential characteristic of human beings,akernative world in the

% A.C. Plantinga,God, Freedom, and EyilGrand Rapids 1977, 29-31 [reprinted ed. of
New York 1974]. For Plantinga, being free with respto an action means that a person is
free to perform that action and free to refrainnfrperforming it (29). Pannenberg also
supposes that creating free human beings involedisk that human beings would abuse
this freedom. He is of the opinion that only thehegological completion of the world can
definitively prove God’s justice but he concludésttthe Creator had to put up with the
transitory nature and suffering of creatures, aisd ¢he possibility of evil as a result of
their striving for autonomy, if he wanted a world finite creatures and their
interdependence (W. Pannenbeystematische Theologie, IGottingen 1991, 193-
194.200-201).

% PlantingaGod, Freedom, and Eyib7-59.

% plantingaGod, Freedom, and Eyib7-58.

%" PlantingaGod, Freedom, and Eyi7-29.
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comparison would contain creatures that are notdmubeings. The claim of the
free will defence would then be that a world in gfhive are human beings is more
valuable than a world in which we are not humamgei When the free will
defence claims that we would loose some greated,gbothinks in relation to us.
However, the problem is that we are not us anynmtbe alternative. Therefore,
the choice between the two alternatives can notdde® In this way, the free will
defence fails to offer a possibjlgstification for the existence of evil. It can ‘only’
be taken as a description of how a considerable gfaevil comes into being.
Regularly, people fall victim to the consequencésmorally wrong actions by
fellow human beings. However, we can take thisasitun only as a fact. Assessing
whether this situation is a greater good is beymmdcapabilities?

This chapter deals with the interaction betweenltitdical material from the
book of Job and systematic theological views on iiseie of theodicy. While
insights from the book of Job have in particularegfioned some systematic
theological views until now, the biblical materitdelf can also be questioned for
its systematic theological implicatioff’s.A comparison between the free will
defence and the concept of retribution then revaalisnportant shortcoming in the
case of the latter. Both views have in common #ut that they take the free will
of human beings as a starting point. Human chadiest the cause of events in
the world. The free will defence understands a@esssuffering as the result of
another’'s morally wrong actions. These are theoastof fellow human beings or
other significantly free entities but not actions®od. On the contrary, the concept
of retribution sees suffering as a consequencenefsoown actions. As Job’s
friends argue; Job's suffering can only be God'snigpiment for earlier
wrongdoing (22,5-9). Here, God also causes suffeffime confrontation between
the free will defence and this biblical view reveealweakness in the scheme of the
relation between a person’s actions and what Isefaim. This scheme lacks any
consideration of the fact that someone may suffea gictim of the morally wrong
actions of fellow human beings. Job’s innocent emifiij denounces this
shortcoming. Job does not see any sin that cowlifyjuhis misfortune that has
been caused by, among others, the surprise attdicke Chaldeans and Sabeans.
The concept of retribution is blind to the effecssuch actions by individual
agents in interaction with each other. It is troattthe book of Job does not fully
exclude the possibility of being a victim. The fris, for instance, charge Job with

3 Cf. Phillips,Evil & God, 54-55.96.

%9 One could wonder whether Plantinga’s modesty weard to his ambitions —he only
formulates a possibility and does not claim thaisitrue— meets the criticism of God’s
answer. However, this is not the case because #thoaological problem remains in
Plantinga’s argument. It assumes an external mdimtew which a human being is unable
to adopt.

%081.2.2 and §8.1.
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stealing and failing to support the weéaklevertheless, the focus is on a person’s
own guilt with regard to suffering instead of theagieness that someone can be the
victim of another's deed$. However, Job’s case indicates the limits of this
retributive logic and demonstrates that wrong b&havis not necessarily the
cause of misfortune.

The distinction between the self-centred bias efdbncept of retribution and
the free will defence’s eye for the effects for thevironment may affect the
intentions of one’s actions. While self-wellbeirg the focus in the first case,
awareness that one’s actions also affect othess gete attention in the second
case. The satan’s question of whether Job fearsf@adothing (1,9) touches on
this matter. This question deals with the motive Job’s devotion to God. If a
theology is particularly concerned with a persoo\wn welfare, self-interest
threatens to be a more important reason for wopghgp God and leading a
righteous life than awe because of God’s greatriHss.good treatment of fellow
human beings is then inspired by self-interesteratihan altruism. The downside of
the concept of retribution is the threat that theimmotive for worshipping God
and looking after fellow human beings is the congagion with prosperity which
is on the horizof® At the same time, one could wonder to what exbeief in
God is still a free choice, if it is rewarded aaiog to a relation between a
person’s actions and what befalls them. The feaafmiserable fate if one is not
faithful may dictate a person’s worship to God éast of devotiori? Human beings
would then somehow be like puppets or robots thafaced with the prospect of
reward or punishment. They seem less free to chebst¢her or not they want to
serve God in this cad2Hence, human beings are greater partners befae iGo
their choice to serve God and look after fellowaetuvees is not inspired by a reward
or compensation that is on the horizon.

There is also a tendency in the book of Job tmaitdi the free will of human
beings. The concept of retribution implies a frémice for doing good or bad.
However, Job’s friends see a restriction with rdgar the human capacity to be
righteous. They introduce the motif of human impetibn which denies that a

4122 .6-9. See also Job’s declaration of innocenak 81) where morally correct action is
directly related to dealings with fellow human tgsn

42 A consequent application of the concept of retitou would mean that victims of a
person’s morally wrong actions must have acted imosally wrong way themselves. For,
otherwise the misfortune is not justified. It seeabsar to me that such a consequent
application demonstrates the limits of a retribeitscheme.

3 The nature of the relation between God and huneamgb is further elaborated upon in
§8.5.4.

4 Job's friends give extensive catalogues of thefartisnes of the wicked. This
enumeration also suggests that self- benefit sracgplar motivation for devotion.

“5 This touches on the second implication of the réatguestion in 1,9; does God not
actually procure devotion by rewarding human befiogsheir faithfulness? See §6.2.2.
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human being can be fully righteous before Gad. their speeches this view serves
to take the edge off Job’s argument that he is eless’’ However, the implication
of this motif is that the free will of human beinigsrestricted to some extent. For,
human nature determines that human beings areait@lle completely righteous
in their actions. This would mean that human begspartly prescribed because
they can not evade doing some wré8hé.this is true, one could wonder whether
God is morally reprehensible because he has créat@dn beings in such a way
that they always commit some sins. Some argueGbdtis blameless because he
created people imperfectly in order that they canréleased® However, God
would then be like a doctor who feeds someone baithfood in order to be able to
treat them for food poisoning afterwards. Then hutp@ings would be more like a
toy in God’s hands than full partners within a auaet because their free will is
limited>® God would indirectly cause wrong actions by hunimings in this
case’* Therefore, the motif of human imperfection is satisfactory if it makes an
essential statement about human beings. Moreowevplld require a position
external to God and the world in order to be ablestablish that all creatures are
not fully righteous before God. The awareness dinfain relation to God can
only be observed within the context of one’s peasaalationship with God. Only
individuals themselves can establish that they atocome up to the mark before
God.

8.2.3.3 Pedagogical Views on Evil

Representatives of a pedagogical view are notfigatisvith the free will defence
as justification for the existence of eVilThey value Plantinga’s view that it is
possible that natural evil is due to the actionsighificantly free but non-human

%4,17-21; 15,14-16; 25,4-6. See §3.4.

" See §3.4.

8 The doctrine of original sin has a comparable ip@isic anthropology. However, it
attributes the imperfect nature of a human beingaiesgressions of the first human beings.
In this way, it safeguards God for having broudit evil by creating people imperfectly.
49 Barth e.g. states that the Creation makes it plesaind creates room for the foundation
and history of the covenant to take place (K. Bafihchliche Dogmatik I11/1. Die Lehre
von der SchépfungZirich 1945, 107). The content of this covenantJesus Christ
according to Barth. God wanted the Creation in otdemake the history of redemption
possible; becausservatiq thereforecreatio... (K. Barth, Kirchliche Dogmatik 11I/3. Die
Lehre von der Schépfungurich 1950, 90-91).

*|n 10,12-14, Job utters a similar suspicion. Hggests that God created human beings
for the hidden purpose of spying on them in ordepunish them if they sin instead caring
for them.

°L Compare e.g. Job’s charge in 9,24.

2 E.g. R. Swinburne, “Problem of Evil", in: S.C. Bvo (ed.), Reason and Religion
London 1977, 85.
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entities as unsatisfactory. Pedagogical views, therefore, formulate additional
reasons for why God has created a world contaitfiegexistence of evil. They
argue that evil is necessary for bringing aboutesgneater good which would not
come into being without . The starting point of pedagogical views is thatnan
beings are created ‘immaturely’ with the potertiiajrow. The goal is to develop a
good character and become a more perfect humag Beitick describes this as
becoming children of God which includes conscioeiofvship with God?®
According to pedagogical views, the existence df mvnecessary in order to
accomplish this development. It serves to provigepbe with insight into the
distinction between morally right and wrong actemd evokes responsibility and
compassion for each oth&rSwinburne argues that creatures would lack any ver
strong responsibility for each other if they didt tave the power to hurt each
other®® According to Hick, unmerited suffering is neededvoke compassion and
self-giving for others because we do not acknowdedgmoral call if someone
receives his just punishmetitin this way, evil is a necessary ingredient of thi
world in order to enable creatures to become maerfept human beings in the
eyes of a pedagogical view.

Pedagogical views justify God by means of a packiitt analogy. According
to Hick, for instance, parents are willing to alldheir children miss out on a
certain amount of pleasure in favour of the growththese children in greater
values such as moral integrity, unselfishness, essipn, et cetera. Hick is of the
opinion that, if God’s purpose for his human creaduis rather similar to that of
parents for their children, then the ultimate emdvhich the world exists is not the
presence of pleasure and the absence of pain g heplace of soul-makind.
Since it is richer and more valuable that one @dtad goodness by meeting and
mastering temptations and by rightly making choitesn if one would be if
created in a state either of innocence or of viftam the beginning, the existence

3 E.g. R. SwinburneThe Existence of Goftev. ed.], Oxford 1991, 202. Swinburne
elsewhere claims that not all evil actions arecastiof agents with free will (Swinburne,
“Major Strands”, 41). Furthermore, the free will felece has not given grounds for
supposing that the existence of evil consequen€eanonal evils is compatible with the
existence of God according to Swinburne (SwinbutRegblem of Evil”, 86).

** E.g. Swinburne, “Problem of Evil”, 82. Swinburnemntions various goods in Swinburne,
“Major Strands”, 30-48.

%5 Swinburne, “Problem of Evil”, 88-89 (see also %):9Hick, Evil and God 291-295.
Hick calls this ‘soul-making’ (295).

*® Hick, Evil and God 291.

" Swinburne further argues that natural evil is seagy in order to provide people with
knowledge of evil (Swinburné&xistence of Gad200-214).

*8 Swinburne, “Problem of Evil”, 88.

> Hick, Evil and God 370.

%0 Hick, Evil and God 294-295.
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of evil is justified according to Hick. A consequence of pedagogical views is the
possibility that a person’s innocent suffering ohhngs some good for somebody
else. Swinburne values this as legitimate by rigferto his right as a parent to let
the younger son suffesomewhatfor the good of his and his brother's s&ul.
Hence, the good of free development of human bejagtfies that God has
allowed the existence of evil. It is necessary lideo to enable human beings to
grow in the right direction.

A problem arises when it is not clearly visible wlhnigreater good a specific
evil brings about. At this point, the two importaepresentatives of a pedagogical
view —Hick and Swinburne— seem to take differentrses. Hick displays some
modesty and realizes that some excessive sufferlaghes far beyond the
constructive function of character buildiffgSwinburne, on the other hand, refers
to our restricted overview and maintains the cotioedetween evil and good. He
argues that God sees the results of particulas endre clearly than we do and,
therefore, may know the good that comes about thanka particular evil and
which would not come about otherwf8eEach evil or possible evil removed takes
away one more actual good, according to Swinbftndowever, the strict
application of such a connection in actual situsideads to rather far-reaching
statements. Swinburne, for example, says that th#ers\g of Jews in
concentration camps made heroic choices possiblgefaple normally too timid or
too hardhearted to make théf.

The criticism of God’s answer to Job’s attempt tiot a God's eye view
touches pedagogical theodicies in two ways. That fioint is reminiscent of the
objection against the free will defence. It conedire claim that this world is more
valuable than another one. In a similar way, thierders of pedagogical views
value the current world, in which one attains todjess by meeting and mastering
temptations and by rightly making choices, as niciied more valuable than an
alternative one. However, such a judgement woulgliire the ability to position
oneself independently from this world and one’s dwiman existence. Otherwise
a comparison with other possible worlds can namlaele. Since this is impossible,

®% Hick, Evil and God 291. Hick thinks that a world in which sufferimgists to least a
moderate degree may well be a better environmenttde development of moral
personalities than would be a sphere that was wbidll changes (369). According to
Swinburne, “...the price of possible passive evilsdther creatures is a price worth paying
for agents to have great responsibilities for eatbler” (Swinburne, “Problem of Evil”, 88).
®2 Swinburne, “Problem of Evil”, 9Zxistence of Ga217.

®3 Hick, Evil and God 366.

% Swinburne, “Problem of Evil”, 92: “God may knowattthe suffering that A will cause B
is not nearly as great as B’s screams might sudgast and will provide (unknown to us)
an opportunity to C to help B recover and will thgige C a deep responsibility which he
would not otherwise have”.

% Swinburne, “Major Strands”, 44.

% Swinburne, “Major Strands”, 44.
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the current world can not be valued as ‘richer amate valuable®’ Secondly,
pedagogical views themselves also suppose an iibf@$30d’s eye view. Their
basic premise is that evil in a particular contaxbigs about some greater good if it
is considered from a broader perspective. Howabere is the question of how
one notices that there is such a relation betwesgpeaific evil and some greater
good. Swinburne admits that human beings might Some not observe the
connection to a greater go8tlt obviously demands a point of view external to
this world in order to be able to survey the coheeebetween all that happens and
to observe that a specific evil finally brings f@amsd some greater good. Only God
adopts such a position. But Swinburne does not th&amplications of his own
observation into account. For, how does he knowgbme good stems from each
evil, if human beings lack insight into the broaeééfiects of a specific deed? It is
impossible to establish objectively that each ekimately has some good as result
or by-product. Moreover, the examples of good, Whiefenders of pedagogical
views mention, can often be refuted by counter etesi’ Swinburne, for
instance, states that the holocaust made heroidsdeessible. But, at the same
time, this tragedy incited some to betrayal andadf@ practices in order to
survive’® In this way, a pedagogical justification of theistance of evil fails. It
supposes an overall view which human beings dhaot.

Furthermore, Swinburne’s statement that each evipassible evil removed
takes away one more actual good raises the questiarhat kind of concept of
God such a view supposes. If the connection betwegmand the good they cause
is so strict, then each intervention would breais ttonnection. However, this
would imply that God does not have any room tofestly anymore. The result,
then, is that God would not be theistic any lon@winburne’s statement implies
that God has only set things in motion but God does intervene because
removing some evil would take away some good. Sactoncept of God is
compatible with the deist position.

Nevertheless one could argue that the book of dataims several clues which
do support a pedagogical view of evil. On the oardh Job’s development in the
course of the book could be understood as a sokinggrocess. His miserable
fate ultimately appears to stimulate the intenatfin of his relationship with God.

° See also §7.2.3.2.

%8 Swinburne, “Problem of Evil”, 92.

%9 See also D.Z. Phillips, “Problem of Evil", in: S.B8rown (ed.),Reason and Religion
London 1977, 112-114Evil & God, 63. Hick, though, admits that the problem of evil
remains in its full force and that the soul-makprgcess does in fact fail in our world at
least as often as it succeeds (Hikil and God 369-372; see also 375).

" The story of Job also illustrates how evil somesrbrings forward more bad than good.
The epilogue makes it clear that the friends haied to take their responsibility rightly.
They have spoken wrongly of God (42,7). So, it @ppdhat evil also brought forward
some more evil.
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Even though Job’s struggle leads at first to sericiarges against God, he finally
feels that he knows God better than before. While darlier only heard of God,
his eye has now seen him (42,5). The evil, whicll @ermits as a test and which
affects Job, apparently results in the good ofgitwevth of Job’s relationship with
God in the longer run. On the other hand, the cgnaihJob’s friends and their
attempts to comfort Job could be taken as aniilitish of how innocent suffering
evokes compassion and offers the opportunity tevatesponsibility. This implies
that Job’s blameless suffering enables the frignddevelop their characters by
being morally virtuous. In this way, the book obJseems to offer an illustration
of a soul making process as well as an exampleoaf innocent suffering gives
someone else the opportunity to display compasaioiresponsibility.

However, several objections can be raised agaités {pedagogical
understanding of the book of Job. Firstly, it isegtionable whether one can
connect Job’s eventually deepened relationship @itld to his suffering with any
certainty. This is namely an external explanatidnJob’s frame of mind. An
outsider estimates Job’s inner considerations atdexjuently designates Job’s
intensified relationship with God as the fruit bétevil that has been inflicted upon
him. But how can this observation be made so s@rélyot of people lose their
belief in God after suffering evil. They are disapped in God because God did
not manifest his presence and assistance in thetlvegyhad expected at that the
time of their suffering. Perhaps Job’s relationshifth God grew despite his
suffering instead of thanks to it. The point istteach an assessment can not be
made from an external position. Human beings singply not look into the mind
of another person. Only suffering individuals thetaes can clarify whether their
struggle with grief, which they met at a certainmamt, has deepened or, on the
contrary, harmed their relationship with God in kbieger run.

The second objection concerns the pedagogical gibasic premise that some
evil is justified because of the greater good fitmately has as a result. So, Job’s
suffering would be warranted because of the gragied, namely that it gives the
friends the opportunity to show their compassiod anoral responsibility. It would
enable the friends to develop their characters.féb& point of this thinking is the
greater good, which stems from the evils that hapged which justifies it. The
evils serve as an instrument in order to bring aktwai greater good. However, this
instrumentalization of evil causes difficultiesighores the harm which these evils
cause. The supposed good of a responsible reabiiothe friends does not
compensate the loss of property that Job has sdffapr pay damages for the
unigue value of the personal relation to each efdhildren, who are irreplaceable
and whom Job now misses. In the same way, her@dsddo not compensate the
suffering of millions during the holocaustlt would be a trivialization of the pain

"> See also Phillips, “Problem of Evil”, 110-111. Rps here cites W. Somerset Maugham.
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people suffer, if evil is justified by the goodpitovides. Pain can not be balanced
by good on the basis of calculations of gain arsgfoMoreover, the source of the
entire debate on theodicy —innocent suffering— wonbt be taken seriously
anymore, if it was justified as being the instrumér some greater good. The
pain, the grief, or the despair as such which maly cause can not be relieved,
eliminated, ignored, or justified by the greateogahat it seems to bring forward.

One could argue that this second objection cartlypdoe met by the argument
that God does not let people suffer without limfthis would remove the
impression that God is not concerned with the dithose who suffer at all. In
this way Swinburne, for example, argues that a géod certainly stops too much
suffering. Human physiology puts limits on how mualman beings can suffer at
any given time, according to SwinburfiéThis would imply that it is not immoral
to let Job suffer his immense losses because Gesl mat let Job suffer more than
he can bear. Swinburne assumes that this gengrinetion is applicable to each
actual individual case. However, this is problemaRhillips values the transition
in Swinburne’s argument from talk of the world @kt about human beings and
from conceivable limits to actual limits as unwatable. He argues that what
constitutes a limit or going too far for one persmay not apply to another.
Therefore, we need to refer to actual limits indteiiconceivable limits, according
to Phillips’* Actual examples show that Phillips’ observationcésrect. People
sometimes succumb to their miserable fate. It makesense to argue that such
suffering remains within limits when people themssl experience it differently.
Limits have simply been crossed in these individizaes. Only in actual cases can
it be judged whether or not an individual's suffgrihas gone beyond the limits.
The book of Job illustrates the risks of applyirengral concepts to individual
cases. The theodicy of the friends that trouble lmamxplained by the concept of
retribution becomes stuck in Job’s case. It leadd$ldawed accusations against
Job!® In a similar way, the general claim that God liastéd human suffering to a
bearable amount does not tone down the fact tleah#mm done by suffering is
trivialised, if it is justified by a greater goodhigh it serves. People sometimes
suffer more than they can bear in individual cases.

A third objection regards the nature of the resjimlity that one’s suffering
has to evoke. A pedagogical view would label Jabiffering as an opportunity for
the friends to show their responsibility and to elep their character. Here,

2 phillips, “Problem of Evil”, 71. In Dostoyevski'She Brothers Karamazowan argues
that innocent suffering (the suffering of a chilsloutweighed by the idea that such misery
is necessary for learning the difference betweerdgmnd evil (Fifth Book, chapter 4).

3 Swinburne, “Problem of Evil”, 89-90; “Major Strasitf 43. The parent-child analogy
then justifies this limited suffering.

™ phillips, “Problem of Evil”, 112.

522,5-9. In 42,7, this is seen as wrong by Godthatsame time, the narrator has already
made the reader familiar with Job’s innocence eglologue.
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responsibility is depicted as something that oneosks to take on in a particular
case or not. Each new case of suffering then reguirnew consideration about
whether one will accept or refuse the opportunitpwever, it is questionable
whether responsibility works in such a way. Firstiy act of responsibility or
compassion is not preceded each time by the cludieghether one will display
these virtues or not. There is not always a temmgaa between willing and doing.
Showing responsibility or compassion can be anesgion of a person’s character
without considering the alternatives beforeh&hdSecondly, the kind of
responsibility which pedagogical views presentastipularly concerned with the
benefit for the individual who takes advantage luf topportunity and shows
responsibility. Phillips calls this pseudo-respbiiigy. According to him, “if we
remind someone of his responsibilities, we arectling his attention to concerns
other than himself. Swinburne’s analysis makeselwescerns the servants of that
self".”” So, if self-interest is the motive for having centfor another, one can not
speak of responsibility or compassion anyni8ré. would be as if availing
themselves of the opportunity to develop their abtars was the motive for the
coming of Job’s friends. That seems unlikely. leres that concern for Job is a
more likely reason for the friends setting out fraheir homes in order to
sympathize with Job and to comfort him rather thalfrinterest.

8.2.3.4 Eschatological Theodicies

An eschatological theodicy justifies current suffgr by referring to a future
compensation for the harm which has been done. ddnigpensation will normally
take place in an afterlife. An eschatological thepdcan also function as an
additional explanation or promise alongside another theoditigk, for example,
admits that evil does not always result in a phas¢he fulfilment of God's
purpose. According to him, a Christian theodicy titherefore point forward to a
final blessedness and claim that this infinite fatgood will render worthwhile all
the pain, travail and wickedness that has occuorethe way? In this way, the
eschatological theodicy supposes a certain kincelaftion between what human
beings do and what happens to them. For, that wisidonsidered as innocent
suffering can apparently only be explained if itcsmpensated by a similar or
greater amount of good. This is the case if fuamapensation is strictly related to
an individual's earthly travails and if the existerof suffering as such is balanced

% See PhillipsEvil & God, 28-32.

" phillips, “Problem of Evil”, 110. See also PhilifEvil & God, 56-58.

"8 This reminds of the satan’s question of whethér féars God for nothing (1,9). Here, it
can be applied to relations between human beisgself-interest or compassion the motive
for concern for the other?

"® Hick, Evil and God 375-377.
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by a future infinite good or fulfilment of God’s gd purposé’ God’s actions
would be immoral without such a balance in the eykethose who hold to an
eschatological vieW* The prospect that God will somehow accomplish taréu
(eschatological) good —as compensation— makesxibeece of evil in our current
world less problematic according to the eschatoligheodicy.

The epilogue in the book of Job could be understasda warrant for an
eschatological theodicy. The fairy-tale end of Huok tells how Job is restored
with more than he had before his misfortune. Jabvsarded for his blameless way
of life. It is true that Job himself was not quitere that his miserable fate would
change, even though he expressed his trust inedistervention on his behalf. He
did not struggle along because of the prospect foftire compensation. What's
more, Job’s protest would not have been necessaig had had such a prospect.
For then he could have borne his innocent suffenhge just awaiting the coming
of better times. Nevertheless readers could argaiethe restoration of Job at the
end of the book justifies the harm which God haadniteed before, when they look
back over the course of Job’s life. They could thken it an assurance that God
compensates or restores earlier (innocent) suéféfin

However, the main question with regard to eschgtobd theodicies is the way
in which the prospect of future compensation jiegtibr explains current suffering.
The prospect of God putting right or compensatinffesed harm at a later time
does not explain the sense of the existence ofrettile world now. God would be
like a dentist who breaks somebody’s tooth but psemto repair it afterwards. It
seems immoral on God’'s part to let someone suffesuich a way for no clear
reason or only for self-intere$tNeither can the future compensation be reparation
of some imperfection or small fault which God earlimade when he created the
earth. For then God’s omnipotence would be undescudision. Moreover,
compensation as such can often not pay damagedbddnarm or the losses that
someone has suffered. For instance, nothing care mpkfor the loss of a child
even if it is heavenly compensatithFor, that would imply that there is a kind of
balance within which evil can be exchanged for goddwever, the pain of
suffering and the damage it causes is trivialiséditiis justified by the

8 Hick distinguishes his position from the view tila¢ promised joys of heaven are to be
related to man’s earthly travails as compensatioreward. According to him, the ‘good
eschaton’ will not be a reward or a compensatiapertioned to each individual's trials
but an infinite good that would render worth whaay finite suffering endured in the
course of attaining to it (Hiclgvil and God 376-377).

81 Compare Job’s accusation that God is acting Ugjbisticause God does not reward him
with prosperity even though he is blameless (Job 9)

8 This idea is strengthened by the fact that theklmfalob does not reject the concept of
retribution in the end. God’s answer makes it ctbat the wicked are punished.

8 It reminds of Job’s suggestion that God’s hiddarppse for creating human beings was
to be able to punish them when they sin (10,12-14).

8 phillips, Evil & God, 85-86.
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compensation that will later follof. Scars can not be removed by subsequent
compensation. Nevertheless, it is true that betieoéten draw hope and strength
from the prospect that their misery or pain will tleenoved, compensated for, or
restored. The expectation of an afterlife or a ndtfie establishment of the
Kingdom of God can inspire them now to bear thdsfantune. However, then the
future good is no longer a justification of the st@nce of evil but @aromisethat
God will heal what is broken in our current wotfdduman beings are in a similar
position to Job. He did not know what his life wable like but he maintained trust
in his witness and redeemer. Equally, God’s prontie there will be no evil
anymore in a future world can provide those who suéfering with comfort,
motivation to remain faithful to God and strengthbiear current misetybut that
does not justify their suffering.

8.2.4 God as Fellow Moral Agent

The debate on the issue of theodicy concentratgmiticular on God’s perfect
goodness. The main point is whether or not Godbeahlamed for morally wrong
actions by permitting the existence of evil in thierld and Job believes that God
can be blamed. He comes to the conclusion thatpg@oekrts justice because God
has inflicted him with misfortune despite his ineace. This conclusion is based
on the concept of retribution. Job believes thatl Gots in this rather mechanical
way. He judges by means of this standard whethat’'sGactions are right or
wrong® But what Job considers as God’s standard of vehgbad is unmasked by
God’s answer as a standard that does not fullyespond with God'’s reality. God
calls it frustration of his justice (40,8). Jobres that it is God who has fixed the
measurements of the earth, not Job (38,5). God snidlkitear that it goes beyond
Job’s ability to have insight into God’'s counse8,@. It surpasses the limit of
God’s transcendence if God’s actions are understbomlgh human frames of

8 Compare §8.2.3.3. In Dostoyevskise Brothers KaramazoWwan is of the opinion that
subsequent compensation (eternal harmony) is nothwibe price of innocent suffering
(the suffering of children) now. According to hieternal harmony is worthless if innocent
suffering is not avenged. Ivan would return th&etcfor entering heaven because the price
of the harmony is too high (Fifth Book, chapter 4).

8 A separate issue is the role which Christologypla the realization of this promise. Is
the suffering of Christ, for example, a sign of Godompassion for those who suffer or
does it play a role in overcoming evil? This isumé topic which is not discussed further in
this study.

8" The book of Job does not reject the concept ofbrgton. One could apply this logic
rather strictly to the promise of future compermatind argue that there will be reward as
well as punishment according to how human beinge hized their lives. Whether the
eschaton should be taken in this way or in a diffeway is another debate. This is not
discuss in this study.

8 Job’s friends use the same standard. However,ahsyme that God is ‘perfectly good’
(e.g. 8,3) and therefore conclude that Job must kaned given his misfortune.
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reference. God demonstrates that Job measured Gglttsousness according to a
standard external to God. However, God would losedivinity if it could be
conceived that there is something next to and gréhtin God. Job can only trust
and take for granted that what God does is gooddiipition?® This can not be
judged on the basis of human (moral) stand&tds.

When theodicists and atheists deal with the isduthendicy they follow a
similar policy to Job. Namely, they judge God'siaegs according to a norm
external to God. Atheists consider it as morallpng to let someone suffer harm.
Because of the existence of evil, they draw theckemion that God violates this
norm. Theodicists, on the other hand, suppose ithat morally wrong to let
someone suffer without sufficient reason. Thereftrey argue that God keeps this
moral rule and explain why it is justified that Ghds permitted the presence of
this seemingly unjustifiable evil. So, both partegsply a norm from our human
moral community to God. They treat God as a mengbeyur moral community
and evaluate whether God acts in accordance wehmbral standards of this
community. However, God points out his transcengbasition in his answer and
makes it clear that his actions can not be measaredrding to human standards.
He can not be treated as if he is a member of @sahcommunity’* This is where
the debate among theodicists and atheists on thgore between God and the
existence of evil fails. Both deal with God as & twvere a fellow moral agent
among human agents. But this ignores the implinatiof God’s transcendence.
There is a fundamental difference between God anuah beings?

Job himself is rather ambivalent on this point.t@® one hand, he realizes that
it is impossible to enter into a lawsuit with Goechuse God is not a human being
like Job® On the other hand, Job’s desire to have a case®at remaing? Job
proves his innocence with an extensive declaratimh challenges God to disclose
the reasons for his sufferifiy.God’s answer has frequently puzzled readers
because they have the impression that God igndnaes Job has argued. However,
could it be that God wants to show with his indineay of reply that he can not be
called to account as if he is a member of our mooahmunity who has to justify
his actions? Moreover, it would give the impresdioat God can be manipulated
by human behaviour or rebellion, if he replied terything Job put before him.
God takes up a transcendent position and is nell@s moral agent. Therefore, it

8 This is the Euthyphro-dilemma: are morally gootsawilled by God because they are
morally good, or are they morally good because #reywilled by God?

% See also Miskottgdntwoord 93.167.179; Van Woldd&leneer en mevrouw Jph07.

° phillips, Evil & God, 34-44.148-151.

2 See among others: 9,32-33; 33,12; 36,22-23; Gandswer (particularly 38,4.18; 40,9-
14).

%89,32-33. See also 23,3.8-9.

%413,3; 23,4.

% Job 31.
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seems that he does not go into Job’s charges aligrges in a straight forward
way. Nevertheless, God does answer Job, even ththeghnature of God's
response is different than one might expect. Téneals some of the character of
the God whom Job worships. Whereas the Almighty mainbe manipulated by
human beings or summoned to court as if he wasopair moral community, he
does not ignore the cries of the afflicted. Jobobees aware that God has taken
notice of his miserable situati6hGod does take notice of the misery of human
beings, their call for assistance, and their reguesdespair but on his own terms.

The nature of the relationship between God and hub®ings depends on
whether or not God is thought of as part of ouraheommunity. If God is taken
as fellow moral agent, the covenant between Godhamdan beings is a kind of
contract on the basis of which both parties cajudged®’ It seems part of this
contract is that God provides human beings withbthst of things and, therefore,
that he does not let people suffer unnecessarilyubd interest would be the basis
for maintaining the relationship with the othertgaiDevotion would be inspired
by what God offers in return. Now the subject febdte among theodicists and
atheists is whether or not God has broken thisraonhby permitting the existence
of evil. It is this contractual thinking that ismunced in particular by the satan in
the prologue. The satan suggests that Job’s @atspired by God's reward with
prosperity for upright behaviour. If this were thase, it would mean that Job
understands his relationship with God as a contemctording to which God
rewards the righteous with prosperity and punigheswicked with misfortune. In
such a view, God is treated as a fellow moral agénd can be called to account
and honour the contract. However, the book of &pbcts contractual thinking as
the basis of a person’s relationship with God. @ednits Job’s test in order to
prove that Job’s devotion is not motivated by cactwal thinking. If someone
acknowledges that God is not a fellow moral agenbreg human agents, the
nature of one’s relationship with God differs frahmt based upon contractual
thinking. Then awe for the Most High is the basis faintaining a relationship
with God®® Evil may evoke doubt about God’s righteousnesthis case but a
person’s belief does not then fully depend uponthérethey justly find good or
evil in their life.

8.3 Theological Idealism
Since the story of Job points out several problehteeological realism, one could
wonder whether it propagatestlzeological idealismas alternative. Theological

% Firstly, God answers Job, whereas Job thoughtGiat would remain silent (30,20 vs.
38,1). Secondly, God takes notice of Job’s questiand accusations by presenting a
counter picture (see 85.4).

" See PhillipsEvil & God, 147-151.

% The nature of the relation between God and huneémgb is more extensively dealt with
in 88.5.4.
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idealism takes theologies as constructions of lboughts with which a theologian
tries to grasp a certain order in the reality od@md human beings. This kind of
theology does not pretend that its theories are ltke theological realism does. It
offers constructions that do not describe the tyedut are useful for giving
direction to a person’s life in this reality. Thieas are the focd8The theology of
Tillich could be labelled as an example of theatagjiidealism. Tillich says that
knowledge of God is symbolic because revelatiorthiss manifestation of the
mystery of being and therefore does not increase kmowledge about the
structures of nature, history, and human betffy8ccording to him, nothing can
be said about God as God which is not symbolic mix¢ee non-symbolic
statement that God is being-its®f.This view draws a strict distinction between
the reality of God and the concepts with which @odpoken of. Human concepts
do not touch the divine reality. Now there is theesfion of whether God’s answer
in the book of Job offers support for such theatabidealism. God points out
Job’s lack of insight into God’s counsel (38,2) eféfore, Job has spoken of God
without knowledge. Job is unable to adopt a diposition in order to survey the
coherence of the world and the starting points ofi'& actions. In his response,
Job also acknowledges that he has spoken abougfstttat are too wonderful to
understand (42,3) and resolves to be silent infatere (40,4-5). If systematic
theologians are in a similar position to Job, dibes mean that their speaking of
God is only a human construction which lacks aropedance with the divine?
Some idealistic tendencies can be found in theprg¢ation of God’s answer
by Miskottd® who draws a strict distinction between God, whaidgen, and the
word of God (God’s answer in the book of Job), wihiomes to human beings and
in which God reveals himself. According to him, Gsedhot manifest as such in our
reality but in the word of Gotf® So, God himself is distinguished from his word in
Miskotte’s view. The word is recognizable and natdGhimself. God remains
hidden. However, there is the question of whethenat God’'s words can be
separated from God himself so strictly. When Jopeeences God’'s answer, he
does not make a distinction between God and higlwdwb's eye has seen God
(42,5). Hearing God’s answer is an encounter wiithd Gn Job’s perception.
Therefore, God’'s answer can not be labelled amd &f representation of God

% See also Van den Brot@reatieve Twijfel31-32.

1%p _Tillich, Systematic Theology Chicago1951, 129-131.

1 Tillich, Systematic Theolog238-239.

192 However, Miskotte does not fully comply with thefihition of theological idealism
because he explicitly regards God’s word as stemrinom God. For Miskotte, this is not a
human construction. The idealistic tendency in thisking is concerned with the strict
separation between God himself and his word.

103 Mmiskotte, Antwoord 182-184.199 (see also 122). According to Miskdtias mystery of
God which Job finds and confesses remains thewastl in opposition to streams of
senseless pain and harm that are found in thisicne@67).
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while God himself remains behind the horizon. Thaaept ‘revelation’ would be
empty if we assumed a void between God and hislatee!® Moreover, it
requires a position external to God and this wirldrder to be able to observe that
God stands apart from the word with which he matsfénimself in the world. The
book of Job demonstrates that human beings caadugt such an external point
of view!® It is true that God points out that his actions lgeyond human
observation but he does not remain hidden from Goll. presents several elements
of his counsel and answers Job’s impression of &edtions by means of a
counter picture. Hence Job not only sees indingetssof God but he experiences
how God reveals himself to him.

The story of Job demonstrates that some experiehtiee divine itself is the
basis of a person’s relationship with God. Thealabidealism ignores this relation
with the divine. The implication of a very stridrin of theological idealism could
even be that the existence of God is of less melavanceé® The main issue then
is whether or not some idea of the divine is uséfuldaily life. However, since
belief in God supposes some relationship with Ggdtematic theology is not only
concerned with constructions that function indegenly from the divine. Its
theologizing can not ignore that there is a retatiith God. Therefore, systematic
theological thinking also somehow deals with theirgh. Either way, this
relationship is not denied in God’s answer. Howevke divine words want to
show that human concepts that try to describe ity do not completely
correspond to this reality as if it offers a copytoGod’s answer asks for modesty
with regard to what can be said of the divine. Timisdesty is connected to the
position that human beings adopt in relation to (Ridce human beings are not in
a similar position as the all-knowing narratorte ook of Job, they do not survey
God’s actions and being from a perspective extam@&od and the world. People
can only speak of God while they live in a relasibip with God. Since theological
idealism ignores this relationship with the diving,can not be an adequate
alternative for theological realisHY.

104 v/ Brimmer, Speaking of a Personal God. An Essay in Philos@phitheology
Cambridge 1992,42.

195 50, theological idealism has the same problenhesldgical realism (see §7.2.1). Both
suppose a viewpoint external to God and the warth(den BromTheoloog als jongleur
39).

1% 5ee also Van den Broffiheoloog als jongeleuB9.

197 Job’s decision to remain silent (40,4-5) couldumelerstood as the acknowledgement
that human speaking of God is incapable of appiiagdne divine reality. If this were the
case, it would support theological idealism. Howeueb makes this statement within the
context of the image of the lawsuit. Therefor@des not mean that Job will never speak of
and to God again but implies the acknowledgemeatt @od has a stronger case at this
moment (see 85.3). Moreover, God’s remark thathBEshspoken rightly (42,7) encourages
the view that what is meant by ‘God’ should be debtgif one uses this word.
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8.4 Theological Relationism

8.4.1 Theological Relationism

If one accepts that a systematic theologian adapgtesition equal to Job, then
theological realism and idealism appear to be iqad& perspectives in order to
theologize from. Both approaches assume the viewpaol the narrator, who
observes God and the Creation from a position eat¢o them. But God’'s answer
demonstrates that human beings do not have suclvdis @ye view® This
implies that we can only speak of God from an maémpoint of view. If God is
mentioned, a relationship between God and humamgbds presupposé®. For
believers this relationship with the divine is paftthe reality in which they live.
They can not step outside this relationship andpb@dm independent position
towards it in order to observe both parties in teistionship as objects from an
external position. For example, Job struggles withmisfortune while he is in a
relationship with God. He is criticized for the pbwhere his argument assumes
the position of the narrator in the book. For, baclusion that God perverts
justice supposes insight into God'’s actions andwestfrom an external point of
view. Job becomes aware that he does not have lsumlledge of God. If
systematic theologians accept that they are insitipo equal to Job and realize
that they are unable to adopt a position exteroabod and the world like the
narrator in the book of Job, it only remains possfbr them to theologize from an
internal perspective.

Theological relationism has such an internal pertdyge as its starting point. It
takes the relation between God, human beings, lamdCteation as its basis.
Theological relationism provides language in otdemake the interaction between
God and human beings debatable. A relational tiggottmes not describe Gaal
seor offer a hypothesis that tries to explain eveng (pace theological realism)
but it does take notice of the existential dimenwé Christian belief in God, who
is transcendent. Therefore, theological relationggreaks of the meaning of God

198 This is e.g. made clear by the question of whetrenot Job was present when God
created the world (38,4), by the doubt about whrethenot Job surveys the expanses of the
earth (38,18), and by the challenge to adopt andiyiosition and perform divine tasks
(40,9-14). The prologue underlines Job’s lack dfight into God’s motives. For, it
confirms that Job does not know the real reasohifosuffering.

199 This counts for an insider’s (systematic theologg)well as an outsider’s (philosophy of
religion) perspective. When religion is describeainf an outsider’s perspective, it is still
the case that one observes the divine from théiarkhip that human beings have with the
divine. For, an observer is also unable to adquisition external to God and the world.

10 This description of theological relationism is éan Van den BronGreatieve Twijfel
32-34;Theoloog als jongleyr37.40-41; “Theologie als verbeelding”, 273-291].lvan den
Brom, “Theisme voorbij. Een relationeel alterndtieh: T. Boer (ed.),Schepper naast
God? Theologie, bio-ethiek en pluralisme. Essaysgyaboden aan Egbert Schrotekssen
2004, 39-40.50-52.
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pro nobis The relation between God and human beings i®nigta construction
in the mind of believers which ends when they giacé theological idealism).
Theological relationism regards God as presenuimadst. As Job articulates; his
eye has seen God (42,5). A relational view is floeeeconcerned with the divine
and supposes that the relation between God and rhimeimgs continues after
death. Thus, it makes ‘ontological’ claims. Thatdssay, theological relationism
attempts to approach the divine by describingatations with human beings and
this world. These claims refer to the relationsieetn God, human beings, and the
world instead of a description of God’'s essenceetsdently from these relations.
However, the relation with God can not be descripetthe same way as relations
with visible objects. God’'s transcendence placedindt on our theological
language. The help of relations between famili@maints is needed in order to
explicate relations between God, human beingsitengorld.

The implications of a relational view and its diface to theological realism
can best be clarified by an example. In 16,19-2b, states that his witness is in
heaven. He calls on God to plead as his withneds @idd. Here, God fulfils the
role of witness and plaintiff at the same time. dlbgical realism would take these
two functions as descriptions of God’'s essenceolild argue that these functions
of God exist independently from his relation withniran beings. A realistic view
takes up an external perspective. Therefore, isidens itself capable of surveying
the coherence between the different attributes @matacteristics within God.
Theological realism sees it as its task to makeammbnious synthesis of them
because there can not be internal conflict withod ®y definition. However, this
is where the problem lies. Job’s call in 16,19-81puzzling if ‘witness’ and
‘plaintiff’ are taken as descriptions of God’s ass® An incoherent concept of
God threatens because God fulfils two opposingsrdBome exegetes are of the
opinion that ‘witness’ (16,19) should not be unteed as God. Habel, for
instance, says that Job is not contemplating thed giide of a schizophrenic
deity ™ The characterization ‘schizophrenic deity’ appeéanseveal the underlying
assumption that it would give a conflicting conceptGod if Job incited God to
plead on behalf of him with God. Could it be thatalistic frame of reference has
affected the scholar’s interpretation of ‘withe$¥?

Theological relationism, on the contrary, underdtalwitness’ and ‘plaintiff’
as indications of the relation between Job and Gditness’ and ‘plaintiff then
characterize two different roles which God fulfits relation to Job. On the one
hand, Job interprets his misfortune as God’s chaggénst him. In this miserable

"' Habel,Job, 275.

112 The same counts for the ‘redeemer’ in 19,25. $s Miiller's remark that the contents
of Job’s complaint lead to anti-theism if they amisunderstood as ‘konstative
AuRerungen’. Miiller refers to 16,9 in this conté4tP. Miiller, Das Hiobproblem. Seine
Stellung und Entstehung im Alten Orient und im rAf@stamentEdF 84), % rev. ed.,
Darmstadt 1995, 135).
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fate, God manifests himself as Job’s plaintiff appbonent according to Job. On
the other hand, Job puts his trust in God. He makeappeal to God's role as
helper of those who are in distress and who havalteonative aid. Thus, both
terms identify two different, simultaneously fulitl roles in the interaction
between God and human beings and make these retedathle. Harm can give
rise to the feeling that God has turned against the®n God can become the target
of question and protest because he has permitéeelxibtence of evil. On the other
hand, though, people can call for God’'s help wheih aflicts them. They then
appeal to God as the one who provides strengtthapd. Human beings can not
say more than that God sometimes fulfils these segynconflicting roles in
relation to them at the same time that they liva irelationship with God. This is
the implication of a monotheistic concept of GodwHthese different roles are
related within God is beyond human observation bsedhis requires an external
point of view. We can only deal with how God reeaimself to us™® A relational
view tries to provide language for making debatdahke different ways in which
God reveals himself to us. Since a relational vimals with how God manifests
himself to us instead of God’s essence, the impdinais that God can only be
spoken of in a fragmentary way.

Theological relationism takes the relation betw&ad and human beings as a
starting point. Calling God his ‘witness’ and ‘pitff’ therefore also places Job in
a relationship with God. Job experiences God asi®nent on the one hand but
he declares his dependence upon divine interveftioa change in his miserable
fate on the other. In this way, ‘witness’ and ‘plf’ can not be understood
independently from the form of life in which theyniction. They give words to
different aspects of Job’s relationship with Godinly the time of his suffering.

8.4.2 A Relational View on Evil

The existence of evil has mostly been treated #lsearetical problem. While
atheists are of the opinion that it causes a lbgicaevidential problem for the
existence of a theistic God, theodicists offer thdoal explanations in order to
justify God’s decision to permit evil in this worltiowever, both camps lose sight
of the fact that in first instance the existenceewil is an existential problem
instead of a theoretical one. The idea that evileseto accomplish a greater good
illustrates this observation rather well. Here, plagn and distress of sufferers risks
being trivialised. However, the confrontation wigim evil event can hit human
beings in the heart of their existence. It evokasfusion, raises questions about a
sense of evil, and brings God’s role in relatiomvd under discussion. A relational

113 See also Briimmer’s remark that we experience Giydas he has revealed himself to
us and not as he actually is in himself (Brimniggrsonal Gogd 40). This implies that
God’s revelation also determines the limits of wivatcan know and say of God, according
to him (42-43).
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approach to evil wants to take notice of this exiial aspect. It therefore takes the
relation between grief and the human being suffgeitiras a starting point when it
defines ‘evil'. Evil is then harm which is caused s$entient beings without
justification!** This means that evil is not an entity that existeependently. For,
it would require a position external to God and therld in order to observe
objectively that a particular event is evil. Wheatlemething is evil is established
in relation to the one who suffers the evEntThe issue at stake is now not
whether or not God can be justified for permittthg existence of evil. As | have
argued, this is beyond our ability of observatibhe starting point of theological
relationism is human beings who experience evillevttiey live in a relationship
with God. God is part of their form of life. Thesige then is how the interaction
between God and human beings can be made debdtaliig a period of innocent
suffering. Which role(s) does God fulfil with regato the existence of evil and in
relation to an individual who suffers unjustifiedrm? In this way, theological
relationism takes the perspective of believers, wstamd in a relationship to God
and experience evil in their life.

Thus, a relational approach results in modesty wétiard to justifications of
God or claims about the sense of evil. Understan@ind’s motives for permitting
the presence of evil in this world is a topic tisatoo wonderful to be fathomed by
human being4'® Therefore, human beings can do no more than cenlfies God
created this world and trust that this world is @as it is™'’ This outcome is
reminiscent of Job’s reaction to his misfortunethie prologue. There, Job states
that the Lord has given and the Lord has taken awayblesses God's name
without questioning his fate (1,21). There is a siderable difference between
Job’s worldview and ours nowadays. While Job suppdbat his misfortune is a
direct intervention of God, we regularly leave maaom for inner worldly
dynamics and the laws of nature. Neverthelesqpears that the basic thought of
Job’s statement in the prologue still counts. Hurbamgs can only observe that
God has placed them in a world where a confromatith an evil event belongs
to the possibilities. In this sense, the Lord hasmand the Lord has taken away.

Miskotte calls Job’s reaction in the prologue Jdhighest and best moment of

flourishing belief that he later looses in the diale™® Earlier | questioned this

114 This definition includes natural, moral, and métggical evil because it leaves the cause
of a specific evil open.

11550, the question is not whether evil is sometfsngstantial or something which does
not really exist (e.g. Augustine: ‘privatio bonumi Barth: ‘das Nichtige’). A relational
view takes individual persons who experience ame®as unjustified harm as a starting
point. For them, this event is problematic and llaldeevil. God created a world in which
the occurrence of this evil event is possible. €f@e, God is also responsible and his
actions come under discussion.

18t 42,3,

1t Gen.1.

118 Miskotte, Antwoord 93-94.
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view and wondered whether Job’s reaction also aysph person’s paralyses after
a disaster instead of just intense faithDo the preceding insights imply that
Miskotte is right, nevertheless? Miskotte indeedtioes an important insight but
| propose a madification. This modification concethe order in which things are
said. Suffering evil can cause victims to wrestighwheir fate. The story of Job
shows how evil can be puzzling. It can cause aliconfi one’s concept of God.
The grief that evil causes often conflicts too mugth our impression of what a
good life should be so that it could be acceptethaut question, feelings of
rebellion, or disappointment. Therefore, it canviadued as a sign of belief and
taking the relationship with God seriously ratheart as a moment of unbelief, if
someone struggles with a miserable fatéoreover, God is of the opinion that in
the dialogue Job has spoken true things about @odglthe intense struggle with
his fate and with the issue of God's involvementitin42,7). Although God
criticizes Job’s speeches at several points, heaadiedges the legitimacy of Job’s
wrestling and rebellion in Job’s miserable circusmnses. So, struggling with one’s
misfortune and God’s role in it is a legitimaterant of the process of coming to
terms with it. It seems to me that generally onetfiust pass through this phase of
questioning and rebellion before one is able tavdaaconclusion such that which
Job stated in the prologue. Therefore, | proposhange in the order in which
things are said. Often one first needs to strupefere one is able to accept that
only little can be said about God'’s reasons fonykting evil. Hence it would have
been more obvious if the statement ‘The Lord haergithe Lord has taken away;
blessed be the name of the Lord’ as an expresdiamtimate trust in God's
righteousness was mentioned in Job’s final repthatend of the book of Job.

8.5 God’s Different Roles when Evil Occurs

8.5.1 Introduction

The purpose of this study is to examine what thekhad Job has to offer and to ask
of systematic theology with regard to the issuethefodicy. Until now | have
concentrated on the different perspectives frontivitiis possible to theologize in
this chapter. Firstly, | tried to reveal some pesb$ of theological realism by
means of the book of J&B. Through this, different forms of theodicy came end
discussion because they have theological realismnstarting point. Subsequently,
it appears that theological idealism is not an adegjalternativé? In the previous
section | have argued that, in my opinion, thealabirelationism most closely

'1986.2.3.

120 Miskotte praises believers who question and ersmrs them to do it. He even calls it a
commandment to ask. Not asking is a sign of urfiaitless according to him (Miskotte,
Antwoord 218-228).

12188.2,

12288.3.

225



GOD-TALK IN THE BOOK OFJOB

matches the insights which the book of Job provitfeEhe question now is what
the implications are if the book of Job is readrfra relational perspective. If it is
not useful for offering essential descriptions afdshow then can the views and
images from the book be applied in systematic thggoll thinking? This section
further elaborates upon this issue. It expounds hovelational view takes the
various indications of God in the book as desaipdi of relations between God
and human beings. In this way, the book of Jobrsfignguage in order to put into
words which roles God fulfils with regard to theffeter in times of blameless
suffering. Since different characters with diffarérsights take the floor, the book
of Job can be taken as a debate on how the intmdottween God and human
beings and God'’s involvement in the existence df @uld be understood when
evil afflicts someoné®* This debate demonstrates various views on God'’s
involvement in miserable fates. It also offers laage to discuss God in several
stages in one’s struggle with evil.

There is a considerable gap between our contempuamad view and Job’s.
Job considers each event of prosperity or setbacknaaccomplishment of God.
According to Job, a person’s behaviour determindstwhappens to them.
Nowadays, events are generally not so strictlytedldo direct action by God®
The present world view leaves room for laws of ratand human free will; evil
can be the result of natural processes or humaanactTherefore, one’s fate is
usually not directly related to one’s former belavi This gap between both
world views raises the question of whether elemé&ots the book of Job can still
be applied to contemporary discussion of God'’s Ivetment in the existence of
evil. For, how can the book of Job supply conterappibelievers with language
for discussing God in their lives if God’'s actioms this world are considered
differently? Nevertheless, various aspects of theggle with the relation between
God and the existence of evil in this world nowagaye recognised in the book of
Job. Scholars and believers still find clues intibhek of Job that could be valuable
for current thinking about the issue of theodityin my opinion, the case of Job
demonstrates that suffering evil is an existenéigperience. It can lead to a
struggle with God. The relation with God, whichc@nstitutive for one’s life, can
be on trial due to blameless suffering. The boolalf provides tools in order to

12388 4,

124 n this way, | have some sympathy for the apprazfdNewsom, who reads the book of
Job as a polyphonic work in which the different rattéers represent different moral
imaginations while the author does not take sidéswsom,The Book of Job21-31).
However, my approach differs in the sense that bathe opinion that the author does take
sides (see note 3 in §5.1.2). Furthermore, it ssiiabe that an individual character mentions
different roles which seem opposed to each othgr:@od as opponent and witness in the
speeches of Job.

%5 The book of Job has already denounced this wayea$oning somewhat. For, it
questions the possibility that one’s previous béhavcan be derived from one’s fate.

%6 See also §1.1.1.
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discuss God in this situation. Firstly, it demoatgs how God'’s functioning can be
subject to debate through the experience of egito8dly, it shows which different

roles God fulfils or seems to fulfil in the eyes thfe sufferer of evil in such

circumstances.

8.5.2 Evil Denounces God’s Functioning

Suffering evil is often a drastic and confusing exgnce. It puts pressure on a
person’s relation with God. The reason for thisfasion is the feeling that God
acts differently than one might have expected hsa situatiort?’ Victims of evil
regularly experience their fate as incompatiblehwitie existence of a perfectly
good and powerful God. They expected that this @odld prevent the existence
of evil. As long as acceptable reasons which jdtiat God has permitted the
existence of evil can not be formulated, the presenf evil in this world
denounces God’s functioning. In the eyes of victahsvil, God fails to be the one
who is merciful and who accomplishes good for hui@imgs. Evil might give the
impression that God is not wholly good. It causas @nd disappointment about
the lack of divine intervention. This can questi@God’'s functioning and put
pressure on a relation that is significant for snde. It seems to me that logical
and evidential arguments against the existencetbéiatic God are based on this
existential experience. They transform the feetimgt God acts wrongly and the
disappointment about the failure of divine intervm into formal arguments. God
is not a reliable partner anymore for many whoesuitinocently because he failed
to prevent their misery. Because of this, God'sctiaming becomes subject to
debate when evil happens.

The book of Job illustrates these feelings. It iffdelievers language to
express them. In Job’s eyes, God is the absendlunigg the struggle with his fate.
Job calls for help but God does not answer him2(30,At the same time, Job also
doubts God'’s righteousness. He has the impressainGod treats him unjustf¢?
This impression is based on Job’s idea of how Guallsl act. Understanding
God’s actions according to a retributive theolodgb observes that God simply
acts to the contrary. He, the blameless one, suffed the wicked are doing well.
So, God becomes unfathomable for Job. Job waitegdod but evil came (30,26)
so God does not meet Job’s original expectatiorsaBse of this, God can become
an unreliable partner and end up in the role ofooept for blamelessly suffering
human beings. In their eyes, God has turned agd#mesh. Job illustrates this
impression of God’s opposing and hostile attituol@ards him by means of, for
example, the images of God as archer or warriatherbattlefield:® This feeling
might raise the question of whether or not Godiikvgorth worshipping now that,

127 5ee 30,26.
1289 21-24.
12984.2.1.
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according to a person’s observation, he has tumedio be less reliable than
expected. Even if a particular misfortune has rniatotly been caused by God but
is the result of natural processes or actions bgviehuman beings, the question
remains of why God has created a world in which thipossible. Why did he give
life to unfortunate and bitter human beings (3,30)this way, the existence of evil
confronts human beings with a difficult and unrgige of God. One can not go
beyond this because human beings lack a God's ieyeia order to observe the
rationale behind God’s actions and the coherencéh@fworld as it is. What
remains is the acknowledgement that, particulanytimes of suffering, God
sometimes seems to operate in the role of oppcamahtunreliable partner rather
than a tower of strength.

Attempts have been made to soften, explain, oifyustis difficult aspect of
God. Some have proposed some of God’s attributeadakfied. In this way, Job,
for instance, wonders whether perhaps God is natismient or has a limited
ability of observation with which he does not netibat Job has lived a blameless
life (10,4). In a similar way, it has been proposleat God's power is limited and
because of this he is unable to prevent ®RilGod is cleared of morally
reproachable actions because he lacks the capacityervene and prevent the
existence of evil. However, such modifications areacceptable because God
would lose his divinity if he did not survey eveiytg or if there was something
external to him that is greater than he is. Otteie that evil is the result of
wrong actions by free human beings. But even thed iG still responsible for the
way in which this world has been created. Actuadigch form of theodicy tries to
take away the impression that God fails to fulfit fobligations towards the
suffering innocent by permitting the existence wofl.eHowever, none of these
‘solutions’ is able to safeguard God against thgpgiion that he is to a certain
extent not loyal to his creaturES.It does not change the fact that those who suffer
innocently sometimes have the impression that Gaudams silent or has even
turned against them. Recommending God as helpfogeedoes not remove this
unruly side of God. This observation that God doesonly ‘give’ —operates as
support and redeemer— but also ‘takes away’ —psrthi¢ existence of evif
causes confusion about the nature of God'’s funictipim relation to human beings
in times of innocent suffering.

This difficult and confusing side of God is not gytling that can be said about
God’s involvement in the existence of evil. In theok of Job, God reacts to this
impression in two different ways. Firstly, God diggs the claim that he is
unrighteous or disloyal. He argues that these s stem from Job’s

130 E.g. KushnerAls ‘t Kwaad 44-47; D.R. Griffin,God, Power, and Evil: A Process
Theodicy Philadelphia 1976, 251-274.
131
§8.2
%2 cf. 1,21,
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incomplete insight into God’s counsel. God presentsunter picture by means of
which he demonstrates that he functions differetithn Job thought. He reveals
himself in his role as Creator and preserver. AsGheator of the earth, only God
has complete insight into its coherence and woskiAg the same time, God takes
care of the cycles of the days, the seasons, angettation of animals, he provides
animals with prey, and he provides opportunitiebu® in places where life seems
unthinkable. God also refutes the reproach thatkedcprosper by explicitly
pointing out that the wicked are shaken off from #uges of the earth. In this way,
God shows himself as loyal and righteous. He redpdo the call of those in
despair and guarantees the preconditions, whicteriiigkon earth possible. This
means that God’s answer resists a deistic condeépoa. It displays language that
describes God getting involved in earthly affaiesad’s answer does not offer an
explanation or justification for the existence ofl.eOn the contrary, it emphasizes
the distinction in knowledge and power between doth God. Human beings are
unable to grasp God's involvement in sound concepexplanations. However, at
the same time, God wants to demonstrate that heligble. In order to achieve
this, God’s answer uses a form of natural theoldgynvites those who live in
relation to him to read his loyalty in the coherermmd beauty of the Creation and
the continuous cycles of seasons and life. At tiis, passages on the Behemoth
and the Leviathan support the fact that the povedérehaos are under God’'s
control. In this way, God’s answer assures thatteation is not a project that got
out of hand and grew beyond God's influence. Tostipicion of playing dubious
roles in times of suffering, God presents a coupieture in which God shows
himself as a reliable partner, who answers the afryhuman beings and is
continuously involved in the continuity of life. Wi this, God’'s answer offers an
opposite view of God’s functioning in relation tarhan beings at the moment one
is the victim of evil.

Secondly, God’'s reaction contains a second aspgsides displaying a
different view in comparison with Job and the fden God also confirms the
legitimacy of Job’s impression of God during hisariable situation. Even though
Job was not right, God states that his confusi@muaod’s role with regard to his
fatefrom Job’s perspectivis correct (42,7). Suffering evil confronts huntsings
with an unruly side of God because it is hard tateethis to a God who is said to
be good and reliable. With the acknowledgementibbthas spoken right of God,
God confirms that the existence of evil is to daiarextent problematic for human
beings. God does not reject the rebelliousnessstieats from such feelings. So,
the book of Job leaves room for the confusion @nebgle that an experience of
evil might bring forward. It offers language in erdto express these feelings. At
the same time, this is not the final thing that ¢snsaid about God's role in
relation to the existence of evil. God refutes tmatwould be unreliable, unjust, or
hostile towards human beings. However, the impbeabf God's statement that
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Job has spoken right things of God is that thengianswer (Job 38-41) does not
simply overrule Job’s protest. The rebellion agafBed and the struggle with the
concept of God is a legitimate phase in times aiitite and setbacks. In this way,
the debate about how God’'s involvement in the erist of evil should be
understood goes further than reaching a final ami@h, which rejects former
opinions and leaves no room for different feelinggen though God’s answer puts
Job’s former representation of God’s actions remagirunder criticism, Job’s
original incomplete impression is not brushed agit like that. Difficulty with
and confidence in God’s functioning during harddsrare both given a voice in
the book of Job.

8.5.3 The Image of the Lawsuit

Job’s story shows the dilemma a victim of evil ac®©n the one hand, Job
considers God as his opponent. Job has the impretisat a hostile God attacks
him.*** On the other hand, Job can only appeal to thisgaod for assistance. His
hope for an outcome can only be placed in God'slbaven though God is both
opponent and helper. The image of the lawsuit esga® this dilemma most
clearly. Job understands his misery as God's lepakge against hifi! God
manifests himself as plaintiff and judge in Jobyg® However, Job also wants to
call God to account in a legal case because hehleasnpression that God treats
him unjustly. He challenges God to explain the oeador his faté*® So, God also
becomes the accused. It even becomes more coreplibacause Job appeals to
God to plead as his witness before God (16'¥1jence, God fulfils different
roles, when evil occurs. He can function as pl#irjtidge, opponent, accused, and
witness at the same time. Now there is the quesifothe way in which these
different and sometimes opposite roles are relaiezhch other. How can they be
placed in systematic theological thinking?

If theology takes these opposite functions as d¢isderharacteristics of God
and tries to grasp them in one harmonious modgktg into difficulty. Then there
would seem to be a contradiction within God. Tlaa be prevented if the different

% See 84.2.1.

1349 3 (see §2.2.2.1).

% See §4.3.1.

136 According to Miskotte, this is about constantlyanbing references to God, about what
we call God and what we should call God. Miskotpases the God of the revelation, the
totally different one, to the God of the experien@diskotte, Antwoord 150-152).
However, my view differs from Miskotte’s. In Miskets view, there is a difference
between good and wrong speaking as well as goodvamay understanding of God. With
this, he introduces an external criterion into th@ok of Job on basis of which he
differentiates between parts of the text. Howevedp not draw this difference between
good and wrong speaking about God here but maithaiorder of the text. In my opinion,
the different roles of God each describe a relati@mt God can take in relation to human
beings.
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functions are taken as descriptions of the relatioetween God and J6B.Then
God is not, for instance, plaintiff or judgesebut fulfils this role in relation to Job.
So, one can say that God fulfils the critical fumatof plaintiff and judge —God
sets the standard for Job’s actions— as well asothiaelper in distress, redeemer
from trouble and unfathomable opponent, whose mastimmetimes appear dubious
because of the occurrence of evil in this worlds Ipossible that God fulfils these
different roles in relation to someone all at tteme time. In reverse, these
descriptions also determine Job’s relation to Glmh acknowledges God as the
norm and directive for his actions, experiences @sdhis opponent but also
considers God as his helper in distress. How tHeéfsent roles are related to each
other within God is beyond our range of vision.

How can these juridical images play a role in systiéc theology? What can
they contribute? Firstly, the image of the lawsifers language in order to put the
struggle with evil into words. In the eyes of humagings, the existence of evil
places God in the dock. Victims of evil confront dsavith questions and
accusations. God has to explain why human beini§srsanocently. A theodicy is
also about this justification of God'’s actions withgard to evil. At the same time,
the complexity in this situation comes to light. #¥bas God is experienced as
opponent, one can only appeal to this same Godsgistance as one’s witness in a
legal case. The fact that God considers Job’s @dsir call God to account
legitimate (42,7) leaves room for these feelingslegpair and rebellion when evil
occurs.

Secondly, God’s role as plaintiff and judge mergiancritical function of God
in relation to human beings. Taking the relatiothwod as constitutive for one’s
life means that God is also seen as the highest,n@hich is directive for one’s
actions. At the moment human beings do not mestrthim, God becomes their
plaintiff and judge® God has taken the risk that people act differetitgn he
wants through giving them free will. Human beings fiee to choose whether or
not they want to live their lives as partners ofdGblevertheless, it would be an
attitude of indifference if God were left untouchethen his intentions for this
world are harmed. Within the context of the imafehe lawsuit, the function of
judge and plaintiff are the expression of this imement. It supports ethics. These
ethics originated with God. Human beings livingrélation to God accept these
ethics as guiding for their lives. With this, thalso make themselves subject to
God’s criticism.

Thirdly, Van den Brom brings both aspects abovetiogr —the wish to have a
legal case with God and God as critical functiotrewhe speaks about designs for
‘the Last Judgement’. These designs regularly détl God’s judgement of the
question of whether human beings live accordingtml’s intentions. However,

137 See also §8.4.1.
138 Job’s oath of innocence (Job 31) serves to demataghat Job has met God’s norm.
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Van den Brom points out that God is liable if heatseresponsibility for the
existence of human beings. According to him, Golll adcount for his deeds and
his involvement in history before human beinggs ifdmes to pass that there is a
point at which God considers history and when will is designated as eVit? In
this way, both dimensions of the image of the latvs@Bod as well as human
beings are accused as well as plaintiff- comerotité image of an eschatological
legal case. It would be respectful in relation tomlan beings with their questions
and struggles in circumstances of blameless soffeif God gave room for this
questioning and responded. For, then human beirgsi@ only instruments in
God’'s experiment ‘creation’ but one could speak aofpersonal relationship
between God and human beings. In a personal netdtip, God takes the interests
of human beings to hedff. Therefore, it is conceivable that God explains his
actions to all those who have questions at the Elodvever, this representation
does not offer a justification for God’s actionghlwiegard to evil. It only holds out
the prospect of a heartfelt agreement on humanidifehe eschaton to human
beings.

Lastly, one could wonder how the emphasis on tFerdint functions of God
in relation to each other is divided in systemalieological thinking and in the
perception of believers. Job calls on God as hisess and redeem&f.With this,
he mentions God'’s role as helper in times of déstrépparently, God can not be
called upon too often in this role because Job @ppe this function whereas God
himself is the opponent. This call on God is basadlob’s great confidence in
God’s assisting role in hard times on the one laamtin the awareness that there is
no other way out on the other. The notion that @sslsts when all other help fails
is an important notion in Christian belief. It &ling that the sentence ‘I know that
my redeemer lives’ (19,25) is one of the most fagnguotations from the book of
Job and has its own history. While this ‘redeemiagd ‘assisting’ aspect has
received a lot of attention, the issue is to whagmet this aspect is in balance with
God’s other roles within the concept of God. Itreeeto me that contemporary
theology is often inclined to emphasize the aspéctod as the one who throws
himself into the breach for human beings. God ésdhe to turn to for assistance in
times of distress and provides the suffering witlurage and strength. But are
theologies sometimes not too one-sided at thistpdithere not insufficient light
sometimes shed on other aspects such as oppotentiffpor judge? A theology
would ignore the fact that evil also confronts hamaeings with a hard and
confusing aspect of a monotheistic concept of &atdpnly concentrates on God’s

139_.J. van den Bronin in de theologieKampen 1995, 24-26. With this point, Van den
Brom supposes that the relation between God an@huraings is of a personal nature.

140 gee also Van den Bromiin, 24-26. The nature of the relation between Godtamdan
beings is further elaborated upon in §8.5.4.

14116,19; 19,25.
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role as helper and redeemer. The mysterious arathamhable side of the concept
of God has received considerable attention ovectitese of the time. Particularly
after the atrocities of the World War II, God fremqtly ended up in the position of
accused. This is appropriate in my view. For, thesjon of how these events can
be related to the existence of a wholly good Goénisrmous. But to what extent
does the critical role of God also (still) get ag# in contemporary theology? A
considerable part of the misery and innocent siaifein this world is the result of
actions which deviate from how God wants peopleatt Should this critical
function of God and therefore ethics perhaps natede more attention in
systematic theological thinking?

8.5.4 The Nature of the Relation between God and Human
Beings and Personal God-talk

The relation between God and human beings is #méirgy point in a relational
theology. However, what is the nature of the retatbetween both parties? Three
fundamental kinds of relations can be distinguish@anipulative, contractual
(agreements of rights and duties), and relationsmoftual fellowship** A
manipulative relation is asymmetric; A acts as is@e and B becomes an object of
A’s manipulative power. The two other relations agmmetric. Contractual
relations are based on certain rights and dutieshwvhave to be fulfilled. In a
relation of mutual fellowship, both partners idgnthemselves with the interests
of the other by treating them as if they were tlogin interests, while both parties
act independently. It is generally held that thiatren between God and human
beings can be taken as a relation of mutual felipvdn this way, human beings
are free partners who can choose whether or ngt Want to enter into this
relationship with God. At the same time, their mation for keeping up a relation
with God is inspired by respect for God's greatnasd identification with how
God wants this world to be. The book of Job alsppsses such a relation of
mutual fellowship as the norm for the relationsbgtween God and human beings.
The testing of Job’s motives for living a fully pie life assumes that a relation of
mutual fellowship should be one’s starting point §erving God. However, the
presence of evil in the Creation raises the questfdhe extent to which a relation
of mutual fellowship is the starting point of bo@®od and human beings for
maintaining a relationship with the other partythe existence of evil not proof for
the fact that God did not have a relation of mufedbwship in mind at all? Or
does misery not motivate human beings to worshigl &o other or ‘wrong’
reasons? It is the satan who brings up this issuleel book of Job. His question of
whether Job fears God for nothing (1,9) regardsa¥oivell God on this topi¢?

142 cf. Briimmer Personal Gogd139-142.
14386.2.2.
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A contractual approach might be the motive of hurbamgs for loyalty to
God. In their eyes, God has the contractual oltigaio provide them with good.
The satan suspects that Job’s pious attitude t@ev@atl is contractually inspired.
He proposes that Job would cease his righteousnactis soon as God ceased to
fulfil his obligation to reward Job for this (1,3:1 The satan suggests that Job does
not identify with God'’s interests at all but onlyships God in order to guarantee
the continuation of his prosperity. With this, ampiortant danger of the concept of
retribution is revealed. The reason for enterirtg & relationship with God could
be receiving prosperity as a reward for a righteeayg of life rather than respect
for God's greatness. So, the relation between Gudl fruman beings becomes
contractual from a human perspective because Gdubusd by his contractual
obligation to punish sinful behaviour with setbackad reward piety with
prosperity. One could wonder to what extent a simmhechanism can be observed
in the contemporary debate about the issue of wehetie existence of evil is
compatible with the existence of a perfectly goamtiGThe logical and evidential
argument against the existence of a theistic Godiders the fact that God permits
evil as failing to fulfil the obligation of a whaollgood God to accomplish good for
human beings and prevent innocent suffering. Tot\wkient is self-interest or self
well-being an important component of the kind ofidfethat is supposed in this
reasoning’?*

The existence of evil also questions God’s inter#tifor keeping up relations
with human beings. For, evil can give the impressiat God has lost sight of the
interests of human beings or does not worry aldolithis might also be one of the
feelings lying behind the logical and evidentiagjwnent against the existence of a
theistic God. Job puts these feelings into wordswénders whether God perhaps
created people in order to serve as plaything il'$shands. Does God spy on
human beings in order to be able to punish thesoas as they have committed a
sin?* If this were the case, the relation between Gatilarman beings would be
a manipulative one, within which human beings afgject to God’s whims. Job
argues at a certain moment that this is the caséid view, God misuses his
sovereign position and acts unjustly and arbityaad his case and the prosperity of
the wicked show?® The fact that God does not intervene and a digimawer to

144 Kuitert typifies Christianity in this way. Accomttj to him, it is a belief that is not able to
create a world of ‘meaning’ anymore but is directedards the well-being of the believer
himself (H.M. Kuitert,Voor een tijd een plaats van Gd8laarn 2002, 107-109). However,
it is true that a love-relation is not without silferest. Human beings also enter into
relations because these relationships can corgritautheir own happiness. See M. Sarot,
God, Passibility and Corporealit{Studies in Philosophical Theology), Kampen 1%~
87.

14510.13-14. One could even argue that the prologueotistrates that Job is right in this
case. Job appears to be a ‘plaything’ within theléaf prestige between God and the
satan.

16 See e.g. Job 9.
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Job’s request for an explanation of the reasonsifosuffering appears to fail to
occur in the course of the dialogue strengthenssJaispicion that God is not
concerned about Job’s interests. However, God'wangefutes this impression by
presenting a counter picture. The fact that Godvarss demonstrates that God has
taken notice of Job’s case. God’s creating andaBusy actions in the world have
the continuity of life in mind. However, the selfled way of responding makes it
clear that God can not be manipulated to createsaathin by human beings or to
answer as a contractual obligatihlt is God’s free initiative to reply Job. Thanks
to God’s answer, Job may be sure that God is ablelipartner in the relation of
the mutual fellowship they maintain towards eadtent

In the prologue, God seems to be convinced th&irgelest is not the basis of
Job’s uprightness. He holds to his impression tladt maintains a relation of
mutual fellowship towards God. It is interestingatoalyse whether Job’s speeches
in the dialogue offer clues which prove that thisessment is true. Brimmer
points out that a mixture of all three kinds ofateins will be found in the practice
of human relation§® This is also the case in the speeches of Jobinstance,
Job’s protest against the fact that a reward ferrighteousness is not forthcoming
could be taken as dissatisfaction with the factt tB@d does not fulfil his
contractual obligation towards Job. But it couldoabe disappointment about the
lack of reaction from God based on a relation otualfellowship because of
which Job had expected that God would be conceabedt his fate. There might
even be seen an attempt at manipulation in JoWdaraa justification of God’s
actions. For, Job tries to move God to make hirsatoething that he is apparently
not going to do. However, it could also be that daltls God to account as partners
in a relation of mutual fellowship sometimes quasteach other. Even though it
appears that the nature of Job’s attitude towarmls i€ not univocal, a relation of
mutual fellowship dominates. Job does not give ig rblationship with God
despite his suffering. He keeps on trusting thad @dl look after his interests as
witness and redeemer and does not turn away frooh @lbhough he has the
impression that God treats him unjustly and is omtcerned about his unjust
suffering. In a contractual relation, this wouldvlabeen a plausible reason for
giving up the relationship. Therefore, one could that in this sense Job passes the
test. He demonstrates that his piety is not inddiseself-interest.

If the relation between God and human beings isighbt of as a relation of
mutual fellowship, this implies that God is spokaimout by means of personal
language. For, only human beings are able to mations of mutual fellowship.
By ‘personal’, | mean that God operates indepengarid freely, has relations
with other persons, and possesses his own intenéind his own identity. Job and
his friends suppose that God acts according tactimeept of retribution. Bildad

147 See also §5.3.4.6.
148 Briimmer,Personal God139-140.
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assures that God does not deviate from this sch&B¢ However, one could
wonder to what extent any room is left for persaait of God in this theological
view. This scheme restrains God’s freedom by déténg how God acts in each
specific situation. In this way, God is thoughtheat mechanically. The benefit of
such a concept of God is that God’s actions are éertain sense observable and
calculable for human beings. It may give human ¢geisomething to hold on to.
People would also be able to judge the righteogsonéssod’s actions. But there
would not be room in God-talk for God to considemtan circumstances or
personal initiatives if God was thought of so rlgid Moreover, God’s
independence would be restricted because humarvibahavould affect and
regulate divine actions. Job actually examinedithigs of this mechanical concept
of God, when he wonders why God does not forgives shat he may have
committed (7,21). For, this request calls on Godbteak through mechanical
patterns and show the personal character of Hisract® The personal character of
the God-talk is neglected if God’'s actions are mheteed according to a strict
application of the concept of retribution.

In a relation of mutual fellowship, partners camntheach other. Is this also
possible in the relation between God and humangs@iin theology, this issue has
been the subject of a considerable amount of dismusin particular, theists hold
as problematic the suggestion that God can betaffdmy human actions. This is
the problem of God’s (im)passibility° God would be dependent on something
external to himself if human behaviour affected .hiar theists, this is problematic
because something that exists necessarily can emgnd on something that is
contingent. God has his origin in himself and isutpht to be perfectlyn se
Therefore, God’'s existence and well-being can mpedd on something external
to him in this view. The dialogue of the book obJoontains traces of a similar
opinion. Job’s friends are convinced that God i$ affected by human actions.
According to them, righteous actions only beneditifan beings and do not benefit
God (22,2-3). It appears that Job is familiar wiit same notion. He asks what he
does to God, if he sins (7,28}.This opinion confirms the mechanical character of
the God-talk that understands God’s actions acagrtdi the concept of retribution.
God'’s function is then a kind of automaton paying ceward and punishment

149 Job’s friends also see some room within the sthictking according to the concept of
retribution. They suggest interpreting misery geedagogical instruction of God and they
consider a change in one’s fate due to a changmesé behaviour possible; although it is
true that they see this within the context of keition (see §3.5). Only Zophar really breaks
through this relationship by suggesting that God baen forgiven some of Job’s sins
(11,6).

130 See e.g. SaroRassibility and Corporeality Sarot defines the terimpassibility as
“immutability with regard to one’s feelings, or thqeality of one’s inner life” (30).

131 Job’s argument seems to be that God would not teegdnish him, if sinful behaviour
did not touch on God at all (see §3.2.3).
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according to one’s deeds. In this way, nothing idet$&od is able to affect God.
But if the relation between God and human beinghasight of as a relation of
mutual fellowship and the God-talk has a persohatacter, this implies that God
has chosen to adopt a vulnerable attitude in oelato human beings? In a
relation of mutual fellowship both parties operateards each other independently
and freely. By creating human beings who are foeddcide whether or not they
want to enter into a relationship with God, God tiass taken for granted that he
runs the risk of being hurt. So, God has chosemase himself dependent on
someone external to himself. Therefore, God midg be hurt by human actions
within the relation between God and human beings.

If God adopts a position that is to a certain exgpendent on something
external to him, the question arises of whethes tlipendence has any limit. Are
there forces that are able to affect God? In thay,wiob, for example, wonders
whether God regards him as a power of chaos thad &z a serious dang&f.Job
struggles with the question of the extent to whsitd can be affected. On the one
hand, Job wants to persuade God with his protegt@od treats him unjustly.
With this, he hopes to move God to turn his fate.t@e other hand, Job considers
this striving as unfeasible. He states that Godsdoet allow himself to be
influenced, his actions stopped or his decisiofect#d by any human actidtt. In
this way, one could say that two sides of God’'sjtdity come to light in the book
of Job. On the one hand, God has taken notice lwé Jall for explanations and
answers Job from the whirlwind. With this, God fsam human actions. This
means that human actions can affect God’s actidr@n the other hand, God
emphasizes his independence. He does not let liitheeldeclared guilty and
responds to Job’s questions and reproaches imimsa@y. Job’s experience is that
the transcendent one can not be manipulated bus leee with regard to his
actions towards human beings. So, within the @batiith human beings, one can
say that God can be thought of as impassible irsémse that human beings can
not enforce some specific divine action or intetian Either way, Job points out
the irreversibility of God’s actions with regard igs anger towards the helpers of
Rahab (9,13). Paradoxically, God’'s anger has aasgleffect here. God shows
himself to be indestructible against the powerscbhos which threaten the
Creation™® This immutable attitude in relation to powers bBos makes God a
reliable preserver of the Creation. In this waydG@assibility has limits. If God

152 Brismmer Personal Gogd143.

1337.12. Job’s question, ‘What are human beings®uat makes so much of them?’, (7,17)
has a similar background (see §4.2.3).

1949,12-13; 23,13. See §4.2.4.

1% See e.g. also the biblical notion of divine repene (e.g. Gen.6,6) or God's
reconsideration of an earlier decision (2 Kgs.2l1 -

%6 |n the descriptions of the Behemoth and the Lé&wiat it is emphasized again that God
is able to cope with the powers of chaos (40,1261,
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is discussed by means of personal language, tiptieisnthat one can say that
God’s love within the relationship with human beirgan be damaged. God can be
moved by a human cry for help. However, an impadsshle of God can also be
spoken of if impassibility is interpreted in thdléeving way; God can neither be
manipulated nor replaced by some other force. is Way God is reliable; he
safeguards life on earth.

8.5.5 A Glimpse of Heaven: an Arbitrarily Acting or Testing
God?

The scene in heaven in the prologue presents errdéviant image in comparison
to the rest of the book of Job. The narrator, wineesys everything, lets the readers
see heaven. Through this, the readers become afdne rights and wrongs of
Job’s suffering. A battle of prestige between Gad ¢he satan is the reason for
Job’s misery. The misery is meant to test whetbeisldevotion to God is indeed
inspired by respect for God instead of self-interééth this, the prologue presents
a rather problematic concept of God. Firstly, iteg an impression of arbitrariness.
Job’s suggestion that human beings are only plagthin God’s hand¥ appears
to be confirmed by the fact that the battle of pigesbetween God and the satan is
the cause of Job’s miself. Secondly, the question arises of whether the enxist
of evil can nevertheless be justified by a pedagmigexplanatior®® Has God
permitted the existence of evil in order to tes thithfulness of human beings in
their relation to God? This would mean that thereicertain asymmetry in the
relation between God and human beings. For, huneamgé would, to a certain
extent, be submitted to God’s manipulative powehwihich he puts them to the
test by letting them suffer innocently. If this wehe case, it would not be a matter
of a relation of mutual fellowship and the God-tallould not have a personal
character anymore.

These two comments raise the question of whethéowarthe talk about God
in the prologue should be discounted in systenth@ology. Actually, the issue is
what ultimately the status of the prologue is? Isnly’ a (necessary) introduction
to the debate between Job and his friends or dbedso offer a realistic
representation of what happens in heaven? If omesbi@ mind what has been
argued in the preceding sections, the problem kegith the perspective that is
taken up in the prologue. The narrator informs allee intrigues in heaven from a
point of view external to both God and the worldheTrest of the book of Job

*"See §4.2.3.

138 For example, the reflections of Jung on the bobkKlab are inspired by his great
difficulty with this representation of God in theojpgue. Jung characterizes God'’s actions
here as the amoral actions of someone without angaiousness reflection (Jurfgntwort
13.39). According to him, God is an antinomy (18&hich Job realizes (30), and God
himself has darkened his counsel by placing a litettive satan (32).

%91n §8.2.3.3, | have listed several objections pedagogical theodicy.
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illustrates that human beings are unable to adaogt an external position in order
to observe Gof’ This means that the prologue presents a concepbdfwhich,
systematic theologically considered, goes beyoactiman ability of observation.
If systematic theologians adopt a similar positiordob, they are unable to notice
the conversation between God and the satan in heagtdraw the conclusion that
God has brought evil into this world in order tettbuman loyalty towards him.
So, the systematic theological evaluation of thmidal material from the prologue
of the book of Job results in the conclusion that tepresentation of the battle of
prestige between the satan and God and the ndtainQod created evil as a test
are not useful in this form for contemporary distass about God.

However, Kierkegaard considers the ordeal as adke&xplaining the position
of Job. He describes this as follows; this ordémtes a person in a purely personal
relationship of opposition to God, in a relatioqshuch that a person can not allow
himself to be satisfied with any second-hand exian. It is an absolutely
transcendent category that can not easily be obderdob pleads on behalf of
human beings in the great case between God andrhibenags. This trial results in
the whole thing being an ordéét.In this way, the ordeal includes the dialogue
section of the book and Job’s announced interiike God to court? Kierkegaard
praises Job for the fact that he does not let bis/iction that he is innocent be
silenced or smothered by those who disagree with‘#fiAccording to him, Job’s
significance is that the disputes at the boundasidaith are fought out in hirt?*
Therefore, Job’s complaints are in particular apression of his fear of GO
Kierkegaard states that the fear of God is in Jdigart even when he brings
complaintsi®® Moreover, according to Kierkegaard, Job maintaihss
blamelessness in such a way that in him are marttieslove and trust that are
confident that God can explain everything if onae oaly speak to hirt’ So, life
can be a permanent situation of ordeal in whichosjtipn to God because of the
existence of evil can be an expression of a pessiaar of God and makes it clear
that one understands that evil can not easily pamed*®

Kierkegaard reflects on Job’s actions by meanshefknowledge which the
prologue has provided him. In this way, he obsedas and God from a similar

10 5ee §8.2.

161 Kierkegaard Repetition 209-210. This view is mentioned in one of theelet from the
Young Man.

82T H. Polk, The Biblical Kierkegaard. Reading by the Rule oitiraviacon 1997, 177.
183 KierkegaardRepetition 207.

184 KierkegaardRepetition 210.

185 See also PoliBiblical Kierkegaard 181.

166 Kierkegaard Repetition 198. He wonders whether perhaps we do not darplein to
God (197).

167 KjerkegaardRepetition 208.

188 Kierkegaard warns that the ordeal should not beght of as temporary (Kierkegaard,
Repetition 210).
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position as the narrator, who surveys all. Tharkghis position, Kierkegaard
knows that Job’s misery is meant as a test andiésta characterize Job’s position
as an ordeal. This implies that Kierkegaard dessriind assesses Job’s actions
from an external perspective. Earlier it becamarctbat human beings are unable
to observe God from such a position. However, atstime time Kierkegaard also
seems to distance himself from such a form of sealiFor, he emphasizes the
transcendence of the ordeal and points out thatsGadiation to evil can not
simply be understood by second-hand explanatiorith ¥is, God maintains an
unruly side because of the confrontation with avilhe eyes of human beings who
stand in a relation to God: “purely personal relaship of opposition to Godf”.
This tends towards to a relational perspective ezt is characterized here from
the relation a believer has with God. In my opinitre concept ‘ordeal’ becomes
useful if it is consequently applied from a relaab perspective. This entails that
‘being tried’ is not an essential characteristichofman existence. It can not be
concluded that a person’'s setbacks are meant agrdeal from an external
position. Only believers themselves can establiglt trouble in their lives has
tested their relationship with God. People can dmr@yor become aware themselves
that living a life devoted to God can bear an elenof being tested because they
sometimes have to choose between God'’s intereststranse of something or
someone else. In this way, believers can experieedain choices or blameless
suffering as testing their loyalty to God. Kierkaga rightly states that human
beings do not have to undergo this without prafes¢nse or reasonableness is, in
their view, lacking. God makes room for these fegdi by saying in the epilogue
that Job has spoken right of God (42,7).

The scene in heaven also raises two other impatti@otogical topics. Firstly,
it mentions an important problem of thinking acdogd to the concept of
retribution. This can result in a piety that is tmadarly inspired by self-interest
instead of fear of Got® Secondly, the scene serves to determine that ffololsle
is not punishment for former sins. This is necessarorder to bring a second
problem of the concept of retribution into the oplamely, that it can not simply
be deduced from a person’s misery that one hagdinWith this, the author of the
book of Job brings the complete concept of retidsutunder discussion. It is
apparently possible to suffer innocently. The scenbeaven offers the required
conditions in order to be able to make this pdinis necessary to get ‘the case of
Job’ going. The author communicates a possibleoredar trouble that deviates
from the prevailing retributive thinking via thegbogue. This is an important and
different note compared to a theology which underd$ God'’s actions according
to the concept of retribution. Whereas the bookKlah does not fully reject this
theology, it does break it open and reveals sonwbl@ms in it. But the

189 KjerkegaardRepetition 210.
179 A contractual instead of a mutual love-relatiome(§8.5.4).
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representation of the prologue does not give a+i@ahe sense of a copy— glimpse
of heaven.

8.6 Summary and Conclusions

It is the aim of this study to investigate what tiwok of Job could contribute to
systematic theology with regard to the debate an ifsue of theodicy. This
contribution consists of two parts. Firstly, theading of the book of Job as
presented in this study raises an epistemologissiliei. It demonstrates that
theological realism and idealism are impossiblespectives from which to
theologize. They both adopt an external positiamfrwhich they consider God
and the world and which corresponds to the positib@od and the all-knowing
narrator in the book of Job. However, God’s ansmekes it clear that Job does
not hold a similar position to God. Because of,thisb lacks insight into God'’s
counsel and is unable to see through the ratiobalend God’'s actions. If
systematic theologians acknowledge that they admdtnilar position to Job, they
can only draw the conclusion that theological sealiand idealism are inadequate
perspectives. This has consequences for the weich the concept of God can
be represented. Theological realism and idealisrtrggothe concept of God with
harmonised aspects. However, if they are inadequertspectives, this entails that
God can not be discussed by means of coherent mdgigl the present reading of
the book of Job proposes systematic theology irerotd avoid depicting the
concept of God with harmonised aspects.

Various theodicies have theological realism asadisgy point. Their attempts
to justify God’s actions with regard to the existenof evil fail because they
suppose an impossible viewpoint external to God Hrel world. Moreover,
theodicists as well as those who argue that thetence of a theistic God is
logically or evidentially impossible, treat God as member of our moral
community. However, this is not possible becaukéhis were the case, there
would be something outside God that is greater thad. God would then loose
his divinity. On the other hand, theological idedli is not an appropriate
alternative. It breaks the relationship betweenoitsn concepts and the divine.
However, Job indicates in his reply to God thahhe experienced a revelation of
God (42,5). A perspective which does not deal i divine at all is therefore
insufficient.

The book of Job favours a theology that takes aernal perspective.
Theological relationism has such an internal pointiew as a starting point. By
describing the relations between God, human beags the Creation, it holds to a
relation with the divine but at the same time asoabnsidering God from an
external viewpoint impossible for human beings. sThihhas considerable
implications for how the concept of God should eeresented. In a relational
view, the concept of God is not put into words widrmonised aspects but with
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complementary aspects. These aspects are not cosgiry in the sense that they
are additional and give a complete picture if taeytaken together but in the sense
that they exist simultaneously, the one next toather, as the image of the lawsuit
in the book of Job demonstrates. God can fulfilrtile of plaintiff, judge, accused,
and witness at the same time. In this way, theimgadf the book of Job as
presented in this study suggests the systematibotipeto bring God up by means
of complementary aspects. The implication is that @an only be spoken of in a
fragmentary way.

Secondly, once one has accepted that a relatiengpective is the appropriate
one for theologizing, the book of Job can contebia the systematic theological
debate on the issue of theodicy in the followingywehe book of Job can provide
systematic theology with language in order to egpttbe various relations God has
with human beings and the Creation in times of aemb suffering. There is some
dynamic. One could say that the book of Job costairdebate on how God’s
involvement in the existence of evil should be ust®d or that it describes
different stages in one’s coping with evil. Fortarece, whereas those who suffer
sometimes experience God as their opponent, tovikig a picture is opposed in
which God answers the cry for assistance and respwiith life giving actions.
The complexity of the situation of a victim of etiécomes strikingly clear within
the image of the lawsuit. God can fulfil the roleptaintiff, judge, accused, and
witness simultaneously. While people can have mhgréssion that a hostile God
has turned against them, the only way out is areapip this same God. So, the
book of Job can offer language in order to puteddht —complementary— aspects
of the concept of God into words.

The book of Job takes note of the fact that expenmg evil can be a drastic
event in one’s life and put the relation with Gatblar pressure. What is more, it
values feelings of rebellion and one’s strugglehw@od as legitimate stages in
these situations. In this way, living in relatiam God can be experienced as an
ordeal. However, the book does not offer an expianaof the sense of the
existence of evil, nor does it try to justify Gadll that can be said is that God has
created a world which includes the existence df évbeliever can only trust that
this is good. God might explain this action in #sehaton but for now no more can
be said more than that ‘the Lord has given and.tnd has taken away’ (1,21).

The issue at stake in the battle of prestige betw&ed and the satan is the
question of what motivates Job and God to maingaielation with the other. Is
this a relation of mutual fellowship, a contractual perhaps even a manipulative
one? This question reveals a problematic aspeet thfeology that understands
God’s actions according to the concept of retritrutiThe nature of the relation
between God and human beings in such a theologyatdms to become a
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contractual or even a manipulative one. For, Jplesy might be motivated by the
interest to safeguard his prosperity. Or, God migtanipulate human beings
because he forces them to live a pious life byateming them with punishment if
they do not. Although the book of Job does notyfulject the retributive logic, it
reveals its limits. The concept of retribution leawvno room for innocent suffering
and easily evokes a piety that is inspired by isgdfrest. The systematic
theological objection against this concept is tGad becomes a mechanism that
rewards and punishes like an automaton accordirapéds actions. The personal
character of the God-talk fades away in this thgpleven though the challenging
question by the satan of whether Job fears Goddthing (1,9) makes it clear that
it is the basic supposition of the book of Job ttiet relation between God and
human beings ought to be a personal one. Perhapwiible struggle with the
situation of innocent suffering in the book of Jon be characterized as a quest
for finding how to speak of God in a personal waew evil occurs. For, the whole
problem arose due to the fact that God was thoingtiie mechanical way of the
concept of retribution.
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Regelmatig verwijzen mensen naar het bijbelboekal®het gaat om de vraag hoe
God betrokken is bij het bestaan van ongerechtigéilgden. Deze vraag wordt

het vraagstuk van de theodicee genoemd. In difgrbeft wordt nagegaan welke

bijdrage het bijbelboek Job zou kunnen leverendsagystematische theologie met
betrekking tot dit vraagstuk. Het onderzoek best#tatwee delen. Het eerste deel
is een bijbels theologisch deel (Hoofdstuk 2-7)erHivorden de theologische

implicaties van het bijbelboek Job gereconstruelerdvordt in kaart gebracht hoe
de verschillende karakters in het bijbelboek Godsdelen in relatie tot Jobs

onschuldige lijden interpreteren. Het tweede deah weze studie is een
systematisch theologisch deel (Hoofdstuk 8). Dildmstaat uit een systematisch
theologische reflectie op het vraagstuk van de divee met behulp van het
materiaal uit het bijbelboek Job.

Vooraf dient de vraag beantwoord te worden op wellige de Schrift en de
systematische theologie zich tot elkaar verhoud®ngebeurt in het inleidende
hoofdstuk (Hoofdstuk 1). Ik beschrijf deze verhaugals een interactie. Enerzijds
is er een beweging van de systematische theologa me Schrift. De
systematische theologie doet een beroep op de fiSchet de vraag welke
theologische implicaties haar teksten hebben, omee&chrift leidend is voor het
denken en handelen van de christelijke geloofsgestd@p. Overigens kan dit
beroep op de Schrift vanuit een systematisch tigesitbe vraagstelling voor de
exegese een heuristische functie hebben. Anderidj@s een beweging van de
Schrift naar de systematische theologie. De Schwfirziet de systematische
theologie van inzichten, ideeén en concepten di&kibaar kunnen zijn voor haar
denken. Bedacht dient te worden dat de systematitichologie op een heel
diverse wijze gezag toekent aan elementen uit defsc

Hoofdstuk 2 beschrijft de centrale positie van Joim het bijbelboek Job. Deze
rede van Job heeft een sleutelfunctie in het lijek. Ten eerste wordt door
middel van deze rede het verstaan van Gods hantketermen van vergelding in
de dialoog (Job 3-42,6) beslissend aan de kaakelgestlet beeld van het
rechtsgeding speelt hierbij een belangrijke rob houdt in Job 9 vast aan zijn
integriteit en wijst op zijn onmacht om God ter argiwoording te kunnen roepen
voor diens handelen. Hij gaat ervan uit dat Godhtnerardigen beloont met
voorspoed en goddelozen bestraft met tegenslag. aDrddb ondanks zijn

rechtvaardigheid lijdt, kan hij niet anders dan atoderen dat God in zijn geval
onrechtvaardig handelt. Zo komt het godsconceptldathanteert in botsing met
de praktijk. Op deze wijze komt in Job 9 het denkeriermen van vergelding
beslissend ter discussie te staan. Als Job redidigads, moet God wel

onrechtvaardig zijn. Ten tweede wordt in Job 9 iddodg met de proloog (Job 1-
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2) verbonden. In de proloog bevestigen de vertelleGod dat Job rechtvaardig is
en zonder reden lijdt. Job gebruikt in Job 9 deleelfvoorden. Dankzij de relatie
met de proloog weet de lezer dat Job in de diatecgcht zijn onschuld naar voren
brengt. Zo kan de lezer niet langer negeren daterproblematische kant zit aan
het godsconcept dat Gods handelen verstaat in nemae vergelding. In deze
theologie is geen ruimte voor onschuldig lijdennTaerde vormt Job 9 ook een
brug naar Gods antwoord en Jobs reactie daarogiadnvan het bijbelboek Job.
Dit derde aspect van de sleutelfunctie van Job f@itwotgewerkt in Hoofdstuk 5.

In Hoofdstuk 3 wordt beschreven hoe de vriendenJanhet vergeldingsdenken
introduceren in de dialoog. In hun ogen hangt ietsalot af van hoe iemand
eerder heeft gehandeld. Mensen oogsten wat zijgmebbzaaid. Hierdoor is zowel
Gods handelen als het eerdere gedrag van menderdbear. Zo concluderen de
vrienden uit Jobs leed dat Job wel moet hebbenngégad en dat zijn claim dat hij
integer is niet waar kan zijn. Hoewel vergelding @@ basis ligt van het denken
van Jobs vrienden, komen in hun redes ook enkalerarfacetten van het lijden
naar voren. Twee van de vrienden benadrukken ligtgogische aspect van leed.
Mensen zouden leed dat hen overkomt, moeten opval$ecen waarschuwing van
God en als een aansporing om hun verkeerde geelnagzigen. Goddelijke straf
is in de ogen van de vrienden ook niet onomkeerbbmlien mensen zich
afwenden van hun goddeloze levenswandel, zal Huariaggoede keren. Het motief
van de menselijke onvolkomenheid beperkt de kant idmand volledig
rechtvaardig is. Rechtvaardig zijn is volgens dittief slechts een theoretische
mogelijkheid. Door middel van dit motief wordt Jolmsertuiging dat hij
onschuldig is op voorhand ondermijnd. Eenmaal wbettvergeldingsconcept in
de redes van de vrienden doorbroken. Sofar bresmat voren dat God zelfs een
deel van Jobs zonde vergeeft. Hij gebruikt dezéenmin Jobs bewering dat hij
rechtvaardig is te verwerpen. Hiermee probeertrSitdaimpasse die Job met zijn
bewering veroorzaakt —Job is rechtvaardig, dus @&t onrechtvaardig zijn— te
doorbreken. Dit ‘uitstapje’ dient er zo paradoxagénoeg toe om het
vergeldingsdenken veilig te stellen.

In Hoofdstuk 4 komen de overige redes van Job aaorde. Hier wordt duidelijk
welke ambivalente houding Job tegenover God aanndéimklaagt God aan en
beschuldigt God van onrechtvaardig handelen. Megelijk kan Job niet anders
dan zijn hoop vestigen op deze zelfde God. Gederdechele dialoog spelen Jobs
overtuiging dat hij onschuldig is en zijn wens oradS houding ten opzichte van
hem aan de kaak te stellen een prominente rolgdbhuikt hiervoor het beeld van
het rechtsgeding. Dit biedt een kader om zijn aa&sik, onmacht en verlangen tot
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uitdrukking te brengen. Job wil God ter verantwaiogdoepen in een rechtsgeding
om zo zijn onschuld aan hem voor te leggen. Tdgdiigseft hij dat zo'n
rechtsgeding tussen God en mensen onmogelijk Is.béschrijfft God als een
tegenstander die hem bestookt. Volgens Job bes¢h@od hem als een vijand.
Hij zoekt naar motieven voor dit optreden van GBdschouwt God Job als een
bedreiging, laat Gods ‘alwetendheid’ hem in de lst@aardoor hij Jobs onschuld
niet waarneemt of had God kwade bedoelingen bgatepping van mensen? Job
voelt zich overgeleverd aan het willekeurige haadelan God. Hij beseft dat
mensen dit niet kunnen beinvioeden. Om zijn aahklhceder te funderen noemt
Job ook zijn waarneming dat het goddelozen voomwie gaat. God handelt
derhalve in het algemeen niet naar de maatstaverdeavergelding. Job vraagt
zich af waarom God eigenlijk leven schenkt aan reeriie tegenslag te verduren
krijgen. Toch kan Job niet anders dan zijn hoopiges op deze God die zich
tegen hem heeft gekeerd. Verschillende exegetarvaij) mening dat het bij Jobs
beroep op ‘zijn getuige in de hemel’ en ‘zijn veder gaat om een middelaar
tussen God en Job. Job heeft echter al duidelijkagét dat een rechtszaak tussen
God en een andere partij onmogelijk is. Alleen @eldl kan partij bieden aan God.
Daarom kunnen de ‘getuige’ en de ‘verlosser slediaan op God. God is de
enige die Job een uitweg kan bieden uit zijn ekkeri@harom vestigt Job zijn hoop
op God.

Hoofdstuk 5 houdt zich bezig met het antwoord vaid @n Jobs reactie daarop.
Met een indrukwekkende rede vanuit de storm beagritdGod Jobs aanklacht en
Zijn roep om een reactie. Hoewel God het vergektingcept niet volledig
verwerpt, zet hij wel vraagtekens bij de herleigdheaa van zijn handelen aan de
hand van dit concept. Zowel Job als de vriendem gagan uit dat God handelt
volgens de lijnen van vergelding. Op basis hiergancludeert Job dat God hem
onrechtvaardig behandelt. God noemt dit echterordegremaning van zijn plan en
frustratie van zijn recht. Hiermee verwerpt Godiim antwoord dat zijn handelen
kan worden vastgesteld met behulp van een theoltigieeen strikte relatie ziet
tussen iemands handelen en wat hem overkomt. \ikescle exegeten zijn van
mening dat Gods antwoord inhoudelijk niet ingaatlegedes van Job. Ik verdedig
de these dat God Job indirect antwoordt door hettsen van een ‘tegenbeeld’.
Tegenover Jobs indruk dat God willekeurig handelhet recht buigt, schetst God
hoe hij scheppend en onderhoudend opereert, oprwackte plaatsen leven
schenkt en de goddeloze straft. Job 9 heeft bg delatie tussen Gods antwoord en
Jobs redes in de dialoog een sleutelfunctie. Godraoteert Job met zijn gebrek
aan inzicht in de orde en de overwegingen die temdslag liggen aan de
schepping en Gods handelen daarin. Job neemteadetfde positie in als God. Het
ontbreekt Job aan een ‘God'’s eye view'.
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In reactie op Gods antwoord geeft Job toe dat erfeedamenteel verschil is
tussen hem en God. Hij is zich ervan bewust gewoda¢ hij heeft gesproken over
goddelijke zaken die zijn begrip te boven gaan.rDmastaakt Job het verdere
debat met God en zal hij God niet meer bestokenvnagien of tegenargumenten.
Hij versmelt tegenover God en betoont spijt, wajiststof en as.

Het raamwerk van het bijbelboek Job komt ter spiakdoofdstuk 6. De proloog
schetst de noodzakelijke randvoorwaarden waardnohdt boek een aantal
kanttekeningen bij het vergeldingsconcept kunnendei geplaatst. De verteller
verankert Jobs rechtvaardigheid en maakt duiddiikJobs leed geen straf is voor
zonde. De satan speelt een paradoxale rol. In &edtaal treedt hij op als een
tegenstrever van God en Job. Maar door zijn vrdaglo God vreest zonder reden
wordt wel meteen een aspect van het vergeldingstetaét discussie gesteld. Een
do ut desnotief zou namelijk voor zowel God als Job eerereklunnen zijn om de
relatie met de ander te onderhouden. Tegelijk wdrdtde proloog het
vergeldingsconcept doorbroken. Door de scene ihemeel wordt duidelijk dat er
meer oorzaken voor iemands leed zijn dan alleemidstappen die iemand heeft
begaan. De proloog is noodzakelijk om voor de lezer vergeldingsconcept
beslissend ter discussie te stellen. Daarom verstedek dat dialoog en proloog
Zijn geconstrueerd met het oog op elkaar. Hoeweldaijn redes Gods plan heeft
verdonkeremaand, waardeert God in de epiloog Jabstelen, vragen, klagen en
beschuldigen in de dialoog als een juist sprekeer ood. Vanuit Jobs
interpretatiekader gezien ging Job terecht met @Godtrijd aan. Het herstel van
Job aan het eind van het boek ligt weer in deJgn de vergelding. Sommige
exegeten vinden dit strijdig met het voorafgaamdigar dit is niet het geval, omdat
God in zijn antwoord de vergelding niet volledigwerpt.

Hoofdstuk 7 is een samenvatting van het bijbelsltgsche deel en verwoordt
enkele conclusies. Het bijbelboek Job verwerpt hetgeldingsconcept niet
volledig, maar brengt de grenzen van een theoldigi€it voorstaat aan het licht.

In Hoofdstuk 8 vindt de systematisch theologis@fkectie op het vraagstuk van de
theodicee plaats met behulp van materiaal uit higbelboek Job. De

epistemologische kwestie uit het antwoord van Gegahblt de opbouw van
hoofdstuk. God houdt Job voor dat het Job aan digkelenacht en een ‘God’s eye
view' ontbreekt. Ik confronteer drie perspectievean waaruit kan worden
getheologiseerd —theologisch realisme, theologisidalisme en theologisch
relationisme— met dit inzicht uit Gods antwoord. edlogisch realisme en
theologisch idealisme veronderstellen beide eesrealistische positie om God en
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de wereld te beschrijven. Dit is de positie van aleetende verteller in het
bijbelboek Job. Theologisch relationisme veronddérgen internalistische positie.
Dit is de positie van Job. Job meende aanvank@ipkis handelen te kunnen
beoordelen met behulp van het vergeldingsconcept. ndm hierbij een
gezichtspunt in buiten God en de wereld. Gods amtsvonaakt hem duidelijk dat
hij heeft gesproken zonder inzicht. Job heeft g&uod’'s eye view'. Indien een
systematisch theoloog dezelfde positie inneemi@lis is theologisch relationisme
het meest adequate perspectief om vanuit te thiselem. Er zijn verschillende
theodicees geformuleerd om Gods rechtvaardigheidetdedigen ondanks het
bestaan van kwaad in de schepping. Deze theodie¥esderstellen echter een
theologisch realisme. Zij voldoen derhalve niet, dain zij uitgaan van dit
inadequate perspectief. Zo geeft materiaal uibleelboek Job in de eerste plaats
aanleiding tot een kritische beschouwing van entedelogische perspectieven die
aan de basis kunnen liggen van systematische tiieolo

Vervolgens stel ik voor om het bijbelboek Job teele vanuit een relationeel
perspectief. Dit bijbelboek levert dan taal om and®orden te brengen welke
verschillende rollen God in tijden van onschuldjden ten opzichte van mensen
vervult. De beschrijvingen van God zijn dan geeschéjvingen van Gods wezen,
maar beschrijvingen van relaties tussen God en emenblet beeld van het
rechtsgeding in het bijbelboek Job schetst de cexitpit van de situatie van
slachtoffers van kwaad. Enerzijds kunnen zij deukdebben dat God zich als een
tegenstander tegen hen opstelt. Dit stelt het manten in God op de proef. Zo
geeft materiaal uit het bijbelboek Job woorden laginfeit dat de confrontatie met
kwaad kan leiden tot een worsteling met een veemae en moeilijke kant van
God. Anderzijds kunnen slachtoffers van kwaad ot anders dan hun hoop
vestigen op deze zelfde God. God vervult de rol neninter, tegenstander, pleiter
en aangeklaagde tegelijkertijld. Men zou de vraagnkn stellen hoe deze
verschillende rollen zich in een theologie tot elkaerhouden.

In de proloog stelt de satan de vraag of Job Godieaoreden dient. Hiermee
stelt hij de aard van de relatie tussen God en ememsr discussie. Is dit een
manipulatieve, contractuele of liefdesrelatie? Dewaag legt een problematisch
aspect van het vergeldingsconcept bloot. God dirigit concept mechanisch te
worden gedacht. Hij vergeldt en beloont zonder spenlijke’ inbreng. Zo
verdwijnt de persoonlijke godtalk op de achtergroMisschien kan de hele
worsteling met het onschuldige lijden in het bifjm#k Job wel worden
gekarakteriseerd als een zoektocht naar hoe tekesprever God op een
persoonlijke manier wanneer mensen met kwaad wagdeanfronteerd. Het hele
probleem kwam immers aan de oppervlakte door lietld¢ God werd gedacht op
de mechanische manier van het vergeldingsconcepprBstigestrijd tussen God
en de satan, waarbij de trouw van een mens aandGa@dmiddel van leed op de
proef wordt gesteld, acht ik op zich niet gebruikbam Gods betrokkenheid bij

257



GOD-TALK IN THE BOOK OFJOB

leed in de huidige tijd ter sprake te brengen. &ken is hiervoor dat dit ‘inkijkje in
de hemel’ een externalistische positie verondérdielwij niet kunnen innemen.
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