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ABSTRACT

'THEAIMSOFJEREMIAH:AS'IUDYOFTHEEVIDENCEF(R,AND'IHE ~
SUBSTANCE OF, THE SHIFT IN JEREMIAH'S THINKING BETWEEN THE

COMPOSITION OF THE FIRST AND SECOND SCROLLS

Susan Slater

This thesis examines one central segment of the history of
Jeremiah's thought. It begins with the recent study of W. L. Holladay,
"The Identification of the Two Scrolls of Jeremiah," (Vetus Testamentum 30,

L
4 1980),. which is a development of part of an earlier study, The

Architecture of Jeremiah 1-20 (Lewisberg & London, 1976). This study
claims, primarily on grounds of rhetorical stricture, to discover the
original Jeremiah scroll j;n Jeremiah 1-10, and to distinguish the
additions to it that were made in thc; second scroll, after 604 BCE» The
additions, Holladay argues, reveal a profound shift in Jeremiah's
thinking: the foreseen doom mch Jeremiah had hoped would be averted
by repentance, after 604 becames inevitable and in need only of spiritual
acceptance.

Holladay's argument is first assessed in itself: the rhetorical
analysis, the thematic¢ contrasts found between redactional units, the
mqve/to historical hypothesis. Second, Holladay's argument is compared
to that of two other recent researchers, Rudolph and Bright. The pur-
pose of this is t© see to what extent Holladay's argument is supported
by recent historical scholarship in Jeremiah, which approaches the same

matgfal from differing perspectives. Finally, the thesis reaches



conclusions regarding both Holladay's argument and regarding the fruit-
fulness of this type of historical research. R . N
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CHAPTER I

-

. INTRODUCTION "

L The quest of the historical Jeremiah, like that of the historical
Jesus in many respects, has come along a rocky road in the last century
of higtorical biblical scholarship.’ Just as the reader of the New
Testament gospels spontaneously feels that Jesus is there accessible to
him or her, so the reader of the Jeremiah-book feels — especially in \
certain parts — that in it Jeremish is accessible. In both cases the
accessibility involves a substantial historical component: biographical
details, details of internal conflicts and assents. |

This impression arises fram the nature of these texts: they claim
t0 tell us about Jesus, oOr about Jeremiah, about what each said, did, and
how he felt. In the Jeremiah-book, specifically, the personal pronoun

’ "I" is much more frequent and material narrating events in the prophet's

life is mich mre extended, than in the other biblical prophetic books.
The .Jeremiah-book also.contains tlie so-called “"confessions" of Jeremiah;
personal laments appearir;g to express the prophet's mét intimate con—
flicts. Finally, the extensive references to dates and specific events
in the Jeremiah-book relate the materials they in}:poduce to the
historical movement outside the text, giving the J'Jtpregsion that the two
may mutually cast light upon one another. '

In the case of the Jeremiah—~book, this -impression of historical

accessibility given by the internal evidence is heightened by the

/
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existence of ot'herl e:tteqsive ls.terary witnesses.to the history of the
period: the historical narrdtive of 2 Kings, .and the Babylonian
Chronicles and admlnlstratlve documents most prominently, as well as
Jfragments such as the Lachish Ostraca. 2 )
It is not suwrprising, then, that ove:r' the past hundred and mpre
years, a number of biblical scholars have written commentaries on the
Jeremiah-book that are best described as "lives—of" Jeremiah, , portraying
his life in intimate biographical and psychological detail.’ (The same
phenomenon, of course, was present in scholarship about Jems.)4

Other scholars, also interested in reading the Jeremiah-book to

learn about Jeremiah, nonetheless focussed their historical study first

on the developmént of the text, and especially on source~critical

problemsj wainckél in particular, was responsible for developing the
. solrce hypothesis (from the observations of Duhm) that is by and large

still accepted or'at least debated, today.5 He found three main sources
in’ the Jereniah-:book. The first source, A, was composed of Jeremiah's
o»’m speech. The second source, B, was made up of narrative about
Jeremiah. The third main source, C, consisted in Jeremiah's speech in
Deuteronomistic redaction, i.e. most of Jeremiah's prose spee;h.
Rudolph also stands in thié tradition of scholarship, using and to some
éxtent developing the work of Mowinckel in his literary approach to
‘historical analysis.6 '

John Bright further devéloped the source classifications of
mmel, by arquing convincindly that the "prose sermons” of Jeremiah
(Mowinekel's C) were hot Deuteronomistically edited as Nk;winckel had
maintaineé,"’but were rather records of the "gist" of Jeremiah's words on

the occasions referred to, preserved ard redacted by ‘Jeremiah's
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- disciples.7 In his anglysis of the Jeréniak;book generéally, he proceeds
from an initial lite{:ary appro;)xiation of a text to a historical coment.
For Br‘ight, as for those other historical-critical scholars, the main
purpose of crfticism was "allowing the prophet to speak";8 and there is no
: Tlaoubt expressed regarding the possibility of this. " s
| < Much of the drift of recent scholarship in the Jeremiah-book, again
;S in the gospels, has been towards a focus on the tradition that formed
. the book itself, and away from the figure of the historical Jeremiah.
This shift has’ been ju%t;fied by both negative and positive judgments of
possibility. 1
First, it is arqued by some that the Jeremiah sensed in different
. parts of the book is not historical but a product partly of llterary form,
partly of community fleeds. So Nicholson argues (against ﬁright primarily)
that the prose of the Jeremiah—book (Mowinckel's B and C) is in fact
_Deuteromomistically redacted, is shéped in its content by the unique
religious needs of the Babylonian exilic commnity, and is not a pre-
sentation of Jeremiah's own pc;sitiqn.9 So Reventlow, seeing Jeremiah as

’

a cultic functionary, has argued that the "prophetic I" 'm&emiah,

~

especially in the "confessions," reflects cultic situations in the

Tample, liturgies in which "I" was formally required, and therefore

does not at all reflect the p;:ophet's personality.lo So Gerstenberger
and Gunneweg argue that the "confessions" are redactional conpositions.ll
‘8o Wanke, in the "biographjcal" parts of the book (Mowinckel's B) finds

not one, but two Jeremidhs who are, in his judgement incompatible and

P ‘ the products of different literary forms. -2 So Thiel has argued that the

13

whole book is Deuteronomically redacted. First, then, Jeremiah himself

has on various fronts been judged inaccessible. " 3

w
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Second, a positive interest has arisen in the history of the text's
transmission; an Interest not sinply in service of isolating genuine

Jeremiah material, the ipssissima verba, but rather an interest in under—

standing the formative role on the scripture exercised by the tradition

14

that produced it. Nicholson's book, Preaching to the Exiles, for example,

takes the focus off Jeremiah to relocate it on the exilic commnity that he
sees as responsible for the transmission of the prose about Jeremiah.

This revaluation of the final text can only be seen as a pcsitive
development. Likewise, a critical attitude towards sources can only be
welcomed as hard-earned fruit of earlier historical criticism. At tl}e‘ ]
same time, as too often, theh affirming of one project's value has advanced
through the disparagement of another project's value. I would judge as
premature both the judgment éf Jeremiah's inaccessibility and the related
turn away from him in the process of turning towards the tradition.

In the shift of attention to the formative tradition, something

. - -

happened t© the way historical probabilities were weighed. Critical
methodology was practiced as methodical skepticism.lS The weight of
probability was shifted away from Je;renianic composition or historical
reference, towards transformative influence of t-he formative community.
In other words, one has now tcz demonstrate not that a text is secondary
or nott_\ a dependable witness, l;ut that it is Jeremianic or a historically
dependable witﬁeﬁs. So, Nicholson will argue that Jeremianic vocabulary
in the prose material does not arque for his composition of, or even
direct influence in the text, but only for some underlying sayings of
his in the tradit.i.on.16 He further argues that the differences in
"vocabulary and peculiar expressions” between the prose sermons and the

poetic material of the Jeremiah-book are such that "both blocks of
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material cannot reasonably be regarded as coming from the same person."]'7 |

Arnd yet, surely the weight of responsibility remains with Nicholson, for

- him to demonstrate that in the case of poets who also write prose, their

prose is regularly and observably like their poetry in ways that are not
evident between the poetry and prose of the Jeremiah—l:ubok.18 Now, in a

book that presents itself as a collection of Jeremiah's words, that
&

probably reached something near its final form within fifty years of the

- prophet's preaching, and in which Jeremiah himself probably contributed

N

to the early redaction —— i seems ridiculous to deny a central position
t0 the prophet himself, ;nd an initial probability in favour of his com
position of the material it contains.

Moreover, concern with the formative tradition should not obliterate »
the fact that the words of Jeremiah are in fact foundational to it. His
words were preserved as si@if’icant and as confirmmed by the course of
history, and when they were atéded to, it was because ©of the weight
already attached to them. It is, in addition, unlikely that his words
would be distorted to the point tl;;at the oontemporary reader or listener .
oould not distinguish between Jeremianic main-line, and secondary
insertion, since the book would have largely been put together for

audiences who. had heard Jeremiah, and-who knew what he had saic:‘l.l9

I am, in other words, arguing for both the possibility and the

desirability of a continued interest in the prophet himself. The turn

 towards the impact of the formative cornmmity_' on the development of the

Jeremiah-book, need not —— and should not -=- proceed ex&usive of an-
interest in the impact of Jeremiah himself on that development.
At the same time, as the above discussion has suggested, it is

necessary that appropriate historical methodology be used in p{xrsuing
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knowledge of Jeremiah. From this perspective it does not seem likely
that the "psycho-biographical” commentaries on the Jeremiah-book,
characterised by a naive 'appropriation of sources, will be of fuch use.2’
The contributions of historical critics such as Mown‘ncliel", Mlph ard
Briéht, though, constitute valuable precedents to any new efforts, and
should be kept in mind. 2 |
Ben Meyer, in‘his recent re-opening of the historical-Jesus question,
offers an\ extended discussion of methodology; parallels already noted
between historical-Jesus and hiétorical—Jeremiah research suggest that his .
discussion could fruitfully be applied to the present i.nqu:’u:y.22
Most central to Meyer's discussion is the definition he adopts of
history, not as event, but as "knowledge of event," i.e.u urﬁersté.rxiing of
the "thought or purpose that charged it." The "historical fact" from
this perspective is the term rather than the siarting point of the inquiry
and comprehends both the "what" and the "why" of the event. Human inten-
tionality is, then, made of central concern, and the historical mqu:Lry
therefore proceeds technically in terms of interpretation of individual
intentions and explanation of the "confluence of variously related
intentions" in an event.?> Three related points, according to Meyer,
are implicit in this assertion:
(1) that history focusses on human action which, by contrast to
natural process, is original and unpredictable though poten-
tially familiar, thanks to the historian's own rational con-
sciousness; (2) that human purpose is regularly an inportantA
determinant of human action; (3) that what goes forward in time
doeg sO out of §lze interaction of purposes informing a pancply
of instruments.
So it is that Meyer is able to re-open the question of the histor-
ical Jesus, not in terms of a chromology but in terms of a study of his

purposes. Hence his title, "The Aims of Jesus." It is conceivable,
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likewise, to re-open the largely closed historical-Jeremiah question in
terms of "the aims of" Jeremiah. This should be nore specifically
articulated. For a person such as Jeremiah, i.e. a prophet, "aims" are
most centrally embodied in a sense of wocation, or call from God. The
focus of such an inquiry, then, would be on Jeremiah's vocational self-
understanding. ' This would i;lvolve both Jeremiah's understanding of what
was going forward in Judah, and his understanding of his role in it; all
in terms of Yahweh's direction. :

To sum up, then, the methodological shift in focus, i.e. to "aims,"

!

proposed by Meyer for the historical study of Jesus, offers a potentially
fruitful angle for the ;ustorical study of Jeremiah, which I have argued
— against certain trends in recent scholarship — is an important pur-
suit. My project in this thesis is to look at a recent example of
historical scholarsl}ip in the Jeremiah-book that concludes, in effect, to
a shift in the "ains"'\ of Jeremiah, with a view to evaluating its success.
I propose to look at a recent revival of a question officially laid
to rest by John Bright in 1964: that of the two scrolls in Jeremiah.
Chapter 36 of the Jeremiah-book narrates the composition by Jeremiash of a
scroll of his sayings, its destruction, and its rewriting with additions.
Needless to say, speculation about the contents of these two scrolls has
occupied the minds and pens of most Jeremiah scholars. There has, how-
ever, resulted little agreement, and Bright, in the introduction to his
commentary on Jeremiah wrote: "Now it is futile ... tO speculate
regarding the precise contents of this scroll; commentators who do so
are indulging in guea-*.swork."25 W. L. Holladay, nonetheless, has claimed

to be able to differentiate between the contents of the first and second

scrolls in the first ten chapters of Jeremiah on the basis, primarily,
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of rhetorical structure, and, secondarily, of thematic c:ont.rast.26

Thus
far we have a study in the compositional history of the bookK of Jeremiah.
But Holladay draws a further conclusion in his article, about a shift in
Jeremiah's vocational self-understanding precipitated proximately by the
rejection of the first scroll. The dimensions of the shift concluded to
by Holladay, briefly, are these: whereas Jeremiah had previocusly uttered

his words of destruction as warnings with the hope Of prowoking repent-

ance and averting dooixi, and whereas he had previcusly understood his role @i

as one of mediation between Yahweh and his people, he now felt repentance
to be; utterly rejected and doom to be irrewvocable, and he understood his
role as one of commnicating/announcing Yahweh's judgment.

~
My proposal in this thesis iSO examine Holladay's argument, for

the final purpose.of confirming, refuting, or modifying his conclusions to

the shift in Jeremiah's aims. In order to do this, I will compare
Holladay's method and conclusions with those of Rudolph and Bright, two
veteran workers in the Jeremiah~book, tO see to what extent their con—
clusions overlap and their methodologies réinforce Holladay's. Both
Rudolph and Bright bring a keen literary awareness to the Jeremiah-book.
Rudolph is especially strong in discerning thematic and redactional con-
tinuities. ‘Bright, for his part, focusses serious attention on the
dating of individual texts. Both, of course, try to divide the text in
places corresponding to unit divisions within the text. The divisions
of the text are the first question of importance. Holladay's rhetorical
criticism looks fos the devicc?s used to link units. To know exactly
what is being linked, and even to establish the existence of links, as

opposed to random occurrences, it is necessary to know where units begin

‘ and end. In comparing Holladay and Rudolph, then, an important question

#
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will be whether the units discerned by Rudolph to be linked thematically
correspond to those linked by Holladay on rhetorical grounds. In campar-
ing Holladay and Bright, an important question will be whether the dates
assigned by Bright pemmit the scroll assigmments made by Holladay. Of
oourse, it will always be important to exercise judgment about the found-
ational :melications of each scholar's method and judgment. a

Preparatory to launching the search for the two scrolls, it would be
useful to recall the evidence for their existence. Basically, this is
contained in the narrati%ze of Chapter 36. 'Norbert Lohfink's literary and
historical analysis of this material serves the present purpose admirably,
evaluating the intention of the source, caming to a conclusion about the
historicity of the account, and elaborating on its historical references.27
The following sprvey of his analysis, then, serves the dual purposes of
evaluéting Chapter 36 as a dependable source, and of reviewing -— and to a
certain degree establishing -- what is known of the events affecting the
scroll's camposition and reception. His presentation moves from literary
criticism to historical criticism, following the principle he establishes,
that the former shoufd always precede the latter.

Lohfink's analysis of the literary structure of Chapters 26 and 36
(which he identifies as parts of the same narrative) shows that they are
really concerned with the legitimation of certain members of the king's
court, those belonging to the family of Shaphan. The purpose of the
narrative, which focusses on "the fate of Yahweh's word" during Jehoiakim's
reic;n, is to point out that these men recognised the importance of
Jeremiah's words, called them to the attention of Jehoiakim, and tried to
dissuade him from destroying the scroll.

The narrative of Jer. 26/36, Lohfink observes, proceeds structurally

28 -
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by means of narrative sections introduced by date references. Examination
df the action and of thé sﬁiucture of the narrative, though, does not

"unlock" the significance of the date references; they contribute nothing
to the dynamic of the narrative. This means that they therefore probably

\
functioned as memory cues to the audience, eliciting recollections of

camonly known evtent:s.z9

All. of this makes probable, then, that a scroll
was actually narrated, read, destroyed, in ‘a sequence that began in 605
BCE.

Lohfink next turns to a consideration of the camposition and public
reading of the scroll, in a broader historical perspective. Concretely
this involves trying to understand the substance of the memory cues
intended by the date references. }ie has already argued that the MT text
of the third date reference in the Jeremiah 26/36 narzéeive, Jer. 36:9,
should be emended. The MT gives this reference as the fifth year of the
reign of Jehoiakim. The LXX gives this reference as the eighth year of
Jehoiakim's reign, and Lohfin]; maintains that this reading mu‘st prevail,

as lectio difficilior. The later reader would have been confused by the
' 30

lapse of four years between‘the composition and reading of the scroll.
He then tries to "unlock" the signific;ance'of the date references. .
The first, in 26:1 is to the beginning of Jehoiakim's reign (609). As a
memory cue this date refers simply to the early realisation that
Jehoiakim's reign was marked not on1.y by new pro-Egyptian foreién policy, ~
but ‘also by exploitation and arrogance. (Jehoiakim was, after all,
placed on the throne by the conquering Egyptians, in '609.) 'vIt cergainly
appears that reform was abandoned with the appointment of Jéhoiakﬂn by
the Egyptians. Jeremiah, Lohfink claims, shifted at this point from

sh
being a loyal "qo-worker" in the Josianic refomm, "to am accuser

-
[} ' . - \

“
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and pmphef: of doam. 3L

The seoond date reference, in 36:1, is to the fourth year of .
Jehoiakim's reign (605). ILohfink points out that it was in the summer of
this year that Nebuchadnezzar BQat e Egyptians at-Carchemish: "the =

w32

conquest of all Syria-Palestine was but a matter of time. Jehoiakim

and his advisors faced a crucial question: whether to submit to Babylon
or whether to‘gtand with Egypt agai;lst Babylon.

Jeremiah saw Yahweh at work in Nebuchadnezzar's move against the
Egyptians, Lohfink maintains (giving 46:2-12 as a reference.) In this
situation, debarred from thg Termple himself, he drew together his oracles
in a scroll to be read during a fast day, in a last effort to prevent war
with the Badbylonians. Lohfink speculates that the fast day would have
been called in connection with the crisis of political decision facing
Judah at the time, as, for example, a national day of repentance at the
beginning of war. (The exact meaning of the term "fast day" is uncertain

as it is a hapax legomenon in texts before the post-exilic perigd.)33

, Now the war did not materialise. Jehoiakim became Nebuchadnezzar's

vassal in 604 (2K 24:1), presumably after his defeat of Ashkelon in that

_ year. That is why, Lohfink submits, the scroll did not get read in that

year. The fast day itself was probably not held.34

The third and final date reference, found in 36:9, is to the ninth
month of the eighth year of Jehoiakim's reign (601). This is the year in
which the political situation first changed .in Judah. Nebuchadnezzar had
a difficult encounter with the Egyptians. His forces were so depleted
thath:al'xad‘uogohgm\ef and could wage no wars for the next year, but
rather had to concentrate on rebuilding his troops. This wa; probably

the signal to Jehoiakim for rebellion. Things went well at first; it
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will be remembered that Nebuchadnezzar's father died in 600, thus further
delaying his ret‘urn$to active carrpaigrig. In 597 Nebuchadnezzar returned,
and Jehoiakim was dead even béfqre his arrivaJ..35

In December of 601, though, Nebuchadnezzar was apparently beaten. '
Either pecple weré wondering whether they ought to rebel, writes Lohfink,
or the rebellion had taken place already and they were preparing for war.
In any case, a national fast day was called. This, then, was the setting
in which Baruch read Jeremiah's scxloll. S0, writes Lohfink, "when the
reader read of the @inth month of Jehoiakim's eighth year, he had this
situation before his eyes .n36

After going through Lohfink's interpretation of the historical data,
it becomes quite understandable how Jehoiakim's burning of the scroll
could have represented the end of hope for Jeremiah, as Holladay will )
argue. Disaster concretely meant the wasting of the land by Nebuchadnezzar.
And Nebuchadnezzar had no motivation for such aggression, unless Judah
rebelled. Without rebellion, then, there was not explicit threat. The
threat perceived by Jeremiah if Judah rebelled‘, should probably be under-
stood in terms of Jeremiah's vision of Nebuchadnezzar's role as Yahweh's
instrument. It should also be recognised that rebellion meant, not
political independence —— at least not for long, but concretely, a
return to Egyptian vassalage, which had originally signalled the falling—
off from the Josianic reform under the unsyrdpathetic leadership of
Jehoiakim. (The idea of an "alliance" between Egypt and Judah, given
their disproportionate strengths and recent history, is ludicrous, some—
what reminiscent of the relationship proferred to the unfortunate

Oysters by the Walrus and Carpenter of Wonderland fame.)37

Iohfink's analysis, then, confirms Chapter 36 as a dependable
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historical witness. He sees it as a kind of partisan jou:;nalism designed
to further the political ends of the Shaphan-family in exile. As such,
it was nonetheless offering an interpretation of actual events, occur-
rences of cammon knowledge.

It can be said with strong probability that a scroll of Jeremiah's
words was dictated in 60'5 for the immediate purpose of averting war with
the Babylonians, and read in the Temple in 601 in the hope of. averting
rebellion against the Babylonians; that it was destroyed by Jehoiakim in
rejection; and that Jehoiakim's rejection was seen as heralding certain
doan. The concern of the Shaphan~family to exculpate its members in this
event is an indication of the crucial significance they attached to it,

At least, then, in looking for the scrolls we may judge that we are

. not chasing a figment of academic imagination. The decisive signific;ance

attached by the Shaphan~family to the event of its reading and rejection,
suggests that it might in fact have had the same significance for
Jeremiah, as Holladay will maintain.

In pursuing the investigation into Holladay's argument for the
identification of the two scr‘blls, and thence for a shift in Jeremiah's
vocational self-understanding, the following order will be observed. A
critical review and evaluation of Holladay's arqument will follow
immediately in Chapter Two. Chapters Three and Four will deal respect-
ively with the contributions of Rudolph and Bright to the study of the
portion of the Jeremiah-book dealt with by Holladay, and the signifi-
cance for Holladay's argument of their contributions. Chapter 5 will
offer the conclusions of this thesis. Specifically, it will offer a
synthesis of the judgments to that point regarding the assigrment of

material to first and second scrolls, preparatory to an attempt to study
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a segnent: of the history of Jeremiah's thought: the genuineness and '
_dimensions of the shift proposed by Holladay. On thé\basis of these con-

clusions regarding Holladay's argument specifically, sane final reflec—-

tions will Be offered that aim at further answering the questions about
the possibility and value of "historical-Jeremiah" research, with which

the present investigation was fntroduced.
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CHAPTER II

CRITICAL REVIEW OF HOLLADAY'S ARGUMENT

Introduction

"The Identification of the two scrolls in Jeremiah,"l attempts to
fulfill the mandate of its title primarily through rhetorical Eriticism,
and secondarily, thro'ugh‘ historical criticism. This article starts from
the conclusions of a previous rhetorical structural work, The

2
Architecture of Jeremiah 1-20, although in some cases these have been

modified.

Holladay's method of rhetorical analysis aims at establishing the
existence of unified structures in extended bodies of text, on the basis
of a variety of "rhetorical" signals. Accorgiing to Holladay, these
signals are primarily mmemonic in funption; quite possibly they were
sensed, rather than deliberately implanted by the author Br redactor. -
They consist in such things as "repetitions, parallels, and contrasts in
words, phrases and syntax."3 While the procedure is a form of literary
analysis, the final goal is historical: to reach an mdefstanding of the
composition process of a book. '

In the case of Chapters 1-10, Holladay is betting that the composi-
tion process has at its foundation the first scroll, and -- one step up -—
the second. He points out that for Jeremiah to have dictated a scroll
twice, —- tl'\x'e second time with additions, the material must have had a

4

shape in his mind.- (Holladay does not address the possibility of

-15_
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previous literary reooras) . Holladay defines the scope Qf his ihvestiga-
tion as the first ten chapters of Jeremiah, because it seems unlikely that
they would I;/t have been in the early scrolls, ,since they cont;ain many
"words of 'evil against Israel and Judah. " Also, Chapters 11-20 seem to
be skeletally structured by the 'gzonfeesions," with much more secondary
naterial than is apparent in Chapters 1%10. Both the higher level of .

secondary material and the fact that the skeletal structuré seems to

. samething other than the first scroll, make these chapters an improbabl

hunting ground for first scroll rhetorical structure.6

Holladay develops from the direct historical concern with the book's
composition, a historical concern of a different kind: the history of the

dévelopment of Jeremiah's understanding of his vocation, i relation to

. hJ.s understanding of the course of events in Judah. He notices thematic

contrasts between units distinguished on rhetorlcal grounds, and finds
them to correspond to the thematic movement of Chapt;r 36, which relates
the circumstances of the composition of the two scrolls. He proposes the
thénatic movement in that chapter as accurately interpreting the his-
toricdl event: the shift from threats in the service of conversion in
the composition of the first scroll, to threats of irrevocablg.dpom after
its rejection, captures for us the occasion and cause of Jeremiah's loss
of lhope for the aversion of doom. N
This insight becomes a criterion in distinguishing between first
and second scroll material, thus.furthering the movement towards an
understanding of the composition process of the text. In its application,
the‘?, the criterion says that passages affirming the possibility of
repentance a.fe first scroll, while those affirming irrevocable doom are

second scroll. It is decisive for Holladay's judgments, especially in

: L
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" critical component: I want to know if Jeremiah e:@eriencéd a shift such
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paséages that appear low in rhetorical evidence.

My primary ‘concern with Holladay's presentation is its historical

as Holladay proposes, and equally, I want to know how we i‘can go about ‘ 4
identifying and ;Jerifying such shifts. Neverthelgss, the dependence of
this camponent on his zhggigal critical conclusions makes it necessary
to)exand.ne and evalua;fe Holladay's presentat\ipn in its entirety, up to the
point where the shift he hypothesizes in Jeremiah is established as a
historical ctiterion. It should be roted that the subsequent application
of this criterion to the identificatj:én of the two scrolls is ' on’ the
whole, not of interest to the present‘ investigation, which focusses finally
on the historical hypothesis about Jeremiah.‘ .
Now the rhetorical arqument as we find it in the article is more or
less a selective report on the findir;gs of Architecture. 7o evaluate them
then, I propose also examining his (more developed) ;:h_etorical critical
Work in the book itself.  Needless to say, this will remain a selective
procedure, because the book is itself a mass of tersely reported detail,
most of which would simply lead us off the track. It is a task that is
also somewhat camplicated by the fact that in the book he proceeds
chapter by chapter, whereas in .the article Holladay hops here and there
over the first ten chapters, as thé clues lead him.
I will follow the order bf presentation of Architecture for the
portion of Holladay's argument that is primarily rhetorical, i.e. his
initial treatment of Chapters 1-4:4, focussing next on the portion of
his arqument that is central in both the article and the(book: the
relations-between 4:5 - 6:30 and 8:14 to 10:25, wﬁich are the corner-

stone of his rhetorical arqument. In dealing with the more specific . 1

{
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: devélopment of his histOrical—argmnent, the order of presentation of "Two

Scrolls" will be followed.

Holladay's Rhetorical Analysis

Jeremiah 1 -
Central to Holladay's argument about the place of Chapter One in the
basic strata of the Jeremiah book is the obsdrvation that the root 1%
occurs in 1:6,7 and then again in 2:2 and 3:4,24.° He argues that 1:4-10,

the call proper, is "welded" onto "the original material"” of Chapters 2 and

| 3 by this word root, and takes this as evidence that the call proper is
the initial unit at the beginning of the process of collection.®
By contrast to vv. 4-10, vv. 11-19 have no verbal links with the
material follo:fn'ng them, and .so are tentatively excluded by Holladay from
the first scroll. The existence of a break between wv. 4-10 and wv. 11-19
is camonly recognised in Jﬁereitglah scholarship, being most obviously

- /,e}zidenced‘ﬁj‘faﬂviﬁ;énsistmcy in v. 13 — "and the word of Yahweh came to

e

e
me a second time." Had the call in vv. 4-10 been counted, it would have

been the third time. It is not swprising, then, that Holladay should
also find grounds for separating these verses from the earliest collec—
tion. At the same time, keeping in mind that we are dealing with a com-
o posite text composed as late s 605 BCE, it is not clear that he is °

right, either.

In Architecture Holladay had suggested that vv. 11-14 were linked

0 vv. 4-10 by the occurrence in both of the root jpgn(vv. 10,11,12,13).
There are several other links between vv. 4-10 and vv. 11-19, both
thematic and verbal. First, 11-16 continues in the same vein of
visionary experience as vwv. 4-10. This is made formally apparent in the

! \ repeated introductory phrase: “The word of Yahweh came to me ...

+
., @‘—
‘- -t - —_—




saying"—_(vv. 4.11.13). Both passages, moreover, share an inter%st in the
actualisation of Yahweh's word (vv. 6,7,9,12). ‘

- Second, there is a discernable relation between verses 4-10 ard 17~
19, in their mutual focus on the commissioning of Jeremiali. This is made
formally apparent first by the verbal links between vv. 9-10 and v. 18:
"See, I give ... this day.”

18 See I give ( /_n/)' you this day
x - . N )
9 Behold 1 place( /A ) my words in
/your mouth.
10 See I have set you this day

in verses 9-10 the three elements of the parallel (sée, I give you,
this day) occur over two lines and not in the same order, but the com~
‘plementary parallel between vv. 9 & 10 sets them together in linking_; with
v. 18 — as I have tried to illustrate in the above diagram. Each of the
thi-ee elements has-a 'paraliel in the same place in One of the two verses -
9-10.

The third link of this km between vv. 4-10 and vv. 11-19 is the
recurrence of a phrase in vv. 8 and 19: "for I am with you to come to |
your rescue - Yahweh's word." ’

A fourth verbal link between vv. 4-10 and vv. 11-19, but whose
thematic contimnuity is not immediately apparent, is the occurrence of Jus§um
(kingdomg) in vv. 10 and 15. ALl these links establish a continuity
between vv. 4-10 and vv. 11-19, but there is also significant discon—
tinuity in the way they are used.

First, concern with the actualisation of Yahweh's word in vv. 4-10
focusses on its proclamation (6,7,8,9). In wvv. 1l1-16, in contrast, the
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concern focusses on its performance by Yahweh. That is to say that what
Yahweh was concerned with getting said, in vv. 4-10, he is concerned with
getting done, in vv. 11-19.

Second, the focus of Yahweh's word itself would seem to hawve
changed. This can be seen in the sharply contrasting uses of one of t.he
words implicated in it, in the two passages. In v. 10, as part of his com—

missioning, Jeremiah is setm:guun-fm ouc,—\—(’ts ,"over," or "against"
"kingdoms and nations" to "pluck up and break down," etc. This oomnissibn
should doubtless be read in continuity with his appointment (v. 4) as a
"prophet to the nations" and it seems probable that Judah is included
in the designation "kingdoms and nations." In v. 15 the clans of the
"kingdoms" of the north are going to come against (Sls) the walls of
Jerusalem and against Judah's towns. The kingdoms now are clearly to be
understood in a sense exclusive of Judah, and they are the active force
in Yahweh's performance of his word, rather than the receptors of it.
They will themselves, it seems, be doing the "plucking up and breaking
down."

Third, the commissioning, ("I give you this day ‘...") initially
with reference to Yahweh's words and being set over —— or against --
nations and kingdoms, in later verses ref-er;s to a strengthening of
Jeremiah's defenses against his own pecple.

_— Verses 11-19, with its verbal links to vv. 4-10, shifts the

meaning/significance of the narrative of Jeremiah's call. It seems as
if, in the light of those later verses, Jeremiah's position §y nations
and kingdoms, "to pluck up and break down," etc. must be seen in terms
* of a directive force. Verses 4-10 alone leave the impression that the

nations over (or against) which Jeremiah is set -will themselves be
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plucked up and broken down. Verses 11-14 arx{ particularly vv. 15-19 make

it clear that these nations will actually, in response to Yahweh's call,
be plucking up Jerusalem. By the end of the chapter, O{-hen, the reader is
left with an understanding of Jeremiah's wocation that inwolves working in
some directive capacity with the mations, under Yahweh, and against the
people of Jerusalem.

How do these word links and shifts in word use reflect on the pro-
cess of composition in Chapter One? It seems clear that vv. 4-10 and
vv. 11-19 are rhetorically connected. Since the first scroll was itself
a oonpos;ite text, it seems premature to exclude. verses 11-19 from the
early rhetorical structure Holladay sees effective here. The verbal link
in 1:6,7 could be effective for all of 1:4-19. After all, Chapters 2 and
3 are certainly oomposite, and the occurrences of TI¥Vv in 2:2 and 3:4,24
are seen by Holladay as "welding" all the material in these chapters
together (with the exception of 3:6-12a which he sees as secondary).

It also seems probable that vv. 11-19 were composed ét a later date
than vv. 4-10, and were placed after the call narrative by Jeremiah as»
some type of comment on it or interpretation of it.

As the discussion of probabilities at the level of compositional
process moves towards a discussion of Jeremiah's intentions in composing
1:11-19 and in placing it .where he did, it engenders further probabilities
proper to historical criticism. It seems probable that Jeremiah experi- |
enced a shift in his wocational self-understanding, and that that shift
modified his understanding of his original call. When this particular .
shift occurred is less certain.

Jeremiah 2

Holladay, in Architecture, refers to 2:5 = 3:25 as the "Harlotry
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Cycle.” He means by this title that this material forms a block unified

by the theme of r‘xarlotry. - The term "cycle" is used by Holladay to '

indicate his uncertainty of the nature of the relations betwee;'x the units

of this block of material; whether, for example, they are the several

10 Within the

stanZas of one poem, or separate poems linked together.
"Harlotry Cycle; Holladay distinguishes two halves, each with its own
internally coherent rhetorical structure (2:5-37, 3:1-25) .ll
The verses immediately preceding the'Harlotry Cycle; 2:2-3, are
‘ / referred to as the "Seed Oracle" by Holladay, presumably because of the
cccurrence of nsINbin 2:3. He claims fhat these two verses are
independent of the surrounding material and function as a rhetorical map
for the material in 2:5 - 3:25 and 4:5 - 6:30, with 2:2 containing word
- links o the'Harlotry Cycle”and 2:3 containing‘word links to the “Foe
Cycle'wm\sQ follows in 4:5 - 6:30.%2
We are specifically concerned at this point with the first half of
Hdlladay's "Harlotry Cyclg" (2:5-37) , and its prépé;éed relation to his
"Seed Oracle" (2:2-3). ‘
The relationship proposed by Holladay between 2:2 and 2:5-37 then,
oonsi;ts in the following werbal links:

"I (Yahweh) remember"

a) 2:2
2:32 "forget ... forgotten me (Yahweh)"

b) 2:2 "bride" ,
2:32 "brige" )

c) 2:2 "your following (?{n gal) me in the wilderness in a land not ..."
2:5 "you went after (>§;» gal) worthlessness”
2:6 "He who leads us (?Sn hiphil) in the wilderness in a lard not ...

and not."13
The rhetorical evidence shown by Holladay, does rot, in my judgment,
support his interpretation either of the separate existence of the

2

al
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so;-called "Seed Oracle" or of the extent of the first half of the
"Harlotry Cycle." -

First of all, some of the evidence he adduces can hardly qualify as
such‘: pS N is an extremely common word, occurring —— often several times —-—
in almost every chapter of the Jeremiah~book; its occurrences here cannot
be seen as significant for rhetorical structure.

Second, Holladay has overlooked some significant evidence: two
further occurrences of —qauy (wilderness) in 2:6,24. Now this is not
an uncommon word either, but four occurrences of it within one chapter is
unoommon.

These adjustments to the evidence as presented by Holladay, yield
persuasive indications of a strong inclusion between 2:2 and 2:32 as

shown in Figure 1 below.

2:2 I (Yahweh) remember

bride
wilderness
2:6 '\ ‘ wilderness
2:24 wilderness
© 2:31 WQ derness
2:32 bride .

~

My people have forgotten

Figure 1: Inclusion Between 2:2 and 2:31-32

Figure 1 indicates three verbal links between verses 2 and 31-32,
occurring in inverse order, as well as two further occurrences of
"wilderness." Now there is another occurrence of "forget" in v. 32,
before "bride," which appears to disturb the symmetry. The éynmetry,
though, is really constituted by a conjunction of opposites with two

terms — subject and verb: "I remember (v. 2) ... my people have
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forgotten (v. 32) ."14 The occurrence of the verb alone, then, does not

in fact interfere with e major link.

The relation between 2:2 and 2:31-32, then, seems to be constituted
by a strong triple inclusion with inverse ord.ering of words. The outside
pair, a conjunction of opposites, marks in fact, the theme of Chapter 2:
I (Yahweh) remember, but my people have forgotten. Additionally contri-
buting to the symmetry of the unit are the two further occurrences of
"wilderness," in verses 6 and 25 respectively.

This shift in perception of the rhetorical structure has two main
conéequences for Holladay's argument. The first consequence is that
verses 33-37 fall outside the strongly marked inclusion, and would there- ’
fore not seem to be part of the preceding material. To the extent that
the basic rhetorical structure here is being hypothetically posited as
that of the first scroll, 2:33-37 are probably not part of it. Moreover,
they correspond in tonality to material Holladay will judge to be
characteristic of the second scroll, offering no hope of salvation: "for
Yahweh has spurned those you've trusted,/No success will you gain thanks
to them" (2:37, Holladay's translation).

The second consequence is that 2:2-3 do not show any sign of func-
tioning independently of the surrounding material, but appear rather to
be very much part of the unit continuing to 2:32. This, of course,
raises the question of whether it has any of the "map" function Holladay
ascribes to it, and if so, how. This will have to be considered in '
treating Chapter Three.

Jeremiah 3

Holladay, in Architecm_ré, sees Chapter 3, minus the prose material

(vw. 4-11, 15-18,24b) as the second half of the "Harlotry Cycle" that
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he judged to begin in 2:4 and as rhetorically controlled by 2:2-3, the

"Seed Oracle. wl3

If this is so we would expect in Chapter 3 to find
certain similarities of rhetorical structure with Chapter 2. Specific-
ally we would expect, first, to find comparable symmetry, namely with the
emphasis located at either end of the unit, as in the threefold inverted
inclusion between 2:2 and 2:32. Second, we would expect to find in
Chapter 3 a comparable relation to the "Seed Oracle," namely one that
constitutes an essential part of the overall structure of Chapter 3. Our
expectations in this regard, however, are not met.

In order to demonstrate the symmetry of Chapter 3 as discovered by
Holladay, we have first to look at some of the questions he asks in coming
to terms with the unit. First, "how mich of the MT of 3:1-25 is to be
included" in the basic structure of this chapter? Verses 1-5 and wv. 19-
23 are immediately accepted by Holladay as non-problematic. He sees most
of w. 24-5 as also being included, accepting the poetic core of these
verses as recognised by Rudolph. (The material omitted by the judgment
ois "flocks and herds, sons and daughters"). The real problem is pre-
sented by vv. 6-18, "a mixture of materials‘,_\" Most of vv. 6-18 are
gxcluded by Holladay because of their apparent exilic provenance; of
these verses Holladay retains the material in w 12b - 14a (minus
"under every green tree") which he sees as a short poem with an inclusion
on € L6 |

Before continuing with Holladay's arqument, an observation should
be made about his treatment of vv. 12b - l4a. There‘is evidence that
militates against these verses being one poem as he maintains. Rudolph
points out that whereas 3:6-13 focus on Israel, 3:14-17 focus on Judah,

as is evident from the words "Zion ... ark ... Jerusalem" found in these

f
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latter verses.l7 It can, moreover be noted that verse l4a uses 21€ with
a different meaning than does 12b. Verse 12b uses aie¢ in the sense of
"conversion," whereas ld4a a;ppears to refer to a physical "return." On
the basis of these observations it .would. seéem advisable to leave verse
14a out of the "short M" discovered by Holladay. .
Having dealt with the question of how much of the text should be
included in his consideration, Holladay next faces the question of the
ordering of the text. Specifically, are wv. 12b - l4a (actually wv. 12b-
13) not secondary to the structure of the "Harlotry Cycle?" Verses 6-lé
as a whole appear to intrude between verses 5 and 19; there is an ironic
contrast between the uses of 1P (call) and~>kc({father) in.these verses,
that would be effective if the two sections were next to one another. In
vv. 4-5 the peoplia' call Yahweh "my Father" while continuing to do wrong,
while in vv, 19-20 Yahweh expresses the expectation he had held that the
people would say "'my Father' and do right." A further ironic contrast
is moted by Holladay in the mention of the "polluted" land in vv. 1 and
2 and the mention of the "pleasant land" in v. 19.18 To the connections
noted by Holladay should be added the observations that 3:1 opens with a
discussion of a faithless wife, while 3:20 closes with Yahweh's claim
that Israel has been to him as a faithless wife; and that 3:4—-5 and 3:19
toth focus on the Father-SOn relationship between Yahweh and Israel.
Verses 1-5 and verses 19-20, then, aré defim‘.t%ly connected to one
another. But, claims Holladay, there is a structural alternative to
their immediate juxtaposition that should be considered. That is an
A-B-A'-B' pattern, in which alternate sections refer to one another.]'9

We have already seen that vv. 1-5 ("A" in this model) and vv. 19-20

("A'" in this model) refer to one another. The key question remains
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whether vv. 12b - 13 ("B" in this model) and vv. 21-25 ("B'" in this model)

also make such reference.

Holladay judges that they do so, au/ rting his claim primacily by a
"chiasmus in assonances” that he sees between 12b plus 1l4a and v. 22.
Now this "chiasmus" is disqualified on two fronts. First, we have already
arqued for the exclusion of v. l4a from consideration as part of the short
poem beginning in 12b. Second, to come up with the chiasmis Holladay has
to ignore three other occurrences of the root ai¢ in v. 12b and v. 22,
which can hardly be done. There does remain a clear relation between 12b-
13 and v. 22 in their parallel uses of aig, though. In v. 12b we find
M alew naig, and in v. 22 we find sy nawey ... 67 2371e jAIE.

Further connections can be noted between vv. 12b~13 and vv. 21-25.

Verses 12b-13 call upon Israel to acknowledge yéé quilt (>v1%¥),

expressed primarily as a failure to obey Yahweh's wice (.onwpue cf ~§pa)

and vv. 21-25 are a confession of guilt (j1¥7), which closes with the
specific acknowledgement by the pecple that they have not obeyed Yahweh's
voide .( i &P:; BNE £S). ' Verse 22a, containing the 212 llnk with
12b, is a reiteration of the invitation to return, and v. 21 introduces
the invitation, with the repentant cries of the people. In both places
the reference is to Israel. The A-B-A'-B' structure would, then, seem to
be effective in Chapter 3. This means that vv. 19-20 are not an inter-—
rupted continuation of vv. 1-5, but instead, are parallel sections A and
A'. Similarly, the invitation to return that is introduced in v. 21 and '
that cumilates in the people's confession of guilt in vv. 22b-25 should
be read in éont-.’muity with vv. 12b-13, with which it forms the B and B'
parallel sectiéns.

Finally, Holladay supports his claim that vv. 1l2b-l4a are in the
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right place by noting its connections to the material around it. Most
persuasive of these connéctions is one with the preceding section, wv. 1-5.
Inv. 5 the people ask, "Will he be angry forever?” ( o8zd (/1 ).
and in v. 12b Yahweh reassures the people, "I will rot be angry Forever™
a(b&g ile icg).

Having examined Holladay's analysis of fhe rhetorical structure of
the basic material in Chapter 3, we are prepared to return to the initial
question of this section, that of the relations between Chapter 3 and
Chapter 2, and Chapter 3 and 2:2-3.

Chapter 3 has shown a symmetry very different froam that of Chapter 2;
a strong A-B-A'-B' pattern. We are disappointed, then, in our expectation
that Chapter 3, as the second half of Holladay's proposed "Harlotry Cycle®
would have a symmetry parallel to Chapter Two, the first\: half of the cycle.
Holladay”’s argument for the connection between Chapter 2\' and 3 is left,
then, to rest solely on verbal lirxks, and these are not very persuasive.
He proposes that the occurrences of P-;;}(Z:l?,lB twice , 23,33,36; 3:2,
13,21), 212(2:35, passim 3), £123(2:26,36; 3:24,25), in both chapters con-
stitute rhetorical links, between the two chapters.’’ In fact,.all the
occurrences of M€ in Chapter 2 are from 2:33-37, the material that was
shown tO be outside of the rhetorical structure of Chapter 2. These
occurrences can be seen as a rg\ason for inserting 2:33-37 before Chapter 3,
but not as links between the two chapters as a whole. One of the two
occurrences of €12 in Chapter 2 also comes from 2:36, and so is of no
weight, and the other is not enough on its o—wn to rhetorically link the
two chapters. Finally, p13 is too common a word, occurring throﬁijlxgut
Chapters 2-7 to build upon it an argument for rhetorical unity between
Chapters 2 and 3. There is, further, an inclusion seen by Holladay \‘\

J
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between the occurrences, of "fathers" in 2:5 and 3:25. This is very weak

evidence, and can ha.rdl_y.be seen as more than a link such as we might
expect from adjoining units, with L:elated concerns. |

\Tne most obvious arqument for the separateness of the two chapters
remains the fact that their intermal structur?s do not tend to each other,
but are rather almost entirely self-contained and internally oriented. I
do not, then, see evidence for the relation of these two chapters as
"halves" of the same "cycle."

This judgment is reinforced by an evidex;ce difference in thematic
focus between the two units. Chapter. 2 focusses quite strongly on the h
accusation of guilt, while Chapter 3 focusses equally as strongly on the
question of repentance and retﬁrn.J The two themes are obviously related,
and one can see why they would have been juxtaposed, and to some degree
linked. At the same time, though, they are not the same.

There rénains the question of the relation of Chapter 3 to Holladay's
"Seed Oracle," 2:2-3. The relationship between Chapter 3 and 2:2-3 :ioes
not appear {zery significant. In fact the relation of ‘Chapter 3 to 2:2 is
independent offits essential rhetorical strfcture; in Chapter 2 it was
inseparably bound up in it. The links between Chapter 3 and 2:2 consist
mainly of the link on the root 7%+ that has been found to connect
rhetorically the first three chapters of the Jeremiah-took. In this
sense they are not even exclusively links with 2:2, but also with 1l:6,7:
they are of a more gen/éral focus. There is also a link between "forget
Yahweh" (3:21) and "/]l"remexnber" (2:2), but of co%rse this lmk exists
more strongly with 2:32 (forgotten me). . |

The discovem{/y of the A-B-A'-B' ﬁatez[ical structure in duapter

Three, essergtiélly independent of both 2:2-3 ang 2:4-32, ocompels us to

A
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oconclude that Holladay's arqument regarding the relations of these chaptérs
is incorrect. Neither tﬂ'{e "Seed Oracle" nor the "Harlot:q} Cyc;le“ as pro—-
posed by Holladay can be ;aid to exist; Chapters 2 and 3 are rheﬁorically
separate, although linked as part of the same overarching rhetorical  unity .
that began in Chapter 1. ’ . |

Jeremiah 4:1-4 \

Holladay sees this brief passage as being distinct from both the pre-
ceding and the following material. Its separz;tion from the ;;receding
material in Chapter 3 is justified on the persuasive.grournds that the link
on 7%/, which unifies the first three chapters, occur.s last in 3:24. This
occurrence forms both an inclusion with t{‘me previous occurrence of 1¥v in
3:4, and a link with its previous occurrences in 2:2'ard 1:6,7. The
beginning of Chapter 4, then, would seem to lie outside the material linked
by 1¥v. The separation from the following material, 4:5 ~ 6:30 ]::S justi-
fied on the, again, persuasive grounds of the shift in tonality that occurs
in the material at this point, a shift to vivid battle scenes. .

) The material in 4:1-4 shares material with both the preceding and the
following material, though, and Holladay sees it as functioning as a
"bridge" between the materials of chapters 1-3 and the battle scenes of
4:5 - 6:30.%% S0 4:1 shares 3¢ with Chapter 3, and 4:2 anticipates 5:2
("and they say, 'By the life of Yahweh," do they not? No —— they are
swearing falsely.") .

It could be added to Holladay's presentation, that 4:1-4 actually
effects the bridge from the first three chapters to those following at the

thematic level as well as at the purely rhetorical. It does this by opening

with the subject of repentance, i€, closing with the subject of Yahweh's

' destructive anger, and establishing a relationship between the two, such
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that the former was a condition for the aversion of the latter: "If you

return, O fsrael, Says the Lord,/to me you should return (v. 1) ... lest
my wrath go forth like fire, and burn with none to quench it, because of
the evil of your doings (V. 4)." Certainly the approaching foe of 4:5 -
6:30 can be seen in tems of Yahweh's anger at the people's failure to
repent. The material in fact contéins interpretive comments which encour=
age this reading (4:8, cf. .4:18) .

In 4:1-4, then, attention is shifted from the related matters of
guilt and repentance which dominated Chapters 2 and 3 respectively, to the
threatened consequences of a failure t;o repent, which vividly materialise
in 4:5 - 6:30.

Jeremiah 4:5 - 6:30

Jer. 4:5 - 6:30, treated as one sgction in "Two Scrolls," camposes the
bulk o§ what Holladay refers to as the "Foe Cycle" in l‘srch.itectt.u:e.23 By
this title he means tha,:c this material is bound together as a complex by a

RO
thematic focus on the "Pod}y" and by reinfording rhetorical structures. The

tem "cycle," specifically, is used by Holladay Eo refer to blocks of

material, the nature of whose units he is not certai.n.24 .

The thematic oonta‘inuity, more specifically, is found by Holladay to
be cox?stib.lted to a significant degree‘f repetitions: 6:1 and 4:5-6 |
share "blq«v the trumpet,” "raise a signal," "flee for safety”; 6:9 and
5:10 share a focus on “d{astructive work with the metaphorical vineyard
ISrael."25

The rhetorical structure discovered by Holladay is signalled by
groupings of imperatives that alternately are found to make up and to
begin sectionps. So 5‘:1, 5:10, 5:20 contain imperatives with no others

nearby and are said to begin sections. By contrast, 4:5ff and 6:1ff




o A e

_32— -

‘contain conparatively steady streams of imperatives. This contrast

suggests to Holladay some type of a-b-a' structure for the "Foe Cycle" as
a whole, in which 4:5-30 and 6:1-30 — with their concentfation of
imperatives — are a and a' respecti.vely, and 5:1-29 — with its ocom

parative sparseness of imperatives -— is b.26

Interestingly, Rudolph
posits a similar structure on the thematic level (see below, pp. 82-83).%/
The a-b-a' pattern formed by the concentrations of inperatives in |
Chapters 4 and 6 of the "Foe Cycle," and their relative sparseness in
Chapter 5, yields, in Holladay's analysis, to a rrore\elaborate pattern
formed by the thematic focusses of the imperatives that he finds to
demarcate sections: - o
(&) 1. Battle Orders (4:5-31) -
(B) 2. Orders that Turn Attention to Wisdom (5:1-9)
(C) 3. Metaphorical orders, to destroy the vineyard Israel (5:10-17)
(D) 4. The "Lesson" of Yahweh the Schoolmaster (5:20-29) ,
(A') 5. Again Battle Orders (6:1-8)
(C') 6. Again Metaphorical Orders, to Glean. the Vineyard Israel
B') 7. igé?;lglaers that turn attention to Wisdom (6:16-30). 25
The repetitions among the passages (as seen above) yield an overall
A-B-C-D-A'-C'-B' pattern, with "section (4) as the unparalleled middle
term, the climactic passage"” (455). This overall pattern is characterised
by Holladay as “synmetrical"zg; in fact.it cz;n only be called a lcose
correspondence. What symmetry can be seen is in the a~b-a' pattern he
finds in the groupings of' imperatives: a symmetry-we will find also
discovered by Rudolph on thematic grounds.>C ”
Jeremiah 4:5 - 6:30 and 8:14 -~ 10:25
Holladay's next concern, in "Two Scrolls" is to demonstrate the
similarities ‘between 4:5 - 6:30 and 8:14 - 10:25. Now it should be

recognised that the burden of Holladay's rhetorical-critical case rests

*
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on the connection between 4:5 - 6:30 and-8:14 - 10:25, and the nature of

that connection. This connection was his first clue to the possible con-

_tents of the second scroll; he noticed that the material in 8:14 - 10:25

seemed to have been added on to the material in 4:5 = 6:30. The nature
of this céhnectior; shaped his expectations about second scroll material,
and with further support, developed into a historical hypothesis; he -
found the material in 8:14 - 10:25 characteristically to be bleaker in
its outlook, offering no hope for the aversion of doom, than the material
it supplements in 4:5 = 6:30. This connection, moreover, remains his most
substantial piéce of evidence for the shift he— hypothesizes between the
scrolls.
Hollada§ in Architecture refers to 8:14 - 10:25 as the "Supplementary
Foe Cycle," thus indicating its comnection with the "Foe Cycle." In 8:14 -
10:25, as in 4:5 - 6:30, Hglladay finds the material to be organised
through groupings of imperatives. He discovers in the units defined by
these groupings, an A-B-A' scheme: "1) Battle scenes that turn attention
to wisdom (8:4 - 9:8), 2) The call to the women to lament (9:16-21),
3) again battle scenes (10:17-25).“31 Holladay judges this symmetry com-—
parable to that in 4:5 - 6:30. -
This assertion, that 8:14 - 10:25 and 4:5 - 6:30 are comparable in
their symmetries, is tenuous since the A-B-A' structure is found in each
on different grourds. In 4:5 - 6:30 Holladay derives the A-B-A' symmetry

from concentrations of imperatives in the A and A' sections and their

relative sparseness in the B section, while in 8:14 - 10:25 the "compar-

{ able" structure.is derived on the grounds of thematic contrasts.

(Rudolph's observation of the A-B-A' thematic movement in 4:5 - 6:30

will prove to resolve this difficulyy).
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Holladay goes on to claim that 'these organisationdl parallels are
massively reinforced by a series of verbal links between 4:5 - 6:30 and
8:14 ~ 10:25. He lists a series of nineteen links between words and
phrases which occur seldom or not at all elsewhere in the Jerem'.ah—book.32
The link he cites in "Two Scrolls" is between beginning verses of both

cycles, 4:5 and 8:15; and he sees it as paradigmatic for the relation

\between the two cycles:

in 4:5 the appeal to gather in the fortified cities is an appeal -
to seek safety, whereas in 8:14 the appeal repeats the words of
) 4:5 only to'affin:t ironically that the people will gerish in the

fortified cities -- the situation has grown worse.3
In 8:14 - 10:25, then, the material of 4:5 - 6:30 is parallelled, but a
much bleaker mood prevails, maintains Holladay: one of inescapable doom.
Holladay proposes that the contrasting block of material -in 8:14 - 10:25
will prove to be part of the second gcroll.
"~ Given the central importance for Holladay's argument of the connec-
tion he posits between 4:5 - 6:30 and 8:14 - 10:25, it seems worthwhile
to examine his list of nineteen parallels more closely. The simple
?nstence of parallels, needless to say, does not necessarily establish
significantly later composition: it could be primarily a rhetorical

balancing device. Neither does it establish a difﬁerence in tonality

between the two sections. We may, then, question the substantiality of

the parallels: are they exclusiyely formal parallels, or are they

alfo meaning-inclusive parallels?34

If they are meaning-inclusive also,
is there ‘an observable difference in tonality?

Examination of gese parxallels will prove to reinforce Holladay's
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argument. Most of the parallels he finds are not only formal but also
meaning-inclusive; and most of these meaning-inclusive parallels also show
a difference in tonality such as t‘hat proposed by Holladay as characteris-
ing the relation of the two cycles.

I have found it useful to demonstrate my findings schematically
(figqure 2 below), through a selective expansion of the chart of links
between 4:5 - 6:30 and 8:14 - 10:25 offered by Holladay himself.>® T
have only includeé in the chart those of Holladay'/s proposed connections
that I found to be meaning-inclusive, since, of course, they are the only
ones in which a difference in tonality could meaningfully be asserted.
Parallels number 2,3,4,8,10, being purely formal have therefore been

ocmitted. 36

The first three columns of my figqure 2, then, are taken from
Holladay's chart: the substance of the link, the verses linked, and the
occurrences of the linking word, phrase, or image elsewhere in the
Jeremiah-bock. To these I have added a colum each for the specification
of meaning-inclusive parallels, and differences in tonality, with a
further space for a summary of differences/similarities in tonality.

Some interpretive comments about figure 2 are in order. First, the
majoril.ty (eight) of the meaning-inclusive links discerned by Holladay did
oontain a difference in tonality such that one member was in a context of
more extreme and unawoidable danger and absence of hope for reprieve, com-
parative to the other. U;ually the linking member from 8:14 - 10:25
represents the more extreme text, which is consistent with Holladay's
evaluation. In some cases, though, the reverse is true: no. 9, between
5:11 and 9:1; no. 11, between 4:22 and 9:2; no. 12, between 6:28 and 9:3;
no. 14, between 6:27,29 and 9:6; all contain the more extreme context in

4:5 - 6:30. The first clear observation alout this is that all the milder
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1. he'asSpld w'nabd(d) _ 8:14 4:5 1o other //s ip Jer.
‘el 'aré hammibsar .
5. ys' niphal, "be saved” 8:20 4:14 otherwise in Jer.: Jer. to Yahweh
Yahweh 17:14; eschatological
pramise 23:6, 33:16, 30:7
(ironic?)
6. seber plus 'ammi 8:21 6:14 8:11 is a doublet; this combination
ot otherwise in Jer.
7. (high emotion) has seized 8:21 6:24 otherwise in Jer.: 49:24, 50:43
(hzg hiphil) us/me: 6:24 . .
sard plus -nii; 8:21
samma plus -ni
8. n'p, "comit adultery” 9:1 5:7 otherwise in Jex.: ~13:27 (moun),
23:10, 14; 3:7-1l1 (midrash);
,~ 7:9 (Temple Sermon); 29:23
(letter to the Exiles)
9. bagd, "deal treacherously” 9:1 5:11 otherwige in Jer.: 3:20, 12:1,6
AL
11. 'oti 1o0° yada'd 9:2  4:22 not otherwise in Jer. (even in
nonpausal form)
12. rakil, "slarderer" 9:3 6:28 rnot otherwise in Jer.
}8. mirmi, “treachery” 9:5,7 5:27 not otherwise in Jer.
14. Lhn and srp, "refine" 9:6 6:27, 'srp rot otherwise in Jer.
29
15. women making 9:19 6:26 1o other passages in Jer.
(in a variety of ~
vocabulary)
16. '0l13al parallel to bahirim, 9:20 6:11 not otherwise in Jer.
plus hiis
2
17. ‘amndt, "palaces” 9:20 6:5 otherwise in Jer.: to be rebuilt
30:18; pal. of Jerus.
17:27; pal. of Damascus 49:27
19. ‘'ohel, "tent,” parallel 10:20f 4:20, mot otherwise in Jer.
o y®ri'ét, "amxtaing,” 22

with sdd pual followed
by an expression for
*stupid” (4:22 sakal,
10:21 b'r)

-~ <\f
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* Sunmary of Differences/Similarities in Tonality °*

X

X

Whereas the sumons to flee into the fortified cities is a bid to
seek safety in 4:5, in 8:14 it is an ironic statemant of the
hopelessness of the situation: "that we may die there.”

»e y

In 4:14 repentance is urged that the people "may be saved.” 1In

8:20 salvation is samething awaited and not received: "the harvest

is past, the sumer is ended, and still we are not saved.” Hope is
diminished.

Both 6:14 and 8:21 refer to "the wound of ... my people" as
unhealed, and in the context of certain doom.

L4

The emotion of 6:24 is anticipatory: the people are gripped by
anguish at the rumour of the approaching foe. The emotion bf 8:21

regards a fait li: the prophet is rip:ipped by dismay at the
wound of his people (cf. 8:21, same unit, "the slain of my peocple.™)

In both 5:7 and 9:1 the people's adultery is reason to take action,
without provoking firm statement of such action. For Yahweh in 5:7
it is rpason to punish, for Yahweh in 9:1 it is reason to leave his

pecple.

In 9:1 the people's treachery is notivation for Yahweh to leave his
pecple. In 5:11 it is the reason behind the command to destroy
utterly the vineyard Israel-Judah.

In both 4:22 and 9:2 the people's ignorance of Yahweh is associated
with a propensity for evil, which in 9:2 is a reason for Yahweh to
leave his pecple, but in 4:22 leads to a harsh statement of irre-
vocable doom, in 4:28 (same unit).

(X}

Both 6:28 and 9:3 portray the wiole people as inwolved in slarder.
In 6:28, though, this leads to a statement of Yahweh's utter
rejection of the people. In 9:3 this is notivation for Yalweh to
leave his people. The shift in tonality exists, then, in the
association of treachery in 6:28, with the defimitive rejection of
the people. [

—

Both 5:27 and 9:5,7 camplain of the falseness of the people. 5:27
and 9:7 imply a relational context (5:27 — house, 3:7 —
neighbours) .

Both 6:27,29 and 9:6 refer to the "refining” and “testing" of the people.

In 9:6, though, the reference is brief and reluctant: "What else
can I &O?" In 6:27,29 the reference is exterded and harsh:
"refuse silver they are called, for Yahweh has rejected them" (30).

X (but
not formal)

X

Both 6:26 and 9:18 refer to womern/a woman mourning because of their
destruction, but in 6:26 the destruction is anticipated whereas in
9:20 (same unit) it is actual: "death has come into ocur windows.®

In both 6:11 and 9:20 the reference is to some viclence hitting the
"children in the street" and the "young men.”

Both 6:5 and 9:20 refer to violence against the "palaces" of Judah.
6:5, though, is in the context of a warning (see 6:8, same unit),
while 9:20 refers to a fait accompli.

The contrasts and similarities between 10:20f and 4:20,22 are
axtengive enough to merit separate treatment (pp. 45-49 below).

- »

\

Figure 2:  Meaning-Inclusive Parallels Between 4:5 = 6:30 and 8:14 - 10:25
—— ‘

b
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references fram 8:14 = 10:25 occur in 9:1-6, part of a unit extending
from 9:1-8. The second pertinent observation is less clear, constituting
a look ahead at Holladay's conclusions: all the more extreme references
in 4:5 - 6:30 come from passages Holladay will assign to the secord scroll
(4:19-27, 5:10-17, 6:27-30), on the basis, primarily, of irrevocability of
doom in these passag&s.37

Five of the meaning-inclusive parallels noted in figure 2 did not
include a difference in tonality: no. 6, between 6:14 and 8:21; no. 8,
between 5:7 and+9:1, no. 11, between 4:22 and 9:22, no. 13, between 5:27
and 9:5,7; no. 16, between 6:11 and 9:20. The parallel members of both
numbers 6 and 16, come from units that Holladay later assigns to the

seoond scroll. 38

Again, then, Holladay saw those passages as containing
material -characteristic of 8:14 - 10:25. Interestingly, numbers 8,11,13
all comnect with 9:1-8. More will be said below of the parallels noted in
numbers 8 and 13. For the noment it suffices to note that 5:7 (no. 8) and.
5:27 (no. 13) come from material extending from 5:1-9 and 5:21-29
reépectively, and e;m/ding with the same couplet as does 9:8: "Shall I not
punish them for thése things? says Yahweh;/and shall I not avenge myself
for a nation such as thisg?"

In dll this discussion of meaning-inclusive parallels, with rela-
tions to one another somehow deviant from those anticipated by Holladay,
9:1-8 plays a starring role. It is the unit from which came all the
milder parallel members in 8:14 - 10:25. It is the unit from which came
three of the five parallel members in 8:14 - 10:25 that do not show a
difference in tonality with their matching pairs in 4:5 - 6:30. It
shares a couplet with two of these last, 5:1-9 and 5:21-29.

We can conclude, then, that the material aof 9:1-8, with its

é
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relatively mild tonality, is characteristic of 4:5 - 6:30. It has links
with material in 4:5 - 6:30 characteristic of 8:14 - 10:25, i.e. material
showing doom as inevitable; and thus seems to participate in a structure
linking 4:5 = 6:30 and-8:14 — 10:25 together. "This is not only a con-
firmation, but also a significant refinement of Holladay's argument. And
if 8:14 - 10:25 is composed of additions to 4:5 = 6:30, as it is; and if these
additions characteristically reflect a more desperate situation, as they
d0; it seems highly probable that it is part of the added material that
distinguished Jeremiah's second scroll from his first. |

Further Exploration

a) Identifying the position of 9:1-8 in the first scroll

Exploration of the connections noted by Holladay between 4:5 - 6:30
and 8:14 - 10:25 brought attention to the question of the relation of
9:1-8 to 4:5 - 6:30. Further exploration of this is demanded, and although
it may appear to be a digression now, it: will prove to yield significant
consequences for the composition of the two scrolls, and their contents.

The question, concretely, to ask of 9:1-8 is that of its original
position in the first scroll. That verse 8 shares a couplet with the last
verse$ of 5:1-9 and 5:21-29 has already been nmoted. It should, at this
point, be remembered that 5:10-17 and 18-19 are seen by Holladay as
second scroll material and-exilic insertion respectively.39 This means
that 5:1-9 and 21-29 would have been next to one another in the first
scroll. (Verse 20 is an editorial introduction). Since the three units
in question are of approximately the same length, the question arises of
whether or not they once formed together a tﬁree-section bloc;k of
. material with refrains. The phrasing of the question is deliberately

vague with regard to the form of this three—~part unit. The concern of

-~
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this investigation extends only as far as determining whether or not 9:1-8
formed a unit with 5:1-9 and 5:21-29, inothe service, finally, of under—
standing the composition process in this material. Further judgments of
form would have to be made on the basis of a study of the poetics of
Jeremiah which, to my knowledge, has not yet been written. The question,'
as posed, will prove tO be answered in the affirmative.

There is substantial evidence of parallel thematic structure within
the sections, and of thematic progression among the sections, all of
which is reinforced by a persuasive series of verbal links that further
bind the sections. This evidence will combine with what we already know
of the three sections -— i.e., that they end with the same refrain, that
they are of approximately equal length, that the first two sections
(5:1-9, 5:21-29) were next to one another in the first scroll — to
assure us of their previous compositional unity.

First, then, let us look at the evidence for parallel thematic
structure within the units.

All three sections begin with a programmatic statement (5:1, 5:21,
9:1) which is followed by a description of the people's sin (5:2-5, 5:22,
9:2-6), followed in turmn by a statement interpreting an.ill as the con—
sequence of the people's sin (5:6, 5:23-25, 9:7). Each unit then has a
second description of the people's sin (5:8, 5:25-28, 9:7), and of course,
each then closes with the same rhetorical question: "Shall I not punish
them, says the Lord,/and shall I not avenge mysel"f on a nation such as
this?" (5:9, 5:29, 9:8).

) Although these three sections share parallel thematic structures,
as we have seen, and a common thematic development, as we will see, their

differentiations are also significant in determining their participation
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in the proposed three part unit.

Chapter 5:21-29 is the most reflective section, on the whole,
reflecting on the magnitude of Yahweh's power, and the seriousness of the
people's error in not recognising it. We will see that it is not as
extensively linked to 5:1-9 and 5:21-29 as they are to each other. At the
thematic level also, whereas 5:1-9 and 9:1-8 focus on knowledge of Yahweh,
5:21-29 focusses on fear of Yahweh. We find, then, an overall A-B-A'
rhetorical structure in these three units. There is, besides the sym-
metry of thematic focus just mentioned, a progressive thematic development
and intensification among the sections. First, we can see broad develop-

ments between the first and third sections. The first section, 5:1-9,

starts with the search for honesty and the third section, 9:1, begins with

a desperate complaint about its certain absence. This is structurally

apparent in 5:1b and 9:1b.

—

-
5:1 Coen nec e 9:1 BOEVIL 8D D
nvike epau T Jo=R o) N3y
One who does the commandments for they are all adulterers
and seeks truth a company of treacherous men
L 4

\ Yahweh sought one person obedient t0 the commandments and he found
ev;ryone engaged in idolatry. (Adultery is to be understood here as
apostasy) 0 He sought one person who pursued truth and he found "a
corpany of treacherous men." Similarly, in 5:7 the people are said to
have left Yahweh, and in 9:1 Yahweh expresses, in the light of his
reflections, his desire likewise to leave them.

Second, we can see thematic developmem; throughout all three sec—
tions. The people's failure to tremble when struck by Yahweh is noted

in 5:1-9 (v. 3;,§°n £§) and 5:21-29 reflects on that failure in terms

r
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of an absence of the fear of Yahweh evident in the people's not trembling
(v. 22 1§ nmcS). In 5:21-29 the failure to fear Yahweh is related to
the presence among the people of treacherous men (vv. 23,26-28), and 9:1-8
develops at length the treachery and distorting tongues of the people d

{w. 25:7).

“ Finally, 9:1-8 contains the only formal prophetic speech in the
three sections, introduced in 9c: "Therefore thus says the Lord of
Hosts." The judgment woiced after this introduction provides a climax
for the three part unit, the final condemation of the people's failure
"to know and fear Yahweh, and of their wholehearted treachery towards one
another.

The evidence for literary unity provided by the structural
parallels within the sections,” and the thematic symmetries and develop—
ments among the sections, is substantially confirmed by verbal links
among the three sections.

We will first loock at the connections between the first and th;.rd
sections, 5:1-9 and 9:1-8. Most striking is the triple verbal link
between 5:7 and 9:1: > «iab¥, 1LY ,i22¢ A" in 5:7 are matched by £6°'3¢3,

LY, oy in 9:1 (see Figure 3 b/ely

- ¢

S-midse neis§ e 5:7 ome €0 MW YU P 9:l
sl c(z RPYA RN} | p /2 oncw ndec) uz-Se nasyel
1I9C Y21 Lonie 1€kl SVl o8> >
NN avh KAy :oMadd N3y
5:7 "How can I pardon you? 9:1 "O that I had in the desert
Your children have forsaken me, a wayfarers' lodging place,
and have sworn by those who are that I might leave (forsake)
o gods. my people
When I fed them to the full, and go away from them!
they committed adultery For they are all adulterers,
and trooped to the houses of a company of treacherous men."
harlots.”

Fiqure 3: Verbal Links Between 5:7 and 9:1

13
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The third link, 12345 and &°2¢)) is made of two different verbal
roots, but with marked assonances. 33 d is a rare wbrd in the He(brewl
Bible, with eight occ;xrrences, four of which are in the Jeremiah-book.
This is the only occurrence of 33d in the Jererniah-book with the meaning
of collectively gathering. The‘ other occurrences (16:6, 41:5, 47:5) all
refer t0 a ritual incising of the skin. All of this makes it very
probable that the link of 123 ¢) in 5:7 with s'a¢a in 9:1 is not fortuitous.

.g[;/ is not a common word in the Hebrew Bible (thirty—t?ree occur-
rences) ﬁ’t it is a popular part of Jeremiah's early vocabulary (nine
occurrences). nA b.v , on the otherl' hand, is a very common word in the Hebrew
Bible, including twenty-two occurrences in Jeremiah.

What makes this link so persuasive is the occurrence, in order, of .
all three word-links, in both places within one verse. Clearly the
beginning of 9:1 is intended to prowvoke the memory of the description of
the people's sin in 5:7. .Just as the people abandoned him (5:7), Yahweh
would now like to0 abandon them (9:i) for their sinfulness.

Another persuasive link between the first and third units is between
the sequence 1pé¢, - nJiveS mg’/i in 5:2-3a and 9:2. There are no other
occurrences of avine$ .aé' in the book of Jeremiah, gltr-bugh e has
several. Again, it is the combination which is especially‘persuasive.

The first and third sections are also linked by a fairly strong

thematic focus on knowledge of Yahweh or lack thereof evident in the

following phrases: ‘ )
5: MR E R P r:g ("They no_gA the way of Yahweh")
5

4
:5 M o3 R e (" know the way of Yahweh") -

22 ¥y’ :cg *hiC ("They d not know me.")
5 "RE-n¥3 1y¥n ("They refuse to know me.")
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We turn now to a consideration of the verbal links between the first
and second sections, 5:1-9 and 5:21-29. The major link is between ;§m 5

(5:3) and \{-,—;h .¢<§(5:22). g‘ﬁ is not a very cammon Hebrew Bible

. word, with forty—-five occurrences divided between meanings of labour pains

and trembling. It (§';) has only three other occurrences in the Jeremiah-
book, ifl'4:l9,31; and 51:29. The link is probably deliberate; it has a
thematic con'ti.nuity with 5:1-9. In 5:3 the prophet says, "You struck

them, but they did not trar\ble. " 5:22 explores this phenomenon. How
could it be s0? "Do you not fear me? says Yahweh, that you do not tremble
before me?" It is notable, as mentioned akove, that whereas 5:1-9 and
9:1-8 have a strong thematic focus on knowledge of Yahweh, 5:21-29

focusses, equally on fear of Yahweh -(see also verse 24).

The other two verbal links between 5:1-9 and 5:21-29 are between
words that are common, both in Jeremiah and in the Hebrew Bible generally,
and they serve \here mainly to confirm the link already affirmed. First;, %
then, 5:1 and 5:26 are linked by te3un (5:1) and ic3uv(5:26). This iy
reinforced by a contrast: 5:1 is Yahweh's command for Jeremiah to seek
if he can find an honest, truth seeking man; 5:26 begins "for evil r;en
are found among my people," and continues in the same vein. Seeond, Coen,
which occurs in 5:4 and 5, occurs also in 5728 in both nominal andverbal 8
forms (1co¢,Co¢e). It remains for us to consider the verbal links
between the second and third sections, 5:21-29 and 9:1-8. Both sections
contain nuIN=- 9:1-8 three times (vv. 5,7) and 5:21-29 once (v. 27).

This is not a common biblical word (thirty-gine occurrences). It is part.
of a specialised vocabulary that is found mainly in the psalms (fourteen
occurrences —— oftén psalms of complaint) and often in proverbs (eight

occurrences). It is rare in the prophetic literature, with no more than

——m -
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1

one Oor two occurrences in each book. Jeremiah is the ex:cepti'on with four
occurrences — all of which are situated in these verses. It is not
likely a chance connection.

Tere are, additionally, supporting links between 5:21-29 and 9:1-8
between common words. First,»$ in 5:23 links with o3c in 9:1 in a way
conparable with the link on 353% .between 5:7 and 9:1 (see above p. 42).|
Just as Yahweh's people have gone from him, so he longs to go from them.
Second, the concern with sins of speech prominent in 9:1-8 is anticipated
in 5:21-29 as is evidenced in.the occurrence of ¥ 07232 in 5:28 and

AR tcg_nulc and'v/)e 1:..; in 9:4 and Va3 e in 9:7.

This exploration began with the observations that 5:1-9, 5:21-29,
£

© 9:1-8, all end with the same refraiﬁ, that they are of approximately equal

length, and that 5:1-9 and 5:21-29 would have been immediately juxtaposed
in the first scroll. To these have been addéd“dbservations of parallels
in thematic structure within each of the three sections, symmetry in the
thematic, préoocupations of the three sections, and progression of theme
atic development throughout the three sectio!s. These further observa-
tions were reinforced by the discovery of substantial verbal links among
the three séctions. This accumulation of evidence j.ztzlicat&s the answer
to the question that initiated this exploration, thag\of the original
place of 9:1-8 in the first scroll. The miltiple connections bgtween

5:1-9, 5:21-29, 9:1-8 only make sense if all of the three sections were

" side by side in the first scroll. We can affirm with some confidence,

then, that these sections shared a literary unity in that first scroll.

b) Chapter 4:19-22 and Chapter 10:19-21: part of an extended
inclusion?
'4

f .
\ In figure 2 it was noted that the verbal links between 4:19,22 and’
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N i
10:20ff were extensive and complex. There are in fact further links
between those passages,i such that the passages as a whple are clearly
parallel. The parallel material is, specifically, 4:19-_-22 and 10:19-21.
Figure 4 below illustrates all the parallels. :

The words indicated with an intermittefht line are not verbally the
same. At the same time, their occurrence in the same place in both
passages and their mutual identification-of stupidity with alienation fram
Yahweh, encourages their being treated as parallels. The parallel between
ng’ﬂb (4:19) and nSn./_.:Sn(m:m) is also not verbal. The parallel is
constituted rather by similarities in assonance, and related meanings of the
two words (4:19, "I writhe in pain," 10:19, "my hurt, my wound.")

It need hardly be said that the parallel between 4:19-22 and 10:19-21
is meaning-inclusive. Both passages are complaints of suffering associated
with scenes of‘ destruction, and follow the same sequence: exclamation of
pain and distress (4:19, 10:19a); identification of pain with desolation
{4:20a, 10:19b) ; description 6f the desolation in terms of destroyed tents
and curtains {4:20b, 10:20); and a pronouncement regarding the cause of
the desolation, that ident;ifies it as resulting from the stupidity of the
people or shepherds in their alienation from Yahweh (4:22, 10:21).

There is also a difference between the tonalities of the two pass-—
ages, although it is not, apparently, that identified by Holladay as
differentiating the two scrolls. The scene in 4:19-22 is explicitly
martial, and more vivid énd immediate. Its focus is on the experience of
war itself. The scene in 10:19-21 is reflective, focussing more on the
effects of the devastation. The difference, to be explicit, is that 4:19-?2
deals with the pain of witnessing destruction, whereas 10:19-21 deals with

the pain of living in the ruins. The latter passage shows evidence of
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post-597 composition, making apparent references to the first deportation:
"my children have gone from me,/and they are not; ... for the shepherds
are stupid,/... and all their .flock is scattered." The extended parallels
between 4:19-22 and 10:19-21 suggest a compositional dependency between
them. Specifically, 10:19-21 would seem to be derived fram 4:19-22, for
three reasons. First is the fact, mentioned abkove, tha£ it appears to
reflect a later sitvation than that in 4:19-22. Second, some of its
imagery seems to be drawn fraom 4:19-22 without having been also well
rooted in its new context. In 10:20b "curtains" are mentioned as one of
the things that will need replacing as a result of the devastati.on‘, with—-
out having been mentioned in 10:20a as one of the things destroyed. The
destroyed curtains seem to come fram 4:20, where they are mentioned as
one of the things destroyed. Third, 4:19-22 is firmly imbedded in
4:19+-28. It has a larger context, to which — as part of the Jeremiah-
ook = it seems to be native. A passage such as 4:19-22 has little
conceivable place on its own in either of the scrolls, because it is
private in its focus, rather than proclamatory. In 4:19-28, though, it
has been pressed into the service of Preparing the clima€tic announce-
ment of certain doom in 4:28. The later unit, 10:19-21, is not well
linked to its immediate textual context, and appears to have no function
‘in the whole unit other than to provide a link with 4:19-21. For these
reasons, then, it would seem tO be dependent on 4:i9—21.

The question of the significance of the parallels between 4:19-22
and 10:19-21 rétmns to be addressed. Their respective positions near
the beginning of the "Foe Cycle" (4:5 - 6:30) and near the end of the
"Sugplenentan} Foe Cycle" (8:14 = 10:25) suggests a role of some type

‘of inclusion for them, especially since we have already strong evidence
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that 4:5 - 6:30 and 8:14 - 10:25 were bound together in the second scroll
(since Inclusions are used to demarcate the beginnings and endings of8
units.) The /possibility of 4:19-22 and 10:19-21 functioning as an inclu-
sion raises the question of whether there might not be a further inclusion
nearer the opening and closing limi{:%\,of the composite cycle. In fact,
there is one, between 4:5-8 10:22. Within 10:22 are contained eight
words whose roots are also found in 4:5-8: o1, s123, Pc, §13d ,nED
uve, nain, Y. None of the words are uncommon, but their concentration
is persuasive. Signif;ca'ntly, Rudolph argues that 10:22 is a composite
vebse, without indicating any awareness of its parallels with 4:5-83! It
would appear probable that 10:22 was composed specifically to provide a
1ink with 4:5-8 and placed at the end of the "Supplementary Foe Cycle"

to indicate its conclusion.

| The links between 4:5-8 and 10:22 are comparable with those already

ide;ltified between 4:19-22 and 10:19-21, inasmuch as in both cases the
material frcml Chapter 10 is derived from that in Chapter 4. In both
situations we see material added at the end to balance material already
existing near the beginning.

In 4:5-8 and 10:22, 4:19-22 and 10:19-21, then, we appear to have
extended parallels intended to mark the beginning and ending of a second
scroll unit, composed of first scroll material and additions. Why would
Jeremiah make an inclusion with 4:19-22 rather than with some of the
material intervening between 4:5-8 and 4:19-28? Perhaps, because 4:19-28
was his first major addition to the first scroll material and he wanted

to build it solidly into the.structure of the new scroll.
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The .Connection Between 4:5 — 6:30 .

and 8:14 - 10:25: Conclusions -

Holladay argued for a connection between 4:5 - 6:30 and 8:14 ~ lQ:25
such that the material in 8:14 - 10:25 s@l&mted the material in 4:’5 -
6:30, was substantially linked to it, and was typically of a more desperate
tone, excluding the possibility of averting doom. He further proposed that
the two levels of composition are in fact those of first scroll and the
additions to it that differentiated it from the second scroll. The above
investigations of his arqument have certainly confirmed his overall '
hypothesis, substantially refining it in the process.

In particular, the ocontrasts in ton;.lity proved mainly to be as
Holladay had predicted, and investigation ,of those cases which deviated
from his prediction furnished evidence of the procedure by which the two
blocks of material were joined. Specifically, a segment of material fram
4:5 - 6:30 was found to have been placed in the middle of 8:14 - 10:25
(9:1-8). Material from the later Corpus was placed in 4:5 — 6:30 (4:19-28;
5:10-17; 6:9-15,27-30), most often with direct links to 9:1-8. The whole
composite was then bound with two extended inclusions, between 4:5-8 and
10:22, 4:19-22 and 10:19-21 respectively.

The segment of material displaced to 9:1-8 was discovered orilg:'ma.lly
to have been part of the material in 4:5 - 6:30, by its establishment as
one part of a three part unit made up Of 5:1-9, 5:21-29, and 9:1-8. Being
approximately of the same length, the th;:ee passages were discovered also
to share a refrain, a thematic structure, a progressive thematic dewvelop~ -
ment and sub§tantial verbal links. The whole unit has the tonality
identified by Holladay as characteristic of 4:5 - 6:30, and therefore can

tentatively be identified as part of the first scroll, in anticipation of

~
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Holladay's next step.

The identification of this three part unit allowed a betfer under- :

s&xdj.ng of the make~up of the first scroll structure in 4:5 - 6:30. The
first scroll material in these chapters comprehends most of the battle
scenes in Chapters 4 and 6, punctuated in Chapter 5 by the three part
reflection on Yahweh's inability to find among his people any knowledge or
fear of him or any respect for neighbor, and his consequent lack of any '
option but that of punishment. This A-B-A' structure is very much in com-
tinuity with what we know of 4:1-4, t%{bri’dge" between Chapters 2-3 and
Chapters 4:5 = 6:30. It effected the tra;lsition between the earlier focus
on idolatry and the appmpaching focus on scenes of destruction, by iden-
tifying the destruction as the potential fruit qf-Yalweh's fierce anger,
should his people continue unrepentant. In the overall structure of 4:5 -
.6:30,, then, we find again an overt conriection between the approaching foe
and the people's unrepentant hearts.

Besides contributing to our understanding of the first scroll, the
identification of the three part unit in 5:1-9, 5:21-29, 9:1-8 cast light
on Jeremiah's procedure in adding the second scroll material to that of

'the first scroll. Rather than just tacking it on at the end, Jeremiah
deliberately interwove the second scroll additions with the structure of
the first scroll by‘placing first scroll material in the midst of the
later additions, and also — a5 we saw above — by placing later material
(4:19-28; 5:10-17; 6:9-15,27-30) in the midst of the first scroll. In the
process, the structure of the first scroll was altered. This is turn says
something'about his intentions in the second scroll. He interwove the
earlier and later rr;aterial so that the earlier material also would be

read irf the light of the later, nmo longer as possibility but as confu:med

-

i
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certainty of dodm. Holladay accordingly claims that after the rejection of
the first scroll Jeremiah experienced a shift in his upderstanding of his
earlier material: "any words of judgment ..., previously understood only as a
divine possibility, must now be heard as having been set in process by
Yahweh, J‘.:.—revocahly."42 \

The Move to Historical Hypothesis

Holladay's treatment of Chapter 7:1-20 represents the beginning of
his movement from rhetorical data towards a historical hypothesis. He is .
interested, first, in establishing 7:1-20 as historically dependable data,
second, in pointing out the strong thematic contrast between vv. 1-15 and
16-20, and third, in identifying that contrast with that established
between 4:5 — 6:30 and 8:10 —K].O;ZS..,
To establish vv. 1-15 as historically dependable data, Holladay,first
arques for Jeremianic authorship, and second, supports the historical \

~ reference of the text. Holladay's argument for Jeremianic authorship

addresses an opposing argqument for Deuteronomistic authorship.43 He

L 3
appeals to "quite distinctive rhetoric® found in these verses to make his

case.

Thus ytb hiphil "do good" (vs. 3,5) is not Deuteronomistic, nor is

the pairing of "ways" and "doings" (vs. 3,5). It is true, the triad

"stranger, orphan and widow" is found in Deuterapomy, but if

Jeremiah wished to-cite a legal norm of this sort’s he could hardly

have avoided using the phrase. The phrase "walk af®er other gods" =
. 6,9) is likewise Deuteronomistic, but then the shorter phrases i

"walk after" (in religious contexts) and "alien gods" are found in

Jeremiah's poetry as well (ii 5,8,23,25, v 19). The discourse in

vv. 3-15 contains some highly urisual syntactical constructions.

Thus one finds the interrogative h®- followed by a series of

independent infinitive absolutes in v. 9, a construction without

parallel elsewhere in the OT — the nearest parallel is Job x1 2,

where the interrogative particle is followed by one independent

infinitive absolute, if the text there is correct. Then at the end

of v. 11 one finds gam— plus the subject pronoun plus hinneh

followed by a perfect verb; the.only parallel to this sequence that

is at all relevant is Gen. xlii 22. It is clear that the passage
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which purports to contain the Temple Sermon is not "monotonous" or
"repetitive" but is oconcise and has a carefully designed structure.
There is nothing here that suggests exilic authorship or late
reflection On an earlier event, and much here that suggests
immediacy and emotion, particularly irony. It is difficult to
avoid the conclusion that the passage offers what Jeremiah said on
that occasion. %4

Having arqued (and quite forcefully) for Jeremianic auttmor:s,hip,
Holladay next supports the historical reference of the text, and the import-
ance of the event it refers to, by noting that it left a "double deposit" in
the book of Jeremiah. The narrative version of the Temple Sermon can be
found in Chapter 26. With the historicai gependability of the Tamwle Sermon
defended, Holladay notes that one Of its mSst striking aspects is "the clear
hope expressed there that the people will change their ways for the better,
and that if they do, Yahweh is willing to stay with them in the land (vs.

3m.®

He then notes the strong contrast with vv. 16-20. Like vv. 1-15,
these verses have a distinctive style
without a high lewel of Deuteronomic phraseology and with quite
striking rhetoric: the use of, én with suffix and participle

in both vs. Ifvand 17, the use of h® interrogative in verses
17 and 19, and/the contrasting context of k's hiphil in wverses

The implication agajn, is that they were probably written by Jeremiah. But
unlike vv. 1-15 they show a very negative outi k on the future. Jeremiah
is forbidden to intercede for the people with Yahweh. Yahweh has made an |
irrevocable decision to destroy the land (7:20): the phrasing of the
decision is strikingly similar to 4:4, except that th\ere it is preceded by
- "lest." That which was an incitement to repenta;ce in 4:4, then, has
became the unavoidable future of Judah.
On the basis of his arqument to this point, Holladay announces his

suspicions that:
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the Temple Semmon in 7:3-15 tybifies the assumption of the first
scroll, offering a hope that repentance will change the intention
of Yahweh, while the prohibition to Jeremiah against intercession
typifies the assumption of the second scroll.?

Now the basis in Holladay's arqument for this judgment consists
primarily in the establishment of the relationship between 4:5 - 6:30 and
8:14 - 10:25, and the identification of the contrast between 7:3-15 and
7:16-20 with that emerqging from his first comparison of 4:5 - 6:30 and
8:14 - 10:25.

Closer examination of the relationship posited by Holladay between
4:5 = 6:30 and 8:14 — 10:25 proved to support his claims, and to refine
them considerably. A review of the other modifications made to%olladay's
rhetorical analysis of Chapters 1 - 4:4 would be in order hére, before
moving into the more specifically historical part of his argument. So,
1:4-19 was. fc;und to form a rhetorical unit, opening the possibility that
the link (/) between 1:6,7 and 2:2; 3:4,24 was effective in attaching the
whole of Jeremiah 1:4-19 to the following material. Chapter 2:33-37, on
the 5{:f1er hand, was found to lie outside the rhetorical structure of
Chapter 2. The "Seed Oracle" was found not to exist, and Chapters 2 and
3 were found not to be two halves of the same cycle. With these confirm—
étions of and modifications to Holladay's argument, we are ready for his
historical 'hypoth&sis .

The Historical Hypothesis

In a concrete move to establish the contrast between 4:5 = 6:30 and
8:14 - 10:25, and 7:1-15 and 7:16-20 as a historical indicator, Holladay

appeals to the narrative in Chapter 36 of Jeremiah.48

It is from this
chapter that the notion of the existence of first and second scrolls is
drawn. Holladay notes that the two scrolls are described in Chapter 36

precisely in terms of the contrast he has discovered. The first scroll

AN
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is commissioned and read with the hope of bringing about the repentance ‘of

the people. After Jehoiakim himself burns it in rejection, though, the
certainty of doom is affirmed, and his rejection is Mred with an

oracle of doom against him personally. The eecond scroll is commissioned, 4
containing all the words of the first scroll, and "many more like it."

Holladay sees no reason to doubt that Chapter 36 contains an account
of the moment of the shift from warning to inevitable doom. He does not
engage in a literary analysis of Chapter 36, or question its primary
interest. This is a serious fL& in Holladay's historical methodology. It
is an uncritical use of a‘ source whose interests prove to be quite distant
from Holladay's interests in it, as Lohfink's analysis has shown (Chapter
One above) A Uncorrected, it makes the rest of his argument, based on the
strength of his historical criterion, questionable.

Norbert Lohfink's literary-historical analysis of this material dealt
with in Chapter One, in fact proved to demonstrate the high probability of
Chapter 36 making accurate historical reference to the events that it
describes. In brief review, his argument‘ is that (a) the narrative in
26/36 is structured by date references, but (b) these date references
explain nothing about the narrative itself, so therefore (c) the date
referenées must refer to occasions that were common knowledge to the
readers. From this perspective, the narrative in Chapters 26/36 is an
interpretation of commonly known events from the perspective of a group of

50

~pegple inwlved in those events, i.e. the Shaphan-family.”" And according
X

to t&ti perspective, Jehoiakim's rejection the scroll intended to move

\
him to rgpentance, firmed the certainty/of doom in Jer¥miah's proclamation.

With judgment, then, we can{ firm up our commitment to first and

L4

second scroll ctures. of the first scroll as we can see
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it now, wculd‘include most of Chapters 1 — 7:15. After legitimating the
prophet's authority, in Chapter 1, it moves on- to a discussion of the
people's quilt in Chapter 2 and of the need and possibility of repentance
in Chapter 3. Chapter 4:1-4 —— a transitional unit — changes tack,
shifting the emphasis from the need for repentance to the consequences to
follow fram contimied unrepentance. These, of course take on, in 4:5 -
6:30 the shape of destruction wrought by "the foe from the north,"
Nebuchadnezzar's Babylonian ammy. Even within the heart of the battle
scenes, though, the emphasis is placed on the people's failure properly to
relate to Yahweh: Chapter 5, between t;he battle scenes of Chapters 4 and
6, would have been coﬁposed of the three-part reflection on the people's
failures in this respect. The scxroll closes with 7:1-15, the "Temple
Sermon, " in which the connection between doom and the people's failuJ;e,
that dominated the poetic material, is 'a'.rticulated positively as a con—
ditional proposition: "Amend your ways and your doings, and I will let
you dwell in this place." This positive articulation would make a suit-
able conclusion to the first scroll, offering a "way out" of the devasta-
tion threatened in the previous chapters.

The second scroll contained all the above, but with additions that
radically shifted the overall message. It added 7:16-20, with its message
of certain doom, to 7:1-15, thus obscuring any hope that might have been
drawn from the Temple Sexrmon. Jeremiah further added the material in
4:19-28; 5:10—-17; 6:9-15,27-30; 8:14 - 10:25, with its overwhelming
atmosphere of destruction, interweaving the later material with the battle
scenes in 4:5 - 6:30 so that the possibilities of devastation contained in
the earlier material became confinn.ed certainties, all to be read in the

narrowing perspective of ever approaching destruction.

SN
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Application of the Historical Criterion

Having established the contrast between hope for repentance and
inescapable doom as a criterion for distinguishing between the first and
second scrolls, Holladay next concentrates on applying it to particular

51 This process is generally not of interest to the

texts in Jeremiah 1-10.
present investigation, since the broad outlines of the first and second
scrolls have already been drawn on the basis of Holla;day's Observations to
this point, and since our primary concern is with vex"ifying Holladay's
argu"ﬁelt for a\shJ".f‘t in Jeremiah's underst\anding of Judah's future, and in
rela’t;ion to that, his own vocation. We will not get -involwved with
Iblladay;s assignment of questionable texts, or texts whose assigrment
depends aJZnDst exclusively on the application of Holladay's historical
criterion. These latter consist mainly of 7:21-28,30-34, 8:4-13. There

will always be debate in the application of a criterion, and it is not

particularly our business here to get involved in it. Instead we will

mainly review cases where previous evidence can be confirmed, and in more

detail, cases where the conclusions of this investigation differ

significantly from Holladay's.

Briefly, then, 5:10-17, 6:9-15, 6:27-30 are as we had anticipated
assigned by Holladay to the second scroll. We had seen that they forrred'.
part of the structure by which Jeremiah built the second scroll additions
onto the first scroll core.

Two further cases are of interest to us, sipce we differ from
Holladay in our judgments regarding them.

First, 9:1-8 is assigned by Holladay to the secord scroll. It
shareg refining and assaying imagery with 6:27-30 which Holladay also N

assigns to the second scroll. It should be noted, though, that those

l} C
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rdmémca in 9:1-8 are reluétant and comparatively undeveloped, whereas .
in 6:27-30 they are bitter and part of an exterded image which leads to an
expression of the pecple's ﬁtter rejection: "Refuse silver they are
called, for Yahweh has rejected them." We have sean that 9:1-8 in all
probability was originally situated next to 5:21-29. It is worth pointing
out that 5;10-17, a\s\@ of the second scroll would not have stood between
5:1-9 and 5:21-29: the three sections (5:1-9, 5:21-29, 9:1-8) would have
formed one unit together ®v. 18-19 are secondary, v. 20 is an edltorlal
introduction) . ‘ Q;'f

Second, 1:11-19, tentativeiy assigned by«ﬁolladay to the secor_:d -
scroll on the basis of his exclusion of it from the basic rhetorical
structure of Chapters 1-3, is confirmed by him as second scroll material,
now on the basis of fire imagery in i{: that he finds to be common in ‘
"second scroll material, (specifically the ‘word it oY "fanned," v. 13), and
on the basis of Jeremiah's preoccupation with his own role in vv. 17-19,
which he also finds t be common in second scroll material. It must be
stated that both these grounds are weak in the absence of rhetorical
evidence and evidence of irrevocable doom.

There is not sufficient evidence to justify a second scfoll aésign—
ment of 1:11—19. It ‘s’bould be pointed out, on the question of changes in
understanding of pmphétic role, that Jeremiah in all ibrobability experi~-

[ ]

enced several. The shift evident in 1:11-19 is t0 an adversarial relation

.with the peoplle of Judah, to an explicit awareness of Yahweh's intention

for Judah as including the impact of international hostilities, and to an

awareness Of his role as inwvolving therproclamation of the directions of

these hostilities. Given the probability that the first scroll had to do
. { g

with warning the people of Judah t© submit to the Babylonians, all of this
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can be presumed as' part of Jeremiah's self-understanding at the time of
the first scroll.

This in twrn suggests that when we come to study Jeremiah's shifting
gelf-understanding directly, in Chapter 5, we shall probably have to speak
more in terms of growing awarenesses or, perhaps, of a serfes of shifts.

Holladay: Conclusions

The purpose of investigating Holladay's case for the identification
of the two scrolls in the Jeremiah-book was primarily to verify the basis
of his claims for a shift in Jeremiah's understanding of Judah's futiike
and of his own role in i:ringing that future. This basis was a rhetorical-
critical analysis, th.ch led to a hypothesis about the composition-process
in Jeremiah 1-10. '

Holladay's rhetorical analysis has, as he claimed, proved.a fruitful
averue into the camposition process of the Jeremiah-book. It doe/b suffer,
to a certain extent, from imprecision in identifying evidence, which leads
at times to a failure to recognise it or use it fully. The fourfold dis-
tinctions between purely formal rhetorical tags and parallels and meaning-
inclusive tags and parallels, was introduced in an effort to compensate
for this. Similarly, the systematic mvmdgaqu into the "difference in
tonality" averred by Holladay between parallel material from 4:5 - 6:30
and 8:14 .-\10:25 was a fruitful effort to make these parallels speak more
clearly. | .

Partially becaus;‘of these methodological imprecisions, which led to
a neglect of some evidence, partially because of misinterpretations of the
evidence foﬁﬁd,~fblladay's ;:&sults required emendations in a number of
particulars. These prinarily concerned his treatments of L:11-19, 2:33-37,
the relations of Chagters 2 and.3 and 2:2-3, and 9:1-8. So 1l:11-19 was

2

<
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seen not necessarily to be outside the basic rhetorical structure of
Mta 1; 2:33-37 was shown in fact to.lie outside the rhetorical struc—<
ture of Chapter 2; 2:2-3 was shown not to exist independently from the

following material and not to have a controlling relation with the poetry

of Chapter 3. Chapters 2 and 3 were found, largely as a result, mot to be

rhetorically bound. Finally, 9:1-8 was discovered to be first scr:oll )
material that earlier ::i&d a three—section unit with 5:1-9 and 5:21-29,
in the first séroll. None of these shifts, however, cast Holladay's basic
hypothesis into doubt. In fact, they served to reinforce his claims by
refining his arqument. .
Most convincingly, the rhetorical evidence in 4:5 - 6:30 and 8:14 -
10:25 paints clearly to both the original separate existence of the bulk of .
4:5 - 6:30 and the d?aliberate "welding” onto it of 8:14 - 10:25. In this

particular Ho)..laday's argument was refined to the point that many details

" of this process became apparent. It was established that 9:1-8 had, in

the first scroll formed a three-section unitwith 5:1-9 and 5:21-29,
Jeremiah displaced the thn:d section to 9:1-8 to bind this later material
to the earlier, and also inserted later material (i.e. 5:10-17, 6:9-15, ‘
6:27-30) into 4:5 - 6:30 — often with links to 9:1-8 — to perform the
same function. A tonal contrast was discovered between material original
to 4:5 - 6:30 and ‘the later material in 8:14 - 10:25, such that the
earlier material threatened doom in the hope of prowoking repentance, o
while the later material offered only -inescapable doom.

Jeremiah's close binding of the earlier and later material was seen
to bring about the domination of the blacker pe.rspectiv:a of the later .
material Over the earlier material. The tonal contrast was obscured, and

only certain doom could be read from the final scroll.
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That this tonal contrast was not peculiar to 4:5 - 6:30 and 8:14 -
10:25 Holladay established by noting the same contrast between 7:1-~15, the
Temple Sermmon, and 7:16-20, the prohibition of intercession, which he
argued are both of Jeremianic composition. _

The same contrast was noted in the narrative of Chapter 36, between
the hope for the people's repentance expressed in the commissioning of the
first scroll and the certainty of doom announced after its destruction by
Jehniakim,

By induction, the cfontrast between the two blocks of secondarily
attached materials was identified with that described in Chapter 36, and
hence with that between the first scroll and the additions to it in the

second scroll, and this contrast was established as a criterion for.dis-

‘tinquishing between the two scrolls. To say this is implicitly to affirm

the shift in Jeremiah that produced this contrast, which affirmation is
explicitated by Holladay: Jehoiakim's destruction of the first scroll
destroyed in Jeremiah all hope for the aversion of tragedy. Doom becam\e
inevitable, and his own pmphetic role shifted as a result. The speci;flc

dimensions of this shift will be studied‘ in Chapter Five. : /‘\\””

In any fu'.storical argument, independent verification is preferable.
The works of Rudolph and Bright -- both earlier than Holladay, will be
reviewed in the foilowing pages, to see how much, and in which respects,
their findings confirm those of Holladay, through different routes. The

" work of Rudolph, which will be examined next, focusses to a high degree

on thematic continuities and breaks, which Holladay in his rhetorical '
analysis is very erratic in treating. Similarly untreated by Holladay,
although in this case because they lay outbide the boundaries proper to
his rhetorical analysis, are details of conventional formt such as
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*

"introductions™ and "oracular formulae.” These also are prominent in
Rudolph's treatment, and while Bolladay does refer occasionally to
Rudolph's work, he does not consistently take it into acoount. The next
chapter will focus, then, on presenting Rudolph's treatment in the form
of an analytic summary, and on working through the impact of his con-
ci.usions on Holladay's argument. ' i -
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CHAPTER III

3

RUDOLPH'S ANALYSIS OF JEREMIAH 1-10

Rudolph has a significant woice in informing the evaluation of
Holladay's work. His ook comprehends and contributes to, the decisive
historical-critical research of Duhm and Mowinckel on the Jereniad'x--book.:L
It contains the foundations, then, which must be addressed by anyone want-
ing to make a serious claim to advancement in knowledge of the Jeremiah-
book. '

The orientation of Rudolph's work is basically historical-critical:
Rudolph is finally most interested in what Jeremiah himself experienced
and said, and in which &rcumstances. In pﬁrsuing this interest he noves
oconsistently fram an analysis of the text that is generally literary, to
historical hypothesis and judgments of histox;'ical probability. The
literary analysis includeg isolation of unit, classification according to
form of prophetic speech, distinction of wices within a unit, discussion
of thematic concerns \and style, and discussion of textual disputations.
The historical hypothesis is drawn fram data pmvic'ied by these literary

investigations -- moving, j;n a particular unit, for example, from literary

form to a specific source and Sitz im Leben,2 based on a correspondence
between these former and Rudolph's external knowledge of the historical

situation. Specific historical indicators both are used in and emerge

» from-this Move to hypothesis.

Rudolph's work is significant,)for a discussion of Holladay's thesis

-63- 7
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at three general levels,:then: - the literary, the historical, and the move-
ment from the one to the other.

Regarding the Urrolle specifically, Rudolph disclaims the possibility
of discovering its contents (XVII), although he does often offer judgments
about specific passages. These judgments are only the be'ginning of
Rudolph's significance for the present investigation, and in fact often
prove to be among his less substantial contribqﬂoﬁs. Speaking generally,
we can abstract five areas of concern from Rudolph's procedure that will
surface at différent moments in our evaluation of Holladay's argument.
Fi;'st, Rudolph's isolation of the unit in connection with his discussion
of fom of sp;aech 1s significant for Holladay's division of the text of
Chapters 1-10. Second, Rudolph's discussion of thematic concerns and
style is significant for Holladay's discovery of thematic contrasts
between units. Third, Rudolph's discussion of sources is significant to
Holladay's assigmment of material as 0secondary or original to Jeremiah.

Fourth, Rudolph's discussion of Sitz im ILeben is significant — indirectly

- for Holladay's assigrment of material to one or other of the scrolls.

Fifth, and more generally, the progression in specific cases from literary
data to historical hypothesis in Rudolph is significant for the same pro-
gression in Holladay. *

*

In dealing with Rudolph, I have found it useful to present an

analytic summary of his presentation before treating its impact on Holladay's

argutent. This manner of proceding has a certain awkwardness, but it
seamed necessary for 'a camplete presentation. The material is organised,
in any case, so that all conclusions are contained in the sections dealing
with the relation of Rudolph's presex;tation to that of folladay. (The
same procedure will be followed in dealing with Bright i}ﬁ:‘hapter Four

below),

¢
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Jeremiah 1:4-19

Analytic Summary
The unit is entitled "The Authentification of the prophet as Yahweh's
‘ ~
representative"” by Rudolph, and he divides it as follows (pp. 3-11): 1

1:4-10 The Call .
11-}2 Der "Wacholder" (properly "almond"; German here has a pun
corresponding to that in the Hebrew) ’
13-16 The boiling kettle
17-19 "Speak what I command you."

Verses 4,11,13, Rudolph notes, have new introductions.

Formally, vv. 4-10 are treatéd as a vocation narrative, one standiﬁg
in sharp contrast to the more elaborate reports of Isaiah and Ezekiel.
Verses 11-12 and 13-16 are not seen by Rudolph as "pure visions," but
rather as strong suggestions that imposed themselves on the prophet from
his environment while he was still in the first excitement of his call.
Verses 17-19 are a synthetic closing section with connection to both
vv. 4-10 and vv. 11-16. (An implicit repognition that the two "visions"
are not completely independent from one another is evident in Rudolph's
treatment). The unit as a whole forms an introduction to the oracles that
follow.

Thematically, vv. 4-10 focus on the nature and historical signifi-
cance of Jeremiah's call: it is from eternity, it is( to speak Yahweh's
words, it is of international significance. Verses 1l1-13 articulate
Yahweh's continued support of his word, that word spoken through Jeremiah.
Verses 13-16 regard the "Foe from the North" threatening as a consegquence
of the people's idolatry and apostasy; these verses give us the first
indication of the content of Jeremiah's message. Verses 17-19 are themat-

ically synthetic (i.e. composed of themes from the two preceding sections)

with connections to vv. 4-10 that consist in commissioning ané"adnonishing the !
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prophet, and connections to vv. 11-16 that consist in the darker, more
serious content: the assumed need for defense from his people in vv. 17-
19, understandable in view of the threatening nature of his proclamation,
and Yahweh's intention to fulfill it, in vv. 11-16.

Rudolph's historical discussion focusses here — for us most sig—
nificantly — on the question of textual composition. What was Jeremiah's
intention in placing this material in this place in the Urrolle? Verses
4-10 provide the prophet's authentification, authorising him to speak the
oracleé that follow. Verses 11-12,-a oonsolation for Jeremiah personally,

provide a heavy threat to the hearers: behind the oracles that they are

2

about to hear stands Yahweh, with full intention to fulfill them. By
placing vv. 13-16,‘ the "boiling kettle/foe fram the north" here, Jeremiah
was saying that ¢he threat from the North that he had long felt, remained
unabated, and (implicitly) that Nebuchadnezzar was its immanent fulfill-
ment. (Rudolph's observation that Nebuchadnezzar would, in 604, be
spontaneocusly recognised as the "foe from the north" has further implica-
tions for the history of the scroll's composition, that will be weighed
_later).. In hjls\dlscussmn of Chapte.r‘ 2, Rudolph will further suggest that
vv. 13-16 predict the themes of Chapters 2-6, namely idolatry and the "foe
from the north." Verses 17-19, by their synthesis, provide the unit with
coherence. 'I'l“;ey also, by their reiteration and sharpening of thé ocom-
missioning, prepare the hea.rér for the beginning of the body of the
scrbll — the actual proclamation. The unit as a whole was placed by
Jeremiah at the beginning of the Urpolle to "authenticate himself as
Yahweh's prophet, and his word as Yahweh's word" (p. lov) . There is no
serious questioning by Rudolph of the belonging of any of this material
to the first scroll. .
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Relation to Holladay

Holladay and Rudolph both see wv. 4-10 as the basic call section,
followed by two visions beginning in v, 1ll. While Rudolph has the second
vision ending in v. 16 followed by concluding verses in vv. 17-19, ¥hough,
Holladay has the second vision ending in v. 14, followed by "expansion,
largely in prose" in wv. 15-19.° | .

Rudolph's demonstration of the synthetic relation of wvv. 17-19 to
the rest of 1:4~10, 11-16, makes it highly probable that these verses
(vv. 17-19) form a separate, closing section to the chapter. Holladay
presumably separates vv. 15-19 from the prece&ing verses because of the
oracle beginning in v. 15 — not clear grounds for doing so, eﬁpécially
since we are dealing with texts acknowledged as corposite. Rudolph's
division seems the best founded.in the text.

Although he failed to note it explicitly, Rudolph's discussion of
themes does show a contrast between vv. 4-10 and vv. 11-19 such as that
found by Holladay: vv. 11-19 are more sombre than vv. 4-10. Holladay,
for his part, fails to take account of the chapter's compositional unity
as discerned by Rudolph. Holladay's affirmation of the absence of links
between vv. 11-19 and the following material seemshrelevant only if
vv. 11-19 are established as separate fram vv. 4-10. Otherwise, the link
in 1:6,7 with 2:2; 3:4,24 (1%v), can be seen as connecting the whole
unit, 1:4-19 with the following material.

Partly as a consequence o§ their differences in the matter of com
positional unity, Rudolph and ﬁolladay also differ in their historiéal
judgments. Having demonstrated the chapter's compositional unity
(primarily based on the relation of vv. 17-19 go 1:4-16) ,' Rudolph gives

a coherent account of the individual sections in texms of the prophet's
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intentions in composing the Urrolle. (Now the issue may be clouded by the
fact that Rudolph does not seem to consider the question of the second
scroll here, so does not even consider the possibility of conposition:;ll
unity being at the second scroll level). Both Holladay and Rudolph let us
down in this discussion, Holladay by not noting the connections between
vv. 4-10 and vv. 11-19, and Rudolph by not considering the secord scroll
redacted by Jeremiah. J

Given that 1:4-19 form a redactional unit, then, the question remains
of whether it is a first scroll or a second scroll unit. The answer to
this question hinges on judgments regarding the dating of wvv. 11-19, and
regarding their suitability as first sc{‘mll material.

The bitterness of vv. 11-19 as compared to vv. 4-10 is probable
evidence of their later original date of composition (against Rudolph). At
the same time, these verses contain no clear statement of inevitable doom,
such as those found, for example, in 4:28 and 6:30. The description o.f
approaching destruction is here no more extreme than that in the portions
of the "foe from the North" material in 4:5 - 6:30 that was judged by
Holladay to be of first scroll origin (e.g. 4:5-8). Now if we could
demonstrate clearly that 1:11-19 is rhetorically separate from the
surrounding first scroll material in 1:4-10 and 2:1-32, we would have
grounds for assigning it to the second scroll. " In fact, though, we have
no evidence of rhetorical discontinuity. Without étrong corollary
rhetorical data, then, the relative bitterness of 1:11-19 is nog in
itself evidence of second scroll camposition.

Rudolph observed that the "foe from the north" referred to in vv.
13-16, would in 604 have been reoog’nised as Nebuchadnezzar (p. 10).

Norbert Iohfink, as we saw in Chapter One, claims that the scroll was
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composed in 605 in the face of Jehoiakim's possible defiance of
Nebuchadnezzar — its reading™was averted by Jehoiakim's submission to
Nebuchadnezzar, and read in 601 when Jehoiakim was meditating rebellion.®
If those were indeed the occasions of the scroll's composition and reading -—-—
and in my judgment Lohfink's case is very well made — then the issue of
the Babylonian foe would be the motivating and central issue for the
scroll. And in that case, the setting of a vision-oracle about the "foe
from the north" -— recognisable to all as Nebuchadnezzar — in the intro—
duction to the first scroll, would be eminently suitable. In wv. 11-12,
the hearers are, in effect, threatened that Yahweh will accomplish his
word. In vv. 13-16 they hear a word that they can see already being
accamplished in the figure of the Babylonians, and one that provides the
motivating concern of the scroll.

A final corroboration of this argument is that Holladay himséIf ddes
assign some of the other "foe from the North" material occurring in

Chapters 1-10, to the first sc::oll.5

Even he, then, does not see it as
necessarily thematically unsuited to the first scroll. |

At this point in our investigation, then, 1:4-19 is shown to be a
redactional unit with contrasts in form and theme between vv. 4-10 and
v, ]'.l-l9,' which are evidence of different moments of original composi-
tion, and may be evidence of significantly later camposition of 1:11-19,
hut which are not evidence for second scroll composition. The “foe from
the north," thematically prominent in vv. 13-16, would have been an
éuf;enﬂy suitable way of opening the first scroll. There is in all of
this, no strong evidence for second scroll composition of the redactional
unit, and scme substantial evidence of fgh,e suitability of its contents to

the first scroll. We may judge, then, ‘that 1:4-19 is probably a first
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scroll composition, and that 1:11-19 may be much later than vv. 4-10,
although we cannot establish a strong probability of that on the present
evidence.

This judgment necessitates a qualification of Holladay's argument
that Jeremiah's shift in his understanding of his vocation occurred in a
moment of time at the rejection of the first scroll. We have evidence
that he saw himself as standing in an adversarial relationship with the
people at‘ the time of the first scroll's composition. This suggests that
we should rather be speaking of a continuum in Jeremiah's shifting under-
standing of his vocation, or perhaps a series of shifts; more extended
consideration of this matter will be reserved for a point when our

evidence is more complete (see Chapter 5 below).

*

Jeremiah 2 . i

& \

Analytic Summary
2:1-37 is entitled "Jeremiah's oldest proclamation" by Rudeolph, for
reasons we will look at later (pp. 11-21). The unit is further divided,
as follows:
1-2a Superscription
2b-13 Israel's wicked/worse barter
14-19 The consequences of apostasy
20-28 And that calls itself Yahwhism! (Jahwedienst)
29-37 The deliberate (bewuste) Neglect of Yahweh
The thematic unity and progression seen by Rudolph is evident in the
titles he has given to the individual sections. In vv. 2b-13 Israel
leaves Yahweh for nothingness, in vv. 14-19 the consequences of her
leaving are explored; vv. 20-28 qualify the apostasy with the incredulous
note that the apostates still see themselves as following Yahweh, and
29-37 return directly to the neglect of Yahweh. There is some confusion

in the title given by Rudolph to the whole unit. This pae is clearly a

\J
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critical abstraction emerging from his scholarly interests with the unit
rather than from the unit's thematic concerns. The subsections, by con-
trast, are named according to predominant thematic concerns, and these

‘names show a progression of the théme throughout the unit., The coherence
of the unit, evidenced in the progression of concerhs in the names of i::s
sections, should be evident in its title, and is not in Rudolph's. The
unit could, for example, be better called, "Yahweh's wnplamt; Israel-

has abandoned hin." \

.‘h ’
.

Rudolph motes, regarding the relation of the whole unit to l:4-19,
that the foe from the north (1:13-15) is.not yet being discussed, but that

rather, 1:16 is being developed — the fallmg away to other lJ,‘) .

That last thematic note, of course, prov1des for us the Sage into

Rudolph's historical discussion, being in effect an observatlo about the
structuring of the Urrol;= . He sees Chapter 2 as following £ram Chapter
1:4-19 here as in the Urrolle. Another note made by Rudolp}‘:\_s/ﬁas .
bearing on'the ha.story of composition here, regards the superscription,
A vv. 1-2a, which, he claims, should be understood in the light of 36:5-6,
wﬁere Jeremiah instructs Baruch to read the scroll in the Temple "in the
hearing of all the people in Yahweh's house." Verse 2a, then, according
to Rudolph, announces the beginning of the proclamation for which the .
hearers were prepared in 1:4-19; it is the beginning of the Urrolle
.pnoper {p. 11). ' ’ '
Rudolph alcéo discusses -the relative situation,in Jeremiah's proph-
etic career of the material in Chapter 2 «— the title he gives to the
chapter states his conclusion. That this chapter contains Jeremiah's
ﬂ oldest /é;:oclazryatiori is eviﬁen£ to him primarily from the pre-

S S ;,/peutemmmical circumstances presumed by the material (p. '11). .Rdolph

) / ‘ | | A '
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does not spegify what these circumstances are: perhaps he is referring to
the widespread pursuit of other gods, as in v. 8 (Baal), v. 27 (rock and
. tree), and alien cultic practices, as in wv. 23-25 and v. 20 (harlotzy).
. One might, in that case, though, see this as miterial generated diring the
'Deuteronomic reform as a part of the drive to centralise and purify\ “the

worship of Yahweh. Rudolph also supports his judgment of an early date

‘with 2:18, which shows Assyria still as a political power. This means the

text'was written before Jehoiakim's time. (JeHoiakim took up his reign
under Egyptian vassalage, and continued it under Babylonian). Only v. 16
and vv. 32f are seen by Rudolph as having been flrst added by Jeremlah
durmg Jehoiakim's reign, in the process of dictatlon referred to in 36:4
. (. 11). ) - ’
_ Relation to Hollaﬂ B .
' Rudolph differs from Holladay in his division of the text, but in
such a way as to 'reinforce"th' correctlons to Holladay s analysis that
,,.' were made in Chapter Two (see ve, pp. 21-24), Spec1flcally, he treats
" . 2-3 as'part of the overall unit. gn another matter, the inclusion of
~33-37.in the unit, Rudolph corresponds with Holladay; we have seen,
‘ thoudh, that there is strong evidenceﬂ for excluding these verses f@ the
| ' unit. - : * o '
Rudolph makes severai ,contributione to Qu; understanding of the
place of Chapter 2 in the Urrolle. First, he points to the superscrip-
. tion, 2:1 (totally 1g'nored by Holladay) as‘ihdicating the beginning of
the Urrolle proper, basing his judgment on its correspondence to the
‘»/instruction given of 36:5-6: ":i.n the haaring of all the people in t.he

Lord's house." Second, he sees Chapter 2 as being attached to Chapter: 1, .

specifically as a development of 1:16, th®"falling away to other gods. "

V)
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'By ‘;:his;.'reading Ghapter 1 is a preparation for the acglal message of the
scroll, which comes in Chapter 2. In part_i;:ular,.mdolph mentions that
1:13-16 give us our first clues about what Jeremiah's message will be.
Third, Rudolph finds evidence of redactional activity in Chapter 2 during
the reign of Jehoiakim, i.es verses 16 and 32, which make Teference to
international political tensions of that timei Now the first scroll was
also ;:atpgsed.du.ring Jehoiakim's reign, and while that reign did exterd
from 609-597 BCE, the facts that the composition Of the scroll provides
_an occasion for literary activity on pre-exis';ing oracles, and that the
. scréll shows increasing evidence of having had a strongly political
fnterat, motivate u; to see thesé additions with Rudolph, as h;ving been
# made at the time of the 605 dictation.
- Jeremiah 3 - 4:4

Analytic’ Summary -
: " Rudolph divides 3:1 - 4:4 into 3 units, as follows (pp.’ 21-29):
3:1-5 " The Right to Return to Yahweh excluded
3:6-18 The Return Home of North and Southern kingdoms K]
3:19 - 4:4 Return Home to Yahweh through Repentance
Chapter 3:1 has a new introduction, Rud)lph points out, although one that
is garbled in the text as we have it. 3:6 also hds a new introduction,
" 3:19 - 4:4 are separated on thematic grounds: they could not be-a con-

of faithla:sness:‘(v. 20) so soon after the invitation to return home, of

" w. 6-18. 3:19 - 414 are-seen by Rudolph as a continuationDOf vv. 1—5.

e clains to d;[sc%rn a structure in these verses such that 3 1—5, 19-20
form tﬁe first 4 strophes, 3:21 begins a reversal with 4 more strophes
occurring u,p to 4:4. Rudolph has these verses divided into 4 line

strophes, with the breakdown coming as follows: v. 1, 2=3a, 3b=5, 19-20,
' . . ' 1

tinuation of 3:1‘8 because in that case, Yahweh could not éocuse the people

«
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21-22, 23-24, 25 - 4:2, 4:3-4. w -

It is not clear to me that all the strophes in fact fall as he sees
'then: ‘v.~22, for example, oontains part of a speech by Yahweh and the
beginning of a speech by the people. It seems Rrobable that the people's
speech should begin a new strophe. “Moreover, Holladay has shown the

transitional character of 4:1-4, between the ma in Chapter 2-3 and

that in 4:5 - 6:30. The link on 71¥V bindind the first three chapters

together (1:6,7; 2:2; 3:4,24) al$o reinfor the probability that the

ﬁnit'should be seen as ending in 3:25. -

Th;mtically, as is evident from the titles given them by lzgdolph,-
the three units are connected by the thread of return/conversion embodied
in the word Até. As is also e;rigimt fram their titles, 3:1-5 ard 3:19 -
4:4 focus on the conversion meaning of Ai€, while 3:6-18 clearly includes

a pbysical return in its focus.

Chapter 3:6-18 is further subdivided by Rudolph on thematic grounds.

He points out that while vv. 6-13 invite Israel to return, the words .

/"zion," "ark," "Jerusalem,” make it clear that vv. 14-17 invite Judah to

return. The attitude to Judah in vv. 6-13 does not make such an invita~

tion probable as a contimuation of -those ve.rs%\. Verse 18, finally, goes

against all the preeeding material, speaking of a return of Israel and

. Judah at the same time, whereas the invitation of vv. 6-13:and vv. 14-17

were clearly issued on separate occasions Verse 18, then, is meant to
join vwv. 6~13 and vv. 14-17 together by picking up on their cammwon thete
of homecoming (pp. 23+25). ' .
, Rudclpf: notes the connection in content between Chepte'r 2 and 3:1-5
(which he separatds becamse Of the new introduction in 3:1). He takes

this connection as an indication, of the contemporaneity ofk the two pieces
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in Jeremiah's Anfangszeit, and as an indication of the place of 3:125 in
the Urrolle (p. 21). S

In his historical reflections about the composition of this materiai
Rudolph concludes that because of the exilic overtones . of vv. 14-17, only
vv. 6-13 can be considaréd for a place in the first scroll; still, at
least vv. 14-17a are quite possibly Jeremianic. Rudolph points out that
although the first scroll was addressed to Judah while vv. 6-13 appear to
address Israel, these verses would be meaningful in Judean ears: the
invitation to Israel to return in those verses is really a way of accentu-
ating Judah's shameful behavior. lWhile,' for that reason, Rudolph finds
3:6-13 as suitable Urrofie material, he canrot say where in that scroll it
might originally have been,located (p. 24). -

Relation to Holladay

Rudolph and Holladay differ substantially abou;: the structure of
Chapter 3; although both read wv. 6-18 as an exilic redaction, Holladay
judges vv. 12b~14a to0 have participated in the earlier structure of the

f‘surroundj_ng material in vv. 1-5 and vv. 19-25. On the basis of this

judgment, it will be remembered, Holladay came up with an A (vv. 1-5)-B
(vv. 12b-14a)-A'(19-20)-B' (21~-25) structure in this material, which was
. found substantially to.be supported by rhei':orical evidence. Rudolph sees
an eight stanza poem in this material, whieh excludes vv. 6-18 entirely,
and which extends up to 4:1-4. The extensive parallels found between
wvv. 12b=13 and vv. 21-25, the ocqurrence in 3:24 of the last verbal link
on ¥v, %nd the clearly transitional function df 4:1-4, make Holladay's
argument the stronger here. »
Ru;:blph's discussion of the exilic redaction of. . s-ia provides
something that was missihg in Holladay's argument, i.e. evidence of such

»
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redaction in the evidence in the arrangement of those verses. He pointed
out, specifically, that whereas vv. 6~13 were addressed to Israel and
vv. 14~17 were addressed -~ on a separate occasion -- to Judah, someone
joined them through v. 18, which speaks of a common return of Israel and
Judah, and fram a clearly exilic context.

On the question of ﬂ&; larger structure of the book, Rudolph's argqu-
nent lends support to the judgment that Chapters 2 and 3 are rhetorically
separate', as was arqued in Chapter Two agaiqst Holladay. He notes that

there is a new introduction in 3:1, a device which indicates a new grouping

'of materials. He further notes in Chapter 3 a thematic focus on 2i€ that

distingquishes it from Chapter 2. He interprets the connections in subject
matter between Chapters 2 and 3 as an indication of contemporaneity of |
composition. Rudolph, with other commentators, sees ; concern with
idolatry as one of Jeremiah's earliest themes. Bright will, m this con-
nection, appeal to an influence from Hosea in the early Jeremiah.

Jeremiah 4:5 - 6:30 .

Analytic Summary
Rudolph treats 4:5 - 6:26 as three separate units, although he
recognises that they form together a complex thematically united around
"the approaching foe.” Holladay treats 4:5 - 6:30 in one block; since
our purpose is ocomparison with him, Rudolph's treatmaent of the three -
units (4:5-31, 5:1-31, 6:1-26) will be given together before jthejr
relation to Holladay is discussed. Rudolph's’treatment of 6:27-30 will

also be mentioned here, since that passage is too short to merit

‘separate attention, and since Holladay does treat it in contimuity with

the preceding material.



5 e R ey 1y Sk toes e

e

LN

55 ) EIIRRY <..

. L g

=77 -
Jeremiah 4:5-31

This unit is entitled "War is at Hand!", by Rudolph. While he does
not further divide the material into sections, he does distinguish the
material as follows in the course of his treatment: vv. 5-8, 9-12, 13-18,
15-21, 23-26, 27-29, 30-31 (pp. 29-33). Rudolph sees the structure of
this unit as providing a dramatic build-up:

kleine Abschnitte, die uns sofort mitten in die kriegsmt‘hineinfiﬂ{ren P
zum Teil scheinbar abrupt nebeneinandergestellt, aber doch eine grosse
Einheit bildend und deutlich auf Steigerung angelegt: won der ersten
Kunde vom Nahn des Feindes (5£f) bis zum Todesschrei der Hauptstadt
(31). (p. 29)

The short, apparently unconnected pieces, coupled with thematic
intensification, contribute to the highly dramatic movement of this chaptexr
— a kaleideoscope of progressively more terrible images. Rudolph detects,
in addition to the ocollage of battle images, sub~theme in this chapter:
responses to an implicit "Why?" The answer tO this question surfaces here
and there —— it is Yahweh's judgment (v. 12b), divine anger (v. 26b),

because of Judah's "ways and doings" (v. 18), because she has "Rebelled

" against me, says Yahweh" (v. 17b) (cf. 11/12a,22,14a) (pp. 31,33).

At the historical level of his discussion, Rudolph tries to account
for a serious contradiction in the material of Chapter 4: v. l4a would
seem to indicate that Yahweh would still be willing to improve things in
the case of a last minute conversion of the people, while v. 28, on the
other hand, speaks in terms of an "irrewocable decision to destroy"

(p. 31). Rudolph takes this latter reference as a sign that Jeremiah had
himself given up any hope for such an eleventh hour conversion on the
people's part, maintaining that v. l4a reflects Yahweh's theoretical

willingness still to fFrgim (pp. 31,33). This contradiction is, of
& .
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course, that noted by Holladay as characterizing the difference between
the two scrolls. Rudolph's attempt to resolve the contradiction will be

discussed later, in that oconnection.

Jexemiah 5:1-31

#his unit is entitled "Why the War?" It is further subdivided by
Rudolph as follows: vv. 1-6, 7-11, 12-17, 26-29, 18, 19, 20-25, 30-31
(Pp. 33-39). Verses 18-25 are judged by Rudolph not to belong to the
framework of Chapter 5, because of thematic discontinuities thft will be
digcussed below. '

Rudolph sees vv. 1-6 and vv. 7-11 as structurally parallel, with the
distinction that vv. 1-6 is a dialogue, while vv. 7-11 is Yahweh's speech
throughout: both move from quilt to destruction andkend with a reitera-
tion of guilt. Verses 12-17 also contain a shift of speaker, beginning
with a rebuke—-speech spoken by the prophet (vv. 12-13) and ending with a
doam-speech spoken by Yahweh., Verses 26—29 are a speech by Yahweh to the
prophet. Verses 30-31 arre an authentic announcement of doom, articulated
in a tense question.

-In material of this complexity it is undeniably difficult to dis-
tinquish where units begin and end. It is important to txry to discern a
principle of organisation. I would suggest that this is one area in which
Rudolph's methodology leaves him at a disadvantage comparative to Holladay.,
It focusses on large formal markers and thematic contimiities that are
useful in indicating larger units, but that can r&spect}vely be largely
absent and indiscriminately present in the smaller passages of large
d::;;xplex@. Holladay's discovery that this material seems to be structured

{
by clusters of imperative plurals, seriously challenges Rudolph's
Fod L

L)
’
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division of Chapter 5.6 Nomally, thig discussion would be further pur- ?
sued below, in relating Rudelph's analysis to that of Holladay. In this
case, however, Rudoiph's analysis is so directly challenged that it seems '
i.mpc;ssible to evaluate it on its own without at the same time allowing it

to be addressed by the altemnate éssertions of Holladay's argument.

The imperative plurals in Chapter 5 occur only in vv. 1,10,20-21,
ylelding divisions as follows: wvv. 1-9,10-17 (18-19 are secondary addi-
tions), 20-29. Verses 30-31 are clearly separate, an announcement of
déom, as Rudolph states (p. 37). Holladay is not certain when it was ‘
added.7 These divisions are supported by the new evidence discussed in
Chapter Two above (p. 40) that the thematic structures of vv. 1-9 and vv.
21-29 are parallel, culminating in a common refrain,

Rather than reading vv. 1-9 as a sec':tiori, though, Rudolph sees v. 7 |
as a new introduction; he reads the second occurrence of "pardon" as a
new beginning rather than as a’ connection with the preceding material. But
there seems no reason to separate vv. 7-9 from the preceding material: =
Yahweh has sought a reason to pardon, failed to find one, identified that
failure with a present ill, and in v. 7 he frustratedly asks how he oould
have pardoned the people, given their behavior. The following facts arg\sﬂa
for setting the boundaries of the first section as vv 1-9: that (a) there \ *
is no reason to make a separation at v. 7, (b) v. 9 must be a conclusign 4
since the same words occur twice elsewhere (5:29, 9:8) and appear to be a
refrain, (c) v. 10 begins a new seqﬁence of action with a new imperative,

and different imagery. Similarly, I camnot find adequate foundation for

Rudolph's division between vv, 11 and 12. They appear to be part of the

same thought, and there is a connection in imagery between the material

preceding v. 11 (v. 10}, and that following v. 12 (v. 14): the branches

\
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stripped away in the destruction of the vineyard Israel in vv. 10, are
connected to the idea of the people as wood in v. 14. I would, then,

arque for the constitution of vv. 10-17 as one section, supported again by .
the evidence of imperative plurals in vv. 10 and vv. 20-21.

Verses 18,19 and 20 seem appropriately dealt with by Rudolph as
exilic insertioms (vv. 18,19) and editorial addition (v. 20) respectivély;
Since his treatment of vv. 21ff proceeds largely on thematic grounds we
will reserve its consideration for the moment.

Thematically, Rudolph judges 5:1-31 to be uni';:ed by the question of
the reason for the war: The "why" that was raised here and there in
Chapter 4 is brought out as the major issue in Cﬁapter 5 (p. 33). He
separates vv. 20-25 from the framework of Chapter 5 on tﬁematic grounds:
the threat here is not war, but rather appears to be scme natural tragedy
that has already occurred. The linking idea between vv. 20-25 and the
body of Chapter 5, is that of a misfortune interpreted as a consequence
of the people’s sinfulness. (Verse 20 might be an adciition, based on 4:5,
designed to make clear that vv. 21-25 are directed at those Wg in
Judah, rather than the exiles).

Now this exclusion of 5:20-25; and its separation from vv. 26-29,
should be questioned. The occurrence of the imperative plurals in wv. 20
and 21 argue strongly for their being material intrinsic to the unit.

The lack of further imperative plukals after v. 21 argues for it beginning
the last unit in Chapter 5, i.e. one extending from vv. 21-29. }

Further, the threat of war in Chapter 5 is most embodied in 5:10;17,
which, we have argued in Chapter Two, was not part of the first scroll.
It, then, should be seen as the addition, rather than V. 20-25. Apart

fram vv. 10-17 the only refere‘néa to war comes in the oblique references

»
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of v. 7, gouched in animal imagery. This oblique reference to an immanent
or perhaps onéoing series of attacks, 1s not nearly on a scale with the
utter destruction and blood-chilling strangers of vv. 10-17. In addition,
this reference in v. 7, to a mllltary threat, functions in the same way in
vw. 1-9 as does the reference in vv. 24-25 to the natural disaster,
apparently a drought. Both are ills brought on by the people's sinfulness.
Rudolph rotes that this is.specifically what links wv. 20-25 to Chapter 5,
but he does not see that this sinfulness, Father than the war, is thé
domingting element in the chapter.

Rudolph's position regarding Chapter 5 has, then, been challenged
from two perspecti\}es: his division of the material, and his estimation
of the significance of war as a thianatic focus, in the chapter's basic
structure. . '

Jeremiah 6:1-26

This unit is entitled "Once again, War-pain and War-guilt." It is
further divided as follows (pp. 39-45): &
1-8 The destruction of Jerusalem througi'x the foe fram the Nérth
9-15 Jerusalem's Unrepentance
16-21 Jerusalem has no excuse
22-25 (oncluding piece ~ (Schlusgabschnit )
26 {not dealt with)
Thematically, the unit is a resumption of the intensifying battle
scenes of Chapter 4, after the interpretive interlude of Chapter 5
(p. 39). Chapter 4 began with the call to seek shelter in the fortified .

cities and ended with the terrified scream of Jerusalem. Chapter 6

focusses exclusively on Jerusalem, beginning with the call to flee from

the midst of Jerusalem — the capital city herself is no longer safe.
Verses 1-8, then, depict the destruction itself. Verses 9-15, Rudolph
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claims, set a kind of ritardando into the structure of the chapter, substan—
tiating the claims of v. 6f that only sin and wickedness were to be found
in Jerusalem. Verses 16-21 assert the inevi‘f:ability of doom, since
Jerusalem is without excuse. Verses 22-25 are the conclusion, mot only of
this unit but also of the whole "foe from the North" material of Chapters
4-6; it refers back to 4:5f, 5:15, and 6:1-8.

Rudolph's historical discussion in this chapter turns around the
identification of the "foe from the North," which is on'ly of seocondary
interest t the present mqm.ry

Jeremiah 6:27-30

Rugolph entitles this unit “The Qutcome of Jeremiah's Word" (pp. 45-
46). Formally, these verses are a dialogue, with Yahweh initiating speech
in v. 27, and Jeremiah answering him in wv. 28-30. The overall meaning of
the unit is clearly an indication of Jeremiah's evaluation of his work to
this point, and, Rudolph comments, "it is desolate emough” (p. 45).

Of great interest is Rudolph's note that the form of v. 27 is
reminiscent of l:‘5 in Jeremiah's vogation narrative: '"Zum Propheten
gehdrt also such das‘Priifen, nicht bloss das Verkt:irxiigen" (p. 45). In
this short unit, then, we find an explicit re-articulation of Jeremiah's
vocation, and fram his own lips. This will further be developed in
Chapter Five, as part of the more properly historical phase of this N
investigation.

Relation to Holladay

Rudolph finds an A-B-A' pattern in the thematic movement of .4:5 -

6:26: from scenes of battle, to a reflection on the cause of destruction,

and back to battle scenes. Holladay also discovered such a pattefn in

.
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the same mate'rial, but on the basis of concentrations of J'.mpe.ratj.w:-zs.8

‘The imperatives, then, are concentrated ih the battle scenes in 4:5;-31 (&)

and 6:1-26 (A'), and are less frequent in 5:1-29 (B). Rudolph adds to
this appreciation of thematic symmetry an awareness of progressive inten-
sification through the material, in the fo.e's increasing proximity to
Jerusalem: in Chapter 4 the foe is approaching and people are urged to
flee to the fortified cities, but by Chapter 6 people are fleeing from the
midst of Jerusalem itself (p. 39).

St:ructura:lly, Rudolph's division of the material in these chapters
agrees with Holladay's in Chapters 4 and 6, and differs radically in
Chapter 5. Both scholars make a division at the end of Chapter 4, Rudolph
only subdividing to identify the short battle images that make up the -
"large unity" (p. 29). In the division of Chapter 5 there is substantial

disagreement between the two scholars, but, as argued above, Rudolph's

division at amis point seems incorrect, especially in view of the evidence

mustered in Chapter Two for the relation of 5:1-9 and 5:21-29. There are
only minor differences in their respective divisions of Chapter 6.
Holladay treats w. 16-26 as one section, and Rudolph as two. Rudolph
closes the unit at 6:26, while Holladay closes it at 6:30, but will later
withdraw vv. 27-30 from the first scroll structure of that chapter; he
shows, then, awareness of its separateness.

Rudolph, as did Holladay, reflects on the historical significance of
Jeremiah's apparent loss of hope. His comment regarding the contrast
between 4:14 and 4:28, i.e. between Yahweh's potential willingness to
pardon and an announcement of irrewocable judgment, calls to attention a
thematic contrast also noticed by Holladay. Rudolph sees this as a problem

and tries to account for it by identifying 4:28 as an expression of

LI
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Jeremizh's personal despair, and 4:14 as Yahweh's position. Both verses,
though, are Yahweh-speeches; there being no grpunds in the text for
Radolph's distinction, the probability is that they smere written on
different occasions. This, of course, is the option embraced by Hplladay.
Holladay's further hypothesis is that 4:28 is later, of course, and™in
fact illustrates the definitive theme of the second scroll.

of pérhaps more specific interest at the historical lewvel, is a comr .
parison between Rudolph and Holladay's judgments regarding assigmment of
material to the scrolls. Both scholars agree in seeing 4:5 — 6:26 as a
complex that is primarily of first scroll composition, az?d that is

redactionally linked by rhetorical devices to the preceding material. Both
rote the links in 4:1-4 to both the preceding and following material .

Rudolph further has suggested a link between 1:11-16 where, he says,
we have the first clues to the content of Jeremiah's message — and the o
material in Chapters 2-6. By his reading, Chapters 2 and 3'develop the
"falling awaybto otj'xer\ gods” of 1:16 (p. 11). Although he does not men-
tion it explicitly, it follows implicitly that 4:5 - 6:26 then develop the
"foe from the North" of 1:13-15.

Rudolph's analysis of the owverall thematic movement in these chapters
has, then, contributed substantially to our understanding of Holladay's
"Foe Cycle’, reinforcing the A-B-A' structure found by Holladay in the
clusters of imperatives. His recoqnition of the contrast between v. 14
and v. 28 as somett;i_ng that needs accounting for reinforces Holladay's
oconviction that there a‘;‘e two levels in the text to be dealt with.

Finally, Rudolph's analysis concurs with }Iolladay"s in the judgment that

4:5 - 6:26 are firmly hound into the structure of the first scroll.

N
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Jeremish 7:1-15 , v

Analytic Summary

Rudolph entitles this unit "The Temple Sermon," and does not further
subdivide it (pp. 47-50). There is a new introduction in the third person
in 7:1, the last befOre 1ll:1. Chapters 7‘10? then, acocording to Rudolph
are redactionélly united (p. 47). Formally, the material 'in 7:1-15 is
written in prose, of a style characterised by Rudolph as "long-winded" and
"reminiscent of the Deuteronomist" (p. 47); The combined evidences of
third person introduction (contrasting with the first person narrations of
1:4,11,i3; 2:1; 3:1,6,11) and prose composition persuade Rudolph that the
"Tenple‘Semon" is not part of the cellection of Chapters 1-6.

At the thematic lewvel, Rudolph asserts that 7:1-15 clearly‘ contains

the speech summarized in Chapter 26: "Jeremiah called for reform (7:3,5 =

© 26:3,13) and threatened with the fate of Shilo (7:12-14 = 26:6)" (p. 47).

The leitmotif of this material, according to Rudolph, was correctly —
assessed by Volz to be "What gives shelter" (p. 48) . The Temple alone does
not. This position challenged the b(;iief that Yahweh would not under any
circumstances forsake his temple: Yahweh will only remain with the
people if they make his stay possible through their conduct. Verses 5f.
give the conditions of Yahweh's stay. Verses 8-11 develop the wickedness
of taking refuge in the Tenple while living immorally. The Temple Sermon
réaches its climax in vv. 12-15: "so little is the temple a shelter for
fhe unholy people, that it will rather itself fall into destruction" —
as did Shilo — if the peoples' heart does not change (p. 49). Verse 15,
finally, extends the destruction to include the scattering of the people.
Rtldolph's ’historical discussion of this unit is extended and moves

on several fronts. "He treats the questions of-the unit's history of

o
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camposition, its historical contest, its belonging to the Urxolle.
First, Rudolph does not think Jeremiah wrote this unit as it now
stands: it is pot written in poetry as is most of his other material, and

prose materials of the same "longwinded" and "Deuteronomistic" character—

.istics occur elsewhere ih the book. In otherJ words, according o ‘Rudolph,
7:1-15 is not the exception to poetic texts that makes the rule,h it is

'part of an ent:.rely sepa.rate pProse phenomenon (p. 47). jI‘he weakness of

Rudolph's a.rgument here shquld be noted. Had this been the only prose
text in Jeremiah, pe ‘claims, he would have considered’ the possibility that

" Jeremiah committed this speech to prose because of its centra; importance.-

The existence of other such prose texts dissuades him Of this. It is
obvious, though‘, that the existence of other such texts in the Jeremiah-
book oould equally be evidence ttxat suck} material is propernly Jeremianic.

* Because the additions and expansions within the-text do not allow
exclusioh, and because their renoval does not leave a poetlc text, Rucblph
judges that 7:1-15 1s not a re-mrking of Jerem.ah‘s actual words into -
sexrmon form. Rather, the text-probably is based on the words of Jeremiah,
bit as passed through a distinct(fremd) personality (so Mowinckel) (p. 47).
The "additions and expansiohs" are not specified by Rudolph, but one
wonders, if they éannot be excluded, how he arrived at that classification

of them. S . -
) ’t

Rudolph does- not doubt that 7 1-15 is based *on the words of Jeremiah:
not only is there the second test_mony of Chapter 26 for the historicity of
the speech, but also the central assertion, that the Temple does not give

shelter, would never have been made in Deuteronomic circles. It runs
counter to the Deuteronomic attitude to the Tgxple In other words, the

'*r"

idea ocould have originated in the circles that apparently are

R
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responsible for the text's redaction.

. Verse 15 is judged by Rudolph mot have been part of the Temple

Sermon as delivered by Jerefiah, since it 'introduced the issue of the

éxile, while the Temple Sermon focussed, pfecisely, on the Temple. More-
Chapter 26, which relates the event of the semon's delivery, makes

it evident that the sermon ended Wwith the co:rrparlson with Shilo —— at

that point Jeremiah wg/nﬁl;bed by the rg:::m\ad, so he did not have a chance
S

f - .
to say anythinighzxe!i/(p/@) . Verse 15, then, is an exilic addition:
Sécond, pPh develops the theme in its historical context. From

26:1 we know that’ the Temple Sermon <as delivered at tthe beginning of

'Jehoiakim's reign. The Question of the security to be derived fram

association with the Temple was current because of the general insecurity
of the times, and campounded by what had brought on this insecurity:
Josiah had left the shelter of the Temple, and died.

Kein Wunder, dass ein Gefthl der Unsicherheit im Volke Platz griff,
und dass man sich um so stirker an die einzige verbleibende
Garantie fir Jahwes Hilfe klammerte, an den Tempel, aus dessen
Schutz Josia sich nicht ungestraft entfernt hatte. Das dreimalige

.."der Tempel Jahwes" (4) malt die Inbrunst und Leidenschaft, mit
der man sich gegenseitig die Wirksamkeit dieses Schutzmittels
versicherte .... Aber Jer heisst das "Ligermorte":. sie setzen
woraus, dass Jahwe unter allen Umstinden sein Helllgtum nicht im
.Stich lassen werde. (p. 49)

Finally, the same evidence that led Ridolph to distinguish 7:1-15

- from the oollection of Chapters 1-6, leads him as a consequence, to judge

“that it is not part of the Urrolle.

Relation to Holladay
Rudolph and Holladay agree regarding the extent of the Temple Scroll
and that it is. fundamentaily Jeremianic. Holladay, however, in agreement
with Weippert,® concludes that Jeremiah himself actually conposed this

material. His arqument (see pp. 52-53 above) is based on a "distinctive
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rhetoric" in 7:1-15, tHat is not cﬁ:ac’teristically Deuteronomistic, that
suggests neither "exilig authorshig" ngr "late reflection on an earlier
event"; and that in fact does suggest "immediacy and ebtion, "0
Holladay's argument on this point is very convincing, and is in fact
partially supported by J. V. M. Sturdy's analysis of Nicholson's Preaching

to the Exiles, the most prominent recent proposa; of the Deuteronomistic

redaction of the "prose serm:)ns."ll Rudolph's argument is overshadowed

heJ;e; in fact same of its weaknesses have already been detailed.
Holladay's judgment, then, bears the weight of probability, with the )
exception of v. 15, whiclh does suggest exilic authorship.

In other areas, Rudolph's articulation of the theme of the Temple
Scroll - including conditions under which Yahweh would stay, corresponds
to Holladay's thematic treatment. His dating of the speech in the begin-
ning of Jehoiakim's reign allows on a strictly temporal lewvel the inclu-
sion of this material in the first scroll that Holladay advocates.

Jeremiah 7:16 - 8:3

Analytic Summary

7:16 - 8:3 is entitled "Cultic Abuse" by Rudolph (pp. 50-55). It is
further sub-divided as follows: vv. 16-20,21-28,7:29 - 8:3. Rudolph
determines the ending of the unit to be in 8:3 because of a "break m
meaning” at that point, and because of the extension of the predominantly
prose text to that point (p. 56). He sees 7:16 - 8:3, then, as part of a
piece of Deuteroromically redacted material extending from 7:1 = 8:3.
The Temple Sermon ends in verse 15; it reache§ it logical climax there,
and as mentioned above, we know from Chapter 26 that Jeremiah got’no |
fu’rtéer thap his parallel between the'Temple and Shilo (v. 15 is an

exilic addition). Verses 16 ff, moreover take up an issue of private
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interest between Yahweh and Jeremiah — the prohibition of intercession.
Thematically, 7:16 = 8:3 is united by a concern with cultic abuses.
So, the prohibition of intercession in vv. 16-20 is substantiated with

cultic abuses. Verses 21-28 deal with legitimate sacrifice itself as an

object Of aversion to Yahweh: obedience, mot sacrifice, is what he asked

"

from the fathers in the desert. Here, any cult is seen as illegitimate.
In 7:29 - 8:3 there is a return to the dir eatment of cultic abuses,
this time in powerful connection with the destruction of the land.
Rudolph's historical discussion here focusses extensively on the
historical background of the culsic abuses mentioned, which is not of
significance to a compa.rison with Holladay. He also makes some comments
a;tbout the redactional histoz& of this material; 7:1-15 and 7:16 - 8:3
were put together by the Deuteronomic editor by the linking theme of cult.
7:16-20 in particular, really of .drigi.nally private significance, would
have been included by the Deuteronomic editor because of its mention of
cultic abuses. Chapter 7:29;, intpoetry, is seen by Rudolph as a
Jeremiah-quotation inserted by the editor. ‘

/

Relation to Holladay

While Hoﬁada}_ treats v. 29 on its own, Rudolph includes it with.
the following material \(7:29 - 8:3). HolléLiay ‘also treats 7:30-34
separately and 8:1-3 not at all. Apart from these differences the two
scholars agree in the divisions of 7:16 - 8:3. Chapter 7:30~34 are also
seen by Holladay as Jeremianic; here again he'and Rudolph do not
oorrespond. Chapter 8:1—'3,. on the other hand, is judged by both to be
secondary. At this point it becomes clear that the mdjor factor ¢
accounting for their different divisions of the material, is Holladay's.

belief that same material is Jeremianic and needs to be separated from

S !
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the rest.

With the exception of 7:29, then, Rudolph sees the material in 7:16 -
8:3 as Deuteronomic. Holladay differs fram him in seeing Jeremianic com-

- positions here, on the strong basis of the maintained distinctive rhetoric
in vv. 16-20 and vv. 21-28, and on the weaker basis of thematic correspond-
ences with second scroll material in vv. 30-34.

Now wvv. 30—34 and their relation to the surrounding material need to’
be further investigated. I would arque that 7:30-34, 8:1-3 are secondary
insertion, and that 8:4ff was earlier éonnected with 7:21-28. )

First then, 7:30-34 and g:l—B share a focus on corpses and cultic
perversions, all couched in sensational imagery. And 8:1-3 is recognised
by both Holladay and Rudolph as subsehuent to Jeremiah. I am arguing
further, that 7:30-34 is the beginning of the material that continues in
8:1-3. ;

Second, there appears to be a oonnectlon bstween the material pre-
ceding 7:30-34 (7:21-28) and 8:4-12. Both section®~share a thematic focus
on the willful disobedience of the people. In addition 7:28 oontains the
same introductory phrase as 8:4: .om'dic NIUKCI. The continuities between
7:30-34 and 8:1-3, and those between 7:21-28 and 8:4-12 argue, then, for
the original connection of 7:21-28 to 8:4-12 and the subsequent insertion \
of 7:30-34 and 8:4-12.

N

Jeremiah 8:4 — 9:25

Analytic Summary \
In 8:4 original Jeremiah material begins again, claims Rudolph,

observing though, that whereas in Chapters 2;-6 it» had been presented .in

oontinuwous, connected passages, in 8:4 and following we have a juxta-

position of shorter pieces. (This is an observation of potential
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significance for the history of the camposition of the scrolls). He o
divides 8:4 — 9:25 into nine short units, which will be treated .together
here because he sees them as rhetorically Linited (PP. 55-65). They are
as follows: )
'8:4-7 The Incomprehensible Conduct of the people
8-9 The False Torah
10-12 = 6:12-15

13-17 No grapes on the vine
18-23 Lament over the wound of the people

9:1-8 The corruption of the people

9-21 Summons to lament

22,23 The true glory

24,25 The worthlessness of circumcision -
In dealing with these shorter units Rudolph finds it useful to abstract
the ones that are thematically related, to treat them together, and to
examine the connections of the remaining material to them (p. 55).

- Rudolph is, essentially, proposing here the rhetorical structure of

8:4 - 9:25. (Samewhat characteristically, in met places he does not
explain how he arrived at the divisions of sections that he names, but
only how they are related). So 8:4-7, 13-17, and 9:1-8 form a kind of
thematic skeleton focussing on "the total failure of the people in religious
and moral matters," which theme provides a suitable continuation of 7:1 -
8:3 to which they are redactionally linked (p. 55). (I have argued above
that 7:30-34, 8:1-3 do not pa.rticipa;te in the original structure of this
material. The link, then, is between 7:28 and 8:4). Chaptetr 8:8-9
(Plus the secondary additions to it in vv. 10-127%) are connected to
vv. 4-7 by a catchword (know — v. 7, wise — vv. 8,9). Thematically
they are unconnected, vv. 4-7 deali_ng with the whole people and vv. 8-9
dealing with the failures of the wise. Chapter 8:18~23 are inserted

before 9:1 on the same basis (O that my head ~— 8:23, O that I had - 9:1).
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Thematically, again, they are ;nconnected. 8:18-23 laments the wound of
the people with deep sympathy, while in 9:1-8 the prophet is lamenting
the Q;eople's corruption fram his own perspective. The lament in 9:9—2i
can be seen as aepicting a more specific fulfillment’Hf the punishment
threatened in 9:8. The secondary nature of the whole conception c;an,
Rudolph“claims, be seen fram the fact that 9:8 is a later addition — a
'fact' he does not establish. In view of the relation established between
9:1-8 and 5:1-9,21~-29, and of the role established for 9:1-8 in the
rhetorical structure of this material (pp. 39-45, 50-5Z above), it would
seem — on the contrary -- that Rudolph's observation of the thematic
. centralii:y of 9:1-8 in this material rather xjei.nforces the original nature
of this conception. Chapter 9:22-23\and 24-25, according to Rudolph,
would make equal sense if they occurred in reverse ordér (i.e. if.24-25
came before 22-23). Because of the looseness of their connection to the
preceding material, he judges it best not to speculate on how they came
to be in their present place. '
Ru h's historical considerations here are multiple. First he
considers the Urrolle question. In his treatment of 9:9-21 Rudolph refers
for the first time to the existence of a .second scroll. He sees the
.assigmment of this material as dependi-ng on the date assigned to it.
8:18-23 Rudolph judges, is too sympathetic to be part of the Urrolle.
(Rudolph noted earlier that the Urrolle was composed of wprds aqainst
Israel and Judah: doom oracles). The rest of the material in 8:4 - 9:25
Rudolph feels, is suitable Urrolle materi:al - with' the exception of the
secondary material. ‘ '
| A cament is necessary regarding this new criterion of "sympathy,"
introduced by Rudolph in support of his judgment that 8:18-23 could not

/
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have been in the Urrolle. This criterion is really a corollary to . B
Rudolph's judgment that the Urrolle was camposed of words against Jerusalem
and Judah. Rudolph derives this criterion from 36:5, Yahweh's instruction.
to Jeremiah to write down all the words he had spoken ngerusalan and
Judah (or Israel and Judah — Ehe text is disputed). Unfortunatelyc the
appropriate translation of $% is uncertain. The RSV translates "against"
(with Rudolph), John Bright translates "concerning," and the text bears
both translations. The uncertainty of the text's meaning in this respect
makes j:t an unsuitable basis for the central characteristic of Urrolle
material. |
Even if the text's meaning were clear in this respect, its use as a
criterion for discerning Urrolle material would be severely limited since
it does not provide grounds fc;r discerning between first and second scrollo
materials. * The second scroll was after all said, also in Chapter 36, to
be composed of all the words of the first scroll plus "many similar words."
If then, we draw our criterion for discerning the scrolls: fram :clueir
description in Chapter 36, we will not be able to distinguish between
them: they were presumably both composed of words "against" or "concern-—
ing" Jerusalem (or Israel) and Judah. ’ ’ -
The second of Rudolph's historical considerations that are of
interest to us occurs in his discussion of 8:13-17. ﬁudolph not&:that
the absence in it of a warning to return probably indicates that this |
material was composed at a later date than the "foe from the North"
material of Chapters 4-6 (p. 59). P
‘ 0f further interest is Rudolph's observation about the differences ;
in the conpoéitional structure of Chapters 2-6 and 8:4 - 9:25. He

observed that whereas Chapters 2—6 were composed of connected longex
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passages, 8:4 and following are,” fathéi‘, a juxtaposition of shorter piécs
witluoqt thematic continuity. This difference in structuré might bespeak a
difference in process of composition that would be significant in identi-
fying the extents of the two scrolls. The;first scroll was composed as a
unity. Material specific t:o the second scroll did not have an independent
literary structure, but was made up, rather, of additions to the first
scroll. The shorter less connected pieces have the characteristics of
supplementary material, such as we would expect td?’,findhin the second
scroll. ' ' ‘

Relation to Holladay

& . 1]

The divisions of the text made by Rudolph and Holladay differ sig-
nificantly, although there is substantial overlapping. "
So, for example, Rudolph sees vv. 13-17 as a unit, while Holladay pre-
sents vv. 14-17 together. Again, Rudolph sees 8:18-23 and 9:1-8 as two
units, while Holladay places 8:18 - 9:5 together as two speeches. l\

Of greater interest for this discussion are Rudolph's historical

considerations. He interprets the absence of a warning to return in
/

.8‘:13—17 as an indicator of lateness. Holladay, of course, does the same

— with the difference that he develops this indicator into a criterion L

for distinguishing between the two scrolls by claiming Jehoiakim's

- rejection of the fifst as the occasion for Jeremiah's loss of hope.
]

'Rudolph and Holladay differ greatly in their assigmment of
material in 8:4 - 9:24 to the two scrolls. Rudolph for the first time
indicates his awareness of the existence of the second scroll, by
assi«?ning 8:18-23 to it. But this criterion is almost the reverse of
Holladay's — he finds it too sympathetic with the people to be in the

first scroll, which was supposed toO consist of doom oracles. This could,

y
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. he claims, have been written by a Heilsprophet. pesides 8:18-23 and the

secondary material (9:11-15 and here, 8:10-12), Rudolph sees no reason
that 8:4 - 9:25 should not be part of the first scroll. Holladay, of
course, assigns all this material to the second scroll, largely on the
basis of hopelessness and related irrevocable doom. It would appear that
Rudolph's observations about the campositional/rhetorical structure of
~the material, as discussed above, militate against his conclusions and in'
fact fawour Holladay's. The combination of a thematically disjointed
structure and of extreme immanence of disaster make it probable that this
material (minus the secondary passages) is original to the second scroll.

Jeremiah 10:1-25

Analytic Summary

This material is divided into three units in Rudolph (pp. 65-71) as

follows: ,1 .
10:1-16 Yahweh and the gods
17-22 Gather up your bundle
23-25 Jeremiah's prayer

Verses 1-16 are widely recognised as a secondary exilic addition. Since C
there is no question of its being in either scroll Rudolph's treatment of
it will not be dealt with further.

Verses 17-22 were joined with 9:9-21 by catchwords, Rudolph points
out (fecn 9:21; ~o6c 10:17), before the intervening materia.l‘ in 9:22-25
and 10:1-16 was inserted. This material, then, is a continuation of tl:1e
unit bequn in 8:4 and (looking ahead) it extends to 10:25. Verse 22 is
dubious and best excluded: v. 22b follows poorly from v. 22a, it is
"compilatory" in character (p. 69). The summons in vv. 17-18 is based on
a divine speech, and is ’answered by the people in vv. 19-20 with a lament
about the collapse. The prophet resumes speech in v. 21, addressing the

A\
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question of quilt. N
Rudolph situates this material as later than 9:9-21, but I'Jefore" the

first deportation: "At this time" (v. 18) with reference to "slinging

out the inhabitants of the land" indicates to him that no one has yet been

deported, and that the city is under siege for the first time, uﬁ in 597.
Verses 23-25, Jeremiah's prayer, is mot further subdivided by

Rudolph. Verse 25, Rucfolph points out, is from Psalm 79 and, he claims,

it was clearly not placed there by Jeremiah. It contradicts Jermiah's

opinion that the heathen nations were executing Yahweh's judgment on his

' people. Verses 23-24, writes Rudolph, are the prophet's prayer for his

people, "with whom he felt as one throughout"™ (p. 70). Thematically the
prayer focusses on "huma? inability to do the right unaided" (p. 70).
Jeremiah asks Yahweh to i;‘enanber this, and to punish gently because of
this. In the present text the prayer follows, and responds to the doom
of the deportation in verses 17-21 (excluding v. 22). Rudolph finds it~
impossible, though, to say whether that occurrence was what originally
elicited this prayer. He excludes it from the Urrolle on the basis of an
incompatability between its substance and that expected in the Urrolle. “
Rudolph«elsewhere pointed out that 11:1 begins a new redactional unit. ~
Jeremiah's prayer, then, closes the redactional unit that opened in 7:1,
on a moving, reflective note.
Relation to Holladay

Holladay situates' this material in the second scroll on the basis

of his histo;ical criterion. This judgment would fit in with Rudolph's

assignment of a date around 597 for 10:17-22, as seen above. To the

‘extent that Rudolph cannot see 10:23-25 in the Urrolle, he can also be -

seen as corresponding with Holladay's second scroll assignment of this

©
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matexrial. )

Oof fur“ﬂ'xer interest is Rudolph's observation that 10:17 is a con-
tinuz’ation of the material in 8:4 - 9:21, specifically linked by the
occurrences of the root {6k in 9:21 and 10:17. This corresponds with
Holladay's treatment of the material in 8:14 - 10:25 as one block of
material, although Holladay begins the unit in 8:14 rather than 8:4.
Conclusion ' b

Rudolph's Profile of the Urrolle , < .

Rudolph's presentation proved s;ignificant especially in terms of
redactional-structural and thenatic'discussions. SO, Chapters 1-6 emerge
as a well-defined redactional unit composed of sizeable and thematically
linked units. Chapter 1 is introductory,.having a place in the Urrolle
as the prophet's authentification. The scr&ll propér begins with the
superscription in 2:1 and unfolds in Chapters 2-6 with a focus first on
idolatry (Thapters 2 - 4:4), and second on the foe from the north (4.1:5 -
6:30): the two tperes introduced in 1:13-16, vhere the content of the
prophet's message is first mentioned. Chapter 7:1 begins a second
redactional unit which extends to 10:25 - 11:1 has a new introduction.
Chapters 7:1 - 8:3 are seen by Rudolph as Deuteronomic redaction. Urrolle
material picks up again in 8:4, although now in redactional continuity
with 7:1 - 8:3. The material from this point on,’ in contrast with the
1-6 collection, is made up of short pieces joined by catchwords rather
than themes. ‘ Rudolph still assigns most of the material from 8:4 - 10:25
to the first scroll; on thematic grounds. '

Jeremiah 1-6: Relation Between the Analyses of Rudolph and Holladay

a) redactional unity

Rudolph's demonstration of the tightness of Chapters 1-6 as a

peleln
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redactional unity provides, in this investigation a corrokoration on
thematic and structural grounds for Holladay's arqument to that effect on
gr.ounds of rhetorical structure. We have seen that Rudolph finds a them
atic forecast (in 1:13-16) Of the coptents of Chapters 2-6, which
indicates the copnection of 1:4-19 to the following material. His
Qbservation that the superscription of 2:1 is to be understood with refer-
ence to the dictation ordered in 36:5 reinforces the pri)bability that the

material linked in Chapters 1-6 is that found in the first scroll dictated

by Jeremiah. We may judge it highly probab—l\e", therefore, that Chapters 1-6,

minus certain additions (dealt with below) form the first part of the

Urrolle, and possibly most of it. S

b) contents . .

The judgments made by Holladay regarding contents of tr;e Urrolle in
Jeremiah 1-6 were emended somewhat in the process of comparison. So,
1:4-19 was shown by Rudolph to be a redactional unit, and one which was
well suited as a whole to the Urrolle. 1In fact, vv. 13-16 contain
Rudolph's thematic "map"-to Chapters 2-6. Holladay's lack of evidence
for’' rhetorical discontj:nuity, then, is compounded by Rudolph's evidence
for thematic continuity,, leading to- the conclusion that 1:11-19 appear
to be part of the Urrolle. Arguing against both Holladay and Rudolph, I
withdrew 2:33-37 as Urrolle material. Chapter 3:6—13 was shown by
Rudolph to.be potentially Urrolle material on thematic grounds, but
Holladay's exclusion of most of 3:6-18 from the present redactlonal
structure of Chapter 3:1-25 is given substance by, Rucblph s argument

which is based on evidence for the redactional process in 3:6-18.

o
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Chapters 7-10: Relation Between the Analyses of Rudolph and Holladay

a), 7:1-20 ' o : e

Holladay's detailed argument for Jeremianic authorship m 7:1-20 was
maintained in the comparison with Rudolph's observatio;ms, ;vhich were some-—
what casual. Consequently, Holladay's judgment of first scroll identity
for 7:1-15 was not challenged.‘ Rudolph's- judgment Pthat 7:1-’-1“5‘;‘»15 based on
, an original Jeremiah-speech delivered at the beginning of Jehoidkim's
reign, in fact, gives oplique su;pport to Holladay's pdsition. '

b) 8:4 - 10:25 ‘

Rudolph s observations atout the contrast®between the composgitional
structures of Chapters 1-6 and 8:4ff cast. conflnnatory llght on -the prob-
_ able structures of the two scrolls. Chapter 8:4ff have the structure of’
.additions, Being thematically' unconnected and linked only by repeated
words. Chapters 1-6, «in contrast, stand as a compositional unity (not
without its own additions, of course). This in the present comparison;
supports and is supported by Ho‘lla;day's assignment otfr the material in

T

8:14ff to the second scroll. R

R
'

Conclusions: Probable Urrolle Content 7 ¢

The probability, at this‘(point, seems that the Urrolle occupies the
main body of 1l:1 = 7:15 minus principally 2:33-37; 3:6-12a,14-18; 5:10-17;
6:9-15, 6:27-30. These are probably additions to the first ‘scroll made
soon after its destruction durmg 1ts rewriting..

‘ Rudolph and Holladay Historical Criteria

Both Rudolph and Holladay proceeded in their Urrolle investigations
" by trying to identify redactional structures: Holladay thwough rhetorical
structures, z;ﬂd Rudolph through formal and thematic connections and

breaks. There was little overlap, on the other hand, between their
9 . o

n
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criteria specifically for determjning whether material wasg proper to the

/

1 * . .
Rudolph takes his cue from 36:4, which refers to "words of evil

against Jerusalem and Judah." He, therefore, is locking for oracles of

" dpom of relevance to Judah, including Jerusalem. The limitation of this
- “ )

;:riterion is largely that it does not provide gm.‘uixds for distinguishing
b&3ween first and second scroll materials. It was additionally found to
be based on a text whose meaning is controverted (see above pp. 92-93).
Holladay, of oourse, has quite a dlfferent approach. He expects the

flrst scrotl texts to be milder in content, at least to the extent of
admitting a hope that repentance would avert disaster. Rudolph does speak
of the texts that do not offer hope as later, but he does rot like
Holladay tie¢the loss of Dgpe to the burning of the first ?croll.
therefore, not the crucial-dif ferenge for him.

' We have/seen that Rudolph's analysis, baséd substantially on an

awareness of literary form and thematic structure, supports the accuracy

7

of Holladay's overall hypothesis. This isso even though the two scholars

approach t.he Urrolle question itself quite differently. Rudolph's

analysis has also helped in the re-eval‘uat_tonﬁ some of Holladay's judg- °

ments about specific texts and blocks of material, as was discussed above.

" The next step of this investigatiod is to take ‘the cumulative results of

the combined analyses of Holladay and Rudolph, and compare them with the

findings of John'Bright, author of the most recent ma;jor commentary on

the Jeremiah-boock. This wili be done in Chapter Four below.

.
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CHAPTER IV

. t=

- BRIGHT'S ANALYSIS OF JEREMIAH 1-10

Introduction
John Bright's volume on Jeremiah in the Anchor Bible series has a

clear goal in view: to allow the prophet "to speak ... over the gap of

years and the barrier of language, with as much clarity as possible”

P. V) .l To cover those two fj.istances, the book focussse‘s? er.m;-:lrily on
historicall reconstruction and adequate translation. The historical con-
cern itself is‘{iirected by se:;ious considgratj.on for the prophet's own

self-understanding and intention, which of course relates back to Bright's

‘

primary goal.
Bright finds it difficult to discern any principle of arrangement in
L ..

the Jeremiah-book (pp. LVI-1X). He characterises it, *and the prophetic

- books in general, as anthologies brought together by successive editings

over a 10;19 period of t;ime, ;and of which logical or chromological pro-—
gression should not be expected (p LXXTX). Topical arrangement is some-
times apparent, but not consistently. 2dding to the confusion, he notes,
is the ;a\ct that the book contaians various types of material -- poetic
sayings, biographical prose, prose discourses, mingled through the book
"in grand disarray” (p. LX). £ ‘ .
He finds it c'ertai.n that the ffrst steps in the book's conpOSitic;n
were accomplished by Jeremiah, having particularly in mind the scroll

compased in 605, although he thinks it futile to speculate on the scroll's

©o~101 - ' (e
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contents (p.‘LXI) . Of the materials presently ,found in the book, Bright
judges that the poetic 'oraclas and the biographical material may be used
confidently as sources originating respectively from Jeremiah, and from
someone near to him (pp. LXIX-LXX). The prose di?soourses, while not the
préphet's own con.positions, reflect th:a "gist" of his sayings, reached
fixed form before the middle of the exile, and are not — properl;y speak-
ing — Deuteronomistic (pp. LXX-LXXII). ‘
The confusion that Bright finds in the organisation and diversity of
" sources in the’Jeremiah-book has direct impact on his estimation of the

difficulty of the task of re-constructing Jeremiah's career and message

»

{\(p. ILXXX). Such reconstruction is difficult, also because of the paucity

of clearly dateable material for the years before 609, and the, sketchi-
ness of such material after that year. At the same time, Bright judges,
one's understandi:lg of Jer%g,ah hinges on the date one assigns to the
various texts, bécause of the interpretation of the text differs according
to the date assigned it. | '

An initial look at Brigh_t's“treatment of Chapters 1-10 of the
Jeremiah-book show how his goal and general approach translate into con-
lcrete procedures. His first step is to separate the' units. This is done

primarily on thematic grounds. This would seem to result from Bright's
inability to discern principles of arrangement other than topicality. Atu‘l
this point, hé/ sometimes offers an hypothesis regarding the occasion/date
of the preparation of the thematic u{lity. The unit is then sub—divided. .
on various grounds: a break in the "line 4 thought" which is later "
resumed (e.g. 3:1-5,19-25, 4:1-4; 3:6-18), shift in speakers or person of
address (e.g. 2:2-3,14-19; ‘4—13) , irreconcilable historical allusions

(e.g. 2:1-3,14-19;29~37). Because his main goal is to let the prophet
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speak, and becaﬁse of his inability to discern oonsistent principles lof
the arrangement in the text, Bright sometimes re-arranges texts,
re-constituting what in his judgment were eax:l,ief units, interrupted in
the composition of the book. So, for exan?lé, in Chapter 2, vv 1-3,14-
19, form one subdivision, while wv. 4-13 form another.

Finally, Bright comments about the dating of the ;ub—divisions, while
also discussing their concernms, and the implications of various dates for
Jeremiah's career. This, of course, is central to his project of letting
the prophet "speak." In S;éler to: actually approach an understanding of
Jeremiah, according to Bright, it is necessary to date the sub-divided
units as a first condition for their interpretation. _

If possible, Bright will date a text on the basis of a date provided
within it (e.g. 7:1-15). If none is glven, historical allusions prgvide
degrees of probability corresponding to their cla?rity (e.g. 2:16). He
attempts to interpret ambiquous historical allusions by linking them to

other internal evidence.: One significant technique he uses is to date

- such an ambiguous text by reference to a text of more certain date with

.

which it has thematic continuity (e.g. 5:26-31, 7:1-15).
Basi¢ historical indicators used by Bright in dating texts include:

1. The degree of prominence in an oracle of threatened punishment,

" its immediacy, specificity, and/or inevitability, is an
indicator of lateness (e.g. in 6:1-8, v. 8 suggests early
ocomposition) (cf. P 49)'.\‘

2. Predominant focus on reform, and/or Hoseanic influence is

an indicator oi{ earliness'of ;:onpoéition (e.g. 3:1-5,,

19-25, 4:1-4) (cf. p. 26).

’
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3. Negative attitude towards the religious establishment indicates
a date of composition after Jeremiah's disillusiomnment with
Josiah's reform, i.e. the beginning of Jehoiakim's reign, per-
haps the end of Josiah's (e.g. 6:9~15, esp. v. 14) (cf. p. 50).

Bright's disinterest in the text's arrangement in the process of his
historical an.alysis constitutes, I would argue, a methodological flaw in
his procedure. He has a tendency to view the text's arranéenem: as an
obstacle separating the reader from the prophet, andl therefore re—arraﬁges
it if he finds that useful, in an effort to re-discover the individual
oracles and poems of which it was composed. -

I judge this to be a: methodologic;al flaw because mderstan@g the
arrangement of a text is a part of the appropriation of a source, part of
the literary criticism that properly precedes historical criticism, 'The
Jeireniah—book is our only avenue to the prophet Jeremiah. In not attend-
ing to its arrangement we in fact obscure the dafa.that make possible the
controlled approach to a historical understanding of the prophet's message.

This would be true even if the text's arrangement were judged to be R

primarily a secondary effort: it would remain necessary to discern the

redactor's intention in arranging matex"ial, in order to discern between
that and the material's original int;ention, between primary source and
seoondary re—-interpretations. In thg case of the Jeremiah-book this is
especially true, since —— as Bright himself affirms — Jeremiah had a
substantial part in its composition. In ignoring the arrangement of that
text, then, we are very seriously ignoring the historical prophet.
.Bright's failure to come to terms with the text as a mediator of the
prophet, prevents him in many cases f'ran making controlled historical

judaments., This happens, concretely, because he is forced to turn too
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soon fram the text to the history of the period.
A camparison between the approaches of Bright and Rudolph clarifies
this point. Rudolph deals with thematic concern in continuity with
literary structure, and moves from there to historical hypotﬂuesis.2 Bright )
deals with the-n&tic concern in direct contimuity with historical hypothesis,
and this latter extends primarily to a concern for dating the text. This
dating of the text is often accomplished on the basis of historical
indicators (see above) whose validity Bright does not establish for the s
reader. For the reader at least, then, these historical indicators remain
suppositions, and this severely limits Bright's ability to make controlled
historical judgments. If the premises oi\? a historical inference are "
suppositions, the conclusion can only k'a supposition.3 Because Bright
does ;xot establish the validity of his historical indicators from the text
of the \Jeremiah—book, which is after all our only source for the prophet,
the reader of his commentary is often left wjthout grounds for evaluating
his oonclusions, and he himself often holds back from a clear statement of
probabilities. \ :
I have arqgued that in order to arrive at historical knowledge when

dealing with a source, one has first to come to terms with the nature and

1 tions of the source. While some of Bright's comments show a recog-

X7

t.hition that access to the prophet can be made only through the text, he
4

P “dqes not seem to translate this recognition into its methodological con-

)

w >Jsequepce, namely, that literary criticism at the redactional level, must *

Bprjé_czes}e historical criticism. The text as it stands does not constitute
controlled historical data in itself. Literary criticism permits access
to historical data with controls that render it possible to move from

data to fact as defined by Ben Meyer, i.e. as including both the "what"
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and the "why" of an event, and as.constituting the term of historical
investigation (see discussion in Chapter One,"p.A 6 above) -4 ..

This weakness in Bright's procedure often has the effect of making
his argument less persuasive than those of either Holladay or Rudolph. At
the same timé, it should be recognised that in those areas in which Bright
and Holladay agree, the arguments of ,both scholars will ;tugially be
reinforced: Holladay's argument be‘ns with the arrangement of the text
and so conpensates for the absence of its adequate consideration by Bright.

Bright's work remains of value in investigating the Jerem.iah—bool;.
His significance for the ev:‘:tluation of Holladay's argument will lie more
with its specificially historical component than with its literary: gom—
ponent, which focusses on extended rhetorical structures not perceived by
/Br/il;ht. His division of the text will, of course, remain of interest to
this investigation, based as it is on a live awareness of continuities

”\
and discontinuities with the text, thematic and other.

The firs}: question addressed to Bright'sxanalysis, then, will be
whether Eu's divisions, made primarily on thematic gro;mds, correspord to
those discovered by Holladay primarily on rhetorical-structural grounds.
The seocond question will be wheéhe.r the dates assigned to various texts
by Bright, permit their inclusion in the scroll they are ‘assigned to by
Holladay. The third question will address the degree of oorrespond'enoe
between the particular historical indicators used by Bright to detexmine
relative dates, and the fundamental shift seen by Holladay between the

first scroll and second scroll material.

Jeremiah 1:1-19

Aﬁalytic Surmmary
Bright entitles this first unit "Jeremiah's Call and Oommission"

»
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(Pp. 3-8). He further subdivides it as follows:
1:1-3 Superscription of the Book
" 4-10 Jeremiah's Call

11-16 Two Further Visions
17-19 The Divine Charge, and Promise

He notes that it is not an original unit: ) the two visions in vv. 11~
16 were originally separate. This on the basis of v. 13, "the word of
Yahweh came to me a second time;" although it is the third time that the
word of Yahweh came to him in that chapter. .Verses 17-19, though, Bright
notes, carry forward the thought of the call-account, and may have qrigin-
ally continued and concluded vv. 4-10. Bright here fails to notice that
w. 17-19 also carry forward the thought of vv. 11-16, as Rudolph has
observed.5 They cannot, then, have originally concluded just vv. 4-10.

Little is offered in terms of dating. Bright obs that accord-

ing to the superscription, the call occurred in 627, and suggests that

~ the whole chapter may have been brought together as an introduction for

the first scroll in 605. It is unclear whether Bright sees the super-
scription as functioning for this first scroll specifically, br for a
larger portioh of the collection.
Relation to Holladay
Bright differs fmnc}blladay in his suggestion that the whole of
Chapter 1 may have been brought together as an introduction forv the first

.scroll. Holladay assigns vv. 11-19 to-the second scroll; we have seen,

though, that he is probably wrong in this respect. Bright's judgment,

then, at least regarding vv. 4- 19, is conflrnwd both by the initial

investigatn.on of Holladay's a.rgument in Chapter 'mo,,, and by the carpanson .

with Rucblph in Chapter Three.

-
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Jeremiah 2:1-3, 14-19, 4-13, 20-37

Analytic Summary
The second unit defined by Bright is united by the theme of "The
Indictment of the Nation's Sin" (pp. 9-18). He further divides it as
follows:

2:1-3,14-19 Unfaithfulness to Yahweh and Its Dire Consequences

~  4-13 Unpardlleled Forgetfulness of the Divine Grace:
Yahweh's Case Against His People
20~28 Lust for Foreign Gods: The Sin that Cannot be Hid
29-37 A Fate Richly Deserved . '

The chapter is dominated by a charge of -flagrant apostasy and tones‘
of pleading, warning and contention. It is mt;. a single poem: the argu—,
ment leaps around, there are sudden changes in person, and there are
historical allusions indicating that it could not all have been written
at the same time. The bulk of the material is from the earliest period
of Jeremiah's ministry and gives a good impression of his preaching before
the completion of Josiah's reform.

Bright argues that 2:2-3,14-19 form a single poem: wv. 4-13 have
their own introduction, "interrupt the line of thought" in wv. 2-3, and

the person of address in them is second masculine plural, in contrast with

the second feminine singular in vv. 2-3, and vv. 14-19 (p. 17). For this

reason he has re—arranged these materials in the text. I would c;riticize
Bright's procedure here on two grounds. First, his re-ordering of the
text obscures its own structure, even if it allows access to an earlier
unit. Second, and most importdnt, his re-ordering does not do justice to
the complexity of the relations between the sections. For example, while

it is true that wv. 14-19 continue the thematic focus of vv. 2%3 on

Israel's protection by Yahweh, or lack thereof, it is also true that

vv. 4-13 continue the thematic focus of vv. 2-3 on the passage through the

v
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desert, and the association of fruitfulness with that time (vv. 6,7).
Again, ‘his discussion of the relaf.ions within this material in terms of
cﬁntinued thoughts, indicates, J'_n'my judgment, a misapprehension of the .
nature of poetic nagaeriai,' which proceeds just as much by thematic asso-
ciation as by thought; this misapprehension also prevents Bright from con-
sidering poetic structures in which the most connected material is not
immediately juxtaposed but is rather arranged in some symmetrical rela-
tionship, such as A-B-A' or A—IE;—A'—B".

Bright's histor‘ical reflections in this chapter are interesting and,
generally, parallel those of Rudolph regarding the same material. He -
notes that while v. 16, referring to Assyria as a world power, must have,
been composed at the beginning of Jeremiah's ministry, v. 18, referring to '
Judah's humiliatfon at Egyptian hands in 609, indicates that.the poem was
given its present form in Jehoiakim's early years.

Bright further suggests that the collection of the poems in this
chai:ter may well.have been done by Jeremiah in connection with the scroll
of 605. Chapter 2, he notes, carries forward the thought of Chapter 1, in
the- sensel that Jeremiah is now doing what he was called to do.

Relation to Holladay

In Chapter 2 Bright and Holladay came to very much the same conclu-~
sions. Both situate it in the first scroll, Br)ight even finding editorial
aétivity indicating its revision in the early years o‘f Jehoiakim, .some—
thing also noted by Rudolph. Holladay, Rudolph, and Bright agree in
assigning all of 2:1-37 as one unit, to the first scmll.‘ It seems
probable, nevertheless, that vv. 33-37 of this chapter are separate from
the basic structure of Chapter 2, in view o@ended inclusion dis-
covered between vv. 2 and 31-32 (see pp. 23-24 abowe).
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Jeremiah 3:1-5,19-25; 4:1-4; 3:6-18

Analytic Summary
Bright entitles this next unit "A Plea for Repentance" (pp. 19-27).
He further subdivides it as follows:
3:1-5 The "Adulterous Wife": the Need for True Repentance
19-25
4:1~4
3:6~18 The Two Bad Sisters: Hope for Northern Israel and Appended
Sayings
This section is composed of two originally separate units, claims
Bright, which he has separated "in the interests of clarity." Chapter
3:6~-18 is a predominantly prose segment which, he judges, interrupts the
poem that occupies the rest of the unit. This segment as a whole was given
its shape after 587, fram which time date vv. 16-18. Bright c]Taims that
wv. 14-15, though usually seen as a later addition addressed tb Israel,
could just as well have been spoken to Northern Israel, a prose parallel of
12b~13. There is no reason to doubt that vv. 612 date from the time of
Josiah, as they explicitly state.

The poem $hows similarities to Hosea, notes Bright, and is unques-

" tionably a sampl\e of Jeremiah's preaching before 622 when Josish's reform

began. Not only is the dom'maint theng of the adulterous wife borrowed,
but there are actual verbal similarities, perhaps quotations (Jer. 3:22 -
Hos. 14:1,4; Jer. 4:3 - Hos. 10:12). It is reform preaching. The tone

of the passage also suggests an early date. Sin is "charged and admitted"

. (3:24f) which reaches back through all the past - there is no mention of

reform, failed or not (p. 26). Catastrophe does not seem immanent.
Rather, divine wrath is presented as an undefined threat -- contingent and
avoidable.
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Relation to Holladay

It is inperesting to note the overlap here between Bright's
"indicators for Qa‘tj.;gnguand those found by Holladay as a result of his
rhetorical structural work. Especially significant is Bright's association
of an early date with catastrophe that is neither immanent nor unavoidable,
but whose announcement, rather, is a warning.

Despite this overlapping perception in the area of criteria, though,
there is disagreement between Bright and Holladay regarding this qha;iter.
Holladay views all the prose material (3:6-11,14-18) as later, to the
point, even, of excluding it fraom the second scroll, while Bright sees
V. 6-15. as relatively early. Holladay and Bright both see vv. 6-18 as an
interruption in the unit that 'begins in 3:1, a judgment shared by Rudolph
(see above pp. 73-74). Holladay had 'fur:ther argued that vv. 12b-l14a were
part of the essential structure of Chapter 3, and that the unit ended in
v. 25, rather than 4:4. We concluded, after comparison with Rudolph, that
v. l4a should be cmitted (see pp. 25-26 above), but that Holladay's con-
clusions were otherwise probable. (Notably, Holladay himself amits v. 1l4a
in "Two Scrolls.") ) ° b

Jeremiah 4:5 - 6:30

Analytic Summary . .

The next unit defined by Bright is seen by him as an editorial unit
canposed of "series of originally separate sayings," that develop the
theme of solemn warning sounded in 4:3-4 (p. 33). The 'required repent-
ance did not come, so the Day of Judgment will! Hé:ltreats this unit in
three chapter-long segments for convenience's sake. Beyond thlS inttial
evaluation of 4:5 - 6:30, Bright does not betray any sense of shape or

development in this unit, thematic or otherwise.
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Following Bright's presentation, this material will be dealt with in
the chapter-long segments that he distinguishes.  Comparison with Holladay
will be made after all three segments have been dealt with. _

Chapter 4:5-31 (pp. 28~34) is divided by Bright as follows:

4:5-10 Alarm! Invasion is Coming!
11-18 The Stormwind of Judgment ‘
19-22  Jeremiah's Anguished Cry: Yahweh's Complaint

23-28 The Awful: Day of Judgment: a Vision and an Oracle
29-31  Daughter Zion's Death Agony ('

According to Bright,, nona of the material in Chapter 4 can be dated

_ with precision. He notes that although it is grapr;ic, it is not neces-
sarily camposed in the midst of battle, but may rather reflect both the
"premonition of disaster" that haunted Jeremiah for years, and conven—
tional symbolism and phraseology used to describe the Day of Yahweh (p. 34).
It is worth noting that this judgment is supported by another indicator
used by bé)th Bright and Holladay: awoidability of disaster. Verse 6b
intimates some degree of avoidability — "get to safety!"™ and in Bright's

next section (vv. 11-18) v. 14 clearly sets the desperate scenario in the
E

i

'function of a_warning:
Chapter 5:1-31 (pp. 35-42) is divided by Bright as follows:

5:1-9 The People that Cannot be Pardoned
10-19 False Secuwrity: The Terrible Foe
20-31 Rebellion, Injustice, Complacency
3
While he states that 5:1-9 cannot be dated with precision, Bright

judges that the fact that the disaster "though certain, does not seem to

B

be immanent, and is still theoretically avoidable would argue against k

ottt S

‘pPlacing it too late" (p. 41). He suggests a date in Josiah's reign or at
the very beginning of Jehoiakim's.

Chapter 5:10-19, Bright observes, form a complex with beginning and
ec}itorial conclusion (vv. 10,18) sounding the theme, ;'mt veo @ full

T
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end” (p. 42). The material is highly congosite, vv. 10-14 being apparently
\13:13 up of originally separate fragmen):s, vv. 15—17 ~as an erginally
separate poem, and vv. 18-19 as a prose conclusion, presumably of exilic
date. Versgs 15-17 are found probably”to have been composed during the
first part of 'Jehoial!m's peign, because the foe soundg like the
Babylonians, - A _ ® | \
) The dating of vv. 15-17 in the early part of Jetxﬁakﬁn‘s reign seems
" tehuous. That is when Nebuchadnezzar was first emergingworﬁthe inter- [
national scene. This oracle seems suitable for any time up to the actual
siegeﬂ of 597. 1In any case we should keep in mind that even the probable
dating of vv. 15-17 in the early years of Jehoiakim's reign would not .
%leish the dating of vv. 10-17, i.e. the l_are-éx.‘t.lié:'corrpc&nt of this
material, as a whole. Since the material is composite, we have to look
for the historical moment of its latest piece. Indeed, if we apply the
historical index of avoidability and immanence of disaster that Bright
has.used to date early material, the cer{ainty _and immanence of the dis-

A}
aster shown in vv. 10-14 argue for a later date. (In fact, that mood

does not really shiff in vv. 15-17).
Bright reads vv. 20-31 as a unit, altl'nugh'again a conpositeone,

further divided into an intrc?dqctory formuila (v. 20)' a poem (vv. 21-5) 3

. . &
leading without break to an originally separate poem (vw. 26-9), to which

is appendefl a, further brief fragment (vv. 30-3l). The abuses described
in vv. 26-31 "are similar to those,denounced in the Temple Sermon,

uttered just after Jehoiakim took the throne" (p. 42). This materidl,

t.hen,myhavebeencgrposedatabo\;tﬂuesanetme,oreveninthelaté

‘ ' 5
years of Josiah's reign. . : - : ' .
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Chapter 6:1-30 (pp. 43-51) ﬂs divided by Bri as fo]_f\Lows:

.

6: 1—8 Jemsalan Besieged: A Warning >
~  9=15 "Filled with the Wrath of Yahweh"

16-21 Elaborate Ritual No SuMtitute for Obedience

22-26 Again: the Terrible Invader from the North

27-30 Jeremiah, "Assayer" of His People.

Vel/ses 1-8, according to Bright, cannot be dated with precision, but
#he fact that disaster can st:.ill be avoided if the people will "take

- .
warning"” may indicate the poem as one of the fairly early ones of its type.
. R4 .

Verses 9-15, again, according to Bright, cannot be dated with pre—
cision, although he notes that v. 14 "clearly reflects post-reformation
camplacency,” when'both priest and people felt their actions had quaranteed
them a peaceful and protected relationship with God (p. 50). This simply

means that it was probably composed at same time after Jeremiah experi-

enced his disillusiorment with the reform, whether that '1'3e in the later

years of Jos'iah's reign or the early years of Jehoiakim's reign.

Bright places'vv. 16-21 probably in the latter part of Josiah's
reign, not long after his reform. Regarding vv. 22-26, he finds lt "not
mpossible that this poem was originally composed in the course of a
barbarian threat late in Josiah's reign, ... and that it later found a
new and more terrible fulfillment as the Babylonians advanced through
Syria and Palestine in 605/4" (p. 50).

Verses 27-30 present to Bright the possibility of oonpo;sitioqafter
the 597 deportatioﬁ, although he admits that some."earlier calamity" such
as that of 609 might have been in.view (p. 51).

Relation to Holladay

Since Bright does not expose the logic behind his-division.of the
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material in 4:5 - 6:30, it is difficult to discuss his differences with
Holladay. In 4:5-31 Bright and Holladay differ substantially. In
Chapter 5, however, the only difference between the two is that Holladay
ieaves vv. 30-31 out entirely, as seocondary. Holladay and Bright
correspond almost exactly in their divisions of Chapter 6, the only
difference being that Holladay Yeads vv. 16-26 as one unit, instead of
Bright's two (vv. 16-21,22-26).

Bright's suggestions about the dating of the material in 4:5-31
correspond, mainly, to Holladay's ‘scroll assignments. So the material
about the coming of the foe (5-18729-31) is seen by Bright as probably
fairly early, while the "'confessional' bits" (p. 34), especially vv. 19-
21 are probably late, even at the moment of attack. He is not too clear
about where vv. 22,23-28 fall in this, so his dating is of limited sig~
nificance to us here, since we are interested in the date of the campo-
site passage extending between vv. 19-28, ratk;er than the date of one of
its component parts. Holladay assigns vv. 5-18,29-31 to the first scroll
and vv. 19-28 to the second.

Bright's suggestion of a date in Josiah's reign or very early in
Jehoiakim's for 5:1-9 is consistent with Holladay's placing of this piece
in the first scll. Holladay assigns 5:10-17 to the second scroll, on
the basis of his criterion of irrewocable doom. This assigrmment is not
.seriously challenged by Bright, who offers a tentative date only for
vv. 15-17, and not for vv. 10-17 as a whole.

Bright's dating of 5:20-31 and 6:1-8 is consistent with Holladay's
assigmment to the first scroll of this material (minus 5:30-31).

Chapter 6:1-8, tentatively dated by Bright as "post-reformation" (p. 49)

— in the later years of Josiah or early years of Jehoiakim -- is assignéd
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by Holladay to the second scroll. In this case, though, Bright's/post-
reformation assignment is really only useful in determining an approximate
date before which these verses were pEobably'mt composed. It does not
tell us how soon or long after the reformation these verses were composed.
Holladay treats 6:16-26 as a structural unit, placing it in the
first scroll. This is supported by both Bright's dating of the texts in
Josiah's reign, and his suggestion of the intensified significance of
vv. 22-26 in the light of the events of 605/4 — just the time when the °
first scroll is supposed to havé been oomposed.
Verses 27-30, as mentioned akove, are assigned by Holladay,to the
second scroll. Bright also finds a late date probable for these verses.

\
In Bright's discussion of the dating of these texts, two of his

.
k}istorical indicators surface. First (regarding 5:1-9 and 6:1-8), Bright
states that the fact that disaster is not immanent and is still theoret-
ically awoidable argues against a late date. This is very interesting, as
it corresponds to the contrast foin/:d by Holladay between texts dis-
tinguished on structural grounds,'and which he also develops into a
critex:‘ion for dating.

Second (regarding 6:9-15), Bright uses "post reformation compla-
cency" (p. 50) as an indicator of composition after Jeremiah's dis-
illusionment with the reform. This indicator seems to provide a way of
gistinguishing another turning point in Jeremiah's wocational self-
understanding and may indi;:ectly serve in establishing the contents of
the first and second scrolls. |

Jeremiah 7:1-34; 8:1-3

Analytic Summary
The next unit defined by Bright is the "Temple Sermon and Appended

]
t)
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Sayings" (pp. 52-59). He further divides the material as follows:
7:1-15  The "Temple Sermon" ,

16-20 The Cult of the Queen of Heaven

21-28 Yahweh Demands Obedience; Not Sacrifice

29-34 The "Valley of Slaughter"

8:1-3 Astrag. Worship and Its Awful Punishment

Thematically, Bright finds this material is connected by a concern
with cultic abuses. While composed of various originally separate shorter
units, it constitutes as a whole one of the "prose discourses" of the book
of Jeremiah (p. 58). ‘

The Temple Sermon itself was delivered shortly after Jehoiakim took
the throne (cf. Chapter 26). The record of the Temple Sermon found in
7:1-15, as part of a prose discourse, does not in Bright's judgment pre-
serve the actual speech delivered on that occasion. Bright does consider
the prose discourses to contain reliable reports of the "gist" of
Jeremiah's words on the occasions they refer to, though (p. LXXII). This
means that they remain useful, in his judgment, for documenting Jeremiah's
thought at a given time, gnd therefore remain useful as potential evidence
in the question of a pre/post 605/4 shift. Nonetheless they are not con-
sidered by him to be potential first scroll material. |

The rest of the matlarial in Chapter 7 and 8:1-3, actording to Bright,
was probably also composed at the beginning of Jehoiakim's reign, or even
near the end of Josiah's reign, because of the references to awty sacri-
fice and pagan rites. Chapter 7:29-34 especially, may even refer to sins
of Menasseh's reign.

Relation to Holladay

Holladay divides the material in roughly the same wa)‘/ as Bright

except that he extends the unit beginning in v. 21 . to v. 29, ard con~

sequently begins the next unit at v. 30. He does not deal with 8:1-3 at

J
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all, viewing it as secondary. WVerses 1-15 he places in the first scroll,
the rest of the material' is assigned to the second scroll. D

The crucial difference between Holladay and Bright here ‘is, of
course, the matter of Jeremianic authorship. Bright does support
Holladay's position to a certain extent: he is the classic proponent of
the thesis that the prose discourses are not%Deuteronomistic but, rather,
are the work of Jeremiah's disciples, and reflect the "g%st“ of his woxds
on a given occasion (p. ]'..XXII).6 Holladay takes that arqument further in
‘this particular case: not only is 7:1-28 not-Deute_aronomistic, it shows no
evidence of "later reflection on an earlier event" and therefore no
evidence of composition by another hand than Jex:emiah's.7

If the material was written by Jeremiah, then, as seems probable,
" the question of dates of .composition again becomes an issue of signifi-
cance for placement in one of ‘the scrolls. While both Bright and Holladay
see the Temple Sexrmon as early (beginning of Jehoiakim's reign, as
acoording to Chapter 26), they disagree markedly regarding the rést of thg
material in 7:16 - 8:3. While Bright sees all this material as coming
from early in Jehoiakim's reign, or late in Josiah's reign (and some even
earlier), Holladay sees it mainly as second scroll — post ‘604 — and seeé
8:5.-;3 as an exilic addition. In Chapter Three evideﬁce was adduced Eor
the secondan‘/ insertion of 7:30 - 8:3 (p. 90 aboye), which supports
Holladay's position regarding 8:1-3. The hopeless tonality of the rest
of this material reinforces the probability of Holladay's position.
Jeremiah 8:4 - 10:25

Analytic Summary

 The next unit defined by Bright centers on the theme of "An

Incorrigeable People and Their Tragic Ruin" (pp. 60-74), and is further
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divided by him as follows: ~

<

, 8:4-12 Headlong to Ruin, Blindly Caomplacent
13-17 Terror and Black Despair
18-23 Jeremiah's Passionate Grief ,
9:1-8 Jeremiah's Despair at His Pecple's Depravity
9-15 Jerusalem's Ruin —— with a Prose Explanation
16-21 A Dirge over Jerusalem .
10:17-25 The Caming Exile: Lament and Intercession . )

The material omitted here, in 9:22-25 and 10:1-16, is characterized
by Bright as "miscellanecus” and dealt with separately (pp. 75-80). Since
rone of it is dealt with by Holladay, and since Bright himself finds )
10:1-16 to be exilic and the rest of the material quéstionably Jeremianic,
it will not further be dealt with.

Bright notes that the material running from 8:4 through 10:25 is
generally "rather miscellaneous in character." In this judgrent, of
oourse, he corresponds to Rudolph's parallel observations about the them—

\- atic discontinuities in this material (see pp. 90-91 above). Bright does not

asdign dates to all the matkrial in these chapters, presumably becausé
i¥s “miscellaneocus" character often makes it difficult to situate his-
torically. Bright's division§ are based on poems Or conplexes of poems
in this material. Within 8:4-12, Bright observes that vv. 10-12 repeat
(with variations) 6:12-25 and may originally have been spoken in arother
cbntext, probably in the period skbrtly after Josiah's reform. It will
be renembered_, again, that Rudolph similarly claimed that '8:10-12 were
secondary here, and in theif original context in 6:12-15.

This period is suggested“to Bright by the reflection in it of -
Jeremiah's post-reform attitude. It should be suggested, in response to
Bright, that the negative attitude to the reform is a useful historical

indicator only in setting the terminus ad quo. In other words, while we

may be able to judge by it that a text was composed after Jeremiah's,

»
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disillusiomment with the refdrm, we canmnot really say how long after that
shift it' was composed, unless we postulate yet another shift to provide a

terminus ante quen.

Regarding 8:18-23 Bright feels that one cannot be certain about the
date of composition, but finds it probable that "these words were wrung
from him (Jeremiah) as disaster actually stru "s around 598/.7 (p. 69).

Gxaptér 9:1-8 form a traditionary unit; prcfbably from a relatively
early period in Jeremiah's ministry —— perhaps the beginning of Jehoiakim's
reign or earlier — before disaster was irmanent. Interestingly, Briah;
here notes in passing some similarity in form between 9:1-8 and 5:1-9,
21-29, which were discovered above (pp. 39-45) to be part of the same
literary unity. The material in vv. 9-15 is judged by Bright to be com—
posite; two fragments in vv. 9 and 10, are followed by a prose commentary
which is appaz\:ently exilic.

Verses 16-21 form a dirge th;at was perhaps "uttered on the very eve
of the siege and deportation of 598/7" (p. 73), as was probably, the
oracle in 10:17-18. Verses 17-18 an oracle, open the dirge in vv. 17-25.
Bright reads vv. 19-21 as a soliliquy, and v. 22 as an ejaculation regard-
ing the appearance of the foe. Of verses\Q-ZS, "Jeremiah's prayer,"
Bright judges v. 25 probably to be later.

Relation to Holladay

It lshould be recognised that of all Bright's observations rega;rdirxg
this material, the most important is that it is miscellaneous in character.
In this judgment Bright corresponds to RudoIph's comparable judgment about
this material, and lends support to Holladay's claim that
this material is proper to the second scroll on grounds of thematic dis-

continuity. Because of the tentative nature of his comments regarding
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this section, a detailed camparison between Bright and Holladay does not
\’*-/s’égmfprg.\:aple here. It suffices to add the note that Bright generally
’ avgrees w1t1r:\ the late dates presumed by Holladay for this material. |
Conclusion ~
Bright's division of the text, assigmnént of dates, -and historical
criteria, then, seem generally consistent with' Holladay's conclusions.
Most of the differences between Bright and Holladay regarding the division'

of the text are related to the fact that Bright was looking for the .

smallest original units, and had therefore more of a tendency to break

i down what might be units at the redactional level, and even to re-arrange

‘
{

w the text.
Two significant differences in assignment of dates should be noted.
First, Bright dates 1:11-16 before 605, and tentatively assigns the same
date to 1:17-19. This material is assigned by ‘Holladay to the second
scroll (post=-60l1), but we have seen in the precedii'lg chapters strong
evidence that Holladay is mistaken. B;ight's judgment adds further
‘ support to that evidence. Second, Bright dates 9:1-8 in' the beginning of

Jehoiakim's reign or even earlie;r, while Holladay assigns it to the

v second scroll. Again, we have seen strong evidence that 9:1-8 was in
fact part of Jeremiah's first scroll, and Bright's early dating adds -
further support to that evidence. In this particular, notably, Bright

‘ / also reinforces the discovery, above, of the literary unity between

5:1-9, 21-29 ard 9:1-8, by observing their formal similarity. .

Bright and Holladay also differ, of course, on the matter of source
assigﬁation in the prose discourse in 7:1 - 8:3, Holladay sees 7:1-15,
16-20 as Jeremianic compositions, assigned respectively to the first and

second scrolls. Bright, while denying Deuteronomistic authorship,
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nonetheless maintains that the composition is mot Jeremianic. In this
matte.r. we have found Holladay's argument the more convincing.

In the area of historical indicators there is some significant
correspondence between Bright and Holladay which serves to mutually con-
fim the:l.r positions. Bright uses a Eriori the degree of immanence and
unavoidability of disaster as an indicator of lateng&ss of date. He
applies it only in its negative aspect: - when disas‘te.r seems neither
imnanént nor unawidable, the text is probably ea.rly. He also notes that
"graphic" battle scenes may be derived from the p et's long-term night-
mare of disaster, and conventional vocabulary, and are t in themselves
indicators of late composition.” Apparently, for Bright,\ﬁé qualities"c‘)f
immanence and unavoidability have to be seen operating in tandem. This
combination of criteria, i.e. immanence and unavoidability of disaster,
emerges in Holladay's structural analysis as ameans of distinguishing
between material proper to the first and second s&olls.

It is worth commenting further on the major axis around which Bright
orfanises texts historically, i.e. the shift he postulates in Jeremiah's
attitude to the Josianic reform in the beginning of Jehoiakim's reign or
the end of Josiah's reign. As observed above, the problems with Bright's
application of this shift to the text as an indicator of date, is the

absence of a terminus ad quem. Within the material camposed after this

shift, Holladay's thesis of a later shift provides a terminus ad quem

which allows for nore refined use as an historical index of. the shift
postulated by Bright.

Comparison between Bright and Holladay has proven fruitful for the
presentations of both scholars, then. Holladay's prior attention to the

text provided confirmation for those of Bright's historical indicators
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. . <
which corresponded to his own findings. Inversely, Bright's conclusions,
'al‘though based on criteria he does not éstablish for the reader, prove to )

reinforce Holladay's thesis.
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CHAPTER V / !

CONCLUSIONS )

This thesis opened with reflections about the possibility and value
of "historical-Jeremiah" research, and with a proposal to look more’
closely into such research through an evaluation of Holladay's recent
attempt to rediscover the contents of the two scrolls in the Jeremiah-
book. Holladay's project was found suitable for such an evaluation since
it temminates in historical judgments about a shift in Jeremiah's self-
understanding, and since it arrives at these judgments on the basis of a
literary appropriation of the text, i.e. Holladay £ "rhetorical
criticism."

The investigation of Holladay's argument that formed the core of
our proposal is now practically camplete; its findings need to be summar-
ised, and, on the basis of thesé findings, conclusions about the historical-
Jeremiah need to be drawn. These conclusions fall under two major headings:
(a) conclusions specifically regarding our evaluation of Holladay's argu-
ment, and (b) conclusions, in the light of our evaluation of Holladay's
argument, regarding the questions with which the investigation opened,
those of the possibility and value of historical-—{eraniah research.

The first set of conclusions will primarily represent the answer to
the question, "What evidence for a shift in Jeremiah's thinking is given
by the contents and designs of the two scrolls in the Jeremiah-book?™

These oconclusions will be preceded by a review of the emendations made to

- 124 -
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Eblladay;s argument in the course of this :anest-;igation, and also, quite
predictably, will point beyond the present investigation to suggest
future ground for productive research into the development of Jerefiah's
aims, and to indicate the more significant implications of our f£indings
. for future research.

A, The Contents of the T™wo Scrolls as Evidence
For a Shift in Jeremiah's Thinking

In the concluding step of this evaluation of Hollada&'s arguwent, -
then, I intend to bring together in a priharily historical context, pre—
vious discussions about different aspects of the functioning of the two
scrolls as evidence for a shjft in Jeremiah's thinking. It shoula be
noted that in the process of evaluating Holladay's argument, inevitably
per’r1aps,"we subjected it to multiplé modifications and refinements in its
particulars. Many of these emerged from the comparative perspective of
the works of Rudolph and Bright; scme became apparent in the initial
analysis of Holladay' s presentation. Before discussing the contents of
the two scrolls synthetically, then, it would be useful to review our
most significant findings at each stage of this investigation.

The Argument in Review * !

Holladay's rhetorical-critical argument and the historical critérion
he defives from it, studied in Chapter Two of this thesis, were found
generally to be well based in the text. The corrections that were made in
both his method and its application were found to strengthen his central
affirmations, that: (a) the structure of the two scrolls are discernable
in Jeremiah 1~10; (b) a difference in tonality is evident betweeg the
material of the two scrolls,y such that the threatening possj.bilit}e\s of

\
the first scroll became confimed certainties of destruction in the \\

O\
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second, and (c) that this difference in tonélity represents a shift in

Jeremiah's own understanding in which Jehoiakim's burning of the first
scroll can be seen as an axial point. ‘

The principle emendations made to Holladay's presentation were the
inclusion of 1:11-19 and 9:1-8 i‘n the first scroll, the exclusion of
2:33-37 fram the first scroll; and the judgment thatChapters 2 and 3 do
not form a literary unit. Additionally, the ways in yhlch links were

used between 4:5 - 6:30 and 8:14 - 10:25 became much’&learer through our

. X,
.application of more specific distinctions in differentiating between them.

Holladay's argument was corroborated on the whole by Rudolph's
division of the text and by the stg:ucﬁuxes found by him within the first
ten chapters of the Jeremiah-book. In particular, Rﬁdolph noted that. the
superscription of 2:1 stands in continuity with 36:5, and that Chapter 2
as a whole shows evidence of rhetorical activity during Jehoiakim's reign;
both observations argue that Chapter 2 is part\of the Urrolle, and the
superscripti‘.on of 2:1 suggests that it marks the beginning of the Urrolle
proper. Chapters 4-6 have an A-B-A' thematic progress that is matched on
the stylistic level by the A—B—A'l,?clustering of imperatives discerned by
Holladay. The material in 8:4 - !10:25 appears to be cawposed of loosely
connected additions, which supports its second scroll assigrnment by
Holladay.

One of Rudolph's observations proved to militate against a par-
ticular point in Holladay's argument. ] obserxation that 1:13-16 fore—

-

cast the contents of Chapters 2-6 makes it probable that 1:11-19, the unit

of which they are a part, were part of the U%lle, since they appear to

|
contain a map of its basic structure. Hjs demonstration of the literary

unity of 1:4-19 compounds this probabilify. ’

.
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Bright's analysis, while of less impact than that of Rudolph, was
also found generally to cbrrespond to Holladay's findings; in"his larger
divisions and his dating‘ of texts: and also in his use of‘hist-ori‘cal
indicators that Holladay also uses. Most notable of these was his judg-
ment that the degree of immanence and certainty of disastgr in ca given
text is an indication of its lateness, which shows a suhstantial corres-
pondence to Holladay's criterion of irrevocable doam.

The shift established in Jeremiah's vocational selfiawa‘ieness and
in his related understanding of Judah's future, then, is that proposed by
Holladay. We have found his conclusions & -be correct in their central
affimations, although his method, and hex{ce his iriterpretation of data
were not always as clea'r as they could have been. ! |

©

The First Scroll: Contents and Design b

o

As a result of our investigation we arrived at a fairly clear out-
line of the First Scroll's probable contents and dgsign: It begins with
the introductory materials in 1:4-19, which focus primarily on the '
p]iophet's authentification, but which, in 1:13-16, also forecast the.
central focus of the scroll, i.e. the foe from the North, threatening
because of the people'é disobedience. This introductory material is in
prose, with the exception of Yahweh's words. Chapter 2:1, with its

superscription, begins the first scroll proper, with a charge of the

people's discbedience (vv. 1-32). This is followed irl 3:1-5, 12b-13, °*

19—25, by an invitation to convert (and a liturgy of repentance). The
mai:erial in these first three chapters is, additionally, bound together
byttheoccurrencesof ¥/1in 1:6;7; 2:2, 3:4,24. _

/,) Chapter 4:1-4 was seen to be transitional. It effects a shift from

; )
ﬂ@ focus on the people's religious failings in Chapters 2-3 to a focus
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on the threatening ooﬁséquences of their continued di'sobedie.nce,a in 4:5 -
6:30. It does this by specifically identifying the threat of violence
with the threat of Yahweh's anger, bursting om'1t against his unrepentant
people. This violence materialises in 4:5 - 6:30 as the approaching foe,
who at the time of the scroll's writing would be ’easily identified as
Nebuchadnezzar who was becanihg an increasingly threatening presence. This
material in 4:5 - 6:30 foms the heart of the scroll, referring directly to
the issue which occasioned its writing, that of the impact of
Nebuchadnezzar's advance on Judah.“

Now even at the he;art of the scroll we found the scenes of destruc—
tion to center around a three—part reflection on the people's religious -
and moral failings, which are clearly associated with the cause of the
destruction. Each of the three parts ends with Yahweh asking himself
what choice he has but to destroy, given the behavior of his people
(5:1-9,21-29; 9:1-8). ‘-:*‘:,si,;f

The first scroll provably concluded with 7:1-15, the Temple Sermon.
In this unit the conditijonal repri\éve hinted at in the preceding poetic
material, is articulated directly in prose: "amend your wa'ys and your
doings ar);i I will let you dwell in this&lace." This material, then,
., fomally offers an escape fram the pervasi{re threats of doam im 4:5 -

v 6:30, and formms an eminently suitable conclusion to ,tgme First Scroll. It
both ﬂcomprehends the interdependent themes of religious/moral faiiling and
threatened destructiion, and provides a kind of formal inclusion with

Chapter 1, the introduction, which, with the exception of Yahweh's words,

N is also in prose.
L

We find, then, in the probable structure of the First Scroll, both

coherent literary unity and coherent thematic progression that is in
¥
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continuity with what we know from its content and fram its historical
context of the intention that produced it.l It should be noted that the
affimation of literary unity is not a denial of the camposite nature of
the umty The first scroll seems quite clearly to have been composed of
previously existing material, but in such a way as to form a new unit.
The First Scroll: Evidence About Jeremiah

What understanding can we draw from this material of Jeremiah's
vision of the future of Judah and of his own role in that future? First,
Jeremiah saw that Judah's future was to unfold under Babylonian domination,
but he also saw the possibility of this being a gracious subjugation. In
trying to understand this we should keep ir: mind that Judah was living
under Egyptian domination at the time, that the Egyptians v;ere not only the
classical "bad guys," but that they had gained their current upper hand by
the slaying of Josiah, whose reform had been meant as a return to pure
religion.‘ They had, moreover, enforced their rule by placing Jehoiakim, an
Egyptian sympathiser with none of Josiah's reforming zeal, on the throne.
In Jeremiah's eyes, then, Nebuchadnezzar cquld have’ looked much as Cyrus
would later look to the exiled Judeans: the hand of Yahweh active for his
people's redemption. In this case, though, the alienation was domestic,
so Yahweh would be acting for his people's purification (cf. Jer. 25:1-14).

Again, in trying to understand Jeremiah's situation, we should
remerber that political autonamy for Judah was probably not a real
possibility. The relative autonomy known by Judah in the last yéars of
the Assyrian Empire, was precisely due to the fact that that empire was
overextended-and losing its grip on its vassal states. Judah was in the
situation of having to choose wisely its political loyalties, sO as not

to have them forcibly chosen for her, at greater cost. Jeremiah can be
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seen as addressing thlS inevitably controversial issue.

We can also see from the first scroll sometlung of how Jeremiah
understood his own role in the future of Judah. It most obviously
included an attempt to provoke a recognition in the pebple of the path
along which Judah'é future lay, and to spur their repentance. I say this
is most obvious, because the first scroll arose out of, and is deeply
formed by, that intention.2 Jeremiah saw himself as mediating between
Yahweh's purposes and the people's attitudes, urging them to change. His
first job would have been to persuade them that they were in need of
repentance, that the current pro-Egyptian regime did not represent-an
expression of Yahweh's emerging intentions for Judah, as could dramatic—
ally be illustrated by ﬁqe fact that hé (Yahweh) was in the process of
changing the political scene all over the Near East, through the unflag-
ging advance oé Nebuchadnez:zar.

It should be stressed that we can get a distorted picture of the
prophet's intentions and activity if we do not remember that we have in
the Jeremiah-book only one side of what was evidently a controversy in
Judah. That is to say, if everyone had agreed with Jeremiah, his word
would not have been so generally rejected. For some people the reforms
of Josiah, with their centralisation of the cult in Jerusalem and their
destruction of local shrines, would have appeared the falling-away, and
the return to mpre diverse practices which was allowed under the reign of
the pro-Egyptian Jehoiakim would then have seemed like a return to safer
religious practice, and a letting up of repression.3

Chapters 37-44 of the Jeremidh-book give an explicit account of a

later point in this controversy, which, as we have seen, involved ques-

* tions of political allregiance intertwined with questions of religious
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practice. These chapters have been evaluated By Iohfink as being of the
same genre, and in fact; of the same authorship, as the narrative in
Jeremiah 26 and 36. This genre is a kind of partisan journalism which he
names "historical short-story," and which he characterises as basically
dependable in its accounts, although pramoting a favourable interpretation
_o,f' the actions of the Shaphan-~family in Fhe events it describes.‘l, We can,
then, take this later account of extreme conflict as basically dependable,
and we can assume that the conflict did not emerge full-blown at that late
point (587 B.C.E.) only, but that it developed over the years, and as the
political situation became more extreme.

~ We have evidence for this conflictual relationship between Jeremiah
and the people he was called to speak to from quite early in his career,
and we can see that this relationship grew increasingly bitter as the
certainty of doom was affirmed in Jeremiah's mind. Already in Jeremiah
1:11~19 (first scroll material) we can see that Jeremiah sees himself as
set in some sense against the people of Judah; in 1:17 he is made into a
fortress against them, in order that they may not ham him. Even t-he
earliest call narrative shows that Jeremiah's work will involve at least
overseeing conflict: "to pluck up and to break down, to destroy and to
overthrow"; and only then "to build and to plant."5

This evidence adds an important nuance to Holladay's discovery of
the shift in Jeremi\ah'S thinking after Jehoiakim's rejection of the first
scroll. We now see that this shift was an axial point in a developing
relatlonshlp that had previous and subsequent movements. It did not
issue out of the void, but was rather a turning point in an already
conflict~ridden relationship.

As a consequence of our understanding of Jeremiah's position at the



F——

- 132 -

time of the first scroll's camposition, we must assert, with Holladay,
that any words of"judgment in it are only to be understood as statements
of "divine possibility," conditional upon the people's failure to repent,
and intended to provcke that repentance.6

The Second Scroll: Contents and Design

The second scroll, as we now understand 1'.1!, contains dall the

material in which disaster is presented as immanent and certain, if not
actual. The added material is found both in the midst of the first scroll
material, and in a block at the end of it. -We have seen that it was added
in such a way as to form a new unity, and to alter the meaning of the
first scroll texts. The tentative hope they offer for avoidance of dis-
aster disappears when they are juxtaposed with texts expressing Yahweh's
utter rejection of his people and their certa;n doom. Chapters 2:33-37,
4:19-28, 5:10-17, 6:9-15,27-30 are the additions that were discerned in
the body of the first scroll. Chapter 7:16-20, added to the tentative'ly
hopeful conclusions of tﬁe first scroll, is a striking example of hope
eliminated. The camplete rejection Yahweh expresses for his people is
based on their complete idolatry: the implication is that they did not
amend their "ways" and their "doings." All hope is forgotten? The other
material added at the end of the first scroll is firmly bound to the
earlier material in 4:5 - 6:30 by an extended series of links. Notably,
we discovered that one of the sections of a three-part unit that had been
next to 5:21-29 in the first scroll, was displaced t©:9:1~-8 in the second
scroll, where it helped link that later material back to the earlier

s

material in 4:5 - 6:30.

»

Further striking evidence of the extent to which the second scroll

material was bound to that of the first scroll was found in a series of
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two inclusions near the beginning and egding‘ of the camposite body of

<t

material extending from 4:5 - 6:24: between 4:5-8 and 10:23 and 4:19-28
and 10:19-21 respectively.
The Second Scroll: Evidence About Jeremiah
What understanding can we draw from this material of Jeremiah's
vision of the future of Judah and of his own role in that future? For
:

Judah, Jeremiah saw only violent, inevitable destruction, as we can see by

~d his juxtaposition of statements of tentative hope with statements of utter

: desolation (e.g. 7:1-15,7:16-20)., Judah, having rejected Y;hweh, was

- rejected by him.

- Jeremiah also experienced a shift’ in his own vogaﬂoml self-
understanding. Since the relation between Yahweh and his people was
broken, it only remained for him to participate in the administration of
judgment. Rudolph points out the fommal similarities between 1:5 and
6:27: these later verses are also of vocational ixrtport.T Yahweh appoints
Jysniah as a "refiner and assayer" of his people. ﬁot simply appointed
to proclaim Yahweh's word any more, Jeremiah is an administrator of judg-
ment. As such Jeremiah mncludés that the people cannot be refined, that

they are irretrievably corrupt, "refuse silver.”
\

The tone of these few verses also shows us the dévelomment of the
conflictual relationship with the people that Jeremiah had felt fram
before the camposition of the first scroll. This relationship is now -
polarised. Not simply protected adhinst the people, as in 1:17, Jeremiah

Y .
now participates in Yahweh's active offensive against them,

As mentioned above, the material of the Jeremiah-book has a wider
historical context that aids in its historical interpretation. We can

see that Jeremiah was participating in a debate that broke down along

BTt - e
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polit:ical lines as well as religious ones, si_npé thes;a overlap considerably
in a world in which God is considered to be actively controlling the
course of events. We can identify the controversy in terms of pro-
Babylonian versus pro-Egyptian factions. Within this framework, we can see
that Jeremiah was asserting, against the Egyptian sympathisers, that the
course of history favoured Nebuchadnezzar, and that submission to him was
inevitable, Yahweh's will for Judah. (

Areas of Significance For Future Research

The conclusions of this investigation are of significance for future
research in this area in a number of ways. First, Holladay has established
; new indicator for dating Jeremiah-texts, and this has been confirmed by
our study. Texts in which doom is seen as inevitable can reliably be dated
after 601, the year in 'which Jehoiakim rejected the first scroll.
fnversely, texts in which doam is seen as conditicnal and avoidable may be
dated before 601.

Second, we have seen in the relationship of 4:5 -~ 6:30 to 8:14 -~
10:25, a particular instance of Jeremiah's technique in supplementing a
camposite body of material. Rather than just tacking the second scroll
additions on at the end of the first scroll, he deliberately interwove
the later materials with the material of the first scroll by placing
first scroll material in the midst of the later additions (9:1-8), and
also by placing later materials (4:19-28; 5:10-17; 6:9-15,27-30) in the /
m:dest of the first scroll. The device of rhetorical parallels (including
hook words) was used to bind the earlier and later materials together.

Two multiple inclusions were also set around the composite text to
reinforce its unity. This technique is also used ia@ter 2, between

/
vv. 2 and 32. In both instances the inclusions are formed of multiple



- 135 -

elements, although in Chapter'Z the elements are ordered palistrophically.

The effect of this technique is to make of the second scroll not an
early text plus additions, but a new literary unit. We saw that the
tenor of the first scroll texts was altered by their juxtaposition with
the more sombre second scroll material. The whole camposite is made to
proclaim the people's sin, Yahweh's rejéction, Judah's certain and
immanent doom. This happens largely because the first scroll was prim—
arily conditional in its thrust. It spoke of what would happen if the
;1béople repented; what, i§ they continued in their folly. The second
’scmll resolves the condition by making it clear that the people have not
repented, that they are in fact too corrupt for repentance; and so, that
the negative consequences threatened for disobedience will certainly be
actualised.

Finally, we have established a segment of the central development
of Jeremiah's aims, in their historical context. Future research may -
expect Jeremiah's further development to continue in directi'ons already
evidenzed. We have fouched upon one example of this in discussing
Jeremiah's increas')ftlmgly conflictual relationship with the people between
the first and second scrolls (compare 1:17-19; 6:27-30); we saw the -
extreme i)olarisation of that relationship evident in Jeremiah 37-44, which
relates events of 587 BCE, some fourteen years after Jehoiakim's rejec-
tion of the first scroll,

There is further evidence of related development in another area of
Jeremiah's vocational self-understanding. Texts such as Jeremiah 24:1-10;
29; 34:1-7, .suggest ‘the possibility of a further development in Jerémiah's
thought-;, fram the stark announcement of inevitable doam characteristic of
the second scroll material that was composed in response to Jehoiakim's

&
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rejection of the first scroll, to the integration of eleventh hour sub-
mission to the Babylonians and acceptance of exile, into a larger salvific
scheme. The complete cataloguing of such texts, their literary and his-

-
torical analysis, and their integration into the emerging lines of the aims
of Jeremiah, remains for a future project.

B. The Larger Context: Historical Jeremiah Research

) Our confimation of the shift in Jeremiah's self-understanding is
also an affimation of the possibility of fruitful inquiry into the his-
torical Jeremiah. Now it cannot be denied that the process through which
we have made our way is long and camplicated in comparison to the brevity
of our findings. The question arises rather prominently of whether the
fruit justify the labour, that is, of the value of such research. (It
should, of course, be remembered that the fact that our project here was
the verification of a literary-historical argument, a kind of inspection,
made it much longer and more involved than ‘would otherwise be the case.) ’
To answer the guestion posed above, I propose a more specific qqestion:
What does this add to our reading of the Bible? The answer, as I under-
stand it, is compound.

Let us begin by naming the fruit of our labour. Our conclusions
oconsist in a better understanding of Jeremiah — an exceptional individual
in a unique relation to God, &he foundational figure of the Jeremiah
tradition ~- and his religious/vocational experience at an historical
moment which had profound consequenceé for the development of the biblical
tradition as a whole.

This understanding has campound results for our reading of the Bible.

-«

First, by deepening our understanding of the central aims of the founda-

-

tional figure of the Jeremiah-book, and of his vision of the times, it
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inevitably deepens our understanding of the book as a whole.

Second, because Jeremiah's vocation;l self-understanding was so much
bound up with the contemporary course of Judah's history, we have a deeper
understanding of the enduring interpretation of one of the crucial moments
in Judah's history: that of the fall .of Jerusalem, and the exile which
followed it. It was in response to this experience of abandonment by
Yahweh that the bik‘alical traditions developed the broad outlines in which
we know t-_hem.8 Our understanding of Jeremiah, then, indirectly ocontributes
to our understanding of the development of the Canon, by contr;.buti.ng to
our understanding of the experience behind that development.

Third, our understanding of Jeremiah's experience of his vocation
provokes in us a confrontation with our own understanding of our histor- B
ical responses to God and our own awareness of goals and responsibilit;,es./ )
We are drawn into a dialectic about fundamental suppositions in thesé
central matters , that will result in judgments of our continuity and/or
discontinuity with the experience of Jeremiah, as adopted and affirmed by
the biblical tradition. We are, then, propetlled into a camparative
explicita.tion and evaluation of ‘our religious and vocational experiences
as a final step in our appropriation of Jeremiah's religious experience.

The question of the impact of historical research on our reading of
the Bible rests finally on the issue of history as a contemporary mode of
knowing. This is another issue into which the "historical-Jesus" debate
has preceded us. Ben Meyer and Hans King from their diverse specialisa-
ti?ns of scripture scholarship and systematic theology both argue that
hidtorical pursuit of Jesus is neces,sary because we are irreversibly

9

historically-minded people. On the same grounds, I would argue, his-

torical pursuit of Jeremiah is a necessary component of our biblical
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Anquiry. ’

My generation has grown up in a time when the hero is no longer
fashionable, when we are ever aware of the continuity between individuals
and their surrounding culture, and when — perhaps for this reason — we:
are accustomed to:thinking of history in depersonalised terms, in terms
of the developments of oollectivities, "traditions." In such an ambiance,
study of one person whose goals shaped his life and had impact on his
society can hope to provide an important counterpoint to our sometimes
overwhelming consciousness of collective influences. It reminds us that
individuals, while formed in a social context, can also participate
decisively in the formation of their societies.,

Jeremiah's attempt to alter the destructive course of Judah's future
by fostering a change in the people's hearts was not a succesé. If we are
not surprised at this, it is probably because such direct success doe§ _pot
seem to typify what we know ofr prophetic experience. (Tt;e story of Jonah,
of course, makes a joke of this: when the people do repent in response to
Jonah's warnings, he is angry!) Jeremiah's success lies in the fact that
his words, read later, offered an interpretation of Judah's devastation to
those who had experienced it, that struck home. Through his words people
were able to grasp samething of what had happened to them, and to see it
in its historical development. In retrospect, Jeremiah's interpretation
of the times was confirmed. For this reason his words were preserved and.
developed as central to the biblical tradition's understanding of the
cataclysmic and formative events of Judah's experience of Babylonian sub-
jugation. '

Our attempt to see into Jerani:?\h's developing understanding of the

times 1is, in efféct, an attempt to grasp what it was that kept his words

IR Ay
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alive for the people of Judah. Because we are lacldntj the historical

PR

immediacy that they had, we have to work for every insight into ‘the his-
torical moment that we‘get. That such insight is even possible, though, |
justifies the effort. At a time when historical awareness seems to bring ® ;
mostly a sense of alienation from the sources of our traditions, we have

found it capable of bringing some intimacy. 10 . f
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Introduction

l'I‘he parallels between historical-Jesus and histdrical-Jeremiah
research were noted by E. Gerstenberger, "Jeremiah's Complaints —
Observations on Jer. 15:10-21," Journal of Biblical ILiterature 82 (1963):
393-408, p. 393 n. 4. D. K. Jobling developed the similarities
explicitly in "The Quest of the' Historical Jeremiah: Hemmeneutical
Implications of Recent Literature," Union Seminary-Quarterly Review 34
(1978): 3-12. (Jobling's survey is the major source for my review of
recent trénds in Jeremiah research.)

Zpor a discussion of external sources for this period of Judah's

history, see Gaalyah Cornfeld, Archaeolggx of the Bible, Book bx Book

(New York: Harper & Row, 1976), Pt. IX!'Jeremiah, Lamentations, esp.

’ ppo 167-1770 ) .

3Jobling ("Quest," p. 3) refers to the following list of authors of
such commentaries, offered by Gerstenberger ("Camplaints," p. 393): -
Th. K. Cheyne (1888); J. Skinner (1922); G. A. Smith (1929:4); Th. C.
Gordon (1931); A. C. Welch (1951:2); J. Ph. Hyatt (1958); Sheldon H.
Blank (1961). Jobling sees the work of Skinner as most typical of the

genre.

4}E‘or a critical review of the development of historical-Jesus
research, see B. Meyer, The Aims of Jesus (London: SCM, 1979), Chap. 2:
"A Review of ‘the Quest," pp. 25=59. .

5

J. Dybwad, 1914). B. Duhm, Das Buch Jeremia, Erklart, Kurzer Hand-
Commentar zum Alten Testament (Tlbingen & Leipzig: J. C. B. Mohr, 1901).

6w. Rudolph, Jeremia, Handbuch zum Alten Testament 12 (1947), second
edition (Ribingen: ~J. C. B. Mohr [P.aul Siebeck], 1958).

7J . Bright, "The Date of the Prose Se epbmiah,"” Journal of
Biblical Literature 70 (1951): 15-35, also # Anchor Bible (New
York: Doubleday, 1965). )

8Br:l.ght, Jeremiah, p, v.

] - v

S. Mowinckel, Zur Komposition des Buches Jeremias (Oslo [Kristiana]:
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%E. W, Nicholson, Preaching to the Exiles: A Study of the Prose
Tradition of Jeremiah (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1970).

10Reve:ntlow, as presented by Jobling, "Quést, " p. 3.

Gersbenberger and Gunneweg, as presented by Jobling, "Quest,"
pPp. 4-6.

12Wanke, as represented by Jobling, "Quest," p. 5.

Thiel , as represented by Jobling, "Quét, " p. 4, and subsequently,
Die Deuteronomistische Redaktion wvon Jeremia 26-45, WMANT 52 (Neuklrchen-\
Viuyn: Neukirchner Verlag, 1981).

™

14'E[‘h:Ls shift towards the tradition, of course, representg in part an
attempt to come to tems with Canon, ‘and changing notions of Scripture.
The most complete statement of its position is B. Childs, Introduction to
the 0ld Testament as Scripture (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1979) p
especially Part One, "The 0ld Testament: Introduction.”

15Meyer discusses methodological skepticism with reference to

historical-Jesus scholarship. See Aims of Jesus, pp. 81-84. -~

N

16yicholson, Preaching to the Exiles, pp. 25-26, 28-33. Nicholson's
argument here is not for the improbability of Jeremianic composition, but
rather for the plausibility of Deuteronomistic camposition. We find
sentences such as: "His [Miller's] argument ... that thejdifferences in
"vocabulary between the prose in Jeremiah and the Deutero stic liter-
" ature render the view that the former was composed by the Deuteronomists -
untenable, is not compelling, for, as we shall see, the peculiarly
Jeremianic vocabulary in the semmons can be explained on the grounds that é
whoever composed them was working on the basis of authentic material £
the prophet himself which has been J.ncorporated wholly or partly in th
present sermmons” (pp. 25-26).

17Nicholson, Preaching to the Exiles, p. 26.~ \ .

T

18Br:.ght, Jeremiah, p. LXXIII, commentdd” (befozé Nicholson's book) :
"My own view is that, in spite of undemable ]/ differences, the con-
trast between the Jeremiah of the poetry and the-Jeremiah of the prose
(and, one might add, between Jeremiah.and the Deuteronomists) has been,
by many scholars at least, badly exaggerat

19N:L\cholson argues that the "Deuteronomists' manper of handling
traditional materials elsewhere in the Bible, argues for the plausibility
of their having done samething similar with the Jeremianic material" .
(pp. 29-30). PApart from the fact that "plausible" is only a small advance
. towards "probable," Nicholson's argument falls on the fact that the latest
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" material he refers to is a prophecy of “Isaiah, whereas ‘the Jeremiah

material was familiar in its original form to large numbers of people.
See also Bright, Jeremiah, LXXII, "one wonders if it is not, to put it
mildly, unlikely that any major distortion of Jeremiah's career and
message could have been perpetrated at a time when hundreds of people who
know him well still lived."

20'I’he tem "psycho-biographical" is Joblings. "Quest," p. 3.

21Interestingly, J. V. M. Sturdy has recently re-instated Bright's -
hypothesis of the non-Deuteroncmic redaction of the prose semmons by showing
that: (1) all-of the "impressive array of parallels" between the prose
sermons and Deuteronamic literature, to which any weight ocould be attached,
come from Deuteronamy 28, where is a late addition to the book, with links
to other biblical books as well; (2) there is also serious disagreement in
"theologidal ;?é“;fmo}(" between the two bodies of literature on matters of
central impo ce, i.e. the monarchy and the Temple. "The authorship of
the 'prose semmons' of Jeremiah," Prophecy: Essays Presented to
G. Fohrer (Berlin & New York: de Gruyter, 1980), pp. 143-150.

X

22Meyer, Aims of Jesus, see especially Chap. IV, "Jesus and Critical
History," pp. 76-94.

23Meyer, Aims of Jesus, p~78. For the disoyssion of historical
fadt, which Meyer adopts from Collingwood, see p. 8 See also p. 19.

24

Meyer, Aims of Jesus, p. 79.

?‘SBright, Jeremiah, P. I%(I

Vetus Testamentum 30, 4 80: 452-467.

26y. L. Holladay, "The Identification of ﬁ Two Scrolls of Jeremiah,"

27Noz:hert Iohfink, "Die Gattung der Historischen Kurzgeschichte in
den letzten Jahren von Juda und in der Zeit des Babylonischen Exils," ZAW 90
(1978): 319-47. The main purpose of this article, as the title makes -
evident, is t0 define a literary genre. The historical investigation is
corollary.

281hid., pp. 323, 337-8.
291pid., p. 326.
30mi4., p. 324. » e

3lmmid., pp. 326-7. - .
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32144., pp. 327-8.

3Bmi4., p. 327, n. 24.

341144., p. 328. \

35m4., p. 328.

36mpi4., p. 328.

37I.mis Carroll, "The WalrGs and the Carpenter."
Chapter II
1 A ‘

All subsequent references to this article will be abbrfviated to
"Two Scrolls." ¢ ,

/

2Willj.am Holladay, The Architecture of Jeremiah 1-20 (Lewishurg:

Bucknell University Press, 1976). All subsequent references to this work -

will be abbreviated to Architecture. . -
)

3Holladay, Architecture, p. 21.

* %gol1aday, "Two Scrolls,” p. 453. .

5Ibid., p. 454.
6

.°1bid.
Tmnia, ‘
¥
o . Bmia,
~9Holladay, Architecture, p. 31. ,

2 ¢ o . ‘
lolbidn . F i ‘ N )
Mmia., p. 35.

12 »

Ibid., p. 32. ¢ )

13Ibid-’ mn 30~-34.

’
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s

. 14I am differing here fram Holladay, who sees the symmetry as
existing between "I (Yahweh) remember" (v. 2), and "forget me (Yahweh)"
(v. 32). Ibid., p. 32.

5mpid., pp. 31-34, 46-54. : \

161pid., p. 48.

LY
17Rucblph, Jeremiah, pp. 23-24. Holladay changes his position in
"Two Scrolls," amitting v. l4a from the "basic stratum” of Chapter 3.
("Two Scrolls,"” p. 455).

18Hollad.ay, Architecture, p. 49.

nia. .

201h14., p: 50.
2l1bid., Chapter 3, pp. 35-54, throughout.
224011aday, "wo Scrolls,™ p. 454. See also Architecture, p. S5.

3 . .
23Holladay, Architecture, Chap. 4,cpp. 55-105. "Two Scrolls,"
" pPP. 455-56.

24Holladay, Architecture, p. 31. See our more detailed exposition
above, p. 22.

2%b11aday, "Two Scrolld," pp. 455-456.

261pia. . : o
27Rudolpl, Jeremiah, 'pp. 29, 33, 39.
i : )
28I-!ollauflay, "Two Scrolls, ™ p. 455. ' ' .
N 4
144,
3

Orudolph, Jeremiah, pp.- 29, 33, 39.

31I*Iolladay, "Two Scrolls," p. 456. Architecture, Chap. 6, pp. 106~

124.

-

3230119&3(, Architecture, pp. 108-9. T

33yol1aday, "wo Scrolls,” p. 456.
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34‘1‘his distinction is equally applicable to rhetorical tags within
the same unit, which gives us a fourfold distinction among rhetorical
indicators, as follows: (1) purely formal tag — a form or word root
recurring within a unit; (2) purely fomal parallel -- a word root recur-
ring between units; (3) meaning-inclusive tag —— a fomm or word root
recurring within a unit, with a significant degree of shared meaning in
the use of the word and the context in which it is used; (4) meaning--
inclusive parallel —- a word root recurring between units, with a sig-
nificant degree of shared meaning in the use of the word, and the context
in which it is used.

354011aday, Architecture, pp. 108-9.

36}:"or ease of verification, I will give here the verses in these
cases, that Holladay judges to contain parallels: 2) 4:15 and 8:16;
3) 4:13, 6:23 and 8:16; 4) 4:24 and 8:16; 8) 5:7 and 9:1; 10) 5:2 and 9:2.

37Holladay, "wo Scrolls," pp. 459-61. ”

™

381144, .

39Ibid., p. 460. Hollaéay does not ever mention 5:18-19. Hence my
judgment that he views these verses as secondary.

\ '
40See similar usages in passages discussed by Bright (Jeremiah,
pp'o 25’ 39’ n. 7) .

4lpudolph, Jeremia, p. 69.

42Hollad::xy, "Two Scrolls," p. 466.

43'I‘his‘ argument was first fommlated by Mowinckel. It is accepted
by Rudolph and challenged by Bright. Its most recent advocate is
Nicholson. See Preachihg to the Exiles. -

4‘IHolladay, "Two Scrolls," p. 457.

S1pia.

461114,

11pi4., p. 458.

e

% 48Ibid.

4910hfink, "Historischen Kurzgeschichte." See our more detailed
exposition, pp. 9-13 above. :
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50

Ibid., pp. 337-342. "
5]'Holladay, "Two Scrolls," pp. 459-463. ' q

Id

lRudolph, ‘Jeremia; Duhm, Das Buct?Jeremias; Mowinckel, Zur Kampo-
sition des Buches Jeremias. All subsequent references in this chapter

" t0 Rudolph's f?t will be made in parentheses at the end of sentences.

.

2See, for example, his discussion of the relation of the text of
Chapter 2 to Jeremiah's actual oracles, pp. 20-21.

3bolladay, Architecture, p. 29.

41chfink, "Historischen Kurzgeschichte," pp. 326-8.

S

5Holladay, "Two Scrolls," p. 465. Holladay assigns 6:16-26 to the -
first scroll.

6

Ibid., p. 455, and Holladay, Architecture, pp. 64-66.

’Holladay, "Iwo Scrolls," p. 426.

8Holladay, Architecture, pp. 64-66.

9Helga Weippert, Die Prosareden des Jeremiabuches, BZAW 132,
referred to in Holladay, "Two Scroll;,'f p. 456.

10Holladay, "Two Scrolls," p. 457.

llJ . V. M, Sturdy, "Authorship of the 'Prose Semons'."

12Chapter 8:10-12, Rudolph notes, are the same as 6:12-15, and the
latter occurrence would seem to be the earlier context for these verses.

%Eter v

lBr:i.ght, Jeremiah. All subsequent references in this chapter to

" Bright's text will be made in parentheses at the end of sentences.

2Rudolph, Jeremia. See for example his treatment of 4:5-31,
pp. 29-33. .
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3Fbr ‘a discussion of historical inference, see Meyer, Aims of Jesus,
PP. 81-83.

4Il:>id., p. 87. Meyer here is following Collingwood.

5See pp. 65-66 above, ' ’

S3ohn Bright, "The Date of the Prose Semmons in Jeremiah," JEL 70
(1951): 15-35. .

7Holl};\day, "Two Scrolls," p. 457. -

ter V

lsee Lonfink, "Historischen Kurzgeschichte,” pp. 327-328.

2pia.

3See 2 Kings 18:19-25 for an example of this position, albeit argued
by an Assyrian. This view is also exemplified in Jer. 40:15-19.
. /

4I.tohfink, "Historischen Kurzgeschichte," p. 337.

5Jer:aniah is in this aspect of his calling similar to Ezekiel, who

prophecied only doam until the fall of Jerusalem, after which he spoke
words of salvation.

-,

6Holladay, "Iwo Scrolls,”" p. 466.
7Rudolph,, Jeremia, p. 45. | . r
8

See James A. Sanders, Torah and Canon (Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1972). ‘

9Meyer, Aims of Jesus, pp. 58-59; Hans Kung, O Being a Christian,
trans. Edward Qwinn (Glasgow: Collins, 1978), pp. 132-33, 164.

10'I’he journal Interpretation devoted its April 1983 issue (Vol. 37,
No. 2) to the area of Jeremiah-research., At that time this thesis had
already been submitted, and it was therefore not possible to include a
discussion of this newest material. Of special interest, though, is the
note that W. L. Holladay is one of the contributors, in an article that
reinforces his argqument about the identification of the two scrolls in
Jeremiah, while also discussing the whole term of Jeremiah's prophetic
career, His thesis remains basically the same, although he has changed
his position about the assigmment of same particular passages, and
although he has accepted Lohfink's 601 BCE. date for the reading of the
first scroll. Holladay is currently involved in preparing a commentary .
on the Jeremiah-book for the Hermeneia series. See "The Years of Jeremiah's
Preaching," Interpretation, 37 2 (April 1983), pp. 146-159.

{ ‘
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- APPENDIX I*

TIMETABLE OF EVENTS SURROUNDING BABYLONIAN EXILE

Josiah to throne (31 years)

Jeremiah's call :

Book of.Law found‘ ~= Deuteronomic (:Iosianic) Reform
Battle of Megiddo, Josiah killed a

Jehoahaz to throne (3 months)
Imprisoned in Egypt

Jehoiakim placed on throne by Pharoah Necho (1l years)
Paid tribute to Necho

Battle of Carchemish, Nebuchadnezzar (Babylonian) beats Egypt
Nebuchadnezzar takes Ashkelon
Jehoiakim transfers allegiance to Babylon

Jehoiakim rebels (withholds tribute)

Nebuchadnezzar takes Jerusalem. Jehoiakim dead before his arrival ~

Zedekiah placed on throne by Neb\ghadnezzar (11 years),
Jehoiakim deported to Babylon } \, ~

¢ .
\’\
L

First deportation

Zedekiah rebels

Jerusalem falls

Exile in Babylon

Edict of Cyrus (Persién)
Beginning of return to Judah

*Selected from Emst Vogt, "Zeittafel," in Jésef Schreiner, ed.

Wort und Botschaft (wWirzburg: Echter-Verlag WGrzburg, 1967).
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APPENDIX II1

FIRST AND SECOND SCROLL MATERIAL IN JEREMIAH 1-10

/

First Scroll . Second Scroll Neither
{(edited in 605 BCE.) (edited after 601 BCE.) (later material) Uncertedn
1: 4-10 '
11-19
2: 1=32°
2:33-37
3z 1=5 3: 6-12a
. 12b~13 e 14-18
19-25
4: 1-4 .
-
5’35 4: 9-12
13- 19-28
29-31
5: 1-9 '
5:10~17
5:18-19 5:20
21-25 30-31
6: 1-8 6: 9-15
16-26 27-30
73 1-13 7:1620
21-29. 7:30-34
* 82 1“3
8: 4-12 N
. 14-23 -
9: 1-8 e
9: 9-10 9:11-15
16-21
10: 1-16 22-25
10:17=-25 ‘
o
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