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ABSTRACT AND METHODOLOGY

Images of God, positive and negative, create awiaggension in the biblical text. This
tension is due to the paradoxical character of &oseen in Exod 34:6-7. The cognitive dissonance
created by the juxtaposition of positive and negaitmages of the divine is unsettling for many
people. Consequently, these negative images ae otfterlooked. This project addresses one of the
neglected images, the image of God as enemy.iseeculiar that, despite the regularity of
Israel’s complaints against the divine and its faamty with enemy language, the woethemyis not
used more frequently in reference to God. Thisqmtogonsiders the idea that whilsemylanguage
was part of Israel’s cultural milieu, the waedemywas seldom used to describe God because the
image of God as enemy borders on picturing Goceasodic—a precipice that neither Job nor the
writers of the Hebrew Bible wanted to cross.

Insights in this dissertation are drawn from selvapproaches to biblical interpretation.

This exploration begins with an analysis of theatagissues that focus on theodicy informed by a
womanist perspective regarding the image of Gaghasny in the book of Job and other books of
the Hebrew Bible. Literary criticism provides them$ for examining sample texts that express this
image of the divine, implicitly and explicitly. Thanalysis includes consideration of defiance and
humor as coping mechanisms that Job utilized imdgponse to the theodic crisis created by his

understanding that God was the source of the ralgairs his life.



Preface

Almost always, writing projects begin years befaads actually appear on paper. The
desire to write on the book of Job has been witlfanenore than thirty years. | am glad that the
seed planted years ago has begun to come to fruiow was | to know that the path to writing
on Job would include years of graduate and docttualy?

My interest in the biblical text began years agthvai conversation with my ex-husband’s
grandmother. One of our long conversations resuttdérkr encouraging me to read the story of
Saul and the Medium of Endor. This was the spaaklthwhat has become my lifetime interest
in the biblical text. At the time, | was, totallifacked by what | read. I'm not sure what |
expected, but | certainly did not anticipate wanrists, disrespect of women, or endorsement of
slavery and oppression. These issues were esgdcmalbling since despite its initial depiction
of all humanity made in the image of God, the loilitext divided humanity into Jews and
Gentiles, sanctioned war, slavery, oppression pamgtayed numerous negative images of
women. | was taken aback by the cognitive dissoméetween egalitarian ethics and much of
what takes place in the biblical text. Althoughd dot know it at the time, | had stumbled on the
kinds of issues that liberation theology, ethiesniinism, womanism, postcolonialism, and
postmodernism, among others, seek to address.

As one who stands against violence of any kindiyiddal or communal), believes in
honoring the humanity of every person, and undedstéhat no one has the right to enslave or
oppress another, | was, to say the least, totaltsifred. How could a beloved sacred text say
such negative things about humanity and about Gb@2e texts were dreadfully different from
the ones | had heard in church school and wordlmipgl my childhood and teenage years. It was

not so much the presence of such passages thatdidtme. | was appalled that the biblical text



did not consistently speak boldly against suchtmres. | felt cheated. Why had | not heard
about these texts in church? Why had | not heaoditathis part of the biblical story? | wanted
no part of a religion drawn from such texts. | ezensidered giving up Christianity. How odd
you might think, for one who is now completing aPhin Biblical Interpretation, who is an
ordained elder in the United Methodist Church, yhior to ordination taught an adult Sunday
school class, and who served one church or anatharchurch musician for many years, starting
when | was twelve years old—how odd, indeed.

In the early eighties, | was a musician at a lebairch® Recently hired, the task of
playing at the weekly Sunday evening service telhie. How was | to know that the sermons |
would hear there on the book of Job would enlargdaith and literally change my life? All my
life I had heard about the patience of Job. | vasgued to hear that there was another side of
the story. | was intrigued by the impatience of.Jgis questions captivated me. His honesty
fascinated me. Sermons | heard and books | reatkacy to what | had been taught, affirmed
what | knew all along—raising questions about issofefaith is not a statement of unfaith. The
realization that it is permissible to ask hard gioes and to see a text from a different
perspective was the drink of living water that €ded. Having recently returned to the church
after a ten year hiatus, | was eager to try to nsgkese of what | read.

The book of Job saved me. The book of Job savetaitiny Of the three hundred twenty-
nine questions in the book of Job, God asks eiglgkt, the satan asks two, Job’s wife asks one,

Job asks one hundred thirty-nine, Eliphaz ask$ythine, Bildad asks seventeen, Zophar asks

1.Shiloh Missionary Baptist Church is an African Amean church in Fort Worth, TX. The pastor, Rev.
A. E. Chew, preached the sermon series that spankeadterest in the book of Job.
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twelve, and Elihu asks thirty-orfelob’s questions gave me permission to ask my iqpmast
Job's story taught me that while many questionaemnanswered and unresolved, it is still
important to ask them.

Job, along with liberation theologians, ethicissninists, womanists, postcolonial, and
postmodern scholars taught me to consider questiomgt exploitation, economic justice, social
justice, political justice, multiple religions, gier justice, slavery, racism, interlocking forms of
oppression, and ethics as | think through theoklggsues and interpret the biblical text. | am
convinced more than ever that even when ongoingnswered, and unresolved questions
remain, raising them provides an opportunity téef consider, engage, and embrace new
ideas.

Thirty years plus years have passed since | hbarfirst sermon series on Job that so
intrigued me. These sermons on Job still dancaigirany mind, even after thirty years or more.
| have seen Job in a musical performed on stagetdiee Theatreand as a church musical.
have listened to the music of the Jubilee Theapessentation of Job on my cassette player. |
have read the book more times than | can couravé lencountered Job through years of formal
and informal study and through numerous art forntsraedia. Memories of lectures, classroom
discussions and presentations, along with conversaabout Job with professors, pastors,
church members, and classmates have left an ihel@lipression on me. William Blake’s
artwork based on the book of Job, as well as thather artists, often provides provocative

visual impressions. | have ‘heard’ Job’s story agaid again as | listened to sermons, church

2. Jimmie L. HancockAll the Questions in the Bibl€D-ROM, version 3.0f. (Logos Bible Software,
2000-2007).

3. Jubilee Theatre is an African American theatreart Worth, TX.

4. Forest Hill Community Bible Church is an Africdmerican church in Forest Hill, TX. The musicalsva
composed by the church choir director, Carl Kennerl
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choirs, played piano in worship, and encounterdxdtimugh a multitude of art forms. Anyone
who says | am a “Jobaholic” would not be far frdra truth.

Moreover, there are times when, like Jeremiah ltw@aweep for the existence of evil
and suffering in the world. Miroslav Volf writesl have not been able to bring myself to try to
defend God against the charge of impotence ordéckre with regard to horrendous evifd.”
can not defend God, yet | chose faith. Even imtingst of the issues, problems, and challenges
of life, | am grateful for an opportunity to be aliever. | have not given up on God because | am
convinced that God has not given up on me. Likerd&h in Jer 12:1, | ask, even though | know
that God will win and my questions will remain: “davill be in the right, O brD, when | lay
charges against you; but let me put my case toWhy. does the way of the guilty prosper?
Why do all who are treacherous thrive?”

The church struggles in thetentury largely because of its confusion aboutlthgical
guestions. Prosperity gospel, focus on love withastice, and a lectionary that omits difficult
passages are but a few expressions of a theolagydny find wanting. Years ago when |
stumbled upon the imprecatory psalms, those psalmbich vengeful, hateful words are
addressed to God, others, and self (see for exapdel0:15; 40:14-15; 94:2; and 139:15-21), |
was surprised and shocked to find these distremsedlistressing words in prayer in the Bible.
Even after years in church, | had never heard suelds preached from the pulpit or taught in
Sunday school. “Surely,” | thought, “I must be ralstn. How could anyone say to God as the
psalmist did in 44:17, 22-23: “All this has comeonpus, yet we have not forgotten you, or been
false to your covenant. Because of you we are ldllegl all day long, and accounted as sheep

for the slaughter. Rouse yourself! Why do you slé2jhord? Awake, do not cast us off forever!

5. Miroslav Volf, “I Protest, Therefore | BelieveChristian CenturyFebruary 8, 2005): 39.
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Growing up, | had been taught that negative fesliwgre not proper to express, that they
were simply not topics one should talk about opeWhat was | to do with Ps 109, which
contains the longest and most severe of all thegogtions? Eventually this psalm more than
any other helped me find well-being and wholenessfy wounded, broken spirit, and when it
happened my healing was instantaneous.

The writer of Ps 109 clearly understood and wasnare comfortable than | in
expressing negative feelings. Verses 6-20 weredstans. The words captured my feelings,
imagining scenarios that | would not want to hapfgeanyone. | was aghast and horrified when
| read:

®They say, “Appoint a wicked man against him;
let an accuser stand on his right.
"When he is tried, let him be found guilty;
let his prayer be counted as sin.
8May his days be few;
may another seize his position.
®May his children be orphans,
and his wife a widow.
May his children wander about and beg;
may they be driven out of the ruins they
inhabit.
XMay the creditor seize all that he has;
may strangers plunder the fruits of his. toil
12May there be no one to do him a kindness,
nor anyone to pity his orphaned children.
13May his posterity be cut off;
may his name be blotted out in the second
generation.
“May the iniquity of his father be remembered
before the@rD,
and do not let the sin of his mother betbbb
out.
15| et them be before thedrp continually,
and may his memory be cut off from thetlear
®For he did not remember to show kindness,
but pursued the poor and needy
and the brokenhearted to their death.
"He loved to curse; let curses come on him.
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He did not like blessing; may it be far from him.

8He clothed himself with cursing as his coat,
may it soak into his body like water,
like oil into his bones.
YMay it be like a garment that he wraps around
himself,
like a belt that he wears every day.”
?YMay that be the reward of my accusers from the
LORD,
of those who speak evil against my fife.

Interpreters disagree as to whether the words d0OBgeflect the enemy’s thoughts
about the psalmist or the psalmist’s thoughts abuénemy or enemi€<ither way, the words
of this psalm in vv. 1, 21, 26-28 depict the psalsiexpectation and insistence that God
intervene by speaking and acting on his behalf: fibbbe silent, O God of my praise. But you,
O LorD my Lord, act on my behalf for your name’s sakesaaese your steadfast love is good,
deliver me. Help me, OdrD my God! Save me according to your steadfast lbgethem know
that this is your hand; you, QokD, have done it. Let them curse, but you will blést.my
assailants be put to shame; may your servant loe’gla

Seeing God through this psalm helped me seelfige only was | angry and hurt, |
occasionally had feelings of wishing ill for therpen(s) who hurt me. |1 did not like what | saw.
When | took the psalm’s words as my own, God relieme of my thoughts of ill will. | realized

that my “Self-pity . . . [was] not a pretty thin§Had I, like the psalmist, “bemoan[ed my

situation to the point of] becom[ing] ludicrou§?’had to laugh at myself for letting my

6. Unless otherwise noted, biblical quotationsfesen NRSV.

7. Notice that the NRSV’s addition of “They say"varse 6 is not found in the Hebrew of the psalm.

8. Toni Craven and Walter J. Harrelson, “PsalmsThe New Interpreter’'s Study Bible, New Revised
Standard Version with the Apocrypleal. Walter J. HarrelsofNashville: Abingdon Press, 2003), 856.

9. Ibid.



“moaning go . . . too far® As a result of reading this psalm, | was ablecime to myself, “get a
grip,” heal, forgive, and move on.

Through the words of this psalm | foundsgurance and correction at a time when | felt
overwhelmed by the events of my life. The imprepafsalms helped me identify the depth of
my brokenness. They reminded me that | serve av@md‘loves us [me] and listens to our [my]
cries.’™ They reassured me that “There is no thought, nblem, nor idea that we [I] cannot
share with God** Psalm 109 reminded me that | serve a God whorisermed about my joys
and my sorrows.

Although one may react with revulsion or digifeat this uncensored venting of rage,
such as in Ps 109, this prayer and others likeeipart of the biblical text. Imprecatory psalms
and negative images of God, including the imagéad as enemy, are sometimes problematic,
at first. In a technological information age thaeiis long past for disregarding unsettling
passages of scripture. To ignore these texts‘i®toove something essential in the Bibfd.”
Skimming over these passages and pretending thagtdexist is ill-advised. | have come to
know negative expressions in the Bible are oftemsunderstood, misconstrued treasure.

Both the words of Psalm 109 and the boakotif are a cry for justice. These are the
words of one who boldly cries out to God becausteelings of “powerlessness in the face of

oppression Both are expressions of “someone who has sufigeeg hurt and humiliatior

10. Ibid.

11. D. M. Flynn, “Songs of the Sages,” http://wwiwdarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa3885/is_200201
/ai_n9024334 (accessed May 6, 2005).

12 Ibid.

13. “Imprecatory Psalms—The ‘Greatest Love’ .nd ¢he ‘Great Problem,” http://biblia.com/jesusleib
/psalms9.htm (accessed May 6, 2005).

14. Ibid.

15. Walter Brueggemanithe Message of the PsalfMinneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House, 1984),
83.



Both are the radically expressed “explicit app¥atf someone “who has no other recourse for
justice--when no other aid is availabfé. They are words of struggle with God, oneself, and
others. Recovering and reclaiming the words ofdiff passages yields an unconventional view
of the biblical text, encourages spiritual matyrapd makes room for us to face what we try so
hard to avoid in life.
Renita Weems movingly writes of her struggles v@itd inListening for God: A
Minister’s Journey Through Silence and Dotibt.
Although a deluge of books has been written abatibus aspects of the inner journey,
much of what has been written in recent years apgede directed to the novitiate, the
recent traveler, the newcomer to the inward jouridgny of these books focus on the
intoxicating joys of the inward journey, but notoeigh has been written about the long
dry seasons. What about those of us who are betheniirst blush of the spiritual
journey, who after a period of dramatic awakeniog rieel as if we have hit a brick wall
and our prayers have been met with silence? tinsforting to know that even in the
book that passes itself off as the word of Godietlaee testimonies of people who railed
at God for what sometimes felt like God’s cruelsl to speak. Biblical poets and
psalmists alike longed for the intimacy with Godiaomplained about God’s seeming
detachment and heartless silefite.
As an African American woman whose relationshighwv@iod, ever ongoing, is full of fits and
starts, leaps and bounds, and more dry placed’thlake to admit, I, like many, identify with
Weems'’s sentiments. She goes on to explain:
| am finally ready to talk about that difficult ped in my life publicly. . . | can share the

experience now because | am no longer afraid of Golknce. Nor am | ashamed of
having doubted myself and G6Y.

My study of the book of Job leads me to a similasifon. | have learned that God’s presence is

sufficient, even when God'’s voice is silent andvoice is railing at God.

16. John N. Day, “The Imprecatory Psalms and @hris€thics.” http://63.136.1.23.ezproxy
.tcu.edu/pls/eli/fashow?aid=ATLA0001322857 (acceddagl 6, 2005).

17. Ibid.

18. Renita Weemd,istening for God: A Minister’s Journey ThrougheBite and DoubiNew York:
Touchstone, 1999).

19. Ibid., 18-19.

20. Ibid., 21.
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Jason Kalman suggests that “The culmination obtiek of Job was not that he
understood his suffering but that his sufferingtiedoth increased self-awareness and greater
compassion for other$Job’s “faithful rebellion®* was part of his journey of faith and
relationship with God. | know that | am more awanrel have greater compassion because of the
book of Job.

While | have no definitive answers, | know that th@mamics of my relationship with
God and my faith are different because of the dqoiesthat continue to haunt me. The issues
that nearly derailed my faith continue to propeltma lifetime of study, or as Paul Harvey
would say, to consider “the rest of the (biblicgthry.” Negative images of God, even Job’s
image of God as enemy, may leave us awestruckirhguhat paying attention to what may
seem to be divine cruelty, whether through silesrc&rords spoken, action or inaction, can be a
source of maturing faith.

For me, Job’s story is not just an old story iraacient book. | have seen Job’s story in
the eyes and the faces of people who suffer inbledibsses, for example in the eyes and faces
of people who struggle to recover from overwhelnuligaster and make a life in Haiti,

Indonesia, India, Chile, South Africa, Japan, WA, and disparate locations all over the world.
On one occasion | heard Job’s agony in the voiae Migerian parishioner living in Texas

whose sadness was multiplied when she received hemgounger brother had died, and she
could not afford to travel home to the funerabd have had my own “Job moments.” | think of
Job’s friends and wonder, have | been insensiowbé needs and interests of people around me?

| think of Job’s wife and long to hear the voicesl stories of so many who are silenced in the

21. Jason Kalman, “With Friends Like These: Tugnifoints in the Jewish Exegesis of the Biblical Boo
of Job” (PhD diss., McGill University, 2005), 258ttp://digitool.library.mcgill.ca/R/?func=dbin-jupa
full&object_id=85173&local_base=GENO01-MCGO02 (acasdlay 5, 2010).

22. bid.
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din of a world too busy with its own concerns tmsier them. | think of Job’s community and
wonder how I, ever so unwittingly and unwillinglyave been part of groups that have given too
little consideration to someone’s struggle, to songs pain. | think of Elihu and wonder about
people who remain invisible even when presentinktbf Job and wonder why his voice is not
heard more often. | think of God and wonder, why?

Job’s story is a living story, a story of life &4 best and worst. It abounds with the
complexities of life. It refuses to accept the ideat life is predictable and problems can be
solved in quick meaningless sound bites. Job krbaislife is an unpredictable mix of ups and
downs in which one experiences both the ‘thrilViotory and the agony of defeat.” Perhaps, that
is why the story has been preserved for thousahgsaos.

Just as Aristotle in the fourth century and Dessaim the seventeenth century, today’s
scholars have the opportunity to help people semselves and the world differently.
Enlightenment thinking laid the foundation for tverld we used to live in. Postcolonial and
postmodernist thinking is laying a foundation foday and tomorrow. The question is what type
of foundation is it? What type of foundation willae? The task ahead involves listening to and
learning from all of the voices. The challengeoibting the voices together in a way that
respects and honors each. This is not easy woi&.i3hot work for those who give up easily.
This is work for all who are committed to bring itheart of an emerging reality in which human
worth is not determined by social location, ecormanrace, ethnicity, religion, gender, sexual
preference, or the like.

The writing of a dissertation is no small undemkilt is a project that comes to fruition
with the support and encouragement of many peépleell known Buddhist proverb says;

“When the student is ready, the teacher will appddnis proverb beautifully captures the idea
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that there is a moment in time when openness &we&nowledge on the part of the student and
willingness to share knowledge on the part of daeher are in sync. | am grateful for each of
the teachers at Brite Divinity School who appearedny path at just the right moment.

| have been amply blessed with mentors and teaemersvill forever be grateful to
everyone, seen and unseen, who inspired me, stiaiedhoughts, or had a part in this journey.
My journey toward Brite Divinity School began wighword from alumnus, the Rev. Roderick
Miles, my home pastor at Campus Drive United Metsio@hurch in Fort Worth, Texas. The
journey toward this project began with a word frbm Toni Craven who, from the moment of
our first conversation, encouraged me to pursule.B.Rn Biblical Interpretation. Dr. Leo
Perdue encouraged my love for the book of Job byiéng me to be part of, not just one, but
three classes he taught on this book during my &étrigrite Divinity School. Dr. Keri Day
provided encouraging words at just the right mome&agether they provided the guidance
needed for completion of this project. Dr. Stacky&-Thomas and Dr. Zorina Costello gave
encouragement for what is well-known as a gigamidertaking. Dr. David Gouwens afforded
additional insight at a critical moment.

Members of the Texas Christian University libratgfEwere generous and supportive as
| conducted my research. | am grateful for the eragement | received from churches where |
served as pastor while on this journey includingny Peoples Mennonite Fellowship (Dallas,
TX), Union Memorial United Methodist Church (Codlie, TX), St. James United Methodist
Church (Waco, TX), Eastern Hills United Methodistutch (Fort Worth, TX), and Grace United

Methodist Church (Arlington, TX).
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| hold dear words of encouragement from my belad&aghter, Tajiri Brackens of
Houston, Texas, and from my friend, the Rev. Cyntole, who constantly reminded me that “I
do not have far to go.” | can never repay my brgtAathony Alphonso Terry, and his wife,
Lynda Terry, for caring for Daddy during his illseshile | continued my studies. In many
ways, like Abraham, who completed the journey to&m that his father Terah bedam,
complete my mother’s dissertation journey, incortgliecause of her illness. It is in memory of
Mother and Daddy, Mr. and Mrs. Alphonso and Ndlath Terry, both teachers, that | complete
this project.

As | reflect on the journey that lies behind thisrivand the journey that lies ahead, |
hope that there will never be an end to personsimgyre us, move us forward, and make a

difference in our lives, or to the questions thetme and form our lives for the better.

23. Gen 11:31.
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INTRODUCTION

Images of God, positive and negative, create agidhlity that fosters tension in the
biblical text. This tension is due to the paradekitharacter of God as seen for example, in Exod
34:6-7 where God is both loving and compassioraatd,also the exact opposite. This tension in
God is part of God’s self-description to Mosesldpicts a juxtaposition of mercy and justice
within the divine:

The LORD passed before him, and proclaimed, “TlRb, the LORD, a God merciful and

gracious, slow to anger, and abounding in steattfastand faithfulnes&eeping

steadfast love for the thousandth generation, ¥orgiiniquity and transgression and sin,

yet by no means clearing the guilty, but visiting tniquity of the parents upon the

children and the children’s children, to the thamd the fourth generation” (Exod 34:6-7

NRSV).

The cognitive dissonance created by these contgastiages of God is unsettling for
many, especially contemporary readers who thintkefdivine only in terms of love and
compassion. They are likely to find any negativages of God, including the idea of God as
enemy, shocking and unacceptable. Though ofterrégihdhese contradictory images of God are
not only present in the biblical text, but also arere prevalent than one might think. For
example, in the process of making a way for thaeltes to have a home of their own, God is
instrumental in creating havoc and devastatioritfose who already inhabited the I&id.

This type of tension is an inherent part of thdib#h text. Norman Whybray says, “what
may appear to the modern reader to be an inadeguodteven distasteful view of God was not

suppressed by the final editors and compilers ®Qhd Testament?® “Scholars are giving

increasing attention to this difficult topic. Whyyracknowledges the difficulty of addressing

24. Deut 20:10-18.

25. Norman Whybray, “Shall Not The Judge of All tearth Do What Is Just? God’s Oppression of
the Innocent in the Old Testament,”Shall Not The Judge of All The Earth Do What Ishi®gds. David
Penchansky and Paul L. Redditt (Winona Lake: Eisants, 2000), 15.



negative images of the divine. He writes, “The dside of God . . . has received astonishingly
little attention from Old Testament scholars. It.is almost as though there is a scholarly
consensus that any criticism of God’s charactéhénOld Testament is inconceivabf8.”
Perhaps this can be attributed to recognitiondbkaigning negative qualities to God is
problematic because such references border ondéhgonic’ . . . [and are understood to be] a

symbol of evil .’

These images are generally ignored because thiepypthe nature and
character of God as not beneficent toward humabigmissing negative images of God,
whether intentional of not, creates its own thewmalgproblems. It overlooks much of the
biblical text and in the process, it diminishes God

Difficulty should not be an excuse for avoidingalission of the negative side of God.
Quite the contrary, difficulty is even more reasorengage conversation. In accordance with a
commitment not to continue this neglect and avatdahwill explore the theological problem
created by negative images of God and examine sopi&it and explicit references to a
particular image of God, God as enemy, in the bafalob and other books of the Hebrew Bible.

Most negative images of God depict a situation lmctv something has gone tragically
wrong in the divine/human relationship. The imaged metaphors biblical writers used to
describe these situations are often stark and adatitotn her bookBattered Love: Marriage,
Sex, and Violence in the Hebrew Proplf&t/eems explores images of God as abusive husband

in Hosea, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel. Julia M. O’Brigameines additional unsettling images in her

book, Challenging Prophetic Metaphor: Theology and Idegylin the Prophet$’ including not

26. lbid., 2.

27. Daniel Day WilliamsThe Demonic and the Divined. Stacy A. Evans (Minneapolis: Fortress Press,
1990), 3.

28. WeemsBattered Love: Marriage, Sex, and Violence in tlebiéw Prophet¢Minneapolis: Fortress
Press, 1995).

29. Julia O'BrienChallenging Prophetic Metaphor: Theology and Idgylan the Prophets
(Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2008).



only God as abusing husband, but also God as atattian father, and angry warrior. In
Disturbing Divine Behavior: Troubling Old Testamémiages of God® Eric Seibert also
investigates negative images: God as deadly lawgiv&ant executioner, mass murderer, divine
warrior, genocidal general, dangerous abuser, uafflictor, and divine deceiver.

Whybray observes even more examples as he reexasong of the most well-known
passages of the Hebrew BibfeFor instance, in the Pentateuch, God initiatessrdastruction in
the Genesis flood (Gen 6:6-7), attempts to kill B8 the Exodus (Exod 4:24), kills Egyptians
at the Reed Sea (Exod 14:27-28), kills Israelifesy ghe golden calf incident—an incident
wherein God blesses those who kill their familyerids, and neighbors by making them priests
(Exod 32:29)—and threatens to destroy Israel aad gver with Moses after attempts with
Adam, Noah, and Abraham fail to make the visionhfiemanity a reality (Exod 32:30, Num
14:13-20).

In the Deuteronomistic History, the prophet Samueet angry with God for God’s
disapproval and dethroning of King Saul (1 Sam 153b). Likewise, David was angry with
God for killing Uzzah because he tried to stabibZeaning ark (1 Chr 13:7-11; 2 Sam 6:3-8)
and for sending a plague to castigate David fantak census, a census that, according to the
writer of 2 Sam, God commanded (2 Sam 24:1). Th@tler tells the story differently placing
responsibility for the census on the satan (2 Aht)?

In the prophets, Jeremiah protests that God dex@iotonly the people of Israel as a

prelude of the destruction to come (Jer 4:10) abed the prophet himself (Jer 20:7). Jeremiah’s

30. Eric A. SeibertDisturbing Divine Behavior: Troubling Old Testamémtages of God
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2009).
31. Whybray, “Shall Not The Judge of All the Ealtb What Is Just?” 1-19.



response is to curse the day he was born (Jer-A@)1# In Ezek, God permits Israel to engage
in “human sacrifice,’ by offering up their own §i-born children®® (Ezek 20:25-26), promising
that, despite such transgressions, Israel willdmesee God'’s favor, and in the future, Israel
itself will be as acceptable to God as if it wergaarifice (Ezek 29:41). Another example from
the Writings includes God’s conversation with taéas in the book of Job (Job 1:6, 2:10b). In
Lam 2:4-5, Israel laments exile and the idea of '&adting like an enemy when Israel lost its
war against the Babylonians.

Among the many negative images of God in the HelBdbe, perhaps, God as enemy
can be considered one of, it not the most extréinseems peculiar that, despite the regularity of
Israel’s complaints against the divine and its feanty with enemy language, the various
Hebrew words foenemyny, 2°ix, X1, 773w, andn)ix are not used more frequently in reference
to God. This project considers the idea that wiNel metaphoricaenemylanguage was part of
Israel’s cultural milieu, the words fenemywere seldom used to describe God since the image
of God as enemy borders on picturing God as demdhie writers of the Hebrew Bible were
reticent to speak of God in these terms.

The observant reader notices that referenceagémyenemiesre a standard part of
biblical language. Enemy language is, for exammieyalent throughout the lament tradition of
the Psalms in which the writers frequently praigel @nd request deliverance from both human
and divine enemies, and troubling circumstancesirfabance, the author of Ps 89:38-51
wondered how long God would continue to rejectaheinted. In Ps 88:4-7 the writer complains

because God fails to provide defense and delivertmone who is troubled. The author of Ps

32. Job also is so troubled that he too curseddlyehe was born (Job 3:1).
33. Whybray, “Shall Not The Judge of All the Ealtb What Is Just?” 13.



39:13, feeling oppressed by the divine, subsegueasks God to look away so that the psalmist
might know gladness before he dies.

While individual laments are explicit about how angght feel about one’s situation,
specifics about personal situations and the enemmgain vague and ambiguous. Try as they
might, interpreters of the psalms are at a logketermine the particulars of the situation or who
the enemy is. Amy Erickson clarifies, noting thather than being specific, “The language and
imagery used to depict the enemy is both sterecdypind open-ended, characteristically
employing animal metaphors, war and hunt terminglagd legal expressiond*Lack of
specificity lends itself to an uncertainty whichetghtens the tensiorPdepicted in the
psalmists’ situations. This increased tension opeasioor for enemies to be described as
enemies, not just of the psalmist, but by defailGod as well.

Israel’s enemy language extends to complaints aBodt Use of nuanced and implied
enemy language for God was so frequent one cathaait was part of the cultural milieu (much
like attributing bad things to Satan is for mangag). Whereas use of the wademywas
reserved for extreme situations, these complaienelly describe what God has (or has not)
done. In other words, while the wordsemy/enemiesre used frequently to address human
enemies, frequently, only rarely do complaints alieéod use the wordnemy

Lest one think that it is only biblical writers wistruggled with this issue, contemporary
readers also wrestle with a larger issue knowmasdicy. James Crenshaw suggests that

theodicy was so problematic for the writers of hebrew Bible that “The scope of . . . wrestling

34. Amy Erickson, “God as Enemy in Job’s Speeclie&D diss., Princeton Theological Seminary, 2009),
21.
35. Ibid., 23.



with theodicy is astonishing® From the opening pages of Gen to the closing pag2<hr,
biblical writers and editors struggled with thisis®’ The author of the story about the Garden
of Eden wondered why good and evil were presetiterworld. The prophets and the writer of
Lamentations wondered why God would permit the vediocity (Jerusalem) and the chosen
country (Judah) to suffer such a devastating lo€abylon. Negative depictions of God in such
a wide range of images and in such a variety ofrelelBible texts is an indicator that “this
negative view of . . . the divine nature was a n&waldly persistent one that was not confined to
any one particular social or religious grodp.”

Though the Bible does not provide fixed answérssé examples make it clear that the
biblical text itself certainly raises many diffitiuestions about this side of God’s character.
Along with Pss, the book of Job comprises one eftiblical text's most vivid explorations of
the nature and character of God. Its willingnessxjalore the implications of negative images of
God assures its place not only in the biblical,tbxt also among world literature. The Bible
never provides an answer, but leaves the conversafien to readers, ancient and
contemporary, who have questions about this agff€abd’s character.

Roland Murphy affirms this stream of biblical théwign which doubts and misgivings
about God are in the forefront when he writes, ‘f€he a tradition for such questioning at the
heart of Israel’s faith® Not only does the biblical text raise questiohsgems to honor those

who raise questions as much, if not more, thaneaiscany of the persons whose stories grace its

36. James Crenshaw, “Theodicy,”AmchorBible Dictionary,ed. David Noel Freedman, vol. 6 (New
York: Doubleday, 1992), 445.

37. Ibid. Gen to 2 Chr is a reference to the baxfkbe OT in the order in which they appear in the
TaNaKh

38. Whybray, “Shall Not The Judge of All the Ealitb What Is Just?” 15.

39. Roland E. Murphirhe Tree of Life: An Exploration of Biblical Wisdduiterature,3rd ed.(Grand
Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company,®934.



pages. Included in this group are people like thlewing: Abraham, Sarah, Moses, Joshua,
Jeremiah, Habakkuk, Naomi, some of the psalmist$ Jab.

As they wrestle with the task of interpreting neégaimages of God, some readers seek
to defend God by adapting an approach similar tbeBiés in which he draws clear distinctions
“between the Textual God and the Actual G&UHis concept of the textual God represents
Israel’s experiences of God, while the actual Garesents the character of God. Seibert’s
analysis includes approaches to the text suchhaaedmmunity, just cause, greater good, “God
acted differently in the Old Testament,” and thenissive will approacf! each of which he
considers to be an inadequate way of coming togevith evil, suffering, and negative images
of God, all of which eventually lead to questiofsheodicy.

The divine immunity approach allows room for Godata in unethical ways. The just
cause and greater good approaches suggest tratdhestifies the means. The God acted
differently in the Old Testament approach comeselko the perspective of Marcion who
posited that the God of the Old Testament and the @ the New Testament were two different
gods. The permissive will approach proposes that &lows bad things to happen. While
Seibert can be applauded for addressing negatiagamof God, he seems to defend God, rather
than let the unpleasantness of what the biblicdlgays about God stand on its own.

Although Seibert writes from a Christocentric p&djve, many of his insights are
helpful for understanding negative images of Goggihg deeper, he lists several rationales that
might explain why biblical writers utilize negatiu@ages of God, including the following: to

explain national failures and disasters, to supgh@truling elite and their policies, and to

40. SeibertDPisturbing Divine Behavior] 69-181.
41. Ibid., 69-88.



encourage particular behaviors and belfétde further suggests that Israel’s world outlook is
comprised of beliefs that God is the sole divineseh agent God who controls the natural world,
causes personal fortunes and misfortunes, rewlaedsitedient, punishes the disobedient,
sanctions warfare, brings victory, and causes t&fidaattle.

Seibert suggests that setbacks in Israel’'s natideathe Babylonian Exile for example,
were attributed to God’s agency. The ruling eltentified itself with God making what it
authorized equal to what God authorized. Natiofaldnd personal life were said to be regulated
by God'’s decrees. Since God is the source of alldgand bad, Israel understood God to be
responsible for the natural world, the blessings thie troubles in one’s life, rewarding the
faithful and punishing the unfaithful, not only apping war, but determining its outcome. In
summary, ultimately God is responsible for all ggnSeibert’s thoughts on these matters
provide useful background to keep in mind when esipy negative images of God, including
the image of God as enemy in the Hebrew Bible.

If one recognizes the theological implication efjative images of God as bordering on
picturing God as demonic, it is understandable whiyl recent years the subject received so
little study. However, given that negative imagé&od were not censored, excised, or deleted
by ancient biblical writers and editors, contempyiaterpreters should not neglect them either.
If allowed to surface, the image of God as eneroyngwith other negative images of God,
gives voice to an understanding of God that canvigie a welcome corrective for an
institutional religion that desires to isolate it$eom the pains and hurts, the darkness, dangers
and sacrifices of life as it really i§*The contemporary unwillingness to explore negative

images of God in the biblical text mirrors a reamate to face negatives in life. Acknowledging

42. Ibid., 132-140.
43. Herbert E. Hobenstein, “Oh Blessed RagiTM 10, no. 3 (June 1983): 166.



negative images of God is “an invaluable resoune¢ temains largely untapped but nevertheless
might assist . . . in giving voice to the trulygi@in human existenc& and providing a vehicle
“to expand metaphors for Go&”

Recognizing negative images of God not only pravidéens for thinking about the
divine, it opens a door that also admits that tieee“dark side of monotheism . . . which has
remained present in the cultural memory of the Viissin object of negation and denial at
best.”® The correlate to not wanting to see the undemsid®od and/or of the biblical text is
refusing to see the underside of life. James Metzgeveys the value of exploring negative
images of God when he writes:

First, incorporating these unsavory portrayals otl@to our repertoire of intertexts

enables us to give voice to the roles chance, mgericy, and the destructive forces in the

universe play in our lives, to poeticize life invarld that is just as often experienced as
antagonist as friend. Put differently, they attémthe magnitude and variety of
creaturely suffering in ways that traditional digirepresentations do ritt.

In actuality, the world “is very often a cruel pkadddled with enormous waste, pain, and

"8 If one ignores negatives in God and in the biblieat, one is likely to overlook

suffering.
negative realities—in one’s life and in the world.

Chapter 1, “Theodicy: A Problematic Theologicaus” will present theodicy as a
theological problem inherent in worship of one Golis chapter will lay the ideological and

theological groundwork highlighting the tensionatexl when one God is ultimately responsible

for both good and bad.

44. James A. Metzger, “Where Has Yahweh Gone? Reitlg Unsavory Images of God in New
Testament Studiesforizons in Biblical Theolog®1 (2009): 73, http://docserver.ingentaconneot.eaproxy
.tcu.edu/deliver/connect/brill/01959085/v31n1/s5ectpires=1284232378&id=58568119&titleid=7500142¢&a
ame=Texas+Christian+University&checksum=841C6EOBYZID0E88296291CAA36E (accessed July 5, 2010).

45. Ibid. 74.

46. Jan AssmaniThe Price of MonotheisigStanford: Stanford University Press, 2010), 119.
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Chapter 2, “Theodicy and the Book of Job,” willdiss theodic crisig *° in the book of
Job from various scholarly perspectives. A theadisis occurs when life experience, individual
or communal, does not line up with belief in Go@n@rally, a theodic crisis is precipitated by
some type of major loss requiring a significantradi@in the everyday life of an individual or
community. The already complex divine/human relatlop, which is itself inherently
“emotionally and theologically complicated’becomes even more complicated in times of
crisis.

This chapter will affirm that the image of God amy is part of how Israel understood
and talked about God and its relationship with @benever the community faced
unprecedented losses and challenges. This metayasantended not just to serve as a
metaphor, a literary construct, but also to beflacton of the character of God.

Chapter 3, “God as Enemy: An Image of God in therde Bible (In Books Other Than
Job),” will address passages outside the booklmfadth explicit and implicit references to God
as enemy.Similar to ch. 2,lis chapter also will affirm that the image of Gaglenemy is part of
how Israel understood and talked about God aneli#sionship with God whenever the
community faced unprecedented losses and challehgadl corroborate the insight from ch. 2
that this metaphor was intended not just to sesve metaphor, a literary construct, but also to be
a reflection of the character of God.

Chapter 4, “God as Enemy: An Image of God in thelBaf Job,” will explore Job’s
understanding of God as contrasted with thoselwratharacters in the book. As the story

unfolds, his experience of unexplained reversdilesiéhe usual explanation of divine retribution

49. Brueggemann, “Some Aspects of Theodicy in Gddtdment Faith,Perspectives in Religious Studies
26 (1999): 257 (accessed July 10, 2009).

50. Richard Beck and Sara Taylor, “The Emotionald®@m of Monotheism: Satan, Theodicy, and
Relationship with God,Journal of Psychology and Theolog§, no. 3 (2008): 151 (accessed July 10, 2009).
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provided in the covenant model. With the idea ofiGaole as the initiator of Job’s troubles in
mind, indeed the idea of God as enemy, W. Lee Hueayshgets to the crux of the matter when
he asks, “How does one live with the savage gtddrtis basic question, “How does one live
with the savage god?'raises even more questions about righteousnessiakedness, justice
and injustice, as the book of Job examines the igeethat the relationship between God and
humanity is complex, encompassing diametricallyasagol ideologies about God and
faithfulness including Job, the satan, the wifdab, the three friends of Job, Elihu, and yes,
even God.

Conclusion, will delineate insights, invite conegien, and make suggestions for further
research. This chapter will affirm that while exglireference to God as enemy was rare,
implicit reference was part of Israel's culturalliew and was not uncommon. The rarity of
specific reference can be attributed to theologscainotations that border on connecting God
and the demonic. Scholars will be invited to camtithe conversation on the image of God as

enemy, to mine the insights that exploring theghts that negative images of God can reveal.

51. W. Lee Humphrey§,he Tragic Vision and the Hebrew Traditi(frhiladelphia: Fortress Press, 1985),
98.
52. lbid.



CHAPTER ONE

THEODICY: A PROBLEMATIC THEOLOCIAL ISSUE

The existence of suffering and evil in the worldpiée the knowledge, power, and
goodness of God is the dilemma that theodicy erglofhe enigma has puzzled believers and
non-believers, scholars and non-scholars alikegdaturies. Clarice Martin explains:

[Theodicy is] the inevasiblesic] problem of evil in the universe. As the questi@as

been formulated,Si dues est, undemal@ivor, “If God exists, why is there evil?” . . .

This decidedly pointed and direct question focuse%he problem of evil,” often

referred to by the tertheodicy.The termtheodicy,coined by the eighteenth-century

German philosopher Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, issbd on the conjunction of the Greek

words ‘theos$ (God) and dikée’ (justice). The terntheodicyrepresents the attempt to

affirm divine justice despite the suffering in therld.>®

Leibniz gave theodicy its name. The question of @od justice, theodicy, is especially
problematic in the Hebrew Bible because of Isrde¢bef in only one God. As the source of
everything, ultimately, Israel’'s God is responsitideboth good and evil. The biblical story
attests to Israel’s struggle with this issue. Thofrged in the Exodus so they could worship the

God who delivered them from slavery, the idea oinasible, often silent God was difficult

(Exod 20:1-6).

Male and Female G/gods in the Ancient World
In the ancient world, there were gods and goddesgessenting various aspects of life.
While some gods and goddesses, such as Heket, sgodfleirttt* and Isis, goddess of healin,

represented positive aspects of life, many hadthegeonnotations. Negative images often

53. Clarice J. MartinBlack Women'’s Spiritual Autobiographyiff A Troubling in My Souled.
Emilie M. Townes (Maryknoll: Orbis Books, 1993),-13.

54. Michael JordarDictionary of Gods and Goddess@sd ed. (New York: Facts on File, 2004), 119,
http://secondsun.webs.com/E-books/Dictionary%20df&@ds%20and%20Goddesses.pdf (accessed March 31,
2011).

55. Eric ChalineThe Book of Gods and Goddesses: A Visual DireabAncient and Modern Deities
(New York: HarperCollins Publishers, 2004), 23.
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reflect the ancients’ fear of the unknown. For eglenstories about Seth, desert go#torus,
sky god®’ Reseph, god of pestilence and Wakuk, god of darkness: Osiris, god of the
underworld®® and Sakhmet, goddess of Warelped the Egyptians make sense of their world.
The Mesopotamian pantheon included Mot, god oftdeat the underworl®, Tiamat god of
chaos>® and Marduk, creator and national ¢dd.

Among the Canaanite pantheon were: Anat, virgirdgsd or war and strif8:Asherah,
mother goddes¥ Astarte, goddess of love and fertiltyBaal, god of vegetatiotf;Baal Hadad
(or Baal), storm god® Baal Hammon, god of fertility° Eshmun, goddess of healiffy;

El, creator god? and Elohim (plural form of Elj*> When multiple gods are available, the
negatives of evil and suffering can easily be amsigo different gods.

Margaret Brackenbury Crook discusses the problem:

In the ancient . . . world of many gods, when dmansed enmity to a man, the sufferer

could always appeal to another. In the Babylontarysof the Deluge, a god, Enlil, is

enraged to find that Utnapishtim (the Noah of ttweyg and his wife have survived the

Flood. Another god, Ea, persuades Enlil to revarsattitude. Causing Utnapishtim and

his wife to kneel, Enlil blesses them and makemtheo gods. In the same way, when
the goddess Anath slays Aghat, son of Daniel, Befl to rectify the violent deed. For

56. Ibid., 29.

57. Manfred LurkerThe Routledge Dictionary of Gods and Goddesses/d9end Demondyans. G. L.
Campbell, Routledge Religion Online, http://www tledgereligiononline.com.ezproxy.tcu.edu/Book.asx?
w005 (accessed March 31, 2011).

58. lbid.

59. lbid.
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62. ChalineThe Book of Gods and Goddesses,

63. Lurker,The Routledge Dictionary of Gods and GoddessegD&nd Demons.

64. Ibid.

65. Ibid.
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Job, the monotheist, there is no resort to othdsgbhe One God acts alone, and Job
faces Him aloné?

Israel’s move toward monotheism began with mergiagous characteristics of multiple gods

onto one God.

God in Israel

Carryover into the Hebrew religion from the surrdung cultures is visible in the names
for God such as: El/Elohim (translated God), Eldalytranslated Most High God), and Yahweh
(translated LORD God). Whereas in Canaanite relighese were names for various gods, in the
Hebrew religion these were some of a multitudeavhas for the one God. All of life, positive
and negative, good and evil, was attributed todhes God, presenting the problem of theodicy.
Commenting on this conundrum in her article, “Hadteus Evils and the Goodness of G&d,”
Marilyn McCord Adams writes, “Over the past thistgars, analytic philosophers of religion
have defined ‘the problem of evil’ in terms of gema faciedifficulty in consistently
maintaining (1) God exists, and is omnipotent, aoient, and perfectly good and (2) Evil
exists.”®
A problem occurs since the presence of sufferirdyeanl is contradictory to both the
idea that “A perfectly good being would always etiate evil so far as it could,”and the idea
that “There areo limitsto what an omnipotent being can d8.1h other words, “If God is

powerfulandgood how can there be evil in the world?God is less than omniscient if God

does not know that much is amiss in the world. 8ddss that omnipotent if God does not have

74. Margaret Brackenbury Crookhe Cruel God: Job’s Search for the Meaning of Sirf§
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1959), 48.

75. Marilyn McCord Adams and Steward Sutherlandyrfidndous Evils and the Goodness of God,”
in Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Suppleargnfolume63 (1989): 297-310.

76. lbid., 297.

77. lbid.

78. lbid.
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the ability to stop evil and suffering. God is Iésan good if God will not put a stop to evil and
suffering—especially when it is unmerited. Simpiyt,gheodicy explores the co-existence of
God, evil, and suffering, whether deserved or uadesl. Theodicy seeks a vindication of God’s
attributes, especially divine justice, in estabhghand/or permitting evil and suffering in the
world. “Suffering is not the problem; God i&"As much as Job suffered, suffering is not his
main concern. He does not seek reversal of hiatsstu, only to understand it. He wants to know
why God, who was so much a part of his life thatrtagle sacrifices for his children just in case
they may have sinned, turned against him.

Eliezer Berkovits explores the crux of the problene encounters when one’s
expectations of God are at odds with one’s expee@i God:

The problem that often occupies marsg] mind is, however, not that God is a judge
who is too exacting, executing justice without nyegiad charity, but rather that he so
often seems to be indifferent toward the evil pegied by man and the suffering of the
innocent. . . . Job queries the justice of God. Qumght to appreciate the seriousness of
Job’s inner struggle. Not his undeserved suffeisngys chief preoccupation, nor the self-
righteous affirmation of his innocence. His concisrwith the nature of God. How can
God be unjust? It is the most serious problemrteyt perturb a believing soul. It is for
this reason that he must reject all the argumdrtigsdriends. The issue is a fundamental
concern of religious faith. It must not be blureer with pious words. How can God be
unjust? . . . Demanding justice of God, Job isgieat hero of faith who struggles for the
honor of his God. He will not rest until he is givan answer, until he understands. For it
cannot be, it must not be, that God should nojuestly; and yet, he has experienced
injustice at the hand of God. The issue must beddor the sake of God [and
humanity].”*

If God’s justice eludes the present and remainlfiéal, hope and expectation of divine justice

is projected into the future.

80. Dermot CoxMan’s Anger and God’s Silence: The Book of (diddlegreen: St. Paul Publications,
1990), 11.
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Theodicy in Other Books of the Hebrew Bible

Writing on theodicy and the book of Lam, F. W. DebAllsopp notes:

Given the presence of such prominent theodicy isgmiin Lamentations, it is no wonder

that the dominant interpretive pose assumed by oridital interpreters of these poems

has been overwhelmingly theodic in orientation. Butead Lamentations as theodicy is .

. . to misread Lamentations. Alongside the thetitice appear decidedly more tragic or

antitheodic sensibilities. . . . The appeal ofthetdic sentiments, as with literary

tragedies, is increased at precisely those momdmts social and symbolic orders seem
most vulnerable, when a community’s very survisadi staké&?
Dobbs-Allsopp quotes Zachary Braitermann who “cafiitheodic all refusals ‘to justify,
explain, or accept as somehow meaningful the celaliip between God and sufferin§>1
submit that a broader understanding of theodicgnmarates antitheodic elements and utilize this
understanding in my writing.

As Walter Brueggemafifisuggests and Crenshawaffirms, theodicy is not just an
interesting, provocative, mind-boggling theoretigaéstion about God—one that is best left to
the intellectuals and academics among us. Rathether people realize it or not, the question
of theodicy affects the everyday life of a commuiihd its expectation of what constitutes a
“better society.® Individual and communal decisions regarding tremthof people who suffer
most and/or who have few resources are a defirhagacteristic that affects the overall quality
of life in any society. If, for example, it is deeththat people bear the sole responsibility for

their circumstances and that institutions haveffecton whether or not one is successful in life,

justice for all is likely to be a pipedream and aaeality. In these situations, similar to the

82. F. W. Dobbs-Allsopd,amentations29. Zachery Braitermai@od) after Auschwitz
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1998).
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thinking of Job’s friends, all of the responsikilfor difficulties is deemed to lie within the
individual, not any outside forces.

In “Theodicy in a Social Dimensiorf”Brueggemann argues that discussion of the
guestion of theodicy is not limited to conversatatout God and an individual but must
consider God'’s role in a society’s “arrangementsazfial power and social proce&&as well.

How individuals or a community see God affects lbey see themselves and one another. If
God is exclusive, people are likely to be exclusivéheir dealings with one another. If God is
inclusive, people are likely to be inclusive.

Clarifying further, Brueggemann argues that refeesrto thémoral, natural, and
religious”®® dimensions of theodicy lend themselves to consiiters that have no connection to
“real human life.?® Lacking such connection, discussion of theodidgkjy dwindles into an
exercise in futility, the kind that the preacheiaiclesiastes warned against (Eccl 12:9-14).
Crenshaw argues that the book of Job “offered s¢yartial answers—human ignorance, divine
mystery, corrective discipline, delayed punishnard rewards—but acknowledged the problem
as an insolvable enigma before which the best respwas silence in the presence of a self-
revealing creator™ With Brueggemann’s, Crenshaw’s and the preaclverisments in mind, |
define theodicy as a reconciliation of God'’s atités, especially divine justice, and its
connections to social justice in establishing angéymitting evil and suffering in the world. It is

because “evil is somehow bound up with GBdhat theodicy is a critical theological issue.

87. Brueggemann, “Theodicy in a Social Dimensi@i25.

88. Ibid., 5.

89. Ibid., 8. Moral evil consists of acts humanigsi commit detrimental to other human beings;
natural evil consists of havoc created by natuisdsters; religious evil consists of distortionghie relationship
between “the individual and God” (Crenshaw, “Theydi 446).

90. Brueggemann, “Theodicy in a Social Dimensi@h,”

91. Crenshaw, “Theodicy,” 445.

92. CrenshawQld Testament Wisdom: An Introducti@ng ed. (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press,
2010)103.
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The problem is thorny because Gen 1 paints su@ndearing picture of God and
creation. The writer notes that God assessed oretiiibe good. It is interesting to note that
contrary to popular thinking, the Hebrew indicatiest God’s assessment is based on what God
“saw (87),” not on what God “saichéx).” Except for the brief mention of chaos, the adpgn
chapter of Gen presents such an idyllic picturereétion as good, it is expected that the God
who created it all would also be good.

Interestingly, the divine shares power with creatierom the moment of the naming of
the animals it is clear that “none of the powethi@ world, including . . . human power . . . is
inherent to the world, it was all delegated frejyGod.™ Similarly, power in the divine
council, which is conspicuously absent from theatiom story, is also delegated, including Job’s
test (Job 1:12, 2:6). “Although it is not God’s dahat strikes Job, God cannot be absolved of
responsibility. God is, after all, the source a#dsing and affliction, and it is only with God’s
permission that Job can be strickéh.”

Pursuing the matter further, one might inquire i@y connections between God and the
demonic. Dirk Kinet argues that there is an “Amligwof the Concepts of God and Satan in the
Book of Job.?* Kinet explores the matter, “The question about@wi its origin is not under
discussion in the frame story” (the prose taleo 1:1-2:13, 42:7-17° Although the text is
silent on the origin of evil, its presence is untaken. The appearance of God and the satan, not
once, but twice, in the prologue signals that thes®ome connection, however subtle and

undefined, between the two (Job 1:7-12, 3:3-6). Ayuity about this connection makes it

93. David Ray GriffinEvil Revisited: Responses and Reconsideraiidiesv York: State University of
New York Press, 1991), 20.

94. Dianne Bergantsrael’s Wisdom Literature: A Liberation-CriticaldadingMinneapolis: Fortress
Press, 199711 7.

95. Dirk Kinet, “The Ambiguity of the Concepts ob@ and Satan in the Book of Job,”Jab and the
Silence of Jobeds.Christian Doquoc and Casiano Floristan (New Yortke Beabury Press, 1983), 30.

96. Ibid.
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possible to show that “God [not the satan] beaezsuthmate responsibility for evil and injustice
[in Job’s life and] in the world®

While there is ambiguity about God, there is no mguiby about the high esteem God
gives to Job. God and the narrator agree. Thetoaeaplains that Job is “blameless and
upright, one who feared God and turned away froiti @ob 1:1b-c). God says that Job is “a
blameless and upright man who fears God and tway &om evil” (Job 1:8d). Though God
and the narrator agree, the satan’s questions doaBGout the authenticity of Job’s devotion and
his upright living betray a troublesome uncertaiathe satan’s, the writer’s, and God’s.

Kinet explains the quandary, “What is in questisthie righteousness of Job, about
whose merits God and Satan difféf. The conversations between God and the satan ereate
theological tension that sets the tone for therefook. It seems that “the figure of Satan was
only incorporated—and could only be incorporated-a-period when people found it more
difficult to push the responsibility for sufferiragd injustice, and their authorship, on to God
alone.™ It epitomizes a time when people began to thirduakhe lives of individuals within
the community and not just the life of the commuiai$ a whole.

One of the first questions that comes to mind issehadversary—God’s? Humanity's?
Both? The opening chapter seems to indicate tleagdtan is adversary to both God and
humanity. The satan questions whether God is agbut Job’s righteousness and its implication
that there is more to the divine/human relationshgn reveling in the blessings that God
provides. The complicating factor, of course, sttGod both initiates and brings up Job’s name

in the conversation (Job 1:6-12). God then deleglayeagreement and becomes directly

97. Ibid.
98. Ibid.
99. Ibid., 31.
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complicit in Job’s troubles. One wonders if thishe same God of all creation who was
introduced in the opening pages of Gen? It is diseding that “The creator God destroys his
own creation.*®® How could God be in cahoots with the satan onghideavor? What does
God's involvement say about the nature and charat®od? Astonishingly, the biblical text
indicates that this is the very same God. In thgecGod is both creator and destroyer. Dermot
Cox elucidates, “It is not the existence of sufigrthat is tragic, but the existence of a divinity
responsible for this*** s it possible that the “real’ God . . . [is] auel and deliberate destroyer
of innocent human life?*? If God does this in the life of one man, “God ase more than
‘destroy Job’s hope’—he has destroyed the cosnaierdf®® With this move, the central issue
“passes from a sense of personal injustice to éseaal injustice.*** A God who overpowers
an individual for no reason could overpower a matm no reason. A God who puts the fate of
one man in the hands of the satan might do the $anaewhole nation.

Forthrightly, yet subtly, “the Prologue brings teetsurface of the reader’s perception the
dangerous ambiguity in the traditional concept eh¥eh.*°> Where did this God come from?
What happened to the God of creation? The Hebréhe Bnplies that “the demonic was . . . [a]

latent™©®

part of creation, a latent part of God. There widug no creation if it were not for the
chaos of the opening verses of Gen. Many choostorsae. Most choose not to inquire. Yet, a

contrary force is clearly present at the momerdreétion.

100. Cox,Man’s Anger and God’s Silenc@?. In the Gen flood story, God repents from thst filivine
attempt to destroy creation and the earth (cf. @6rL3, 9:11-13). God is sorrgr(3) about the creation of
humanity. (Gen 6:6 is the use of the same verlblind2:6).
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Daniel Day Williams observes, “the theme of the daio and divine powers takes us to
the central questions about the sources and nefdtips of good and evil®” Ponder as one
might about the particulars, the why and how thisie to be, the biblical text is deafeningly
silent. Yet, the demonic seems to be somehow presewever silent from the beginning. Why
is chaos present in the opening scene in Gen2 Boroehow already present, how else could
God give Adam and Eve a choice between the trééeaind the tree of knowledge of good and
evil (Gen 2:16-17)? In other words, the Gen st@gnss to begin not at the beginning, but
somehow in the middle of the story of creation sinhaos is already on the scene.

If the demonic recedes, it would not remain inghadows long. In Job’s story, the
demonic is present, though silent, from the veryitr@ng. God’s familiarity with the satan is
suspicious. Of all the beings—demonic, angeligtberwise—present in the divine council,
how is it that the satan is the one whose inpsbigght? According to Williams:

Demons are found first as special heavenly beisgeaated with the divine realm. In

the early religion of Israel they are messengeiGad with special functions; Satan first

appears in the Hebrew Bible as an angel who s&wes sometimes in rather
extraordinary ways. . . . Slowly a transition takésce, separating the heavenly beings
into the good and the evil ones. In the New Testurtiee demons are wholly evit®®

Although the terndemonichas come to “mean anything that we don’t likehat t
troubles us, and especially . . . applying it iodiminately to our opposition:*® here it is used as
a reference to that which opposes God and/or hugakacording to Williams, “demons are not
beings . . . they are structures within being, riehiin experience, and they bear a special

relationship to the ultimate reality that is thegnd of all things *'° Dianne Bergant comments:

“The Satan performs a rather significant role orredhat of patrol. The text does not indicate

107. Williams,The Demonic and the Diving,
108. Ibid.

109. Ibid.

110. Ibid., 5.
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whether this patrolling is for the sake of oversgeir of guarding or of spying** Although
particulars not specified, the position, “adversgHebrew the satan, which is this character’s
job description as tester or adversary) represantbasis of the tension that prevails throughout
the book.

It seems odd that God seeks and accepts the omhtbe satan. In human relationships,
whose advice do people seek? Whose ideas arewgmbe@ Generally, it is those of persons
whose perspective one respects. Whose ideas aptad® Often it is those whose opinions, in
one way or another, reflect and confirm or resp#igtthallenge one’s own. In other words,
what is the relationship between God and the satha-ene whose office (not person) is called
upon?

The only voices in the council that speak are tlafseod and the satan. The divine does
not address other members of the council. Nor Gmebask other members of the council to
speak. This scene “provides a very interestingasgntation of God. This God lives removed
from human beings and deals with them through iméeliaries.**? The gathering of the divine
council where God and the satan are both preseseisrguestions about the relationship between
the divine and the demonic in the book of Job. Mfills explicates, “The demonic will always
produce an inner conflict** According to the biblical text, God creates liflee satan opposes
it. God brings order, the satan promotes disaffHye mystery of the demonic is the mystery of
a disruption of human life at the deepest leveleefing and thought'**

One might wonder, does what happens in the divonal point to a conflict within

God? Might the opening scene signal a conflichefdivine and the demonic within God? Might

111. Bergantlsrael's Wisdom Literature??2.
112. Ibid., 17.

113. Williams,The Demonic and the Divin8,
114. Ibid., 32.
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this scene reflect a desire for “the victory of theine over the demonic?*® Williams further
comments that “The demonic feeds on the divine p@fbeing and distorts it:*® In fact, the
satan is obedient to the letter of what God perfdb 1:12-19, 26-8). What risk might there be
for God if Job does not pass the test? What riglhtrthere be for the satan if Job does pass?
Might the absence of the satan in the epilogueasitpat “the divine power outlasts every power
that in any way blocks it. . . . The demonic stawes have power, but not the same kind of
staying power.’ Perhaps the absence of the satan in the epildgals that “demonriess|d]
do get exposed and that a creative power . . segasitself.*'?

Phillippe Nemo is on to something when he suggasisb and the Excess of EVf that
God not only is in cahoots, but God’s acceptandd@tatan’s challenge, God’s willingness to
put Job on the spot not only borders on, but astemonic. Nemo’s exploration of the
relationship between God and the satan is the extstme position of which | am aware:

Does the prologue of the Book of Job not presert &w Satan as being in

collusion? The strategy deployed for putting Jothtotest is devised by the two of them

together.They are partners in the same enterprise, thentmn [ic] is common. In

fact, there would seem to be no reason to distgigbetween them. The Divinity is the

Devil—Godis Satan, and Satas God, and Job would not be Job except by way of the

Game of God-Satalf’
Summarizing this provocative position Nemo propdbkes “ the ‘God’ who personifies an euvil
in excess of the world . . . [is] the ‘God’ whombJaddresses-*

The book of Job is the only book of the Hebrew 8itilat presents this possibility so

directly. Of all the negative images of God in Hhebrew Bible (and there are many), the image

of God in Job is surely the most disturbing—notauese of the nature of Job’s suffering and
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120. Ibid., 141-142.

121. Ibid., 101.



24

losses—but because of God'’s role in the suffewgn in the life of someone of whom God
held in high esteem. What is the writer trying tmmenunicate about God? What is the reader to
understand about God—knowing that even restora@onnever erase or compensate Job’s
losses. A man known from the start as one who fe@ed and turned away from evil (Job 1:1)
experiences losses that change him forever. No anofumaterial goods, no return to
community, not even a new family can undo or magkéon what has happened to him. What
could the writers and compliers of this story pblsshave been thinking? What was so
meaningful that the editors included this texthia Hebrew Bible? Was it just to tell an
unqguestionably unforgettable tale about one mauffelsng? Or was there something more?
Clearly someone or some groups were struggling antinderstanding of God, trying to
make sense of it all. The struggle manifests nbt mnthe content of the text but also in how the
text that appears in the canon is organized. Famgike, logically, Zophar should have a third
speech, as do Eliphaz and Bildad, but he doe¥h8bmetimes Job seems to be talking out of
both sides of his mouth. At times he describesticked as blessed despite their ungodly
lifestyles (24:1-25). Other times he seems to diesthe wicked as living bereft of God’s
blessings (27:11-23). These oddities in the bookobf contribute to its being what Tony

Campbell describes as a “magnificent but mangledegof literature *?®

122. Job's first full length speech is in ch. 8pkaz’s three speeches appear in chs. 4-5, 1522nd
Bildad’s three speeches appear in chs. 8, 18, anddphar’s two speeches appear in chs. 11 andoPO.esponds
to Eliphaz’s three speeches in chs. 6-7, 16-17 28484, to Bildad’s three speeches in chs. 9-10ah€l 26,
respectively; and to Zophar’s two speeches intR<€l4, and 21, respectively. Without a speech fZaphar
between them, chs. 26 and 27 appear togetherempanse to Bildad. Chapter 28, a wisdom poem,rinés the
flow of Job’s speeches which continue in chs. 298ibhaz speaks uninterrupted in chs. 32-27. Gtwits
speeches appear in 38:1-40:2 and 40:6-41:34.Job'sasponses to God appear in 40:3-5 and 42:1spectively.
The prologue in 1:1-2:13 and epilogue in 42:7-1hpletes the story. Craven, interview by authort Kéorth, TX,
April 12, 2011 with lecture notes.
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This inimitable book gave voice to Israel’'s misgys about God. With negative images
of God so prevalent in the Hebrew Bible, anyone vgmores them to see only a loving God
should be aware—they have encountered only pahed$tory, they have encountered only part
of God, and part of themselves. Barry Harvey refees Martin Buber on God’s freedom:

The emphasis placed on loving God in much conteargapirituality further

exacerbates the situation, making it much hardepéosons to come to terms with

devastating events of nature [and life]. Martin Butvarned that the one who begins
with the love of God “without having previously eeqenced the fear of God, loves an
idol which he himself has made, a god whom it syeanough to love.” Such a person
does not learn to love the real God, who is “toib&gth, dreadful and

incomprehensible.” According to Buber, once thaspe “then perceives, as Job . . .

perceive[s], that God is dreadful and incomprehsashe is terrified. He despairs of

God and the world if God does not take pity on hasiHe did on Job, and bring him to

love Him Himself.*#

It is only when one comes to terms with this siti&od and this side of life that
one is able to move from shallow living so prevalerthe world and in the church today,
especially in North America. Healing and wholenesses, as it did for Job, for anyone who
can be counted among those of whom Harvey, agtererecing Buber, says, “endures in the
face of God the reality of lived life, dreadful ailtomprehensible though it [may] b&~
Healing and wholeness comes when one learns te @xd for who God is, not as we might
want him to be **® To seek the love of God without recognizing thgative side of God is like
trying to be married to part of a person. It jusesin’t work. Relationship with God entails

loving all. God loves all—the good, the bad, anel wigly—individually and collectively. To be

in relationship with God is to learn to love angstr God—a God who has menacing features. To
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be in relationship with God is to say with Isramie would rather have one God—even a God
with a dark side, than to have other gods or noajal.

Negative images of God, nonetheless, presentdiffethical dilemmas. The biblical text
records times when even God is displeased witlsdhsequences of divine decisions. For
example, as punishment for taking a census, GaaoBavid a choice of punishments: seven
years of famine, three months of military defeathoee days of devastating contagious disease
(2 Sam 24:1-14). The biblical text offers two opims as to the reason for this census. In this
passage God provokes David to conduct a censastdtelling of the story in 1 Chr 21:1-30
Satan provokes David. Recognizing the severityldheee alternatives and that David, not the
people, were responsible for the census, Davichatest, throwing himself and his people on the
mercy of God who chose three days of pestilencerAkventy-thousand were killed, God
relents:

So the IorD sent a pestilence on Israel from that morningl timé appointed time; and

seventy thousand of the people died, from Dan ter8aeba. But when the angel

stretched out his hand toward Jerusalem to degtrthe LORD relented concerning the
evil, and said to the angel who was bringing desion among the people, “It is enough;
now stay your hand.” The angel of theRD was then by the threshing floor of Araunah

the Jebusite (2 Sam 24:15-16).

God commands the angel to sheath his sword, sdying,enough; now stay your hand.”

In this case, the Holy One puts a stop to therdetson. This reversal portrays God as
overriding the first instruction to the angel. Wilaks this say about the divine when God
reverses God’'s own commands? The implication isgbaetimes, even God, not just humanity,
guestions God’s decision-making. Knowing that Gaakes these kinds of decisions, even if

only on rare occasion, one encounters questiotteeotlicy and whether there is something in

God that sometimes borders on the demonic. The’arsyeord (21:16) prevents David from
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worshipping at Gibeon. David’s words, the actioh&od and those of the angel validate
Jerusalem as the future sight of the temple.

This tension is also present in Gen 2:8-9, wherd @ants two trees, the tree of life and
the tree of knowledge of good and evil in the GardeEden. The two opposing trees reflect
division in the thinking of the Creator. In the samiay that a musician’s music is a reflection of
the musician or a writer's words are an expreseiahe writer, the biblical text presents the
creation as a manifestation of the Creator. Twestia the garden signal the presence of two
potential mindsets in humanity, which itself is read the image of God. The presence of two
opposing trees implicitly reflects a tension thastes, not only in the mind of the writer, but also
in the mind and nature of the divine.

Crenshaw suggests that juxtaposition of the atkegoof justice and mercy in God (cf.
Exod 34:6-7) exposes “a conflict within the soulskel.™®’ This tension in God’s character
also appears in Numbers 14:18; Nehemiah 9:17; RBs@ii5, 103:8, 145:8; Joel 2:13; Jonah
4:2; and Nahum 1:3. The fact that this tension ap® so many passages throughout the text
affirms a “struggle to balance these qualitiesustice and mercy in describing God’s interaction
with a covenanted people permeates much of theBfflland signals that this tension was an
ongoing issue in ancient Israel.

This conflict between the love of God and the pesf God represents the cognitive
dissonance created by the schism between divimaipes of God’s care, concern for humanity’s
well-being, and the reality of life’'s imperfectiohsre and now. This paradox is inherent in the
guestion of theodicy. As a result, any solutioth® problem carries with it an ongoing dilemma

that makes a satisfactory resolution impossible;ole who undertakes this endeavor soon finds

127. CrenshawDefending God: Biblical Responses to the Problevif(Oxford: Oxford Press, 2005),
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that one is facing a task of Sisyphean proportitimiike Sisyphus, one discovers the task more
than worth the effort.

Presenting the image of God as enemy is one waytteadebrew Bible addresses the
“notion of theodicy as an existential struggle agathe practical realities of lived
experience **° Deliberations about theodicy reflect times whelstealities of life require an
engagement with evil and suffering. Questionsebtlicy give voice to the “anger and rage”
one might feel toward God when life doesn’t makesse Herbert Hobenstein writes, “Rage is
compatible with faith. Once the enemy has beerectyridentified as God, then to rage against
him is not only inevitable, it is necessary”

Even though many find the idea of rage toward Godreacceptable, the writers of the
psalms clearly did not. On the contrary, they ustberd that anger and rage are part of the range
of human emotions. They knew that expressing fgelgsuch as these toward God provide an
outlet that permits one to “get a grip” without sang harm to others or oneself. Hobenstein
affirms this view, noting that the ability to expeerage against God portrays an “authentitity”
that is needed for coping with life and spirituabis. The image of God as enemy is one vehicle
for expressing this human emotion. The frequenahefappearance of this image indicates that
God as enemy is not intended to be just a litedamtce, but rather is a part of God’s character—
a part that causes much human consternation duedisplay of God’s complexity as seen in
relationships with individuals and with Israel weésod is the aggressor, the avenger, the

enemy.
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Richard Beck and Sara Taylor understand that adtb@wisis is not just an intellectual
crisis limited to the mind; a theodic crisis contsgo one’s deepest emotions. As they observe,
“monotheism . . . creates a unique emotional bufdeits adherents™® This emotional burden
persists because Israel’s faith does not providéipfeigods as a means of symbolizing, talking
about, and coping with evil and suffering in therldolnstead, God is seen as the ultimate
source of all that is. The problem of theodicy gdesper than addressing the mere existence of
good, evil, and suffering; the problem is connedtethe very nature of God. With God as the
ultimate source of all, good and bad, questionh@bdicy are unavoidable. The writers and
compliers of the book of Job approach this probdieractly. In the next chapter we will examine

alternative expressions of theodicy and the charaettion of God as enemy.

133. Beck and Taylor, “The Emotional Burden of Mtir@sm,” 151.



CHAPTER TWO

THEODICY AND THE BOOK OF JOB

The writers of the book of Job refusatthdraw from difficult questions about life and
difficult images of God. In doing so, they addreeme of the most problematic theological
issues in the Hebrew Bible. These include topich®s divine retribution, creation motif, legal
metaphors3* “nature of evil, theodicy, and divine providenttee extent of free will . . . the
significance of the pursuit of biblical, philosopal, and mystical wisdom* “disinterested

"13¢ suffering, undeserved suffering, nature of Gadure of humanity, nature of

piety,
divine/human relationships, rebuttal of a theolofjyetribution, use of a legal process to bring
charges before and against God, and use of crehgmogy to show the wonder and priceless
value of life, even in the midst of chaos, sin, and. These topics provide an entree into the
guestion of theodicy in relation to the concepGaoid as enemy, a seemingly unthinkable
guestion that the book of Job uncompromisingly edskes. Justice and the Holy One come face
to face.

The gap between expectations of God and exper@nGed are at the forefront “From
the opening chapters of tB®ok of JoHin which] it is evident that this is the criticqaliestion:
what kind of Gods it that allows the innocent to suffer, and iedseems to cause that
suffering?**’ To the stunned reader’s horror, God, in fact, asinéisponsibility in the second

council meeting (Job 2:3). How could a good Goddch a thing, especially to a righteous

man? Is this an abuse of power? Why would Godrarilif attack a virtuous man? How could
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God do something so unethical? How could God doesioimg so immoral (Job 1:12, 2:6)?
Dermot Cox explains, “Indeed, in . . . his seconddi in the Prologue, God appears to concede
that to some extent he at least shares responsibitiwhat had happened ‘you provoked me to
move against him’ . . . he says rather defensitethe Satan® This is unsettling for “there
seems to be something shame-faced about the dgidimession, and this is coherent with the
whole picture of Yahweh'°

Job is not the only biblical character to questBud. In 12:1, the prophet Jeremiah
ponders God’s character, yet insists on raisingtjues—even when he knows from the start
that God’s view will prevail:

You will win, O LORD, if | make claim against You,

Yet | shall present charges against You:

Why does the way of the wicked prosper?

Why are the workers of treachery at ed$e?
Brueggemann puts the troubling matter succinctlyeddicy is a concern forfair deal”*** from
God. If one can not get a fair deal from God, thenmo such thing as a fair deal—ever for
anyone. If God is not fair with an individual, h@an God possibly be just to an entire nation?
Could God restore the life of a nation after defeat devastating war?

Much of the Hebrew Bible questioned when and hatoration would come to a nation
torn by destruction of its temple, loss of its kiagd exile of its people to another land. Many of
the images of God as enemy appear in texts thabnels in one way or another, to Israel’s losses

to the Babylonians in 587 BCE. Even in these tdrtsexample, the prophets, seldom

specifically refer to God as enemy. Why such rastPaAfter all, losing the war against the
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Babylonians threatened the very life of the Istaetommunity. This loss created what
Brueggemann thinks of as théodic crisis’**? A theodic crisis occurs when the gap between
what is and what is expected can not be explaifiled.type of crisis causes one to question the
reality and character of God. Unknowns and conttazhs that may have been quietly lurking in
the background require attention.

Willingness to engage the complication, to struggkl God with mind and emotion, is
often a sign of the depth of one’s humanity ane ‘$trength and vitality*® of one’s faith.
Avoidance and refusal to struggle with the reditad difficulties of life, Job’s friends for
example, leads to a limited existence, much like, evho out of fear sits on the edge or floats
happily in the shallow end of the pool while thestis reserved for all who venture a swim into
deep water. How does one who is willing to engagecomplication converse with one who is
unwilling? Perhaps, Job suspected that despitiibigls’ presence and the fact that they
travelled a great distance to be with him, they Mdae unable to cope with his new situation.
Job understood that his friends’ efforts to silenie were “nothing else than . . . [an] attempt to
force him into the role of student . . . [or] banto the role of the silent son, the unquestioning
recipient of wisdom“ Job, nonetheless, refused to let the narrow-mimelesiof his friends
silence him. His willingness to delve into his tbaocrisis is evident in his first speech, the
lament of ch. 3. The troubles he fears becomegyeaild he finds no rest (Job 3:25-26). No rest

is available because sleep eludes him and friettaiskahim.
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Job’s opening words leave him tottering on the eafgbe precipice of blasphemy. His
words seem “to give credence to the satan’s chafgegvilliam Brown’s assessment leaves no
doubt as to what is at stake, “Indeed, the nextrabstep for Job would be to curse God and end
it all.”**® In this case, Job would have followed his wifedwige (Job 2:9). If Job fails, the satan
wins, and God loses—end of story. Brown explainsslpredicament:

Job’s final words in his lament [in ch. 3] appr@ely anticipate the verbal onslaught he

is about to suffer from his friends. Whereas Jobdetly seeks the solitude necessary for

him to die and thereby find rest, Job’s friendsalydnterrupt the process. The peaceful
communion for which Job desperately yearns amoagléad is about to be displaced by
strife among the living?’
Job 3 poses the problem in painfully clear terrftey avhich there seems nothing more to say,
though his “friends” and Elihu will certainly try.

Seven days of silence and the sound of his owrevmiinig Job to a point of no return, a
place of critical consciousness, a place of comsizigtion. Seven days of silence yield a deep
understanding of the theological implications & tippression he now feels. God has become
his enemy. If Job wondered “why” this happenedito, his friends wondered how Job, a man
who had everything, could come to this? Much likepe today who are at a loss for words
when someone they think they know well commits sainecity, Job’s friends wondered what
he had done to bring these troubles upon himself.

Theodicy brazenly threatens to dismantle Job’sfellyeconstructed world. Bewildered,
he can not overlook the knowledge that God hasethtigese calamities. His friends ask
guestions about the externals of his life, howrbated others. Job asks questions about the

internals of his life, how God has treated him. fiisnds, though present, can not comprehend

just how much he has changed. The friends wamoavikowJob lost his goods and his
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standing in the community. Job wants to knely he lost his standing with God. “Exasperated

with his friends, Job chose to turn toward and r&aBGod™*

—the very same God who is his
enemy. He can not ignore or deny the recent evemis life, or their significance. Finding
himself in the throes of a full blown theodic csislob chooses to struggle with, rather than give
up on God.

The conversation about the relationship between&aldJob includes acknowledgement
that the relationship is complex. Frequently, thhéiments of relationship oppose each other
diametrically. These unresolved ideological comdlicontradictions, contrasts, and paradoxes
give voice to theological pluralities. Crenshawasyt‘Viewpoints collide everywhere, not just in
the dialogue* In the end, Job’s understanding enlarges to ircthd contradictions, resulting
in a continuous new cultural memory of God.

Israel formed an identity largely based on its maesoand understanding of God. Yet,
Israel had not just one, but multiple memorieseatfid in theological pluralities that became part
of the sacred text. Philip R. Davies notes thalidabstories contain “clear traces of distinct and
contradictory memories:*° In the book of Job, multiple memories and conttolns are
reflected in the differences of theological perspes of the various characters in the book and
the differences between the prose and poetic sectibthe book. For example, Job’s friends
represent memories of traditional retribution tloggl Job, to the contrary, represents the
wisdom of those who understand that retributiomlibgy is not the only principle at work in the
world. The prose sections (prologue and epiloge#@ct a patient Job and the poetic section

reflects an impatient Job. Multiple memories, tlbgatal pluralities, and contradictions in Job
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complicate matters. They began a conversation @odiby that continues to evoke the interest
of scholars today.

A scholar can enhance the conversation by recagnthie multiplicity of memories and
utilizing principles from process theology. Progésinking permits the scholar to “transform
the paradox in such a manner that a larger framnefefence is attained, one capable of
embracing both poles of the paradox in a unified @xpanded view™* In regards to the book
of Job, process thinking permits the covenant thggobf the friends, Job’s rejection of covenant
theology, and God’s presentation of creation thgplo exist simultaneously in a way that
reflects the complexity of life. Crenshaw writeprdcess thought offers a way of approaching
the problem [of theodicy] that resembles the OT leaisis on God’s susceptibility to chande?”
Process theology with its ability to embrace catitng realities opens a door to absorbing,
engaging, and appreciating the profundity of thekbaf Job. It permits not only both poles of a
paradox, but multiple perspectives to be preseditvatid simultaneously. It seems that the
writers/editors of the book of Job (and the billliext in general) were engaging in their own
version of process theology when they allowed mldtcontradictory perspectives to stand
without resolving them. Process theology providesxplanation for the multiple perspectives
on theodicy that one finds in the book of Job.

The book of Job looks at theodicy by questioningamdy the nature of God, but also the
nature of humanity. Consideration of the natur&o#l pivots on the question: Does God have a
negative side that would create havoc in the lifa noghteous person? Consideration of the

nature of humanity pivots on the question: Is ggble for “anyone [to] serve . . . God for
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nothing?™*>® Unfortunately, “the only way to find out whethegrsons would remain faithful [to
God] without thought of the carrot or the stick wasubmit them to a test™ The test would
invoke questions about both humanity and God. Mst stake, for Job’s ordeal at the hands of
God peels back a curtain that unveils somethingtbare unidentified in the character of both.
Questions of theodicy that remain in the backgroofnother Hebrew Bible texts appear in the
foreground of the book of Job.

Theodicy is a fascinating topic for many schol&¥hereas Whybray laments the lack of
attention to the negative side of God and Terr@ndnts the lack of attention to the book of
Job,’> contemporary scholars have ventured into discossiche negativity of God. Many
issues raised by the book of Job reflect the queistyy posture of postmodern life. The scholars
mentioned below represent some of the approachbsdadlicy and the book of Job. As one

would expect, their approaches range across aspieetrum of ideas.

Scholarly Perspectives
Jason Kalman points out, “The biblical book of dals captured and held the interest of
Muslim thinkers for more than a millennium; of Gitran thinkers for two millennia; and of
Jewish thinkers even longel’® He explains, “This interest [in the book of Jobkhresulted
particularly because of its disturbing depictioraafostensibly compassionate God who not only
allowed a righteous man to suffer, but also apgbratiowed himself to be provoked into

actively participating in the sequence of even# thsulted in the affliction of the central
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character, Job™’ Although there is much scholarly focus on the bobob, there has been
proportionately less conversation regarding its@ngation of the negative side the God, and
even less on the image of God as enemy. Ironiddilé/concept of the negative side of God
receives a great deal of attention in the boolobf dnd in many other books of the Hebrew
Bible, notably Psalms.
Catherine Chin

CatherineChin does not take on the question of theodicyctliyelnstead, she challenges
views of God and God’s relationship to humanityvimch scholars view a positive characteristic
of the divine as a negative trait. She voices bgzation to interpretations in which “The
traditionally awe-inspiring power of God is . roically converted into a liability**® This is
the perspective of the person who notices the ggasalf empty, even though it is also half full.
According to Chin, interpreters make this kind ajva when they “so equalize . . . the litigants
that Job can make God answerable to him . . . [Issjasod has apparently acted unfairly or
unjustly, and must answer for his actioh¥While interpreters may be guilty of making this
type of interpretive repositioning, Job himself raglthis type of shift from a positive to a
negative view of God. For example, Job turns tlampist’'s wonder at God’s creation of
humanity (Ps 8:4) into a complaint about excesdivme attention that he would rather escape
(Job 7:17).

Chin expresses concern that these interpretive sndiveinish the character of God. She
notes that although the book of Job upholds thaitafvalue of the divine/human relationship,

in reality, it poses a “serious challenge to mashmonly held notions of God and his relation to
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the human experiencé® These notions include an expectation that God svatkectly and
indirectly, to benefit humanity. The thought thaddGmight do otherwise is seemingly
unbearable for her, and for many.

For Chin, the critical issue in the book of JobG®d'’s justice, the question of whether
God can truly be just when the innocent sufféf.For her, the suffering of the innocent is not
just Job’s situation, but the situation of manyusrd the world today. In these circumstances
there is an unspoken expectation that God wouleveoything possible to alleviate this kind of
suffering. The persistence of this kind of suffgroalls God’s concern for humanity into
question. In the book of Job, innocent sufferingspot only Job, but God, on trial.

One might wonder, is it possible “to put God oal@i Chin briefly explains Job’s
position as God’s accuser as being that of onethin&s of God as enemy. She explains how
this idea develops when she writes, “Job increbasesoral standing, not by simple statements
of his own righteousness, which would be vulnerable flat denial, but by rhetorical questions
which put his opponent [God] on the defensi¥.{Interestingly, God uses the same strategy to
put Job on the defensive in the whirlwind speegh@kin further explains Job’s strategy by
using Job 13 and 14 as an example:

The legal case against God in Job 13 and 14 isstenpéece of insinuation. The author of

the text avoids a denial of God'’s traditional vy but uses these virtues implicitly to

attack God more effectively than is possible iredirconfrontation. Simple accusations are

easily open to denial and suspicion; insinuationgem into the fabric of rhetoric are not.

In divine power, Job reads unfair threats; in dvkmowledge and judgment, intrusive

scrutiny; in divine exaltedness, irrelevance to haameakness and the human experience.

Implying such faults through . . . literary devices and tying them to God’s virtues

through ironic insinuations creates an argumefiicdit to refute, since the flaws are
portrayed as proceeding naturally from the virtddsis using his opponent’s traditional
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strengths to his own advantage, the author of dobe®ds in crafting a highly polished
accusation of God’s injusticé®

The uniqueness of Job’s situation as a sufferingaéent elicits unique questions about God and
God's relationship to Job. Positives of God becowgatives from Job’s point of view. Job does
not question God’s power. Rather he questions hod @es divine power in the life of Job and in
the world. As Job sees it, God misuses divine paivere Job has done nothing to deserve such
treatment. Likewise, from Job’s perspective, Goduses divine knowledge to attack Job in key
areas of life, relationships and finances. Wittséhedges of the divine character clearly in view,
one is apt to reject, or at least question, God@od's intention toward humanity. Chin’s analysis
is helpful for discerning some of the literary dms used in Job to develop questions of theodicy.
James L. Crenshaw

In Defending God: Biblical Responses to the Problefvif'®* Crenshaw notes that
belief in one God carries with it an ever-presdm@rineneutical dilemma. . . . [that] requires a
convincing explanation for the problem of eVif>Similar to a child’s incessamthy question,
the question of evil relentlessly pleads for anlaxation. As Crenshaw explores one explanation
after another, it is clear that no satisfactorylamation is possible. Yet, the lack of a satisfacto
answer does not mean, as some would have it,Hbajuestion should not be raised.

For both Judaism and Christianity, the dilemmatectday the presence of evil and
suffering in the world creates a “divine pathos [as a consequence of God’s] decision to
become involved in . . . humai® affairs. Of course, God’s lack of involvement wabtle

problematic as well. The dilemma persists whetimer addresses it or not. Whether attributed to
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“retributive, disciplinary, revelational, probatividusory, transitory, or mysteriou®” causes,
suffering and evil must be dealt with theologically

Crenshaw discusses eleven answers as biblicalswuo the question of theodicy.
Most of the eleven can appear in the Book of Jobng€haw divides the eleven solutions “into
three . . . [categories]: ‘Spreading the Blame Awht‘Redefining God,” and ‘Shifting to the
Human Scene.*®®
Spreading the Blame Around

Spreading the Blame Aroumacludes three subsections: (1) The Atheistic Anrswe
Abandoning the Quest, (2) Alternative Gods: FallBark on a Convenient Worldview, and (3)
A Demon at Work: Letting Benevolence Slip.
The atheistic answer: abandoning the qu€senshaw explains that for many people today, the
explanation for evil lies in believing that “theiuerse . . . [came to be by] accidelitand
“deny[ing] the existence of God* Writers of the Hebrew Bible identify this perspeetas the
position of foolish and wicked people. Three velisehe Psalms claim there is no God (Pss
10:4, 14:1; 53:2). According to the psalmist, tine evho fails to acknowledge the divine is a
fool. This solution allows the atheist an escapeifhaving to confront the question of theodicy.
Unlike today’s world where atheists and agnostresreat unusual, this solution would have been
a rarity in the ancient world, Israel included, féincient thinkers . . . rarely ventured to questio

the existence of gods or a God”None of the characters in Job opts for this sofutEven the
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satan and Job’s wife, who express misgivings aBadt in their own way, take for granted the
existence of the divine.

Alternative gods: falling back on a convenient wleréw.This viewis a reminder that prior to
worship of only one God, Israelites saw the unigexs a place filled with not just one but many
deities in a “polytheistic world™? The shift “from polytheism to monotheism . . . fva
eventually accompanied by] an ethical system thessgpriority to the weak and defenseless
members of society**® This shift in theology and ethics was long andhpadi It was much

easier to explain evil when one could attribute ®vimultiple gods. When there is only one God,
and as Job understood it, both good and evil batiecfrom the hand of God, it is difficult to
explain evil. In other words, Israel’'s move towandnotheism created a religion with a difficult
theological problem. Theodicy could not be overledleven though it had no solution. Job, his
friends, and Elihu all express a belief in on supmes0d. Each attempts to render a solution to
the problem of theodicy. Job’s friends accept aladwiew defined by the dualistic categories of
retribution theology. Job understands, but rejehis,solution. Elihu, whose myopic view saw
Job’s trials as a learning experience and addeativigs suffering on behalf of others to the mix.
was not much different than Job’s friends.

A demon at work: letting benevolence sliphis explanation of this option, Crenshaw sugges
that “ancient Israelites . . . believed that tl&ad had a dark side, one that eventually manifested
itself as an independent being, at first a sereétite deity but ultimately as a powerful
opponent.*”* Continuing his explanation, Crenshaw notes, “Bhissive figure appears only
three times in the Hebrew Bible, and on two of ¢hescasions an article is attached to its

descriptor satan(the adversary), which should not be translateal m®per name (Job 1-2; Zech
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3:1-2). Only 1 Chr 21:1 understands the word aarae) Satan™> This movement from title to
name seems to recognize that the negative sided@fssproblematic. It appears to be an early
attempt to separate the negative from the goodrfeSsd.

In Job, the satan fulfills a dual role, simultanglgwa servant to and opponent of God.
This duality is visible in the conversations betwé&&od and the satan in Job 1:6-12 and
Job 2:1-7. As servant, the satan obediently doBsvamat God permits. As opponent, the satan
guestions God’s judgment as to human beings’ capyabi maintaining relationship with God
solely for the sake of relationship without expéotaof reward. Even though obedient to God,
“the Satan’ expects the worst of everyone. Onlyd®as complete faith in the goodness of a
human being*"®
Redefining God

Instead of a focus on the effort to place blam&wmanity, Crenshaw’s second category
focuses on alternative solutions that redefine Gtk category has four subsections:
(1) Limited Power and Knowledge: Accentuating Hurkaeedom, (2) Split Personality:
Reconciling Justice with Mercy, (3) A Disciplina®rocedure: Stimulating Growth in Virtue,
and (4) Punishment for Sin: Blaming the Victim.
Limited power and knowledge: accentuating humaedoen.Most likely Job was written during
the Babylonian exile. If so, limited power and kregge: accenting human freedom represents
an “attempt to exonerate the deity from permitting defeat of Jerusalem and the exportation of
a large number of Judeans to Babylontd”Exonerating the deity put the responsibility fioe t

Babylonian exile on Israel and its failure to fellésod’s commandments. It depicts a divine
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vulnerability to humanity’s ability to make wrongaces. In this scenario, limiting God makes
room for a greater range of human freedom and ressipitity than would otherwise be possible.
God's response to the satan’s challenge regardingsJa reflection of the possibility that
God, though quite confident in Job, was still soratwncertain of what his response would be
if tested. This uncertainty in God reveals a litiata of the power and knowledge of God—a
limitation that makes it possible for Job to freedgpond to the test put forth by God and the
satan. In other words, this solution implies thamlan beings can experience true freedom only
if there is a limitation to the power and knowledge&>od. For better or worse, in this scenario,
individually and collectively, human beings areefte make choices, even to their detriment.
This is a self-imposed limitation in which God hpmsver but does not use it. This limitation on
God’s part makes room for humanity to develop. AsrShaw explains, God “possesses full
potentiality for absolute power and knowledge [but] chooses in actuality to limit those
qualities so that he might endow human beings seétidetermination”® Sadly, humanity
often makes poor choices. Sometimes the consegaientieese choices, whether individual or
collective, remain for generations.
Split personality: reconciling justice and mer&renshaw’s discussion of the divine split
personality addresses the attempt to reconcilenthath seemingly is un-reconcilable—*a deity
who is at once perfectly just and perfectly meicift/® This situation is the classic theodic
dilemma wherein two or more attributes of God ametadictory and incompatible. Resolving
the dilemma, many would say, is an impossible tdsk,even the deity cannot reconcile the

irreconcilable.*® This solution appears in the depiction of God wétopne hand, gives the
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satan permission to afflict Job with a multitudesmhultaneous losses and a debilitating illness.
On the other hand, God limits what the satan catw dab, first sparing his body, second sparing
his life. This alternative emerges as the flip ssl@a demon at work: letting benevolence slip,
wherein the negative side of God is born not bydivene but by an alternative being. In this
view, the satan represents the negative side of God

A disciplinary procedure: stimulating growth in tie. This subsection attributes evil to a
painful but necessary disciplinary procedure uskfubne’s spiritual growth and development.
As with limited power and knowledge, this view b&bdicy grew in importance when Israel
found itself in utter turmoil during assaults bysfsa and Babylon. Losses to Assyria and
Babylon were painful experiences that taught Ist@&orship God and God alone. The nation
needed an explanation of why it had come upon baoth times.

There was a consensus for individuals, and foctmemunity as a whole, that some of
life’s lessons come only through difficulty. Expamnce would drive home a point that “repeated
[prophetic] warnings that ought to have producezengance,*** but did not. For example, after
years of false starts, the Babylonian exile tasightcommunity to worship only one God.
Although the lesson applied to an individual ingte&to an entire community, Elihu took the
position in his commentary that Job’s losses agedihgs in disguise. He was convinced that
there were lessons in life that Job needed to lgmeatncould only be learned through adversity.
Unlike the friends who had a long list of accusasioElihu had no suggestions as to just what
those life lessons might be. Perhaps, he expeotetbXigure them out for himself. Job, of

course, knew that Elihu’s position was untenablt geve no answer.
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Punishment for sin: blaming the victi@renshaw explains that “sin and punishment . erfa
because people] expect justice from the deity drede . . [due to] a deep psychological need
for order.”®? Based on this kind of thinking, Job’s friends @baobt imagine a world where the
difficulties in a person’s life had no connectianthe individual’s sins. In their world, evil and
suffering always had to have a cause, a reasorectethto one’s behavior—especially one’s
behavior toward others in the community. Job’sii® could not image “The God of . . . [the]
prologue [who] has the power to bless or to affietl does so irrespective of any customary
principle of retribution.*®®

Job’s friends represent a traditional approaclhéoadicy which ignores the facts and
realities of life, just as Job’s friends did whéey failed to even consider the possibility thdi Jo
had done nothing to merit his troubf&8Eliphaz, Bildad, and Zophar, convinced that Jab ha
sinned, and Elihu, convinced that Job needs &elifgon, all exhibit this type of thinkirt§>
Based on his unique experience, Job, on the otret, Ipresents a nontraditional perspective
wherein evil and suffering may be present, butdtse no sins in one’s life that warrant
punishment.
Shifting to the Human Scene

There are four subsections in Crenshaw’s last oage&hifting to the Human Scene.
The four subsections are (1) Suffering as Atonemdaking the Most of a Bad Thing, (2)
Justice Deferred: Banking on Life Beyond the Grg8gMystery: Appealing to Human

Ignorance, and (4) Disinterested Righteousnesssiigumeng the Problem.
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Suffering as atonement: making the most of a biag tiihis option merges two different
theological systems: “merit . . . and substituti¥.When people could not earn favor with God,
they needed to do something to rectify the situatignlike the Augustinian theological heritage,
which emphasizes the depravity of humanity expikssehe doctrine of original sin that is part
of much ecclesial theology today, ancient Isragldel not see “human nature . . . [as] flawed to
the core.*® Instead, the contest of good and evil signalsadtibetween two natures . . . —an
evil inclination and a good dispositiof® Although people hoped that the good would
eventually win, that was not always the case. Tdtdebwas relentless, ongoing, and in need of
some form of atonement.

In this solution, substitution is based on a thgmal system similar to Augustine’s. In
this scenario, people desire to go their own wal/@aregard any notions of divine will.
Individuals could easily upset the balance and lbagnin the community. Ancient cultures
established an elaborate system of sacrifice tercevery conceivable violation of divine rule.
The sacrificial system substitutes animals andaéenbvictims for guilty persons. Regular and
periodic sacrifices were necessary to appeasevheedn hopes of avoiding negative effects of
God’s wrath. Israel’s sacrificial system, centratizat the Jerusalem Temple, fulfilled this need.
A system of punishment discouraged digression festablished norms.

Lack of a temple during the Babylonian exile waaitnatic for the Israelite community.
The destruction of the temple meant that the cuatgrsubstitutionary sacrifices were

impossible. Loss of a place to make atonement wassamatic that it required rethinking the
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“handling of sin and its consequencé®Longing for something to fill the gap created bgd

of the temple, Israel began to emphasize life ted&alized synagogues when it was no longer
able to worship in the centralized Temple at Jéeusaln 42:7-9 of the epilogue, God called not
only on Job to pray for his friends, but also oipE&z to make a substitutionary animal sacrifice
for himself and his friends. Job, approved by Gmkded no such animal sacrifice.

Justice deferred: banking on life beyond the gré&\tenement theology raises “the question—Is
death final?**° This option comes into view in Job’s determine@sjfor an umpirenfain) in

9:33, a witnessfy) in 16:19, and a redeeme’?y3) in 19:25-26. This system of rewards and
punishments eventually became an extension obtgioin theology into the next world.

Although initially resisted hope for life after death eventually led to a &kilin immortality and
resurrection when a final justice would right theongs in the world. This belief became
important in the extracanonical literature of settample Judaism. Job had no expectation of
life beyond the grave. He sought a hearing andieatidn in this life. His search for an umpire,
witness, and redeemer affirmed his undying confiddn his integrity.

Mystery: appealing to human ignorandée dilemma created by the “paradox of a self-
revelatory God who is at the same time hidden froman sight*®* confounded human reason
which could not comprehend such a God. HumanityGual, is the problem due to the

limitation of human knowledge. Here, limited knoddge and power are applied to human beings
rather than to God. The discussion on wisdom irR28haffirms the belief that wisdom begins

and ends with the divine. Wisdom is ultimately uh@anable and unattainable by humanity. God

speaks from this perspective during the questioafripb from the whirlwind (38:1-42:17).
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Only God understands the way to it (28:23). “Trildg fear of the Lord, that is wisdom; and to
depart from evil is understanding” (28:28).

Disinterested righteousness: questioning the problehis option represents the perspective of
the satan in doubting the possibility of disintéeesrighteousness in Job’s life in particular and
in humanity in general. In God’s response to Jad] Goes not address the topic of justice in
Job’s situation, or in the divine human relatiopsini general, but speaks only in terms of
creation, an arena where Job could not win evhe ified*** For example, in 38:4 God asks
Job, “Where were you when | laid the foundatiothaf earth?” This of course, is a rhetorical
guestion designed to catch Job off guard and ntakgbossible for him to answer. Job was not
present; both God and Job know it.

A twelfth optionCrenshaw’s description of the eleven responsdsetgjtiestion of theodicy as
an examination of the divine/human relationshig reminder that with worship of one God the
guestion of theodicy necessitates multiple resppasd remains forever open to possibilities.
An example | would add to Crenshaw’s list of opessbilities is‘Theodicy Ignored
Disregarding the Problertt®® This is the view of one who is “living the gootkl” When things
are going well, people give hardly any thought tml(Jet alone pay attention to the thorny
guestion of theodicy. This is the response of #rs@n who does not want to think about the
issues, problems, and challenges of life. Feeloiggatitude are likely accompanied by an
implicit expectation that life will be like this\wahys. Secretly, people with this perspective, hope
that if they ignore the negatives of life, theylwilst go away. This is the proverbial “head in the
sand” response. Despite all his piety, this wassl@sponse until trouble struck his household,

his family, and himself.

192. Ibid., 187-190.
193. Craven, conversation with author, Fort WortK, July 31, 2009.
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Amy Erickson
Amy Erickson’s 2009 dissertation, “God as Enemyab’s Speeche&” explores the
image of God as enemy and its connections to ‘tablaments*®® from a literary perspective.
On how the Joban poet accomplishes his task, Encksmments, “Job exploits paradoxes and
theological inconsistencies in the traditional ireadpy employing a variety of devices, including
mixing metaphors, altering context, disrupting gaa forms, and making substitutions within
typical syntagmatic relations® Creative use of these literary devices reinfothesheological
complexity and ambiguity one encounters in the fafoevil and suffering. The situation
defies explanation, particularly when God is theseaand the one suffering is innocent.
Erickson explains the literary exploitation of #wemity of God as a metaphor that
creates and communicates new constructions otydmsli‘'mapping’ relations, properties
and knowledge from the source domain onto the tatgmain. Job’s God-as-enemy
metaphor draws from three distinct source domairesder to highlight different aspects
of his experience of divine persecution: human arafthe legal proceeding and the
divine realms of cosmic warfare and creative attivihree sub-metaphors result.
Through the war metaphor, Job is able to highligetphysical torment — the way in
which he feels physically and immediately attackgdsod. Through the legal metaphor,
the poet highlights Job’s experience of injustitéha hand of the deity. Finally through
the cosmic metaphor, Job exposes the enmity afréredor as a betrayal of intimacy;
with this metaphor Job also suggests that God ét@may®d not only Job but all
creation®®’
Use of these three types of metaphors, war, legal,cosmic, give the book of Job an
unparalleled depth as it explores Job’s responkestyoubles.

The book of Job is not for the faint of heart. Pogtrayal of God an enemy in this book

is far afield from the portrayal of God in Gen Tidkson acknowledges that the “metaphors

194. Erickson, “God as Enemy in Job’s Speeches.”
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which focus on God’s treatment of Job are distuglzind at times even horrifying?® Clarifying

the matter further, she suggests that “Rather dedending God with pious slogans and dead
metaphors, Job engages traditional tropes, re-frguaand even subverting them, in order to
explore the meaning of suffering in the contextad@tionship with God**° For example, the
hedge of blessing in the satan’s accusation of hel@mes a hedge of trouble that Job attributes
to God in his opening speech in 3:23. The satanJahdoth accuse God of doing too much in
Job’s life. The ambiguity of blessing/cursing oe tips of Job’s wife in 2:9 becomes the reality
of reversal in Job’s life.

Erickson explains that this ambiguity is a powelfii@rary tactic because Job is righteous
and there is no one else to blame. She writes, ‘iIGedposed and left unprotected by orthodox
theologies and traditions. There is no third pariywhich to blame suffering and injustice in the
world. Theology that blames the victim—or the widkeis flat-out rejected by Job. . . . For Job
the buck stops with God. . . . Because Job doeparsbnally experience God’s justice, he
concludes that God is not just® His voice will not be softened, muffled, or sileadc His voice
must be heard. If that voice makes his friendsi®réader uncomfortable, so be it. He insists
that the truth will not be suppressed. Someonddteke a stand against injustice. If God won't,
Job will. Erickson surmises, “Job’s trope of divieremity not only speaks, but shouts, truth to
power.”?! Job is much like protesters today who shout, “Witaive want, freedom! When do
we want it, now!” Job is determined to have his gagourt. Erickson clarifies:

Job is not content to hope for a better future delaverance that God may eventually

extend to him. He demands justice in the presesttii¢ology is not rooted in abstract

piety; rather it is a theology that insists onigesin the immediate present for real flesh
and blood individuals who are suffering, not beesiley deserve it, based on their

198. Ibid., 201.
199. Ibid., 202.
200. Ibid., 205.
201. Ibid., 207.
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righteousness, but because a commitment to justi@arth is integral to YHWH'’s
charactef®?

Job voices an uncomfortable truth: injustice isparmhon the earth. Injustice perturbs
him. God’s role in injustice upsets him even mdaeckson elucidates saying, “The truthfulness
Job speaks is that God is ultimately responsibiefacting justice. . . . When that justice is not
apparent, it lies in the hands of the righteoustoatefend God and blame the enemies, but rather
to speak truth to the power that is God and dentlaadGod intervene to restore justi¢é™
Injustice is so pervasive, only God can make thig#. Yet, God is woefully absent and seems
unconcerned.

Job desperately seeks an answer. Since God takegion, he “demands that it is the
task of the righteous ones to remove the theolbbedge—the safety net—from around God
and call God to accountability® This literary turn from the satan’s accusatiort tAad placed
a hedge of prosperity around Job, to Job’s insigt¢inat God is a hedge of trouble around him,
and further to removal of the underlying theologloadge around the divine is as revolutionary
today as it was when the book of Job was writtels. 40 revolutionary that some prefer to
defend God’s actions, even when those actions,riardeother circumstances, are unethical and
immoral.

René Girard

René Girard sees Job as a viéfiitscapegoat® of his community. Job has many

enemies—human and divine. Although as Ericksontpaint, Job shares much with the laments

of the Psalms, there is a significant differenceaf@ explains, “In the psalms, only the victim
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speaks. In the dialogues of Job, other voices rtamselves heard® In the book of Job these
voices include not only the voice of Job, his fdenElihu, God, the satan, and Job’s wife, but
they also include the voices of the community thexides JoB% Each of these voices, in its
own way, participates either directly or indireathyattacks against Job.

The friends are particularly cruel. It is enouglateuse Job of everything they can
imagine. They make matters worse when they assheyespeak for God. They “sacralize . . .
[their verbal] violence . . . [against Job and egegim a] collective persecutiof?® that tries to
subdue him. The reversals in Job’s life reducedbgsal status. However, that is not enough for
his friends. They want to reduce his emotional guidtual status as well. They want him to
deny his integrity. Determined to get their poiotass, they simply will not tolerate or
understand Job’s perspective. In the process alidgrJob they resemble people who make and
live by their own rules. The friends can not seatithey are doing to Job, or to themselves.
They do not realize that their accusations havhingtto do with Job. Rather their accusations
are projections of their fears and their narrow enotithinking.

Job, who had it all, suddenly has nothing. The mha had everything sits alone,
abandoned by his community. Job is the scapegdas @ommunity, the victim not only of loss
of economic resources, family, and health, but afdus status in the community. He is a
victim—a victim of a “sudden reversal of . . . pighdpinion.”™'° The community that once
revered him ignores him. If anyone pays attentiiis,only to deride him. To their credit, the
friends know that how Job relates to his commuisiign important measure of his righteousness.

In the eyes of his friends, whose words accuseraltian provide comfort, Job is the “oppressor

207. Ibid., 17.

208. Noting that the respect of the communitytiiased into derision, in 30:9 Job complains bitterl
“And now they mock me in song; | am a byword tonthie

209. Girard, “The Ancient Trail Trodden by the ded:’ Job as Scapegoat,” 26.

210. Ibid., 19.



53

of the people®'*

not their benefactor. Their focus is on externladg are visible. They do not
realize that Job is not guilty of their accusations

As is true for any group of people who participateacred violence, Girard explains, the
friends “exercise . . . [this] violence againstiim whose innocence leaves no trat&.The
friends’ attacks on Job’s sense of self are inlesiprimarily to themselves. Fortunately for Job,
he is strong enough to maintain his integrity despis friends’ thoughtlessness. Unlike his
friends, Job is not clueless. He understands l@sds though they do not understand him.
Although he feels powerless to change his situatiob knows what is happening to him. In
19:13-20 he describes himself as a scapegoat wdearhplains that his extended family and his
friends have rejected him. Job, who was the epitohgedly success in his world, has now
become the victim, the scapegoat whose only defese the words of the very God who
caused his troubles in the first place.

Phillippe Nemo

Nemo presents an unusual perspective on JalmHrand the Excess of E%f he
focuses on the anxiety Job experiences as a msalividual suffering. Deep suffering elicits a
rush of conflicting emotions. Given his lossess iho wonder that Job exhibits all of the
emotions associated with loss—denial, anger, bairggi depression, and acceptance. Job seems
almost schizophrenic. On the one hand, he wangudience with God. On the other hand, he
wants God to leave him alone. With such confliciggires, his pain is simply too much to bear.

Even if Job’s questions go unanswered, the ankietieels is too much to endure. As Nemo

211. Ibid., 21.
212. Ibid., 27.
213. Nemo,Job and the Excess of Evil.
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explains, Job’s emotional pain is so great thaefoeming anxiety, and nothing else . . . [is the
reason why] Job initiates a trial demanding justfcé

Since people and nature create Job’s problems, theroutset it appears that “God . . . is
.. . innocent of evil?®> The Chaldeans, the Sabeans, and a fire from hestroy Job’s
possessions and their caretakers. A whirlwind kiléschildren. The reader, of course, knows for
certain what Job only suspects. Job protests sdtdubles but God’s role in his troubles. His
protest frightens his friends and threatens trethf They don’t want to hear what he has to say
and try to silence him. God intensifies Job’s mydey delaying the divine response. With no one
to help or even empathize, Job reaches a poimh oétarn. He has to have an answer. Itis a
matter of survival. It is a matter of life and deaRestoration is an impossible dream and Job’s
protests fall on deaf ears.

Nemo boldly suggests that when evil extends bebinefforts at correction and protest,
as it does with Job, then “God’ . . . personifiesevil in excess of the world* God does not
reply until Job, his friends, and Elihu have exhadtshemselves and one another with
provocative but fruitless debate. God’s delay mddaas matters worse. God’s delay is a cruel
addendum to a situation that seemingly couldn’tagstworse. Since God both afflicts and
defends Job, Nemo concludes that “there would dedy no reason to distinguish [between
God and Satan] . . . GaslSatan and Satas God.™’ For Nemo the demonic comes full circle
and points back to God.

Job’s challenge, Nemo says, provides an opportdoit¢dod to be his own true self

because Job understands God’s ambiguous role lifieéhisle knows that God is the source of

214. Ibid., 39.
215. Ibid., 54.
216. Ibid., 101.
217. Ibid., 142,
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both the good and the bad in his life. Recognifiugl as the source of everything in Job’s life,
Nemo proposes what Job leaves unsaid that Gochanghtan are one and the same. The
difference, ultimately, is that while God and tlag¢ag both exhibit a negative side, the satan
exhibits only a negative side. God, on the oth@dhalso exhibits compassion. Job’s self-
imprecatory testimony is evidence not only of l@§-sonfidence, but also of his confidence in
God. Despite all he experiences, despite God’'acelob believes that in the end everything
will resolve “on the side of benevolence®
David Penchansky

David Penchansky explores theodicy in the boolobflly examining various views
present in the textt-> Sometimes these differences are obvious. Mosh dfftese differences are
guite subtle and easy to miss. Either way theyterdiscord within the text. For example, in 1:10
the satan complains that God put a “hedget} of blessing around Job. In 3:23, Job complains
that God put a “hedge™j$?) of trouble around hirf?® Though similar in meaning, the change in
context of the two verses conveys a subtle cham@eod’s role in Job’s life. The theological
contrast in the two affirms the basic theologiaatftict between God as source of blessing and
God as source of trouble, not just in Job’s lifet, lby implication in the lives of all humanity.
The difference is subtle and most readers misditarary reference to the theological
dissonance in the book of Job.

Multiple points of view, often in tension with oa@aother, can be present in the same

text, even when the reader is unaw&félthough people seek harmony and overlook
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dissonance, texts (biblical and otherwise) arehaomonious?? Penchansky highlights the
difficulty saying, “harmonizing [viewpoints is prtdmatic because it] . . . deliberately and
systematically conceal[s] . . . dissonant voicesiishing them from the surface of the text only
to find them lurking underneat*®

The book of Job certainly fits that description.tidaly does each character represent a
particular point of view, but some also portrayfeliént points of view at different points of the
story line. For example, the patient Job of thdqgue is very different from the impatient Job
of the dialogues. This tension permeates everycagh¢he book.

Tension within texts does not stand alone; ratieesion within texts reflects tension in
their authors. Penchansky explores the conneatioserving that textual conflict begins with a
writer’'s inner turmoil. This turmoil may in turn keereflection of an unrest present in the
communities in which they live. Penchansky obseritds or she writes out of a sense of pain,
of dislocation, a feeling or wrongness in his or lneiverse, either to call attention to the
wrongness, or to conceal f2* Even if writers attempt to hide their inner strlegg astute
readers are still likely to surmise what precigsathe writing. He notes that “a person in
harmony seldom writes. . . . It is when the paithef writer resonates with the pain of readers . .
. that a work is widely disseminatetf®Many journal keepers can attest to this truth.iThe
journal writing is likely to flourish during timesf great stress and is likely to be minimal or
nonexistent during the periods of their lives thia relatively stress free. Many books on the

bestseller lists often reflect an invisible paiatttheir writers make visible.
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For the book of Job, readers generally overlogkahances within the text. This results
in readings that consider the book to be “a serormosteadfastness . . . [based on] ‘the patience
of Job.”??® Such readings are congruent with a theology that Bwards good and punishes
evil. Job reflects cognitive dissonance, howevdrenvthe losses he experiences cause him to
guestion this traditional theological perspecti@enflict within Job mirrors an ongoing reality in
which “The intelligentsia in every age have an aakivand complex relationship with the ruling
powers.??

Unlike some scholars who stop short of saying dloatblasphemes God, Penchansky
posits that Job not only blasphemes God, but GianafJob. To the reader’s astonishment, God
simultaneously “approves and disapproves of thiy jgied the blasphemy of Joff® In a
similar vein, Bergant notes, “Job does not disathanintegrity. But then God did not speak
about justice. This is a man who is in error, masin.”*® Not one of his friends is willing to
relinquish his point of view. “Both Job and hisitess clung fast to what they believed was
right, but Job was grounded in reality while thegrevcaught in conventiorf® God’s words to
the friends in Job 42:7-8 are proof of God’s apptaf Job. Yet, this approval does not stand
alone; it stands in tension with God’s accusatibdiab in 38:2. It is not a matter of either/or, but
a matter of both/and. In other words, God’s coningsapproval/disapproval of Job is an
example of the cognitive dissonance present throutgihis book. “God is ultimately responsible
for everything that happens in Job’s life but i$ Ibound to human standards of compensation in

managing it.**!
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Penchansky argues for a comprehensive approaaoketpiietation that considers the
whole of Job, both its prose and poétfyFor example, it is fascinating to know that althou
referred to as a work by a single author, the Jqimat, the book of Job likely is the work of
many hands over an extended period of time, withestocused on the prose, some on the
poetry, or a combination of the two. However, sitttbook comes to the contemporary reader
as a whole, it is best to interpret comprehensively

Since he is interested in the book of Job as aayl@nchansky is willing to let “The
conflict between the pious Job of the frame andbtaephemous Job in the centé¥stand with
their pictures of Job and God in disparity, ratien try to harmonize them. He is willing to ‘let
the text be the text—forever dissonant, forevecdrdant. Penchansky suggests that Job was
written to address the dilemma created by Isra{fgerience of the Babylonian exile in light of
the tension between temple theology (a theologyhith bad things could not, would not
happen to Israel because of the protection of Gaidtlae temple) and covenant theology (a
theology of rewards for obedience and punishmandigobedience; similar to retribution
theology). This view that failure to obey the coamdments of God caused the exile enabled
the nation to make the people of Israel, rathem tAad, responsible for the unfortunate turn of
events®>*

Penchansky further explores the idea that not ardythe prose and the poetry in conflict,
but the prose contains within it five dilemmas tbett the stage for the drama of the poetry that
follows. These five dilemmas are (1) a negativeysee of God as being insecure in God’s

relationship with Job in particular and with huntgnin general, (2) a satan who slyly plays on

232. Perchansky he Betrayal of God38.
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this insecurity and sets both God and Job up ®etrents that follow, (3) a character, Job, who
unlike the psalmists, neither protests his loseeseeks deliverance from God, (4) the sudden
resolution of Job’s troubles, and (5) the probldrod as the source of Job’s troubt&sThese
opening dilemmas create a set-up not only for Babfor the question of theodicy as wef.
Much like stalemate in a game of chess, in thisade of dissonances, closure with a precise
identifiable solution or resolution is impossible.

The tension of this set-up is implicit in the n#ikra but explicit in the poetic portion of
the book. Job’s friends, despite their failure asforters, seem to understand at least one thing.
Their accusations that he has mistreated the p@bplis community recognize the “social

implications™®’

of what has happened to Job. If he, the greatastohthe east, the one who
holds his community together sits on the dung heagely the fate of others is involved. If he
suffers, surely, from the friends’ perspective, tbenmunity may face the same fate. The friends
of Job can not afford for Job to be in the right.

Penchansky suggests that both Job of the prosédmadf the poetry, each in his own
way, “fight against a similar enenfy®—Job of the prose through submission and Job of the
poetry through protest. He observes another tensithre text in the difference between the
YHWH speeches where YHWH spealis the[poetic] styleof the . . . [dialogues, but the
content of his speeches ig]the spiritof the prologue®*° The tone of God’s survey of creation
is similar to the initial description of Job’s idiglworld. Yet, God’s words are in the terse style

that Job, his friends, and Elihu use to present grguments in the dialogues. It is as though

God is arguing with Job, but doing it ever so gerelver so subtly. Much like people who never

235. Ibid., 37-38.

236. Craven, conversation with author, Fort WortK, August 1, 2009.
237. Penchansky,be Betrayal of God48.

238. Ibid., 40.

239. Ibid., 48.



60

raise their voices and keep their cool, even it of an argument, God takes the position of
one with whom Job can not argue. Most like Elihod@akes lengthy speeches. Job can not get
a word in, even if he were to try. God, though inmeraly powerful and present with Job,

remains transcendent and off point, speaking tcabalit creation, and never once mentioning
the situation of Job.

Penchansky suggests that Job represents two ¢mgflmictures of both piety and
integrity. In the prose, piety consists in rightiac, but in the poetry it consists of right, that
“honest speech?*® Job does the right thing, but perhaps out of hatgitis so accustomed to
having things go his way and having everyone datérm, like God in the theophany of chs.
38-42, he can distance himself from it all. Therdi@es to God for his children certainly seem to
be routine (1:5). His words of praise to God in pnelogue seem almost unfeeling (1:21 and
2:10b). Although his reply to his wife is quite By the narrator does not fault him for it. In fact
the narrator enthusiastically approves of Job awabsthis behavior above reproaéh.

Job’s integrity remains in contrast to how everyaneluding God has treated him. In the
end, everyone has to acknowledge his integrity.flieads do so by accepting his sacrifices for
them (42:9). The community does so by reconnedatitiy him. God does so by defending him.
Penchansky writes, “By not attacking the integatylob, but rather by defending his own
integrity, God accepts Job’s definition of the gesh.”*** What was the perception of Job?—that
God was the source of his troubles. God neithecwanor denies this role. God’s refusal to
testify is similar to “taking the fifth” amendmeruch like a person who answers a question by

not addressing it, leaving the listener to figureut for him or herself, God does the same with
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Job—Ileaving Job and the reader hanging, danglimgigair with only conjecture but no hard
evidence with which to accuse God.

The lack of resolution at the end of the book &dtés the absence of a consensus on the
many dissonances in Job, including its dissonaegarding the issue of theodicy. Questions
“are raised, clarified, magnified, but never an®ueiThe questions themselves are questioned.
The multitudes of answers cancel each other GtEor example, the writer implies a
connection between God and the satan, but thefgjgsa@main a mystery. Job speaks rightly,
but the precise nature of what is right lingersdentified. Job’s wife is missing from the poetic
section and the epilogue, but seems to have rdednwith Job because he has a new family. Job
prays for his friends, but they never apologizelfaving treated him so badly. God never affirms
or denies the role of the divine in Job’s troubMsither God nor the narrator hints at the reason
why God accepted the satan’s wager.

Penchansky interprets the ambiguity of the bookatif as a reflection of a society where
“people . . . [are] disillusioned . . . [traditidremswers no longer work,] and ideological

ghosts®**

unwittingly undermine and support the prevailingridview. With no specific

historical setting, the sense of disillusionmerdtlfigs the period of the Babylonian exile. The
senses of disillusionment and ambiguity are twthefmany reasons why scholars theorize a late
date for the writing despite its patriarchal segtiBventually, this type of open-minded thinking

created the space necessary for “The Israelitgioali. . . [to be] transformed into what is

subsequently called JudaisAf>
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Anthony Pinn

Anthony Pinn utilizes Black humanism in his appito&z theodicy. He is cognizant that
while the social dimension may have been absent #cademic conversations about God, social
dimensions of the question of theodicy have neeenlfar from the minds of African
Americans. In fact, questions of theodicy necetsita shift in African American theology from
North American theology, a shift that acknowledtfeshumanity and equality of all persons,
with a focus on God as deliverer and special emplmsJesus Christ as a member of the
trinity.?*® Although he acknowledges theistic approachesdodtty, Pinn dismisses the God
guestion in order to spotlight a humanistic peripecHe rejects theistic approaches because in
this view “God condones the suffering of Black Amans without being held responsible for it.
Granted, the actual acts are the result of humananduct; yet who made this misconduct
possible? God?*’ Not only does the theistic perspective condonesafy but it also
“maintains the possibility of divinely sanctioneppwession.?*® For example, the prophet
Ezekiel regularly approves of war and its consegesms a strategy for making God’s name
known in not only in Israel, but in surroundingionats and ancient empires as well.

Pinn prefers to look suffering in the face angutites that “a proper understanding of
suffering is unquestionably and unredeemingly &/l Like Job, Pinn looks at evil and
suffering without flinching and without offering exses. In his bookivhy Lord, Why? Suffering
and Evil in Black Theolog¥® Pinn adopts a decidedly non-theistic, humanist@ggr. He

defines his approach as a “Nitty-gritty hermeneutic. [that] holds no allegiance to Christian
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doctrine or theological sensibilities. . . . [Ithintains as its priority a sober look at life asjt

and it seeks hard truth unsoftened by theologibhdjations>*

and is born of the experiences of
African Americans. Pinn is especially concerned thaology works against the needs of
African Americans.

Attributing evil to people, not God, Pinn stipulatdat suffering is useless. He calls for
an end to evil and suffering, demanding justicekumanity’s dealings with one another. If
human beings are responsible for suffering, togetiey can work toward change. If God is
responsible for suffering, people are less likelyput forth the effort needed to make a
difference.

As Pinn sees it, a sense of connection to othemsasgh to motivate people to make life
better for everyone. According to Pinn, belief indds not necessary and in some instances is a
hindrance. He writes, “Moral obligation and prop#énical conduct are not dictated by God but
by a genuine concern with unified existence—ontalalgvholeness on the individual level and
communal relations. Achievement of this goal is cetain, however, humanity must work
toward it nonetheless. There is intrinsic valuéhi effort itself.>? Similar to the insight gained
by raising questions, even when unanswered, tBaraliie in improvement, even when the goal
is elusive.

Pinn objects to the theology presented in the mfalob because of God'’s role in Job’s
suffering. He writes that Job “is an example oferig permitted by God . . . [whajdirectly
participate[s] in it.*>* It is God’s role in suffering that Pinn finds disteful. He is against

suffering and the God who approves it. Connectotgslplight to that of African Americans, he

251. Ibid., 19-20.
252. Ibid., 155.
253. Ibid., 99.



64

writes, “Due to the presence of a situation simtitadob’s—unmerited suffering—it is plausible to
consider Black Americans modern Job figures.”

Like Job, many African Americans doubt the goodr@ssod. Many notice that Job
suffered and eventually he is restored. He talkh tis friends about his situation, but this does
nothing to alter it. He does not take the initiatte change his circumstances. Contrary to
waiting for change or expecting someone else taghaPinn insists that people take the
initiative and do their part. He is convinced thabple have a role in their own blessing. Too
often, like Job, Pinn observes, “Many choose payddecause God's role is uncertain, and so it
is best to accept one’s fate as divinely orchestrat . [relying on] comforting assertiof¥"as a
means of coping with discrimination and mistreati@his is a self-defeating passivity that
does not question the status quo or work towareti@isitz im leberfor African Americans or
for the community as a whole. Contrary to this pecsive, Pinn seeks to empower people to
work toward a better life for all. Of course, atkelife for all requires the combined efforts of
all.

Kathryn Schifferdecker

KathrynSchifferdecker argues that contrary to many conteary scholars who find
God’s speeches irrelevant to Job’s inquiry, shedithe speeches are not only relevant, but they
provide an important key to understanding the baiokob. She posits that creation theology,
which acknowledges “the existence of chaotic folidesthe Sea, Leviathan, and human
wickedness, but that also limits these forc88j% an alternative to traditional retribution

theology. Creation theology provides new insigbtsthe theological dilemma of Job

254, Ibid., 100.
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Schifferdecker explains that each section of J&biissown perspective on creation. The
prologue presents a picture of a world that hasonm for disorder. Consequently, “Only
domesticated animals (sheep, camels, oxen, andegls)ik’ appear in the prologue. The first
lament of Job in ch. 3 is his attempt to “un-cré#te world. Creation metaphors appear
throughout the dialogues (chs. 4-#¥jhe debates between Job and his friends. Chagter
makes use of metallurgical metaphors in its disonssn wisdom. Chapters 29-31, Job’s
speeches about his past, present, as well aslhimpeecatory monologue, utilize positive and
negative depictions of creation that match histpasand negative musings about his life. Elihu
makes frequent use of creation images, especrahysi“attempt to address the issue of injustice
raised by Job?®®

Job and his friends use creation images to supip@rtarguments. God overwhelms Job
by using only creation images. When Job and henéi$ utilize creation images, the images
usually refer to people. God exploits creation iegtp discuss the cosmos, but not as references
to human beings. As a result, it is clear that lhene speeches do not directly address Job’s
situation: the problem of the suffering of the tigbus. Instead, they offer Job a God’s-eye view
of creation in all its complexity?®® God enlarges Job’s view by encouraging him tdiéeéom
a broader perspective. God’s use of cosmic imagesich like seeing the earth from the
perspective of cosmonauts. When cosmonauts rdpartitnpressions, they note how beautiful
the earth is with its patches of blue and greenvemrader why humanity has such a difficult time

living in harmony. While a view such as this does diminish Job’s pain, it does put it in

perspective.

257. Ibid., 25.
258. Ibid., 55
259. Ibid., 66.
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After his encounter with God, Job has a differemderstanding of what it means to be
human. He learns that evil and suffering are asdapable part of life. He understands that the
order of the world includes “human wickedné§$and that God “does not abolish chaos and
evil (“natural” and human) but he does establistits for them.?®* In the end, Job realizes that
life goes on even as God's sovereignty includesg®detrimental to human beings.

Samuel Terrien

Samuel Terrien makes connections between the dioddb and the artistry one finds in
creative endeavors including poetry, literaturelgsiophy, science, and mugié.He explores
the nothingness that Job experiences during his défhexcruciating loss and pain, its connection
to existentialism, and his movement beyond nothasgrio an understanding of “life without
illusion, but not with despair’®®

Terrien’s work helped propel the book of Job soptesent status as a book that intrigues
many readers. In the process of confronting “thgickl death,?®* Job emerges with a new
understanding of God and humanity. Connecting ddbs ills of today Terrien writes, “God is
not a mere adjunct of a social group, be it Isrde,church, the United States of America or
Western culture®® Raising questions and leaving them unanswerdtkibook’s strength. As
an open-ended text, the book of Job is able toksjwesufferers everywhere.

Imagining ancient audiences, Terrien surmises“thatpoem was highly offensive, and
it was preserved only because its prose framewphleld the orthodox doctrine of divine

retribution . . . [and the idea] of faith at allst3?®® Job’s faith was indeed costly. Every
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relationship, human and divine, is affected bydpisitual crisis, a crisis in which he confronts
the possibility of theological death. Like many pkotoday, he no longer tolerated traditional
theology because of his experience. Traditionadltigyy became for him an “intolerable
theology.”®’ Terrien explains, “In the process of strugglinghvthis intolerable theology in the
aloneness of a breakdown of all of his relationshife comes to terms with the realities of life
and the hiddenness of God, a God whom he expedeasboth benefactor and enemy. Through
the breakdown of these relationships and his seiha®neness, Job learns to see life differently,
though the writers never explain and leave thegetmlwonder exactly what that difference is.
Of Job’s journey through nothingness Terrien writes not just Job, but God as well, who

encounters anomie:

The theme of nothingness has . . . been developgbdimsurpassed art. First in the
soliloquy, Job was attracted by the kind of esaapshich may be found in death,
especially when its horror can be veiled for a montgy Egyptian illusions. Second, the
theme reappears in an entirely different contelre ihtervention of society only reveals
to Job the brutality of his isolation. Having casrited nothingness in relation to his own
destiny, Job now faces a new kind of void—the latlove. Third, it is God who faces
nothingness. As Job’s hope in a God who would etohiilm go regains a hold in his
consciousness, and is contradicted by his obsenjdie comes close to affirming the
reality of the love of God. But this affirmationiramediately withdrawn by the prospect
of Job’s own death, which only affirms the reabifiythe hatred of God. Still, love is not
canceled by hatred. Just as Job, in the presertus fifends faced nothingness, so also
God, in the scandal of Job’s death, will look a toid. With this daring thought, the
poet undoubtedly conveys another. In our kind ofleya true God must be a god who

suffers?®®

God’s cosmic view of creation accomplishes its t#@skthe book draws to a close, Job
does not deny his experience or what he knows df Rather, he upholds both his personal and

“theological integrity®®® because he accepts himself as is and God ak&wise, God accepts

266. Ibid., 24.
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68

Job as is. In the end, Job “transfigure[s] the lgarty of existence into the will to live
triumphantly”’®in spite of all that has happened to him.
John E. Thiel

John E. Thiel indicates that he is interestedsnes related to theodicy. He prefers to call
his perspective a theolog¥: Like Seibert, he writes of faith from a Christoti@mpoint of view.
His insights are, however, helpful to interpretatas the Hebrew Bible. Thiel takes innocent
suffering, an example of evil, seriously withousigsing any role in it to God. He observes that
“Innocent suffering . . . presents the greatedahto faith in God, since this suffering
particularly forces believers to face the posdipitif God’s complicity in evil.2’? Innocent
suffering, of course, is the setting for considerabf questions about the nature of God in the
book of Job.

Convinced that “God neither permits, nor wills, wauses any kind of suffering at
all,”?"®Thiel wants to disavow the idea that God has afgtipnship whatsoever to evil and
suffering. He surmises that the question of Godle in evil and suffering has to be left open,
not as a matter of mystery but as a matter of hufigmorance.?’* In other words, he prefers to
let evil and suffering hang in the balance withreference to God.

Thiel's view resembles Crenshaw’s perspective dttaibutes the lack of definitive
guestions of theodicy to mystery and human ignagahike Beck and Taylor, he is very aware
of the emotional burden of belief in God. While Bemnd Taylor discuss the burden in terms of

worship of one God, Thiel discusses it in conjumctivith an objection to the idea that God is
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present with the suffering, preferring to think@bd as “moral witness and . . . as the graceful
power of salvation?” Like Chin and Pinn, Thiel sees the need for sdiigavith and actions on
behalf of persons who are suffering. Though thougland provocative, like many, he gives
little or no credence to much of what the biblieait says about God, including the

conversations between God and the satan in thegurelof the book of Job.

Summary of the Scholars

It would be difficult to find scholars looking dt¢ same text whose views are more
different from one another than these. Like thegppets who spoke regularly, yet distinctively,
of Israel’s need to repent, Chin, Crenshaw, Eriok€airard, Nemo, Penchansky, Pinn,
Schifferdecker, Terrien, and Thiel distinctivelydaess the book of Job. Taking issue with
negative portrayal of God in the book of Job, Giiplores literary devices in order to determine
just how it is that God who is so good and poweiduhade to look so bad in this book. She
seems astonished by the idea that the power ofwhazh, ideally, should bring one comfort and
assurance becomes a liability in Job. God’s grgrttie satan permission to attack Job so
fiercely coupled with God’s silence is simply atimes. She observes that the use of rhetorical
guestions by both Job and God creates an ideologidaal battlefield. Job asks questions that
God will not answer. God asks questions that Jolnca answer. This literary structure brings
Job’s agony to the forefront. God’s questions saundh like a full court press that never lets
up. God's silence juxtaposed to God’s questionsentafid come off looking much like a bully.

While Chin approaches theodicy through examinabioiterary devices, Crenshaw
approaches theodicy through examination of theghbprocess that comprises the attempt to

account for evil. Whether they knew it or not, théters and editors of Job put together a book

275. Ibid., 75.
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that offers many human responses to the questitreoflicy. Though Crenshaw does not apply
every option to the book of Job, analysis showsri@st of his eleven alternatives appear in the
book. The story is old, but the theodic optionsidaot be more contemporary. Evil persists.
People continue to search for answers, but noiads & universal solution. Sooner or later,
nearly everyone is likely to ask the theodicy quoest

Erickson, like Chin, examines literary deviced timake Job such a powerful book.
Erickson searches the text for connections toJgsand Lam. Highlighting metaphors that the
Joban poet uses related to warfare, courtroom dranththe cosmos, she examines Job’s
theological dilemma. She surmises that enemiessaRe human enemies, Jer and Lam address
the topic of God as enemy, but it is Job that esggd@nd develops this theme to its fullest.
Erickson suggests that Job draws from the lamadition, transferring descriptions of enemy
behavior from human enemies to God. Erickson ergltine theological implications of Job’s
theology. She acknowledges that Job questionsargibd’s power nor God’s strength, but
rather the goodness of God and that Job desiresgusot mercy from God.

Girard knows that Job is a troubled man. Whereas @d Erickson look at Job from an
individualistic point of view, Girard, like Brueggeinn and Crenshaw, looks at Job and his
relationship to his community. Much the same a& Wab’s relationship with God, his wife, and
his friends, something has gone terribly wrongah’s relationship to his community. Girard
suggests that Job is the scapegoat, the victinsindmmunity, the one whom everybody
“dumps” on. The one dumped on sits in the dump.hBsbenough problems. The reaction of his
community makes his situation even worse. No ofer®f word of comfort. No one offers a
shoulder to cry on, No one offers to lend a hark iemarkable thing is Job is able to hold his

own. Through it all, he never gives up. He neveegiin.
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For Nemo, the unthinkable is reality. He takes sitmmn beyond looking at whether or
not Job blasphemes and concludes that God’s cofiwgith the satan in effect, puts God in the
same position as the satan, that of being on tedfithe demonic. Theologically speaking, is
there anything more disturbing than to suggestithdbb’s case at least, God is on the side of
the demonic? Is there anything more disturbing thasuggest that if this is possible in God’s
relationship with Job, what about God'’s relatiopshwith others and with the rest of the world?
While God may later bless beyond measure, as Gesl idalJob, what of the sufferer during the
time of difficulty? If God is on the side of therdenic, where is the help? Where is the hope?
Where is the balm in Gilead? Nemo’s point exactlitere is none.

While Chin and Erickson examine rhetoric, Crensleaamines possible solutions to the
guestion of theodicy, Girard examines the scapggoaomena, and Nemo explores the
demonic, Penchansky ponders the book’s ideologmaflict. He brings the cognitive
dissonance in the book to the forefront. Insighyfiie sees the turmoil in the text as a reflection
on the turmaoil in the lives of the creators of Humok. He examines not only Job’s pain, but also
the writer’s pain. He suggests that not only dadshlaspheme, but God also approves the
blasphemy. Yet, God also accuses Job. God andcgdobeaeach other. Much like a couple who
fight by throwing barbs at each other, God andalgioe through their silences and their words.
Penchansky understands that not only is therederstween God and Job, between Job and
everyone, but there is also tension within God dofd Interestingly, God is the one who takes
the initiative to resolve the tension between Juth the divine. If the Babylonian exile is in
view, there is tension in the community betweerséhwho trust in covenant theology and those
who trust in temple theology. Like Chin and Erickseho examine the literary organizations in

Job, Penchansky examines ideological positionsiin Since words are the source of ideas, the
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two approaches have close connections. For Perlchahis clear that tension exists on every
level. The fact that these tensions are not redatwveans that thousands of years later not only
are people still searching, but the questions naetio invite consideration.

While Chin and Erickson look at Job from a litgraerspective, Crenshaw probes
possible solutions to the theodic dilemma, Girat@neines the social psychology of the
community, Nemo investigates God as demonic, amdlasky studies ideological conflict,
Pinn inspects the importance the social dimenstienprefers a humanistic point of view. While
he specifically addresses African American theoJdgy perspective is applicable to any setting
where suffering and evil occur. His main concerattgcal and he is committed to working
toward a better quality of life for everyone.

Using a theological approach, Schifferdecker exasthe book by looking at creation
theology. What is fascinating about her perspedsiveer ability to detect different approaches to
creation theology in each major section of the bddle movement from Job’s attempt at un-
creation in ch. 3 to God’s verbal display of creatin the whirlwind speeches in 38.1-42:6 is a
move from despair to healing and wholeness.

Terrien utilizes an existential approach to Jolilsndma. He is concerned with Job’s
experience of nothingness at the hands of an ireaté God. Thiel attempts to remove God
from evil, suffering, and death except for the oe$d undo the damage done to humanity by all
three.

Whether viewed from a literary, philosophical, isbpsychological, ideological, ethical,
existential, or theological perspective, the questf theodicy in Job is unanswerable. God is
the ultimate perpetrator. God is the enemy. Anywhe thinks that taking a different approach

to the book might resolve the issues once andlifor amake God come off looking better will be
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sorely disappointed. One is still left wonderingopvcould God? Why did God? How would

God? Only God knows.

Personal Perspective

Unlike Penchansky and other scholars who condluateJob blasphemes God,
| submit that Job stands on the precipice, thatdes everything but blaspheme. Tension first
appears in the opening lines of the prologue. f Blasphemes, God ‘loses the bet.” The absence
of the satan in the epilogue suggests that the $atsiindeed lost the bet. Why would a loser
want to show up? Job has maintained his integagpde his ordeal. His sense of self allows him
to “endure . . . his own friends’ attempts to blamira for his suffering.?’® God'’s confidence in
Job and in humanity’s willingness to engage intreteship with the divine without expectation
of personal benefit stands. In the end, the absehite satan in the epilogue signals that the
satan’s job is done. The satan followed God’s conmusdo the letter, not once, but twice—once
in 1:12 to spare Job’s body and again in 2:6 toespab’s life. The satan plays a pivotal role in
Job’s story. If there were no satan, there wouldddob. As antagonist, the satan, in effect, puts
Job is a most difficult position. Job is not a guihan, yet he must proceed, to act as though he
is guilty if he is to find healing, wholeness, amdenewed relationship with God.

The Joban poet effectively uses and plays ondbeitive dissonance created by the
realization that “The truth about God’s relatioretdl is uncertain.?’’ From beginning to end,
Job meets this dilemma without flinching. He remsaimie to himself, even when he refuses to

be anything less than absolutely honest, even wthepainful for him, distasteful for his

276. Scott Black Johnston, “Where Were You Wheaitlthe Foundation of the Earth®urnal for
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friends, and inconceivable for his wife. A “similgrbetween the Satan and Job’s wife may be
that they both seem to be trusted associates ofdtwnterparts, associates who enjoy a degree
of confidence. Perhaps they are even alter egas,cah make explicit (a curse) what the
majestic God and the righteous Job would never evatemplate*® He refuses to give in to
his friends’ empty counsel to pray, to admit gualtd to confess theological confusion. His
experience makes him uniquely qualified to undexthat there is no such thing as a
predictable unchangeable world or an unchangeabtigtable God.

There is no need to resolve Job’s dilemma. Humphesplains that a tragedy such as
Job’s is not for the faint of heart. He writes, &gedy is not for those who cannot accept
unanswered and unanswerable questions, or andvetrareé questions. Nor is it for those who
will not question. Easy answers deny Job the ratiogrand sympathy his suffering and
integrity demand?®”®

When the Joban poet closes Job, God does not exyai justice operates in the world
or why Job was right. The author leaves the rebsterier hanging, wishing for a better
conclusion, longing for a resolution. Yet, thajust the point of the conclusion itself—that there
IS no answer, no resolution—the question remairs dpr exploration without final solution.
Cox affirms this lack of resolution:

The author does not supply answers—not neces$atguse he could not but

because his purpose in writing was to force thdeeto think for himselfgic] in the

light of his own experience. It is a poetic statammand no systematic theology can be

derived from such since reading poetry is, afteraal aesthetic experience, and so each

reader is individually involved in the an experieraf human alienation and divine
remoteness, and draws his own conclusf8hs.

278. Bergantlsrael’'s Wisdom Literature24.
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280. CoxMan’s Anger and God'’s Silencg].



75

While the wager between God and the satan initieglot for the story, the wager is
not really a wager at all, but a setting for addireg questions that will not go away. People
continue to be intrigued by Job for this very readtvith Brueggemann’s and Crenshaw’s
insights that theodicy is not just an abstract jaesabout the nature of God, but a practical one
about a community and its expectations of whatisifand can be, it is clear that when one
suffers, all suffer. Job’s situation affects nattjhimself, but the lives of his children, members
of his household, his wife, his friends, his extthdamily, and his community as well. Job’s
dilemma affects God, who remains silent, and th@savho remains missing. No one can doubt
the faithfulness of Job.

The book of Job presents a complex God capablelating to an incredibly complex
world. Job explores this phenomenon more than #msr diblical book. Job takes God,
humanity, and the unpleasant realities of lifeaesly. Questioning the status quo is not only
acceptable, but an account of Job becomes paaicoéd scripture, part of a life of faith, and
engages conversation for generations to come.

Only the story of Judith, an apocryphal deuteroc@&a book, comes close in its
guestioning of the status quo. Against all norn @aditions, Judith trusts God and takes
matters in her own hands when others are immolilgefear and unable to take action against
the enemy of the community. In Judith 8:11b, sh&@romts the leaders’ cowardice saying,
“Listen to me rulers of the people of Bethulia. Wiau have said to the people today is not
right; you have even sworn and pronounced this bativeen God and you, promising to
surrender the town to our enemies unless the Lrdtand helps us within so many days.”

Recognizing the importance of taking action, shetiooes in 8:17, “Therefore while we

wait for his deliverance, let us call upon him &gus, and he will hear our voice, if it pleases
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him.” Determined to do her part, whether she ligedies, she goes into the enemy’s territory
and beheads their leader, Holofernes. Her actiaws ser entire community. Like Job, Judith
has the courage to follow her own mind, to go agjdime grain, and to trust God, despite
overwhelming odds and the pressures against hehe©account the Israelites survive.
Thousands of years later, people are still thinkihgut Job. The book does its job,
keeping the conversation open to any who daretf@rdiscussion. William Whedbee suggests
that in the end, Job celebrates life, even as tlo& bccepts its many ambiguities, incongruities,
and paradoxe®’ The lack of a completely satisfactory solutiodéb’s problem is actually its

resolution.

281. William J. Whedbed,he Bible and the Comic VisigMinneapolis: Fortress Press, 2002), 278-288.



CHAPTER THREE
GOD AS ENEMY: AN IMAGE OF GOD IN THE HEBREW BIBLE
(IN BOOKS OTHER THAN JOB)

Though the contemporary reader might wince, ignaretherwise disregard negative
images of God, the reality is that the Hebrew iexeplete with many images, including the
negative image of God as enemy. Davies’s thought4emories of Ancient Israel: An
Introduction to Biblical History—Ancient and Modéfhprovide an insightful lens for
contemporary readers who want to understand thegdeBible. Commenting on the
importance of understanding biblical texts as meesarather than as history, he writes:

The simple lesson to learn is that our stories attmipast may well shed light on the

past itself, but they shed a colored light as w&elshedding light on us. A lot of what |

have . . . been describing may have been oncededas history, but we might now
refer to it rather as cultural memory—stories alibetpast shared by people who affirm

a common identity, and who use stories to reinfdine¢ identity. The Bible’s narratives

are a supreme example of this: they convey abdwestbry of a national identitf>

Israel’s identity was formed largely by its memesrand understanding of God—an
understanding that includes negative images of Glainories are known to be highly selective
and subject to forgetfulness. Even if well presdrilgough communal retelling, it is
understandable that writers fill in what memorygfets. Biblical writers want to safeguard the
meaning, not the details, of their memories. Amyghiiving and nonliving, can be used as a
metaphor to make a point. Images transposed terdiff contexts transmit meanings that details
never could. For example, Isaiah, Jeremiah, an#lielzeverse the familiar image of a cup of

blessing in Ps 23:5c¢ to convey a message of atigsttuction in Is 51:22, 65:11; Jer 49:12, 51:7,

and Ezek 23:31-33. The power of this image expamrgsnentially since it is used to

282. DaviesMemories of Ancient Israebee note 150 for full reference.
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communicate the idea of overflow and excess inredittory contexts. Repetition and variety

make the images of the biblical text unforgettalilearly, biblical writers utilize a variety of

1284

images to convey not only their memories, but #igo'meaning™" of those memories:

We will miss a lot of what the Bible contains if wle not see and understand the literal
and symbolic meanings of the Bible’s images.The Bible is a book thamnagesthe
truth as well as stating it in abstract propossio@orrespondingly, the truth that the
Bible expresses is often a matter of truthfulnedsuman experience, as distinct from
ideas that are true rather than false. . . . Imaegggire two activities from us as readers of
the Bible. The first is to experience the imagéditasally and in as fully a sensory way as
possible. The second is to be sensitive to theaatinns or overtones of the image. . . .
The most elementary form of connotation is simphetiher an image is positive or
negative in association in the context in whicagppears®®
Sensitivity to connotations and their meaningssigeeially important regarding biblical images
of God. Attention to connotations, including emataband psychological implications, provide

"286 and increases “awareness of the

“a fresh way to view the theological content of Bible
Bible as a work of imaginatiorf®

With connotations in mind, one might wonder whisithat the book of Job, the most
radical book of the Hebrew Bible, is set outsidadt Why is Job’s story set in Uz (Job 1:1)?
Why do “The disputants carry on their discussioelgmn the level of (international)
wisdom?“8 Why are there no Hebrews or Israelites amongrteads? Why is Elihu, who is
present but not considered one of Job’s friendsptily person with an Israelite ancestry? Why
was Job the one who brought questions of theoglisyice, and suffering on the forefront?

One possibility is that Job’s questions, thoughongmt to Israel, could not be asked

overtly. Job and his friends were outsiders. Theyewhe bearers of what Israel understood to be
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negative images of God (as enemy) and of itsel&(aation that had lost everything). As with
many people today, it seems that biblical writeesited someone else to shoulder the
responsibility of raising subversive, unsettlinggegtions—the answers to which just might open
a path to healing and wholeness for everyone. imlagé of God as enemy and the connection to
the satan were far outside Israel’'s traditionabtbgy. The story is also set outside Israel; its
God-fearing, pious, wealthy protagonist is “theagest of all the people of the east” (Job 1:3).
The image of God as enemy gives voice to an utatedig that “God is not always
experienced as a beneficent force, and sometimesshexpression of God’s felt oppressiveness
is necessary and even healtf3?’Although the concept of God as enemy receivesfignt
attention in the book of Job, the implicit ideafages in a variety of ways that point to divine

anger, in many books throughout the Hebrew Bible.

Implicit References to God as Enemy
Psalm 44

The Psalms regularly call on God to intervene agjaine’s enemies. The war-filled
pages of the Deuteronomistic History expect Goekteree all conflicts in favor of the Israelite
community. Given Israel’s familiarity and comforttiv“enemy” language in human
relationships, for me, the surprise is not thattéxt sometimes refers to God as “enemy”
(hx, %, X1, 0w, and1nix), but that it so seldom uses this specific languageference to
God and the divine/human relationship.

Even in the Psalms, most references to “God as gh@onnot use the wordnemy For
example, Ps 44 is a complaint against God’s p@atitmnent of Israel. This excerpt from the

Psalm vividly describes God’s role in Israel’'s totes, even as the “psalmist . . . call[s] for

289. Dobbs-AllsoppLamentations31.



8In God we have boasted continually,
and we will give thanks to yasame forever.

°Yet you have rejected us and abased us,
and have not gone out with qunias.

%you made us turn back from the foe,
and our enemies have gottenl.spoi

2 You have made us like sheep for slaughter,
and have scattered us amongdhens.

12 You have sold your people for a trifle,

demanding no high price for them.

13 You have made us the taunt of our neighbors,
the derision and scorn of those around us.

4 You have made us a byword among the nations,
a laughingstockamong the peoples.

15 All day long my disgrace is before me,
and shame has covered my face

16 at the words of the taunters and revilers,
at the sight of the enemy and the avenger.

7 All this has come upon us,
yet we have not forgotten you,
or been false to your covenant.
18 Our heart has not turned back,
nor have our steps departed fyoor way,

19 yet you have broken us in the haunt of jackals,
and covered us with deep darkness.

20 |f we had forgotten the name of our God,
or spread out our hands to a strange god,
L would not God discover this?
For he knows the secrets of the heart.

290. Dalit Rom-Shiloni, “Psalm 44: The Powers oftest,”"CBQ 70 (1986): 686.

291. Ibid., 689.
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[divine] help.”?®° Accusation paired with a call for deliverance isfa state of “mental turmoil
in which the protestor-psalmist is trappéd:’Although God is acting like an enemy toward
Israel, only the taunters and revilers (v. 16)srepecified. The responsibility for Israel’s

situation is placed directly upon God. Yet, Goddting like an enemy toward Israel.

Sé lah
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22 Because of you we are being killed all day long,
and accounted as sheep for the slaughter.

3 Rouse yourselfl Why do you sleep, O Lord?
Awake, do not cast us off forever!
24 Why do you hide your face?
Why do you forget our affliction and oppression?
%5 For we sink down to the dust;
our bodies cling to the ground.
%6 Rise up, come to our help.
Redeem us for the sake of your steadfast love 4526).
The psalmist is clearly in a quandary. In any osirration, requesting deliverance from the
same source that caused the trouble in the fiasteplvould be considered sheer madness.
Hardening Someone’s Heart
Sometimes God’s enemy actions take the form ofdrang) someone’s heart. The verb
(7wp) conveys the idea. In the Hebrew Bible, there2ireeferences to hardening of the heart.
Of these, nineteen appear in Exod. Most mentionsGadk in hardening the heart(s) of Pharaoh
and Egyptian$?? The idea of God’s hardening someone’s heart begiEsod with the contest
between God and Pharaoh for deliverance of thellsra from enslavement. In Deut 2:30
Moses reminded the Israelite community that Kingo8iwould not let them pass through his
country on their journey to the Promised Land. Kimg’'s decision is attributed to God’s
hardening his heart.
With the divinely initiated takeover of the landmbmise in view, Joshua’s success is
explained in Josh 11:20, “For it was the LORD’srdpio harden their hearts so that they would
come against Israel in battle, in order that théyhtbe utterly destroyed, and might receive no

mercy, but be exterminated, just as the LORD hadncanded Moses.” In this instance, as with

Pharaoh during the time of Moses, God is descrédseldlardening the hearts of Israel’s enemies.

292. There are nineteen references to the hardshafdPharaoh and the Egyptians: Exod 4:21, 713,7:
7:14,7:22, 8:15, 8:19, 8:32, 9:7, 9:12, 9:34, 91%1, 10:20, 10:27, 11:10, 14,4, 14:8, and14Mdst refer to
God’s role in hardening their hearts.
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God acts as an enemy toward the inhabitants datieeof promise in order to make room for
the Israelites. In 1 Sam 6:6, priests appeal td°thibstines to return the ark to Israel by asking,
“Why should you harden your hearts as the EgyptaantsPharaoh hardened their hearts? After
he had made fools of them, did they not let thepfeego, and they departed?” In Isa 63:17,
Israel prays for God’s help and wonders why Goderthém stray, “Why, O @rRD, do you
make us stray from your ways and harden our heathat we do not fear you?” Thus it is that
God hardens both the heart of Israelites and n@elises alike. Although a hardened heart is a
sign of an enemy, the wosmhemyis not used.
Divine Anger

In ancient times, the anger of the LORTIn{-qx) was not the shock that it is for
contemporary readers. Contemporary readers ofiliiedd text must keep in mind that “Israel’s
understanding of reality is not one that parallelsthat of the majority of the modern Western
civilizations. . . . Many of the occurrences of Yah's wrath in the lives of Israel, Judah, or her
international neighbors would be seen today asralagwents, or as the ordinary accidents of
international intrigue 2 Similar to the image of God as enemy noted presliguhe anger of
the Lord was part of the cultural milieu. Kari Lassexplains, “In many ways Old Testament
writers share the concepts of the . . . [anciewtjldwhere the anger of God is the rule and not
the exception?*

According to Bruce Baloian “There are close to 886ses in the Old Testament that
speak specifically of divine anger. If these versesdivided into their appropriate pericopes,

there are roughly 280 units of Scripture that sl attribute anger to Yahwelf® Baloian’s

293. Bruce BaloianAnger in the Old Testame(lew York: Peter Lang, 1992), 65.
294. Kari LatvusGod, Anger and Ideologythe Anger of God in Joshua and Judges in Relation t
Deuteronomy and the Priestly WritingSheffield; Sheffield Academic Press, 1998), 89.
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list includes a wide variety of nouns, verbs, aathbinations used to express the idea of God’s
anger. The phrases “the anger of the LORD” and EB&D’s anger” are of particular interest in
this study. The phrase “the anger of the LORBI(nX) appears twenty-nine times throughout
the books of the Hebrew BiBf& while the phrase “the LORD’s anger)f> nx) appears thrice

in Num and once in Degt’

Generally, divine anger is connected to Israelimcmnal experiences. Latvus explains:
“The theology of anger is deeply bound to expersnaf national catastrophes and crises. . . . It
can be called theology of experience because tlnevaf the past are interpreted in the light of
historical events and experiences. In deuteronaritstology, unlike later chronistic writings,
experiences of individuals have no specific impaeeg which means that we are dealing with
the collective experience of an exiled generatfdhPor example, Num 25:3 reads, “Thus Israel
yoked itself to the Baal of Peor, and the LORD”§eamwas kindled against Israel.” Israel’s
years of wandering in the wilderness are explainddum 32:13, “The LORD’s anger was
kindled against Israel, and he made them wandeeinvilderness for forty years, until all the
generation that had done evil in the sight of tRID had disappeared.”

In a warning not to yield to the temptation of fetiijng God in times of prosperity, the
writer instructs Israel in Deut 6:15, “Do not foNaother gods, any of the gods of the peoples
who are all around you, because tloRb your God, who is present with you, is a jealouslGo
The anger of the @rRD your God would be kindled against you and he wal@stroy you from

the face of the earth.” Judges 2:1-4 attributesehson for Israel’s failures in battle after the

295. BaloianAnger in the Old Testamem3.

296. The phrase “the anger of the LORD” appearExad 4:14, Num 11:33, 12:9, 25:4; Deut 6:15, 7:4,
11:17, 29:27; Josh 7:1, 23:16; Judg 2:14, 2:2Q,1087; 2 Sam 6:7, 24:1; 1 Kgs 16:23; 2 Kgs 13:8ht 13:10, Ps
106:40, Isa 5:25, Jer 4:8, 12:13, 23:10, 25:37281:45, Lam 2:22, and Zeph 2:2.

297. The phrase “the LORD’s anger” appears in: Nisn3, 32:10, 32:13; and Deut 29:20.

298. LatvusGod, Anger and Ideolog$6-87.
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death of Joshua to God'’s anger. Isaiah attribgie®l's troubles with Assyria and Babylon to
the idea that “the anger of the LORD was kindlediast his people” (Isa 5:25). In Hos 8:5,
God’s anger burns against Samaria. All of thesengkas picture God’s behavior as enemy-like,
yet the wordenemyis not used.
Know that | Am the Lord

Another phrase that is used to describe God’s gl actions is “you shall know that
| am the LORD” f177 "% °3 apy7°) as in Exod 6:7 or in an alternate form “you slkalbw that |
am the Lord God”{i7> °1'7% "% *2 apy7) as in Ezek 13:9. This phrase appears seven trmes
Exod, twice in 1 Kgs, once in Isa, and a remarkéfileseven times in Ezek for a total of sixty-
six times in the Hebrew Bibf&? Variations of this phrase appear an additionditeign times as
references to knowing that God is God (six of tigheen appear in Ezef° The phrase “will
know that | am the LORD” appears twit€.In each case, “knowing” God is a consequence of
devastating events or enormous blessings in Israéke nations. Ezekiel uses the phrase
repeatedly to emphasize that Israel will indeedshigr one God, not many, after the Babylonian
exile. Even when Israel is blessed it comes orh#®ds of traumatic events that occur in
neighboring nations.

Examples of this appear in Exod in which both Iseae Egypt are to know God when
the Israelites are freed from Egyptian bondag&xod 6:7, God affirms fidelity to the Israelites

by declaring, “I will take you as my people, andill be your God. You shall know that | am the

299. The phrase, “shall know that | am the LORD"sirall know that | am the Lord God” appears sixty-
six times in: Ex 6:7, 7:5, 7:17, 14:4, 14:8, 129;46; 1 Kgs 20:13, 20:28; Isa 49:26; Ezek 6:7066113, 6:4, 7:27,
11:10, 11:12, 12:15, 12:16, 12:20, 13:9, 13:1421314:8, 15:7, 16:62, 17:24, 20:38, 20:42, 2020416, 23:49,
24:24, 24:27, 255, 25:7, 25:22, 25:17, 28:22, 2828:24, 28:26, 29:6, 29:9, 29:16, 29:21, 30:818030:25,
30:26, 32:15, 33:29, 34:27, 35:4, 35:9, 35:15, B636:23, 37:6, 37:13, 38:23, 39:6, 39:7, 39:22289

300. Variations that use “shall know” referencihgttGod is God appear eighteen times in: Exod 16:6,
Num 16:28, Josh 3:10; Is 52:6, 60:6, Jer 16:21kEz#3, 17:21, 22:22, 34:30, 35:12, 36:36, 37:1ds12:20, Joel
2:27,3:17, Zech 2:11, and 6:15.

301. The phrase “will know that | am the LORD” apptwice in: Isa 49:23 and Ezek 13:23.
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LoRrD your God, who has freed you from the burdens ef&gyptians.” In 7:5, God says, “The
Egyptians shall know that | am and the LORD, whstrétch out my hand against Egypt and
bring the Israelites out from among them.” Althougit discussed in detail here, it is noted that
deliverance presents numerous ethical problemsdegpGod’s treatment of the Egyptians.
Here, God acts as an enemy toward Egypt althouglvtindenemyis not used.

| Am Against

The phrasé am against(°2x) is always negative and appears six times inicgldo the
divine in Jeremiah, eleven times in Ezekiel, anidévwin Nahum is always negative for a total of
nineteen times in the Hebrew Bibf& Ezekiel's use of this phrase is especially notémyorfor
here, not only does God say “I am against you,”®od’s actions, through they be enemy-like,
are the means by which nations, Israel includetl,ceme to “know God.” Although knowing
God occasionally comes from God’s blessing (fomepie, Ezek 28:25-26, 29;1-20, 34:20-31,
36:22-38), generally this knowing is produced byrexe tragedy and difficulty (for example,
Ezek 24:15-27, 25:1-17, 28:20-24, 29:21, 30:1-26145), including much loss of life.
Enemy-like behavior on God’s part seems to be maledg making room—figuratively,
physically, and spiritually—for what will in timedgome monotheism.

These words spoken by the divine against a vaoketpjects (Jerusalem, false prophets,
and Babylon in Jer; false prophets, Tyre, Sidomr&bh, Egypt, Israel’s leaders, Edom, and Gog
in Ezek; and Nineveh in Nah) are indirect desanipgi of God as “enemy.” Each instance carries

a promise of destructive action precipitated by GBdr example, in language similar to that

302. The phrase “I am against” as words of thengidppears in: Jer 21:13, 23:30-32; 50:31, 51:26kE
13:8, 13:20, 26:3, 28:22, 29:3, 29:10, 30:22, 34383, 38:3, 39:1; and Nah 2:13, 3:5.
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acknowledged by Weems to be both pornographic astlgmatic in Jer, Ezek, and H8%
referring to Israel, Nah 3:5-7 says of Nineveh, ¢hpital of Assyria:
°l am against you,
says the @RrRD of hosts,
and will lift up your skirts over your face;
and | will let nations look on your nakedness
and kingdoms on your shame.
®| will throw filth at you
and treat you with contempt,
and make you a spectacle.
"Then all who see you will shrink from you and say,

“Nineveh is devastated; who will bemoan her?”
Where shall | seek comforters for you?

Here, God is the referent creating havoc for Nihe¥&od is against Nineveh. Yes, the
prophet is perhaps expressing his own anger anddce toward one of Israel’s enemies—one
that eventually conquered Northern Israel—yet asgmted in the text, the words are God’s
words. The expectation is that God would take I a&e in the conflict with the Assyrian
empire. God is Nineveh’s enemy, yet the wengmyis never used.

While againstis not unexpected in reference to Israel’s enentgs language,
surprisingly, is also used in reference to IsraeLev 20:1-5, for instance God warns that if
people sacrifice their children to Molech, theylwié excommunicated from the community. A
similar fate awaits persons who turn to mediumswizards in Lev 20:6. Later in Lev 26:17,
22, 25, and 33, God continues to warn of the camseces of noncompliance. These
consequences occur because God has taken a sgatst disobedience. Each verse notes that
God is the one creating mayhem in the communitgnaigss of the form the destruction takes.
Whether it be losing a war (Lev 26:17), wild animflev 26:22), a sword (Lev 26:25), or

scattering among the nations (Lev 26:33), ultimatbd is the source. In Deut 2:15, the writer

303. WeemsBattered Love]-119.
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ponders the death of so many in the wildernesscandludes, “Indeed, the LORD’s own hand
was against them, to root them out from the campl all had perished.”

In 1 Sam 3:12, God moves against the house ofdelise Eli knew but did not try to
stop his sons’ corrupt behavior. First Kings 16:fe@ords God’s word against the family of
King Baasha because he led the Israelites astréymios 3:1, the prophet declares that God has
spoken against Israel, the very nation that Gotveledd from enslavement in Egypt. Obadiah
notes the impartiality of God in v 16 when he wsithat the “day of the LORD is near against all
the nations.” In these instances, God is spoken tfird person. The third person reference puts
some distance between God and the destructiomat ha

First person for God references sli@gm againstemove the distance and make the point
even more poignantly. Even in the Pss, whereagpected that God will take action against
Israel’s enemies, the psalmist writes using a fiesson reference to the divine against Israel in
Ps 50:7, “Hear, O my people, and | will speak, Il Wstify against you. | am God, your God.”
Similarly, through the words of the prophet Ezekigbd makes it plain where the divine stands,
“therefore thus says the Lord God: I, | myself aaming against you, | will execute judgments
among you in the sight of the nations” (Ezek 518)e wordenemyis not used, but in each case,

God’s actions are those one would describe as belgrio one’s enemies.

Explicit References to God as Enemy
The biblical text reflects that Israel had morentlagpassing acquaintance with the
concept of enemy. Recurrent references to enemaeltd the conclusion that the idea of
enemies was very much a part of biblical culturegkently at war with or controlled by other
nations, Israel worked hard to hold on to its lametigion, and culture. Its struggle to hold on to

its heritage and keep its human enemies at bagilderon many pages of the Hebrew Bible.
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The examples of implicit references noted abovieci®d and recorded over centuries,
illustrate that Israel's idea of enemy was nottedito human enemies. Rather, writers often had
God in mind when they used enemy language, even Wisy didn’t use the worehemy
Regular occurrences of these images in connectitm®God indicate that Israel had an ongoing
acquaintance with the concept of God as enemy.|Raityl with enemy language was due, at
least in part, to the fact that, as noted by Jasn#sn, the movement toward “Monotheism
demand[ed] emigration, delimitation, conversiowotation . . . [a] radical breaR® from
polytheism. Radical cultural movements such asetlaes difficult no matter when or where they
occur.

Despite the many implicit descriptions of God’s myedike words and actions, specific
mention of the wor@nemygenerally refers to human enemies, seldom to Gloele are five
Hebrew words as we have s&8ihat can be translated esemyin English:ng, 2ix, X3z, 11w,
andnix. English translations variously use a variety ofds, for example, adversary and foe as
synonyms foenemyThe NRSV utilizeenemy/enemied05 times in the Hebrew Bibf&®
adversary/adversaries?2 times*®’ andfoe/foes61 times’°® Whether translated as enemy,

adversary, or foe, most occurrences appear indbk bf Ps énemy/enemiego,

304. AssmannThe Price of Monotheism,18.

307. See p. 4.

306. The NRSV utilizes the word “enemy” (pluralsingular) 305 times in the Hebrew Bible. A listing
categorized by Law, Prophets, and Writings follasvas follows: Pentateuch (Total - 58); Gen (Kod(8), Lev
(23), Num (8), and Deut (25); Prophets (Total -)13é4sh (11), Judg (10), 1 Sam (22), 2 Sam (1¥g<(9), 2 Kgs
(3), Isa (7), Jer (21), Ezek (3), Hos (1), Amok Mic (6), Nah (3), Hab (1), and Zeph (1); WritsgTotal 143): Ps
(79), Prov (7), Job (3), Lam (17), Esth (11), D@y Ezra (2) Neh (8), 1 Chr (5), and 2 Chr (9). ifEhare no
occurrences of enemy/enemies in Joel, Amos, Obaddatah, Hab, Zeph, Hag, Zech, Mal, Song, Ruthcot.E

307. The NRSV utilizes the word “adversary” (sirgyubr plural) 52 times in the Hebrew Bible. A Irgi
categorized by Law, Prophets, and Writings follasvas follows: Pentateuch (Total — 10); Exod (19niN(3), and
Deut (6). Prophets (Total 24): Josh (1), Judg113am (2), 2 Sam (2), | Kgs (4), Isa (6), Jer EZegk (2), Amos
(1), Mic (6), and Nah (3); Writings (20): Pss (149b (4), Ezra (1), and 1 Chr (1). There are naweaces of
adversary/adversaries in Gen, Lev, 2 Kgs, Hos, @ehd, Jonah, Hab, Zeph, Hag, Zech, Mal, ProvgSRBath,
Lam, Esth, Dan, Neh, Eccl, or 2 Chr.

308. The NRSV utilizes the word “foe” (singularmural) 62 times as follows: Law (Total - 6); Get),(
Exod (2), Lev (1), Num (2); Prophets (Total - 1®)Sam (1), Isa (3), Jer (3), Nah (1), Zech (2);tiMys (Total -
46) Pss (35), Lam (8), Esth (2), 1 Chr (2).
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adversary/adversaries4, andoe/foes35) 3%

Sigmund Mowinckel suggests that there are strong
connections between enemies and evildagrsa 3).>'° NRSV utilizesevildoer/evildoerst0
times in the Hebrew Bible, 20 of which are in tresB* Additional words forevildoer/evildoers
includenyy, A21w=12, ¥ o'y, ¥7 078, TYW SR Y, v o'y, andavy 'y, Interestingly,
evildoer/evildoergloes not appear in the Pentateuch; all appearaneas the Prophets and the
Writings. The next sections of this chapter will discusspagsages with with explicit references
to God as enemy (1 Sam 28:16, Lam 2:4-5, Exod 23B8h 22:22, Isa 53:10, Jer 30:14).
1 Samuel 28:16

Of all the tragic figures in the Hebrew Bible (lexample, Samson), Saul is perhaps the
most tragic> % His story is particularly tragic because his @fdo communicate with God are
futile and his story ends in suicide. Tapped by @olead Israel through a major change—from
theocracy to monarchy—Saul found himself respoaditdl a job that he did not want. Described
as “Israel’s reluctant king*** he was thrust into a position that he did not sédder an initial
military success against the Ammonites, one inddineGod, his future looked bright (1 Sam
11:1-15). Thereafter, he seemed inept at almosytreg he did, often driven by forces he

could not control. Unimpressed with power and statie seemed to undermine himself at nearly

every turn.

309. While other NRSV occasionally utilizes additib English words (opponent/opponents,
assailant/assailants 5, oppressor/oppressor 1pi@tmnvey similar meanings, this study focusegieemy,
adversary, foe, and evildoer as these appear meugtdntly.

310. Sigmund Mowinckel, “Psalm Studies” (unpublidmeanuscript, October 4, 2010) Microsoft
Word file.

311. Evidoer/evildoers appear(s) in the HebreweB#d times as follows: Pentateuch (Total — 0);pRets
(10), 2 Sam (1), Isa (3), Jer (2), Ezek (1), HOs &nd Mal (2); Writings (30) Pss (20), Job @jov (5), 1Chr (1).

312. Sarah Nicholsoffhree Faces of Saul: An Intertextual Approach toliBal Tragedy(New
York: Sheffield Academic Press, 2002).

313. Tamas Czovek, “Three Charismatic Leaders: ®aet Saul,"Transformationl9, no. 3 (July
2002): 171.
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Saul was Israel’s first king. He was appointedhey prophet Samuel to be the king of
Israel after God reluctantly agreed that Israelslve loosely connected local groups could, like
their neighbors, establish a monarchy in placdeftheocracy (1 Sam 8:9, 22). Once in position,
his conflicts with the God who chose him and theppet who anointed him never seemed to
subside. He led at a difficult time made all therenchallenging because God and Samuel had
mixed feelings about Israel’s request for a kinlgey seemed to interpret Israel’s request for a
king not as a response to communal needs but fassanal rejection of their leadershif}*In
1 Sam 8:21 Samuel tells God about his misgivinganding Israel’s desire for a king. Not once,
but twice God tells him to go ahead and honor g@pfe’s request (1Sam 8:9, 22).

Summarizing the challenges that Saul faces as Eimggcha Shalom Brooks suggests that
new leadership was needed to address problemedregterritorial expansion and population
growth3"® These challenges created a leadership void. Tdehite community recognized the
need for a new leader because Samuel was too didisusons were too corrupt to inherit his
office (1 Sam 8:4-5). Saul was caught in the criia tiension between the old and the ne¥.”

Tall, handsome, the son of a wealthy family (1 Sain2), Saul seemed to have
everything—everything that is, except confidenc&od and himself. This lack of confidence
would be his undoing. His lack of confidence causasto make one bad choice after another,
eventually destroying all of his relationships, amthe end, leaving him utterly alone. His
descent ends with the story of Saul and the MeaitiBEndor (28:3-40). Things couldn’t be

worse for Saul.

314. Howard, Cooper, “Too Tall by Half: King SawdaTragedy in the Hebrew BibleJPJ9 (Nov. 1997):
7.

315. Simcha Shalom BrookSaul and the Monarchy: A New Lod@Burlington, VT: Ashgate Publishing
Company, 2005), 38-40.

316. Czovek, “Three Charismatic Leaders,” 170.
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Saul and his army are fighting a losing a batti@g} a formidable enemy, the
Philistines. Because Saul is at odds with God, ®navid, Jonathan and Michal, Saul’s life is
out of control. In a moment of hopelessness andalele seeks advice from the occult. His
misery escalates when God, through Samuel’s ghially speaks, announcing that Saul and his
sons will die the next day on the battlefield (1rS28:16-19). Saul’s death could not have been
more tragic. Cheryl Exum writes, “if Saul's detedation were entirely his own doing . . . [its]
tragic power . . . would be greatly diminishéd”Exum describes the tragic dilemma, “At the
core of tragedy lies the problem and mystery of €/f made even more troubling in the Bible
because of God’s role, direct or indirect, in it.

For David Firth the tragedy in Saul's death ishiisiin textual “allusions to his earlier

failure”31®

that anticipate the tragedy of his death. For eptanfDavid was defeating the
Amalekites at precisely the same time as Saul wasyltlefeated by the Philistine&>a
community that plagued his reign from the beginnibgam 30:1-31:13). Saul was not able to
claim victory against the Philistines—even when idatepped up to the challenge and killed
Goliath, the Philistine giant. Another examplehe tReference to Samuel’s robe . . . [which]
alludes back to the garment torn by Saul in 1 S&MR7], which in turn alludes back to the
garment that Hannah would bring Samuel each ye8a(i 2:19).**! Saul's “decision to
disguise himself before approaching the mediunsignal[s] the end of his own reign as

king.”**2 The nighttime venue of his meeting with the “mexiu. . allows him to disguise his

illegal actions,®** and serves as a sign of the depth of his despair.

317. J. Cheryl Exunilragedy and Biblical Narrative: Arrows of the Alrhig (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1992). 9.

318. Ibid., 10.

319. David G. Firth, “The Accession Narrative (Inieel 27 — 2 Samuel 1)TynBul58, no. 1 (2007): 78.

320. Ibid., 77.

321. Ibid., 78.

322. Kenneth M. Craig Jr., “Rhetorical Aspects afe®tions Answered with Silence in 1 Samuel
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Although Saul’s story is tragic, it is also truatine also had moments of success and
triumph. Gregory Mobley observes that the stome$ 5am 9-14 present Saul in a much more
positive light than the stories in 1 Sam 153%1Brooks also writes in defense of Saul,
suggesting that “Saul was depicted negatively eoabse he was a bad leader, but because he

was the first king.**° His story is written to show “all that was peneis kingship®*°

and why
Israel should not have a monarchy.

Perversity in the kingdom is at its worst when Saanrisults the medium of Endor.
Assured that Saul would not harm her, the mediumpdies with his request for a séance. When
he is summoned to the unlawful séance, SamueSkitknow that God has become his enemy,
that he and his sons will die the next day in bat#tith the Philistines. Overwhelmed by the
news, at first Saul is unable to eat. Persuaddtidynedium, he changes his mind and partakes
in a shared meal. Pamela Reis suggests that thieris than a “meal . . . [for] nourishmefit"
and “hospitality.®?® This simple meal has dire meaning for Saul anditigtion. It implies a
foreboding that intensifies the tragedy of Saults\s Reis proposes that this meal represents his
descent into the occult. This meal is not only actpwith the woman that might save his life and

the lives of his sons*® but a “rite of divination,®° a “sacrifice and covenarit® designed to

“safeguard . . . her lifé*? as well. Reiss suggests that “Saul risks battlg bacause he believes

14:37 and 28:6,CBQ56 (1994): 229.

323. Ibid.

324. Gregory Mobley, “Glimpses of the Heroic Sair,Saul in Story and Traditiorged. Carl
S. Ehrlich (Tubingen, Germany: Mohr Siebeck, 2086)87.

325. BrooksSaul and the Monarchy,75.

326. Humphreys “The Rise and Fall of King Saul: tddy of An Ancient Narrative Stratum,
JSOT18 (1980), 75.

327. Pamela Reis, “Eating the Blood: Saul and tliieWb6f Endor,”JSOT73 (1997): 4.

328. Ibid., 14.

329. Ibid.

330. Ibid., 17.

331. Ibid., 20.

332. Ibid., 19.
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he has enlisted the protection of the infernalieeit’** His desperate momentary communion
with the occult may explain why Saul made no eftoravoid the battlefront for himself, or for
his sons.

Of all the words spoken by God or by prophets dmbieof God to an individual, none is
as tragic as the words of 1 Sam 28:B&muel said, ‘Why then do you ask me, since threol_
has turned from you and become your enenfyough Samuel, the silent God finally spoke
just long enough to announce that none other trahi@ad become Saul's enentyy(). The
break with God is final. His desperate hope indbeult is sadly misplaced. There is no
possibility of restoration for Saul. The forgividpd of Exod 34:6-7 has no mercy or
compassion for Saul.

Sarah Nicholson traces this deterioration in Saelstionship with God.

The language of Yhwh's attitude towards Saul hasive progressively stronger

throughout the story: God repented of making Sad,khe rejected Saul, he has become

Saul's enemy. Now that the word ‘enemy’ has beeduSaul cannot hope ever to

achieve reconciliation with Yhwh. It seems his c@mnot be forgiven and Yhwh has now
arrived at the point of causing Saul’'s de&th.

Continuing, Nicholson notes that the context suggpwanslatingry as “your enemy.’®®
Clarifying she explains, “There is, however a setiegoroblem with the word-y used to
convey the idea of ‘your enemy** Referencing S. R. Driver, she mentions ttmat “

from the root1nx . . . is a cognate of an Arabic word meaning donh,” and thisx

corresponds to the Aramaiw,”**” both of which Driver “rejects [because he] argttiesre is no
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334. NicholsonThree Faces of Saul, 98.
335. Ibid.
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337. Ibid. S. R. DriverNotes on the Hebrew Text and the Topography dBtuks of Samuel, with
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(Oxford: Claredon Press, 1913), 217.
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other trace of this word in Hebrew?® Nicholson agrees that the problem is related togfaor
of transcription.®*° She also concurs with J. P. Fokkelman’s assesstfém last word . . . [is]
an Aramaicizing variant of saf®® In addition to its use in 1 Sam, translated asrgner
enemies, the roott appears eleven times (Gen 14:20; Neh 4:11, 9v#i¢d}; Ps 139:20; Isa
1:24; Jer 50:7; Lam 1:10; Ezek 30:16, and Dan 4TB¢ wordhy appears seven times (Esth
3:10, 8:1, 9:10, 24; Pss 7:4, 6; 23:5). Given g8ge in these passages with similar connotations,
| conclude that the translation “enemy” is appraf@i

Although the relationship between God and Saulheads breaking point, things did not
start out that way. Saul was, after all, the ond Guose for a difficult task. God’s ambivalence
toward Saul becomes clear through analysis of Samicounters with God’s spirit in 1 Sam.
These encounters seem to run from one extremetotkter. In a positive vein, not only is God’s
spirit behind Saul’s victory against the Ammonit8aul also “is the happy recipient of divine
predilection . . . [so much so] that a proverb alijuarises: ‘Is Saul also among the
prophets?®*! This proverb is an indication that the communitirmed his leadership and his
connection to God. On other occasions, his encesimtith an “evil spirit from Yhwh"®*? cause
him so much distress that David is summoned tohsoltm with music (1 Sam 16:14-16, 18:10-
11). Nicholson examines Saul's encounters with &d8he writes, “The role of the divine spirit

is crucial within the narrative. It is used to sfgrnYhwh’s disposition towards those on whom he

sends it. . . . Yhwh'’s actions and motives appea&onflict with one another*** During a
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private anointing meeting (1 Sam 10:6), with onguBand Samuel present, Samuel prophesies
that God’s spirit will come upon Saul and he (Saul) prophesy. This prediction comes true
when Saul meets a group of prophets and beginofhpsy with them (1 Sam 10:10).

His next encounter occurs in ch. 11 when, withmanth of the public proclamation of
Saul’s kingship, the people of Jabesh-gilead aeatened by the Ammonites. The men of
Jabesh-gilead wanted to settle the matter peageHidiwever, Nahash the Ammonite
menacingly responded, “On this condition | will neak treaty with you, namely that | gouge out
everyone’s right eye, and thus put disgrace uplbisralel” (1 Sam 11:3). Buying time, the
people of Jabesh-gilead answer that if no oneusdavho will defend them within seven days,
they would agree. When Saul hears of the matteis heious. Chapter 11, verse 6 reads, “And
the spirit of God came upon Saul in power when éaardhthese words and his anger was greatly
kindled.” Saul gathers an army, and the peoplsi@d rout the Ammonites, killing most and
scattering the survivors. Assured that Saul hasithay to lead (earlier he had hidden trying to
avoid being anointed) the community called for death of anyone who objects to his kingship.
Saul declares that no one (in Israel) should dia day that God had given victory to Israel (1
Sam 11:12-15). At this point it looks like all woujo well for Saul after all.

Saul’s relationships to God and the prophet Samungeinexorably intertwined. Problems
in his relationship with Samuel are likewise prabgein his relationship with God. The first
clash occurs during a conflict that arises betweamuel and Saul over responsibility for a
sacrifice (1 Sam 13:11-12). This clash bodes dISaul. Although he does not realize it, this
conflict between himself and the prophet is theitn@gg of his tragic end. The difficulty is

recorded in ch. 15 where Samuel gives Saul theoresipility for completely destroying the
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Amalekites®® This destruction is to include not only the warsicout women, children, and
animals as well. After warning the Kenites to witlad from among the Amalekites, Saul gains
victory; however, he let King Agag and the besthaf animals live. God tells Samuel that he
regrets having made Saul king. Angry, Samuel padlysight. Whether he is angry with God or
Saul, the text does not specify. Perhaps, Samaelgsy with both (1 Sam 15:10-11). When
Samuel realizes that Saul let King Agag and thé dfethe animals live, he tells Saul that
obedience is better than sacrifice and issuesatieéut words “For rebellion is no less a sin than
divination and stubbornness is like iniquity andlatry. Because you have rejected the word of
the LORD, he has also rejected you from being kidgSam 15:23). Samuel kills Agag and
does not see Saul again until the day of the séamtally unknown to Saul, after this incident,
Samuel privately anoints David as king. Neither @od Samuel is pleased with the situation.
Chapter 15 ends sadly, “Samuel did not see Saut agdil the day of his death, but Samuel
grieved over Saul. And the LORD was sorry that &é made Saul king over Israel” (1 Sam
15:35).

Saul’s anointing of David is immediately accompariy two moves of God'’s spirit.
First, there is the departure of God’s spirit fr8awl to David. Second, a “harmful spirit from the
Lord” enters Saul (1 Sam 16:13-14). Nicholson exglathe “key to Saul’s decline is his
affliction by this evil divine spirit.*® Clarifying, she references Driver: “Driver commeitat
NNy is a strong word which occurs in prose only irs fhassage; elsewhere it is found in

poetry, chiefly in the Book of Jobi*” Nicholson concurs with Fokkelman “that God is

345. Ibid., 86.
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responsible for Saul's misfortune: ‘It is Yahwehauholds Saul captive **2 Although God
remains in the background, the story makes it ¢leaty as with Job, God has a role in Saul's
troubles. The ghost of the prophet Samuel hasahe diterary function as the satan in the book
of Job. Both signal the reader of God'’s part inrtf@aul’'s and Job’s, respectively)
predicaments.

Concerned about Saul's well being, his servante@adiow this spirit torments him and
suggests a search for someone, a musician skiledeolyre, whose music could soothe him.
David, described as not only handsome (like Saulf) also as a courageous warrior, a man
gifted with words (1 Sam 16:18), leaves home, j@asl’'s household and becomes not only
Saul’s musician but also his armor bearer. Theatarobserves that initially things between
Saul and David went well, “And David came to Sauld entered his service. Saul loved him
greatly, and he became his armor-bearer” (1 Sa@il).6Sadly, however, the relationship
deteriorates. Scripture records two attempts that ®ade on David’s life (1 Sam 18:10-11,
19:9-10)**° These attempts occur while David is playing méisicSaul. The first attempt is
attributed to “a harmful spirit from God” (1 Sam:18). The second attempt is also attributed to
“a harmful spirit from the Lord” (1 Sam 19:9).

The reader might expect that at this point in tieeys any encounter that Saul has with
the spirit of God is negative. Yet, once more Ssaudlescribed as having an encounter with God’s
spirit that causes him to prophesy (1 Sam19:3h@lgh not attributed to a spirit of God (good

or ill), “Saul's behaviourgic] becomes increasingly disturbed, as do his reiatigith those who

348. Ibid., 103. FokkelmamNarrative Art 134.
349. Ibid., 103.
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are closely connected with Yhwh (Samuel, David #redpriests). He has the priests of Nob
slaughtered® (1 Sam 22:9-23).

When David kills Goliath, the Philistine giant (sething that Saul and his company
were too afraid to do), David’s success as Saufiwabearer and military commander creates a
growing tension in the relationship between the kwauers. This tension is symbolized by the

351 with his music. David is still a

fact that “David is no longer able to alleviate Bamisery
skilled musician, but Saul turns his focus from bleauty of the music to his ill feeling toward
the musician. Insecure, Saul despises the womemgration for David’s military exploits.
Feeling threatened by “the women’s song, ‘Saulkiléed his thousands and David his ten
thousands,’ . . . Saul becomes obsesgéwith eliminating David, “his healer . . . whom ..
initially . . . [he] loved so much®2 Saul can hardly think of anything else. His obisesis so
great, he “neglects his battles with Israel’s ereantd search for David™ He is determined to
eliminate David because he sees him as a thréad teadership and his dynasty. His attempts
on David’s life, along with estrangement from has slonathan (his heir apparent who made a
covenant with David), and his daughter Michal (REwviwife who helped him escape from her
father Saul), drive him further into his madnesd amther away from God. Among his
relationship failures, estrangement from God isahe that pushes him over the brink. W. Lee
Humphreys explains, “As the human relationship$ it retainers and family deteriorate, his

isolation is underscored by a divine silence thahe end drives him to Endor and the spirit of

Samuel 3%
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God’s ambivalence toward Saul and preference &idDis plainly visible. Despite
Saul’'s desperate plea, God, who readily respon@atid, remains silent. God affirms to Saul
through “the drawing of lof8° that Jonathan had eaten a bit of honey, unawa8aulfs decree
not to eat. Saul would have killed his own son hatdlevel heads in the community prevailed
and insisted that contrary to Saul and God, Jonalithnot deserve to die for simply tasting a
bit of honey.

It is clear that “despite Samuel’s assertion ofl'Saejection Yhwh still tolerates Saul’s
status as [king and as] military lead&”God, it seems, prefers a process of “slow
elimination.”®*® Nicholson summarizes this ambivalence when shesyriThere is . . . great
ambiguity concerning Saul’s fate: how can he haaenlrejected by Yhwh from being king and
yet his kingly function still be tolerated by YhwHi?’ Saul does not want to “step down from his

throne'2®°

and God does not insist. With two kings on thenegcene actual and one in-waiting,
God “create[s] a situation of political [and perajnnstability, which has the potential [of not
only dethroning Saul but planting seeds that will] lead to division of the kingdom®
Division takes place years later after the deatking Solomon and eventually leads to the
Babylonian exile, which in turn brings about thel e the monarchy.

Loyalties in the kingdom are divided with some loigaSaul, others to David. Saul is

paranoid. David is anxious. Pressures mount anfj ®aunded in battle, takes his own life

rather than fall into the hands of the enemy fowuld have meant disgrace for himself, his
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people, and Yahwef®*—a terrible price to pay for God’s ambiguity towaeul and the
monarchy. How things had changed—"The king whomishaelites had demanded to lead them
in battle (1 Sam 8:20) would drag them insteadhé&irtdefeat.?®* Boyd Barrick, presents an
alternate view when he posits that “Saul died aardig death . . . vainly begging an anonymous
subaltern to dispatch him lest he be captured aletortured 3
A contemporary reader might surmise that Sauldesperately looking for love ‘in all
the wrong places.” Unable to find affirmation inyanelationship, divine or human, he is, in the
end, utterly alone—dying in “total isolation fronoth men and his gogig].”*°° Little did he
know that residents of Jabesh-gilead, cared entughk their lives to recover his body and
those of his sons from the Philistines as an aktrminess because earlier Saul had protected
them. Nicholson explains:
This . . . is significant since Saul is a Benjat@mwith Gibeah connections whose first
action as king is to protect the people of Jabelgad, the city that had not taken part in
the battle against the Benjaminites and who coraatyuforfeited all their virgins in a
fresh outbreak of civil war. The new king [Saul]isfael is therefore rejoining the
breaches between the groups that had fought orieearimefore Israel had a king.
Crucially, Saul enters into this rejoining of breas at the prompting of the spirit of God,
and after his victory against the Ammonites Safulses to have his opponents put to
death’®
Saul’s story comes to a tragic end, following hespkerate encounter with the Medium of Endor.
“Feel[ing] alienated®’ and abandoned by God (1 Sam 28:4-6), despitatieHat earlier Saul

himself had outlawed the occult, he consults a oradind requests that she bring up the spirit of

the prophet Samuel (1 Sam 28:8). Consulting a nmedsthorrific. It is even “more
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reprehensible®®® because Saul himself is the one who banned thdtdoom the land (1 Sam
28:3). In his moment of unrelenting despair, “S#ut, one whose heart trembled with fear at the
Philistine threat, was fearless when it came tolitging Yahweh'’s law®°

Saul’s story is inevitably connected to the s®oéthose around him. The tragedy of
Saul’s life is designed, in part, to make Davidowilad his own ambitions, troubles and
weaknesses, look like a hero. In reality, thouddavid and Saul . . . [are] foils for each

other,2"°

each with his own struggles and challenges. Yeh their stories intertwined and
juxtaposed to one another, the text repeatedlyréabavid, a “man after his [God’s] own heart”
(1 Sam 13:14b). Like a sibling constantly compaaed found wanting, the text gives the
impression that no matter the situation, Saul tsegoial to the task.

In many ways, Saul is in a quandary. He finds lifmsith in a “position . . . [with lots of
responsibility with little] authority.*’* Instead of being able to act on his own with arith@nd
independence, he is too paralyzed to take defendntion. Saul is expected to do the best he can
and at the same time “yield to the authority of 8ahi*’2

Finally, in a matter of life and death, “Saul afttshimself.*”® At his encounter with the
medium of Endor Saul “learn[s] something painft/fin this final scene “stunted dealings
between king and deity do not change very mucheend, do not reverse in any dramatic way.

Saul does not call out for God and God does notenaaly new moves* toward reconciliation

with Saul. There is a sense in which in the end] 8aoperates with God. Unlike most humans,
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he was told when and where he and his sons woelddie might think that having been told he
and his sons would die on the battlefield the meaxt, Saul would do anything he could to avoid
going to battle or putting his sons in harm’s widgt Saul, he doesn’t resist; he cooperates. After
failed attempts to connect with God, he does maisteln effect, he sides with God, his enemy.
John Sanford sees Saul as a person on a tragieptoward individuation. He explains,
“Individuation is the . . . lifelong process .that seeks to bring about the development of a
whole personality>"® Saul's desperate search for God at the séanceheitmedium of Endor
was not just a search for guidance, it was a mikglidespairing attempt to connect with God.
His attempt to connect with God without Samuel wasep toward an “indivuatiof’” that
always eluded him. According to Sanford, Saul'seawvidr to communicate with God “on his
own . . . [was an unwelcome] challenge to the aitthstructure established by Samuétwho

did his best to “uphold the old and constrict theeeging new®"*

structure and leadership style.
Given the ambivalence of God and Samuel, it is nader that “the new order is unable to take
root.”*® Sadly, the monarchy carried within it the seedsobwn destruction. Like Saul who
was unable to imagine his life without kingshipn&eel could not imagine not being in control.
As a result, “Samuel has his own self-intereshimking’s failure.?*

Saul’s visit to the medium of Endor was an expassif his desire for a “greater

1382

relationship®** with God. His desire to communicate with God psssieven though “God has

never spoken directly to Saul and the means farenticommunication are not only dwindling
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but also changing side3® Despite being ignored by God, when Saul saw Sarhee¢bowed in
obeisance *** signaling his respect for Samuel and for God.

Job and Saul both experience the silence of GotikéJhob who talks until he could talk
no more, except for intermittent attempts, Saukgiup the struggle. God eventually answered
Job, perhaps because he talked so much. Saul ahdt@uped talking to each other. Saul’s story
is a reminder that encountering God has its owksrillis story is a reminder that every story
does not have a happy ending. Once Saul and Gsh, ¢keere is no hope. Saul’s tragic ending is
tragic not only for himself, his sons, and his gepput also this is also a tragic story about God.
Saul’'s tragedy is God'’s tragedy because God islgleamplicit in the story, sending a harmful
spirit upon Saul (1 Sam 18:10, 19:9). If Saul isinaelationship with God, neither is God in
relationship with Saul. Lack of communication natyostifles relationships, but it also ends
them. God is Saul’s last hope. If God does not ctmmugh, who will? If the effects of having
God as enemy in the life of an individual are thesastating, what happens when God is an
enemy to an entire community?

Lamentations 2:4-5

Given that Lam is Israel’s communal lament ovetasses during the time of the
Babylonian exile, it is not surprising to find Gad enemy language in this book. God is
identified as the enemy(x) in Lam 2:4-5:

* He has bent his bow like an enemy,

with his right hand set like a foe
he has killed all in whom we tookdwi

in the tent of daughter Zion;
he has poured out his fury like fire.
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®The Lord has become like an enemy;
he has destroyed Israel.
He has destroyed all its palaces,
laid in ruins its strongholds,
and multiplied in daughter Judah
mourning and lamentation (Lam 2:4-5).

The communal nature of Lam is a reminder that “waey part of . . . [a community] is
injured, the whole body really does suffer andscldl compassionate attention, intervention,
and healing ¥° This book itself is just such an intervention. letations poignantly reflects the
“misery and distresg®® of loss, knowing that ultimately, God is its ener®pd is the reason for
Israel’s trouble. Surprisingly, throughout all fiekapters, “the human perpetrators — the
Babylonians — are never named. . . . YHWH [alone]is . . . the soldier drawing his bow and
training it on his own city (2.4-5; 3.12-13%% The loss is so great, no one but God could be
responsible.

The emotional burden that Judah felt when itstaapity Jerusalem and its Temple fell
to the Babylonians could not have been greater.Llivafelt comments, “A more relentless
brutal piece of writing is scarcely imaginabfConcerning Israel’s memories of this time,

Claus Westermann writes, “These laments were preden the memories of the survivors, and

they were written down®° They portray the horror of a terrible time.
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Lamentations, as a whole, consists of gut-wrencghiegrtfelt grief over the destruction
of Jerusaleri® written within the constraints of the Hebrew alpéi Although impossible to
capture in English translations, “the Hebrew algtebacrostic is . . . the most striking feature of
the first four songs. Even the 22 verses of thal fsong are a conscious echo of the Hebrew
alphabet’s 22 letters® The songs are “representative of the breakdownezfning®*?in the
community. Examining the reasons for the breakddwizabeth Boase writes, “The breakdown
in meaning comes from two avenues; the divine daysehind the events, and God’s ongoing
silence in the face of the current sufferifg’ The silence of God leaves the community
hanging—Ilonging for healing and wholeness. Thensgeof God means not only that God does
not comfort Jerusalem, but also God does not “spe&kn his own defens€® nor does anyone
else. Much like Saul and God, Israel and God aemampasse. Israel’s appeal to God remains
unheeded.

Kathleen O’Connor calls God’s silence “The MissWgjce.”**® God's voice, she writes,
is the “One voice . . . who could proclaim lighoge, and a future®® Yet, God is silent. God
does nothing to alleviate Israel’s suffering. Comiiregy on God'’s silence, she posits, “The
book’s deepest yearning is for the missing voice,Absent One, the God who hides behind the
clouds.®¥” Contrary to the psalmists, whose plaintive criesl Gften answers, in Lam God is

hauntingly silent. As frustrating as it may be, ferael and the reader, this silence depicts “a

390. | listened to Lam onhe Bible Experiencea-dramatized reading of the biblical text by 400
African American celebrities. | could feel Jerusalerying out as | listened. Sometimes | could haldiar to
continue.
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brilliant restraint that breathes power into thekd**® If God were to intervene, the severity of
the situation might go unnoticed. There is no redogn of the community’s pain or its

humanity. Israel is left alone to bear its sorrowd &s situation alone. The lack of response
portrays God as more cruel to the community thaiototo whom God does eventually respond.
The remnant does return to rebuild the nationtheiexilic community does not know what the
future holds. For now, there is nothing to do bimegoice to the collective pain of a people
estranged from its God.

O’Connor affirms the power of God’s silence:

Any words from God would endanger human voicesyMeuld undercut anger and

despair, foreshorten protest, and give the audientyea passing glimpse of the real

terror of their condition. Divine speaking wouldnnp all speech. The missing voice of

God leaves suffering exposed. . . . God’s silendeamentations leaves wounds

festering, open to the air and possibly to healifite benefit of exposed wounds is that

they become visible and unavoidafe.

God's silence leaves room for Israel to have ifs $ae longer God is silent, the more
desperate and forlorn the cry. Although God evdlytamswers Job, here, God does not respond
to the community. There is no relief for the anpes cries of the community in pain. The
emotional intensity of Lamentations’s five poemeghudes any possibility of denial or disregard
of the community’s agony. Bergant suggests thatthee at least four audible voices in Lam:
(1) the narrator, who reports the disaster; (2)dbéer Zion, the city itself, personified as a

weeping mother; (3) the man, a representative digdithe typical sufferer; and (4) the poet, who

gives Israel its voic&”’ Once their pain is exposed, the “The voices of éafations urge
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readers to face suffering, to speak of it . .hdoor the pain muffled . . . [that is] crying [odof
... attention **

Through its cry of excruciating, incomprehensihierelenting pain, Lam is addressed to
this ever silent God. The lament is more than ao€ryain. It is the voice of “resistancé® It is
a voice that “protest[s] . . . boldly and publigitating that YHWH has acted against [the city] . .
. with excessive violence and angéP¥In protest and determination to be heard, “Isasskrts
its voice, its selfhood, regardless of the consegeg. In the daring honesty of unedited speech,
Israel reclaims its dignity, making possible a Wafture with YHWH."%*

The lament is designed to keep communication ogm when one of the conversation
partners—God, is silent. Though God is silent, ¢Haments “were intended to be heard, first
and foremost, by the One to whom they were direategrayers, by the One who is directly
addressed in them: God®>—the same God who is the source of the troublesainee God who,
it was believed could reverse the suffering. Irabnost schizophrenic plaintive cry, not unlike
the desire abused persons have for continuedaesdtp with an abuser, Israel, like Job, longs
for a hearing before God (Job 13:22, Lam 5:22).

The words of Lam convey not just a cry of pain, just a protest, but also an accusation
against God for being so merciless, unconcernatipanaring. Johan Renkema writes, “the
poets’ gic] are aware that this inhuman reality must be acaf great tension in YHWH and

they hope that he [God] will be unable to endugrthlight™*°® (Lam 2:20-22). Or as he phrases

401. O’ConnorlLamentations and The Tears of iverld, 95.

402. Robert Williamson, Jr., “Lament and the AstResistance: Public and Hidden Transcripts in
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Mandolfo, 67-80 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Litgture, 2008).
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it later, “The realiszationsjc] that, in the midst of this disaster, God has altyuurned against
himself, begins to feed their hope that he [Godl fivially turn their sorrow and affliction
around . . . even . . . though there can be nolatescertainty*’” that God will do so. Lamenting
without restraint, the author(s) appeal to thisitem in YHWH, hoping, believing that YHWH'’s
anger, wrath, and rejection will end and that YHWIldompassion will prevail.

In a work titledDaughter Zion Talks Back to the Prophets: A Diatogheology of the
Book of Lamentation€® Carleen Mandolfo argues convincingly that Lam isrZé response to a
silent God. She posits that with God silent, “Daegh . . Zion is denied any subjectivity and
moral agency because [as] in the prophetic textsi&anwilling to enter into genuine dialogue
with her.”®® Explaining her perspective, she “argue[s] tha liermeneutically and
theologically illuminating (and ethically satisfghto read Lam 1 and 2 as Zion’s response to
the closed and finalized portrait painted of hethi& prophets, as her attempt to reclaim
agency.*'? Insightfully she observes that contrary to wha aright expect:

Zion’s complaint makes almost no specific requéstl@dWH. Unlike Job she [Zion]

does not even demand a response. Rather self-sipregems to be both the function

and thetelosof her discourseThe only explicit request she makes comes atrideoé

Lam 1, when it seems the injustice of her situagjets the best of her and she pleads

with YHWH to wreak the same punishment on her eeerttiat she had to enddfé.

Asking neither for comfort for herself nor for Gmimake sense of what has happened, her plea

for vengeance is a request that blames neithem@poterself. Mandolfo clarifies that the nature

Lam. Most usually, the poet is described as one stéaged in Israel while the nation faced the cetabie of the
Babylonian demise (587 BCE).
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of the “request . . . shift[s] the blame away fr¥iidWH. With talk of vanquishing enemies,
God is in his comfort zoné'*? Is it any wonder, therefore, that God does nowan®

Even so, the silence of God is unbearable. “Fives$ in Lamentations we are told that
Zion has no one to comfort h&t (Lam 1:2, 9, 16, 17, and 21). Although the poémisam
provide no resolution for the crisis, they do pd®/a means of expressing the emotions
associated with it. Westermann reflects, “Justaas pand suffering are characteristic of human
existence . . . so also the expressing of paintigisic to life as we know it. Lamentation is the
language of suffering**

Lamentations opens with the wailing of the cityrqomified as a weeping widow in
1:1-2. Wailing is occasioned by “The fall of Jergsa . . . a clarion call to . . . re-thinking
Hebrew religion . . . [a response to a] catastrdfteg] could well have been fatdl*® In the
Psalms, the specifics of the stress generally mnamed, “vague and only instinctively
perceptible.”*® To the contrary, “the dreadful horror of Lamerdas is quite clearly related to
the downfall of Jerusalem and Judah in 587 angéhied following immediately thereaftet’
Lamentations is the cry of a community “Disabusédlbillusions.”® The wailing is a deep
anguished cry that will not be silenced because ltiss of community with Yahweh and . . . the
shame and reproach of deféat’is too great to be ignored. Like a child whoseessant

guestioning finally solicits a response, the nateinsed to silence its pain, a pain intensified by
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“the reproach of the enemy and neighbaik] [who delight in mockery and revel in the
punishment of Israef**°

This was no ordinary loss. It was the death ofteonathe death of a people, and the
death of faith in God as deliverer. If Israel dat exist, who would take a stand for worship of
their God? Israel’s loss would be a loss of blegémm all the earth. The magnitude of defeat
“was of such world-shaking import for Israel thatould be described as the Day of
Yahweh.*?! The concept of the Day of Yahweh allowed Israaldnnect stories of its past, the
troubles of its present, and its hopes for futueaders lived in exile. Cities lay in ruins. The
Jerusalem Temple was no more. Famine, like a giggped the land. It seems that the
destruction was complete. The desolation of theleemirrored the desolation of the land.

It was indeed the end of the world Israel knew e@ugh life continued and “history
was still in process*? Is there any hope? Can anything be done to chifvegsituation? Is
anyone listening? Does anyone care? Where is Gdd Wappened to God’s promises? Is this
God too weak to defend even a small nation likadi& Is there any possibility to rebuild? Is
there anything left to preserve? Who would carryf@veryone who remained died of
starvation? What would become of the next genaratiwhere are the leaders who would take
Israel to its promised, yet, unfulfilled future?éfl would be no answers until the time of
mourning was complete. The Day of Yahweh is a pavwenetaphor that allows biblical Israel
to grieve its present troubles and examine itst*paiile simultaneously calling for God’s
judgment] . . . upon the enemy nations in the futf* Legacies of the past, realities of present,

and visions of the future held the community togeth the midst of trial and turmoil.

420. Ibid., 78.
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422. bid.
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The wailing continues in 2:4-5, bemoaning the alnuodbearable thought of God's
acting like an enemy. In 3:38, there is a depictbanguish caused by knowing that, ultimately,
both good and bad come from God. The few brief wafdcomfort in 3:21-26 may seem to
usher in a hoped for restoration, but these vasesuch a small part of the book, hope for
something better might seem like a cruel joke.sBigrt verses can not erase or compare to the
magnitude and horror of all that has happened. Kmgthat God had a hand in the matter
makes it even more difficult to come to terms with situation. No wonder the wailing is so
pitiful, so pathetic.

Almost from the start in 1:5, the lamenter makgdatn that God is the source of the
suffering. Making the matter even more explicie tamenter reiterates again and again (1:14-
15, 17-18; 2:1-2, 5, 7-8, 17, 20; 3:37-38; 4:11), tbét God is responsible for Jerusalem’s
troubles. Renkema addresses the problem, “Givefatheéhat YHWH to all intents and
purposes is the only God in the faith of Israes, ihea that bad things also come from Him has to
be reckoned with?** This reckoning means that a “question is raiset #se relationship
between this suffering, the people who are foroeehdure it, and YHWH*° The experience
of loss was particularly painful because for ceetyrtemple theology had promised God’s
unswerving care would protect Jerusalem from eadheaery foe. Temple theology gave the
false impression that Jerusalem was invinciblegegfly since only Judah was all that was left
after an earlier onslaught by Assyria. Judah owsetstability . . . [to the continuing existence
of] the Davidic dynasty?*® With its leaders, dead or in exile, temple thepleg “deeply rooted

dictum of faith had been profoundly discreditéd’”

424. Renkema, “Theodicy in Lamentations?” 410
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Temple theology is the communal side of retributiogology, in which prosperity and a
pleasant life are to be expected if one is obed@@od. A life full of troubles is the lot of
anyone who sins and is disobedient. The biblicdl¢amultaneously accepts and rejects both
temple theology and retribution theology. O. Clarklding affirms the ability of the biblical text
to hold contradictory viewpoints when he writeg,islone of the marvels of the Old Testament
that it contains not only the over-simplificationfsthe Deuteronomic standpoint, but also their
rejection by those who had suffered too much talide so lightly to justify the ways of God to
man.”?®

While the blessings of temple theology were thoughie unconditional and independent
of any action on the part of the nation, retribntibeology is based on an explicit system of do’s
and don’ts that begins with the Ten Commandmerustesl to Moses in Exod. These teachings
were later expounded upon in Deut, a book writteartcourage holiness and ethical dealings in
the community. The summary of blessing and cursirigeut 27:1-30:29 suggests that quality of
life is determined by Israel’s response, positiv@@gative, obedient or disobedient to God.

Madipoane Masenya affirms that retribution theolagg temple theology are really two
aspects of the same isstiéIn both, one is apt to identify with and hope good things in life.

In retribution theology, blessings are expectethalife of an individual and/or the nation in
return for living righteously. In temple theolodylessings are expected for the entire nation of
Israel due to God’s unfailing protection. Both ateempts at a pleasant predictable life. Neither

perspective is willing to consider that life isdeaty unpredictable, that trouble comes even in the

428. O. Fielding ClarkGod and Suffering: An Essay in TheodiDerby: Peter Smith [Publishers] Limited,
1964), 61-62.
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(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2010), 147-156 and223.
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life of the righteous, and that good is possiblerew the life of the unrighteous. Given the
dualistic nature of this type of thinking, sinced3s thought to be the source of blessing, neither
easily names God as the enemy, even when troubksaBoth may describe God’s actions as
those of an enemy, but directly referring to Godhesenemy is quite rare.

On those rare occasions when this image is uspthvtdes a metaphor for reflection as
well as a means of coping with disastrous turnsvehts. While simultaneously addressing its
ultimate cause, the wrath of God—a wrath that dspicst “how deeply God hates siti”the
divine is “identified as the force behind the destive acts directed against the people of
God.”™*! The lament was a means of coming to terms wighwhath of God—a wrath, “not . . .
[believed to be] permanett or irreversible. The words of Lam are a call f&ot's mercy . . .
[despite having been led] to the brink of extinati® This is not just an abstract intellectual
matter. It is a matter of life and death, a matfeiprofound existential distres&* that “raised
the question of the relationship between their @od the misery with which they had been
confronted.?*® Steadfast love and truth do not meet in such gistances; righteousness and
peace do not kiss contra Ps 85:10. Edward Greeansteiains:

Divine wrath functions in ancient Near Easterrréitare and beyond as a mechanism for

initiating a process that leads to placating ayddihe underlying assumption is that bad

things happen as a result of a god respondinggoon to the divine will. People
seeking to alleviate their suffering perform atiattin their understanding will mollify
the angry deity. Divine anger in this scheme cajubta response to injustice. But it can
also be excessive and irrational. . . . Lamentatanticulates a great deal of anger. . . . If
it turns out that the anger is multifarious aneénge, then it may be concluded that the

articulation of anger against the deity is a me#realling into question the justice of
God'’s punishment and the justness of G&d.
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Divine wrath is often a response to sin, but tmeetdivine wrath seems to go too far “for
while sin is occasionally mentioned in Lamentatiahst sin is never specified® When sin is
mentioned, the reference to the sin of the ancest®in 5:7 sometimes has priority. This
“vagueness . .. goes hand in hand with an altemaision . . . of sin . . . namely, the dual fecu
on the transgression and its consequences, whtrelaccent can be placed on either
element.**® In Lam, the wails of the distraught city are clgdocused on the suffering, not on
the transgression. With suffering in the foregroand sin barely visible, this “treatment of sin . .
. both identifies sin as the cause of God’s actiansbut also denies any sense of correspondence
between sin and the suffering experiencEd The suffering is thought to be vastly out of
proportion for any sins that might have been coneditGreenstein explains, “The idea that
YHWH’s punishment of Judah is way out of proportisexpressed . . . in 4.6, where the
penalty imposed on the Judeans is suggested teelmegeeater than that of the most sinful city
of all time, that of Sodom**° Sodom is mentioned as an indication that Jerusslsuifering is
thought to be “significantly more catastrophfé”

While the sin is not specified, what is specified he devastating effects of “the
catastrophe [that] are described [in great detti§:siege of the city, the famine and disease that
kill many and lead the survivors to desperate adis.divine fire that burns temple and city . . .
has no clear justification.**? Of all the images of destruction in Lam, perhdmsrnost shocking
are those connected to the children. Mandolfo dessthe scene when she writes, “The cities’

experiences as a whole . . . resemble a woman svimadle bereft of her children, and who is left
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unprotected by male kin. The effects of sin and grd@gsness . . . dominate their emotional
horizon.”*® Images “of compassionate women driven by the atam of the siege to cook their
own children for food***in 2:20 and 4:10 and of “shriveled breasts thatrmalonger suckle the
infants and the dying children in the city, (2.12-19; 4.2-4)**° are designed to tug at the
heartstrings—much as pictures of starving childtertoday. For Greenstein, the vivid picture
of the “cannibalization of the children is . . case of divine wrath gone to the extreme — a
terrible excess of Yjustice’, which is no justideadl.”**° These extremes of cannibalization and
shriveled breasts were the result of “Jerusalem.distress . . . the most profound element
thereof being a terrible faminé*

Experiencing God’s wrath to such an extent, whegsndasic needs go unmet, is just the
opposite of what one expects at the hands of “A Bbo shows compassion and mercy (Lam.
3:32).**8 This dichotomy is not based just on Jerusalemieggnce, “The grounds of the
tension . . . are to be found in the tension preise¥HWH himself.**° As noted previously,
this tension appears as far back as God’s selfrigéisn in Exod 34:6-7 wherein God
summarized the divine character to Moses, notiagdbmpassion and mercy are part of God’s
nature as is judgment. Hoping against hope for &odmpassion and mercy to bring restoration,
“The wretchedness they . . . were experiencingseastense that it was impossible for them to
square it with the God they had come to knd.”

The God they had come to know was a God whose cssigraand mercy outweighed

manifestations of divine judgment. For example,arate but twice, in Exod 32:1-14 and Num
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13:1-14:38, God relented, reversing a decisionltahe Israelites. In both instances, at Moses’s
pleading, God relinquished plans to destroy thael#tes and begin a new nation with Moses. In
2 Sam 24:16 and 1 Chr 21:15, this God reverseditliee decision to destroy Jerusalem after
David’s census. As recorded in 2 Kgs 20:1-6, 2 8&hP4, and Isa 38:1-21, this God gave
Hezekiah a second chance at life. Surely, this @aad once again take pity on Israel and
prevent the Babylonian takeover, but that was odiet

The lamenter felt some consolation from the faat thod “did himself injury by
rejecting the [very] people he had chosen, by dgstg Zion [the city] that he himself had built
and by allowing the oppression and affliction ofrfan beings, something very far removed
from ‘his heart’ (Lam. 3:33)#"! This is the tension reflected in the love of Gedsus the justice
of God.

The lamenter focuses on the suffering, not thé%ifThe image of a [weeping] widow .
.. at the beginning of the chapter [1], does mly guilt.”**® Instead, the imagery of the
weeping widow is an indication that not only hagiGBetrayed [and] abandonet* Jerusalem,
but that also “there is no one to help h&P.1f God does not (or can not) help all hope is.lost

The lament is not just a means of expressing gndfeliciting empathy, the lament is a
“vehicle for ‘confronting’ God**° This is not just a matter of “fate or coincidentte people’s
suffering is directly related to the actions (akahereof) of God**’ Despite the fervent outcry
of the community, God still does not answer. If Gerhains silent, if God does not respond, the

building up of the community from the days of Abaatnand Sarah is all in vain.
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In the book of Psalms, laments are almost alwagsrapanied by words of praise and/or
thanksgiving. The psalmists work though their peofd and find a way to praise God. In the five
chapters of Lam, there is only one verse of pr&isk9**® In this situation, who can (or wants to)
praise God? Who wants to give thanks? Give thamkw/ihat? For death? For famine? For
destruction? For devastation? No, this is not & fion praise. This is a time for lament, for
complaint, for protest against God. Instead ofg@aihe lamenter appeals to God again and
again, in vain, for relief and admonishes the comitytto do the same (1:11, 20; 2:18-19; 5:1,
21).

In the face of mass devastation, God’s silenceattejpi God who does not care—not even
about the chosen ones. Greenstein puts the matteinstly when he writes, “In general one can
say that the images of God in Lamentations pottiaydeity in a rather unflattering light>®
Yet, if God were to speak, what would God say? Aditwy to the prophets, this loss is Israel's
fault. Any reminder of past disobedience would amigke matters worse. Any word of hope
could be misconstrued. In times like these, sileatke best answer. Yet, silence was not what
Israel wants or needs to hear. The silence of Gadm presents a stark picture in which “the
God who destroys the city and the God who ordipaidfends and protects it are one and the
same.*®®With God silent, the city continues to languistihwio end in sight.

Posing negative images of God, such as Go@shy’ is a means of coming to terms
with negative realities of life. There are too mémgses, too many sad stories. One may long for
a “happy ending* but that is not to be.

The pain is insufferable and it is God who hadategd that pain. At the point that it is
believed that God has gone too far, God’s justeases to be just. There is no happy

458. Renkemd,amentations41.
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ending in Lamentations — barely a glimmer of hapebf21-22]. . . . The hope will have
to be that God will at some time exhibit a morepemojustice’

Lamentations draws much of its power from its &piid “overtly question the appropriateness
of the punishment meted out to the city/peopleZ3#6; 5:7).*°* Boase observes, “The book
does not attempt to answer all the questions camggthe destruction of Jerusalem, nor does it
say the final word. . . . In the end it finishedtagtarts—in pain-filled anticipation of the dixén
voice and divine comfort*** Though there is no happy ending, Lam “closes wiffoignant
[rhetorical] questior’®®in which the community confronts God in an “appeaGod against
God™®®in 5:20-22 that leaves open the possibility thatd@Ghe enemy, may yet respond with
mercy, compassion, and restoration: “Why have ywgdtten us completely? Why have you
forsaken us these many days? Restore us to youbsetirD, that we may be restored; renew
our days as of old—unless you have utterly rejeatedand are angry with us beyond measure.”
Exodus 23:22

Exodus 23:22 is part of God’s extended messagmdiv Moses on behalf of the
Israelites at Mount Sinai subsequent to the giahtpe Ten Commandments
(Exod 20:1-31:16). In 23:20-22, God promises adéealand (Canaan), and victory over
opponents (the indigenous people who already hvée land). In 23:22, the divine
promises to be enemynf>x) and adversaryxay) to all who oppose Israel: “But if you
listen attentively to his voice and do all thaaysthen | will be an enemy to your

enemies and an adversary to your adversaries.kéy@hrase, “then | will be an enemy

to your enemies and an adversary to your advesSge) ¥ ny "nJx) 7°20 R™NX "NR))
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is an indication of God’s favor. Provided Isradldws the divine lead, God promises to take
Israel’s side in any conflicts with its neighbaBouglas Stuart explains that in this passage
(Exod 23:20-23), “the angel and Yahweh were onethadame®’ This passage summarizes
the expectation that the relationship between Gudisrael was to be one of “loyalty to God by
Israel and loyalty to Israel by Go&°®

God refers to the divine self as an enemy/advetsalgrael’s opponents. Benno Jacob
explains that the “verbal form¥® | will be an enemy,$2x) occurs only here. Stuart suggests
that given the reality of “human imperfection, thkiad of expectation is hard to follow, and it is
not difficult to predict that Israel might fail teeep . . . [God’s] commands fully. In effect, theen
need for divine grace was created implicitly bytsdemands?° Israel felt matters had been
unfairly reversed when God opposed not only otlagions, but Judah and Jerusalem as well
(Amos 1:-2:16).

Numbers 22:22

Numbers 22:22 is part of the story of Balaam, hivgdsrael’'s Moabite foes, who
changed his message of cursing into a messagessihd) after an encounter with the Lord. In
this passage, Balaam encounters both God and ah@he Lord (sometimes thought of as a
manifestation of God). Whether the scene speak¥dfor an angel of the Lord, it is clear that
God is the one directing all that happens. Jacdgrbin clarifies, “The angel acts as the Lord’s

agent and never initiates any action on his ofth.”
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God’s anger about Balaam’s proposed journey resul®od’s becoming Balaam’s
adversary/satanuy): “God’s anger was kindled because he was goingd tiae angel of the
LoRD took his stand in the road as his adversary. Newéas riding on the donkey, and his two
servants were with him” (Num 22:22). With an amlbvee similar to that toward Saul, God’s
instructions to Balaam change from a commandmeintongo with the Moabite representatives
(Num 22:12) to a commandment to go with them (Nu@2@). Then, once Balaam is on his
way, God becomes angry. In what is perhaps onleeo$trangest passages in the Bible, a donkey
saw the manifestation of God before Balaam didtdetong Balaam and herself by avoiding the
angel of the Lord, tired of being beaten by Balatma,donkey opens her mouth and talks in
order to defend herself. In this case, God is gas expected, as protector of Israel against the
Moabites.

Dennis Cole clarifies, “That God would become armng engage one of his servants on
a journey directed by him follows the enigmatictpat echoed . . . in the lives of Moses . . . and
Jacob.*"? During Balaam’s encounter with the divine, “Godftonted . . . his rebellious state
of mind—that state of mind that prevented him freeeing God’s emissary in the road three
separate times:* Dennis Olson adds “Joshd&"to the names of Moses and Jacob in his list of
persons who had similar encounters with God. Isitistance a female donkey recognizes
encounter with the divine. Three separate timegat@gnizes what the prophet misses (Num
22:21-26).

Isaiah 63:10
Isaiah 63:10 appears in 3 Isaiah. This is partfager of petition (Isa 63:7-64:19). The

prayer recalls that God has blessed Israel withynaats of mercy and compassion. It depicts a
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close connection between God and the communityeun&od so identifies with the people that
when the community is troubled, God is troubledsfitee God’s kindness, the community rebels
and God becomes the enemyiX). The relationship is broken because of the comityian
disobedience. As with Lamentations, this prayeogedzes that God has become an enemy to
the community because of its rebellion.

Recalling deliverance from Egypt and the blessihGad’s spirit, the people call on God
to be good to the community again. Recognizing @é&ather, the petitioners wonder out loud
why God “lets” (Isa 63:17) them wander away fromd@md God’s teachings. Pleading with
God not to abandon them, the community urges Gduieak the divine silence and restore the
divine/human relationship. In this passage Godengy, not to Israel’s foes as promised in
Exod 23:22, but to Israel.

Gary Smith explains, “the rebellion of the peo@d to God ‘changing, turning’ . . . from
[being] a Savior (63:8) to being an enemy. . .u§ mstead of having steadfast covenant love,
compassion, and goodness toward Israel, he [Godjhfoagainst them™* Similarly,

Westermann comments that Israel’s rebellion “ca@®s himself to change: he changes into his
chosen people’s enemy. The reason for this is bigwed holiness. . . . [and] things cannot go

on as they are**®

Paul Hanson writes that the wounded God, “Rejelstetthose he loved, the
grief-stricken God responds with the passion of whe was deeply committed to the

relationship: God ‘became their enemy’ (63:19Y.”
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476. Westermannsaiah 40-66: A CommentafPhiladelphia: Westminster Press, 1969),
388.

477. Paul D. Hansomsaiah 40-66(Louisville: John Knox Press, 1995), 236.
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Isaiah 63:10 is one of the rare references to Ggpulis in the Hebrew Bible. Other
passages include Num 11:16-26, 1 Sam 16:14, Néh B®51:11, and Ps 13972 Of note is
“Ps 139:7 [which] connects the Spirit with the mmese of God,*® contrary to Isa 63:10 in
which mention of the Holy Spirit is a reference3od’s absence.

Jeremiah 30:14

In Jeremiah, God as enemy language occurs in ttist i an extended depiction of
Israel’s restored future (Jer 30:1-31:40). Thouginainded by words of restoration, Jer 30:14
describes God as an enemyiN) due to the community’s rebellion. William L. Hatlay’'s
remarks make it clear that “Yahweh is involvedhe tlamage the enemy has done to the
people.*®°

F. B. Huey explains how it is that God has becomersemy to the beloved community.
He notes that the nation’s “allies (lit. ‘lovers. 22:20) had deserted Israel. . . . Judah had
depended on many allies in the past, especiallyrfesand Egypt. . . . The allies had failed in
the past, but the people had not learned to putttiust in the Lord rather than in political aBie
As a result, the Lord was treating Israel as amgrig®!

Commenting on Jer 30:12-17, John Bracke notesefidi@h announces to God’s people
that they are abandoned and without supportStill worse, this poem is clear that it is God

who has inflicted the wound upon Jud&ff:He observes that the reference to God as enemy is

designed to “emphasize God’s harsh judgment antldpeless condition of the people. . . .The

478. SmithJsaiah,672.

479. lbid.

480. William L. HolladayJeremiah 2: A Commentary on the Book of the Propéegmiah
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481. F. B. HueyThe New American Commentary: Jeremiah, Lamentagidashville:
Broadman Press, 1993), 264-265.
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political and theological realism of these verseBlunt about God’s judgment and leaves little

room for optimism about the future of Jud&f”

Personal Perspective

On many occasions, one is apt to hear someone cotimge‘l would not serve a God
who . . .” followed by a description of some tydedivine “enemy” behavior. Whether explicit
or implicit, a review of the biblical text indicatéhat, for whatever reason, sometimes, even if
rarely specified, God acts in ways that are endkey-In these situations God acts in the very
ways that one might have described saying “I wowtlserve a God who . . .”. As unsettling as
these images may be, they are part of the biltiodl In some instances, God is perceived to be
the enemy either because God is silent or becaaddass to act with favor toward an
individual or community. In other instances, God'ards and/or actions, even through an
intermediary—whether human, animal, or angelic—Haterpreted as being those of an enemy.

Of the six instances reviewed in this chapteryio passages (1 Sam 28:16 and Lam 2:4-
5) God’s silence is that of an enemy. The remaifdng instances (Exod 23:22, Num 22:22, Isa
63:10, and Jer 30:14), show that God’s words areelof an enemy. What is striking is the
variety of encounters in which God is thought taleenemy. What is even more striking is the
fact that each of the six occurrences is direatlyndirectly related to times of war, the worst of
times. Saul was in the throes of war with the Btiles (1 Sam). Israel lamented losing a war to
Babylon (Lam). The promise of Exod is applicablevir. In Num, Balaam is caught in wartime
negotiations between Israel and its enemies, Mad\Miidian. The passages in Isa and Jer are

part of the biblical corpus concerning the consegas of war and the consequences of the

483. Ibid., 6-7.
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Babylonian exile. In the worst of times, God iswezl as the culprit who acts and speaks against
Israel.

When God is silent, it is a testament of faitht{og height of desperation) for one to
continue to praise, cry out to, argue with, or othge seek to communicate with an absent
God—a God who does not answer—a silent God. Tewnges about the significance and
meaning of the silence and absence of God in hi&,bthe Elusive Presené&! Whether in the
life of an individual or in the life of a communjtod’s absence and God’s silence are likely to
be perceived negatively. Do the silence and/oatisence of God necessarily mean that God is
an enemy? While the silence of God need not betivegéhe problem is that in the case of an
invisible God, silence is perceived negatively hisea‘the lamenter has been cut off from the
source of . . . life. Not only has he [or she] bdeprived of the protection he [or she] expected
from the Lord of history, but he [or she] has dlsen dispossessed of his [or her] divine
filiality.” *®° In moments of distress, it is easy to forget thatabsence of God is “presence
deferred.*®® If Saul and the lamenter bemoaned the silenckeofHidden God*®” as did the
writer of Ps 22, then perhaps Balaam and the issagdmmunity (with the prophetic words of
Isa and Jer) in mind, can be thought of as bemgathia presence of the “Haunting G6%as
did Job (e.g., Job 3:1-28) and the writer of Ps. I3@ tension in these texts reflects not only a
tension in humanity but also a tension in the @n@hose image humanity is created as
expressed in Exod 34:6-7. How can there be seag@rgl reasons for lament if they are not

first in the mind and heart of God?

484. TerrienThe Elusive Presen¢dlew York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1978).
485. lbid., 322.

486. lbid., 323.
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Since the word enemy is seldom used explicitlyGod, but is frequently used in
reference to humans, it seems that ancient wiiteifse Hebrew Bible may have had the same
reluctance to consider God as enemy as do peagdg.thike Job, who stood on the precipice of
blasphemy, biblical writers stood on their own [pee—seldom crossing it. Yet, sometimes,
situations were so grim, so hopeless—they daredoss. Their musings remain part of the
biblical text because life is not always agreeablee preacher of Ecclesiastes was right—there
is a time for everything. One of the beauties ofei®my” language is that it is there when needed.

Otherwise, if God is silent, and humanity is sijexthat happens?



CHAPTER FOUR

GOD AS ENEMY: AN IMAGE OF GOD IN THE BOOK OF JOB

The book of Job is an artful presentgtaprose prologue and epilogue with a long poetic
center that surrounds thought-provoking ideologoradflicts, contradictions, contrasts and
paradoxes. One can see the contrast between ikatphib in the prose section and the
impatient Job in the poetic core. The patient Jzépt[s] . . . his reversal of misforturfé®”

The impatient Job protests it. The book makesatstp through a variety of literary genres,
including lament (without the usual request foriance), lawsuit, petition, hymns, debate,
oath of innocence, and wisdom teachifffjd.iterary devices include irony, sarcasm, repatitio
mythical illusion, and inclusiof?* This mix of ideological conflicts, genres, anetiry devices
contributes to the ambiguity of the book and allate address problematic theological issues.

Whether seen as comedy (Athalya Brerfiiewilliam J. Whedbe®?) or tragedy
(Humphrey$™, the variety of interpretive perspectives onlbek of Job is a reflection of
ongoing interest. Bruce Zuckerman presents an itapbmnsight in his boolob the Silent—A
Study in Historical Counterpoirit®

It may be appropriate to see (or hear) the boalobf—built as it is, over time—as not

unlike a fugue. The tradition begins with one thethen, as time goes on, another theme

is scored on top of it, thereby forcing the origitreeme to take on a new harmonic role;
then further themes are added in succession, aguiring the themes that precede to
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give way and take a different role . . . the vasitayers of Job vary or tend to oppose one
another, [yet] the contrapuntal relationship i8 staintained**®

Like Zuckerman and Brackenbury Crotk Carol Newsom also utilizes a musical
metaphor, polyphony, to describe the movement iniddhe Book of Job, A Contest of Moral
Imaginations**® Ideological movement is characteristic of the npliitity of interpretations of
Job. Again and again as the story weaves throwgdgsidbout conflict, the complaints of Job, and
God’s role in the story. Erickson comments:

The difference between the characterization of @wdithe enemies in Job and

Lamentations is that the poet of Lamentations na@ista working distinction between

the foreign enemy armies and God. Job dissolvegitbinction by omitting complaints

about human enemies almost entirely. In Job’s dpeethere is no outside party to carry
any of the weight of responsibility for the crueldaunjust treatment of Job. The
culpability belongs to God alor{é®

Scholars widely accept that, as with other bibllmabks, diverse perspectives surface.
The Joban poet is not one person, but likely méng difficult to date this book. Although the
core story of Job may be quite old, it does noeapjin the canon until after 200 BCE Job is

501

an important book because it explores the “mystisrmore” ™ of life, both divine and human.

Ideological Criticism and Problematics in the Text
Interpretation of sacred texts is affected by clapgleological criticism, suitable to the
needs of different times. An ideological approaltbves one to consider a broad range of matters
related to what is in, behind, and in front of aome. Looking behind the text, one sees that the

prologue and epilogue comprises an ancient stotgstiing and reward for patient endurance. In
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(Boston: Beacon Press, 1959), 20.
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the poetic middle of the book, including chapter(2® poem on where wisdom is to be found),
one finds conversations among Job, his friendsuERnd God as they considered the
implications of the identities of God, humanitydathe relationship between the two. Looking in
the texts, one recognizes that there may be hisdazonnections, but the texts themselves
represent a combination of memories and imagindtiahexpress belief in one God.

Looking in front of these sections with questiong drings from varying times and
cultures causes one to realize that the writinge tlaeological depth and emotional breadth to
engage ongoing interpretation and conversatiomaitir the ages. Each reading community
gleans what it is useful to the questions of iteti In the case of the book of Job, its
international setting speaks to the writers’ degirmake connections outside the community of
Israel and to think beyond its traditional boundariThe very names (2:11) of the friends of Job
(Eliphaz the Temanite, Bildad the Shuhite, and Zoggthe Naamathite) suggest an international
community that can be seen as an indicator thai@th was not barrier for Job.

In discussion of the image of God as enemy in iladjmportant to recall some of the
ideological problematics in the text even thougkythre not the focus of this project. First, it is
well known that the Hebrew of Job is the most difft in the Hebrew Bible. Many of its words
appear only in this book. This difficulty makesaviously ambiguous book even more
indefinite.

Next, it is important to be cognizant of other gesbs, including (1) the authors’
endorsement of slavery, (2) sexist view of woma8 gfitist disdain for the poor, (4) privileges
attendant on power, especially divine power, (%isadconnection between moral rectitude and

prosperity®? (6) enslavement of twice as many pedBfd7) Job’s self-imprecatory mind-frame

502. Crenshaw, “Some Reflections on the Book of"JBbBview and Exposit®9 (Fall 2002): 589-
595.
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reinforcing the idea of “God as an unjust buft{’and (8) use of rhetorical questions that
increase Job’s moral standing and put God on tfendire>®®

The prose story comprises the writer’s startingiptor deliberations about God. The
story centers on sudden changes in Job’s idyfkc ©f course, some scholars, such as David
Wolfers inDeep Things Out of Darkness: The Book of dogue that Job serves as a
representative of the community as a whole andhisabsses allude to the Babylonian exffe.
As Brenner observes, the poetic section was add#tettraditional story as a way of expressing
disagreement with the traditional wisdom of the .8y

Despite Job’s desire to embrace a larger worldtgssmony indicates that he longs to
return to his status as the greatest in all thd.llsues related to possession of or lack of
possession of material resources, that is, classisavery much a part of the story. In ch. 30,
even as Job sits in the dung heap, it is cleaetaey people he considers to be unworthy of
sitting with the dogs of his flock. This usedfgs(Job 30:1) is a put-down of a group of people
whom Job disdains. The disappearance of Job’ssvifen the text after her words to Job in the
prologue (2:9) and the fact that there are no déraale characters in the book of Job point to
gender issues and a dismissal of women as imparteversation partners. These examples
imply that classism and sexism play a part in Jdfutsking.

As the story begins, in 1:3 the author describésa¥o‘the greatest of all the people in the
east.” Job is the quintessential leader. His gessstincludes family, wealth, leadership in the

community, and international connections. Jobeady a powerful man who has ordered his
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world to meet his expectation of himself as a magtddical man. Conventional wisdom knows
that when wealth is in the hands of a few, those hdwe less lead lives of severe economic
want. Job’s defense makes it clear that he is teedul one that others look up to. He doesn’t
seem to leave room for others, except as an exiegihimself and his role in the community.
One wonders, did Job’s economic wealth come a¢xipense of others? Did Job possess
political power at the expense of others? Fromrarnanal perspective, these concerns would
make Job less than heroic. Perhaps Job is in demighas an inflated self-perception. Perhaps
things are not as they seem. Although “Job’s rasitam does not obliterate his innocent

suffering,®®

it does re-establish his position as the greatast in his community. With a
twofold blessing, his position is even greater thavmas before. Yet, his willingness for his
daughters to share in his inheritance (Job 42id8icates that he is a man who sometimes lives

beyond the conventions of his day. His daughtemydh not his sons, are named in the story

(42:14).

Living with the Image of God as Enemy
As the story unfolds, Job’s experience of unexgdireversals defies the usual
explanation of divine retribution provided in thevenant model. With the idea of God’s role as
initiator of Job’s troubles, indeed the idea of Gadenemy, Humphreys gets to the crux of the
matter when he asks, “How does one live with thega god?**°
This basic question of “How does one live with aage god?*° raises a multitude of
guestions as the book examines the premise thatldieonship between God and humanity is

complex, encompassing diametrically opposed pastrahis complexity emerges through the

508. Thiel,God, Evil, and Innocent Suffering6.
509. HumphreysThe Tragic Vision and the Hebrew Traditi@8.
510. Ibid.
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multifaceted portrayal of the characters and tresponse to God as enemy. Job, the wife of Job,
his friends, Elihu, God, and the satan— each hagipe and negative characteristics. The
portrayal of God and each of the characters inwdtbpositives and negatives fuels the
complexity in the book and provides a window int® &r her own relationship with God and
how each copes with the savage God.

Job

Job’s positive characteristics are present in gfenng scene. In Job 1:1 the narrator
describes Job as one who “was blameless and upoigiitwvho feared God and turned away
from evil.” The text portrays Job as a righteousw®ne whose actions and words are right,
even his reactions to a series of major reverbkalsiiefall him in rapid succession—Iloss of
material possessions, simultaneous death of hishidsiren during a windstorm, a debilitating
iliness, and estrangement from his wife. What etagdd go wrong?

This series of reversals in the opening chapteya/shhat Job’s troubles get
progressively worse. Before he can get a handlenemproblem, here comes another and
another. The reversal from being a person who ag/thing to one who has nothing creates a
crisis that overturns the traditional idea thatwoeld is orderly. Yet, Job copes commendably,
until the burden gets to be so great he finds Himsa full-blown spiritual crisis, trying to make
sense of it all. Job’s world is thrown into chaes#&use his “conception [of God’s justice] . . .
that the weak should be protected, the upright Ishioei rewarded, and the wicked should be

punished®*

no longer works. While in the throes of his spaitcrisis, Job becomes the
skeptic’s skeptic, one who has questions about Gaaanity, and the relationship between the

two.

511. John WilcoxThe Bitterness of Job: A Philosophical ReadiAgn Arbor: University of Michigan
Press, 1994), 75.
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Despite his piety in the prose of chs. 1 and 2raditting silently with his three
friends for seven days, Job speaks from his desplag poetic section begins with his
cursing the day he was born in 3:1. His words ofjlog for and glorifying death in ch. 3 are so
startling to his friends that their good intentiaigeing a comfort are quickly lost in theological
arguments that deteriorate into painful unnecessdsg accusations. These accusations portray
Job in a negative light as one who is not rightetfukis portrayal proves correct, the satan’s
comments and questions about Job’s righteousnds8-hl and 2:4-5 are on target.

Job’s response to God as enemy was to ask questionstruggle with the idea. His
battle is long and arduous. His experience predentsvith new information about God that he
could neither deny nor ignore. The struggle cost tiearly. Every relationship, human and
divine, strains. Seven days of silence give Jole timexperience the depth of his
“nothingness,®? come terms with his losses, and consider the nikabie, that God has become
his enemy.

Scholars often ponder why Job does not discudss$ses or ask God for restoration. |
submit that seven days of silence allowed him tiongrieve his losses. Having lost everything—
family, material goods, and health, only one magenains—his relationship with God. Job
understands the role that the Chaldeans and thea8alhad in his losses. He knows that nature
sometimes strikes unexpectedly, leaving loss andddation in its wake. As disappointed as he
is with his wife, he knows that she too experiertbesweight of all that transpired. She too
grieves the death of their children and their ecoicdoss. How helpless she must feel seeing her
beloved suffer from the soles of his feet to thmaer of his head, a poignant reversal of the path
of blessing, from the crown of the head to the solethe feet. Expecting death, all he wants now

is to know where he stands with God. Firmly belgyvihat God is the source of all, good and

512. TerrienJob: Poet of Existencd1-42.
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bad, why has God turned against him and his fantig® could everything go so wrong so
quickly? Why God, why?
The Satan

Even the satan, who is the divinely appointed ashrgrof God and humanity, has
positive characteristics. The satan is the firggdk God hard questions and is always obedient to
God>** Hard questions are necessary for unveiling lifeled lessons. To skim over them is to
miss much of what is valuable in life. Failure gkalifficult questions leads to shallow living.
The relationship between Job and God would haveaireed superficial if Job had not been
willing to dig deeper. The satan’s questions givle dn opportunity to face his own questions.

The Bible portrays obedience to God assitive human characteristic. The more
obedient one is, the more righteous one is. Thadugattitude and stance is contrary to God, the
satan obeys God, never going beyond the boundaaessod sets. In the end, the satan follows
God’s commands to the letter, not once but twicdéprologue (Job 1:6-12, 2:1-6). Does the
satan not appear in the epilogue because of afettlat he had made his point? Does he not
appear because he knows he lost? Does he not dga=arse there is nothing left for him to
say? Does he not appear because God no longer twwargsfront or be confronted by the satan?

The satan’s response to God as enemy is to qudsiimans and the divine. Despite his
“contentious relationship with God as a member of the heavenly council, the satprivig to
information about God and humanity unavailable tstnUncertain about God, humanity, and
the relationship between the two, the satan’s getsge involves a hermeneutic of suspicion, a
lack of trust, and theological doubt. Job’s quesjmn the other hand, are based on trust and

personal experience.

513. Craven, conversation with author, Fort Wortk, August 1, 2009.
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The Wife of Job

The wife of Job has a powerful one-liner that sewtyi aligns her with the satan. In 2:9
her taunt to him is also an outcry of her pain, éffithis wife said to him, ‘Do you still persist in
your integrity? Curse God, and die.”” After all sto®, directly or indirectly, suffers the very
same reversals that Job experiences. Her presartbes frame is a testament to the fact that
though obviously distressed, at least up to thistpshe stood by Job. She is still on his mind in
19:17 when he mourns the fact that his breathpslséve to her, “My breath is repulsive to my
wife; | am loathsome to my own family.” She remaamshis mind until the end because he
mentions her in his final speech, his self-impregatefense in 31:9-10, “If my heart has been
enticed by a woman, and | have lain in wait at raighbor’s door; then let my wife grind for
another, and let other men kneel over her.” Thduggf, these references to her indicate that
not only does Job still care for her, but also &iees about being faithful to her and about her
being faithful to him. Like Job’s friends in theatbgues, in the prologue, her emotional and
spiritual distance outweigh the physical presehigs.pain is so great, she puts a wedge between
herself and Job, between herself and God.

Except for illness, she suffers a change in herrld different than Job’s. However,
unlike Job, she chooses to reject God. Feelingffieets of God as enemy in her life through
Job’s life she advises turning against God. Hercaadfor Job to curse God and die signaled that
relationship with God seemed pointless. Not thatdbubts God’s existence, but she wants no
relationship with a God who has a negative siddikdrdob who experiences God’s negative
side, yet still longs for relationship with Godetivife of Job gives up on God. Her advice to him

mirrors her own feelings and relationship with Godwilling to consider further what the
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changes in her life might mean for her relationshifh God and with Job, she disappears from
the story. She may be absent, but she is nevéofarJob’s heart.
The Three Friends of Job

As with the wife of job, the initial image of thieree friends of Job, Eliphaz, Bildad, and
Zophar is positive. In 2:11, they are willing talyar and travel considerable distances to be by
Job’s side. This effort alone would place themhia tategory of good friends who desire to
show compassion and concern to Job when he is dbwsimage does not last, however, for
their verbal responses to Job address their owoldbeal insecurities, not those of Job and his
situation.

One would expect that anyone responding to wordk as those of Job in ch. 3
would offer some type of comfort, for his lossegevgreat. Not Job’s friends. Starting
with the first round of three sets of speecheg therds belie their initial image as good
friends and show them to be false friends, or bgtg no friends at all. Eliphaz speaks
first, not offering words of comfort, but words @fnfrontation. In 4:1-5, he asks Job why
despite his ability to strengthen others in themess of trouble, he can not find strength in God
for himself? However in 8:1-10, when it is his tuonspeak, Bildad not only bombards Job with
guestions, he suggests that the children of Jbbf alhom died in a windstorm, had sinned.
Zophar has his own questions and wishes that Gadidvgpeak and that God’s wisdom would
convince Job that his sins are so great he desemsgsmore punishment. In his speech in Job
11:1-12, Zophar implicitly ridicules Job, sayin@ttioolish people get wisdom when a donkey
becomes a man.

By the end of the first round of speeches, thenfiseare convinced, even if Job remains

unconvinced, that Job is in denial, that he conedigreat sin—something horrible, something
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worthy of being punished in this way. The argumefitthe friends are part of a “worldview
[that is] governed by static ideology and not lwnlg faith. . . . Restricting themselves to the
theory of retribution, they deny themselves theegigmce of mystery. Theirs may be a
theocentric worldview, but it is narrow and redivie and inadequate to deal with some of life’s
most pressing issues, to say nothing of the mysteGod.”™** Intuitively, they recognize that
Job’s accusations are a great risk in relationghtip the divine. Unwilling to take the risk, or
even consider it, though present, they leave thiemd utterly alone. Like the wife of Job, they
were physically present, but emotionally and spaliy they were far from Job. The reader may
be asking, “With friends like this, who needs enesfi

Unlike the wife of Job, who chooses to reject Gibd,three friends of Job choose to
reject any new information about God. They encau@itad as enemy through their connections
with Job. Much like people today who off handeddy,s‘l would not worship a God who . . . "
the friends of Job decide to ignore and deny ampaesion in their relationship with and
understanding of God that goes against the grawhat they already knew. They prefer to
discuss the God they think they know, rather thamser anything that Job might say. With
closed minds, they chose to offend their friendt that God was too fragile, but their
relationship with God was too fragile to deal waity complexity or ambiguity that the image of
God as enemy might bring into their lives.

Elihu

Elihu is the surprise guest. Like the friends, ¢ éxperiences God as enemy through his
relationship with Job. Though silent, he heard gwesrd. Hoping to convince Job, he bursts on
the scene with his egotistical intervention. Thoyghnger than the others, the courage of his

convictions prompts him to speak. Clearly, as se€?:6-7, he is unhappy with the verbal

515. Bergantisrael's Wisdom Literature?6.
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stalemate between Job and his friends. Though amitinydob and his friends, he feigns
humility. He can not, however, contain his anges. titade begins in 32:8. By the time he
reaches verse 16, he has berated not only thaelfrieinJob, but Job as well. Elihu’s view was
similar to that of the friends, with one importaxiception, he did not want to blame Job—he
chose instead to defend God. While he may haverttad compassion for Job than the others,
he too stood aloof from Job and his troubles. Astdne had the courtesy to call Job by name
nine times.

It is true that words of wisdom often come from yloeing. After three rounds of
speeches, one may have hoped for better but that i® be. Newsom credits Elihu with
bringing the concept of “moral imagination® to the forefront, however, his lengthy exposition
in chs. 32-37 leaves something to be desired. Mospeaks without stopping as long as Elihu—
not Job, not his friends, not even God. His endbedxbling leaves the reader hanging—still
anxious to hear a word of reason, a word of ho@spide his failure to persuade Job, his “last
words to Job are ironic questions designed to fdoteto acknowledge his own limitations
before the wisdom and power of the creator. Theytlae same kind of questions that God will
soon pose, questions meant to lead Job to the samstusions >’ Bergant observes:

Just as no explanation is given for his appeardfida) departs from the scene not to

return. This man is not like the others who hawdressed Job. Although he too offered

Job counsel, he is not reproached by God. Whilethers rebuked Job’s demand that

God appear in court, Elihu sets the stage for ipearance of God in nature. He does not

condemn Job of sin but of misunderstanding. Thasfender of divine majesty

challenges both the rigid articulations of tradiabteaching and the shortsighted claims
of personal experience. He goes on to maintaineta a dynamic wisdom, one born of
the dialogue between tradition and experience, @aexplain the mysteries of life. Elihu

prepares Job, the visitors, and the reader alikthéotheophany of God.**®

In his response to the idea of God as enemy, Hilkeithe friends of Job, chooses to
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disregard any information that is contrary to whatnows of God. He does, however, remind
Job that even within a traditional understandingofl, there is at least one other option to
consider. Convinced that there are lessons todvadd in every life experience, he advises Job
to reconsider. Earlier, Job responds to each drieisds. In contrast, Job makes no response to
Elihu. He is through talking. With his self-impregey testimony of a life well lived, Job has
nothing else to say.

God

Even more than Job, God also struggles with th&idann the divine. Perhaps God still
wonders if creating humanity might have been aakestEve and Adam had only one
commandment to follow and they could not even . tBxcept for Noah, it would have all
been over anyway. Sarah and Abraham trusted Gadadbenough to wait for the promised son
Isaac, creating family tension with Hagar and Iséhtiaat would last for generations. Jacob was
not able to control his large family. Not once, bwiice, Moses prevailed and God decided to be
faithful to Israel rather than start over with a$aa dynasty. None of the judges had the
wherewithal to unite the nation. Samuel was una@bl®ntrol his sons, creating the leadership
void that would lead to monarchy. Saul was sof@ative, even his son Jonathan knew his
dynasty had to be replaced.

David and Solomon both looked promising, but treeyhad their faults. Rehoboam’s
cruelty divided the nation. Ten of the twelve fayrgroups decided to go their own way, but
were absorbed by the Assyrian world empire. Thefamalies who remained were not strong
enough to withstand the onslaught of Babylbranother ancient world empire. Could the
remnant of an exiled people in Babylon start agdio?e than once God had been so

disappointed in humanity, it seemed the divine wWaive up and destroy creation or Israel. All

519. This presumes a date after 587 BCE for theposition of Job.
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along it seems God continued to struggle with tkignd decision to create humanity. None had
the kind of relationship with the divine that Godended. Maybe, just maybe, Job would be
different. Maybe Job would get it right. God haktmw, even if it meant dismantling Job’s life
to find out. This portrayal of the divine is soglmilar, so unexpected, one wonders, is this the
same God who created it all?

The positive view of God in the prologue is of ameo approves of Job and receives the
sacrifices he makes for his children. Yet, verycgly, this positive view turns negative. It leaves
one wondering why God would permit the satan toakiguch havoc in Job’s life since by God’s
own assessment, Job has done nothing but liveemmary life. Implicitly, God becomes Job’s
worst enemy the moment God accepts the satan’engalg words in 1:12. When Job passes
the first test of losing his family and possessjdhs satan remains unconvinced and proposes a
second test. Crenshaw explains that “the Advensdngsed to concede that he has misjudged
humanity.”® This negative portrayal of God is unsettling, &y the least, for anyone who
thinks of God only in terms of God’s love for huntgnWhat is at stake is more than just the
faith of one man. The relationship between Godlandanity hangs in the balance. Crenshaw
notes, the satan’s challenge is a “cynical chargedob’s piety depended on favorable external
circumstances [that] struck at the heart of andieligion. . . . [It was] a radical denial of genai
religious devotion.®*

Like Elihu, though silent, God hears the conveocsabetween Job and his friends.
“God’s answer is the beginning of Job’s restoratitfi “The more one senses the believing

fervor with which Job struggles to understand tlogl @ whom he puts his trust, the more one is
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puzzled by God’s answer? God'’s response comes in the form of two speeches.does not
speak in the din of endless chatter. God spea&ksnoment of stillness and quiet. Crenshaw
explains the significance of the two speechespnggyirhe two faces of God manifest
themselves in two distinct speeches from the tetmpash one of which reduces [the verbose]
Job to silence. The first speech extols the myetest nature, while the second indirectly
acknowledges the force of Job’s attack upon Gétidhd God'’s attack upon Job.

God's speeches affirm what Job knows about God fif$tespeech supports his
understanding of the wisdom of God as creator aadigles a rebuttal to Job’s opening lament in
ch. 3 in which he curses the day he was born. €bersl speech both supports and rebuts Job’s
understanding of the power of God to maintain tleldy difficult though it may bé&? Noticeably,
neither response addresses the haunting quesfidob about the goodness and justice of God.
The picture of God in the final chapters of the lopoesents a very different picture than that in
the prologue. Diane Bergant comments:

The speeches seem to provide another representdti®od. Here, God speaks directly

to Job in a way that calls for straightforward @sges. . . . In the heavenly council God

may have conceded to the Satan, but here God y®lusthing and to no one. This is the
creator who alone understands and manages the eniep of creation, and who invites

Job to contemplate its resplendence and complexitye extent that he is abfe.

God’s response to Job from the whirlwind both gtigs and affirms Job. God'’s critique
of Job comes in the form of a multitude of unansér rhetorical questions. Yet, perhaps this

approach is more like a series of “educational khactics, as were the Socratic Dialogu®.”

In these dialogues God, contrary to the dialogués s friends, Job said very little. God
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bombards Job with rhetorical questions designedidav “him to see with the eyes of the
divinity.” >
Interestingly, God affirms Job, but not to Jobhi®three friends. Not once, but twice,
God says that the friends did not speak what &.ri@od commands sacrifices and advises that
Job, with whom they vehemently disagree, will pi@ythem (Job 42:7-8). In contrast to the
picture of God in the prologue as aloof and theypecof God as absent in the dialogues, the
picture of God in the epilogue is that the diviagresent, communicates with human beings, and
requires obedience. Bergant comments, “This Gedng demanding, setting high standards of
truth and loyalty by which people will be judgedidis a God who makes the erring dependent
on the devout and expects the righteous to spedleloalf of those who are at fault. . . . God
leaves none of the major characters of this dranalistress. Job, who was put to the test, is
vindicated; the visitors, who spoke falsely abootGare delivered>®® Addressing these
differences, Bergant continues:
At first glance, it appears that the three différsgctions of the book each furnish a
different representation of God, and some of tla¢ui@s of one seem to conflict with
features of another. These differences may behast however, differences but not
contradictions. In this book God clearly is undeos as both beyond the realm of the
natural world and intimately involved in it; as iacf through intermediaries and acting
directly; as susceptible to the schemes of othersedl as beyond another’s influencé”

Ambiguities in God’s response leave the task ofgtesring the reasons for God’s reactions

critiqgues, and affirmations to the interpreter.
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Ambiguity and Complexity
in the Divine/Human Relationship

As noted previously, one can translate five Hebnerds asenemyin English:1g, 20K,

Xiv, M, and1ie.>3t Only three of the fiveyy, 27X, and X3y, appear in the book of Job.
Together, they appear a total of eight times. @fdight occurrences, Job is the speaker in six
(6:23, 13:24, 16:9, 19:11, 27:7, and 31:29), Elgpbace (22:20), and Elihu once (33:10). The
eight occurrences are distributed as followsappears in 6:23, 16:9, and 19:11 (the plural form
is used in 19:11)ix appears in 13:24, 27:7, and 33:2®%; appears in 22:20 (and appears only
here in the Hebrew Bible), amgy appears in 31:29.

The first hint that Job thinks of God as his enepgears as a pun since the Hebrew
word for enemyix) is similar to the name Jobi{k). About the pun, Elie Wiesel comments,
“More in bewilderment than in sorrow, Job turned3od: Master of the Universe, is it possible
that a storm passed before You causing You to semjov [Job] withOyev[Enemy]?*3?
Crenshaw explains, “Job suspected that God hachiebés personal enemy. Perhaps this is the
sense of Job’s name, which seems to mean ‘enetity.”

From the moment of his opening soliloquy to theseig self-imprecatory defense of his
integrity, Job makes it clear that, as he se&3at] is the source of his troubles, God is his
enemy. Each time he speaks, his comments belfat¢héhat, as far as he is concerned, God is
the one who is treating him as an enemy. Evensmdsponses to YHWH, Job never changes his

mind that God is responsible for his monumentadss

531. See p. 4.
532. WieselMessengers of Go@d22.
533. Crenshawi Whirlwind of Torment;9.



143

With Job on the brink of blasphemy, the readeikisly to wonder about the justice of
God, Why did God agree to “this supernatural watjéetween the divine and the satan at
Job’s expensé? The complexity and ambiguity created by the wagiror the complexity and
ambiguity of life. Matters get even more complichésnd more ambiguous as the story unfolds,
and remain so even when the story ends.

Although this project does not address ethics, drie of the complicating factors in the
book of Job. Ethics becomes a matter of concermeser something good comes at the expense
of another. Theodicy is an issue when the questbesil, suffering and whether or not genuine
relationship is possible between God and humanhg. satan too wonders whether genuine
divine/human relationship is possible too for tsishe basis of his challenges to God in 1.6-12,
and 2:1-6, respectively.

Is it possible for a person to be a breath awawy fiolaspheming God, yet receive
God’s praise? Surely, this is what happens in Uolike Penchansky (who posits that Job’s
curse of the day he was born in ch. 3 is an intlisey of cursing God}>® and John Wilcox
(who posits that Job’s moral bitterness propels tfairsay blasphemous things about Gad)|
submit that neither of these modes of honest consation makes Job guilty of blasphemy.
Rather, | propose that Job does everything bueddied. He stands on a precipice, in danger of
slipping off, yet he never crosses the line to fiitesny. The precipice is an intentional literary
move on the part of the Joban poet who knows thithi were to blaspheme God, the satan, not

God would have won the day.
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In 3:3, his first speech, Job opens by cursinglthehe was born. Job’s opening words
portray the heart-wrenching despair of a man whitséas been turned upside down, of a man
who has lost everything. Although he never mentiusdosses, he has begun to come to terms
with the extent of his losses. Though his words maye frightened his friends and made them
uncomfortable, Job’s mind is clear. “At first glanihey did not recognize him: he had changed,
they had not® His losses have been nothing less than, as Mc8dadhs and Sutherland
explain, “horrendous® In anguish, he curses the day he was born, lorfginigis life to end
before it began.

The wager that precipitates the drama of the hooges on this idea of cursing God—no
minor offense in the life of ancient Israel. Bergarplains, “To curse God is to assume divine
power in order to diminish God. The effect of tb& be nothing short of catastrophic. From
God'’s point of view, it is blasphemy deserving gprisal. From a human point of view, any
possible diminishment of God might result in a dirshment of the very one who wields divine
power. Thus, the one cursing could be trapped wiihé enactment of the curse itsef®”

What horror the friends must have felt as they thdab curse almost everything in life—
the day of his birth, the night of his conceptibrs, desire to have been left for dead at birth, his
desire for miscarriage or abortion—everything alibatessence of his life, but God. Is it any
wonder that he and his friends are so far apartwithout God’s intervention in commanding
Job to pray for his friends, their relationshipsedoremain forever broken? Crenshaw notes this
disparity:

Job’s insistence that God was at fault could haboélyeconciled with the friends’

conviction that the Deity could not trample upostjce. They rested their case on the
general truth that God rewards virtue and punisiaes whereas Job based his argument
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on the particular instance that he knew best, Wis situation. Naturally, each position

had much to commend it, which explains the copargsiments in defense of the general

truth and the specific instanc®.

Job’s lament, his longing for death, and desireafogversal of creation are critiques of
God, to the point of blasphemy, as noted by sorhelacs. For example, Wilcox argues that Job
curses God out of a sense of bitterness that “tréois not perfectly moral.** Disappointed
with God and humanity’s lot, Job must come to tewrtih life as it is, not as it was or how he
wishes that it could be again.

Interestingly, unlike the laments of the psalm$ does not seek deliverance from his
troubles. He simply wants to express his agonylendeard. Each time he speaks, Job reiterates
his main point, that God has become his enemy.ddé@raies to converse with his friends
hoping that they will eventually get it. He triesveral approaches to convey his message. He
solicits their sympathy, he argues against thaisgective of God, he insults them, and he makes
fun of them, yet to no avalil.

If the lament of ch. 3 is an implicit assigningldéme to God, chs. 6-7 leave no doubt
that Job sees God as perpetrator of his troubielol’s “accusatory lament® in response to
Eliphaz's first speech, Job complains in 6:4 thatlG arrows have landed on him. In chs. 9-10,
Job’s response to Bildad'’s first speech, Job sugdes9:22) that God cares little whether or not
one is wicked or a person of integrity. In chs.1-Job’s response to Zophar’s first speech, Job
is bewildered by the God who is simultaneouslydlose (God’s presence) and too far away

(God's silence), who puts his feet in shacklesZ2327).
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In chs. 16-17, Job’s response to Eliphaz’s secperdah, Job describes in no uncertain
terms exactly what God, the “divine tyranf*has done to him (Job 16:7-14). “Chapter 16 is an
attack on God, which largely takes the form ofradat-type accusation against enemies. The
enemy is God>* The lamentation “ends with a cry of despaff’In ch. 19, Job’s response to
Bildad’s second speech, Job again describes whdh@® done to him, noting that God’s
actions prove that God thinks of Job as his enemaytlaat even his ‘so-called’ friends are agents
of God (19:8-22). In ch. 21, Job’s response to Zojshsecond speech, Job makes it plain that
his compliant is not against a person, but agdimestivine (Job 21:4). Chapters 23-24, Job’s
response to Eliphaz’s third speech, summarizes ®bdthas done to him (Job 23:16). In chs.
26-27, Job’s response to Bildad’s third speech tdkbés an oath in the name of the very one who
has mistreated him (27:2). Throughout the progoessf the dialogue, “the theological
development is enhanced by psychological shadtfgs Job moves in and out of doubt and

faith, longing for death and seeking God, despadr expectation.

God's Differential Treatment of People
To be sure, “In the Old Testament there are issidents like the writers of the books of
Jonah, Job and wisdom literature who did not sesdners as a threat. . . . In the Old Testament
these ideas stay, however, in the margi&For much of Israel, however, outsiders were a
threat to the community. While some of the enemyglege concerns individuals and groups
that are part of the Israelite community, muchhef énemy language in the biblical text is

related to groups of people outside the community.
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Mignon Jacobs considers troubling aspects of “thréragyal of God'’s differentiated
treatment of people, including God’s people andBhbylonians.**® Contrary to many
“interpreters [who] readily highlight the hopefuitéire and minimize the promised demise of the
disfavored,®®° Jacobs suggests that the “text challenges anyceptualizationdic that
ignores its characterization of the multiple dinmiens of God'’s character™ These dimensions
include a God who, depending on the situation, feamd disfavors people, sometimes favoring
and disfavoring the same people at different tifiés “scope of [God’s] favor and disfavor®
reaches far and wide. This relationship manifastdfiin God'’s relationship to Israel and
Babylon. God occasionally favors one nation andtihetther and vice versa. Sometimes God is
angry with Israel. Other times God is against thgoms that surround Israel and the empires that
overpower it. Yet, it is said that God is no respeof persons. These portraits of God’s anger
point to aspects of the negative side of God.

Favor and disfavor come with high costs, howevem&one gets blessed and someone
experiences loss. Blessing for both seems to lmexmoron. Jacobs explains, “Jeremiah 29
extends the perspectives of chs. 24-28 and depmiss plan, including the wellbeing and
hopefulfuture of God’s favored people. Yet, the reassugdndhis people is immediately
juxtaposed to the planned demise of the disfavotkers.®> It appears that God’s favor almost
always comes at the expense of someone else. ko, God’s favor granting freedom for
the Israelites and providing land for them causesrdction to the Egyptians and Canaanites.

God’s favor toward Babylon included devastationlfvael. God’s favor toward Israel meant
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devastation for Babylon. Jacobs observes, “Thetipesautcome for one group . . . [and] the
negative outcome for the other suggests the ifgilitiaof the outcome *** God, the enemy,
may as likely strike inside Israel as outside iteTtonsequences of God’s favor and disfavor are
related to the interconnectedness of humanity. Whppens in one nation affects what happens
in another. This principle is as true in the antiearld as it is today.

Scenes of favor are displayed in the lives of iittlials as representatives of the entire
community just as they are in national life. Jacobtes how this happened in a confrontation
between Jeremiah and Hananiah:

Chapters 27-28 report Jeremiah’s . . . confromatigh Hananiah the prophet. . . . What
is at stake in this confrontation is the validifyjg@o competing ideologies regarding
God'’s people and God’s involvement on the worldst@®n the one side are the prophets
and Hananiah, the anti-Babylonian contingent whamadte [temple theology] that God
would restore Jerusalem within two years by brigdiack the temple vessels, as well as
King Jeconiah, and the exiles from Babylon. . hisTpromised restoration of the cultic
implements would secure the loyalty of the priestd thus garner support for . . . [their]
agenda. Hananiah broke the wooden yoke that Jemem@ia carrying and declared the
Babylonian yoke broken. On the other side is Jemnthe pro-Babylonian advocate who
claims to be speaking God’s word to the peoplemiebts. He also speaks of restoring
the people to Jerusalem but prophesied that Godisiag Nebuchadnezzar to subdue all

the nations, including Judah. . . . The closingeeaf 28 . . . defines the ideological lines
and perspective. Hananiah is an enemy of . . . gbogessage and he dies as a
confirmation of the Jeremiah’s prophecy. . . . [Hiaiah’s death is the dramatic way in

which] God validates Jeremiaft.
Many are reluctant “to characterize God as selgamd rejecting, favoring and

disfavoring®®®

people. Yet, the biblical text is replete withrgte of God'’s favor and disfavor
toward an individual or a nation. Acts of favor atigfavor, Jacobs declares, are “simply . . .
[descriptions of] an inevitable part of relationskiynamics.®®’ Similar to relationships among

human beings, relationships with God are subjebigh points and low points. High points are
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periods of blessings. Low points are times of léddhough retributive theology may account for
some of these events, it does not account foMaith of what happens can not be ascribed to
the logic of justice. In reality, much is contrdoyjustice. God’s logic, it seems defies
explanation. According to Jacobs, disfavor is titeof those “who challenge God'’s plan and
perspectives>®® Favor is the lot of those who comply with God'sih. For Jeremiah, as with
much of the Hebrew Bible, favor and disfavor isegther/or matter. While an individual’s or a
nation’s standing with God might vary over timegra were only two options. The existence of
two options both simplified and complicated matt€a the one hand, the two options
simplified matters because there were only twardtives. On the other hand, the two options
complicated matters because, as with Job, the ptiores did not fit every situation. Some
would say, it is simply a matter of God’s prerogatwhich is not to be questioned.

Blessing and cursing is a matter of “divine pretogato favor or disfavor, to select or
reject whomever and for whatever reasdii.Divine prerogative, however, is problematic
because it contains much that is unethical andstinfior example, war is atrocious in any
circumstance. God’s complicity in and approval @frwauses one to wonder, “Why God, why?”
God's favor and disfavor often seem quite arbitrary

Regarding the matter of favor and disfavor, Jasnlggests that “the dynamic nature of
God’s interaction with humanity negates any notiba static favor.**° One might wish for
continuous favor, but that is not to be. God’s faaod disfavor weave in and out supporting
some, rejecting others. God favored and later tegeSaul. As with Israel, God sometimes

destroys and sometimes blesses Egypt. Favor afavalisin part, seem to be related to divine
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“determination®®*

to establish worship of one God in all the earttd the accompanying human
resolve to do so. The fact that at times, IsradIBabylon alternately experience favor and
disfavor is an indication that “Potentially, evémyman is subject to God’s favor and disfavor,
selection or rejection>®

In “Toward an Old Testament Theology of Concerntfa Underprivileged>®® Jacobs
observes that God’s “concern for the underprivitegerepresented throughout the Old
Testament by . . . the theology of justice andthie®logy of hope®** In the world of the Bible,
the underprivileged are people with few materiagdgassions including the poor, the sojourner,
widows, orphans, servants and slaves, and the sgped&®

Jacobs explains that “underprivileged and priviteg@atuses are not mutually
exclusive.®®® At different times in one’s life, one might be cwed among the privileged, and at

other times one could be counted among the unddgwyed. The biblical boundaries between

privileged and underprivileged are fluid, not fixed

Cursing the Day of One’s Birth

Erickson notes that Greenstein refers to Jeremmdhlab as the “theological

567

dissidents™’ of the Hebrew Bible. Quoting Greenstein, she @rpldthe most radical of [the]
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theological dissidents, prior to Job is Jeremi&fiBoth question God. Similar to many scholars
who raise their voices against the status quoettmtemporary world, both speak against
popular traditional theologies, representativehef status quo of their day. Despite the eons that
separate them, Job, Jeremiah, and scholars todayhat it is to speak of realities that many
would prefer to ignore.

Job speaks against retribution theology, and Jatespeaks against temple theology.
Retribution theology is a belief that there is eedi correlation between one’s actions and one’s
circumstance in life—good things come to those wbavell in life and bad things come to
those who do evil® Job understands that while this may be true inynsitnations, it was
simply not applicable to his situation; he knowsis heart, and God knows it too, that he is
“upright and blameless” (Job 1:1, 1:8, 2:3). Botbd@nd the narrator know he is an obedient
truthful servant of God.

Tom Milazzo writes, “Job is innocent and righteovst neither innocence nor
righteousness is enough to change his f{f&Though Job knows not why, he knows that life is
more complex than can be explained by retribut@ology. “The prologue, the dialogues, and
the epilogue all expose the limitations of the tiyeaf retribution, which is really an example of
religious yet human wisdont* Bergant summarizes the issue:

Retribution may be the grounding for justice, auisgment for the stability of any social

group, but harmony within the physical universeeatefs on other laws. If this is true

about the natural world, how much more is it trlisupernatural reality? If God is

omnipotent . . . then no law can circumscribe Gaedtvity. If the acts of God are
inexplicable, then no theological testimony canteegGod’s reality. Theological
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assertions are testimonies to the experience of theg are not exhaustive definitions of
God's essenc¥?

Job’s experience of what the mystics call the dégkt of the soul convinces him that this
explanation is not the end of the story. He comasmtlerstand that, contrary to the theology of
retribution, being blameless is no protection frivauble. Life for Job is bigger than retribution
theology.

Jeremiah knows that there is more to life than tertippology. Temple theology is a
belief that God always protects and provides ferrthtion of Israel—regardless. The Mosaic
covenant and the promise of a continuous david& sieems to ensure that the nation, the
temple, and the king are immune to the consequefdeshaving badly, especially since
Northern Israel had been defeated by Assyria ni@e & century before and only Judah
remained. God is a God of mercy and compassioncahdye counted on to come through in a
crisis. Yet, Jeremiah knows that temple theologyasthe whole story.

In contrast to retribution theology, which is basedMosaic law, the concept of temple
theology is based on God’s covenant with David Ba2n 7, which follows several stories about
David: David’s capture of Jerusalem (5:6-10); D&vidkfeat of the Philistines (5:17-25); and
David’s success in bringing the Ark of the Covenanlerusalem (6:12-23) after a failed attempt
to do so (6:1-11). Second Sam 7 depicts Davidimtethe prophet, Nathan, of his desire to
build a temple for God. After Nathan affirms Dawdlesire, God instructs Nathan to tell David
that his descendent (Solomon), not David, will ftui. . a house® (temple) for the Lord. God

will build a “royal house, a dynasty of kingé® for David. God promises that David will be
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known world-wide (7:8-9); Israel will have stabylitprosperity, and peace (7:9-11); God’s
blessings for David’s son will outlive David (7:1David’s dynasty will never end (7:16-17).
These promises, which comprise what is known asglaéivedic covenant, were interpreted to
mean that Jerusalem and the temple were invinddakef in the invincibility of Jerusalem and
the temple are often referred to as “temple theologet, both were destroyed during the
Babylonian conquest, ending the davidic dynasty.

Job speaks from the view of wisdom. Job’s wisdoivois) of experience. It does not stop
with the tradition and knowledge of the ancestdlgere are some things that Job knows for
himself, things learned from a devastating lifeengnce. Job’s wisdom is a lived wisdom, not a
wisdom handed down from others. Jeremiah speakstine wisdom of a prophetic view. He is
able to look at current world affairs and see thatah does not stand much of a chance against
Babylon, the world power, the empire of his day.

Experientially, the greatest connection betweemtisethat both men experience such
agony that each curses the day of his birth (J8pJ&r 20:14). One might ask, “How is it that
both Job and Jeremiah reached such a point inlihes?” Each curses his day of birth because
of the social death that he experiences as a coasegq of an encounter with the negative side of
God. Job wonders why God treated him like an en@oly 19:11). Jeremiah wonders why God
deceives him and his nation (Jer 20:7, 4:10). Wn8laul, whose last encounter with God led to
suicide (1 Sam 31:1-6), Job’s and Jeremiah’s egpeeés with the negative side of God takes
them both to the edge of despair. Both are rejeateldderided by their communities. Both
experience God as less than beneficent.

Good relationships are a vital part of being hun&otial death represents distance and
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disconnection from one’s community. When these ectians are lost, severed, or non-
existent—whether by circumstances outside one’srabiiby one’s own choosing, or by a
combination of factors—people undergo significambéonal stress. This emotional stress, if
intense and/or prolonged, can also lead to spirttusis. This is exactly what happens to both
men.

Jeremiah experiences social death because of @sti'action to live as a single person
with no family connections to wife or children (I&:1-2). In a day and time when family life
was the norm, this would have been a great trafdieremiah. Job, shaken by the
simultaneous death of his ten children and estraegéfrom his wife and community (except
for his three friends and Elihu, neither of whonderstood him) likewise experienced social
death. Being taunted and rejected and out of oglahiip with nearly everyone, left both Job and
Jeremiah bereft of relationships that normally wichhve brought much joy to their lives.
Jeremiah suffered because he had no family. Jdéredfbecause his children were no more,
and his relationship with his wife was strainedeifliamily situations, though quite opposite,
cause them to curse the day they were born (Jold&:20:14-18). Regarding their relationships
with God, Job curses due to the silence, thahésabsence of God. Jeremiah curses due to the
presence, the voice of God, for in Jeremiah, theevof God and the prophet’s voice were one.
Their relationships with God are just the opposltéh hears too little from God. Jeremiah hears
too much.

Job and Jeremiah know what it is to protest thesiges of their time. Protest, more
often than not, leads to social death. Social ddasieribes a situation in which individuals live
estranged from everyone in their communities. Jamenters social death when multiple

personal losses cause him to lose his social pnsas the greatest man of the east (Job 1:3) to
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being an outcast on the fringes of society (Jot-39@). Jeremiah experiences social death when
his community, Israel, did not want to hear hisnirgg of national loss to Babylon (Jer 20:7-10).

Both Job and Jeremiah cope with their theologinaks and their situations by
exercising the Womanist tenets of: “radical sulyégt traditional communalism, self-love, and
critical engagement*® Radical subjectivity allowed both Job and Jerentiaicknowledge
their own experiences and resist the popular tlggedoof their day (retribution theology and
temple theology, respectively). Job, Jeremiah,\Wiodhanist scholars alike refuse to allow
someone else to define them or tell their storys Téfusal is the basis of their integrity.

Job exercised traditional communalism through fitts to provide for the needs of his
community. Jeremiah’s prophetic words of warningpiocommunity, though unwanted and
unheeded, were designed to reestablish traditmramunalism in Israelite society. Job’s
protest that God was the source of his troublesJaneimiah’s protest that God had deceived him
were expressions of self-love. Their protests adldwhem to be honest about their feelings
before God. Job’s disagreement with his friendsBerémiah’s challenge to false prophets are
evidence of critical engagement.

In the spirit of critical engagement, Job and Jesérnwere willing to make their voices
heard and to listen to others. Their willingneskéear the views of others without conceding
their own gave them courage to be true to themselab and Jeremiah speak as loudly today as
they did long ago. Job opens a door for askingadifif questions. Jeremiah reminds us of human
responsibility for social justice. Womanist schelaand many like them, are willing to build on
Job’s open door and Jeremiah’s concern for alféate a space for living in accordance with a

spirit of wholeness, love, and justice that hortbeshumanity of all persons.

575. Stacey Floyd-Thomablining the Motherlode: Methods in Womanist EthiCteveland: Pilgrim
Press, 2006), 6.
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The (Almost) Final Words of Job

Although Job knows he must find a new way to refat€od, ironically, Job will not find
a new approach to God without God’s help. In cBsazd 30, he carefully lays out his case, the
evidence upon which he will make his oath of inmmeein ch. 31. Leo Perdue explains: “This
lengthy soliloquy consists of two parts: an acomgatament addressed to God (chaps. 29-30)
and a series of ‘oaths of innocence’ (chap. 31f)réyaresent Job’s legal defense against the
accusations of his wrongdoing by the friend8And what was Job’s evidence? It is the evidence
of a life well-lived—a life in which even God founb fault.

Chapters 29-31 summarize Job’s view of his sitmatlob’s opening words in chs. 29
and 30 differ significantly from the picture of Jpkesented in previous chs. The wisdom poem
of ch. 28 with its “distinct . . . language, sulijetatter, and toné*’ prepares the reader for Job’s
change from struggling against his lot to affirmithgs past life, . . . a detailed and unflinching
recognition of his present misery . . .[with] argpf acceptance which is not to be confused
with approval.®”® Brown comments, “As the climax of Job’s discoutke’s bold words in chs.
29-31 are unequaled in their persuasive power: Bhlegce friends and ultimately provoke
God.”™"® Those who say one should never question God ailetio think again, for “it is in his
protest that Job in the end commends himself to’GYdCox confirms the difference between
Job’s perspective and that of the friends, “Therfds have presented the theoretical ‘God’ of

theology; Job for his part insists on presentirgekistential God of human experienc&.”
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The friends are “afraid that Job’s argument wilsdey . . . [their] own faith because it
represents a denial of traditional theolog{# Unlike Job, whose conversation with his friends is
punctuated by conversation with God, the frientlsaaout, but never to, God. They know about
God, but seem not to have experienced God. Jobeoather hand has experienced the best and
worst in God. “Job’s theological adventurism hashém outside the orthodox campPP*He was
willing to engage in a relationship with God, eveih meant experiencing the negative side of
God. His willingness to engage in a relationshippile possible negatives is matched only by
God’s willingness to test him.

As James Zink explains, chs. 29-31 are the wor@sdyfing man, a man who desires, but
does not expect vindicatiofi* They follow ch. 28, which “highlights the failedtempts on the
part of both Job and his friends to account forshifering.®® Job may not know everything,
but one thing he knows for sure is that nothingiglife is so horrible as to warrant what has
happened to him.

In a change from the pattern in the previous twdes; order breaks down, and
presumably Zophar does not speak a third time.dRaflob again insists that God has done him
wrong in 29:11. He has not given up his struggliéthe dilemma of God as the source of both
good and evil in his life (Job 2:10). This is tHassic dilemma of worship of one God. For his
part, Job insists on his innocence in no uncet&ims. Contrary to the satan’s expectations, his
“defense makes quite clear that his righteousaetdree of ulterior motives® He has lived up

to the ethical standards that worship of one Godatels.
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After twenty-six chs. of seemingly endless debakes(3-28), Job finally stops trying to
convince his friends of his innocence. He concélatthe narrow paradigm of his friends
simply does not permit them to consider the pobsilaf his innocence. His friends are his last
hope for help from others. With no external hefiy dhust rely on his own internal resources if
he is to survive.

He begins by letting his memories comfort himThe Skeptics of the Old Testament:
Job, Koheleth, Aguik. J. Dillon describes Job’s reminisces in ch. 28 &soothing melancholy
that softens and subdues his wild passitt His reflections prepare him for his unexpected
encounter with God. In chs. 29 and 30, Job vivaligcribes his life as a contrast between the
best of times and the worst of times. Despairingisfpresent situation, Job presents his case to
his hearers—God, the friends, no one in particalad, anyone who will listen. His reflections
are his response to his friends’ accusations. Thesehs. consist of “blunt contrast&®as Job
“declares himself in effect to be the incarnatiémath wisdom and abomination . . . the living
exhibit of chaos in the universé® In ch. 29, Job reminisces about a happy timesHitg. In
ch. 30, he reflects on his pitiful present. Chapters a litany of self-imprecatory strophes
intended to prove Job’s innocenceJbb, Whybray notes that chs. 29-31 “elicit sympathy for
his case and to persuade God.”

Earlier Zophar angrily tells Job that even withddilhis losses God has been merciful for
he deserves even more disaster. In ch. 31, Jobiensithings getting worse while simulta

neously imagining reintegration into the world mee knew, that is, imagining the re-creation of
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his ideal world, even though he (as far as he ki)aiswdying. There are many ways to view his
imprecatory announcements. Newsom'’s list of fiviegaries of Job’s self-imprecatory oaths is
useful: (1) sexual ethics and general morality @~L2), (2) justice and social obligation (vv. 13-
23), (3) ultimate allegiance (vv. 24-28), (4) sbedations (vv. 29-34), and (5) land ethics (vv.
38-40)°"* Crenshaw observes that “Between Job’s two cursksi@gue with three friends takes
place.®¥In other words, Job’s two curses [ch. 3 and chcBinprise arinclusioof Job’s first
and last words, framing his theological debate Withfriends. Job begins by cursing the day of
his birth and ends by cursing himself, but he dagscurse God.

In the end, Job needs his enemies (human and giamelp him come to terms with the
realities of his life—past, present, and futureofle attract and are attracted to what they need
in life. This manifestation of Job’s fears is apgg@ly just what he needed to grow in his
understanding of the relationship between God amdamity (3:25). Could it be that his fear
became a self-fulfilling prophecy that he needeliv®through in order to expand his
understanding of God, life, and himself?

Translation of Job is difficult because many efvitords appear only here in the Hebrew
Bible. Verse 4 in ch. 29 (“when | was in my priméjen the friendship of God was upon my
tent.”) is an example. The Hebrew reads as follows:

D708 028 7198 7102907 "2 0 TR 294
Variously translated as autumii,winter>%* early time, youth, autumn, printéthe context of

“my prime” (o) refers to a time when life was good for Job. @sanin English in the
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meaning of “autumn” from a season of harvest aeddihg to decline of life make “autumn”
permissible yet inadequate to capture the mearfimdnat Job wants to convey—a time that was
the “best of times” for him, his family, and hisromunity.

Verse 24 in ch. 30 (“Surely one does not turnrgidhe needy, when in disaster they cry
for help.”) is, according to Marvin Pope, “one bétmost difficult in the entire poem® The
Hebrew reads as follows:

Most of the difficulty, Pope explains, comes frosefid the hand againt* (-n%y»), which
normally appears in its usual “hostile sense[in. which] By implication, Job accuses God of

assaulting him while he is helpless and implorietpti®®®

Norman Habel further explains the
extent of difficulty in translation when he notést “this verse is so obscure that some editors do
not attempt a translation®® Translators often emend it, Habel says, as ifiltX¥ . . . [where]

‘I' [is substituted for] ‘he™ %

which Habel translates as: “I did not strike tlm®pwhen they
cried out to me in their disastet’®
As a consequence of the ambiguity of the subjectd;®@e, one, |—translation varies

significantly. A sampling of contemporary transteis of 30:24 that follow illustrate the

difficulty:

NRSV “Surely one does not turn against the needignan disaster the cry for help.”
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NJB “Yet have | ever laid a hand on the poor when tmdout for justice in
calamity?”
NET “Surely one does not stretch out his hand agaibsbken man when he cries

for help in his distress.”
NASB  “Yet does not one in a heap of ruins stretghhis hand, or in his disaster
therefore cry out for help?”

It is easy to see that translations are affectetldution and theology.

The Silence of God

In the biblical text, God may be silent for any rhenof reasons: “anger . . . [or perhaps
an opportunity] during which reconciliation canegiace. Or it implies that God has simply
given up on the individual or nation who broughttbe act of concealment® Although Job
does not realize it, the silence of God providesrdom he requires, the “theological freed8H”
he needs to explore his relationship with God. $emse, this is Job’s last stand.

Job understands God'’s silence to be problematitwiomparadoxical reasons. On the one
hand, God is too close. On the other, God is toaday. Crenshaw explains, “Job complains
because God is too near and also grieves oveathd¢hfat the deity has withdrawn into the
heavens. . . . Job imagines that God has beconenainy.* It is, however, more than a matter
of imagination. The idea that Gaglhis enemy is as real for Job as the death ofthidren, the
estrangement from his wife, the rejection by hiswowinity, and the accusations of his friends.
Crenshaw writes,

Job is absolutely sure that God destroys the inmamed sinners alike, for no other

explanation made sense of his own suffering. Indieeeven maintains that God

maliciously mocks those who have fallen victim talarserved misery, and implies that

a conspiracy exists between God and the forcesiloffeom beginning to end Job

refuses to yield an inch in his conviction that Gag made a grievous error in Job’s

case; this certainty of his own innocence leadsthimterpret God’s conduct as malice.
God, it follows, has become Job’s personal antaoni . He dares to accuse God of
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creating him solely for the purpose of catching Imnan evil act, which would justify
subsequent punishmefit.

Whether it signals presence or absence, God’scellbacomes part of the
mistreatment of Job. Perhaps God is silent, hopgainst hope, that Job will not let his troubles
defeat him, that Job would not let go of his iniiggor his relationship with God. God is silent,
listening to every word, hoping that confidencdai is not misplaced. Perhaps God is
silent, listening, knowing that the satan questibtie integrity of both Job and Yahweh.
Job insists that he has treated others well, é&v8od has mistreated him.
God consistently remains in the background, guaeang the efficacy of Job’s behavior.
... Job’s defense unpolemically makes the claian righteousness is the result of, not
the means for, divine blessing. Implied is thatigrde has directed Job to act in these
ways. Explicit is the denial that self-interest bagn the underlying motive behind Job’s
integrity. . . . Job’s rehearsal of the past ckeadknowledges God’s role in the formation

of character, which leads to a life of gratitude apportunity, but one in which self-

interest plays no role. . . . Job explains his cahds aresponsdo rather than an

occasiorfor divine beneficence®®®

Knowing what is at stake, perhaps God is silestehing to Job’s every word, anxiously hoping
that Job does not slip up. There is no reason &t @ respond until everyone else has finished
speaking. When God speaks, even more so than vabespdke in his community, people most
often stop talking and listen. While God is listagifor a moment, “Job’s lament begins to give
credence to the satan’s charges. Indeed, the aaxtah step for Job would be to curse God and
end it all.”®®
God'’s silence nearly pushes Job to blasphemyallgitit seems that imagining

vindication as a future event, even after his daateanough. However, Job comes to understand

that vindication after death would be no consohati©renshaw observes, “Memory of [his]

precious relationship with God evokes an astongsdeclaration: God will remember me when
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it is too late, eventually longing for the faith&grvant.®°® Job wants more. Job wants to be
vindicated in this life, not after death. Crenshaotes,
Job’s lament unfolds a curious situation that @sstvith irony. On the one hand, he
endeavors to escape God’s constant vigilance, wirl¢he other hand, he longs to find
God, who conceals the divine self from a faithfevdtee. Job cannot believe God
capable of such personal antagonism, althoughyleis !l him that such misfortune can
come only from God. Death alone will afford relief . so he earnestly begs God to look
away for a brief moment into which the messengeteaith can insert itself. The
realization that death cancels any opportunityinaicate himself gives Job renewed
resolve to find God at any cost, for only by dogmycan he obtain the divine declaration
of innocencé®
This is a perfect setup for not only accusing Gbuhjoistice, but for having God speak and act in
unjust ways. The preponderance of questions ineiissounds much like the voice of an angry
parent or an angry spouse. This preponderancelsigoable on the home front, and in the book
of Job it reflects trouble in the relationship beem God and Job, between God and humanity.
So what did Job do? He responds as best he caappéars before God in an imaginary
courtroom where speculation gives way to realizatichis is a meeting that Job simultaneously
dreads and anticipates. Job is certain that Goddymat be silent in a situation as dire as his. His
despair was all the worse because of his expenttiat the biblical God not only has a voice,
but that God is a “God who speaké*God'’s persistent lack of response to Job, defipite
direness of his situation and the depth of hisisrihe reason why Job desires an encounter with
the divine. He is exasperated by the idea that €@odd, but will not speak on his behallf.
The silence of God, sometimes referred to as tthéemness of God, drove him deeper

and deeper into the pit of despair. This silence @t just any silence. After all, silence was

what he wanted from his friends. Their silence widuwdve been welcome. No, the silence of
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which Job despairs is the silence of God. His wdsspair brought on by an existential descent
into nothingnes&™ Job finds the silence of God to be intolerablehslas Wolterstorff clarifies
the problem, saying, “The biblical silence of Gedhe nonanswering silence of God. It’s like
the silence of the parent who doesn’'t answer wherchild asks ‘Why? Why did it happen?
Where were you?’ It's the silence with which theepof Psalm 83 pleads with God to speak, ‘O
God, do not keep silence; do not hold thy peadzeastill, O God!"**? Such a silence can leave
a wound so deep even time can not heal it. Jdbredfenough. He is certain that if God has
any compassion at all, the divine will not leavehitterly alone, despite his protests to the
contrary.

The questions that torment Job traverse beyonaggkst for the sake of information.
No, the questions Job asks “put biblical faithisi.’** Job found that he, like “the psalmist
[stood alone] before the non-answering silence @d.* If it were possible, he would have
done something to “alleviate and forestdf'the events that had so radically changed his life—
his good life.

Was the ability to experience misery and pain “Béwwhat God found good about the
way God created*® the world? Job could not help but ask. He couldetathe matter rest. He
had to “confront the biblical silence of the biali God.*'’ Like Jeremiah for whom God’s

word was like fire shut up in his bones, Job hagrtiest the agony of his situation. How could

611. Terrien,Job: Poet of Existencd1-42.

612. Wolterstorff, “The Silence of the God Who Sgea215.
613. Ibid., 216.

614. lbid.

615. Ibid., 220.

616. Ibid.

617.1bid., 227.



165

he not protest after years of believing in a Godséh“‘self-characterization . . . [was] not that of
a God who passively accepts things going aktyHad he been mistaken?
Job confronted in his personal life what Israelfommted in its communal life. Images of

God as helper and God as enemy, though contragicti@nd together, unreconciled. Latvus

explains:

The development from the early deuteronomisticstéxthe late priestly insertions
illustrates how the concept of God always reflectstemporary historical and social
guestions as well as the pre-occupations of theekgrand their ideological backgrounds.
During the process the content in the concept af as turned practically upside down:
DtrH proclaimed God as a merciful helper of Isiaet later writers made him either
enemy of the people or supporter of one Israelitgypagainst the othef4’

Job, though innocent, encounters a wrathful GoénEvod seems to know it was for no reason
that the divine agreed to the wager. So the twgesaf God, beneficent to humanity and
opposed to humanity stand together, in an unreddkmsion—a tension that remains in Job.

Based on an understanding of multiple layers oficédn in the Hebrew Bible (DtrH,

DtrP, and DtrN§?° Latvus adds:

The structures of DirN-theology relate the conadpbod to the question of justice. Exile
represented the hard realities of life which wardaniable and so real that the whole
idea about God as protector of Israel was thredteBecause they did not want to give
up the idea of the powerful God who also guaranjpestice on Earthgic] they had to
rationalize the meaning of exile and say that i$ waused by the anger of God which in
turn was caused by the idolatry of the Israelitéss logic saved most of the traditional
beliefs but made God'’s nature twofold: loving an@thful.”®?*

Job continues in a relationship with God despisen@gative experiences.
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The Nuanced Response of Job

As observed by Jack Miles, God’s words to Job are’'& last words®??in the Hebrew
Bible.??? If that were true, it would be remarkable for Godaddress these words to someone
God knows understands the divine to be the ultirmategce of his troubles. The book of Job
would be the bearer of an important message foentiee Hebrew Bible, not just the key to the
closing scenes of the bo8¥.Miles’s observation is interesting, however, Gogsispeak later
in the Hebrew Bible. For example, in 2 Chr 1:7 Gags to Solomon “Ask what | should give
you” to which in 2 Chr 1:10, Solomon replies, “Givee now wisdom and knowledge to go out
and come in before this people; for who can ruie gneat people of yours?” A few verses later,
God again speaks, granting Solomon’s request (2L(1r12).

Miles’s point regarding Job’s last words, howeveinsightful. As Miles explains in an
endnote® many misconstrue Job’s last words in 42:2-6. Mileserves, “Unfortunately, a
traditional interpretation based on a silent cdroecof the Hebrew text . . . has managed to change
into repentance a reply that should be properlyetstdod as irony responding to sarcasffi.”
Miles examines the problem. Although the verb irb4&:wy (1 despise), has no object, from the
time of the “Septuagint . . . A reflexive objecthuas ‘myself’ or ‘my words’ has traditionally
been supplied because translators believed thaethge of the verse required off€.When the

verb stands alone and no object is added, “anyaagaprecantatorysic] sense in the passage

vanishes.®?® Supplying an object creates distance betveser (I despise) and the next word, also
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a verb ) (“either ‘I am sorryabout’ . . . or ‘I am sorryfor” °%). Miles explains, “The two
verbs are to be read as hendiadys—that is as & siojon expressed through two verbs as, in
English ‘break down and cry’ or ‘rise and shin&®The two verbs parallel the two noums-5y
19x) (about or for dust and ash&3) Of the verbpxny (I despise), Miles states, “Job earlier
(19:18) uses the same verb to characterize thiedtise revulsion that children feel when they see
his disgusting body®*? The Hebrew reads:

22737 PR 22 oK s 1918
Using the same verb even earlier in ¥%1]ob leaves no doubt that he finds his current

life appalling when he says:
77 ORRX WD VIXTR 7 Ion 921

The nuance is significant, for according to Mil8&hat is primary is whether or not God
succeeds in forcing Job’s attention away from Gudi lzack upon Job himself. If God can force
Job somehow to stop blaming God and start blamimgéilf, God wins. If God can not do that,

God loses. In contemporary political language ghestion is whether God can make his opponent
[Job] the issue®®* Miles explains, “Despite spectacular effort, Gimdmy judgment, fails in his
attempt to do this, and Job becomes as a resutitithiag point in the life of God, reading thaelif

... [is] a movement from self-ignorance to seibWwledge.®** Miles clarifies, saying,

If God defeats, Job, in short, Job ceases to leei@us event in the life of God and God

can forget about his garrulous upstart. But if defeats God, God can never forget Job,

and neither can we. The creature having takemibish of a hand in creating his creator,
the two are henceforth, permanently link&d.

629. Ibid.

630. Ibid.

631. Ibid.

632. Ibid., 425-426.Even young children despise me; when | rise, théyagainst me” (Job 19:18).
633. Ibid., 427. “I am blameless; | do not know elfisl loathe my life” (Job 9:21). NET translatdset

verse as: “| am blameless. | do not know mysediedpise my life.”

634. lbid., 429.

635. Ibid., 430.
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Job’s response is more complex than what is thooighs repentance. His new understanding
incorporates all that his experience has taughtdbout the realities of life—the good, the bad,
and the ugly.
Defiance as a Way of Coping

John Briggs Curtis also address Job’s nuanced mesp&urtis writes, “The conception of
a penitent, contrite Job, who dissolves beforeptiesence of the Almighty, is so widely held that
virtually any modern translation or commentary coloé cited for support. The language itself
does not support such a conception. Rather, thenluibgives the one final speech to Yahweh,
is more insolent than repentafit”Rather than repenting, Curtis suggests that Jebsonse in
42:6 is “and | am sorry for frail man'—a renderifey removed from the traditional view that
Job in abject penitence wallows in filth before dvwerwhelming display of divine arrogance.
Job does not repent. Rather, he is sorry for a hitgnéhat has to tolerate such a gé&f'Bergant
comments, “This is the fate of human creatures,theck is nothing to do but accept$t¥In his
opening lament, it is clear that “Job does notrsaeh hope in this life for wretched human
beings.®*° Having seen the world from God'’s perspective, teschot change his opinion. In
fact, it is confirmed.

Not only is Job saddened by humanity’s lot, butim end, Curtis suggests, Job “totally and
unequivocally rejects Yahwef* and that “Job’s last words to God are words othimey and

fa

renunciation of the deity himself.” Job rejects God for he found the divine to beri$@endent

637. Curtis, “On Job’s Response to YahwelB1. 98 no 4 (D 1979): 499.
638. Ibid., 501.

639. Bergantlsrael’s Wisdom Literature28.

640. Ibid., 30.

641. Curtis, “On Job’s Response to Yahweh,” 497.
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and remote . . . [having] lost all touch with huntgn. . unable even to perceive that for the
innocent sufferer a real problem exist§>”

Perdue writes of “a defiant Job [who] expressesobposition to a cruel Yahweh and
feels compassion for humans who are forced todi@er the tyranny of an abusive lof§®
Earlier in 24:22 and 26:12 Job “acknowledged[the] power®® of God. In light of his
newfound knowledge and insight he concludes that¥eh is unjust®® He finds God to be
one who has power, and abuses it. Perdue exptdoiss issues are not the sovereignty of
Yahweh, but rather theological and ethical in scdgp& ahweh a deity of justice? Has he
misruled the universe? Should he abandon his codmuoe? Should he continue to be
worshipped, and if so, on what basf§?”

Job’s defiance pushes the cognitive dissonantieediook to a head. For, despite his
disappointment in and disagreement with this newdoreality, he remains in relationship with

God. Kalman introduces the “the idea of faithfudetion”®*®

to describe Job’s unrelenting
confidence that he does not deserve what has hagpermim. Job brings his relationship with
God to the brink in 42:3-4 when he boldly repeatseatially the same question that God asked
Job “earlier . . . in [God's] first speech (38:2f*Job’s response leaves God speechless for God
does not respond to Job. God does not speak agaepteo instruct Eliphaz to make a sacrifice
for himself and his friends. Adding insult to ipiGod tells him (Eliphaz) that Job, whom he
and his friends have treated so badly, will praythem (cf. Job 22:27 where Eliphaz tell Job he

needs to learn to pray). In the end, accordingetalére, “It is Yahweh who has been judged

643. Ibid., 511.

644. PerdueéWisdom Literature: A Theological Histo¢izouisville: Westminster John Knox
Press, 2007), 126.

645. Ibid.

646. Ibid.

647. lbid., 125.

648. Kalman, “With Friends Like These,” 252.

649. PerdueWisdom Literaturel25.
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guilty, not the mortal Job, for the voice from thkirlwind has been condemned by his own
words.”?*°
Even with God as divine enemy, Job still desireslaionship with God. How else could
he continue to seek an audience with God? Howocelgkel he hold on to his integrity despite
disagreement with his wife (1:9-10), and abandortrbgriamily, household, friends, and
community (19:8-22)? How else could he, in the qudy for his friends—the very friends who
so viciously verbally abused him? How else couldte to terms with and “mourn what it
means to be humarf? In his humanity, it is “striking . . . not justahhe misunderstood God,
but that he had misunderstood himself, for he h#dd to understand himself in the order of
things.”*? Job needed his human enemies, his friends, t@phim to a new understanding of
God. He needed God, his divine enemy, to impeltoi new understanding of God, himself,
and humanity.
Humor as A Way of Coping

Humphreys raised the question, “How does one liitk the savage god?? For Job,
one way of living with “the savage god” is to pdk@ at his friends. Like comedians Lenny
Bruce and Dick Gregory, who looked at the injugtioé contemporary life through the lens of
humor, Job, in the midst of contemplating God asememy, takes jabs at his friends because of
their inability to consider, let alone see or ursti@nd life, from Job’s perspective.

Yet, even the ability to mock his narrow-mindedicgtin-a-mold friends, could not
detract from the depth of his spiritual crisis. Thagnitude of Job’s losses makes him one of the

most troubled characters in the Hebrew Bible. Begnuts his troubles in perspective when she

650. Ibid., 126.

651. C. Fred Alford, “Job, Abjection, and the Redd God, The Psychoanalytic Revi&d6, no. 3 (June
2009): 445.

652. Ibid., 453.

653. HumphreysThe Tragic Vision and the Hebrew Traditi@8.
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writes, “Job . . . is an ironic exaggeration of tomcept of conventional piety>* Job’s
unconventional piety is summarized in Job 1:1 bgcdbing him as “blameless and upright, one
who feared God and turned away from evifix( 19 0°7°98 X2°) 2w an). “At the outset Job
appears like a man fulfilled: wealthy, hospitaltéluential, enjoying an excellent reputation at
home and abroad™ Job is a man who has everything.

The description of his troubles “in two paralleinrgsgwherein] In each of the pairs one
catastrophe is inflicted by humans, the otherrsr@om calamity seemingly caused by
nature®®is evidence of the legendary nature of this talthough the story has a patriarchal
setting, the book of Job does not point to anyi@aer historical period. The legendary nature of
the story makes it amenable to the use of humarmsans of subtly reinforcing key ideas.
When Job and his friends make fun of each othanstf view, they simultaneously draw
attention to the seriousness of their conversationther words, the book of Job, which
addresses some of the most difficult theologicalés of the Hebrew Bible, suffering, nature of
God, nature of humanity, nature of human/divinatiehship®®>’ and theodicy utilizes
exaggeration to add some levity to Job’s tragigesion.

Despite the tragedy of Job’s situation, he andril@ads mock each other as they discuss
things neither of them understands, providing degoesetting for mirth in the midst of
calamity—a setting for comedy in the midst of trdgelike two sides of a coin, like the comic
and tragic faces of a theatre mask, Job’s dilemmnmgb him to the brink, the point where

comedy and tragedy merge—the point where he doksoit’ whether to laugh at his friends or

cry for himself.

654. Brenner, “Job the Pious?” 37.

655. WieselMessengers of Go@]15.

656. Brenner, “Job the Pious? 44.
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Whedbee comments “the poet has built a ramblingudssveness into the dialogues which
seems to heighten the sense of ch&dsJob’s spiritual dilemma derives from a situation
wherein “his . . . human friends have become hesvees . . . and God . . . his one-time friend . .
. has become his fo€® This rambling includes light-hearted jabs sucl@ss comment in
13:4 on the ineffectiveness of his counselor-freerids for you, you whitewash with lies; all of
you are worthless physicians.” Objecting to thkidw-it-all” attitude, in 12:2 he tells them,

“No doubt you are the people, and wisdom will wigh you.”

Even in his misery, Job found a sarcastically huwuasmay to let his friends know exactly
how he felt about their counsel. Their ability féeo only confrontation when what Job needs is
comfort means that his friends are of little valGed’'s absence compounds Job’s feeling that
God can no longer be counted among his friendss pavsistence in holding on to his
relationship with God, despite all that he goesulgh, implies that his need for God is so great
he will tolerate any relationship with God as eneang any injustices that might accompany the
relationship, rather than have no relationshiglagab’s answer is that he needs God, even if
God is his enemy.

Another humorous touch in the midst of this greagy¢dy occurs when, apparently
present though not introduced beforehand, Eliheappthough totally unexpected. Whedbee
comments. “We expect God — and we get EliffiflHis unexpected appearance utilizes a literary
“tactic of delay and digression . . . [designeddafch the reader by surpris&”Unlike many
who dismiss Elihu as an usurper, Brown suggesigivas written into the book of Job in

order to salvage the friends’ argument from a r@tlicew perspective one that emerges from a

658. WhedbeeThe Bible and the Comic Visiph36.
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660. lbid., 243.
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new generation of Joban readers. . . . Elihu’s eari® clearly meant to reorient Job in his plight,
to call him back to his youth. Job is beckonedltm® himself in the subject position of Elihu,
the ideal youth %2

Even as the book draws to a close, Job’s questievsr receive an explicit answer.
Many find this lack of resolution almost unbearabhedbee, however, contends that “comedy
can tolerate such ambiguity; indeed comedy oftealsdn it.”°®* This tolerance of ambiguity
allows Job to pray for his friends, return to hasnenunity, and rebuild his life. This uncertainty
is born of the tension “where the problems [of]ldee not fully and satisfactorily resolved,
where the contradictions and incongruities rem&if.”

John Moore Bullard observes that the book of Jothitats nearly every type of humor
to be found anywhere in the Bibl&® Like the books of Ruth and Jonah, Job takes an
unconventional stand “against . . . unthinkindiodoxy.”®*® The light-hearted touches may
make the conclusion that perhaps both Job andikigit “stood in need of correctidfi® easier
to digest. Bullard, like Whedbee, posits that “Faeognition of . . . humor in Job may be a key
to solving the enigma of the conclusidfi*where orthodoxy of the prose and the counter
movement of the poetry exist together in an unkesbtension in the same story. The
inclusiveness of tragedy and comedy in the bookanakplain that while it is permissible to
raise questions, “God’s theodic}?is, in the end, inexplicable. Whedbee writes:

The comic vision does not necessarily eliminatéa@awil death; it is not incorrigibly and
naively optimistic; it does not shut its eyes te ttark, jagged edges of life in this world.
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In fact many would argue that it is precisely bessahumans have experienced suffering
that they have a sharpened awareness of comicgnaion Comedy therefore may
incorporate rather than ignore the haunting riddfdife.”

Comedy puts the tragedy in great relief and makestory of Job even more poignant

and unforgettable.

A good sense of humor is essential to being abtepe effectively with the ups and
downs of life. Conrad Hyers writes, “The Bible peken at human pride and pretension,
selfishness and greed, and the myriad other sinitch flesh and spirit are heif™ A good
sense of humor and the ability to laugh at onesadfwith others about the human condition is
“fundamentally an act of celebratirfg® life. Job’s situation, however, is too tragic fom to
laugh at himself, so he laughs at his friends (IR, 16:2).

Recognizing biblical humor requires that one sath ttragic absurdities andomic
absurdities®”®in life and in the biblical text. Hyers explains.

The uniqueness of comedy is the way in which Bfévied, regardless of the

immediate circumstances. Comic heroes are defigethlability to cope with life’s lows

as well as highs, in large part because they hansiderable flexibility and are not

trapped by an absolute seriousness. They reprasgmitit that is determined to introduce
playfulness, lightheartedness, and laughter ifécds a whole. They therefore exemplify

a resiliency of spirit that may be down but nevet. @hey are able to celebrate life not

only when everything is coming up roses but whesrghing is coming up dandelions,

or perhaps coming up with nothing at fl.

What Edwin Good says concerning the ironic visibthe Hebrew Bible is true also of

its comic vision in the book of Job. It lends ifdel “a perception of human life as it is lived and

a vision of life as it ought to be lived” Humor provides a way to address “the dialectical
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ambiguities®®

that are an inherent part of life. Even where hums@resent, it is so subtle that it
does not detract from the depth of the agony obtkadth of the dilemma within Job’s soul. In
fact, it increases and magnifies the tension withstory, leading to Job’s conclusion that
although human beings (Sabeans and Chaldeanspyane ifire and whirlwind) had a role in
his losses, ultimately, God is still the sourcdisftroubles. The reader knows, even if the wife
and friends of Job do not, that Job’s assessmewotiiect. Focused on God'’s positive traits, they
do not “shift blame for suffering and evil . . tdfin] human beings” to God. Job focuses on
God’s negative traits and is able to shift blanrehis situation to God, despite the repeated
urgings of his friends.

The book of Job affirms the complexity of the dednuman relationship. On the one
hand, there are good days with God—the days thmkabhms for in 29:1-5. On the other hand,

there are days when one curses (3:2) and lame2is) ([deing human. Life is complex, full of

contradictions and paradoxes—so too the divine/murakationship. How could it be otherwise?

Personal Perspective

| propose that Brueggemann'’s hypothesis of “origonadisorientation, reorientation” as
presented in his booRraying the Psalm%’’ provides an effective way of looking at Job, the
progression of the book, and the response of @iere This progression parallels the movement
of the book of Job and Job himself. Orientation eeatientation describe the plot of the
prologue and outcome of the epilogue, respectivi@éyattering of orientation describes the
perspective of the reader’s initial contact witk firologue. The epilogue offers the reader
reorientation and resolution. Disorientation isegatiption of Job’s experience and the poetic

section of the book. Disorientation representdiiiiek’s capacity to be unsettling to the reader.

676. John E. Benson, “The Divine Sense of Humbrglog 22 (1983): 195.
677. Brueggemantraying the Psalm@Ninona, MN: Saint Mary's Press), 1993.
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Re-orientation represents the place where Joldbk, and the reader “get it.” “Getting it”
carries with it the possibility of learning a nefellesson. Once fully gleaned, this new lesson
carries the potential to change one’s perspecfivgoal, self, and life.

For Job, this new lesson means incorporating rdttzer denying or rejecting what he
experienced. In the midst of his losses and histsgal dilemma he enlarges his understanding of
God, life, and himself. Similarly Crenshaw observése book Job becomes a drama consisting
of three episodes: God afflicts Job, Job challelges, God challenges Job. Another way of
stating the drama is the hidden conflict, the donéixplored, and the conflict resolvetf®

The phrase “walking dead” describes someone whex@erienced the social death of
soul murder. This “murder” disconnects a persomfather people and the world around them.
Disconnected from family, friends, God, and tharerdcommunity, Job experienced the life of
the walking dead. If Job were to make the next stéps life, he had to be willing not only to
tell the truth, but to face the painful, unpleasdifftcult truth about himself, his situation, and
humanity—neither of which was as knowledgeablgaserful, or as good as they would like to
be.

One might wonder how Job worked through his sgtituisis given that the movement
through orientation, disorientation, and reoridotatvas not easy. THéour tenets of womanist

ethics”®"®inspired by Alice Walker's definition of Womanii&tas delineated by Stacey Floyd-

678. CrenshawQld Testament Wisdor@9.

679. Floyd-Thomasylining the Motherlode: Methods in Womanist EtHiCseveland: Pilgrim Press,
2006), 8.

680. Alice Walker used the tervlomanisin her book)n Search of Our Mothers’ Gardens: Womanist
Prose(San Diego: Harcourt Brace & Company, 1983), xi-4ier definition follows:Womanist 1. From
womanish (opp. of "girlish," i.e., frivolous, irrespons#élnot serious.) A Black feminist or feminist of@o From
the black folk expression of mothers to femaledteih, "You acting womanish," i.e., like a womanublity
referring to outrageous, audacious, courageoudliful behavior. Wanting to know more and in greater depan
is considered "good" for one. Interested in groywndoings. Acting grown up. Being grown up. Intencheable
with another black folk expression: "You tryingkie grown." Responsible. In char@erious 2. Alsa a woman
who loves other women, sexually and/or nonsexuallgpreciates and prefers women's culture, wonemngtional
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Thomas in her boolining the Motherlode: Methods in Womanist EtHitsprovide a lens for
analyzing Job’s move through disorientation and@p@utside the community to reconciliation
with God, friends, family, and being restored te tommunity.These tenets are “radical
subjectivity, traditional communalism, redemptifdove, and critical engagemerff?

The concept of radical subjectivity requires tthat African American woman tell her
story and that of her people. This telling of tharg requires a recognition of and confrontation
with the self that requires honesty, yes painfuldsty, about the world, life, and oneself. This
type of honesty allows one to come face to facé vaality, no matter how difficult. It provides
the basis for letting go and moving on. Job’s rafis allow someone else to define him or tell
his story is the basis of his integrity.

This willingness to be radically subjective is aioaequirement for having “real”
conversation. Job’s friends could not live withafeconversation and Job could not live without
it. In his refusal to be consumed by his friendgk of “real” conversation about their theology,
his determination to hold fast to his integrityddms sense of self, Job exhibits a radical
subjectivity that his friends just can not hantffe.

Traditional communalism insists that the African émsan woman recognize that she is

not just an individual, but rather she is an indiaal in community with other people. Although

flexibility (values tears as natural counter-bakaon€ laughter), and women's strength. Sometimesslawdividual
men, sexually and/or nonsexually. Committed to isahand wholeness of entire people, matel female. Not a
separatist, except periodically, for health. Tradially universalist, as in: "Mama, why are we brpink, and
yellow, and our cousins are white, beige, and iadans.: "Well, you know the colored race is jukela flower
garden, with every color flower represented." Ttiadally capable, as in: "Mama, I'm walking to Cdaand I'm
taking you and a bunch of other slaves with me §lRe'lt wouldn't be the first time." 3. Loves masLoves dance.
Loves the moorLovesthe spirit. Loves love and food and roundness elsastrugglel ovesthe folk. Loves herself.
Regardless4. Womanist is to feminist as purple to lavendiespired by Walker’s work, Katie Cannon adopteel th
term ‘Womanist’ in 1985 for academic study in thenérican Academy of Religion (AAR) and the Society o
Biblical Literature (SBL) as the voice of womenAidfican descent in her booBJlack Womanist Ethid@tlanta:
Scholars Press, 1988).
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community begins with her own family (spouse, ctald parents, other relatives, as applicable)
and her own African American people, it extendaltdiumanity. The roots of this
communalism begin with African traditions that en&d Africans brought with them to this
country. The legacy of communal consciousnessyidemced by continued practice of African
Americans has been a corrective to the rugged ithatisnt®* of North American feminists’
focus on gender issues and to Black Theology wstfoicus on racism.

While the reader may see Job as guilty of a sesase of egotism in his relationship with
his community, Job himself is convinced that hetheasted everyone with kindness and fairness.
From his perspective, he lives in a balanced ijgeddence with everyone in his community.
Indeed, the fact that his community, those to wineninas extended kindness, have turned
against him is part of his grief and pain. Yetthe epilogue after he prays for his friends,
traditional communalism is an essential factorigwrhstoration as he reconnects with family and
community.

Redemptive self-love is a matter of attitude tavaneself. This is an attitude of positive
self-regard wherein a woman values herself. Valaingself means maintaining the balance
between doing what is needed to reach a goal witt@muapromising oneself or one’s values. It
means living a life of integrity for the sake offsnd community. This is a positive self-regard,
a positive self-love that knows that one can ndeegn oneself. This knowledge is the reason for
Job’s desire for an umpire, a redeemer, a witreessaike his case before God. Despite having to
wait for an answer, in effect, Job makes his owsedzefore God. Job’s sense of self, that is, his
redemptive self-love, enables him to maintain hisgrity, despite the taunting of his friends.

His sense of self, made it possible for him to f@&oel alone, without umpire, redeemer, or

witness. Lack of an intermediary is an indicatiédab’s belief in himself and in his God.

684. Craven, conversation with author, Fort Wortk, August 1, 2009.
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Critical engagement is the willingness to critiqeaditional and non-traditional views as
well as the status quo, in whatever forms they iigke. It is a willingness to engage in
conversation with the ideas and concepts of otli8rgagement requires pointing out places of
agreement and disagreement with an argument oipaievwhile noting its strengths and
weakness. Engagement means allowing others tqueibne’s own views and to learn from
others as well. Critical engagement benefits albived because through engagement “iron
sharpens iron” (Prov 27:17). Job is eager to makedice heard and to listen to others. He is
willing both to share his ideas with his friendst, them critique his ideas, and listen to and
critique their ideas as well. By submitting to Jobiitervention on their behalf before God, the
friends implicitly concede a willingness to congitleat Job was right, and they were wrong,
after all.

Job’s movement from being an outsider is “chargstier{of the] plot-line of comedy,
where catastrophe is typically followed by restimat penance by festivity, and alienation from
society by reintegration into societ$?® The book closes with Job’s relationship with God
renewedyet it is a relationship born of insights from aoriiific experience. Job has learned to
live with loose ends. Questions about divine jeshang in the air, unanswered and unresolved.
Social justice takes a turn for the better whenrégbnciles with his community and extended
family even as divine justice remains uncertairfie lgoes on for Job as he begins again and starts
a new family, ever cognizant of the family thabhsmore. He is a changed man, a generous man
whose legacy includes leaving an inheritance nbt fmm his sons (as is the custom), but for his

daughters as well.

684. WhedbeeThe Bible and the Comic Visio258.



180

Job sees both positive and negative in God. Umiikay who prefer to dismiss images of
the negative in God or have no relationship atalsaw and continued to hope, trust, and
believe. Job found his way through a time of profbdisorientation with defiance and humor.

He held on to his integrity and embraced life sfiliness. He would have it no other way.



CONCLUSION

Herbert Lefcourt writes, “In the world of the wileere are no absolute solutions to the
open-ended questions of lif€® This is certainly true of the book of Job. If dadooking to Job
for definitive answers to questions on theodiceg, tlature of God, the nature of humanity, and
the like, one will be sorely disappointed, for &bdises with the questions it raised still
unresolved. Like an unresolved dissonant chordftrater hangs in the air and in one’s
memory, the unresolved cognitive dissonance inrdsbunds with its own cacophony of
dissident voices—voices that refuse to be conuiph®ices that refuse to be silenced.

With so many conflicting voices in the forefrotite book of Job does not answer any
guestions. Instead it challenges readers to exaamddroaden their understanding of God,
humanity, and themselves. In the same way thatcBatlenged Job to see a bigger picture, so
the author(s) of Job challenge(s) the reader tagm@ broader perception of life.

It is likely that the book of Job is a product bétperiod of the Babylonian exile or
“Templeless Age.?®” Having lost a war to the Babylonians, with lead®tited in Babylon, and
the nation and the temple in ruins, Israel is atssroads. It seemed that Israel’s life was over.
The magnitude of these losses turned Israel'sioglignd its identity on its head. Crenshaw
comments:

Now the thesis that Job exemplified is that thetsil crisis in his life was no private

affair, but represented a decisive stage in Issaidaling with its God. The belief in

divine justice threatened to collapse becauseebthidens placed upon it by historical

events. The older simplistic understanding of devimovidence hardly reckoned with
powerful empires led by deities other than the Lot did it take sufficiently into

686. Herbert M. Lefcourtiumor: The Psychology of Living Buoyantifew York: Kluwer
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better reference since it is a reminder that thialites were scattered to other countries, noBabiylon.
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account the status of individuals making up théective whole. The convenient

explanation for suffering—that adversity arose asighment for sin—may have sufficed

for a brief interval, but eventually this idea puoed a mighty outcr§?®
As a consequence of struggling with this realtywhat can be thought of as a stroke of genius,
Israel turned its memories of theodic crisis, nmaiaeflection, and mourning into a sacred text
that spoke words of comfort, conviction, correctiohallenge, and change to its own community
in its own time and to communities around the wdoldgenerations to come.

Wolfers describes the theology of Job succinctlgmwhe writes, “The Book of Job
contains religious innovations . . . so far in at&of their time that neither Judaism nor
Christianity has yet been willing to fully absotiem.”®®® These innovations include a look at the
negative side of God and a view of God as enemg.Wititer(s) of Job has (have) successfully
guestioned the very foundations of biblical faithe author(s) has (have) raised questions about
the role of the God of good things in Genesis &edrdle of God, if any, in relationship to evil.
The writer(s) has (have) managed to capture tmgy itleat God is the ultimate agent of Job’s
troubles and shown that Job’s true piety comedronat following the rules but from willingness
to be in relationship and honest before God. Byetig of the story, it is clear that Job is a
person of faith, even at the worst time in his.[ifaere is plenty room for questions, even when
there are no answers. Maybe that's why the boalobfis in the canon.

There is indeed a role for a skeptic and for Jalhéhcommunity of faith and in the
world. As with Davies’s explanation of multiple meneswithin the text, Joban scholars have
multiple approaches to the question theodicy inbib&cal text. Their diverse interpretations
provide multiple memoriesf the text. Process theology allows each to stantsmwn and

contribute to the whole. Interpretation is rich@st poorer, when many voices share their

688. CrenshawQld Testament Wisdorh(5-112.
689. WolfersDeep Things Out of Darknesky.
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knowledge in the conversation. The book of Jobdatsklf to ongoing conversation about the
frailties of life. Future conversations on Job, noeyntheodicy, and God as enemy will provide
new insights about this provocative book. One eflibauties of this book is its portrayal of
“Doubt . . . [as] basic to Job’s thinkin§® In the contemporary world where doubt is so widely
accepted, it is sometimes easy to forget that wilobrwas written, his perspective that it is
possible for the innocent to suffer was “revolugion. . . [for] Biblical thinking, up to the time
of Job, expressed the idea that there is a dietationship between human suffering and death
and the human sinfulness that cause@itYair Hoffman agrees, and expresses the idea
succinctly when he says:

The daring required, against the background ob#ief system inherent in the Bible, to

suggest the possibility that even God has no deifiswer to the problem of the

suffering of the righteous in the world, is clear. This assumption forms the basis for

the outlooks upon which are based the exhortatiotise Torah and the prophetic

literature, the historiographic thinking in the Biband the biblical eschatolo§¥
Hoffman affirms that: “the message of the bookais & that there is no solution to the problem
of God’s justice.®®

The book of Job is part of telling the whole stahg unfinished story of Job, the open-
ended story of God, and humanity. While Job doesecessarily like what he hears and sees of
God and life, hence his defiance, he does comermostwith what is. Perhaps he would agree
with Dermott Cox who wrote, “God has so arrangdtat splendor and suffering are

inseparable®®* Furthermore, Job’s “knowledge is inadequate tdrebit or make sense of

it.”%%° Many say that Job’s submission indicates Job’smemce, but this is not so. If Job does

690. Israel J. Gerbedpb On Trial A Book for our TimgGastonia, NC: E. P. Press, Inc., 1982), 73.

691. Richard E. Singedpb’s Encounte(New York: Bookman Associates, Inc., 1963), 146.

692. Yair HoffmanA Blemished PerfectioiThe Book of Job in Contef@heffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1996), 250-251.

693. Ibid, 252.
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184

submit, it is only to an unpleasant risky real®pnx describes it this way, “The ‘submission,’
however, is not to authority or power, but to mygt&®® Job does not question the power and
wisdom of God; he questioned God'’s use of that pawwvays that are less than beneficent to
humanity. For him, the mystery even includes “iberty that God has inserted into creation—
freedom implies the capacity to do wrorfg”

The book of Job presents a theology that is notesged in any other biblical book. Job
simultaneously believes and trusts God even aguktd and questions God. Perhaps Terrien
said it best. “There is faith at the very core isfinfaith.”®® Job learns to be a peace with doubts
and unanswered questions.

The presence of this book in the biblical text ffaffs Job’s dissenting voice of pathos, a
voice that conventional wisdom would rather mutfi&’ As sacred scripture, it is evidence that
even the voice of the skeptic can be useful asanmef exploring and encouraging faith.
Through repetition and a tight literary structutes author has managed to create a forum
wherein questioning the status quo is not only piad®e, but also it becomes part of sacred
scripture and of skeptics and the faithful for gatiens to come.

From his first word to last word, it is clear tlatb thought of God as his enemy. It is
easy to write his perspective off as just a metafitrohis feelings at a time of intense despair
and spiritual crisis in his life. | submit, howeyérnat the image of God as enemy is not just a

literary device for a chaotic time in someone’s.liOn the contrary, God as enemy is a metaphor

695. Ibid., 101.
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designed to say something about negatives in Gddrne@od’s relationship to humanity. Surely
it shocked its ancient audiences just as muches @gmudiences today.

Job fully understands that “By questioning God’areltter . . . [he] casts his own
character into questior® “He was willing not only to question God, but tefend himself to
the end. Even as the book draws to a close, Jole'stipns and his defense remain visible for
everyone to see. He held his own, in part becaissstiffering hassmpoweredhim . . . [even
though he is] now among the disenfranchis@dThe power of the pain is the power that
propels one toward healing. Job’s pain was powéofuhe hurt mentally, physically,
emotionally, and spiritually all at the same time.

If he were to survive, Job had to find a path tew future story”

21t was a path that he
had to walk alone. It was the path of a differemindmer—a drummer whose beat only he could
hear. He gave up on the idea of trying to conviautgone of this side of God. People saw what
happened to him, but they could not see beyond thlegtcould see with their physical eyes.
They could not see the spiritual implications df’'aighteous life. So yes, Job gave up on his
expectation of having a relationship with anyone@wbuld empathize with him. There was no
point in trying to convince his friends, or Elihorfthat matter. In the end, the path called for
restored relationship with everyone who had regebien and his ideas. He had to learn to live
with the fact that not only was God his enemy, dsb that no one would ever fully understand

him or his journey. There would always be unfudiillspaces in his relationships with others, and

he would just have to learn to live with that.

700. lbid. 73
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While he does not repent or like what he hearshi$nast response to God, Job admits
that he has been converted to God'’s viéW His encounter with God necessitated a theological
“shift from an anthropocentric point of view to astnocentric worldview [that] requires not only
a new cosmology . . . but also a reexamination afiynif not most of the tenets of . . . faitf®

For Job, embracing life in its fullness meant cagrtim terms with the loss of property,
simultaneous tragic death of all of his childresd of health, estrangement from his wife, loss
of relationship with God as he knew it (knowingtt@aod initiated the troubles in his life even
though he was blameless), strained relationshifis ms friends, and rejection by his
community. Embracing life in its fullness also meareating a new future story despite his
losses. He had to start over and enter a new mid$e and an understanding of God big
enough to encompass his experiences with God,abe gnd the bad. Kinet explains:

Job has come to know a God who is different froat God he has believed in hitherto. .

. . He started off believing in the familiar (aralculable) God of his friends’ theology.

Now he encounters a hostile God who considerstémalards of justice valueless. Job

does not want to give up the God he has believegkirhe is reluctantly compelled to

recognize the God he has experienced in suffeBodie hopes, believes and demands
that the God of his faith will vanquish and agaipersede the violent and unjust God of

his experience. He claims the restoration of tiveupé of God he had believed .

One of the key insights from Job is “the important@uman experience in the shaping
of theology. Job’s experience was judged theoldlgicamsuitable because it was
unconventional *® Yet, experience had always been part of Israeldetstanding of God.
“Genuine theology is never divorced from experiemmvever; it develops as a way of

understanding it, or dealing with it, of shapinglihe more original the experience, the more

distinctive the theology. The book of Job shows hibgsingular experience of one individual
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can challenge a theological tenet of a grod.How could the friends understand Job’s
position? Since, they did not experience the kinfdesses Job experienced, they could not
identify with his situation or his understanding@dbd.

Rather than reject new knowledge, Job’s story speakhe need to examine and
incorporate it. Bergant surmises, “New experierargs new insight must not only be evaluated
in the light of traditional teaching, they mustatsitique the claims of that teachin@®As with
Job’s friends, many are surprised to know that “Gegbproval is given to the one who claims
that theology is limited and not to those who inist it is adequate as it stand$’New
experience yields new theology. New theologiehenttventy-first century witness this reality.
Certainly, Job’s “story shows that, while peopleyrba subject to the limitations of societal and
theological perception and articulation, they mgtcling to these limitations when corrective
insights present themselve$®

Theodicy and related issues were presented, bet mesolved in the biblical text. In
other words, the answer is that there is no andM@ronly does the reader come to this
conclusion, “Job begins to reali#teat there are no answerand, slowly at first, he begins to

slough the commonly held theological beliefs ab®ad,”**

though he doesn't as yet have a
new understanding to replace his previous belf@tse whole represents a harsh transition from
doubtsaboutGod’s way of dealing with his creation to a diractusatioragainsthim of the

criminal misuse of power’*?
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People want to know “What is the final answer?Jab, as in life the answer is, there is
no answer. The lack of a resolution at the endbfsignals that Job was an attempt to present
multi-faceted conflicting understandings of Godislllack of a final answer may seem to be loss,
but it is not. It paves the way for new understagdiand dimensions of faith. Covenant
theology, temple theology, retribution theologydameation theology exist side by side. Process
theology makes it possible to see and live withtémsion and ambiguity of this dialectic.

Presenting an alternative to traditional theologg risky. The “school of storytellers,
poets, sages and editorial scribes who workedddngps as long as a dozen generations on a

single theme™

3 knew the importance of supporting and presenieglogical risk and
innovation. The preacher of Ecclesiastes was righere is a time for everything, even a time to
think the unthinkable, to think of God as enemy.

The reader must continually discern not only wkatnd is not transferrable from
biblical texts to the contemporary world but alssthe application is to be made. Job’s story is
a reminder that questions and doubt are part gbtimaey of faith. Questions, even if
unanswered, lead to an enlarged understanding @fa@d humanity—an understanding that is
big enough to embrace life in its fullness, a feia that includes the blessings and realities of
life.

It is clear that the book of Job presents a com@lea capable of relating to an
incredibly complex world. The negative side of Gmatjuding the image of God as enemy, was
Israel’s way of taking the unpleasant realitiesfefseriously. Over time, this image became part

of a life of faith. This image became part of sdcseripture and wastended to reflect the

character of God.

713. TerrienJob: Poet of Existenc@6-27.
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In 1952, J. B. Phillips challenged his generatmrethink its concept of God with his
book, Your God is Too Smalt? Cox expresses a similar idea when he writes, “Bae to
meet man [or woman] thus, on man’s [or woman'shiealone, in a courtroom dominated by
human reason, he would have to abdicate his owmenédr he would be accepting man’s
limited conception of him™° The need to rethink perception of God, for theesaikthe
individual and the community, is as great todayt ass in Phillips’s generation. Conversation
can be a source for an enlarged understanding @fa@d humanity in the twenty-first century
just as it was in the time Job was written.

Further investigation of this undegyexed image of God is ripe for further analysis in
an age when many perspectives dot the intelle@adkcape, any of which can be mined for
insights into the negative side of God and the enafgGod as enemy. The image of a
compassionate, merciful God contains a vision lahailt is best in life. Likewise, the image a
judgmental, vengeful God encompasses a vision tiiat is worst in life. Combining the two
images to an'hdegree portrays a God like the one in the HebréveBi-a God who is
compassionate and just. The two images clash ancoignitive dissonance remains.

The image of God as enemy is fruitful enough toagregconversation for generations to
come. | invite readers to join me in this delibemat | invite others on the journey of exploring
further the image of God as enemy in Job along wiiter images of the negative side of God in
the Hebrew Bible as a means of discovering a Gge&bough and complex enough for today’s

world.

714. J. B. PhillipsYour God is Too SmalNew York: MacMillan Publishing Co., Inc., 1952).
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