Noam Mizrahi
Witnessing a Prophetic Text in the Making



Beihefte zur Zeitschrift
fiir die alttestamentliche
Wissenschaft

Edited by
John Barton, Nathan Mac Donald, Carol A. Newsom,
Reinhard G. Kratz and Markus Witte

Volume 502



Noam Mizrahi

Witnessing a
Prophetic Text
in the Making

The Literary, Textual and Linguistic Development
of Jeremiah 10:1-16

DE GRUYTER



ISBN 978-3-11-052259-4

e-ISBN [PDF] 978-3-11-053016-2
e-ISBN [EPUB] 978-3-11-053000-1
ISSN 0934-2575

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data
A CIP catalog record for this book has been applied for at the Library of Congress.

Bibliographic information published by the Deutsche Nationalbibliothek
The Deutsche Nationalbibliothek lists this publication in the Deutsche Nationalbibliografie;
detailed bibliographic data are available on the Internet at http://dnb.dnb.de.

© 2017 Walter de Gruyter GmbH, Berlin/Boston
Printing and binding: CPI books GmbH, Leck
Printed on acid-free paper

Printed in Germany

www.degruyter.com



Contents

Acknowledgments — vii

Introduction —1

§1 Prolusion —1

§2 Demarcation — 2

§3 Preliminaries — 4

§4 Complicating factors — 10

§4.1 Literary structure — 11
§4.2  Compositional analysis — 12
§4.3  Parallel within Jeremiah — 14
§4.4  Parallels in Deutero-lsaiah — 18
§5 Overview of this study — 20
§6 Caveat— 23

Chapter1 From cult to polemic (Jer 10:2-5, 8-9, 14-16) — 25
§1 Prolusion — 26
§2 Layout of structural constituents — 28
§2.1  Thefirst passage — 29
§2.2 The second passage — 32
§2.3 Internal logic of the descriptive passages — 34
§2.4  Fragmentation — 37

§3 Stylistic profiles — 38
84 Subsequent development — 42
§5 The cultic source — 46

§5.1  The negative clauses — 47
§5.2  Origin and provenance of the cultic source — 59

§6 Another echo of the cultic source — 62
§7 The concluding passage (v. 16) — 68
§8 Conclusion —71

Chapter 2 From wisdom to hymn (Jer 10:12-13) — 73
§1 Prolusion — 73

§2 Textual evidence — 74

§3 Untying w. 12-13 — 76

§4 v. 12 and its background — 79

§5 v. 13 and its background — 86

§6 The combination of vv. 12-13 — 91

§7 Parallel sources — 97

§7.1 Ps 135:7 — 97
§7.2  Hymn to the creator — 99
§7.3  Epistle of Jeremiah 59-62 — 103



vi = Contents

§8 The integration of vv. 12-13 into Jer 10:1-16 — 106
§9 Conclusion —109

Chapter3 Language and identity (Jer 10:11) — 111

§1 Prolusion — 111

§2 Literary structure — 112

§3 Provenance and original function — 116

§3.1 Language shift — 116
§3.2  Non-Yahwistic theology — 118
§3.3  Political implications — 119
§3.4 Linguistic traits — 120
§3.5 Theological terminology — 122
§3.6 Echoes of religious reform? — 124
§4 Function within the prophetic unit— 126
§5 The language shift and the Aramaic versions — 129
§5.1 Targum Jonathan — 131
§5.2  Peshitta— 140

§6 Conclusion — 146

Chapter 4 From nature to history (Jer 10:10) — 149
§1 Prolusion — 149

§2 Form — 151

§3 Content — 156

§4 Textual development — 158

§5 Conclusion — 164

Chapter5 An orison of incomparability (Jer 10:6—7) — 165
§1 Prolusion — 165
§2 Form and content — 166
§3 Parallels — 173
§3.1  David’s prayer (2 Sam 7:22) — 173
§3.2  Solomon’s prayer (1 Kgs 8:23 + 27) — 179
§3.3  Hymnic addition to individual lament (Ps 86:8-10) — 183

§4 From the shared liturgical tradition to the given orison — 187
§5 Function in context — 194
§6 Conclusion — 197

Synthesis and conclusions — 199

Bibliography — 205

Index of sources — 221

Index of authors — 233

Index of words and phrases — 239



Acknowledgments

The compositional history of the present book, as that of any other work of its
kind, is a long and complex one. The approach presented in this study natu-
rally developed along several years of learning, teaching and thinking of the
ancient texts discussed herein, while attempting to define and fine-tune the most
adequate methods for their critical investigation. Various aspects of the topic
discussed here were first presented in lectures delivered during the last five years
at various conferences and workshops, and I have benefitted from the generous
advice, constructive critique and unceasing encouragement of family, mentors,
colleagues, and students. They are too numerous to be listed, so I thank them
here collectively, from the bottom of my heart.

Still, I must single out a few individuals, without whose immense help this
project would not have materialized at all. First and foremost, I am particu-
larly grateful to Reinhard G. Kratz for his unfailing support and many thought-
provoking discussions on a whole range of scholarly issues. The dear friendship
and warm hospitality of Dorothea M. Salzer and Stefan Schorch as well as that of
Vera Meyer-Laurin in Berlin enabled me to make significant progress at a crucial
juncture of the work. Meira Poliack, Chair of the Department of Biblical Studies
at Tel Aviv University, made special efforts to ease my teaching burden so that
I would be able to finally bring this project to completion.

Some chapters originally took an article form in Modern Hebrew, but they
were all revised when taking their final place within the overall matrix of the
present synthesis. An early version of Chapter 2 was published under the title
“From Wisdom to Hymn: The Literary, Textual and Linguistic Development of Jer
10:12-13,” Shnaton 25 (2017): 59-95; I thank the Mandel Institute of Jewish Studies
at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem for permission to integrate here an English
version of this piece. An early version of Chapter 4, under the title “o>y 750
(Jer 10:10): A Poetic Fragment and its History,” is due to be published in a forth-
coming Festschrift. A precursor of Chapter 5 is “‘For None is Like You’ (Jer 10:6-7):
A Prayer of Praise and its Place on the Map of Biblical Literature,” Beit Mikra
61/2 (2016): 239-175; I thank the Bialik Institute for permission to include here a
revised English version of this paper. I also wish to record my gratitude to readers
and reviewers of these papers, especially Dr. Ronnie Goldstein, for making inst-
ructive comments and helpful suggestions.

Thanks are also due to Ms. Hephzibah Levin, who skillfully and efficiently
edited the language of all chapters. Needless to say, any mistake, weakness or ill
judgment that remains is my sole responsibility.



viii —— Acknowledgments

My students, Matan Oren and Adam Lloyd-Alfia, were of invaluable assis-
tance at the stages of proofreading and preparing the index. [ am very grateful to
them for their painstaking and careful work.

I am thankful to the Editorial Board of the BZAW series — Professors John
Barton (University of Oxford), Reinhard G. Kratz (Georg-August-Universitit
Gottingen), Nathan MacDonald (University of Cambridge), Carol A. Newsom
(Emory University), and Markus Witte (Humboldt-Univeristit zu Berlin) — for
accepting my book to this distinguished flagship of Old Testament scholarship.

Finally, it is a pleasure to thank the professional staff of de Gruyter -
particularly Dr. Sophie Wagenhofer and Ms. Lena Ebert as well as Stefan
Diezmann and Aaron Sanborn-Overby — for their patience and skilled handling of
the production of the book.



Introduction
§1 Prolusion

The Book of Jeremiah poses one of the greatest challenges to biblical scholar-
ship in terms of its literary composition and textual fluidity, both of which are
reflected in the plethora of discrepancies between the Book’s Hebrew, Masoretic
text (27) and the Greek, Septuagint version (®), both of which are supported by
different Jeremiah scrolls from Qumran.

This study traces the intricacies of a range of formative and transformative
processes by analyzing the textual manifestations of an instructive case study: the
prophecy contained in Jer 10:1-16. Since this prophetic unit notoriously epitomizes
many of the typical problems inherent in the textual and literary evidence, it has
drawn much scholarly attention due to a range of theoretical and exegetical issues
it raises both in itself and in the broader context of the compositional history of the
Book of Jeremiah as a whole. Moreover, the prophecy contained in Jer 10:1-16 serves
as an example of the genre of idol parodies, also attested in other biblical sources
that seem to participate in a broader ancient Near Eastern discourse.! The analytical
model presented herein is intended primarily to advance our understanding of the
particular case study under scrutiny by closely investigating its literary, textual,
and linguistic aspects. In so doing, however, this study also aspires to make
a contribution to the ongoing, collective effort of critical scholarship towards
better comprehension of the complicated compositional history of Jeremiah.?
Modern study of this issue is heavily indebted to the seminal observations

1 For instance, Levtow 2008 highlights the political aspect of iconic cult, following previous dis-
cussions about the relationship between biblical idol parodies and the Mesopotamian ritual of
induction of cult images; e.g., Berlejung 1998: 369-411, esp. 315-413; Dick 1999; Lundberg 2007.
Ammann 2015 explores the relation between idol parodies and the world of wisdom, following
the seminal study of von Rad 1972: 177-185.

2 The enormous scope of scholarly literature on Jeremiah — which continues expanding as
I write these lines — cannot be surveyed adequately in a focused study such as this one. In order
to keep my analysis intelligible, I opted for a highly selective policy of reference, concentrating
on the most pertinent publications for the particular issues discussed herein, bearing in mind
that the history of scholarship as well as more general aspects of the issue have been repeatedly
summarized in some very recent publications (e.g., Adcock 2017; Ammann 2015) and updated
critical commentaries. I also preferred to refrain from extended debates with previous studies
for the practical sake of producing a monograph that centers on the text itself while maintaining
some degree of readability, despite delving into condense philological analyses. An informed
picture of the current state of Jeremiah studies may be attained from the various contributions to
Najman and Schmid 2016.

DOI 10.1515/9783110530162-001
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of Bernard Duhm, adapted and amplified especially by Sigmund Mowinckel.?
The analytical trajectory marked by their work fertilized numerous subsequent
studies, but it also yielded a counter trend, characterized by profound skepticism
concerning any possibility to reconstruct the various stages by which Jeremiah
assumed its current form, thus preferring to treat its text as a literary unity, thereby
reverting back to a pre-critical view of the book.* While I do not share this skeptical
view of our critical abilities to discern the ‘prehistory’ of the book, the present
inquiry is independent of any particular theory concerning the compositional
history of Jeremiah.5> Most importantly, I do not presuppose the a priori primacy
of any specific literary component, for instance, by assuming that poetic passages
should be regarded, in principle, as older (and more genuine) than passages
formulated in prose. Rather, each textual element is examined in and of its own,
thus establishing its degree of authenticity and relative chronology vis-a-vis other
elements. This is done regardless of theoretical assumptions made on the basis
of abstract generalizations, which, as attractive as they may appear to be, do not
necessarily conform to the actual evidence furnished by our extant sources.

§2 Demarcation

The delimitation of the prophecy poses no special problems.® Its beginning is
patently marked by a superscription in v. 1, “Hear the word that the LORD speaks
to you, O house of Israel,” the likes of which are found throughout the Book of
Jeremiah. This passage defines all pertinent dimensions of the communicative
situation: the initiator (YHWH), the addressee (the “house of Israel”), the content
and relevance of the message (“the word” spoken “to you,” or rather “about
you”), and the oral/audial medium of communication (“hear the word that the
LORD speaks to you”). As such, it serves as a fitting statement for opening a
prophetic message.

NB. While the redactional nature of v. 1 is evident in all versions of the text,
notably, its Deuteronomistic features are more pronounced in ® than in 1.
The main difference between the two versions seemingly concerns only the

3 Duhm 1901; Mowinckel 1914.

4 Carrol 1986; Fischer 2005.

5 It should be noted, however, that the result of this study generally confirms the “rolling
corpus” model, developed by McKane 1986-96.

6 For the general issue of delimiting the prophetic units contained in Jeremiah, see Lundbom
20009.
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syntactic issue of the place of YHWH’s name: it is located within the relative

clause in 21T (025p M 937 WK 9377 DR wnw, “Hear the word that the Lord

spoke concerning you”), but outside of the relative clause in ® (AkoOooTe TOV

AGyov kupiov, &v EAGANCEY €@ VUGG = 0HY 937 WR M* 927 DR Wwnw, “Hear

the word of the Lord that he spoke concerning you”). However, this variation

results in exhibiting different redactional formulae in the passage:

(a) The construct phrase mm =27 is popular in Jeremiah as a designation
of prophecy, and it is commonly used as the object of the verb pnw in
other superscriptions.” The phrase 127 7w M 727 is not employed else-
where in Jeremiah as a redactional superscription, but rather in narrative
descriptions (Jer 36:4; 37:2). It is a common formula in Kings for emphasi-
zing that historical events are realizations of previous prophecies.® This is
a typically Deuteronomistic emphasis, and the function of this formula is
to create a redactional link between originally discrete sources. Thus the
formulation of Jer 10:1 according to ® bears a Deuteronomistic imprint.®

(b) A¥’s reading, Mn* 927 WK 1277 NR YW, conflates the common introduc-
tory formula M 737 n& wnw (as reflected by ®) with the rarer construc-
tion mMn* 927 9WK 7277, whose attestations in Jeremiah are restricted to
the oracles against the nations (Jer 46:13; 50:1).1° This usage suggests that
Uv’s reading betrays an interpretation of Jer 10:1-16 as a prophecy dealing
mainly with the nations. This ideological concern is indeed underscored
in 2t — much more than in ® — and it also corresponds well with the
duplication of a subsection of this prophecy (vv. 12-16) in prophecies that
concern Babylon (Jer 51:15-19), found among the other oracles against
the nations. It appears, therefore, that 2Ii’s reading reflects a late rewri-
ting of the superscription in light of the compositional development that
the prophecy underwent as a whole.

The end of the prophetic unit is less clearly marked, but it is not seriously doubted
nevertheless. The peculiar contents of the prophecy, comprising of a polemic
against idolatry on the one hand and hymnic praises of YHWH on the other, do

7 Jer 2:4; 7:2; 9:19; 17:20; 19:3; 21:11; 22:29; 29:20; 31:10; 34:4; 42:15; 44:26.

8 1Kgs 2:27; 13:26; 14:18; 15:29; 16:12, 34; 17:16; 22:38; 2 Kgs 1:17; 10:17; 15:12; 20:19 (=Isa 39:8); 24:2.
9 If this is indeed the case, one must consider the possibility that the formula is employed here —
similarly to its function in Kings — in order to link the text back to a previous prophecy. Assuming
that the core of the prophecy lies in its polemic against idolatry, the intended antecedent might be
the prophecy in Jer 2:26-28, which similarly condemns the worship of idols (cf. Chapter 1, §5.2).
10 Cf. Isa 16:13; 37:22 (=2 Kgs 19:21). The latter passage is not part of Isaiah’s collection of oracles
against the nations, but it is thematically similar in concerning Assyria.
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not continue beyond v. 16.1* Moreover, v. 16 serves as a fitting conclusion for the
argument inherent in the combination of both aforementioned topics: “Not like
these [i.e., like the idols] is the LORD, the portion of Jacob, for he is the one who
formed all things, and Israel is the tribe of his inheritance; the LORD of hosts is
his name.”12

§3 Preliminaries

From a literary-historical point of view, there are clear indications that Jer 10:1-16
is not an original literary unity but rather a composite text. Most conspicuously,
following the superscription of v. 1, the prophecy consists of two major literary
strands that differ from each other in almost every respect.:?

The first strand is a satirical presentation of idolatry. The speaker depicts,
with considerable detail, the chain of production of cult images, undersco-
ring their material properties and human-made nature. This colorful depiction
culminates in a theological argument that the worship of such idols is senseless:
how can humans believe that a cult image really has divine powers, even though
they have just produced it by their own hands and are thus acutely aware of its

11 Weis 2016a agrees that v. 16 is the conclusion of the prophecy according to 2, but argues
that ® exhibits a different demarcation. In his view, ® for Chapter 10 divides into three subunits
(vv. 1-11, 12-21, 22-25), and vv. 16-17 are taken jointly as a single constituent within this overall
structure. However, v. 17 in its Greek garb is quite unintelligible, and all translations and previ-
ous attempts to make sense of it are very forced. Perhaps the least radical assumption is that the
translator’s Vorlage was damaged in these verses, and he did his best to salvage something from
the few intelligible words and letters that he was able to decipher (cf. Streane 1896: 126-127).
Adcock 2017 assumes that vv. 17-18 form an inseparable part of the prophecy (in 217, which in
his view represents the original form of the text); but the content, style, imagery and discursive
situation of vv. 17-18 are very remote from vv. 1-16, so that they can hardly belong together.

12 For a more detailed discussion of v. 16, see Chapter 1, §7 (pp. 68-70). Kaufmann (1937-63:
3/2.463) suggests that v. 25 (“Pour out your wrath on the nations that do not know you, and on
the peoples that do not call on your name; for they have devoured Jacob; they have devoured him
and consumed him, and have laid waste his habitation”) was originally placed after v. 16 and was
intended as a conclusion for the prophecy against idolatry. In conjunction, he considers v. 25 to
be cited from psalmic literature (Ps 79:6-7), so that the issue of its place in Chapter 10 is more
redactional than compositional. For Kaufmann’s unique view of the prophecy under discussion,
see Margaliot 1972-74: esp. 87-88.

13 Another conspicuous indication of the composite nature of the text is furnished by its dis-
cursive incoherence, marked by sudden and frequent changes in deictic references that “make
the reader lose his orientation in the organization of the discourse of the chapter” (Glanz 2013:
227-229; the quote is taken from p. 228).
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artificial and perishable nature? The prophecy contains three paragraphs that
belong to this strand (vv. 2-5, 8-9, 14-15, hereafter referred to as the “satirical
passages”).

Interwoven into this strand are other passages whose literary nature is
patently distinct. These are hymnic, psalm-like passages that do not refer at all
to idolatry but rather focus exclusively on YHWH, glorifying him as the divine
sovereign of the entire universe. They too are clustered as three paragraphs (vv.
6-7, 10, 12-13, hereafter the “hymnic passages”). The swing between the satirical
and hymnic modes is interrupted once by an additional component: a passage
formulated in Aramaic (v. 11). But this passage neatly assimilates into the satiri-
cal passages, as it reads as a continuation of the polemic against idolatry.

The form-critical differences between the two major strands are so striking,
and the shifts from one strand to the other are so abrupt, that one can easily
isolate each constituent without affecting the others. They are combined together
only in v. 16, which concludes the prophetic unit. Thus, the internal structure of
the prophecy can be presented as following the logic of alternation:**

Opening D5Y MM 9327 WK 9277 DR WHAW 1 1 Hear the word that the LORD speaks
SR A to you, O house of Israel.
S, 1750 SR 030 TITOR M AR 122 2 Thus says the LoRD: Do not learn the

037 10 310NN DR DWR DR
" NI 5an oayn mpn v 3 anan
TRYNA WIN T WY NN W0 Py
Mapna1 NNNDA 1™ 271 4003 4
7R WRR IRND 5 P RIDY P
5R 1TYRY KD "2 RIWP RIWI 1737 KD
PR 207 03 W KD ™ 0AN IRTD
[5] orx

way of the nations, or be dismayed at
the signs of the heavens; for the nations
are dismayed at them. 3 For the customs
of the peoples are false: a tree from the
forest is cut down, and worked with an
ax by the hands of an artisan; # people
deck it with silver and gold; they fasten
it with hammer and nails so that it
cannot move. 5 Their idols are like a
wrought palm tree, and they cannot
speak; they have to be carried, for they
cannot walk. Do not be afraid of them,
for they cannot do evil, nor is it in them
to do good.

14 The abbreviation “S” stands for the satirical passages, and “H” for the hymnic ones. The
English translation of biblical passages — both here and throughout this study - generally
follows the NRSV, but often with modifications of my own.
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TAW HITHN ANR D1 M TIN0 RN 6
75 %2 N THn IR RY N 7 A
omabn 5o31 ovan non Haa  nnwe

TIRD PRI

Py ©5an 010 1B MYy NnRa 8
271 RAP WWINR PRI 500 9 RIN
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o"n OHR RI0 DR DTOR N 10
152 K91 PR WYIN 1|RpR OO TOm
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Nw ™7 RTHR DI AR AT 11
MIND AT RYIRD 1TARY 1T2Y R RPN
[o] MOR RDW

1NRaNA 5an pan moa IR nwy 12
10NN 9pY 13 0w Nl INnan
PR NRpR DRI 1OV oRwa on
mn KM WY Tonh opaa [Panna]
PRIRRA

a71% 92 whan nyTn oIR 52 Tpas 14
5an 15 02 A 8911903 pw 2 Soan
TN’ DNTPA NYa DPNPn Iwyn o

K11 90 9% 2 apy pHn nHRaI RO 16

[o] mw mrax ma inon vaw HrwM

6 There is none like you, O LORD; you are
great, and your name is great in might.

7 Who would not fear you, O King of the
nations? For that is your due; among all
the wise ones of the nations and in all
their kingdoms there is no one like you.

8 They are both stupid and foolish; the
instruction given by idols is no better
than wood! ? Beaten silver is brought
from Tarshish, and gold from Uphaz.
They are the work of the artisan and
of the hands of the goldsmith; their
clothing is blue and purple; they are
all the product of skilled workers.

10 Byt the LORD is the true God; he
is the living God and the everlasting
King. At his wrath the earth quakes,
and the nations cannot endure his
indignation.

11 Thus shall you say to them: The
gods who did not make the heavens
and the earth shall perish from the
earth and from under the heavens.

12 1t is he who made the earth by his
power, who established the world by
his wisdom, and by his understanding
stretched out the heavens. 13 When

he utters his voice, there is a tumult
of waters in the heavens, and he
makes the mist rise from the ends of
the earth. He makes lightnings for the
rain, and he brings out the wind from
his storehouses.

14 Everyone is stupid and without
knowledge; goldsmiths are all put to
shame by their idols; for their images
are false, and there is no breath in
them. 1> They are worthless, a work
of delusion; at the time of their
punishment they shall perish.

16 Not like these is the portion of
Jacob, for he is the one who formed
all things, and Israel is the tribe of his
inheritance; the LORD of hosts is his
name.
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The alternating structure is a remarkable feature, virtually unparalleled else-
where in Jeremiah or even in prophetic literature as a whole.®> But the methodo-
logical interest in this case lies primarily in the fact that the form-critical analysis
is independently corroborated by text-critical evidence.®

It is well-known that in Jeremiah, ® and It differ extensively from each
other.'” The prophecy in Jer 10:1-16 comprises a particularly condensed selection
of a variety of typical discrepancies between the two textual witnesses. Most
notably, ® is much shorter than 211, as it contains no representation of vv. 6-8
and 10 in their entirety, and it also exhibits shorter readings in other, individual
passages. Furthermore, ® presents a peculiar sequence of the passages comprising
the prophecy vis-a-vis 21t by having v. 9 within v. 5 rather than following it (i.e., vv.
5a—>9->5b). Finally, ® presents a full range of differing readings of various sorts
throughout the prophecy.

While this assortment of differences seems dazzling at first, its significance
becomes apparent when mapped against the form-critical analysis presented
earlier:1®

Opening MY 927 WK 13T DR WNAW 1 1 Akovoate Adyov kupiov, dv ENGAnceV £¢’
58 2 D2YY  Dpdc, oikog IopanA:

S, +5S, OR DA TITOR M IR 1D 2 2 1he Adyet khptog Katd Tag 68006 TV
20NN SR DNWA MORM TN £6v@v i pavoveTe Kai Artd T@V onpeiwv
DY MPR "2 3 NRNN DA INMY 1o ovpavod pr @oPeiobe, 6Tt @oPodvTal
AWYN NN WM PY 0 RIN 530 adtd Toig mpoodmnotg avT@v. 3 8Tt Ta
178" 27121 §D23 4 TRYNI WIN T vopupa Tdv EBvav patawar EOAov EoTiv €k
70 K191 DIPI MAPN2Y MANDNA ol SPUHOD EKKEKOHNEVOV, EPYOV TEKTOVOG
TI2T K9 AR WP TNND 5 kel xwvevpa: 4 &pyupiw kai xpuoiw
keKaMwopEVE E0TIV: €V oUpaLS Kai FAoLg
£otepéwoav avTé, Kai o Kivnorfoovtar >
ApYUPLOV TOPEVTOV 0TIV, OV TTIOPEVGOVTAL'

15 This peculiar feature was observed aptly in early Jewish exegesis, for instance: onya npax
n"apn 5w maw 1"y Sw amis R Aaran TR 973 (Exodus Rabbah 16:2), “Four times on one page
will you find that Jeremiah exposed the shame of idolatry and revealed the praise of God” (tr.
Lehrman, in Freedman and Simon 1939: 3.207-208), continuing to specify how the two themes
alternate. Cf. Lamentations Rabbah 1:1 (tr. Cohen, in Freedman and Simon 1939: 7.69-70). See
further Chapter 2, §8 (p. 107, n. 91). For the reception of Jer 10:1-16 in rabbinic literature see Lavee
2016 (cf. Rosen-Zvi 2017: esp. 581-582).

16 Ben-Dov 2000 in particular emphasizes the convergence of both types of evidence.

17 For the state of the art, see Weis 2016b.

18 The text of ® analyzed in this study is the basic text of Ziegler 1976: 201-202 (Jer 10:1-16)
and 294 (Jer 51[28]:15-19). The English translation generally follows NETS (A. Pietersma and
M. Saunders), albeit sometimes with modifications of my own. Cf. Walser 2012: 5859, 260-261.
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IR IR 1TYRY KD 0 RIWD RIWI

DR PR 207 03 W KD 2 DN

[2]

H, 51T AN ST i T2 PRA 6
Ton IR R M 7 A2 AW

oM 'nan 52292 AnRY 15 2 DN

TR prA omabn oo

S, oban 7o HoaM Y NNR 8
R PY

a7 KA WWANA PRI 02 9
nSan R T WA AW 1R
092 0N IWYN DRIaD XN

H, DR R NAR DT9R MM 10
PARA WYIN 1a%pn o Tom orn
[a] mpr o3 9 8
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Aramaic

5 5an pan 1n2a PR w12
13 0'AW 7vI NN INPINA

oYM DAWA o PR NN S
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Closure

9 Gpyvplov mpoaPANTOV 4o Bapaig fEeL,
Xpvoiov Mw@ag kai Xeip xpuooxowv, £pya
TEXVLTOV TIGvVTA® DAKLVOOV Kol Top@UpaV
&vdioovotv adTa

5P aipdpeva &pbrcovTat, &t ovk EmProovTaL
i popnBiiTe aiTd, HTL OV Py KaKoToMoWat,
Kol GyaBov 0vk E07TLv £V aTOIG.

11 oltwg €peite aToig Ocol, ol TOV oVpavVOV
Kol TNV YAV 00K £moinaav, drnoAécdwoav
amod T yAg Kal UokaTtwOev Tob ovpavod
TovTOV.

12 xhplog 6 o oag TV Yiv &v Th loxiL
avTob, 6 GvopBWOaG THV OIKOUPEVIY £V

Tii co@ig aTOD Kal £V Tii PPOVNTEL AVTOD
£E€Tewve TOV ovpavov 13 kai AR Bog HBaTOg
£v oUpav@ Kai Gvryaye ve@élag EE EoxdTou
TiiG YAS, AOTPOTAG €ig VETOV £M0iNTE Kal
EENyaye @G £k Bnoovp@dv avTob.

1 Enwpavdn nég GvBpwmnog o yVwoews,
KOTNOoXLVON TéG Xpuooy0og Emi Toig
yAurttoig avtod, 6TL Pevdii Exwvevoav, ovk
gotL vebpa &v avToig > patoud oy, Epya
EUMEMALYHEVQ, £V KAPEG ETULOKOTIG QUTAV
anoAobvTat.

16 0¥k £0TL TOLWTN pepLS T Tokwp, ST O
TAQOOG TA TIGVTO AVTOG KANpOovopia aiToD,
KUPLOG OVOpa aUTE).

As the table clearly shows, ® lacks two of the three hymnic passages (vv. 67, 10),
while two satirical passages (vv. 2-5, 8-9) are combined therein into a single,
continuous paragraph (which does not contain v. 8). It is quite unlikely that any
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scribe or translator would have omitted passages the praise God as the divine
king; on the other hand, it is inherently reasonable to suppose that such passa-
ges could be supplemented to any religious text along its textual transmission.
The simplest conclusion, therefore, is that ®’s shorter version testifies to an older
stage in the compositional history of the prophecy compared to 21T, whereas 21t
represents a later formation, enriched with hymnic passages.'® Thus, ® generally
affirms the results of the form-critical analysis to a surprising degree, affording an
independent validation of the composite nature of the prophecy under scrutiny.2°

While sustaining the basic distinction between the satirical and hymnic pas-
sages, ® also suggests — albeit indirectly — that at least some components of the
prophecy had an independent existence prior to their integration into the text.
Furthermore, ® alerts our attention to the possibility that the hymnic strand is
not a literary unity of its own — otherwise, it would be difficult to comprehend
why vv. 12-13 are shared by both ® and 2It, whereas vv. 67 and v. 10 are not wit-
nessed by ® and remain peculiar to 211 and its congeners. The suspicion that the
three hymnic passages do not converge but rather stem from different sources is
confirmed by literary and philological analysis, which demonstrates their origi-
nal independence of one another. Both philological and textual evidence further
indicates that the hymnic passages were not added en bloc, but rather were added
to supplement the prophecy incrementally. Such a development trajectory cannot
be reconciled with reading all three passages as a continuous strand.?!

If this analysis is correct, it also has an important implication for under-
standing the textual relationship between ® and 2Ii. Most importantly, the long
text of 21T cannot be taken as a direct descendent of the short text represented by
® (and 4QJerP). Rather, one ought to hypothesize intermediate stages, in which
the various components were added, bit-by-bit, before accumulating to the

19 See especially Bogaert 1981 (1997) (cf. Bogaert 2013: esp. 230-237). Cf. McKane 1985. The rela-
tive lateness of 21, however, should not be overstated; for instance, the Hasmonean dating of
the so-called “long recension” — asserted by Amphoux, Aussedat and Sérandour 2009 — ignores
the fact that it is already recorded in 4QJer?, copied at the end of the third (or beginning of the
second) century BCE, i.e., before the Hasmonean period.

20 This presentation of the evidence presupposes that & is a not the product of a free transla-
tor but rather a faithful rendition of a deviant Hebrew Vorlage. While early critics debated this
assumption, it was fully vindicated with the publication of 4QJer” (4Q71), a fragment that preser-
ves parts of Jer 9:22-10:20 and closely matches the text underlying ®. This finding renders obso-
lete all speculations about the allegedly free translation technique of ®. 4QJer was published
preliminarily by Janzen 1973: 181-182, followed by the full and official edition of Tov 1997: 171-176
(cf. Tov 1989). Saley 2010 offers an alternative reconstruction of the missing parts. For a survey of
the Jeremiah scrolls from Qumran, cf. Lange 2009: 297-324 and 2016.

21 For a different opinion, see Finsterbusch 2013.
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conglomerate represented by At. For this reason, I do not share the common
assumption that the Book of Jeremiah circulated in antiquity in (only) two so-
called “recensions”: a short recension represented by ® and 4QJer® and a long
recension represented by 21T and the other ancient versions.?? Rather, I consider ®
and A1 to be better viewed as a random selection of two witnesses out of a greater
number of textual formations that should be surmised in order to account for the
textual discrepancies between the extant versions.?? Put differently, the textual
history of Jeremiah is that of an “open recension.”

§4 Complicating factors

The above conclusions supply a solid foundation for any critical inquiry of the pro-
phecy in Jer 10:1-16. On this basis, one can analyze further the individual strands
and speculate about their distinct histories before, during, and after being integra-
ted into the prophetic unit as it now stands in the extant versions, primarily 2t and
®. Several factors, however, have proved to complicate the study of this prophecy,
pushing its scholarly discussion in different — sometimes contradictory — directions:
(1) The seemingly sophisticated literary structure of the prophetic unit led to a
harmonistic reading of the prophecy as an original unity.
(2) Attempts yielding opposite results were made to discern different strata even
within the most solid part of the prophecy; namely, the satirical passages.
(3) A subsection of the prophecy (Jer 10:12-16) is duplicated elsewhere in the
book (Jer 51:15-19), thus comprising one of the many cases of textual dou-
blets so characteristic of the Book of Jeremiah. This situation prompted
the assumption that originally, the duplicated section was an independent
unit — an assumption that had a decisive effect on all attempts to reconstruct
the compositional history of the prophecy.

22 Cf. Tov 1981.

23 Cf. the theoretical framework formulated by Tov 1982. Note that the Jeremiah scrolls from
Qumran might supply a confirmation for this hypothesis. The oldest copy of Jeremiah from Qum-
ran, 4QJer? (dated, on paleographic grounds, to the late third or early second century BCE; cf.
Yardeni 1990) is often adduced as supporting the long, proto-Masoretic recension. But even if
this is true for Jer 10:1-16, one should take care to distinguish, in this scroll, between the text of
the original scribe and the many textual corrections added at a later stage. Most significantly, Jer
7:30-8:3 is missing from the main text, and it was added only by a later corrector. Although the
editor eventually preferred to explain it is an omission due to a scribal lapse (Tov 1997: 152-153),
the opposite option of considering it as a testimony of an older formation of the text remains an
attractive alternative. If so, the text of the original scribe is shorter than 21t but still longer than
®, thus fitting as representing a sort of an intermediate stage between the two.
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(4) There are striking parallels between our prophecy and Deutero-Isaiah, which
are not limited to the shared theme of a polemic against idolatry but extend
to very specific verbal contacts. Such similarities motivated the treatment of
Jer 10:1-16 jointly with Deutero-Isaiah’s idol parodies, amounting to denying
any connection between this prophecy and Jeremiah’s oeuvre.

I submit, however, that all these arguments rest on a methodologically shaky
ground and do not stand up to criticism. Indeed, in my view, none of them is
able to subvert the basic contentions presented above regarding the composition
of the prophecy and the literary relation between the textual witnesses. Let us
consider these points one by one.

§4.1 Literary structure

The identification of an alternating pattern in Jer 10:1-16 exerted much influence
over scholarly discussions, as it created an imposing impression of literary cohe-
sion of this prophecy. Many scholars have construed the peculiar alternating
structure accordingly as a decisive argument for the literary unity and original
integrity of the prophetic unit.2*

Such a view, however, does not accord with the fact that no alternating
pattern is visible in ®.? If this version indeed reflects an older stage of the pro-
phecy, the alternating structure should be regarded as a secondary development
rather than a feature of the Urtext. The only way to defend the alternating pattern
as original is to argue for the authenticity of 2It — for instance, by rejecting ® as
the product of a literary technique of reworking an older and longer text by way
of excerption.2¢

Indeed, even for scholars admitting the composite nature of the prophecy,
the alternation between satirical and hymnic passages could still be interpreted
as the result of purposeful redaction.?” However, this position is not a neces-
sary conclusion from the evidence either. It is just as possible to construe a

24 See, e.g., Ackroyd 1963; Overholt 1965; Margaliot 1980; KraSovec 1984: 76-85; Clendenen
1987; Holladay 1986-89: 1.321-337.

25 Cf. Scholz 1875: 60-62.

26 See, e.g., Vonach 2009; Adcock 2017. The extreme view that ® reflects a heavily corrupted
text, the cumulative result of numerous cases of haplography — over 330 instances throughout
Jeremiah, consisting of some 1,715 words (!), according to Lundbom 2005 - is based on abuse of
textual criticism.

27 As my own previous discussion of this unit implied (Mizrahi 2014: 120-121).
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different scenario, which focuses on the fact that most textual segments suspec-
ted as late interpolations (vv. 10, 11, 12-13) are actually concentrated together at
the same locus. The only passage that appears to violate this rule is the hymnic
vv. 67, which is separated from v. 10 by the satirical passage of vv. 8-9. But
this exception disappears in ® (where v. 8 is absent and v. 9 is integrated
into v. 5), thus pushing vv. 6-7 to the very same locus of the all the other supple-
mentations.

If so, the impression of an alternating structure can be replaced by an alter-
native view, identifying a compilation of interpolations, all placed on top of each
other, within a single structural slot in the prophecy, between vv. 1-5 (including
v. 9) on the one hand and vv. 14-16 on the other. In other words, the alternating
structure is in the eye of the beholder, and although commentators and schol-
ars repeatedly observed this structure since Late Antiquity through the modern
age, it is not necessarily the intended configuration of the text; it may well be the
random result of a gradual process of literary accretion.

§4.2 Compositional analysis

While structural features of the prophecy have motivated its harmonistic reading,
another complicating factor resulted in an opposite trajectory, yielding a hyper-
critical approach. More specifically, questioning the literary integrity of the
satirical strand led to a radical reevaluation of the originality of most of textual
segments contained in the prophecy.?®

The starting point for this approach has been the argument that v. 2 (“Thus
says the Lord: Do not learn the way of the nations, or be dismayed at the signs of
the heavens; for the nations are dismayed at them”) and v. 3a (“For the customs of
the peoples are false”) duplicate each other while differing in their phraseology.
Thus, v. 2 denotes the nations twice by the term o3, whereas v. 3a refers to them
as onyn. Furthermore, the passages contrast in the expressions they employ
for the false customs of the nations: v. 2 evinces “the way (777) of the nations,”
while v. 3a prefers “the customs (mpn) of the peoples.” These facts were taken
as betraying signs of literary complexity, leading to the hypothesis that v. 3a is

28 The most influential analysis in this direction is that of Wambacq 1974. The following para-
graph describes the essentials of Wambacq’s thesis, but its underlying logic is shared by other
studies that accepted his analysis.
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a redactional addition meant to radicalize the message of v. 2, arguing that the
astrological beliefs of the gentiles are completely false (5ar).2°

It was further speculated that vv. 3b-4 form an even later redactional addi-
tion, which reflects a misinterpretation of the term 5an (v. 3a) as a reference
to idols, following a usage attested elsewhere in the Book of Jeremiah;3° these
passages were later supplemented by vv. 5, 8, 9, etc. According to this supple-
mentary theory, the original kernel of the prophecy is restricted to v. 2 alone.
This is the only passage ascribable to Jeremiah, and it addresses refugees of
the northern kingdom, who survived the destruction of Samaria and were not
deported by the Assyrians. All the other segments of the prophecy are judged
to be subsequent additions made much later, around the beginning of the third
century BCE.

Unfortunately, the literary evidence adduced in support of this complicated
reconstruction is very slim, and it may well be interpreted in alternative, even
contradictory ways. Most importantly, the terms "3 and oy form a word-pair in
Biblical Hebrew, so that a single author could have easily employed them within
a single context (see, e.g., Deut 4:27 in prose; Deut 32:8 in poetry). Indeed, such
a usage is documented elsewhere in Jeremiah (Jer 6:22; cf. 50:41). Similarly, the
terms npn and 777 are jointly employed, in an overlapping sense, especially in

29 The idea that the phrase o'wn mink, “the signs of the heavens,” refers to astronomical phe-
nomena that were given astrological interpretation is very common among commentators of
Jeremiah. Cf. already Targum Jonathan (&), which renders the phrase as “signs which are chan-
ged in the heavens,” and similarly in rabbinic literature, e.g., b. Shabbat 156a: “R. Johanan said:
How do we know that Israel is immune from planetary influence? Because it is said, ‘Thus saith
the Lord, Learn not the way of the nations, and be not dismayed at the signs of heaven, for the
nations are dismayed at them’: they are dismayed but not Israel” (tr. Freedman, in Epstein 1935:
2/1-2.156a, col. ii, c). Cf. the Syriac commentator Ishodad of Merv (van den Eynde 1972: 1.12, 2.13).
Critical scholars sometimes distinguish between the argument against astrology presumably
expressed in v. 2 and the polemic against idolatry manifested in the rest of the prophecy. Howe-
ver, the term mx “sign” in v. 2 is better interpreted as denoting a material object (cf. Num 2:2); in
that case, o'nwn mnik may be the astral symbols of the deities comprising “the host of heavens,”
whose worship was common in Judah in the seventh and sixth centuries BCE (2 Kgs 21:3, 5; cf.
Deut 4:19; 17:3; 2 Kgs 23:5; Jer 8:2; 19:13; Zeph 1:5), probably under Syrian and Assyrian influence;
cf. Cogan 1974: 84-87. (Koch 1982-83: 2.48-54, esp. 52, did not distinguish carefully enough bet-
ween these two interpretations, and he discussed the whole issue in too general terms; for a
different opinion, see Ben-Dov 2000: 106-108.)

30 According to Barstad 1978, the occurrence of a1 in Jer 10:3 is a proper noun, the name of a
Canaanite god related to the deity Hubal, known from sources that concern the Arabian penin-
sula in the pre-Islamic period. However, Becking 1993 persuasively rejected this interpretation
(cf. Becking 1999).
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Deuteronomistic passages (Deut 30:16; 1 Kgs 2:3; 11:33, 38; 2 Kgs 17:13).3! Thus,
the sharp distinction made between v. 2 and v. 3a is unjustified. Moreover, the
very same data may be utilized to argue the exact opposite; namely, that vv. 2-3a
belong together, revealing a Deuteronomistic-like hand.3?

Noteworthy is the methodological lesson that transpires from this discussion.
The attempt to distinguish between two literary components — v. 2 vis-a-vis v. 3a —
was based largely on the presumed existence of a doublet, while the more tradi-
tional criteria pointing to the obvious presence of distinct literary strands in the
prophecy — such as differences in theme, stylistic mode, and ideological outlook
that distinguish between the satirical and hymnic passages — were played down.3?
In principle, however, redactional activity may fuse together several sources or
traditions that will necessarily differ in their content and form; yet they need not
duplicate each other. For this reason, the primary criteria of differences in
content, form, and worldview must take precedence in literary-historical analysis;
doublets may or may not exist in a composite text, so that their existence is not
a prerequisite for its analysis. Finally, internal doublets should not be assumed
if other — especially easier — ways to explain the evidence are equally available.

§4.3 Parallel within Jeremiah

A third element that complicated previous discussions of our prophecy is the fact
that a subsection of the prophetic unit, Jer 10:12-16, has a verbatim doublet in Jer
51(® 28):15-19. The latter is embedded in a structurally and generically different
part of the Book of Jeremiah; namely, as part of the Oracles against the Nations:3*

31 Compare the related word-pair 777 // pi (Deut 26:17; 1 Kgs 3:14; 8:58; cf. Exod 18:20; Ps 119:33).
Note Job 28:26, mbp rnb 77 ph “vnd w3, “when he made a decree for the rain, and a way
for the thunderbolt,” as this passage employs the word-pair of 717 // ph in the context of God’s
control over meteorological phenomena.

32 Indeed, Deuteronomistic-like features are not limited to this passage but rather typify a spe-
cific stratum within the prophecy (see Chapter 1). Intriguingly, Thiel (1973: 135-138) disregarded
such elements contained in Jer 10:1-16. He may have ignored them given his presupposition —
inherited from previous scholars (e.g., Mowinckel 1914: 48-49) — that the entire prophecy of Jer
10:1-16 is a late, post-Deuteronomistic addition (e.g., Thiel 1973: 12, 282). It seems to me, however,
that the evidence does not support this line of thinking.

33 The decisive weight of the notion of duplication in Wambacq’s theory suggests that despite its
supplementary results, the critical sensitivity underlying his approach is actually akin to docu-
mentary models.

34 The only major difference between 10:12-16 and 51:15-19, according to 2Ii, pertains to the
name of Israel, which is included in Jer 10:16 but absent from 51:19. Other than that, there is only
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Jer 51:15-19 Jer 10:12-16
1NMaNa a0 pan N2 PR wy 15 1NMaNa 5an Pan N2 PR Iy 12
0 AN NN 9IPH 16 DRW VI INNANY D0 PRN 1NN 91P5 13 onw Av: Innana
qonb D'pRa IR NEpn DRI Y onwa [PaRA] PIR NEpn DRI O Dnwa
PONRRA M RYM WY PONRRA MA RYM AWy qonb opna

Yoan 97r Y whan TN oIR 93 wa1 17 Hoan g Y3 whan nyTn oTR 93 wa 14
wyn Ann 9an 18 0a M XM 1201 PW D Nwpn i an 15 0a mn 8511003 pw 2

17AN’ DNTPA NYa oYnYn 17AN’ DNTPA NYa DYnYn
K11 52 xe 2 py phn mHra &Y 19 K171 537 %Y "2 2Py PO ORI KD 16
AW MIRAR 1 05 vaw AW MRAR M In5nI vaw HRwM

This case is but one example of a much wider phenomenon, as Jeremiah is replete
with textual doublets of this kind.?> Nonetheless, our particular case has led
many scholars to view vv. 12-16 as comprising an originally independent literary
unit that had its own compositional and textual history, independent of vv. 1-11
(or at least vv. 2-10, if one excludes the redactional superscription of v. 1 and the
Aramaic passage of v. 11).3¢

However, such a conclusion is contradicted by basic facts of the literary evi-
dence afforded by both Chapter 10 and Chapter 51. As far as Chapter 10 is concer-
ned, vv. 12-16 cannot be isolated from the rest of the prophecy, because one finds

a slight orthographic fluctuation concerning the /o/ vowel in q7(1)x (spelled plene in 10:14 but
defectively in 51:17) and 2(1)py” (spelled defectively in 10:16 but plene in 51:19). The differences in
the Greek versions of both sections are discussed below.

35 See, e.g., Parke-Taylor 2000: esp. 177-180. In my opinion, no single solution can be offered for
all such duplicates, and the matter should be dealt with discriminatively; cf. Rofé 2009.

36 See, e.g., Criisemann 1969: 111-114; Rudman 1998: 63-73; Lundbom 1999-2004: 1.596-600.
Note especially the nuanced approach of Ben-Dov 2000, who accepts the common view that vv.
12-16 represent an independent unit but identifies signs for its literary complexity. For him, vv.
1213 are the kernel of the hymnic layer of the prophecy as a whole (with vv. 6-7 and 10 as later
expansions). In his view, the hymnic layer is related to doxologies added to prophetic literature
as part of its redactional history (cf. already Tov 1981: 154, n. 27), as exemplified especially by the
Book of Amos (cf. Crenshaw 1969 and 1971: esp. 75-114). Thematically, the doxologies concen-
trate on the motif of God the Creator, who also takes care of the regular maintenance of his world.
Stylistically, they make extensive use of participles. Furthermore, they link to the employment
of the formula, “YHWH of Hosts is his name” (yaw mxax mi), which indeed occurs in v. 16. In
my opinion, however, these characteristics do not apply equally to all the hymnic passages of
Jer 10:1-16. None of them matches vv. 6-7, and the name formula depends exclusively on v. 16,
which (according to Ben-Dov himself) was not originally connected to the hymnic passage of vv.
12-13. This example provides further indication that it is better to refrain from considering all the
hymnic passages of Jer 10:1-16 as belonging to the same stratum. In any case, their resemblance
to the Amos doxologies does not appear to me to bear satisfactory explanatory potential.
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in them exactly the same two literary strands that run through the prophetic unit
as a whole: a satirical presentation of idolatry on the one hand (vv. 14-15; cf. vv.
2-5, 8-9) and a hymnic praise of YHWH on the other (vv. 12-13; cf. vv. 67, 10). The
thematic and stylistic differentiation makes little sense within vv. 12-16 on their
own; it becomes understandable only within the broader context of Jer 10:1-16.
Moreover, the satirical passages, including vv. 14-15, integrate into a continuous,
narrative-like description, thus suggesting that they all stem from a single literary
source. Finally, vv. 12-16 do not display greater textual stability than other seg-
ments of the prophecy; like all other passages, this section too evinces significant
differences between 21t and ®, including shorter readings in ® for vv. 13 and 16.
The inescapable conclusion is that Jer 10:12-16 cannot be considered as a self-
standing unit that had existed separately of the other parts of the prophecy in Jer
10:1-16. On the contrary, it is manifestly nothing but a section abruptly cut out
from its original context and secondarily interpolated into Chapter 51.
Examination of the parallel section in Jer 51:15-19 leads to a complemen-
tary conclusion. First, this section does not interact in any way with its imme-
diate context. Jer 51:15-19 is embedded within a collection of prophecies against
Babylon (Jer 50-51), but vv. 15-19 contain no reference or even hint to Babylon,
which is the conspicuous theme of all the prophecies surrounding it. Second, the
section contains a condemnation of idol worship (vv. 17-18 || 10:14-15) that has
neither antecedent nor continuation in the prophecies against Babylon contained
in Chapters 50-51. To be sure, these prophecies do occasionally predict destruc-
tion for idols (Jer 51:47, 52; cf. 50:38),3” but these oracles do so only by explicitly
identifying such idols as the Babylonian gods, so that their destruction functions
as a symbol for the pending loss of Babylonia at large. By contrast, the polemic of
vv. 17-18 is directed against idolatry as such, without making any geographical or
ethnic identification. Third, vv. 15-19 also differ from their context in some formal
respects, such as their discursive situation: in the prophetic units that precede
this section (Jer 51:11-14, especially vv. 13-14) and follow it (Jer 51:20—24), God
speaks in the first person, whereas our section begins with a description of God
in the third person (in vv. 15-16 || Jer 10:12-13), thereby interrupting the sequence
of divine speeches in the first person. These facts converge in indicating that vv.

37 Note Qimhi’s attempt to utilize this fact in explaining why the section from Chapter 10
was integrated into Chapter 51: nmbgn A DATAYPA D DawIn M 533 113 03 oA PR oYHRi
5 nan nwnan mawt (Cohen 2012: 254), “He reiterated the passage here because of the issue of
the idols, in which the Babylonians were trusting and thinking that their worship ensures their
success.” But this explanation lacks conviction as it ignores the fact that the Babylonian idols are
not mentioned in the immediate context of our section; namely, in the preceding and following
units within Chapter 51.
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15-19 are alien to their present context in Chapter 51. Their presence there surely
results from a secondary interpolation, while their source is to be identified in
Chapter 10.

The evidence furnished by both Chapters 10 and 51 indicates that the par-
allel in Jer 51:15-19 may well be valuable for text-critical purposes, but it cannot
testify to older stages in the compositional history of the text contained therein.
Its presence in Chapter 51 can only point to the later reception of the prophecy
included in Chapter 10.38 This state of affairs obviously prompts the question:
Why was this section inserted into Chapter 51? A perceptive comment of the
medieval Jewish commentator Menahem of Posquiéres suggests a possible
answer for this query:3°

v D”P5 N2 15 ww 21000 T30 mRae ' yaws :'lt717?3'7 TITAW M2Y2 DYon vy
AWNan NRT ATARY MNHan mHR 51 maa PIR AW 70 KRIA D

“Who makes [the earth by his power, etc.]” [Jer 51:15]: The motivation [for citing this
paragraph here] is that since it is mentioned above that “YHWH of Hosts has sworn” [v. 14],
the passage explicates that He indeed has the power to fulfil his oath, for he was “the maker
of the land by his power” [v. 12] and all the other miraculous deeds that this paragraph
tells about.

According to this proposition, the divine oath that Babylon will suffer a mass
invasion (v. 14) is amplified by reminding the (potentially skeptical) audience
that God had already committed greater deeds, such as the creation of the world,
thus affirming that he indeed possesses the power to bring destruction even to a
mighty kingdom such as the Neo-Babylonian empire.*°

38 Another important witness for a later stage in the reception of our prophecy is the apocry-
phal work Epistle of Jeremiah, which is appended to Jeremiah, Baruch, and Lamentations in ®
(see most recently Adams 2014). Since analysis of this work entails many complications due to
its peculiar literary features, the following discussion addresses this work only in as much as it
bears on elucidating textual points of Jer 10:1-16.

39 See Cohen 2012: 255. A similar view was also expressed in modern scholarship, cf. Hill 1999:
174-176.

40 Menahem does not adduce comparable instances in which a divine oath is accompanied
by a demonstration of God’s sovereignty over the universe, but he may have had in mind cases
such as Am 8:7-9, in which a divine oath to take revenge of oppressors of poor people (v. 7: “The
Lord has sworn [/ pawi] by the pride of Jacob: Surely I will never forget any of their deeds”) is
immediately followed by a depiction of a cosmic uproar (v. 8: “Shall not the land tremble on this
account, and everyone mourn who lives in it, and all of it rise like the Nile, and be tossed about
and sink again, like the Nile of Egypt? On that day, says the Lord God, I will make the sun go
down at noon, and darken the earth in broad daylight,” etc.).



