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General Introduction

GENERAL INTRODUCTION

0.1 A Hermeneutic of Reading:
A Triad of Text, Reader and Interpreter

Even though'ithis thesis is a research work in an Old Testament prophetic book, and not
principally an exercise in biblical hermeneutical principles, it will not be out of place
beginning this introduction with an appeal to two New Testament (Lukan) episodes that
throw some light on the hermeneutics of reading the Bible, which, however, encapsulate
the intent and major axes of the exercise we propose here. Nevertheless, each of the two
episodes has something to do with reading an Old Testament scroll, and each cites an Old
Testament text. As such both deal with the question of intefpreting the Old Testament.
The first is a conversation between Jesus and a lawyer (Luke 10:25-28; cf. Matt. 22:34-
40; Mark 12:28-31). The lawyer puts Jesus to test and asks him what he must do to
inherit eternal life. The response Jesus gives is couched in two questions: “What is
written in the law? How do you read?” (Luke 10:26). The lawyer answers the first
question by citing some of the demands of the Covenant in the Pentateuch. In brief, you
must love your God whole-heartedly and love your neighbour as yourself (Luke 10:27;
cf. Deut. 6:5; Lev. 19:18). “You have answered well. Go and do likewise and live”, Jesus
tells him. But to justify himself, the lawyer demands who his neighbour is, a question
Jesus answers by means of a story and analogy. The second is the encounter between
Philip and the Ethiopian eunuch (Acts 8:26-40). Behold an unnamed eunuch travelling
and reading a text of Isaiah (cf. 53:7-8), and Philip, prompted by the Spirit to join him,
asks him a question that should remain paradigmatic in any reading exercise: “Do you
understand what you are reading”? This question meets an answer that hints to a failure
of the reading process and gives rise to a foundation to any hermeneutic exercise: “How

can [ unless somebody guides me”?

Authors agree that the triad — the text (scroll), the reader and the interpreter — as is
exhibited in each of the two episodes above, forms the best paradigm for reading the text
of the Bible. The interpreter must not necessarily be understood as a person. In principle,

it is the hermeneutical key. In the episode in Luke’s gospel, the triad is clear: the lawyer
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is the reader, Jesus asks him of the text (“what is written in the law?”) and the
hermeneutical key (“how do you read”?). In the Philip-eunuch encounter, the triad is no
less clear. Prior to the encounter, one among the three elements was lacking. There was
the text, the reader, but a correct hermeneutics was still lacking which would lead to a
comprehension of the text by the reader. The question by the eunuch, “How can I unless
somebody guides me” is very direct about this. Philip was to provide this missing link
because he possessed the hermeneutics of reading, a key which could unlock the text.
Philip belonged to a reading community which had imbued him with the correct
hermeneutics to unlock the knots of the text, and with that he could interpret the text to

his and to the Ethiopian’s satisfaction.

Apart from the presence of the triad, there is another common element in these two
related episodes. After reading each of the episodes, the reader has the impression that the
goal of the intersection of the three elements was not just to produce a reading pleasure,
but was to effect a change on the reader. In the first episode from the Gospel of Luke, the
story shows that after the lawyer had enumerated some of the items in the covenantal
demands, Jesus demands him to go and do so and live (cf. Luke 10:28). But from all
indication, because the lawyer answered only the first part of Jesus’ question (question
about the text) and not the second (the approach to the text), a question which
interrogates the reading key, he seemed compelled to ask a further question, presented as
a desire to justify himself. He needed to ask Jesus to provide the answer to the second
question, to provide him with a reading scheme, a framework. His question, “But who is
my neighbour” therefore becomes a demand for the correct hermeneutics to understand
the word “neighbour” in the answer he already provided to the first question by Jesus.
This led Jesus to relate to him the story of the Good Samaritan (cf. Luke 10:29-37). After
the story, an exchange of question and answer led ultimately again to the introduction of
the aspect of persuasion aimed at change on the part of the reader: “Go and do like wise”
(Luke 10:37). In the episode of the Acts of the Apostles, Philip helped the reader (the
Ethiopian eunuch) to become a participant in the reading community sharing the same

hermeneutical key with him. The hermeneutics provided made such a sense to the
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Ethiopian eunuch that he was persuaded to demand for baptism. Reading leads to

understanding. Understanding leads therefore to action.

The research work we have set out to do could therefore be seen from the perspective of
the description above, in the interaction of the elements of the triad. In essence, we
engage in an exercise of reading a particular text (Jer. 26-29), equipped with a definite
interpretive key (the narrative method) and finally aimed at understanding and
discovering how the interaction between the readers (us), the text, through the perspective

of the chosen methodology speaks to the readers of today from the theological standpoint.

0.2  Our Subject, Text and Scope

Many theses have been written on the book of Jeremiah. The book does not lack
commentaries and monographs on its different editions or versions, “books”, chapters,
units, oracles, narratives, imageries, symbolisms, theologies, personages, even verses and
motifs. In fact, as the “longest and most tumultuous prophetic writing in the Bible”', the
book of Jeremiah has attracted much attention, not necessarily because of its easy
readability, but because of the pressing challenges the text presents. It is not necessary
here enumerating the many aspects of the discussion that have made the book “an

intractable riddle™

, which will be partially the subject of our very first Chapter. But
largely, on the one hand, the scholarly community has racked brains to understand the
compositional history, the relationship between the various extant texts of the book, the
traceability of the historical prophet or the grounds for associating the words in the book
to the prophet or not, the explanation of the book’s kindred nature with Deuteronomy,
and in the recent times, the understanding of feminist voices, the sociological and
ideological elements in the book, etc. On the other hand, the ecclesial and faith
community has seen in the figure of the prophet, and in the canonical form of the extant

text, a sort of covenantal charter, and has heard in the voice of the prophet, an invitation,

in the circumstances of today, to live the covenantal demands, and to engage

' STULMAN, Jeremiah (AOTC), Nashville, 2005, p. 1.
2 A.R.P. DIAMOND, /ntroduction, in A.R.P. DIAMOND et al. (eds.), Troubling Jeremiah (JSOT;
Sheffield, 1999, p. 15-32, see p. 15.
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meaningfully in human affairs of today, taking as point of reference, the symbolic

representations exhibited in the text.

We do not intend, in the present research work, to arbitrate as to which is the best prism
through which the book of Jeremiah should be viewed. We have chosen to look at
chapters 26-29 of the Massoretic text, a choice (about the text) which does not imply
taking sides in the great debate as to which among the extant versions is/are more
original, more anterior and more logical in its/their internal organisation, a sort of
evaluation which characterises most of the commentaries from the historical critical
standpoint. From the literary point of view, which is our concern here in the analysis that
will follow, the two texts (talking in particular of the Massoretic and the Septuagint) are
two complete and different books, demanding to be treated each independently of the
other. Of course, we are not unaware of the textual differences between the Massoretic
and the Septuagint texts in general, the shortness of the Septuagint when compared to the
Massoretic text, and specifically the different placements of 26-29 (33-36 in the
Septuagint), which shall only have attention on a general level (Part One Chapter One).
We judge that entering into the details of the many diverging propositions in the textual
debate is outside the scope of our work. But the choice of the Massoretic text is on the
one hand for reasons of convenience; the existence of commentaries based on this text,
and on the other hand because of its status as the canonical text in its original language.
Specific differences between the two texts with respect to 26-29 will be mentioned in due
course when the fact of the difference would help in throwing light to the analysis of the
section or verse in question. The reading we propose is a narrative analysis with an
interest at the same time in the theology evident in this chosen block. The narrative
reading of the four chapters provides the scriptural basis for asking relevant questions
concerning the problem of true and false prophecy, which we identify to be the major

theological theme in the block under study.

The choice of this subject is on the one hand, due to personal interest in the prophetic
books of the Bible, especially in the narratives that confront the status quo and attempt to

suggest an alternative consciousness to the deficit existing programme, and on the other
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hand, due to circumstantial exigencies. Coming from a tradition that has more or less
only exegetes and biblical theologians trained in the historical-critical method, the work
aims at exploring the potentialities of the narrative method in exegesis, with a view of
introducing and popularizing it in my own milieu. Moreover, since the popularisation of
the narrative methodology in the English and French speaking world, the prophetic books
have not enjoyed as much attention as other corpus of the Hebrew Bible, especially the
patriarchal and historical books. Finally, in an African religio-cultural context marked by
a range of denominational and religious pluralism, and in a situation where the different
competing religious voices vie for authenticity, what are the recipes for authentic
prophetic action and what are the indices of its relevance? To what extent can the study

of the book of Jeremiah in general, and precisely chapters 26-29, help in this regard?

There are many other texts in the Hebrew Bible that deal with prophetic confrontations,
or with the old and unending question of the discernment between true and false
prophecy, but we judge that Jer. 26-29 as a block, and especially the direct duel in
chapter 28 between Jeremiah and Hananiah, is the climax and the most eloquent
dramatisation of this problem in the Bible. It is equally true that the problem of true and
false prophecy in the book of Jeremiah begins already in Jer. 23, our decoupage from Jer.
26 is justified on the grounds that we identify a sequence of events connected to each
other beginning from chapter 26 till 29. Even though we are reserved, from the point of
view of strict narrative parlance, in finding a roundly unified plot in the strict sense of the
term in these chain of events, we could still, in a derived sense, notice a flow of story, a
narrative logic which begins with the prophet’s preaching in chapter 26, the tensions that
are raised, his vindication as a true prophet, his fulfillment of this role in 27 and the
challenges to the false prophets, a personification of the false prophets in 28 in the person
of Hananiah who bets the challenge by a peaceful oracle and a counteraction of
Jeremiah’s symbolic act, Jeremiah’s victory by prophesying the death of this opponent
and its realisation, and finally Jeremiah’s own vision of peace and the conditions on
which the latter is possible in 29. Moreover, the generally accepted opinion designating
chapters 1-25 of the book of Jeremiah (Massoretic Text) as an articulation of “uprooting,

overthrowing and destructing” regar@ing the symbolic world of Judah, and chapters 26~
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52 (same text) as the “planting and the rebuilding” of the ruins of destruction, makes it
convenient to begin with chapter 26 which forms an introduction to this articulation of
hopeful configuration after the catastrophic thrust of the “first scroll”. This block of
chapters departs sharply on the one hand from the preceding chapter 25, which could be
considered as a climaétic statement ending the series of destabilisations characteristic of
1-25, and on the other hand from the following chapter 30, which begins a new “book”,
that of consolation, with its unmistakable accent on promise and hope and literarily cast
in poetic style, as against the narrative nature (in general) of 26-29. This block of
chapters, placed in-between chapters 25 and 30, is mainly concerned with the
confrontations between Jeremiah and the false prophets (personified in the middle of the
block in the person of Hananiah), the latter representing the official bureaucratic interest

and the former the voice of the authentic messenger of YHWH.

0.3 Methodology

The conception of these axes of the work: narrative exegesis and theology with an accent
on context, poses a question of the conditions of its possibility in this research,
considering especially the nature of the text studied. So far in the history of research in
the book of Jeremiah, except of course in the very recent times, historical questions and
enquiries have dominated, and many authors would doubt the applicability of the
approaches with synchronic presumptions to the study of the prophetic books. Because of
this, the book of Jeremiah has remained for the most part, as described by many authors
(see our Chapter One of Part Two), either an unorganised conglomeration of disparate
unconnected elements, or a product of ideological juxtapositions that do not exhibit any
literary or theological intention, or even pieces of texts chanced together by redactional
happenstance. Consequently, works and commentaries on the book have largely
concentrated on clearly different accents but all united in the goal of discovering the
different origins of the different disparate units, or detecting the ipsissima verba of the
prophet (if any), or pinpointing the authorial intentions of the alleged different postulated
ideological interest groups. But all in all, the problems of reading the book of Jeremiah
could be said to be the question of the correct reading posture. On the one hand, some

authors have defined the correct reading posture as the attempt to determine the date and
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exact historical setting of each textual unit, asking specific historical questions about each
passage, in fact aiming at maximising the role of the actual person of Jeremiah by
assigning as much material as possible to the prophet and to accept whenever possible the
claim of the book of Jeremiah itself, that the material does indeed stem from the work of
the prophet (Holladay). On the other hand, some other authors basing their conviction on
the ubiquitous presence of the hand of the deuteronomist in the book, focus on the
deuteronomistic editing of the book of Jeremiah in the exile, some generations after the
person of Jeremiah, a fact (about the person), they claim, cannot be established either
from the text or from the process of redaction (Carroll). The extant text of Jeremiah
becomes therefore the work and product of exilic editors and redactors who have recast
and transformed the older material for the sake of the community in exile, under the
influence of the tradition of Deuteronomy, the only raw material being the exilic
experience, and their interest being in providing explanations for this experience from the
lens (ideology) of the competing schools involved. These authors claim that as a result of
the exilic community’s theological mediation of the Jeremiah tradition, we cannot
recover with any certitude any of the actual words of Jeremiah (Carroll). Yet, some other
authors see the impossibility of drawing historical conclusions from the text and to relate
it to concrete historical circumstances. The task should rather be that of discovering and
establishing the process of how the text originated and especially developed. In this
connection, McKane introduced and popularised his notion of the “rolling corpus™.
However, these three major conceptions of what the exegetical task of the book of
Jeremiah should be, which we described in our research work as “broadlinings” (Part
One, Chapter One) are yet unanimously agreed that questions about historicity, either
from the point of view of date, provenance or process, are the major entrance gate to the
book, even though they differ on the exact nature and shape of this gate, that is, how best

to articulate these historical questions.

It is this imperialism of historical sensitivities that is responsible for suspicions and
reticence in the application of synchronic hermeneutical tools to the book of Jeremiah, as
to many other prophetic books. Some would therefore say that the synchronic approach is

an attempt to bypass the problems by ignoring them (Carroll). However, we have to
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admit that the very nature of the prophetic corpus, the mostly oracular nature, the evident
disjoints, the uneasy flow of the chronological elements, the ideological voices (the book
of Jeremiah as a very classical example), contributed to this negative judgement. This is
undeniable even to champions of synchronic approaches to reading the Bible. For
example, reading most of the works dealing with the theoretical framework of the
narrative criticism for example, it is natural nevertheless to always have the book of
Jeremiah at the back of the mind, and especially the chapters studied to see how the
techniques apply. But it was revealing to discover that only very few of the examples in
these books were drawn from prophetic books, much lesser even from the book of

Jeremiah.”

These difficulties not withstanding, many encouraging factors are responsible for our
paradigm shift in our methodological option. In the first place, there is the phenomenon,
in the intellectual circle and exegesis especially, of “the Collapse of History” using the
phrase of the title of Leo Perdue’s famous book. This could be said to be the anti-
historical wave that is characteristic of modern scholarship and in fact, a call to a
democracy of methodologies and angles of view, which is in itself, a child of literary
studies in secular literature. Many factors including cultural factors played some role in
ushering in this sensitivity. From the point of view of cultural factors, the reclaiming of
imagination in countercultural and other movements of the sixties and seventies is
connected inextricably with the growing interest in story. Disenchantment with things, in
the words of Fackre, “abstract, rationalistic, cerebral, didactic, intellectualist, structured,
prosaic, scientistic, technocratic, and the appeal of the concrete, affective, intuitive,
spontaneous, poetic™ also made a huge contribution to this interest. Thus a sense of
historical relativity and interest in existentialist issues would make the story form
attractive since for many, telling a tale suggests simply a perspective stance and a
commitment that does not necessarily entail marshalling universal and absolute truth
claims. From secular literature, the in-road is made to the biblical texts. Talk about
storytelling in religion and theology is a phenomenon that gained momentum not quite

too long ago. Now in the world of prophetic books, another encouragement is the

3 G. FACKRE, Narrative Theology: An Overview, in Interpretation 37 (1983), p. 340-352, see p. 340.
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concrete evidence of narrative and poetic blocks, clearly discernible in the book, which at
least, at the first glance shows no immunity against a literary approach. And finally is the
attempt equally by renowned authors in Jeremiah research in the recent years to pave out
fresh grounds and literary perspectives of the book, a concentration to what John Hill
termed “the world of the text” as opposed to the “world behind the text”™. Many
considerations in the book that have seen the light of the day are informed by an
understanding of the text as a literary work which constructs its own world. The
individual parts of the text are seen in relationship with one another, so that the meaning
of the parts emerges primarily from a consideration of the relationship of one part with
the others and with the whole. Of secondary importance for the text’s meaning are
authorial intention, the reconstructed world behind the text, and the meaning of a
particular text at a point prior to its incorporation into the final form of the book. More
description about our methodology, as much as necessary in the work will be given in

Part One (Chapter Two).

0.4 Organisation

The work is organised in three Parts, each Part comprising different Chapters. Each of the
three Parts of the work begins with a note articulating the concerns of the Part in general,
while each of the component Chapters begins with a particular introduction and ends with
a little conclusion by way of summary; an articulation of the main accents of the Chapter
and at the same time (as transition), opening up for the discussion in the following
Chapter’. After Part Three, a General Conclusion closes the work. Here, we shall attempt
to recall the major accents of the Parts and underline the major theses in the different
Parts and Chapters and in the whole. Since the gates of exegesis have not been locked,

according to Maimonides, we shall attempt to dress other possible avenues for the future

4 J. HILL, Friend or Foe? The Figure of Babylon in the Book of Jeremiah MT (BIS 40), Leiden, 1999, p.
11.

s Throughout the work, biblical quotations would be more or less our literal translation of the Massoretic
text (BHS). For clarity of usage, chapter (small letter) will refer to divisions in the book of Jeremiah, while
Chapter (capital) will refer to divisions in our research work, e.g. we shall treat chapters 26-29 in Chapters

Two-Five of Part Two.
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of the research. By this it implies we recognise the limits of our work and the need for its |

amelioration and furthering,

Part One

Part One contains the preliminary Chapters that help to register, on the one hand, the
continuity of this thesis with the previous works in Jeremiah research, and on the other
hand, establish its specificity. So, Chapter One of this Part is a review of research in the
book of Jeremiah. As is often with exercises of this nature, we shall take as point of
departure the work of Duhm and Mowinckel in the early beginnings of the last century.
Here we must acknowledge that more detailed historical or thematic treatments of the
controversies in Jeremiah research have been done in many other monographs and
articles, especially those devoted solely to this. But the treatment here goes beyond the
mere cataloguing of issues and questions. Neither is it an attempt to arbitrate between
competing opinions and streams of thought. Its specific aim is to prove that major
approaches to the book have been more or less concerned with articulations that have
asked questions around the book’s compositional history, stages of redaction, and in
short, questions with historical-critical undertones. The absence of specific positions
taken along the discussions on the mostly debated issues shows that our interest is not
deciding which of the competing theories in each particular issue should have sway over
the other, but to hint already that we intend in this research to ask questions of a different
kind.

Consequently, the second Chapter of the Part discloses our methodological option and the
nature of our hermeneutical key to the text: the narrative method. In this Chapter, we
describe our reading strategy. Needless going into the details, we thought it necessary to
justify this option. Beginning with a notice of a phenomenon in modern exegesis, which
itself has roots in the emergence of structuralist and synchronic approaches in secular
literature, we describe the intersection of critical theory and biblical exegesis, giving as
product a variety of pluralist angles of view to the texts of the Bible; the narrative
methodology for one. The narrative method is described as “close reading”. In the main,

the aim of the Chapter is to show that considerations of matters such as reliability of the
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narrator, the description of characters and the technique of careful structuring of the
narratives can lead to a serious hermeneutical engagement with the text of the Bible. The
argument is that narrative reading can equally display a great sensitivity to the workings
of the text, a complicated text, the book of Jeremiah inclusive. In this search for meaning
from the narrative point of .view, the chapters under consideration, as a text, are no longer
interrogated from the point of view of historical or authorial veracity, or engaged with in
order to achieve a historical reconstruction, but are considered first and foremost as a
literary artefact, challenging the reader to probe into and journey along the text’s inherent

communicative strategies.

Part Two

The ground is now prepared for the narrative reading of Jer. 26-29 on which Part Two
concentrates. But since it is always good to start from a general consideration to specific
ones, the first Chapter of this Part casts a general look at the entire book from the
narrative theological point of view. Though without agreeing with Stulman in all the
details and extremities of his position, the phrase which titles his book “order amid chaos:
Jeremiah as a symbolic tapestry”é, reflects the major thesis of the Chapter. With regard to
the book of Jeremiah, there is a special type of order amid apparent chaos. The many
discrete elements and the apparent confusions and contradictions, the wildness of the
Massoretic Text, the incessant repetitions, the jumbling character of the text, the
indeterminacy of the characters in the text; YHWH, the prophet/s, are not the last word. It
depends on one’s concept of order. The book has another vision of order. In short, the
book’s ‘formal disarray’, hides a tendency, an intention that can only be appreciated

when a view on the totality is made from a stepped-back point of view.

In the subsequent Chapters of the Part, the narrative readings of chapters 26-29 are
undertaken. The option is to take the chapters one by one, even though there could be
sufficient reasons to consider some chapters together since they make a unified plot

(especially chapters 27 and 28). The nature of the scrutiny has already been defined (Part

¢ L. STULMAN, Order amid Chaos: Jeremiah as a Symbolic Tapestry (The Biblical Seminar 57)
Sheffield, 1998.
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One, Chapter Two) and so the exercise consists of close reading to discover the narrative
art in the final form of the Hebrew text. A first glance would be an attempt to delineate
the geography of the text and to identify its internal structuring. Evidently, bumps and
disjointed seams are encountered here and there. Journeying into the complicated
network of a prophetic book par excellence, one cannot avoid such a phenomenon and at
times, it is inevitable to recourse to certain presuppositions of other methodologies in
order to make the journey going. Wénin’ gives three reasons that may warrant necessary
digressions in a synchronic study. First at the semantic level, it is necessary to be able to
give the precise sense of certain words or expressions to understand the text and these
difficulties can only be adequately studied from the point of view of the ancient Hebrew
language. At the narrative level, the existence of a grammar of the narrative, that is,
genres and structures, motifs and themes, types of personages and the relations etc.
invites us to confront the narrative with others; that is, as a means of perceiving better the
originality and the specificity of the narrative studied. Finally at the intertextual level,
chapters 26-29 of the book of Jeremiah for example, is part of a vast narrative block with
which it has its connections: depending on the extent one wishes to go, the totality of 26-
45, 26-52, or the whole book of Jeremiah or even in the context of the history of the
people of Israel from creation or entry into the Promised Land till the exile in Babylon.
To isolate a little block of chapters without taking consideration of a larger literary,

historical or theological block would be missing the import of certain subtle elements.

After the narrative analysis of the individual chapters, a Chapter is considered necessary
to make a synthesis (Part Two, Chapter Six). The aim is to trace the necessary literary
and thematic connections and cohesions which the chapters have with each other, to
underline the marks to show that the unit as a whole has as a major theme, the question of
true or false prophecy, to explore the narrative characterisation of the major personages in
the block; all geared towards demonstrating a unity of theme in the chapters of the block.
Such terms like =pu (+ x2), 7271 (), vnw and n%u, and the motif of life and death, etc are

scrutinised with particular reference to the effects on the text and the reader. The Chapter

7 A. WENIN, Samuel et linstauration de la monarchie, Frankfurt am Main, 1988, p. 11-12.
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therefore has the goal of placing the individual chapters in the context of the block and

therefore making each of them a unit within an entity.

Part Three

It is true that narrative exegesis, just like many other literary approaches, proposes a look
at the biblical text from the bias of the tools for reading secular literature, making an
analysis of language and its form of expression, but is the goal of the reading exactly the
same as when one reads a secular literature or novel? We answer the question in the
negative. Human language has a variety of functions. Conveying information is not the
only purpose of language and reading the biblical text just for this purpose alone is
tantamount to reading it partially. Just as in the two New Testament episodes evoked in
the beginning of this General Introduction, there is yet a very important aspect, based on
the biblical view that language, the Word, is powerful, that it effects change, and that it
performs actions (cf. the creation narratives of Gen. 1; Jer. 1:9-10; Mark 1:25-26; 2:5,
11). Biblical literary language is so, for not only that it does something to the reader by
way of an effect of difference, this difference involves not merely an increase in
information but equally a new experience, a new feeling, and perhaps a new life®.
According to Wolfgang Iser, the goal for reading a text is not simply to exegete the text
for its treasures but to “reveal the conditions that bring about its various possible effects”,
effects which demand the participation of the reader in whose experience “the text comes

to life””. Understanding becomes a recipe for acting.

The question therefore could be couched thus: can narratology yield fruitful perspectives
to modern theological thinking? To this question, a positive answer is offered. In the
research work, the possibility of using such an ancient text to voice opinions on
contemporary theological issues, even from the bias of literary reading, is an argument.

Without neglecting the dynamics of change and without being oblivious of the danger

8 P.W. MACKY, The Coming Revolution: The New Literary Approach to New Testament Interpretation, in
D.K. MCKIM (ed.), 4 Guide to Contemporary Hermeneutics: Major Trends in Biblical Interpretation,
Grand Rapids, 1986, p. 269.

® W. ISER, The Act of Reading: A Theory of Aesthetic Response, Baltimore, 1978, p. 19.
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and fallacy of domesticating texts, nay making them sacrosanct or untouchable, it is clear
that issues about the theological problem of true and false prophecy are at the fore. And
from this, further theological questions are implicated: the reader’s personal conception
and view of God, autonomy and obedience vis-a-vis the Word of God, the faith tradition,
the dynamism and plurality with regard to it, the question of divine sovereignty and
liberty, and human relativity, the dialectics between tradition and present exigencies of
the faith, history, the courage of prophetic pronouncements in the midst of militating

forces of power, etc.

Part Three is therefore designed to address these issues. After a synchronic reading of the
Jeremiah text, the study of the literary structures and the narrative analysis involved will
be placed in a global perspective that can be qualified theological; that is, allowing the
text to dialogue with the questions of meaning and of faith as they are posed today in
theological discussions. Made of three Chapters, the first poses the question of and
considers the theological status of the prophetic books. This is followed by a second; an
attempt at inserting the book of Jeremiah in a prophetic theological tradition. The
Justifiability of these two Chapters lies in the fact that there is no unanimity among
scholars on the identity of the prophetic books, and critical stands regarding this issue
consequently question the theological status accorded to these books. The third and last
Chapter discusses the problem of true and false prophecy which is the theme of the block,
and interrogates the implications for theology today. And finally our research work has a
contextual flavour, partly because of our possible future engagements in a particular
context. It is true that it is not a reflection on a particular theological environment, it is a
reflection that does not neglect such an environment. And so, the last section of this
Chapter is devoted to discussing the specific import of this discussion on true and false
prophecy from the backdrop of a particular theological religious scene, my country. The
atmosphere in the country is such that many competing voices presently vie for attention
from the populace. Who has the truth, or better where is the truth to be located? The
discussion however does not search to go into details. It is mainly an attempt to ask the

necessary questions and to raise the consciousness from the point of view of biblical
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theology. Working on the ground in the future will surely permit entering into the issues

raised in their depth.

The research work will end with a General Conclusion where we shall try to recall and
recapture the major theses of the different Parts and Chapters, and at the same time
dressing out possible overtures to the furthering of the research. The Bibliography,
grouped according to the different areas of relevance with regard to the work, but without
claiming any exhaustiveness, not only highlights the major instruments of work, texts,
commentaries, monographs and articles we could lay hands on or actually cited, but also
include few other works that may be of interest in furthering research based on the major

orientations traced in the work.



PART ONE

EARLIER AND CURRENT ISSUES
IN JEREMIAH RESEARCH:

HERMENEUTICAL QUESTION AT THE BASE



Concept

We judge it pertinent to begin with a preliminary Part, made of two Chapters, which
investigates, as the caption shows, the traces of research in the book of Jeremiah and the
real nature of this research. These two Chapters are qualified preliminary, in the sense
that there would be no necessary logical gap if we began directly by a narrative analysis
of the chapters chosen as the subject of this thesis. However, that does not render the Part
a mere appendage or prologue. The second Chapter of this Part, which discusses our
methodological option, shows that the path toed in the research work is to a great extent
new, in the sense that most of the earlier researches in the book of Jeremiah asked
questions from a different perspective other than the one proposed in this one. As such, a
reference to the past seems necessary in order to justify the departure of the present, and
to clearly define the nature of the present. After all, definition is always made clearer by
distinction and differentiation. It is therefore simply a question of continuity and

specificity at the same time.

After Chapter One, which takes up salient problems about the book of Jeremiah,
problems that have formed the major part of scholarly debate — the exercise proposed
here is more or less descriptive analysis — we shall have discovered that the many
concrete questions could be narrowed down to a methodological one. In fact we maintain
that in the last century, a deep concern for the proper reading posture and the correct
hermeneutical key has been at the base of manifold hot debates in Jeremiah research. Has
our research work found the key? Perhaps, it has proposed other keys that open up to
many other new possibilities. Plurality and democracy of approaches become the
watchword, without at the same time meaning that any reading posture is as good as the
other, or that there are no criteria. And what of moving from literary and synchronic
reading to a search for relevance and contextualisation? This Part therefore proposes a
panorama of opinions and works already done in the research in the book of Jeremiah,
while at the same time, setting the tone and adjusting the lens for the subsequent Parts

and Chapters of the thesis.
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CHAPTER ONE
HISTORY OF RESEARCH AND PROBLEMATICS

Introduction

While Mark Biddle and John Hill have in 1996 and 1999 respectively described the text
of the book of Jeremiah as “hypertext” and as still having a “capacity to surprise™, A.R.
P. Diamond (1999) described Jeremiah research as “an intractable riddle”, and the latter
continued: “Jeremiah has proved equally so for the interpretative guild. Armed with or
against its Bernhard Duhm, Jeremiah studies has rushed toward the end of the twentieth
century into impasse after impasse on almost every major point of the agreed agenda set
for reading and resolving the problems of the Jeremiah tradition. The figure of Jeremiah

remains troubled and troubling for the professional interpretative community”’.

Attempting a history of the research of the book of the prophet Jeremiah can be done
from many points of view, what Halleman-de Winkel called “different accents™. It is
true that the most prominent issue has been the question of composition and redaction,
other issues have also greatly commanded attention especially with developments and

evolutions in exegesis’. For example, with the publication of the discoveries of the

! MLE. BIDDLE, Polyphony and Symphony in Prophetic Literature: Rereading Jeremiah 7-20 (SOTI 2),
Macon, 1996, p. 115-128.

% J. HILL, Friend or Foe? p. 218.

* A.R.P. DIAMOND, Introduction, p. 15.

* H. LALLEMAN-DE WINKEL, Jeremiah in Prophetic Tradition: An Examination of the Book of
Jeremiah in the Light of Israel’s prophetic Traditions (Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology
26), Leuven, 2000, p. 19. )

* We maintain that research on Jeremiah has been part and parcel of developments and evolutions in the
broad field of Old Testament research and scholarship ever since the publication of W.M.L. DE WETTE,
Dissertation critica-exegetica, Jena, 1805 and J. WELLHAUSEN, Geschichte Israels, 1878 which greatly
influenced historical-critical research. For elaborations of the influence of these authors in the development
of Old Testament research, see R.E. CLEMENTS, 4 Century of Old Testament Study, London, 1976; J.J.
KRAUS, Geschichte der historisch-kritischen Erforschung des alten Testament, Neukirchen-Vluyn 1988;
C. HOUTMAN, Der Pentateuch: Die Geschichte seiner Erforschung neben einer Auswertung
(Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology 9), Kampen, 1994.
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Qumran, the issue of the relationship between and the search for the more basic of the
two forms of the same book, the Massoretic Text and the Septuagint, has become equally
popular. One can therefore Speak more of histories of research than the history of
research in the book of Jeremiah. A history in question is dependent on the issue at stake.
For example in one and the same collection, Applegate and Romer trace two different
histories of two different problems in Jeremiah research, but interestingly in each case,
the historical actors are mainly the same. While R&mer traces the history of the
consideration of the book as a product of the deuteronomistic school®, Applegate in his
article traces that of the understanding and the appreciation of the “hopeful prophecy in
the otherwise outspokenly judgemental book of Jeremiah™. Surprisingly the two
different sketches begin each with the works of Duhm (1901) and continue along
historical lines with almost the same actors. For the sake of clarity and precision and at
the same time without unnecessary repetitions, we hope here to pursue this historical
tracing by first of all highlighting the problematics. Secondly, our goal will be pursued by
reviewing the major recent commentaries; each of the three commentaries which, from
all intents and bents, seems to have specified concretely and elaborated one of the many
péssible ways in which the book can be read, and the three collectively, which have in
general, also helped to highlight the limits of the past work in this prophetic book. In
concrete, we shall mention the pacesetters — those who set the agenda — then discuss the
issues they highlighted and how these issues have been handled in the research in the
book of Jeremiah, and finally conclude with a review of the opinions of whom I may call

the modern broadliners.

¢ T. ROMER, La conversion du prophéte Jérémie a la théologie deutéronomiste: Quelques enquétes sur le
probléme d’une rédaction deutéronomiste du livre de Jérémie, in AH.W. CURTIS & T. ROMER (eds.),
The Book of Jeremiah and its Reception (BETL 128), Leuven, 1997, p. 27-50.

7 J. APPLEGATE, “Peace, Peace, when there is no Peace”: Redactional Integration of Prophecy of Peace
into the Judgement of Jeremiah, in A.H.W. CURTIS & T. ROMER (eds.), The Book of Jeremiah, p. 51-90,
see p. 52.
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1.1 THE SETTING OF THE AGENDA: THE PACESETTERS
1.1.1 Duhm

In the last century, the first exegete to undertake a critical reading of the book of
Jeremiah was Duhm®, often described as a convenient starting point for the history of
Jeremiah studies in the twentieth centuryg. He marked a turning point in the history of the
research'®. After him was Mowinckel and, as Carroll remarks, “Duhm and Mowinckel
have effectively set the agenda for modern Jeremiah studies”'’. It is to be noted that since
Duhm, nearly all-critical scholars agree that the book of Jeremiah has at least two kinds
of literary material, prose and poetry. In his analysis, three major strands account for the
poetry and prose sections constituting the book of Jeremiah: the poems of Jeremiah, the
book of Baruch containing Jeremiah’s biography, and the supplements added to these two
writings by later hands. Of these three sources in the book, he affirmed that only the
poetic oracles of chapters 1-25, around 280 verses are authentic to the prophet and their
main characteristic was the dirge. The rest of the book was written by Baruch and a
succession of editors (Ergénzer), who, in the history of the transmission of the book, kept
adding to the words of the prophet'?. The language and ideas in this additional parts recall
deuteronomistic'? parts in the former prophetic books and thus according to Duhm, one
may assume that the same hands that worked in the final form of Jeremiah were also
responsible for the historical books'®. The writers of these supplements write more of

theology than history and the influences of Deuteronomy, Ezekiel, Second Isaiah and

8 DUHM, Das Buch Jeremia (KHC AT 11), Tiibingen, 1901.

® CARROLL, Jeremiah: A Commentary (OTL), London, 1986, p. 39.

' For a brief reference to a more antecedent history of Jeremiah’s research, especially from the point of
view of textual comparison, see P.-M. BOGAERT, Le Livre de Jérémie en perspective: Les deux
rédactions antiques selon les travaux en cours, in RB 101 (1994), p. 363-406, especially 365-369.

" CARROLL, Jeremiah (OTL), p. 40.

'2 DUHM, Das Buch Jeremia, p. x.

1 Generally, scholars use the term “deuteronomistic” to refer to the theological view that developed during
and after the exile and which gave rise to deuteronomistic literature, that is the books from Joshua to II
Kings. The term “deuteronomic” refers rather to things pertaining to the book of Deuteronomy.

' DUHM, Das Buch Jeremia, p. xvi.
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Third Isaiah may be discerned in their work'®. Duhm’s work can be described as pace
setting since “his three source hypothesis has continued to hold scholarship in thrall”'®
and since it has left a permanent imprint on Jeremiah research so far. Many authors after

Duhm are either elaborators!” of his opinion or opponents'®.

1.1.2 Mowinckel

Mowinckel'® took up this intuition (of Duhm) and distinguished five sources (A to E) in
the book of Jeremiah: A is the authentic oracles in poetic form found in the first part of
the book (chapters 1-25), composed by a redactor in Egypt; B is the biographic materials
in prose (26-51), the work probably of the secretary between 580-480: C is the
deuteronomistic discourses in prose found in 1-45 (mainly Jer. 7; 11; 18; 21; 24; 25; 32;
34; 35; 44), composed around 400 in Babylon or eventually in Palestine; D constitutes
the book of consolation or the oracles of salvation (30-31), which he never specified their
origin or date, while E is the Oracles against the Nations (46-51). This hypothesis by
Mowinckel has become so popular in the domain of exegesis in the book of Jeremiah that
today it is not uncommon to see such or such verse attributed to Mowinckel B or
Mowinckel C or D. And such attribution eventually became the diverging point of many
exegetes and commentaries on the book of Jeremiah especially with regard to the
authorship of the prose discourses, that is, Mowinckel C. Mowinckel denied Jeremiah the

authorship of the prose discourses of the source C and qualified them as deuteronomistic.

'* CARROLL, Jeremiah (OTL), p. 39.

'® W. BRUEGGEMANN, The ‘Baruch Connection’: Reflections on Jeremiah 43.1-7, in A.R.P.
DIAMOND et al. (eds.), Troubling Jeremiah, p. 367-386, see p. 367, published previously as The Baruch
Connection, in JBL 113 (1994), p. 405-420.

17 Mowinckel, Hyatt, Rudolph, Nicholson and especially Carroll who in 1990 writes: “This book is a
supplement of other books (a kind of Ergéinzungstext) and the social dynamics of its production will have
to be found in terms other than historical reportage of the sixth century. That is how I read the text,” see
R.P. CARROLL, Whose Prophet? Whose History? Whose Social Reality? Troubling the Interpretative
Community Again: Notes Towards a Response to T.W. Overholt’s Critique, in JSOT 48 (1990), p. 33-49,
see p. 40.

'8 Bright, Weippert, Holladay, etc.

193, MOWINCKEL, Zur Komposition des Buches Jeremia, Kristiania, 1914.
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Examples of commentaries that build on and refine the work of Duhm and Mowinckel
are those of Rudolph®, Thompson®', and even Carroll. Later scholars debated issues
about the book within this framework®?, though they might clearly or slightly disagree
with Mowinckel’s or Duhm’s position. Rietzschel for example identified the various
blocks of tradition that make up the present form of the Massoretic text of Jeremiah, but
rejected the view that prose and poetic material existed in mutual isolation, or that prose
and poetic material constitute separate sources™. Even the works of Holladay and Carroll
whose views stand at extreme (opposite) poles as regards certain issues in Jeremiah
scholarship are positively or negatively influenced by the opinion of Duhm and
Mowinckel. For example Holladay rejects Mowinckel’s source theory because the
differences between poetry and prose do not point for him to different sources®. But at
the same time, he addresses issues raised by Mowinckel’s work bordering especially on
the extent and provenance of source C, the extent of source B and its authorship by -
Baruch, the contribution of chapter 36 to an understanding of the book’s origins and

growth?,

From 1941, Mowinckel’s hypothesis began meeting serious opposition. W.O.E Oesterley
and T.H. Robinson affirmed that what Mowinckel considered deuteronomist was simply
the current form of Semitic rhetorical prose in the last part of the seventh century and the

early part of the sixth century and nothing prevents Jeremiah from using it?. This stand

2 RUDOLPH, Jeremia (HAT 1, 12), Tiibingen, 1947, reprinted, 1968, see especially, p. xiv-xxii.

2 THOMPSON, The Book of Jeremiah (NICOT), Grand Rapids, 1980, see especially, p. 33-56.

2 1. HILL, Friend or Foe? p. 3.

3 C. RIETZSCHEL, Das Problem der Urrolle: Ein Beitrag zur Redaktionsgeschichte des Jeremiabuches,
Giitersloh, 1966, p. 23.

* HOLLADAY, Jeremiah 2: A Commentary on the Book of the Prophet Jeremiah Chapters 26-52
(Hermeneia), Philadelphia, 1989, p. 15.

3 HOLLADAY, Jeremiah 2, p. 12.

% W.O.E. OESTERLEY & T.H. ROBINSON, Ar Introduction to the Books of the Old Testament, London,
1941, p. 298, cited by J. FERRY, Jllusions et salut dans la prédication prophétique de Jérémie (BZAW
269), Berlin, 1999, p. 45.
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was later to be taken up and elaborated by Holladay in his writings on Jeremiah and

extensively by Weippert”’.

1.2 THE MAJOR DEBATES: STATUS QUESTIONIS
“If any agreement exists among commentators on the book of Jeremiah in the form we
have it today”, writes Ferry, “it concerns the difficulty of tracing the history of the
formation of the book and that of articulating the process of its organisation”?®, the major
preoccupations of Duhm and Mowinckel. The reader is immediately surprised at seeing
how many diverse elements follow in succession without apparent order: some in prose,
others in poetry, some oracles are very brief while others really developed, some
narratives appear in the first person while others in the third person. The chronological
orders do not give direct indices: for example chapters 7 and 26 report the same event,
chapter 35 narrates something of the time of Jehoiakim immediately after chapter 34 has
narrated an episode which happened about ten years later, etc. There is also the existence
of the same book in two different editions with different arrangements, even with content
differences, and lastly, there is the difficulty entailed in the exact interpretation of the

contents. We take up some of these particular issues.

1.2.1 Chronology
1.2.1.1 The Issue and Significance of the Debate

The book of Jeremiah does not lack chronological hints. In fact, more than every other
prophetic book, the book of Jeremiah offers much insight into the portrait of the prophet
and the progressive development of the prophet’s ministry. The first verses of the book
give a chronological hint: “The word of YHWH was addressed to him in the days of
Josiah son of Amon, king of Judah, in the thirteenth year of his reign; then in the days of
Jehoiakim son of Josiah, king of Judah, until the end of the eleventh year of Zedekiah son
of Josiah, king of Judah, until the deportation of Jerusalem which occurred in the fifth

% See esp. H. WEIPPERT, Die Prosareden des Jeremiabuches (BZAW 132), Berlin, 1973.
8 J. FERRY, [lusions et salut, p. 41 (translation mine).
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month” (Jer. 1:2-3). Outside this chronological indication, the book of Jeremiah makes
mention again of king Josiah from the mouth of the prophet Jeremiah:

3:6  “In the days of King Josiah, YHWH said to me....”

25:3  “For twenty three years, from the thirteenth year of Josiah son of Amon, king of
Judah, until today, the word of YHWH has been addressed to me and | have persistently
spoken to you but you have not listened.”

36:2 “Take a scroll and write on it all the words I have spoken to you about Jerusalem
and Judah and all the nations from the day I first spoke to you, in the time of Josiah, until
today.”

Historical critical scholars have not considered this character of the book to give
historical hints neutrally. From the reconstitution of the prophet’s chronology, far-
reaching implications are drawn which touch deeply on the question of provenance, on
the composition of the book and on the attribution (or denial of this) of some part of the
book to the prophet himself. In fact, the differences among commentators and the
consequences of the so called lower or higher chronology depend on commentators’

interpretation of the thirteenth year of Josiah’s reign.

1.2.1.2 The Lower Chronology
Hyatt® and (especially) Holladay*® have put up series of arguments in support of a lower

chronology. “The thirteenth year of the reign of Josiah” (1:2) is thus read from the

» HYATT, The Book of Jeremiah (IB V), New York, 1956, p. 775-1142, see p. 779; ID., The Beginning of
Jeremiah’s Prophecy, in ZAW 78 (1966), p. 204-214.

* Holladay has developed his opinion on the chronology of Jeremiah in many articles and conferences
especially The Background of Jeremiah’s Self-Understanding: Moses, Samuel and Psalm 22, in JBL 83

(1964), p. 153-164; Jeremiah and Moses: Further Observations, in JBL 85 (1966), p. 17-27; A Fresh Look
at “Source B” and “Source C” in Jeremiah, in VT 25 (1975), p. 409-410; The Identification of the Two
Scrolls of Jeremiah, in VT 30 (1980), p. 452-467; The Years of Jeremiah's Preaching, in Interpretation 37

(1983), p. 146-159; A Proposal for Reflections in the Book of Jeremiah of the Seven-Year Recitation of the

Law in Deuteronomy (Deut 31, 10-13), in N. LOHFINK (ed.), Das Deuteronomium: Entstehung, Gestalt

und Botschaft (BETL 68), Leuven, 1985, p. 326-328; 4 Coherent Chronology of Jeremiah’s Early Career,
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background of Jer. 1:5, which is interpreted literally: “Before I formed you in the womb I
knew you; before you came to birth I consecrated you; I have appointed you as prophet to
the nations”. Holladay concludes: “I take it that the thirteenth year of Josiah is the date of
the prophet’s birth, 627, not the date of the beginning of his career*>!. This lower
chronology according to Holladay helps to understand many other issues in the prophetic
book and by adopting it, several nagging problems in the book are solved?: thus the
curious lack of any clear reference in Jeremiah’s oracle to the reform of Josiah (622) is
explained® and the order to remain unmarried given to Jeremiah by YHWH becomes
understandable since the order cannot be meaningful, given the fact that if Jeremiah
accepted the prophetic ministry in the thirteenth year of Josiah, then he must have been
born around 645 and so the interdiction to marriage should have been given when he was
well into his forties; a reasoning not easily tenable given the matrimonial culture of the
society at that time. According to this reasoning, a lower chronology along this pattern is
sketched.

627/6 birth of Jeremiah

609 acceptance of his vocation
609/8 discourse on the temple
605 the first scroll.

1.2.1.3 The Higher Chronology

Holladay himself however admits that his argument has not won support by majority of
scholars®. Many other commentators®® adopt the affirmations of the biblical text in Jer.
1:2 and adopt a higher chronology. According to this higher chronology, the thirteenth

year of Josiah is understood as the year of the vocation of Jeremiah and not his birth. This

in P.-M. BOGAERT (ed.), Le livre de Jérémie: Le prophéte et son milieu, les oracles et leur transmission
(BETL 54), 2™ Edition, Leuven, 1997, p. 58-73.

" HOLLADAY, Jeremiah 1: A Commentary on the Book of Jeremiah (Hermeneia), Philadelphia, 1986, p.
1.

2 W. L. HOLLADAY, A Coherent Chronology, p. 58.

¥ W. L. HOLLADAY, A4 Coherent Chronology, p. 70.

* W.L. HOLLADAY, 4 Coherent Chronology, p. 58.

3 volz, Rudolph, Bright, Cazelles, Thompson, Briend.
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position does not adopt the argument of the interdiction to marry. There is no strong
argument to show that the order to remain unmarried in Jer. 16 had not been given earlier.
Then also, going by the lower chronology, the first public act of Jeremiah would be
actually the discourse of the temple reported in chapters 7 and 26. J. Ferry points out the
problem of the possibility of Jeremiah, at the age of around 18, having to make a
discourse of such magnitude and authority like the temple sermon®. A higher chronology
more widely supported is therefore charted:

Between 650 and 645 birth of Jeremiah

627/6 the thirteenth year of Josiah, vocation of Jeremiah
609 discourse on the temple
605 the first scroll.

The problem of chronology, that is the birth of Jeremiah and the year of acceptance of his
ministry, has no significance in itself, but is tied inevitably to the problem of the
formation of the book (and the attribution of some parts of the book to the prophet
himself), which is one of the major research questions hotly debated in Jeremiah
research. Holladay has shown how he sees the question of the formation of the book
directly related to the problem of the historical Jeremiah. Jer. 36:1 connects the years of
the reign of Josiah and the order of YHWH to the prophet to dictate the oracles to his
disciple Baruch, so that the latter may put it to writing. The following year, Baruch read
the words in the temple. In Holladay’s opinion, these various historical indices revealing
the chronology of the prophet show also the course in which the formation of the book
took, and especially the authenticity of the attribution of the prose discourses to the
prophet himself. The base chronology of Holladay which hinges on a reading of the

Deuteronomy every seven years implies therefore that Jeremiah must have had occasion

3 J. FERRY, Jllusions et salut: “Enfin, toujours dans I’hypothése de la chronologie “basse’, le premier acte
public de Jérémie serait en fait le ‘discours du temple’ rapporté aux ch. 7 and 26. N’arrive-t-il pas trop tot?
Comment Jérémie avec la timidité de ses 18 ans, aurait-il pu proférer un discours d’une telle autorité et aux

conséquences si graves?” (p. 39).
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to pronounce words and sermons in these occasions®’ and therefore it is not useful
explaining the origin of these sermons by recourse to any other editor or tradition.
Carroll, for whom the prophet is a figure created (invented) by the tradition, sees the
question of the historical Jeremiah as a false proposition, and by implication, the question
of the composition of the book should be pursued elsewhere; precisely in its redactional

reconstruction.

1.2.2 Textual Differences between the Massoretic Text and the Septuagint
The disparity between the Massoretic Text (hereafter MT) and the Septuagint (hereafter
LXX) of the Jeremiah text is well known and has been an old question®®, and the question

of the relationship between the two texts has been discussed for a century and a half, A

" Holladay is very passionate with his positivistic stand on the historicity of the prophet as is shown in his
many writings on the subject. Cf. again especially W.L. HOLLADAY, 4 Coherent Chronology of
Jeremiah's Early Career; The Years of Jeremiah's Preaching.

3 P.-M. BOGAERT, Le livre de Jérémie en perspective, shows how this discussion has occupied exegetes
in the dim past: he begins with Origen and Saint Jerome who differently reacted to the substantial
differences between the Septuagint and the Hebrew text. In the La lettre 4 Africanus, around 250, in § 7,
Origen writes: “J’ai observé aussi beaucoup d’exemples chez Jérémie, ot j’ai méme trouvé de grands
changements et déplacements du texte des prophéties”, ORIGEN, Philocalie, 1-20: Sur les Ecritures et La
lettre a Africanus sur I'histoire de Suzanne. Introduction, texte, traduction et notes par Nicholas de Lange
(Sources Chrétiennes 302), Paris, 1983, p. 531. The main point of the letter is of course the difference
between the Septuagint and the Hebrew Bible but Origen tackles the question in defence of the Christian
Bible of the Septuagint. Jerome sees the issue differently and in the prologue of his translation of Jeremiah
(Hebrew) around 390-392 writes: “En outre, nous avons rectifié selon I’autorité de ’original I’ordre des
visions complétement bouleversé chez les Grecs et les Latins. Quant au livre de Baruch, son scribe, qui ne
se lit ni ne se conserve chez les Hébreux, nous I’avons omis”. (“Praeterea ordinem uisionum, qui apud
Graecos et Latinos omnino confuses est, ad pristinam fidem correximus. Librum autem Baruch, notarii
efus, qui apud Hebraeos nec legitur nec habetur, praetermisimus...”, Biblia Sacra, ed. R. Weber, Stuttgart,
1969, p. 1166). Bogaert refers then to: F. C. MOVERS, De utriusque recensionis vaticiniorum leremiae,
Graecae Alexandrinae et Hebraicae Masorethicae indole et origine commentatio critica, Hambourg, 1837,
[4]-54; A.W. STREANE, The Double Text of Jeremiah (Massoretic and Alexandrian), compared together
with an appendix on the Old Latin evidence, Cambridge, 1896, vii-379; H. St. J. THACKERAY, The
Translators of Jeremiah, in JTS 4 (1902-1903), p. 245-266 (see p. 367).
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more detailed summary of the discussion may be found in the work of Janzen®. It
suffices to state the problem roughly in the words of Holladay thus: “In the main, is the
LXX a shortened form of the MT, or is the MT an expanded form of the LXX? Or is the

question unanswerable? Is the ideal of a ‘more original’ text form unattainable”*%?

1.2.2.1 The Major Differences

Holladay*' likens the book of Jeremiah to the books of Samuel in the disparity between
their respective MT and LXX. But whereas in Samuel, MT is often shorter and defective
in comparison with LXX, in the book of Jeremiah the reverse is the case*. Friedrich
Giesebrecht estimated that about twenty-seven hundred words of MT are lacking in LXX,
while LXX has about one hundred words lacking in MT, the result being that LXX is
about one eighth shorter than MT®, P.-M. Bogaert* gives the major differences in detail:
1) “The Greek text is habitually shorter, about one-eighth, than the MT”. 2) “The place of
the oracles against the nations is at the middle of the book in the LXX (after 25:13),
towards the end of the book in the received Hebrew text (MT 46-51)”. 3) “The order of
the oracles against the nations differs. This last difference entails a difficulty in the
numeration of the verses, and we note that the critical edition of J. Ziegler and that of A,
Rahlfs (manual) do not follow the same pattern”. But the major problematic is the
various attempts to explain these discrepanc-ies and the status accorded to each of the

texts by different exegetes.

¥ J. G. JANZEN, Studies in the Text of Jeremiah (HSM 6), Cambridge, 1973, p. 2-7.

“ HOLLADAY, Jeremiah 2, p. 3.

“ HOLLADAY, Jeremiah 2, p. 2-3.

2 HOLLADAY, Jeremiah 2, p. 2-3.

“ Quoted in HOLLADAY, Jeremiah 2, p. 2.

“ P.-M. BOGAERT, Le livre de Jérémie en perspective, p. 366. See also P.-M. BOGAERT, Urtext, texte
court et relecture: Jérémie xxxiii 14-26 TM et ses préparations, in J.A. EMERTON (ed.), Congress Volume
Leuven 1989 (VTS 43), Leiden, 1991, p. 236-247.

% Translation mine. For a table of minuteuse comparison of these differences, see P.-M. BOGAERT, Le

livre de Jérémie en perspective, p. 366.
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1.2.2.2 Proposed Solutions

Schematically four*® solutions are possible to explain these differences.

a) A traditional opinion since Jerome supposes that the LXX abridges the MT and
therefore concludes that they have the same Vorlage.

b) J.G. Eichhorn was the first to oppose this view. His thesis is that the two texts came
from two editions of the book produced by Jeremiah himself*. Eichhorn thus
explained the divergence not as a textual, but as an editorial phenomenon.

¢) Movers had already in 1837, introduced the debate over the worth of the Septuagint
and he holds that the LXX represents an older text than MT and is to be preferred. The
additional materials in the latter are therefore secondary glosses, pluses that are to be
taken as expansions from familiar usage or scribal tendency to embellish, clarify, and
otherwise elaborate the text. He however admitted that there are a number of instances

of omissions in the LXX, which he also attributed to chance scribal lapse. Many

46 ). FERRY, Hlusions et salut, p. 51.

47 «According to this hypothesis, a first edition was composed in the fourth year of Jehoiakim, augmented
in Egypt with subsequent oracles, and in this form was sent to Babylon for the use of the exiles there. An
identical copy was kept in Egypt, not in one continuous document, but in a series of smaller booklets. From
this copy, Jeremiah prepared a second edition whose various additions were typical of the elaborations,
retouching and up-datings. This revised edition was sent into Palestine where it entered the Hebrew canon
and became the prototype for the received text. Meanwhile, the copy of the first edition which remained in
Egypt, was transmitted in its unrevised form (though in somewhat different order because of reshuffling of
the small booklets in which it was contained) and eventually was translated into Greek” cf. J.G. JANZEN,
Studies in the Text of Jeremiah, p. 2.

“® Movers® position in his De utriusque recensionis Vaticinorum leremiae, is given by J.G. JANZEN,
Studies in the Text of Jeremiah: “Movers holds that G represents an older text than M and is to be preferred.
This is seen first of all, he argued, from an examination of Jer. 52 together with the paraliel text in 2 Kings
25. In almost a score of instances, Jeremiah G and 2 Kings 25 agree against Jeremiah M. The additional
materials in the latter are secondary glosses, drawn from similar usage. Similarly, elsewhere in Jeremiah M
has a great number of plusses which are to be taken as expansions from usage elsewhere. Such additions
occur also in G but to a lesser extent. As for the absence of second occurrences of doublets, examination
reveals that they are secondary on internal grounds [...] the doublets common to M and G probably are also
due to secondary development, which in this case occurred before the rise of the Alexandrian recension”, p.

3.
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exegetes today® revive this view and argue for the anteriority of the LXX or at least
the dependence of the LXX on an ancient Hebrew Vorlage, and which in turn served
the base for the present MT.

d) Modern commentators® adopt a somewhat middle position. Their conclusions avoid
embracing generalisations: each difference should be examined case by case and
preference is given sometimes to MT and sometimes to LXX. For some, the
discrepancy reveals a more complicated problem than that of anteriority or
dependence. A commentator like Carroll does not search for the more original text. He
sees in the disparity between the two texts more of evidences about the complicated
origin of the book. The differences go a long way according to him to reveal and to
confirm the thesis of the presence of different underlying ideologies behind the texts

and their composition.

1.2.2.3 In the Light of the Discovery of the Qumran Texts

There has become in the recent time a breakthrough with the discovery of the Qurhran
(4QJer[a] and 4QJer(b]). This discovery has led to the affirmation that the two editions
of the text of Jeremiah are both ancient since they are both attested in the fragments of
the manuscripts. Emmanuel Tov concludes that one can discern two different types of the
Hebrew text, a longer one of the MT and a shorter one of the LXX. The two texts are
closely related, the longer being an amplification of the shorter text; the two which he
also described as witnesses to two redactional traditions distinct as well as related®'. A
stronger and wider consensus is growing, in the recent years, in favour of the originality
of the LXX of the book of Jeremiah and especially with regard to the Oracles against the

Nations. Many works on this have seen the light of the day®%, and many recent scholars

i Bogaert, Tov, Janzen, Schenker, Goldman.

* Holladay, Thompson, Bright, Rudolph, Volz, etc.

31 E. TOV, L’incidence de la critique textuelle sur la critique littéraire dans le livre de Jérémie, in RB 79
(1972), p. 189-199, see p. 191.

*2 E. TOV, The Septuagint Translation of Jeremiah and Baruch: A Discussion of an Early Revision of the
LXX of Jeremiah 29-52 and Baruch 1:1-3:8, Missoula, 1976; ID., Exegetical Notes on the Hebrew Vorlage
of the LXX of Jeremiah 27 (=34), in ZAW 91 (1979), p. 73-94; P.-M. BOGAERT, Les mécanismes
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who have occupied themselves with the problem settle more often with the anteriority of
the edition attested by the LXX over that attested by the MT>. Some recent
commentaries have even been criticised for their partial attention to the MT, as was the
case before. Reviewing the twenty-sixth volume of the Word Biblical Commcntary54,
Francolino Gongalves, using the exegesis of Jer. 7:1-15 in the said commentary as a case
in point, criticised the exclusivity accorded to the MT>. He notes that a new appreciation
is now accorded to the LXX in the last quarter of the last century. Unlike before when
these differences are taken for simple textual variants, the LXX serving as much as
possible for “ameliorating” the MT, the great majority of critiques today independently
recognise that the disparities between the LXX and the MT of Jeremiah do not concern
textual difference in the classic sense of the discipline. This is also the opinion of P-M.
Bogaert™®. He notes that the exercise of comparison between the long text and the short

text®” is not yet a finished project, and calls this exercise “exégése differentielle”®. His

rédactionnels en Jr. 10:1-16 (LXX et TM) et la signification des suppléments, in P.-M. BOGAERT (ed.), Le
livre de Jérémie, p. 222-238.

3 Writes Bogaert: “Diverses études, anciennes et récentes ont occasionnellement montré que certaines des
différences entre ces deux rédactions étaient liées entre elles. Les chercheurs qui se sont attachés de prés au
probléme concluent le plus souvent & I’antériorité de la forme attestée par la Septante sur celle attestée par
le texte massorétique. Mais il faut le dire, les grands commentaires sont restés en dehors de ces
perspectives. 8’ils reconnaissent la valeur de la Septante, c’est occasionnellement et non en tant qu’elle est
une forme cohérente du livre de Jérémie”, P.-M. BOGAERT, De Baruch a Jérémie: Les deux rédactions
conservées du livre de Jérémie in P.-M. BOGAERT (ed.), Le livre de Jérémie, p. 168-173, see p. 168. In
this article he refers to the LXX as rédaction A while the MT becomes rédaction B.

3 P. C. CRAIGIE, H. KELLY, J. F. DRINKARD, Ir., Jeremiah 1-25 (WBC 26), Dallas, 1991.

3 Writes F. Gongalves: “Le commentaire est bon. [But] Ses défauts découlent, & mon avis, de I’un ou
I’autre des présupposés ou de [’une ou I’autre des options qui le commandent. Les auteurs eux-mémes
reconnaissent qu’ils n’en sont pas tous prouvés, loin de la. Etant donnée (sic) la visée historique du
commentaire, I’exclusivité accordée au TM est I’une de ses plus grandes limites, et une source certaine de
défauts”, review in RB 107 (2000), p. 107.

% P.-M. BOGAERT, Les mécanismes rédactionnels en Jer. 10:1-16: “Il importe avant tout de rappeler
d’abord que les différences entre la Septante et le texte hébreu massorétique ne relévent pas tant de la
critique textuelle que de la critique littéraire et de I’histoire des rédactions” (p. 222).

37 Appellations by Bogaert for the MT and the LXX respectively.

*% P-M. BOGAERT, Le livre de Jeremie en perspective, p. 403.

32



Part One Chapter One: History of Research and Problematics

hypothesis, which he shares with E. Tov, J.G. Janzen, A. Schenker and Y. Goldman is
that the Hebrew model of the “texte court”, the LXX, goes back to an original Hebrew
form of the book of Jeremiah. Writes Bogaert :
“si on voulait poser la question en termes de plaidoirie, le poids de la preuve ne
parait nullement se trouver du coté de la thése de I’antériorité du texte court; il

serait bien plutét du cote de'la these de I’antériorité du texte long™*.

The hypothesis is, in other words, the anteriority of a Hebrew Vorlage from which the
LXX was translated, which in turn, later served as the base for the translation of the MT.
He maintains nevertheless that each text’s integrity should be appreciated and treated as

such.

However it must be noted that there are also some modern authors who are staunch
defenders of the anteriority of the MT. The protagonist in the recent time is Georg
Fischer who has written severally in defence of the thesis®, also using the same Oracles
against the Nations as specimen.
“Les différences entre le texte hébreu (TM) et grec (G) de Jérémie apparaissent
surtout en Jr 25 et dans les oracles contre les nations que 1’un et ’autre place & des
endroits différents. Ces derniéres années, J.G. Janzen et P.-M. Bogaert ont
soutenu la priorité de G (ou de sa Vorlage hébraique) et leur thése est devenue
opinio communis. Cependant, quelques indices parlent au contraire en faveur de la
priorité du texte hébreu qui est a ’origine du TM. Pour le prouver, cet article
analyse la transition de Jr 25,12-15, le récit de la coupe (TM: 25,15-38; G: 32,15-
38) et la fagon d’introduire ou conclure les oracles contre les nations (TM: 46-51;
G: 25-31). En fait, il semble que les traducteurs grecs aient simplifié et clarifié un

texte hébreu devenu complexe en raison d’un long processus rédactionnel”".

%® P.-M. BOGAERT, Le livre de Jeremie en perspective, p. 401.

® G. FISCHER, Jer 25 und die Fremdvdlkerspriiche: Unterschiede zwischen hebrdischem und
griechischem Text, in Biblica 72/4 (1991), p. 474-499; Zum Text des Jeremiabuches, in Biblica 78/3
(1997), p. 305-328; Les deux faces de Jérémie 52, in ETR 74/4 (1999), p. 481-489.

8! Author’s (Fischer) abstract of G. FISCHER, Jer 25 und die Fremdvilkerspriiche, p. 499.
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Since the work of comparison according to Bogaert is not yet ended, interpretations and
exclusive conclusions should remain sober. However, these interpretations are still
necessary to stimulate observation and the search for coherence. We shall, in the
translations and in the analysis of the relevant chapters in the present work follow the
MT, as already muted in the General Introduction, for reasons of choice and more of the
availability of major commentaries, which are based on it, than a judgement of text
anteriority or even originality. On the latter issue, my first submission is the recognition
of the fundamental fact of their canonical status, their differences not withstanding. In the
article of Bogaert largely cited in this connection: Le livre de Jérémie en perspective, he
concludes with a sub-heading titled: “Quelle attitude prendre en théorie et en pratique?”
His last advice reads:
“Nous plaignons-nous d’avoir quatre Evangiles? Dans le cas de Jérémie, I’identité
mot pour mot de trés longs passages pourrait donner le change, mais nous avons
vraiment deux livres de Jérémie, dont les projets distincts se manifestent dans
I’organisation générale et dans les différences quantitatives. Ne le regrettons pas.
La nature nous a donné deux yeux pour distinguer le relief”*2.
If the four gospels remain our heritage, with their similarities and differences, the textual
differences in Jeremiah should not be extraordinary. The scope of our work and the bent
permit only a notice of the fact of their similarities and differences and the much ink that

has been spilt on the issue.

1.2.3 The Question of Deuteronomistic Redaction

Basing on the thesis of Martin Noth that the corpus Deuteronomy — 1I Kings is not the
final outcome of a process of literary redaction and expansion of an original book or a
series of books, but represents the attempt of an author (or authors) to write the history of

Israel from Moses to the exile and to present a theological interpretation of that history®*,

2 p-M. BOGAERT, Le livre de Jérémie en perspective, p. 405-406.
% M. NOTH, Uberlieferungsgeschichtliche Studien 1, Halle, 1943. According to Noth, the central purpose
of the deuteronomistic historian or tradition was to provide an explanation why YHWH had rejected Israel

in the tragic events of 721 BC and 586 BC. Together with the promulgation of the Law by Moses had come
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Nicholson believes that this deuteronomistic historian wrote in the shadow of 721 and
586 BC and was concerned mainly with providing an explanation of why YHWH had
rejected his people, first the Northern kingdom and finally Judah, in these catastrophes. In
writing his history, this author or the circle of tradition (traditionists) to which he belongs,
according to Noth, had at his/its disposal a great deal of material deriving from very
varied sources and periods in Israel’s history, all of which he knit together by reworking
them into a structural unity, armed with a literary framework, which together with
frequent insertions and comments set forth his own theological interpretation and
understanding of the events he records®. For clarity of vocabulary, we refer to and adopt
Lohfink’s®® definitions of the adjectives deuteronomic (in French deutéronomique,
relating to Deuteronomy) and deuteronomistic (in French deutéronomiste, relating to

deuteronomistic history: Joshua to Il Kings)®. RSmer is of the opinion that the thesis of

the stern warning of the curse which would befall Israel if she failed to obey YHWH’s will as set forth in
this Law. The threat of this curse is already expressed at the earliest time by Moses (e.g. Deut. 4:25-27) and
repeated by Joshua after the conquest has been completed (Jos. 23:16), whilst throughout Israel’s history,
according to the deuteronomist, YHWH warned Israel, ‘by every prophet and seer’ (II Kings 7:13),
constantly calling her to obedience, but to no avail (cf. Jer. 7:13; I Kings 9:6ff.; II Kings 7:23; 21:14ff.).
Now in the period in which the deuteronomistic history made its appearance, the threat, which had come
with the giving of the Law and in the preaching of the prophets had been violently realised and Israel, who
had rejected YHWH’s Law and ignored the warnings of ‘his servants the prophets’, had fallen under the
curse of the Law. What had occurred in the events of 721 BC and 586 BC was thus described as the
judgement of a righteous God upon a wayward and disobedient people.

 E.W. NICHOLSON, Preaching to the Exiles: A Study of the Prose Tradition in the Book of Jeremiah,
Oxford, 1970, p. 72.

 N. LOHFINK, Les traditions du Pentateuque autour de ’exil (CE 97), Paris, 1996, p. 42.

% N. LOHFINK, Les traditions du Pentateugue : “Je commence avec des réflexions sur 1’étiquette
‘deutéronomiste’ que nous collons sur des textes de plus en plus nombreux. Wellhausen a réfléchi sur la
terminologie qui s’imposera plus tard, lorsqu’il a défini le début du livre de Josué dans sa composition de
I’Hexateuque. Sa formulation pourrait servir de point de départ : ‘Jos. 1 est purement deutéronomiste c’est-
a-dire composé par I’écrivain qui a serti la Loi deutéronomique. Cet écrivain peut étre désigné comme le
deutéronomiste, pour le distinguer de I’auteur du Deutéronome proprement dit’. On distingue donc ici entre
‘deutéronomique, (relatif au Deutéronome) et ‘deutéronomiste’ (relatif 4 I’Histoire deutéronomiste : Jos 4 2
Rois). Plus tard on acceptera une dépendance du deutéronomiste par rapport au deutéronomique : la Loi

deutéronomique (Dt 12-26) Iui est supposée antérieure. Peuvent donc étre désignés comme
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deuteronomistic redaction of the Pentateuch as well as of the historical books entered into
scientific discussion following the works of de Wette® and Ewald®®. This phenomenon
continued its fast propagation but it was in the book of Jeremiah that exegetes noted first
the presence of a very strong resemblance both in style and in theme with Deuteronomy
and/or with deuteronomic texts®, and such a notice further constituted and equally

constitutes an issue of great divide.

1.2.3.1 The Book of Jeremiah and Deuteronomy

Reading the book of Jeremiah, one notices a very close border with Deuteronomy-I1
Kings, both in general outlook and in specific accents. In broader terms, there is,
generally, a pro-Sinaitic slant in the book of Jeremiah. Some authors have identified
Jeremiah as a new Moses, the Lawgiver or a teacher of the Law™. The books of Jeremiah
and Deuteronomy, for example, share the same social views, demanding from each
Israelite a brotherly treatment of his neighbour (cf. Deut. 5:20; Jer. 9:4-9), from judges to
Judge justly (cf. Deut. 16:18-20; Jer. 7:5-6, 9; 8:8) from kings and from all not to pour
away innocent blood (cf. Deut. 19:10; 21:8; Jer. 2:34; 7:6; 22:3). In specific terms, there

deutéronomistes des textes qui, du point de vue de la langue ou du contenu, ont des accointances avec le
Deutéronome — voire avec seulement la Loi de Dt 12-26 et qui en sont dérivés” (p. 42).

¢ For the biography of W.M.L. de Wette (1780-1849), cf. especially J.W. ROGERSON, W.M.L. de Wette,
Founder of Modern Biblical Criticism: An Intellectual Biography (JSOTS 126), Sheffield, 1992.

8 Cf. T. ROMER, La conversion du prophéte Jérémie a la théologie dewtéronomiste, p. 28.

% T, ROMER & A. DE PURY, L "historiographie deutéronomiste (HD): Histoire de la recherche et enjeux
du débat, in A. DE PURY, T. ROMER & J.-D. MACCHI (eds.), Israél construit son histoire -
L’historiographie deutéronomiste i la lumiére des recherches récentes (Le monde de 1a Bible 34), Geneve,
1996, p. 9-120, see p. 25.

™ For articles that attempt such a comparison, see for example W.L. HOLLADAY, The Background of
Jeremiah’s Self-understanding: Moses, Samuel, and Psalm 22, in JBL 83 (1964), p. 153-164; Jeremiah and
Moses: Further Observations, in JBL 85 (1966), p. 17-27; EX. HOLT, The Chicken and the Egg — Or:
Was Jeremiah a Member of the Deuteronomist Party, in JSOT 44 (1989), p. 109-122; C. SEITZ, The
Prophet Moses and the Canonical Shape of Jeremiah, in ZAW 101 (1989), p. 3-27; Moses als Prophet:
_ Redaktionsthemen und Gesamtstruktur des Jeremiasbuches, in BZ 34 (1990), p. 234-245.
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are phraseological parallels and common diction”', and most often, like Deuteronomy, the
book of Jeremiah has covenantal overtones. Because of similarities of the like nature,
majority of authors concludes that the editor of Jeremiah has largely used Deuteronomy
and that the second edition of Deuteronomy often had recourse to the images and thought
of the prophet Jeremiah™. But the question still remains as to whether these similarities

necessarily imply literary dependence.

1.2.3.2 Various Responses
The first major hint about deuteronomism was by Bernard Duhm (1847-1928) who, in his
commentary73 , exposed the thesis of a deuteronomistic redaction of the book, leaving to

Jeremiah only some 60 brief poems. With Mowinckel™

, inspired by the documentary
hypothesis of Wellhausen and his school that triumphed in the researches on the
Pentateuch, came an elaboration of a source theory for the book of Jeremiah, as we have
already made clear. It is interesting that Mowinckel’s source “C” is the most argued
among exegetes: it brings the whole question of the participation of Jeremiah in the
reform of Josiah, and from the literary point of view poses the question: could Jeremiah
write in prose? The question is also otherwise put: is the “deuteronomism” of the
discourses that of the prophet or of the redactor’’? While some deny the Jeremian
authenticity of the materials and qualify them as purely deuteronomistic’, others’’ affirm

contrarily that Jeremiah is their true author.

7! Already in 1914, an extensive list of these parallels has been published in G. HOLSCHER, Die Profeten:
Untersuchungen zur Religionsgeschichte Israels, Leipzig, p. 382. See also R. DAVIDSON, Orthodoxy and
the Prophetic Word: A Study in the Relationship Between Jeremiah and Deuteronomy, in VT 14 (1964), p.
407-416; M. FISHBANE, Torah and Tradition, in D.A. KNIGHT (ed.), Tradition and Theology in the Old
Testament, Philadelphia, 1977, p. 284-286.

"™ Cf. for example, H. CAZELLES, Jérémie et le Deutéronome, in RSR 38 (1951), p. 5-36, see p. 36.

™ DUHM, Das Buch Jeremia.

s, MOWINCKEL, Zur Komposition des Buches Jeremia.

5 P.-M. BOGAERT, La tradition des oracles et du livre de Jérémie, des origines au moyen dge: Essai de
synthése, in RTL 8 (1977), p. 305-328, see p. 306. .

75 Hyatt, Nicholson, Thiel.

" Holladay, Weippert.
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Mowinckel’s model was modified with time. It was noticed actually that the
deuteronomistic style is not limited to the prose discourses but is also present in the
interior of the oracles, for example, Jer. 23:11f and in the narrative sections for example,

Jer. 36”8, Bright notes: “When B opens his mouth, he talks like C*”°.

A further step was yet to be noticed: “C” is transformed into a redaction with the works
of Hyatt and Rudolph. Hyatt® considers that the deuteronomic editors wanted to make
Jeremiah a party to the reform of Josiah. In an article in 1951%', he maintains that “the
school of writers we call the Deuteronomists” is at the same time responsible for the
edition of the deuteronomistic historiography and that of Jer. 1-45. Rudolph on his part
borrowed Mowinckel’s model and terminology but in a more conservative way®*.
According to him, Baruch wrote “B”, and “C” is based often on the authentic words of
Jeremiah. Jer. 30-31 does not belong to an independent source but is part of “A” as
equally a certain number of Oracles against the Nations is. About “C”, he envisaged the
possibility that it could act as the principal redaction®. Subsequently the idea of one or

many deuteronomistic redactions of Jeremiah became part of research. In the English

8 T, ROMER, La conversion du prophéte Jérémie a la théologie deutérom;miste, p. 30.

™ J. BRIGHT, The Prophetic Reminiscence: Its Place and Function in the Book of Jeremiah, in Biblical
Essays 1966. Proceedings of the 9" Meeting “Die Ou-Testamentiese Werkgemeenskap in Suid-Africa”
(OTWSA) in Pretoria, Stellenbosh, 1966, p. 11-30, see p. 17, cited in T. ROMER, La conversion du
prophéte Jérémie a la théologie deutéronomiste, p. 30, footnote no. 11.

¥ J.P. HYATT, Jeremiah and Deuteronomy, in L.G. PERDUE & B.W. KOVACS (eds.), 4 Prophet to the
Nations: Essays in Jeremiah Studies, Winona Lake, 1984, p. 113-127.

8 J.P. HYATT, The Deuteronomic Edition of Jeremiah (1951), republished in L.G. PERDUE & B.W.
KOVACS (eds.), A Prophet to the Nations, p. 247-267. Cf. equally, J.P. HYATT, The Book of Jeremiah,
see especially, p. 788-790.

2 RUDOLPH, Jeremia.

8 vgs ist nicht ausgeschlossen, dass der Verfasser der C-Stiicke zugleich der Hauptredakior des
Jeremiabuches war”, quoted in T. ROMER, La conversion du prophéte Jérémie & la théologie

deutéronomiste, p. 30.

38



Part One Chapter One: History of Research and Problematics

speaking world, it was popularised by the work of E.W. Nicholson®, who strongly
insisted on the omnipresence of the deuteronomistic ideology and style not only in the
prose sermons of Jeremiah but also in the biographical texts. According to him, these
texts have their Sizz im Leben in the deuteronomistic preaching and teaching addressed to

the exiles in Babylon.

But it was W. Thiel®® who later tried to demonstrate in detail the presence of a
deuteronomistic redaction in Jeremiah. This redaction according to him presupposes the
deuteronomistic historiograpﬁy and he goes into details to pinpoint these presupﬁositions
beginning from Jer. 1 where Jeremiah is, at the moment of his vocation, presented as the
worthy successor of Moses (compare Jer. 1:7, 9 to Deut. 18:18). By way of style, Thiel
notes that Jeremiah deuteronomist uses the same stereotyped phraseology that the
redactors of the deuteronomistic history use, but created from Jeremianic expressions. He
dates the deuteronomistic redaction of Jeremiah around 550, after the death of Jehoiakim
(cf. Jer 22:25-27). Thiel goes further to note that the deuteronomistic redaction of

Jeremiah was not the last to intervene in the book.

However this consensus on deuteronomistic influence in the book of Jeremiah is

contested by a “minority”*

of exegetes who considers that this ‘evident’ deuteronomistic
character of the texts in question corresponds in fact to a Kunstprosa, a widely spread
prose type language current in the countries of Judah of the 7" and 6™ centuries BC®".
The argument is that nothing prevents attributing the text “C” to the prophet himself who
could also simply have had recourse to the same language of the editors of the
deuteronomistic historiographers, a language that Ezekiel was later abundantly to utilise.

Weippert therefore denies without qualification the deuteronomistic influence on

8 E.W. NICHOLSON, Preaching to the Exiles: A Study of the Prose Tradition in the Book of Jeremiah,
Oxford, 1970.

¥ W. THIEL, Die deuteronomistische Redaktion von Jeremia 1-25 (WMANT 41), Neukirchener-Vluyn,
1973.

8 T. ROMER, La conversion du prophéte Jérémie a la théologie deutéronomiste, p. 30.

8 HOLLADAY, Jeremiah 2; H. WEIPPERT, Die Prosareden des Jeremiabuches.
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Jeremiah and considers the prose sermons as words of YHWH directly transmitted by the
prophet. Three years later, Holladay wrote regarding Weippert’s opinion: “My own
conviction is that she has written the definitive work on the problem of the stereotyped
prose in Jeremiah, and though questions remain, I believe we can consider that this issue
is now solved”®®. This conviction does not however seem to respect adequately the spirit
of democracy of opinion in scholarship, and making categorical statements of this nature

cannot silence contrary voices.

William McKane devotes pages to moderate the two extreme positions of Thiel and
Weippert, and balances their extremities with his terminology of “rolling corpus”: “There
is a nucleus of the book of Jeremiah which is distinctive, so that the prose which is
generated by it, in connection with the processes of growth and aggregation (triggering)
which result in our extant book, is, to a greater or lesser degree, influenced by this

»%  For him also, “time has come to concentrate more on the internal

distinctiveness
relations of the constituents of the Book of Jeremiah and to be less bothered about
comparisons between the prose of the prose discourses of the book and the prose of other
bodies of Old Testament literature”°, The whole question of source C with regard to the
text of the book of Jeremiah, he sees as “an additional, critical superstructure which is not
functionally necessary and which ought to be demolished in the interests of economy™'.
Nevertheless, he admitted that this is not intended as a denial of the significant

resemblance between Jeremianic and deuteronomic-deuteronomistic prose.

A little evaluation could be necessary here, even though the limit of our work can only
permit us to sample these opinions. From the arguments above, it is clear that the
profoundly complex problem of exactly how deuteronomic or deuteronomistic the

language of the prose passages is, cannot be addressed adequately by any one simple

% W.L. HOLLADAY, 4 Fresh Look at Source “B” and Source “C” in Jeremiah, p. 403.

¥ MCKANE, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Jeremiah I-XXV, Volume I (1CC), Edinburgh,
1986, p. xlvii.

®® MCKANE, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary |, p- xlvii.

°' MCKANE, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary I, p. Ixxxv.
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answer. In spite of the efforts of scholars since the past century to address the problem, it
is clear that the linguistic evidence alone remains ambiguous and capable of generating
more than one reasonable conclusion. Michael J. Williams has posed a very important
question that should offer a guide to this discussion: “At what level of frequency is Dtr
diction considered to become ‘characteristic’ of the analysed corpus?”®* And Carolyn J.
Sharp in her Prophecy and Ideology in Jeremiah adds the following: “To what extent can
it be shown that a certain formulation is indeed Deuteronomistic and has its origin outside
of the book of Jeremiah? If a term occurs more often in Jeremiah than in the Dtr corpus,
why is it that we do not consider it ‘Jeremianic’ or ‘Deutero-Jeremianic’ rather than
deuteronomistic? Must a term be shown to be central to the ideology of the DtrH for it to
qualify as Deuteronomistic”®>? She finally rightly suggests that the evidence of frequency
provides only one datum in the larger equation; semantic cohesion in the immediate
literary context and theological congruence with surrounding material must also be taken

into consideration®®.

I believe we must also not forget the fact that the Hebrew Bible employs a relatively
limited lexicon. It is also worth observing that the corpus comprising Deuteronomy to 11
Kings is a large and significant portion of the Hebrew Bible and so it is likely that any
other portion of the Bible might be expected reasonably to share some similarities with
that portion. In this vein, Ehud Ben Zvi urges that cultural competence be considered as a
factor when analysing similarities between different books or different corpus in the
Bible. He cautions equally against any rushed conclusions based on phraseological
similarity because biblical writers and redactors “were conversant with the relevant
religious literature and the literary (and theological) discourse(s) of their time [...] and

were surely able to activate linguistic expressions in their language according to

2 M.J. WILLIAMS, An Investigation of the Legitimacy of Source Distinctions for the Prose Material in
Jeremiah, in JBL 112 (1993), p. 193-210, see p. 208.

% C.J. SHARP, Prophecy and Ideology in Jeremiah: Struggles for Authority in the Deutero-Jeremianic
Prose (Old Testament Studies), London, 2003, p. 14. ‘

' C.J. SHARP, Prophecy and Ideology in Jeremiak, p. 14.
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grammar, genre, stylistic conventions and the general discourse in which they lived”®. In
our study therefore, our analysis of texts will pay more attention to the phenomenon of

intertextuality than to the consideration of a possible deuteronomistic influence.

1.3 THE BROADLINERS:
THE COMMENTARIES OF HOLLADAY, CARROLL AND MCKANE

The year 1986 saw the appearance of three imposing English commentaries of Holladay,
Carroll and McKane®®, 1t is needless to emphasise that these authors have, outside these
major commentaries, written extensively on the book of Jeremiah in numerous articles
and monographs. I refer to these authors and their commentaries as broadliners insofar as
“they help to enable readers to read Jeremiah following different paths™’. All three
commentaries take note of the textual variations and the versions, and address
substantially the MT and LXX versions of the book of Jeremiah, but where they really
differ is in the important areas of presuppositions, approaches and execution of comment,
in short, in discerning precisely what the nature of the development of the text may have

been and in the import of the extant text. Carroll’s own evaluation confirms this:

% E.B. ZVY, 4 Deuteronomistic Redaction infamong “The Twelve”? A Contribution from the Standpoint of
the Books of Micah, Zephaniah and Obadiah, in L.S. SCHEARING & S.L. MCKENZIE (eds.), Those
Elusive Deuteronomists: The Phenomenon of Pan-Deuteronomism (JSOTS 269), Sheffield, 1999, p. 232-
261, see p. 247.

% For reviews of one or all of the commentaries, see R.P. CARROLL, in JTS 38 (1987), p. 446-450; R.P.
CARROLL, in §JT 42 (1989), p. 113-116; R.P. CARROLL, Arguing about Jeremiah: Recent Studies and
the Nature of a Prophetic Book, in ].A. EMERTON (ed.), Congress Volume, Leuven 1989, p. 222-235. For
reviews of the three commentaries in conjunction with each other, see C.S. RODD, Which is the Best
Commentary? VI: Jeremiah, in The Expository Times 98 (1987), p. 171-175; W. BRUEGGEMANN,
Jeremiah: Intense Criticism, Thin Interpretation, in Interpretation 42 (1988), p. 268-280; T.W.O.
OVERHOLT, Interpreting Jeremiah, in Religious Studies Review 14 (1988), p. 330-334; R.P. CARROLL,
Radical Clashes of Will and Style: Recent Commentary Writing on the Book of Jeremiah, in JSOT 45
(1989), p. 99-114; R.P. CARROLL, Surplus Meaning and the Conflict of Interpretation: A Dodecade of
Jeremiah Studies (1984-95), in CRBS 4 (1996), p. 115-159. The second volumes of Holladay and McKane
appeared in the years 1989 and 1996 respectively.

" R.P. CARROLL, Radical Clashes of Will and Stle, p. 101.
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“Now no responsible consideration of these three commentaries should present
them as being in opposition to each other and their disagreements are perspectival
rather than in terms of textual exegesis. And close reading of a few verses of
Jeremiah using all three guides will reveal how similar is their uncovering of the
bones of the text. Where disagreement may arise is in their relating the
significance of those verses to the overall understanding of the book of Jeremiah.
And those larger understandings will refer in turn to complex, subtle and highly
sophisticated readings of prophecy and the nature of the production of prophetic

texts™®.

1.3.1 Williamm Holladay

One of the major points of the thesis of Holladay in his studies in the book of Jeremiah is
that the book is, in the first place, never lacking in furnishing information about specific
stages of the prophet’s real life. Holladay uses the injunction of Deut. 31 :9-13% to

construct the chronology of the life of Jeremiah'®

. He assumes that the injunction was
carried out seriously, that an early form of Deuteronomy was recited every seven years at
the feast of booths (tabernacles): “I should like to propose that there is evidence within
the book of Jeremiah for the practice of reciting the law of Deuteronomy every seven
years at the time of the feast of booths, as prescribed in Deut 31,10-13, evidence, that is,
during the period 615-587”'%", In fact, Holladay makes this proposal out of attempt to
locate settings for various pericopes in the book of Jeremiah and so reasons that if the law
of Deuteronomy was recited every seven years in the celebration of the feast of booths in
Jerusalem, those occasions would have offered Jeremiah an ample audience. “If the

reform of Josiah is to be dated in 622, then the recitations of Deuteronomy would have

8 R.P. CARROLL, Radical Clashes of Will and Style, p. 102.

9 «At the end of every seven years, at the time fixed for the year of remission, at the feast of Tabernacles,
when the whole of Israel comes to look on the face of YHWH your God in the place he chooses, you must
proclaim this Law in the hearing of all Israel. Call the people together....”

19 W .L. HOLLADAY, 4 Proposal for Reflections in the Book of Jeremiah.

19" W .L. HOLLADAY, A Proposal for Reflections in the Book of Jeremiah, p. 326.
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taken place in the autumn of 615, 608, 601, 594, 587”'% In his commentary, he
concludes, “It is my proposal that these occasions offer a chronological structure for the

career of Jeremiah”'®,

In his introduction to the second volume of his commentary, he sets out at length to show
how he envisages the formation of the book and its relation to the historical Jeremiah. It
is Holladay’s conviction “that the data of the book can be used to build up a credible
portrayal of the prophet, a portrayal against which there are no opposing data”'®. He
however recognises the complexity of the data, admitting also that they are too few and
too variable to make the task of fitting them together an easy one, and so he settles to
produce a “reconstruction that is possible”'%. The conclusion of Holladay is that most of
the poetry preserved in the book exhibits a distinctive vocabulary, style, and theology that
one may attribute to Jeremiah, that the narrative portions of the book are trustworthy in
the events they record, and that the book is largely the work of the scribe Baruch'%.
There may be some resemblance with Deuteronomy but that does not necessitate the
inference of literary dependence. He brought into the arena the old issue of sources and
criticised it in order to show that Jeremiah’s vocabulary cuts across the sources. For
example, the terms skib and sheger are found in the different sources, and that means
one can recognise a specific style in Jeremiah, “the authentic voice of Jeremiah [...], its
characteristics include surprise, freshness, imagination and irony. Words are often
exploited for multiple meanings; conventional views are often reversed, the sermonic
prose may preserve Jeremiah’s voice and that it is not to be taken as a literary source”'?”.
He claims therefore for the prophet not just the poetry in the book, but equally much of
the prose, which he considers to be a recasting of the poetry by the prophet.

192 W.L. HOLLADAY, 4 Proposal for Reflections in the Book of Jeremiah, p. 326.
1% HOLLADAY, Jeremiah 2, p. 27.
1% HOLLADAY, Jeremiah 2, p. 25.
1% HOLLADAY, Jeremiah 2, p. 25.
% HOLLADAY, Jeremiah 2, p. 24.
" HOLLADAY, Jeremiah 2, p. 15.
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The first appreciative element in the work of Holladay on Jeremiah is the fact that among
the major commentators on the book, he seems to be the closest to the text and he has the
clarity of opinion that is simple to understand. His premises and assumptions accrue from
the text itself and do not seem to issue from his general preconceptions and prejudices
about the Old Testament. And from this sticking to the text, he allows himself to be led to
where the conclusions logically follow. But the major criticism of Holladay’s approach is
the “breathtaking”'®® nature of his assumptions about the book and the consequent bold
conclusions that would today sound very traditional; for example the assumption that
there was a septennial reading of Deuteronomy, in accordance with Deut. 31:9-13, which
literally took place every seven years, an assumption which provides him with a
framework to construct a biography of the prophet, and a background against which he
can set the prose sections of the book. His biographical sketch of Jeremiah’s life is
astonishing and is based on a literal reading of the text, and his theory of production
equally based on the literal interpretation of chapter 36. In fact, Holladay’s A4 Coherent
Chronology of Jeremiah’s Early Career is, in his own words, “an attempt to specify the
passages present in the first scroll which Jeremiah dictated to Baruch, and therefore
present in the second scroll as well, and to specify the additional passages which
Jeremiah added in the second scroll, according to the narrative of Jer 36”'®. His
assumptions and presuppositions are clearly stated in his introduction to the first volume
of his commentary, but some of these presuppositions may not pass the critical test of

modern scholarship. Carroll’s evaluation in this regard seems proper:

“His (Holladay) is therefore the ne plus ultra reading of Jeremiah as the book
represents the prophet’s innermost thoughts, sayings, deeds and travels. His
commentary represents the terminus of a long line of similarly minded writers in
this century, of which John Bright and John Berridge are two outstanding

examples. But for his strong objections to reading the book of Jeremiah as

19 R.P. CARROLL, 4rguing About Jeremiah, p. 225.
19 W.L. HOLLADAY, 4 Coherent Chronology, p. 58.
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containing a dominant deuteronomistic element foreign to Jeremiah’s thought,

Holladay could be the successor of John Skinner!'S.

But his treatment of the problem of deuteronomism in the book could amount to a tactical
dodging of a problem. He outflanks that problem by making Jeremiah’s use of the so-
called deuteronomistic language a response to readings of Deuteronomy and thereby
renders a theory and a discussion of the deuteronomistic edition of the book of Jeremiah
quite unnecessary. His passion about the historical Jeremiah, or the connections between
the person and the text, and his unqualified denial of any deuteronomistic mediation give
one the suspicion that for him (when one evaluates him extremely), Jeremiah and/or
Baruch is the producer of the text, that is, he utters the prophecy, writes, corrects and

publishes.

1.3.2 Robert Carroll

I see Carroll as a staunch representative, if not the most prolific of the modern critical
readers of the book of Jeremiah. Posterity of lovers of Jeremiah and the book that bears
his name would always be grateful to this Glasgow based exegete for daring to ask the
hard questions and pushing the debate further than complacent grounds. In his writings,
Carroll is sharp enough, writing “lucidly and challengingly. It was always possible to
disagree with him, but at least you knew what you were disagreeing”'"". Though still to
be aligned in the tradition of Duhm, especially with regard to the discussion on the
deuteronomistic origin of the prophetic book, with Carroll however, assumed positions
needed to be re-examined. Just on the opposite spectrum from Holladay, one of the high
points (if not the major) ‘of Carroll’s commentary and writings on Jeremiah is his
affirmation of the impossibility of attaining the historical Jeremiah. In many instances he

battles to show that any historical approach to the book of Jeremiah is unjustifiable and

"% R.P. CARROLL, Radical Clashes of Will and Style, p. 104. Cf. 1. SKINNER, Prophecy and Religion:
Studies in the Life of Jeremiah, Cambridge, 1922.

"' R. DAVIDSON, The Bible in Church and Academy, in A.G. HUNTER & P.R. DAVIES (eds.), Sense
and Sensitivity: Essays on Reading the Bible in Memory of Robert Carroll (JSOTS 348), Sheffield, 2002, p.
161-173, see p. 161,
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will yield no result'’?. For Carroll, as a result of the exilic community’s theological
mediation of the Jeremiah tradition, we cannot recover with any certitude any of the
actual words of the prophet. Indeed, we have no access to the person of Jeremiah or his
words, except as mediated by the community, and to pose such a historical question is
both futile and irrelevant. We should treat the character of Jeremiah as a work of fiction
and recognise the impossibility of moving from the book to the real ‘historical’ Jeremiah,
given our complete lack of knowledge independent of the book itself. We live “in an
interpreted world (in der gedeuteten Welt), so the book of Jeremiah is full of
interpretations. So we are engaged in interpreting interpretation. That takes us a couple of
removes from the real (?) Jeremiah”''®. From this scholarly perspective, the book of
Jeremiah is seen to have no interest in the person of the prophet, and thus neither should
we. Pursuit of such historical questions about the person or the words of the prophet

should be abandoned and cannot be justified.

Carroll maintains that though it is assumed that Jeremiah did exist (like Macbeth or
Richard III), that assumption does not underwrite the attribution of everything in the book
to his authorship. The book of Jeremiah for him is the work of postexilic deuteronomistic
redactors who constructed an image of the prophet very near to their ideology and this
image is the product of the conflicts between different groups in the second temple
period. As he writes later, “only with the existence of the second temple can we posit the
emergence of literacy in the 5" century”' ', In Carroll’s judgement, “we cannot get back
behind the text to an imagined original Jeremiah who uttered his words before Baruch,

the scribes, the deuteronomists, the redactors or whoever got to them and transformed

112 R P. CARROLL, From Chaos to Covenant: Uses of Prophecy in the Book of Jeremiah, London, 1981:
“The biblical writers, closer to being poets and dramatists than being historians, could imagine fruitful and
dramatic encounters of this kind and on occasion did construct imaginative stories like this one. Such an
imaginative construction is the Book of Jeremiah. That at least, is the thesis of this book, it is a metaphor of
the redactional activity and community which produced it” (p. 2). See also his introduction in CARROLL,
Jeremiah (OTL), especially sub-title no. 1 titled General Remarks on the Book of Jeremiah, p. 33-36.

'3 R.P. CARROLL, From Chaos to Covenant, p. 2.

114 R.P. CARROLL, Arguing about Jeremiah, p. 226.
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them by addition, subtraction, redaction and supplementation™ '*. Just like Mark Biddle
who said that the book “is several steps removed from the career of the prophet”!'S, in

many of his writings, Carroll expresses the idea that “the prophet is Jost to the scribe”!!”.

In all-important respects, Carroll’s work on Jeremiah represents a damn critical (or
radical as he uses often) approach. But in some other respects, one has the impression
that Carroll does not want himself to be led to some conclusions or avoids the
conclusions even if they are implied in his positions, simply because he thinks that these
conclusions could be traditional, positivist and non-radical enough. I evaluate Carroll
from three standpoints, and incidentally the standpoints have each some negative slant:
the prophet does not exist, there is no theology in the book but only ideology and there is
no order even in the ideology. It will be worthwhile to imagine this central thesis of
Carroll: “the connections between the so-called ‘historical Jeremiah® and the presentation
of Jeremiah in the text cannot now be determined because we lack the data to make such
connections. In that sense the only Jeremiah we have is the textual or literary Jeremiah.
That is, the prophet Jeremiah is a construct of the text”''®. Sound and radical this thesis
may seem, one would expect that this thesis would have led Carroll to imagine that a
literary/synchronic approach to the book would have served better hermeneutical
purposes to the exegesis of the text of the book of Jeremiah; hermeneutics that could have
searched the sense in the literary construction that has been made of the prophet; after all
the prophet does not necessarily have to exist before the book assumes some sense.

Rather, Carroll opts for an ideological approach''® — the book is the product of conflicting

* R.P. CARROLL, Something Rich and Strange: Imagining a Future for Jeremiah Studies, in A.R.P.
DIAMOND et al. (eds.), Troubling Jeremiah, p. 423-443, see p. 432.

"¢ M.E. BIDDLE, Polyphony and Symphony in Prophetic Literature, p. 128 (emphasis by the author).

""" R.P. CARROLL, Manuscripts Don’t Burn: Inscribing the Prophetic Tradition: Reflections on Jeremiah
36, in M. AUGUSTIN and K.-D. SCHUNCK (eds.), ‘Dort siechen Schiffe dahin ..". Collected
Communications to the XIVth Congress of the International Organization for the Study of the Old
Testament, Paris, 1992 (BEATAIJ 28), Frankfurt am Main, 1996, p. 31-42, see p. 40.

V18 R.P. CARROLL, Radical Clashes of Will and Style, p. 102.

1% For Carroll on ideological criticism and the Bible, see R.P. CARROLL, As Seeing the Invisible:
Ideology in Bible Translation, in JNSL 19 (1993), p. 79-93; Intertextuality and the Book of Jeremiah:
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groups with conflicting ideological interests — and even this approach would not dig out
any order in the book since there is none in it. That means, after all is said and done, we
are simply left with almost nothing and unsure of anything with regard to the book. The
prophet does not exist, or rather we cannot say if he does, there is no discernible
connection between the prophet and the text, those who wrote down the words had no
theological intention, but an ideological one, and even in this ideology there is no
harmony, no order. And yet we have the text and it is worthwhile to read and interpret it.

A conscious attempt at an exercise doomed ab initio to futility?

1.3.3 William McKane

The commentary of McKane is more philologically and literarily inclined than historical.
It shows also deeper and special interest in the ancient versions (Septuagint, Aquila,
Symmachus, Theodotion, Vulgate, Peshitta, Targum), which in the very first sentence of
the commentary he says “is characteristic of this commentary”'?°. This commentary, as
often as is the case with the series in the International Critical Commentaries (1CC), is
loaded with textual details, and reflects the close, disciplined, exhaustive, tenacious
reading of the text associated with the high days of textual criticism at the turn of the
century'?!. McKane’s own theory of the formation of the book has been described as
“less doctrinaire and straight-jacketed”'?. For him the book of Jeremiah is the product of
a complicated and long process (his theory of rolling corpus). “What is meant by rolling

corpus is that small pieces of pre-existing text trigger exegesis or commentary. MT is to

Animadversions on Text and Theory, in J.C. EXUM & D.J.A. CLINES (eds.), The New Literary Criticism
and the Hebrew Bible (JSOTS 143), Sheffield, 1993, p. 55-78. On Representation in the Bible: An
Ideologiekritik Approach, in JNSL 20/2 (1994), p. 1-15; An Infinity of Traces: On Making an Inventory of
our Ideological Holdings: An Introduction to ldeologiekritik in Biblical Studies, in JNSL 21/2 (1995), p.
25-43; Jeremiah, Intertextuality and Ideologiekritik in JNSL 22/1 (1996), p. 15-34; The Book of J:
Intertextuality and Ideological Criticism, in A.R.P. DIAMOND et al. (eds.), Troubling Jeremiah, p. 221-
243; Biblical Ideolatry: Ideologiekritik, Biblical Studies and the Problematics of Ideology, in JNSL 24/1

(1998), p. 101-114.

2 MCKANE, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary I, p. xv.

'21 . BRUEGGEMANN, Intense Criticism, Thin Interpretation, p. 271.

122y, BRUEGGEMANN, Intense Criticism, Thin Interpretation, p. 272.
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be understood as a commentary or commentaries built on pre-existing elements of the
Jeremianic corpus [...]. In general, the theory is bound up w%th the persuasion that rolling
corpus ‘rolled’ over a long period of time and was still rolling in the post-exilic
period”'®, He uses this theory to give account, according to him, of the untidy and non-
systematic expansion of an original pre-existing nucleus of Jeremianic material'?*. And in
fact, McKane’s description of the text as “untidy” and often arbitrary is an important
analysis of the actuality of the book: “[...] there is a tendency to underestimate the untidy
and desultory nature of the aggregation of material which comprises the book of
Jeremiah. One does not have to look far for this: it is not only a lack of large-scale
homogeneousness to which I refer, but sharp dissonances of form and content, and
examples of erroneous, secondary exegesis, consisting of only a few verses”'”. In fact

the theory of the rolling corpus of McKane is based on this prejudice of disorder.

The notion of the rolling corpus is always italicised because according to McKane, it is
not a corpus per se. As a consequence of the triggering, the book of Jeremiah for him has
“‘piecemeal character’, without a comprehensive framework of literary arrangement or
theological system with which the parts [...] are fitted together”'?®. For McKane also,
there is no sign of a permanent editorial hand with a theological intention, with a
teleological Tendenz. Instead “we are dealing with a complicated, untidy accumulation of
material, extending over a very long period and to which many poem have
contributed”'?’. And basing on this, he concludes that “the supposition that a major part
of it (the poetic material) including much of the prose, was already in existence in the
lifetime of the prophet Jeremiah is a literary judgement which does not seem to take
serious account of the vexatious difficulties and baffling inconcinnities which emerge

with a detailed study of the book”'?%. McKane criticises authors who find any theological

"2 MCKANE, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary I, p. Ixxxiii.

' MCKANE, A Critical and Fxegetical Commentary I, p. xlix-1.

12 MCKANE, A4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary I, p. xlix.

126 MCKANE, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary I, p. xlix.

' MCKANE, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary I, p. xlviii.

128 MCKANE, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary I, p. xlviii-xlix.
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order in the book: “Those who claim a systematic theological activity for a
Deuteronomistic editor and identify compositions in which. this is realized are perhaps
professing to know more of the inner working of his mind than can be gathered from the
text. They are in danger of creating systematic theological aims for the editor whom they
postulate rather than extracting these from the text. In general they exaggerate the

. . . .. 129
coherence of the book and underestimate its lack of cohesiveness and obscurities™ .

In the long introduction to the two volumes of his commentary, he tries to elucidate this
theory but at times gives conflicting signals. For example, once he writes: “My argument
is that there is no comprehensive framework of literary arrangement or theological
system within which the parts of 1-25 are fifted together, and that the prose does not
supply such a scaffolding. There is more of accident, arbitrariness and fortuitous twists
and turns than has been generally allowed. The processes are dark and in a measure
irrecoverable, and we should not readily assume them to possess such rationality that they
will yield to a systematic elucidation”'*, One could therefore discern from the words of
McKane a phenomenon more or less unthoughtful and arbitrary instead of a systematic
redaction. “We err when we suppose that these processes are always susceptible of
rational explanation, or that they must necessarily contribute to thoughtful, systematic
redaction”'®!. McKane himself senses the discomfort in this conclusion when he writes:
“The objection may be 1odged that such an idea of corpus is ambiguous, vague and ill-
defined, and the only defence which I can offer is that it has helped me to pick my way
through the minefield of Jer. 1-25”*2, But then two pages earlier he writes: “It is not
necessary to search in the book about labels to attach to the chapters because this may
distract us from matters which are more central to the study of the book, namely the
internal relations of its constituent parts. With continuous cross references to

deuteronomic-deuteronomistic prose, one is always in danger of succumbing to a

129 W. MCK ANE, Relations Between Poetry and Prose in the Book of Jeremiah, p. 237.
% MCKANE, 4 Critical and Fxegetical Commentary I, p. xlixf.
3 MCKANE, A4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary 1, p. xlix.
132 MCKANE, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary 1, p. xlix.
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condition of distraction and disorientation”'*®>. While Carroll sees McKane’s ‘rolling
corpus’ theory as the “great strength of his (McKane’s) commentary”'®* and eulogises it

as “truth and sound scholarship”'*®

, some other authors see it as a simplistic explanation
of a much deeper problem and above all an inappropriately highly literate solution to a
problem that should have taken into consideration the primarily oral culture that produced

the texts'?,

1.3.4 General Evaluation of the Three Commentaries/Authors

In their capacity as broadliners, these three commentaries (or commentators) reflect what
has been the dominant approach and issue in Jeremiah critical studies at least until
recently that Jeremiah studies have begun to broaden and incorporate new exegetical
insights. And this dominating issue could be articulated in the following proposmons,
following Brueggemann’s outline'*’

a) The central issue about the book of Jeremiah is that there is a body of powerful
poetry in the book which lives in an odd relation to a more verbose, very
different, theologically tendentious prose.

b) The book in its extant form has had a long complicated history of formation. It is
held to contain a core of Jeremiah’s work (not exactly for Carroll anyway), which
has been subsequently expanded, reshaped, and reinterpreted to meet later needs;
and the book as we have it today is the record and residue of that long process of
redaction in the interest of ongoing contemporaneity.

¢) Basing on the above conviction and following the legacy of Duhm and
Mowinckel already designated as the pacesetters, two related questions occupied
these commentaries: i) what is early and what is late? and ii) what is genuine and

what is addition?

33 MCKANE, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary I, p. xlvii (emphasis mine).

134 R.P. CARROLL, Radical Clashes of Will and Style, p. 103.

135 R.P. CARROLL, Radical Clashes of Will and Style, p. 104.

13 R.F. PERSON, 4 Rolling Corpus and Oral Tradition: A Not-so-Literate Solution to a Highly Literate
Problem, in AR.P. DIAMOND et al. (eds.), Troubling Jeremiah, p. 263-271.

BT w. BRUEGGEMANN, Intense Criticism/Thin Interpretation.
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Going through these three propositions, we can affirm in the words of Brueggemann, that
for these commentaries, “the recognizable literary enigmas of the book have been shaped
as historical questions to see when and in what context each piece of literature was
created. It is characteristically assumed that the historical context provides the clue to the
intention of the text”'*. It is this historical approach that is the common denominator of
these commentaries but which each one of them tries to articulate in its peculiar way. It is
interesting that while Carroll believes that the great virtue of such differences of approach
and reading in these three commentaries “help to map comprehensively the territory of
Jeremiah studies and then enable readers to read Jeremiah following different paths”'®®,
Brueggemann believes that incidentally their mapped out territory reveals also their
limits'°, and that is true. Illuminating as they are limiting, all three commentaries, and in
fact the approaches of the authors even in their other works, represent only a partial
treatment of the richness of the book and ignore the interpretative possibilities inherent in
other approaches especially approaches that de-emphasise the primacy of the history and
the genesis of text. The second part of Carroll’s statement could be bearable: that the
different bents of the commentaries enable readers read the book of Jeremiah following
different paths. But the first part, that is, that it maps “comprehensibly” the territory of
Jeremiah’s studies, is today not defendable. Good a thing, Holladay himself recognises
this insufficiency when he opines that the question in Jeremiah studies has known a slight
shifting. The question therefore is not so much as “how did the book of Jeremiah come to
be”"*1? since to such a question, no serious consistent response is available: “We are still
far from understanding the way by which earlier collections of Jeremianic material were
built up to become our present book of Jeremiah, in spite of all the effort expended on the
problem by many scholars over a period of many decades. No real consensus has been

reached, and the suggestions of individual scholars leave one with the uneasy impression

138 W, BRUEGGEMANN, Intense Criticism/Thin Interpretation, p. 268.

13 R.P. CARROLL, Radical Clashes of Will and Style, p. 101 (emphasis mine).

140 ., BRUEGGEMANN, Intense Criticism/Thin Interpretation, p. 269.

'“! W.L. HOLLADAY, The Architecture of Jeremiah 1-20, Lewisburg, 1976, p. 13.
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that real certainty might lie forever beyond one’s grasp”m. The question, he says,

concerns more of the outlining of the book of Jeremiah'®.

Conclusion

Our aim in this first Chapter is to sketch a quasi-historical and thematic development in
the research in the book of Jeremiah. This exercise is not new and could be found in more
details in many other antecedent works on Jeremiah. However, as is often the case, the
Chapter has shown the relative ‘chaos’ that reigns in the world of the research in the book
of Jeremiah. This is of course not particular with Jeremiah research but can be seen in
almost every important question in biblical theology and exegesis. Our research here does
not aim at introducing a definite order in this chaotic situation and part of our
presupposition is the admittance of the fact of the near impossibility of finding a
compromise between these competing and mutually exclusive opinions in these sensitive
questions about the book. But our presentation of these developments here and the
manner it is done serve a particular purpose in the discussions that follow. In the first
place, the plurality of opinions in any single issue reveals another more significant
plurality, that of hermeneutical approach. The multiplicity of opinions and differences
become thus signs of the richness in the book. The existence of a myriad of
presuppositions and their resulting conclusions show that the text’s inherent richness may
not have been exhausted and also that some other hermeneutical stand could offer further
interpretative possibilities to the understanding of the text. Secondly, that we have not
identified with any of the different ‘schools of thought’ in any of the issues evoked is not
to wash hands off and remain unnecessarily neuter, but to show that the reading
presupposition, which would guide the analysis in our work does not need such
alignments. However, this does not render the issues unnecessary, but it relativises their
necessity. The second Chapter of this Part will go a long way to show that no reading
posture is absolute and will gradually open up the justification for our methodological

shift and departure from the former dominant paradigm/s.

"2 W.L. HOLLADAY, The Architecture of Jeremiah 1-20, p. 13.
" W.L. HOLLADAY, The Architecture of Jeremiah 1-20, p. 14.
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CHAPTER TWO

METHODOLOGICAL/HERMENEUTICAL OPTION:
NARRATOLOGY, THEOLOGY, CONTEXT

Introduction

From the history of the research on the book of Jeremiah as shown in the preceding
Chapter, one thing is clear: its manifold orientations. But without doubt, the dominant
methodology so far in the study of the book in the past years has been the historical-
critical, and this methodology in turn does not display itself uniformly but in manifold
points of departure and conclusions. For Holladay and Carroll who hold mutually
exclusive opinions with regard to the question of historicity', the debate hinges on who is,
or who are responsible for the book and when. While for Holladay, the responsibility falls
within a relatively short, intensely complex period of compositional activity under the
control of the historical prophet and/or his close associate(s) with historical or
biographical intention, for Carroll, the compositional activity is conceptualised as a
chronologically extended, complex, non-centralised process, under the control of diverse
factional ideological intermediaries, who freely and creatively handled the tradition for
their own ideological interests, and who felt little need to provide an overarching

coherent orientation to the corpus of traditional material (see the previous Chapter).

To scholars of the book of Jeremiah to whom the possibility of a narrative reading of the
book is not yet self evident, the first reaction to the title of this research work could be:
Could there be a narrative reading of the book of Jeremiah worthy of a scientific study; a

book almost every major author acknowledges its disjointed nature and composition®?

! “Die kommentare von W.L. Holladay und Robert P. Carroll, die 1986/87 fast gleichzeitig erscheinen,
repréisentieren je auf ihre Weise die hier bezeichneten kontriren Aussenpositionen”; S. HERMANN,
Jeremia/Jeremiabuch, in TRE 16 (1987), p. 577.

? We admit however in this research that some sections of the Hebrew Bible are more suitable than others
as regards narrative literary analysis. In fact, it is easily observable that there is a conspicuous paucity of
examples drawn from prophetic books as one reads the books on narrative criticism. Much of the examples
are drawn rather from the patriarchal narratives or from the so-called Former Prophets: Judges — I Kings.

To illustrate this, for example, the book of D.M. GUNN & D. NOLAN F EWELL, Narrative in the Hebrew
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Some narratives or stories in the historical books or Pentateuch for example are better
cases for literary analysis, containing for example some of the most interesting instances
of characterisation to be found in the Hebrew Bible’. Take for example the Abraham’s
cycle, the Joseph Story, the narratives of the institution of the monarchy till the division
of the kingdom, the Elijah narratives (also the New Testament especially the Gospels),
etc. It is understandable that the plot construction of these narratives is more evident,
inciting a more vivid appeﬁte to the narrative approach, that much of the prophetic corpus
are oracles and discourses demanding more of a poetic appreciation than a narrative one.
The glaring paucity (comparatively) of narrative blocks or prose sections in the prophetic
books gives room to the question whether a narrative approach is at all possible for a
prophetic book like the book of Jeremiah. In this Chapter, we are going to justify the
methodological option we shall adopt in this research work, then briefly describe the

method and then conclude by relating it to the book of Jeremiah.

2.1 NECESSITY OF METHODOLOGICAL PARADIGM SHIFT
2.1.1 The Missing Link: Call for New Option

A brief recapitulation of orientations and conclusions in an author-text-reader paradigm is
worthwhile here and can be seen in Helga Weippert’s articulation, in an unpublished
review, of the crux of the work done hitherto in Jeremiah research®, and she makes three
crucial interrelated observations regarding the current paradigms used in the study of the
book. First, confronted with the problem of making sense of the diversity, complexity and
apparent contradictions within the book and the Jeremiah tradition, modern

commentaries, she says, their actual disagreements in their conclusions apart, agree that a

Bible (Oxford Bible Series), NY, 1993 with index of biblical quotations: in 263 pages, examples drawn
from the book of Genesis are over 60, II Samuel over 100 while the book of Jeremiah has just 2 examples;
that of S. BAR-EFRAT, Narrative Art in the Bible, Sheffield, 2000 has 7 examples from Jeremiah as
opposed to over 100 from Genesis and over 120 from I or II Samuel; M. STEINBERG, The Poetics of
Biblical Narrative. Ideological Literature and the Drama of Reading, Bloomington, 1987, has 5 examples
from the book of Jeremiah, 3 from Ezekiel and over 300 examples from Genesis or the books of Samuel.

3 K. STONE, Sex, Honour and Power in the Deuteronomistic History (JSOTS 234), Sheffield, 1996, p.
106.

* Here 1 follow a reference to this review made by A.R.P. DIAMOND, Introduction, p. 17-19.
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historical-critical approach/perspective provides the hermeneutical tool for the
interpretation of the book. This has meant in the first instance a quest for the historical
prophet by and large or put in another way, a negotiation of the “meaning of the text
against the realities of author-text-reader by privileging the historical author or more
broadly formulated the extrinsic realities that produced the book of Jeremiah™. This
search for the “historic person’ of the prophet provides the anchor point for interpreting
the disparate materials collected in the book and from this perspective, diverse authors
reach diverse conclusions, and at times mutually exclusive ones. From the question of
history comes Weippert’s second observation: it is not just simply the ‘type-of exegesis’,
that is, historical-critical principles, that produces these diversities. Rather, it is the
models employed to conceptualise the dynamics of literary process and production in the
first millennium BCE. Her (Weippert’s) third observation is her regret that these
historical-critical contributions to Jeremiah scholarship do not first explicitly engage the
methodological debate or better the choice offered interpretation of either the historical-
critical reconstructed genetic process or the book in its final form. There is then a gap and

' this we choose to call the missing link.

At this point, the following questions by Diamond are proper:
“Given the appearance of multiple up-to-date commentaries on Jeremiah, how
shall further research proceed? What more can be done within the existing
theoretical and critical frameworks that have generated these commentaries and
guided Jeremiah studies to the present juncture? Or stated more appreciatively,
what has current commentary on Jeremiah enabled us to see about the task of
reading the prophetic book that represents indispensable gain? Yet what, at the
same time, indicates we cannot simply continue within the framework of those
reading strategies if we are to capitalize on the very insights they have made
possible? It is not a question of repudiating the past achievements in the academic

study of Jeremiah; rather how do we build and go forward? Will minor

* A.R.P. DIAMOND, Introduction, p. 17.
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adjustments in the practice of ‘normative’ exegesis in Jeremiah suffice? Or do we

attempt a major paradigmatic shift?*S.

Pete Diamond remarks that answers to these questions are not so easy to come by.
Neither is it easy to strike a compromise between the various poles that separate and
divide exegetes in Jeremiah, especially the historical question that is at the base of the
discords, as Weippert has made known above. The difficulty is more pitiably fatal due to
a vacuum of direct, non-biblical, non-traditional, concrete, extrinsic information about
any of the postulated historical agents, and/or literary stages in the production of the
prophetic book’. According to him — and on the weight we tag to this statement, hangs
partially the basis for our methodological option in this work ~ “the text in its final form
is not just the prime datum for adjudicating the contending models; it is the only datum™,
a factor we feel has not been put into serious consideration in Jeremiah research, a
missing link, because “these historical-critical contributions to commentary on Jeremiah
do not explicitly engage the methodological debate”. Our work has not come to
adjudicate or to bring a compromise to the debate en cours, but in the first place
recognises the importance of the text in its final form in the interpretation of the book,

therefore a synchronic approach.

2.1.2 The Fact of Variety in Methods and Approaches
After the discussion on the major disputes and disagreements that there are in Jeremiah
research in the foregone Chapter, we call for a shift in reading strategy and are going to

investigate the theoretical principles assumed in the methodology and approach

¢ A.R.P. DIAMOND, Introduction, p. 16.

” A.R.P. DIAMOND, Introduction, p. 18.

& A.R.P. DIAMOND, Introduction, p. 18. It is to be noted that Diamond made this statement not in explicit
recommendation in favour of the synchronic approach or in criticism of other approaches. However, for us,
the statement does not go without its force of argument for the approach,

* A.R.P. DIAMOND, Introduction, p. 18-19.
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adopted.'®. Our usages of these terms may not be strictly distinct but will be more clearly

perceived from the context they appear.

It is a well-known fact that the variety and diversity of exegetical methodologies cannot
be narrowed down to a single concept'’. It is not merely a simple matter of co-existent
exegetical methodologies, but an intricate pattern of hermeneutical views, specialisation
areas, and confessional differences, which constitute the variety'”. In recent years there
has been -an upshot of methods and approaches in biblical criticism ranging from the
traditional historical-critical'>, literary”, to the anthropologicalls, sociologicallé,

semiotic'”, rhetorical'g, canonical’® etc. And rightly, Alonso Schékel compares biblical

' We admit a subtle distinction between “approach” and “method”. “Approach” is used to refer to a
specific set of epistemological assumptions used in doing exegesis, which differs from other sets of
assumptions. “Method” refers to the practical manifestation of a specific exegetical approach in certain
criteria and guidelines for doing exegesis. “Methodology” is used as collective term for “the theory of
methods and approaches”, Cf. L.C. FONKER, Exclusivity and Variety. Perspectives on Multidimensional
Exegesis (Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology 19), Kampen, p. 17.

"' L.C. FONKER, Exclusivity and Variety, p. 17.

2 L.C. FONKER, Exclusivity and Variety, p. 17.

'3 Here one can list more especially German speaking scholars like Loch, Westermann, Fohrer, Schmidt,
Steck, Zimmerli, Hermisson, Mittmann, Gro8.

' This should be differentiated from the “Literarkritik” that pertains to the historical-critical. It rather refers
to the influence of modern literary science and here, in the field of the Old Testament studies could be
counted a myriad of names like R. ALTER, The Art of Biblical Narrative, New York, 1981; M.
STERNBERG, The Poetics of Biblical Narrative: Ideological Literature and the Drama of Reading,
Bloomington, 1985; S. BAR-EFRAT, Narrative Art in the Bible (JSOTS 70), Sheffield, 1989.

'3 Cf. J.W. ROGERSON, Anthropology of the Old Testament, Oxford, 1978; R.R. WILSON, Anthropology
and the Study of the Old Testament, in USQR 34 (1979), p. 175-181.

16 Cf w. SCHOTTROFF, Soziologie und Alte Testament, in VF 19/2 (1974), p. 46-66.

"7 Cf. W. VOGELS, Reading and Preaching the Bible: A New Semiotic Approach, Wilmington, 1986; E.
VAN WOLDE, 4 Semiotic Analysis of Genesis 2-3: A Semiotic Theory and Method of Analysis Applied to
the Story of the Garden of Eden, Assen, 1989.

'* J. MUILENBURG, Form Criticism and Beyond, in JBL 88 (1969), p. 1-18.

YRS, CHILDS, Biblical Theology in Crisis, Philadelphia, 1970; ID., Introduction to the Old Testament as
Scripture, London, 1979; ID., Old Testament Theology in a Canonical Context, London, 1985. Cf. also J.A.
SANDERS, Torah and Canon, Philadelphia, 1972.
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scholarship of the contemporary era to a tree when he writes: “Methods and models are
branching out in different directions. It was not like this before, when each method
developed as a continuation of the previous one, so that the development could be

compared to the rings of a cedar or the notches of bamboo”?°

. Along this line, Fonker
talks of the relativity of the historical-critical exegesis, which according to him has
become evident in the recent years'. The corner stone of this critical approach was and is
literary criticism. This literary criticism presupposes a lengthy history of the development
of a biblical text; the goal of literary criticism is then usually described in this way:
according to Kaiser, to follow the growth of the text, from its final form back to its
original writing?. A similar position is expressed by Willi-Plein?: “Ziel dieser Arbeit ist
in den prophetischen Biichern primér die zumindest als Ideal vorstellbare Auffindung der
‘ipsissima vox’ des Propheten”*. The work is the tracing, by an experienced exegete, of
the composed character® of the text which is evident in the unevenness in the text but
which cannot be explained by recourse to the context or the form of the text. Examples of
such unevenness include doublets, multiple transmissions, secondary connections,
tensions at the lexical and grammatical level, tensions in theological content, etc?®. Then
other exercises within the ambient of the historical-critical method are dependent for

example upon the ability of literary criticism to differentiate sources (redaction

criticism)?’ or to identify the first written layer (tradition criticism)?.

* L. ALONSO SCHOKEL, Trends: Plurality of Methods, Priority of Issues, in J.A. EMERTON (ed.),
Congress Volume Jerusalem 1986 (VTS 40), Leiden, 1988, p. 285-292, see p. 285.

21 L.C. FONKER, Exclusivity and Variety, p. 19.

2 Q. KAISER, Die alttestamentliche Exegese, in ID et al. (ed.), Einfiihrung in die exegetischen Methoden,
Miinchen, 1966, p. 9-36, see especially p. 16-17.

# I, WILLI-PLEIN, Vorformen der Schriftexegese innerhalb des alten Testaments: Untersuchungen zum
literarischen Werden der auf Amos, Hosea und Micha zuriickgehenden Biicher im hebrdischen
Zwélfprophetenbuch (BZAW 123), Berlin, 1971, p. 1.

24 Cf, also N.C. HABEL, Literary Criticism of the Old Testament, Philadelphia, 1973, p. 1-8.

2 3. PAAS, Creation and Judgement: Creation Texts in Some Eight-Century Prophets (OTS 47), Leiden,
2003, p. 153.

% Cf. L. SCHMIDT, Literarkritik I: Altes Testament, in TRE 21 (1991), p. 211-222.

%1 Cf. G.P.C. STREETE, Redaction Criticism, in S.L. MCKENZIE & S.R. HAYNES (eds.), To Each Its
Own Meaning: An Introduction to Biblical Criticisms and Their Application, Louisville, 1999, p. 105-121.
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We do not intend to single out just an approach for criticism. But, in his discussion of the
historical-critical approach, Krentz?® cites around ten points of criticism that have been
levelled against it. All ten points hinge on the second which itself bases on the
discrepancy between the ways in which faith and the historical method analyse truth and
reality; the Christian is led into an intellectual dualism. Historical critical approach is
equally criticised not only by scholars who practise other approaches but also by German
speaking authors in exegetical circles. Rendtorff has two major points in this regard:

a) “Old Testament scholarship in its various forms very often has used the biblical text
for different purposes and, at the same time, has neglected the interpretation of the text
itself.

b) Bible scholars often constructed their own texts and took those texts as a basis for
interpretation and historical reconstruction”®, This critical stand tallies with that of
another German exegete Schweizer. According to him, there are four “Defizite”: a) the
historical critical method has not succeeded to be true to its name, that is being
historische Kritik and has equally not succeeded to be Glaubensinterpretation; b) It has
so emphasised the Traditionsgeschichte to the effect that the history and pre-history of
the text have become so significant that it is impossible to recognise the given text as it
is; c) there is no update with recent modern developments in literary science; d) in actual
fact, the exegetes have not been as critical as they claim to be. He gives a simple example
that many historical-critical exegetes still use the division marks of the MT when they

refer to a certain part of a verse®'.

 Cf. J. WERLITZ, Studien zur literarkritischen Methode (BZAW 204), Berlin, 1992, p. 43-50.

# E. KRENTZ, The Historical-Critical Method, Philadelphia, 1975.

3 R. RENDTORFF, Between Historical Criticism and Holistic Interpretation: New Trends in Old
Testament Exegesis, in ].A. EMERTON (ed.), Congress Volume Jerusalem, p. 298-303, see p. 299-300.

3 H. SCHWEIZER, Wovon reden die Exegeten? Zum Verstindnis der Exegese als verstehender und
deskriptiver Wissenschaft, in ThQ 164 (1984), p. 161-185, see p. 162ff,
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2.1.3 The Emergence of Literary Approaches: The New Criticism and

Structuralism
Fonker writes interestingly of “forerunners” to the literary approach®. Though it is only
in the past three decades that unprecedented attention has been given to the literary
qualities of the biblical text, he talks of the “long prehistory of literary approaches™ and

Longman talks of the “precursors™

to the approach. These “forerunners” is treated under
two principal stages: the early Church Fathers® and the study of Hebrew poetry®®. In our
modern era, there arose an important shift in thought*’, which had a formidable influence
not only in secular literary studies but equally in biblical research and that was the
emergence of the New Criticism in the 1930s and Structuralism which, as a major school
of thought, began, according to Longman®, in the 1960s. The New Criticism won more
popularity and gained acceptance mostly in North America and Britain where English
literature was being taught in the universities with a strong historical and philological

accent since the late nineteenth century. This historical and philological accent was

321..C. FONKER, Exclusivity and Variety, p. 186.

% Cf. also R. MORGAN & J. BARTON, Biblical Interpretation, New York, 1988, p. 205ff.

3 T. LONGMAN, Literary Approaches to Biblical Interpretation, Michigan, 1987, p. 13.

3 Many of the Church Fathers were well versed in classical rhetoric and poetry and applied the principles
of classical literature to their study of the Bible. While Augustine for example considered the Bible of a
lower literary quality when compared to classical literature, which however represented humility and
challenge of faith for him, some other Fathers considered the Bible as of a superior literary quality to pagan
literature both in form and content. For elaboration, see L.C. FONKER, Exclusivity and Variety, p. 186-
188.

36 After the Church Fathers, the second important stage in the development of the literary study of the Bible
was the emergence of the study of Hebrew poetry, which occurred during the eighteenth century. Here the
book of R. LOWTH, Lectures on the Sacred Poetry of the Hebrews, first published in 1753 is worthy of
mention. R. MORGAN & J. BARTON, Biblical Interpretation, p. 209, refers to the work as a “vital
breakthrough in understanding the literary forms of Hebrew literature”, and for Longman, “Lowth’s results,
though eventually receiving considerable modification, aided in the correct reading of the poetry of the Old
Testament”, T. LONGMAN, Literary Approaches to Biblical Interpretation, p. 15.

3 L.C. FONKER, Exclusivity and Variety, p. 188.

3 T, LONGMAN, Literary Approaches to Biblical Interpretation, p. 29.
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inherited from the educational model provided by the study of classical and secular
literature. Morgan and Barton write: “The New Criticism won independence from that
(educational) model, and integrity for the new curricula, by insisting on the autonomy of
the individual work of art, which was to be judged by aesthetic norms. This successful
struggle for the discipline’s identity involved a reaction against the historical emphasis®®.
Barton gives in summary the major points of the New Criticism: i) “A literary text is an
artifact”, that is the meaning of a piece of literature is not something separate from the
text; rather, it is regarded as a quality of the text itself. The meaning is no different entity
that the author wants to confer through the work of literature or poem, neither is it an
emotion or experience in the author’s mind which one gains access to by reading the
literary piece. ii) “Intentionalism is a fallacy”. We would not depend on the intention of
the original author to get the meaning of a literature. Rather, “texts have life, which
continues after their authors are dead; texts continue to have meaning in ever new
contexts. The meaning is the sense the words can bear, not the meaning the author

5340

intended them to convey”™. iii) “The meaning of a text is a function of its place in a

literary canon”. This implies that the canonical meaning depends on the canon of existing

41 <

literature™ “which both determines what meaning a new work is capable of bearing and,

in turn, is modified in its overall meaning every time a significant new work is added to
it™

Though as a major school of thought, Structuralism began in the 1960s (following
Felperin’s* opinion that Roland Barthes’ publication® marked the beginning of literary
structuralism), the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure (1857-1913) is often widely

called the father of Structuralism®. His thoughts are evident in a posthumous

* R. MORGAN & J. BARTON, Biblical Interpretation, p.217.

“® J. BARTON, Reading the Old Testament: Method in Biblical Study, London, 1984, p. 148.

41 L.C. FONKER, Exclusivity and Variety, p. 189.

*2J. BARTON, Reading the Old Testament: Method in Biblical Study, p. 151.

“* H. FELPERIN, Beyond Deconstruction, Oxford, 1985.

¢ R. BARTHES, Critique et vérité, Paris, 1966.

45 John Rogerson however argues with force that even though it is accepted that Saussure is the founder of

Structuralism, the spirit can be traced back to the 19¥ century in the work of de Wette. See J.W.
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reconstruction by his students*® of his lecture notes, “Cours de linguistique générale””’,
published originally in French in 1916 but in English 6nly in 1959, About Saussure and
his work, R.H. Robins wrote that “his influence on twentieth-century linguistics, which
he could be said to have inaugurated, is unsurpassed” and that his “statement of the
structural approach to language underlies virtually the whole of modern linguistics™*. He
made the famous distinction between the synchronic and the diachronic®®. Though both
axes were legitimate and necessary to linguistics, Saussure maintained that interest in the
synchronic was the newer, more original, and more creative element®'. The two, for him,
“are not of equal importance [...] the synchronic viewpoint predominates, for it is the
true and only reality to the community of speakers” (Course 90). From this statement, one
can therefore gain the impression that synchronic linguistics is to be “regarded as
methodologically prior*®2. And in Saussure’s own words he writes: “The linguist who
wishes to understand a state must discard all knowledge of everything that produced it
and ignore diachrony. He can enter the mind of speakers only by completely suppressing

the past. The intervention of history can only falsify his judgment™.

ROGERSON, W.M.L. de Wette: Founder of Modern Biblical Criticism. See also J.W. ROGERSON,
Synchrony and Diachrony in the Work of de Wette and Its Importance for Today, in J.C. DE MOOR (ed.),
Synchronic or Diachronic? A Debate on Method in Old Testament Exegesis (OTS 34), Leiden, 1995, p.
145-158, see especially p. 145.

% Paul Joyce doubts however the fidelity of this reconstruction. See P.M. JOYCE, Synchronic and
Diachronic Perspectives on Ezekiel, in J. C. DE MOOR (ed.), Synchronic or Diachronic? p. 115-128, see p.
115.

“TF.DE SAUSSURE, Cours de linguistique générale, Paris, 1971.

“® J. BARR, The Synchronic, the Diachronic and the Historical: A Triangular Relationship? in J.C. DE
MOOR (ed.), Synchronic or Diachronic? p. 1-14, see p. 1.

* R.H. ROBINS, 4 Short History of Linguistics, London, 1967, p. 200-201.

0 3. BARR, The Synchronic, the Diachronic and the Historical: A Triangular Relationship? p. 1.

3! J. BARR, The Synchronic, the Diachronic and the Historical: A Triangular Relationship? p. 1.

%2 p. MUHLHAUSLER, Linguistics: Diachronic, in R. HARRE & R. LAMB (eds.), The Encyclopedic
Dictionary of Psychology, Oxford, 1983, p. 355.

%3 Quoted in J. BARR, The Synchronic, the Diachronic and the Historical: A Triangular Relationship? p. 2.
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The work of Saussure therefore marked the shift from traditional philology to modern
linguistics®™. Before his time, the study of linguistics and related issues were
predominantly historical or even evolutionary, that is, attempting to trace the origin and
development of words through time and history, hence diachronic. Characteristically it
was more concerned with the comparative study of ancient written languages and had the
tendency to be prescriptive, attempting to distil and codify standard forms. Since
Saussure, the shift is awakened; linguistic studies have been more concerned with the
static (or better, ‘synchronic’) picture®; it has aimed at describing actual usage and
practice in all its diversity, rather than presuming to prescribe. Language is to be
understood as a coherently organised structure, hence structuralism. Language for him is
the structural relation between words. “The linguistic system sign does not exist
independently of a complex system of contrasts; being intrinsically arbitrary rather than
having an inherent meaning; the linguistic sign can be identified only by contrast with
coexisting signs of the same nature, which together constitute a structured system of

language™®®.

Barton®” mentions five important similarities that exist between the New Criticism and
Structuralism>®. i) Both concentrate on the text itself, rather than on the author, or on the
intentions of the author or on the historical contexts. ii) They express belief in the non-
referential character of literature. iii) Both are interested in the form, shape and genre of
the text. iv) They share the belief that exact synonymy does not exist. By this, it means
that much comes into play to determine the meaning of a word or words in a text. Even
no translation is exact. For example, H. Christ™ in his monograph Blutvergiessen im
Alten Testament has given the dangers of relying on translation when one is aiming at a

sophisticated semantic definition. His main point is that Hebrew dam for example, does

% P.M. JOYCE, Synchronic and Diachronic Perspectives on Ezekiel, p. 115.

% P.M. JOYCE, Synchronic and Diachronic Perspectives on Ezekiel, p. 115.

% p M. JOYCE, Synchronic and Diachronic Perspectives on Ezekiel, p. 115.

%7 J. BARTON, Reading the Old Testament: Method in Biblical Study, p. 180ff.

%8 Cf. L.C. FONKER, Exclusivity and Variety, p. 191.

% H. CHRIST, Blutvergiesen im Alten Testament. Der gewaltsame Tod des Menschen untersucht am
hebrdischen Wort ‘dam’, Basle, 1977, p. 10-11.
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not mean exactly the same thing as English ‘blood’ or French ‘sang’. There is a wide
overlap between these terms, but not a complete overlap: in particular Hebrew dam is
never used in the positive sense of a family bond, as in ‘blood-brother’ or ‘blood is
thicker than water’. The Hebrew for that usage would probably be basar “flesh’. Similar
confusion, according to John Sawyer®™, has also arisen for example over the word »°rit
translated ‘covenant’ in some contexts, but ‘promise’ in others, neither providing in any
way an accurate definition. v) That the meaning of texts is determined by the canon of
literature, by the conventions of writing, and by the structures of language. All in all, the
New Criticism and Structuralism made a shift from the study of the origin and
development of a piece of writing to the study of the text itself, and therefore as

consequence, promoted a viable interest in the role of the reader.

2.1.4 Intersection of Critical Theory and Biblical Criticism

Although the distinction between synchronic and diachronic perspectives has become
commonplace in biblical studies in the recent years®!, these new ideas in linguistics were
slow to have any effect on biblical studies®®. This is also the opinion of Joyce: “Typically,
modern linguistics has concerned itself overwhelmingly with living, spoken languages,
but many of its insights can be and have been applied to the study of ancient languages
and literatures. Thus it is that synchronic studies of the Hebrew Bible have found a place
over recent decades. All too often biblical scholars have been rather slow in taking on
board the insights of other disciplines, and even then, they have frequently done so in a
piecemeal fashion and in a somewhat diluted form™®. J. Barr claims to be “the first or
one of the first, to make familiar the distinction between diachronic and synchronic as an

2564

element within biblical studies”® in his works and articles®®. He writes: “Words can only

% J. SAWYER, 4 Change of Emphasis in the Study of the Prophets, in R.J. COGGINS, A. PHILLIPS &
M.A. KNIBB (eds.), Israel’s Prophetic Tradition: Essays in Honour of Peter R. Ackroyd, Cambridge,
1982, p. 233-249, see p. 235.

€' P.M. JOYCE, Synchronic and Diachronic Perspectives on Ezekiel, p. 115.

2 J. BARR, The Synchronic, the Diachronic and the Historical: A Triangular Relationship? p. 1.

8 P.M. JOYCE, Synchronic and Diachronic Perspectives on Ezekiel, p. 115-116.

& J. BARR, The Synchronic, the Diachronic and the Historical: A Triangular Relationship? p. 1.
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be intelligibly interpreted by what they meant at the time of their use, within the language
system used by the speaker or writer*®®. In biblical studies, the terms ‘synchronic’ and
‘diachronic’ have tended to be used without all their broader connotations being in view,
primarily in relation to questions concerning the unity and analysis of texts. The contrast
has been, of course, mainly between studies and approaches which attempt to trace the
development of texts through time (diachronic) and others which deal with texts as
holistic units (synchronic)“; in fact an exercise in holism®; and this tendency has finally
given rise to studies which have evoked new interest in the literary character of the Bible
from this holistic point of view, and brought about a “breakthrough”® from the
traditional historical-critical paradigm of thought. Many critics therefore express the
conviction that biblical language is infinitely unstable and so meaning is not only
deferrable but can radically foreground the reader’s values as determinative of
interpretation; and that criticism is not anchored in fixed texts but in fragile communities

of interpreters™.

One important upshot, using the words of Gunn, of this breakthrough, is the conviction
among biblical critics that no system of reading can ever guarantee the “correct”
interpretation of a story, no matter how highly trained and “competent” readers may
become’'. There will be always different and differing interpretative strategies, just as
there will be always interpreters who interpret from different places and angles, and who

find significance in different and differing elements of the text.

% J. BARR, The Semantics of Biblical Language, London, 1961; Hypostatization of Linguistic Phenomena
in Modern Theological Interpretation, in JSSt 7 (1962), p. 85-94.

% J. BARR, The Semantics of Biblical Language, p. 139-140.

¢ p.M. JOYCE, Synchronic and Diachronic Perspectives on Ezekiel, p. 116.

% D.M. GUNN, Narrative Criticism in S.L. MCKENZIE & S.R. HAYNES (eds.), To Each Its Own
Meaning, 1999, p. 201-229, see p. 201.

®R. MORGAN & I. BARTON, Biblical Interpretation, p. 221.

" DM. GUNN, Narrative Criticism, p. 202.

' D.M. GUNN, Narrative Criticism, p. 201.
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And so in the past three decades roughly, critical theory and biblical criticism have
intersected, giving rise to a giant tree of multiple branches. Here we cannot enter into
attempting even a rough sampling of these manifold upshots with particular reference to

the Hebrew Bible””. One thing is certain: the fact of plurality”.

2.2 NARRATIVE BIBLICAL CRITICISM: ATTEMPT AT DESCRIPTION
2.2.1 Attempt at Description
The term “narrative criticism” in biblical studies is loose™. That is why in this sub-
section we adopt a style we judge will help us describe it to a relatively clearer extent.
And this style would entail sampling the definitions of some major authors in the field or
a quasi presentation of their presuppositions and convictions in the field. Sometimes

narrative criticism is used broadly of literary-critical, in opposition to historical (literary)

" For a review or a catalogue both from thematic and historical point of view see, D. GUNN, Narrative
Criticism, in S.L. MCKENZIE & S.R. HAYNES (eds.), To Each Its Own Meaning, p. 202-212.

™ Talking of plurality in biblical scholarship, the work of L.G. PERDUE, The Collapse of History:
Reconstructing Old Testament Theology, Minneapolis, 1994, comes easily to mind, a book written with
several objectives in mind: in the words of the author, “to describe the salient features of a select number of
recent interpretive strategies of biblical interpretation and theology, to evaluate their strengths and
weaknesses, to discover grounds for common discourse between their significant representatives, and
(which makes this work more interesting) to use their implications for the study of Jeremiah as a case in
point”, L.G. PERDUE, The Book of Jeremiah in Old Testament Theology, in A.R.P. DIAMOND et al.
(eds.), Troubling Jeremiah, p. 320-338. Current Old Testament biblical scholarship, explains Perdue, has
shifted dramatically from an interest in history to a concern for literary and contextual interpretations, from
the direct concern with the historical development of Israel’s faith (cf. the salvation-history approach of
G.E. Wright or John Bright and the tradition-history approach of A. Alt, G. von Rad and M. Noth) to
diverse interests among which are liberation theology, emphasis on myth, canonical and intertextual
developments, literary insights from metaphor and story theologies, narrative theology, theology of
imagination, etc. See L. BOADT, The Book of Jeremiah and the Power of Historical Recitation, in AR.P.
DIAMOND et al. (eds.), Troubling Jeremiah, p. 339-349, see p. 342. For thoughtful reviews and references
to this book, see also D.T. OLSON, Between the Tower of Unity and the Babel of Pluralism: Biblical
Theology and Leo Perdue’s The Collapse of History, in AR.P. DIAMOND et al. (eds.), Troubling
Jeremiah, p. 350-358; T. O. OVERHOLT, What Shall We Do about Pluralism? A Response to Leo
Perdue’s The Collapse of History, in A.R.P. DIAMOND et al. (eds.), Troubling Jeremiah, p. 359-366.

™ D.M. GUNN, Narrative Criticism, p. 201.
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-critical analysis of the biblical text, from a variety of methodological standpoints. But in
the main, from whatever angle, it has often meant “retour au texte”’>; interpreting the
existing biblical text in its final form, that is, “in terms primarily of its own story world,
seen as replete with meaning, rather than understanding them by attempting to
reconstruct its sources and editorial history, its original setting and audience, and its
author’s or editor’s intention in Writing”76. In the spirit of the New Criticism, the exegete
understands the biblical text “to be an interpretable entity independent of both author and
interpreter”’’. The route to meaning is the same thing as the key and that is ‘close
reading’ (and just recently Martin Kessler goes further with the concept ‘listening’’®)
which “identifies formal and conventional structures of the narrative, determines plot,
develops characterization, distinguishes point of view, exposes language play, and relates
all to some overarching, encapsulating theme”’. Biblical texts are therefore viewed
synchronically, rather than diachronically, that is, as a meaningful whole containing the
essential elements of its own understanding rather than as understandable only as the
product of a historically determined process of composition®’. The close reading in

narrative method referred above is one in which one pays, in Robert Alter’s phrases,

 J.-L. SKA, J.-P. SONNET & A. WENIN, L’analyse narrative des récits de I'Ancien Testament, (CEV
107), Paris, 1999, p. 5.

D.M. GUNN, Narrative Criticism, p. 201.

7 D.M. GUNN, Narrative Criticism, p. 201.

78 Kessler writes: “Biblical scholars have their agenda for doing responsible exegesis; rightly, it begins and
ends with the text, i.e. the MT. The present work has tried to follow that agenda which essentially consists
of paying attention; ‘close reading’ is often mentioned, but in a profound and prior sense it is ‘listening’”.
Kessler arrives at this concept by maintaining that the provision of texts with accents (onww) and
paragraphing (mwne) by the Massoretes for reading and chanting underscored the oral quality of the text.
Oral quality in this sense is not just only concerned with just reading but also hearing. Martin Buber talks
of the Geschprochenheit of the Bible and that means, for Kessler, that the text needs to be said aloud so it
may be heard. Referring to the Rabbinic name for the Hebrew Bible which is Migra (x-pn) from the root
xp (“to call”), Kessler says that “if we bear in mind the text as read and heard, then we should be
concerned with its acoustic aspect”, M. KESSLER, Battle of the Gods: The God of Israel versus Marduk of
Babylon, A Literary/Theological Interpretation of Jeremiah 50-51 (SSN 42), Assen, 2003, p. 54.

 D.M. GUNN, Narrative Criticism, p. 201,

®pM. GUNN, Narrative Criticism, p. 204.
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“minutely discriminating attention” or “disciplined attention”®'

to the use, repetition, and
arrangement of words, structural patterns, shifts in voices, deliberate verbal strategies that
cause breaks, surprises, contrasts, comparisons, ambiguities, and open-ended marvel in
the text. The interpreter focuses on the action and voice of the text itself and is not led
away from the actual world of the text by any external reference or hypothesis, since it is
the fundamental presupposition in this method that the text contains in itself the threads
for its unravelling. In this perspective, the only fundamental datum is the text. The
biblical text is considered not as the product of the combination of diverse traditions
(without its express denial anyway), but as a literary unity, itself containing its own
norms of interpretation, and its proper hermeneutical key. The complicated origin of the
text is not denied however, nor the fact of various stages and layers of redaction ruled
out, but these do not form the underlying theoretical presuppositions necessary for the
reading of the text. Even though the exegete does not deny them, he does not equally rely
on them. The eventual ‘contradictions and internal incoherence’ require then an intrinsic

interpretation to be perceived from the available structural or narrative data.

2.2.2 Robert Alter, Yairah Amit and Jan Fokkelman

It is our intention to use the views of these three authors to further the description of the
narrative method and illustrate its major presuppositions. By choosing these authors, we
have not made any ranking among experts, but for the following reason. Two factors are
primarily determinant in any exegesis and they condition the eventual exegetical
findings: the first is how the exegete regards or perceives the text before him, his a priori
conceptions and bias and secondly how he defines his own task, that is what he does with
his text, and these authors are chosen here because their presentation of these issues in
their major works are simple and clear. While Alter writes more on the nature of the text,
Amit dwells on the role of the reader and Fokkelman tries to relate the two to each

another.

81 R, ALTER, The Art of Biblical Narrative, p. 13.
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2.2.2.1 Robert Alter: On the Biblical Text

Convinced that “the shape and meaning of any literary text will naturally be dependent to
some extent on its linguistic fashioning®, Alter, professionally a specialist in novels who
brought his literary competences and his knowledge of Jewish tradition to bear on
biblical narratives, aims at illuminating “the distinctive principles of the Bible’s narrative
art”®. He calls attention to “the artful use of language, to the shifting play of ideas,
conventions, tone, sound, imagery, syntax, narrative viewpoint, compositional units, and
much else, the kind of disciplined attention, in other words, which through a whole
spectrum of critical approaches has illuminated, for example, the poetry of Dante, the
plays of Shakespeare, the novels of Tolstoy”®*. Though Alter sees the Bible as literature,
he has the credit at the same time of recognising the fact of the composite nature of the
text. Biblical narrative should not be treated “as though it were a unitary production just
like a modern novel that is entirely conceived and executed by a single independent

writer who supervises his original work from first draft to page proofs”85

. We should not
turn our backs, “in other words, on what historical scholarship has taught us about the
specific conditions of development of the biblical text and about its frequently composite
nature”®. But this does not make him lose sight of the integrity of the text itself, because
historical scholarship should be regarded as “aspects of the distinctive artistic medium of
the biblical authors [...]. Even if the text is really composite in origin, I think we have
seen ample evidence of how brilliantly it has been woven into a complex artistic
whole”®”. The idea Alter expresses here takes us into his concept of the ‘composite
artistry’ of the Bible. According to him since the procedures of biblical narrative differ
notably from those of later Western fiction, certain aspects of the Bible still baffle the

efforts of literary critics to make sense of it as a literary form. And so there is always the

problem of the “ambiguous status of those components of the biblical corpus commonly

82 R. ALTER, The Art of Biblical Narrative, p. x.

8 R. ALTER, The Art of Biblical Narrative, p. ix.

8 R. ALTER, The Art of Biblical Narrative, p. 12-13.
¥ R. ALTER, The Art of Biblical Narrative, p. 19.

% R. ALTER, The Art of Biblical Narrative, p. 19.

¥ R. ALTER, The Art of Biblical Narrative, p. 19-20.
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called books or indeed of many discrete narrative segments within the individual
books”®; a fact accentuated by historical-critical scholarship®. Alter postulates a solution
with his conception of ‘composite artistry’: “the biblical writers and redactors [...] had
certain notions of unity rather different from our own, and that the fullness of statement
they aspired to achieve as writers in fact led them at times to violate what a later age and
culture would be disposed to think of as canons of unity and logical coherence. The
biblical text may not be the whole cloth imagined by pre-modern Judeo-Christian
tradition, but the confused textual patchwork that scholarship has often found to displace
such earlier views may prove upon further scrutiny to be purposeful pattem”go. In other
words, the astonishing literary effects often achieved by the authors of the Bible are the
results of art and not of artlessness, as commented by J.M. Cameron on Alter’s bookgl, a
result of an “activity of the literary imagination, some deep intuition of art that finely
interweaves, shaping a complex and meaningful whole which is more than the sum of its

parts”92

8 R. ALTER, The Art of Biblical Narrative, p. 131.

% The most eminent instance of this composite character of the biblical text has been found by scholars in
the first four books of the Pentateuch, which, basing on the evidence of style, form of narrative data,
theological accent, and assumptions of a historical nature, have been identified as comprising three separate
primary strands — the Yahwistic document (J), the Elohistic Document (E), and the Priestly Document (P).
Different dates are assigned to each of these strands: J might date back to the tenth century B.C.E.; £ about
a century later, while P could be the work of priestly writers around the first temple period and which
continued till the sixth and fifth centuries B.C.E. There are also propositions about sub-documents and
intermediate stages separating the original literary castings and the final editing as we have them today.
Alter remarks: “Beyond the Pentateuch, the textual components of the narrative books of the Bible have not
been blessed with the classroom clarity of these alphabetical markers, but under analysis, a good many
passages in the Former Prophets reveal composite elements analogous to, and perhaps sometimes even
continuous with, what has been discovered in the Pentateuch”, The Art of Biblical Narrative, p. 132.

*®R. ALTER, The Art of Biblical Narrative, p. 133.

°! Back page commentary: R. ALTER, The Art of Biblical Narrative.

92 R. ALTER, The Art of Biblical Narrative, p. 132.

72



Part One Chapter Two: Methodological-Hermeneutical Option

2.2.2.2 Yairah Amit: On the Reader

Yairah Amit’s work®, written in Hebrew and translated in English in 2001 by Yael
Lotan, sets as its aims, in the words of the author “to serve as an introduction to (reading)
biblical narrative”*. The driving questions are: “How does the Bible itself regard its
narrative portions? Do biblical stories share peculiar characteristics, and can we speak
about the particular nature of the biblical story? Who set the boundaries of these stories,
and who was responsible for their headings? Should a reader of these stories bear in mind
the considerations of biblical criticism and the findings of biblical research? Who is the
omniscient and omnipotent figure in biblical narrative, God or the narrator? How are the
plot, characters, time, and place designed? What is the relationship between content and
form? How can we determine the meaning of a story, and can it have more than one

meaning? These issues, and others I have not listed, underlie the chapters of this book”®>.

Two important remarks of Amit are worthy of mention here: first is her treatment of ‘the
power of stories’ and second, her concept of ‘dynamic reading’. A considerable part of
biblical literature, she calculates, in fact one-third of the Bible consists of stories and the
Bible ascribes great importance to stories and their presentation as a means of
persuasion’®. The Bible is replete with stories in which one person succeeds in persuading

another by means of a story97. We have the story of Judah in Gen. 44:18-45:2%, prophet

%Y. AMIT, Reading Biblical Narratives: Literary Criticism and the Hebrew Bible, Minneapolis, 2001, p.
xi.

Y. AMIT, Reading Biblical Narratives, p. xi.

% Y. AMIT, Reading Biblical Narratives, p. xi.

% Y. AMIT, Reading Biblical Narratives, p. L.

%7 For the treatment of some persuasive stories and intercessory interventions in the Bible, see F. ROSSIER,
L’intercession entre les hommes dans la Bible hébraique. L’intercession entre les hommes aux origines de
I’intercession aupres de Dieu (OBO 152), Géttingen, 1996.

°8 Judah had to persuade Joseph not to harm Benjamin, the youngest of his brothers and to do this, he had to
go by telling the viceroy of the King of Egypt, Joseph, the whole story of his family so that at the end of the
story, the latter could not but be moved with emotion to the point of sobbing. A reader cannot but be
impressed by the sophisticated characterisation in this narrative and the literary techniques that are
employed in the speech. The eloquence of the speech, deferential but yet dignified; spirited but not

provocative, full of pathos and passion, yet restrained and transparently sincere, is evident. There are the
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Nathan and King David in II Sam. 12:1-14°°, Joab and King David in II Sam. 13:38-
14:24100; among others, all of which show that a story itself can be a means of persuasiori
and tell us much about its rhetorical functions in the biblical world'®'. Her opinion in
concrete is that the biblical writer chose the medium of stories, with the “intention to

influence (his audience) to accept his views”'®.

In discussing the role of the reader in the second chapter of her work titled ‘Story
scholars and the role of the reader’, Amit underscores the dynamism of the reader: “The
outline of the story is dynamically determined, (and) the reader of biblical stories has an

unusually active role, in the absence of clear boundaries and titles”'®. Based on the

powerful external factors of Judah’s speech and the overall course of events. There are also the powerful
internal factors with which Joseph has been wrestling: his desire for Benjamin versus his growing concern
for his father, the power struggle with his brothers versus the desire for reunion, the challenge of Judah’s
selflessness versus his own self-interest, the shame and blame associated with his disclosure versus the
anxiety of a son for his father. See also M.A. O’BRIEN, The Contribution of Judah’s Speech, Genesis
44:18-34 to the Characterization of Joseph, in CBQ 59 (1997), p. 429-447.

% Aiming at reproaching the King for the misuse of another man’s wife and putting her husband, Uriah the
Hittite, tactically to death, Nathan the prophet had to invent a story of the rich man and the poor man’s ewe,
which turns out to be a parable. The story and the way it is passionately delivered led David to blame the
rich man and condemn him in unqualified terms. Only at this point does Nathan draw his analogy to the
utter surprise, shame and acknowledgement of guilt on the part of the King. On this story, Wénin refers to
this phenomenon as “le pouvoir de vérité de la fiction”. Cf. A. WENIN, David et I’histoire de Natan (2
Samuel 12,1-7), ou : Le lecteur et la fiction prophétique du récit biblique, in D. MARGUERAT (ed.), La
Bible en récits : L'exégése biblique & 1’heure du lecteur, Geneva, 2003, p. 153-164, see 158ff.

1 Joab notices that David is in pursuit of his son Absalom who had fled to the land of Geshur after having
killed Ammon. He tries to persuade the king to bring Absalom back and summons a ‘clever woman’ from
Tekoa. The woman tells David what looked like her own personal story; her widowhood, about a fight
between her two sons, one of who killed the other, about the family’s determination to kill the survivor, and
of her fear that this move will lead to the extinction of the family name. At the moment when David
promises to help her out, she relates her story to the case of Absalom and that makes David to agree to
bring Absalom back from the land of Geshur.

11y, AMIT, Reading Biblical Narratives, p. 2.

102 v AMIT, Reading Biblical Narratives, p. 2.

19 Y, AMIT, Reading Biblical Narratives, p. 21.
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evident premise that biblical stories have no original titles'®, it rests on the reader to
define the boundaries of the stories and their limits, though not without certain basic
criteria. She quotes Perry and Sternberg'®® who write thus: “The boundaries of a unit are
dynamic, they are not defined in advance; once and for all, but are redefined and
reorganized anew, according to the questions one seeks to answer, according to the kind
of observation that one wishes to apply [...]. Every researcher and every research
demarcate their own boundaries, and are quite free to do so, provided they take into
account —explicitly or implicitly — all the other frameworks, both narrower and wider, to
which the unit in question belongs™'®. Such frameworks or criteria could either be
thematic criterion, or a structural one, a principie of symmetry or inclusio, that is,
beginning and ending with a similar subject, phrase, or word. Another criterion pertains
to considerations of time, relating to events that happened in one period of time. Finally
she adds considerations of poetics and of style, such as techniques of narration that
characterise a specific unit; for example, ironic representation, use of key words, and the

like'”. Other authors like Ska'® and Mlakuzhyil'® equally list other criteria. In’

1% 1t is a known fact that originally, the stories in the scrolls of the Bible have no titles, and the titles we
have today — for example, the story of the creation, the story of the flood, the binding of [saac, the call of
Moses — are simply products of readers, exegetical traditions and translators, who assigned titles depending
on their interpretation of the contents of the stories and their boundaries. This being the case, we can say
that the title of any biblical story is a product of a commentary, which means that a reader of these stories is
free to disagree with it and to change it. That is to say, “the reader may engage in the same work as the
various commentators who gave different titles to the same story [...]. As you examine the various
commentaries, you will come across different outlines and titles since the boundaries and titles are not holy
writ but the reader’s determination”, Y. AMIT, Reading Biblical Narratives, p. 16.

1% M. PERRY & M. STERNBERG, Caution: A Literary Text! Problems in the Poetics and Interpretation
of Biblical Narrative, in Hasifrut/Literature 2 (1970), p. 608-663 (Heb.).

1% Quoted in Y. AMIT, Reading Biblical Narratives, p. 16.

7y, AMIT, Reading Biblical Narratives, p. 18. Example is given with the story of Joseph (Gen. 37-39). A
reader or commentator may choose to look at the whole story, or particular units within it, such as J oseph in
the house of Potiphar and his wife (chapter 39), or the dreams of the cupbearer and the baker in chapter 40,
If on the other hand one were to choose the motif of dreams in the whole Joseph cycle, then one would
select the six dreams that appear in the course of the story: Joseph’s two dreams in chapter 37:5-10, the
dreams of the baker and the cupbearer in chapter 40 and the two dreams of Pharaoh in chapter 41:1-38. Or

in the story of the creation (Gen. 1:1-2:4a) there is no question that the subject is the creation of the world
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summary, “what all this means is that the biblical stories call for dynamic reading, which

must determine the boundaries of the stories and even their titles™''°.

2.2.2.3 Jan Fokkelman: Text-Reader Relationship

Fokkelman talks of the three-fold alienation''! with which historical-critical readers have
discouraged many Bible readers, students of theology, and future preachers: the text
comes from far away, dates from a long time ago, and is rooted in a radically different
culture. He acknowledges of course that the text of the Bible comes from the Near East,
that it is almost 2000 to 3000 years old, and that it originated in a culture which differed
greatly from ours, both materially and spiritually. But distances for him, though “should

not be underestimated”, are “only half-truths” and should not be treated as “unshakeable

by God in seven days. Here the concentric structure is evident since the unit opens and ends with like
statements: “... God created heaven and earth...” (Gen. 1:1) and “such is the story of heaven and earth
when they were created” (Gen. 2:4a) respectively. There is a definable time unit: creation in seven days.
The unit is also characterised by a distinctive style: detailed and dry, with repetitive formulas, such as “and
it was so,” and “and there was evening and there was morning”, such and such a day, see Y. AMIT,
Reading Biblical Narratives, p. 16 and 18.

1% J.-L. SKA considers the chief criteria to be related to the drama: “change of place, change of time,
change of characters (characters entering or leaving the ‘stage’), or change of action. These criteria are
frequently combined. Stylistic criteria are also very useful (repetitions, inclusions, shift in vocabulary...)”,
“Our Fathers Have Told Us”: Introduction to the Analysis of Hebrew Narratives (SB 13), Roma, 1990, p.
1.

19 G. MLAKUZHYIL, The Christocentric Structure of the Fourth Gospel (AnBib 117), Rome, 1987
distinguishes two sets of criteria. 1) Literary criteria: conclusions, introductions, inclusions, characteristic
vocabulary, geographical indication, literary-chronological indications, transitions, bridge-passages, hook-
words, techniques of repetition, change of “literary genre” 2) Dramatic criteria: changes of scene, technique
of alternating scenes, technique of double-stage action, introduction of dramatis personae, the law of stage
duality, technique of vanishing character, technique of seven scenes, technique of diptych scene, sequence
of action-dialogue-discourse, dramatic development, dramatic pattern (cf. p. 87-121). Cf also L.R. KLEIN,
The Triumph of Irony in the Book of Judges (JSOTS 68), Sheffield, 1988, p. 194-195; S. BAR-EFRAT,
Narrative Art in the Bible, p. 96-111.

119y, AMIT, Reading Biblical Narratives, p. 16.

"' J P. FOKKELMAN, Reading Biblical Narrative: A Practical Guide (Tools for Biblical Study 1),
Leiden, 1999, p. 21.
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axioms” less they will “quietly turn into lies and optical illusions” 2. There is rather a
greater, more important truth, which is that these texts are well written, and “as products
of a deliberate and meticulous designing intelligence they have been crafted to speak for
themselves, provided there is a competent reader listening closely. They are, after some

training on our part, extremely able to reveal and explain themselves™' B,

The text is a living text says Fokkelman''. Though it is worth investigating to know
more about the writer, his purpose and the circumstances in which he wrote, none of this
is actually essential since “a text does not remain the same throughout the ages but, being
a living (i.e. read) text, itself also constantly changes. It acquires an ever growing history

and ever-richer contents™'

. What counts, as a matter of necessity is “that which the text
provides, the world it evokes and the values it embodies, and then, the confrontation, the
interplay, the friction and sometimes the clash between all this and the reader’s world and
values”'', He continues his argument: “Whoever says the Bible is old, remote and
strange, pushes the text too far away and as a result ends up with a formidable problem,
namely whether the Bible ‘can still mean something for modern man’ and he evaluates
this problematic as one that people have created themselves by way of the three-fold
alienation™'’, The problem is phantomatic and therefore unsolvable because “in reality,
the Bible is very close — we have opened it, and already have expectations or assumptions
about the values stored or presented in it — and its meaning takes shape thanks to our
mental activity and the imagination we bring to the text. It is our own commitment that
creates the field of intersubjectivity. After that, the question about the “relevance” of the

Bible has largely become spurious”!'®,

112 J.P. FOKKELMAN, Reading Biblical Narrative, p. 21.
'3 3 p. FOKKELMAN, Reading Biblical Narrative, p. 21.
"1 J.P. FOKKELMAN, Reading Biblical Narrative, p. 23.
113 J.P. FOKKELMAN, Reading Biblical Narrative, p. 23.
'8 J P. FOKKELMAN, Reading Biblical Narrative, p. 23.
"75p. FOKKELMAN, Reading Biblical Narrative, p. 25.
"'® I .P. FOKKELMAN, Reading Biblical Narrative, p. 25.
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Interestingly, after talking about the text, Fokkelman relates it to the reader in a simple
statement: “Without a reader, a text cannot operate, it is no more than a silent shadow””g,
even though he admits that the relation between text and meaning is not a very simple
one. One cannot simply say that there is meaning in the text or that the text ‘contains’
meaning in a way analogous to the statement that a cup contains coffee. Getting to the
meaning of the text, that is ‘exegesis’ (a Greek word meaning ‘leading out’) is an activity
which shows that meaning is not a fixed and objective string of data which one has “to
coax out of a text because in actual fact, a text only speaks when a listener comes along”.
It is by listening that a text becomes alive and begins to speak. “Reading is certainly not
passive, nor a form of easy consumption, even though our body seems to suggest this
when we are lounging in our armchair. Reading is a specific mental activity, it is the

action of conferring meaning to a text”'%°.

Fokkelman maintains that there are two sides of “meaning” in the art of reading, the
reader who bestows it and the text which ‘has’ it. These two sides of meaning correspond
to the two important questions which are at the base of any meaningful engagement in the

reading of a text!?!

. The two questions are: 1) what is the text saying, that is, what exactly
is it telling me? And the second one is: May 1 assume there’s a message in its
structure'?*? Interestingly, Fokkelman gives to the first question a slightly “different
emphasis”: the question is answered by way of an apparent detour, by asking: how is it
saying it, and this shift of focus from the ‘what’ to the ‘how’ is an important
characteristic of the narrative method of reading the biblical text'. He gave three
reasons why this shift of focus is necessary; all three which could be summarised in the
fact that the stories in the Bible are products of literary design which are subtle and at

times to the smallest detail, demanding therefore to be taken completely seriously in their

literary mode of being, and that proves that the meaning of the story is not static, a

% 1. p. FOKKELMAN, Reading Biblical Narrative, p. 20.
120J.p. FOKKELMAN, Reading Biblical Narrative, p. 20-21.
121y p. FOKKELMAN, Reading Biblical Narrative, p. 25.
122 1. P. FOKKELMAN, Reading Biblical Narrative, p. 25.
'2 1.,P. FOKKELMAN, Reading Biblical Narrative, p. 26.
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given'?, but originates only from the dialogue between the text and the reader'®. In fact,
in his own treatment of the reader, Ska concludes thus: “The active participation of the
reader is an essential part of the act of reading. A text is like a score of music. The music
remains dead unless somebody plays or sings what is written in the score. A Biblical text

remains dead unless the reader interprets it”'?.

2.3 THE BOOK OF JEREMIAH GOES NARRATIVE
Having given in summary the major theoretical presuppositions of narrative criticism, the
last section of this Chapter considers these presuppositions from the point of view
specifically of the book of Jeremiah. Of course, previously, the debate as to which of the
two approaches, the synchronic or the diachronie, is the best method in the research of
the book of Jeremiah has not been popular. But today it is clear that the nature of the
biblical text gives itself away to be approached from different angles. This point has
become so evident that in 1994, the Society of Old Testament Study at their Ninth Joint
Meeting held at Kampen devoted the papers to ask the methodological question'?’ which
Weippert regrets has not been first and above all posed. In the said meeting, an article on
Jeremiah was read by Carroll'®, That means that just as the questions of redaction and
composition, of the relationship between the manifold texts of the same book, of
chronology of the prophet, the question of the method of reading the text is equally
important. Carroll begins the just cited article with the remark that the book of Jeremiah

is a difficult book for post-Enlightenment scholars to read today, that it is both untidy'?®

' 1P FOKKELMAN, Reading Biblical Narrative, p. 26.

1% J.P. FOKKELMAN, Reading Biblical Narrative, p. 27.

18 J.-L. SKA, “Our Fathers Have Told Us”, p. 63.

127 }.C. bE MOOR (ed.), Synchronic or Diachronic? A Debate on Method in Old Testament Exegesis (OTS
34), Leiden, 1995,

128 R.P. CARROLL, Synchronic Deconstructions of Jeremiah: Diachrony to the Rescue? Reflections on
Some Reading Strategies for Understanding Certain Problems in the Book of Jeremiah, in J.C. DE MOOR
(ed.), Synchronic or Diachronic? p. 39-51.

129 Talking of being “untidy” reminds of the evaluation which many critics, using the historical method,
have already made as regards the book: the notice of the presence of different literary styles, the lack of any

organising principle and chronological disorder in the arrangement of many chapters. In the forward to his
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and repetitious, “frequently eschewing chronological sequencing (except in chapters 26-
29, 34-44), and in chapters 2-20 there are insufficient rubrics to provide a narrative
framework for the book”'*°. On the question of its readability he asserts: “The question of
whether it is readable today had better be avoided as a negative answer would undermine
all contemporary scholarly operations. The question is better posed in terms of ‘how is
this book to be read today?’ Following this formation of the question of reading allows
for analyses of the book along diachronic and synchronic lines as one approach to

5131

exploring possible preferred readings of Jeremiah™”". In the first place, he understands

and describes the synchronic reading of Jeremiah as an attempt “to do the impossible by
rephrasing the book’s representational levels into a coherent narratological account”'*?
and “an attempt to bypass the problems by ignoring them”'**. He maintains: “The only

»134 since it is the

way | can rescue a synchronic reading is to do it in a diachronic way
diachronic that “makes sense of the untidy book of Jeremiah, it allows me to incorporate
my post-Enlightenment critically reflective perspective into my reading of the text, and it

seems to make due allowances for the discrete and diverse interests operating in the

commentary, DUHM, Das Buch Jeremia immediately focuses on the presence of different literary styles
and their relevance for determining the authorship of the book’s contents, cf. p. vii. Then in the
introduction, he takes the issue in more detail, cf. p. xii-xvi. It is also in the introduction that he takes up the
question of the book’s lack of order, and where he makes his famous comment that the book’s growth was
like that of an out-of-control forest. Similarly, S. MOWINCKEL, Zur Komposition des Buches Jeremia,
begins with the observation of the text and remarks a conspicuous lack of any plan — “eine auffallige
Planlosigkeit” — and the presence of many paralle] passages indicating that the book is not the work of one
hand. The observation of the characteristics of the different superscriptions provides some insight into the
book’s composition, cf. p. 5-6. Carroll provides a final example. In many of his writings, he also identifies
certain features of the world of the text to support his interpretive approach to the book: the differences in
language between prose and poetry, different attitudes in the book towards Judah and Jerusalem, the near
absence in chapters 1-25 of markers which identify Jeremiah as the speaker and the abundance of these in
chapters 26-52, the presence of parallel passages, see especially, CARROLL, Jeremiah (OTL), p. 35-37.

130 R P. CARROLL, Synchronic Deconstructions of Jeremiah: Diachrony to the Rescue? p. 39. :
131 R P. CARROLL, Synchronic Deconstructions of Jeremiah: Diachrony to the Rescue? p. 39.

132 R.P. CARROLL, Synchronic Deconstructions of Jeremiah: Diachrony to the Rescue? p. 41.

133 R.P. CARROLL, Synchronic Deconstructions of Jeremiah: Diachrony to the Rescue? p. 50.

134 R.P. CARROLL, Synchronic Deconstructions of Jeremiah: Diachrony to the Rescue? p. 50.
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production of the text”'*. Carroll concludes: “Perhaps a synchronic reading of Jeremiah
can be sustained by postmodernist readers of the Bible or by readers who resolutely
refuse to recognize the Enlightenment as ever having happened in matters pertaining to
reading the Bible”'*¢.

The option for the narrative method is however not judgemental as has already been
expressed. In this era of the plurality of methods, it is necessary to reiterate the point that
any approach to a biblical text has its own limits and these limits derive mainly from its
presuppositions. As John Hill puts it:
“Each approach has its own set of suppositions and its own set of questions which
it brings to the text, and which generate a certain range of answers. In Jeremiah
research the major questions put forward and the solutions proposed have been
those generated by the historical-critical approach. As a result there has been a
neglect of the interpretive possibilities that a synchronic reading can generate with
its own particular set of questions and range of answers”'*".
We have therefore made an option among options, an option which further hinges on the
conviction that, as Alastair Hunter rightly puts it, “perhaps the most fundamental problem
facing anyone who wishes to discuss the work of an ‘author’ in any part of the OT is how
to define the limits of that proposed author’s work. It is, of course, always possible to cut
the Gordian knot by dealing directly with the ‘final form® of the text; and in some cases
that is perhaps the best way to handle interpretation [...]. And generally speaking, the
recent school of ‘theology as story’ has encouraged the kind of analysis which
emphasizes the anecdotal character of the narrative as the principal bearer of hermeneutic

significance”'®,

135 R.P. CARROLL, Synchronic Deconstructions of Jeremiah: Diachrony to the Rescue? p. 50.
136 R.P. CARROLL, Synchronic Deconstructions of Jeremiah: Diachrony to the Rescue? p. 49.
373, HILL, Friend or Foe? p. 11.

138 A. HUNTER, Father Abraham: A Structural and Theological Study of the Yahwist’s Presentation of the
Abraham Material, in JSOT 35 (1986), p. 3-27, p. 3.
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There has therefore become a clear division along two strands of readings of the book of
Jeremiah; one which concentrates in the “world behind the text” and the other which
concentrates in the “world of the text” using again the words of John Hill'*®. Recent years
have however equally attested to works that do not primarily consider the book’s
compositional history, but rather the world of the text; a “decisive turn from reading for
extrinsic agency behind the text to an intrinsic reading for an immanent and meaningful
form [...] a de-centering of extrinsic, and historicist preoccupation to the intrinsic,
imaginative world of the text as constituting its own coherent hermeneutic system and

portrait” 140,

Of particular notice is the work of Smith on the confessions of Jeremiah 11-20'*!. While
recognising the importance of the issues of redaction, he sets out to explain how the
respective chapters function as part of the book. Diamond analyses the laments
individually, their significance when incorporated into a larger context of chapters 11-20
and how these chapters function as a whole'*. In line with many other studies in the
same direction, his does not seek to trace the meaning and significance of the confessions
either from their original settings or from the historical mission of the prophet. Rather it
is the crisis over the proper context in which the confessions are to be interpreted that
poses the primary question'*. To pursue this question, the text will have to be the point
of departure with close attention in order to recognise the poetic and composition
conventions inherent in it. Since “in the last analysis the text represents a barrier to our
immediate access to any other of these potentially significant contexts”, he stresses that
the text is “both immediate primary source and potential barrier for current research
interests”, hoping that “the inherent characteristics of the text will offer guidelines and

place constraints upon our attempt at interpretation — metaphorically speaking, that the

139§ HILL, Friend or Foe? p. 9.

140 A.R.P. DIAMOND, Introduction, p. 20.

1 M.S. SMITH, The Laments of Jeremiah and their Contexts: A Literary and Redactional Study of
Jeremiah 11-20 (SBLMS 42), Atlanta, 1990.

142 A R.P. DIAMOND, The Confessions of Jeremiah in Context: Scenes of Prophetic Drama (JSOTS 45),
Sheffield, 1987.

3 A.R.P. DIAMOND, The Confessions of Jeremiah in Context: Scenes of Prophetic Drama, p. 17.
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inherent conventions of the confessions will say ‘read me this way’ and establish a

hierarchy of priorities in the attempt to achieve a valid reading of them”'**.

Perhaps even more interesting in this angle is the recent work of Stulman: Order amid
Chaos: Jeremiah as Symbolic Tapestry'®®. Stulman provides a very good discussion of
the different ways of treating the chaos element detected by so many contemporary
readers of Jeremiah, and offers a way of incorporating both notions of chaos and order in
an account of the book’s structure. He made, one could say, a synchronic reading of
Jeremiah that is grounded in diachronic sensibilities. Taking a strongly contextual
approach, he argues that far from being “a hopeless hodgepodge” of oracles, the final
form of Jeremiah has a purposeful literary plan and presents the reader with a concrete
theological message. “To put it more modestly, in spite of the book’s untidiness this
literature is readable, not primarily by standards of linear logic and coherence, but as a
symbolic tapestry of meanings with narrative seams”'*. His analogy with a tapestry
bears on his conviction that though Jeremiah scholarship has so far been too preoccupied
with looking at individual oracular/narrative threads, in order to understand the book, it is
necessary to step back and consider the “big picture”. He therefore provides an overview

of the book in terms of its macro-structural units.

Having said this, we do not lose sight of the fact that all the members of the guild do not
unanimously accept this opinion or this reading strategy. We do not gloss over the
handicaps of this approach or the merits of the diachronic approach especially with

regard to the book of Jeremiah'¥’. It has been shown that the biblical literature, the

'* A.R.P. DIAMOND, The Confessions of Jeremiah in Context: Scenes of Prophetic Drama, p. 17.

'** L. STULMAN, Order amid Chaos: Jeremiah as Symbolic Tapestry (The Biblical Seminar 57),
Sheffield, 1998.

18 1. STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 17.

%7 The problem with the “final form’ approach, says Hunter, however, is that it “sometimes leaves the
interpreter dealing with what is really a very superficial development — in cases, for example, where an
aetiological explanation has been glossed as the apparent point of what is in reality a much more complex
account”, A. HUNTER, Father Abraham, p. 4. For works dealing with the merits and demerits of biblical
methodologies and approaches, see again L.G. PERDUE, The Collapse of History.
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prophetic books particularly, underwent editorial processes over time; ignoring this
factual given as a constant may lead to a kind of scholarly one-sidedness that relies on
rigid assumptions and seeks elaborate ways to justify the singularity of the received text,
while ignoring the literary artistry of the biblical world, as well as the writers’ intellectual
world'*®, Therefore some attention to questions of textual, source, form and redaction
criticism is an important prerequisite of the hermeneutical task'*®. It has its limits
particularly with regard to the scholarship of Jeremiah, and that is why dissenting voices
are equally strong. A.R P. Diamond in the same introduction does not fail to remark:
“The difficulty for such strategies has been that they may never rise above a
‘pure’ formalism; as a result, they cannot successfully address the inconcinnities
of the Jeremiah tradition that so trouble such (close) readers as Carroll or
McKane. In such cases the effort to produce an overarching coherent reading of
the book opens itself to the criticism of ‘over-reading’ beyond any demonstrable
rhetorical rationale or structure to connect what is not explicitly connected; and
still, at times, even the will to ‘over-read’ has had to prescind from the attempt by
confessing no discernible coherent form'.
From the description of narrative exegesis using the three authors as example, the triad
evoked in the General Introduction becomes evident. The narrative exegetical

methodology becomes the tool for the interrogation between the text and the reader.

2.4 THEOLOGICAL CONTEXTUAL STUDY?
Has the book of Jeremiah anything to say, theologically for the man of today? — a further
implication of our theme. Is a theological reading, nay contextual, of the book of
Jeremiah possible at all? To this question, Carroll™®! has a categorical negative response.
It all rests on the usefulness of Old Testament prophecy, which he looks at suspiciously.

Addressing this question in the Appendix Il (4 Note on Using Jeremiah Today) of his

18 Y, AMIT, Reading Biblical Narratives, p. 30.
149 A. HUNTER, Father Abraham, p. 4.

150 A R.P. DIAMOND, Introduction, p. 20.

151 R.P. CARROLL, From Chaos to Covenant.
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book'*?, he says there are two questions that can normally be asked, that of relevance and
the theological question'®®. The questions are respectively: ‘what is the point of studying
an ancient book like Jeremiah?’ and ‘is there no word from the Lord for today from the
book of Jeremiah?’ The answer to the first question, he says, is easy: “Because the study
of ancient texts has an intrinsic value of its own without necessarily being relevant
today”'*. And to the second question, the theological question, he gives a more
pessimistic answer. After criticising William Holladay and Philip Hyatt who have
insisted “in their minor writings on Jeremiah, that he is a prophet for today”'*, he argues,
“sceptical of the success of projects which try to relate ancient literature to the modern
world”'%¢:

“It would appear to be an occupational hazard of writing commentaries on the

Bible that relevance must be sought for these ancient texts. Clearly we are not

living in sixth-century Judah and, equally clearly, the sayings of Jeremiah are not

addressed directly to us. What things we might have in common with the ancient

132 R.P. CARROLL, From Chaos to Covenant, p. 275-279.

'3 R.P. CARROLL, From Chaos to Covenant, p. 275.

154 R.P. CARROLL, From Chaos to Covenant, p. 275.

155 R.P. CARROLL, From Chaos to Covenant, p- 276. In many other writings he takes Brueggemann to
task and accuses him of “domesticating” the text, cf. R.P. CARROLL, Century’s End: Jeremiah Studies at
the Beginning of the Third Millennium, in CRBS 8 (2000), p. 18-58, see especially p. 22; Radical Clashes of
Will and Style, see p. 111; Something Rich and Strange. Imagining a Future for Jeremiah Studies, in A.R.P.
DIAMOND et al. (eds.), Troubling Jeremiah, p. 423-443. In this article, Carroll writes: “[...] when I read
the text of Jeremiah itself 1 necessarily read it critically. I am therefore bound to take issue with any easy,
comfortable or slack readings of the biblical text. I would like to think that in the future participants in
Jeremiah studies will engage critically with the text and its reception rather than with its current readers. So
much of what I read in books and articles on Jeremiah represents in my opinion either the paraphrasing of
the text itself or the internalisation of values imagined to be in the book of Jeremiah. So that there is no
place for a critical engagement with the text or assessment of such textual values (Sachkritik) or room for
allowance for the Rezeptionsgeschichte (reception history) of the tradition raising questions about text or
tradition. For example, Brueggemann, who is currently one of the (if not the) outstanding American readers
of Jeremiah sides with the textual representation of Jeremiah character, so that he lacks any critical distance
from the text itself [...]. In my opinion that is far too easy a way of reading the text and for me it fails at
every point to appropriate the text critically”, see p. 430.

1% R P. CARROLL, From Chaos to Covenant, p. 276-277.
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world in respect of being human and living in social groups we share with all
ancient literature, so we have no greater argument for Jeremiah’s relevance than
for the fragments of Heraclitus. This does not rule out the possibility that the
Jeremiah tradition might have something to say to us; it just admits the possibility

that it may have nothing to contribute”'*".

Carroll’s position is without doubt a follow up, but of course with controversial
consequence, of his counter historical perspective of the book. But there are two issues
involved: the correct notion of historicity as regards biblical narratives and the relevance
of the “historicity” (in Carroll’s understanding) of the personality of Jeremiah, a debate
~ that is not yet however terminated. Authors have recognised the special notion of

historicity in the Bible as different from the case elsewhere'>®

. There is this interesting
distinction by Cas Labuschagne between ‘storylike history and historylike story’, both
which he says are “characteristic for the biblical narrative: the first is essentially
historical, the second is not; both belong to the didactical story which is the essential
category of the biblical (historical) narrative”'*’. Again Carroll makes a leap from the
question of the “historicity” of the person of Jeremiah to that of the utility of the Jeremiah
tradition, two quite different issues. His negative position, or as he puts it himself, his

10 on the historicity of Jeremiah is still problematic, but even

agnosticism not scepticism
known legends and myths often have relevance beyond their ‘historical’ epoch. Many
commentators believe we can reconstruct the historical chronology of Jeremiah (Holladay
for example), but even his non-historicity (eventually) does not negate the relevance of

the ‘construction’ that has been made of him.

15T R.P. CARROLL, From Chaos to Covenant, p. 276-277.

1% Cf. M.D. KOSTER, The Historicity of the Bible: Its Relevance and its Limitations in the Light of Near
Eastern Archaeology: From Catalyst to Cataclysm, in J.C. DE MOOR & H.F. ROOY (eds.), Past, Present,
Future: The Deuteronomistic History and the Prophets (OTS 44), Leiden, 2000, p. 120-149.

' C. LABUSCHAGNE, Zin en onzin over God: Een kritische beschouwing van gangbare
godsvoorstellingen, Zoetermeer, 1994, p. 58-59, quoted in M.D. KOSTER, The Historicity of the Bible, p.
146. See also, J. BARR, Story and History in Biblical Theology, in J. BARR, The Scope and Authority of
the Bible (EIT 7), London, 1980, p. 1-17.

160 R.P. CARROLL, Whose Prophet? Whose History? Whose Social Reality? see p. 44.
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Secondly, certain inconsistencies could be discerned in Carroll’s position. According to
him, instead of the question of relevance in Jeremiah for today, the message of the book
of Jeremiah is something like this: “There is not, and cannot be any permanent security
whether in God, theology, ideology, nationalism, pétriotism, ritual ancestry, history or
whatever” and “we must always relate to the past anéi be open to the future in constantly

1
161 Bven on this single statement, this message, can be constructed a

changing ways
strong theological edifice. The inconsistency is ﬁ%rther made clear in what follows
immediately: “Surely here is word from Jeremiah if any will receive it — yesterday’s
dogma is today’s lie”'®%. This much, that is, to learn that yesterday’s dogma is today’s lie
is to have learnt something from the Jeremiah tradition and can be relevant today. This is
because one does not have to enshrine or revere a tradition to appreciate it'®>. Jeremiah’s
opposition to the dogma of his own day was a critic of an understanding of reality that he
received from previous generations; in the same manner, we can build faithfully on his
legacy by weighing the tradition of the past and by using those which survive critical
scrutiny in the struggle for a better world'®, even though we have no assurance that we
shall be any more successful in that endeavour than Jeremiah was and we may be “torn
and shattered by the sense of the apparent absence and neutrality of God”'%. Even the
simplistic argument that the Word is something addressed to man and not just the man of
the epoch in which it is written, is not out of place here. I agree with James Crenshaw
that, “what we witness in the history of the text that bears the name ‘Jeremiah’ is a living
tradition, one that is absolutely essential to the spiritual health of a community. Indeed,
that vital tradition is kept alive by those of us who read the book of Jeremiah and

endeavour to grasp its meaning in an age when the ancient faith stood in jeopardy”'®

16 R P. CARROLL, From Chaos to Covenant, p. 277.

12 R P. CARROLL, From Chaos to Covenant, p. 278.

' J.L. CRENSHAW, 4 Living Tradition: The Book of Jeremiah in Current Research, in Interpretation 37
(1983), p. 117-129, see p. 129.

1% J.L. CRENSHAW, 4 Living Tradition, p.129.

1% J. MUILENBURG, The T erminology of Adversity in Jeremiah, in H.T. FRANK & W.L. REED (eds.),
Translating and Understanding the Old Testament, Nashville/New York, 1970, p. 42-63, see p. 62.

1 J.L. CRENSHAW, 4 Living Tradition, p. 128.
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because “careful studying of the book of Jeremiah helps us remain faithful to the
prophet’s legacy by learning from him to weigh the traditions of the past and to use them
in the struggle to forge a better world”'®”. The distinction, which Carroll makes in his
review of the three major 1986 English commentaries on Jeremiah'®®, between
commentaries ‘solely’ addressed to the academy and those others which favour
ecclesiastical glossings of the text or that meet the demands of the ecclesia (or even his
reference to a “set of theologised readings, readings which will disturb nobody’s
theological or ecclesiastical positions and which will yield absolutely nothing to a
postmodernist sense of the text or its modern reception, and which also resolutely refuse
any ideological critical readings of that text*'®®) is too extreme and remote to be
applicable in this regard as some other authors have also remarked'”’. One of the
currently major commentaries, McKane’s to be precise, has a section on exegesis and

theology'”".

167 J.L. CRENSHAW, A Living Tradition, p. 117.

1% R.P. CARROLL, Radical Clashes of Will and Style, p. 111.

1% R.P. CARROLL, Century’s End, p. 22.

170 Writing on the possibility of a theological articulation based on the book of Jeremiah, L. BOADT,
Jeremiah and the Power of Historical Recitation, wonders how the academy could hold sway with a study
of the text outside its faith-effect on the reader. “Even if this has worked well in some areas, such as literary
appreciation and historical recovery, or even in social critiques of ideologies inherent in the texts’
background cultures, it has not proven effective for doing theology of the Bible. If religious metaphorical
language and imagination is an expression of faith-confession, can commentators effectively approach the
text if they do not know how to articulate it within a real living community which takes it as a normative
and authoritative religious text? One wonders” (p. 348-349).

'™ McKane maintains a position that is more mellowed down. His position is that he does not believe that
“a commentary is the right genre for a thorough exploration of (theological) matters which in important
respects are meta-linguistic”. His major reason is that all language is human and God does not speak.
Questions about inspiration and revelation are for him ultimate theological questions, meta-linguistic issues
in important respects, and so “beyond the limits of a plain exegesis of the Hebrew text,” MCKANE, 4
Critical and Exegetical Commentary I, p. xcvii-xcix. This response, though not as sharp and radical as
Carroll’s, looks equally like bypassing a problem by ignoring it. Theology, though theo-logos, has never
been taken to be the word of God. It is the word of man. And if theological questions should be totally out
of place because all language is human, then this equally applies to the whole of Scripture since Scripture is

nonetheless human language. Theology is not however divine language, though a discourse on the divine, It
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The studies of Walter Brueggemann'’ and Polk'” and many others'’ in Jeremiah have
this theological undertone. In his introduction dealing with the book of Jeremiah from “an
interpretative perspective”, Brueggemann distinguished two emerging methods in
Scripture study today. The two methods are those of sociological'” and literary
analysis'’®. In sociological analysis, one pays attention to the interests, ideologies, and
constructions of reality that are operative in the formation and transmission of the text'””.
The text of the Bible is, in this understanding, taken neither as neutral nor as objective,
but as text which reflects a particular context, be it social, religious, etc. And what is
more, this context is determinative of the shape and focus of the text. The difference for
this approach from the older historical-critical approach is of course in its character not to
seek specific historical placement “but, rather, a placement within various social voices
or dynamic forces. Interpretation requires attention both to the particular voice in the text

and to the other voices in the situation with which this voice may be in dispute, tension,

remains a human articulation of the divine-human. For another more balanced articulation of the place of
theological academic discourse on the Bible, see R. DAVIDSON, The Bible in Church and Academy.

2 BRUEGGEMANN, 4 Commentary on Jeremiah: Exile and Homecoming, Cambridge, 1998.

17 Especially T. POLK, The Prophetic Persona: Jeremiah and the Language of Self (JSOTS 32), Sheffield,
1984,

17 For a variety of presentations of theological issues in the study of Jeremiah, see B. CHILDS, Biblical
Theology in Crisis, Philadelphia, 1970; L.G. PERDUE & B.W. KOVACS (eds.), 4 Prophet to the Nations;
BRUEGGEMANN, 4 Commentary on Jeremiah; K. O°CONNOR, Jeremiah, in C.A. NEWSOM & S.H.
RINGE (eds.), The Women’s Bible Commentary, Louisville, 1992, p. 169-182, etc.

' See R.R. WILSON, Sociological Approaches to the Old Testament: Guides to Biblical Scholarship,
Philadelphia, 1984; N.K. GOTTWALD, The Tribes of Yahweh, New York, 1979.

' Among the better representatives of this approach in an expanding literature of books are the books
(some already cited) by D.M. GUNN, including The Story of King David: Genre and Interpretation
(JSOTS 6), Shefﬁeld, 1978 and The Fate of King Saul. An Interpretation of a Biblical Story (JSOTS 14),
Sheffield, 1980; R. ALTER, including The Art of Biblical Poetry, New York, 1985; M. BAL, Narratology:
Introduction to the Theory of Narrative, Toronto, 1985; M.A. POWELL, What is Narrative Criticism,
(Guide to Biblical Scholarship), Minneapolis, 1990; M. FISHBANE, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient
Israel, Oxford, 1991; J.L. SKA, J.-P. SONNET & A. WENIN, L'analyse narrative des récits de 'Ancien
Testament.

""" BRUEGGEMANN, 4 Commentary on Jeremiah, p. 13.
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or agreement”'’®, In literary analysis, Brueggemann explains, one pays attention to the
power of Iénguage to propose an alternative imaginative world to the one that seems to be
at hand, that is, “ alternative to the one in which the reader or listener thinks herself or
himself enmeshed”'”. The description of literature is therefore not in the sense of what

is, but something that evokes and constructs another world.

Applying these two methods to the reading and the study of the book of Jeremiah,
Brueggemann concludes that they respectively yield a critique of ideology and a practice

of liberated imagination:

“These two methods enable us to take a fresh look at critical theological issues in
the Jeremiah tradition. A sociological analysis helps us see how the covenantal
perspectives of the prophetic tradition stand over against royal ideology. A
literary analysis helps us see how Judah is invited to act faithfully, even if that
faithfulness is against the presumed interest and truth of the Jerusalem
establishment. And then when the text is read and heard as a critique of ideology
and as a practice of alternative imagination, the text continues to have power and

pertinence in many subsequent contexts, including our own™'%.

With reference to theological readings of the book of Jeremiah, we must call to mind the
work of Polk mentioned above. His interest is neither the question of how the text came
into existence or how the writer meant the text. This for him would not make clear the
intent of the text. Rather, the issue would be: what is the effect on the reader of the
text'®!? I see a convergence between Polk and Carroll in their departure points but notice
very distancing conclusions. Polk is closer to Carroll in the sense that both consider the
prophet first as a literary figure and Polk treats texts as literary unities and pays attention

to literary structures evident in the text, and would not like historical questions about the

178 BRUEGGEMANN, A Commentary on Jeremiah, p. 13.
7 BRUEGGEMANN, A Commentary on Jeremiah, p. 15.
180 BRUEGGEMANN, 4 Commentary on Jeremiah, p. 17.
181 T. POLK, The Prophetic Persona, p. 14-18.
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origins of the text tamper with “the integrity of the text, qua poetry or allow the power of
a text to be lost by its reduction to a historically assured minimum™'®2, Polk’s synchronic
exegesis is therefore based on philosophical-linguistic ideas, which however brings him
to some theological conclusions opposed to that of Carroll, conclusions about the self-
constituting language, which enacts the prophet’s identity'®. Lalleman-de Winkel puts it
thus:
“Through his speaking in the first-person the prophet enacts a prophetic identitity
(sic) of identification with both God and people. He represents one party to the
other. This results in a lot of tension by which his life becomes a paradigm for the
situation of God and his people. The prophet by his life interprets the life of the

people with God into two directions: judgment and promise”'*.

Granted the warning of Carroll'®, on several occasions, and equally of Brueggemann'®

that the text of Jeremiah should not be domesticated or its problematic ignored, it is also

182 T, POLK, The Prophetic Persona, p. 165-166.

'8 H. LALLEMAN-DE WINKEL, Jeremiah in Prophetic Tradition, p. 44.

'8¢ H. LALLEMAN-DE WINKEL, Jeremiah in Prophetic Tradition, p. 45.

185 See for example, R.P. CARROLL, Radical Clashes of Will and Style, p. 111. See also Something Rich
and Strange, p. 430-431; Century’s End, p. 22.

'8 Though criticised by Carroll on this ground, Brueggemann in his turn warns against “excessive
eagerness to subscribe to what the text seems to affirm or even to press it further so that the God voiced in
this material becomes the more established God of the orthodox, hegemonic Western tradition”. He calls
this a domestication and familiarity, which engenders adamant skepticism, found especially among
authoritarian fundamentalists, see W. BRUEGGEMANN, Next Steps in Jeremiah Studies? in AR.P
DIAMOND et al. (eds.), Troubling Jeremiah, p. 404-422, see p. 416-417. These warnings are timely and
should be taken seriously, but I would personally prefer, instead of the word “domesticate”, the word
“sterilize” as used by A. WENIN, L homme biblique. Anthropologie et éthique dans le premier Testament,
Paris, 1995. In the work he envisages to place his narrative analyses in a global anthropologico-theological
perspective: “faire entrer le texte biblique en dialogue avec les questions de sens, de foi et qui se posent
aujourd’hui aux étres humains vivant dans la société moderne ou postmoderne qui est la nétre, le faire
entrer en dialogue avec ce que les sciences humaines, en particulier la psychologie des profondeurs, disent
aujourd’hui de I’étre humain. L’interaction entre ces deux pbles [...] parait particuliérement féconde, car
elle rend une vigueur nouvelle aux vieux textes de Ia Bible, leur offrant ainsi d’interpeller et de donner &

penser, pourvu qu’on ne les stérilise pas en les sacralisant” (p. 11). His idea is that in the process of
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necessary to add here the words of Lys: “s’il est vrai qu’un texte n’a de sens que pour un
destinataire, le lecteur d’aujourd’hui n’a pas le droit de faire dire n’importe quoi au texte

ancien”'®".

2.5 FROM NARRATOLOGY TO THEOLOGICAL CONTEXTUALIZATION
A “hermeneutic of appropriation”'® based on a narrative reading is our goal. That is to
say, from a narrative reading to a contextual theological exercise. The possibility or
logical connection is not too difficult to grasp. We have earlier and on different occasions
observed the shift in current biblical scholarship from a primary use of historical
methodology towards the application of newer approaches (what Brueggemann describes
as “hermeneutical maneuverability”'®®), which can be classified generally as either
literary readings or contextual interpretations, and it is to be noted again that both are
easily applied together once historical questions or the search for original authorship are
de-emphasised’®®. While defining narrative exegesis, we also evoked the notion of the

fact that a considerable part of biblical literature consists of stories. These stories tell us

theologising or even contextualising based on the scriptural data, one should avoid a fundamentalist or a
non critical, non distancing approach that cages the Scripture and denies it the intrinsic capacity or freedom
of speaking even differently to another reader or another context.

87 D. LYS, Jérémie 28 et le probléme du faux prophéte ou la circulation du sens dans le diagnostic
prophétigue, in RHPR 59 (1979), p. 453-482, see p. 455.

'8 The phrase “A Hermeneutic of Appropriation” was coined by C.R. ROMERO, 4 Hermeneutic of
Appropriation: A Case Study of Method in the Prophet and Latin American Liberation Theology, MI, 1982,
This work focuses on liberation theologians especially Jose P. Miranda and J. Severino Croatto who
develop biblical hermeneutic. Jeremiah was chosen from the prophetic corpus because of his similarity to
the situation in Latin America — conflict with the historical situation, tension with the religious heritage,
choice of images which speak to the conflict. The “Hermeneutic of Appropriation” is therefore a dialectic
between the text and the interpreter’s own situation.

1% w. BRUEGGEMANN, Editor’s Forward, in L.G. PERDUE, The Collapse of History, p. ix.

10 1. BOADT, The Book of Jeremiah and the Power of Historical Recitation, p. 341. For works that
portray the relationship between narrative rhetoric and theological truth claims, see D. PATTE, The
Religious Dimensions of Biblical Texts: Greimas’s Structural Semiotics and Biblical Exegesis (SSA 19),
Atlanta, 1990; D. CUNNINGHAM, Faithful Persuasion: In Aid of a Rhetoric of Christian Theology, Notre
Dame, 1991; Theology as Rhetoric, in TS 52 (1991), p. 407-430.
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about humanity’s early days, the place of Israel among the Ancient Near Eastern peoples,
and the history of the link between God and his people, from the days of the patriarchs to
the fall of Jerusalem and the return to Zion, and a great deal more'®!. A story itself can be
a means of persuasion and tell us much about its rhetorical functions in the biblical world.
Since biblical literature sought to convince its audience (readers or listeners) by the
device of stories, it seems reasonable to assume that the authors of biblical narratives
believed that if they told their audience about God’s mighty deeds — how God saved the
people in times of distress, how their fate was in God’s hands, and how it paid to obey
God — then the community of worshippers would keep its side of the covenant and
remain faithful to God. Much depended on the power of stories, because a good story is
irresistibly persuasive'®?, Amit argues further that though these stories have reached us in
written form, most biblical scholars are convinced ~ though without solid evidence — that
at least in part, they were transmitted orally for generations, as epics or legends (heroic
tales of a local or national character), before they were written down. And once written
down, “the intention was not to while away long evenings in a world without electricity,
movies, and television, but to educate the readers or listeners and to persuade them to
cling to the covenant and obey God’s precepts. There is no mistaking the purpose of
putting these stories in writing — it was to secure their preservation for as long as possible
and to try to ensure that they reflected their author’s aims™'. Corollary to the nature of
story is the role of the reader in creating the story’s meaning. Sternberg and others'**
have pointed to such narrative techniques as gapping and allusion that force the reader to
create much of the narrative’s inner development. This involves readers and
commentators in drawing on their life experiences to interpret the text. The prophetic

language of persuasion also challenges the reader at the level of decision making so that

'Y, AMIT, Reading Biblical Narratives, p. 1.
'92Y. AMIT, Reading Biblical Narratives, p. 2.
19y, AMIT, Reading Biblical Narratives, p. 3.
' M. STERNBERG, The Poetics of Biblical Narrative; R. ALTER, The Art of Biblical Narrative.
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an intimate dialogue or confrontation that cannot be ignored is established between text

and reader'”®. Brueggemann writes:
“Indeed the text has the powerful capacity to cause us to rediscern our own
situation, to experience our situation in quite new ways [...]. Such a text, when
read critically, characteristically assaults every “structure and domination” with
its self-serving and misrepresenting propaganda, including our own military,
technological, consumer oriented establishment. Such a text, when read
imaginatively, issues a forceful invitation to an alternative community of
covenant, including a risky invitation in our own time to practices of justice, risks

of compassion, and sufferings for peace”'®.

Critics such as Robert Alter have demonstrated with compelling convictions the
composite artistry of biblical narrative by exposing the various techniques and structuring
devices employed in the creation of character, motif and theme'®’. Related to the
convictions of Alter but even more provocative in its theological assumptions, is the
canonical approach of Brevard Childs who argues that earlier critical methods, while
uncovering much of value about earlier forms of the text and the community which
produced it, have not taken seriously enough the canonical process in shaping the text
into its normative form as scripturem. “Only the received text”, says Brevard Childs,

2199

“bears witness to the full history of revelation and alone can guide the interpreter by

19 See L. BOADT, The Power of Prophetic Persuasion: Preserving the Prophet’s Persona, in CBQ 59
(1997), p. 1-20.

19 BRUEGGEMANN, A4 Commentary on Jeremiah, p. 18.

197 R. ALTER, The Art of Biblical Narrative, p. 3-22.

198 B, CHILDS, Introduction of the Old Testament as Scripture, p. 71-83.

199 B, CHILDS, Introduction of the Old Testament as Scripture, p. 76. We need also to signal the balancing
of the extreme view of the Childs of 1979 in his work of 1992: Biblical Theology of the Old and New
Testaments, London. Here Childs says that the major obstacle to serious theological reflection in the
nineteenth century is the diachronic legacy of the historical criticism: “Consequently I greeted as an ally the
growing twentieth-century appeal to narrative theology as at least a move toward recovering a holistic
reading of the Bible”. But subsequent experience has disproved this expectation. “The threat lies in
divorcing the Bible when seen as literature from its theological reality to which scripture bears witness.

When the focus of the analysis lies in the ‘imaginative construal’ of the reader, the text is robbed of all
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pointing to what has been highlighted and what subordinated in the traditioning
process™°. Or, as Robert Cohn says, using the book of Genesis as example, “the way in
which its broad structural patterns contribute to a particular vision of how God’s presence
is manifested in the human world [...] that the narrative units (of the Bible) exhibit
increasingly tighter structures which correlate with increasingly more sophisticated

depictions of the divine-human relationship”®"'.

This hermeneutic of appropriation would then mean in fact: instead of attempting to
reconstruct an ancient history, we read biblical narratives “as we might read modern
novels or short stories, constructing a story world in which questions of human values
and belief (and theology) find shape in relation to our own (and the readers’) world(s).
Instead of seeking the one legitimate meaning, a facticity, a mono-meaning, a settled
message, namely what the text (usually defined as the author) meant in its ‘original
context’, we recognise that texts are multivalent and their meanings radically contextual,
inescapably bound up with their interpreters®®®?, Inescapably bound up with their
interpreters, in other words, the emphasis, which has hitherto been laid on the historicity

of the text, will now be laid more on the historicity of the reader®”

. Multivalent as they
are, texts can have many voices, even counteracting (not contradictory) ones. At times,
“it shows us not merely patriarchy, elitism, and nationalism; it shows us the fragility of

these ideologies through irony and counter-voices™*

. Thus these texts “may be
uncovering a world in need of redemption and healing and a world-view much in need of
change. This is the kind of reading that can be transformative. If we realise that the world
of the Bible is a broken world, that its people are human and therefore limited, that its

social system is flawed, then we might start to see more clearly our own broken world,

determinative meaning within various theories of reader response. The effect is to render the biblical text
mute for theology and to deconstruct its tradition in a way equally destructive as the nineteenth-century
historicists”, p. 722-723. But the thrust of our work is a disproof to this fear.

20 R L. COHN, Narrative Structure and Canonical Shape in Genesis, in JSOT 25 (1983), p. 3-16, see p. 3.
201 R L. COHN, Narrative Structure and Canonical Shape in Genesis, p. 3.

%2 M. GUNN & D. NOLAN FEWELL, Narrative in the Hebrew Bible, p. 9.

203 3, PAAS, Creation and Judgement, p. 165.

4D .M. GUNN & D. NOLAN FEWELL, Narrative in the Hebrew Bible, p. 205.
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our own human limitations, our own defective social systems. And who knows? Maybe
we shall find ourselves called to be the agents of change”®. This reader-oriented
approach to textual meaning does not go without its consequences as explained by Gunn
and Nolan Fewell. For example, no matter how persuaded we are of the legitimacy of our
own interpretation, we must depend upon some tacit agreement with our larger reading
community about reading conventions (method) — what L. Perdue would term
criteriology, though not without its attendant problems206 — and broad values if our

interpretations are to be taken seriously by anyone but ourselves®”’.

Conclusion

The major accents of this Chapter could be summarised thus: Pursuit of historical
questions has really contributed much to the study of the text of Jeremiah but has not
been able to ask all the questions necessary to be posed. The exercise in our Chapter One
shows this to a great extent. Many authors have observed and remarked that this
historical pursuit and considerations have not first explicitly engaged the methodological
debate and particularly have neglected the advantages of founding their exegetical
enquiries on the base of the final form of the text. We identified this as the missing link.
This missing link, which has been observed by modern exegesis, influenced by
evolutions in linguistic and philological studies, though only lately, has influenced
biblical exegesis. Our research work is one proof of this influence. Because of suspicions
among exegetes of applying a synchronic approach to a prophetic book (the book of
Jeremiah as a ready example) evidenced by narrative gaps and redactional layers, it was
necessary to appeal to many authors who have dared to employ this methodology to the
prophetic book. This Chapter is therefore one of transition. If the Chapter has as its major
thesis to propose that the biblical text is polyphonic and so can be approached from
varied points of view, the synchronic inclusive, it remains then to see how it applies to
the book of Jeremiah as a whole, before concentrating on the chapters of the book under

study.

%% D.M. GUNN & D. NOLAN FEWELL, Narrative in the Hebrew Bible, p. 204-205.
2% D.T. OLSON, Between the Tower of Unity and the Babel of Pluralism, see especially, p. 354.
7 D.M. GUNN & D. NOLAN FEWELL, Narrative in the Hebrew Bible, p. 10.
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PART TWO

JER. 26-29: NARRATIVE EXEGESIS:
TRUE VS. FALSE PROPHECY



Concept

We described the previous Part as preliminary. Following the methodological option
already made clear in the immediately preceding Chapter, the ground is prepared for the
narrative reading of Jer. 26-29, and this is the concern of Part Two. In Part One Chapter
Two, we tried to describe the nature of the scrutiny: close reading in view of discovering
the narrative art in the final form of the MT text. The very first Chapter of this Part seeks
to locate Jer. 26-29 in the general structure and theology of the entire book, especially at
the backdrop of the 25 chapters preceding this literary block; believing that it is always
fruitful to start from a more general consideration to specific ones. The subsequent
Chapters take up one by one, the four different chapters of the block for a separate
analysis. Without following a definite order, each of the chapters receives a particular and
unique treatment judging from the elements we consider striking in the course of the
reading. But in general, the first glance would be an attempt to delineate the geography of
the text and to identify its internal divisions. It is important to note that other readers
could adopt different delimitations and divisions. This is not unusual in exegetical
exercises. However, we shall try to show the grounds on which our divisions into sections
and units are based. On a second plane, these different sections of the chapters would be

analysed.

Jer. 26-29, as a block, could be read from different perspectives. The reading proposed
here would intend to see in each of these chapters a nairative, which in its particular way,
touches on the problem of prophetic authenticity. While Chapters Two-Five take up
respectively the four chapters of the block, Chapter Six attempts a synthesis to deepen
this perspective by proposing a thematic and lexical consideration of the important and
major motifs encountered along the reading. Thus at the end of this Part, we hope to have
sustained the thesis that the book of Jeremiah, despite its jumbling character, has a unique
order amid apparent chaos, and that Jer. 26-29, while participating in the general
narrative and theological outlook of the entire book, is more especially a discussion on

true and false prophecy.
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CHAPTER ONE
THE PLACE OF JER. 26-29 IN THE BOOK OF JEREMIAH (MT)

Introduction

From the last Chapter of Part One, it is evident that we understand narrative exegesis to
be part of exegetical approach based on the conviction that there is sense and meaning in
the actual form of the extant biblical text and that one can discover a meaning in the text
without necessarily having recourse to another world outside the text itself. But before
applying this method to the reading of chapters 26-29 of the book of Jeremiah, it is
_ necessary to cast a look at the book as a whole. This will help us to see how possible and
to what extent we can journey into the vast and wild field of the book with narratological
tools. This exercise is necessary since it is a question of a prophetic book (the prophetic
corpus is to a considerable extent oracular). It is all the more necessary for the book of
Jeremiah, a book, as we said, believed by many experts to be a jungle of pieces of oracles
and prose sermons originating from different sources and from competing ideological
circles without any determinable principle of composition and unification, a block
“pieced together by the manipulation of fragments and snatches of text”'. Our contention
is that in the final form of the book of Jeremiah, and in our particular case, the MT, we
can dictate a principle of organisation, an order, even though we cannot deny the
difficulty there is in tracing it. That is to say, without denying the complexity of
processes that gave rise to the book in its present form, “a network of codes generated the

surface expression of the text™.

This Chapter has two primary objectives. In the first place, we shall step back® to look at

the general composition of the book of Jeremiah, to look at the ‘world of Jeremiah’* MT.

' R.P. CARROLL, Intertextuality and the Book of Jeremiah: Animadversions of Text and Theory, in 1.C.
EXUM & D.J.A. CLINES (eds.), The New Literary Criticism and the Hebrew Bible (JSOTS 143),
Sheffield, 1993, p. 55-78, see p. 65.

* AR.P. DIAMOND, Introduction, p. 21.

* This expression is borrowed from Louis Stulman whose works and ideas on the prose sections of the book

of Jeremiah have a considerable influence in this Chapter. See especially L. STULMAN, Order amid
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The objective is to find out to which extent the book of Jeremiah is readable as a
narrative and what are the landmarks for such a reading. This general glance has an
ultimate goal: to situate chapters 26-29 in the book as a whole. And so, we shall, in the
second part of the Chapter, narrow the spectrum and consider in a closer ambient the
range of chapters 26-29, the delimitation of the block and its thematic unity; all from the

narrative-theological point of view.

1.1 THE MT OF THE BOOK OF JEREMIAH

1.1.1 The Ordering of Jeremiah MT

1.1.1.1 Achnowledging a Formal Disorder

The considerations given by Greenberg as necessary questions with which the interpreter
must arm himself when approaching a passage can as well go for the whole book.

According to Greenberg, one must among many other questions ask:

“Is the unit which is delimited formally (by, say, opening and closing formulas)
shown to be a unit through its structure (a recognized pattern?), its content, its
figures or its verbal devices? How much interrelation and reference occurs among
its parts? How much repetition (if with variations, are they significant)? How
much irregularity occurs (in grammar, in length of lines, etc), and how much

regularity? In the event of non-sequentiality, is another ground of collocation

Chaos: Jeremiah as a Symbolic Tapestry, Sheffield, 1998. Cf. also L. STULMAN, Some Theological and
Lexical Differences Between the Old Greek and the MT of the Jeremiah Prose Discourses, in Hebrew
Studies 25 (1984), p. 18-23; The Prose Sermons of the Book of Jeremiah: A Description of the
Correspondences with the Deuteronomistic Literature in Light of Recent Text-Critical Research (SBLDS
83), Atlanta, 1986; Insiders and Outsiders in the Book of Jeremiah: Shifts in Symbolic Arrangements, in
JSOT 66 (1995), p. 65-86.

* Phrase equally borrowed from Stulman where he uses it interchangeably with ‘literary milieu of
Jeremiah’®, the ‘social environment of Jeremiah’ and by that he means “the ‘presentation’ of Jeremiah
which is “the resultant work of the shapers of the book for subsequent audiences [...] the amalgam of
voices, meanings and codes embedded within the text (generally the MT), without reference [...], to the
external world”, L. STULMAN, Insiders and Outsiders in the Book of Jeremiah, p. 65. Cf. also L.
STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 20, footnote 20.
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evident (e.g., thematic or verbal association)? Are effective elements present
besides the plain sense of sentences, such as alliteration, punning, or chiasm? To
what do they call attention? How much ambiguity is present; what are its causes
and effects? Are elements which seem opaque illuminated by considering their

placement (significance through juxtaposition)?°.

In these series of questions, including many other similar ones that could be posed, the
issue of a ‘recognisable pattern’ is central. Coming to the book of Jeremiah MT, one can
then ask: can we trace a pattern or order or arrangement, intentional or chancy and how?
No matter our reading presuppositions about the book, we admit that the book, as Carroll
writes, is never “a seamless robe running from 1:1 to 52:34 requiring a synchronic
reading without punctuation®. Today we all read Bibles whose texts have divisions into
chapters and verses, a phenomenon that was never the case from origin. Any attempt to
deny or overlook the difficult nature of this prophetic book is only a pretence and as
Carroll again writes:
“Whatever the more sanguine commentators on Jeremiah may say and think, [ am
still of the opinion that the book of Jeremiah is a very difficult, confused and
confusing text. I refuse not to be confused by it. So 1 found (and find) working my
way through the text a very difficult task and very similar to working my way

through a dark wood (selva oscura)””.

S M. GREENBERG, The Vision of Jerusalem in Ezekiel 8-11: A Holistic Interpretation, in J.L.
CRENSHAW & S. DANDMEL (eds.), The Divine Helmsman, New York, 1980, p. 143-164, see p. 146.

¢ R.P. CARROLL, Halfway through a Dark Wood: Reflections on Jeremiah 25, in A.R.P. DIAMOND et
al. (eds.), Troubling Jeremiah, p. 72-86, see p. 74.

7 R.P. CARROLL, Halfway through a Dark Wood, p. 75. Carroll’s opinion here and in the preceding
quotation are acceptable inasmuch as they underscore the complexity of the book and guards against a
reading strategy that simply tries to save the appearances of the text, or that aims at making the text
conform to expectations and academic prejudices. But his conclusions in the same article on concrete issues
in the book give impression of a leap to the other extreme. Take for example his treatment of the figure of
Babylon in the same article, a treatment which at best annuls any other possibility of interpreting the text
except from the bias of history and ideology. For more on Carroll’s position and conclusions on exegetical
methodologies as regards the book of Jeremiah, see also R.P. CARROLL, Synchronic Deconstructions of
Jeremiah: Diachrony to the Rescue, in J.C. DE MOOR (ed.), Synchronic or Diachronic? p. 39-51; R.P.
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Exploring through this dark wood, one will therefore certainly encounter complexity and
perplexity or even frustration or disappointment especially if a seamless robe is expected.
Along this line, John Bright claimed that the book “makes, at least on first trial,
extremely difficult reading’® because it is “a hopeless hodgepodge thrown together
without any discernible principle of arrangement at all”®. And most commentators of the
book of Jeremiah are of the opinion that the book “lacks chronological order; it vacillates
along a wide range of literary genres under the larger headings of prose and poetry; and it
exhibits apparently little literary coherence”'®. And even if the presence of macro-
structural units — units that smack of definite and discernible literary and theological
intention — has been admitted by authors, it is still nevertheless believed by many of them
that these composite blocks of material do not, when considered in general, reflect a

meaningfully executed literary organisation'’.

CARROLL, Something Rich and Strange: Imagining a Future for Jeremiah Studies, in A.R.P. DIAMOND
et al. (eds.), Troubling Jeremiah, p. 423-443.

8 BRIGHT, Jeremiah, p. Ivi.

° BRIGHT, Jeremiah, p. Ivi. Against the absolutism of this assertion, see works like RUDOLPH, Jeremia;
BRUEGGEMANN, 4 Commentary on Jeremiah; JONES, Jeremiah, Grand Rapids, 1992. B.A. BOZAK,
Life ‘Anew’: A Literary-Theological Study of Jer. 30-31, Rome, 1991; A. O. BELLIS, The Structure and
Composition of Jeremiah 50.2-51.58, New York, 1995; M. KESSLER, Battle of the Gods: The God of
Israel versus Marduk of Babylon, A Literary/Theological Interpretation of Jeremiah 50-51 (SSN 42),
Assen, 2003,

' Cf. L. STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 14.

" This corresponds to Campbell’s opinion that Jeremiah is, “too bumpy” to be read as a coherent literary
piece, see E.F. CAMPBELL, Relishing the Bible as Literature and History, in Christian Century 109
(1992), p. 812-815. In his review of the work of R. ALTER, The World of Biblical Literature, he argues
that efforts to find literary coherence in the book succeed only in doing violence and hiding the intentional
and inherent tensions in the Jeremian text, which is itself intentionally incoherent, E.F. CAMPBELL,

Relishing the Bible as Literature and History, p. 814.
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The “disorder'? in the book of Jeremiah could be seen from different angles; from the
character of the text itself, from the ‘ideological’ claims of the text and from the
characterisation of God and the personality and characterisation of Jeremiah as presented
by the narrator and as exhibited in the oracles. The book confronts the reader with a

13 enjoying

dense and chaotic character, what Stulman refers to as “formal ‘disarray
“little linear logic and therefore appears almost ‘unreadable’. Its multiple ‘voices’ and
‘thick’ texture defy congruous and symmetrical literary categories”'*. The book’s visible
inconcinnity is complemented by its idéological din, using the words of Stulman. The
‘world’ of the book of Jeremiah is one that is fraught with danger, indeterminacy and
conflict, a crumbling world and universe and one that is on the verge of waste and wild, a
world covered in darkness and despair'’®. The personality and characterisation of the
prophet as portrayed in the narratives and oracles of the book does not help matters. The
personality of Jeremiah mirrors the personality of his God; a God who has become
‘untamed’ and undomesticated, in the sense of a God who has decided to become Israel’s

principal assailant and Judah’s enemy’®, and who has become a dreaded participant'’ in

the dismantling and undoing of system structures'®. But at the same time, God is

'2 The reference by Combet-Galland could be interesting: she refers to the book of Jeremiah as “un livre
prophétique a structure complexe, ot le désordre de la composition semble refléter celui d’une période de
crise politique et religieuse”, C. COMBET-GALLAND, Jérémie 28 et le risque de la vérité, in Foi et Vie
83/5 (1984), p. 70-77, see p. 70.

1 L. STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 185.

' L. STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 185.

15 Cf. for example the wordings of Jer. 4:23-26: “I beheld the earth, and, lo, it was without form, and void;
and the heavens, and they had no light. I beheld the mountains, and, lo, they trembled, and all the hills
moved lightly. I beheld, and, lo, there was no man, and all the birds of the heavens were fled. I beheld, and,
lo, the fruitful place was a wilderness, and all the cities thereof were broken down at the presence of
YHWH, and by his fierce anger”.

16 BRUEGGEMANN, 4 Commentary on Jeremiah, p. 190.

'" L. STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 185.

'8 The shattering of structures would give rise to “cognitive dissonance”, in the words of Festinger. There
was in the exilic era a clash between the Zion-Sabbath theology (YHWH’s royal presence on Zion) and the

facts of political history (the conquest of Jerusalem and the destruction of the temple). From the theological
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characterised in the narratives and oracles in the book of Jeremiah not only as the agent
of destruction'® but also as a wounded victim. In the words of Brueggemann we notice in
the book a shattering of God®’, and so one can say that “the reader confronts in the
character of God the convergence of power and vulnerability, love and wrath, hope and
disappointment. In other words, the jumbled character of God pulsates with tensions and

contradictions that resist safe categories and orderly arrangements™’.

1.1.1.2 A Peculiar Concept of Order
However, it is also equally interesting to note that besides this general conception, there
are however exceptional voices. Beyond apparent disorder, there is some consistency,
some coherence in the book. Just as the formless void of the book of Genesis in the
beginning® (cf. 1:1-2) later gives way to creation, close reading discovers that the
dissonance and the dissonant character of the text of Jeremiah do not go unattended.
Smelik, writing on Jer. 29 makes a statement on the whole book and the question of
order:
“Contrary to general opinion according to which the book of Jeremiah is ‘in
rather a mess’, [...] this book has a structure of its own. The problem is that the
authors of Jeremiah had another way to compose a book than we are used to. Our
task as exegetes is not to adapt the text in order to conform it to our ideas of what
a book should look like but to read the text carefully in order to search for its own

structure and meaning. The historical interest of Old Testament scholars since the

point of view, the book of Jeremiah stands as one of the hermeneutical attempts to understand these
historical realities and to situate them properly in the general perspectives of YHWH-Israel relationship.

¥ L. STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 186.

20 W. BRUEGGEMANN; 4 Shattered Transcendence? Exile and Restoration, in S.J. KRAFTCHICK et al.
(eds.), Biblical Theology: Problems and Perspectives. In Honor of J. Christian Beker, Nashville, 1995, p.
169-182.

211, STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p- 186.

2 1t is to be noted that the word muxaa which is the very first word in the Bible does not occur again in the
whole of the Hebrew Bible except in the book of Jeremiah, and to be precise in 26:1; 27:1; 28:1 and finally

in 49:34, all in the precise temporal sense of the beginning of a reign of a king.
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19" century has greatly enlarged our understanding of biblical texts but at the

. . . . . . 2
same time it can be a hindrance in the interpretation”?.

There are many elements evident in the text that give it a Tendenz, especially the strategic
placement of the prose discourses within a purposeful arrangement of the macro-
structural units in the overall framework of the book, and the theological accent that this
structure strikes. Without attempt to “exaggerate the coherence of the book and
underestimate its lack of cohesiveness and obscurities™, it is necessary to articulate this

new concept of order and this demands identifying the organising principle at work.

1.1.1.3 An Organising Principle and the Question of Outline
Neither chronology nor subject matter would work perfectly in finding the principle of
arrangement in the book of Jeremiah®, In the preceding paragraph, allusion is made to

“in the beginning” of Gen. 1:1. This concept has much role to play in the different

2 K.A.D. SMELIK, Letters to the Exiles: Jeremiah 29 in Context, in SJOT 10 (1996), p. 282-295, see p.
282,

2% W. MCKANE, Relations Between Poetry and Prose in the Book of Jeremiah with Special Reference to
Jeremiah III 6-11 and XII 14-17, in ].A. EMERTON (ed.), Congress Volume Vienna 1980 (VTS 32), 1981,
p. 220-237, see p. 237.

¥ Cf. CH. BULLOCK, 4n Introduction to the Old Testament Prophetic Books, Chicago, 1986, p. 196. For
the question of chronology, take for example the section ranging from chapter 32 to 45, a major part of the
biographical section. Here the reader meets not only gaps but also flashbacks. If one were to follow a
chronological order, chapter 36 should have begun this section followed by chapter 45. Chapter 32 is
situated under the reign of Zedekiah. Chapters 33-34 refer to the same king but chapter 34 relates events
that evidently took place before those of chapter 32. Chapters 35 and 36 carry the reader further backwards,
under the reign of Jehoiakim who precedes Zedekiah, to relate two episodes, which apparently have no
connection with the context. What is more, the two episodes are told in inverse chronological order; the
triple reading of the scroll of chapter 36 taking place before the episode of the Rechabites told in chapter
35. After, chapters 37-39 return to the reign of Zedekiah, adding informations which chapters 32-34 had not
given. For details on the apparent problem on the chronology of this section and effort to explain their
placement on the narrative level, see E. DI PEDE, Jérusalem, ‘Ebed-melek et Baruch: Enquéte narrative

sur le déplacement chronologique de Jr 45, in Revue Biblique 111 (2004), p. 61-77.
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concept of order which we propose in the book of Jeremiah whose beginning or end goes

beyond geometrical measurement. As Neher writes:
“Aussi bien la notion de Genése est-elle centrale dans le Livre de Jérémie.
Centrale a la maniére d’un centre de gravité autour duquel tout se noue, tout
s’organise. Elle figure dans les chapitres médians — 26, 27, 28 — de ce livre qui en
comporte 52 [...]. ngxa3, le mot qui interroge, 4 la fois, le chaos et la lumiére, qui
a vue sur les deux, et qui seul peut faire surgir I’'une de 1’autre. C’est dans ce mot
que se trouve le secret organisateur du Livre de Jérémie. Ce Livre n’a pas son
point d’origine au début, son point de dénouement a la fin ; origine et fin se
rencontrent dans le noyau central. Si I’on veut bien se placer 13, dans ce milieu
géométrique du Livre, on en reconnait soudain tout le paysage, parfaitement
coordonné dans toutes ses lignes de pente. La signification essentielle du Livre de
Jérémie est dans le lien entre une rive chaotique, jonchée d’épaves, et une autre,
rayonnante de végétation et de vie. Son effort est dans I’enjambement entre les
débris et la plantation. La déchirure qui le traverse est une cicatrice, signalant que
ce Livre renferme une blessure, mais aussi qu’il redonne & la chair meurtrie les
forces de I’épanouissement. L’ombre et la lumiére s’y rencontrent simultanément

dans I’énergie conjuguée d’un chaos et d’une création?%,

The prophetic books of the Hebrew Bible share a particular philosophy and theological
outlook and the internal arrangement of the materials as we have them today from their
“final redactor”?’, far from being arbitrary, has a definitive meaning within the prophetic
context and the general context of the history of salvation in the Old Testament. This last
point especially is highly significant in the book of Jeremiah and according to Martin
Kessler, “unless we bear it in mind, we are apt to miss the dynamic relationship between
‘doom’ and ‘salvation’ in the book””, For example, after a book in which doom oracles

against Judah are collected and which are followed by another “book” of doom oracles

% A.NEHER, Jérémie, Paris, 1998, p. 13-14.

" In the case of the book of Jeremiah, Martin Kessler calls him ‘the Jeremian traditionist.” See M.
KESSLER, Jeremiah Chapters 26-45 Reconsidered, in JNES 27 (1968), p. 81-88, see p. 82.

8 M. KESSLER, Jeremiah Chapters 26-45 Reconsidered, p- 82.
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against foreign nations®’, we might expect ‘salvation’ or hopeful oracles, in view of the
philosophy of history embedded within the Old Testament that, after Israel is punished
for her alleged transgressions by nations chosen by YHWH for this purpose, these same
nations and others will receive punishment as well, which leads to deliverance and hope
for Israel™, Two principles of literary organisation appear to be at work in the redaction
of the book of Jeremiah: the formation of collections on the ground of broad topical or
formal homogeneity on the one hand and the symmetrical inner construction of each
collection on the other’'. The presence of both principles is mutually corroborative: the
identification of single collections on the basis of their homogeneity is confirmed by their
symmetrical design, while the detection of symmetrical elements finds its corollary in the

unity of the subject-matter’2,

In the extant form of the book of Jeremiah, the literary organisation consists of large
composite units which are integral to the “architecture of the book™>. From a holistic
point of view, these macro-structural artifices are not located arbitrarily or randomly in
the ensemble of the book but they rather contribute meaningfully to the overall
arrangement and to the symbolic logic of the book. In our review of the problematics of
the book of Jeremiah as has been studied especially in the last century, it is evident that
the classifications of Mowinckel as regards the make-up of the book have become a
common parlance in Jeremiah scholarship. The prose sermons, the ‘C’ material are
assumed to be distinct both from the poetic ‘A’ tradition and from the biographical ‘B’

material. These ‘C’ materials are commonly understood or misunderstood as scattered

? This statement is made basing primarily on the order of the materials in the LXX but can still be
applicable to that in the MT.

0 cf M. KESSLER, Jeremiah Chapters 26-45 Reconsidered, p. 83, footnote 15. This pattern can also be
illustrated from the book of Isaiah: while the doom motif pervades chapters 1-23 (Judah 1-12, foreign
nations 13-23), the shalom motif gains significance after chapter 23, especially with chapter 40ff.

3! Cf. A. ROFE, The Arrangement of the Book of Jeremiah, in ZAW 101 (1989), p. 390-398, see p. 390.

32 A. ROFE, The Arrangement of the Book of Jeremiah, p. 390.

3 Phrase coined by Holladay. See W.L. HOLLADAY, The Architecture of Jeremiah 1-20, Lewisburg,
1976.
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chaotically® throughout the book. At best they are treated simply as deuteronomistic, and
the deuteronomistic editors in the pursuit of their conflicting ideologies had interest
neither in order nor in theology®. But it is not too difficult to observe on close reading
that these prose sermons provide at times the hermeneutical keys for interpretative
possibilities or guides that bring out in a clearer fashion the theological intent of the book,
and this provision is not only in their content but also and more particularly in their
placement. The main argument is that of their strategic placement and as Stulman writes:
“These prose discourses often enjoy a strategic place and significant function

within the book as a whole. That is to say, they play a meaningful and teleological

3 This position represents the dominant voice of twentieth century scholarship of Jeremiah, which sees the
prose discourses as intrusive, extremely disjointed and irregularly scattered in the book. But it is
worthwhile here to remark that outside the book of Jeremiah, or at least in most other biblical books, prose
sermons and speeches have been recognised as playing a significant role, especially from the contextual
and theological points of view. A ready example is the prose sermons in the Deuteronomistic history,
which are well known to mark important transitions in the work and which are believed to reveal salient
points of textual intention. See the work of H.W. Wolff who is of the opinion that the prose sermons in
Deuteronomy determines the editor’s kerygmatic or theological intention, H.W. WOLFF, The Kerygma of
the Deuteronomic Historical Work, in W. BRUEGGEMANN & H.W. WOLFF (eds.), The Vitality of Old
Testament Traditions (trans. F.C. Prussner), Atlanta, 1975, p. 83-100. Cf. also Martin Noth who argues that
“at all the important points in the course of the history, Dtr brings forward the leading personages with a
speech, long or short, which looks forward and backward in an attempt to interpret the course of events,
and draws the relevant practical conclusions about what people should do”, M. NOTH, The
Deuteronomistic History (JSOTS 15), Sheffield, 1981, p. 5. See finally E. Janssen’s form-critical
examination of the prose sermons of Deuteronomy where he discovers a structural pattern of introduction
followed by recital of divine acts and then a description of disobedience and threats or promises, E.
JANSSEN, Juda in der Exilszeit: Ein Beitrag zur Frage der Entstehung des Judentums, Géttingen, 1956, p.
105-110. In this sense the work of Stulman considers the role played by prose sermons in Deuteronomy and
the well-established points of correspondences between Deuteronomy and the prose sermons in Jeremiah,
L. STULMAN, The Prose Sermons of the Book of Jeremiah, p. 7-48.

3 Against Thiel who makes a comprehensive analysis and argues for a very systematic production of a
deuteronomistic edition of the book of Jeremiah, even to the point where words only found in Jeremiah are
attributed to deuteronomistic activity (W. THIEL, Die Deuteronomistische Redaktion von Jeremia 26-45:
Mit einer Gesamtbeurteilung der deuteronomistischen Redaktion des Buches Jeremia [WMANT 52],
Neukirchen-Viuyn, 1981, p. 93-99), Carroll and McKane do not find any of such systematic presentation in

the deuteronomistic editorial work.
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part in the text’s extant structure and developing theology. The prose sermons
provide commentary (midrash) on their immediate literary setting (Sitz im Buch).
They echo, punctuate and clarify existing motifs. Moreover they introduce
equilibrium and symmetry into a wild world of poetry that is laden with
incongruence and dissymmetry. Accordingly, these prose pieces contribute the
structural and ideological grid to a composition executed with the intent to convey

a final theological message™*®.

Henceforth, the question therefore is not so much “how did the book of Jeremiah come to
be”? (that is authorial’’) as the “outlining of the book™* using the terminology of
Holladay; that is, the structuring and the meaning in the structuring, That implies that the
question has moved from ‘when’ or ‘from whom’ the book was put together, to ‘how’
and ‘why’. In that way, exegetic exercise has therefore moved beyond the source analysis
of Mowinckel and his followers, and the tendency has shifted more to thinking of
tradition in holistic terms; that is, tradition as both its content and the process of its
transmission. With such thinking posture, previously important distinctions between the

words of the prophet himself and later additions tend to fade®®.

% L. STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 18.

" R.P. CARROLL, The Book of J: Intertextuality and Ideological Criticism, see p. 228.

* W.L. HOLLADAY, The Architecture of Jeremiah 1-20, p. 14. Holladay maintains that scholars at work
on the problem of the origin of the book appear to have concentrated on two related issues and to have
bypassed a third equally related and important one. The two issues are: 1) the attempt to identify the
contents of the Urrolle, that first scroll dictated by Jeremiah to Baruch according to the account in Jer. 36
(LXX 43) and 2), the detection of a variety of literary styles within the book. “The related [bypassed] issue
is the simple matter of outlining the book of Jeremiah; and it is by one’s outline that one displays his
conception of the way the book is put together”, W.L. HOLLADAY, The Architecture of Jeremiah 1-20, p.
13. Interestingly, Holladay does not say ‘from where or when’ it is put together, but “the way” (and I add
‘why’ it is put so).

* T. W. OVERHOLT, Remarks on the Continuity of the Jeremiah Tradition, in JBL 91 (1972), p. 457-462,
see p. 458.
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1.1.2 The Book of Jeremiah as a Two-part Drama

Scholars have identified the broad division of the Jeremiah MT into two almost equal
halves, the first scroll (1-25) and the second scroll (26-52). With an inner logic and
literary ties connecting them, each part of this drama respectively portrays the death and
the dismantling of a national cultic symbol system and piety on one hand (1-25), in
preparation for an emerging theological and social structure, following the exile on the
other hand (26-52). The Jeremiah scroll as a whole testifies to 2 God who ‘uproots and
overthrows’ (1-25) to ‘rebuild and to plant’ (26-52). Interpretatively, the first scroll

claims that Judah’s “sacred canopy”“o

— understood in terms of its temple and cult, its
land claims and royal ideology, its Jerusalem consciousness and divine promises, and
even covenant, in fact its network of meanings — is not enough to provide support and
escape from the impending doom thaf awaits Judah consequent of her disobedience, and
cannot save the community from radical redefinition and relocation. The second scroll,
articulating a conceptual terrain beyond the collapses of the old, reconfigures hope and
new life. The loss of traditional structures and the dismantling of false supports that
would eventually lead to the exile will not be the end of the drama. The final curtain is

not yet drawn since the drama continues to witness the reconstruction of new life and

promises. The first scroll becomes therefore a sort of prolegomenon to the second scroll.

Before turning properly to the structural features of the two scrolls to discover their
internal logic of organisation, it is necessary to tackle the question as to whether there is
any justification in reading 26-52 “differently’ from 1-25. Put in another way, is there or
are there textual guides that warrant reading 26-52 as separate from 1-25? The answer to
this question cannot be found in any exclusiveness: there are reasons for reading 26-52 in
isolation, but on the condition that at the end, both scrolls be read as a single literary
entity. That is to say, that the text presents itself as both a unified whole and at the same

time as a developing script*’.

40 Coinage by P.L. BERGER, The Sacred Canopy: Elements of a Sociological Theory of Religion, New
York, 1967. For the use of this expression elsewhere, see L. STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 18, 54.

The latter also talks of “sacred pillars”, Order amid Chaos, p. 54.
1 L. STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 59.
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First of all, at the level of the nature of the text, the second scroll, without denying the
difficult nature of the totality of the Jeremiah text or presuming a strict and easy
chronological arrangement because of the biographical gaps42 and narrative flashbacks,
differs sharply from the first by being more tame, more linear and less multivocal: it
speaks with more clarity and is more prosaic than poetic. Unlike in the first scroll where
wild and unruly voices of poetry are controlled by intermittent prose discourses®, the
second scroll exhibits more literary and symbolic coherence. To a good extent, temporal
categories (even though without any pretence of giving data in their strict chronological
sequence) govern the second scroll (cf. chapters 26-29, 32, 34-35) while it is evident that
the first scroll eschews the least chronological sequencing“. Secondly, going by the
classifications of Mowinckel*’, whereas the “A” and the “C” materials control the first
scroll, we have more of the “B” material in the second scroll, except of course 46-51, the
Oracles against the Nations; and this, authors have observed, smacks of a shift from
orality to writing*® evident in the MT tradition. Thirdly there are arguments also to see
Jer. 26 as an introduction to the whole of the second scroll, thereby enjoying a function

1*" and such a patterning could argue for a “separate but

and placement that parallels Jer.
related bodies of literature™*®. Finally on the theological interpretative level, the second
scroll differs from the first by providing the building and planting remedy to the
uprooting and dismantling of the first scroll. We do not however deny the presence of

catastrophic elements in the text of chapters 26-52; after all, the latter witnesses to a great

42 See THOMPSON, The Book of Jeremiah, p. 29.

“¥ L. STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 61.

44 Cf. also R.P. CARROLL, Synchronic Deconstructions of Jeremiah, p. 1.

“ See our Part One, Chapter One.

“ Cf. R.P. CARROLL, Inscribing the Covenant: Writing and the Written in Jeremiah, in A.G. AULD (ed.),
Understanding Poets and Prophets, p. 61-76; R.P. CARROLL, Manuscripts Don’t Burn. See also W.

ZIMMERLI, From Prophetic Word to Prophetic Book, in R.P. GORDON (ed.), The Place is too Smal{féﬁ'} /“\,\ AN
¢ AN A
Us: The Israelite Prophets in Recent Scholarship, Indiana, 1995, p. 419-442. ‘/ﬁ ’A/«“/{;x \'ﬂ BN

S

fi e

/R
7 See K.M. O’CONNOR, “..Do not Trim a Word”: The Contribution of Chapter 26 to the Bé)g'k of v
Jeremiah, in CBQ 51 (1989), p. 617-630; RUDOLPH, Jeremia, p. xvii-xix, 143-147. (? ,l/
'
“8 L. STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 61.
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extent the “siege and capture of Jerusalem”; but there are at the same time visible,
positive and optimistic voices, a construction of a rhetoric of hope cast against the
backdrop of disassembling and dashed hopes, a revivification of hopeful and salvific
constructions almost marginalised in the first scroll. So, even the so-called “siege and
capture of Jerusalem” becomes, in the logic of the second scroll, a necessary step towards
the restoration of the people. Following the words of YHWH in Jer. 32:27-44, the city
has to be destroyed because of the corruption of the people (see especially v. 27-35), but

this will be a step towards the new covenant (cf, 36-44).

But here we still have one single book of Jeremiah, which from both canonical and
literary point of view, we treat as a single piece of literature, and that not without reasons.
In the first place, despite the new world of significance in the second scroll, despite the
fact that it is replete with new and fresh network of meanings, there is no formal and
clear-cut break between both scrolls. Here we talk particularly of course with reference to
the MT of the book of Jeremiah®™. In this way, Jer. 1 serves as a functional introduction
not only to Jer. 1-25, but also to the whole book since in Jer. 1, the cryptic and
anticipatory categories governing the whole book are given®'. This granted, we do not
have two ‘meanings’ but one in the book. Theologically again, the whole book can be
interpreted under a single rubric of promise/threat and fulfilment/catastrophe®®. The
second scroll shows the collapse of Jerusalem already predicted in the first scroll. We can

also go by way of describing the book as arranged in the sequence® of uprooting and

% CLEMENTS, Jeremiah (Interpretation: A Bible Commentary for Teaching and Preaching), Atlanta,
1988, p. 8.

%® In the LXX these two scrolls are separated by the Oracles against the Nations demanding a different
explanation of the internal structural logic.

*' L. STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 59. In chapter 1, Jeremiah is introduced as a prophet to the nations,
whose word would be rejected but who would present himself as a fortified city against the threats of kings
and princes.

32 This is exactly the central and underlying conviction in Brueggemann’s works on Jeremiah. See also L.
STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 59.

%3 See the beautiful description of this by Brueggemann: “Specifically the book of Jeremiah is arranged to

speak, in sequence; about the judgment of God who in prophetic tradition brings Jerusalem to an end, and
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planting: circumstances in the national life of Judah warrants YHWH to uproot in order at
last to plant, that is to establish new configurations of hope. The analysis of the first scroll
shows that progressively, the text of chapters 1-25 seeks, especially by the strategic
placement of the prose sections, to loosen all the symbolic structures of meaning and
sacred pillars where the people had hoped; from the temple and cult, to the covenant, to
the election and to the royal dynasty. And that rhetoric of dismantling predicts the
collapse of human institutions and possibilities: all the claims of Judah that YHWH is
indissolubly tied to her established religious symbolic and cultic systems. The second
scroll is therefore not necessarily a departure from the first, but more of a complement,
providing the building and planting remedy to a catastrophic world. Finally, not only that
the whole book, both parts of the drama, share many of the same characters, settings or
even scenes, the book in entirety has the same theological assumption: that YHWH is the
controller of all destinies and history and is the sovereign ruler. He is free and
unpredictable. Through the medium of his prophetic word he communicates, and the
collapse of the old system is a direct consequence of the rejection of his word spoken by
his prophet™. The next paragraph will be an attempt at articulating this relationship
between the two distinct sections of the book, with a view of demonstrating the internal
literary and theological connections, aiming finally at a single message of the book. In
that attempt, the place and the contribution of chapters 26-29 will be made much more

evident.

the deliverance of God who offers to the consequent exilic community an open historical possibility”,
BRUEGGEMANN, A4 Commentary on Jeremiah, p. xi (his emphasis).

** Cf. J. ROSENBERG, Jeremiah and Ezekiel, in R. ALTER & F. KERMODE (eds.), The Literary Guide
to the Bible, Cambridge, 1987, p. 184-206, see p. 192. Rosenberg writes: the “central tenet of Jeremiah’s
whole prophetic mission (is) that the God of Israel and Judah controls the destinies of all peoples with

thorough impartiality and vigorous justice”.
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1.1.2.1 The Internal Literary and Theological Design

L1211 Uprooting and Overthrowing (Jer. 1-25)

While McKane believes in the disorder and randomly accidental process of Jer. 1-25%,
Clements™® sees clear signs of structural units within the said chapters (in the first scroll),
though the latter discerns there an organisation which corresponds very closely to the
deuteronomistic reflection on the downfall of the Northern Kingdom in II Kings 17:7-23.
Authors have already observed and correctly too that chapters 1 and 25 form the editorial
framework of this first scroll, or better put, “provide the outer framework for the whole

larger structure™’

. While chapter 1 introduces the book in general by way of announcing
or presenting its major themes in anticipatory terms>®, chapter 25 rounds up the scroll by
announcing the fulfilment of YHWH’s word and its calamitous effects upon both Judah
and other nations. In this way both chapters set a temporal scaffolding for the poetry and
prose contained in chapters 2-24; temporal in the sense that “the poetry and prose
sections are presented within a structured pattern of history that is governed by YHWH’s
controlling goal (teleos): the realisation of God’s just rule over the nations through and in

spite of Babylonian subjugation and control”*’.

% See again his theory of the “rolling corpus”, MCKANE, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary I, see
especially p. Ixxxiii.

% R.E. CLEMENTS, Jeremiah 1-25 and the Deuteronomistic History, in A.G. AULD (ed.), Understanding
Poets and Prophets: Essays in Honour of G.W. Anderson (JSOTS 152), Sheffield, 1993, p. 93-113.

7 R.E. CLEMENTS, Jeremiah 1-25 and the Deuteronomistic History, p. 95. See also Stulman who writes:
“Jeremiah 1 and 25 [...] perform a clear and discernible purpose in the overall structure of the book”, L.
STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 31; T.R. HOBBS, Some Remarks on the Composition and Structure of
the Book of Jeremiah, in CBQ 34 (1972), p. 257-275. For O’Connor, chapters 1 and 25 provide the
functional framework to Jeremiah 1-25 — the so called “first scroll, see K.M. O’CONNOR, The Confessions
of Jeremiah: Their Interpretation and Role in Chapters 1-25 (SBLDS 94), Atlanta, 1988; R.P. CARROLL,
Halfway Through a Dark Wood.

% See especially K.M. O°’CONNOR, The Confessions of Jeremiah, p. 118-123; E.W. NICHOLSON,
Preaching to the Exiles, p. 113-115. The major commentaries like those of Brueggemann, Carroll and
McKane hold like view.

% L. STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 33.
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Between these two bookends, we can find internal reading landmarks by way of the
evident macro-structural units literarily and theologically designed®. It is interesting that
of all the five macro-structural units of the first scroll, only 2-6, the poetic introduction is
cast entirely as oracles. Every other macro-structural unit begins with a narrative
section® and that is not without its significance both narratively and also at the level of
the theological interpretation. This first macro-structural unit, Jer. 2-6 sets the tone of the
entire first scroll since, often referred to as lawsuit oracle, is a reasoned apology for the
innocence of YHWH against the culpability of his people®, leaving at the end of the unit,
the impression of a declaration of war by YHWH on Judah; all life supports are in the
verge of being dismantled, leaving disaster and death to loom large on the horizon. This
unit therefore serves properly as an introduction to the first scroll marked by the
uprooting and dismantling. The macro-structural units which follow this poetic
introduction of the first scroll, progressively portray the overthrowing and uprooting
aspect of the book. 7:1-10:25 concentrates on cultic concerns and especially abuses. In

the temple sermon (7:1-15)% Judah is indicted of taking the Temple of Jerusalem as

0 Authors suggest slightly different divisions of the first scroll into macro-structural units that provide
reading guides. But it is of course important to add that attempts at structuring the book encounters much
difficulty and the reader understands the complexity in the description of the materials. “Each section or
description of that section may be disputed as to extent of division or accuracy of the summary of its
contents. In such sense structural proposals become only convenient guides and not word from Sinai”. See
CARROLL, Jeremiah (OT Guides), p. 17.

¢! The macro-structural unit which runs from chapter 7 till 10:25 is therefore kicked off by a composite
block of narrative material in 7:1-8:3 where one can observe a discourse concerning the temple, cult in
general and other warnings of various nuances. 11:1-17:27 begins equally with a section on prose (11:1-17)
but again terminates with a prose (17:19-27). 18:1-12 is the narrative introduction to the third macro-
structural unit which spans from 18:1-20 till 20:18. The last of the macro-units of the first scroil, 21:1-
24:10 begins again with a narrative section. The context is Zedekiah’s request that Jeremiah get an oracle
from YHWH to avert the enemy. This was denied categorically. Instead, Jeremiah declares that YHWH is
waging a war against Zedekiah and the royal city (v. 4, 7, 9-10).

21, STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 39.

 The pericope is frequently interpreted as one of those deuteronomistic materials, Mowinckel’s ‘C’
randomly scattered in the text. But from the Sitz im Buch of the text, we can equally see the close
connection between the temple sermon and the previous text of 2-6. Not only that 7:1-15 is a prose homily

using the previous text poetry as subtext, see L. STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 40, it could be seen
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support for atrocities. The third unit (11:1-17:27) goes beyond possibilities of remedy to
assert that even the Sinaitic covenant or prophetic intercession (chapter 14) cannot avert
the threat of the imminent disaster facing Judah (77 v. 11, 12, 14, 17). The tempo of the
text therefore increases and the tension heightens, true to the theme of the first scroll.
Exile is inevitable. From chapter 18, the beginning of another unit, another base is
attacked; the assumption and the status of Judah as elected and chosen. This attack is
couched by the symbolic language of the potter imagery®. The freedom of YHWH in
dealing with Judah is exemplified in the freedom of the potter to mould and remould his
clay to his own taste. That means that YHWH can reform the destiny of the people and
reverse the fortune of the nation®. Responsive outsiders can therefore become insiders
while revolting insiders become outsiders®. In chapter 19, the judgement sounds
definitive; there is no sign that the clay jar could again be reformed as the imagery in
18:1-10 might give impression. Rather “I will break this people and this city, as one
breaks a potter’s vessel, so that it can never be mended” (v. 11). The last of the macro-
units of the first scroll, 21:1-24:10, addresses, attacks and uproots the last of the ‘first
principles’ or put in other words, the last of the sacred canopies, that is the royal dynastic

theology. Jeremiah declares that YHWH is waging a war against Zedekiah and the royal

equally as a response or comment on 2-6. We can therefore say‘that 7:1-8:3 as the narrative beginning of
the second macro-structural unit serves as a midrash to the preceding collection of oracles (2-6) and to what
follows (8-10) by not only summarising “the early oracles by way of focusing on the cult and denouncing
the practices found there”, R.P. CARROLL, From Chaos to Covenant, p. 84, but also by punctuating and
reperforming the poetry and serving as a link to 8-10. From 7:1-15 we can understand the reason for the
pride, confidence and smugness of which Judah is accused in 2-6.

 On the potter imagery in Jer: 18, see B.A. ASEN, Needing and Being Kneaded: A Reflection on Jer.
18:3-4, in BT 20 (1982), p. 306-309; T.E. FRETHEIM, The Repentance of God: A Study of Jer. 18:7-10, in
HAR 11 (1987), p. 81-92; C.H.W. BREKELMANS, Jer. 18,1-12 and its Redaction, in P.-M. BOGAERT
(ed.), Le livre de Jérémie, p. 343-350.

S, STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 46. This interpretation is however contestable. In fact, scholars are
divided on the exact interpretation of the episode of the visit to the potter. For the issues involved in the
interpretation of this periscope, see C.H.W. BREKELMANS, Jer. 18,1-12 and its Redaction, p. 344-345.

% For a better understanding of the notion of ‘Insider-Outsider’ perspective as transmitted through the

Jeremiah tradition, see again L. STULMAN, Insiders and Outsiders in the Book of Jeremiah.
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city (v. 4,7, 9-10)67. “YHWH will deliver Zedekiah to King Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon
who is the instrument of divine judgment. The traditional and conventional claims for
dynastic immutability have been subverted; hope is no longer extended to the historical
dynasty or the royal city”®®. The conditional nature of the Davidic dynasty is accentuated
(cf. 21:11-22:30). Consequently, new shepherds, an ideal ruler in David’s line, but one
who will govern with justice and righteousness (cf. 23:1-8)* will be instituted. A short
narrative in chapter 24 concludes the macro-unit: the vision of the baskets of fig”’. As if
life now is in Babylon and no longer in Judah, YHWH promises salvation to the exiled in

Babylon while those who remained in the land are rejected.

1.1.2.1.2 Building and Planting (Jer. 26-52)

From reading 1-25, it is clear that nothing can save Judah from exile and dislocation since
the nation’s sacred canopies can no longer guarantee protection for a community
condemned because of their recalcitrance. Neither temple nor cult, neither covenant
tradition nor ancient land claims, even neither election privileges nor royal ideology is
intrinsically strong enough as remedy for a condemned people. The argument that
YHWH is absolutely tied or committed to established religious systems, even the systems

that have since ages been privileged by divine favour, has equally been violated and

" Brueggemann describes extensively the inversion of the credo of the holy war traditions: “The
astonishing [...] is that the old rhetoric is now inverted, so that the great verbs of the tradition are now used
precisely against Judah, and therefore in favor of Babylon. Jeremiah has reversed the credo tradition of
Judah to use against Judah. It is Judah who will now be without weapons, utterly vulnerable, completely
helpless (v. 5). The most telling inversion is in v. 5, which uses the particular language of the Exodus. The
notion of ‘outstretched arm and strong hand is an old formula (Deut. 26:8; Ps. 136:12), now used against
Judah by Yahweh, who has become Judah’s enemy”, see BRUEGGEMANN, 4 Commentary on Jeremiah,
p. 190ff.

By, STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 50.

% See R.W. KLEIN, Jer 23:] -8, in Interpretation 34 (1980), p. 167-172. The author sees these verses as the
climax of the oracles found in Jer. 21:11-23:8 about kings and shepherds whose conducts caused the exile
and the scattering of the sheep (people).

™ For a relatively recent study on Jer. 24, see N. KILPP, Niederreifien und Aufbauen: Das Verhdltnis von
Heilverheiffung und Unheilsverkiindigung bei Jeremia und im Jeremiabuch (BThSt 13), Neukirchen-
Vluyn, 1990, p. 21-37.
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nullified by prophetic pronouncements. The second scroll however provides strategies for
hope and new beginnings, without assuring any smoothness in the dealings between
Judah and YHWH. The fact is that even out of the rubble of cosmic crumbling, the text of
the second scroll could at the same time articulate new world constructions, social
configurations and network of meanings beyond catastrophe. “The second scroll presents
a ‘hope-full’ script for a reimaged community beyond the cessation of the old world
order””!. This major concern of the second scroll as has just been described thus provides

our reading strategy for the analysis of the Part II of the drama of the book of Jeremiah.

Dividing the second scrolls into major blocks or macro structural units has been variously
done by many commentators. This is especially with regard to the first part of th.e scroll
spanning from chapter 26 to 45. Chapters 46-51 are remarkably clear, the Oracles against
the Nations cast in poetic style. Division into 26-36; 37-45; 46-51 as done by Stulman
have strong arguments for, but is not spared some problems from the consideration of
chapters 30 and 31 which are different both in content, theme and style from 26-29 and
from 32 to 45. It is therefore safer, but never without contestations, to observe units in the
following groupings: 26-29; 30-31; 32-45 and 46-51. But the question is: even though
“the shadow of the events of 587 BC covers the entire book of Jeremiah”’?, how does the

text of the second scroll articulate this message of hope?

As an attempt to answer this question, it is necessary to just signal the strategic placement
of chapters 26, 45 and 52. Though it is not so easy to determine with precision the
beginning and end of the macro-units in the second scroll and different authors have
slightly different demarcations, the very first encounter with the text, judging by the
literary genre and the surface texture, would reveal two different texts in the second
scroll, 26-45 and 46-51, remaining of course chapter 52 which serves as an epilogue to
the book. Chapters 26-45 is a very long section of the book of Jeremiah which to a great

extent is cast in prose and constitutes somewhat of an unsolved problem as to its theme

7L STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 57.
2 CLEMENTS, Jeremiah, p. 9.
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and composition, and which is only being explored in some detail”, giving rise to many
opinic;ns as to its focus’* while 46-51 is the section of the Oracles against the Nations as
found in the MT. There is again the second problem of determining the precise status of
chapter 26 (especially) and of course 52. Though they serve as the introduction and
conclusion respectively, the question is whether chapter 26 should serve only as
introduction to the whole scroll or whether in itself it has some particular affinity with the
first macro-structural unit. Thirdly, is literary genre the only criterion for determining the
extent and limits of the macro-structural units, or do we also consider the question’ of
thematic coherence and theological message? These questions already highlight chapters

26, 45 and 52 in the general framework of this scroll.

Placed strategically as landmarks in the entire second scroll, the chapters “juxtapose the
rhetorics of dismantling with the constructions of hope and ‘new life’ for a reimagined
community””®. This is effected by either providing a “narratorial introduction to the
second scroll, presenting its dominant motifs in cryptic and anticipatory terms (Jer.

177

26”78, supplying notes of survival’ or a “positive ending to the tradition so characterised

™ Cf. M. KESSLER, Jeremiah Chapters 26-45 Reconsidered, p. 81. See also M. KESSLER, Form-Critical
Suggestions on Jer. 36, in CBQ 28 (1966), p. 389-401.

™ Rudolph for example sees the unifying theme of 26-45 as Heilsweissagungen, RUDOLPH, Jeremia 26-
52 (HAT), Tiibingen, 1958, p. xvii, while Kessler sees this assertion as an over generalisation. The section
can be divided into two tradition-complexes: chapters 26-36 and 37-45. Kessler adopts this division, as
against Rudolph who makes chapter 36 the beginning of a new “complex”, see RUDOLPH, Jeremia 26-52;
and C. RIETZSCHEL, Das Problem der Urrolle. Ein Beitrag zur Redaktionsgeschichte des Jeremiabuches,
Giitersloh, 1966.

% L. STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 63.

" For example, for the first time in the book of J eremiah, we find an ambivalent reception of the message
and prophetic word of the prophet. Hitherto there have been concerted and unilateral efforts to silence
Jeremiah and a total rejection of his word by all (cf. Jer. 18:18; 20:1ff). However, in chapter 26, some of
the characters seem to be at the side of the prophet. For the first time we meet a favourable situation which
nﬁght give a glimpse of the character of the second scroll: “a faithful few will hear and be receptive to the
words of the prophet, while the multitudes remain defiant and recalcitrant”, L. STULMAN, Order amid
Chaos, p. 65.
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»T8 (Jer. 45 in particular’® and also equally chapter

by disaster and evil befalling everyone
52), or finally by announcing the fulfilment of the prophetic word about Jerusalem and
mapping out a future beyond the cessation of the old symbolic universe (chapter 52)%.

The figures of Jeremiah saved from a menace of death (chapter 26), Uriah ben Shemaiah

" Carroll adds that this possibility of survival must be viewed as a benevolent, positive conclusion to a
book so dominated by hate, anger, and disaster. The survival of Baruch becomes therefore an earnest of a
more positive future: “in a context of a universal disaster Baruch will survive (we might add: and implicitly
so will all others who can appropriate the term ‘your life as a prize of war’, 45.5; cf. 39.19; 38.2; 21.9),
CARROLL, Jeremiah (OT Guides), p. 110.

8 CARROLL, Jeremiah (OT Guides), p. 110.

7 Marion Taylor writes: “For the reader of chapter 45, the comprehensive promises of future hope and
salvation [...] echo but faintly at this point. At the same time, however, the echoes of the salvation oracle
given to Ebed-melech, the Ethiopian, resound (cf. 39.17-18)”, making Baruch and Ebed-melech to stand for
the faithful whose presence provides ‘a telling foil to the flagrantly disobedient multitudes who will
necessarily come under judgment, M. TAYLOR, Jeremiah 45: The Problem of Placement, in JSOT 37
(1987), p. 79-98, see p. 93.

® Incidentally chapter 52 has been for long considered as a mere historical appendix, as if it is dispensable
or as if it is an unimportant appendage to the structure of the book. But in this single chapter cast in
narrative is reflected the governing rubric of the book of Jeremiah, “to pluck up and to pull down”, and at
the same time to “build and to plant”. It begins with the rhetoric of death: Jerusalem is besieged by the
Babylonian armies and the temple burnt down, representing the overthrow of all the old configurations of
reality, with the blame placed on the Judean kings and their followers. However, the text ends with the kind
treatment of Jehoiachin in Babylon who is showed favour by King Evil-Merodach and brought out of
prison “and is allotted a seat above those of the other kings who were with him in Babylon. So Jehoiachin
laid aside his prisoner’s garb, and for the rest of his life always ate at the king’s table. And his upkeep was
permanently ensured by the king for the rest of his life day after day until his dying day” (Jer. 52:32-34).
From an interpretative point of view, we can see Jerusalem, the temple and the people suffering 2 bad fate,
with an individual, which could represent new life and new community born out of suffering, surviving the
evil fate with a promise of kind treatment. The book therefore concludes with words of salvation, which
does not cancel in any way the overthrow of the old systems but as Wollf says, implies that “God is still
acting for his people”, HW. WOLFF, The Kerygma of the Deuteronomic Historical Work, in W.
BRUEGGEMANN & H.W. WOLFF (eds.), The Vitality of the Old Testament Traditions, p. 99. Carroll
articulates it thus: “to read as the final entry in this long sorry tale the story of Jehoiachin’s release from
prison is to glimpse briefly a sunny upland seldom seen in the book of Jeremiah. It is a shaft of sunlight on
a darkling plain and it lifts the heart of the reader after a long day’s journey through the valley of the
shadow”, CARROLL, Jeremiah (OT Guides), p. 113.
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mentioned as example of a likeminded prophet (26:20), Ebed-Melech, a humane royal
servant whose act of pity towards the suffering prophet earned him a hopeful oracle
(38:7-12, 15-18) and Baruch the secretary of Jeremiah (45:5)%, all show that the narrator
wants to express his conviction that a responsive remnant would always be present*” and
that the curtain of the drama of the narrative in entirety is not drawn after the notes of

devastations that characterised the first scroll.

Objections could be raised that the Oracles against the Nations (46-51) contradict this
major thrust of the second scroll®’. But in the first place, the literary cohesion and
symmetry which the placement effects in the text of the book of Jeremiah is easily
noticeable: the Oracle against the Nations by its very name and content presents Jeremiah
as a prophet to the nations already attested in chapter 1 (cf. v. 5 and v. 10). That means

fulfilling at the end of the book the vocation of Jeremiah already announced at the

8 Chapter 45 is a positive oracle to Baruch, and going by the order of the LXX where this is the end of the
book, is an indices of the place given to Baruch in the logic of the LXX of Jeremiah. See P.-M.
BOGAERT, Vie et paroles de Jérémie selon Baruch: Le texte court de Jérémie (LXX) comme cuvre
biographique, in E. BIANCHI et al. (eds.), La Parola edifica la comunita, Magnano, 1996, p. 15-29, see p.
18-19.

82 p M. BOGAERT, Vie et paroles de Jérémie selon Baruch: “Dans la forme courte de Jérémie, la longue
section des Oracles Contre les Nations (46 4 51TM = 25,14 4 31,44L.XX) se trouve au milieu du livre. Dés
lors, si I’on tient A part le chapitre 52, d’une nature particuliére, le livre méme s’achéve sur ’oracle de
Jérémie promettant 4 Baruch la vie sauve partout on il irait (45TM = 51,31-35LXX). Si de plus on se
souvient du rdle de Baruch dans la conservation de I’acte d’achat du champ (32TM = 39LXX) et dans la
mise par écrit du recueil des oracles de Jérémie & lire devant le roi Joaqim, une premiére fois avant la
lecture, la seconde aprés la destruction du rouleau par le feu (36TM = 43LXX), I’on conclura sans grand
risque que le rédacteur du texte court veut nous faire saisir que Baruch est le 1égataire, aprés en avoir été le
notaire et avant d’en étre 1’éditeur, des prophéties de Jérémie” (p. 18).

8 As already hinted, the placement of the Oracles against the Nations at the end of the MT text is one of the
major differences between the MT and the LXX and therefore presents difficulties from the interpretative
point of view in the book. However majority of these difficulties are from the historical-critical point of
view and questions the authorship, dating, growth and development of the tradition: which is more original,
the placement in the LXX or in the MT? Do the geo-political events narrated in the Oracles against the
Nations correspond to historical events or realities? Is the redactional history of the individual units

identifiable? These questions do not however find great pertinence here.
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beginning. Symbolically, the Oracle against the Nations puts across in a clearer fashion
the central metaphor of the book of Jeremiah: the claim that YHWH reigns and directs
the affairs of the earth. This affirmation of the reign of God and the dependence of the
future of history on him has implications in the text at the level of its theological
message. The reign of God, his directorship of history and destinies would therefore
imply his overthrowing of every pretence and power arrangement that opposes his
design, a dismantling of every “act of self-aggrandizement”, in the words of
Brueggemann®, found among the nations. Most importantly in the Oracles against the
Nations is, in the final analysis, the overthrow of Babylon, a nation that has a very
significant function in the book of Jeremiah (MT). And here again, the fact that it is
YHWH who controls history and destinies freely and unquestionably is brought again
clearer. Babylon, once empowered by YHWH to accomplish his purposes and punish his
people, will now be toppled. The concluding prose in 51:59-64 highlights the severe
attack of YHWH on Babylon: the scroll of the oracle should be read by Seraiah and be
cast into Euphrates to symbolise the drowning of Babylon. With this last allusion and the
first temporal allusion that places the Oracles against the Nations at the accession year of
Nebuchadnezzar’s reign, one can say that the “OAN are bracketed by the birth
announcement and ‘death certificate’ of Babylon, the object of Yahweh’s wrath”5. The
figure of Babylon in the text is more than that of a nation among the many foreign
nations. It is a power, an evil power in war with God and his plans for his people® and
therefore its overthrow would signify the victory of YHWH over every oppressive power
structure in favour of his people. And the precise overthrow of this tyrannical empire, the
once chosen instrument of judgement by YHWH for his work of dismantling, would
signal the possibility of fresh beginnings for the exiles in Babylon. “In the end, the

cessation of Babylonian control, the taming and subjugation of the very power structures

# BRUEGGEMANN, 4 Commentary on Jeremiah, p. 420.

% L. STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 95.

% See A.O. BELLIS, The Changing Face of Babylon in Prophetic/Apocalyptic Literature: Seventh Century
BCE to First Century CE and Beyond, in L.L. GRABBE & R.D. HAAK (eds.), Knowing the End from the
Beginning: The Prophetic, the Apocalyptic and their Relationships (Journal of the Study of the
Pseudepigrapha Supplement 46), New York, 2003, p. 65-73.
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responsible for Judah’s forlorn condition, can only represent new and hopeful

possibilities for a better future”®’.

1.2 JER. 26-29(MT): VERITY VERSUS FALSITY
As shown in the first part of the present Chapter, we are in the first four chapters that
make up the first major literary block of the second scroll of the book of Jeremiah. After
the look at the Jeremiah MT text from a stepped back point of view, it remains casting a
narrower glance on chapters 26-29 to see how they form a single unit with a determinable
focus. This exercise would also mean searching, even though yet in a very general
manner, the hints in the text that from a synchronic point of view can lead us to a
discussion on authentic prophetism in the context of theology today. Here, we do not yet

intend going into detailed study of the narratives®® in the text.

1.2.1 Delimitation of Jer. 26-29

Even though from the purely redactional point of view, we cannot deny the
“heterogeneous origin”89 of the block, chapters 26-29 can be grouped together by reasons
of convenience, by some spatial indices and because of a common theme. As a matter of
convenience, it is clear that the four chapters form an in-between group of chapters. On
the one hand, chapter 25 stands by itself, and, as we tried to show, most scholars
understand it to be a conclusion to, and a climactic statement™ at the end of the first
scroll (chapters 1-25), the so called ‘cup of wrath’; a sustained and relentless
announcement of YHWH’s judgment upon all the nations of the earth, even upon
Babylon, who is regarded in most of the Jeremiah (MT) tradition to be YHWH’s agent.
On the other hand chapter 30 begins a quite new sub-grouping, the so-called book of

8 L. STULMAN, Order amid Chaos, p. 96.

8 This is the issue from the next chapter: that is, looking at the literary organisation of the text from the
point of view of its surface appearance: the verbal recurrences, parallelisms, inclusions and oppositions, the
examination of the characters and the plot by the narrator.

% CARROLL, Jeremiah (OTL), p. 540.

*® BRUEGGEMANN, 4 Co tary on Jeremiah, p. 229.
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consolation with its accent on the new covenant, on promise and hope, and marked also

by its poetic casting. Between 25 and 30 we find our chapters.

The block has equally received further different attentions as regards indices for its
delimitation. For example judging from the spatial point of view, Christiane Dieterle and
Violaine Monsarrat, while detecting the theme of true and false prophecy, equally
describe the four chapters as a narrative of the prophetic preaching from Jerusalem to
Babylon®'. In their introduction, they write:
“Parti d’une étude sur le vrai et le faux prophéte dans les chapitres 27-28 du livre
de Jérémie, il a semblé rapidement nécessaire d’élargir la lecture & un contexte un
peu plus vaste et prendre les chapitres 26-29 comme un ensemble cohérent : un
récit de la prédication prophétique de Jérusalem & Babylone. A travers ce récit, la
personne de Jérémie est confrontée & de nombreux interlocuteurs ; des relations se
nouent et se dénouent. Les paroles du prophéte sont proclamées & la porte du
Temple, lancées au loin vers les rois étrangers, adressées aux rois de Jérusalem et

envoyées par écrit aux exilés”*.

This block begins with chapter 26 where we have the story of a chain of events leading
finally to Jeremiah’s legitimisation as a true prophet of YHWH, vindicated by Judah’s
highest court. This story therefore sets the tone for the succeeding narratives, indicating
the severity of the opposition he had to endure, from the part of the people, the king and
even fellow prophets. The three successive chapters give us an outline of the prophet’s
message for Judah and her neighbours (chapter 27), a record of opposition by shalom
prophets personified by Hananiah (chapter 28), and a record of further oppositions, and
Jeremiah’s shalom message to the exiles in Babylon (chapter 29) for they had fulfilled the
conditions of shalom: they had received due punishment, unlike the inhabitants of
Jerusalem who kept rejecting the prophetic word and were therefore unfit subjects for

shalom oracles. From this very concise glance, it is clear that the key word in the block is

' C. DIETERLE & V. MONSARRAT, De Jérusalem & Babylone : La prédication prophétique, Jérémie
26-29, in Foi et vie 83/5 (1984), p. 56-69.
%2 C. DIETERLE & V. MONSARRAT, De Jérusalem ¢ Babylone, p. 1.
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opposition and confrontation. This opposition is staged by the preaching of Jeremiah in
chapter 26; Jeremiah gives YHWH’s programme for the people in chapter 27. Chapter 28
articulates the concrete opposition to this programme and looks like a catalyst for
Jeremiah’s shalom oracles in chapter 29, for while opposing Hananiah’s brand of
imminent shalom, there is yet in YHWH’s plan, as represented by his true prophet,
shalom beyond Judah’s inevitable calamities which YHWH had ordained as necessary
punishment for their disobedience. In the narratives as a whole, the question is then:

where is the truth?

1.2.2 Identifying the Theme and Narrative Logic of Jer. 26-29
1.2.2.1 Identifying the Theme
More than a grouping by convenience, the four chapters seem to converge in a single
theme, a unified theology. Completely cast in prose, the block features from an
interpretative point of view “a deep, partisan, ideological dispute concerning Judah’s true
situation vis-a-vis Yahweh and therefore vis-a-vis Babylon”®. There is a confrontation
between an ‘official view’ and its counter view of reality. The official view voiced by the
Jerusalem establishment and sustained on the lips of the ‘false prophets’ represented
chiefly at the centre of the block by Hananiah, is that Jerusalem is safe, guaranteed by the
promises of God, and grounded by the well-established salvific tradition founded in
election®, and that the Babylonian intrusion into the life of Judah is very temporary and
relatively short spanned, after which there will be a quick return to the normal situation®.
This situation is well described by Brueggemann:
“This ideology articulated in the Jerusalem establishment, fostered by the king
and articulated by temple priests, claimed that the God of Israel had made

2 BRUEGGEMANN, 4 Commentary on Jeremiah, p- 229. On the issue of the ideological dispute, see H.
MOTTU, Jeremiah vs. Hananiah: Ideology and Truth in Old Testament Prophecy, in N.K. GOTTWALD
(ed.), The Bible and Liberation, New York, 1983, p. 235-251.

* L. STULMAN, Insiders and Outsiders in the Book of Jeremiah, p. 73.

% This is of course from a theological interpretive point of view in that there is no direct verbal textual
attestation. However, the prophecy of Hananiah in chapter 28 and that of many other prophets (see chapters

27 and 29) justify such interpretation.
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irrevocable promises to the temple and the monarchy, had taken up permanent
residence in Jerusalem, and was for all time a patron and guarantor of the
Jerusalem establishment. Jeremiah’s work only makes sense as an antithetical

response to that ideology™®.

Contrary to this view, Jeremiah the prophet represents a quite different perspective. This
perspective undermines and ;ubverts the settled ideology. In concrete terms, the tradition
of Jeremiah is that Jerusalem is not guaranteed at all costs, but its existence and shalom
depend on the exigencies of therTorah, her resolve to keep it and her actual attitude of
listening to the prophets of YHWH sent for this precise purpose. Again, it is that the
Babylonian threat is a theological judgement on Jerusalem which is both long-term and
severe’’; and that their present kaipdg stands under the ‘wrath’ and not the ‘love of
God*®®, 1t is a question of the actual moment, the present tense reality in their relationship
with YHWH, which in the tradition of Jeremiah “stands under the Zorn of Yahweh, and
Babylonian hegemony is not only a political reality but also a ‘theo-political’ reality”®’.
This theological reality or vision becomes the bone of contention, which places Jeremiah
in one camp and the other prophets and intermediaries in the other. Brueggemann finds
the expression “truth speaks to power” suiting to qualify the narratives of the four
chapters, interpretatively judging from the confrontations which Jeremiah has to face
with various groups of individuals on account of the verity of the word he proclaims!®.
Thompson titles his commentary on chapters 26-29 simply as “Jeremiah’s Controversy

with False Prophets”'"’

. Without betraying the spirit of the synchronic method which
faces the world of the text, one can say that the above articulation is the task the narrator
sets himself to show with the personalities he brings into play, the parts he allows them to

act, the gestures and words he assigns to them and in that wise characterising them.

* BRUEGGEMANN, 4 Commentary on Jeremiah, p. 6.

" BRUEGGEMANN, 4 Commentary on Jeremiah, p. 230.

% E. OSSWALD, Falsche Prophetie im Alten Testament, Tiibingen, 1962, p. 22.
% L. STULMAN, Insiders and Qutsiders in the Book of Jeremiah, p. 73.

19 BRUEGGEMANN, A4 Commentary on Jeremiah, see p. 229-263.

1% THOMPSON, Jeremiah, p. 521.
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1.2.2.2 Identifying the Internal Logic

Throughout the narrative, it is a scene of Jeremiah confronting many interlocutors, with
the relations and confrontations tensing up and releasing. At the very beginning, the
words of the prophet are proclaimed at the entry to the temple (a topographical condition
which accentuates the primarily religious character of the prophecy), addressed to the
kings of Jerusalem, sent afar as messages to foreign kings through their representatives
and sent by couriers to the exiles. At different points of the narrative drama, there is a
recurring question: which is true and which is false? In the words of Dieterle and
Monsarrat, “ces chapitres présentent plusieurs prophétes dans leurs relations les uns avec
les autres et avec les autorités en place. Ils posent la question du discernement nécessaire

pour reconnaitre la vraie parole prophétique”'®.

This issue of discernment between true and false prophecy becomes the element that
animates the reading of the entire block. At the beginning of the narrative in chapter 26,
Jeremiah receives the mission of announcing the evil lot of the inhabitants of Judah if
they do not repent. The question is: can this fate be avoided? And so it is a question
whether this word is harkened to, how the many and diverse interlocutors, the priests and
prophets, kings and high functionaries, the whole people react with regard to the
prophetic word. Semantically the preponderance of the terms x23, mbw, 124, v, reminds
the reader that it is a question of which (is the) prophet (is) sent (?). Which or whose
word is to be listened to? What consequences await the audience for the refusal to listen
to this word? Two possible attitudes are at stake: it is either that Judah and her chiefs do
not repent and consequently the temple be treated like Shiloh and the city destroyed
which would prove the veracity of Jeremiah’s words, or Judah and her chiefs adopt the
same attitude which Hezekiah adopted before Micah of Moreshet in the presence of
YHWH (cf. 26:18), and consequently YHWH would repent of the evil he intended to
inflict, and Jeremiah (by implication) would also appear as a true prophet because he had
led the people to life. On the whole, the narrator succeeds to highlight some necessary

tensions that will play a very important role in the subsequent chapters of the block. In

12 C. DIETERLE & V. MONSARRAT, De Jérusalem & Babylone, p. 59.
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the first place, there emerge two different types of kings; one who listens to the prophets
(exemplified in the person of King Hezekiah vis-a-vis Micah) and the other who opposes
and kills the prophet (in the person of Jehoiakim vis-a-vis the prophet Uriah) and equally
two types of prophets: those who anﬁounce the condemnation of the temple (Jeremiah,
Micah, Uriah), and the others, who, in alliance with the priests, refuse such

announcements or announce peace.

The narrator continues in chapter 27 to show precisely how the threat can be avoided.
Vindicated as true prophet in Jer. 26, Jeremiah prophetically addresses successively the
kings of Judah’s neighbours by the intermediary of their ambassadors (v. 2-11),
Zedekiah, king of Judah (v. 12-15), and finally the priests and all the people (v. 16-22).
Two dispositions are necessary. Listening to Jeremiah would lead to accepting
submission to the king of Babylon and refusing to listen to those who are against it. The
problem becomes then how to recognise the words to which one should not listen; that is,
to distinguish the false from the true. Many prophets or precisely many intermediaries are
identified with the false and with death; the prophets of the neighbouring nations, some
from Judah, the diviners, the dreamers, the fortune-tellers, the magicians (v. 9). The
problem of the true and the false is again brought to light in the question: who is the
master and who is to be served? Two kings are equally brought to the light: one in
Jerusalem, Zedekiah (v. 12), and the other in Babylon, Jeconiah (v. 20). Nebuchadnezzar
is presented as the king to be served and is called by YHWH “my servant” (v. 6)

paralleling “my servants the prophets™ in 26:5.

The confrontation of Jeremiah and Hananiah in a single combat, at the centre of the
narrative (chapter 28), poses directly and dramatically the question of the discernment of
the true and false prophet. From every point of view, one notices a dramatisation of the
bone of contention in the previous chapters. A drama in two Acts involving three
personages is presented to the reader; a plot in the strict sense, with the combination of

telling and showing by the narrator. A neat connection is made with the preceding
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chapter by the mention of the wearing of the yoke by Jeremiah (cf. v. 10)'®. The
narrator’s apparent presentation of the two prophets on the same footing, and at the same
time, his subtle contrast of the two, confront the reader with some basic questions
concerning authentic prophetic witness: indirectly one could notice the dynamic
pluralism of one prophet (Jeremiah) as opposed to the appropriation of YHWH by the
other (Hananiah), one’s autonomy (Hananiah) as opposed to the obedient listening of the
other (Jeremiah), etc. At the end of the chapter, with the mounting criteria for the
discernment of the true from the false given by the narrator and finally with the irruption
of the word of YHWH as the decisive criterion (cf. v. 12-14), coupled with the exit of one

of the prophets'™

, the reader is not sitting on the fence as to the direction of his
judgement with regard to the intent of the narrative and with regard to the distinction

between the true and the false.

Chapter 28 having established Jeremiah as the true prophet against Hananiah (28:16-17),
chapter 29 deals with the best conditions in which destruction can be avoided even
though the people are in exile. The words of the prophet are sent by couriers to the exiles.
Jeremiah urges his contemporaries to prepare for a long haul of displacement and equally
to reject false and easy assurances'®®. Many other prophetic personalities surface in this
chapter, and the exchange of letters and defamatory condemnations between them and
Jeremiah show that the discussion on true and false prophecy had not been exhausted.
The narrative ends with another prophetic figure being treated in the way Hananiah was,

therefore providing a contrary frame to chapter 26 which is a vindication of a prophet.

With this internal logic of 26-29, it is easier to see the role of its placement in the logic of
26-52. The question could be asked as to why the second scroll should begin with this
long debate on prophetic authenticity before the oracles of 30-31, the narratives of 32-45

195 This phenomenon makes many authors to see the two chapters as one narrative, or that chapter 28 is an
independent version of chapter 27. But our treating each of them as a separate unit in itself will be justified
in the Chapters dedicated to them.

1% By the eventual death of Hananiah (v. 16-17).

1% BRUEGGEMANN, 4 Commentary on Jeremiah, p. 231.
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and the oracles of 46-51. For the hopeful constructions, which could be said to be the
theme of the second scroll, to be a reality, all false presumptions and assurances must be
discarded. These false hopes are provided by no other figures than the false prophets.
YHWH?’s hopes for his people are of a different kind and are conditional. The connection
between chapter 29, which talks of the conditions for the true shalom, and chapter 30-31,

which announces the new covenant, is all the more glaring.

Conclusion

The central thesis of this chapter; the readability and the grounds for the readability of the
book of Jeremiah, should be the most difficult to sustain since it is a thesis that meets
with objections once the reader sets out to find out for himself the facts of the case while
reading the text of the book. This is also because it deals with the question of the correct
reading posture (or reading lens), but which I think summarises the reason for the
divergence among authors on the major questions in Jeremiah research. And so the
reading posture we have adopted here is different from many and also similar to some.

Carroll described his own reading posture as a “countervoice”' %

, though others are also
counter voices, depending on whose opinion is considered first before the other. It seems
better therefore to describe the various opinions and postures as ‘different voices® or even
better simply as ‘possible’ voices or opinions. If we can follow Carroll in his description
of the book of Jeremiah as “a strange and alienating text, quite discrete and different from

our own contemporary values”'?’

» then it is not strange that different readers would adopt
different postures in reading the text. We have in this chapter, adopted a reading posture
similar to that of Stulman especially, though that does not mean that we consider the
posture as totally comfortable. It is necessary, as has been intimated in the general
introduction, to distance from his extremely positive appreciation of the order in the
book, especially his evaluation of the whole of the second part of the book. Right in
stressing the hopeful slant of the second scroll, it is equally good not to underestimate, as
can be said of him, the motifs that contradict the hope of salvation for the people, equally

largely present in the second scroll, so that the reader be not mistaken by assuming an

'% RP. CARROLL, Halfway through the Dark Wood, p. 85, footnote 19.
1" R.P. CARROLL, Halfway through the Dark Wood, p. 78.
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impression of a clear cut démarcation of “uproot and overthrow//build and plant” motifs
and attributing it without any qualification to the respective scrolls of the book. In that
way, the book loses again its character of indeterminacy, and would negate its
metaphorical bent. While we make this notice, we also admit that the second scroll
configures hope especially when the reader reaches the final full stop. As Holt recently
puts it:
“The second part of Jeremiah is not only a discourse on comfort; it is also a
theodicy, an answer to the question of exile. And this answer is not primarily
comforting; it is rather to be taken as a warning [...]. A sentiment of threat and
uncertainty governs the second part of the Book of Jeremiah (Jer 26-52), side by
side with the sections of hopefulness [...]. Only at the end of the Book of
Jeremiah, in the Oracles against the Nations, and especially in the oracles against
Babylon, the final threat against Israel/Judah is turned into unconditional and
unlimited woes of deliverance. Until then, the reader of the Book of Jeremiah
must be without any confidence in the reconciliation of Judah”'®.
What we have identified as the theme and the narrative logic of Jer. 26-29 will then guide

our narrative readings, which is the task of the rest of Part Two.

1% § K. HOLT, The Meaning of an Inclusio: A Theological Interpretation of the Book of Jeremiah MT, in
SJOT 17/2 (2003), p. 183-205, see p. 186.
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CHAPTER TWO

JER. 26: THE THEME OF PROPHETIC AUTHENTICITY
ENUNCIATED

Introduction

Jer. 26 begins the second part of the Jeremiah scroll and gives the account of the
prophet’s threat to the temple of YHWH in Jerusalem. It is also the beginning of the
section of narrative biographical material in the book!, and by this fact marks a sharp
departure in the texture of the book®. This could partly explain the attraction which this
chapter has had among many commentators, becoming the target of varied

methodological approaches in exegesis’. Many of the studies on the chapter concentrate
g pp! g y

! The narrative section beginning from this chapter and stretching up to 45:5, apart of course from the
oracular sections of 30-31, 33, has sometimes been described as the ‘Baruch Narrative’ or the ‘Baruch
Biography’, with the idea that the materials are written by Baruch. Such connection with Baruch bears also
from the fact that the section refers mainly to Jeremiah in the third person and concludes with an address or
an oracle in favour of Baruch in 45:1-5. The debate on this attribution falls outside the scope of our work
here.

? CLEMENTS, Jeremiah, p. 153.

? For different studies on this chapter outside the major commentaries, see F. HORST, Die Anfinge des
Propheten Jeremia, in ZAW 41 (1923), p. 94-153; G.R. DRIVER, Jeremiah xxvi 6, in ¥T'1 (1951), p. 244-
245; J.P. HYATT, The Beginning of Jeremiah’s Prophecy, in ZAW 78 (1966), p. 204-214; J. SCHREINER,
Sicherheit oder Umkehr? Aus der Verkiindigung des Propheten Jeremias, Jer 7,1-15; 26,1-6, in BibLeb 7
(1966), p. 98-111; C. RIETZSCHEL, Das Problem der Urrolle; H.G. REVENTLOW, Gattung und
Uberlieferung in der ,, Tempelrede Jeremias* Jer 7 und 26, in ZAW 81 (1969), p. 315-352; H. SCHULZ,
Das Todesrecht im Alten Testament: Studien zur Rechtsform der Mot-Jumat-Sétze (BZAW 114), Berlin,
1969, especially p. 113-121; H.J. BOECKER, Redeformen des Rechtslebens im Alten Testament (WMANT
14), Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1970; G. WANKE, Untersuchungen zur sogenannten Baruchschrift (BZAW 122),
Berlin, 1971; F.-L. HOSSFELD & 1. MEYER, Der Prophet vor dem Tribunal: Neuer Auslegungsversuch
von Jer 26, in ZAW 86 (1974), p. 30-50; I. MEYER, Jeremia und die falschen Propheten (OBO 13),
Freiburg, 1977; J. HADEY, Jérémie et le temple, le conflit de la parole prophétique et la tradition
religieuse, Jer. 7/1-15, 26/1-19, in ETR 54 (1979), p. 438-443; R.P. CARROLL, Prophecy, Dissonance and
Jeremiah XXVI, in L.G. PERDUE & B.W. KOVACS (eds.), 4 Prophet to the Nations, p. 381-391; EX.
HOLT, Jeremiah’s Temple Sermon and the Deuteronomists: An Investigation of the Redactional

Relationship Between Jeremiah 7 and 26, in JSOT 36 (1984), p. 73-87; I. KEGLER, The Prophetic
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equally on the question of the authenticity of the prophet, but our attention here gains

specificity from the methodology.

That Jeremiah proclaimed a threat on the temple, and considered the latter as false
security and therefore as no remedy to save Judah from severe judgment is not new to the
reader of the book of Jeremiah at this point since this is the theme of 7:1-15, where the
same preaching, of course with a different emphasis, is given in a fuller version and as a
paraenetic prose. Cast purely in prose in this chapter, this report which “narrates what is
clearly a crucial encounter between Jrm and the authorities™ and a personal attack and
threat to the life of the prophet, has been used by the narrator “to provide a thematic
introduction to the sequence of reports concerning the message of the prophet, its
widespread popular rejection by those in authority, and its terrible fulfilment*>. The
exercise in this Chapter will consist first of all in delimiting the text and identifying the
structure. A thorough narrative reading follows and finally a consideration on the
intertextual level will be made since this chapter shares, from both literary and thematic
points of view, much kindred with Jer. 7:1-15 and Jer. 36. From the narrative point of
view therefore, the thesis of this Chapter is that Jer. 26 is neither simply duplication of

material® in the real sense of the term nor misplacement’ because of its purpose: to set

Discourse and Political Praxis of Jeremiah: Observations on Jeremiah 26 and 36, in W. SCHOTTROFF &
W. STEGEMANN (eds.), God of the Lowly: Socio-Historical Interpretations of the Bible, New York,
1984, p. 47-56; K.M. O’CONNOR, “...Do not Trim a Word”: The Contribution of Chapter 26 to the Book
of Jeremiah, in CBQ 51 (1989), p. 617-630; C. HARDMEIER, Die Propheten Micha und Jesaja im Spiegel
von Jer 26 und 2 Kings 18-20, in J.A. EMERTON (ed.), Congress Volume, Leuven 1989 (VTS 43), Leiden,
1991, p. 172-189; J. FERRY, lllusions et salut.

*HOLLADAY, Jeremiah 2, p. 101.

* CLEMENTS, Jeremiah, p. 154-155. The analogy made by Clements here between the role of the report in
this chapter and that of the cleansing of the temple by Jesus in John’s gospel is in order. There is a parallel
in that John 2:13-25, the narrative of the temple cleansing, “has been made into a kind of preface to the
ministry of Jesus”, p. 155.

¢ HOLLADAY, Jeremiah 2, p. 101.

7 Referring to the chapter as simply “a comment upon his pivotal ‘temple sermon’ in ch. 77, Brueggemann
undermines its deep narratological significance. His use rather of the words “proclamation” and “response”

to refer to chapter 7 and 26 respectively is tenable in the sense that “the response puts the prophet in
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forth the truth of the proclamation of Jeremiah the prophet®. It is rather, in the context of
the block Jer. 26-29, the enunciation of a problem, the exposition and a programmatic
introduction to the theme of true and false prophecy, which is the focus of the entire

narrative block.

2.1 DELIMITATION, EXPOSITION AND STRUCTURE

2.1.1 Delimitation

Jer. 26 is a “self-contained narrative™ and forms a literary unit. There is a marked rupture
with the end of chapter 25, which consists, as prelude to the Oracles against the Nations,
of a vision, while chapter 26 opens right away as a narrative'’. Again, the dating of the
two chapters differs vividly from each other. While chapter 25 reports the words
addressed to Jeremiah in the fourth year of Jehoiakim, taken by some commentators to be
605, the episode of chapter 26 is dated at the beginning of the reign of Jehoiakim, 609''.
The lack of a connecting verb at the beginning of the chapter also suggests the relative
independence of the unit'? and the almost identical heading in 27:1 gives the impression
of a unit with more or less clear boundaries. After chapter 26, chapter 27 begins a new

narration, that of the symbolic yoke, even though the historical datum given in 27:1 does

profound conflict with his community and its leaders and with its preferred theological conviction”, a
theme of conflict which will be explored in greater detail in the three subsequent chapters, see
BRUEGGEMANN, 4 Commentary on Jeremiah, p. 233.

& See G. WANKE, Untersuchungen zur sogenannten Baruchschrift, p. 156; HOLLADAY, Jeremiah 2, p-
102. .

° LUNDBOM, Jeremiah 21-36: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB 21B), New
York, 2004, p. 283.

' The voice of the narrator is unmistakable.

"' For efforts at reconstructing the chronology of the prophet Jeremiah and especially the historical settings
of the chapters, see “Introduction” in HOLLADAY, Jeremiah 2, especially, p. 25-35.

12 Compare the use of *1 “and it came to pass” in 28:1 and 33:1 which establishes a connection with the
preceding chapter. See also G.L. KEOWN, P.J. SCALISE, T.G. SMOTHERS, Jeremiah 26-52 (WBC 27),
Dallas, 1995, p. 5. This book is co-authored by the above three authors (to complete the work of Peter
Craigie who wrote vol. 26 of the World Biblical Commentary covering Jer. 1-25, but after his death),
names presented alphabetically. But since the part covering Jer. 26-34 is prepared by Pamela Scalise, the

book will from henceforth be cited thus: SCALISE et al., Jeremiah 26-52.
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not synchronise with that in v. 3 and 11. 27:1 repeats the data of 26:1 by mentioning
Jehoiakim even though the chapter later talks of Zedekiah and not Jehoiakim. For this we
consider 27:1a to be the end of the story of chapter 26, forming therefore an inclusion
with 26:1a. The narrative in chapter 26 ends therefore thus: “But Jeremiah had a protector
in Ahikam son of Shaphan, so he was not handed over to the people to be put to death, in
the beginning of the reign of Jehoiakim, son of Josiah, king of Judah” (26:24-27:1a).
However, chapter 26 has serious connection with what follows since chapters 27-29
likewise present the reactions to the preaching of Jeremiah, which opens up a
confrontation between Jeremizh and the other prophets and intermediaries’>. The
legitimacy of the prophet Jeremiah which is the gist of chapters 27-29 is at the same time
the core of chapter 26.

2.1.2 Exposition

At the beginning of the chapter, Jeremiah receives the mission of announcing the evil fate
of the inhabitants of Judah if they do not change (v. 2 and 3). It is striking that here, just
as in 7:1-15 (especially 7:5-7), the threat to the temple is firmly conditional upon the
repentance and the good behaviour of the listeners'®, an element which is unlike the sharp
way in which most of Jeremiah’s threats and warnings are given'. From the conditional
casting of the message, we can understand the challenge in the situation which can be put
thus: can this fate be avoided from the part of YHWH? The situation gives rise to two
different possibilities: either Judah and her chiefs give deaf ear to the word of YHWH
pronounced by his prophet, resulting in the destruction of the temple and the city as
threatened (v. 6, 9, 18),. and leaving Jeremiah vindicated as having signalled this danger
beforehand; or Judah and her chiefs adopt, in the presence of Jeremiah, the same attitude

which Hezekiah adopted before Micah of Moresheth; in which case, credit also goes to

" In Jer. 26-29 (33-36 of the LXX), the Greek translator often distinguishes between true and false
prophets.

'Y CLEMENTS, Jeremiah, p. 155.

1> Except for example in the temple sermon of 7:1-15, the first scroll (1-25), following our studies in Part
Two Chapter One, was marked greatly by the progressive dismantling of Judah’s symbolic structures

terminating with the eventual announcement of devastation.
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the prophet for provoking the conversion of the people. YHWH would then repent from
the evil intended or announced (v. 17-19). A debate arose involving a) the religious
authorities — the priests and the prophets who consider the threat of the possibility of
Jerusalem becoming like Shiloh to be improbable (the first choice), thereby implying
rejection of conversion and therefore favouring the realisation of the threat; b) the people
~ who could appear difficult to be pinned down to a camp, passing from the camp of the
religious authorities (v. 7) to those of the political authorities (v. 16); ¢) the political
authorities who appear to be the arbiter. V. 10-19 look like the juridical process in a
situation that has appeared to be a court charge: the accusation is pronounced by the
religious authorities (v. 11), the defence by Jeremiah (v. 12-15), the judgement by the
princes and the people (v. 16), and a reinforcement provided by some elders of the land
(v. 17-19). The role of these many personalities gives the narrative a court setting, giving
a glimpse into legal proceedings'® and setting before the reader significant groups of
people: the accused, Jeremiah; the- prosecutors, priests and prophets; the judges,
authorities from the civil cadre and the elders. At the gate of the temple, the procedures
take place involving, just as in a court setting, first, prosecution and then defence. The
prosecutor demands death penalty for the accused who defends himself, and is eventually
acquitted, verdict given by the political authorities and the people (v. 16), based on a
Jurisprudence (in the past, the king Hezekiah did not put the prophet Micah to death) and
on the ‘lessons of history’ (in consequence of which YHWH renounced the evil fate he
threatened).

The narrative seems to have been concluded at this point when an introduction is made
by the narrator, in v. 20-24 of “another man”, Uriah son of Shemaiah, from Kiriath-
Jearim. The fact that he is presented in the narrative as having prophesied in his own time
“exactly the same things against this city and this land as Jeremiah” but suffered terrible
fate at the hands of the king Jehoiakim introduces a tension in the narrative. What is the
role of these verses in the narrative especially taking consideration of the preceding

judgement that sounded conclusive? That is to say that at the end of the chapter, the issue

16 THOMPSON, The Book of Jeremiah, p. 523.
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of the debate, the threat inflicted or threat avoided is in suspense, inviting the reader’s

appetite for the subsequent chapters.

2.1.3 Structure

Chapter 26 as a single and self-contained narrative does not present a very complicated
structure. The reader easily notices the giving of the sermon and the response of the
community to the contents of the sermon, and so the chapter can be structured along these
lines; that is, on the two principal wings of sermon and response'”. After the introductory
formula of v. 1 comes Jeremiah’s oracular discourse. The content of the discourse stirs up
a reaction described as a trial first of all by an initial judgement and later a formal set up
which goes in the normal order of accusation, defence and judgement. Following the
judgement, witnesses appear to reinforce the position by the citation of a precedent
historical event. The narrator adds another story of a precedent case but which contrasts
the experience of the prophet in the citation of the elders. 26:24-27:1a then serves as the

conclusion of the narrative.

1. Jeremiah’s sermon (v. 1-6)
A. Introduction (v. 1)
B. YHWH’s command and aim (v. 2-3)
C. The sermon (v. 4-6)

I1. The response of the community (26:7-27:1a)
A. Initial response (v. 7-9a)
B. Formal response: Court scene — accusation, defence, verdict (v. 9b-16)
C. The responses of two kings to authentic prophets (v. 17-23)
D. Conclusion: The rescue of Jeremiah (v. 24-27:1a)

The narrative of this chapter reveals a drama set up with many actors and interlocutors,

and due to the interlocking nature especially of the authors of actions, speeches and more

'7 Contrary to the division into three sections by Hossfeld and Meyer (Abschnitt I, 1T and 1II) based on the
presupposition that v. 17-23 is not coherent with the preceding verses. See F.-L. HOSSFELD & 1. MEYER,
Der Prophet vor dem Tribunal, p. 33-42. See also I. MEYER, Jeremiah und die falschen Propheten, p. 17-
30 and a similar division in C. HARDMEIER, Die Propheten Micha und Jesaja im Spiegel von Jer 26 und
2 Kings 18-20, see especially p. 173.
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especially of their addressees, a table illustrating actor-orator-addressee could serve for a

clearer articulation.

Verse Actor Speaker Addressee
1 Narrator
2-6 YHWH Jeremiah
7 The  priests, the|Narrator
prophets and all the
people
8a Narrator
8b-9a The priests, prophets|The priests, | Jeremiah
and all the people prophets and all
the people
9b All the people Narrator
10 The officials of Judah | Narrator
11 The priests and the|The priests and the | All the officials and
prophets prophets all the people
12-15 Jeremiah Jeremiah All the officials and
all the people
16a Narrator
16b The officials and | The priests and the
all the people prophets
17 Some of the elders of | Narrator
the land
18-23 Some of the elders of| Some of the elders | Assembly of the
the land of the land people
24-27:1a Ahikam Narrator

2.2 ANALYSIS

2.2.1 YHWH'’s Message to the Prophet (v. 1-6)

A close reading of the introductory part of the narrative of Jer. 26 confronts the reader

with some perplexing issues. There are two introductory formulas: in v. 1, “this word was
from YHWH” and in v. 2, “thus says YHWH” surprisingly being itself the words of
YHWH himself'®. Again the prophet is commanded two times: “You say all the words

'® This discrepancy is also noticed by Hossfeld and Meyer. They write: “Eigentiimlich bleibt auf jeden Fall

in unserem Text, daf} Jahwe selbst die Formel in den Mund nimmt zur Einleitung einer Mitteilung, die gar

nicht als Botschaft durch einen Boten an einen Dritten weitervermittelt werden soll. Hier ist nun noch die

Beobachtung hinzuzunehmen, daB das Jeremia-Buch zahlreiche erzihlende Abschnitte kennt, die mit ,,So
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which I commanded you to tell them” (v. 2b), and in v. 4, “you shall say to them...”. The
words in v. 2-6 have no precise destination'® because Jeremiah appears only in v. 7; and
the content of the words to be proclaimed are not the same in v. 2b-3 and 4-6. In the
former, the order is vague: the prophet should say “all the words which I give you to tell
them”, while the content of the message in the latter is more precise, with the conditional
proposition and the threat concerning the temple: “if you do not listen ... 1 will treat this
house like Shiloh” (cf. v. 6a). Finally in this first part of the narrative, v. 5, which insists
on the obstinacy of the people, appears in opposition to v. 3 where there is possibility of a
return: “may be they will listen and each one turn ...” (v. 3). This shows that the people

failed to meet the expectation expressed in v. 3.

2.2.1.1 Introduction (v. 1)

V. 1-6 constitute first of all the narrator’s introduction and afterwards a report of
revelation to the prophet®. A connecting chronological note typical of the second part of
the book of Jeremiah opens the chapter”. While many commentators® claim to find a
historically precise reference to Jehoiakim’s accession year in the introductory nwixaa
oprmy m>%, some others believe that a theological purpose informs the use of the
phrase: from the beginning of his reign, Jehoiakim militantly repudiated YHWH’s

word?,

sprach Jahwe zu mir* (bzw. zu Jeremia) (13,1; 17,19; 25,15) oder auch kurz,,So sprach Jahwe* (19,1; 22,1)
eingeleitet und mit einem Befehl zu prophetischem Auftritt fortgefiihrt werden. M nR 15 ist also eine
durchaus mégliche selbstindige Erzihlungseinleitung geworden und mub in diesem Zusammenhang sicher
mit einem Erzihltempus wiedergegeben werden®, F.-L. HOSSFELD & I. MEYER, Der Prophet vor dem
Tribunal, p. 34. See also 1. MEYER, Jeremia und die falschen Propheten, p. 19.

'° The NJB presumes the receiver of the word and translates: “At the beginning of the reign of Jehoiakim
son of Josiah, king of Judah, this word came to Jeremiah from YHWH?” (v. 2).

® SCALISE et al., Jeremiah 26-52, p. 5.

% See also 25:1; 32:1; 34:1; 35:1; 36:1; 40:1; 45:1.

2 HOLLADAY, Jeremiah I, p. 240; W.L. HOLLADAY, A Coherent Chronology, p. 58-73; BRIGHT,
Jeremiah, p. 169; THOMPSON, The Book of Jeremiah, p. 524; NICHOLSON, The Book of the Prophet
Jeremiah 26-52, Cambridge, 1975, p. 62-68.

* See for example, K. M. O’CONNOR, “...Do not Trim a Word”, p. 619.
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2.2.1.2 YHWH’s Command and his Aim (v. 2-3)
The divine word addressed to Jeremiah in this chapter has three parts: a) an instruction to
prophesy to a definite audience at a specific spatial location, b) a description of the

response that is hoped for, and c) the oracle itself**

. The first impression one gets in this
group of verses is that it is YHWH’s command to prophesy that is reported. The
narrator’s voice does not report the command and its execution in retrospect but rather
quotes YHWH’s speech which relates the event in prospect in a series of commands to
the prophet™. It suggests therefore the fulfilment of the order by Jeremiah by mentioning

the reaction of the audience of the message.

YHWH’s commissioning of the prophet initiates the action of the story: he must stand in
the temple court and address the “cities of Judah” (26:2); YHWH specifically orders
Jeremiah 233 y2am-5%: “do not subtract a word/thing” (v. 2b). The question is whether the
command ‘not to subtract a word’, this comprehensiveness of the message refers to the
verbal content or details of the message, or to its exigency’®. “Do not subtract a thing”
prepares the reader for the purpose of the message to be given in the next verse: since it is
for the people to repent (v. 3), the message in all its exigency and harshness should be

given if that goal of repentance is to be achieved”’. A comparison with Jer. 7:1-15 will

24 This is not the first and the last time we have this structure of reports in the book of Jeremiah. Similar
reports are found in 7:1-8:4; 16; 17:19-27; 18:1-12; 19; 21; 22:1-9; 24; 27-28; 29:29-32; 32-36.

2 SCALISE et al., Jeremiah 26-52, p. 5.

26 K.M. O’Connor sees both as improbable. With her translation of 1337 y2y-5% as “do not trim a word”, she
reads the expression symbolically. She likens the Jeremiah tradition to a beard that must be allowed to
grow. A beard that is allowed to grow is a sign of hope and so cutting the beard is a sign of mourning over
defeat. Like in Deut. 4:2 and 13:1, YHWH gives similar commands to Moses, see K.M. O’CONNOR,
“...Do not Trim a Word”, p. 627-628. This analogy is not in anyway necessitated.

*" SCALISE et al., Jeremiah 26-52, p. 5. This note of exigency of the word is also the view of LUNDBOM,
Jeremiah 21-36, p. 287. On a later occasion in the book of Jeremiah, king Zedekiah requested from
Jeremiah not to keep a word from him (cf. 38:14). Jeremiah later related to him the undiminished word of
YHWH, which Zedekiah however was not prepared to hear, and in fulfillment of an oath he had sworn to
Jeremiah, arranged for the prophet to hold back part of their conversation when critics questioned him later

(cf. 38:24-26). Also after the fall of Jerusalem, people requested from Jeremiah to petition YHWH about
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show that what we have in 26:1-6 is already an abridged version and so it may not be the
question of the verbal completeness but of the “wholeness’ (in exigency) of the message:
Israel must listen to YHWH and the prophets (v. 4-5), otherwise the temple will be
destroyed like Shiloh (v. 6). The reader notices the first word of v. 3 (*om “perhaps™), and
so the sentence could be rendered in an antecedent-consequent phraseology, thus: “do not
omit a thing, so that they may...” If the desired goal, that of repentance, is to be achieved,
the message must be different from the previous messages of peace®® the people are used
to hearing, and so the message in all its harshness must be heard®. This aspect of the
exigency of the message is again confirmed later (in v. 9) by what the priests and
prophets retained of the whole of Jeremiah’s message in v. 4-6, where only the
consequence of the threat and not the conditional aspect is emphasised. No mention of
the call to repentance is made but only of the fate of the temple being treated like Shiloh
and of the desolation of the city: “Why have you made this prophecy in the name of
YHWH, °‘this house will be like Shiloh, and this city will be desolate, without

inhabitant™ (v. 9). Moreover, the narrator who took time to show Jeremiah’s fidelity to

where they should go after they might have left Mizpah. Jeremiah promised to give them the response from
YHWH without withholding 2 word (42:4). Lundbom concludes: “This message, too, was one the people
did not want to hear, which means it took courage as well as commitment for Jeremiah to speak the whole
of YHWH’s word” (p. 287).

B Cf Jer. 6:14: “They have healed the wound of my people lightly, saying, ‘Peace, peace, when there is no

993

peace’. For an investigation into the conception of peace in the book of Jeremiah, that is the place of the
hopeful messages in the otherwise outspokenly judgemental book of Jeremiah, see J. APPLEGATE,
“Peace, Peace, when there is no Peace”: Redactional Integration of Prophecy of Peace into the Judgement
of Jeremiah, in A.H.W. CURTIS & T. ROMER (eds.), The Book of Jeremiah, p. 51-90, see p- 52.

» Many other narratives in the Old Testament bear witness to prophets’ withdrawal of something in the
message mainly because of the harshness of the message. A reluctant Samuel was slow to repeat the
message as devastating as it was to Eli his master (I Sam. 3:15-18). Micaiah ben Imlah ironically gave in
the first place an expected favourable word and only afterwards delivered the true message of doom when
the king insisted on having it (I Kings 22:13-28). In his article Withholding the Word, Janzen gives the
possible reasons why a prophet could be tempted to withhold the word: a) fear of reprisal (Jer. 11:21;
26:20-24; 38:15), b) ill will toward personal enemies (Jer. 43:2-3), c) lying in God’s service (I Sam.
17:14), d) commanded silence (Jer. 23:33-40) and e) a sense of futility (Jer. 38:15), see W. JANZEN,
Withholding the Word, in B. HALPERN & J.D. LEVENSON (eds.), Traditions in Transformation: Turning
Points in Biblical Faith, Winona Lake, 1981, p. 106-109.
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his commission by carefully indicating in v. 8; “when Jeremiah had finished saying
everything (b2) that YHWH had ordered him to say” (that is without omitting a thing),
now in v. 9 subtly contrasts Jeremiah’s fidelity with that of the “prophets and all the
people” (v. 8) by giving the latters’ interested report of the oracle of YHWH which
Jeremiah gave. That is an example of indirect characterisation’®. A motive is further
added to YHWH’s command to announce the threats against temple and city: perhaps the

people will change their hearts and thereby avert the disaster planned against them (v. 3).

The description of the hoped-for response is given in v. 3. Here three important but
related words appear, ynw, 3w and om®'. The main message is yet to begin from v. 4 but
the narrator decides to prepare the reader by giving what is the hope of YHWH for the
message: that the people may listen (vnw) and turn (amv) each from his evil way, and that

he (YHWH) may repent (oms)*? of the evil he intended as a consequence of their

*® Indirect characterisation in this context means the product of an analysis of the action or conduct of a
personage by the narrator. For more details on the distinction between direct and indirect characterisation,
see Y. AMIT, Reading Biblical Narratives, p. 74.

*! The first half of v. 3 is a shortened form of Jer. 36:3a and shares the key words “listen”, “turn” and “from
his evil way”: “Perhaps when the House of Judah hears all the disaster 1 intend to inflict on them, they will
turn, each one of them, from his evil way, so that 1 can forgive their guilt” (36:3).

*2 Many commentaries and translators find it uneasy to use the word “repent” (as Carroll does, see
CARROLL, Jeremiah [OTL], p. 510) for om and go for softer alternatives like “change his mind” or
“relent” (McKane), “sich gereuen” (Volz), “think better of” (Thompson), “retract the evil” (Holladay). om
“to repent” or “to be moved to pity”, “to be sorry” expresses an emotion-laden change of heart by which
one grieves over his actions or plans. Throughout the Old Testament, we see human persons especially
repent of their actions against God or against others or against themselves (Exo. 13:17; Job 42:6; Jer.
31:19). It is not uncommon also in the Old Testament to see God addressed as repenting. However in 1
Sam. 15:29 we see a rhetorical insistence on the part of Samuel: “The Glory of Israel ... will not repent, for
he is not a human that he should repent”. This should not be understood strictly because just few verses
later, in 1 Sam. 15:35, the narrator concludes: “For the Lord had repented that he had made Saul king over
Israel”, in both cases using the same verb om. In the Old Testament tradition, God may also repent of a
deed or, more often, of an announced plan and then act to undo or cancel a plan already made as he
repented of the creation of the human being and therefore brought the flood to wipe the generation (cf. Gen.
6:6-7). However, ih some circumstances and contexts, the Old Testament rules out the possibility of a

change of heart as regards YHWH (cf. Psa. 110:4; Jer. 4:28; Ezek. 24:14; Zech. 8:14). Sometimes the
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disobedience. In v. 2-3, the reader notices the emphasis laid on thorough repentance by
the passage from “all” to “each™ the prophet should speak to all (52) the people who
come to worship (v. 2); perhaps they will listen and turn back, each (¢) from his evil

way (v. 3).

2.2.1.3 The Sermon (v. 4-6)

The oracle itself in v. 4-6 meant for the people is quoted in God’s command to Jeremiah.
By giving everything as God’s words and speech enhances the authoritative claim of the
text®, V. 4-6 thus contains the divine message in the form of protasis and apodosis. The
message begins with a threat articulated conditionally, the protasis (v. 4 and 5). “If you
do not listen to me”, followed by two dependent clauses, in each case beginning with an
infinitive construction with the preposition % (“by walking [ro%] ... and by listening

[viaw5]). The two verses present thus a chiastic arrangement thus:

disposition to repent is presented as an integral part of the relationship between the divine and the human.
In this sense oM is understood in the relational or even passionate sense. YHWH?’s willingness for om
therefore has affinity with his “or1 “steadfast love” or covenant loyalty (cf. Joel 2:13; Psa. 106:45; Jon.
4:2). See SCALISE et al., Jeremiah 26-52, p. 14. The response of YHWH to the intercession of Moses
(Exo. 32) after the people’s guilt of worship of the golden calf, and that to Amos in Amos 7 is by his
repenting of the disaster he intended for Israel (cf. Exo. 32:14 and Amos 7:3). And in our text, Jer. 26, the
oracle of YHWH to Jeremiah is in the hope that the people may turn from their evil ways so that he too
may repent of the evil he planned.

33 Cf. E. DAVIS, Swallowing the Scroll: Textuality and the Dynamics of Discourse in Ezekiel’s Prophecy
(JSOTS 78), Sheffield, 1987, p. 83. '
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v. 4 And you shall say to them: Thus says YHWH

If you will not listen to me

To walk (infinitive construction no%5) in my law which I have put before
your presence
v.5 To listen (infinitive construction viy5) to the words of my servants the
prophets who I am sending to you persistently

And you have not listened

These two verses could be understood legitimately from different angles: in a sense as
two distinct parallel discourses and in another sense as complementary to each other. The
articulation could suggest a distinction between the given Torah (in the singular) and the
words of the prophets (in the plural). In this sense, the absence of a connecting
conjunction between the two clauses would subordinate the second to the first: walking in
the law would make the people to listen to the words of the prophets. In this sense, the
law becomes the first in importance and the prophetic words depend on it. But in another
sense, a different understanding could diminish this distinction and emphasise more the
complementary roles of the two verses. In that sense, “to walk in my law which I have
put before your presence” and “to listen to the words of my servants the prophets who 1
am sending to you persistently” become one demand and not two separate demands. In
the first place, the two clausal frameworks are almost the same: the question of not
listening. Secondly the fact that the second dependent clause “to listen to the words of my
servants...” (v. 5) does not begin with a waw conjunction indicates that there is a
continuation and that the second dependent clause modifies the first: walking in my law
which I put before you then means in fact listening to my servants the prophets (among
whom is Jeremiah)*. This understanding tallies more closely with the goal of the

narrative, which sets out to prove the authenticity of the prophet. V. 5 is therefore not to

* In this way, we do not accept the view of Hossfeld and Meyer for whom “V 5 stort den Ubergang von
der Protasis zur Apodosis, verdoppelt in unschéner Weiser — wie immer man die Infinitiv-Konstruktion auf
v. 4 bezieht — das Element des Horens und nimmt der in V 3 geweckten Spannung ihre Kraft”, F.-L.
HOSSFELD & 1. MEYER, Der Prophet von dem Tribunal, p. 35; 1. MEYER, Jeremia und die falschen
Propheten, p. 20.
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be understood simply as a deuteronomistic addition®. Well placed rather in its context,
this narrative whose interest is to show Jeremiah as the true prophet sent by YHWH, here
contains a reduced list of the prohibitions of the Decalogue in Jer. 7: 5-6 —“But if you do
amend your behaviour and your actions, if you treat each other fairly, if you do not
exploit the stranger, the orphan and the widow, if you do not shed innocent blood in this
place, and if you do not follow alien gods, to your own ruin...Will you steal, murder, and
commit adultery, and swear falsely ... and walk after other gods™, - to a single question
of listening to the prophetic word; to “my servants the prophets whom I send you

persistently” (v. 5)¢.

The divine oracle ends in v. 6, which is the apodosis of the conditional statement begun
in v. 4. The threatened judgement is expressed in two parallel statements: “I will make
this temple/house like Shiloh and I will set this city as curse to all the nations of the
earth”. Once again the narrator calls up the memory of 7:1-15. No wonder the narrative
of chapter 26 has also been considered as serving the function of an interpretive narrative
contextualisation of the longer sermon in chapter 7°’, though the question remains as to
what extent. Regarding this parallel, Holladay introduced an interesting reasoning while
analysing the parallel account of the temple sermon in chapter 7. According to him, 26:4
and 6 lack a clear logic: “Why should the temple be destroyed because of the sins of the
people?” He sees the passage in 7:3-12 as supplying the missing link: “The people have
put false trust in the temple and so the temple must be destroyed”. He concludes

therefore: “The abbreviated narrative in chapter 26 assumes the availability of the text of

3 See for example CARROLL, Jeremiah (OTL), p. 515: “[...] because of the Deuteronomistic schema of
the sending of the prophets, and their rejection™. According to the deuteronomist, YHWH warned Israel,
‘by every prophet and seer” (II Kings 7:13) while Israel constantly ignored the warnings of *his servants the
prophets’.

% Reventlow already noticed this device by the narrator when he writes : “Offensichtlich hatte der Erzahler
auch eine Erinnerung daran, dass Jeremia in seiner Rede auf Gebote cingegangen war. Aber ihre
Aufzihlung in der Strafrede 7 9 und schon in der Eingangstora 7 6 wird hier durch die Formel smmina nobb
ersetzt, in der das gesamte ,,Gezetz* als ,,die Tora" bezeichnet wird”, H.G. REVENTLOW, Gattung und
Uberlieferung in der ,, Tempel Rede Jeremias“, p. 343.

31 SCALISE et al., Jeremiah 26-52, p. 15.

146



Part Two Chapter Two: Jer. 26: The Theme of Prophetic Authenticity Enunciated

7:3-12 and refers to it in summarizing fashion”®, Though his conclusions about the text
of chapter 26 presuming that of chapter 7 is tenable, logic is not altogether lacking in the
text of chapter 26:1-6 in the sense he perceives it. The prophet is to stand nowhere else
than in the court of YHWH's house, to speak to all the cities of Judah who come fo
worship in the house of YHWH (v. 2). This introduction of the topographic motif (two
times) and especially the reference to their coming to worship in the house of YHWH
makes the mention of the temple in v. 6 not a totally foreign element. If a punishment for
the sins of the people by way of destruction must be evoked at all at that particular point

in time, the nearest religious reality in the context is likely to be the immediate target.

Here is one of the three places where the Old Testament compares the fate of the house of
YHWH in Jerusalem to that of Shiloh (cf. Psa. 78:60-69%, Jer. 7:12). A lot of historical

problem*” is involved in the question of the destruction of Shiloh*', but which has not

* HOLLADAY, Jeremiah 1, p. 240.

% “psalm Ixxviii 60 is a historico-theological account of Yahweh’s rejection of Ephraim and Shiloh in
favour of Judah and Jerusalem. The rejection expressed in verse 59 is manifested in two immediate and
distinct ways: verses 6 and 61: Yahweh abandons the Shiloh sanctuary, deliberately giving the Ark over to
the enemy; and vv. 62-64, he ‘gave his people over to the sword’. The one action is directed against the
sanctuary and the other against the people as a whole; in neither case do we have evidence of a violent
destruction of Shiloh or its shrine”, p. 105-106. See R.A. PEARCE, Shiloh and Jer. VII 12, 14 and 15, in
VT 23 (1973), p. 105-108.

49 The Shiloh sanctuary is mentioned in Jer. 7:12, 14, 15 and 26:6. In each instance, there is a mention of
the destruction of the sanctuary or at least a maltreatment of the sanctuary. Just as the oracle itself has no
precise dating in chapter 7, though historically situated in chapter 26 (the beginning of the reign of
Jehoiakim), there is no date precision as to when the sanctuary of Shiloh was destroyed. It has been held by
many that Jeremiah refers to the destruction of the Shiloh sanctuary by the Philistines c. 1050 BC. See e.g.
the commentaries of Carroll, Holladay and McKane; also O. EISSFELDT, Silo und Jerusalem, in G.W.
ANDERSON et al. (eds.), Congress Volume Strasbourg 1956 (VTS 4), Leiden, 1957, p. 138-147; M.
NOTH, History of Israel, London, 1960, p. 166-167; R. DE VAUX, Ancient Israel: Its Life and Institutions,
London, 1961; HOLLADAY, Jeremiah I: “the most likely destruction is that of the Philistines [...]. The
archaeological evidence has not been altogether conclusive [...] but the fact that the Ark was taken from
Shiloh during the Philistine wars and not returned to Shiloh suggests strongly that this is the period to
which Jeremiah is referring” (p. 247-248), a quotation from J. DAY, The Destruction of the Shiloh
Sanctuary and Jer. 7:12, 14, in ].A. EMERTON (ed.), Studies in the Historical Books of the Old Testament
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much relevance to the narrative and rhetorical effect of this comparison in the text*.
Such an effect will easily be seen in the immediate audience response, where the analogy
to Shiloh unnerves the religious leadership who are the first to react. Modem
archaeological findings apart®™, the world of the text makes it clear that the audience of
the prophet takes Shiloh to be once an important cultic centre and that the people could
see for themselves that the centre has suffered destruction. Jer. 7:12 goes as far as

inviting the people to “go to my place which was in Shiloh and see what I did to it”. The

(VTS 30), 1979, p. 87-94. De Vaux writes: “il est probable que le sanctuaire fut détruit au Xle siécle par les
Philistins”, R. DE VAUX, Les institutions de I’Ancien Testament (Vol. I), Paris, 1960, p. 135-136. Pearce
questioned this dating but rather concludes that Jeremiah was referring to a more “relatively recent
disaster”, R.A. PEARCE, Shilok and Jer. VII 12, 14 and 15, p. 105-108. He responds to the various biblical
evidences on which this dating has been based: “I Sam. iv says nothing of Philistine action against Shiloh.
Only from Jer. vii 12, 14; xxvi 6 (Ps. Ixxviii 60), and from the change of abode of Eli’s descendants (1
Sam. xxi 2 ff.; xxii 9ff.), and from the absence of the name of Shiloh in passages like Amos v 5 and 1 Keg.
xii 29, could we conclude that the sanctuary of Shiloh was at that time not only robbed of the Ark, but was
also destroyed and non existent” (p. 105). Pearce responds to these indices basing on Psa. 78:60 (p. 105-
106), I Sam. 21:2 ff. (p. 106-107) and the absence of the name of Shiloh in passages like Amos 5:5 and 1
Kings 12:29 (p. 107).

! Of course there is no textual warrant to believe that Shiloh was still a place of worship by the time of the
ministry of Jeremiah. It is even debated as to whether there was a temple ever built at Shiloh. Our text here
mentions the name of the city and not the built structure within, and to complicate the question, Jer. 7:12
talks of nipn (my place) which signifies neither tent nor building while II Sam. 7:16 says that YHWH had
never lived in a “house” before the temple of Jerusalem was built. But biblical texts talk of tabernacle (Psa.
78:60), tent of meeting (Jos. 18:1; 19:51) in Shiloh. For details of the debate and different positions, see
D.G. SCHLEY, Shiloh, a Biblical City in Tradition and History (JSOTS 63), Sheffield, 1989.

*2 What is necessary to remark at this point is that the narrators of biblical episodes were not scientific
historians even when they trace the historical developments of events. The theological interest of the
narratives dominates: a presentation of the dealings of YHWH with his people. The same can be said of the
prophets whose prophecies as we have them today in the books that bear their names are to a very good
extent posterior reflections on the religious sensitivities of a people, in order to present explanations to their
religious reality and in most cases, factual history or strict chronology was not the guiding compass both in
their pronouncements and in the later redactions.

“? Finkelstein maintains that modern archaeological investigations have not succeeded in finding any ruins
identifiable as a temple, cf. 1. FINKELSTEIN, The Archaeology of the Israelite Settlement, Jerusalem,
1988, p. 205.
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devotees of Jerusalem could have imagined that Jerusalem had a privileged place with
God and so was quite immune from the fate of Shiloh whose status, though sacred, was
not same with Jerusalem. Such provocative analogy becomes a preparation to the reader
for the high-pitched response of the audience. Whether such a dangerous threat would
cause the people to repent as is hoped in v. 3 or would have a directly opposite effect

becomes the task of the narrator in the subsequent verses.

2.2.2 The Response of the Community (26:7-27:1a)

There is much to capture one’s attention in the section of v. 7-16. The first, described by
Hardmeier as ‘eine Unvereinbarkeit’, concerns the attitude of the people whose
unanimity normally described with the expression oy-52 (v. 7, 8 [twice], 9, 11, 12, 16,
18) is not clear*. The inclusion in v. 8 of “all the people” with the priests and prophets as
accusers of Jeremiah may become problematic to the reader trying to determine the
precise camp of the people especially from the data of v. 11 and 16 where the people
seem not to be with the priests and the prophets. That is to say, sometimes they side with
Jeremiah against the priests and the prophets (v. 11, 16), and elsewhere, they oppose
Jeremiah, siding with the priests and the prophets (v. 7-9), an ambiguity in the role which
has been variously and differently explained by Rudolph®, Bright, Thompson®’,

“ Hardmeier describes the phenomenon thus: the ‘Unvereinbarkeit’ “handelt es sich um die vsllig
widerspriichliche Rolle des Volkes im vorliegenden Erzihlganzen. Denn auf der einen Seite gehért das
Volk in den v. 7-9 zu den Hauptgegnern Jeremias. Es wird in v. 17 von den ,,Altesten des Landes®
besénfligt, und der Schafanide Achikam schiitzt Jeremia vor seinen Tétungsabsichten. Im Gegensatz dazu
nimmt das Volk im ProzeBbericht von v. 10-16 zusammen mit den ‘Beamten Judas’ ($ry yhwdh) auf der
anderen Seite eine positive Verteidigerrolle ein. Nur in diesem Textteil stehen allein die ‘Priester und
Propheten’ mit der Forderung der Todesstrafe auf der Ankligerseite”, C. HARDMEIER, Die Propheten
Micha und Jesaja im Spiegel von Jer 26 und 2 Kings 18-20, p. 174.

* RUDOLPH, Jeremia, p. 170.

“¢ BRIGHT, Jeremiah, p. 167.

*T THOMPSON, The Book of Jeremiah, p. 521, footnote 3.
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Holladay®, Hossfeld and Meyer, and basing on their position, Ferry, who maintain the

narrative incoherence of the chapter and suggest a return to a literary analysis®.

In v. 9, “the priests, the prophets and all the people” accuse Jeremiah basing on his words
against the temple and this city in v. 6, while in v. 11, the priests and the prophets talk
only of the city. A question becomes imposing: is the motive of the conflict political or

religious?

2.2.2.1 The Initial Audience Response (v. 7-9a)

After v. 6, v. 7 begins with the active verb (wnu) referring to the hearing of the words by
the priests and the prophets which emphasises the fact of the audiences hearing rather
than Jeremiah speaking in order to lead to the report of the trial from v. 8. Immediately
after the sermon, the narrator begins to relate a conflict story with the prophet at its
centre. The consequence of the speech of Jeremiah is far more different from what
YHWH had hoped while demanding Jeremiah to speak: the conversion of the people.
Instead, it is aggression, revolt and hatred directed against the prophet, though the
narrator gives no direct report of the prophet’s actual speech but only notice of what
Jeremiah is authorised by God to say and the affirmation that he actually says it as is
demanded. First he identifies Jeremiah’s audience as “the priests, the prophets, and all the
people” (v. 7) who hear () Jeremiah speak “these words”. But incidentally what
follows shows that they heard (vnw) not as YHWH hoped, because they did not “hear” in
the sense of heeding and obeying. In fact, instead of the verb 2w following vmu as hoped
for in v. 3, we have the verb wan (to seize or lay hold of) as the first initial reaction of the
audience. The narrator recalls the command in v. 2b not to subtract a thing/word from the
message, carefully relating that Jeremiah “finished to tell everything that YHWH
commanded him to speak to all the people” (v. 8a: notice the double occurrence of the
root 555). It is not surprising that the narrative reports this fact again, since this claim is

the point at issue in Jeremiah’s trial, and since “everything” and “not removing a thing”
p g g g

“ HOLLADAY, Jeremiah 2, p. 105.
* F.L. HOSSFELD & 1. MEYER, Der Prophet vor dem Tribunal, p. 30-50; J. FERRY, lllusions et salut, p.
130.
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should be interpreted as giving the message in all its exigency and harshness. The priests
and the prophets and all the people judged the threat to the city as treasonable (v. 8-9) and
worthy of death and so the effect of the message upon the andience was to cause them to
seize Jeremiah and to threaten him with a formula by which the death sentence
(Todesurteil)™ is pronounced, ailel) min’®'. Carefully the narrator brings the reader to judge
the fairness of the process of judgement and the first thing that strikes the reader is the
fact of “judgement without trial”, a pre-trial opinion®’. Promptly the prophet is found
guilty with the statement (rmmn nin): “You shall die” (v. 8), a statement which is not just a

cry of rage but could be seen as presumptuous judging from data in biblical tradition®®

*® G. LIEDKE, Gestalt und Bezeichnung alttestamentlichen Rechtsdtze (WMANT 39), Neukirchen-Vluyn,
1971, p. 127-128.

5 The phrase PN NI occurs again 12 times in the Old Testament: Gen. 2:17; 20:7; 1 Sam. 14:44; 22:16; 1
Kings 2:37, 42; 11 Kings 1:4, 6, 16; Ezek. 3:18; 33:8, 14. l

32 Writes Brueggemann: “The response to his speech is quick and aggressive [...]. The religious leadership
has broad public support for finding him promptly guilty. The verdict, “You shall die’, is a pre-trial opinion,
perhaps a product of crowd psychology (cf. Matt. 27:22-23), or perhaps the filing of a formal charge. These
accusers have already reached their verdict”, see BRUEGGEMANN, 4 Commentary on Jeremiah, p. 234.
*? The second-person active form of the death sentence is found severally in the Old Testament but either in
the mouth of YHWH, or in the mouth of the king or a mouth-speaker of these. God or king gives such a
command or imposes a warning or an oath of the death penalty on actual or future violators, and
pronounces the death sentence either personally or through the agency of a prophet or another individual,
for example, 1 Sam. 14:26-46 (Saul lays oath on the people). I Kings 2:36-46 shows oaths imposed by kings
upon subjects under the threat of death. God gives personal commands that carry the death penalty to the
human beings in Gen. 2:17 and to Abimelech in Gen. 20:7. The prophet pronounces the divine death
sentence against the illegitimate child of David and Bathsheba in II Sam. 12:14, against king Ahaziah of
Israel (cf. I Kings 1:4, 6, 16) and against king Ben-Hadad in II Kings 8:10. In Ezek. 3:18 and 33, this death
sentence is seen as part of case law defining the responsibilities of a prophet, so that the prophet himself
must announce the judgement “you must die” upon a wicked person once the Lord has ordained it,
otherwise the prophet himself will be guilty of a capital crime himself. In these chapters in Ezekiel, the
possibility of turning from evil and receiving pardon when repented is also laid out. A passive form of the
Jjudgement of death in the third person n#* N “he shall be put to death” occurs in several places in the
Pentateuch, including three lists of capital crimes in Exo. 21, Lev. 20 and Num. 35. But here they appear in
an apodictic form: “whoever does so” or “the one who does so” and they are more or less categorical, that
is, expressing legal punishments or measures that apply to all like circumstances. Elsewhere in the book of

Jeremiah the priests® authority over false prophets is limited to incarceration in the stocks (cf. the story of
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‘since here is the only occurrence in the Hebrew Bible of the Todesurteil by humans
without authorisation either by God or king. By repeating the prophet’s ‘blasphemous
threats’ (v. 9), “the priests, the prophets, and all the people” (v. 8) emphasise the
unacceptable nature of his message and their resistance to it. With the promptness with
which the narrator gives the|response of the “priests and the prophets and all the people”,
he brings the.reader to see immediately that the words of Jeremiah are not for a moment
considered by his hearers as a serious word from God, but only probably, as

Brueggemann interprets, an “alternative political opinion”*

. After the judgement without
trial (“You must die” v. 8), the priests, the prophets and all the people marshal out their
accusation against Jeremiah in form of a reproachful question® (which however, should
have preceded the judgément of death) beginning with the interrogatory particle: pww:
“why have you prophesied in the name of YHWH saying, ‘like Shiloh will be this house,

and this city will be desolate, without dweller?*”

Through this spontaneous judgement and especially through the direct quotation in form
of a question, the narrator not only subtly characterises the whole group of opposition of
Jeremiah by showing what they retained from the oracle, but also (more importantly)
makes them to state themselves the bone of contention in the narrative: the veracity or

falsity of prophetic claim. The charge made against Jeremiah in v. 9 distorts his actual

Passhur and Jeremiah in 20:2 and the reference to the letter of Shemaiah to Zephaniah the priest in
Jerusalem in 29:26) because they lacked the authority to have someone executed and so had only to call for
a trial on a capital charge. Prophets were sometimes sent to deliver this death judgement as a divine
judgement word, as in the case of Elijah to king Ahaziah (II Kings 1:4) or Nathan to David (Il Sam. 12:14)
but Jeremiah’s accusers here neither claim that it is a divine word, nor being sent by YHWH. Only in Jer
26:8 have we a death sentence PN N “You must die” pronounced without the authorisation either of
God or king. See also H.J. BOECKER, Redeformen des Rechtslebens, p. 59, 67; SCALISE et al., Jeremiah
26-52, p. 20.

3 BRUEGGEMANN, 4 Commentary on Jeremiah, p. 234,

%5 Cf. the standard formula for pre-trial speech by H.J. BOECKER, Redeformen des Rechtslebens, p. 66.
When the accusers are witnesses to the alleged crime, the accusation is articulated in form of a question.
See I Sam. 22:13; II Sam. 12:9; I Kings 2:43. A
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words*®. The accusation concentrates on the likening of the temple to Shiloh and on the
fate of the city and neglects the invitation to repentance which was however the crux of
the prophetic oracle. The accusation cites only the apodosis of his conditional message in
v. 4-6 and does not even repeat that part exactly as it is, though without of course altering
its essential meaning®’. The point of the narrator here is their omission of the first two
verses of YHWH’s words given in Jeremiah’s oracle, an attempt to ignore the invitation
to hear and obey God’s law and prophetic word, to focus on the temple and the city. By
dodging this invitation to hear and obey with their question, they end up articulating
indirectly the central issue of the narrative, that of Jeremiah’s legitimacy as prophet sent
by YHWH. Jeremiah’s trial is therefore on the veracity of this threat. Their question can
be interpreted thus: Is Jeremiah speaking in his own authority or backed by the authority
of YHWH? That is, is he speaking truly with YHWH’s authority or is he speaking falsely
out of his own thinking? Put in the language of Deut. 18:20, has Jeremiah presumed to
speak a word in the name of YHWH which the latter has not commanded him to speak?
To prove that this is the backbone of the question and the main issue of the trial in this
narrative, Jeremiah’s defence will be first of all nothing more than addressing these
questions (beginning from 26:12) and the verdict of acquittal will be nothing but an
answer to it (26:16)°%.

% Cf. the testimony of Amaziah which distorted the words of Amos in Amos 7:10-17.

%" The Shiloh comparison makes only a slight difference for it substitutes one verb for another (77 inv. 9
for 1M in v. 6) without changing the substance of the meaning. The prophecy against the city finds
complete restatement. Being made a curse in Jeremiah’s word is interpreted by his opponents as a threat of
desolation, that is the death or exile of the city’s population, which is also prophetic without their knowing
it. And this interpretation is not false for in Jer. 44:22, a prophecy against the land of Judah combines the
terms found in 26:6, 9, “curse”, “desolation” and “without inhabitant”. It is also common in the Old
Testament for quoted statements to be rephrased or reformulated instead of being repeated verbatim. Cf. J.
SAVRAN, Telling and Retelling: Quotation in Biblical Narrative, Bloomington, 1988, p. 109. See also
SCALISE et al., Jeremiah 26-52, p. 22.

% Although the accusers of Jeremiah do not cite Deut. 18:20, or use the terms 7379 1 2§ “who
presumes to speak”, their call for death penalty is based on this legal provision. See also M. FISHBANE,
Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel, Oxford, 1985, p. 246; SCALISE e al., Jeremiah 26-52, p. 22.

153



Part Two Chapter Two: Jer. 26: The Theme of Prophetic Authenticity Enunciated

2.2.2.2 The Formal Response (v. 9b-16)

22221 Court-like Composition: Accusation (v. 9b-11)

The reader notices a formal proceeding against Jeremiah initiated already in the second
part of v. 9. The narrator constructs a formal court scene by the employment of three
literary devices. First, he uses the verb 5™ (v 9b), a very potent term in the niphal (to
assemble together, to congregate) to identify the formal nature of the assembly. Second,
he somehow stages in the officials to take their seats at the gate of the temple,
presumably to sit in judgment (v. 10). Third, he structures the story according to court

procedure: accusation (v. 11) defence (v. 12-15) and verdict (v. 16).

ome in v, 10 is best to be translated as (royal) officials/officers and not the narrower term
princes®® and they appear again in v. 11, 12, 16. The priests and the prophets repeat the

accusation against Jeremiah, but this time they address the judges — the royal officials®’

% Besides the gathering of the community for liturgical purposes (for example the gathering together of the
tribes for Aaron’s ordination, Lev. 8:4, to set up the tent of meeting, Jos. 18:1, or to dedicate the temple, |
Kings 8:2), in some of its uses, the verb bnp carries legal overtones (Exo. 35:1; Lev. 8:3, 4; Num. 1:18;
16:3, 19; 20:2, 8, 10; Deut. 31:12, 28; Jos. 20:1; I Chr. 28:1). The verb is also used of preparation for
concerted action. For example, the men of Israel assemble themselves to lay their complaints before Moses
and Aaron (cf. Exo. 32:1; Num. 16:3; 17:7; 20:2) or to go to war (cf. Jos. 22:12; Jud. 20:1; II Sam. 20:14).
In the book of Esther, the Jews of Persia gather together for self-defence (cf. 8:11; 9:16). The verb in the
context has therefore the nuance of solemnity and potential threat (offensive posture) characteristic of an
accusation and a trial. On this writes Reventlow: “Den Ausdruck 57p™ wird man nicht im Sinne einer
bloBen ‘Zusammentrottung’ des Volkes im Tempel verstehen diirfen, sondern da ").‘IP die Versammlung
aller wehrfahigen Minner ist, die auch die gerichtliche Funktion in der Ortsgemeinde ausiiben, ist hier der
Zusammentritt des Gerichtsforums gemeint”, H.G. REVENTLOW, Gattung und Uberlieferung, p. 345.
 Though to the modern reader, the term o™ sounds more easily princes and “prince” suggests blood
kinship to the king, such a relationship cannot be necessarily implied in the text (cf. also SCALISE et al.,
Jeremiah 26-52, p. 23) and so the term best indicates their leadership and authority but does not necessari ly
convey the close lineal connection between these men and the king, cf. Jer. 1:18; 2:26; 4:9; 8:1; 24:8;
34:21. In the book of Jeremiah, these royal officials sometimes act as the king’s advisers, and in chapter 36
they listen to the scroll being read and later reported to the king what they heard, while in 37-38, they make
a petition to the king to put Jeremiah to death after beating and imprisoning him.

5! We can refer to the royal officials as judges because of the information in v. 10b: W MY nnp3 mun
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and the people, the witnesses. Now in the accusation of v. 11, two elements attract

attention:

a) In the first place, only the priests and prophets accuse Jeremiah, while “all the people”
op7-52 becomes part of the new audience in the court, in the company of the officers of
Judah who were just for the first time introduced in the preceding verse. This
classification tallies with v. 16 and differs slightly from the information in v. 8-9 where
the people formed part of the accusers of Jeremiah. How does the reader understand this
“switch®? True that in the first instance, the people formed part of the accusers of
Jeremiah (cf. v. 8-9), the information in v. 11 is not contradictory because here it is the
priests and the prophets who camp the people not as co-accusers but as witnesses with the
princes (“the priests and the prophets said to the royal officials and all the people: ‘this
man deserves death for he has prophesied against this city as you have heard...’”). This
could therefore explain the transition of the people, the positive judgement brought by the
people towards Jeremiah in v. 16, and it is understandable that in a formal court process,
a party could reason otherwise and change position after listening to the argued defence

of the accused, as is the case of Jeremiah in v. 12-15.

b) The charge by the priests and the prophets against Jeremiah omits his prophecy against
the temple (v. 6, 9), mentioning only the city. Now the accusation has been pinned down
to one verb and one prepositional phrase mst wn-5% x33 *» “he has prophesied against
this city...”. Not only that the narrator continues to characterise the authors of this
accusation by their false or at least misrepresented accusation, it is also surprising that the
priests and prophets would omit the temple when summarising Jeremiah’s message. They
end their speech by adding, “as you have heard with your own ears”. The intention of the
narrator who cites this emphasis of the priests and prophets could be ambivalently
interpreted. It could be that the narrator gives it as reason why they did not quote all the
words of Jeremiah since their audience were ‘ear witnesses® of the speech or that he puts
the clause to make their lie whiter and more open (since the audience heard more than

that). But going only by the indices of the text, the first option is only presumable: “as

2 CARROLL, Jeremiah (OTL), p. 517.
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you have heard him speaking” does not really tally with what was heard and can only be
a clever way of misrepresenting someone. That the latter is more likely, the case is
supported by the omission (with interest) in the accusation, of the reference to the temple,
which is surprising since the accusation, comes from the priests and the prophets, the
religious leaders of the people. That shows the interested nature of the accusation because
the purpose of the accusation speech to the judges was to persuade them to support the
plaintiff’s case. Mentioning the city alone or concentrating on the fhreat to the city
underscores the threat to everyone’s home, a threat which would really attract the wrath
of any citizen, and which does not concentrate on the religious domain of the priests and
prophets®. It equally takes into consideration the authority of the judges, the o™i, whose
competence would be to arbitrate on political issues and not religious. In this section, the
gradual but subtle displacement of the crux of the problem, or rather the secularisation of
the issue is evident. After Jeremiah’s pronouncement of the oracle, the priests and
prophets and all the people in v. 9 implicitly question the status of Jeremiah’s words as
YHWH’s, while in v. 11, the religious aspect of the oracle disappears completely. Only
the oracle against the city figures in the accusation, an accusation addressed to “this
man”. The prophecy becomes the imposture of a man, all a sort of finding motifs for

condemnation. But Jeremiah would return in his defence to the true accusation.

22222 The Defence (v. 12-15)

However, the accusation plays a smaller role in the narrative than the prophet’s defence,
which takes up four verses (12-15), situated in the middle of the narrative®*. Two framing
devices highlight the defence of Jeremiah. The first of these devices is the threat of death
inv. 11 (ma w5 mp-opun) which occurs again in v. 16 in the verdict, now with negation:
nppewn Mo e . The second framing device becomes the repetition of key words in

Jeremiah’s defence: a repetition in the first and the last verse of his defence in the inverse

 SCALISE et al., Jeremiah 26-52, p. 24.

6 perhaps this geometric centrality makes some authors to consider Jeremiah’s response as the climax, see
K. M. O’CONNOR, “...Do not Trim a Word”, p. 621. However, narratively speaking, the climax would be
preferably the verdict which follows the defence without denying the centrality of the latter which takes up

many previous elements of the narrative and influences the judgement that follows.
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position of the component words in the phrase “YHWH has sent me”: wnb¢ mm (v. 12)

and mm wnby (v. 15).

The narrator introduces the defence of Jeremiah just with almost exactly the same words
he used to introduce the accusation of the priests and prophets, and since the latter
address their accusation to the officials and all the people, Jeremiah equally addresses

exactly to the same group:

Beginning of v. 11 (accusation): =bx% opy-5p-bx1 omerSs owam owns7 Tmen

Beginning of v. 12 (defence): x5 oyn-5p-5iy aminboox s amwn

In the speech of v. 12-15 we could notice a subtle recalling of the key terms of the
preceding part of the narrative. V. 12 refers to v. 2: according to both verses, “all the
words” (pmzm1-53) that Jeremiah speaks are from YHWH“, and ends with the clause
“which you have heard” (ooyny <wy), a clause which functions on more than one level in
this passage because of Athe various nuances and allusions associated with the verb vnu.
Together with v. 13, v. 12 equally echoes both the intention of YHWH in v. 3 that the
people may heed to his words and reminds of the end of v. 11 (the fact of having heard
the threat), indirectly acknowledging that the officials were ‘ear witnesses’ of the
prophecy (“...of the evil he had pronounced on you”). Jeremiah’s defence therefore
presents a concentric structure as follows, highlighting the element of the free choice

which his preaching presents to the people.

% It is important to note that YHWH’s command to Jeremiah in 26:2 uses the key words from Deut 18:15-
22; the prophet is to speak (71277) what the Lord commanded ().

157



Part Two Chapter Two: Jer. 26: The Theme of Prophetic Authenticity Enunciated

A. Yahweh has sent me to prophesy against this house and against this city all
these words which you have heard (v. 12).

B. And now make good your ways and your deeds and heed to the voice of

YHWH your God and YHWH will repent of the evil, which he has spoken

against you (v. 13).
C. BEHOLD I AM IN YOUR HANDS. DO TO ME AS IS GOOD AND RIGHT IN

YOUR EYES (v. 14)

B'.  Only know surely that if you put me to death that you are bringing

innocent blood on yourselves and towards this city and its inhabitants (v.
15b).
A'.  Forin truth Yahweh has sent me to you to speak in your ears all these words (v.
15¢).

Jeremiah dispassionately defends himself against his accusers. It is easily noticeable that
his defence speech begins by first of all denying the charge (implied) that he has spoken
presumptuously (cf. Deut. 18:20), a phenomenon, which, as rightly pointed out by Bovati
is a feature of real defence in biblical writings®®. This is seen even from the literary point
of view. First of all, there is a remarkable contrast between the accusation in v. 11 and the
beginning of Jeremiah’s defence from the choice of words. The priests and prophets said:
“Judgement of death to this man (mn %) because he has prophesied (x31) against this
city”, that is, an ordinary man has taken to prophesy against this city. To counteract this,
Jeremiah’s very first word in his defence is: YHWH has sent me (an5% mm). In such a

way, the defence of Jeremiah becomes a restoration of the facts of the case. He takes up

% By means of some biblical episodes like Il Sam. 19:25-31 (the narrative of the accusation of, and defence
by Mephibosheth), Dan. 13 (especially the LXX, the story of the trial of Susanna) and our text of Jer. 26,
Bovati arrives at the conclusion that a true defence is in practical terms, a reversal of the accusation: “Not .
only are the arguments against the accused brought down, but the latter is completely exonerated (by
giving, for example, a new version of the facts that shows there has been an error’), but this also takes the
shape of a new accusation (of falsehood, wicked intent, attempted crime) against the accuser. In other
words, my thesis is: t-here is no such thing as a ‘neutral’ defence: defence is to accuse the accuser”, P.
BOVATY, Re-Establishing Justice: Legal Terms, Concepts and Procedures in the Hebrew Bible (trans. by
Michael J. Smith) JSOTS 105), Sheffield, 1994, p. 331.
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three elements which his accusers neglected: first he is a prophet sent by YHWH;
secondly, he spoke against this temple and against this city (the religious and civil aspect
altogether); and thirdly he takes up again the phrase of 11b ocnynd -ux» (“as you have
heard”) in 12b opyny wx omz10-52 (“all the things you have heard”) reminding them that
they heard all, and not just what was said in the partial representation of the prophets and

priests.

He addresses his defence “to all the officials and all the people” but not to the priests and
the prophets (v. 12). Is it so because he turns his defence into a new offence by issuing
another call to repentance (v. 13) and that such a change of heart was considered
farfetched to the priests and the prophets, the religious leadership? Or is it the response of
the people that mattered more®’? Again Jeremiah does not directly counteract the charge
or argue the point. But he groups his defence into three points: first, the assault on the
city, which he has spoken, is not his speech but the word of YHWH (v. 12). Second,
though unwelcome a threat this word be, it is still an offer of rescue, another call to
repentance (v. 13). He gives the impression that the menace of YHWH is not yet
definitive and that it rests on the community at large to turn the threat into hope by
renouncing the illusions and changing their conduct. Third, without emotionally or
rhetorically appealing to the sentiments of the judges, he acknowledges the latters’

authority to decide his case, and if they find him guilty, to be handed over for execution

€7 It is of course normal that Jeremiah addresses his defence to the judges and to the witnesses. That v. 13,
another call to repentance (“and now amend your ways and your deeds and heed the voice of YHWH your
God and YHWH will repent of the evil which he has spoken against you™) is incorporated here as address
to the royal officials and people and not to the priests and prophets reveals the awareness of Jeremiah of the
obstinacy of his accusers, the religious leaders. Boecker explains this verse as a “settlement proposal”, a
proposed settlement “supposed to satisfy the accusers’ complaint and end the trial”, though that does not
explain why it is addressed to the judges and not to Jeremiah’s accusers, cf. H.J. BOECKER, Redeformen
des Rechtslebens im Alten Testament, p. 118-119; F.-L. HOSSFELD & 1. MEYER, Der Prophet vor dem
Tribunal, p. 38. But as Scalise rightly observes, “It seems doubtful, therefore, that a settlement proposal
from the defendant would have any place in a death-penalty case. The nearest case in the Old Testament is
1 Sam. 14:45: the people ransom Jonathan and overrule Saul after he had announced the sentence, but the

settlement proposal does not come from the defendant”, SCALISE et al., Jeremiah 26-52, p. 25.
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of the sentence, and equally reminding them of the implications of an unjust judgement®.
Jeremiah’s self surrender into the hands of his captors (v. 14) is an acknowledgement of
the judges’ authority® though he reminds them equally of the danger of condemning an
innocent person’: in that case he dramatically underscores the decision facing the
community which this text places before them anew — to accept or reject the prophetic
word; it is a matter of life or death for the community, and the choice remains theirs (v.

14 and 15). V. 15 is in fact an insistence of his innocence: “you will be guilty of innocent
blood”.

22223 The Verdict (v. 16)

The verdict by the judges and the confirmation by the witnesses, “the princes and all the
people”, close the court scene (cf. v. 16) by the declaration of Jeremiah’s innocence and
his authenticity: “This man does not deserve death for he has spoken to us in the name of
YHWH our God”. The verdict corresponds with the question of v. 9 (“why have you
prophesied in the name of YHWH saying...”) and confirms the evidence of the defence
since it is equally a direct answer to the question of authenticity: whether Jeremiah has
prophesied in the name of YHWH. That implies that the judges heard the rectification by
Jeremiah (cf. v. 12) of the truncated accusation by the religious group, the priests and the
prophets (cf. v. 11) — thereby dodging the trap of Jeremiah’s accusers. They render this

verdict by speaking to the priests and prophets who were Jeremiah’s accusers, using

% This statement is a formula, which is also found in Gen. 16:6; Jos. 9:25; Jer. 38:5.

% SCALISE et al., Jeremiah 26-52, p. 25.

70 1s Jeremiah threatening his judges here with a form of personal revenge, or haunting them from the grave
or laying a curse upon them or is he reminding them of an accepted principle of justice in the biblical
tradition? The latter seems more plausible. In the first scroll of the book of Jeremiah, there are oracles
accusing the people of the undeserved death of the innocent (cf. 2:34; 22:17). It could also be that the
respect for innocent blood was the factor that deterred the officials from killing Jeremiah and instead they
put him into the cistern (cf. Jer. 38:4-8). In the rest of the biblical tradition, innocent blood calls out for
revenge by God (cf. Gen. 4:10; 9:5-6) and puts the whole community to danger (cf. Num. 35:33; Deut.
21:8-9), a fact sufficient to make Joseph’s brothers refrain from killing him (cf. Gen. 37:21-22).
Deuteronomy even makes the community, led by its elders, responsible for the life of one innocently
accused of murder (or of manslaughter), and the community must not allow the avenger of blood to kill him

if he has not committed a premeditated murder, but if guilty, he must be handed over for execution.
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exactly the same words of the proposed verdict in v. 11 (nmesyn ma wxbR) but here of
course negated, and referring to Jeremiah in the third person”. Another important
element is that the wording of the judges gives impression of their conviction by the
defence of Jeremiah and represent the judges as a group that respond to the call to
conversion by Jeremiah. Throughout the text till Jeremiah’s defence, YHWH has always
been addressed as simply “YHWH?” both by the narrator and by the other interlocutors.
For the first time, in the defence of Jeremiah, is YHWH addressed as ooy mm (“now
amend your ways and obey the voice of YHWH your God” v. 13). Immediately the
judges take up this mode of address for themselves and understandably for the crowd, to
address YHWH and such manner of address never occurs again till the end of the
chapter: “this man does not deserve to die, for he has spoken to us in the name of the

Lord our God” (»*bg mm v. 16).

V. 16 is not simply a question of recognising Jeremiah’s “right to speak and to be heard
because he speaks a word other than his own” as Brueggemann interprets’, a belittling of
the import of this verdict verse, but the court scene leaves no question that Jeremiah is a
true prophet of YHWH, and that at least some members of the community recognise him

to be so”. If the bone of contention is the source of Jeremiah’s prophecy as we have said

" Other acquittals for example in II Sam. 12:13 and 19:24 address the accused in language that resembles
that of 26:8b, but these occasions are no court scene. God or king is at the same time plaintiff and judge.
The third person form of the verdict here in v. 16 is identical with the formula used in Deut. 19:6: “It must
not be allowed that the avenger of blood, in the heat of his anger, should pursue the killer and that the
length of the road should help him to overtake and wound him fatally; for the man has not deserved to die,
(Mp-vswn 1R) having had no previous feud with his victim” (NJB Translation).

2 Writes Brueggemann: “Their intervention and verdict affirm the right of the prophet to speak. The
princes do not assert that Jeremiah’s word is true. They allow only that he has a right to speak and to be
heard, because he speaks a word other than his own”, BRUEGGEMANN, A Commentary on Jeremiah, p.
236. This is a belittling of the import of this judgement speech.

 K.M. O’CONNOR, “...Do not Trim a Word " p. 622. It is also to be remarked that it is here for the first
time in the book that Jeremiah receives a positive evaluation of his prophetic role of preaching. See for
example 18:18: “Then they said, ‘Come, let us make plots against Jeremiah, for the law shall not perish
from the priest, nor counsel from the wise, nor the word from the prophet. Come, let us smite him with the

tongue, and let us not heed any of his words’”.
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above, this verdict answers it since it concentrates not on the justification of its content
but on the source. It therefore confirms the framing phrase of Jeremiah’s defence
“YHWH has sent me” (anbw mym v. 12 and mym w5y v. 15)™. One can thus confidently
conclude that 26:1-16 questions the authenticity of Jeremiah and confirms his
authenticity as a true prophet, not only by his own self-defence, but also by the legal
validation of the officials and of all the people in a properly constituted court’. The
question the reader would battle with at this stage is: are the o and the oyi5p converted
as this verdict might suggest? The rest of the chapter would answer the question in the

negative, which shows the gravity of the situation.

2.2.2.3 The Responses of Two Kings to Authentic Prophets (v. 17-23)

In this second axe of the chapter, we notice the specific problem of the status of v. 17-23,
which could appear as unnecessary, given the acquittal already given to Jeremiah in v.
16. For scholars who work with the hypothesis of a deuteronomistic reworking of an
older narrative — Hossfeld and Meyer for example™ — the problem concerned was that of

the original ending of the narrative””. In the context of the final form of the text, it

™ A question still remains how the officials and the people make their decision; that is, on what criteria do
they base their judgement. The test for prophets mentioned in Deut. 18:22 is not applied, since the judges -
did not have to wait till they see the destruction of the city or the treatment of the temple like Shiloh before
they determined whether Jeremiah had spoken a genuine word from YHWH or had spoken from his own
initiative. Scalise remarks that such a situation exposes the limitations of the test in Deut 18:22; “How long
must they wait before they know that Jeremiah has prophesied falsely? Will he be allowed to go on
preaching in the interim? If this is a word from the Lord, their lives are at stake. To wait for empirical
confirmation for the threatening word is to miss the chance to be saved”, cf. SCALISE et al., Jeremiah 26-
52,p.27.

75 Kessler opines similarly, see M. KESSLER, Jeremiah Chapters 26-45 Reconsidered, p. 83.

6 F.-L. HOSSFELD & 1. MEYER, Der Prophet vor dem Tribunal, see p. 45-48. For these authors, v. 5 is a
later gloss.

7 Hossfeld and Meyer therefore believe that v. 16 was originally the final judgement and acquittal by the
Jjudges of the court, but has been made in his deuteronomistic reworking, into a mere vote by one of the
parties in the judgment. The reference to Uriah becomes therefore a historical note designed to illustrate the
fate that faced Jeremiah, making the court proceedings a stage on the way of suffering of the prophet, F.-L.
HOSSFELD & 1. MEYER, Der Prophet vor dem Tribunal, p. 49 (authors® summary of their article).
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concerns precisely the identification of the speaker of these verses and the relevance to
the plot of the narrative of the chapter. V. 16 seems to have ended the narrative when in
v. 17 a new group appears: “the elders of the land”, whose intervention perplexes some
scholars. “The story should end here with everybody returning to their homes [...]. If the
purpose of the story is to present Jeremiah before the tribunal and its outcome, then it has
been achieved”’®. Their discourse is introduced by another quite different formula from
the preceding introductions: “Then certain of the elders of the land rose up and spoke to
all the assembly of the people”. They address the assembly of the people, oy S7p-53, the
first time a group is so described in the chapter. These observations in these verses led
Ferry to conclude that v. 17-19 are not of the same redaction as the narrative of the trial
which precedes and that, in the final form of the text, it shows that v. 16 serves as the
conclusion of the narrative. In the same vein does she see the narrative of the prophet
Uriah (v. 20-23) as an appendix to the text of the trial: “There was also a man” showing

that another story begins and this story is not integrated in the narrative of the trial””.

2.2.23.1 Example of Hezekiah vis-a-vis Micah (v. 17-19)

With the verdict of v. 16, the narrative seems to have come to an end. That the chapter
ends in v. 16 is the opinion of many commentators®®. For O’Connor, the remaining verses
(17-24) confuse the narrative®, the confusion being how, though the court has concluded
its verdict, new supporters come forward in favour of the prophet. Rudolph® and

Weiser®, trying to explain this phenomenon, understand these verses to be part of the

® CARROLL, Jeremiah (OTL), p. 517.

" See J. FERRY, lilusions et salut: “Toutes ces observations nous conduisent a conclure que ces vv. 17-19
ne sont pas de la méme rédaction que le récit du procés qui précede. De plus, dans I’état final du texte, ils
enlévent au v. 16 sa fonction de conclusion [...]. Le récit de la condamnation du prophéte Uriyyahu (vv.
20-23) est lui aussi rajouté au texte relatant le procés : ‘il y eut aussi (53) un homme’. Une autre histoire
commence, et cette histoire n’est pas intégrée dans le récit du procés. Au lecteur de comprendre que ce qui
est arrivé & Uriyyahu aurait pu survenir a Jérémie” (p. 132).

% See for example, C. RIETZSCHEL, Das Problem der Urrolle, p. 98.

S KM. O’CONNOR, “...Do not Trim a Word”, p. 622.

8 RUDOLPH, Jeremia, p. 154-157.

® WEISER, Das Buch des Propheten Jeremia (ATD 20-21), Géttingen, 1969, p. 232-234.
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original court scene and so Rudolph reads the verbs spn and mws# in a pluperfect sense:
the elders had risen or had spoken, that is, as a flash back to place the elders® speech
before the v. 16 verdict*®. Many commentators however do not follow this logic®.

O’Connor sees these “inconsistencies and contradictions™®®

exhibited from this point “as
indicating that v. 17-24 do not form part of the original narrative. Instead, an editor added
them to the conflict story for the following reasons: to indict Jehoiakim by contrasting
him with Hezekiah, to expand the themes of support for the prophet and the need for
repentance, and to create additional similarities between this chapter and chapter 367%".

Moreover, it is set against the self-contained and smooth literary unit of v. 1-16%,

But neither this rendering (“had risen” for mp»; “had spoken” for »wmx#) in the translation
nor the opinion of O’Connor is necessitated since there is no justification for seeing a
break in the narrative tram. That the verdict has been given does not exclude further
witnesses to intervene, especially when they intervene positively® and in this case it is a
question of citing historical precedents™ to support the veracity of the judgement already
given, or in the words of Holladay, “to reinforce the judgment of the officials: there is

precedent a hundred years earlier for a prophet’s speaking against Jerusalem without

8 This is also the opinion of Fishbane, in M. FISHBANE, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel, p. 246.
He equally identified “the elders” with the officials, p. 246. Accepting this interpretation as base, Nicholson
believes that all the people did not act as judges in v. 16; only the elders among them did, see E.W.
NICHOLSON, Preaching to the Exiles, p. 53.

% Brueggemann sees v. 20-23 as “an unexpected intrusion in the narrative”, 4 Commentary on Jeremiah, p.
238, while Scalise sees the group of verses as introducing “a new subject matter”, SCALISE et al.,
Jeremiah 26-52, p. 29.

8 K.M. O’CONNOR, “...Do not Trim a Word”, p. 623.

87 K. M. O’CONNOR, “...Do not Trim a Word”, p. 623.

# K.M. O’CONNOR, “...Do not Trim a Word”, p. 623.

% Even if the intervention were to be negative, it would only entail a fresh complication in the plot which is
a common feature in the narratives of the Hebrew Bible.

*® Hans Walter Wolff is of the opinion that it is the elders as village leaders who are versed and rooted in
old covenantal traditions and who maintained a conception of social reality and some historical perspective
that was not common to the existing royal definitions of reality. See H.W. WOLFF, Micah the Moreshite:
The Prophet and His Background, in J.G. GAMMIE (ed.), Israelite Wisdom, Missoula, 1978, p. 77-84.
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being executed”’. And such historical precedents could not be given better by any other
than “some elders of the land”*?, who from the narrative stage should be understood as
part of the “all the people of the towns of Judah who come to worship in the temple of
YHWH?” (v. 2b). These elders are not mentioned in the report of the trial in v. 8-16, but
appear to have been present watching the process, and to intervene with a reference to the

jurisprudence of the past, a contribution proper to their status.

The audience of the elders is not just the oyn-5» who had congregated (5p, see v. 9b) for
the trial but a group described by a subtle transformation of terminology: oy Smp53, “the
whole assembly of the people”, no matter their camp but all who come to worship in the
temple (v. 2) including those who had tried Jeremiah. The speech consists of an appeal to
two precedents. First they cite part of an oracle by the prophet Micah (3:12)%, place it in

its historical context, and use rhetorical questions to challenge the audience. This is an

* HOLLADAY, Jeremiah 2, p. 108.

%2 “Elders of the land” as a term is rare in the Old Testament. Much more common are the related terms
“elders of the people” and “elders of Israel”. One finds “elders of the land” again in Pro. 31:23: describing
how the husband of a worthy woman takes his place in the city gate among the elders of the land.
Information on the elders in the Old Testament is not unified. One finds various indications about their
description, their authority and their responsibilities. In different places they are seen as representatives of
the people and so receive God’s law and instructions (cf. Exo. 24:1; Deut. 31:9, 28; II Kings 23:1).
Sometimes the elders of the city act as judges (cf. Deut. 19:12, 21:3, 4, 6, 19, 20; 22:15-17; 25:7-9; Ruth
4:9, 11), whereas in other circumstances the elders act as advisers to kings (cf. I Kings 12:6, 8, 13; 20:8;
Ezek. 7:26) or exercise independent political power (II Sam. 3:17-18; 5:3; II Kings 6:32; 10:1, 5). In the
book of Jeremiah the elders appear in Jeremiah’s audience in chapter 19, the Sermon at the Potsherd Gate,
and then in chapter 29, the letter to the exiles. In these two chapters, a priest or prophet is about to punish
Jeremiah on account of his prophetic word (cf. 20:1-2; 29:24-32). Cf. G.J. BOTTERWECK & J.
CONRAD,; et zdgén, in G.J. BOTTERWECK & H. RINGGREN, 7DOT, p. 122-131.

% V. 18a, the reference to Micah’s prophecy is from Mic. 1:1 and here is the only place in the book of
Micah where the prophet is named. But while Mic. 1:1 lists three kings of Judah — Jotham, Ahaz, and
Hezekiah — the elders in Jer. 26 place this particular prophecy of v. 18-19 within the time of Hezekiah. The
elders begin their citation of Micah with the messenger formula: “Thus says the Lord of Hosts” common in
the book of Jeremiah but is absent from the quoted verse from Micah and even in the entire book. This
formula underlines the point that Micah, like Jeremiah, prophesied in the name of YHWH, see SCALISE er
al., Jeremiah 26-52, p. 28.
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example of intertextuality, of the Bible quoting other texts of the Bible. The immediate
significance here is to show that the prophetic word does not stand in a vacuum but relies
on a tradition, on precedents®. Micah’s audience was “all the people of Judah”, the same
description of the group that listened to Jeremiah, arrested him and tried him in Jer. 26.
And just as Jeremiah’s accusers cite only the threat portion of his oracle (cf. v. 9 and v.
11), the elders cite only the threat portion of the oracle of Micah (Mic. 3:9-12). But it is
to be noticed that the offer which Jeremiah gives in the oracle in the beginning of the
narrative, is more generous than the text quoted from Micah. Micah’s oracle is
unconditional, offering no way out while Jeremiah offers repentance as remedy of
menace. Connecting Micah’s oracle with Hezekiah’s fear of YHWH and his grief (the
verbs ®11 and nbn of v. 19)%, the repentance of YHWH (@m v. 19) — implying the
deliverance of the nation — together becomes a device to bring attention to the need to
listen to the words of repentance preached by Jeremiah as prophet. This connection is
made more evident in the employment of a series of rhetorical questions™ 